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submitted a revised proposal relating to the establishment of a jofot 
commission, with the �lear understanding that operational matters within the 
purview of the MOB were first submitted to that Board for resolution.1

('h.l During negotiations on the wording of the preamble to the proposed 
MBA, which had been reserved for resolution by the Chainnen of the two 
delegations, Ambassadors Romualdez and Sullivan, the primary difficulty 
concerned specific mention of the MDT of 1951 in the preamble. CINCPAC 
acknowledged what appeared to be agreement on the wording of the preamble, but 
challenged preamble language stating, "for the maintenance of peace and 
stability in SoutheastAsia and the Western Pacific area" and suggested that 
that sentence be concluded with the word "stability." CINCPAC's objection, 
based upon the possibility that such language could restrict the activities 
of U.S. Forces in Northeast Asia and the Indian Ocean, was supported in a 
message from the State Department back to the Embassy in Manila. However, 
negotiations on preamble language, which had appeared to be an area of agree­
ment, disintegrated into continued haggling over subsequent repeated 
Philippine amendments.2 

� The official summary record for the negotiating session of 7 July
revealed considerable difficulty within the labor working group in establishing 
a foundation for negotiations. The U.S. and Philippine participants were far 
apart, each side having rejected the proposal of the other. The Philippine 
Under Secretary of Labor stressed the Philippine position that the labor 
article in the new agreement would supercede the BLA of 1968. Ambassador 
Sullivan countered with the U.S. position that the 1968 BLA should be referred 
to or made an annex of the MBA and not simply abrogated. On the following day 
Ambassador Sullivan requested the presence of Mr. William Pankonin, CINCPAC 
Chief of Civilian Personnel Policy, to participate in the labor working group 
discussions of the BLA and related issues. His expertise and experience, 
stated the Ambassador, would be of great assistance. CINCPAC promptly assured 
the Ambassador that Mr. Pankonin would be made available for the negotiations.3 

� Citing the wide disparity between the Philippine draft article on 
labor (XI) and the proposal tabled by the United States, the Embassy requested· 

l. AMEMB Manila 10214/1311452 Jul 76/USDEL 116, 10792/2212012 Jul 76/
USDEL 147, and 11287/3009312 Jul 76/USDEL 166; SECSTATE 179510/
2023262 Jul 76 and 184922/2623182 Jul 76; CINCPAC 1900172 Jul 76.

2. AMEMB Manila 10701/2109242 Jul 76/USDEL 141, 11135/2710362 Jul 76/
USDEL 161, and 11170/2907542 Jul 76/USDEL 163; CINCPAC 2203322 Jul 76 and
3004272 Jul 76; SECSTATE 183397/2322132 Jul 76.

3. AMEMB Manila 9917/0812012 Jul 76/USDEL 95 and 9928/0901182 Jul 76/
USDEL 97; CINCPAC 0923162 Jul 76.
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clearance for a new approach which ·would retain the 1968 BLA except as 
modified by tne new MBA .. During exploratory sessions on 7 and 8 July, stated 
the Embassy, working drafts based on guidelines provided by CINCPAC had been 
developed regarding preferential employment, reductions in force, severance 
pay, recruitment, and payroll deductions. Statements from GOP officials 
as late as January 1976 had reflected the position that the BLA, with minor 
modifications, was satisfactory. 1 

(� In view of the revised hard-line stand by the GOP that substantial 
revision or total replacement was required during these negotiations, it had 
become evident that the BLA of 1968 might have to be revised; therefore, 
State authorized the Embassy to include a statement in the general labor 
article to· the effect that the article would be implemented by appropriate 
amendment of the BLA. The Ambassador was authorized to infonn the Philippine 
delegation that if they would agree to a brief, general labor article in the 
MBA, the United States was willing to begin negotiations on amendments to 
the BLA at the same time. The U.S. delegation was instructed to make it clear 
that these would be handled as separate and distinct matters, and that it 
would not be necessary to conclude BLA negotiations simultaneously with the 
new bases agreement. In this message (12 July) the State Department designated 
a U.S. team consisting of Pankonin as principal spokesman, Albert H. Burns of 
CINCPACFLT, and Jack V. Compton of CINCPACAF for purposes of negotiation of 
amendments to the BLA. State directed that this team proceed to Manila and 
begin preparation for negotiations.2 

� The Embassy replied to State that, in the judgment of the U.S. dele­
gation, it was unnecessary to separate the labor issues from the overall 
negotiations. Such separation would be significantly counterproductive to 
the U.S. Forces labor situation in the Philippines by providing an avenue for 
renegotiation of the complete BLA and the recently completed three-year 
collective bargaining agreement. The U.S. delegation submitted for State 
Department review a text for the U.S. draft article on labor which retained 
the 1968 BLA but modified certain points therein. During the plenary session 
on 12 July, Ambassador Sullivan introduced Pankonin as part of the labor 
working group.3 

� Both the State Department and CINCPAC concurred with the approach 
which sought to retain the 1968 BLA with necessary changes included in the MBA 
then being negotiated. State cautioned, however, that the new approach on the 
-----------------------------

--------------------------------------------------

l. AMEMB Manila 10062/1206442 Jul 76/USDEL 108.
2. SECSTATE 172169/1222492 Jul 76.
3. AMEMB Manila 10275/1410272 Jul 76/USDEL 119, 10354/1510492 Jul 76/

USDEL 122, and 10408/1605422 Jul 76/USDEL 128. 
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labor issue was based on speculation by the U.S. delegation that the· labor 
area was not of critical importance to the GOP and that the discussion of labor 
would not prolong the talks. If it became evident that that was not the case, 
the U.S. delegation would revert to the stand that labor was a separate and 
distinct issue.l 

('&l By the end of July little progress had been reported by the U.S. 
delegation toward an agreed position on the labor issue. By the middle of 
August the latest labor article provisions reflected several new GOP proposals 
which resulted in a greater difference between the U.S. and GOP positions than 
was evident one month before. The Embassy attributed the intransigence of the 
GOP delegation to a basic conceptual difference between the panels on whether 
they were negotiating modifications to the U.S.-GOP BLA of 1968 or exceptions 
to Filipino law. Nevertheless, the Ambassador indicated that the labor issue 
was only one of 25 important issues in the overall negotiations which appeared 
to require a political decision for resolution. Therefore, he did not consider 
the labor issue as critical enough to prolong the talks nor to warrant remanding 
it to separate renegotiation of the BLA.2 

('6J The original draft MBA tabled by the U.S. delegation had contained 
no ref'erence to nor clause on labor. By September this position had been 
modified to the point where the U.S. delegation submitted for State Department 
review a proposed labor article and annex in a 15-page message. The subjects 
covered in the proposed draft included preferential employment, recruibnent, 
uniform standards, social security benefits, payroll deductions, security of 
employment, severance pay, a new conmittee of labor, resolution of disputes, 
regulation of contractors, manpower allocation, mid-year annual bonus, and 
general provisions. CINCPAC reiterated the importance of holding to the 
original U.S. Government objective to retain the BLA and its agreed minutes as 
modified by the terms of the MBA being negotiated. He provided technical 
comments/recommendations regarding the article and annex text discussed above 
in the event that its use became a political necessity. On 1 October 
CINCPACFLT emphasized to the Chief of Naval Operations the imperative that, 
if the draft submitted by the U.S. delegation were used, the modification and 
technical corrments provided by CINCPAC should be incorporated intact.3

1. CINCPAC 1722192 Jul 76; SECSTATE 180869/2123132 Jul 76.
2. AMEMB Manila 11222/3001282 Jul 76/USDEL 165 and 12161/1306402 Aug 76/

USDEL 204.
3. AMEMB Manila 13900/1007462 Sep 76/USDEL 241; CINCPACFLT 0123112 Oct 76,

which cited CINCPAC 2505042 Sep 76.
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The Unresolved Issues 

(� At the end of the seventh week of negotiations (31 July) the
Ambassador noted that the end of July was the original target date for the 
completion of MBA negotiations. He advised the State Department that, in his 
judgment, the end of the negotiations phase was in sight. The two panels, 
which were surrogates for the Ministerial level, had reached agreement on 
a number of points, but a number of others were of great political sensitivity. 
Ambassador Sullivan intended to suggest to Ambassador Romualdez the consolida­
tion of agreements into a single text, with the points of disagreement in 
brackets. Sullivan also intended to suggest a recess and a joint public 
announcement stressing the areas of agreement. The length of the recess would 
depend, to a large extent, on GOP intentions, but the Ambassador expected 
Marcos to wait for the outcome of the U.S. elections before resumption of
negotiations.1 

� After the ANZUS meeting in Canberra in early August (q.v.) Deputy
Sec;etary of State Robinson and Admiral Gayler visited the Philippines. On 
7 August during a call on President Marcos by Admiral Gayler and .Ambassador 
Sullivan, Marcos referred to discussions held on the previous day with 
Secretary Robinson on the subject of the military base negotiations. He had 
suggested to Robinson that the two panels draw up a list of agreed and disagreed 
items. In addition, he suggested that Sullivan and Romualdez draw up a list 
of items which needed "political decisions." The two Chairmen reached agree­
ment that the panels would prepare a document showing the areas of agreement 
and disagreement and that a summar� of the various decisions needed at the
political level would be prepared. 

� In mid-August the State Department requested the U.S. delegation to 
submit the list of the 25 important issues which seemed to require political 
decision for resolution in order to facilitate a review of the base negotia­
tions at high levels in the U.S. Government. State also agreed that a single 
text, with points of disagreement bracketed, of negotiations to date would be 
useful. 3 

� The U.S. delegation replied with two messages, one listing the
25 issues which seemed to require political decision and the other the issues 
and the respective U.S. and GOP positions on the issues. As listed in the 
first of these messages, the issues were:

4

l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

AMEMB Manila 11304/310530Z Jul 76/USDEL 168. 
AMEMB Manila 11798/0902192 Aug 76 and 11883/1005542 Aug 76/USDEL 189. 
SECSTATE 203560/1720062 Aug 76. 
AMEMB Manila 12447/i807252 Aug 76/USDEL 214 and 12527/1903112 Aug 76/ 
USDEL 217. 
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• The determination and demarcation of the facilities
which will be authorized for use by the United States. 

• The specific tenns of United States use of the
facilities for military purposes. 

• The Philippine desire to stipulate agreed force
levels for United States Forces in the Philippines. 

• Whether it is to be "agreement of" or "coordination
with" the United States commander that would be required 
for Philippine forces to use or operate in a facility 
authorized for use by the United States. 

• Whether or not there should be mutually worked-out
programs for the activities and technical operation of the 
facilities. 

• Whether or not the Philippines should prohibit, by
express provision of this Agreement, the introduction and 
storage of nuclear and other unconventional weapons in the 
Philippines, and the laying of mines in Philippine waters. 

• Whether or not the Philippines, if its national
security so dictates, is to take over the operation and 
administration of the facilities. 

• Whether the entry of U.S. nuclear-powered vessels
into Philippine ports should require prior approval or only 
advance notification, through an express provision of this 
Agreement. 

• Whether the.Philippines should allow the passage
through Philippine airspace or waters of aircraft, vessels, 
or submarines carrying nuclear weapons or components thereof, 
or other unconventional weapons. 

1 Whether the Philippine base conunander shall have 
authority to issue directives (rules and regulations on 
general matters involving security, administration, and 
command) applicable to all personnel within the base. 

• Control of the movement of United States vessels
within Subic Bay and the harbor areas, including anchorages. 

� 
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·• Whether the participation by the United States

Forces in ·security acti vi ti es within and off the base, and 

outside the facilities, shall be expressly provided for in 

the Agreement or whether such participation shall be at the 

discretion of the Philippine base corrmander. 

• The ownership of and control over maps and carto­

graphic information which result from surveys conducted by 
United States Forces in the Philippines. 

• Whether the United States may exercise jurisdiction

over certain offenses coITBTiitted by members of the U.S. Forces 

in the Philippines. If the Philippines consents to such an 

exercise of U.S. jurisdiction, a consequent issue is the 
objective procedure in determining whether a particular 

offense is one where the Philippine consent applies. In 

addition, if the Philippines exercise jurisdiction, the 
issue is whether or not the trial of members of the U.S. Forces,
civilian component or dependents, shall be limited to 

civilian courts only. 

• Whether, in the exercise of Philippine sovereign
authority, the consent of the United States is necessary in 

the grant of rights to exploit natural resources within the 

facilities. 

• Tax exemption.

• Whether employer-employee relations at the facilities
authorized for use by the United States shall be governed by 

Philippine law or by the existing Base Labor Agreement of 

1968, subject to the terms of this Agreement. 

• Whether Philippine currency shall be the only

legal tender within the facilities. 

• Whether the ownership of buildings and other con­
structions which form part of the facilities shall pass to 

the Philippines upon the effective date of the Agreement or 

upon the relinquishment of the facilities. 

• The nature of and the manner by which "defense support"
shall be provided by the United States to the Philippines to 

modernize its armed forces. 

C O RTI1)f N TIA-¼: 
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• Whether the United States, upon relinquishment of
the facilities, shall be required to convert them at its own 
expense in consonance with Philippine development requirements. 

• The duration and manner of tennination of the
Agreement. 

• Whether any doubt regarding any prov1s1on of the
Agreement shall be resolved in favor of the territorial 
sovereign. 

• How to resolve the status of the United States
installations which will no longer be covered by this 
Agreement, such as Voice of America, the State Department 
Regional Relay Facility, and the American Cemetery. 

• Whether the Agreement shall be authentic in both
the Filipino and English language versions. 

� In September the U.S. delegation summarized the unresolved issues 
confronting the working groups in an analysis by the U.S. working group teams 
(facilities, corrmand and control, legal, labor, and taxation) of ways by 
which the issues might be resolved satisfactorily. After a detailed review 
and analysis of the various component parts of the issues involved, the U.S. 
delegation addressed the more delicate political issues which had been reserved 
for the attention of the Chainnen. Although some limited progress was made in 
sharpening the definition of these issues, the resolution would be dependent 
upon high level political discussions. In this category were: 1

• RP-US cooperation (U.S. support for the modernization
of the Philippine Armed Forces); in addition to the grant 
and credit component of our support, we should carefully 
consider whether the Services would be willing to provide 
for training and base management and joint manning procedures 
in addition to some stepping up of Service-to-Service training. 
This could be valuable 11quid" as well as an investment for 
the future. 

• Conversion of bases (U.S. support for making
relinquished areas or facilities economically viable). We 
must continue to resist this open-ended obligation. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
----�--

1 . AMEMB Manila 13899/1 007302 Sep 76/USDEL 240. 
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• Interpretation (any doubts in prov1s1ons should be
settled in favor· of the Philippines). This is obviously 
unacceptable. Term of agreement. Washington has provided 
us with compromise language which we have not yet tabled. 

(� Early in September the JCS, noting the 25 issues listed by the Embassy 
as still to be resolved, requested CINCPAC to identify from the 25 issues those 
considered absolutely critical to continued effective military operations from 
Philippine bases in support of U.S. interests in the area. CINCPAC's reply 
on 14 September identified the issues and noted that suggested trade-offs or 
specific acconmodations should be balanced by some reciprocal concession from 
the Philippine side. CINCPAC provided the following assessment: 1

• Issue 1: Grant of Facilities.

- Retention of fenced portion of Clark AB proper
is necessary to effective U.S. military operations. 

- Crow Valley range is vital. Complex is only
available area large enough to accommodate an electronic 
warfare range, realistic ta�tical range, and conventional 
air-to-ground gunnery/bombing range. As a result, it is 
only WESTPAC range that enables integrated training ... for 
PACAF tactical forces. Relinquishment or relocation is 
unacceptable if air tactical training as now envisioned 
is to be continued in the Clark complex. 

C-amp O'Donnel conmunications station is
essential. 

- Water shed at Clark AB (Zone "A" less fenced
portion of base) is not vital. Relinquishment of part of 
water shed is feasible provided further analysis- shows 
negligible effect of such relinquishment on water table 
supplying artesian wells. 

- MPS-11 site in Clark Zone "D" is necessary to
safe, efficient operation of Crow Valley range and aircrew 
training. 

1. JCS 3099/0713582 Sep 76; CINCPAC 1400032 Sep 76.
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.- Exclusive U.S. use of all of Wallace Air Station 
is not necessary. While we recommend that Wallace remain a 
base designated for U.S. use, could accept relinquishment 
provided firm guidelines and operating procedures are 
developed which insure U.S. rights to operate and maintain 
essential equipment. 

- John Hay is not required from a strict military
operational point of view. Its importance to U.S. presence 
in Philippines lies in its contribution to U.S. personnel 
welfare and morale. In light of Philippine willingness to 
consider a no fee license arrangement, U.S. should be ready 
to make this type proposal. Any such arrangement must avoid 
jeopardizing appropriated fund support. 

- Subic-Clark pipeline is vital.

- Retention of JAD-JAD water shed at Subic is not
essential. However, all other water sheds at Subic ..• which 
presently provide the entire water supply for Subic-Cubi 
complex must be retained. Final water shed arrangement 
should provide for continued BLT training in the four water 
sheds and JEST area at Subic. 

- Grande Island is very important to effective
military operations and security and should not be released. 

- Not necessary to retain all water areas of Subic.
Some waters, not vital for unhampered operations, could be 
released; however, concur U.S. position ... that agreement must 
specifically designate waters reserved for U.S. use and access, 
rather than allowing future designation by Phil Base Commander 
(PBC). 

- Present arrangement for use of impact and troop
training areas is satisfactory and should be retained. 

- San Miguel communications station is required.

- With regard to Annex B, in the final analysis,
consider "additional facilities" (American cemetery, Voice of 
America, etc.) as not directly supportive of effective U.S. 
military operations. Reconmend delete "additional facilities" 
from Agreement proper and handle in exchange of notes. Deletion 

� 
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could be used to obtain major Phil concession elsewhere and at 
the same time would accommodate Phil desires to avoid appearance 

- of expanding extent of facilities in Agreement.

• Issue 2: Tenns of use of facilities. U.S. position
is critical to effective/unhampered military operations. 
Phil language is inhibiting and unacceptable. Can envisage 
no U.S. accommodation which doesn't jeopardize principle. 

Hesitant to provide Phils with 

1 
any figures. If they insis , could, however, offer a "high 
figure" which represents a saturation level for the facilities. 

• Issue 4: Joint use of facilities. U.S. position is
essential for effective/unhampered military operations. As 
possible acconmodation without jeopardizing principle, could 
accept alternate wording "in coordination with GOP, establish 
mutually agreed procedures for selective use of U.S. facilities." 
Realize strict interpretation this wording may be questionable 
and/or precedent setting. 

• Issue 5: Mutual programs. Not clear just what Phils
have in mind: Believe they are looking for U.S. to suggest 
something. Object to "mutually. agreed" language •.. but could 
foresee involving Phils, on a selective basis, in some plan­
ning which would not interfere with our operations. Final 
decision should be reserved for U.S. by addition of langauge 
such as "where feasible." 

