










































































































































































































































































































































purpose of the bases in the Philippines. Implications that the bases protected 
only Southeast Asia were too narrow since the bases provided for sustaining 
and projecting U.S. naval and air power in all areas of the PACOM, particularly 
for the protection of sea lines of conmunication. Regarding one option listed 
in the draft PRM, CINCPAC saw no benefit in removing tactical fighter squadrons 
from Clark Air Base, since their presence had posed no problem in previous nego­
tiations. Consequently, the withdrawal of the tactical fighters would not lead 
to a reduction of GOP demands or make it any more receptive to U.S. positions. 
CINCPAC was also concerned, in the same option, over expressed willingness to 
turn over base service functions without specific identification. Each function 
which might be identified needed to be examined for its impact on operational 
capabi 1 i ty and security. CINCPAC recommended that any reference to 111 abor 
issues" either be deleted or caveated as a possible issue for discussions.1 

� Another option in the draft PRM proposed that the United States cede 
Clark Air Base but retain some functions. This implied that Filipinos would 
run the base. If that implication were correct, then ceding all of Clark Air 
Base would seem to pennit a greater manpower reduction than the 1,800 cited in 
the PRM. CINCPAC doubted seriously that the GOP could afford to maintein Clark 
Air Base either with adequate funds or trained manpower. If, on the other hand, 
this option intended that the United States continue to run Clark Air Base, 
with the possibility of turning over some suitable functions to the Philippines, 
then, as in the previous option, CINCPAC doubted that the removal of tactical 
units would result in any negotiating leverage for the United States. Regard­
ing the timing and approach of the various options for a U.S. position regard­
ing the MBA, CINCPAC recorrmended that the U.S. negotiators not specify which 
of the options to be presented was the preferred one from the viewpoint of the 
United States. CINCPAC also assumed that whatever option was tabled, there 
would be additional opportunities for the JCS and CINCPAC to comment before re­
opening the dialogue on the negotiations.2 

� In April the JCS informed CINCPAC that the Policy Review Corrmittee 
(PRC) in Washington was considering the overall situation in the Philippines, 
not only regarding the bases negotiation, but including the need for the bases, 
possible alternatives, and the strategic, political, and economic consequences 
of significant reductions �t Clark or Subic. Among the options on the tentative 
review agenda were: 3

• Consolidation within status quo, maintain existing
facilities and basic force structure. 

1. CINCPAC 1922552 Mar 77 (BOM).
2. Ibid.
3. JCS/JS 4446/2017142 Apr 77 (BOM).
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• Philippinization under a new defense relationship,
reduce our presence and enhance the Philippine capability to 
perform functions for us. 

• Major reduction of Air Force presence, minimize air
presence and function as a tenant at Clark. 

• Base relinquishment, return all bases but attempt to
retain some communications, monitoring and access rights. 

J,81 On the day before the scheduled PRC meeting, CINCPAC expressed his 
opposition, in the strongest terms, to the movement of Air Force squadrons from 
Clark. CINCPAC noted that, although U.S. personnel in the Philippines had done 
everything possible to describe the requirement for the bases, there could be 
no substitute for the strong united support of the JCS and the Secretary of 
Defense in protecting these bases which were so essential. CINCPAC recommended 
that those working the problem in the JCS and the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense continue to stress, at every opportunity, the overall strategic impor­
tance of the Philippine bases with respect to the U.S. positfon in 'bhe Pacific 
and Indian Oceans vis-a-vis the Soviets. General Brown's reply to Admiral 
Weisner concurred with CINCPAC's conments regarding the retention of Clark Air 
Base squadrons and the need for both bases. He advised that these positions 
were reflected strongly in the Defense/JCS talking papers for the PRC. 1 

(.s1 As a result of the PRC review of 21 April, the Chairman of the PRC 
called a meeting of the interagency task force on 27 April. It was determined 
that the Defense Department would take the lead in a study to reduce U.S. per­
sonnel at the Clark and Subic Bay complexes without-sacrificing basic capabili­
ties. Defense would also identify functions and capabilities which could be 
turned over, in part or in whole, to the Philippines to perform for the United 
States. The Air Force and the Navy were tasked to examine base reductions of 
10, 20 and 30 percent. On 16 June, the JCS advised that the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense had requested the Secretary of the Navy and the Secretary of the 
Air Force to provide possible U.S. personnel and functional reductions in the 
Philippines as well as functions which could be turned over to the Philippines 
by FY 1978 and FY 1982. These instructions were in consonance with the previous­
ly discussed PRC review.2 

� The Secretary of the Navy responded that Subic Bay/Cubi Point complex 
was the dominant naval operating support base in the Western Pacific. CINCPAC-

1. CINCPAC 2020422 Apr 77 (EX}; JCS 4734/2514522 Apr 77 (EX).
2. J53 HistSum Aug 77, JCS/JS 4855/2820572 Apr 77 (BOM) and 5314/1619412 Jun

77.
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FLT and other responsible commanders had, on a continuing basis, reviewed, re­
balanced and streamlined Subic activities and functions. While a realignment 
of corrmunications activities could achieve a personnel reduction of ten percent, 
further vertical reductions were not possible because of the previous realign­
ments and reductions. It would be possible to transfer selected tasks, increase 
the direct hire of local nationals and local contractor-supply services, but 
labor problems and technical skill levels needed would adversely impact on 
effectiveness. The direct support provided for the Seventh Fleet at Subic could 
not be relocated elsewhere at a similar cost or with comparable accessibility 
to fleet operating areas, nor could such support be substantially restructured, 
without the risk of losing operational capability. The Secretary of the Navy 
recommended strongly that, prior to implementation of large scale realignments, 
an opportvnity be afforded for thorough study of their overall value and practi-
cability. 

J.21 The Secretary of the Air Force replied that management initiatives had 
already prograrrmed a reduction of approximately 10 percent at Clark Air Base. 
In order to achieve a 30 percent reduction the relocation of additional units 
and functional activities was under consideration. These included thet reloca­
tion of Headquarters 13th Air Force to Guam, transfer of the Pacific Air Fotces 
Band to Korea, moving the C-130 engine maintenance function to Japan, and other 
functional activities and aeromedical evacuation units transferred to Japan. 
Other initiatives underway were to contract selected communications functions, 
reduce the Clark Air Base hospital to a base facility, reduce the manning of 
the tactical airlift wing, relocate the airlift control center and theater air­
lift managerto· Hickam Air Force Base in Hawaii, conversion of U.S. personnel 
spaces to local nationals, and elimination of the Clark Air Base automated digi­
tal network (AUTODIN) switch. Functional candidates for transfer to the Philip­
pines included contracting the laundry, dry cleaning, and family housing main­
tenance and refuge collection, the turnover of a portion of Wallace Air Sta­
tion operations, and the release to GOP control of the John Hay Air Base 
recreational area. The estimated one-time cost for this substantial reduction 
in U.S. presence and planned relocations was $14 million. Additionally, the 
proposed relocation could result in some recurring base support costs. For 
example, the average annual cost of a local national in the Philippines was 
$2,050 versus $5,250 in Korea and $14,700 in Japan.2

M In response to the JCS invitation for CINCPAC to co111T1ent on the fore­
going recommendations by the Secretaries of the Navy and the Air Force, CINCPAC 
concurred with the Navy remarks. He believed that the current manning at Subic 
and Cubi Point was near the minimum required to support U.S. naval operations 

l. Ibid.
2. JCS 2770/0204242 Jul 77.
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in the Western Pacific and the Indian Ocean. CINCPAC also agreed with the pro­
grarrmed Air Force reduction at Clark Air Base of 10 percent. However, CINCPAC 
stated that relocation of selected secondary missions to Japan would increase 
already overcrowded conditions there, provide local Japanese dissidents addi­
tional anti-U.S. propaganda, and further aggravate the housing shortage at 

.Kadena. CINCPAC did not concur with the reduction of the Clark hospital to a 
base level facility, the elimination of the AUTODIN switch, the relocation of 
Headquarters, 13th Air Force to Guam, nor with the contracting out of functions 
already performed by direct hire Filipinos. CINCPAC further stated that the 
turnover of the John Hay Air Base to the Philippines should be withheld for 
bargaining during the base negotiations. Finally, CINCPAC recommended that sub­
stantial reductions under consideration for Clark Air Base be considered in the 
context of their impact of future U.S.-GOP negotiations and in connection with 
other on-going reductions in mainland Japan, Okinawa, Korea and Taiwan. ·suGh 
simultaneous and appreciable reductions throughout Northeast Asia and the major 
bases in Southeast Asia could have a distinct, negative effect on the percep­
tions of U.S. resolve throughout the region.1 

· � More than one month 1 a ter, on 17 August, the JCS requested -€ INC PAC to
reaffirm the views expressed in his July message, particularly with regard· to 
the relocation of Headquarters 13th Air Force. CINCPAC was also invited to 
submit any additional comnents about those issues or any other aspects of the 
Navy and Air Force proposals. 

� CINCPAC replied that any further major adjustments or relocations of 
significant elements of PACOM forces (beyond the planned reductions in Korea) 
would be likely to have a distinctly adverse effect on the perceptions of U.S. 
resolve and staying power throughout the region. CINCPAC considered Headquar­
ters 13th Air Force a significant element of the Pacific Corrunand and repeated 
his opposition to its removal from Clark. CINCPAC noted that since it was his 
understanding that medical specialties would be provided at other Western Paci­
fic hospitals, he was willing to accept reduction of Clark Air Base hospital 
to the level of a base facility. Although CINCPAC appreciated the fact that 
the relocation of selected secondary missions such as the C-130 engine main­
tenance and aeromedical evacuation units to Japan would move those support 
units closer to the majority of the forces supported, he reiterated his concern 
about the aggravation of the long-existing housing shortage in Japan. Once 
again, CINCPAC commented that, while force reductions/relocations might be asses­
sed only from the standpoint of their impact on the military force posture, any 
decision must include an assessment of political as well as military impact and 
CINCPAC's comments were predicated on those factors.2 
-------------------------------------

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

1. CINCPAC 0803352 Jul 77.
2. J53 HistSum Aug 77; JCS 6998/1720532 Aug 77; CINCPAC 1805352 Aug 77 a�d

1903402 Aug 77. 
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� In mid-October, the JCS transmitted for CINCPAC review a surrmary dis­
cussion of key issues contained in a paper submitted by the Defense Department 
for consideration by the PRC. The summary of issues included the GOP positions, 
the U.S. responses to date, and recommendations for future considerations. One 
issue concerned 1

1Filipinization 11
• The paper noted that the Philippines had not 

spoken about Filipinization except in their in-house studies of how the bases 
at Clark and Subic might be converted to military or civilian use if U.S. forces 
no longer were there. Within the U.S. Government the concept was developed, 
according to this paper, because of the need for a negotiating posture which 
would make the bases more valuable to the Philippines and a compensation pack­
age which would appear to be as generous as the previous offer. In this paper, 
the elements of Filipinization included the reversion of John Hay Air Base, 
the reversion of 47,000 acres at Clark Air Base, the reversion of Wallace Air 
Station with some residual U.S. manning, training the PAF to operate and main­
tain portions of the Crow Valley gunnery range, turning over air defense and 
area air traffic control to the PAF, the installation of a PBC at Clark and 
Subic, conversion of some base service functions to Philippine commercial opera­
tions, and the substitution of military or civilian Filipinos for U.S. person­
nel where the level of technological expertise or the nature of the operations 
allowed some flexibility. In addition, the Defense Department, according to 
this paper j was examining the question of joint use of the bases in terms of 
experience elsewhere, the advantages and disadvantages of such use in the Phil­
ippines, and conditions which should be embodied in any joint use agreement.1

'8'f Another issue addressed in the paper was the lower U.S. military pro­
file in the Philippines. The paper cited a three-year plan developed by the 
Defense Department t6 reduce U.S. personnel at Clark by 25-30 percent and those 
in the Subic Bay naval shore establishment by 5-7 percent. The reductions at 
Clark would have a significant impact by eliminating some 260 jobs held by 
Filipinos, reduce U.S. reliance on off-base housing, and shift some local expen­
ditures from the Philippines to Japan and other sites in the Western Pacific. 
The planned Navy reduction would have minimum impact. The paper suggested that 
the impact of the Air Force reductions on the local civilian col111lunity could be 
reduced in two ways. First, the Air Force study noted that it was possible to 
convert approximately 315 spaces not affected by realignment to local hire. 
Secondly, the U.S. Government could take steps, as discussed under compensation, 
to bolster the economy of Angeles City. The paper recommended that the reduc­
tion plan proceed in order to demonstrate that the U.S. Government was prepared 
to lower its military profile in the Philippines and, if necessary, to reduce 
U.S. reliance on the bases.2 

l. JCS 1220/1500302 Oct 77.
2. Ibid.
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t'S,'N8F02.N) At about the same time, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
International Security Affairs requested JCS corrments on the joint use of U.S. 
bases in the Philippines. The JCS requested CI�CPAC to comment on successful 
arrangements for joint use with other allied governments, advantages and dis­
advantages of joint use in the Philippines, terms and conditions which should 
be part of any joint use arrangement, the degree of operational flexibility 
available for joint usage, and what additional technical assistance or expendi­
tures might be required if current facilities were relinquished or shared. 
CINCPAC immediately solicited the views of CINCPACFLT, PACAF, and CINCPACREP 
Phil.l 

�S11QOFORN) """"'Regarding the Subic Bay/Cubi Pcint complex, CINCPACFLT's de­
tailed reply stated that, while it was possible to make some limited accommo­
dations with regard to the joint use of certain facilities, such arrangements 
would have a negative impact on overall base operations and Seventh Fleet readi­
ness. There were no operational/functional advantages to be gained by the U.S. 
Navy from joint usage with the AFP.2 

�PACAF listed advantages and disadvantages related to·the use of 
Clark Air Base, but stipulated such rigid constraints on any joint usage a�ree­
ment as to negate any consideration thereof in the near term. PACAF summarized 
that Clark Air Base was the sole remaining U.S. Air Force installation in the 
Southwest Pacific and it played a vital role in projecting the U.S. sphere of 
influence in that part of the world. PACAF also noted that in recent years, the 
U.S. Air Force had repostured its Philippines force levels to achieve an austere 
peace time presence. Although joint usage was recognized as a viable concept, 
any significant PAF force beddown would require an attendant replacement of 
facilities or relocation of functions because all base facilities were being 
used to a maximum extent. CINCPACREP Phil noting that this subject had sur­
faced previously in 1976, stated that the disadvantages of joint use of Subic 
Bay were many,and that there were few apparent advantages to the United States.3

(� CINCPAC consolidated the detailed responses in his reply. The 
U.S. had operated or was operating, under joint use agreements in Australia, 
Japan, the Philippines, Korea, Taiwan, Thailand and Vietnam. Where these 
arrangements had been successful, it was due to a clear understanding by host 
·nations of the benefits to be derived from the U.S. presence. The general
problems of cooperation, coordination and communication were always present and
were extremely important elements in establishing and maintaining good working
relationships. This was especially true when jurisdiction, authority and

1. JSl HistSum Oct 77; JCS 3477/1800012 Oct 77.
2. CINCPACFLT 22221oz Oct 77.
3. CINCPACAF 220415Z Oct 77; CINCPACREP Phil 220005Z Oct 77 .
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responsibility had-not been specifically agreed or did not cover the situation 
at hand. CINCPAC listed the specific advantages and disadvantages to joint 
use at length, and also addressed several issues which had to be resolved prior 
to any joint use agreement. These included operational priorities, control of 
access to the bases, control of access to restricted areas designated by either 
party, external and internal security responsibilities, and the operation, 
maintenance and payment for joint use areas and services. CINCPAC also noted 
that long-term commitments would be required, on both sides, to provide the 
proper leadership and management expertise for joint use to be successful. Any 
attempts to initiate joint use in the near term without the requisite time to 
increase Filipino managerial and technical levels could be chaotic, and could 
have a disruptive effect on U.S. forces. 1

y;lf When Ambassador David Newsom stopped in Hawaii on his way to the Phil­
ippines, he was briefed by CINCPAC and his staff on the base reduction issue. 
His response was that it was important in discussions with Congress and with 
the GOP that the personnel and the area of the bases be at a level that could 
clearly be justified as efficient and essential to the overall mission. To 
that end, he had stated that the planned administrative reductions should pro­
ceed. Both Congressional sources and President Marcos had been informed th�t 
that was the U.S. intention. However, Newsom advised the State Department 
that it was his impression, on the basis of preliminary briefings, that major 
reductions were not being sought by the GOP and would give the wrong signal 
both at home and in the Philippines. Therefore, for example, he did not recom­
mend the movement of 13th Air Force Headquarters from Clark Air Base. At the 
same time, the possibility could not be excluded that some further adjustment 
in personnel and land areas could be necessary to reach final agreement in the 
base negotiations. He believed that military staffs should, therefore, keep 
such possibilities under study and be ready with further proposals if that 
stage should be reached. The Ambassador advised State that, on the basis of 
his discussions with CINCPAC, he had received the impression that the 10 percent 
reduction underway at Clark Air Base presented no problem.' However, in plan­
ning for the next 10 percent, the Air Force had encountered unanticipated costs 
and housing problems connected with the relocation of elements to Japan which 
would need further review.2 

"81 On 11 December the JCS informed CINCPAC that the following JCS position 
had been forwarded to the Secretary of Defense corrrnenting on the interagency 
study on Philippine base negotiations: 3

1. CINCPAC 2607312 Oct 77.
2. CINCPAC 0121132 Nov 77 (from Ambassador Newsom to Assistant Secretary

Ho 1 brooke).
3. JCS 2625/1101532 Nov 77 (EX).
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• Navy should not be required to implement proposed per­
sonnel reduction plans without further study. 

• Precise personnel reduction goals tend to force adjust­
ments in both functions and facilities which may not prove to be 
in the best interest of the U.S., particularly in view of the 
current uncertain Philippine political-military situation. 

• Overall, services should be permitted to move forward
with adjustments in manning and support based on good management 
practices and on military requirements in the Pacific, coordinat­
ing with CINCPAC, JCS, and other agencies as appropriate. 

• Specific constraints or target levels for personnel
reductions should not be stipulated. 

ts.,l A subsequent memorandum from the Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for International Security Affairs to the National Security Council 
had stated: 1 ·,

• Intend to implement reductions proposed by Air Force
for Clark, with ceiling of 15 percent over two years. Some AF 
reductions depended on cost and feasibility of relocating desig­
nated units to Japan and need to maintain high degree of readi­
ness during such realignments. In event unable to proceed as 
planned, NSC will be advised of circumstances. 

• Request that SECNAV conduct detailed examination of
presence at Subic and full-scale analysis of reductions which 
actually can be accomp 1 i shed over the next two yea rs. · Study due 
1 January 1978 and SECDEF will inform NSC of plans at that time. 

N As a result of the foregoing discussion, the Chief of Naval Operations 
advised CINCPACFLT that, based on the original Secretary of the Navy comments 
regarding the impact on fleet readiness of the proposed 10, 20, and 30 percent 
reductions, additional study was recommended. The Secretary of Defense con­
curred that a full scale analysis of the U.S. Navy presence and the possibility 
of reductions at Subic Bay was required and had requested that the Department 
of the Navy undertake the study. Pending the result of this study, the Secre­
tary of Defense had proposed to the NSC that U.S. personnel at Subic Bay be 
reduced by 5 percent over a three-year period. In requesting this study of 
long-term considerations and goals, the Secretary of Defense stated: 2
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1. Ibid.
2. CNO 1823002 Nov 77.
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* * * * * * 

While the mood.in U.S.-Philippine relations has improved 
in recent months, we face a number of serious dilerrmas and un­
certainties in the base negotiations. We do not know

>
even with 

the best of efforts by our Ambassador, whether we will be able 
to fashion an agreement which satisfies the Philippines and stabi­
lizes our base posture. To some extent we can improve our long­
term position in the Philippines by increasing benefits they de­
rive from our presence. Thus, your analysis of reductions at 
Subic should be seen as an opportunity to displace U.S. military 
personnel with Philippine nationals or contractual services where 
it is possible to do so. 

The· Base Security Issue 

te--,.. An incident in which a security dog bit a Filipino on Clark Air Base 
on 16 May 1977 eventually led to the establishment of the Joint Task Force to 
discuss base "irritants" discussed in the following section. Military'working 
dogs (K-9) were an integral part of the physical security programs at Subic · 
and Clark Air Base. Clark Air Base employed 132 K-9 1 s handled by Air Force 
personnel. Subic employed 76 K-9's, handled by Filipino direct hire guards. 
At both bases, the dogs were utilized only in sensitive areas (arrmunition 
storage, flight lines, navigational aid sites, POL farms), or where stolen 
items were stored or "stashed" prior to removal. The K-9's had been employed 
at Subic and Clark for approximately 20 years. Their availability was essen­
tial to deterring thieves who plied their trade with near impunity, and their 
use was considered to be a reasonable use of force. Additionally, the use of 
recallable K-9's precluded the 11unrecallable 11 use of firearms in highly stressed 
situations. Local Philippines courts historically did not discourage Filipinos 
from trespassing on the bases. When Filipinos were apprehended and turned over 
to Philippines authorities, they were usually released without action because 
of the absence of effective Philippine legislation specifically prohibiting 
trespass on U.S. military installations. This lack of deterrence resulted in 
repeated apprehensions of the same individual. One intruder, at the time of 
the 16 May incident, had been apprehended in excess of 40 times with only mini­
mal periods of incarceration by local officials. The question of security 
legislation for the bases, as provided for in the MBA of 1947, had been the 
subject of continuing discussion on an ad hoc basis prior to martial law, and 
in MOB conmittee meetings as recently as May 1977.1 

� After a 23 May meeting with President Marcos, the Embassy Charge 

l. CINCPACREP Phil 0610002 Jun 77.
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d 'Affaires, Lee Stull, advised the Sta_te Department of Marcos'. receptive attitude 
toward an infonnal discussion of bases issues, having made specific reference 
to the 16 May guard dog incident at Clark Air Base. The Charge proposed that 
he be authorized to begin broad discussions with President Marcos, informally 
and nominally uninstructed, to explore further Marcos' general views on con­
cepts and procedure. Among the objectives would be to "cool down" t�e adverse 
reaction to security dog incidents involving Filipinos on the bases. 

� The Charge did not wait for response from the State Department concern­
ing his request for permission to approach Marcos informally. In a message to 
the State Department on the following day, he reviewed the circumstances of the 
16 May incident, including· press assertions as to what had transpired, and ad­
vised State that the coITITianders at Clark and Subic were reviewing all current 
procedures on a priority basis with a view to taking advantage of Marcos·' offer 
to help. This was confirmed by CINCPACREP Phil, who recommended to CINCPAC 
that a military position be staffed as soon as possible that would indicate to 
President Marcos appreciation for his concern, efforts to relieve him of some 
of the associated troubles, and willingness to accept his offer of assistance. 
On 28 May the State Department advised the Charge that the situatioM would be 
examined thoroughly in Washington and that, until he received furt�er insfruc­
tions, he was not to resume discussion of the subject with Marcos. 

