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?stgblis@mddxﬁngWorld War II to advise the President on the
strategic direction of the armed forces of the United States, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff (JCS) continued in existence after the war and, as military advisers
and planners, have played a significant role in the development of national
policy. Knowledge of JCS relations with the President, the National Security
Council, and the Secretary of Defense in the years since World War II is
essential to an understanding of their current work. An account of their
activities in peacetime and during times of crises provides, moreover, an
important series of chapters in the military history of the United States. For
these reasons, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed that an official history be
written for the record. Its value for instructional purposes, for the
orientation of officers newly assigned to the JCS organization, and as a
source of information for staff studies will be readily recognized.

The series, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, treats the
activities of the JCS since the close of World War I1. Because of the nature
of the activities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as well as the sensitivity of the
sources, the volumes of the series are prepared initially in classified form.

Volume X1 describes JCS activities during the period 1977-1980 that
cover President Jimmy Carter’s administration. Dr. Steven L. Rearden,
working under contract to the Joint History Office, wrote the volume. While
the book is entirely his work, Dr. Rearden did consult a draft chapter that
had been written earlier by Dr. Walter S. Poole. Ms. Penny Norman
prepared the manuseript for publication as a classified document. The
volume is an official publication of the Joint Chiefs of Staff but, inasmuch as
thetexthasnotbeenmideredbytheJoh:tC!ﬁefsofStaﬁ,itmust?g
construed as descriptive only and does not constitute the official position of

the Joint Chiefs of Staff on any subject.
Washington, DC DAVID A. ARMSTRONG
December 2002 Director for Joint History

Vadl

L]
UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED
Page determined to be Unclassified

Reviewsd Chief, RDD, WHS
IAW EO 13526, Section 3.5

Date: DEC 4 2013
PREFACE

Continuing the history of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and national policy, this
volume treats the years 1977 through 1980, roughly the same period as Jimmy
Carter’s presidency. Still recovering from the trauma and setbacks of Vietnam, the
JCS remained preoccupied with a wide range of cold war-related defense and
security issues. Broadly speaking, two themes emerge. The first has to do with the
deepening US involvement in Southwest Asia and the Middle East, a region
exceedingly distant and remote, but increasingly important to the United States
and its allies because of its vast oil resources and strategic locale. The collapse of
ﬂleSha}xofIxan’s regime in 1979, followed later that year by the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, underscored the volatility of that part of the world and put intense
pressure on the Joint Chiefs to find effective means of projecting US military
power into the region in times of crisis.

The second theme concerns the repercussions brought about by this change
in strategic pricrities. Most significant of all was the impact it had on President
Carter’g plans for improving relations with the Soviet Union, reducing defense
expenditures, and reallocating resources to strengthen the defense of Europe.
Although the Joint Chiefs never doubted the President’s good intentions, they
found them somewhat unreglistic and impractical owing to the unsettled
international situation and the competing demands on US military assets. At the
same time, having lost the nuclear supremacy they had enjoyed in the 19508 and
19608, the Joint Chiefs became increasingly receptive to strategic arms contro}
agreements with the Soviet Unicn to help stabilize the strategic nuclear balance.
But even though the Joint Chiefs generally supported such accords, they also felt
that, in view of the ongoing modernization of the Soviet strategic arsenal, the
United States had no choice but to carry out a long-neglected modernization of its
own. The result was often friction between the White House and the Pentagon over
how to meet this

A volume of this scale and scope could not have been produced without a
lot of help. 1 am particularly indebted to my friends and professional colleagues in
the Joint History Office—Lorna 8. Jaffe, Ronald H. Cole, Wayne M. Dswonchyk,
Hans S. Pawlisch, and Frank N. Schubert—for taking the time to provide their
comments and criticisms at various stages of the book. To Sadie Smith, { am
especially indebted for all manner of assistance. Jeffrey Marrs ably helped out by
assembling material for the appendices. Penny Norman had the onerous task of
preparing the manuseript for publication and came through, as always, with flying
calors. The errors and flaws that remain are on me. I am also deeply grateful to
Walter S. Poole, my friend of many years, who urged me to take on this project and
whose unrivaled knowledge of the JCS was perhaps my most vital resource. Lastly,
1need to thank Brigadier General David A. Armstrong, USA (Ret), the Director for
Joint History, who gave me the opportunity to write this volume.

Steven L. Rearden
Washington, DC
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NATIONAL SECURITY ORGANIZATION

(U) As 1977 began, the Joint Chiefs of Staff awaited with some uncer-
tainty the arrival of a new President, Jimmy Carter, and a new Secretary of
Defense, Harold Brown. Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) fully ex-
pected the Carter administration to make changes in national security pol-
icy and military strategy, they—like everyone else—could only guess at how
extensive the changes might be. Defense and foreign affairs had played less
than pivotal roles in the 1976 election campaign, but on those issues he had
addressed, Carter had shown a range of preferences. He supported
strengthening the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), thought pro-
gress on arms control imperative, and believed in the continuing contain-
ment of the Soviet Union within the context of détente. Buthehadmrya-
tions about new weapons systems like the B-1 bomber and MX missile,
favored the withdrawal of US ground troops from Korea, and considered
military spending much too high. Like many Americans, Carter was leery of
new commitments overseas and pledged to avoid international quagmires
as in Vietnam. Above all, he wanted to give more time, attention, and re-
sources to domestic problems.!

(U) Unlike his immediate predecessors in the Oval Office, Carter did
not necessarily regard US-Soviet relations as his uppermost foreign policy
concern. Rather, he considered the cgtﬁntry’s growing n%e;;;ni;nc; ‘?;n f:;;
eign energy supplies, the protection of human rights, a e improve
o;’gnrelations betfveen the developed and developing wo;lﬂs equally if not
more important. Nor was he overly alarmed, as some in the Nixon-Ford
administration had come to be, over the threat to détente posed by the So-
viet Union’s ominous buildup in strategic and t;h:ater nu;l:aar :::m :g;
companied by significant improvements in Warsaw Pa
fomepsagix the%enlral Front in Europe. Instead of responding to these and
other threats with increased military power, Carter proposed to rely more
on diplomacy and moral suasion to achieve American security objectives
abroad. Although he did not dismiss the need for armed force in support of
foreign policy, the new President thought it had been ovetfused in the pasg
Henceforth, as he stated in his inaugural address, the United States woul
“maintain strength so sufficient that it need not be proven in comba?—:—a
quiet strength based not merely on the size of an arsenal but on the nobility
of ideas.”2

' i ’ iews in hi i ville:
1 Carter laid out his views in his pre-campaign primer, %yNothwt?'(Naﬁh,
Broadman, Press, 1975). Also see Gaddis Smith, Morality, Reason, and Power: mn%m;e
Diplomacy in the Carter Years (NY: Hill and Wang, 1986); and Burton 1. Kaufman,
Presidency of James Earl Carter, Jr. (Lawrence, Kan.: University Press of Kansas, 1993).

2 “Inaugural Address of President Jimmy Carter,” 20 Jan 77, in Public Papers of the Presi-
dents of the United States: Jimmy Carter, 1977 (Washington, DC: GPO, 1977), 3.
1
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) From all outward appearances, Carter was better prepared to
deal with military matters than any President since Dwight D. Eisenhower.
A 1946 graduate of the US Naval Academy, Carter had served seven years as
a nuclear submarine officer before returning to Georgia to manage the fam-
ily peanut business. But unlike other Presidents (Harry S. Truman and John
F. Kennedy, for example) who had talked freely of their military experi-
ences, Carter downplayed his military background and declined to surround
himself with “service buddies.” In fact, few on Carter’s staff had seen mili-
tary service, and there were some that had been active in the anti-war
movement of the 1960s. “The change in atmosphere was striking,” recalled
one veteran diplomat. “Three-piece suits had been replaced by slacks and
sweaters. Haircuts were two or three inches longer than before. And it ap-
peared that the average age of the White House staff had dropped about
twenty years,”s '

(U) In these circumstances, JCS advice was apt to count for less in
high-level circles than it had in years past. Throughout World War II and on
into the confrontations of the early cold war, the JCS had been in the fore-
front of high-level planning and policymaking, their views routinely sought
and respected at the White House and on Capitol Hill. However, the Bay of
Pigs episode in the early 1960s, followed by Vietnam, had dealt harsh blows
to the JCS image and credibility. Gradually and with difficulty, the Joint
Chiefs had begun to recover some of their lost prestige and influence by the
mid-1970s. The advent of the Carter administration seemed to dampen
prospects that this trend would continue.

(U) As trying for the Joint Chiefs as the Carter years would prove to
be in some respects, the JCS would still find themselves, n}oreoﬁenghan
not, at or near the center of decision. Carter’s downplaying ‘;’f mm
power and emphasis on nonviolent solutions notwithstanding, it was
that the cold war was far from over and that, even with the respite of dé-
tente, the United States had no choice but to gam a Smfleglesgif;n:g
posture. Indeed, in certain respects, détente | the Uni |
thinkmoreseriouslyandmoreimaginaﬁvelyaboutnsmlh'tarynee{isthan
at any time since World War I1. For these reasons, JCS adweerem‘a)x;;em
accepted fixture of the policy process, heeded more on some occasi
on others during the Carter years, but rarely overlooked or wholly ignored.

JCS Composition during the Carter Years -
U) Throughout Carter's presidency, the Joint Chiefs re-
mainer.{ one of the most stable institutions within the national security
- community. The only legislative change affecting the JCS as a corporate
bodywasalawsignedonéoOctobeugﬁyanun_gthe(}ommandantofthe
Marine Corps (CMC) coequal status with the SersfweChlgfs,therebymg-
nizing in statute what had become commonplace in practice. As career pro-

3 William J. Jorden, Panama Odyssey (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1984), 343.
.2
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fessionals, oceupying statutory positions with staggered terms, the JCS
themselves were not automaﬁca}lgo:xbject to replacement when Carter took
office. Technically, to be sure, the JCS served at the pleasure of the Presi-
dent, with the advice and consent of the Senate. But as a practical matter,
there was little danger that the President would demand their resignations
and appoint a whole new set of military advisers. Only once before, in 1949,
in the case of Admiral Louis Denfeld, had the President seen fit to remove a
JCS member before his term was up. The Chiefs thus provided the Pentagon
and the President with a measure of high-level continuity that few other de-
partments or agencies enjoyed. Carter would, in years to come, be able to
make his own JCS appointments, but for the time being he and Secretary of
Defense Brown had perforce to work with the military advisers they inher-
ited.

(U) Fortunately, as Carter later recalled in his memoirs, he and the
individual members of the JCS got along well together, even when they dis-
agreed over policy. Personalities were not a serious problem.¢ Doubtless the
most prominent and publicly well-known JCS member at the outset of
Carter’s presidency was the Chairman, General George S. Brown, USAF—no
relation to the new Secretary of Defense. A bomber pilot in Europe during
World War 11, Brown also had served as Director of Operations, Fifth Air
Force, in the Far East toward the end of the Korean War. Thereafter, in the
1950s and on into the 1960s, his career became an almost steady succession
of high-profile staff assignments with the Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. From 1968 to 1970 he eon;manded the Sev-
enth Air Force in Southeast Asia but returned to the United States to be-
come Air Force Chief of Staff in 1973. By the time President Richard M.
Nixon named him to head the JCS in 1974, Brown probably had more joint-
level experience than any other Chairman up to that time. Likable, easy 8;
ing, and respected by his peers, he routinely urged his JCS eollmglnl:s
keep an open mind on problems and believed in maintaining close liaison
with the Director, Joint Staff, and the various heads of the Joint Staff direc-
torates.5 i -

U) As Chairman, Brown encountered some of his most serious ditfi-
wltles(in)the area of public relations. In October 1974, he made 1mprox:npt:
remarks that led to a public rebuke by President Gerald R. Ford. Dunnfhe
question-and-answer session following a speech he had delivered at

¢ Jimmy Carter, Keeping Faith (Toronto; Bantam Books, 1082), 222.

sographical : Us
s data on Brown from Edgar F. Puryear, Jr., George 8. Brown: General,
Air Fomoe—Destined for Strs (Novato Calt: Pesidio, 1385); a0 Ronald H. Cole, e al.,
The Chairmanship of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Washington, DC: J?mtonlhsmn &’msreh-
0CJCS, 1995), 105-09, hereafter cited as Cole, et. al., JCS Chairmanship. On Bro s o
tions with the Joint Staff, see Walter si Pozle, History 9;16’ ﬂée'(f&mt Chiefs ofnc:sw}i*m}i =
The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, 19732976, 5, (W
Ofﬂee,JointSecm:{arht,JoiutSmﬁ,Feb.1993),5-6,hemﬁcrmtedas?oole.JC'SandNu-
tional Policy, 1973-1976.

3
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Duke University Law School, Brown referred to the power of Jews and their
money in the United States, suggesting that Israel exercised undue influ-
ence over US foreign policy. When a public uproar ensved, Brown apolo-
gized for his remarks. Yet, in an interview published two years later, he
m;dle sm;ﬁar comments as well as intemperate statements about Britain
and Iran.

.. @ These episodes led some members of the incoming Carter ad-
mimstration to doubt Brown’s fituess to stay on as Chairman. But with
Brown a quarter of the way into his second and (by law) final two-year term,
Carter was content to let the matter ride.” Moreover, as soon became abun-
dantly clear, the Chairman’s policy differences with the new administration
over sensitive issues like strategic arms control and the Panama Canal
Treaty, were not such as to cause any major political headaches or embar-
rassment for the White House.® The most serious source of discord was
Brown's decision in the summer of 1977 to turn over copies of top secret
back-channel messages between the JCS and US commanders in Korea to
the House Armed Services Committee. These messages were highly critical
of the administration’s decision to withdraw US ground forces from the Ko-
rean peninsula. Compared with communications through regular channels,
these back-channel cables painted a worrisome, even alarming view of the
administration’s withdrawal policy. That the Chairman should have dis-
closed such information, despite approval from the Secretary of Defense,
drew blistering criticism from the National Security Council (NSC) Staff’s
senior Far Eastern expert, Michael Armacost, who characterized it as “an
outrageous procedure.” But despite the furor this episode produced, it was
clear that Brown had not acted with malicious intent and that he wanted to
preserve a constructive and cooperative relationship with the new admini-
stration.

(U) By early 1978, Brown, for health reasons, was turning more and
more of his responsibilities over to his assistants and stand-ins. Stricken
with cancer, he retired from active duty on 20 June 1978, ten days before
the expiration of his second term as Chairman. Less than six months later,
on 5 December 1978 he died.