• Issue 7: Phil takeover. Hold U.S. position. U.S.
cannot be subjected to unilateral Phil decision of this nature. 
Recommend strike clause from Agreement. Phil concerns over 
national survival relate to ·u.S.-RP Mutual Defense Treaty. 
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Release of facilities under other conditions should be 
addressed, if ·at all, in Terms of Agreement, Article 22, 
not as separate issue. 

• Issue 8: Entry of NPW.
-TPhil wording ... is unacceptable.

• Issue 10: Issuance of directives. Retention of
U.S. position is required for effective military operations. 
U.S. fonnulation is already an accorrmodation and we should 
hold the line. 

• Issue 11: Control of movement. Retention of U.S.
position on this issue is critical to effective/unhampered 
operations at Subic. When water areas for U.S. use are 
agreed, will need suitable language guaranteeing U.S. control 
within those waters. 

� Prefer U.S. ,-
1 hold to position. Any U.S. accommodation should be reserved 
for the joint security plan. 

e Issue 13: Ownership of maps. Not essential to 
effective military operations. Concur accomnodation .... 

, Issue 15: Natural resources. Fully support U.S. 
position, however, it is not necessary to hold to language 
"right to agree upon" as long as assurances of unhampered 
operations are incorporated in Agreement. Phil proposal 
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not entirely unreasonable. Possible accoIT111odation at Subic 
could be to suggest Phil participation in selected, controlled 
tree harvesting in water shed area. 

• Issue 16: Taxation. Support U.S. position .... Do 
not believe accommodation possible without jeopardizing 
principle and setting unfavorable precedents worldwide. 

• Issue 17: Labor. Issue is vital. Effective/unham­
pered operation is directly related to Filipino work force 
operating and maintaining support facilities. Could incor­
porate in the new facilities agreement the essential elements 
and provisions of 1968 Base Labor Agreement (and its agreed 
minutes) necessary to protect U.S. Forces interests, as well 
as any modifications agreed to in present negotiations. We 
must retain work force management and operational prerogatives 
outlined ... and, additionally, right to select Filipinos 
referred for employment, to tenninate employees by reduction 
in force, and to discipline without binding arbitration. 

• Issue 18: Currency. Not vital to effective military
operations. Although undesirable, accommodation, with safe­
guards, could be made ... but only as last resort. 

• Issue 19: Title to buildings. Essential. Concerns
and position expressed ... remain valid. 

• I s s ue 2 0 : 11 Defense support 11 • Ph i 1 po s i ti on i s 
unacceptable. On the other hand, U.S. position should more 
clearly state that grants will be in fonn of materiel and 
training, not outright cash payment. While issue does not 
directly affect military operations, the fonn and substance 
of quid will be pivotal issue. 

e Issue 21: Conversion of facilities. U.S. position 
is not vital to our military operations in that area. Recog­
nize, however, that the cost of accommodation would be 
unacceptable, both monetarily and as a precedent. Some Phil 
falloff on this issue already indicated. U.S. should hold to 
position simply from a monetary point of view and not agree 
to obligate itself to this type of undertaking. 
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, Issue 22: Tenn of Agreement. U.S. position is 
critical to .continuing use of Phil bases for support of U.S. 
and Phil interests in area. Have no intentions of leaving 
Phil bases. Therefore, Agreement should opt for as long term 
as possible. Believe tie to MDT accomplished this in best way. 

• Issue 23: Interpretation. Hold U.S. position.
Envisage no U.S. accommodation which doesn't jeopardize 
principle or establish unacceptable precedent worldwide. 

• Issue 24: Activities outside Agreement. U.S.
position not necessary to effective military operations. 
However, U.S. should hold to position and insist on exchange 
of notes. 

• Issue 25: Language. Could accept an authenticated
Filipino text. 

The AFP Modernization Package 

� Among the unresolved issues was Article XIX of the Philippine draft 
MBA which was labeled "defense support", a euphemism for the compensation 
expected by the GOP from the U.S. Government as payment for U.S. use of the 
bases. Ambassador Romualdez, as Chainnan of the GOP delegation, explained 
to Ambassador Sullivan the substance of Philippine thinking with respect to 
Article XIX which, nccording to Romualdez, resulted from a lengthy internal 
dispute eventually resolved by President Marcos. According to the Romualdez 
version, key GOP officials headed by Secretary of Defense Enrile desired to 
hold out for "rental" or "compensation." They were prepared to call this 
money "defense support," but wished to have it as a lump sum cash payment with 
no strings attached. Romualdez and other GOP officials, on the other hand, 
were prepared to have "defense support" spelled out in tenns of security 
assistance, foreign military sales, and economic aid. Marcos eventually decided 
in favor of the latter. Enrile refused to redraft Article XIX, but did provide 
a "modernization plan" as "justification" for "defense support." Ambassador 
Sullivan believed the modernization plan to have been concocted especially for 
bargaining purposes.l 

� On 8 August the U.S. delegation forwarded to the State Department the 
AFP modernization list provided by Enrile. The modernization list was attached 
to a letter from Enrile to President Marcos dated 29 March 1976 in which Enrile 
labeled the program a five-year AFP modernization plan to develop land forces, 

1. AMEMB Manila 10023/1004262 Jul 76/USDEL 105.
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upgrade air and sea power and improve conmand and control over widely dispersed 
I field forces. The list and cover letter carried GOP classification TOP SECRET.1

l. J53 HistSum Jul 76; AMEMB Manila 9916/081124Z Jul 76/USDEL 91, 92, 93, 94.
2. SECSTATE 171468/101906Z Jul 76.
3. Q.Q.. Cit., AMEMB Manila 10023/1004262 jul 76/USDEL 105.
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J,ef Meanwhile, CINCPAC had reviewed the AFP modernization plan and infonned
the JCS that it appeared to be a unilateral GOP wish list which probably was 
not associated with any previously established AFP modernization program. 
CINCPAC infonned the JCS that any AFP modernization program should be a 
coordinated joint effort based upon an assessment of the mutual threat and 
the capability of the GOP to support a given force structure. On 13 July, 
three days after CINCPAC's comment, the JCS advised CINCPAC that the Chainnan, 
JCS had been tasked to provide, on an urgent basis, an assessment of the 
equipment acquisition program envisioned by Secretary Enrile. Specific areas 
of interest were the validity of the requirements in the list, GOP capability 
to maintain and operate new weapon systems included in the list, and new 
facilities required to support the weapon systems.2

viewe t e 1st 
as a ve ic e to express a dollar figure establishing a possible guid pro� 
rather than a credible modernization plan. The types of items generally were 
valid because of the existing Muslim conflict and the projected threat, but 
the quantities and delivery dates were unrealistic. CINCPAC noted the absence 
of an airlift requirement and a ship repair facility as two obviously 
significant omissions. The most critical shortcoming then existing was that 
the AFP logistics system and facilities already were overburdened by the 
assets on hand. The AFP could not cope with the proposed acquisitions. 
CINCPAC provided a detailed line item analysis, and concluded with the observa­
tion that if modernization were to be accepted as a quid, both countries' 
interests would be best served by developing a plan that supported the current 
!orce structure while improving the ability to absorb future acquisitions.

---------------------------------------------------
----------------------------

1. SECSTATE 173839/1400472 Jul 76 and 181985/2300362 Jul 76.
2. CINCPAC 1004172 Jul 76; JCS 2510/1322222 Jul 76.
3. CHJUSMAGPHIL 1506302 Jul 76; CINCPAC 1703462 Jul 76.
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MDT-The Automatic Response 

� During Robinson's visit, he received an Aide Memoire from President 
Marcos quoting specific articles of the MDT, citing the U.S. Senate hearings 
in 1969, and requesting an authoritative and specific statement from the U.S. 
Government regarding its obligations under the MDT of 1951 relative to the 
security of the Philippines if attacked by external forces.2 

� At the same time, Admiral Gayler, who had accompanied Robinson to 
the Philippines, reported to the Chainnan, JCS on a meeting with Philippine 
Secretary of Defense Enrile. Enrile complained that the Philippines had had 
the short end of the MDT since 1946 [sic]. Specifically, he cited shortcomings 
in aid in 1973, vari u ncroachments on Philippine sovereighty, and the lack 

1. CINCPAC 3121092 Jul 76; AMEMB Manila 11355/0208052 Aug 76.
2. AMEMB Manila 11734/0609002 Aug 76 (EX).
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!On the other hand, Enrile gave repeated assurances that there was 
no intention·- on the part of the GOP to interfere with the full use of the bases 
by the United States, aligned the Philippines with the United States in under­
standing the Soviet threat, and suggested that political �nd logistics support 
could suffice in the event of aggression against the off-shore islands. 

� In response to a tentative proposal by the U.S. State Department 
Secretary of State Kissinger visit Manila in October to discuss the MBA issues 
and the Marcos Aide Memoire, Marcos countered with a proposal to send Romulo 
and Romualdez to Washington in mid-September for consultation prior to 
Kissinger's visit in October. The Ambassador infonned the State Deparbnent 
that, prior to the Kissinger visit proposal, Marcos had already decided to ask 
for an "informal" recess in the base negotiations and had instructed Romualdez 
that there were seven issues upon which he would "insist." Marcos had reviewed 
the issues compiled by the negotiating delegations and had concluded that man 
of the issues could be resolved by the working panels. 

In 
view of the conflict of views and in the absence of a U.S. reply to his Aide 
Memoire, Marcos had decided that the negotiations should be recessed, preferably 
without public announcement. Ambassador Sullivan advised the State Department 
that Romualdez had proposed a tentative resumption of negotiations on 15 January 
1977 and that GOP officials were drafting a paper for the U.S. Deparbnent of 
State based on instructions-from President Marcos. However, Romualdez was 
evasive when Sullivan requested a list of the seven issues referred to by
Marcos.2 

rsJ In a subsequent meeting with President Marcos on 5 September, 
Ambassador Sullivan was advised of Marcos' disappointment that no written 
reply to his Aide Memoire was forthcoming. He stated that it would be 
"pointless" for Romulo and Romualdez to attempt to discuss the issues in the 
negotiations without clarification of the obligations of both parties under 
the MDT. Therefore, Marcos advised Sullivan that Romulo and Romualdez would 
be authorized to meet with Secretary Kissinger on 22 September provided the 
first item of business concerned the Aide Memoire. If Kissinger was not 
prepared to provide a fonnal answer in writing at that meeting, Marcos expected 
him to state orally what the United States would be prepared to put in writing 

1. CINCPAC 0802002 Aug 76 (EX).
2. SECSTATE 213364/2718112 Aug 76 fEX); AMEMB Manila 13156/2809582 Aug 76 (EX).
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at a later date. During the meeting between Sullivan and Marcos, Ambassador 
Sullivan noted Marcos' statement that he personally thought he and Secretary 
Kissinger could resolve all of the issues "in a single sitting. 11 Marcos 
acknowledged certain emotional problems, but thought all of them were 
"tractable. 11 As an aside, stated the Ambas�ador, Marcos mentioned the need for 
a satisfactory 11quid 11 for defense support. Nevertheless, Marcos indicated that 
he would not be available to meet with Secretary Kissinger until after 
16 October and suggested that a more precise time for a meeting could be 
resolved while Romulo and Romualdez were in Washington.l 

� Ambassador Sullivan suggested to the State Department that, prior to 
the meeting between Romulo and Kissinger, it would be necessary for the 
Secretary to have the highest level approval of an answer to the Aide Memoire 
and a quid��- Sullivan recalled his previously suggested figures for 
a reasonable quid offer and suggested that both sides should attempt to 
ascertain the issues upon which they were not prepared to compromise. Later, 
Secretary Kissinger informed Romulo that he would be unable to attend a 
22 September meeting and suggested that it could.be rescheduled for October 
while Romulo was in the United States to attend the United Nations General 
Assembly.2 

The CONUS Meetings 

Regarding the question of modernizing the AFP, 
Romulo cited the shopping list of desired equipment already supplied to the 
U.S. Government, and Enrile stated that the GOP desired a five-year assistance 
program, of which the first year's price tag would be about half a billion 
dollars. Kissinger replied that this was totally unrealistic and suggested 
that the GOP define its priorities in tenns of equipment. Romulo countered 
that another way of approaching the problem ould be in terms of how important 
the bases really are to the United States. 
-----------------------------------------------

--------------------------------

1. AMEMB Manila l3577/050408Z Sep 76 (EX).
2. AMEMB Manila 13609/070659Z Sep 76 (EX); SECSTATE 225997/1320172 Sep 76 (EX).
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Romulo also requested specific 
prohibitions in the bases agreement against storage or transit of nuclear 
weapons. While noting the difference between storage and transit, it was 
agreed this was a complicated issue the resolution of which would require the 
participation of President Marcos. The conferees agreed that the discussions 
during the meeting would be reported to President Marcos and that, in the 
meantime, the press would be told that the two Secretaries had made good 
progress in discussing the base negotiations and that the negotiations would 
continue .1 

(U) On 21 October a Honolulu newspaper printed an Associated Press
dispatch from Washington stating that the Philippines was asking the United 
States for several billion dollars' worth of military equipment as a price for 
a new agreement governing the U.S. military bases. This statement was 
attributed in the press dispatch to "American officials." The article stated 
that these officials were not taking the bid for massive arms shipments too 
seriously, and that the military aid component of the new agreement probably 
would be more in line with base agreements negotiated during the year with 
Spain, Turkey, and Greece. These agreements, stated the article, provided 
American aid averaging between $200 million and $250 million a year over a 
four-to-five-year period. The article also attributed to American officials 
the statement that the two countries had been unable to bridge the gap between 
the Philippine demands over sovereignty over the bases and the U.S. desire for 
operational control over them.2 

� During subse�uent conversati ans_ between Secretary of State Kissinger 
and Secretary of Foreign Affairs Romulo in Washington on 28 October, Kissinger 
handed R�ulo an Aide Memoire from the U.S. Government dated 28 October 1976. 
On 23 November Romulo provided an Aide Memoire from his Government to Secretary 
Kissinger. The GOP Aide Memoire stated that the U.S. Aide Memoire had offered 
$900 million for a period of five years, one-half in military aid and the other 
half in economic aid. The GOP Aide Memoire stated that that amount did not 
meet its requirements, and that the GOP would need $2 billion for a period of 
five years, 50 percent to be for military purposes and 50 percent for economic 
assistance. Of the military portion, the GOP needed 75 percent in the fonn 
of grants and the balance in foreign military sales credit. The economic 
portion could be in the fonn of development aid and export-import bank credits. 
------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------

1. 

2. 

SECSTATE 250861/1421252 Oct 76 (EX), which transmitted to CINCPAC the 
original State message dated 8 Oct 76. 
Honolulu Star-Bulletin, 21 Oct 76, "Manila Asking Billions in Anns," 
dateline Washington (AP). 
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In the GOP Aide Memoire, assurance was given that the GOP did not intend to 
hamper the United States•· operationa 1 effectiveness nor infringe on the 
integrity of United States' conmand and security. These issues, stated the 
Aide Memoire, could be ex edited sp long as Philippine sovereignty in law and 

fact was recognized. 

_ Secretary Kissinger informed Romulo during that meeting that he 
saw no possibility of U.S. agreement to $2 billion and said the question would 
have to be left for consideration by the next Administration. Once again it 
was agreed that response to press inquiries would be that the two Secretaries 
had again discussed base negotiations, that further progress was made, and 
that the negotiations were continuing.1 

The Next Move 

� On 4 December the State Department informed the Embassy in Manila that 
wire service reports included somewhat distorted but nevertheless fairly 
accurate descriptions of the financial package proposed to the Philippines, 
and indicating that an agreement had been reached. The State Department was 
responding to press queries that discussions were continuing, that no agree­
ment had been reached, but that the discussions did involve considerations of 
U.S. military and economic assistance.2 

(U) On 5 December a Honolulu news.paper article cited a "State Department
official" in reporting that progress had been made in negotiations with the 
Philippines for the continuation of the U.S. military bases in that country, 
but that no agreement had been reached. The article then cited other Government 
sources as stating that negotiations had provided for $1 billion in economic 
and military aid for continued base rights, that an agreement had been reached, 
and that a fonnal announcement was likely in several days. These sources, 
according to the article, said the agreement had been reached in Mexico City by 
Secretary of State Kissinger during meetings with representatives of the 
Philippine Government. Financial conmitments in the new agreement, according 
to the article, were evenly split between economic and military aid.3 

,/ 

(U) On the following day (6 December) another press dispatch reported that
Philippine authorities were upset by a sequence of events which they interpreted 

1. SECSTATE 287342/2720042 Nov 76 (EX), which transmitted to CINCPAC the
original State message DTG 2322102 Nov 76 and 287549/2720052 Nov 76 (EX),
which transmitted to CINCPAC the original State message of 24 November.

2. SECSTATE 295632/0402152 Dec 76.
3. Honolulu Advertiser, 5 Dec 76, 11U.S.-Philippine Talks Reported Progressing,"

dateline Washington (UPI). 
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as a heavy-handed State Department effort to break a stalemate in negotiations 
over U.S. military bases in the Philippines. Romulo told the press that the 
Manila Government had rejected a U.S. proposal for $1 billion in total U.S. 
aid over the next five years. Romulo said, according to the article, that he 
had told Kissinger that the GOP wanted $1 billion in military aid alone over 
five years, with economic aid to be negotiated in a separate agreement. 
According to the article, Kissinger and Romulo had met in Mexico City during 
the inauguration of the Mexican President, but, according to Romulo, there was 
no agreement and reports that the Philippines was reversing itself following 
the personal intervention of President Marcos were false. American officials, 
according to the article, had been taken aback when Manila's initial price tag 
for military aid had amounted to almost $1 billion a year.1

(U) On the same day that Romulo's perturbation with press reports on the
negotiations was reported from Washington, the Embassy in Manila reported an 
editorial in a Philippine newspaper entitled "U.S. Distorting RP Position on 
Bases Issues." The article stated that the Philippines had been pictured 
unfavorably in a canard peddled by the American press which made it appear 
that the Philippines had agreed to allow the United States to use the military 
bases in exchange for $1 billion in military and economic aid. The article 
cited Romulo's denial that any agreement had been reached and-questioned the 
motives of the U.S. Administration and the U.S. press: 2

l. 

2 . 