'-81 At about the same time, ·cINCPAC invited the attention of the Chairman 
of the JCS to Stull 's report of his meeting with Marcos. He noted that the 
Charge had reported that Marcos was not pressing for a resumption of formal 
negotiations·, was prepared to consider informal discussions as a way to solve 
outstanding base issues, and appeared to like a "more pragmatic" approach to 
resolving the issues in the absence of, and maybe in lieu of, formal negotia­
tions. CINCPAC noted Stull 's request that he be authorized to discuss the 
issues with Marcos informally and uninstructed, and CINCPAC acknowledged that

informal discussions might be a way to work out solutions to some of the issues 
on the bases. However, he did not believe that the Charge should have authority 
to pursue an agreement, even informally, without military representatives par­
ticipating fully in developing positions. Thus, CINCPAC's concern regarding. 
Stull's request was 1n consonance with the concurrent instructions provided by 
State to the Charge. 

l. 
2. 

3. 

!;1 On 28 May CINCPAC informed the U.S. Embassy in Manila that a staff 

J51 HistSum Jul 77; SECSTATE 120391/2521302 May 77 (EX). 
SECSTATE 122201/2622022 May 77 and 124527/2819332 May 77 (EX); CINCPACREP 
Phil 2708002 May 77. 
CINCPAC 2822102 May 77, personal to General Brown from Admiral Weisner 
( BOM). 
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review of security �rocedures on the bases in the Philippines would be con­
ducted. At the same time, CINCPAC reminded the Embassy that matters related to 
U.S. military units in the Philippines, and any actions proposed or taken with 
regard to the U.S. military, were within CINCPAC's area of responsibility and 
requested that the Embassy keep him fully infonned. The Charge replied he was 
pleased to learn of the staff review undertaken by CINCPAC, an9 stated his im­
pression that the best method to deal with the base security incidents was to 
1
1subsume 11 them in a larger package of security improvements, with GOP support. 

Anything less, he stated, was likely to be inadequate and would seem unrespon­
sive. He stated that, since the 11instant 11 Clark incident occurred on 16 May and 
that Marcos had spoken to him about it on 23 May, the United States might al­
ready be running some risk of being thought to be dilatory. The Charge also 
asked the State Department if he could assume that his current effort to cope 
with guard dog incidents by 1

1subsuming 11 them in a larger package of base secu­
rity improvements in response to Marcos offer of assistance was not precluded 
by the previous state guidance. The rather terse �ne line response from the
State Department was "your assumption is correct". 

� After the Charge had received the "po 1 icy go-ahead" encompassed in the 
State Department message stating 11your assumption is correct 11

, he advised CiNC­
PAC that he was counting on a package to present to Marcos soon, as a respect­
able solution to the chronic problem of alleged American "shoot-beat-bite 11 secu­
rity incidents. It was in this message that the Charge stated there had been 
no lateral coordination by, or even information from, Subic or Clark concerning 
the nature, scope, timing or any other aspect of reporting on reconmendations 
concerning the problem. Therefore, he wanted CINCPAC to know "the extent to 
which I have put myself in your good hands in this matter 11

• He requested CINC­
PAC's assistance to make the most of the opportunity currently presented to en­
hance the security and the public image of the bases, as well as to contribute 
to a broader improvement of U.S.-Philippines relations and to alleviate "the 
burden on the Carter administration's human rights policy" of the latest series 
of incidents as perceived by many Filipinos and exploited daily in the press.2 

� Meanwhile, CINCPAC had conducted meetings involving the component com­
mands, and had authorized CINCPACREP Phil to provide Charge Stull with a coordi­
nated talking paper discussing the background of base security problems in the 
Philippines and measures which had been and were being taken to control the 
problem. The Charge had requested such a paper in anticipation of a meeting 
with Philippines Secretary of Foreign Affairs Romulo on 7 June. CINCPAC directed 

1. AMEMB Manila 8250/3022002 May 77, which cited CINCPAC 2822332 May 77; SEC­
STATE 125620/0101132 Jun 77 (EX), which transmitted AMEMB Manila 8251 of
30 May 77; and SECSTATE 125613/0100542 Jun (EX).

2. AMEMB Manila 8426/0200542 Jun 77.
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that the talking paper be confined to initiatives already taken to remedy the 
situation. Long term solutions were subject to higher level coordinated re­
view. CINCPAC had requested his components to consider such initiatives as 
the relocation of dumps or the contracting out of scavenging rights to the 
Filipinos, reassessing guard posts locations, and the feasibility of using the 
AFP in limited, specified security roles such as base perimeter patrols or 
to accompany U.S. dog handlers on patrols.l 

(-e'f Based· on coordination with the component co11111ands, CINCPAC submitted 
to the JCS for review some measures for dealing with the security dog issue. 
He noted, however, that there was no assurance that any action instituted by 
the United States military would .defuse the situation. The GOP could be ex­
pected to use the emotional aspects of the dog incidents to pursue concessions 
from the U.S. Government on whatever related issues appeared useful at the 
time, such as human rights or criminal jurisdiction. CINCPAC suggested that 
U.S. officials continue to emphasize that the use of security dogs was an 
internationally-accepted practice inherently more humane and effective than the 
use of deadly force. Pertaining thereto, the security-dog procedures used in 
Philippines were the same as those used in the United States and in,other U.S. 
bases worldwide. Another factor to be emphasized was the GOP obligation under 
the MBA to enact trespass legislation and to prosecute offenders vigorously. 
This legislation would be the best deterrent to intruders and thieves. Among 
the proposals submitted by CINCPAC for JCS consideration were use of the AFP 
to assist with the security of perimeters, use of AFP personnel to accompany 
U.S. dog handlers, and new guidelines regarding circumstances under which the 
dog handlers could release the dogs. CINCPAC concluded wi�h the observation 
that the MOB, augmented by additional military security experts, should be the 
forum for discussions concerning the use and planning for employment of AFP 
personnel in U.S. bases security forces.2 

� On 4 June, in response to an initiative by the CINCPAC Political
Advisor, the State Department provided further guidance to the U.S. Embassy in 
Manila regarding the extent of base security discussions with GOP officials. 
State noted that recent incidents involving the use of patrol dogs at Clark 
and Subic had raised the broader issue of the extent of the GOP role in base 
security. This question had been addressed on a continuing basis by base com­
manders and also had figured prominently in base negotiations. State encouraged 
the efforts of the Embassy in Manila and the U.S. military authorities to re­
solve the problem and to take advantage of GOP offers of assistance. State 
intended to consider the degree to which various proposals might proceed under 

1. CINCPACREP Phil 2708002 May 77: COMNAVBASE Subic 3006002 May 77: CINCPAC
0423352 Jun 77 and 0503302 Jun 77.

2. CINCPACFLT 1017272 Jun 77; CINCPACAF 1023252 Jun 77; CINCPAC 1123222 ·Jun 77.
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various negotiating scenarios. In the meantime, the U�S. Embassy and base com­
manders, working in close liaison, were encouraged to continue to resolve the 
guard dog problem and to concentrate on U.S. base requirements which had aroused 
specific Filipino sensitivities, but without attempting to resolve broader 
security responsibilities with the Philippines until the appropriate time and 
forum for such discussions had been determined. Continuing active communica­
tions among the various U.S. official parties concerned, in advance of any talks 
with Philippine officials, would avoid problems in distinguishing the two areas. 
State noted that the Philippines could demonstrate its interest in eliminating 
the sources of friction by limiting the "revolving door" treatment of intruders 
apprehended on the bases. Charge Stull was instructed to avoid broad discus­
sions with Romulo pertaining to base security issues.1

� On 7 June Stull met with Romulo and other GOP officials to discuss the 
guard dog incidents, official duty cases, the proposed informal discussions on 
improving base circumstances, and Romulo's views on a wide range of issues from 
human rights to the 1976 U.S. elections. Using the talking paper provided by 
CINCPACREP Phil on 6 June, Stull described in detail the problem of bases secu­
rity, including the effectiveness of guard dogs in that program. He al'so ad­
vanced the concept of the need for more effective trespass legislation. However, 
Romulo termed the dog biting incidents a highly emotional issue in the Philip­
pines, and said that the President had received irate telegrams and requests 
tc stage demonstrations from all over the country. He appeared to be un­
impressed with the argument that the guard dogs were a reasonable use of force 
and preferable to the use of firearms in perimeter security. His suggestions 
were to reduce the area of the bases, remove the dogs, and even to use rubber 
pellets and fire hoses. While Romulo did not condone the actions of the in­
truders, he maintained that the U.S. military should exercise a measure of human 
compassion. The U.S. military he said, should recognize that they are guests 
of the Philippines and should not act like 11almigh1y kings.112

tsJ Charge Stull also reported that, at Romulo's initiative, other current 
problems concerning the bases were informally discussed. Romulo proposed a 
series of confidential, informal discussions "to get our point of view across, 
not commit our governments or hold anybody to decisions, and with a view to 
improving present circumstances of the bases, without however going into nego­
tiations, calmly and without notes". He suggested such topics as customs, 
immigration, security, unauthorized flights, etc. The aim would be to defuse 
emotions and preclude the buildup of attitudes and pressures that threatened 
to get out of control. That, Romulo said "is the desire of the President". 

1. CINCPACREP Phil 061000Z Jun 77; CINCPAC ALFA 40/030209Z Jun 77; SECSTATE
129444/0417392 Jun 77.

2. AMEMB Manila 8839/071035Z Jun 77.

� 

656 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



n 

l J 

ri 

u 

L J 

n 
t J 

lJ 

Ii 

l_J 

n 

n 

l 

n 

u 

fl

r 

r 

l J 

. J 

Stull replied that Romulo 1 s suggestions would be reported to the U.S. State 
Department but that his response would necessarily be dependent upon instruc­
tions from Washington. Stull acknowledged his awareness of previous instruc­
tions from the State Department regarding the scope of discussions but stated 
that he believed it inappropriate to reject Romulo 1 s (and President Marcos') 
proposal out of hand.1 

;() President Marcos again suggested joint discussions on the "lesser" 
issues concerning the U.S. military bases in the Philippines in a meeting with 
Charge Stull on 20 June. These issues included smuggling, the protection of 
watershed areas of the bases, and the perimeter security of the bases. Stull 
acknowledged the U.S. desire to improve the situation with respect to a number 
of such matters, but the question was complicated by an understandable concern 
not to prejudice prospective base negotiations. Stull reported that Marcos 
seemed to suggest that formal base negotiations were perhaps not all that immi­
nent or likely to be swiftly consuIT111ated. Meanwhile, the lesser issues remained 
and should and could be attended to "quietly without affecting the major issues", 
and "doing so would help us both". Stull advised the State Department that 
when Marcos began to berate Romulo, who was also present, for not following 
through on these discussions, Stull had no choice but to acknowledge that· 
Romulo had made similar suggestions previously. Marcos' reaction was "well, 
1 et I s get going and set up the task force. Who wi 11 take the 1 ead? 11 Romul o 
said Under Secretary of Foreign Affairs Ingles would be in charge. Stull noted 
that he did not initiate nor fuel the discussions, since he was mindful of the 
instructions from State. However, he pointed out that it had been four weeks 
since Marcos first proposed the informal discussions and that this "unresponsive­
ness is not only embarrassing, but I believe untenable and potentially damaging 
to our improving relationships with the GOP. Please advise.112 

M On 24 June CINCPAC was advised in a joint Defense/State message of con­
currence with his message to the JCS of 11 June. They concurred with CINCPAC's 
comment that there was no assurance that anything done on the bases security 
issue alone would defuse the security dog situation and that dialogue must con­
tinue to emphasize the U.S. justification for the use of security dogs and re­
ciprocal GOP responsibilities. Washington considered CINCPAC's plan of action 
as outlined in his message to be acceptable. Charge Stull was directed to in­
form appropriate Philippine officials that the U.S. Government had formulated a 
number of general proposals for meeting GOP concerns without eliminating the 
use of guard dogs, and also suggest that the U.S. proposals and any additional 
suggestions that the Philippines wished to make be referred to the MOB and its 

1. SECSTATE 130520/0712302 Jun 77 (EX), which transmitted AMEMB Manila 8838 of
7 June 77.

2. AMEMB Manila 9449/2010452 Jun 77 .
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existing commit�ees� The Charge was also to continue to avoid Philippine sug­
gestions that th� approach be broadened into an extensive dialogue on base 
operating issues.l

(� As Acting Secretary of Foreign Affairs, Ingles was advised on 29 June 
of the U.S. position as contained in the State message, including that the base 
security matter should be referred to the MOB to improve established relation­
ships, but that such referral would have no bearing upon the larger structural 
and operating issues more properly within the purview of other policy levels. 
Ingles indicated his willingness to talk at any time concerning the U.S. propo­
sals but made no response to Stull 1 s reference to discussions in depth within 
the MOB framework. Ignoring the MOB, Ingles replied that in-depth discussions 
would require more preparation by his people. Stull then reminded the State 
Department that, when President Marcos had told Romulo to follow-up on the base 
security issue, Romulo had designated Ingles for the job. The Charge requested 
that he be authorized to advise Ingles as soon as possible that the United 
States was prepared to make a full presentation of U.S. proposals and sugges­
tions for improvements to base security within existing arrangements.2

(s.) Charge Stull 's request for authority to press on with informal ap­
proaches was considered during an interagency meeting on the MBA negotiations 
in Washington on l July. There was complete consensus that more could be done 
under the rubric of the MOB, and the group was in agreement that Charge Stull 
should not expand his informal contacts into the general areas of base negotia­
tions. However, the State Department was reluctant to tell this to Stull di­
rectly. On 20 July the State Department advised the U.S. Embassy in Manila 
of its agreement that discussions of operational issues related to the manage­
ment of the bases under the existing MBA could take place apart from formal 
base negotiations. Issues such as those mentioned by Marcos were appropriate 
matters for consideration by the MOB, and State wished to avoid dilution of 
the MOB mechanism through separate arrangements. State acknowledged, however, 
that Marcos apparently desired to add a political dimension to the discussions 
on certain of these issues through the participation of the Department of Foreign 
Affairs. In view of the GOP hesitation regarding the MOB role and Ingles' ap­
parent determination to remain involved at least in the security issues, State 
authorized discussions between Charge Stull and Ingles but only in their re­
spective roles as representatives of the MOB Council of Ministers. It was ex­
pected that, once broad discussion of an approved topic such as security had 
taken place, it would be referred to the MOB (either to an existing subcommittee 
or an ad hoc group which might include Embassy and Department of Foreign Affairs 

1. SECSTATE 147355/2415132 Jun 77 (EX).
2. AMEMB Manila 10188/0108352 Jul 77.
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representatives) for detailed examination and appropriate implementation.1

� State cautioned that, although the operational issues mentioned by 
Marcos were legitimate topics for consideration by the MOB and the Council of 
Ministers because they involved questions of improving the management or imple­
mentation of the existing MBA, any changes to or departure from the text of 
the MBA itself were outside the purview of the MOB and discussion of such mat­
ters should be avoided. Charge Stull was authorized to discuss with Ingles 
the proposals which the United States intended to present to the MOB on the 
base security question. On the smuggling issue, the U.S. should await the 
Philippine initiative since Marcos' motives in surfacing this issue remained 
obscure. Regarding watershed protection, the U.S. and GOP positions in the 
base negotiations on the control of watersheds differed widely. Although GOP 
proposals to improve the security of the watershed, perhaps as related to the 
base security issue, would be entertained, any such proposals would be subjected 
to considerable review relative to later adverse impact on the U.S. base nego­
tiations position. State considered that the handling of operational questions 
in such a manner would leave the broader issues for discussion directly with 
Marcos. Th.ese issues included the MDT commitment and the U.S. posit.ion in 
changes to the MBA itself, including compensation. It was believed that �ssues 
of that nature were best discussed with Marcos by a special emissary or emis­
saries or by the Charge/Ambassador as determined by the State Department.2

� The Charge acknowledged the State Department message and requested 
permission to proceed promptly to explore the ground rules with Ingles, sched­
ule an early meeting of the Council of Minister representatives (with, of course, 
CINCPACREP Phil representative participation) for broad discussions, and seek 
expeditious referral of approved topics to the MOB for examination and imple­
mentation. ·Stull requested that State authorize such an approach. Authority 
was granted by the State Department on 23 July.3

fs.l CINCPAC acknowledged that the State Department guidance to Charge Stull 
was an excellent approach to negotiating the various issues with the Filipinos. 
His only point of concern was that the Filipinos might construe the discussion 
with Ingles as requiring approval by the Filipino representatives of the Council 
of Ministers before any issue could be introduced into the MOB. This was con­
trary to past practice where the U.S. co-chairman (or his representative) had 
introduced matters into the MOB, after coordination as appropriate with the 
Embassy, without the necessity for any prior notification or approval to do so 

l. JCS/J5 7983/0600012 Jul 77 (BOM); SECSTATE 168840/2000532 Jul 77 (EX).
2. Ibid.
3. SECSTATE 169076/2016562 Jul 77 (EX), which transmitted AMEMB Manila 11149

of 20 Jul 77; SECSTATE 171128/2301102 Jul 77· (EX).
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by the Philippine side and vice versa. Therefore, he recommended that Under­
secretary Ingles simply be advised that the U.S. side would be introducing the 
base security and watershed subjects to the MDB in the near future. He advised 
the Embassy that background material would be provided by CINCPACREP Phil con­
cerning the presentation which would be made to the MDB. Based on proposals and 
options submitted by the Air Force and Navy conmanders in the Philippines, 
CINCPAC authorized CINCPACREP Phil to present the following proposals to the 
MOB: l

• At Subic Bay, the integration of the AFP into the
base security plan which would have as its objectives the 
creation of a buffer zone between the local civilian popu­
lation and the U.S. security forces and to provide additional 
forces to patrol uninhabited portions of the base. This 
integration into the naval base security systems would be 
accomplished on a time-phased basis with continued U.S. con­
trol of all security forces. 

• At Clark Air Base, an expansion of the procedures
and agreements with the Philippine Constabulary (PC), which 
had been used in the past to supplement the U.S. security 
program. The proposal was to expand that agreement (dated 
19 July 1973) which provided for PC performance of selected 
security functions both within and without Clark Air Base. 

• At Clark Air Base, a test program for a limited
number of PC observers to accompany U.S. Air Force security 
dog patrols. The test would be conducted under the provi­
sions of the existing agreement with the PC. 

� Preliminary discussions between Charge Stull and Undersecretary Ingles
were tentatively scheduled for 25 July. Stull requested that he not be bound 
by CINCPAC's suggestion to simply advise Ingles that the United States would 
introduce the security proposals to the MDB in the near future. He reminded 
the State Department that the meeting with Ingles was seen (at least on the 
Philippines side) as responsive to Marcos' suggestion that prompt discussions 
begin on the lesser issues concerning the U.S. bases in the Philippines and 
that a "task force" be set up with Ingles in charge. Stull considered that the 
burden of the Embassy effort with Ingles would be to move the issues through 
the general discussion as expeditiously as possible and into the MOB for de­
tailed consideration. In any event, he stated his assumption that the submission 

1. CINCPAC 2303052 Jul 77 and 2322072 Jul 77: CINCPACAF 2104002 Jul 77; CINC­
PACREP Phil 1105002 Jul 77.
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of proposals to the MOB as authorized by CINCPAC would be coordinated with the 
Embassy, and that, conversely, CINCPACREP Phil and 13th Air Force would be 
authorized to participate in the meetings with Ingles. When the Charge met 
with Ingles on 24 July, Ingles withheld cornnent on the proposed U.S. remedies, 
including the U.S. desire for detailed discussions of the issues.-by the MDB. 
He promised to report the U.S. proposals to Secretary Romulo and to provide a 
response after the ASEAN summit meeting in Malaysia. On 7 August CINCPAC re­
quested CINCPACREP Phil to introduce the security proposals to the MOB, in 
accordance with his previous instructions, at the scheduled 25 August 1977 
meeting, keeping the U.S. Embassy informed. CINCPAC also authorized CINCPACREP 
Phil and the 13th Air Force Cornnander to participate in discussions between the 
representatives of the Council of Ministers, as Stull had assumed in his pre­
vious message. 1

tS) After CINCPAC reiterated his instructions to CINCPACREP Phil to present 
the base security proposals to the MOB, CINCPACREP Phil and the 13th Air Force 
Commander called on Charge Stull to discuss the presentation. CINCPACREP Phil 
informed Stull that the-proposals would be submitted to the MOB by 25 August. 
Stull stated that he anticipated another meeting with Ingles by 19 August,at 
which time the security discussions would be continued, and CINCPACREP Phil 
informed CINCPAC that it was obvious that Stull did not want the submission to 
the MOB if Ingles opposed it. However, he did not address the matter further 
since he was hopeful· that Ingles would accept. Furthermore, if he did not, 
General Espino, as the Philippines co-chairman of the MOB, would have to reject 
it. CINCPACREP Phil advised Stull that it was preferred to have the rejection 
come from Espino. During a second meeting of the same principals, Stull advised 
CINCPACREP Phil that, because of Ingles' involvement in ASEAN matters, he prob­
ably would not be able �o meet with him before the MOB. In that event, he re­
quested that the proposal not be presented at the 25 August MOB meeting. He 
acknowledged the precedent that either co-chairman of the MOB had the right to 
introduce subjects directly into the meeting, but he and his staff were con­
cerned that, in this instance, since the subject had already been broached 
with Ingles, some damage to U.S.-GOP relationships could result by such direct 
action. CINCPACREP Phil suggested an accommodation whereby the initiatives 
would be discussed at the MOB in such a way that the Philippines military repre­
sentatives would understand that they would receive the details of the proposals 
after the representative of President Marcos had had the opportunity to hear 
the general concept of the proposals. After this meeting, Stull reviewed his 
rationale in a direct message to CINCPAC and requested that an essentially non-

1. J51 HistSum Jul 77; SECSTATE 173560/2520352 Jul 77 (EX), which transmitted
AMEMB Manila 11369 of 25 Jul 77; SECSTATE 175418/2708262 Jul 77 (EX), which
transmitted AMEMB Manila 11407 of 25 Jul 77; CINCPAC 0701302 Aug 77.
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substantive presentation be made during the MOB meeting.
1 

(ti--- In the event, and since Ingles was not available before the August 
MOB meeting, the proposals for improving base security were not introduced 
until the MOB meeting on 22 September.2

The Joint Task Force 

ts,l. The ad hoc efforts of Charge Stull were overtaken by events when, on 
22-23 September 1977, the GOP Secretary of Foreign Affairs and Assistant Secre­
tary of State Holbrooke conferred in Manila over a wide range of issues of com­
mon interest. As a result of an agreement reached between them, the Joint
Task Force (JTF} was formed to discuss measures within the context of existing
mechanisms in order to resolve "irritants" arising from the use by the United
States of Philippines military bases. It was also agreed that the outcome of
the deliberations of the JTF would be without prejudice to the military bases
negotiations. The membership of the JTF consisted of Undersecretary of Foreign
Affairs Ingles, Undersecretary of Defense Castro and Undersecretary of Justice
Macaraig for the Philippines and Charge Stull, Rear Admiral Kilcline �CINCPAC­
REP Phil} and Major General Poston (Commander 13th Air Force} for the Unitecf
States. 3

't's.). The first meeting of the JTF was held on 28 September, during which 
the roles of the JTF were agreed. These included joint action to identify irri­
tants, develop programs to eliminate irritants, supervise and monitor implemen­
tation, and report the progress of the JTF to the Secretaries of Foreign Affairs 
and President Marcos. The MOB was identified as a source of technical expertise 
to do most of the development and implementation. The JTF agreed that, until 
momentum was attained, they would hold weekly meetings. Undersecretary Ingles 
suggested during this meeting that the long-pending draft Presidential decree 
on trespass be removed from MOB jurisdiction and assigned to the JTF for sub­
mission to Marcos for signature. It was further agreed that the MOB should 
undertake promptly the technical development of a perimeter security program 
and that an ad hoc committee be designated during the September MOB meeting. 
Terms of reference for the U.S. members of the ad hoc committee of the MOB had 
been developed by the United States, but the actual formation of the committee 
would depend upon the naming of Filipino participants and the provision by the 
the Philippines of terms of reference.4

l. CINCPACREP Phil 1009002 Aug 77 and 1707002 Aug 77; AMEMB Manila 12929/
1808042 Aug 77.