¢ Cole, et. al., JCS Chairmanship, 107.
7 See Puryear, Brown: Destined for Stars, 256.

¢ For Brown's role in the Panama Canal Treaty, see below, Chapter VI; for SALT, see Chap-
ter IX.

s “Summary of Backchannel Messages on Korean Ground Withdrawals, February-June
1977,” undated, S, enclosure to Htr, H. Brown o Samuel 8. Stratton, 3 Nov 77, U, Staff Of-
fices: Lipshutz File, box 3, Korean Back Channel Messages folder, Carter Library; memo,
Armacost to Brzezinski, 29 Jun 77, S, National Security Adviser Coliection, Country File,
box 43, ROK 1-4/77 folder, Carter Library.

)
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(U) Brown'’s successor as JCS Chairman was the serving Air Force
Chief of Staff, General David C. Jones, Although not unprecedented, it was
Increasingly rare to see officers from the same service succeed one another
]!: the Chairmanship. More notably—Jones was the only Chairman who
cked a service academy or university degree. Born and raised in the Dako-
tas, he t.iropped out of college in 1942 to become an aviation cadet in the
ArmyAarCnrps.B):war’sendhebaddeeidedtomakethemﬂitaryhism-
reer. Th’e opportunity to fly combat missions in World War 11 eluded him,
but during the Korean War he logged more than three hundred hours on
bombing assignments against North Korea. Assigned to the Strategic Air
Command (SAC) in 1954, he became an air operations planner and later an
aide to General Curtis LeMay, the SAC Commander. During the 1960s and
egg-ly 1970s he occupied a variety of Air Force operational and command po- -
sitions in Europe and Southeast Asia, and in 1974 President Nixon named
him to be Air Force Chief of Staff.10 ’

. @PPresident Carter’s decision to elevate Jones to the JCS Chairman-
ship was not without controversy. Not only did Jones have little experience
in the joint planning arena but also there were those on Capitol Hill and in
the military that felt he was overly susceptible to civilian influence.!! A case
in point was Jones' acquiescence, as Air Force Chief of Staff in 1977, to
President Carter’s cancellation of the B-1 bomber, a plane that Jones had
once strongly supported. Proponents of the B-1, felt that Jones had caved in
too easily to the cancellation order. They argued that he should have fought
harder to keep the plane as a necessary part of the strategic triad and in or-
der to avoid conceding any unilateral advantage to the Soviet Union’s new
Backfire bomber. Responding to his critics, Jones quietly floated a proposal
with the White House. Suggesting use of the B-1’s engines in a modified FB-
111H, a combination that Jones termed an excellent “equalizer” for the
Backfire, not as an operational program but as something to be held in re-
serve should the strategic situation merit full production.}2 However, Presi-
dent Carter turned the proposal down, apparently preferring to develop the
Stealth bomber instead. Looking back, Jones was satisfied that he had done
as much as he could. “There were those who said I should have fallen on my
sword,” he recalled of his role in the B-1 cancellation. But he doubted
whether doing so would have served any useful purpose. “Carter had cam-

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

. Date: ppc 4 201
10 Cole, et. al., JCS Chairmanship, 113-18; Current Biography, 1982, 184-87. :

11 See Bruce Palmer, Jr., The 25-Year War: America’s Military Role in Vietnam (Lexing-
ton, Ky: University Press of Kentucky, 1984), 132. '

12 Memo, Odom to Brzezinski, 28 Jan 78, S, William Odom Collection, box 50, President’s
Military Visits folder, Carter Library.
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paigned on cancellation of the B-1,” he emphasized. “Who am I to sit in
judgment?”13

(U) All the same, Jones’ appointment seemed to some critics consis-
tent with an emerging pattern by the Carter administration of naming com-
Detent yet compliant officers to sit on the Joint Chiefs of Staff. When Carter
nominated Jones to the Senate, he also sent the names of two other new
JCS members: General Lew Allen, Jr., to become the Air Force Chief of
Staff; and Admiral Thomas B. Hayward to succeed the popular and re-
spected Admiral James L. Holloway III as Chief of Naval Operations. Allen
was at heart a scientist, with a Ph.D. in physics, while Hayward’s back-
ground was in naval aviation and program analysis. Both were able and
dedicated officers. But they were hardly known outside their respective ser-
vices and came from career backgrounds that prepared them more as tech-
nical than as politico-military advisers to the President, the Secretary of De-
fense, and the National Security Council. Bernard Weinraub of the New
York Times wrote that the net effect was “an awareness within the defense

hierarchy that the influence of the Joint Chiefs is on the decline.” A year

later, Carter made two further appointments: General Edward C. Meyer,
who succeeded General Bernard W. Rogers as Army Chief of Staff; and Gen-
eral Robert H. Barrow, replacing General Louis H. Wilson as Commandant
of the Marine Corps.

(U) In fairness, those who served on the Joint Chiefs of Staff during
the Carter years exercised their duties with the utmost seriousness but felt
constrained all too often by forces beyond their control and by a lack of
popular support. Anti-military sentiment in Congress and the public at large
remained strong, so that even when the Chiefs took exception to the Presi-
dent’s policies, they knew they were doing so from a weakened position. Of-
ten they would fume in private but then back away from a confrontation
when they finally met with the President.1® Moreover, building a consensus
within the JCS remained as difficult as ever. Inter-service rivalry and com-
petition continued to be facts of life, especially where budgetary allocations
were concerned, and led frequently to lowest-common-denominator com-
promises that cast doubt on the usefulness of JCS recommendations. David
Jones commonly referred to such advice as the “pabulum” that would come
up from below.1¢ But despite obvious flaws in the JCS system, there was as

13 Gen David C. Jones, USAF (Ret), former CJCS, interviewed by Drs. Steven L. Rearden
and Walter S. Poole, 4 Feb 98, transcript, JHO; Mark Perry, Four Stars (Boston: Hough-
ton, Mifflin, 1989), 268-69.

1¢ RBernard Weinraub, “Joint Chiefs Losing Sway Under Carter,” NY Times, 6 Jul 78: A11.
15 Jones interview, 4 Feb 98.
18 Jones' views quoted in James Schlesinger, “The Office of the Secretary of Defense,” in

Robert J. Art, Vincent Davis, and Samuel P. Huntington (eds.), Reorganizing America’s
Defense: Leadership in War and Peace (Washington, DC: Pergamon-Brassey’s, 1985), 257.
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yet little support or interest in Congress for making wholesale reforms.
Given the impediments under which the JCS at this gt:ixn«e operated, these
Chlefs.were probably no better or no worse than any of their predecessors at
resolving critical issues.

Liaison with the White House and the NSC

(U) During Carter’s presidency, as before, the princi int of regu-
lar contact between the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the%’resig:ln?oms thmegu:h
the National Security Council and its supporting staff. Created by the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947, the same law that had given the Joint Chiefs
statutory standing, the NSC exercised broad responsibility for coordinating
and overseeing interdepartmental deliberations and high-level decisions.
However, under Carter it was clear from the beginning that the NSC would
enjoy considerably less power and prestige than it had exercised during the
Nixon-Ford years. While campaigning for the presidency Carter had at-
tacked Ford for allowing his Secretary of State (and former National Secu-
rity Adviser) Henry A. Kissinger to pursue his own secret agenda through

Lone Ranger” diplomacy; he vowed that, if elected, he would exercise
closer personal supervision over foreign affairs.1”

. (U) Working out the details of a new NSC system fell to Carter’s As-
sistant for National Security Affairs, Zbigniew Brzezinski, and his deputy,
David L. Aaron. Together, they came up with a plan (PD-2) that dismantled
the elaborate committee structure devised by Kissinger, in favor of simpler
arrangements that vested major advisory functions into two cabinet-level
bodies. These bodies were the Special Coordination Committee (SCC),
chaired by Brzezinski, which had explicit responsibility for intelligence
oversight (including covert operations), arms control evaluation, and crisis
management; and the Policy Review Committee (PRC), normally headed by
tl}e Secretary of State, which had jurisdiction over everything else. To pro-
vide support, NSC Interdepartmental Groups (IGs) and/or NSC Ad Hoc
Groups (AHGs) would be available as needed.’8 The full NSC, with the
President presiding, would meet as necessary (some thirty-five meetings,
less than one a month, actually took place), and new designations took ef-
fect for NSC documents: National Security Study Memoranda (NSSM) be-
came Presidential Review Memoranda (PRM), and National Security Deci-
sion Memoranda (NSDM) became Presidential Directives (PD).*

";ggty Glad, Jimmy Carter: In Search of the Great White House (NY: W. W, Norton,
1 , 315.

18 PD-2, “NSC System,” 20 Jan 1977, C, JCS 2488/41, 001 (20 Jan 7).

19 PD-3, “Establishment of Presidential Review and Directive Series/NSC,” 20 Jan 1977, C,
JCS 2488/40, 001 (20 Jan 77); Zbigniew Breezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs of the
National Security Adviser, 1977-1981 (NY: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983), 58-61.
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(U) During the weeks immediately following the inauguration, the
NSC Staff issued fifteen PRMs mandating in-depth policy reexaminations
across a wide range of topics. The short suspense times of most of the stud-
les, together with the complexity of the issues addressed, severely taxed the
capacity of the Joint Staff and the Military Services to respond to PRM is-
sues with thg requisite thoroughness. A case in point was the handling of
PRM-5, dealing with the Cyprus-Aegean dispute. It reached the Joint Staff
in late January 1977 under conditions that allowed less than two working
days for agency inputs and only seventeen hours for the Department of De-
fense to coordinate its response to the NSC. JCS action officers encountered
similarly tight deadlines in dealing with policy reviews on Panama (PRM-1),
Cuba (in the context of PRM-17), Korea (PRM-13), and the Philippines base
negotiations (PRM-14).2° Brzezinski was reportedly “incensed” that the
“usefulness and effectiveness of PRC and SCC meetings . . . [had] been seri-
ously hampered” by the late circulation of papers to be discussed at the
meetings. But he readily acknowledged that he had po one to blame but
himself and his NSC Staff and promised to do better by pledging to give par-
ticipants at least two full days to prepare for a scheduled meeting.2!

(U) All the same, problems persisted in establishing satisfactory JCS-
NSC coordination. While time constraints eased somewhat, JCS planners
and action officers encountered new procedures that they felt worked
against them in obtaining a fair hearing for their views. Most troublesome
of all were NSC procedures that effectively stifled dissent by making little
allowance for the airing or circulation of opposing analyses and
recommendations prior to formal PRC/SCC discussions. Instead of
presenting the committees with the range of opinions expressed at the -
working level, the NSC Staff tended to table position papers making it
appear that there was already a consensus. Nor were participating agencies
able to obtain authoritative guidance on the results of PRC/SCC
deliberations requiring follow-on action. On 3 May 1977 the Joint Chiefs
aired their complaints at a meeting with the Secretary of Defense but were
unsuccessful in persuading him to send Brzezinski a friendly, albeit firm,
memorandum stating their position.22

(U) Meanwhile, on 10 June 1977 President Carter withdrew NSAM
55, the 1961 directive issued by President John F. Kennedy in the wake of
the Bay of Pigs episode, encouraging the Joint Chiefs to present their corpo-
rate views “direct and unfiltered” to the President. Although apparently not

» J-5 Report to JCS on Procedures for Review of PRMs, 14 Apr 77, U, JCS 2488/47-3, 001
(09 Mar 77).

21 MFR by COL Fred B. Raines, USA, 24 Mar 77, U, J-5 NSC Collection, Access. No. 218-86~
0014, box 10, PRC folder, hereafter cited as J-5 NSC Collection; memo, Braezinski to Moo-
dale, et. al., 21 Mar 77, U, JCS 2488/47-1, 001 (09 Mar 77).

22 J-5 Point Paper 61-77, 2 May 77, U; and draft memos to SecDef and Asst. to the President
for National Security Affairs, U, enclosures to JCS 2488/47-3, 001 (09 Mar 77).
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unexpected, the withdrawal of NSAM 55 further underscored the frustra-
tions the JCS continued to encounter in establishing satisfactory policy co-
ordination with the Carter White House. The reasons later given by the
President for abolishing the directive were that “changed circumstances”
and unspecified “organizational arrangements” rendered it no longer ap-
propriate. Subsequently, though, in September 1977, the White House is-
sued a replacement directive, employing language similar to the original,
but dropping a paragraph on JCS responsibilities for cold war operations.
Also, the new directive incorporated two subtle yet significant refinements.
One giving the Chairman or Acting Chairman somewhat greater latitude to
represent JCS views in the absence of his colleagues; the other requiring the
JCS to inform the Secretary of Defense before presenting their “direct and
unfiltered” advice to the President.2

(U) The full extent and impact of the various changes in JCS-NSC-
White House relations that accompanied the advent of the Carter admini-
stration were most explicitly indicated in JCS Policy Memorandum 158, re-
vised and reissued in July 1978. This summarized the functions and activi-
ties of the PRC, the SCC, and their supporting subgroups; prescribed the
JCS representation at each level of deliberation; articulated the policy for
presenting JCS views; and described the procedures to be faﬂowg:d for co-
ordination of papers, filing dissents and appeals, and distributing docu-
ments.2¢ The overall appearance was that of a smoothly functioning ma-
chine, with few reminders of the problems that had plagued it during the
Carter administration’s early days. However, such was pot the case. In fact,
as far as the JCS were concerned, frustrations continued to abopnd. Though
formal complaints would become less frequent, the feeling persisted, almost
down to the day Carter left office, that JCS representatives at the working
level received less than fair treatment from the NSC Staff and that the Joint
Chiefs themselves still had a hard time making their views heard.?s

(U) A mitigating factor in this situation was the usually favorable
rapport that existed between the Joint Chiefs and the President’s Natana}
Security Adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski, who emerged as one of the Chiefs
strongest and most dependable allies within the new administration. The
son of a refugee Polish diplomat, “Zbig” (as he was known familiarly) had
been a professor of government at Columbia University wh.en he met Carter
in the early 1970s and began advising him onforeigz;aﬂ'alrs‘.AsPr'wdent,
Carter initially embraced a “team approach” to foreign policymaking that
relied in the first instance on a triumvirate made up of Brzezinski, Secretary

23 Memo, Carter to CJCS, 22 Sep 77, “Relations of JCS to the President,” S, JCS Info.Memo
60-77. For NSAM 55, see Foreign Relations of the United States, 1961-1963 (Washington,

DC: GPO, 1996), Vi1, 109-10.