* * * * * 

We do not buy the U.S. line that its maintenance of 
military bases here is for our protection. From our view­
point, the Americans, for strategic defense reasons, need 
these bases more than we do. That is why we say that if 
the American military presence on Philippine soil will 
continue to mean a derogation from Philippine sovereignty, 
then we can do without these bases, and the Americans can pack 
up and leave. On the other hand, if the Americans truly 
recognize our sovereignty, as they claim they do, then they 
must agree to the following: (1) renunciation of extra­
territorial rights on the bases; (2)·acceptance of Philippine 
control (not token but substantial) over bases operations 
without necessarily hamstringing their effectiveness; (3) 
recognition of Philippine jurisdiction over a wide range of 
criminal offenses by American servicemen on or off base; (4) 

Honolulu Star-Bulletin, 6 Dec 76, "Philippines Rejects U.S. Aid Proposal: 
Wants $1 billion in Economic Assistance Alone," dateline Washington (AP). 
AMEMB Manila 18899/0608522 Dec 76. 
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return of portions of the base areas that are no longer in 
active use; and .(5) payment of substantial compensation for 
the use of these base lands. If the U.S. Government has agreed 
to pay substantial sums for the use of Spanish, Turkish, and 
Greek military bases, it should be prepared to do no less with 
respect to the Philippine military bases. 

While the Philippine stand does not make for easy 
comprehension, let alone simple negotiations, the possibility 
of misunderstanding it is quite remote. However, distorting 
it is another matter, and to our mind, this is exactly what 
Washington and certain sectors of the American press did, when 
they made it appear that a new RP-US military bases agreement 
had been reached primarily, if not solely, on the basis of 
pecuniary considerations. 

� 
In a major foreign policy address on 11 ecember, Marcos said progress

in the base talks had been encouraging, but expressed concern at the mis­
interpretation of the GOP position in negotiations and singled out the report 
that the GOP had asked for $1 billion in military and economic aid in exchange 
for continued U.S. use of the military bases. At the same time, Marcos said 
that the redirection of GOP foreign policy "in no way connotes the severance 
of time-tested friendship between the Philippines and the United States." He 
stressed the GOP belief that the U.S. presence in the Western Pacific was 
necessary for regional peace and stability and that this view was shared by 
other nations in Asia. He reiterated that Philippine sovereignty over the 
bases was not negotiable, but that this should not "prejudice the effective 
use of facilities by the U.S. in any given situation threatening peace in 
Southeast Asia." He contended that there had been no agreement in negotiations 
on many questions "including manner and nature of paying rentals," and that 
these would await review by the new U.S. Administration. As interpreted by 
the U.S. Embassy in Manila, Marcos seemed to be assuring his audience that a 
resolution of the bases negotiations which would be satisfactory to the United 
States and the GOP was possible under the new Administration. Marcos stated 
explicitly that a condition for successful MBA negotiations was that the 
United States "resume" its original obligations under the Military Assistance 
Pact, and pay rentals in order to build self-reliance on the part of the 
Philippines. The President also stated that agreement was pending on the 
powers of the Filipino coITJTiander, jurisdiction over offenses, and the kind of 
weapons to be allowed in the bases, all of which questions were dependent upon 
the "review and consideration of the new [U.S.] Administration.111 

-------------------------
--------------------------------

---------------------

1. AMEMB Manila l93O6/13O912Z Dec 76.
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(� The U.S. Embassy in Manila advised the State Department on 15 December 
of an�her lengthy edttorial headlined ''U.S. Must Now Make Next Move on Bases 
Issues." The editorial speculated on the U.S. State Department's motivation 
in "prematurely leaking" infonnation on the base talks, ascribing the intention 
of the State Department "to torpedo the negotiations completely so that every­
thing will be set back to zero and the Philippines will have to start again 
from scratch with the new Carter Administration. Naturally, this would mean 
more protracted negotiations and a longer lease on life for the status quo on 
the bases." Concluding with Marcos' insistence on rentals and the fulfillment 
of the U.S. commitment to provide aid, the editorial stated that the next move 
was up to the United States."1

(U) On the following day (16 December) Romulo returned to Manila and,
commenting on the base negotiations, stated that the GOP had not asked for 
military aid, but only just compensation for the continued use of the bases. 
On 17 December Marcos alluded to the "recent furor" about the GOP's reported 
acceptance of a $1 billion assistance package in return for use of the bases 
and stated that the GOP was waiting for the new Administration in the United 
States before proceeding with the talks. During a press conference on 
4 January 1977, following a meeting of the GOP National Security Council, Marcos 
confirmed that the talks were at a standstill and that it was up to the United 
States to make the next move.2 

(U) Meanwhile, on the U.S. military side, a joint State/Defense message
on 18 November 1976 acknowledged the assumption of comnand of the 13th Air 
Force by MAJ GEN Fredd_ie L. Poston effective 15 October 1976, replacing MAJ GEN 
Leroy J. Manor, who had been designated as CitJCPAC Chief of Staff. The message 
appointed General Poston to replace General Manor as the principal deputy 
military adviser to the United States delegation to the MBA negotiations 
effective 18 November 1976.3 

--------------------------------
----------------------------------

-------------

1. AMEMB Manila 19411/1507552 Dec 76.
2. AMEMB Manila 19553/1708482 Dec 76, and 152/0507392 Jan 77.
3. SECSTATE 283570/1919152 Nov 76, which transmitted to CINCPAC the original

State message DTG 1818402 Nov 76.
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CHAPTER XI 

OTHER SUPPORTING ACTIVITIES 

SECTION !--PUBLIC AFFAIRS ACTIVITIES 

Official Activities of the Commander in Chief 

(U) Admiral Gayler's and Admiral Weisner's numerous trips, speeches, and
press conferences are highlighted below. Distinguished visitors and visits by 
news media personnel are listed separately. Events for the year are listed 
chronologically.l 

(U) San Diego Trip, 7-8 January: Admiral Gayler departed Honolulu for
San Diego, CA on 7 January. _ Upon arrival at North Island Naval Air Station, 
the Admiral was briefed on the S-3A by RADM James B. Stockdale, Commander, 
Antisubmarine Warfare Wing Pacific. Later that afternoon, he met with VADM 
P.O. Stroop and Teledyne Ryan officials to discuss Compass Cope, Mini-Drone, 
and Vertiwing systems. On 8 January Admiral Gayler met with VADM Robert B. 
Baldwin, Chief, Naval Air Pacific. That afternoon he went aboard the USS

RANGER for change of cormnand ceremonies in which Captain Leon A. Edney was 
relieved by Commander Samuel Carson Flynn as Commander of the Carrier Air 
Wing TWO. 

(U) The French Receptions, 9 and 14 January: On the evening of 9 January
Admiral Gayler attended a reception in honor of commanding officers and officers 
of the French ships RIVIERE and ENSEIGN de VAISSEAU HENRY given by the 14th 
Naval District Commander, RADM Ralph Wentworth. The corrmander of the RIVIERE 
reciprocated by being host to Admiral Gayler and RADM Wentworth at a dinner 
aboard RIVIERE on 14 January. 

(U) Certificate of Me.rit Presentation, 14 January: Admiral Gayler
presented Mrs. Gerald H. Clements, wife of the Chief, Air Force Personnel 
Branch for PACOM Headquarters, with a CINCPAC Certificate of Merit for her 
contributions to the Hawaii State educational system. 

(U) Memorial Service, 15 January: Admiral Gayler flew by helicopter to
Schofield Barracks where he attended a memorial service for the late Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr., sponsored by the 25th Infantry Division. 

------------------
--------------------

------------------------------

1. Material for this section was taken from J003/74 HistSums Jan-Dec 76.
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(U) Retired Officers' Brief, 15 January: In the afternoon of 15 ·January
the Admiral gave a briefing to Oahu retired flag and general officers in the 
PACOM Command Center. 

(U) CODEL Visit, 16 January: Admiral Gayler was host to a delegation
from the House Armed Services Committee at breakfast in the Camp H.M. Smith 
Flag Officers Mess. That evening, he gave a reception for them at Fort 
Ruger's Cannon Club. 

(U) Chiefs of Mission Conference, 19-23 January: Chiefs of Mission from
most East Asian countries held a three day conference at PACOM Headquarters 
during the period 19 to 23 January. On the 19th Admiral Gayler and Philip C. 
Habib, the Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, 
co-hosted a dinner at the Admiral's quarters honoring the visiting Chiefs of 
Mission. 

(U) Honors Ceremony, 2 February: Admiral Gayler attended an honors
ceremony for MAJ GEN Joseph Kaler, Jr., outgoing Deputy Commander and Chief of 
Staff, Fleet Marine Force Pacific, at Camp Smith's Bordelon Field. 

(U) MAAG Chiefs' Conference, 3 February: Admiral Gayler gave the opening
address to the Military Assistance Advisory Group Chiefs' Conference held in 
the CINCPAC Command Center Briefing Room. In attendance were senior MAAG 
representatives from countries throughout the PACOM. 

(U) ANPA Address, 4 February: Admiral Gayler addressed the convention
of the American Newspaper Publishers Association on the Island of Hawaii. 

(U) CONUS Trip, 12 February - 2 March: Admiral Gayler and party departed
Hawaii on 12 February and arrived at Ellington Air Force Base, TX on the 
morning of 13 February. The Admiral then flew by helicopter to Texas A&M 
University where he made a presentation at the Student Conference on National 
Affairs (SCONA 21) and met with the delegates over lunch. That afternoon he 
flew by helicopter to Houston where he met with the editorial board of the 
Houston Post. 

On 16 February the Admiral's party departed Ellington Air Force Base 
for Buckley Air National Guard Base in Colorado where the Admiral started a 
7-day leave.

On 24 February Admiral Gayler joined a party from PACOM Headquarters 
and flew to Kansas City. He went by motorcade to Fort Leavem'-lorth, KS, where 
he was met by MAJ GEN John H. Cushman, Commandant of the Army's Command and 
General Staff College. The Admiral addressed the college before departing for 
Andrews Air Force Base, Washington, D.C. 
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On- 25 February the Admiral met with Wi 11 i am P. Clements, Deputy 
Secretary of Defense; General George S. Brown, USAF, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff (CJCS); General Fred C. Weyand, USA, Army Chief of Staff; 
LT GEN E.F. Tighe, USAF, Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency; and 
RADM Julian S. Lake, Commander, Naval Electronic Systems CoIT111and. That evening 
Admiral and Mrs. Gayler dined with Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce at her apartment. 

On 26 February the Admiral breakfasted with Washington Post columnist 
Rowland Evans. Later that morning he flew to Boston where he made a luncheon 
presentation to the Harvard School of International Affairs, and later met 
with the University's president, Derek Bok. He returned to Washington later 
that evening. 

On 27 February Admiral Gayler attended the Chairman's briefing in the 
Pentagon and addressed the National War College at Fort McNair, VA. Later that 
day the Admiral met with Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense; General Weyand; 
and had dinner with Senator J. Bennett Johnston, Jr. (D.-LA). 

On 28 February the Admiral had breakfast with Mr. George Bush, 
Director of the Central Intelligence Agency. 

On l March the Admiral met with William I. Greener, Jr., Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs), and later testified before the U.S. 
Senate Committee on the Armed Forces, Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel. 

On 2 March Admiral Gayler met with Admiral James L. Holloway, III, 
Chief of Naval Operations, and Secretary of the Anny Martin R. Hoffmann. 

On 3 March the Admiral met with Representative John C. Culver {D.-IA) 
before flying back to Honolulu. 

{U) Governor's Luncheon, 17 March: Admiral Gayler attended a luncheon 
given by Hawaii Governor George Ariyoshi at Washington Place, the Governor's 
residence, to announce the Bicentennial World Hawaiian Canoe Championships. 

(U) Samoa Trip, 19-20 March: Admiral Gayler departed Honolulu on 19 March
for Pago Pago in American Samoa. Upon arrival he was met by the territorial 
governor and taken for a tour of the island. He returned the following day. 

(U) New Zealand Trip, 24-26 March: The Admiral departed Hawaii on
24 March and arrived in Wellington, New Zealand on 25 March where he was met 
by U.S. Ambassador Armistead I. Selden, Jr. Admiral Gayler met with Prime 
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Minister Robert Muldoon and his cabinet and Opposition Party Party Leader Bill 
Rowling on the afternoon_of 25 March. Later that afternoon he held a press 
briefing for the New Zealand media. 

On 26 March the Admiral met with the Minister of Defense and Prime 
Minister Muldoon, and held a joint press conference with the Prime Minister. 
Later that afternoon he met with General/Sir Richard James Holden Webb, Chief 
of Defence Staff, and held a discussion with 20-30 officers of all branches 
of the New Zealand military. 

(U) Change of Command, 6 April: Admiral Gayler attended a change of
command ceremony at Kaneohe Marine Corps Air Station at which Colonel John 
Thatcher, USMC, former CINCPAC Protocol Officer, assumed command of Marine 
Air Group 24 from Colonel J.J. Went, USMC. 

(U) CONUS Trip, 6-17 April: Admiral Gayler and party departed Hawaii on 
6 April for Offutt Air Force Base, NE where the Admiral met with Strategic Air 
Command intelligence and operations personnel to discuss various exercises. 
He also met with members of the Joint Strategic Planning Staff and the 
Commander of the Strategic Air Command. The Admiral was interviewed by the 
Omaha World Herald prior to his departure for Peterson Field, Colorado Springs, 
CO for a tour of the Air Force Academy and an address to the Cadet Wing. 

On 8 April the Admiral and his party flew to Chicago, IL where he 
addressed the Chicago Council on International Relations and met with news 
media representatives. 

On 9 April Admiral Gayler flew to Maxwell Air Force Base, AL to 
address the Air War College. 

On 12 April the Admiral flew to Norfolk, VA where he met with the 
Commandant, RADM J.A. Denton, Jr., and addressed the Anned Forces Staff 
College. That afternoon he flew to Washington where he had dinner with 
Ambassador Thomas Gates, Chief of U.S. Liaison Mission to Peking. 

On 13 April the Admiral met with Senator Sam Nunn (D.-GA), Senator 
Robert P. Griffin (R.-MI), Representative Melvin Price (D.-IL), VADM H.D. 
Train, II, and Commander Ed Koczak. 

On 14 April Admiral Gayler attended the Chairman's briefing and met 
with former Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird; Mr. Morton I. Abramowitz; 
General David C. Jones, USAF, Air Force Chief of Staff; VADM E.K. Snyder, 
COMUSTDC; LT GEN E.F. Tighe, USAF, Director, Defense Intelligence Agency; and 
Colonel C.J. Blastos, JS, JCS. 
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On 15 April the Admiral attended the Chairman's briefing and again 
met with Generals Jones and Brown, and met with Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Robert F. Ellsworth. 

On 16 April the Admiral met with Philip C. Habib, Assistant Secretary 
of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs; Deputy Secretary of Defense 
William P. Clements; LT GEN W.D. Johnson, USAF, Director, Defense Nuclear 
Agency; Mr. George Bush, Director, Central Intelligence Agency; and Mr. George 
Vest. 

(U) Reception, 23 April: Admi ra 1 Gayler attended a reception given by
Consul General of the Republic of China Hoh-tu Liu at the consulate. 

(U) NWC Discussion, 24 April: Admiral Gayler chaired a roundtable
discussion with members of the National War College faculty and students at 
the Fleet Marine Force Pacific conference room at Camp Smith. 

(U) Reception, 29 April: Admiral Gayler attended a reception in honor
of the Emperor of Japan's birthday given by Consul General Masao Tsukamoto at 
the Consul's official residence in Honolulu. 

(U) Honors Ceremony, 29 April: Admiral Gayler attended an honors
ceremony at Camp Smith's Bordelon Field for General Louis Wilson, USMC, 
Commandant of the Marine Corps. 

(U) Japan-Korea Trip, 2-6 May: Admiral Gayler and party departed Honolulu
on 2 May for Yokota, Japan where the Admiral conferred on 3 May with 5th Air 
Force staff members. The Admiral departed Yokota and flew to Seoul, Korea 
where he was met by General Richard G. Stilwell, USA, Commander, U.S. Forces 
Korea. 

On 4 May the Admiral met with General Stilwell and his staff; 
General NO Chae-Hyon, Chairman, ROK Joint Chiefs of Staff; and the Honorable 
SUH Jyong-Chul, ROK Minister of National Defense. 

On 5 May the Admiral met with General Stilwell before departing by 
helicopter for Camp Red Cloud, accompanied by LT GEN John T. Burns, USAF 9

Deputy COMUS Korea. He met with LT GEN John H. Cushman, I Corps Commander, 
and returned to Seoul where he met with Ambassador Richard Sneider at the 
Embassy. 

Prior to returning to Hawaii on 6 May the Admiral met with MAJ GEN 
Don D. Pittman, USAF, Commander of the 314th Air Division at Osan Air Base, 
Korea. 
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(U) Punchbowl Ceremony, 11 May: Admiral Gayler attended and addressed-a
ceremony honoring the Medal of Honor recipients interred at the National 
Memorial Cemetery of the.Pacific at Punchbowl. 

(U) Eglin/MacDill AFB Trip, 15-19 May: Admiral Gayler and party departed
Hawaii on 15 May for Eglin Air Force Base, FL. After arriving in Florida, the 
Admiral drove to Pensacola Naval Air Station where he toured the Naval 
Aviation Museum. 

On 17 May the Admiral held a series of discussions on air-to-surface 
guided weapons, air-to-air guided weapons, tactical electronic warfare systems, 
and other programs. 

On 18 May the Admiral discussed armament center resources and test 
ranges before departing for MacDill Air Force Base, FL. 

Upon arrival at MacDill Air Force Base, FL on 19 May, the Admiral was 
officially welcomed by General Hennessey, attended an intelligence overview 
by the Defense Intelligence Agency, and participated in a discussion on 
various topics led by General Brown, CJCS. The Admiral also sat in as Admiral 
Isaac Kidd, Commander in Chief Atlantic, discussed Soviet submarine operations 
in the Atlantic. 

Other meetings and discussions on 19 May included: General Brown, 
CJCS, discussing DOD support of President Ford's FY 77 budget request; LT GEN 
Dennis P. McAuliffe discussing the Panama situation; Admiral James L. Holloway, 
III, on the Naval shipbuilding program; General Alexander Haig, SHAPE/ 
CINCUSEUR, on fiscal programs; and Admiral Gayler on foreign military training 
and contingency plans and crisis management. 

(U) U.S.-Korea Security Consultative Meeting, 26-27 May: Admiral Gayler
was a delegate to the Ninth Annual United States-Republic of Korea Security 
Consultative Meeting which was held in the CINCPAC Command Center Briefing 
Ro0m at Camp Smith. The conference was chaired jointly by U.S. Secretary of 
DefP.nse Donald Rumsfeld and ROK Minister of National Defense SUH Jyong-Chul, 
and included high level military and government officials from both countries. 
The main topic of discussion was the continued security of the Korean 
Peninsula and the U.S. role in keeping the peace. 

(U) San Francisco-Seattle-Vandenberg Air Force Base Trip, 10-17 June:
Admiral Gayler flew to San Francisco, CA on 10 June. On 15 June the Admiral 
visited the Boeing Developmental Center before flying to Whidbey Island Naval 
Air Station, WA where he was met by RADM William Harris, Cormnander, Medium 
Attack Tactical Electronic Warfare Wing Pacific. They discussed the A-6E and 
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EA-68 programs and took a flight in a TC-4C to demonstrate aJl-weather attack 
systems. 