2. ADMIN CINCPAC 0908562 Nov 77 (EX); J51 HistSum Nov 77.
3. CINCPAC 0203272 Nov 77.
4. CINCPACREP Phil 2903002 Sep 77; AMEMB Manila 15525/2909242 Sep 77.
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� The second JTF meeting on 5 October was held at the U.S. Embassy. It 
was·noted that the draft Presidential decree on trespass was ready for Marcos' 
signature, and Philippine proposals on customs control, taxation and immigra­
tion were presented. Also discussed were the subjects of watershed management 
and the Aero Club operational restriction. After the third meeting CINCPACREP 
Phil informed Admiral Weisner that General Espino had expressed concern about 
his lack of representation on the JTF and desired to have Philippine MOB officers 
on the working committees. In the CINCPACREP Phil evaluation of the JTF to 
that point, he expressed frustration over the proliferation of requests from1the Philippine bureacracy and the bringing forward of all of the old issues. 

!)f Two days before the scheduled fourth JTF meeting on 19 October, CINCPAC­
REP Phil called on Secretary Enrile and relayed the concern of Admiral Weisner 
that General Espino's staff was not represented on the JTF. During the fourth 
JTF meeting, Brigadier General Manipula, Chief of the AFP's special study group 
on military bases was introduced as a permanent member of the Philippine panel. 
As reported by CINCPACREP Phil and the U.S. Embassy, nothing of substance
occurred during the fourth meeting.2 

·t 

� After the fifth JTF meeting on 26 October, the U.S. Embassy repor.ted
the mood of the participants as positive and businesslike despite some "tough
issues" on the agenda. In a separate assessment, the Embassy stated that the 
JTF had contributed to an improved psychological climate and showed promise for
easing the irritants to the mutual benefit of alL Charge Stull noted that
there were many GOP proposals on the table and stated his belief that a careful,
cooperative approach could pay dividends without risk to the basic operational 
requirements. He expected the JTF to maintain a good pace over the next few
months, and noted that, with the arrival of Ambassador Newsom, the JTF could
act as the surrogate for the expediting and implementing of policy projects dis­
cussed at higher political levels.3 

� In contrast to the somewhat sanguine assessment of the Charge after 
the fifth meeting, CINCPACREP Phil advised CINCPAC that he had lost some of his 
enthusiasm for the possible results of the JTF and hope for eventual MOB parti­
cipation. The ad hoc committee of the MOB which was to consider physical secu­
rity still had not received approved GOP terms of reference. Another MOB com­
mittee which was to have been reconstituted during the 27 October MOB meeting 

1. AMEMB Manila 15941/0610552 Oct 77 and 16329/1310332 Oct 77; CINCPACREP Phil
1304302 Oct 77.

2. CINCPACREP Phil 1708002 Oct 77 and 1906302 Oct 77; AMEMB Manila 16712/
1909392 Oct 77.

3. AMEMB Manila 17003/2609032 Oct 77 and 17016/2610552 Oct 77; CINCPACREP Phil
2701302 Oct 77.
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was not reconstituted because Ingles informed Espino that the JTF was working 
on the subject. The recommendation of the Legal Affairs Committee of the MDB 
to allow the Aero Clubs to commence interim operations was to have been pre­
sented to the MDB meeting, but instead, General Espino presented it to the GOP 
panel of the JTF. CINCPACREP Phil stated that, at every turn, the AFP was de­
ferring to the Department of Foreign Affairs and to others at the Secretariat 
level. In spite of the pessimistic assessment of the CINCPACREP, on 27 October 
President Marcos signed the decree making it a legal offense for Filipinos to 
trespass on military bases and ordered the Department of Justice "to enforce 
strictly the aforequoted law by prosecuting henceforth all cases of illegal 
intrusions and trespass into military bases within your jurisdiction 11

•

1

J,R1 During the sixth (and last) session of the JTF, for which the U.S.
panel provided the agenda, briefings and principal discussions, the subjects of 
perimeter security, customs, labor, Aero Clubs, travel tax, immigration and 
quarantine, and the terms of reference of the Philippine Military Liaison Offi­
cer were discussed. A JTF progress report was also approved during this 2 
November meeting. Some of the many subjects in the report, discussion sum­
maries of which were provided, were within the original JTF purview, but many 
were not.2

y'f Ambassador Newsom's arrival in Manila resulted in a shift of emphasis
in negotiations from so-called operational matters to a restricted number of 
"policy" matters. lr'! his last substantial communication regarding the JTF, 
CINCPAC advised the JCS that the JTF had accomplished some of the purposes for 
which it was established and had made progress in some areas. However, he was 
concerned about the clear indications that the GOP Department of Foreign Affairs 
had been inserted between the United States military and the AFP at almost 
every opportunity, and that the GOP members of the JTF had ignored the use of 
the MOB in addressing issues clearly within MOB purview. In any case, CINCPAC 
noted that, since Ambassador Newsom had arrived, he expected a moratorium on 
JTF activities until Newsom reached some initial understanding with President 
Marcos. The issues before the JTF after its final meeting, portions of which 
seemed to be appropriate for consideration, were summarized in a CINCPAC staff 
paper: 3

• Customs: GOP wants 1969 agreement on cargo importa­
tion fully implemented. USG asserts it has been, however 

1. CINCPACREP Phil 270900Z Oct 77; AMEMB Manila 18 395/210858Z Nov 77.
2. AMEMB Manila l7318/020919Z Nov 77 and 17317/020919Z Nov 77 (note identical

OTG); CINCPACREP Phil 021 342Z Nov 77.
3. AOMIN CINCPAC 060850Z Nov 77 (EX); J51 Point Paper, 28 November 77, Subj:

Joint Task Force on Base Irritants.
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examining some possibilities for improvement. Important that 
MOB should work out final details of any revisions, rather 
than a JTF working group. 

• Perimeter s�cu_rjty: Prop-o·sa 1 s integrating some AFP
into base security role introduced at MOB 22 September. Dis­
cussions awaiting TOR approval for MOB ad hoc committee. 

• Watershed management: GOP wants memorandum of
agreement (MOA) which involves them in some aspects of the 
watershed at Subic. Although came up during 1976 negotiations, 
U.S. is looking at proposal. 

• Trespassing: Presidential decree, drafted in MDB
sent to Department of Justice. In 1947 MBA GOP agreed to 
enact·trespass legislation. Decree language similar in con­
cept to U.S. statutes on base trespass. 

• Care of sanitary landfill scavengers: GOP exam1n1ijg
U.S. irritant proposing GOP assistance with dislocated Negritos. 

• Immigration: GOP wants to station immigration offi­
cials on bases with inspection authority over U.S. vessels/ 
aircraft. Borderline case since was GOP position in 1976 
negotiations and potential for impact in other areas. 

• Plant and animal quarantine: GOP proposes to assign
quarantine officers to bases. Stems from allegations that 
Clark being used for unauthorized entry of plants/animals. 
Subject was before MOB corrrni ttee. i'·lDB should work out deta i 1 s 
of any revisions. 

• Aero Clubs: U.S. irritant introduced to gai� interim
authority to resume operations which were suspended by GOP 
June 77. 

• Restricted/Unrestricted Visas: U.S. irritant which
should be introduced. Would permit GOP consulates to issue 
unrestricted visas, allowing some categories of traveller 
space available travel to/through Philippines without violat­
ing GOP clearance laws. 

Issues before JTF which clearly are not appropriate for 
consideration: 
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_, labor: Majority of twelve i terns proposed as "base i rri -
tants" by GOP (i .e o , medicare, income tax withholding, equal pay
for equal work, etc.) are identical to those in 1976 negotiations,
and require revi s i ans to exi_§Ji ng agreements. In addition, some
canno_Lbe resolved in the u:s.-R.P. joint labor committee, since
the authorities are held outside of the Philippines�

• Customs: GOP customs officials to board and inspect all
commercial aircraft and vessels calling at U.�. military bases, 
and shall be empowered to grant entrance and departure clearances. 

• GOP wants controls on some BX purchases made by military
forces and dependents. 

• GOP wants customs officials to inspect all parcels
brought in through mails at military post offices. 

• Watershed: GOP wants U.S. to pay taxes and fees for
timber harvested in managing watershed. -, 

• Immigration: GOP proposes to have Philippine i111T1igra­
tion officials inspect all aircraft and vessels arriving/depart­
ing the bases. 

• GOP wants U.S. to pay compensation to Philippine offi­
cials. 

• GOP asks agreement for U.S. to notify in writing of all
arrivals/departures. 

• Taxation: GOP wants Philippine internal revenue service
officials stationed on bases to enforce Philippine IRS laws, and 
wants U.S. to withhold income taxes involuntarily from wages of 
Philippine employees. 

Desi gna ti on of Senior Military Advisor 

� During his CINCPAC visit, Ambassador Newsom stated that he welcomed 
the assignment of RADM W. R. McClendon as Senior Military Advisor (SMA)/prin­
cipal deputy for the base negotiations. He requested McClendon's presence in 
Manila for his initial discussions with CINCPACREP Phil and the Commander of 
13th Air Force and with President Marcos. Admiral Mcclendon had retired from 
the CINCPAC Staff as Director for Plans and, based on a CINCPAC recommendation 
to the JCS, negotiations were begun in September to acquire Mcclendon as SMA. 

!ONFIHENHAL
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The JCS advised that McClendon's nomination had been forwarded to the Secretary 
of Defense and that, because of Navy flag officer quotas, it was planned to 
hire him in a civilian status and not recall him to active duty. On 5 October 
McClendon's assignment as SMA was approved by the Assistant Secretary of De­
fense for International Security Affairs. In early November, in response to 
Ambassador Newsom's request, Mcclendon proceeded to Manila. The terms of ref­
erence for the SMA and principal deputy for Philippine base negotiations were: 1

* * * * * 

A. The S�A and principal deputy is designated as the
representative of DOD in the military facilities negotia­
tions, and as such will represent the JCS on all matters 
relating to the negotiations. 

B. The SMA will ensure primary JCS interests and policy
are reflected in all negotiating considerations. 

C. The SMA wi 11 report to the JCS through the JS, OJCS.
The SMA will support and assist the JS, OJCS, in such JCS 
policy actions as may be required. 

D. The SMA will advise the U.S. negotiator during day­
to-day negotiations and on modifications to the facilities 
agreement of direct interest to the JCS. 

E. The SMA is to keep CINCPAC informed on the negotia­
tions. In addition, the SMA may conmunicate with CINCPAC 
when necessary to obtain information pertinent to the negotia­
tions. 

Military Base Agreement (MBA) Discussions 

f� On 23 April Ambassador Sullivan left the Philippines, having been re­
assigned as U.S. Ambassador to Iran. In early May a delegation from the U.S. 
National War College visited the Philippines. During the visit, the delega­
tion was told by Philippine Undersecretary of Defense Crisol that there would 
be a hiatus in negotiations pending the naming of a new U.S. Ambassador to the 
Philippines.2

1. JCS 3190/0922552 Sep 77 (EX), which cited CINCPAC 0301252 Sep 77; JCS 1065/
1615002 Sep 77, 4571/1120082 Oct 77, and 2888/0320462 Nov 77.

2. AMEMB Manila 6816/0507562 May 77.
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� The discussions regarding base security were initiated by Charge Stull
in late May and occupied the attention of U.S. civilian and military authorities 
for approximately four months beginning in mid-May. However, the first offi­
cial initiative to reopen the Philippine base negotiations was taken by the GOP 
on 17 August in Washington. The Philippine Ambassador to the United States 
visited the U.S. State Department on 17 August under instructions from Manila 
to convey two messages. The first was a diplomatic note stating that the Phil­
ippines ''would like to resume negotiations on the economic agreement as soon 
as possible and desires to be infonned when U.S.G. would be prepared to under­
take the same". The second note announced a "request for immediate negotiations 
for a new military bases agreement", and requested the United States to name a 
date for reopening the negotiations. The Philippine Ambassador was advised 
that there was a need to clarify various issues before resuming negotiations. 
He was informed that a scheduled trip to the Philippines in mid-September by 
Assistant Secretary Holbrooke could provide an opportunity to exchange views
with President Marcos on the resumption of base negotiations.1 

N On 17 September the JCS transmitted to CINCPAC the final draft of the 
State paper �o be used by Holbrooke during his meetings with Marcos. The paP.er 
explored the goals and constraints of both parties, including the human rights 
issue in the Philippines and the significant changes in the U.S. domestic en­
vironment, particularly in Congressional attitudes. Regarding the negotiating 
_approach, Holbrooke was to explore Marcos' reference to informal discussions, 
his views on the types and magnitude of compensation, the manifestation of 
Philippines sovereignty which Marcos would deem necessary, and express the hope 
that Marcos' announced intention gradually to lift martial law restrictions, 
hold local elections, and improve the handling of prisoners would be demonstrated
through concrete and tangible action.2 

(� On 23-24 September Assistant Secretary Holbrooke met with President 
Marcos in Manila. Many subjects were discussed, including so1ereignty, criminal 
jurisdiction, compensation, high-level security consultations, joint defense 
planning, military equipment requirements and matters related to base operations. 
During the meeting, it was agreed that a Joint Task Force would be formed to 
discuss measures which could be undertaken through existing mechanisms to re­
solve outstanding base 11irritants 11

•
3 

�) Passing through Hawaii on his return from the Holbrooke discussions 

l. SECSTATE 198986/2011412 Aug 77 and 197398/1901312 Aug 77.
2. JCS 1606/1700032 Sep 77.
3. J51 Point Paper, 28 Oct 77, Subj: Status of U.S.-Philippine Base Negotia­

tions; SECSTATE 230521/2416172 Sep 77 (EX), which transmitted AMEMB Manila 
15117 of 23 Sep 77. 
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with Marcos, one of the State Department delegates participated in a round 
table discussion with members of the CINCPAC staff. He stated that the Fili­
pinos had been surprised and delighted with the format pursued by Holbrooke 

__ ce-- during his discussions--the avoidance of confrontation and emphasis on finding 
points of agreement. The compensation package was not discussed in detail, but 
good progress was made on separating the issue of sovereignty from that of 
criminal jurisdiction. Marcos agreed that sovereignty was no longer an issue, 
and Holbrooke suggested a possible new approach to the criminal jurisdiction 
question, perhaps in the form of a joint commission/senior officer review proc­
ess. Marcos asked about the possibility of AFP use of U.S. war reserve material 
(WRM) stocks in the Philippines. Marcos also expressed interest in establish­
ing a high-level defense consultation mechanism, such as the SCM in Korea. He 
named six areas of defense support which he needed: radars for south and south­
west Philippines; reconnaisance aircraft; all-weather jet aircraft; joint de­
fense planning; assistance in communications, transportation, and armaments; 
and, "irrmediate U.S. reaction to danger", which was interpreted by the U.S. 
participants to refer to strip alert aircraft. 1 

� In an 8 October message to the JCS, CINCPAC provided interfm·coITl[llents 
regarding Marcos' suggestions during his discussions with Holbrooke. Regarding 
jurisdiction, CINCPAC considered that the initiative taken by Holbrooke to 
separate the sovereignty issue from issues related to the exercise of triminal 
jurisdiction should be pursued. CINCPAC noted that most of the diffitulties 
regarding criminal jurisdiction resulted not from inadequacies in the MBA lang­
uage, which was similar to that used in other country agreements, but stemmed 
from the propensity for Filipino officials at all levels to treat these two 
matters as one. Regarding Marcos' WRM proposal, CINCPAC cautioned that there 
were legal and Congressional ramifications which should be conveyed to the GOP. 
CINCPAC believed that the United States should respond positively to Marcos' re­
quest for increased security consultations. A consultative mechanism such as 
the Korean SCM could be a good vehicle to promote top level defense policy dis­
cussions and could ease a long-standing Filipino feeling of inferior treatment 
in that regard. Regarding military equipment requirements, CINCPAC agreed that 
a review was in order and that future requests from the GOP should be reviewed 
carefully. In response to Marcos' specific request for air defense radars, 
this was an opportunity to be forthcoming and demonstrate interest in the de­
fense of the Philippines, even though the United States perceived a minimal air 
threat to the southern Philippines.2 

� Consultations between top U.S. and Philippine officials, not only in 
Manila but in the later New York meetings in early October, differed markedly 

l. ADMIN CINCPAC 2702462 Sep 77.
2. JSl HistSum Oct 77; CINCPAC 0803152 Oct 77 (EX).

SEC1tE-t. 
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in tone and substartce from the base negotiations in suspense since December 
1976. Both sides sought an agreement for the bases to stay, and President 
Marcos was personally involved and approaching the United States with consid­
erably more flexibility. The State Department speculated that the equally posi­
tive U.S. approach could lead to an agreement on the major issues in the de­
fense relationship by early 1978 if the positive approach cou_ld be translated 
into specific understandings on the critical issues. In addition to the Secre­
tary-level meetings in New York, President Marcos sent Mrs. Marcos as his per­
sonal emissary to meet President Carter, to explain the.Marcos philosophy, and 
to ensure that his f?reign and defense secretaries continued the positive ap-
proach he had begun. 

N As summarized by the State Department, the understandings reached in 
New York and Manila on the key issues in the relationship included sovereignty, 
in which the United States expressed willingness to allow the flying of the 
Philippine flag over the bases and to install Philippine Base Commanders (PBCs). 
On the MDT, reservations by Enrile on the 1

1automaticity 11 of a U.S. response 
were largely overcome by a legal briefing regarding the President's authority 
as Corrmander in Chief in fulfillment of the MDT. The Filipino officia�s ex­
pressed the need for greater defense planning and coordination under the MDT 
and for U.S. assistance in meeting AFP equipment requirements. Though vague 
on the specifics, they emphasized the need for a common integrated defense plan. 
The U.S. officials stated readiness to discuss greater common planning but 
asked for specifics, advising that Ambassador Newsom and CINCPAC would coordi­
nate the U.S. efforts in this regard. Specific military equipment items cited 
by the Filipinos as needed on an urgent basis were accepted for review by the 
United States, and the GOP undertook to prepare and submit to the United States 
a new list of equipment needs in priority order.2 

(� The compensation issue, for the United States, remained the toughest. 
The extent of GOP expectations and U.S. ability to respond were still very 
much in doubt. The Philippines had dropped the request for rent but requested 
the United States to provide an unspecified amount of equipment. During the 
discussions, the U.S. side emphasized the need for realism and consistently 
pointed out that limitations imposed by Congressional realities had grown more 
stringent since the U.S. offer in 1976. The GOP officials did not dispute that 
viewpoint but instead concentrated on defense requirements and possible U.S. 
support for a zone of economic development in the two cities adjacent to the 
bases. The criminal jurisdiction topic had apparently been separated from the 
question of sovereignty and, by the end of the New York discussions, none of 
the GOP delegation continued to link them. Nevertheless, the Philippines con-

1. J51 HistSum Oct 77; SECSTATE 248525/1603522 Oct 77 (EX).
2. Ibid.

� 

670 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

i 

I 

I 

I 

,1 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



n 

l J 

r 

l :

r': 
I 

\ I 

u 

i 

.1 

l j

r1 

LJ 

,- .

'I 

(7 

LJ 

n 

l j 

tinued to stress that the ultimate determination of official duty status should 
be a GOP prerogative. This was unacceptable to the United States, which empha­
sized in all discussiqns the inability to go beyond the limits of NATO compar­
ability and U.S. law. During the talks in New York, the U.S. delegation pledged 
that the new ambassador to the Philippines would have new U.S. proposals when 
he arrived in Manila. State advised the U.S. Embassy in Manila that both the 
Defense Department and the State Department would work on alternative official 
duty formulations.1 

� During the week of 17 October, Ambassador-designate David Newsom had 
a series of meetings with the State Department, the JCS, and Service representa­
tives. The JCS advised CINCPAC of Newsom's reaction to the various briefings 
and specifically, Newsom's remark that his initial task was to avoid "negotia­
tions" as they had previously been conducted. Shortly thereafter, round-table 
discussions were held with Ambassador Newsom at CINCPAC. Newsom stated his 
intention to sound out Marcos' current thinking and to avoid formal negotiations 
until basic understandings had been achieved. He intended initially to explore 
four areas, the first of which was the manifestation of GOP soverei_gnty at the 
bases, such as the flag and the commander. His instructions were c1ear tnat 
there would be a PBC, with terms of reference worked out so that the United 
States retained full control of U.S. forces, property, and operations. He also 
intended to discuss procedures on joint planning, and to indicate U.S. readi­
ness to examine the military equipment priorities put forward by the Philippines. 
The fourth subject was criminal jurisdiction. His intention was to present an 
article (not disclosed at CINCPAC) pertaining to official duty certificate pro­
cedures. He also intended to seek Marcos' agreement that other remaining issues 
needed expeditious resolution, and to point out the importance of the MOB as 
an existing mechanism.2 

� The Ambassador asked for and received detailed discussions with Admirals 
Shelton and Mcclendon (incoming and outgoing Directors for Plans, respectively) 
on the JTF proceedings. He agreed that while there had been progress, the scope 
of subject matter had expanded beyond that originally intended. He indicated 
that Department of State guidance was forthcoming for the JTF to prepare a wrap­
up report for the Ambassador, and that he intended to declare a moratorium on 
the JTF until he had thoroughly reviewed its work to date and had received 
clear views from President Marcos. Newsom felt that the planned force reductions 
in the Philippines would not gain much for the United States, but explained that 
State/Embassy felt considerable pressure, particularly from Congress, and there 
was a need to show that an "austere posture" had been attained prior to the pre-
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

l. Ibid.
2. J51 HistSum Oct 77; JCS 1432/2622522 Oct 77 (EX); CINCPAC 0501402 Nov 77

(EX).
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sentation of any package on the Philippines to the Congress. CINCPAC noted 
the relationship of force reductions in the Philippines to U.S. policy state­
ments following the announcement of the Korean withdrawal to the effect that 
there would be no further reductions of forces in the Western Pacific.1 