2 JCS Policy Memo 158, 12 Jul 78, “Participation by the JCS in NSC Affairs,” U, JCS
2488/5, 001 (06 Jul 78).
25 See for example CSAFM 163-78 to JCS, 29 Dec 78, U, JCS 2488/55, 001 (29 Dec 78).
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of Defense Brown, and Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance. However, Carter
soon came to doubt Vance's effectiveness as a foreign policy spokesman,
and began assigning this and other key functions to Brzezinski.?® “The
president frequgntly said,” Brzezinski later explained, “that he simply did
not get enough integrated thinking and creative initiative from the Depart-
melgtofState.Andasaconsequence,quiteearlyonhestanedmingtothe
National Security Council and to me for that role.”?’

_ (U) Though not the powerful behind-the-scenes policy manager that
Kissinger had been, Brzezinski enjoyed a close rapport with the President
that considerably enhanced his stature and increased his authority over for-
eign policy. As one of Carter’s biographers described it: “Brzezinski and
Carter got along famously. The Eastern European and the southern Ameri-
can, workaholics both, were Washington outsiders, impatient with the
ceremonial side of governing and blessed with a stunning ability to absorb
and retain mounds of raw foreign policy data.” Occasional differences aside,
they worked easily together and established a friendship that lasted past
Carter’s presidency.2®

- (U) As time went on, Brzezinski and the State Department found
themselves increasingly at odds over major issues. Brzezinski, as a rule, was
more skeptical of détente, more cautious on arms control, and put more
faith in raw military power than Vance and his State Department col-
leagues. According to Vance, their chief divergence was over Brzezinski’s
tendency to see US-Soviet relations in terms of an overarching “geopolitical
struggle,” whereas Vance sought cooperation and accommodation.? Vance
was no pacifist, bnthavingsemdasDeputySecretazyofDefenseinth.e
mid-1960s, during the Vietnam buildup, he felt he knew the limits of mili-
tary power. As Secretary of State in the Carter administration, Vance rou-

resisted increases in military strength, the procurement of new weap-
ous systems he deemed destabilizing to the strategic balance (e.g., the MX
missile), or ventures abroad entailing military aid or direct military action.

28 Carter, Keeping Fuaith, 53-54.

”WMM&W&MM@&MWM%MN&&MW
ﬁiw%ysm:Ammaﬁonmmgniemeinsﬁ,’ Washington Quarterly 5 (Winter
1982): 72.

2 Douglas Brinkley, The Unfinished Presidency: Jimmy Carter’s Journey Beyond the
White House (NY: Viking, 1998), 93. See also, Barry Rubin, Secrets of State: The State De~
partment and the Struggle over US Foreign Policy (NY: Oxford University Press, 1985),
172-202; Joseph G. Bock, and Duncan L. Clarke. "The National Security Assistant and the
White House Staff: National Security Policy Decisionmaking and Domestic Political Con-
siderations, 1947-1984," Presidential Studies Quarterly 16 (1986): 267-69; 1. M. Destler,
Leslie H. Gelb, and Anthony Lake, Our Own Worst Enemy: The Unmaking of American
Foreign Policy (rev. ed.; NY: Touchstone, 1985), 216-25.

2 Cyrus Vance, Hard Choices: Critical Years in America’ Foreign Policy (NY: Siroon and
Schuster, 1983), 26-28.
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Evenuxglly, it was the President’s decision, partly on Brzezinski’s advice, to
use military power rather than diplomacy to resolve the Iran hostage situa-
tion that precipitated Vance's resignation in April 1980.30

@ As Brzezinski's differences with State mounted, he began casting
about for allies to provide bureaucratic support. Inevitably, he gravitated
toward the Joint Chiefs of Staff, whose views on defense and security issues
more closely resembled his own, and whose help he recognized he would
need on certain key issues. In an effort to strengthen his credibility with the
Chiefs, Brzezinski brought in Fritz Ermarth, an expert on the Soviet mili-
tary, and Major General Jasper A. Welch, USAF, a nuclear weapons special-
ist. They joined defense analyst Victor A. Utgoff and Colonel William E.
Odom, USA, Brzezinski's military assistant, on the NSC’s military cluster.
Brzezinski assumed, for example, that the Senate was unlikely to approve a
new strategic arms control agreement (SALT II) that lacked a vigorous JCS
endorsement; and toward this end he made "a sustained effart” to line up
JCS backing.3! In so doing, Brzezinski initiated varions back-channel con-
tacts—luncheons and so forth—between senior members of the NSC Staff
and the JCS, to help firm up their relationship. Brzezinski knew that these
meetings violated Secretary of Defense Brown's guidelines on contacts and
that they irritated him intensely. But he persisted anyway in the belief that
Brown's policy on outside contacts was unduly restrictive.32

(U) Despite the encouragement the JCS must have received from
these contacts, the actual dividends appear to have been mixed. As General
Jones later recalled, he welcomed opportunities to build “coalitions” in sup-
port of JCS positions, hintingthathﬁnski’savertm:esWﬂeP&ﬂ of this
process.® But the major stumbling block, as always during the Carter years,
was the President’s aversion to military power. Carter, while he highly val-
ued Brzezinski’s advice and ideas, was closer phﬂosoghlcaﬂy to Vapoe’ s
views on the limited role th?etltmﬂitary force shmﬂdpﬁmﬁorfgsgm
Although Carter gradually felt compelled to modify his positi
policies with respect to NATO and the Persian Gulf for example that gave

% Vance, Hard Choices, 398-413; David S. Mclellan, Cyrus Vance (Totowa, NJ: Rowman
& Allenheld, 1985), 159-61. To replace Vance, Memmmmed&nammmmg
Muskie of Maine, Muskie served as Secretary of State for less than a year and did not

an overly close interest in national security affairs involving the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

31 Breezinski, Power and Principle, 168, 456-57.

32 Zhigniew mﬁmmwmmqﬁmmmaw
35;Pt-I,p-n,OSDOrulHistoxyﬁonecﬁon;Memo,mmhmnmlmw,g
Samuel H Collection, box 8-10 (6 of 6), NSC General.folder, Carter Lit:s:ary.":8
MMdedJCS-NSCMmMm,BWmm,MAngW], s
William Odom Collection, bax 38, Presidential Memos Misc. folder, Carter Library.

33 Jones interview, 4 Feh g8,

34 See Brinkley, Unfinished Presidency, 92-93.
11
OONRIDENTREL



DECLASS!FIED IN FULL
SONNMNODNTIY Authorily: EO 13526

Ghief, Records & Declass Div, WHS

JCS and National Policy Date: DEC 4 28

addmOm.welghtto.mﬂitaryfactors,hedidsowiththe greatest reluctance.

And despite mounting evidence of an across-the-board Soviet military

buildup, he resisted increases in military spending throughout his presi-

dency and once told an NSC meeting that he found the demands for defense

expenditures _comprising “a bottomless pit."35 In these circumstances, the

- Joint Chiefs invariably found it tough going to put their views across, no
matter how many friends and allies they had at the White House.

Inside the Pentagon

(U) Inside the Pentagon, the arrival of the Carter administration
made little immediate difference in how the Joint Chiefs discharged their
responsibilities.?¢ Even so, the new Secretary of Defense, Harold Brown, left
no doubt that changes were on the way. Having served in the Defense De-
partment in the 1960s as Secretary of the Air Force and as Director of De-
fense Research and Engineering (DDR&E), Brown was acquainted with JCS
procedures, many of which he believed to be sorely in need of reform. The
resulting changes fell into two categories: (1) those dealing with the Plan-
ning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS), including JCS involve-
ment in the analysis of force requirements, program development, and the
allocation of resources; and (2) those concerning the management and co-
ordination of politico-military affairs within the Department of Defense.

(U) During his four years as Secretary of Defense, Bmwnmyohgd
himself in practically all areas of departmental activity, but as a scientist
(like General Lew Allen, he held a Ph.D. in physics) he was more comfort-
able and effective dealing with technical problems than with policy mat-
ters.3" A frequent criticism was that he concentrated too much on individual
issues and not enough on broad themes. Earlyinh}va:caraerheaequ;reti.a
reputation for being impatient and brusque with military officers who dis-
agreedwithhim;bntbytheﬁmehebecamaSWofDefense,hxsattg
mdehadmellowedﬁa’Hepmferredworkingwitht-heJCSasmmhasPosm«
ble through the Chairman, and schedules permitting, he and the Chairman
would meet every day at 11:00 AM to review current business. Keeping face-
to-face meetings with the other Chiefs to a minimum, Brown preferred
communicating with them through written memoranda or would pen his
responses directly to papers he received. General Jones, who had known

3 Carter, Keeping Faith, 588.

3 See Poole, JCS and Natiaonal Policy, 1973-1976, S, 15-24, for their methods of operation
during the Nixon-Ford administration.
”Forauaeﬁﬂbiompﬁcﬂakﬂcbofm,mmkmkmdmwm The

Department of Defense, 1947-1997; Organization and Leaders (Washington, DC: Histori-
cal Office, Office of the Secretary of Defense, 1997), 96-99.

33 Richard A. Stubbing, with Richard A. Mendel, The Defense Game (NY: Harper and Row,
1986), 338-40.
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Brown since the early 1960s, found him i i
i S exceptio; well informed
gxoroﬂshly professional. While acknowledging thafgyey had thei;n:xps ﬁ
owns, Jones felt that overall they achieved “a very close relationship.”s

. (U) By far the most ambitious reforms affecting the JCS that Brown
mtrodweél were those stemming from his decision to update the PPBS
process. mwnbehevedt?atheandthe?midentshouldbe more closely
m"”},"dgd early on in shaping the budget and that the Joint Chiefs should
Enr?qth greater analytical support in arriving at decisions on force levels
a e allocation of resources among the Services. The cornerstone of
rown’s fiscal reform package was his “Consolidated Guidance,” which in
turn necessitated significant changes in the Joint Strategic Planning System
(JSPS). Unveiled early in 1978, the Secretary’s Consolidated Guidance re-
placed the old Defense Guidance and several other directives, and provided
the JCS and the Military Services with a more comprehensive picture of the
administration’s policy, program, and fiscal criteria at the outset of each
budget cycle.40
(U) As part of these reforms, the JCS launched a major overhaul of
the JSPS, the most far-reaching revision of their planni:? practices since
the 1950s. Short-range planning, contained in the biennial Joint Strategic
Capahﬂxqea Plan (JSCP), assigning tasks and allocating forces to the unified
and specified commands, remained the same. However, mid-range plan-
ning and other JCS inputs to the PPBS underwent extensive revision. At the
Secretary’s request, the Joint Chiefs would provide annually a new seven-
year projection of force requirements, known as the Joint Strategic Plan-
ning Dowmel‘athSPD), and a Joint Program Assessment Memorandum
(JPA}‘I) containing a risk assessment based on the composite of the Ser-
vices’ budget submissions.#! Acting on the advice of outside consultants,
SecretgrmevgnalsocmtndaDefenseRmmesBoard(DRB)mWin
smmgSemoe requests, and named the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,
an ex officio member.42 These reforms clearly enhanced the utility of the
Joint Strategic Planning System and greatly increased JCS visibility and in-
fluence in the budget process, especially for the Chairman. However, it re-
mained to be seen, as one skeptic put it, whether the Joint Chiefs would live
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3¢ Jopes interview, 4 Feb 98.

mo, Brown to Secretaries Military Depts and CJCS, 26 Oct 77, U, JCS 2522/7, 555 (29

41 “Description of Documents Intended as Inputs to the PPBS,” undated, U, Appendix to
JCSM-94-78 to SecDef, 10 Apr 78, U, JCS 2522/7-2, 555 (29 Sep 77).

42 Memo, Brown to CJCS, 7 Apr 79, U, CICS Files (Jones), 550 Budget.
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up to their new responsibilities and exercise “a credible institutional role” in
resources allocation.43

(U) JCS participation in politico-military affairs, including liaison
between the Pentagon and other agencies, received extensive attention as
well, Although less rigid than some of his predecessors, Secretary of Defense
Brown insisted that all contacts outside the Defense Department be coordi-
nated through the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). The procedures
Bmwniniﬁallypmihedwerenotmuchdifierentfromthosewt@mby
previous Secretaries, These reflected newly issued White House guidelines
specifying that, in matters of high-level national security, the President pre-
ferred dealing directly with the Secretary or his deputy, making no mention
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or the Chairman. However, as the Director, Joint
Staff, hastened to point out, such procedures were not always prgcucal; In-
deed, there were numerous areas “basic to the support of the President,” in-
cluding intelligence, communications, and custody of the nuclear launch
codes, where the Joint Staff had to maintain routine contacts with the White
House and would continue to do so unless otherwise directed .+

(U) Although Secretary Brown recognized the need for exceptions to
his policy on contacts, it was increasingly clearﬁghat h’e»'found existing ar-
rangements for interagency liaison and politico-military coordination
within the Pentagon unsatisfactory. Under the system he inherited, either
theJointChiefswouldaendtheSecremyaformalme{nomndnm of their
corporate views or, as was increasingly the case, the Director, Joint Staff,
and the appropriate Assistant Secretary of Defense wpuld give the W
(or his deputy) and the JCS Chairman an agreed talking paper to be : at
NSC discussions.5 Believing that the Department of Defense should fﬁ;lf—a
tion 45 2 unit o support of the President,” the Secretary proposed to !
this process one step further by developing “a single m% n:
position,” a recommendation in which General Brown, the J?S rman
the time, reportedly concurred.+ Plans delineating the detsils were slam
emerge, but the feeling among several of the Secretary’s advisers ngs;l o
responsibﬂityshouldmstxmhﬂmmt%mmformmo b Se-
curity Affairs (ISA), and that there should be “a firm commitment to nf

43 Donald B, Rice, Defense Resource Management Study: Final Report (Weshington, DC:
GPO, 1579), 21.

1J; and DISM
“Memo,nmwntoclcs,smbw,u;memo,carterwnrown,al*ep% 3 B
402-77 to Military Assistant to the SecDef, 28 Feb 77, U, all on JCS “Greens microfilmo,
reel 77-1.