(U) New CINCPAC Announced, 16 June: Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld
announced that Admiral Maurice Weisner would replace Admiral Gayler as 
Commander in Chief Pacific. Admiral Weisner was the Commander in Chief Pacific 
Fleet and would be replaced by Admiral Thomas Hayward, then Commander, U.S. 
Seventh Fleet. 

(U) 1st Marine Brigade Change of Corranand, 22 June: Admiral Gayler flew
by helicopter to Kaneohe Marine Corps Air Station to attend the change of 
command ceremony in which BGEN David M. Twomey assumed command of the 1st 
Marine Brigade from BGEN George W. Smith. 

(U) SSP Trip, 23 June: Admiral Gayler visited the Naval Undersea Center
at Kaneohe Marine Corps Air Station and took a short trip aboard the 
experimental Semi-Submerged Platform. 

(U) Portrait of America, 2 July: Admiral Gayler participated in the
State of Hawaii Bicentennial Pageant "Portrait of America" by giving a brief 
history of each Service branch as the band of that branch marched onto the 
field at Aloha Stadium. 

(U) Presentation of the First Class Order of the Rising Sun Award, 9 July:
Admiral Gayler was presented the First Class Order of the Rising Sun, the 
highest Japanese award to a foreigner, by Japan Defense Agency Director General 
Michita Sakata in ceremonies in Tokyo. 

(U) The Conference Board Speech, 28 August: Admiral Gayler delivered a
speech to the Conference Board, an organization of business and industrial 
leaders of the United States and Pacific, at the f1auna Kea Beach Hotel on the 
Island of Hawaii. 

(U) Admiral Weisner Assumes Command, 30 August: In a change of command
ceremony at Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii, Admiral Maurice F. Weisner relieved 
Admiral Noel Gayler as Commander in Chief Pacific. Remarks were delivered by 
Deputy Defense Secretary William P. Clements, Jr. 

(U) Admiral Gayler Retires/Transfers Gray Eagle, 31 August: Aboard the
USS RANGER (CV-61), Admiral Gayler was officially retired from the U.S. Navy. 
The retirement ceremony also included the transfer of the Gray Eagle award to 
RADl-1 Martin D. Carmody, USN. (The "Gray Eagle of the Navy" was the naval 
aviator with the longest active service.) 
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(U) German Television Filming, 16 September: Admiral Weisner wa� filmed
by Dr. Hans Berg, a producer for German Television. for the introductory 
portion of his production on U.S. military power in the Pacific. 

(U) PS&S Reunion, 17 September: Admiral Weisner gave a Command Briefing
and welcoming remarks to the Pacific Stars and Stripes reunion at the Hale 
Kea Hotel at Fort DeRussy. 

(U) Korea-Japan Trip, 19-27 September: Admiral Weisner and party departed
Hawaii on 19 September, arriving at Kimpo Airport on the 20th. Upon arrival 
Admiral Weisner was met by LT GEN John J. Burns, USAF, Deputy Commander, United 
Nations Command/U.S. Forces Korea. 

On 21 September Admiral Weisner had an early morning conference with 
General Richard Stilwell, USAr Corm1ander, U.S. Forces Korea. Later that
morning he met with the Charge D'Affaires, Thomas Stern and the Country Team. 
That afternoon Admiral Weisner met with the Honorable SUH Jyong-Chul, ROK 
Minister of National Defense and General RO Chae-Hyon, Chairman, ROK Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. That evening the Admiral had discussions with LT GEN John 
H. Cushman, I Corps Commander, and visited the Systems Simulation and Analysis
Activity at Camp Red Cloud.

On 22 September Admiral Weisner met with MAJ GEN Don D. Pittman, 
USAF, Commander, 314th Air Division and toured the 314th Air Division Tactical 
Air Control Center, the Olympic Game operational facilities, and the 38th 
Air Defense Artillery Brigade. Later in the day the Admiral observed Exercise 
COPE STRIKE at Nightmare Range. 

Prior to departing Korea in the morning of 23 September, Admiral 
Weisner met with Prime Minister CHOI Kyu-Hah and President Park Chung-Hee. 

Upon arrival in Yokota, Japan in the afternoon of the 23rd. Admiral 
Weisner was met by LT GEN Walter T. Galligan, USAF, Commander, U.S. Forces, 
Japan. On the 24th the Admiral met with LT GEN John R. Guthrie, USA, Commander, 
U.S. Army Japan, and attended the dedication ceremonies of the new U.S. Embassy 
building. 

On 27 September the Admiral met with Ambassador James D. Hodgson; 
Admiral Samejima Hiroichi, Chairman, Joint Staff Council; and Minister of 
Defense Michita Sakata before returning to Hawaii that evening. 

(U) Address to Associated Press Association, 10 October: Admiral Weisner
spoke to the Associated Press Association convention at the Mauna Kea Beach 
Hotel on the Island of Hawaii. 
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(U) Soldier's Medal Presentation, 8 October: Admiral Weisner presented
the Soldier's Medal to Army Captain Roger E. Urbaniak of the Joint Casualty 
Resolution Center, at Barbers Point Naval Air Station. 

(U) PASOLS Address, 19 October: Admiral Weisner presented the keynote
address to the Pacific Area Senior Officer's Logistics Seminar (PASOLS) at 
the Hale Koa Hotel at Fort DeRussy. 

(U) CONUS Trip, 29 October-3 November: On 29 October Admiral Weisner
and party departed Hawaii and arrived in California the following day. While 
in California the Admiral visited the Naval Air Station, North Island, and 
the Naval Air Station, Miramar. 

On 1 November the Admiral visited and addressed the students and 
faculty of the Army War College in Carlisle Barracks, PA. A question and 
answer session followed the Admiral's speech. On 2 November Admiral Weisner 
visited the Commander in Chief Atlantic and met with staff officers of that 
command. Also on 2 November the Admiral met with General DePuy, Commander, 
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command. 

On 3 November the Admiral addressed the Armed Forces Staff College 
and visited the Strategic Air Command before returning to Hawaii that evening. 

(U) Marine Corps Birthday Ball, 10 November: Admiral Weisner addressed
the 201st Birthday Ball of the United States Marine Corps held at the Hilton 
Hawaiian Village Hotel in Honolulu. 

(U) Veterans Day Speech, 11 November: Admiral Weisner addressed the
annual Massing of the Colors ceremony at the Kawaiahao Church in Honolulu in 
honor of Veterans Day. 

(U) MAAG Chiefs Conference, 17-19 November: Admiral Weisner sponsored
the Military Assistance and Advisory Group Chiefs Conference held in the 
CINCPAC Command Center Briefing Room. 

(U) Boy Scout Recognition Dinner, 18 November: Admiral Weisner addressed
the Aloha Councii, Boy Scouts of America, Eagle Recognition Dinner. The 
Admiral was presented a plaque awarding him the title of Distinguished Eagle 
Scout. 

(U) Singapore-Hong Kong Trip, 5-9 December: Admiral Weisner departed on
5 December arriving in Singapore on 6 December. On 7 December he met with 
Ambassador John H. Holdridge; the U.S. Defense Attache Office staff; the Country 
Team; Dr. Goh Keng Swee, the Minister of Defense; and Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew. 
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On 8 December the Admiral flew to Hong Kong-where he met with LT GEN 
Sir John Archer, Commander, British Forces. The Admiral ·also met with the 
Consul General and his staff before returning to Hawaii on 9 December. 

(U) CONUS Trip, 9-13 December: Admiral Weisner and party departed Hawaii
on 9 December and arrived at Andrews Air Force Base the following morning. 
The Admiral flew by helicopter to the Pentagon where he attended the Chairman's 
morning briefing and met with several military and government officials 
throughout the day. That evening, Admiral Weisner had dinner with Admiral 
Holloway, and attended the Navy Relief Ball at the Washington Hilton Hotel. 

On 11 December Admiral Weisner met with General Brown and Mr. George 
Vest. That evening, he and Mrs. Weisner attended a dinner at the White House 
hosted by President and Mrs. Ford. On 12 December Admiral Weisner was the 
guest of Deputy Secretary of Defense William Clements at a Hunt Breakfast in 
Middleburgh, VA. 

(U) Daedalians Speech, 14 December: Admiral Weisner addressed a dinner
of the Daedalian Society. 

Distinguished Visitors to the Command 

(U) Distinguished visitors during 1976 included:

6-7 January: Mr. John A. Goldsmith, professional staff delegate to
the Senate Armed Services Committee. 

9-10 January: VADM Paul Kaufman, Deputy, Joint Strategic Planning
Staff. 

12 January: RADM Emile Chaline, Naval Attache to the French 
Ambassador to the United States. 

15 January: MAJ GEN Senjiro Nakajima, Chief J-3, Joint Staff Office, 
Japan Defense Agency. 

17 January: Martin Hoffmann, Secretary of the Army. 

26 January: Mr. Takuya Kubo, Vice Minister, Japan Defense Agency. 

27 January: MAJ GEN Peter Falkland, designated head of the Australian 
Defence Staff. 

29 January: LT GEN Walter T. Galligan, USAF, COMUS Japan. 
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29 January: MAJ GEN Thomas U. Greer, Commander, U.S. Army Support 
Command Hawaii. 

30 January: RADM W.D. Robertson, Jr., Assistant Deputy Director for 
Intelligence, Defense Intelligence Agency. 

2 February: Mr. Kohno and Admiral Ishida (JSDF, Ret.) of Shin Meiwa 
Industries in Japan. 

5 February: Mr. John P. Constandy, Deputy Inspector General for 
Foreign Assistance, U.S. Department of State. 

11 February: Mr. Yosigai of the U.S. Civil Service Commission. 

12 February: LT GEN James F. Hollingsworth, USA, CG, I Corps Group. 

4 March: Ambassador Nicholas Parkinson, Australian Ambassador to the 
United States. 

4 March: VADM D.J. Murphy, USN, Director, Anti-Submarine Warfare 
and Ocean Surveillance Programs. 

4 March: Former Republic of China Consul General Te-chieh Pao and 
the new Consul General, Hoh-tu Liu. 

8 March: Japanese Counsul General Takaaki Hasegawa. 

26 March: William H. Sullivan, U.S. Ambassador to the Republic of 
the Philippines. 

29 March: Dr. Don Jackson. Chief, National Security Agency Operations 
Group B. 

29 March: RADM Neil Deitrich. 

30 March: Mr. James Grooms, Special Consultant to the Director, 
National Security Agency. 

31 March: Mr. Thomas Street, Grumman Aircraft Corporation. 

l April: General Bernard W. Rogers, USA, CG, U.S. Army Forces Command.

5 April: BGEN W.E. Brown, Jr., USAF, Chief, Strategic Operations 
Division, J3, JCS. 
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6 April: Admiral U.S. Grant Sharp, USN (Ret.), former CINCPAC� 

17 April: LT GEN Vernon A. Walters, USA, Deputy Director, Central 
Intelligence Agency. 

19 April: Incoming Japanese Consul General Masao Tsukamoto. 

20 April: Dr. Donald R. Cotter, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Atomic Energy). 

20 April: William H. Sullivan, U.S. Ambassador to the Republic of 
the Philippines. 

21 April: RADM/Baron Gerard deCastel Bajac, French Commander in 
Chief Pacific Nuclear Test Center and Naval Forces Pacific. 

21 April: BGEN Paz, J2, Philippine Air Force. 

23 April: A Congressional delegation headed by Congressman Melvin 
Price ( D. - IL) • 

23-24 April: Mr. Morton I. Abramowitz, Principal Deputy Secretary of
Defense for East Asia and Pacific Affairs. 

28 April: U.S. Ambassador to New Zealand Armistead I. Selden, Jr.

29 April: Mrs. Alan M. Schanel, National President of the American 
Legion Ladies Auxiliary. 

29 April: General Louis ��ilson, Cormtandant of the U.S. Marine Corps. 

29 April: A visiting delegation of members of the New Zealand 
Parliament. 

29 April: Governor of Hawaii, George R. Ariyoshi. 

30 April: Ambassador Thomas S. Gates, Chief, U.S. Liaison Office in 
Peking, People's Republic of China. 

10 May: LT GEN John W. Vessey, Jr., USA, Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Operations, U.S. Army. 

10 May: Tongan Crown Prince Tupouto'a. 
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12 May: VADM Hoshinn and VADM Fukuchi, Japanese Imperial Navy (Ret.-). 

20 May: Mr. Charles T. Cross, Consul General, Hong Kong. 

28 May: Elliott L. Richardson, U.S. Secretary of Commerce. 

29 May: General Paul K. Carlton, Cornnander, Military Airlift Command. 

1 June: Senator Daniel K. Inouye (D.-HI). 

1 June: LT GEN Devol Brett, Chief, U.S. Element CENTO. 

2 June: RADM Julian Lake, Commander, Naval Electronic Warfare 
Systems Command. 

2 June: Mr. Richard Peters, Inspector General, Department of State. 

3 June: RADM Donald Shelton, USN, DOD Representative to U.S.­
Philippine base negotiations. 

4 June: MAJ GEN Slade Nash, departing Chief MAAG, Republic of China. 

8 June: COL Winston Choo, Director, General Staff, Singapore Armed 
Forces. 

8 June: COL Patrick Sim, Director, Conmand and Staff College, 
Singapore. 

8 June: Dr. Anthony Cardinale, Director of Overseas Dependent 
Education, and Dr. Edward Killin, Director, DOD Dependent Schools, Pacific 
Region. 

9 June: Mr. Donald Brotzman, Assistant Secretary of the Army for 
Manpower and Reserve Affairs. 

21 June: LT GEN W.W. Marshall, USAF, Deputy Commander in Chief, U.S. 
Readiness Command. 

22 June: Mr. John McLeay, Minister of Construction, Australia. 

24 June: Mr. Robert Flanegin, incoming Charge D'Affaires, Fiji. 

24 June: Mr. Benjamin A. Fleck, State Department Deputy Country 
Director, Philippines. 
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13 July: Sir Thomas Skinner, President, New Zealand Federation of 

15 July: Professor Harry Rowan, Stanford School of Business. 

15 July: Mr. Forster, Assistant Deputy Director for East Asia. 
U.S. Information Agency. 

27 July: Richard Sneider, U.S. Ambassador to Korea. 

13 August: Senator Daniel K. Inouye (D.- I). 

20 August: General Omar Bradley, General of the Army. 

27-30 August: Mr. William P. Clements, Jr., Deputy Secretary of
Defense. 

29 September: Mr. William McMenamin, Deputy Chief, International 
Press Service. 

5 October: Admiral Hiroichi Samejima, Chairman of the Joint Staff 
Council, Japan Defense Agency. 

3 December: Philippine General Romeo C. Espino, Co-chairman, 
Philippine-U.S. Mutual Defense Board. 

21 December: Mrs. Nonna Brown, President of the American Legion 
Ladies Auxiliary. 

Press Conferences and Media Representative Visitors 

(U) The following list reflects press conferences and visits by media
representatives to Admirals Gayler and Weisner during 1976. 

26 January: Mr. Rowland Evans, syndicated columnist for the 
Washington Post. 

10 March: Mr. Phil Gialanella, Publisher; and Mr. John Simonds, 
Managing Editor, Honolulu Star-Bulletin. 

13 March: Mr. Robert Miller, United Press International. 
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18 March: Admiral Gayler held a pre·ss conference at his Camp Smith 
Headquarters to discuss current events in the Pacific with representatives 
of the local media. 

26 April: Admiral Gayler was interviewed by SSG Norman J. Oliver, 
CINCPAC J003-742 Media Supervisor, on behalf of the Pacific Stars and Stripes; 
the article was published on 18 May. 

11 May: Admiral Gayler was interviewed by Mr. Robert Miller, United 
Press International. 

System. 

14 May: Mrs. Dorothy Moses, New Zealand free-lance writer. 

18 June: The editors of the Reader's Digest. 

19 June: Television interview with Mr. Kim of the Korean Broadcasting 

22 June: Ms. Karen Ahn, KITV Television, Honolulu. 

23 June: Mr. John Given, Honolulu Advertiser. 

24 June: Mr. Pete Pepper, KHON Television, Honolulu. 

28 June: Mr. Bud Smyser and Mr. Lyle Nelson, Honolulu Star-Bulletin. 

1 July: Admiral Gayler went to the studios of KGMB-TV in Honolulu 
where he was interviewed by Bob Sevey and Bob Jones on the public affairs 
program Camera Nine. The program was aired over that station on 4 July. 