� On 3 November the State Department issued guidance to Ambassador Newsom 
suggesting that, as soon as possible after his arrival in Manila, he seek a 
private meeting with President Marcos in order to maintain the momentum of the 
discussions on the issues relating to U.S. military bases in the Philippines. 
The goals stipulated by State were to determine the broad issues to be resolved, 
to establish basic agreement on the issues, to seek agreement on appropriate 
mechanisms for subsequent discussions, and to address immediate GOP concerns 
only in the context of the overall agreement. Referring to the text of a letter 
from President Carter to President Marcos carried by Newsom, State suggested 
that it be emphasized that Carter's letter welcomed Marcos' desire for close 
cooperation and full accord with the United States and hoped that the two 
governments could move toward a full understanding on outstanding issues. As 
indicated in the letter, the United States desired to reach agreement with the 
GOP in full recognition of Philippines sovereignty. On the basis of mutual 
respect and mutual benefit concerning the manifestation of that sovereignty, 
agreement was needed on more acceptable procedures for official duty determina­
tions in the exercise of criminal jurisdiction, assistance in mutual defense and 
special economic efforts, cooperation in planning for mutual defense, and reso­
lution of the other issues related to base operations. In the discussion, it 
was to be stipulated that U.S. forces would remain under U.S. command and deci­
sions regarding U.S. service personnel on duty would remain with U.S. commanders. 
Similarly, U.S. operations at bases would be under U.S. control. Any conmit­
ments of U.S. resources involving the appropriation of funds were subject to 
the approval of the U.S. Congress.2 

(\) After reviewing the letter from President Carter to President Marcos, 
Newsom was to express the desire of the United States that agreement be reached 
between him and Marcos on previously identified key issues as a basis for any 
further detailed discussion and instructions to subordinate groups. To that 
end, Newsom was authorized, either orally or in writing, to present a suggested 
framework for such agreements which addressed the issues already discussed, ex­
cept for one addition. Newsom was authorized to state that the Un{ted States 
was prepared to offer a proposal relating to the determination as to whether 
alleged criminal offenses arose out of the performance of official duty which 
would include the maximum role possible for the GOP while still conforming to 
U.S. law and current worldwide practices. State then referred to a specific 

1. Ibid.
2. J51 HistSum Nov 77; SECSTATE 263594/O31959Z Nov 77 (EX).
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proposal being forwarded under separate cover for presentation to President 
Marcos.1 

{�) Just before Newsom's arrival at CINCPAC, Mrs. Marcos arrived and met 
for two hours with Admiral Weisner. She reviewed her New York visit in some 
detail, stating that there definitely was a greatly improved atmosphere in her 
meetings with the top people in New York and that she was convinced that a 
welcome new leaf had been turned. She stated that the GOP was not convinced 
of U.S. sincerity regarding the importance to the United States of the bases in 
the Philippines. She devoted considerable comment to the Philippines' place 
in the worldwide security network and to the necessity for recognition by the 
United States of that mutual defense role. In discussing the Muslim problem 
in the South, she repeatedly referred to the Soviet Union as a contributor to 
that problem. She discussed the GOP request for assistance, not in dollars, 
but in equipment and the positioning on bases in the Philippines of munitions 
and conventional arms from which the Philippines could draw. She did not dwell 
at length on human rights, but considered that, given Marcos' record as an 
anti-communist, the human rights situation in the Philippines deserved more 
understanding in the United States and the foreign media than it haa heretofore 
received. Admiral Weisner did not respond directly on issues such as military 
equipment, and her departing comments to him were in the vein of requesting his 
personal assistance in providing the equipment needed by the Philippines. She 
encouraged Admiral Weisner to visit President Marcos frequently during the 
coming period of negotiations.2 

� Ambassador Newsom met with President Marcos privately for one hour 
shortly after presenting his credentials on 11 November. He conveyed to Marcos 
President Carter's deep interest in resolving the outstanding issues between 
the United States and the Philippines and advised that he had been directed to 
continue personally the discussion which President Marcos had had with Assis­
tant Secretary Holbrooke and which Mrs. Marcos had with the President and others 
in New York. The purpose of such a direct review stemned from the feeling of 
the United States that it was important to reach certain agreements on basic 
issues before resuming any formal negotiations. The United States had identi­
fied the four areas in which it seemed desirable to have President Marcos' views 
and understanding before proceeding to lower level discussions. These included 
arrangments for the manifestation of GOP sovereignty, criminal jurisidction, 
mutual defense assessment, and security consultations. Newsom also conveyed 
President Carter's deep concern on human rights, and, on the basis of consulta­
tions in Washington, including discussions with members of Congress, Newsom 

l. Ibid.
2. �HistSum Nov 77; CINCPAC 0501502 Nov 77 (EX); JCS 4428/1219102 Nov 77

(EX).

� 

673 



expressed his desir.e to review with President Marcos issues relating to human 
rights in the P�ilippines.1 

�) He then presented President Carter's letter, which proposed that a team 
from the U.S. Department of Defense visit the Philippines early in 1978 to make 
an assessment of defense requirements. Marcos pointed out that both the assess­
ment of defense needs and the subject of security consul tatioh were 11longer­
ranged issues", and he preferred immediately to turn to arrangements for the 
manifestation of GOP sovereignty at the bases. He pointed out that this subject 
was also related to the question of criminal jurisdiction. Marcos also linked 
the issues of a PBC with the delimitation of areas in the bases for U.S. opera­
tions and with proposals put forward by the United States in JTF meetings for 
the incorporation of elements of the AFP in base perimeter security. Marcos 
stated that the AFP could not be asked to assume responsibilities where their 
own authority over an area was uncertain. He hoped to move quickly to establish 
PBCs, after which the participation of the AFP in the perimeters would follow. 
Newsom however, reiterated the necessity for clear understandings on all points 
before PBCs were named.2 

('s.) After his meeting with President Marcos on 11 November, Ambassador· 
Newsom convened a meeting of U.S. officials in the Philippines to discuss prep­
arations for his next meeting with President Marcos. He requested a brief 
presentation covering base areas (maps) and security problems, including prac­
tical aspects of the security programs. The SMA informed CINCPAC that the 
Commander, 13th Air Force and CINCPACREP Phil would develop a coordinated mili­
tary input to the Embassy staff and then all would assist in developing a final 
presentation. During the meeting, the military participants (SMA, 13th Air 
Force Commander, and CINCPACREP Phil) expressed the view that discussions on 
the PBC issue should not move too rapidly. It was also pointed out, in that 
connection, that there had been a lack of agreement during 1976 on the geographic 
extent of the U.S. facilities. There were other related issues in command and 
control, security, and access and movement which impacted on the question of a 
Philippine Base Commander.3 

(� CINCPAC was assured by the SMA that he, the 13th Air Force Commander, 
and CINCPACREP Phil had ready access to the Ambassador and had conveyed the 
positions and pitfalls on the PBC issue. The Ambassador intended to include 
the SMA in meetings with President Marcos, and all three had been consulted by 
the Ambassador in the drafting of his reports to the State Department.4 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1. J51 HistSum Nov 77; SECSTATE 271663/1209062 Nov 77 (EX), which transmitted
AMEMB Manila 17954 of 12 Nov 77.

2. Ibid.
3. CINCPACREP Phil 120726Z Nov 77.
4. ADMIN CINCPAC 122125Z Nov 77.
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� Shortly after Ambassador Newsom 1 s first meeting with Marcos, CINCPAC 
advised the JCS that he agreed with the advice from the SMA not to move too 
rapidly on the PBC issue. He referred to current intelligence which indicated 
that the Philippines intended to approach the base issue discussions with the 
same initial/draft position tabled during the discussions in 1976. CINCPAC 
noted that none of the base co1T111ander arrangements presented by the Philippine 
side during the 1976 negotiations, nor the United States counter-proposals, had 
been agreed upon, nor had the specific areas on the bases to which U.S. opera­
tions would be restricted.1 

(� On the day that Newsom's second meeting with Marcos was scheduled 
(16 November), but before the meeting took place, the State Department adv1sed 
the Ambassador of the Joint State/Defense position that he should avoid sit­
uations where the GOP merely reiterated its 1976 positions and to avoid any 
implication that agreement on particular topics requiring changes to or depar­
tures from the 1947 MBA would lead to individual or separate implementation. 
State emphasized the importance of obtaining a clearer statement of GOP posi­
tions and of an opportunity for U.S. Government analysis of those positions 
before moving beyond instructions already provided to the Ambassador� Reviewing 
the various issues, State questioned whether Marcos desired to delay the peri­
meter security question until arrangements had been made for PBCs. State noted 
that the role of the base commander could not be separated from the definition 
and delimitation of Philippine bases and U.S. facilities, nor from the compen­
sation issue. State repeated the thoughts conveyed by CINCPAC to the JCS that 
no proposals regarding the delimitation of operational areas_ tabled during 1976

should be regarded as starting points for future discussions.2 

� In his report on the second meeting with Marcos on 16 November, Newsom 
advised the State Department that the overall instructions provided in the fore­
going paragraph had been received 15 minutes after the meeting had adjourned . 
During the meeting, he had presented proposed guidelines for activities of the 
PBC in accordance with the U.S. positions in the 1976 negotiations. The U.S. 
side also gave an oral description of the general areas at Clark and Subic re­
quired for U.S. operations and agreed to provide, by an early date, maps delin­
eating those areas. It was recommended that security consultations should begin 
in an expanded December meeting of the MDB. The GOP side announced that, during 
the next scheduled meeting with Marcos (25 November) the AFP would present a 
briefing on the Philippine security situation and its defense needs, accompanied 
by a list of military equipment required in connection therewith. It was agreed 
that most of the primary objectives of the JTF had been accomplished. The par­
ticipants in the meeting on the GOP side, in addition to President Marcos, in-

1. CINCPAC 1510122 Nov 77.
2. SECSTATE 274303/1601472 Nov 77 (EX).
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eluded Defense Secretary Enrile, Philippine Ambassador to the United States 
Romualdez (recalled from the UoS.), Justice Secretary Abad Santos, Acting 
Foreign Secretary Ingles, General Espino, former Vice President Pelaez, Soli­
citor General Mendoza, Customs Commissioner Farolan, Irrmigration CoIT111issioner 
Reyes, two AFP brigadier generals and a Consul General from the Department of 
Foreign Affairs. When the Ambassador discovered such a large group of Filipinos 
attending the meeting, he sunmoned the 13th Air Force Corrmander, CINCPACREP 
Phil, a representative of JUSMAG, and three legal representatives to join him, 
Minister Stull, RADM Mcclendon, the Embassy political counselor and the Embassy 
legal representative.1

(� It was during this meeting that a consensus was reached to terminate 
the JTF, Marcos agreed to draft a travel tax exemption for U.S. personnel, the 
Aero Club "dispensation" previously discussed was ordered, and Marcos asked 
for maps delineating areas required for U.S. operations in time to study them 
before the scheduled 25 November meeting. The proposed guidelines pertaining 
to the PBC, as presented to President Marcos on 16 November, were: 2

• Delimitation of Areas: the areas assigned to the Phil­
ippine base commander shall be sufficient to meet his functional 
responsibilities but shall be designated so as not to impair_ 
the conduct and support of U.S. operations. The U.S. facilities 
shall include watersheds which support the bases, portions of 
Subic Bay, and the Crow Valley Range. 

• Joint Security Program: the Joint Security Program for
the bases shall provide that the Philippine base conmander be 
responsible for perimeter security. It shall also provide for 
joint exit and entry control at the base gates, for AFP per­
sonnel participation in security activities within designated 
U.S. facilities, and for special activities such as shore patrol 
(Subic) and town patrol (Clark). 

• Command and Control: Activities of the Armed Forces of
the Philippines within U.S. facilities shall be subject to prior 
agreement between the Philippine and U.S. conmanders; directives 
applicable to all personnel on the base shall be jointly approved 
and promulgated by the Philippine and U.S. corrmanders. 

l. SECSTATE 275466/171145Z Nov 77 (EX), which transmitted AMEMB Manila 18181
of 17 November 77.

2. Ibid; AMEMB Manila 18115/160913Z Nov 77.
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• Administration: the Philippine commander shall be the
central point of contact between Philippine government agencies 
and the U.S. corrrnanders, and the number and type of representa­
tives of such agencies located within U.S. facilities shall be 
subject to prior agreement between the Philippine and U.S. com­
manders. 

• Water· Resources: the U.S. commanders, in coordination with
the Philippine commanders, shall be authorized to maintain a pro­
gram for the control and management of water resources within the 
U.S. facilities, to include construction of wells, water catchment 
areas or dams, selective timber harvesting as required to protect 
the watersheds with attendant reforestation and other conservation 
programs. 

� In a review of what he considered to have been achieved to that point, 
the Ambassador noted the continuing personal participation of P�esident Marcos, 
who had promised to attend the meeting scheduled for 25 November, at which time 
a proposed security equipment list would be presented. The Ambassador considered 
that any resumption of the highly structured, formal negotiating panel employed 
in 1976 had been forestalled. During the forthcoming meeting on 25 November, 
the Ambassador expected to receive conments on the proposed .PBC guidelines, 
criminal jurisdiction, and perimeters of U.S. facilities at Clark and Subic, 
assuming that the delineated maps were available. The Ambassador concluded by 
noting ��at an agreement on the PBC and perimeter security was something Marcos 
apparently desired. He suggested that, if it were considered sufficiently ad­
vantageous, the United States might wish to consider early implementation of
any such arrangements.1 

� In his report on the second meeting, CINCPACREP Phil advised CINCPAC 
that, during the discussion on the charts delineating the �reas of the bases 
required for U.S. operations, the intent to provide such cha�ts was implicit. 
However, all of the U.S. participants in the meeting with Marcos agreed that 
approval of such boundaries required a great deal of study and consideration at 
all levels of the chain of command, and that the promised 25 November date for 
provision to Marcos was probably an unrealistic goal. Nevertheless, the Ambas­
sador considered that the United States was committed to prov-ide such maps as 
soon as possible and should move to complete the task quickly. In a parallel 
report, the SMA advised the JCS of the map requirement. He also noted that it 
became obvious during the meeting with Marcos that neither Marcos nor Secretary 
of Defense Enrile were aware of any bilateral plan for the defense of the 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1. SECSTATE 275511/1713212 Nov 77 (EX), which transmitted AMEMB Manila 18202
of 17 November 77.
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Philippines and had never heard of MOB Operation Plan 1-70.1

� After receiving the Ambassador's report of the second meeting with the 
Filipino officials, State posed a series of questions regarding the delimita­
tion of U.S. facilities. State noted that the April 1976 U.S. negotiating posi­
tion had not relinquished any areas at Clark or Subic to the Philippines other 
than one area at Clafk Air Base. State also noted the emergence of geographic 
areas in connection with the responsibilities of the PBC, and reiterated the 
U.S. position that a PBC would be appointed with duties relating to the overall 
complex which was a PhiHppine base and to Philippine components at the base. 
This position reflected the PBC role as functional rather than geographical. 
State reminded the Ambassador that any proposals which would delimit areas for 
U.S. facilities would be subject to review before they were presented to the 
Philippines. State noted that thus far (19 November) none had been received.2 

� CINCPAC also expressed concern to the JCS regarding what appeared to be 
a departure from the game plan. He noted the apparent early reconstitution on 
the Philippine side of a negotiating team, which raised the possibility that 
Marcos' participation could end before suitable agreements, understandings or 
points of departure had really been reached on the four "hard issues 11 ·bf a 
security consultative mechanism, criminal jurisdiction, a PBC, and a military 
assistance quid��- He noted the apparent tabling of end-point positions, 
beyond which it was difficult to concede, before understandings had been reached 
on the "hard issues". CINCPAC voiced concern about the delineation of facili­
ties areas in which the "bottom line" boundaries were drawn, and what the U.S. 
response could then be if such boundaries were rejected by the Philippines. 
Regarding the Ambassador's brief reference in his second report to labor arrange­
ments, the CINCPAC position on labor was that the Bases Labor Agreement stood 
as a basic document governing labor relations in the Philippines_. This posi­
tion did not endorse including a labor annex in the MBA. CINCPAC also noted 
that neither the long-term consultative arrangement the Ambassador had in mind, 
the level of suggested civilian membership, nor the type of consultative body 
envisioned was clear. CINCPAC recalled that Secretary of Defense Enrile had 
promised to provide his ideas on a joint planning mechanism and had not yet 
done so. CINCPAC also recalled that, during previous in-house discussions re­
garding a possible consultative mechanism, he had gone on record as supporting 
a high-level consultative arrangement along the lines of the Korean SCM.3 

1. CINCPACREP Phil 1706302 Nov 77; AMEMB Manila 18209/1800462 Nov 77. Note:
Some SMA reports to the JCS were transmitted via U.S. Embassy Co1m1unication
Channels.

2. SECSTATE 278215/1922202 Nov 77 (EX).
3. CINCPAC 2005392 Nov 77.
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-� A copy of the message expressing CINCPAC 1 s concern had been received
by the SMA, who addressed certain of the CINCPAC concerns in a subsequent mes­
sage to the JCS. He agreed that the game plan to "draw out Marcos" had not 
unfolded as expected. The problem, Admiral Mcclendon stated, was that Marcos 
had his own game plan to which the Ambassador had to respond. The SMA acknowl­
edged the possibility that Marcos could bow out before suitable agreements had 
been reached with him, but believed he could be brought back into the picture 
by the Ambassador or, if necessary, by a Washington emissary. Regarding the 
MDB, discussions about civilian membership on the MDB or the membership of any 
other type of consultative body had been only to respond to President Marcos' 
desire to have civilian policy makers attend. The SMA himself, however, did 
not believe that the GOP officials had yet determined (or possibly even yet 
considered) the kind of consultative body they desired. In any case, Article 
III of the MDT provided a basis for the GOP Foreign Minister to claim the pre­
eminent position in any consultative body which might be established for the 
purpose of carrying out defense responsibilities. 1 

N The JCS informed the SMA that the geographic role for the PBC envisioned
in foregoing correspondence was a shift from the previous U.S. negotiating 
position that the PBC role would be functional. The JCS noted some of the dif­
ficulties envisioned if a geographic role were assumed by the PBC. Delimita­
tion of areas within the current base boundaries for U.S. operations, and par­
ticularly the creation of buffer zones, unduly complicated the situation and 
made an unnecessary distinction between 11our 11 "their", and 11joint 11 land. The 
previous relinquishment of land by the United States had never been tied to 
command arrangements. Once operational areas had been delineated, the GOP was 
likely to keep pressing for additional areas and, while an agreement without 
provisions for free access to and egress from the areas designated for U.S. use 
would not be accepted, such provisions would be subject to GOP interpretations 
which could hamper U.S. movements, particularly if the U.S. forces were in en­
claves. The JCS informed the SMA that it would be more desirable to both sides 
if a PBC had certain agreed functional responsibilities, as in other countries, 
rather than "limited" geographic areas. The JCS requested the SMA views on 
whether anything had occurred during the current discussions to cause a shift 
of the U.S. position on the PBC role. Particularly, the JCS queried the SMA on 
whether the geographic role would be in addition to or in lieu of the functional 
role, why the functional approach had not been adhered to, and what the advan­
tages were of the geographic role.2 

(S) In reply, the SMA informed the JCS and CINCPAC that the fundamental
premises which had guided the U.S. approach included U.S. agreement that the 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1; CINCPACREP Phil 2107152 Nov 77 (EX). 
2. JCS 6332/2400252 Nov 77.
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bases were Philippines bases and that a PBC would be appointed with duties relat­
ing to the overall complex. However, President Marcos had stated during dis­
cussions regarding perimeter security, that the AFP could not be asked to assume 
responsibilities where their own authority over an area was uncertain. The sig­
nificant new element in the discussions, contrasted with those of previous years, 
was that President Marcos personally was involved in the base discussions and 
had asked the very hard and logical question: "Over what area does the Philip­
pine base commander exercise authority so that he can carry out a security re­
sponsibility?" The SMA noted that, whether or not the United States had tied 
the relinquishment of land to command arrangements, it was quite clear that 
President Marcos had. Regarding areas of delimitation, the SMA conveyed the 
belief of the U.S. negotiators that the chance of resisting GOP pressure for 
ever-more land was greatly improved if geographical areas, AFP control of which 
did not impair U.S. operational use of the facilities, were designated. The 
SMA stated that the functional responsibilities of the PBC had previously been 
determined to be coordination with the U.S. facilities commander in joint en­
deavors, but without directive or command authority over U.S. personnel, acti­
vities, or operations.l

N One notable exception, to which the United States had agreed'in 1976, 
stated the SMA, was that the concurrence of the PBC was required before any· 
major new construction or improvments within the facilities could be undertaken. 
He also stated that the United States had agreed in 1976 that the PBC would be 
responsible for port security and would control access and egress to Subic Bay. 
He went on to state that the purely functional approach resulted in coterminous 
Philippine bases and U.S. facilities, which left the PBC no authority over an 
area. On the other hand, the SMA cited advantages of a geographic role, such 
as the provision of a concrete manifestation of GOP sovereignty, allowing the 
PBC to fulfill his perimeter security responsibility, relieving the U.S. secu­
rity force from the burden of providing security for all areas, and reducing 
opportunities for U.S. confrontation with Philippine nationals. Noting that 
Ambassador Newsom had reviewed his message, the SMA acknowledged that the geo­
graphic approach was a forward move in an attempt to avoid the stalemate at the 
beginning which was likely if the 1976 endpoint were simply reiterated. It 
represented a U.S. willingness to maintain momentum, to strive for mutual bene­
fit, and did not impair U.S. operational effectiveness within the facilities.2

� The JCS acknowledged the response of the SMA, but cautioned against
concessions with the geographic approach which would hamper operational flexi­
bility, access or security� The JCS also noted their preference that details 
and specificity not be included in the main body of an MBA or the annexes there-

1. CINCPACREP Phil 260707Z Nov 77.
2. Ibid.
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to: In other country agreements, such detail was contained in exchanged lists, 
the amendment of which did not require government agreement.1

� Before the plenary session with Marcos was convened on 25 November, 
Ambassador Newsom met with President Marcos privately. He informed Marcos that 
maps and details of specific proposals on PBCs, base perimeters, and the desig­
nation of U.S. facilities were not yet available. Marcos informed Newsom that 
the GOP was not yet ready to present a list of specific defense requirements. 
He said the list had not yet reached his desk for personal review and that it 
had been sent back to an original committee to separate short-term and long­
term requirements. Newsom informed Marcos that personnel were not available 
for U.S. civilian participation in the upcoming MOB, but that a more thorough 
discussion of the situation, including security consultations, could take place 
during a programmed visit in early January 1978 by Assistant Secretary Holbrooke 
and Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Abramowitz. Marcos agreed with that 
proposal and also agreed to receive the Ambassador and Admiral Weisner on the 
day following the MOB meeting.2

� A preliminary report on the 25 November meeting was provided to CINCPAC 
by the SMA. President Marcos opened the meeting by discussing GOP security 
perceptions. He stated that in seven years Vietnam would be capable of build­
ing its economy and would have to decide how to employ the extensive armed 
forces then being used for economic efforts. The assessment of Southeast Asian 
leaders was that Vietnam would become a predator by 1982, and the problem would 
become cpmpounded if Thailand or Malaysia fell. He feared U.S. normalization 
of relat,ons with Vietnam and the PRC, and stated that Japan might rearm during 
that period with attendant adverse psychological perceptions for the Philippines. 
He styled rebellion and secession as the immediate GOP problem, but stated that 
the Philippines would not require assistance unless external support became 
massive. General Espino presented a slide briefing on security including the 
MNLF secessionist movement, the PNA Communist Party movement, and military re­
quirements and AFP modernization objectives. The Ambassador announced, during 
the plenary session, that it was not possible to have civil participation in 
the MOB, but that two senior U.S. representatives would visit the Philippines 
in January to discuss security consultative matters. The subjects of criminal 
jurisdiction and official duty certificates were not discussed nor even men­
tioned.3 

� The Ambassador's report of the meeting covered essentially the same 
ground as had the SMA, noting that the meeting had opened with a full staff on 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1. JCS 1785/2621422 Nov 77.
2. SECSTATE 283144/2611212 Nov 77 (EX).
3. CINCPACREP Phil 2509002 Nov 77.
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both sides. Afte� describing the proceedings, the Ambassador stated that, to 
ensure that th� discussion process with Marcos continued in a fashion designed 
to hold his interest and participation, a top priority for the United States 
should be to provide the delineated maps of the bases with accompanying conments 
on the role of the PBC in perimeter security. He noted that the list of prior­
itized equipment required by the AFP had not yet been received from Enrile; 
neverthe 1 ess, he suggested that the Defense Department begin -to review the fea­
sibility of providing items expected to be high on the list such as air defense 
radar, missiles for the F-8, missiles for patrol boats, surface to air missiles, 
transport aircraft, helicopters, patrol boats and communications equipment.l 

� Meanwhile, the U.S. military commanders in the Philippines submitted, 
through service channels, the charts delineating areas necessary for the con­
duct and support of U.S. military operations. On 18 November the Conmander of 
U.S. Naval Forces, Philippines (also CINCPACREP Phil) stated that the charts 
from Subic Bay were based on the following assumption: 2

• Need for consistency with the U.S. positions taken
during the 1976 negotiations (in some instances such as the., 
main gate, they represent a change in our favor). 