4 Poole, JCS and National Policy, 1973-1976, 8,13.
46 Memo, Brown to Brzezinski, 21 Jan 77, U, J-5 NSC Collection, box 10, PRC file.
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grate Joint Staff or JCS views into a single OSD/JCS response,” with due
allowance for conflicting views should the need arise. 7

(U) While there is no clear evidence that any of the Service Chiefs
strenuously objected to the changes the Secretary was contemplating, it was
apparent that none considered it realistic or practicable to aim for a wholly
gynthesized OSD-JCS perspective in each and every instance. As described
in JCS Policy Memorandum 158, development of a coordinated OSD-JCS
position should be a desired and early goal but not a prerequisite for taking
action on a particular problem requiring interagency deliberations. Thus, a
joint talking paper reflecting a coordinated OSD-JCS position should con-
tinue to be the preferred basis for representing the Defense position in the
NSC and other high-level committees involving the Chairman and the Sec-
retary. But that need not always be the case if time or circumstances should
not permit. Nor should the absence of a coordinated position inhibit JCS
participation at the various working levels, even if as a result the JCS and
OSD representatives wound up presenting wholly different views that might
need to be reconciled later. 48

(U) An alternative approach, usually more favored by OSD officials
than by the JCS, was to combine OSD and JSC representation into a single
individual. Though obviously not suitable in all instances, it seemed to Sec-
retary of Defense Brown an ideal solution for providing representation to
international conferences and negotiations that might hot warrant the di-
version of resources to support two participants. A case in point was his
proposal in 1978 to merge OSD and JCS representation to the Law of the
Sea negotiations, using a retired officer to represent both organizations.®
Brown’s model was the work done by Lieutenant General Welborn (“Tom”)
Dolvin, USA (Ret), who had served as the OSD-JCS representative to the
Panama Canal Treaty negotiations.® But this had been a special case; on all
other ongoing negotiations the JCS had separate representation. Citing the
possibility of “divergent viewpoints” and the need for “an advocate” of JCS
views, the Joint Staff recommended against creating another exception.
However, the Acting Director, Joint Staff, Major General John A. Wickham,
Jr., USA, disagreed, on the grounds that the money-saving features of a sin-
gle representative in this instance amply justified the risk.5! In reviewing

47 Memo, Davis and Slocombe to Brown and Duncan, 26 Jan 77, U, CJCS Files (Brown),
NSC Memo File 1977.

48 JCS Policy Memo 158, 12 Jul 78, pp. 67, 10.
*Bmwn’spmpmalmokthefomofahandwﬁmnmmamhe.mévedﬁommﬁot
L. Richardson, head of the US delegation to the Law of the Sea negotiations, dated 2 Jun
78, copy in CJCS Files (Brown), 546 LOS.

50 See Chapter V1.
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new terms of reference for a single representative, Secretary Brown noted
approvingly that he found this arrangement to be “a good idea,” and hoped
that “analogous situations” would permit additional such appointments in
the future.52 Even so, there were no further exceptions for the duration of
Carter’s presidency.

(U) Meanwhile, in October 1977 Congress approved legislation creat-
ing the post of Under Secretary of Defense for Policy.5 Included under the
office’s charter were authority and responsibility for overseeing politico-
military affairs, interagency representation and coordination, intelligence,
space policy, nuclear weapons policy, civil defense, and other national secu-
rity matters that likewise concerned the Joint Chiefs of Staff.5 Even so, the
immediate impact on OSD-JCS relations was negligible owing to the diffi-
culties Secretary Brown experienced in finding a suitable incumbent.5 Fi-
nally, in October 1979 he named Robert W. Komer, a former senior intelli-
gence analyst and ambassador to Turkey, who had been serving in OSD as a
special adviser on NATO affairs. Known for his vigorous style and forceful
leadership that had earned him the nickname “Blowtorch,” Komer was al-
ready a familiar figure to the Joint Staff because of his work on NATO.
Quickly settling into his new job, he made a point of establishing close
working relations with the Chairman and senior officers in the Joint Staff
directorates, often peppering them with daily memoranda, requests, and
suggestions that could sometimes sorely test their patience. Komer assumed
that a large part of his job was to expedite the development of military strat-
egy and politico-military planning. Looking back, he estimated that he spent
half or more of his time with the Chiefs working on the plans and prepara-
tions for the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force, perhaps the most success-
ful defense initiative to come out of Carter’s presidency.56

JCS and National Policy

51 J.5M-1132-78 to Asst to CICS, 13 Jul 78, U, enclosing JS Tasking, “Appointment of a Sin-
gle DOD Representative for LOS...," 12 July 78, U; memo, Wickham to Asst to CJCS, 13
July 78, U, ail in CJCS Files (Jones), 546 LOS.

52 Brown's comments appended to CM-158-78 to SecDef, 1 Dec 78, FOUO, CICS Files
{Jones), 546 LOS.

53 See Alice C. Cole, et. al. (eds.), The Department of Defense: Documents on Establish-
ment and Organization, 1944-1978 (Washington, DC: Historical Office, Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense, 1978), 259-60.

5 DOD Directive No. 5111.1, 27 Oct 1978, “Under Secretary of Defense for Policy,” OSD His-
torical Files.

5 See Steven L. Rearden, “The Secretary of Defense and Foreign Affairs, 1947-1989.” MS,
Historical Office, Office of the Secretary of Defense, December 1995, Ch. VII.

58 Memo, Komer for USD(P), 27 Jan 81, U, USDP Misc. files, Papers of Robert Komer, from
notebook in OSD Historian's collection; Robert W. Komes, interviewed by Alfred Goldber,
Roger R. Trask, and Stuart 1. Rochester, 25 Mar 1981, transcript, pp- 45-47, OSD Oral His-
tory Collection.
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Growing Pressure for JCS Organizational Reform

(U) While the Carter years witnessed no fundamental changes in JCS
organization or operations, other than to make the Commandant of the Ma-
- rine Corps a full participating member, they did contribute to laying the ba-
sis for what would become the reforms contained in the Goldwater-Nichols
Defensg Reorganization Act of 1986. President Carter placed great personal
emphasis on providing effective and efficient government, and it was with
this end in mind that he set in motion numerous studies and investigations
to improve public administration. The Defense Department, as the largest,
most costly, and reputedly one of the least efficient of the Executive de-
Partments at the time, became a primary target for structural and opera-
tional reform. Although Carter applauded and encouraged the PPBS
changes and other administrative reforms introduced by Secretary of De-
fense Brown, he regarded them as only the first step toward a basic overhaul
;ftaléef;mse Department operations, including those of the Joint Chiefs of

5

(V) Carter’s efforts were not without precedent. Since World War I
almost every administration had conducted its own inquiries into improving
the management of the defense establishment, buflding on the legislation
passed in 1947 that had unified the armed services. Invariably, these inquir-
ies had uncovered disappointment and discontent with the performance of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Even the Chiefs themselves concurred that they
operated within a less-than-perfect system. Yet, despite broad agreement
that the JCS could be improved, there was no emerging consensus on how
to make the organization run better.58

(U) At the insistence of the White House, Secretary of Defense Brown
in November 1977 commissioned three (later expanded to five) reviews of
separate aspects of the defense organization.® Included was a study of the
national military command structure by a group headed by Richard C.
Steadman, a former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense. Filed in July
1978, the Steadman group’s final report accorded extensive treatment to
JCS organization and functions. While Steadman and his associates rec-
ommended no change in the JCS role in the national command structure,
they did find what they considered serious flaws in JCS staffing procedures
and the JCS paper system. It was, the group believed, “difficult for the Joint
Staff to produce persuasively argued joint papers which transcend Service
positions and difficult for the JCS to arrive at joint decisions in many im-
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57 Memo, Carter to Brown, 20 Sep 77, U, JCS 1977/392.

5 For an overview of this process see Trask and Goldberg, Defense Organization and Lead-
ers, 37-40.

8 QOASD(PA) news release no. 529-77, 17 Nov 77, cited in JCS 1977/409-5.
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portant areas.”® To remedy the situation, the Steadman group recom-
mended revised procedures that would make the Joint Staff alone responsi-
ble for authorship of JCS papers, present “comprehensive analysis of alter-
natives whenever appropriate, encouraging expression of differing views,”
and supply the Joint Staff with high-level guidance at the onset of the re-
view of a given issue. Additionally, the group urged the Military Services to
make their most talented and qualified officers available for assignment to
the Joint Staff 1

(U) The Steadman group was especially critical of the JCS role in re-
source allocation and force planning and argued for changes that would
contribute further toward improving the PPBS. Indeed, as the Steadman
group saw it, the Chiefs’ dual role as JCS members and as heads of their
Military Services created inherent tensions that prevented them from giving
wholly objective and useful advice in these important areas. Since the
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, was the only military officer with no current
or prospective service responsibilities, the group believed that he was in a
unique position to provide national military advice. Accordingly, it recom-
mended that the Chairman be charged with supplying the Secretary with
advice on program, budget, and force structure issues, allowing him aug-
mented staff support in the studies, analysis, and gaming area, as appropri-
ate. Further, in order to enhance command management, the group rec-
ommended that the Secretary of Defense name the Chairman as his agent to
supervise the commanders of the unified and specified commands.52

(U) The Steadman group believed that if the changes it proposed
were fully and faithfully implemented, much of the dissatisfaction with the
JCS system would disappear. However, if this proved not to be the case,
then solutions of “a more fundamental nature” might be in order. Most
radical of all was the group's proposal of a body of National Military Advis-
ers (NMA), who would be totally separate from Service connections. The
NMA would include a senior officer from each Service, one of whom would
be chairman, and would serve the Secretary of Defense, the President, and
the NSC in much the same capacity as the current Joint Chiefs ofStaﬁ The
National Military Advisers would be responsible for joint planning, opera-
tions, and advice but would have no Service assignments. In these circum-
stances, the Steadman group assumed, conflicting Service responsibilities
would be less inhibiting 63

% "Report to the Secretary of Defense on the National Military Command Structure (The
Steadman Report),” July 1978, reprinted in US Congress, House, Committee on Armed
Services, Hearings: Reorganization Proposals for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 97:2 (Washing-
ton, DC: GPO, 1982), 912.
DECLASSIFIED IN FULL
¢ Tbid,, 919-20. Aaarky £ o805
Chisf, Records & Declass Div, WHS

62 1bid., 924. ) pater
DEC 4 2013
% Ibid., 925-32.
18



DECLASSIFIED IN FULL

Authority: EO 13526 m

Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS
Date:

.. (U) That the appearance of the Steadman report happened to coin-
clde_ with the appointment of three new JCS members, i%g a new
 Chairman, seemed to suggest the looming possibility of a wholesale reor-
ganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. But as the report gained wider circu-
latiop over the summer of 1978, it became obvious that the Carter admini-
:zr;tulgnag;dfgo nnmeuimglte_ tpl;;ll;skflor restmctug’;g the JCSt.hNor was it likely
rward i approach Congress with agreed recom-

mendations, probably in Carter's secggd term.

(U) Notably absent was any groundswell of support within the mili-
tary for JCS reform. At his first press conference as Chairman, General
Jones downplayed the Steadman report’s probable impact, indicating that
he could see as yet no emerging consensus for what should be done. “We
have a long ways to go,” he said, “before we can really figure out how to
merge all qftheseoonf'icﬁngviews in the joint arena and come up with rec-
ommendations on some of these difficult issues.”s¢ Privately, Jones told
Secrem;y of Defense Brown that while he saw “a number of things” that
would improve JCS performance, he fully anticipated that the changes, if
any, vgou{d be minor. “I firmly believe . . .” he said, “that the fundamental
organizational structure is sound.”® Commenting as a corporate body, the
Joint Chiefs concurred that the Steadman report contained many “innova-
tive, positive suggestions.” But they likewise cautioned that efforts at im-
plementation should be “evolutionary in nature, "5

(p)Acﬁngontheirowniniﬁaﬁve,ﬂ:eJointmﬁefsdidinfactcarry
out various internal reforms recommended by the Steadman group to im-
prove Joint Staff procedures and to enhance both their own and the Chair-
man’s role in resource allocation and planning. But, by and large, the
movement for JCS reorganization in the Carter years sputtered to a halt be-
fore it barely got started. Although the problems may have appeared obvi-
ous, the solutions that would not upset the delicate balance that governed
JCS deliberations were less so. The movement for JCS reform was indeed
beginning to take shape, but it would be some time yet before it gathered
sufficient momentum to produce more than superficial changes.

& Transcript of News Conference by Gen David C. Jones, CJCS, 25 Jul 78, pp- 2-3, National
Security Adviser Collection, Agency File, box 10, JCS 3/77-12/78 folder, Carter Library.

5 CM-~79-78 to SecDef, 1 Sep 78, U, JCS 1977/409-5.
8 JCSM-200-78 to SecDef, 1 Sep 78, U, JCS 1977/409-5.
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THE PERSIAN GULF AND THE RAPID DEPLOYMENT
FORCE

(U) Not since the early days of NATO had the Joint Chiefs of Staff
faced a set of regional security problems as complex and challenging as in
the Persian Gulf and Southwest Asia. In the wake of the Yom Kippur War
and the cnl?phng Arab oil embargo of 1973-1974, it was increasingly clear
that the United States had a growing stake in preserving peace and stability
throughout the Middle East and that US security interests there, including
preservation of the western allies’ access to Persian Gulf oil reserves, would
command close attention for some years to come. Further east, political and
social unrest in Iran, Pakistan, and Afghanistan threatened a power vacuum
along the southern periphery of the Soviet Union, which the Soviets ap-
peared poised to fill. Although the United States was not nearly as depend-
ent on Gulf oil as were the nations of Western Europe and Japan, the recur-
riag fear in Washington was over the disastrous ripple effects that a
renewed cutoff of oil supplies could have. One way or another, the conse-
quences would impinge on the United States.

Oil Problems: Challenge and Response

(U) Reflecting on the energy crisis of the early 19708, Jimmy Carter
said in his memoirs that he fully empathized with Americans who “deeply
resented that the greatest nation on earth was being jerked around by a few
desert states.™ Bearing in mind the country’s vulnerability to future disrup-
tions of oil supplies, Carter singled out the development of a comprehensive
energy program as one of his administration’s top priorities. In a nation-
wide address on 18 April 1977, he termed his energy policy the moral
equivalent of war, exeeptthattbepurposewmﬂdbeaumﬁngofeffogtsm
build rather than to destroy. In furtherance of this objective, the President
listed ten guiding principles, generally stressing the need for fuel conserva-
tion, the development of alternative sources of power, and improved use of
existing resources. Military sanctions to protect and preserve Western anfl
Japanese access to Middle East oil supplies were not among the President’s
list of measures, but neither did he exclude such actions should the need
arise.2

(U) In fact, JCS planning for oil-related contingencies in the Middle
East-Persian Gulf had been ongoing since the first oil embargo of 1973-

: Carter, Keeping Faith, 92.