14 July: Mr. Bob Barr, Associated Press. 
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SECTION II--LEGAL ACTIVITIES 

Criminal Jurisdiction in Antarctica 

(U) On 10 September 1976 the Cormnander U.S. Naval Support Force,
Antarctica (COMNAVSUPPFOR Antarctica) sent a letter to CINCPAC requesting 
assistance in efforts to gain strong DOD support for early enactment of 
legislation extending criminal jurisdiction over U.S. nationals in Antarctica. 
The letter pointed out that while the Uniform Code of Military Justice served 
to hold U.S. military personnel accountable for criminal conduct in Antarctica, 
the U.S. Supreme Court had consistently held that the Code did not apply to 
civilians during times of peace, even when such civilians accompanied U.S. 
Forces to overseas areas. Therefore, no clear basis existed for asserting 
legal authority over civilian participants in the U.S. Antarctic Program. No 
Federal statute, principle of common law, or international treaty or convention 
currently existed which would adequately hold U.S. civilian personnel in the 
Antarctic Program accountable for conduct which would otherwise be considered 
criminal. In recognition of this problem, an interagency effort in the late 
1960's and early 1970's produced draft remedial legislation designed to amend 
Title 18 of the U.S. Code. The proposed legislation, initially numbered 
H.R. 5248, provided that U.S. nationals and certain specified foreign nationals 
committing a criminal act or omission would be held accountable as if they 
were subject to the special maritime and territorial jurisdiction of the United 
States. The measure was renumbered H.R. 10548 and subsequently referred to 
the House Judiciary Committee on 4 November 1975. On 8 November 1976 CINCPAC 
endorsed the COMNAVSUPPFOR Antarctica letter to the Chairman, JCS, strongly 
recommending that JCS coordinate efforts with DOD and the Department of State 
to support early passage of H.R. 10548. The JCS responded that the legislative 
package had been endorsed to the Office of General Counsel, Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, with a request that the JCS be given an opportunity to 
comment on the legislative proposal when it was next introduced. The JCS said 
they would work to ensure that a favorable endorsement was obtained on the new 
legislative �ackage.l

Publication of International Agreements with Japan 

� At the 8 April meeting of the Joint Committee, Japanese representatives 
made a formal statement expressing disapproval of the release and publication 

1. COMNAVSUPPFOR Antarctica ltr of 10 Sep 76 with 3 endorsements, Subj:
Criminal Jurisdiction in Antarctica; proposed Federal legislation concern­
ing; J73/Memo/379-76 of 4 Nov 76, Subj: Criminal Jurisdiction in Antarctica;
proposed Federal legislation concerning; JCS/Memo of 24 Nov 76, Subj:
Criminal Jurisdiction in Antarctica; proposed Federal legislation concerning.
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of an Air Traffic Contra l Agreement cone l uded in the Joint Connnittee· in 1975. 
The agreement had been t�ansmitted through DOD channels to the Department of 
State and submitted to Congress for review in compliance with the Case Act. 
The procedure was apparently published in the Federal Register, as is customary, 
and thus became public knowledge to the Japanese. In 1960 both governments 
agreed that all minutes and attached documents (including agreements) resulting 
from Joint Corm1ittee proceedings would be held confidential and not publicly 
released without prior mutual agreement. The Japanese feared that public 
knowledge of U.S. compliance with the Case Act would jeopardize their long­
standing basis for refusal to submit agreements to the Diet. This knowledge 
could force them to release a number of sensitive understandings of a special 
nature which would be "politically explosive." The U.S. Embassy in Tokyo had 
requested guidance from the Department of State. The CINCPAC Judge Advocate 
also discussed the matter with the DOD General Counsel and U.S. Forces Japan 
Staff Judge Advocate to explore possible solutions.l

Executive Order Concerning Treaties 

(U) During 1976 the Secretary of State proposed that the President sign
an Executive Order pertaining to "Treaties and Other International Agreements 
of the United States," which would require State Department approval before 
negotiating any international agreement, including arrangements between U.S. 
and foreign military services. CINCPAC noted, in an August 1976 message to 
the JCS, that operations in PACOM would be slowed considerably if the military 
had to obtain approval to negotiate the many routine working arrangements 
between the U.S. military and foreign governments.2

Dissident and Protest Activities 

(U) On 28 April 1976 Judge Samuel King of the U.S. District Court of
Hawaii orally announced findings in Butler vs Paxton. The suit was brought 
by 10 civilians against Colonel Paxton, 15th Air Base Wing Commander, and 

other military personnel for preventing the plaintiffs from entering Hickam 
AFB in 1972 for the purpose of a protest demonstration during the arrival of 
President Nixon and the Prime Minister of Japan. Judge King found that since 
the base was opened to the public for the day, the discriminatory exclusion of 
the plaintiffs from the base violated their Constitutional rights. The judge 
found the plaintiffs were damaged in the amount of $7,000 but did not award 
the damages because he found the defendants acted in good faith, with probable 
cause, and were thus immune. If the decision were appealed and the appellate 
court did not uphold the finding of irrmunity, the plaintiffs could still 

l. J73 WEB 19-25 Apr 76.
2. JCS 1921462 Aug 76, and 2015482 Aug 76; CINCPAC 2623592 Aug 76.
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collect the damages in the future. The CINCPAC Judge _Advocate· noted that this 
case had implications �hich should be considered in similar situations in the 
future, such as the 1976 U.S.-ROK Security Consultative Meeting. 1 

U.S. Military Assistance Command, Thailand (USMACTHAI) Residual Legal Functions 

(U) The Commander, USMACTHAI.anticipated that there would be no military
support activities in Thailand after 20 July 1976; therefore, he established a 
holding detachment to which personnel with pending foreign criminal jurisdic­
tion (FCJ) actions were attached. These personnel were assigned to units 
outside Thailand in order to avoid the residual Military Advisory Group 
manpower ceiling. Court-martial jurisdiction and claims authority for the 
Army in Thailand was assumed by U.S. Army Japan, for the Air Force by 13th 
Air Force, and for the Navy by Navy Legal Service Office, Subic Bay, 
Philippines. Administrative support for the 15 FCJ cases remaining in May 
1976 was provided by the MACTHAI residual force. In reply to a COMUSMACTHAI 
inquiry on funds from each Service to support FCJ activities, Department of 
the Army replied that no special arrangements would be made. Normal procedures 
as provided in AR 27-50/SECNAVINST 5820/AFR 110-12 would be followed. Navy 
and Air Force concurred in that position.2 

Legal Opinions 

Disclosure of Information Concerning Nuclear Weapons 

(U) On 31 March 1976, in response to the question of CINCPAC's discussing
nuclear weapons information with the Governor of Hawaii, the Staff Judge 
Advocate (SJA) advised that the Atomic Energy Act of 1957 did not establish 
the policy of neither confirming nor denying the presence of nuclear weapons. 
It was very restrictive, however, on the disclosure of classified information. 
The Act subjected a person to a fine of up to $2,500 for disclosure of restricted 
data to unauthorized personnel, and there was no authorization to disclose 
restricted data to the governor of a state except in emergency situations.3 

International Law Concerning Visits of Warships to Foreign Ports 

(U) On 6 April 1976, in response to a Logistics and Security Assistance
Directorate inquiry as to whether the Government of New Zealand could inspect 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1. J73 WEB 3-9 May 76.
2. MACTHAI 2108492 May 76, 2403562 May 76, and 2609402 May 76; DA 2621232

May 76; CINCPAC 2902222 May 76. 
3. J73/Memo/113-76 of 31 Mar 76, Subj: Disclosure of Infonnation Concerning

Nuclear Weapons.
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U.S. naval vessels in New Zealand ports, the SJA replied that U.S. warships 
must respect New Zealand. law concerning sanitation, but they were not subject 
to inspection. The only recourse available to New Zealand was to expel the 
ships from its harbors for any violations of the laws.1 

Memorandum of Agreement for Exchange of Intelligence Officers 

(U) On 19 May 1976 the SJA concurred in a proposed memorandum of agreement
for the exchange of intelligence officers with Australia and New Zealand, but 
pointed out that the status of forces agreements were not reciprocal. Therefore, 
the Australian and New Zealand officers would be subjected to Federal and state 
laws in the United States.2 

Foreign Criminal Jurisdiction (FCJ) 

PACOM FCJ Confinement Statistics 

(U) The following is a breakout of U.S. personnel in post-trial confinement
in foreign penal institutions in the PACOM as of 29 February 1976:3 

Country Air Force Anny Navy Total 
Australia 1 1 
Japan 18 19 90 127 
Korea 10 10 
Taiwan 3 3 6 
Thailand 3 3 
Total 24 33 93 150 

(U) The CINCPAC percentage of the worldwide total personnel confined as
of 29 February 1976 (300) was 50 percent, no change from 31 August 1975.4 

�hilippines Tax Case Against Local Hire U.S. Citizens5

(U) In May 1973 eleven U.S. national employees of the U.S. Navy at Subic
Bay were tried and found guilty of violating the Philippine National Internal 
Revenue Code for failure to file income tax returns for the year 196�. The 

l. J73/Memo/120-76 of 6 Apr 76, Subj: International Law Concerning Visits of
Warships to Foreign Ports.

2. J73/Memo/173-76 of 19 May 76, Subj: Memorandum of Agreement for Exchange
of Intelligence Officers.

3. CINCPAC SJA Newsletter (1-76) of 19 Apr 76.
4. Ibid.; CINCPAC Corrmand History 1975, Vol. II, p. 739.
5. J731 HistSum Dec 76.
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U.S. Embassy, through diplomatic channels, expressed the U.S. Go�ernment's 
position that under Article XII, paragraph 2, of the U.S.-Philippines Military 
Bases Agreement, the defendants were exempt from paying income tax on their 
U.S. salaries, as well as filing tax returns. This article provided that: 

No national of the United States serving in or employed 
in the Philippines in connection with the construction, 
maintenance, operation or defense of the bases and residing 
in the Philippines by reason only of such employment, or his 
spouse and minor children and dependent parents of either 
spouse, shall be liable to pay income tax in the Philippines 
except in respect to income derived from Philippine sources 
or sources other than the United States sources. 

(� Attempts at appeal by the defendents failed, and the court decision
became final in August 1976 when the Supreme Court refused to entertain a 
plea to file a motion for reconsideration. 

(� After the criminal conviction, the Philippine Bureau of Internal
Revenue assessed back taxes against the defendants. The defendants contested 
the assessment and the issue was referred to a civil tax court. The first 
hearing was set for 20 September 1976 in Quezon City where the defendants 
were represented by an attorney from the Navy Legal Service Office at Subic 
Bay. 

� When the adverse decision of the Court of Appeals was rendered, 
diplomatic efforts to resolve the issue were intensified. The United States 
Embassy in Manila sent another note to the Philippine Foreign Office 
requesting consultation concerning the matter. Previous notes of 
6 December 1975 and 16 September 1975 on the same subject had been unanswered. 
The tax case was also discussed in the Legal Affairs Committee of the Mutual 
Defense Board but the participants did not reach a satisfactory conclusion. 

K) On 25 September 1976 the State Department expressed its concern with
the-r�ifications of both the criminal and civil cases. It was viewed that 
this represented a unilateral interpretation of the 1947 Military Bases 
Agreement by the Government of the Philippines, as well as an erosion of the 
general principle that one government should not tax income of another 
government's citizen-employees. This was particularly significant in view of 
the recently concluded Taxation Convention which provided in Article 20 for 
exemption from taxes by the Philippines of wages and salaries of U.S. citizen 
employees of U.S. Government agencies. Because a number of other DOD employees 
could be subject to similar suits, the State Department recommended serious 
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consideration of a high-level diplomatic effort, such as a personal approach 
by the Ambassador. 

(� On 5 October 1976 members of the Legal Affairs Committee met with the 
Acting Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Efren Plana, to discuss the tax case. 
Commissioner Plana took the position that he was bound by the Supreme Court 
decision in the criminal case to the effect that the defendants must pay their 
fine and further, that the criminal case would bind the decision of the tax 
court. Commissioner Plana appeared sympathetic to the problem and interested 
in exploring a solution. He indicated that he would discuss the matter with 
the Department of Foreign Affairs. At the meeting, Attorney Firmacion of the 
Olongapo Bureau of Internal Revenue, the instigator of the initial charges, 
suggested that a Presidential decree exempting the defendants would settle 
the entire matter. At the end of the year, however, the problem was still 
unsettled and the defendants were under the ominous cloud of a criminal 
conviction and pending civil suits. 

Thailand FCJ Cases 

Cases Involving Perfonnance of Official Duty 

(� During 1976 there were four cases in Thailand involving the 
perfonnance of official duty which came to the attention of the CINCPAC SJA. 
In an injury case involving Sergeant Michael L. Dichazi, Jr., USAF, the local 
Thai authorities decided not to prosecute. The case was officially closed 
on 4 February 1976 and Sergeant Dichazi was transferred from Thailand to 
preclude further involvement. In an accident case resulting in the deaths of 
two Thai nationals in February 1976, Specialist Five John Brehm, USA, was 
removed from Thailand, based on State Department instructions, in the face of 
possible prosecution. In an accident case resulting in the death of a Thai 
national in September 1975, Sergeant Paul Behrendt, USAF, was removed from 
Thailand on 25 March 1976, with State Department pennission, in the face of 
impending prosecution. On 25 August 1976 Staff Sergeant William L. Turner, 
USA, who had been convicted on 22 May 1975 of causing death without intent 
for killing a Thai national, departed Thailand. Staff Sergeant Turner was 
originally sentenced to confinement for six years. This was reduced to four 
years and, on 23 August 1976, he was released from prison based on a royal 
pardon granted by His Majesty the King of Thailand. Since Staff Sergeant 
Turner's confinement was considered as not due to his own misconduct, the 
Secretary of the Anny, in August 1976, approved a waiver of Rule 6, Table 
1-3-3, paragraph 10314, DOD Pay Manual, which retroactively entitled him to
all pay and allowances during his incarceration.l
------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1. J73 HistSums Feb-Mar and Dec 76.
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Residual Cases 

� On 1 Aprii 1976 American Embassy Bangkok proposed that the remain­
ing FCJ cases in Thailand be handled in accordance with regular procedures 
with no unusual actions taken to obtain a release of the cases. The Departments 
of State and Defense concurred in this position. On 2 May 1976 the Judge 
Advocate General of the Air Force pointed out the problems that would be 
involved if the FCJ continued in Thailand, and noted that disposition of 
recent cases and discussions with personnel stationed in Thailand indicated 
that Thai officials were amenable to a speedy resolution of the cases. As 
a result of this view, CINCPACAF requested CINCPAC to seek the Embassy's 
concurrence to pennit an early tennination of the cases. CINCPAC supported 
the Air Force position, pointing out that the accused would be a burden on 
reduced U.S. military support personnel, be a possible irritant to the U.S. 
and Thai Governments, and pose a possibility of further involvement in 
international incidents. Therefore, CINCPAC reo•iested that the Departments of 
State and Defense reconsider their decision to take no action for control of 
the FCJ cases. On 8 June 1976 Ambassador Whitehouse and Brigadier General 
Aderholt decided to withdraw from Thailand all military personnel pending FCJ 
who were not confined. Although the action was not coordinated with the 
Royal Thai Government (RTG), the Ambassador and COMUSMACTHAI were confident 
that there would not be a strong adverse RTG reaction to this move.l 

Offshore Fishing Rights 

(U) On 13 April 1976 President Ford signed the bill extending American
control of fishing rights from 12 to 200 miles offshore. The law was to go 
into effect on 1 March 1977.2 

Seventh Annual South Pacific Forum 

t'-J_ The Seventh Annual South Pacific Forum met on Nauru from 26 to 28 July 
1976. The forum was composed of. representatives from nine South Pacific 
islands to include New Zealand, Australia, Papua New Guinea, Fiji, the Cook 
Islands, Western Samoa, Tonga, and Niue. Unlike previous meetings this session. 
produced considerable agreement and a fonnal declaration on law of the sea was 
issued. The declaration assumed that 200 mile exclusive economic zones would 
be established in the near future whether the LOS conference succeeded or 

1. AMEMB Bangkok 7994/0104102 Apr 76; SECSTATE 081254/1/0401562 Apr 76; CSAF
2119452 May 76; CINCPACAF 2219252 May 76; CINCPAC 2901012 May 76;
USMACTHAI 0810452 Jun 76.

2. J73 WEB 12-18 Jan 76; CINCPAC Command History 1975, Vol. II, p. 760.
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failed. The representatives pledged to avoid decisions which could benefit 
one or more members only, at the expense of the others and of the region 
as a whole.l

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

l. J73 WEB 2-8 Aug 76.
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SECTION III--MEDICAL ACTIVITIES 

Plans for Tripler Army Medical Center (TAMC), Hawaii 

(U) Tripler Army Medical Center was an installation under the U.S. Army
Health Services Command (HSC), Fort Sam Houston, TX. In December 1975, in 
conjunction with Program Budget Decision (PBD) 253, HSC was tasked by the Army 
Surgeon General to provide a time-phased transfer plan of TAMC to the U.S. 
Navy by January 1976. CINCPAC expressed concern regarding the failure to 
solicit his views on the transfer, and the JCS remarked that that portion of 
the PBD concerning TAMC was not staffed through them either. On 26 January 
1976 the JCS further advised that, after careful reassessment, the Secretary 
of the Army concluded that it would be inappropriate to transfer TAMC to the 
Navy and the subject was dropped. Important considerations affecting the 
reassessment centered on the TAMC paramount mission to support WESTPAC 
contingencies, which included a medical teaching program and medical service 
sponsorship to the 25th Infantry Division.l

(U) On 10 February 1976 the Secretary of Defense tasked the Secretary
of the Army to develop a plan within 90 days for an Anny-operated tri-Service 
staffed TAMC. CINCPAC was among those with which the plan was to be 
coordinated prior to being presented to the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Health and Environment) for evaluation. The plan developed provided: 2

• No change in patient care.

• Tri-Service staffing of professional medical and
graduate medical education spaces only. 

• Retention as Army spaces all comnand and control
elements, administrative and logistical functions, 
veterinary, health and environment activities, and all 
civilian spaces. 

( U) The Air Force indicated basic agreement wi.th the Army concept, but
the Navy wanted rotation of comnand and control authority among the Services. 
CINCPAC voiced reservations regarding any disruptive reorganization. He noted 
the outstanding patient care currently provided by Tripler and considered that 

l. JCS 5876/1221192 Jan 76 and 8173/2613562 Jan 76; CDRUSACSG 0302522 Jan 76.
2. SECDEF/Memo of 10 Feb 76, Subj: Staffing of Tripler Army Medical Center

with Army, Navy, and Air Force Personnel; J76/Memo/97-76 of 27 May 76,
Subj: Tri-Service Staffing of Tripler Army Medical Center.
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the Army-developed plan appeared to minimize the possibility of _disruptive 
turbulence. He agreed with the plan in general and, more specifically, he 
supported Army retention ·of key command and control billets. CINCPAC further 
recoITTTiended that the plan be implemented on a trial basis only, with 
provision for periodic evaluation.l 

PACOM C-9 Aeromedical Airlift 

(U) On 6 March 1976 CINCPAC expressed his concern to the JCS over a new
MAC aeromedical evacuation schedule effective in PACOM l March 1976, about 
which he had not received adequate prior notice. The new schedule, which was 
viewed as degrading PACOM medical service for military personnel and depen­
dents, was the direct result of withdrawal to CONUS of one C-9A aeromedical 
evacuation aircraft from the PACOM fleet of four. CINCPAC requested delay 
in withdrawal of the one C-9A, while the CINCPAC Surgeon reviewed the new 
schedule for adequacy. The Surgeon's review ultimately resulted in a 
completely revised definite schedule for PACOM-wide aeromedical evacuation, 
including the PLP 551 Travis-Clark mission segment effective 6 October 1976, 
thus relieving the deficiencies caused by the MAC change.2

1. J76/Memo/97-76 of 27 May 76, Subj: Tri-Service Staffing of Tripler Army
Medical Center; CINCPAC 0203542 Jun 76.

2. CINCPAC 2802072 F.eb 76, 0603252 Mar 76, 1200592 Mar 76, and 2501052
Jun 76; CINCPACAF 1300402 Feb 76, 2702002 Feb 76, 0301022 Mar 76,
3019162 Mar 76, and 12021oz Jun 76; MAC 2817552 Feb 76 and 2216302 Sep 76.

UNCLASSIFIED 

512 

I 

D 

D 

D 

I 

I 

I. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



l - j 

Li 

r� 

LJ 

L. 

L 

L .'

L .' 