• The Philippine base corrmander (PBC) will have the
responsibility for perimeter security, including the security 
of the bay--excluding the port and other water areas as 
charted. 

• Any areas not included within the U.S. designated
areas will continue to remain within the military reserva­
tion. 

• There shall be free, i.e. unimpeded access to,
egress from and movement between the areas designated for U.S. 
commanders. 

• Agreement will provide for joint security plans and
policies which are to be agreed between the Phil and U.S. com­
manders. 

t's.t The annotated map of Clark Air Base was forwarded by PACAF to the Air 
Staff on 29 November and approved on 2 December for release to the U.S. Embassy 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

l. SECSTATE 283150/2615532 Nov 77 (EX), which transmitted AMEMB Manila 18682 of
26 1fovember 77.

2. COMUSNAVPHIL 1807002 Nov 77.
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for the Ambassador's use in making his presentation to the GOP. The Subic Bay 
charts, as annoted by CINCPACFLT, were approved by the Chief of Naval Opera­
tions (CNO) on the same day. The CNO approval was accompanied by the caveat 
that, on bases where the PBC was responsible for perimeter security, a narrow 
security zone within the U.S. facilities would be designated to become the 
responsibility of the PBC to permit his fulfilling perimeter security function. 
On the other hand, the U.S. Air Force took the position that there should be 
no delineation of perimeter security areas at that time. The Air Force had 
concurred in principle in the perimeter security area concept, but believed that 
a specific definition of the areas should be accomplished during the develop­
ment of the Joint Security Plan. Further, where the perimeter security areas 
would lie within the U.S. facilities, the PBC would exercise primary, but not 
exclusive, security responsibility. These inner perimeter areas would remain 
part of the U.S. facilities and the security role of the U.S. Facilities Com­
mander (USFC) would apply throughout the facilities. Any divis1on of security 
responsibilities should be detailed in the Joint Security Plan. 

N Simultaneously, on 3 December the State Department advised the Embassy 
of its agreement with the presentation of maps delimiting U.S. facilities impor­
tant to operational objectives, which could exclude specific areas at Clark 
and Subic. Where perimeters of U.S. facilities and the bases·were delineated 
on the maps as coterminous, a narrow security zone, within the U.S. facility,_ 
would become the responsibility of the PBC to permit fulfilling his proposed 
perimeter security function. Where U.S. facilities and AFP base perimeters were 
not cot�rminous, the security responsibility of PBC would be exercised outside 
of U.S. facilities, in the AFP base area. State agreed that these principles 
should be applied to all other bases in the Philippines. State declared that 
Washington agencies welcomed the initiative shown by all concerned in Manila 
and agreed with the rationale for adopting a balanced geographic and functional 
approach to the PBC issue. State acknowledged Manila's position that the geo­
graphic and functional approach was forthcoming, but emphasized that the Philip­
pines should not be left in doubt that there was minimum negotiating room.2 

-� The foregoing stipulations from the Service's headquarters prompted the
U.S. Embassy to query the State Department regarding their precise intent and 
meaning with respect to the responsibility and authority of the PBC within the 
narrow security zone to be established where base and facilities perimeters 
were coterminous. As understood by the Embassy, there was a U.S. agreement that 
under the coterminous situation, a narrow security zone would be established 
(except at access points and possibly a few places where physical features might 
preclude this). There was also agreement, according to the Embassy, that the 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1. CNO 0200342 Dec 77; Headquarters, USAF 0222152 Dec 77.
2. SECSTATE 288527/0223382 Dec 77 (EX).
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SECTION V--AFRICA AND THE INDIAN OCEAN 

(U) A variety of developments within the last decade--including increased
Western dependence on Persian Gulf oil, the growth of Soviet regional influence 
and military presence, continued instability and conflict in Africa, and grow­
ing pressure from the littoral states for some fonn of limitation on U.S. and 
Soviet forces in the region--had shaped the U.S. perception of its interests in 
the Indian Ocean. In addition to maintaining access to the energy resources of 
the Persian Gulf area, the United States had a general interest in preserving 
the principle of free movement of military and commercial ships and aircraft, 
on, under, and over these international waters.l 

The ANZUS Relationship 

� In May the Chief of the New Zealand Defense Staff advised the Chief of 
the Australian Defense Staff and CINCPAC that an ANZUS Council meeting would be 
held in New Zealand at Wellington on 27-28 July 1977. He suggested that a meet­
ing of the Military Representatives (MILREPS) on the following day might be 
appropriate. Both CINCPAC and the Australian representatives accepted the invi-

1. Asia-Pacific Defense Forum, Vol. III, No. 1, "Asia-Pacific: U.S. Military
Posture", by General George S. Brown.

2. Briefing memorandum, Department of State, circa July 77, Subj: ANZUS
Council Meeting, Wellington, 27-28 July 77.
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tation from the New Zealand MILREP.1 

(� The 26th ANZUS Council meeting was held as scheduled in Wellington on
27-28 July and the ANZUS MILREP meeting was held on 29 July. The official U.S. 
delegation to the Council meeting was headed by Deputy Secretary of State 
Christopher. Other members of the delegation included the U.S. Ambassadors to 
Australia and New Zealand and CINCPAC. The JCS and the Department of Defense
each had one member on the delegation also.2 

t� During the August 1976 ANZUS MILREP meeting in_ Canberra, they had 
agreed that existing maritime surveillance arrangements among the three coun­
tries should be improved. During the November 1976 ANZUS staff level meeting, 
CINCPACFLT presented a draft ANZUS maritime surveillance operations order 
(MARSOP). The Australian delegation believed that the MARSOP placed too much 
stress on defense surveillance and insufficient emphasis on civil (economic) 
surveillance. It was agreed that working parties from each nation would be 
formed to complete an acceptable agreement. These working parties met at CINC­
PACFLT on 25-26 April 1977 to complete the surveillance arrangements. A draft 
paper was deve 1 oped which optimized the use of s urvei 11 ance efforts, provided 
for timely exchange of intelligence, avoided duplication of efforts, �nd estab­
lished procedures for coordination between surveillance forces. The draft · 
arrangement was endorsed by the delegates to the ANZUS staff level meeting on 
13 July, but the delegates recognized that some adjoining national operational 
control area boundaries overlapped and required modification. This draft 
arrangement was presented by Australia to the ANZUS MILREP meeting on 29 July, 
and it was approved conditional to some modifications to the existing overlap-

·ping control boundaries. 3

(U) Also approved during the July 1977 MILREP meeting was an ANZUS plan­
ning manual which provided a guide for ANZUS exercises and contingency planning.
It was a reference document which provided a 1 ist of pertinent documents/guide-
1 i nes used by ANZUS military planners, indicated areas where doctrine or pro­
cedures had been developed, and highlighted major areas of doctrinal divergency.
The MILREP's endorsed the manual as a draft reference document for use by ANZUS
planners pending refinement and final editing to be accomplished during ANZUS
Seminar Number 3.4 

l. NZDEF Wellington 1722432 May 77 and 3105032 May 77; DEFENSE CANBERRA 2000582
May 77.

2. J51 Point Paper, 23 Nov 77, Subj: ANZUS Treaty; SECSTATE 150671/2823052
Jun 77.

3. J51 Point Paper, 23 Nov 77, Subj: Australia, New Zealand, and U.S. Coopera­
tive Maritime Surveillance (C).

4. J51 Point Paper, 23 Nov 77, Subj: ANZUS Seminars.
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·(u) As had been the case in 1976, one of the primary subjects for discus­
sion during the ANZUS Council meeting in 1977 was the possible effort by the 
Soviet Union and the PRC to dominate the islands in the South Pacific. Over­
tures to Western Samoa by the PRC and to Tonga by the Soviet Union were dis­
cussed in the overall context of communist expansion into the South Pacific. 
Also discussed during the 27th meeting were the talks on the Indian Ocean arms 
limitation between the United States and the Soviet Union.l 

Indian Ocean Arms Limitation Talks 

<Jl5 During a 9 March press conference, speaking in the context of overall 
strategic arms limitations, President Carter stated that the United States had 
proposed that the Indian Ocean be completely demilitarized. During a speech 
to the United Nations on 17 March, President Carter said that we will "seek to 
establish Soviet willingness to reach agreement with us on mutual military re­
straint in the Indian Ocean". On 23 March the State Department provided back­
ground information to all diplomatic posts which stated that it had been the 
long-standing position of the United States Government to avoid a competitive 
arms race in the Indian Ocean. President Carter had expressed the interest of 
the United States to move forward on a variety of arms control measures in­
cluding progress toward the demilitarization of the Indian Ocean as a long-term 
objective. The diplomatic posts were also informed that Secretary of Stat�Vance would raise the issue during his trip to Moscow at the end of March. 

� Prime Minister Muldoon of New Zealand, during a press conference on 
16 March, was queried about President Carter's proposal for the complete demili­
tarization of the Indian Ocean. As explained by the U.S. Embassy in New 
Zealand, Muldoon's reply was typically direct and meant to convey, in a not too 
subtle fashion, his concern for not having yet been informed or consulted about 
a matter which he felt directly involved New Zealand: 3

* * * * * 

Well, I haven't yet got to grips with Mr. Carter and I 
don't believe that Mr. Fraser has either. We both want to go 
over and meet him. I mean he is the President of the most 
powerful country in the world; he is also a peanut farmer from 
Georgia. Now we would hope that in due time he would absorb 
the realities of America's role in the world, and Americans 
cannot retreat from their global responsibilities. I don't 

1. CINCPAC 2918162 Jul 77.
2. SECSTATE 64374/2318502 Mar 77.
3. AMEMB Wellington 981/1704462 Mar 77.
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know what he said last week--it hasn't reached me yet--but I'm 
bound to say that all of the advice that he'll be getting is 
that if you leave a blank spot in your global strategy there's 
someone over there in the Kremlin who's going to be only too 
happy to fill it in. 

� In April the JCS requested CINCPAC to corrment on the subject of arms 
control in the Indian Ocean area. CINCPAC replied that the limited U.S. forces 
and base structure in the Indian Ocean constrained negotiating strategy. More­
over, there were legitimate political and military reasons for the U.S. presence 
in the Indian Ocean area and none of that presence should be forfeited without 
positive gain. CINCPAC stated that U.S. interests would best be served by 
maintaining the U.S. military presence at its current level. The strategic 
importance of the Indian Ocean area had increased because of the essential lines 
of communications (LOC) to the Persian Gulf oil resources through the Suez 
Canal, around Africa and through the Indonesian Straits. The major U.S. mili­
tary objectives in the Indian Ocean area were to· secure the LOC, both sea and 
air, to maintain a presence, and to deny Soviet hegemony. The Soviet Union had 
moved steadily along several fronts to achieve increased influence i�,the area;
e.g., friendship treaties with India and Mozambique.and base agreements with 
Somalia, Iraq and South Yemen. The major Soviet objective appeared to be to 
maintain sufficient military presence to achieve real political influence in 
time of peace and military effect in time of war. The developing countries in 
the Indian Ocean area considered military power to be the key element in major 
power strength. The Soviets were clearly aware of that perception and consid­
ered the Indian Ocean as a significant LOC between Western and Eastern Russia. 
The Soviet position was stated by Admiral Gorshkov in Sri Lanka when he stated 
that the Soviet Union would not withdraw from the Indian Ocean regardless of 
what the United States might do. After a detailed review of the resources of 
both countries in the Indian Ocean area, CINCPAC recommended that the composi­
tion of the U.S. negotiating team include military represen�tion similar to
that of the Law of the Sea negotiating team.1 

� CINCPAC's response to the JCS request for input to the President's 
study group examining the options to be considered in negotiations over the 
demilitarization of the Indian Ocean were supported by CINCPACFLT. Since, how­
ever, the basic position that the status quo was the best opening p

r

isition for 
the United States left the President with no options, CINCPACFLT suggested a 
possible alternative in which an initiative would be provided. It was CINCPAC­
FLT's view that the benefits gained by the Mideast Force were minimal. Conse­
quently, if an alternative to the status quo were required, a palatable option 
would be to propose the termination of the continuous presence of U.S. and 

l. CINCPAC 1307522 Apr 77 (BOM), personal to VADM Hannifin from RADM McClendon.
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Russian naval forces in the Indian Ocean. The Soviet Union would thus be re­
quired to give up substantial force presence, whereas the United States would 
terminate the continuous presence of only three combatants in a relatively non­
productive role. If, on the other hand, the Soviet Union disagreed, they be­
came the villain in the piece. CINCPACFLT also believed that any limitation of 
the number of ship days in the Indian Ocean should be avoided, because contin­
gencies would occur as in the past for which the United States should not be 
constrained in the effective use of naval forces by any prior agreement.1 

(.81 In late May the JCS advised of the conclusions drawn from the inter­
agency group meeting on arms control in the Indian Ocean. It was agreed that 
the concept of demilitarization needed to be defined more exactly, and that the 
working group would conduct a more systematic evaluation of the three options 
(demilitarization, limitation, freeze), including the political and military 
risks and benefits of each. With regard to the tactics to be adopted in the 
first meeting with the Soviets, it was agreed that the initial talks should be 
exploratory in nature. A working group was formed, under the chairmanship of 
the Director of the Political-Military Bureau at the State Department, to examine 
the risks and benefits of each of the major negotiating objectives in a meeting 
subsequent to the talks with Russia in Moscow in June. Left unresolved were 
such issues as whether the negotiating objective was to be complete demilitar­
ization or some truncated form thereat or whether an objective should be a 2freeze on deployments or some form of limitations short of demilitarization. 

(.s-Y' i-About one week before the talks were scheduled to begin, the U.S . 
. Embassy in Moscow advised the State Department that the Soviet approach to the 
initial talks would be to listen to the ideas of the United States and to repeat 
their known position. They considered the proposal for a working group on the 
subject to be the idea of the United States and they were unlikely to take any 
specific initiatives. They would be skeptical of U.S. intentions, especially in 
regard to Diego Garcia. They were expected to insist that Diego Garcia was the 
central issue and that it was impossible to discuss arms limitation in the 
Indian Ocean without agreement to dismantle that base and to foreswear any other 
base construction. They would insist that Russia had no bases in the area and 
that neither the Berbera facilities in Somalia nor any other facility was a 
military base under the terms of discussion.3 

(s-r The first U.S.-Soviet bilateral discussion on the Indian Ocean arms 
limitations took place in Moscow on 22-27 June 1977. The U.S. delegation was 
headed by Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Director Paul Warnke. Despite 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

l. CINCPACFLT 1702452 Apr 77.
2. JCS/JS 6211/2621112 May 77 (BOM).
3. AMEMB Moscow 8710/1713152 Jun 77.
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agreement on some jssues, major differences on others made it likely that nego­
tiations would be lengthy. The Soviets differentiated between deployments for 
strategic purposes, on which they took a very hard line, and deployment for 
regional purposes, the legitimacy of which they did not question and on which 
they were fairly flexible. They also argued that allied forces in the region 
and adjacent to U.S. forces must be taken into account in any limitations. The 
Soviets linked the development of Diego Garcia and the U.S. use of allied faci­
lities to a U.S. intention to build an infrastructure that would support the 
deployment of strategic forces to the Indian Ocean. They initially pressed for 
the dismantling of Diego Garcia and the banning of nuclear ballistic missile 
submarines (SSBNs1 B-52's, and aircraft carriers. The United States countered 
that both sides made use of facilities in the region to support military acti­
vities and that the United States could consider limitations on the use of 
Diego Garcia only as part of mutual restrictions on the use of such facilities. 
The Soviets admitted that they maintained a communications station in Berbera 
but continued to maintain that other facilities there were under Somali, not 
Soviet, control. The Soviets did not question the United States'interests in 
preserving the security of sea lanes for commercial and oil traffic. As to the 
definition of the area under consideration, both sides agreed that w�ters empty­
ing into the Indian Ocean, and thus including the Persian Gulf and the Red Sea, 
should be included. The difference on area concerned Australia, where the 
United States fixed the boundary at the Western coast of Australia while the 
Soviets wanted to include an area extending to Tasmania in the South and to 
Timar in the North. Both sides agreed that ship presence might be measured by 
some combination of ship days and ton days but differed over the types of ships 
which could be counted in a limitation agreement. The Soviets argued strongly 
for taking into account the presence of ANZUS and Central Treaty Organization 
allies in the region, as well as the surge capability they contended was derived 
from the presence of U.S. forces in adjacent areas. These contentions were 
rejected by the United States on the grounds that bilateral talks should not 
concern the military activities of others and that adjacent areas could not be 
included in any discussions.l 

{� During the initial talks on the Indian Ocean arms limitation, the 
United States and Soviet Union agreed that allies of each would be kept informed 
and that the United Nations ad hoc committee on the Indian Ocean would also be 
briefed on the progress of the negotiations. The United States consulted ex­
tensively with Australia and New Zealand before the talks and had briefed them 
fully on the results. The Australians had cautiously supported an effort to 
limit U.S. and Soviet military competition in the Indian Ocean. However, they 
opposed actual demilitarization as a final goal. They had stressed that any 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
l. SECSTATE 142360/0806102 Jun 77; AMEMB Moscow 8997/2217152 Jun 77 and 9055/

2317402 Jun 77; USDAO Moscow 872/2307302 Jun 77 (EX); JCS 3026/2400142
Jun 77 (EX); U.S. Mission NATO 4555/3017372 Jun 77 (EX).
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agreement should not affect their own military forces nor impinge on ANZUS's 
commitments by, for example, limiting U.S. use of Australian facilities or 
restricting U.S. ability to deploy forces in protection of Australian interests. 
They were concerned that U.S. interests in Indian Ocean arms control not signi­
fy, nor be perceived by other littoral states as signifying, reduced U.S. inter­
est in the region. New Zealand had endorsed the U.S. goal of avoiding the com­
petitive buildup of U.S. and Soviet naval forces in the Indian Ocean. However, 
it desired that a capability be retained by the United States to balance the 
Soviet naval presence. New Zealand was dubious that demilitarization would be 
in the interest of ANZUs.l 

(� On 26 August the Department of State informed the U.S. Embassy in Mos­
cow that the Soviet Union had agreed to meet in Washington for a second session 
of Indian Ocean anns control talks beginning on 26 September. Although the 
State Department had characterized the first session as serious, positive, and 
non-polemical, during the interval before the resumption of talks familiar 
Soviet charges regarding U.S. policy in the Indian Ocean began to appear in 
Russian publications. One writer entitled his article "The Shadow of Polarises 
over the Indian Ocean" and identified Diego Garcia as an installation which 
supported strategic bombers and SSBNs. This author repeated Soviet criticism 
of other U.S. actions including regular deployments of U.S. aircraft carriers 
from the Seventh Fleet to the Indian Ocean, reports of a Presidential directive 
to prepare contingency plans for U.S. military intervention in the Persian Gulf, 
alleged American efforts to militarize ASEAN, and U.S. attempts to create a 
new "prb-imperialist grouping" in the Middle East. The author contrasted these 
"hostile" U.S. actions with Soviet submission of a memorandum to the United 
States calling for the liquidation of foreign bases in the Indian Ocean and the 
initiation of discussions "with other powers" to seek a reduction of military 
activities in the area.2 

(\l After the second session of talks began, and because of the dearth of 
reporting, the CINCPAC Staff asked the JCS for an update by telephone. In 
reply, the JCS advised that Warnke's opening statement called for mutual re­
straint, with no significant alteration in levels or pattern of force deploy­
ments. The Soviets responded that this was "food for thought", but then repeated 
the previous call for the inclusion of bases outside the Indian Ocean area, the 
inclusion of allied naval forces in the area, and the prohibition of nuclear 
ballistic submarines and aircraft carriers. In an update on 30 September, the 
JCS advised that the talks continued, but with little success. There were indi-

1 . 

2. 

Briefing paper, Department of State, circa July 77, Subj: Indian Ocean Arms 
Limitations; SECSTATE 168019/2104052 Jul 77, 170463/2117582 July 77 and 
172537/2301532 Jul 77. 
SECSTATE 204858/2621362 Aug 77; AMEMB Moscow 13335/1404402 Sep 77. 
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cations that the Soviets might agree to the declaration of mutual restraint, 
but details were still to bl negotiated and the Soviets already were referring
to the next round of talks. 

!,,81 By the last day of the �alks (30 September) the Soviets had agreed in 
principle to the declaration of mutual restraint, but desired more specific 
tenns (ships/ton days) while the United States maintained that a general narra­
tive description was sufficient to define military presence. The Russian posi­
tion under a stabilization agreement was that not more than ten ships would be 
continually present in the area, six of which would be combatants. In addition, 
there would be visits of ships or groups of ships (including a cruiser plus 
escorts) once or twice a year and various single or group ship transits of the 
ocean. They maintained that they had no military bases in the Indian Ocean, 
no property or facilities of their own in the littoral states, and no ammunition 
storage which could reprovision ships. They would continue their current pattern 
of port usage but wanted no 11freeze 11 on the use of Indian Ocean ports. Their 
aircraft presence would be limited to small numbers of patrol aircraft, and they 
did not deploy missile carrying submarines to the Indian Ocean. They agreed 
that no support facilities should be deployed to support missile submar;ines and 
undertook not to alter their general pattern of general purpose submarine pre­
sence. The United States highlighted the benefits of a generally worded sta­
bilization agreement and restated its intention to finish construction at Diego 
Garcia. The United States also suggested that further attempts to resolve dif­
ferences on the definition of the Indian Ocean area be deferred to the next 
round of talks.2 

.kB") In the JCS summation of round two of the Indian Ocean arms control 
talks, it was noted that the United States had proposed a phase one stabiliza­
tion of levels of military activity and a phase two subsequent discussion on 
possible mutual reductions. There were many substantive issues remaining to 
be resolved and the Soviets held different views in these areas among others: 3

• Definition of the area: Soviets want a detailed 
definition, to include extensive areas of the seas north 
and south of Australia. 

• SSBN's: Soviets want an explicit commitment from
the U.S. that SSBN's will not deploy to the Indian Ocean. 