2 “The Energy Problem: Address to the Nation,“ 18 Apr 77, Public Papers: Carter, 1977,
656-662.
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19742 By the Carter administration, in-place forces for such purposes in-
cl‘uded the US Sixth Fleet and US Middle East Force (MIDEASTFOR). The
Sixth Fleet consisted of two aircraft carriers, approximately fourteen surface
combatants, four attack submarines, five amphibious ships with a Marine
amphibious unit (approximately 1,800 strength) embarked, and logistic
support ships. The Middle East Force, operating in the Arabian Sea-Persian
Gulf area, normally consisted of a flagship and two surface combatants.
Three times a year, a Pacific Command (PACOM) task force of approxi-
mately four surface combatants with logistic support ships deployed to the
Indian Ocean for a period of approximately fifty days. Occasionally, an air-
craft carrier would accompany the surface task group deployments.4

@ Though plans for further strengthening of US capabilities in the
Middle East and Persian Gulf took shape slowly, they reflected a steadily
growing appreciation among the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the strategic im-
portance of countries in and around the Gulf. Two countries in that region—
Iran and Saudi Arabia—fell into what the JCS considered the “vital interest”
category because of their strategic location and extensive oil reserves. Basic
policy guidance the Chiefs received derived from a White House-mandated
review of overall national security policy (PRM-10), initiated near the outset
of the Carter administration under the joint supervision of the President’s
National Security Adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski, and Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown.s Such reviews had become almost a ritual since the 1950s, as
each incoming administration endeavored to correct what it viewed to be
the failures and shortcomings of its predecessor, and in so doing to affix its
own stamp to national security policy. In this case, however, the resulting
presidential guidance (PD-18), approved on 24 August 1977, was less sig-
nificant for charting new horizons than for papering over differences be-
tween Brzezinski and his State Department rivals. Middle East-Persian Gulf
policy was a case in point. While State wanted to downplay the role of US
military power there, Brzezinski favored more concrete initiatives backed by
what PD-18 described as a “force of light divisions with strategic mobility”—
i.e., a rapid deployment force—that could respond quickly to sudden emer-
gencies.$

@) Even though the idea of a rapid deployment force received formal
sanction in PD-]S,Oiutgh creation, as one of its later architects characterized it,

3 On the background of JCS planning, see Poole, JCS and National Policy, 19731976, 8,
359-407.

4 JCSM-454~77 to SecDef, 27 Dec 77, TS, JCS 1887/836-1, 898 (1 Nov 77)-
5 For a detailed treatment of the PRM-10 project, see below, Chapter X.

s PD-18, “US National Strategy,” 24 Aug 77, TS, JHO NSC Collection. Also see Zbigniew
Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs of the National Security Adviser, 1977‘198{
(NY: Farrar, Strans, Giroux, 1983), 177, 455-56; and Robert P. Haﬁa, Jr., The Half War:
Planning US Rapid Deployment Forces to Meet a Limited Contingency, 1960-1983 (Boul-

der, Colo.: Westview Press, 19084), 50-52.
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languished “on the back burner” the next two years for budgetary reasons
and because of higher priority security needs assigned to NATO Europe.”
Moreover, until the 1979 Islamic revolution swept the Shah of Iran from
power, US policy toward Southwest Asia rested heavily on building up Iran
as the regional policeman, thereby relieving the United States of consider-
able responsibility. An ardent advocate of arms control, President Carter
also hoped to negotiate a formal agreement with the Soviet Union that
would, in effect, demilitarize the Indian Ocean. He therefore approached
military commitments toward that part of the world with a good deal of cau-
tion and, in September 1977, directed Secretary of Defense Brown to “moni-
tor closely” the pace of new US construction on the British-owned island of
Diego Garcia.3 The Joint Chiefs viewed such unilateral restraint as counter-
productive, and in January 1978 they reiterated warnings of possible ad-
verse consequences, citing stepped up Soviet activity in Ethiopia and South
Yemen. Shortly thereafter US-Soviet talks on demilitarizing the Indian
Ocean went into indefinite recess, and from this point on White House en-
thusiasm for the policy began to fade.

48 Whether a larger US military presence in the Persian Gulf-Indian
Ocean region would better serve US interests there became the subject gf
recurring high-level discussions for the next several years, Throughout this
period, JCS planning followed a cautious yet predictable course, which ac-
knowledged the possibility of deeper military involvement but with due re-
gard for the President’s known preference to rely in the first instance on po-
litical and diplomatic solutions. Seizing the initiative, the Joint Chiefs in
mid-January 1978 directed the Studies, Analysis, and Gaming Agency
(SAGA) to provide an assessment of US capabilities to meet contingencies in
the Middle East-Persian Gulf. As this study was being organized, Secretary
of Defense Brown on 17 March requested an in-depth review of US strategy
to counter Soviet inroads and to safeguard the availability of oil from the
Middle East and Persian Gulf, with terms of reference to be submitted by
the end of May.® The Operations Deputies (OPSDEPS), meeting on 19 May
1978, urged giving the Secretary’s request first priority and suggested fur-
ther that it would provide the Joint Chiefs of Staff with an ideal opportunity,

7P. X. Kelley, “Rapid Deployment: A Vital Tramp,” Parameters 11 (March 1981): 51.

s Memo, Brzezinski to Vance, Brown, and Warnke, 20 Sep 77, S, JCS 2482/366-6, 982/750
{07 Apr 77); US Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services, Hearings: Department of
Defense Authorization for Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1981, 96:2 (Wash DC: GPO,
1980)1 Pt l, 443-44.

9 JCSM-24-78 to SecDef, 30 Jan 78, $/GDS, RG 330, Indian Ocean 092 (30 Jan 78), Ac-
cess. No. 330-81-0202; President’s diary, 1 Feb 77, in Carter, Keeping {"mth, 217; J-3 to
JCS, JCS 1887/837-1, 8/GDS 898/378 (25 Jan 78). Richard N. Haass, Amf Control at
Sea: The United States and the Soviet Union in the Indian Ocean, 1977-78," Journal of
Strategic Studies 10 (June 1987): 231-47, summarizes the background and development of
US policy in the Indian Ocean.

10 Memo, SecDef to CICS, 17 Mar 78, C/GDS, 2121/248, 898/452 (17 Mar 78).
23
Lo



DECLASSIFIED IN FULL
oNony Authority: EO 13526
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS
JCS and National Policy Dol DEC 4 201

if not to influence US policy directly, then at least to air their views. The
Chiefs agreed and notified the Secretary that they were treating his request
as one of their top concerns.:

€@ Over the course of the ensuing review, the Joint Chiefs and the
Secretary’s office, represented by the Deputy Under Secretary for Policy,
Admiral Daniel J. Murphy, USN (Ret), collaborated closely in establishing
an OSD-Joint Staff steering group to oversee the exercise and to establish
terms of reference.’> An ad hoc working group, chaired by J-5, with a De-
fense Intelligence Agency (DIA) representative and representatives from
each Service, developed the final study that went to the Joint Chiefs.’s Ini-
tially, the Chiefs intended to address military contingencies with emphasis
on Soviet strategy, steps the United States and its allies should take to attain
their objectives, and ways to encourage the countries of the area to counter
Soviet initiatives.s After reviewing the Chiefs’ terms of reference, Murphy
urged them to delve more deeply into Soviet perspectives—whether the So-
viets had genuine interests in the Persian Gulf or were merely looking for
some pretext for intervention; whether the Soviets truly appreciated the
West’s stake in the Gulf; and what factors might inhibit or induce Soviet ac-
tions. Murphy also suggested that the Chiefs look closely at the future of So-
viet political influence in the area, whether the Soviets had designs on Per-
sian Gulf oil for their own use, how arms transfers might affect regional
stability, and current and projected Soviet access to base.fadht‘ws:tﬁ JCS
planners agreed informally that the concerns Murphy raised did indeed
merit attention. But for the purposes of the projected study, they saw no
need for changing the terms of reference as previously agreed.:s

€8 Although not intended for immediate decision-making purposes,
inputs to both the SAGA study and the strategic review found their way into
policy channels sooner than the Joint Chiefs anticipated. This occurred in
connection with a Special Coordination Committee (SCC) study, initiated at
the President’s request in August 1977, of US vulnerabilities to future dis-
ruptions in the world petroleum supply.”” As part of their participation in

1 Rpt, J-5 to JCS, JCS 2121/248-4, 30 May 78, S, 898/452 (17 Mar 78); JCSM-194-78 to
SecDef, 1 Jun 78, 8, ibid.

12 DJSM 1024-70 to DUSD(P), 23 Jun 78, C, JCS 2121/248-7, 898/452 (17 Mar 78).

13 DIJSM 1064-78 to LTG Anderson, et. al., 30 Jun 78, C, 898/452 (17 Mar 78).
 “Terms of Reference for a Review of US Strategy Related to the Middle East and the Per-
sian Gulf,” S, appendix to JCSM-194-78 to SecDef, 1 Jun 78, S, JCS 2131/248-4, 898/452
{17 Mar 78).

1s Memo, Murphy to CJCS, 3o Jun 78, S, JCS 2121/248-8, 7 Jul 78, 898/452 (17 Mar 78).

16 See MFR by LTC C. 8. Nobles, 11 Jul 78, U, 898/452 (17 Mar 78).

7 Memo, Brzezinski to SecState, et. al., 19 Aug 77, C/GDS, enclasing “Petroleum Supply
Vulnerability Assessment: Terms of Reference,” JCS 1741/224, C, 452 (19 Aug 77).
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{ this 1nqmry, the Joint Chiefs assumed the task of preparing two brief sup-
port studies—one addressing the capability of current US military forces to
deal with oil-related contingencies in the Persian Gulf, especially threats
posed by Soviet or Cuban forces operating from South Yemen; and a sepa-
rate report on operational capabilities and the military benefits of a perma-
nent US air base and naval base in the Middle East-Persian Gulf area.’® The
first study, briefed to the SCC in June 1978, outlined deployment times,
composition, and other particulars of various sized force packages which
might be sent to the region, while the second stressed the long distances in-
volved in moving from one area in the Middle East to another and the diffi-
culty of trying to support operations in one region from a base located in
another. Drawing on these findings, a small interagency working group then
set about developing a broader politico-military assessment of the issues.

& The full JCS strategic review received the Joint Chiefs’ final ap-
proval on 6 September 1978 and went to Secretary of Defense Brown the
next day. Earlier, the Chiefs had provided an advance draft copy to the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, in anticipa-
tion that it might be needed at the Egyptian-Israeli peace negotiations at the
Camp David Summit. Only slightly revised, the final report reflected a high
degree of consensus among the JCS. Indeed, the only formally proposed
changes came from the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), Admiral Thomas
B. Hayward, who thought the study would benefit from several minor ad-
justments in language.? Like earlier policy analyses of the Middle East and
Persian Gulf, this one saw no single or quick solution to what was likely to
be an ongoing contest between the West and the Soviet Union, and between
rival indigenous influences, the Arab-Israeli conflict most notably. Favoring
a “collaborative effort” to offset Soviet influence, the report urged the main-
tenance of a balance of power, with more active US participation than in the
past. The “essential objectives” of such a strategy should be: (1) a Middle
East peace settlement, one of the points the CNO thought deserved greater
emphasis; (2) revitalization of the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) al-
liance, including a more active planning and leadership role for the United
States; and (3) a firm public commitment to the security of Iran and Sandi
Arabia. In pursuit of these objectives, the Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed an

. increase in the current levels of Western military sales to the region, the de-
. velopment of a base infrastructure, expanded relationships with the Saudi
. and Iranian armed forces, and eventually a greater US military presence
\ throughout the Persian Gulf and nearby areas. While the strategy review
\ recognized that the use of US troops might be required on occasion to pro-
| vide stability or to support local forces, it discouraged US military involve-

18 CM-1879-78 for Distribution, 12 Apr 78, S/GDS; SCC Agenda Paper on the Petroleum
Supply Vulnerability Assessment for Meeting 6 Jun 78, S/GDS, 452 (19 Aug 77).

9 Summary of Conclusions, SCC Mtg on Petroleam Supply Vulnerability Assessment, 6Jun
78, 8/GDS, 452 (9 Aug 77).

20 CNOM 66-78 to JCS, 29 Ang 78, S/GDS, 898/452 (17 Mar 78).
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ment in the absence of direct Soviet intervention. If combat did become un-
avoidable, however, it should be directed in such a manner as to ensure a
quick, decisive victory.2: ,

€ As the 1978 strategic review confirmed, the Joint Chiefs favored a
more assertive US military role throughout the Middle East-Persian Gulf
region. ‘Ihe:gmwthinSavietpowerthere, both directly and indirectly, and
the increasing dependence of the United States and its allies on Gulf oil, in-
vited East-West competition and heightened the risks of a confrontation.
Yet, as potentially worrisome as the Middle East situation might be, there
was no sense of dire emergency surrounding the report, no timetable for
taking action, and no detailed estimate of the cost of forces that might be
required. Aware that capabilities were limited, the Chiefs hesitated to en-
dorse large-scale US intervention as a practical alternative. Nor was there
any incentive for them to do so as long as President Carter preferred politi-
cal and diplomatic measures, rather than the threat of military coercion, as
the bedrock of US policy in the Gulf.

Enlarging the US Presence

(U) At the same time as the Joint Chiefs were putting the finishing
touches on their strategic review of the Middle East, events in and around
the Persian Guif were moving rapidly toward a climax that would leave the
United States no choice but to rethink its policy in that area. Outwardly,
President Carter exhibited confidence that the two pro-US bastions in the
region—Iran and Saudi Arabia—would continue to shoulder responsibilities
in ways that would obviate any need for a larger US presence. But in the face
of steadily worsening political conditions in Iran, this policy was beginning
to crumble. Sooner or later, it appeared, the United States would have to en-
tertain other options, including some or all of those involving military re-
sponses as suggested by the Joint Chiefs in their strategic review. What no
one counted on and few anticipated was that Iran’s internal turmoil would
take the direction it did, leading to the collapse of the Shah’s government in
January 1979, and leaving in its wake a power vacuum with repercussions
across the entire Middle East and Southwest Asia.