I I 

LJ 

f7 

l j

UNCLASSIFIED 

SECTION IV--RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS OFFICE ACTIVITIES 

Operations Research/Systems Analysis in the PACOM 

(U) In October 1976 the Systems Analysis Society of the Republic of China
and Tamkang College hosted an Asian conference dealing with Operations Research/ 
Systems Analysis (OR/SA) topics. Over 100 specialists in this field from 
Korea, Japan, Indonesia, Hong Kong, Singapore, Thailand, and the United States 
attended. This was the first time that OR/SA people from industrial and defense 
establishments in the Pacific all came together to discuss OR/SA methodology 
as applied to their common problems. Mr. Roy F. Linsenmeyer, the Chief of 
CINCPAC's Research and Analysis Office, was a keynote speaker. In anticipation 
of that event a memorandum to Admiral Weisner outlined the development of the 
OR/SA programs throughout the PACOM. A summary follows.1

(U) The Pacific Conference on Decision Analysis was a major milestone in
a long and continuing program, supported by the Research and Analysis Office, 
for Asian allies to become self-sufficient and self-confident in analytical 
skills and capabilities that were applicable to defense planning and procure­
ment problems. When Mr. Linsenmeyer joined the CINCPAC staff (on 31 October 
1960, the first civilian employed by PACOM headquarters), he had already been 
working in this field as a member of CINCPACFLT's staff in coordination with 
the Japan Air Self-Defense Force. Development of an OR/SA capability was 
subsequently expanded to include the Ground and Maritime Self-Defense Forces. 
In 1966 he gave a series of lectures in the Joint Staff Office on the subject 
of military OR that resulted in establishment of a joint service analysis 
group. A Japanese Operations Research Society, bringing together defense and 
industrially oriented specialists, was established in the late 1960 1 s. PACOM 
headquarters had continued to work with the Japanese OR/SA community, most 
recently in the KEEN STANDARDS and KEEN WAVE studies. 

(U) Until 1969 Korea had no organized OR/SA program in their services or
joint staff. They had a scattered cadre of people trained in OR/SA who began 
to promote the use of analytical methods in defense planning. With extensive 
support from CINCPAC and C(Jv1US Korea, the Koreans had come to have OR/SA 
groups in their Service headquarters, on the joint staff, and in the Ministry 
of National Defense. In 1974 they established the Korean Military Operations 
Research Society. 

--
---------------------------------------

-------------------------------------

1. J021/Memo/239-76, 15 Sep 76, Subj: The Pacific Conference on Decision
Analysis.
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(U) Mr. Linsenmeyer had been invited to the Republic of China in 1970 to
conduct a seminar on mi Htary OR for the Ministry of Nati ona 1 Defense. 
Subsequently, an OR/SA adviser was attached to the MAAG staff and an analysis 
group was fanned in the Plans section of the Ministry. This was followed by 
OR/SA teams in Service headquarters and the Combined Service Force. Tamkang 
College established a graduate program in OR/SA for military and civilians, 
using, in part, faculty members from the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School (at 
Monterey, CA) on leave of absence or sabbatical to enlarge the instructor 
staff in a program arranged by CINCPAC's Research and Analysis Office. In 
1974 the Chinese had established the Systems Analysis Society of the Republic 
of China with headquarters at Tamkang. 

(U) The Indonesians had observed the growth of OR/SA in China and in 1973
decided that they too would like to develop an analysis capability. With PACOM 
headquarters assistance an OR/SA adviser was attached to the staff of the U.S. 
Defense Liaison Group. The Indonesians had been slower to develop than the 
other countries, but small groups in the Indonesian Navy and Department of 
Defense and Security had been started. 

(U) Thailand had a modest OR/SA program in 1975 when the OR/SA advisory
billet was eliminated with other force reductions. Considerable training 
effort had been expended in preceding years; it was not known how well the 
program was faring. 

(U) While there had been strong U.S./CINCPAC bond and involvement with
those country groups, there had been little cross-talk among the Asian analysts 
and countries involved. The October conference was significant because it 
opened that dialogue. 

(U) The basis for a continuing exchange of ideas was established, with
Korea expressing an interest in hosting a similar conference in 1977. The 
Operations Research Society of Thailand and the Asia Institute of Technology 
had scheduled a Pacific regional meeting in May 1978. 1

Indian Ocean Undersea Surveillance Study 

(S) With the expansion of the PACOM effective l May 1976 to 17° E from
62° E, CINCPAC requested that his Review and Analysis Office (subsequently 
retitled the Research and Analysis Office) investigate the existing PACOM 
capabilities to provide undersea surveillance in the Indian Ocean. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
l. Memorandum Trip Report, Taiwan and Korea, Director, Research and Analysis

Office, 26 Oct 76.
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(°'l The perfonnance of such systems in existence or that-were coming into 
the inventory was projected into the physical and acoustical environment of 
the Indian Ocean. These systems were the Sound Surveillance Underwater System 
(SOSUS), the Towed Array Sensor System (TASS), and a system called Surveillance 
TASS (SURTASS), plus a Moored Surveillance System (MSS). New systems, SPRAY 
and IOTA, were also examined regarding their estimated and projected acoustic 
and operational performance. All systems were compared. A TASSRAP computer 
output of Fleet Numerical Weather Central in Monterey, CA, which predicted the 
detection performance for the TASS throughout the Indian Ocean, was used as a 
baseline. Other outputs were compared and plotted to determine the coverage 
by various surveillance systems against submarine targets. 

(� The study findings indicated that programmed systems fell extremely 
short of a reasonable capability to provide adequate coverage in the area. 
Supplementary systems, specifically two forms of air-deployable acoustic 
arrays, were found to be effective in filling the deficiency if they were 
developed and introduced. 

(� Although the study had not been completed and released by the end of 
1976 it was believed that in effect it had already served its purpose. The 
main thrust of the document had been to encourage the development and deploy­
ment of an air-droppable array capability to reduce the undersea surveillance 
deficiency, particularly in the Indian Ocean. A funded Air Deployable Array 
System development program had been established at the Naval Air Development 
Center under the sponsorship of the Naval Air Systems Corrmand. l 

Control of Lava Flow 

(U) As explained in the 1975 CINCPAC Command History, military assistance
might be sought to disrupt lava flow on the Island of Hawaii in the event a 
volcano eruption should threaten the city of Hilo. A report on activities in 
that regard for 1976 follows, surrmarizing the findings of a November technical 
conference. CINCPAC's Research and Analysis Office had provided primary 
technical coordination and CINCPAC's Special Operations Division in the 
Operations Directorate was action office where the use of PACOM resources 
might be required. The office worked closely with the State of Hawaii Director 
of Civil Defense; PACAF; the Army Corps of Engineers, Pacific Division; and 
the Volcano Observatory of the U.S. Geological Survey. 

1. J775 HistSum Dec 76; the Study, dated 30 Sep 76, was published as Research
and Analysis Office Working Paper No. 4-76, Subj: CINCPAC Indian Ocean
Undersea Surveillance Study (U), distributed 13 Jun 77.
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(U) Bombing tests had been reasonably successful except for certain tar­
gets that contained harder, more dense, lava and resulted in impact pre-detona­
tion of delayed action bombs. The Anny had found that hand-emplaced XM- 1 80 
explosive cratering devices might be modified for use on certain targets, 
provided that personnel and explosives could be used in the "rough terrain, 
high temperature environment." 

(U) The diversion techniques under consideration were believed to be a
combination of disruption of lava supply channels, spatter cones, and lava 
tubes using bombs and military explosives; diversion of lava by construction 
barriers; and diversion and cooling of molten lava by using large amounts of 
water from the ocean or from nearby streams. The principal focus remained on 
the first two methods. 

(U) In a series of three tests, PACAF had expended 22 MK82 (500-pound)
and 14 MK84 (2,000-pound) bombs. They advised of the effects on spatter cones 
and lava tubes and channels > but noted that the properties of fresh hot lava 
were unknown and needed. They recommended further testing and the contingency 
storage of bombs on Oahu for lava control. 

(U) The 25th Infantry Division concluded from their testing that, because
of "optimizing of explosive effects and pin-point delivery accuracy, hand 
placement of explosives is considered a viable method for attempts at the 
control of laval flow." They acknowledged that rough terrain and high altitude 
might hamper hand-emplacement of explosives. In addition to technical recommen­
dations regarding the design of the XM-180 explosive cratering device, they 
noted the need to "determine the ambient conditions surrounding hot lava." 
They believed it was necessary to determine the quality of heat insulation if 
needed for explosives or personnel: the physical properties and chemical 
composition of hot lava flows should be investigated, and, if it was possible, 
tests of explosive lava disruption methods under actual hot lava flow conditions 
would benefit the overall readiness of Anny units. 

(U) The Corps of Engineers outlined their barrier concepts as follows: 1

• A hasty 2-3 mile ditch-mound about 1 0 feet high
initially, and increased to 20 feet when possible, providing 
a barrier diverting lava flow to a cleared flow path south 
and east of Hilo to the sea. 

---------------------------
---------------------------------------------------

1. CINCPAC Command History 1 975, Vol. I, pp. 299-300; J774 HistSum Jan 77,
which enclosed MFR of 10 Nov 76, Subj: Summary Report - Technical
Conference on Control of Lava Flow.
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• Located far enough away from eruption zone to allow
maximum time·for flow evaluation, decision, mobilization, 
and construction. 

• Located away from urban area.

• Located above high rainfall belt, if possible, to
facilitate rapid construction. 

• Located where vehicle access is possible.

• Use historical flow data (velocity, depth,
vi secs ity). 

• Use heavy material for construction (local soil and
heavy rock) . 

• Flow path located in undeveloped area along path of
least resistance. 

Further planning continued. 

Redeployment Strategy Findings 

� CINCPAC had long been on record questioning existing national level 
plans to redeploy certain PACOM forces to Europe in support of NATO under 
certain circumstances. (See discussions of the Joint Strategic Objectives 
Plan.) In November 1975 the Chief of Staff directed a study to assess the 
military implications of out-of-theater redeployment of sel ected PACOM forces 
to NATO in a wor l dwide conventional conflict with the USSR. 

� The significant findings of the study, conducted by representatives 
of the Research and Analysis Office, the Plans Directorate, and the Stanford 
Research Institute, were as follows: l

The redeployment strategy: 

• Imposed significant loss in total worldwide U.S.
combat capability (in terms of CV/major surface combatant/ 
division days-in-theater) because of lengthy in-transit 
times required to redeploy forces to Europe. 

1. J773 HistSum Jan 77; CINCPAC Ltr Ser T12, 26 Jan 77.
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, Degrades force ratios in the PACOM to a· level which 
jeopardizes the survival of remaining U.S. Forces; improves 
force ratios in Europe only marginally and at a point which 
is too late to be decisive. 

• Reduces forces in the PACOM to a level which provides
no alternative other than U.S. acconmodation to any strategy 
chosen by the USSR in the Pacific; increases USSR options 
for redeploying Soviet forces to Indian Ocean or Europe. 

The study was forwarded to the JCS early in 1977. 

Extension of Satellite Detection System to Hawaii 

(U) The Navy/Air Force Satellite Detection System, Weapon System 434, was
being upgraded and extended westward by addi.1g a site on the Island of Maui 
in the State of Hawaii. The existing satellite fence consisted of a line of 
transmitter and receiver stations across the southern United States from 
Georgia to California. Representatives of the Naval Research Laboratory and 
the Anny Engineers chose the Maui site, with the NRL leader subsequently 
briefing CINCPAC and component command staffs on site selection factors and 
improved capabilities of System 434 when the Maui station was completed. 1

BALFRAM Seminar in Korea 

(U) In August 1976 COMUS Korea had requested assistance in conducting a
two-week seminar on the Balanced Force Requirements Analysis Method (BALFRAM) 
in support of military planning. The seminar was conducted from l to 24 
November in Seoul by the Stanford Research Institute representative to CINCPAC 
under the sponsorship of the U.S.-Republic of Korea Operational Planning Staff 
of the United Nations Command-U.S. Forces Korea-Eighth U.S. Anny. The seminar 

was divided into two classes, each of one-week duration, for the 15 U.S. and 
23 ROK military and civilians who attended. A third week was spent in 
professional discussions on the use and application of BALFRAM with represen­
tatives of the ROK Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Services. COMUS Korea 
expressed his appreciation for the seminar.2 

Service R&D Representatives to CINCPAC Staff 

(U) In 1973 CINCPAC had first proposed that the PACOM (and Service
components) play a larger role than before in "bridging the gap between 

l. J774 HistSum Jan 77.
2. J77 (SRI Rep) HistSum Jan 77; COMUS Korea 0708092 Dec 76.
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UNCLASSIFIED 

real-world operational environment and the laboratories and development 
agencies." He had proposed that all Services send representation, but at that 
time only the Center for Naval Analyses had done so. 1 

(U) By mid-1975 that agency was no longer represented, but in August of
that year a liaison representative of the U.S. Army's Systems Analysis Activity/ 
Joint Technical Coordinating Group for Munitions Effectiveness (AMSAA-JTCG/ME) 
began a one year tour, after which he was replaced by another representative 
of that agency. That representative was particularly interested in the lava 
control feasibility testing, described above, and certain other projects. 
Close Air Support aircraft for the Republic of Korea was one of these projects, 
and is discussed in the Security Assistance chapter of this history. 

(U) One other program was the potential improvement of the U.S. combat,
helmet. The lightweight helmet developed by the Republic of Korea was studied 
and 50 helmets procured for study by U.S. agencies.2 

(U) From 9 to 24 September members of the JTCG staff visited Korea,
Japan, Taiwan, and Hawaii to review systems analysis activities and 
capabilities.3 

--------------------------
----------------------------

--------------------

1. CINCPAC Command History 1973, Vol. I, pp. 38-39.
2. J77 HistSum Dec 76.
3. Ibid.
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AAFES 
AAFMPS 
ABNCP 
ACFK 
ADC 
ADD 
ADP 
Jl.DS 
AEW 
AFEM 
AFIS 
AFIT 
AFLC 
AFP 
.lHF 
AIT 
ALCOP 
ALFA 
AMPS 
ANZUS 
AOB 
APPS 
ASD(I&L) 

ASEAN 
ASIF 
ASROC 
ASSOTW 
ASW 
ASWEX 
AUTODIN 
AUTOVON 

BALFRAM 
BLA 

UNCLASSIFIED 

GLOSSARY 

A 

Army and Air Force Exchange Service 
Anny and Air Force Motion Picture Service 
Airborne Command Post 
Alternate Command Facility, Kunia 
Air Defense Center; Aerospace Defense Command 
Agency for Defense Development 
Automatic Data Processing 
Automated Data Systems 
Airborne Early Warning 
Armed Forces Expeditionary Medal 
Air Force Intelligence Service 
Air Force Institute of Technology 
Air Force Logistics Command 
Armed Forces of the Philippines 
Automated Installation Intelligence File 
Ammunition in Thailand 
Alternate Command Post 
Advanced Liaison Forward Area 
Automatic Mission Planning 
Australia, New Zealand, United States 
Air Order of Battle 
Analytical Photogrammetric Positioning System 
Assistant Secretary of Defense·(Installations and 

Logistics 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations 
Airlift Service Industrial Fund 
Antisubmarine Rocket 
Airfields and Seaplane Stations of the World 
Antisubmarine Warfare 
ASW Exercise 
Automatic Digital Network 
Automatic Voice Network 

B 

Balanced Force Requirements Analysis Method 
Base Labor Agreement 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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C 
c3 
CAT 
CBU 
CCK 
CCTL 
CC✓T 

CDRUSACSG 
CIA 
CIL 
CINC 
CINCEUR 
CINCLANT 
CINCPAC 
CINCPACAF 
CINCPACFLT 
CINCPACINST 
C INCPACREP 
CINCPACREPPHIL 
CINCSAC 
CINCUNC 
CJTF 
CNO 
CNTL 
COINS 
COMAAC 
COMIDEASTFOR 
COMMARCORBASEPAC 
COMNAVSUPPFOR 
COMSEC 
COMTHIRDFLT 
COMUS 
COMUS Japan 
COMUS Korea 
COMUSMACTHAI 
COMUSNAVPHIL 
COMUSSAG 
COMUSTDC 
CONAD 
CON PLAN 
CPD 
CPLRI 

UNCLASSIFIED 

C 

Confidential 
Command, Control, and Communications 
Civil Action Team; Crisis Action Team 
Cluster Bomb Unit 
Ching Chuan Kang (Air Base, Taiwan) 
CINCPAC Consolidated Target List 
Corrrnand Center Watch Team 
Commander, U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group 
Central Intelligence Agency 
Central Identification Laboratory 
Commander in Chief 
Commander in Chief Europe 
Commander in Chief Atlantic 
Commander in Chief Pacific 
Commander in Chief Pacific Air Forces 
Commander in Chief U.S. Pacific Fleet 
Commander in Chief Pacific Instruction 
Commander in Chief Pacific Representative 
Commander in Chief Pacific Representative, �hilippines 
Commander in Chief Strategic Air Command 
Corrrnander in Chief, United Nations Command 
Commander Joint Task Force 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Command Nuclear Target List 
Community On-line Intelligence Network System 
Commander, Alaskan Air Command 
Commander, Middle East Force 
Commander, Marine Corps Bases Pacific 
Commander U.S. Naval Support Force 
Communications Security 
Commander Third Fleet 
Commander, United States Forces 
Corrrnander, U.S. Forces, Japan 
Commander, U.S. Forces, Korea 
Commander, U.S. Military Assistance Command Thailand 
Commander, U.S. Naval Forces Philippines 
Commander U.S. Support Activity Group 
Commander, U.S. Taiwan Defense Command 
Continental Air Defense Command 
Concept Plan 
Congressional Presentation Document (Foreign Aid) 
Catalog of PACOM Logistics Rationalization Objectives 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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CPO 
CPX 
CROF 
CRT 
cs 

CSG 
css 

CT 
CVAN 
cvo 

DA 
DAO 
DAST 
DATT 
DDI 

DEFCON 
DFAA 
DFR-PAC 
DFSC 
DIA 
DIAOLS 
DLSC 
OMA 
DMZ 
DNA 
DOD 
DPS 
DRCC 
ORIS 
DSA 
DSAA 
DSCS 
DYCIS 

E&ML 
EALG 
EAP 
ECA 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Civilian Personnel Office 
Command Post Exercise 
Consolidation and Reduction of Okinawa Facilities 
Cathode-ray Tube 
Combat Support 
CINCPAC Support Group; Combat Support Group 
Combat Service Support 
Country Team; Communist Terrorist 
CINCPAC Voice Alert Network 
Communications Validating Office 

D 

Department of the Army 
Defense Attache Office 
Disaster Area Survey Team 

I 

Defense Attache 
Duty Director of Intelligence; Decisions and Design 

Incorporated 
Defense Readiness Condition 
Defense Facilities Administration Agency (Japan) 
Defense Fuel Region, Pacific 
Defense Fuel Supply Center 
Defense Intelligence Agency 
Defense Intelligence Agency On-Line System 
Defense Logistics Services Center 
Defense Mapping Agency 
Demilitarized Zone 
Defense Nuclear Agency 
Department of Defense 
Delegated Production System; Dynamic Planning System 
Disaster Relief Coordinating Center 
Defense Retail Interservice Support 
Defense Supply Agency 
Defense Security Assistance Agency 
Defense Satellite Communications System 
Dynamic Command Information System 

E 

Environmental and Morale Leave 
East Asia Liaison Group 
Emergency Action Procedures 
Executive Coordinating Agency 
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ECM 
EDA 
ELINT 
ERS 