1. CINCPAC ALFA 39/2802502 Sep 77 and 70/3000452 Sep 77.
2. CINCPAC ALFA 92/0105362 Oct 77; CNO 0114302 Oct 77 and 0323492 Oct 77.
3. JCS/JS 12098/0613552 Oct 77 (BOM).
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• Carriers: Soviets want CV's identified as strategic
systems and their operation restricted from the Indian Ocean. 

• Diego Garcia: Soviets want U.S. to halt construction
program. 

• Communications: Soviets want U.S. commitment that
there will be no new facilities built for control of strategic 
forces {specifically ballistic submarines). 

• Facilities: Soviets want explicit understanding
allowing their unrestricted use of facilities elsewhere if they 
lose access to Berbera. 

(i/( In the State Department summation of the second round of the talks, an 
additional U.S. proposal was stated. As part of the agreement to avoid increases 
in military activity, State declared that the United States had undertaken not 
to initiate the deployment of strategic aircraft to the area and not to alter 
significantly the current pattern of submarine deployments. Regarding aircraft 
carriers, the Soviets had retreated from their previous position that all air­
craft carriers be restricted from the region, but they had asked for a limit 
on "strike" aircraft carriers. They were told that the United States did not 
recognize such a distinction.1 

ts?'' In November CINCPAC expressed his concern to the JCS over two of the 
issues in the negotiating strategy of the United States on Indian Ocean arms 
control. His primary area of concern was the definition of the Indian Ocean 
area. It was understood by CINCPAC that, although agreement had not been 
reached with the Soviets on the eastern limits of the Indian Ocean, it had been 
implied to them that under the current U.S. definition, port visits to Western 
Australian ports would count as Indian Ocean presence. CINCPAC was also con� 
cerned that, according to U.S. definitions of the area, exercises such as 
KANGAROO, conducted in adjacent west coast waters, would also come under the 
constraints of an Indian Ocean agreement. Such a concession, CINCPAC stated, 
would limit flexibility and mobility and would require withdrawal from the 
prospective Indian Ocean agreement under the supreme interests clause if the 
United States had to deploy forces into the area to live up to the ANZUS com­
mitment. Such a position would place the United States in the dilemma of having 
to violate an understanding with the Soviet Union in order to live up to the 
one with ANZUS partners. CINCPAC's second concern was that, in some circles, a 
feeling could exist that if the Soviets lost access to Somalia, we would not 
object to their acquisition of similar facilities elsewhere in the Indian Ocean 

1. SECSTATE 241546/1716322 Oct 77.
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area. CINCPAC noted that although the United States could not prevent the 
Soviets from acquiring a new base on the Indian Ocean littoral, he believed that 
nothing should be done to give them any impression of tacit approval. CINCPAC 
also suggested that, in view of increasing Soviet difficulties in the Horn of 
Africa, the United States proceed with caution when discussing facilities in 
the forthcoming third round of discusstons. He noted that Russia had made a 
conscious decision to promote closer relations with Ethiopia at the expense of 
their relations with Somalia. Thus, they already had their "trade off" in 
their greatly increased presence in Ethiopia. On other issues, CINCPAC ex­
pressed his strong support of the JCS positions that no ban be placed on SSBNs 
and aircraft carriers, that allies' fofces in adjacent areas not be matters for 
bilateral discussions, that communications facilities be exempt, and that sea 
bed facilities not be discussed.l 

� At about the same time that CINCPAC expressed his concern regarding
certain aspects of the negotiations to date, Australia expressed concern through 
diplomatic channels over the definition of the area subject to military limita­
tions in any eventual U.S.-Soviet Union agreement. The Australian Department 
of Foreign Affairs conveyed Australia's concern about the domestic political 
implications of any agreement which might affect, or could be perceive� to 
affect, U.S. freedom to act under the hNZUS relationship with respect to Western 
Australia. Western Australians were extremely sensitive on that question be­
cause of their isolated position from the rest of the country. If the Western 
Australians perceived that the ANZUS relationship had been diluted in any fash­
ion by a U.S.-Russian Indian Ocean agreement, it would cause great political 
difficulties for any Australian government. Australia conceded that its pre­
vious suggestion that the Indian Ocean area be delimited as 200 miles off the 
Western Australian coast was not practical, since Russia could make similar de­
mands off the coast of Africa. However, Australia s as the only nation in the 
area in a special security alliance with the United States, needed assurances 
that any agreement would not derogate from nor qualify the U.S. commitment to 
Australia or U.S. freedom to act under the ANZUS treaty.2 

� Just prior to the third round of talks, scheduled to be held on 1-10 
December 1977 in Bern, Switzerland, the JCS provided an advanced resume of the 
U.S. position in the coming talks. The United States would hold to its position 
that stabilization of forces and activities of both sides at levels of the 
recent past should precede later discussions on possible mutual reductions. The 
United States would also propose that the joint declaration of mutual restraint 
be supplemented with one or more documents containing descriptions of each side's 
recent military presence and activity. The United States also intended to strive 

1. JSl HistSum, Oct 77; CINCPAC 1705422 Nov 77 (BOM).
2. AMEMB Canberra 8051/1804442 Nov 77 (EX).
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for some restrictions on Soviet flexibility in establishing access to other 
ports; however, it was expected that the Soviet Union would be intractable in 
its position of wanting complete freedom to seek such facilities anywhere. The 
United States intended to agree, on a reciprocal basis, not to construct or 
introduce into the area facilities which had the primary function or were dedi­
cated to the support of forward deployed submarines. Thus far, the Soviets 
had only agreed to ban facilities which supported ballistic missile submarines. 
The United States intended to hold the line on the completion of Diego Garcia 
and the definition of the Indian Ocean area. The U.S. positions on other 
issues, as forwarded by the JCS, were: 1

• SSBN's: U.S. will not specifically ban SSBN's from
the area. 

• Allied and adjacent areas: Not matters for further
discussion. We will not take these factors into account. 

• U.S. aircraft carriers: No ban on CV's and no restric­
tion on capabilities of CV's (i.e. strike aircraft or nuclear 
weapons). 

• Communications facilities: All telecommunications faci­
lities are exempt from agreement. 

• Seabed facilities: Not a subject for discussion. We
will not confirm or deny to the Soviets the passive systems we 
do or do not have on the Indian Ocean floor. 

• Soviet air capable ships: deployment permissible
within overall limits imposed by agreement. 

• Force Majeure: Exceptions to overall presence/activity
limits or transit definition will be allowed for humanitarian 
reasons or to evacuate U.S. citizens. 

• Duration of the agreement: Five years going in. Fall
back of four years if pressed. Reductions agreement would super­
sede. 

1 Consultative mechanism: Exchange of information as re­
quired to resolve questions of compliance. Negotiating teams (the 
current delegations) serve as the exchange medium. 

r 1. JCS/JS 14064/2518582 Nov 77 (BOM).
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• Definition of transit: Transits are unlimited in
numbers, but transit should be direct and port calls should 
be limited in number and length to that essential for replenish­
ment. 

• Data exchange: U.S. will not exchange data on round
three. 

• Aircraft: Patrol, transport and reconnaissance air­
craft are exempt from limitations under agreement for stabiliza­

. ti on. 

� On 3 December, in reference to the previously discussed Australian con­
cern regarding the on-going negotiations, State Department advised the U.S. 
Embassy in Canberra that some key policy decisions remained to be made, parti­
cularly with regard to defining the eastern boundary of the area and the ex­
tent of joint operations with Australia in the Indian Ocean. State verified 
the infeasibility of acceding to a 200-mile boundary off the West Coast of 
Australia, noting the Law of the Sea implications, but, at the same ti�f, the 
United States would not accept the Soviet definition which extended to the 
Torres Strait in the North and the Bass Strait in the South. _Since, during the 
first round of negotiations, the Soviet position had defined Timar as one of 
the boundaries, the designation of the Torres Strait between Australia and New 
Guinea was a considerable extension eastward of the previously defined Soviet 
position. With regard to joint operations, State recommended that the Govern­
ment of Australia supply some specific proposals for exercises which would be 
more helpful in making the U.S. case than debating a theoretical situation.1 

(,;If The third round of talks began on 6 December in Bern. The Soviets 
tabled a draft agreement following somewhat the same fonnat as the draft pre­
viously tabled by the United States during round two. As interpreted by the 
State Department, the Soviets appeared to have modified some positions and had 
shown some flexibility on many of the issues. The Soviets no longer demanded 
limits on aircraft carriers, and both sides agreed that strategic bombers would 
not be introduced. The subject of facilities, according to the State Depart­
ment, continued to be a complex issue. Both sides agreed to prohibit any new 
construction of facilities, but disagreed on whether the United States would 
be permitted to continue construction at Diego Garcia. The Soviets wanted 
freedom to move their auxiliary support ships to any Indian Ocean port. On 
the other hand, the United States opposed the establishment of any new Soviet 
facilities in the Indian Ocean area. In the Soviet draft text, a force increase 
would be pennitted if the allies of the other side increased their forces. 

1. SECSTATE 288650/0301362 Dec 77 (EX).
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Neither side would take action in adjacent areas that would substantially alter 
the situation there. Both of these formulations were rejected by the United 
States; however, the United States agreed to consider the desirability of a 
non-circumvention clause which might be helpful in meeting Soviet objections 
to the U.S. definition of the area. The United States stated its preference 
for a clause permitting the immediate withdrawal from the agreement if either 
party felt its supreme interests were threatened. The Soviets, on the other 
hand, wanted a pre-notification period {perhaps three months) and claimed that 
the United States could rapidly deploy forces into the region and upset the 
balance if there were no pre-notification period.1 

� As the year ended, the Soviets had requested the next round of talks 
to begin on 7 February 1978 in Bern. Meanwhile, in response to a CINCPAC re­
quest for comment, PACAF noted that the Unified Command Plan assigned responsi­
bility to CINCPAC for the Indian Ocean area. In order to be responsive to 
time-critical contingencies, such as a possible "Mayaguez incident" in the West 
Indian Ocean, it was essential that a location such as Diego Garcia be imme­
diately available without diplomatic restriction. Without Diego Garcia (or a 
similar U.S. installation), it would be difficult for the United States to 
mount a timely response to any Mid-east/Indian Ocean contingency, especially 
if naval vessels were not in the vicinity. As a minimum, PACAF recommended the 
retention by the U.S. negotiators of the following levels/types -of activity: 2

* * * * * 

Retention of Diego Garcia as a forward operating location 
for contingency use, including completion of current construction, 
which should be finished by Spring 1979. Recommend any limita­
tions be worded to apply only to "new construction" (not yet 
funded or initiated). 

Sea surveillance of the Indian Ocean area by afr, surface, 
and undersea means. This would require future use of Diego Garcia 
as a staging base by reconnaissance platforms. Rationale is that 
continued surveillance is essential to insure parties abide by the 
agreement. 

Unabridged ability of limited U.S. forces to respond to 
unforeseen contingencies, such as a 11Mayaguez incident". This 
should be worded to include acts of piracy (air or sea) and 

1 '. l. AMEMB Bern 5726/0615002 Dec 77 and 5731/0617302 Dec 77; SECSTATE 301375/
1702292 Dec 77.

2. CINCPAC ALFA 204/1004362 Jan 78; CINCPACAF 3103152 Dec 77.

705 



Nemvac. Headquarters 13th Air Force CONPLAN 360 provides for 
non-stop deployment of tactical fighters for air superiority, 
armed escort, and/or limited conventional strike roles to a 
forward location up to 5000 miles distant from Clark 'Air Base. 
This concept provides PACAF's primary ability to project air 
power consistent with the UCP division of responsibility. It 
also requires use of KC-135 tanker aircraft in a tactical re­
fueling role to move the fighters. Further, use of C-5/C-141 
aircraft is necessary for initial support teams and logistics 
packages to support the deployment. These aircraft should not 
be considered as offensive strategic systems when used in sup­
port of a limited contingency response. 

Possible use of B-52/FB-111/SR-71 aircraft in the sur­
veillance/reconnaissance role should be considered, and periodic 
or sustained operation from Diego Garcia may be necessary. 
When used in these roles, such aircraft should not be considered 
an offensive strategic system any more than Bear or Badger 
Reece variants. 

-, 

Major Claimancy of Diego Garcia 

� In June 1977, as a result of a planning conference of U.S. naval orga­
nizations, the CNO was requested to approve the change of major claimancy of 
Diego Garcia from the Commander of the Navy Telecommunications Command to 
CINCPACFLT as of l October 1977. The CNO concurred and, effective on that date, 
CINCPACFLT assumed major claimancy of Diego Garcia.1 

The Horn of Africa 

� In March 1977 the JCS advised CINCPAC that an interagency review 
of U.S. policy toward the Horn of Africa and the Northwest Indian Ocean had 
begun. Among the specific issues to be addressed during the review was whether 
to continue, reduce or suspend U.S. military assistance programs in Ethiopia; 
the implications of an independent French Territory of the Afars and Issas and 
steps which might be taken to avert a Somali-Ethiopian clash; the prospects for 
a loosening of the ties of Somalia with the Soviet Union; the consequences of 
an increased Soviet, East European and Cuban assistance for the Ethiopian Pro­
visional Military Government (EPMG); prospects for the Horn of Africa in a post­
Kenyatta Kenya, particularly in U.S.-Kenya bilateral relations; the relation­
ships of those questions to the problem of keeping the Red Sea route open and 
to U.S. interests in the Indian Ocean; the best strategies for dealing with 

1. CNO 0218402 Sep 77.
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Russia in the region; and what outside forces should be encouraged by the United 
States to play a positive role in the area. CINCPAC replied that the basic U.S. 
military interest in the Horn of Africa was to maintain the freedom of transit 
for Persian Gulf oil to the United States and its allies. CINCPAC noted that, 
although the options appeared to be limited because of an apparent foreign 
policy of non-involvement, a strategy was suggested of attempting to influence 
third party involvement sympathetic to U.S. objectives. In the short term, 
this suggested the retention of a post-independence French military presence in 
Djibouti. Over the longer term, CINCPAC suggested that diplomatic, economic and 
military channels should be kept open to African countries while emphasizing 
third party involvement.1 

� In April the State Department informed diplomatic posts of the results 
of the Policy Review Committee meeting on the Horn of Africa. It was agreed 
that the United States would not pull out of Ethiopia entirely, in order to be 
in a position to reassert its presence there if a friendly and more humane 
government came to power. An attempt would be made to maintain U.S. Agency for 
International Development {AID) and U.S. Information Service programs, and non­
lethal military equipment currently in the pipeline would be delivered and mili­
tary training of Ethiopians in the United States would continue. All other mili­
tary aid would be subject to delaying actions, without however, so stating to 
the EPMG. Regarding Somalia, it was agreed that the United States should pro­
ceed with caution. There should be no pressure on the Somalia GoYernment to 
grant clearance for a U.S. naval ship visit to Mogadiscio. However, the U.S. 
Ambassadbr had been instructed to have a frank talk with President Siad to ex­
plore the possibilities for future relationships and for the reestablishment of 
the United States assistance program to Somalia. The United States intended to 
offer increased economic aid to the Somali-inhabited Northeast province of 
Kenya and to broach the possibility of further military assistance. There would 
be an attempt to move closer to Sudan by providing six C-130s already requested 
by that government and to be responsive to other Sudanese needs for military 
equipment. The U.S. Ambassador to Saudi Arabia was also authorized to inform 
that government that the United States military relationship with Ethiopia was 
on a downward trend and that Kagnew Station would shortly be closed. In con­
clusion, the State Department cautioned that it was not advisable to inform host 
governments of these policy decisions at that time.2

L2{ After press reports and apparent official alarm in some regional coun­
tries to American news reports of the Presidential directive on U.S. global 
defense posture (PRM 10), State noted the need for reticence regarding the 

l. 

2. 

J51 HistSum, Mar 77; JCS/JS 3173/2218202 Mar 77 (BOM); CINCPAC 2504412 
Mar 77 { BOM). 
SECSTATE 85332/1521122 Apr 77 (EX). 
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alleged decision relating to the Persian Gulf region. The State Department did 
not wish to encourage further speculation on that subject and Pe�sian Gulf lit­
toral ambassadors were instructed not to raise the subject with host country 
officials. If raised by them, however, they were authorized to state that the 
purpose of the study in question was to examine the potential needs for U.S. 
force planning based on an analysis of possible developments in various parts 
of the world. The Persian Gulf was one of the areas mentioned in that connec­
tion, given its obvious importance. The Presidential decision on the study in 
question neither contained nor implied any new unilateral U.S. Government secu­
rity commitment or undertaking with regard to any region of the world. More 
specifically, the Presidential directive and the U.S. objectives of reducing 
the ·possibilities of great power conflict in the Indian Ocean region were mutu­
ally consistent. Although State preferred not to react to further press cover­
age or local articles, the ambassadors were authorized, at their discretion, to 
respond to press queries with the statement that the recent study and the Presi­
dential directives neither contained nor implied any unilateral extension of 
U.S. Government defense comnitments in any area.1

U.S. Facilities Closed in Ethiopia 

(U) Very shortly after the State Department mention of Kagnew Station dis­
cussed above, Ethiopia ordered more than 300 Americans expelled and five U.S. 
Government facilities closed down within four days. On 24 April a State Depart­
ment spokesman said the United States had protested the short deadline, but 
declined to speculate on the motives of the EMPG. Ethiopia had not cited any 
reason in its r.eques t and a radio broadcast, ear 1 i er in the day, a 11 eged U.S. 
imperialism and claimed the United States had supported opponents of the govern­
ment there. The spokesman said the U.S. Charge d'Affaires had been informed by 
Ethiopian authorities that five U.S. Government facilities were to cease opera­
tion and the personnel be repatriated to the United States. These facilities 
were the Naval Medical Research Center, the U.S. Information Service, the Mili­
tary Advisory Group, the U.S. Consulate General, and the Kagnew Station Com­
munications Facility. When the State Department spokesman was asked whether 
this move was related to a reported arms agreement between Ethiopia and the 
Soviet Union, he replied that there were strong indications that such an agree­
ment had been signed. In connection with the closure order, one reporter stated 
that the closure of the five American organizations and the ouster of all resi­
dent Western correspondents were only the first moves in a carefully orchestrated 
campaign aimed at ending Ethiopia's close association with the West and realign­
ing it with the socialist East.2 

l. SECSTATE 233842/282342Z Sep 77 (EX).
2. Hano lulu Star Bu 11 eti n and Advertiser, 24 Apr 77, "300 Americans Expe 11 ed,

Facilities Shut in Ethiopia," dateline Washington (UPI).
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(U) Another reporter noted that, under the 25-year old Mutual Defense and
Assistance Agreement signed between the United States and Ethiopian Governments 
in 1953, Washington proba�ly had the legal r1ghts to continue operating the 
Kagnew Station until at least May of 1978. Now, however, the entire American­
Ethiopian relationship, until recently the backbone of Ethiopia's foreign policy, 
would have to be recast in the light of the pro-Moscow orientation of the EPMG. 
This reporter speculated that Ethiopia's continuing dependence on American 
arms--at least until Soviet arms could replace them--could explain the change 
in attitude toward the departing Americans after the first annoucement. At 
first, the ruling Provisional Military Council allowed just four days to close 
the five organizations down, and refused to allow American diplomats or other 
personnel to enter the Cultural Center or the Kagnew Station. American doctors 
working with the Medical Research Unit were confined inside their compounds, 
and at the Kagnew Station American military and civilian employees operating 
the security-sensitive radio relay facility were only able to destroy some 
electrical circuits and computers before Ethiopian troops occupied the premises. 
After two days of head-on confrontation, the Ethiopian government allowed the 
Embassy until 1 May to complete the evacuaticn. Access to all five places was 
assured, and the U.S. military was able to remove the radio equipment from the 
Kagnew Station and any other materials desired from the other four affected 
organizations. At least twenty U.S. Air Force planes were allowed to land ei­
ther in Asmara or in Addis Ababa to assist in the evacuation of American per­
sonnel, household goods, and unused supplies of the military advisory team.1

(C/NOFORN) In a further development, a note from the Ethiopian Government 
was delivered on 28 May to the U.S. Embassy in Addis Ababa ordering that, with­
in seven days, the Office of the u.s·. Defense Attache (DAO) be closed and all 
USDAO personnel sent home. Two-thirds of the U.S. Marine Corps security guards 
were ordered to leave Ethiopia and, with the exception of U.S. AID personnel, 
half of all other U.S. diplomatic personnel were to be expelled. At the same 
time, the DAOs of Egypt and the United Kingdom were similarly ordered to close. 
The DIA noted that the Ethiopian demands were not unexpected in view of the 
increasingly leftist nature of the Mengistu government in Ethiopia. The U.S. 
diplomatic presence had been shrinking steadily for months, and numbered less 
than 100 personnel at that time. It was expected that approximately 50-60 
personnel. would be affected by the new order.2

Russians Ousted from Somalia 

L i � Some seven months after the U.S. p�rsonnel were ordered from Ethiopia, 

I_ ) 

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

l. Honolulu Star Bulletin and Advertiser, l May 77, "Ethiopia Takes Painful
Road to East", dateline Addis· Ababa, Ethiopia (Washington Post Service).