& For the Joint Chiefs, the gathering crisis in Iran had two direct
consequences. One was to heighten awareness of the need for more up-to-
date plans for Middle East-Persian Gulf contingencies in recognition that
US military involvement there, either to help evacvate Westerners from
Iran or to protect access to Persian Gulf oil, might prove unavoidable. A
fluid situation, it needed constant monitoring. While the strategic review
had outlined the broad problems that American planners were likely to face,
much remained to be done in sorting out the details of how, when, and

2 “Review of US Strategy Related to the Middle East and the Persian Gulf,” S/XGDS, ap-
pendix to JCSM-282-78 to SecDef, 7 Sep 78, S/XGDS, JCS 2121/248-9, 898/452 (17 Mar .
78). |
26 |
L



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

Date: UEC 4 m
The Persian Gulf and the Rapid Deployment Force

where military action might be used most effectively to protect US interests.
Accordingly, in late September 1978, the Joint Staff and the Office of the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs launched a
collaborative effort to examine various scenarios inviting US military re-
sponses in circumstances short of direct overt Soviet combat involvement.
As the project gathered momentum it came to embrace an OSD study on
limited contingencies that was part of the response to PD-18—all of which
eventually fed into the planning for what became the Rapid Deployment
Joint Task Force.22

@ The other and more immediate consequence of the Iranian revo-
lution was to stimulate preparations for the pre-positioning of US forces in
the event of an emergency, starting with plans for the augmentation of US
naval forces in the Red Sea and Indian Ocean. Although such proposals had
come up before, they had received scant attention outside the Pentagon un-
til the deteriorating situation in Iran and signs of growing Soviet interest
forced a reassessment of US options. Until then, US confidence in the Pah-
lavi regime in Tehran had been virtually unconditional and had effectively
inhibited military planners from taking precautionary measures. Realizing
that the Shah's time was running out, National Security Adviser Brzezinski
; requested the Defense Department in early December 1978 to initiate con-
tingency plans for the deployment of US forces in southern Iran. The “arc of
crisis,” as Brzezinski termed it, starting in the Horn of Africa, seemed to be
moving eastward, and was now about to encompass the Persian Gulf.2

@ Admiral Hayward quickly emerged as the leading proponent on
the JCS of a more vigorous policy in support of US interests in the Persian
Gulf. Twice—in December 1978 and again in January 1979—Hayward peti-
tioned his JCS colleagues to join with him in urging a more assertive pos-
ture in the region. As a start, he recommended that amrﬁerbatﬂegrm:pbe
moved from the Pacific into the Indian Ocean. Though the CNO said the re-
deployment would initially be temporary, lasting thirty to forty-five dgys, he
indicated also that the Navy was prepared to extendthebatﬂe‘gmps stay
indefinitely. The effect would be a major step toward the creation of a fifth
fleet, a move the Navy had been urging publicly and privately ever since the
British announced their withdrawal east of Suez in 1968, However, as ongo-
ing analyses indicated, a fifth fleet could be assembled only by drawing on
ships from the other existing fleets, and would be exceedingly expensive to
maintain and provision until the United States had access to better base fa-
cilities in the region.>

22 Memo, ASD(ISA) to DJS, 19 Sep 78, S/GDS, JCS 2525; memo, Russell Murray to Secys
Mil Depts, et. al., 29 Jun 79, 8, JCS 2525/3, both in 898/520 (19 Sep 78).

*3 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 183-90, 372.

24 CNOM 112-78 to JCS, 19 Dec 78, S/GDS, JCS 1714/239, 898/378 (19 Dec 78); CNOI;I
116-78 to JCS, 27 Dec 78, §/GDS, JCS 1714/240, ibid.; and CNOM 8-79 10 JCS, 31 Jan 79, 5,
JCS 1887/846, 31 Jan 79, 898 (31 Jan 79). Also see Norman Stone, “An Indian Ocean
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. (U) Following the Pahlavi regime’s collapse in early January 1979,
Increased naval deployments became only one of several options under con-
s;deratton at thc_a White House and in the Pentagon to bolster the US posi-
tion. Meeting with Secretary Brown on 9 January, as the crisis was unfold-
ing in Teh’ra_n,' the Joint Chiefs agreed to take a fresh look at possible US
military initiatives in the lower Persian Gulf, including the assignment of a
defense attaché to Oman and basing alternatives there and in Saudi Arabia.
The Chiefs also referred the Secretary to the strategic review they had done
thepmvxousfall and urged him to submit it to the NSC. While the current
Iranian situation would obviously complicate the achievement of US objec-
tives as set forth in that paper, the Joint Chiefs believed that its basic
thrust—the need for a coordinated US strategy and the proposed politico-
military initiatives in support of that strategy—remained valid and would
fhrovidQ much needed guidance in addressing future problems throughout
€ region,s

¥ Out of this meeting came a hastily prepared update of US plans
and capabilities for protecting the Gulf oil fields, assembled by the Chair-
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff, General David Jones, USAF, in collaboration with
Admiral Murphy’s office in OSD, and forwarded to the White House on 23
January.2s In an accompanying memorandum, Jones dismissed the likeli-
hood of an unprovoked Soviet attack as “remote,” and confirmed that US
planning revolved around a concept of operations to protect Saudi Arabia’s
oil facilities and the Persian Gulf-Strait of Hormuz against all threats short
of overt Soviet intervention. Jones added that planning had reached the
point of identifying most of the US units readily available for duty in the
Gulf—-many of the same units, incidentally, that would later make up the
core of the Rapid Deployment Force. The next step, he said, would be for the
Joint Staff and the US Comimander in Chief, Europe (USCINCEUR), to con-
vert this concept into operational plans for timely execution should the need
arise. It was, all things considered, a measured and straight forward assess-
ment, not as reassuring as it might have been, but not cause for alarm that
the United States might find itself unprepared.z

(U) This view would change, but not immediately and only in incre-
ments which, in retrospect, marked a steady progression toward the milita-

Fleet—The Case and the Cost,” Proceedings of the US Naval Institute (July 1981): 54-57; L.
Edgar Prina, “The Fifth Fleet: A Permanent US Indian Ocean Force?* Sea Power 22 (Apr
1979): 26-31; and Thomas H. Moorer and Alvin J. Cottrell, “A Permanent US Naval Pres-
ence in the Indian Ocean,” in Alvin J. Cottrell, et. al. (eds.), Sea Power and Strategy in the
Indian Ocean (Beverly Hills, Calif : Sage Publications, 1981), 117-34.

25 CM-182-79 to SecDef, 11 Jan 79, S/GDS, 898/320 (11 Jan 79).

% “The Middle East/Persian Gulf: Updating National Policy,” Study prepared by OJCS in
conjunction with ODUSD(P), 18 Jan 79, S; Memo, Brown to Carter, 23 Jan 79, TS, both-in
898/320 (11 Jan 79).
27 Unnumbered CM to SecDef, 23 Jan 79, TS, 898/320 (11 Jan 79).
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Tization of US policy in the Gulf. Yet, at the time, it was far from clear that
this would be the outcome. The dispatch of a military attaché to Oman, the
exploration of basmg options in the lower Gulf, and the development of con-
tingency plans did indeed point to a more substantive US military presence
in the area. But these measures did not, in and of themselves, represent a
dramatic departure from past policy. Nor, with the exception of the Navy,
was there much apparent enthusiasm among the Joint Chiefs for rushing
into the exercise of a larger US military role in the Gulf. The White House
had as yet given no sign that it was prepared to extend additional budgetary
support, and until that support materialized, the Joint Chiefs tended to hold
back from new commitments,

@) All the same, the ripple effects of the Iran crisis were beginning to
elicit predictable signs of coneern throughout official Washington. At the
White House, differences between the President and the State Department
over the handling of the Iran situation suggested a dawning disillusionment
on Carter’s part with political and diplomatic initiatives, and a growing in-
terest in exploring more assertive military measures.2® Indicative of the shift
in the President’s thinking was his approval in early January 1979 of Opera-
tion PRIZED EAGLE, sending sixteen F-15 fighters and three hundred sup-
port personnel on a well-publicized week-long visit to Saudi Arabia. Al-
though the planes flew unarmed, they were similar to those the United
States had recently agreed to sell to Saudi Arabia, giving rise to press specu-
lation that the visit constituted both a show of force and a demonstration
exercise to acquaint the Saudis with the planes.29 In fact, the Saudis them-
selves had requested the visit more than a year earlier as a deterrent to a
possible Israeli preemptive attack. At that time, because of the political sen-
sitivities involved, JCS planners had shown little enthusiasm for‘the Saudi
invitation, even though it would have provided valuable experience. But
against the backdrop of the developing Iran crisis, they found it easier and
more convenient to accept.3° .

@ The F-15 mission was only the first of several such instances. In
late January, Carter decided to send Secretary of Defense Brown to the
Middle East for fact-finding purposes and to reassure the Saudis and other
Arab states friendly toward the West of continued US support. As he was
preparing to leave, Brown asked the Joint Chiefs to expedite their study of
US military options in the Gulf and to consider bolstering the capabilities of
the Navy’s MIDEASTFOR with a “modest” tactical air capability. Brown also
said that he would not object to an augmentation of the US naval presence
in the Indian Ocean with a small carrier and “two to three more escorts,

%8 See Carter, Keeping Fuith, 443-50.
29 NY Times, 11 Jan 79, A1, A4, On the F-15 sale to Saudi Arabia, see Chapter IV.
% J-5M 2536-77 to CICS via DJS, 16 Dec 77, TS/XGDS, CJCS Files (Brown), B20 Saudi

Arabia; J-5 PP 2-79 for CICS for JCS Meeting, 16 Jun 79, T8/GDS, CJCS Files (Jones) B20
Saudi Arabia.
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and that the Chiefs ought to consider designating this augmented group as a
fifth numbered fleet. After a hurried review, the Director, Joint Staff, Lieu-
tenant General John A. Wickham, USA, assured the Secretary that, pending
a final JCS decision, his proposals seemed both “feasible and attractive.”s:

(U) Upon his return, Brown left no doubt that, in his view, the Ira-
nian revolution had had an unsettling impact throughout the region, requir-
ing bolder and more foreeful responses from the United States. Protecting
the flow of Gulf oil, he insisted publicly, was now more than ever “clearly
part of our vital interest.”sz The Joint Chiefs, relying on information of their
own, arrived at much the same conclusion. “An expanded US military pres-
ence in the Red Sea, Persian Gulf, and Indian Ocean,” they advised, “may
serve to bring a measure of stability to this volatile, strategically important
area while acting to reassure friendly nations concerned over recent events
in Iran.” Toward this end the Chiefs recommended alternating deployments
of several force elements—singly or in combination—into the Indian Ocean
area to demonstrate US resolve, support US and allied interests, respond to
a variety of contingencies, and be capable of forming the nucleus of a larger
force. Operational initiatives might include alternating one or more carrier
battle groups with surface combatant task groups; deployment of a Marine
air-ground task force with Harrier “jump jets” aboard amphibious shipping
in conjunction with already deployed surface combatants; formation of a
fifth numbered fleet if such a fleet were to operate on a long-term basis; de-
ployment of a Marine tactical air squadron to land bases in the Indian
Ocean area on a periodic basis; and periodic deployment of an Air Force tac-
tical fighter squadron, accompanied by E-3A AWACS [airborne warning and
control system], to the Arabian Peninsula and Hom of Africa.ss -

(U) On 1 March Secretary Brown met with Vance and Brzezinski to
discuss the Joint Chiefs’ proposals. The upshot was to refer the entire mat-
ter to the PRC for further study.3 As part of this process, Brown asked the

CS for a fresh analysis with specific operational initiatives and recommen-
ions, including a close look at upgrading US facilities on the Indian
Ocean island of Diego Garcia, and plans for rotation flights of fighter air-
craft into and out of various pro-US Middle East countries.3s But before any
further deliberations could take place, events on the southern rim of the
Arabian Peninsula effectively preempted what might otherwise have been a
lengthy debate.

31 Memo, SecDef for CJCS, 6 Feb 79, S, JCS 2294/107, 6 Feb 79, 898 (31 Jan 79); DJSM-
282-79 to SecDef, 20 Feb 79, S, ihid.

32 NY Times, 26 Feb79: A1z,
33 JCSM-60-79 to SecDef, 28 Feb 79, S/GDS, JCS 2294/107-2, 898 (31 Jan 79).
34 Memo, SecDef to CICS, 1 Mar 79, S/GDS, JCS 2527/2, B9B (01 Mar 79).

35 Memo, DJS to DJ-5, 1 Mar 79, $/GDS, JCS 2294/107-2, 898 (31 Jan 79).
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(U) The events in question concerned reports of escalating border
clashes between forces of the Soviet-backed government of South Yemen,
and the nominally (though not always) pro-Western government of North
Yemen. Later, as more accurate intelligence became available, critics would
accuse the Carter administration of having over-reacted to what was essen-
tially a limited incursion in an ongoing struggle between rival regimes with
grudges to settle.3 Yet, at the time, it appeared that more might be at stake.
Alarmed that the fighting could spread and rock the stability of Saudi Ara-
bia, thereby threatening the United States with the possible loss of yet an-
other ally in the region, Brzezinski persuaded President Carter to do without
the customary procedural review of options and to take action immediately.
In what most observers interpreted as a signal of American resolve directed
as much against Moscow as to reassure the Saudis, Carter summarily or-
dered the carrier USS Constellation into the Indian Ocean, deployed two Air
Force AWACS planes to Saudi Arabia to help monitor the Yemen border
war, and waived the normal thirty-day waiting period for congressional con-
sideration in order to expedite an emergency airlift of military supplies to
North Yemen. In addition, he offered to resume US F-15 visits to Saudi Ara-
bia, thereby allowing the Saudis to re-deploy some of their planes to assist
North Yemen. However, the Saudis, not wanting to appear overly dependent
on the West, declined the offer.37

(U) Also in March 1979, Turkey and Pakistan followed Iran in with-
drawing from the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO), thus effectively
ending the alliance and, with it, any lingering hopes the Joint Chiefs might
have had of revitalizing this once important pillar of US cold war policy in
the Middle East.38 Although the full significance of these developments is
arguable (Carter, for example, made no mention of either the collapse of
CENTO or the flare-up in the Yemens in his memoirs), it seems clegr that,
from this point on, US responses in the Gulf would be geared increasingly to
meeting Soviet-orchestrated dangers, not just the local political, economic,
and social problems that had worried the Carter administration initially.
One result would be a diminution of State Department influence and a cor-
responding increase in the visibility of Pentagon views, especially those of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in shaping US policy.