FAA 

FAISC 
FBM 
FCC 
FCJ 
FDAA 
FDC 
FIA 
FICPAC 
FIP 
FLEXRP 
FUR 
FLSA 
FLTSATCOM 
FMFPAC 
FMS 
FOCCPAC 
FORSTAT 
FOSCI 
FRO 
FRESH 
FRET I LIN 
FTX 
FX 
FY 

GAO 
GAPSAT 
GCA 
GENSER 
GFE 
GOA 
GOB 
GOJ 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Electronic Countermeasures 
Excess Defense Articles (MAP) 
Electronic Intelligence 
Emergency Relocation Site 

F 

Federal Aviation Agency; Foreign Assistance Appropriations; 
Foreign Assistance Act 

Fleet Auxiliary Intelligence Service Center 
Fleet Ballistic Missile 
Fleet Command Center 
Foreign Criminal Jurisdiction 
Federal Disaster Assistance Administration 
Forward Defense Concept 
Freedom of Information Act 
Fleet Intelligence Center Pacific 
Force Improvement Plan 
Flexible Reporting System 
Forward Looking Infrared Radar 
Fair Labor Standards Act 
Fleet Satellite Communications 
Fleet Marine Force Pacific 
Foreign Military Sales; Field Maintenance Squadron 
Fleet Operations Control Center, Pacific 
Force Status and Identity (Report) 
Fleet Ocean Surveillance Information Center 
Formerly Restricted Data 
Facilities Requirements Evaluation, State of Hawaii 
National Front for the Liberation of East Timar 
Field Training Exercise 
Future Fighter 
Fiscal Year 

G 

General Accounting Office 
GAPFILLER Satellite 
Ground Control Approach 
General Service (Electrical Transmission) 
Gross Feasibility Estimator 
Government of Australia 
Ground Order of Battle 
Government of Japan 
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GOP 

GOS 
GSA 

HAC 

HF 
HLH 
HRR 

HSC 
HSM 
HUMINT 

HULTEL 

I&W 
ICBM 

ICS 
IDHS 
IDHSC 

IEMATS 
IFP 
IHA 

!JCS
IMETP
IMM
INDOCOM
IOCTL

!PAC

ISA
ISS

JASDF 

JCRC 
JCS 

JOA 

JOO 
JFAP 
JFY 

JISB 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Government of the Philippines 

Government of Singapore 
General Services Administration 

H 

Hughes Aircraft Corporation 

High Frequency 
Heavy Lift Helicopter 
High Resolution Radar 

Health Services Conmand 
Hard Structure Munitions 
Human Resources Intelligence 

Hull-to-emitter Correlation 

I 

Indications and Warning 
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile 

Integrated Co111T1unications System 
Intelligence Data Handling System 

Intelligence Data Handling System Conmunications Network 

Improved Emergency Message Automatic Transmission System 
International Fellows Program 
Indirect-hire Agreement 

Integrated Joint Comnunications System 
International Military Education & Training Program 
Integrated Materiel Management 
Indonesia Comnunications Project 
Indian Ocean Conventional Target List 

Intelligence Center Pacific 

Interservice Support Agreement 
Intelligence Support System; Interservice Support 

J 

Japan Air Self-Defense Force 

Joint Casualty Resolution Center 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Japan Defense Agency 

Joint Duty Officer 
Japan Facilities Adjustment Program 
Japan Fiscal Year 

Joint Interservice Support Board 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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JLAC 
JLPC 
JMP 
JMSDF 
JOPS 
JPO 
JSA 
JSCP 
JSDF 
JSOP 
JTC 
JTD 
JTF 
JUSMAG 
JUSMAGTHAI 

KATUSA 
KCDF 
KFCP 
KMR 
KPA 
KPCP 
KSC 
KTMI 

LAADS 
LAMPS 
LANTCOM 
LASS 
LGB 
LN 
LNO 
LOA 
LOC 
LRC 
LRMP 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Joint Labor Affairs Corrmittee 
Joint Labor Policy Committee (PACOM) 
Joint Manpower Program 
Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Force 
Joint Operation Planning System 
Joint Petroleum Office 
Joint Security Area 
Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan 
Japan Self-Defense Force 
Joint Strategic Objectives Plan 
Joint Targeting Committee 
Joint Table of Distribution 
Joint Task Force 
Joint U.S. Military Advisory Group 
Joint U.S. Military Advisory Group, Thailand 

K 

Korean Augmentation to United States Army 
Korean Correlation and Sensor Direction Facility 
Kanagawa Facilities Consol·dation Program 
Kapalama Military Reservation; Kwajalein Missile 
Korean People's Army 
Kanta Plains Consolidation Plan 
Korean Service Corps 
Korea Tacoma Marine Industries 

L 

Low Altitude Aircraft Detection System 
Light Airborne Multi-Purpose System 
Atlantic Command 
Lockheed Air Serv;ce, Singapore 
Laser Guided Bomb 
Lo ca l Na ti on a l ; Li a i s on 
Limited Nuclear Option; Liaison Officer 
Letter of Offer/Acceptance 
Line(s) of Communication 
Logistics Readiness Center 
Long-Range Maritime Patrol 
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MAC 
MAP 
MAPEX 
MARISAT 
MBA 
MC 
MCAS 
MCI 
MOB 
MDT 
MEECN 
MIA 
MIDEASTFOR 
MILAD 
MILADREP 
MILPRO-HI 
MIMEX 
MIP 

MME 
MOB 
MOD 
MOP 
MOU 
MOVRP 
MPC 
MPO 
MSAP 
MSC 
MSS 
MTAT 
MTT 

NAMRU 
NATO 
NAVCAMSEASTPAC 
NAVCOMMSTA 
NCA 
NCPAC 
NEA 

UNCLASSIFIED 

M 

Military Airlift Conmand; Military Armistice Commission 
Military Assistance Program 
MAP Excess Program 
Maritime Satellite 
Military Bases Agreement 
Marine Corps; Munitions Control 
Marine Corps Air Station 
Military Customs Inspector 
Mutual Defense Board 
Mutual Defense Treaty 
Minimum Essential Emergency Communications Network 
Missing in Action 
Middle East Force 
Military Advisor 
Military Advisor's Representative 
Military Real Property Requirements-Hawaii 
Major Item Excess Program 
Material Improvement Program (Project); Management 

Improvement Plan 
Military Message Experiment 
Missile Order of Battle 
Ministry of Defense; Modernization 
Message Output Processor 
Memorandum of Understanding 
Movement Reports 
Mobile Processing Center; Military Payment Certificate 
Military Planning Office 
Military Security Assistance Projections 
Military Sealift Command 
Moored Surveillance System 
Management Training Assistance Team 
Mobile Training Team 

N 

Naval Medical Research Unit 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
Naval Communication Area Master Station Eastern Pacific 
Naval Communication Station 
National Command Authority 
National Security Agency/Central Security Service Pacific 
Northeast Asia 
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NEMVAC 
NIS 
NKTTL 
NOB 
NOFORN 
NPW 
NRL 
NWSS 

O&M 
O&MN 
OASD(ISA) 

OBCP 
ODRI 
OODE 
OPCOM 
OPCON 
OPDS 
OPLAN 
OPPA 
QPR 
OPREP 
OPSCOMM 
OPSEC 
OR/SA 
OSI 
OSIS 
OSL 
OSPJ 
ass 

P&A 
PACAF 
PAC FLT 
PACOM 
PAF 
PAL 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Noncomba tant Emergency and Evacuation 
Nati.anal Intelligence Survey; Naval Investigative Service 
North Korean Tactical Target List 
Naval Order of Battle 
Not Releasable to Foreign Nationals 
Nuclear-powered Warship 
Naval Research Laboratory 
Navy WWMCCS Software Standardized 

0 

Operations and Maintenance 
Operations and Maintenance Navy 
Office Assistant Secretary of Defense (International 

Security Affairs) 
Okinawa Base Consolidation Plan 
Office of the Defense Representative India 
Office of Overseas Dependent Education 
Operational Corrrnand 
Operational Control 
Okinawa Petroleum Distribution System 
Operation Plan 
Operation Plan Package Appraisal 
Outstanding Performance Rating 
Operational Report 
Operations Communi cat_i ons 
Operations Security 
Operations Research/Systems Analysis 
Offshore Islands; Office of Special Investigations 
Ocean Surveillance Intelligence System 
Overseas Limited Appointments 
Offshore Procurement-Japan 
Ocean Surface Surveillance 

p 

Price and Availability 
Pacific Air Forces 
U.S. Pacific Fleet 
Pacific Command 
Philippine Air Force; Pakistan Air Force 
Permissive Action Link; Parcel Airlift; Price and 

Availability List 
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PAMIS 
PARPRO 
PASOLS 
PATMRG 
PBD 
PC 
PCH&T 
PCS 
PDM 
PDSC 
PEB 
PEG 
PGM 
PIROP 
PNG 
POL 
POM 

POV 
POW 
PPDB 
PPGM 
PRC 
PSMM 
PSYOP 
PWG 
PWRMS 
PWRS 

R&D 
RAAF 
RADC 
RCA 
REGA 
RIF 
RNO 
ROC 
ROE 
ROK 
ROKA 
RP 

UNCLASSIFIED 

PSYOP Automated Management Information System 
Peacetime Aerial Reconnaissance Program 
Pacific Area Senior Officer Logistics Seminar 
PACOM Target Materials Review Group 
Program Budget Decision 
Philippine Constabulary 
Packing, Crating, Handling, and Transportation 
Permanent Change of Station; Postal Courier Service 
Program Decision Memorandum; Programmed Depot Maintenance 
PACOM Data Systems Center 
Pre-Engineered Buildings 
Performance Evaluation Group 
Precision Guided Missiles 
PACOM Imagery Reconnaissance Objectives Program 
Papua New Guinea 
Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricants 
Program Objectives Memorandum (MAP); Preparation for 

Overseas Movement (Units) 
Privately Owned Vehicle 
Prisoner of War 
Point Positioning Data Base 
Planning Programming and Guidance Memorandum 
People's Republic of China 
Patrol Ship Multi-Mission 
Phychological Operations 
Permanent Working Group 
Prepositioned War Reserve Material Stocks 
Prepositioned War Reserve Stocks 

R 

Research and Development 
Royal Australian Air Force 
Rome Air Development Center 
Riot Control Agent 
Residual Capabilities Assessment 

Reduction in Force 
Regional Nuclear Options 
Republic of China (Taiwan); Required Operational Capability 
Rules of Engagement 
Republic of Korea 
Republic of Korea Army 
Republic of the Philippines; Release Point; Restoration 

Priority 
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RS 
RSAF 
RTARF 
RTG 
RWR 

s 

SA 
SAC 
SACEUR 
SAFASIA 
SAG 
SAR 
sec 

SCM 
SOP 
SEATO 
SE/SI 
SHF 
SI 
SIGINT 
SIOP 
SI/SAO 
SITREP 
SJA 
SKCATL 
SLAR 
SLOC 
SOFA 
sosus 

SRV 
SSA 
SSM 
sso 

ST 
SURTASS 
SW 
SZG 

UNCLA SIFIED 

Relocatable Structures 
Republic of Singapore Air Force 
Royal Thai Armed Forces 
Royal Thai Government; Reconnaissance Technical Group 
Radar Warning Receiver? 

s 

Secret 
Security Assistance 
Strategic Air Command 
Supreme Allied Command Europe 
Security Assistance Force Asia 
Systems Architectural Group 
Search and Rescue 
Security Consultative Committee (Japan); Space 

Computational Center 
Security Consultative Meeting (Korea) 
Sub-network Development Plan 
Southeast Asia Treaty Organization 
System Engineering/System Integration 
Super High Frequency 
Special Intelligence 
Signal Intelligence 
Single Integrated Operation Plan 
Special Intelligence/Special Activities Office 
Situation Report 
Staff Judge Advocate 
South Korean Conventional Air Target List 
Side Looking Airborne Radar 
Sea Line of Communication 
Status of Forces Agreement 
Sound Surveillance Underwater System 
Socialist Republic of Vietnam 
Security Support Arrangement 
Surface-to-Surface Missile 
Special Security Office 
Short Tons 
Surveillance TASS 
Speci a 1 Weapons 
Sub-Zone Group 
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TACAMO 
TACAN 
TAD 
TAF 
TAG 
TAMC 
TDC 
TDCATL 
TASS 
TOY 
TEREC 
TFE 
TFW 
TI/TTM 
TLRG 
TOR 
TPFDD 
TPFDL 
TRAM 
TS 
TSP 

TSR 
TTPI 
TTY 

u 

UCP 
U.N. 
UNC 
USACC-T 
USAF 
USARJ 
USCINCEUR 
uses 

USCSB 
USDAO 
USDLG 
USEUCOM 
USF 
USFJ 

UNCLASSIFIED 

T 

Nickname for Airborne Very Low Frequency Radio Broadcasting 
Tactical Air Navigation 
Temporary Additional Duty 
Tactical Air Forces 
Target Action Group 
Tripler Army Medical Center 
Taiwan Defense Command 
Taiwan Defense Conventional Air Target List 
Tactical Air Support Squadron; Towed Array Sensor System 
Temporary Duty 
Tactical Electronic Reconnaissance 
Transportation Feasibility Estimator 
Tactical Fighter Wing 
Target Intelligence/Tactical Target Material 
Target List Review Group 
Terms of Reference; Tactical Operations Room 
Time-Phased Force Deployment Data 
Time-Phased Force and Deployment List 
Target Recognition Attack Multisensor 
Top Secret 
Test Support Position 

Telecommunications Service Request; Theater Sustaining Rate 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
Teletype 

u 

Unclassified 
Unified Command Plan 
United Nations 
United Nations Command 
U.S. Army Communications Command-Taiwan 
United States Air Force 
U.S. Army, Japan 
U.S. Commander in Chief Europe 
U.S. Customs Service 
U.S. Communications Security Board 
U.S. Defense Attache Office 
U.S. Defense Liaison Group (Indonesia) 
U.S. European Command 
U.S. Forces 
U.S. Forces, Japan 
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USFK 

USIB 

USMACTHAI 
USMILADREP 

USN 

USREDCOM 
UTTAS 

uw 

WESTPAC 

WICS 
WRM 

WRSA 
WWABNCP 

WWMCCS 

UNCLASSIFIED 

U.S. Forces, Korea 

U.S·. Intelligence Board

U.S. Military Assistance Command Thailand
U.S. Military Advisor's Representative

U.S. Navy
U.S. Readiness Command
Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft System

Unconventional Warfare

w 

Wes tern Paci fi c 

Worldwide Intelligence Communications Systems 
War Reserve Materiel 

War Reserve Stocks for Allies 
Worldwide Airborne Command Post 

Worlwide Military Command and Control System 
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INDEX 

(U) Volumes I and II are integrated in this index. Annexes to the CINCPAC
History are not included as each contains its own index. The volumes are paged 
consecutively. Volume I contains Chapters I-VI, pages 1-276. Volume II 
contains Chapters VII-XI, pages 277-520, and the glossary. The roman numeral 
following the subject denotes the volume, and the following figure(s) denote 
the page(s) in that volume. 

A 

Afghanistan, II-278-279. 
Airborne Command Post. See CINCPAC Airborne Command Post. 
Aircraft carrier deployment, I-178-181. 
Aircraft deployment, I-216-218. 
Alcohol abuse. See Drug Abuse. 
Aleutian emergencies, I-163-164. 
Alternate Command Facility, Kunia. See CINCPAC, Kunia facility. 
American Samoa, road construction in, I-265-266. 
ANZUS, lI-425, 439-443. 
Antarctica, criminal jurisdiction in, 11-513. 
Anny reorganization in PAC0M, 1-51-56. 
Asia-Pacific Defense Forum, 1-206-207. 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations 

Doctrine proposed, 11-446-447. 
Foreign Ministers' Conference, II-444-447. 
Surrmit Conference, 11-425-446. 
Threat to, 1-88. 
Zone of Peace, 11-443, 447. 

Australia 
Foreign Military Sales, II-297-299. 
Nuclear-powered ship visits, I-188-192. 
Perception of Soviet threat, 1-79-82, 84, 86. 
Transfer of U.S.-0rigin Defense Articles to Papua New Guinea, II-300. 
Use of Diego Garcia, 1-181-182, 11-439-440. 

Automatic data processing intelligence, 11-365-371, 377, 389-390. 
Awards and decorations, II-361. 

B 

BALFRAM analysis support, 11-518. 
Bangladesh, NEMVAC planning, 1-144-145. 
Bases. See specific countries for requirements/reductions and individual bases. 
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Bilateral plans. See CINCPAC Plans. 
BLUE EAGLE. See CINCPAC,. Airborne Command Post. 

C 

Cambodia, political assessment of, I-103. 
Carrier task force to Indian Ocean, I-178-181. 
Carter, election of, II-423. 
Casualty Resolution. See Joint Casualty Resolution 
Ceylon. See Sri Lanka. 
Cheju-Do, I-57-58. 
Chiefs of Mission Conference, II-488. 
China, People's Republic of 

policy, II-423, 430. 
targets, II-390-391. 
threat, I-91-92. 

China, Republic of (Taiwan) 
personnel phasedown in, II-363. 
PRC threat to, I-92. 
sales to third countries, II-288-289. 
Security Assistance, II-300-305. 

aircraft for, II-302. 
co-production programs, II-302. 
FMS , II -300. 
tanks for, II-303-304. 

sophisticated weapons, II-291, 304. 
U.S. advisory effort, II-300. 
U.S. Forces and bases, I-58-65. 

crncEUR, command arrangements, I �35-38. 
CINCPAC 

Airborne Command Post, I-44-46, 270-271. 
Alternate Corrnnand Post, I-43-44. 
change of corrmand, I-18, II-493. 
CHJCEUR, comnand arrangements, I-35-38.

Corrrnand Center, I-47. 
Concept Plans. See CINCPAC Plans. 
Crisis management, I-151-159. 
distinguished visitors to, II-496-500. 
joint manpower programs, I-25. 
Kunia facility, I-39-43. 
official activities, II-487-496. 
Pl ans 

5001, I-136-38. 
5020, I -138. 
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CINCPAC (Continued) 
Plans (Continued) 

5025, I-138. 
5027, I-139-141. 
5033, I-141-142. 
504 1 , I -142 . 
5042, I-142. 
5047, I-142-143. 
5060, I-143-147. 
5088, I-147. 
5090, 1-147-148. 
5125, I-148-149. 
1 is t, I-131-136. 

Staff 
flag and general officers, I-25-27. 
Joint Manpower Program, I-25. 
Logistics and Security Assistance Directorate, 1-23. 
Operations Directorate, I-21-23. 
organizational changes, I-19-23. 
personnel changes, 1-15. 
PSYOP/Unconventional Warfare, I-22. 
Public and Governmental Affairs, I-20-21. 
Reconnaissance activities, I-22-23. 
Research and Analysis Office, I-19. 
Special Operations, I-22. 