2. DIA 4998/2822012 May 77.
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Somalia announced, ·on 13 November 1977, the severing of military ties with the 
Soviet Union and the breaking of relations with Cuba. The Somali-Soviet 
friendship treaty was abrogated, all Soviet military and civilian personnel 
(exclusive of diplomats) were to leave Somalia within one week, the diplomatic 
staff of the Soviet Embassy was to be reduced to correspond with the size of 
the Somalia Embassy in Moscow, and Somalia's diplomatic relations with Cuba 
were broken. The foreign press was told that the decision to oust the Soviets 
was reached at a meeting of the Central Committee of the Somalia Revolutionary 
Socialist Party, and the U.S. Embassy in Mogadiscio commented that many Somali 
considered the partial rupture with the Soviets long ov�rdue.1

(U) Press reports of the announcement were somewhat less restrained than
that of the U.S. Embassy. One report stated that Somalia, angry at the Soviet 
Union's tilt toward rival Ethiopia, was expelling the Soviet Navy from its 
chief bases on the Horn of Africa and ordering thousands of Soviet advisors out 
of Somalia. The Soviet military and technical experts in Somalia, believed to 
number between 3,000 and 4,000, had been given seven days to leave the country, 
and the Cuban Embassy had been ordered to close within 48 hours. Another press 
report speculated that Saudi Arabia could be expected to renew its pressure 
on the United States to become Somalia's major arms supplier following,so­
malia's break with Moscow. For years, according to this report, the Saudis· 
had dangled the prospect of large-scale aid before President Siad if he would 
move from the Soviet orbit. However, the President stuck with the Kremlin until 
Russia began pouring arms into Ethiopia while denying them to Somalia. Saudi 
Arabia, Egypt, Iraq, and Iran had been reported to have delivered light arms 
to Somalia to help the Ogaden rebels fight the Ethiopian regime. Now, accord­
ing to diplomatic sources, Saudi Arabia was expected to renew its campaign to 
persuade Washington to supply Somalia with heavy arms which oil money would 
pay for. The U.S. State Department, according to this report, praised Somalia's 
anti-Soviet action but stated that the United States still would not sell arms 
to the country.2

(U) One nationally known periodical called Russia a "three-time loser in
Africa", and stated that the Soviet Union had stumbled badly in its gamble to 
gain control of the strategic Horn of Africa. According to this article, the 
failure of Moscow's strategy on the Horn was its third setback on the African 
continent in just 20 months. In March 1976 Egypt, which had ousted Soviet 
military advisors in 1972, renounced its friendship treaty with Russia. Two 
months later, the Sudan, another once-close friend, expelled Soviet military 

1. AMEMB Mogadiscio 1916/1320202 Nov 77.
2. Honolulu Star Bulletin, 14 Nov 77, "Somalia Puts Russians, Cubans Out 11

, 

dateline Nairobi, Kenya (AP) and 15 Nov 77, "Saudi Arabia May Press U.S. to
Supply Somalia", dateline Cairo (AP).
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advisors and halved the size of the Soviet Embassy staff in Khartoum. This, 
along with Somalia's renunciation, left the Soviet Union with alliance-like 
treaties with only four nations in the Third World--India, Iraq, Angola and 
Mozambique.1

ts.l. The U.S. Embassy in Moscow corrmented that there was little likelihood
that the Somalia move would dramatically affect the course of the Indian Ocean 
arms control negotiations. The Soviets had probably already discounted the 
Berbera facility in making calculations on an acceptable outcome for the Indian 
Ocean talks. An indication of this was their attempt in the second round of 
the talks in September to substitute for the U.S. proposal a "basket approach" 
by which each side would be free to make use of any port facilities in the 
Indian Ocean so long as the total use did not exceed the current level of port 
usage. The Embassy did speculate, however, that the fact that the Soviets had 
consistently denied that they had a base at Berbera or any substantial military 
advantage from that facility would tend to undercut any attempt to delay the 
negotiations. It was possible, however, that the Soviets would be even more 
adamant in their insistence that there would be no continuation of U.S. con­
struction on Diego Garcia following a stabilization agreement, and even more 
insistent that the ultimate aim of the negotiations was the reduction and elim­
ination of U.S. bases, especially Diego Garcia, in the Indian Ocean. In response 
to a query from a U.S. Embassy official about the possible effects on the Indian 
Ocean talks of the Somalian renunciation, a Soviet official replied that 11obvi­
ously 11 the action would have an effect on the Soviet's use of Somalia. He 
stated that "no 1 anger" would there be "port visits by Savi et ships" to Soma 1 i a .. 
When the Embassy officer inquired "military ships?", the official replied 11any 
ships". He also mentioned another negative effect which was the loss of "shore­
based mi 1 i tary personnel 11

• 
2

"ts-l Shortly after the Soviet expulsion from the Somalia base of Berbera, the
U.S. Embassy in Addis Ababa informed the State Department that Russia appeared 
to have begun negotiations with the People's Democratic Republic of Yemen (PDRY) 
for naval facilities in Aden to replace the Berbera assets. A diplomatic source 
had stated that the French in Aden had evidence that the Soviets had nearly con­
cluded an agreement with the PDRY for base rights in exchange for increased 
military and economic assistance. It was speculated that the agreement could 
provide for improvement of the Aden port to accommodate military vessels, in­
cluding submarines.3

1. U.S. News and World Report, 28 Nov 77, 11Russia: Now a Three-Time Loser in 
Africa 11, date 1 i ne Mogadi sci o and ��ash i ngton. 

2. AMEMB Moscow 16622/1607442 Nov 77 and 16765/1716192 Nov 77.
3. AMEMB Addis Ababa 6492/1813082 Nov 77.
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tsJ This unconfirmed report was addressed by the U.S. Embassy in London, 
which suggested to the State Department that concerted action be proposed to 
the United Kingdom, which had a mission in Aden, as well as with the Saudi 
Arabians. The Embassy also suggested that the intelligence community assign a 
higher priority to Soviet naval and air activity in Aden. It was suggested 
that, through United Kingdom and/or Saudi diplomatic channels, it should be 
made clear to the PDRY that, if arrangements were completed to provide a base 
for the Soviets in Aden, international reaction in the West would be unfavor­
able. Again coordinating with the United Kingdom and the Saudis, make it clear 
that current attempts on the part of the United States, United Kingdom, and 
Saudi Arabia to improve relations with the PRDY would be set back if that coun­
try gave the Soviets the base in Aden. Conversely, the Embassy suggested that 
it be made clear to the PDRY that, if it did not give the Soviets a base, its 
diplomatic and economic relations with the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and Saudi Arabia would improve. Lastly, the U.S. Embassy in London recommended 
that, on a contingency basis, a concerted publicity campaign be prepared to 
portray the PDRY as the only Arab country to give the Soviets a base on Arab 
territory, thus shaming the PDRY before its Arab neighbors. In this campaign, 
such phrases should be included as "new Soviet military colony" and _photo­
graphs of Soviet naval vessels in the Aden harbor should be used the same way 
that the United States disclosed the photographs of the Soviet base in Berb�ra 
to Congressional committees.l 

(\} This suggestion was apparently accepted in part by the State Department 
which, on 23 November, instructed the U.S. Embassy in Saudi Arabia to discuss 
recent intelligence reports regarding Russia's efforts to persuade the PDRY to 
grant naval base facilities at Aden. The Ambassador was to state his instruc­
tions to call this subject to the attention of the Saudi Arabian Government in 
view of common interests in preventing new Soviet inroads in strategically cru­
cial regions of the Arabian Peninsula/Gulf of Aden/Red Sea. The Ambassador was 
to express the concern of the United States if Soviet personnel were based in 
Aden or permanent facilities were established there, but to ex�ress the convic­
tion of the United States that Saudi Arabian influence could still be brought to 
bear usefully in the current situation. The U.S. Embassy in London was instruct­
ed to sol1cit British views on additional steps that could help to prevent the 
Soviets from gaining special access for naval forces at Aden.2 

tsJ In late November President Carter received a request for advice from 
President Siad of Somalia regarding the difficult situation faced by Somalia. 
President Carter replied that he shared Siad's deep concern about the large 
scale of foreign military support for Ethiopia and th·e resultant implications 

l. AMEMB London 18980/1816442 Nov 77 (EX).
2. SECSTATE 280115/2301402 Nov 77 (EX).
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for Somalia. President Siad was informed of the U.S. position that, while the 
conflict in the Ogaden persisted, the United States could not supply arms to 
either Somalia or Ethiopia. President Carter reaffirmed that policy, and also 
reaffirmed the willingness of the United States, in cooperation with other count­
ries, to discuss the sale of defensive weapons to Somalia when the conflict in 
the Ogaden had been resolved.1

Djibouti Independence 

(U) The Republic of Djibouti, a Massachusetts-size patch of salt and sand
at the southern end of the Red Sea, became Africa's 49th independent state on 
27 June 1977. The new nation's future was threatened by its rival Marxist­
ruled neighbors, Somalia and Ethiopia, and lacked natural resources except for 
salt and its strategic location. Djibouti was coveted by Ethiopia because its 
capital was Ethiopia's chief port and the terminus of the Addis Ababa-Djibouti 
railroad. Somalia was determined eventually to annex Djibouti because more 
than half of Djibouti's 300,000 people were ethnic Somali and it was part of 
the "greater Somalia" which the Somalia Government had pledged to unite. During 
the near term, Djibouti's existence seemed assured by the retention of about 
4,000 French troops tasked with safeguarding the new nation's territorial integ­
rity. However, Western Europe, the United States, the Soviet Union, Israel and 
the Arabs were concerned about the control of Djibouti because it was situated 
on the south side of the Bab el Mandeb Strait which connected the Suez Canal 
and the Red Sea with the Gulf of Aden and the Indian Ocean. About 70 vessels 
a day--o�l tankers and war ships of many nations--passed through the strait.2 

(U) Formerly known as French Somaliland, Djibouti was renamed the French
Territory of Afars and Issas, for its two major tribes, in 1967. The Afars 
had ties with Ethiopia, but the more numerous Issas, who provided President 
Gouled's major political support, were ethnic Somali. Gouled stated that the 
new republic would pursue a neutral foreign policy. He said it would join the 
Arab League but would allow Israeli ships to use the strait.3 

tc1N0FQRN.). After the expulsion of the Soviets from Somalia, and assuming a 
lukewarm reception by the PDRY concerning the Soviet quest for base facilities 
at Aden, the situation in Djibouti had become of increasing concern to CINCPAC. 
As the year ended, PACOM had requested the State Department to provide assess­
ments of the security situation in Djibouti. Of interest was an assessment of 
Djibouti and French forces, French intentions regarding the maintaining of 

r--, 
l. SECSTATE 281947/2419282 Nov 77 (EX).

\ _i 2. Honolulu Star Bulletin, 27 Jun 77, "New Nation in Africa", dateline Djibouti
(AP).

t,-�� 3 . Ibid .
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forces in the area, and the possible effect of terrorist pressures on those 
intentions. 1

Sri Lanka Elections 

{U) The opposition United National Party scored a stunning election land­
slide on 22 July 1977 to oust Prime Minister Sirimavo Bandaranaike, the world's 
only woman chief of government. On 23 July the United National Party leader, 
Junius R. Jayewardene, was sworn in as Sri Lanka's new Prime Minister. He also 
served as Minister of Defense and Minister of Planning, Economic Affairs and 
Planned Implementation in the newly designated 24-member cabinet. Bandaranaike 
was the third leader in the region to be displaced in office in 1977. India's 
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi lost national elections in March 1977, and Paki­
stani President Zulfikar Ali Bhutto was removed by the Army earlier in July.2

Coup d'Etat in the Seychelles 

� On 5 June 1977 a radio broadcast in the Seychelles Islands reported 
that President James Mancham had been overthrown in a successful coup and that 
a tota 1 curfew had been imposed except for essenti a 1 hos pi ta 1 servi ce·s and air­
port services. According to the communique, Mancham was overthrown because· he 
had decided to become a dictator by postponing for five years the parliamentary 
elections due in June 1979. However, the U.S. Embassy had received reports 
that Mancham and Prime Minister Rene had agreed privately to postpone the elec­
tions in order to consolidate the coalition government. The Embassy also re­
ported that the U.S. Air Force tracking station in the Seychelles, staffed by 
approximately 150 Americans, continued to function normally with a night crew.3

� The Embassy subsequently reported a radio broadcast stating that orga­
nizers of the coup had invited Prime Minister Rene to form a new government. 
He had reportedly agreed provided that all ministers and members of the national 
assembly and their families were given full protection, that all agreements 
previously entered into by the Seychelles Government with foreign powers be 
respected. In response to Embassy query, an official at the Central Police 
headquarters affirmed that no American citizens had been detained and that none 
would be.4 

1. CINCPAC 2302292 Dec 77.
2. DIA 3436/2323502 Jul 77; Hano 1 ul u Star Bulletin, 22 Jul 77, 11Sri Lanka I s

Chief Ousted", dateline Colombo (AP) and 25 Jul 77, "Sri .Lanka's Election
Results", dateline Colombo (N.Y. Times Service).

3. AMEMB Victoria 295/0502152 Jun 77.
4. AMEMB Victoria 297/0507202 Jun 77.
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� Within eight hours of the reported coup, Prime Minister Rene had tele­
phoned the U.S. Ambassador to assure him that the tracking station would be 
protected and would be allowed to continue to operate. The Prime Minister 
assured the Ambassador that law and order would be scrupulously maintained.1

(� · In response to a suggestion by the American Consul in Hong Kong that
the Soviet Union had been involved in the Seychelles coup, the State Department 
replied that France Albert Rene, the former Seychelles Prime Minister and the 
country's new leader, had long been considered to have a general leftist orien­
tation and possible pro-Soviet views. During a previous absence from the coun­
try by former President Mancham, Rene had invited a Soviet delegation to visit 
the Seychelles. Immediately thereafter, an announcement had �een made of the
irrrninent establishment of a Soviet Embassy in the Seychelles. 

('&l One week after the coup, the U.S. Ambassador informed Rene of his in­
structions from the State Department authorizing him to resume normal relations 
and the full range of contacts with the Seychelles government. When the Ambas­
sador was asked if that statement constituted recognition by the United States, 
the Ambassador repeated that the United States resumed normal relations. In 
response to a question from the Ambassador, Rene said that, to date, neither 
the Soviet Union nor the PRC had yet recognized the new Seychelles government. 
Rene expressed the hope that the close relationship which had characterized 
U.S.-Seychelles relations in the past would continue. He invited the Ambassa­
dor to approach him directl� and to "feel free" to be "frank and critical" with
him in �11 future meetings . 

1. AMEMB Victoria 300/0510062 Jun 77.
2. SECSTATE 135396/1100182 Jun 77.
3. SECSTATE 140769/1701382 Jun 77, which transmitted AMEMB Victoria 332 of

13 June 77.
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AAFES 
ABCC 
ABM 
ABNCP 
ABS 
ADIZ 
ADP 
AFCMC 
AFKTTL 
AFLC 
AFP 
AID 

AIF 
ALCOP 
ALFA 
AMEMB 
ANZUS 
APC 
ARG 
ARPA 
ASC 
ASD(ISA) 

ASD(M&RA) 

ASD(PA) 
ASEAN 
ASW 
AUTODIN 

BEQ 
BOM 
BOQ 

C 
CAT 

UNCLASSIFIED 

GLOSSARY 

A 

Army and Air Force Exchange Service 
Airborne Command Center 
Antiballistic Missile 
Airborne Command Post 
Automatic Buoy Station 
Air Defense Identification Zone 
Automatic Data Processing 
Air Force Contract Management Center 
Air Forces Korea Tactical Target List 
Air Force Logistics Command 
Armed Forces of the Philippines 
Agency for International Development 
Automated Installation Intelligence File 
Alternate Command Post 
Advanced Liaison Forward Area 
American Embassy 
Australia, New Zealand, United States 
Armored Personnel Carrier; Army Petroleum Center 
Amphibious Ready Group; Airborne Ranger Group 
Advanced Research Projects Agency 
AUTODIN Switching Center 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security 

Affairs) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve 

Affairs) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations 
Antisubmarine Warfare 
Automatic Digital Network 

B 

Bachelor Enlisted Quarters 
By Other Means 
Bachelor Officer Quarters 

C 

Confidential 
Civil Action Team; Crisis Action Team 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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CENTO 
CFC 
CIA 
CIL 
CINC 
CINCEUR 
CINCLANT 
CINCPAC 
CINCPACAF 
CINCPACFLT 
CINCPACINST 
CINCPACREP 
CINCPACREPPHIL 
CINCUNC 
CINDIS 

CJCS 
CMC 
CNO 
COINS 
COMIDEASTFOR 
COMJTF 
COMKADS 
COMSEC 
COMUS Japan 
COMUS Korea 
COMUSTDC 
CONPLAN 
CONUS 
CPA 
CPD 
CULT 

DAO 
DAS 
DFAA 
DIA 
DIAOLS 
DLSC 
DMZ 
DOD 
DOMSAT 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Central Treaty Organization 
Combined Forces Command 
Central Intelligence Agency 
Central Identification Laboratory 
Conmander in Chief 
Commander in Chief Europe 
Commander in Chief Atlantic 
Commander in Chief Pacific 
CofTlllander in Chief Pacific Air Forces 
CofTlllander in Chief U.S. Pacific Fleet 
Commander in Chief Pacific Instruction 
Conmander in Chief Pacific Representative 
CINCPAC Representative, Philippines 
Commander in Chief, United Nations Command 
CINCPAC Information Processing and Display System and 

Operations/Intelligence Interface 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Commandant U.S. Marine Corps 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Community On-line Intelligence Network Systems·, 
Commander, Middle East Force 
Commander, Joint Task Force 
Corrmander, Korean Air Defense Sector 
Communications Security 
Commander, U.S. Forces, Japan 
Conmander, U.S. Forces, Korea 
Corrmander, U.S. Taiwan Defense Command 
Concept Plan 
Continental United States 
Closest Point of Approach 
Congressional Presentation Document (Foreign Aid) 
Common User Land Transportation 

D 

Defense Attache Office 
Defense Analysis System 
Defense Facilities Administration Agency (Japan) 
Defense Intelligence Agency 
Defense Intelligence Agency On-Line System 
Defense Logistics Services Center 
Demilitarized Zone 
Department of Defense 
Domestic Satellite Communication System 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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ORIS 
DSA 
DSAA 
DSCS 

EASTPAC 
ECM 
EPMG 
EUSA 
EW 
EX 

FAA 

FCJ 
FIP 
FMFPAC 
FMS 
FRAM 
FRO 
FY 

GAO 
GAPSAT 
GFE 

GOA 
GOI 
GOJ 
GOP 
GOS 
GROC 
GSA 
GSP 
GUB 

HISTSUM 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Defense Retail Interservice Support 
Defense Supply Agency 
Defense Security Assistance Agency 
Defense Satellite Communications System 

E 

Eastern Pacific 
Electronic Countermeasures 
Ethiopian Provisional Military Government 
Eighth U.S. Army 
Electronic Warfare; Early Warning 
Exclusive (for) 

F 

Federal Aviation Administration; Foreign Assistance 
Appropriations; Foreign Assistance Act 

Foreign Criminal Jurisdiction 
Force Improvement Plan 
Fleet Marine Force Pacific 
Foreign Military Sales; Field Maintenance Squadron 
Fleet Rehabilitation and Modernization 
Formerly Restricted Data 
Fiscal Year 

G 

General Accounting Office 
GAPFILLER Satellite 
Government Furnished Equipment; Gross Feasibility 

Estimator 
Government of Australia 
Government of India; Government of Indonesia 
Government of Japan 
Government of the Philippines 
Government of Singapore 
Government of the Republic of China 
General Services Administration 
General Strategic Priority 
Government of the Union of Burma 

H 
Historical Summary 
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HUMINT 

ICBM 
IDHS 
IEC 
IG 
IMETP 
INDICOM 
INTELSAT 
IOCTL 

. IPAC 
IRCM 
ISA 

I&W 

JASDF 
JCRC 
JCS 
JOA 
JFAP 
JFY 
JOPS 
JSCP 
JSDF 
JSO 
JSOP 
JTF 
JUSMAG 
JUSMAGTHAI 

KAA 
KCIA 

LANTCOM 
LN 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Human Resources Intelligence 

I 

Intercontinental Ballistic Missile 
Intelligence Data Handling System 
Intelligence Exchange Conference 
Inspector General 
International Military Education and Training Program 
Indications and Warning Corrmunications Network 
International Telecommunications Satellite 
Indian Ocean Conventional Target List 
Intelligence Center Pacific 
Infrared Countenneasures 
International Security Affairs; Interservice Support 

Agreement 
Indications & Warning 

J 

Japan Air Self-Defense Force 
Joint Casualty Resolution Center 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Japan Defense Agency 
Japan Facilities Adjustment Program 
Japan Fiscal Year 
Joint Operation Planning System 
Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan 
Japan Self-Defense Force 
Joint Staff Office (Japan) 
Joint Strategic Objectives Plan 
Joint Task Force 
Joint U.S. Military Advisory Group 
Joint U.S. Military Advisory Group, Thailand 

K 

Korean Armistice Agreement 
Korean Central Intelligence Agency 

L 

Atlantic CoIT111and 
Local National; Liaison 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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LOA 
LOC 
LORAN 
LOS 

MAAG 
MAB 
MAC 
MAP 
MAU 
MBA 
MDAO 
MOE 

MDT 
MIA 
MIDPAC 
MIJI 
MILCON 
MILREP 
MIMEX 
MLSF 
MME 
MNLF 
MOA 

MODLOC 
MOS 
MSC 
MTMC 

NAMRU 
NATO 
NAVCOMMSTA 
NEA 
NEMVAC 
NK 
NKA 
NKAF 
NKN 
NKTTL 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Letter of Officer/Acceptance 
·Line(s) of Communication
Long Range Navigation
Law of the Sea

M 

Military Assistance Advis•ory Group 
Marine Amphibious Brigade 
Military Airlift Command; Military Armistice Commission 
Military Assistance Program 
Marine Amphibious Unit 
Military Bases Agreement 
Mutual Defense Assistance Office 
Mutual Defense Board 
Mutual Defense Treaty 
Missing in Action. 
Mid-Pacific 
Meaconing, Interference, Jamming and Intrusion 
Military Construction 
Military Representative 
Major Item Excess Program 
Mobile Logistic Support Force 
Military Message Experiment 
Moro National Liberation Front 
Military Assistance Program Order Amendment; Memorandum 

of Agreement 
Modified Location 
Military Occupational Specialty 
Military Sealift Command 
Military Traffic Management Command 

N 

Naval Medical Research Unit 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
Naval Communication Station 
Northeast Asia 
Noncombatant Emergency and Evacuation 
North Korea 
North Korean Army 
North Korean Air Force 
North Korean Navy 
North Korean Tactical Target List 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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NOFORN 
NPA 
NPW 
NSA 

OASD(ISA) 

OJCS 
OPCON 
OPLAN 
OPSEC 
OSD 

PACAF 
PACFLT 
PACOM 
PAF 
PAL 

PARPRO 
PASOLS 
PASSEX 
PBC 
PBD 
PDM 
PDSC 

PEG 

PHOTINT 
PIB 

POL 
PRC 
PRM 
PS&S 
PWRMS 

RAAF 
RCA 
R&D 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Not Releasable to Foreign Nationals 
New People's Army 
Nuclear-powered warship 
National Security Agency 

0 

Office Assistant Secretary of Defense "(International 
Security Affairs) 

Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Operational Control 
Operation Plan 
Operations Security 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 

p 

Pacific Air Forces 
U.S. Pacific Fleet 
Pacific CorT111and -, 

Philippine Air Force; Pakistan Air Force 
Permissive Action Link; Parcel Airlift; Price and Avail-

ability List 
Peacetime Aerial Reconnaissance Program 
Pacific Area Senior Officer Logistics Seminar 
Passing Exercise 
Philippine Base Commander 
Program Budget Decision 
Programmed Depot Maintenance 
PACOM Data Systems Center 

Performance Evaluation Group 
Photographic Intelligence 
PACOM Intelligence Board 
Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricants 
People's Republic of China; Policy Review Committee 
Presidential Review Memorandum 
Pacific Stars & Stripes 
Prepositioned War Reserve Material Stocks 

R 

Royal Australian Air Force 
Riot Control Agent 
Research and Development 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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RIF 
ROC 

ROE 
ROK 
ROKA 
ROKAF 
R&R 
RTA 
RTARF 
RTG 

s 

SAAM 
SAC 
SALT 
SAM 

SAS 

sec 

SCM 
soc 

SEATO 
SECDEF 
SECSTATE 
SIGINT 
SIOP 
SJA 
SKCATL 
SLBM 
SM 
SMA 

SOFA 
SRV 
SSBN 
SSC 

TACAMO 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Reduction in Force 
Republic of China (Taiwan); Required Operational Capa-

bility 
Rules of Engagement 
Republic of Korea 
Republic of Korea Army 
Republic of Korea Air Force 
Rest and Recuperation 
Royal Thai Army 
Royal Thai Armed Forces 
Royal Thai Government; Reconnaissance Technical Group 

s 

Secret 
Special Assignment Airlift Mission 
Strategic Air Command 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
Surface-to-air missile; Space Available Mail; Special 

Air Mission 
Sealed Authenticator System; Shared Administrative Sup­

port; Special Ammunition Storage 
Security Consultative Committee (Japan); Space Computa-

tational Center 

Security Consultative Meeting (Korea) 
Subcommittee for Defense Cooperation (Japan) 

Southeast Asia Treaty Organization · 
Secretary of Defense 
Secretary of State 
Signal Intelligence 
Single Integrated Operation Plan 
Staff Judge Advocate 
South Korean Conventional Air Target List 
Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile 
Memorandum prepared by the Secretary, JCS 
Senior Military Advisor 
Status of Forces Agreement 
Socialist Republic of Vietnam 
Fleet Ballistic Missile Submarine (nuclear propulsion) 
Security Consultative Committee Subconmittee (Japan) 

T 

Nickname for Airborne Very Low Frequency Radio Broad­
casting 
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TACE 
TACS 
TAG 
TANGO 

TCN 
TPFDD 
TS 
TTPI 

u 

UN 
UNC 
UPI 
USA 
USACC-T 
USACSG 
USAF 
USARJ 
USCINCEUR 
USCINCRED 
USCINCSOUTH 
uses 

USDAO 
USDLG 
USG 
USIA 
USMC 
USN 
USS 
USSR 
USTDC 
uw 

VP 

WESTPAC 
WICS 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Technical Analysis and Cost Estimate 
Tactical Air Control System 
Target Action Group 
A message released by CINCPAC while away from the Head-

quarters 
Third Country National 
Time-Phased Force Deployment Data 
Top Secret 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 

u 

Unclassified 
United Nations 
United Nations Command 
United Press International 
United States of America; United States Army 
U.S. Army CorT111unications Command - Taiwan 
U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group 
United States Air Force 
U.S. Army, Japan 
U.S. Commander in Chief Europe 
U.S. ·cINC Readiness Command 
Commander in Chief, U.S. Southern Command 
U.S. Customs Service 
U.S. Defense Attache Office 
U.S. Defense Liaison Group (Indonesia) 
U.S. Government 
U.S. Information Agency 
U.S. Marine Corps 
U.S. Navy 
U.S. Ship 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
U.S. Taiwan Defense Conmand 
Unconventional Warfare 

V 

Patrol Squadron 

w 

Western Pacific 
Worldwide Intelligence Communications Systems 
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WRM 
WRSA 
WWMCCS 

UNCLASSIFIED 

War Reserve Materiel 
War Reserve Stocks for Allies 
Worldwide Military Corrmand and Control System 
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INDEX 

(U) Volumes I-III 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-IV, pages 1-232. Volume II 
contains Chapters V-X, pages 233-482. Volume III contains Chapter XI, pages 
483-715 and the glossary.