3 See, for example, Gary Sick, “The Evolution of US Strategy Toward the Indian Ocean and
Persian Gulf Regions,” in Alvin Z. Rubinstein (ed.), The Great Game: Rivalry in t{g‘el’ﬂ‘-
sian Gulf and South Asia (NY: Praeger, 1983), 70-71; Christopher Van Hollen, “North
Yemen: A Dangerous Pentagonal Game,” Washington Quarterly 5 (Summer 1982): 137-42;
and Raymond L. Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation: Soviet-American Relations from
Nixon to Reagan (Washington, DC: Brookings, 1994, rev. ed.), 719-26.

vBrwzinsh,PmrmdPﬁmipk,«mAlmmRicbaxﬂM“USPMmSendAdvm
10 Yemen,” NY Times, 13 Mar 79: A-11.

3 NY Times, 17 Mar 79: 4; and 1 Apr 79: 16. CENTO officially ceased to exist as of 15 May
1979. See memo, CoS, CENTO, to multi-addressees, 2 May 79, U, CJCS Files (Jones), 804
CENTO (1 Jul 78-25 May 79).
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Reassessing Strategic Needs in the Gulf

(U) By the spring of 1979 the United States had a collection of bilat-
eral relationships and military assets variously committed to the security of
the Persian Gulf and Southwest Asia, but no agreed strategy or force struc-
ture on which to pin future policy and plans. Thus far the US response had
been piecemeal, involving limited deployments of sea and air power for
show-of-force and deterrence purposes, but no commitment of resources to
any large-scale projection of military power into the region. Although the
policy review under way in the SCC and PRC would help to darify the US
position, much would still remain to be done to translate the emerging
“strategic framework” into concrete initiatives.

@ By far the most significant outcome of this review was the deci-
sion to press ahead with a rapid deployment force, a matter that had been
held more or less in abeyance since the adoption of PD-18 nearly two years
earlier. In an apparent attempt to breathe new life into the idea, the Joint
Chiefs, in their Middle East strategic review of September 1978, had rec-
ommended the development of “the capability to project a mqlbdmsional
force from CONUS [continental United States] supported by air and naval
forces.” However, the Chiefs also had advised that such a fm ?ﬁuld have
the capacity to operate largely on its own and that it shoul e to sus-
tain itself without depenl:lefgnce on NATO for stocks or reinforcements.39 Not
only did this impose two very large and difficult requirements under the
administration’s constrained budgetary policies but also it repritsented a
significant departure from previous assumptions governing the sizing of US
forces—an independent capability to fight in the Middle East without im-
pairing the defense of Western Europe. The emerging concept under study
by the Joint Staff was that of a surge deployment force, or a “unilateral
corps” as Army planners called it, that could rush combat troops to bolster
pre-positioned forces involved in non-NATO contingencies.+> How large
such a force should be, how it might be used, and how it was to fit into other
aspects of US policy were some of the issues thrashed out over the summer
of 1979 both in the PRC and in parallel discussions between Secretary of De-
fense Brown and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

@ According to Brzezinski, the crucial meet‘mgsyverethog held by
the PRC in June 1979, with the Secretary of Defense serving as chairman. In
general, while Brzezinski and Brown advocated a stronger military posture
for dealing with Gulf-related security problems, the State Department—
represented by Vance and Deputy Secretary Warren M. Christopher—urged
caution.* The Defense view, incorporating JCS inputs, accepted the need

3 “Review of US Strategy Related to the Middle East and the Persian Gulf,” Sep 1978, p. 38,
S/XGDS, in JCSM-282-78 to SecDet, 7 Sep 78, JCS 2121/248-9, 898/452 (17 Mar 78).

4 JCSM-163-79 to SecDef, 10 May 79, S/GDS, JCS 2204/109, 808 (1 May 79); “US Stmgegy
amindenagzglicyfortheuiddlemmndwﬂim(hﬂf: Briefing by LTC C. S. Nobles,” 24
May 79, 8, ibid.
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for a growing US military presence in the Gulf region for as long as the
United States and its allies required access to Middle Eastern oil. Still to be
decided were the scale and scope of US involvement. Since the United States
couldnotmaintainalevelofmﬂitarypuwerintheregonsuﬁcien§mmpe
with all foreseeable contingencies, Defense recommended that priority be
given to the development of surge deployment forces that could be inserted
as the need arose.+2

@) State, on the other hand, doubted whether a quick reaction force
effectively addressed the problem. As State saw it, the major aim should be
to promote confidence among the pro-Western states of the region that the
United States would continue to take an interest in their welfare and secu-
rity. For this purpose, State favored more emphasis on low-profile but pre-
sumably reassuring measures such as stepped-up naval deployments, mili-
tary assistance, and the like. “A surge deployment force,” State argued,

. . . given its lower visibility ‘over the horizon’ does not evi-
dence the level of commitment inherent in a permanent pres-
ence. Nervous friends in the Middle East may continue to
doubt that we would (or could) respond in strength. Similarly,
the Soviets and other potential foes might be tempted to exer-
cise less caution knowing we must bring in forces from outside
the area. Both routine and crisis deployments are costly and in
a genuine crisis the time factor could be troublesome. 43

(U) State’s objections were in due course taken into account. But for
the time being it was the creation of what would become the Rapid Deploy-
ment Force that held the Pentagon’s attention. On 21 June, the outgoing
Army Chief of Staff, General Rogers, revealed ?ubhcly the existence of Army
studies to develop a “Unilateral Corps” for quick reaction purposes. Rogers
indicated that the Army’s preparations were still in the initial planning
stages, but that such a force might comprise up to 100,000 non-NATO-
dedicated troops.++ Only three days later, in a nauonally‘televzsed interview,
Secretary of Defense Brown confirmed that, in line with the contingency
planning Rogers had mentioned, the Defense Department would mprw:
its air- and sea-lift capabilities, in order to move special units to distan
places on short notice.ss Such forces, Brown later told an audience in San

4 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 447.

4 Py red in OASD(ISA), “Military Presence in the Middle East/Persian Gulf,” (11
Jun ;’;i,pgfﬁandme to memo, Staff Secy NSC (Dodson) to VP, et. al., 18 Jun 79, S,
898/532 (15 Jun 79).

43 State Dept Discussion Paper for 20 Jun 79 PRC Mtg, p. 13, S, 898/532 (15 Jun 79).
44 Washington Post, 22 Jun 79: A2.

33
SR



' DECLASSIFIED IN FULL
ol Authority: EO 13526

‘ Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS
JCS and National Policy P DEc 4 20

Francisco, constituted “rapid deployment forces” (the term preferred by the
White House) and were distinct from those dedicated to NATO.46

(U) On 26 June Secretary Brown notified the Joint Chiefs that the
PRC had in principle endorsed the creation of a surge deployment force,
subject to the recognition that there were a number of regional constraints
on rapid increases of US military power in the Gulf. Those he mentioned
specifically were availabflity of mobile assets, adequacy of basing facilities,
and assurance of over-flight rights. Anticipating “political consultations
with countries in the region” to start ironing out these problems, the Secre-
tary asked the Chiefs to step up their planning for a surge deployment force,
looking at the location and availability of staging bases, the suitability of re-
gional facilities, including Diego Garcia, to handle surge operations, the
presence of interoperable support and logistics systems, the desirability of
pre-positioning various levels of supplies, measures to improve air defenses
and mine countermeasures, and wherever relevant, cost estimates of the
foregoing. The Secretary also asked the Chiefs to develop a country-by-
country assessment of each regional state’s potential contributions to US
surge capabilities, and he further requested that they append a detailed de-
scription of possible “periodic demonstrations” of US surge capabilities.
This last request, Brown explained, had a two-fold purpose: to promote
much needed experience and, in an apparent effort to allay State Depart-
ment objections, to provide “a visible display of US resolve.” Brown added
that he would like the entire study on his desk by the middle of August.4?

6 Meanwhile, during July the Secretary of Defense sent the White
House two separate updates on the progress being made for coping with
Middle East/Persian Gulf contingencies. In his first report, dated 11 July,
Brown explained that the consensus of interagency meetings thus far “was
that the US should strengthen its defense ties with the moderate Persian
Gulf states, continue to assist them in improving their self-defense capabili-
ties, improve US military surge capabilities, and moderately increase [the]
peacetime US military presence in the region.” In support of these initia-
tives, Brown offered “an illustrative deployment schedule” developed by the
Joint Chiefs and a list of measures to upgrade US air- and sea-lift capabili-
ties, improve facilities on Diego Garcia, and preposition supplies and
equipment. However, he cautioned that plans remained ﬂgid and urged that
public announcement of whatever the United States did in the Gulf should
“be handled in a low key manner.” “In particular,” he added, “we should

45 “Harold Brown Interview on ABC-TV...,” Public Statements of Harold Brown, Secretary
of Defense, 1979 (Washington DC: Historical Office, Office of the Secretary of Defense,
nd), V,1931-32.

46 Remarks Prepared for DeliverybySecDefBromtoﬂieCommonwwlth Club, San Fran-
cisco, Calif., 30 July 1979, ibid., 2378-79.
47 Memo, SecDef to CICS, 26 Jun 79, S/GDS, JCS 2525/2, 898/402 (26 Jun 79).
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avoid a declaratory policy and other actions which lock us into a particular
deployment pattern.”ss

€8) In contrast to the upbeat mood of his first report, Brown's second,
dated. 31 July, was guarded and defensive. Brown knew that Carter and
Brzezinski had hoped to see faster progress on creation of a rapid deploy-
ment force, and that they were concerned that, beyond earmarking and pro-
gramming, not much had been done.4s Responding to White House inquir-
ies, Brown insisted that capabilities for rapid intervention did in fact exist,
should the need arise. It was only that no organized force, as such, had yet
materialized. More than anything else, he cited the shortage of funds to
support specific programs and competing demands for resources as the ma-
jor inhibitors, But as far as Carter was concerned, these excuses begged the
;ssx. “Ig:n‘t see,” he wrote back to Brown, “that any progress has actually

made.”s®

€@ Despite the President’s obvious impatience, Brown felt he was
moving as fast as he could. His immediate goal was an agreed State-Defense
statement of policy, which finally materialized in mid-August, summarizing
the recent deliberations in the PRC to avoid any possible misunderstand-
ings. The strategy implicit in the paper envisioned a growing naval presence
in the Persian Gulf/Indian Ocean region, augmented from time to time by
tactical air deployments (building on the recent experience of sending the F-
158 and AWACs to Saudi Arabia) and occasional amphibious exercises.
Missing from the paper was any mention of acquiring permanent mi‘litafy
installations, conducting large-scale ground exercises, or creating a rapid
deployment force—matters that were better handled separately as needs
dictated. The joint statement was, rather, a fairly matter-of-fact recitation of
measures under consideration and those yet to be taken, with emphasis on
the political and diplomatic hurdles. How far the United States would go
militarily in implementing this policy, however, remained to be seen.s!

Toward Creation of a Rapid Deployment Force

(U) Although the policy adopted in August 1979 clearly epvisioned a
more robust US military presence in the Gulf region, it was by and large a
policy of limited involvement. This accorded with State Department prefer-
ences and was further confirmed by exchanges and discussions between the
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs since the beginning of the year.

48 Memo, SecDef to President, 11 Jul 79, 8, 898/372 (24 Aug79).

49 Memo, Brzezinski to Carter, 31 Jul 79, S/GDS, William Odom Collection, Rapid Reaction
Forces 3/77 folder, Carter Library,

5o Marginal note, n.d., on Memo, Brown to Brzezinski, 31 Jul 79, S/XGDS, William Odom
Collection, Rapid Reaction Forces 3/77 folder, Carter Library.
st Memo, Vance and Brown to Carter, 17 Aug 79, S, 898/372 (24 Aug 79).
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The aim at this stage was not so much outright protection of the Gulf region
and Southwest Asia, as it was to reassure US friends and allies there that the
United States would stand behind them against a spillover of the tensions
andturmgxl in Iran. In other words, US policy was to deter rather than to
defend, with military plans and preparations framed accordingly.

@ The most refined plans by the summer of 1979 were those devel-
oped by the US European Command (EUCOM) in collaboration with a small
planning cell in the Joint Staff, made up of specially cleared officers from J-
3 and J-5. Immediately following the Shah of Iran’s ouster, discussions be-
tween the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs revealed heightened
concern for the security of the Saudi Arabian oil fields, but little in the way
of operations plans for intervention should the need arise. Accordingly, in
late January 1979, the Joint Chiefs sent two Joint Staff action officers to
Europe to meet with the USCINCEUR, General Alexander M. Haig, Jr., and
his planners, and to initiate the drafting of what became Operational Plan
(OPLAN) 4230. After undergoing several revisions, all under the close scru-
tiny of the JCS Chairman, OPLAN 4230 was largely finished by June 1979.
It then went to the Secretary of Defense, who added several minor changes
before briefing the President in early August.>

) Though never formally approved by the Joint Chiefs, OPLAN
4230 was important for several reasons. First, it was the earliest operations
plan devised under JCS supervision, and as such it helped to set the tone for
later plans in terms of mission statement, assumptions, and cpndmops for
execution. The “basic plan” envisioned a twenty day preparation period to
insert a force of up to seven thousand troops, consisting of an airborne bri-
gade task force, two tactical fighter squadrons, an E-3A element, and
MIDEASTFOR. In addition, at the request of the JCS Chairman, OPLAN
4230 contained a “quick reaction” plan to put about one thousand troops
(mostly from airborne units) ashore in seventy-two hours or Jess. Under
both scenarios, USCINCEUR would act only upon invitation of the Saudi
Government and when directed by the National Command Authority (NCA)
through the JCS. Objectives would be limited to “a show of force to protect
Saudi oil facilities and other selected governmental and military facilities
against threats short of overt Soviet intervention.”s3

(U) Second, despite the limited scale of the initial US involvement
under the proposed OPLAN, it quickly became obvious to the Service p{an—
ners involved in the project that this was a mission of immense politico-
military importance, capable of yielding considerable rewards. Indeed, the