Threat assessment, I-77-78, 91, 97,. 103-104. 
Coast Guard SAR, Guam, I-69, 228, II-381-382. 
Cockburn Sound Naval Base, I-181. 
Combined Federal Campaign, II-364. 
Command and Control, I-33-50. 

communications, computers, I-47-50, II-377. 
facilities, 1-46-50. 

Command relationships, CINCPAC-CINCEUR Agreement, 1-35-38. 
Commanders' Conference, 1-38-39. 
co��ANDO TALON, I-200-202. 
Communications-Electronics 

AUTODIN restoral, I-271. 
AUTOVON restoral, I-271. 
Command and Control, 1-48-50, 270-271. 
concept for Operation PAUL BUNYAN, I-272. 
Dynamic Corrmand Information System, 1-267-268. 
Intelligence Data Handling Systems Corrmunications Net, II-365-370. 

Joint HF secure voice requirements, i-268. 
message traffic, I-275-276. 
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Communications-Electronics (Continued) 
satellites 

CINCPAC Airborne Cormnand Post capabilities, I-270-271. 
GAPFILLER, I-268-270. 
USS OKLAHOMA CITY terminal, I-274-275. 

security, I-48-50. 
Japan, I-273. 
Joint Manual COMSEC systems, I-270. 
Korea, II-375-377. 

Taiwan, I-273-274. 
Th ail and , I -2 7 4 , I I -34 5 , 34 7 . 

Communist forces, strength in PACOM, I-105-108. 
Conferences 

Cormnanders', I-38-39. 
MAAG Chiefs', II-284-286. 

Construction 
American Samoa, I-265-266. 
Bikeway systems on military installations, I-254. 
Diego Garcia, I-264. 
Enewetak, I-253, 264-265. 
Guam, I-263. 
IPAC, I-253. 

Contracts, intelligence, II-365-367. 
Criminal Jurisdiction. See Foreign Criminal Jurisdiction. 
Crisis Actions, I-151-159. 
Customs programs, II-359-361. 

D 

Defense Attache Office, Laos disestablished, I-31. 
Diego Garcia, I-181-182, II-439-440. 

Indian Ocean policy, I-79, 82. 
MILCON on, I-264. 
support via Singapore, I-249-250. 

Disaster assistance, I-222-227, 250-251. 
Dissident and protest activities, II-504-505. 
DR IS , I -2 31 -2 34 . 
Drug Abuse 

military customs activities, II-359-361. 
urinalysis testing, II-359. 
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East Asia Liaison Group, I-146-147. 
Ebeye, I-73-74. 

E 

Electronic intelligence, II-369, 376, 380-384. 
Enewetak cleanup, I-264-265. 
European Command, support to, I-148-149. 
Exercises, I-209-216. See also individual names. 

Facilities 
Guam, I-262-263. 
Japan, I-254-262. 
Oahu, I-253-254. 
Thailand, I-263-264. 

Fiji, I-83, 85-86, II-307, 383 
Flag and general officers, I-25-27. 

F 

Fleet Ballistic Missile Force Activity, I-196-197. 
FOCUS WEST, I-214-215. 
Foreign Criminal Jurisdiction 

Antarctica, II-503. 
confinement statistics, II-506. 
Philippines, II-506-508. 
Thailand, II-508-509. 

Foreign Military Sales (FMS). See individual countries. 
Freedom of Infonnation Act, I-221-222, II-385-386. 

General and flag officers, I-25-27. 
GINSENG, I-63-65. 
Guam 

G 

disaster relief, I-223-226, 250-251, Il-382. 
mid-range plans for, I-262-263. 
public schools in, 11-362-363. 
search and rescue, I-69, 228, II-381-382. 

Hard Structure Munitions, I-204. 
HAWK, 1-205. 

H 

Household goods, trial movement of, I-251. 
Human Resources Intelligence. See Intelligence. 
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Improved HAWK, I-205. 
India 

FMS to, II-307. 
MAP organization, I-30, II-281. 

Indian Ocean 
basing, I-78-79, 81-82. 
CINCPAC's assessment, I-124-129. 
operations, I-178-182. 
Peace Zone, I-82. 

I 

Soviet influence and interest, I-78-82, 88-89. 
Surveillance, I-127, II-380, 389-390, 514-515. 

Indonesia Security Assistance, II-307-313. 
aircraft, II-309, 311. 
funding, II-307-309. 
ships for, II-310, 313. 

I nte 11 i gence 
Center Pacific 

f aci 1 ity, I-253. 
personnel, II-367-368. 

Computer Systems, II-365-370, 382-383. 
Exchange of Intelligence Officers, II-372-373-506 . 
GINSENG, I-63-65. 
HUMINT 

Japan, II-379-380. 
Thailand, II-379. 

Order of Battle data base, II-370-371. 
personnel, II-379. 
photographic reconnaissance 

Indian Ocean, I-127, II-380, 389-390. 
OLYMPIC GAME, I-202-203. 
SENIOR LOOK, II-380. 

target 
data base, II-389-392. 
Indian Ocean, II-389-390. 
Korea, II-390. 
materials, II-392. 
nuclear, II-389. 
PRC, II-390-391. 

Intelligence Data Handling System, II-365-370. 
PACGM extensions, II-368-369. 

Intelligent terminal, I-47. 
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International Waters, Law of the Sea 
offshore fishing rights, II-425, 441, 509. 
Seventh Annual South Pacific Forum, II-519-520. 

Interservice support, I-231-234. 

J 

JACK FROST, I-215. 
Japan 

COMSEC to, I-273. 
consultations regarding U.S. bases, I-52. 
inspection of Tsurumi Tank Farm, I-238. 
international agreements, II-503-504. 
Okinawa petroleum distribution system, I-237-238. 
role in Asia, II-433. 
Security Assistance, FMS, II-313-316. 
U.S. bases in (including Okinawa), I-51-56. 

Joint Casualty Resolution Center, I-218-222. 
Joint Exercises, I-209-216. 
Joint Manpower Program, I-25. 
Joint Operations Planning System 

Document release, I-129-130. 
Interim Software Program, I-229. 
Orientation Course, I-129. 

Joint Program for Planning, I-115-123. 
Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan, I-115-119, II-389. 
Joint Strategic Objectives Plan, I-119-123. 
Joint Task Force operations, I-151-159. 

Kahoolawe, I-227, II-429-430. 
KANGAROO II, I-215-216. 
Kenya, P3 Operations, I-183-184. 
Korea, North 

aggression, I-99-101. 
force capability, I-97. 
targeting of, II-390. 
threat, I-97-98. 

Korea, Republic of 
aircraft deployments, I-216-218. 
BALFRAM support, II-518. 
Cheju-Do, I-57-58. 

K 

CINCPAC planning, I-139-141,_ 142-143, 161-163, 235. 
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Korea, Republic of (Continued) 
Combined planning, I-161-163. 
I Corps (U.S.-ROK) Group, II-377. 
lobbyists, alleged bribery by, II-424. 
Logistic Planning for Defense of, I-245. 
munitions storage in, I-244. 
nuclear-powered ship visits, I-196. 
Northwest Islands, II-323-324. 
PAUL BUNYAN, I-170-178, II-392. 
Perception of North Korean threat, I-97-98. 
PSYOP Automated Infonnation Management System, I-205-206. 
Rules of Engagement, I-168-169. 
Security Assistance 

aircraft for, II-324-326. 
EDA restrictions, II-316, 320-321. 
fiscal year funds, II-318-320. 
Force Improvement Plan (FIP), II-316, 318. 
missiles for, II-321-324. 
MOD Plan, II-316. 
sophisticated weapons, II-290-291. 
tank improvement program, II-327-329. 

Sales to third countries, II-288-289. 
Security Consultative Meeting, II-316, 492. 
Tree-cutting incident, I-170-178, II-392, 424. 
U.S. Forces and Basing, I-56-58. 
U.S. officers killed, I-170-178, II-424, 433. 

Kunia. See CINCPAC, Kunia Facility. 
Kwajalein, I-73-74. 

Laos 

L 

Defense Attache Office disestablished, I-31. 
Political assessment, I-103. 

Lava Flow Control, II-515-517. 
Law of the Sea, II-425, 440. See also International Waters, Law of the Sea. 
Legal Activities, II-503-510. 
Lines of Communication, I-77-78, 85. 
Local National Employees. See Personnel. 
Logistics 

Korea, Long-range study on, I-235. 
rationalization initiatives, I-229-230. 
readiness in PACOM, I-236. 
Security Assistance Directorate reorganized, I-23. 
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MACTHAI. See Military Assistance Command, Thailand. 
Malaysia, FMS program, II-329. 
Management Control Detachment-Pacific disestablished, I-22. 
MAP. See Security Assistance. 
Maritime Air Patrol Operations, I-182-188, II-352, 384. 
Masirah, I-184-186. 
MAYAGUEZ, I-151-159. 

Medical Activities, II-511-512. 
Message traffic, I-275-276. 

Micronesia. See Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 
Military Advice, I-164. 
Military Assistance Command, Thailand, disestablishment of, I-67. 
Military Assistance Program. See Security Assistance and individual countries. 
Mobile Processing Center, II-382. 
Munitions 

Korea, I-244-245. 

PACOM posture, I-243. 
storage, I-54-56, 58-64, 159-160, 197. 
Thailand, I-243-244. 

N 

New Zealand 
FMS, II-329-331. 
Nuclear-powered ship visits, I-192-195. 

Officer exchange, II-372-374-506. 
Perception of Soviet Threat, I-79, 82, 84, 86. 
Noncombatant Emergency and Evacuation Planning, I-143-146. 

North Korea. See Korea, North. 
Nuclear Plans, I-160-161. 

Nuclear policy, II-389. 
Nuclear-powered warship visits 

Australia and New Zealand, I-81, 188-195, II-431, 439. 

International Law, II-505-506. 

Nuclear weapons deployment, I-159-160, 197. 
Nuclear weapons, disclosure of information concerning, II-505. 

Ocean surveillance data base, II-383. 
Offshore fishing rights, II-509. 
OLYMPIC GAME, I-202-203. 
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Oman. See Masirah. 

Operations. See also individual names of operations. 

Indian Ocean, I-178-186. 
Peacetime Aerial Reconnaissance Program, I-203, II-384. 
research/systems analysis, II-513-514. 
security, I-207-208. 

Oplans, CINCPAC. See CINCPAC Plans. 
Overseas Combined Federal Campaign, II-364. 

p 

P3 Maritime Air Patrol Operations, I-182-188. 
Pacific Area Senior Officer Logistics Seminar, I-234, II-495. 
Pacific Corrrnand 

boundary changed, I-33-34. 
command and control facilities, I-46-47. 
C-9 aeromedical airlift, II-512.
force readiness, I-165-168.
MAAG Chiefs' Conference, II-284-288, 488, 495.
petroleum organization, I-237.
status of airlift mobility forces, I-247.
status of sealift in, I-247.
tasking, I-34-35.

Pacific Islands, I-74-75, 82-88, II-381-383, 425, 430-431, 440-441. 
Pacific Strategy and Symbolic Actions, I-123-124. 
Pakistan, II-331-334. 
PAMELA, Typhoon, I-223-226, 250-251, 263, 274-275, II-382. 

Papua New Guinea, II-300. 
PAUL BUNYAN, I-170-178, 272, II-392. 

Peacetime Aerial Reconnaissance Program, II-384. See also Operations. 
Personnel 

Air Force, I-23. 
awards and decorations, II-361. 
Dependent Schools, II-361-363. 
drug abuse, II-359. 
Local National Employees 

Japan, II-349-352. 
Korea, II-353, 357. 

Labor costs, II-349-350. 
Philippines, II-353-354. 
Taiwan, II-354-355. 
Thailand, II-355-356. 
TTPI, II-356-357. 

MAAG Chiefs, I-29-31. 
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Personnel (Continued) 
Micronesians, enlis•tment of in U.S. Armed Forces, II-363-364. 
strength, Taiwan, I-58-65, II-363. 

Petroleum, Oil, Lubricants (POL) 
Japan, I-238. 
Okinawa, I-53-55, 237-238. 
PACOM Organization for, I-237. 
Thailand, I-239. 

Philippines, Republic of the 
disaster relief, I-226-227. 
Local National employee benefits, II-353-354. 
Military Bases Agreement, renegotiation, I-234-235, II-449-485. 
Security Assistance, II-334-341. 

Cooperative logistics program, II-338-339. 
F-SE acquisition, II-337-338.
fiscal year funds, II-334.
Howitzers, II-339-341.
MAP support for Philippine Constabulary, II-341.
Ship repair facilities, II-336-337.
T-28 Aircraft, II-338.
Vehicles, II-339.

Tax case, II-506-508. 
wage increase, local national employees, II-353. 

Photographic reconnaissance. See Intelligence. 
Planning. See CINCPAC Plans. 
Plans Directors Conference, I-149-150. 
POL. See Petroleum, Oil, Lubricants. 
POLE VAULT, I-214. 
POLO HAT, I-213. 
PONY EXPRESS, I-199-200. 
PORT ARMS, I-213. 
Posture Statement, CJCS: CINCPAC input to, I-109-115. 
PRIME TARGET-77, I-211-212. 
Program Budget Decisions, I-51-56. 
Protest activities, II-504-505. 
Psychological Operations, I-22, 205-207. 

Asia-Pacific Defense Forum, I-206-207. 
PSYOP Automated Management Information System, I-205-206. 

Public Affairs functions 
CINCPAC, official activities, II-487-496. 
distinguished visitors, II-496-500. 
media visitors, II-500-501. 

Public and Governmental Affairs Office, I-20-21 . 
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Quick-reaction Planning Capability, I-151-159. 

R 

· Readiness of PACOM Forces, I-165-168, 236.
Reconnaissance, I-199-203.

COMMANDO TALON, I-200-202. 
Indian Ocean, I-127, II-380, 389-390. 
OLYMPIC GAME, I-202-203. 
Peacetime Aerial Reconnaissance Program, I-203, II-384. See also Operations. 
PONY EXPRESS, I-199-200. 
Staff , I -2 2 . 

Redeployment strategy, II-517. 
Republic of Korea. See Korea, Republic of. 

Republic of the Philippines. See Philippines, Republic of the. 
Research and Analysis Office, I-19-20, II-513-519. 
Research and Development 

Hard Structure Munitions, I-204. 
Service R&D Representatives to CINCPAC staff, II-518-519. 

Riot Control Agents, use, I-161. 
Rules of Engagement, I-168-170. 

Korea, I-168-169. 
Russia. See Soviet Union. 

Satellite communications, I-48-50. 
Satellite detection system, II-518. 

Scouting programs, II-495. 

s 

Search and rescue, Guam, I-228, II-381, 383. 

SEATO. See Southeast Asia Treaty Organization. 
Secure Voice Conmunications, I-48-50. 

Security Assistance. See also individual countries. 

fiscal year funds, II-277-279. 

International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976, 

II-279-281.

MAAG/MISSION/MILGP enhancement, II-283-284 

reduction of flag and general officers assigned, I-29-31. 

simplification of procedures, II-281-283. 

training, foreign personnel, II-294-295, 296. 

training, U.S. personnel, II-295. 

Shu Lin Kou, I-58-65. 
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Singapore 
flights/overflights� I-186-188, 249-250. 
perception of Soviet threat, I-88. 

sales of arms to third countries, II-288. 
Security Assistance, II-341-343. 
U.S. naval use of facilities, II-341-342. 

SILAS BENT Operations, I-203. 
Single Integrated Operation Plan briefings, I-198. 
Soma 1 i a , I -79 . 
Southeast Asia 

enemy threat to, I-103. 
insurgencies in, I-104. 

Southeast Asia Treaty Organization 
phase-out of, II-435-436. 
records, disposition of, II-438-439. 
retention of medical facility, II-436-437. 
TOR for MILADREP, II-437-438. 

South Pacific Forum, II-509-510. 
Soviet Union 

detente with, II-427-434. 
initiatives in South Pacific, I-74-75, 82-88, II-381-383, 425, 430-431, 440-441. 
missile activity, I-199-200. 
threat to United States, I-77-89, 93-95, II-427-434. 

Special Operations, I-22. 
Sri Lanka, II-343-344. 
Strategic Air Command 

PACOM photo reconnaissance, II-380-384. 
Sea Surveillance training, I-198-199. 

Submarine Operations, I-196-197. 
Suez Canal, I-78. 

Taiwan. See China, Republic of. 

Taiwan Defense Command, I-60, 62. 
Targeting, II-389-392. 

Tasking, I-34-35. 
TEAM SPIRIT, I-212-213. 

T 

Technology, proliferation of, II-284, 286, 290-294. 
Telephone Notification Exercise, I-214. 

Thailand 
bases, I-65-68. 

communications-electronics 
disestablishment of COMUSMACTHAI J6, I-274. 
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Thailand (Continued) 
conmunications-electronics (Continued) 

disestablishment of DCA, I-274. 
Integrated Communications System (ICS), II-345, 347. 

foreign criminal jurisdiction, II-508-509. 
HUM INT, I I-379. 
logistics, munitions storage, I-243-244. 
MACTHAI disestablishment of, I-67. 
MACTHAI residual legal functions, II-505. 
MAC service to, I-218. 
NEMVAC planning, I-145-146. 
P3 operations, I-188. 
political-military evolution, II-424. 
residual U.S. force structure, I-66-68. 
Security Assistance, II-345-347. 
Takhli fuel requirements, I-239. 
U.S. bases, I-65-68. 
U.S. Forces, reduction of, I-65-68. 
USMACTHAI residual legal functions, II-515. 
withdrawal, I-234. 

Threat, Communist 
Conmunist Chinese threat, I-91-92. 
North Korea, I-97-101. 
Soviet threat, I-77-89, 93-95. 

Training, security assistance, II-294-296. 
Transportation 

Airlift mobility forces status in PACOM, I-247. 
air transportability of helicopters, I-248. 
sealift status in PACOM, I-247. 
Thailand, military transportation in, I-248. 

Treaties, executive order concerning, II-504. 
Tripler Anny Medical Center, Hawaii, II-511-512. 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, I-68-74, II-347, 424. 

Civic Action Teams, I-72. 
disaster relief, I-226. 
political status, I-68-72. 

u 

Unconventional warfare, I-22, II-391-392. 
Undersea surveillance study, II-514-515. 
Unified Command Plan, changes, I-33-34. 
United Nations Conmand, Korea, I-99-100. 

�

546 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



u 

LJ 

L. 

L. j

r7 

l_) 

LJ 

l. J 

I. J

LJ 

L J 

United States 
Army Forces in WESTPAC, I-51-56. 
bases 

Japan, I-51-56. 
Korea, I-56-58. 
Taiwan, I-58-65. 
Thailand, I-65-68. 

U.K. disputed islands, I-74-75. 
Urinalysis testing, II-359. 
U.S.S.R. See Soviet Union. 

V 

Vietnam, Socialist Republic of, threat, I-103. 
Visitors to the Command, II-496-500. 

w 

Weisner, Admiral M.F., biography, I-18-19. 
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