A 

Afghanistan, 295 
Africa, 29, 82, 93, 145-151, 402, 414, 510, 706-713 
Airborne Command Post. See CINCPAC Airborne Command Post 
Air Force, command relationships, 63-66 
Airspace violation, 198, 199 
Alternate Command Post. See CINCPAC, Alternate Command Post 
ANZUS, 417, 418, 466, 467, 693-695 
Asia-Pacific Defense Forum, 222, 223 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations 

Aid to, 614, 615 
Ministers' Conference, 483, 612, 613 
Sumnit Conference, 495, 613, 614, 625 
U.S./ASEAN Meeting, 614, 615
Zone of Peace, 613

Australi� 
CINCPAC briefing team visits, 168 
Foreign Military Sales, 295, 298, 299 
Nuclear-powered ship visits, 180, 181 
USSSO Closure, 434, 435 

Automatic data processing intelligence, 374-415 
Awards and decorations, 357 

B 

BALFRAM analysis support, 460 
Bangladesh, Security Assistance program, 299 
Bases. See specific countries for requirements/reductions and individual bases 
Bilateral Plans. See CINCPAC Plans 
BLUE EAGLE. See CINCPAC Airborne Command Post 
BLUESKY, 208-211 
Burma, Security Assistance program, 299, 302 
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C 

Carter, inauguration of, 483, 502 
Casualty Resolution. See Joint Casualty Resolution Center 
Central Identification Laboratory. See Joint Casualty Resolution 
Central Intelligence Agency, 18 
Central Treaty Organization exercises, 214, 215 
Ceylon. See Sri Lanka 
China, People's Republic of 

po 1 icy, 97, 101 , 102, 502, 539-543, 547-557 
rift with Russia, 543-547 
targets, 408 
threat, 97-103 

China, Republic of (Taiwan) 
air operations, 202

analysis support, 461 
exercises, 208-211 
personnel phasedown in, 67-73 
PRC MIG defection, 493, 605-610 
PRC threat, 97-101 
reentry planning, 73-74 
Security Assistance 

aircraft requirements, 305, 307-309 
co-production programs, 308, 309 
tanks for, 312 

sophisticated weapons, 292 
TDC grade structure, 26, 27 
U.S. Advisory effort, 302-306 
U.S. Forces and bases, 67-74 
War Reserve Materiel on, 239-240 

CINCEUR, command arrangements, 142-144 
CINCPAC 

Airborne Command Post, 18, 34-36 
Alternate Command Post, 33 
Appearance before U.S. Senate Subcommittee, 152-156 
Briefing, 479, 480 
Briefing team to Australia, 168 
Command Center, 30-33 
distinguished visitors to 469-479 
Kunia facility, 33 
official activities, 463-482 
Plans, 133-144 

5001 , 233, 408, 451 , 452 
5020, 398 
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5025, 233, 239, 240 
5027, 233, 234, 239, 267, 397, 398, 406-408 
5033, 408 
5047, 235, 236, 398, 408 
5060, 141 
in support of other Commanders, 142-144 
1 is t, 133-140 

Report of Major Issues and Activities, 152, 512-518 
Staff 

Flag and general officers, 21-26 
Inspector General, 431, 432 
organizational changes, 18 
personnel changes, 15, 18 

threat assessment, 81-120 
"Coalition" War, 151, 152 
Combined Federal Campaign, 372 
Combined Forces Command. See Korea, Republic of, Combined Forces Command 
Command and Control 

communications, computers 30-36 
facilities, 30-36, 274 

Command relationships, 58-66 
Commanders Conference, 29, 512, 513 
Communications-Electronics 

AUTODIN Switching Center (ASC) Requirement, 281 
Command and Control, 30-33, 273-275 
COMMANDO LION, 282, 283 
Intelligence Data Handling Systems Communications Net, 376-381 
Message Traffic, 283, 284 
MEECN Reliability, 274, 275 
Project APACHE, 282 
satel 1 ites 

Advanced Conferences, 278 
CorT111unications, 271, 272, 488 
destruction of, 533-535 
CINCPAC Airborne Command Post Capabilities, 274 
GAPFILLER, 272 

security 
Japan, 278 
Korea, 278, 279 
Required Operational Capabilities 4 and 9, 277, 278 
Wide band secure voice capability, 277 

Taiwan, 281, 282 
Communist Forces, strength in PACOM, 88, 89, 93, 94, 97, 105-107, 117-120 
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Conferences 
Commanders, 29,012, 513 
Legal, 433, 434 
PASOLS, 240, 241 
Security Assistance, 289-291 
Surface shipping, 255; 256 

Construction 
Diego Garcia, 265, 266 
Enewetak, 267, 270 
!PAC, 388
Korea, 267

Contract Management Center, 69-72 
Contracts 

Intelligence, 376-381 
COPE THUNDER, 216 
Criminal Jurisdiction, U.S. Forces overseas. See specific countries. 
Cruise missile planning, 166, 167 
Customs programs, 369-371 

Diego Garcia 
Indian Ocean policy, 93-95, 695-706 
Media Visit, 481, 482 
MILCON on, 265, 266 
POL Storage on, 248, 249 
support via Singapore, 254, 255 

D 

Dissident and protest activities, 493, 498, 506, 507, 510,511, 584, 585 
Djibouti, 191, 713, 714 
Doctrinal Guidance, 151, 152 

ORIS 

Chairman's Conference, 236 
Honshu Calibration Consolidation, 238 
Interservice Support Agreement (ISA) Reconciliation, 237 
Joint Interservice Support Board (JISB) Meeting, 236 
PACOM Interservice Support Summary Program (ISSP), 237 

E 

EAGLE, 208-211 
Electronic intelligence, 394-396 
Enewetak, cleanup, 267-270, 491 
Ethiopia, 706-714 
European Command, support to, 142-144 

stem 
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Exercises, 159, 203-217. See also individual names of exercises 
Worldwide Scheduling Conference, 203 

Ll F 

F-4 Crash in Japan, 196, 198
F�lS Aircraft to Japan, 164, 165

n 

FAA Aircraft clearance, Philippines, 201
Facilities

Japan, 259-265 
Korea, 267 

r7 Oahu, 259 
1, J Fiji , 91 , 92 

Flag and general officers, 21-27 
,1 Flight Clearance, Philippines, 201 
1. 1 FOCUS WEST, 212 

FOOD CHAIN VIII, 209 
r1 Foreign Criminal Jurisdiction 
L J Phi 1 i ppi nes, 433, 437, 439-442 

Foreign Military Sales (FMS). See individual countries 
�7 FOREVER GONE, 34 

'- J 

l J

n 

. J 

l J 

General and flag officers, 21-27 
GINSENG, 68 
Guam 

Oil and Refining Company, 247, 248 
Public schools in, 371, 372 
Soviet surveillance of, 89, 90 

H 

Hard Structure Munitions, 231, 232, 402, 403 
HAWK, 307, 325 
Helicopter (U.S.) shot down by North Korea, 108, 193-196, 493, 509, 510, 575-577 
Human Rights, 485·, 487,493,498, 499, 501-503, 506,516, 522,526,527, 557-559, 

567, 584, 585 

I 

Improved HAWK, 305, 307, 320,347, 348 
r- 1 Ind i a , FMS to , 31 3 
,, 1 Indian Ocean 

arms control, 488, 492, 496, 500, 503, 513, 515, 516, 695-706 
11 CINCPAC's assessment, 82, 93-95, 513-516, 696, 697,701, 702 
l J 
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operations, 174-178, 215, 216 

Soviet influence and interest, 82, 93-95, 513-516, 695-706 

Surveillance, 94, 95, 694 

Indonesia 

Intelligence Exchange, 428 

Political Prisoners, 501 

Research and Analysis Support, 458, 460, 461 

Security Assistance 

aircraft, 316-318 

coproduction, 317 
Intelligence 

Center Pacific facility, 388 

computer systems, 373-382 

Data Systems Center, 375-379 

Exchange of intelligence officers, 417-429 

GINSENG, 68 

HUMINT, 389-392 

INDICOM, 417-419 

National Disclosure Policy, 419-424 

Order of Battle data base, 381, 382 

photographic reconnaissance 

Korea, 392-394 

OLYMPIC GAME, 393, 394 

South China Sea, 394, 395 

target 

data base, 408, 409, 411-413 

Indian Ocean, 401, 402 

Korea, 397-401 

materials, 409-411, 414, 415 

nuclear, 404-407 

Warning, 382-385 

Intelligence Data Handling System, 376-381 

International Agreements, 435-437 

International Waters, Law of the Sea, 493, 514, 577-580 

., 

offshore fishing rights, 486, 488, 489, 493, 498, 499, 503, 509, 514, 577-580, 

586 

Interservice Support, 236-238 
IVORY ITEM, 212 

Japan 

ASW capabilities, 454, 455 

COMMANDO NEST, 164-165 

J 

732 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



t / 

', J 

1. j 

l J

'. ! 

L J 

-------

� 

COMSEC to, 278 
consultations regarding U.S. bases, 37-41, 561, 563, 564, 589-597 
defense cooper�tion, 586, 587, 589, 597-605 
F-4 crash, 196-198
inspection of Tsurumi Tank Farm, 246
Labor cost sharing, 360-362
Okinawa petroleum distribution system, 246, 247
role in Asia, 585-589
Security Assistance, FMS, 318-323
Self-Defense capability, 158-164
U.S. bases and forces in (including Okinawa), 37-41, 156, 157, 499, 512

Joint Casualty Resolution Center, 220-222, 470, 484, 486, 487,491, 496, 504, 
505 

Joint Combined Exercises, 203-217 
Joint Operations Planning System 

Analysis of CINCPAC OPLAN 5047, 235, 236 
Civil Engineering Support Planning, 233 
CONUS/ Surface Moveme·nt Study 5027N, 233, 234 
Revised 5027N Time-Phased Force Deployment Data {TPFDD), 234, 235 
Users Conference, 233 

Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan, 130-132 
Joint Strategic Objectives Plan, 127-130 
Joint Task Force Operations, 174-178 

Kahoolawe, 223 
KfEN WAVE, 458, 459 
KEEN WIND, 394, 395,461, 462 
Kenya, P3 Operations, 184-185 
Korea, North 

aggression, 107-109, 490 

K 

force capability, 82, 105-107, 110, 112, 113 
shootdown of U.S. helicopter, 108, 193-196, 493, 509, 510, 575-577 
targeting of, 397-401 
threat, 82, 105-107 

Korea, Republic of . 
analysis support, 460 
BALFRAM support, 460 
CINCPAC planning, 233, 234, 239, 267, 397, 398, 406-408 
Combined Forces Command, 58-66, 565, 566, 568, 596, 597 
Combined planning exercises, 55-58 
Command relationships, 63-66 
forces and basing, 41-58 

� 
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Helicopter incident, 108, 193-196, 493, 509, 510, 575-577 
I Corps (U.S. -·RoK·) Group, 50, 66 
lobbyists, alleged bribery by, 497, 501,561, 583 
logistic planning for defense of, 251, 252 
Re-erilry planning, 52-54 
Security Assistance 

aircraft for, 327, 328 
EDA restrictions, 326 
fiscal year funds, 325, 326 
Force Improvement Plan (FIP), 326, 327 
Local national employees, 362�364 
missiles for, 325 
MOD Plan, 326 
sophisticated weapons, 292 
tank improvement program, 329, 330 

Security Consultative Meeting, 323, 569-575 
Temporary deployments, 56-58 
U.S. Forces and Basing, 41-58 
U.S. Marine Corps (USMC) Tactical Air Beddown, 56, 267 
U.S. personnel killed, 108

Withdrawal of ground forces, 41-58 
Announcement of, 491, 561 
Consultations on, 487, 494, 561-575 
Reaction to, 483, 485-487, 489-492, 498, 502, 507-509, 513, 515, 561-575 

L 

LARK, 208-211 
Lava Flow Control, 449-451 
Law of the Sea� 493, 514, 704. See also International Waters 
Legal activities, 433-443 
Lines of Communication, 455, 456, 514,637, 638, 696, 698 
Local National Employees. See Personnel 
Logistics 

Rationalization Initiatives, 238, 239 

MACE, 174 
Madagascar, airspace warning, 199 
Malaysia FMS program, 331 
Maldives, airspace violation, 198, 199 
MAP. See Security Assistance 

M 

Mariana Islands. See Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 

SECR!f 

734 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
-



\ J 

\ j 

n 

l J 

n 

LJ 

r7 

l J

/ 
I 

l ' ' ' 

r 

lJ 

! J 

. ! 

' I 

1 j 

l J 

Marine Corps, deployments, basing, 39-41 
Maritime Air Patrol Operations, 183-191, 694 
Masirah, 94, 185-188, 514 

Meat lockers, 182, 183 

Message processing, 32, 33 

Message traffic, 284 
Micronesia. See Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
Mid-East Force, 178, 696, 697 

MIJI incident, 200, 201 
Military Airlift Command, 30, 369, 370 
Military Assistance Program. See Security Assistance and individual countries 

Missing in Action. See Joint Casualty Resolution Center 

Munitions 
Korea, 251, 252, 402, 403 

PACOM Summary, 251 

Naval Medical Research Unit-2, 69-73 

NAVSPECWAREX 1-78, 213 

Nepal, 500 
security assistance, 331, 334 

New Zealand 

FMS, 334

meat �ocker issue, 182-183 

Nuclear-powered ship visits, 181-183 
officer exchange, 425 

Noncombatant Emergency and Evacuation Planning, 141 
North Korea, See Korea, North 

Nuclear Plans, 167, 404-407 
Nuclear-powered warship visits. See also individual countries 

Australia and New Zealand, 180-183 

pol icy, 178-180 
Nuclear weapon deployment, 166, 224, 225, 431, 432 

Ocean surveillance data base, 374, 392 

Offshore oil exploration, 224 

OLYMPIC GAME, 393, 394 

Oman. See Masirah 

OMEGA Navigation system, 167, 168, 693 

0 

Operations. See also individual names of operations 

Air operations, Republic of China, 202 
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Indian Ocean, 94, 95, 174-178, 215, 216 
P-3, 183-191
Research/systems analysis, 445-462
security, 202, 203

OPLANS, CINCPAC. See CINCPAC Plans 

p 

P-3 Maritime Air Patrol Operations, 183-191
Pacific Area Senior Officer Logistics Seminar, 240, 241
Pacific Command

boundary clarified, 30 
command and control facilities, 274 
force readiness, 169-173 
Legal Conference, 433, 434 
personnel strengths, 1, 155 
Security Assistance Conference, 289-292 
Surface Shipping Conference, 255, 256 

Pacific Islands, 513, 514 
Pacific Stars & Stripes, 480, 481 
Pakistan, 486, 488, 492, 495, 510 

FMS, 336-339 
Panama bases, 66, 67 
Papua New Guinea, 92, 93 
Permissive Action Link, 224 
Personnel 

awards and decorations, 357 
dependent schools, 371, 372 
Local National Employees 

Japan, 360-362 
Korea, 362-364 
Philippines, 359, 360, 364-368 
Taiwan, 368 

strength, Taiwan, 67-73 
Upward Mobility Program, 357, 358 

Petroleum, Oil, Lubricants (POL) 
Diego Garcia Storage, 248, 249 
Guam 

Guam Oil and Refining Company (GORCO), 247, 248 
Japan 

Tsurumi Tank Farm, 246 
Korea 

Kunsan Army POL Terminal, 249 
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MSC 
Bulk Fuel Lift capability, 250 
Petroleum Relocation Requirements, 249, 250 

Okinawa 
Petroleum Distribution System, 246, 247 

Standard Bulk Petroleum Prices, 243, 246 
Storage Facilities, 243 
Storage Posture, 243 

Philippines, Republic of the 
Aero Club Operations, 442, 634-636 
Bases, U.S. 

Alternatives to, 636-643 
Joint Usage of, 643-652 
Security, 652-662 

F-4C Crash, 484
Flight clearance, 201, 442, 634-636
Human Rights, 485, 506
Insurgency, 487, 489, 490, 495-499, 506, 618, 620-625
Joint Task Force, 662-666
Legal activitieJ, 437-443
Local National Employee Benefits, 359, 360, 364-368
Military Bases Agreement, negotiations, 483, 502, 507, 618, 619, 633, 667-691
Mutual Defense Board, 627-634
Mutual Defense Treaty, 618, 627-629
Reed Bank, 626-629
Sabah, claim to, 613, 625
Security Assistance, 339-345
Senior Military Advisor, 666, 667, 691
Spratley Islands, 626-629

Photographic reconnaissance. See Intelligence 
Planning. See CINCPAC Plans 
Planning and Evaluation, OSD, 163-164 
POL. See Petroleum, Oil, Lubricants 
Political Adviser, 18 
PONY EXPRESS, 191-193 
Posture statement, CJCS: CINCPAC input to, 121-127 
PRIME TARGET 77, 204 
Psychological Operations, 

Asia-Pacific Defense Forum, 222, 223 
Public Affairs functions 

CINCPAC, official activities, 463-482 
distinguished visitors, 469-479 
media visitors, 469, 472, 473, 474, 476 
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Readiness of PACOM forces, 167-173 
Reconnaissance 

Foreign ships, 199, 200 
Indian Ocean, 183-191 
OLYMPIC GAME, 393, 394 
PONY EXPRESS, 191-193 

�ECRH 

R 

Republic of China. See China, Republic of 
Republic of Korea. See Korea, Republic of 
Republic of the Philippines. See Philippines, Republic of the 
Research and Analysis Office, 445-462 
Research and Development 

Hard Structure Munitions, 231, 232, 402, 403 
Management of studies, 447 
Objectives, 225-231 
RDT&E Activities, 448-451 
Service R&D representatives to CINCPAC staff 

RIMPAC 77, 213, 214 
Riot control agents, use, 174 
Rules of Engagement, 173, 174, 224 
Russia. See Soviet Union 

Satellite 
communications, 271, 272, 488 
destruction system, 533-535 

s 

SEATO. See Southeast Asia Treaty Organization 
Secure voice communications, 277, 278 
Security Assistance. See also individual countries 

fiscal year funds, 285, 286 
International Security Assistance Act of 1977, 287, 288 
MAAG/Aircraft requirements, 289 
PEG Schedule, 294 
training, foreign �ersonnel, 293, 294 
training, U.S. personnel, 293 

Seychelles, 188-190, 714, 715 
SHARK HUNT, 210, 211 
Shu Lin Kou, 68 
Singapore 

flights/overflights, 191, 254, 255 

sales of arms to third countries, 348 
Security Assistance, 345-348 
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Single Integrated Operation Plan, 203 
Somalia, 82, 93, 696, 697, 701, 702, 706-713 

Southeast Asia Treaty Organization 
budget, 611 
disestablishment of, 492, 611 
Headquarters, sale of, 612 

Soviet Union 
detente with, 484, 485, 488, 492, 493, 496, 499, 500, 502-504, 519, 520, 

523-530
initiatives in South Pacific, 91-93, 513, 514, 695 
threat to United States, 81-91, 484, 497, 498, 533-539 

Special Forces, 217-220 
Sri Lanka, 94, 348-350, 714 
Surveillance of foreign ships, 199-200 

Taiwan. See China, Republic of 
Taiwan Defense Comnand 

T 

Grade Structure of Senior Commanders, 26-27 
Targeting, 397-415 

TEAM SPIRIT 77, 204-207, 431-432 
Thailand 

border conflicts, 484-486, 510, 511 
Insurgency, 487, 488, 490, 510, 511 
MAC Service to, 253, 254 
P-3 Operations, 190
political-military evolution, 487, 489, 497, 498, 511, 615-617
Security Assistance, 350-354

U._S. Forces, reduction, 74
Threat, Communist 

Communist Chinese threat, 97-103 

North Korea, 105-113 
Soviet Union, 81-95 

Training, Security Assistance, 293, 294 
Transportation 

PACOM Surface Shipping Conference, 255, 256 
Singapore, MAC flights via, 254-256 
Thailand, MAC service to, 253-254 
Use of Foreign Flag Commercial Air Carriers in contingencies, 256 
Western Samoa, airlift assistance to, 256, 257 

Tropical Cyclone conference, 225 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 74-80 

Civic Action Teams, 78-80 
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political status, 74-78 

ULCHI-FOCUS/LENS 77, 207 
Unconventional warfare, 217-220 
Unified Command Plan, 29, 148-151 
United States 

bases 
Japan, 37-39, 499, 512 
Korea, 41-58 
Taiwan, 67-73 

U.S.S.R. See Soviet Union 

Vietnam, Socialist Republic of 

u 

V 

MIAs, 220-222, 470, 484, 486, 487, 491, 496, 504, 505 
threat, 115 
U.N., admission to, 495

Visitors to the command, 469-479 

w 

War games, 452-454 
War Reserve Materiel (WRM) 

Prepositioned War Reserve Materiel Stocks (PWRMS), 239 
WRM on Taiwan, 239, 240 

Western Samoa 
Airlift Assistance to, 256, 257 

Woodcock Commission, 220-223, 470, 486, 487 
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