. . J'ﬁ
52 MFR by Maj Bruce M. Freeman, USAF, J-3, 31 Jan 79, TS; MFR by LTC C. 8. Nobles, J-5,
1 Feb 79, TS; J-3M 930-79 to BJS,soAPl‘ﬂ,S;MFRbyCOI.:W.l.!hms,&s,suzyny,
TS; Talking Paper for SecDef in Discussions with the President, 7 Aug 79, TS, all in
898/320 (11 Jan 79).
53 Memo, Maj Gen E. A. Chavarrie, USAF, Dir J-5 Hq EUCOM, to Dir J-5, JCS, 14 May 79,
TS; “Fact Sheet,” undated, TS, enclasure to CM (unnumbered) to SecDef, 13 Jun 79, TS, all
in 898/320 (11 Jan 79).
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Service that took the lead in such an enterpri i
) rprise would have much to gain
;‘;;1 probably could lay claim to large additional resources. In other wogrfis,
the drafting of OPLAN 4230 effectively set the stage for what would become
in the weeks and months that followed an increasingly intense atmosphere
of inter-service rivalry, particularly between the Army and the Marine Corps
officers whq spearheadefi the work at EUCOM. The final product reflected
the competing capabilities of both Services and left no doubt that they
g:;ﬂsd vie with one another for major roles in future Persian Gulf opera-
(U) Finally and perhaps most immediately significant, the OPLAN
4230 exercise prompted the Secretary of Defense in June 1979 to request a
review of command and control arrangements for the Persian Gulf, a proc-
ess that, however inadvertently, further accentuated the growing sense of
- Inter-gervice competition.5 Under the amended Unified Command Plan
(UCP), responsibility for the land areas of North Africa and the Middle East
fell to USCINCEUR, while the adjacent waters, including the entire Indian
Ocean, were under the Commander in Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC).5 The Per-
sian Gulf, lying between the two, was for all intents and purposes a divided
respon.sibility, far away from EUCOM'’s and PACOM’s normal duties and
taxing on the assets of both. As the planning for OPLAN 4230
progressed, the Chairman and others in the JCS realized that the only prac-
tical solution might have to be the creation of a joint task force or even a
..new joint command and that, either way, because of the mission’s high po-

Titical profile, it would be “the force except Europe & Korea.”ss

(U) With so much thus potentially at stake, it was little wonder that
the best the Joint Chiefs could come up with was a “split” recommendation
when in late August 1979 they responded to the Secretary’s inquiry on
command and control arrangements. The month before, Rogers had suc-
ceeded Haig as USCINCEUR, and there was growing speculation that
Rogers would press for appointment of a senior Army officer, probably a
lieutenant general, to take charge of Persian Gulf operations.57 A majority of
the JCS, made up of the Chairman and the Army and Air Force chiefs, was
. ready to oblige and advised the Secretary to turn over further planning re-
i sponsibilities for the Middle East and Sub-Saharan Africa to the CONUS-

54 Memo, SecDef to CJCS, et. al., 22 Jun 79, C/GDS, JCS 1887/847, 370 (29 Aug 79)-

53 Ronald H. Cole, et. al., The History of the Unified Command Plan, 1946-1993 (Washing-
ton, DC: Joint History Office, OCICS, 1995), 48. Hereafter cited as Cole, et. al., History of
the UCP, 1946-1993.

55 Handwritten notes labeled “Mtg w/CJCS and MG Dyke,” 14 Aug [79], with emphasis in
original, U, 898/320 (11 Jan 79).

57 See James B. Agnew, “Unilateral Corps’: Is the US Turning a New Strategic Corner?”
Army 29 (Spe 1979): 30-33; and Maxwell Orme Johnson, The Military as an Instrument of
US Policy in Southwest Asia: The Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force, 1979-1982 (Boul-

der, Colo.: Westview Press, 1983), 62-63.
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baged Rmdiness Command (REDCOM), traditionally an Army command,
while leaving security assistance and operations during other than major
contingencies in the hands of USCINCEUR. However, the Chief of Naval
Operations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps argued that this divi-
sion of labor between EUCOM and REDCOM would prove awkward and
impractical. As an alternative arrangement that would help preserve the op-
tion of a strong Navy-Marine Corps voice in Gulf planning, they proposed a
CONUS-based joint task force headquartered “probably” under the direc-
tion of REDCOM, but with independent planning authority and direct ac-
cess to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.s®

(U) Secretary Brown decided in October to accept the Navy-Marine
Corps proposal of a joint task force based in the United States, but he left it
up to the JCS to work out whether it should be part of REDCOM or another
command. In any case, it should be a joint effort. The Secretary added that,
whatever the Chiefs decided, he wanted the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF),
as the White House wanted it called, in place and functioning by 1 March
1980, and a detailed plan of implementation, including the nomination of a
commander, by 10 December 1979.59 Brown further cautioned the Chiefs to
moderate their expectations for the RDF and to concentrate on organizing it
around “small, highly effective force elements” drawn largely from existing
units, Toward this end, he urged the Chiefs to look closely at “whether the
Marines should have a larger role in such planning.” Creation of the RDF
was not to be an invitation to lobby for a restructuring or augmentation of
the existing force structure to justify increased military spending. Instead,
as Secretary Brown viewed it, the RDF was to be an extension of American
power relying chiefly upon a reconfiguration of the assets at hand.5°

@ Despite the secretary’s admonitions, the size, composition, and
mission of the RDF had already become major sources of friction among the
JCS, The Navy and the Marine Corps objected to the implicit requirement
that all Services assign forces to the RDF, while the Army deemed it inap-
propriate to tailor forces to the size envisioned for likely RDF employment
rather than identify the larger pool from which RDF elements were to be
drawn.¢* By way of compromise, the Joint Chiefs notified the Secretary on
15 November 1979 that it was not their intention to commit specific forces
or units to the RDF but to designate those forces that “will constitute a
source from which a specific contingency force can be tailored to meet re-
quirements for particular contingencies.” Non-NATO forces cpnenﬂy avail-
able for rapid deployment purposes included two and one-third Army divi-

 JCSM-270-79 to SecDef, 29 Aug 79, S/GDS, JCS 1887/849, 370 (29 Aug 79); Cole, et al,,
History of the UCP, 1946-1993, 67. :

$ Memo, SecDef to CICS, 22 Oct 79, S/GDS, JCS 1887/849-1, 370 (29 Aug 79).
6o Memo, SecDef to JCS, 10 Nov 79, 8/GDS, JCS 2147/628, 374 {10 Nov 79).

¢ Revised Briefing Sheet for CJCS on a report to be considered at JCS meeting, 7 Nov 79,
8/GDS, 374 (26 Oct 79).
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sions (one light division, one mechanized, and one heavy brigade, along
with appropriate support units); one Marine Amphibious Force; four US Air
Forge tactical fighter wings and two tactical airlift wings; and three Navy
carrier battle groups with appropriate support. However, since other com-
mands also exercised drawing rights on these forces, shortages could occur
in an actual emergency. Warning against over commitments, the Chiefs rec-
ommended to Secretary Brown that he give “urgent attention” in his next
statement of Consolidated Guidance to sorting out competing requirements
and bringing budgetary support up to sufficient levels for the expected non-
NATO contingencies.52 Subsequently, at a special briefing for David Aaron,
the President’s deputy national security adviser, J-5 planners estimated that
it would take “at least 5 years to have in-hand [sic] all the programs needed
to break the RDF logistic logjam.™ss

(U) Of more immediate concern was the creation of a command
structure to begin the planning process that Secretary of Defense Brown and
President Carter were so eager to see materialize. As a first step, the Chiefs
recommended co-locating the Rapid Deployment Force alongside REDCOM
headquarters at MacDill Air Force Base near Tampa, Florida. The Rapid
Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) would have a “moderately sized”
headquarters staff and a small liaison office in Washington.« In furtherance
of this decision the Commandant of the Marine Corps, General Robert H.
Barrow, thought that his Service should be designated as “the primary
force” in rapid deployment planning, a view rejected by the JCS chairman,
General Jones, who insisted that all four Services participate, thereby mak-~
ing it a demonstrably joint operation.®s Still, in view of General Barrow’s
protest, the Joint Chiefs dropped plans to appoint an Army 0-9 to com-
mand the RDJTF and informed the Secretary on 20 December that they
supported a Marine Corps officer, Major General Paul X. Kelley, for the po-
sition, which carried with it promotion to a third star. Kelley’s deputy was to
be an Air Force officer, Major General Robert C. Taylor. Even so, Army 1n-
terest in the RDJTF remained keen and wonld figure prominently in devel-
oping requirements for overseas bases and other facilities in ways that
would promote Army participation in rapid deployment operations.

é2 JCSM-218-79 to SecDef, 15 Nov 79, S/GDS, JCS 2147/627, 374 (26 Oct 79). Emphasis
added.

%Mmo,.&amntonmezinsh,aﬂ)ecmS,Wi]ﬁandomCouection,RapidRmﬁon
Forces 3/77 folder, Carter Library.

64 SM-718-79 to Service Chiefs, et. al., 29 Nov 79, S, 370 (29 Aug 79).

¢ Draft memo prepared in J-5, [27 Dec 79], 8, 374 (10 Nov 79). Instead of a formal memo,
Jones made his views known orally to the CMC. See accompanying OJCS Summary Sheet, 2
Jan 80, same file.
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The Carter Doctrine and Activation of the RDJTF

(U) With the seizure of the US embessy in Tehran on 4 November
1979 and the Soviet military intervention in Afghanistan the month follow-
ing, US policy in the Persian Gulf changed gears once again. Both events
produced a sharp escalation of tensions and posed serious challenges to the
United States. But, of the two, it was the Soviet move against Afghanistan in
late December 1979 that most alarmed US officials. Indeed, as President
Carter described it in a nationwide address, “A Soviet-occupied Afghanistan
threatens both Iran and Pakistan and is a steppingstone to possible control
over much of the world’s oil supplies.”6 Many of the responses that fol-
lowed had, of course, been set in motion earlier. But with Afghanistan pro-
viding the catalyst, they came to fruition sooner rather than later and helped
expedite the transformation of the Rapid Deployment Force from a drawing
board concept into more of a full-fledged military reality.

: (U) At the heart of this transformation was the Carter Doctrine, an-
| nounced by the President in his State of the Union Message of 23 January
\ 1980. In effect, Carter confirmed publicly what subordinates had been say-
| ing privately to one another and in off-the-record talks with reporters for
‘g some time: that the United States had major interests at stake in the Persian
{ Gulf and that it was steadily building up its strength in the region to protect
; those interests. Under the policy he announced, President Carter served no-
. tice that the United States would not allow the Gulf to fall into hostile
; hands, that it would pursue a “cooperative security framework” in the area,
i and that it would back up these initiatives with requisite military force.®” As
i evidence of his resolve, the President pointed to the impending creation of
i the Rapid Deployment Force, which he said would “range in size from a few
| ships or air squadrons to formations as large as 100,000 men.” Among the
| specific initiatives being taken to support the RDF, the President mentioned
| the development and production of a new fleet of large cargo aircraft with
. intercontinental range, and the design and procurement of a force of pre-
. positioned ships to carry heavy equipment and supplies for three Marine
Corps brigades.8 ,

& With announcement of the Carter Doctrine, the JCS promptly ac-
celerated their preparations for possible military intervention in Southwest
Asia. But while the Joint Chiefs readily accorded this region (the Persian
Gulf especially) closer attention in line with the President’s policy, individ-
ual members found themselves increasingly uneasy over the long-term im-
plications. General Meyer, the Army chief, saw the United States rushing
into new commitments with little or no idea of where they would lead or
what they might entail. “It is now evident,” he told his JCS colleagues, “that

66 “Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan: Address to the Nation,” 4 Jan 8o, Public Papers: Carter,
1980-1981 (Washington, DC: GPO, 1981), 1, 22.

67 “State of the Union Address,” 23 Jan 1980, ibid., 194-99.

68 “State of the Union: Annual Message to the Congress,” 21 Jan 1980, ibid., 166.
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OSD is attempting to fill this void without the benefit of militarily sound op-
erational concepts for the development, deployment, and employment of a
Rapid Deployment Force.” In an effort to shed light on this situation, Meyer
urged the JCS to initiate “a military analysis of the requirements for a RDF,
to include appropriate and balanced mix of forces, adequate fast strategic
c!eglcyment capability, and adequate support for the range of missions an-
ticipated.” The Joint Chiefs took General Meyer’s suggestion under advise-
ment, but deferred any immediate action.és

- @ All the same, the Joint Chiefs remained apprehensive lest a lack
of transportation and competing demands elsewhere should curtail their
ability to meet the Carter Doctrine's goals, Despite the President’s promise
of additional resources, the actual budget strategy adopted at the White
House was to push bard for more performance from existing assets while
providing as little extra money as possible.7® A case in point was the admini-
stration’s handling of the Near-Term Pre-Positioning Ships (NTPS) pro-
gram, a lease arrangement proposed by Secretary of Defense Brown using
commercial sources to create a seven-ship supply flotilla operating more or
less continuously in the Indian Ocean. Although the Joint Chiefs favored the
program, they were skeptical whether such measures by themselves would
provide sufficient logistical support, In addition to pre-positioning supplies
and equipment, as the United States had done in Europe, they favored aug-
menting air- and sea-lift capabilities as well, even though the result would
mean higher costs.” Standing firm, President Carter in February approved
the leasing of the necessary new NTPS cargo carriers but, in so doing, ex-
pressed obvious concern that even the cost of this could get out of hand.7

€ Rather than dwell on plans and expectations, General Jones ad-
vised the Secretary of Defense that the United States might have to contem-
plate emergency action to deal with what he described as “a pattern of
gradually increasing combat readiness” on the part of Soviet forces. Sug-
gesting that the situation was deteriorating more rapidly than first thought,
Jones worried that the Soviets might misjudge US resolve and take a chance
on a “cheap’ victory” somewhere in Southwest Asia. Acting on his own _im—
tiative, he tasked the J-3 Directorate with investigating whether the United
States could insert a battalion-sized force anywhere in the world within
twenty-four hours and to determine the steps needed to achieve that capa-

s CSAM 1-80, 14 Jan 8o, C/GDS, JCS 2147/629, 374 (14 Jan 80).

7 See for example memo, Odom to Brzezinski, 28 Oct 80, C, William Odom Collection,
Rapid Reaction Forees 4/10/80 folder, Carter Library.

7 JCIM-38-80 1o SecDef, 1 Jan Bo, S/GDS, JCS 1454/160, 447 (3 Jan 80); Summary of
Conclusions, SCC Mtg, 14 Jan 80, “US Strategy for South West Asia and Persian Gulf,
8/XGDS, National Security Adviser Collection, Staff Offices File, SCC Mtg No. 250 folder,

Carter Library. ‘
72 Memo, Brzezinski to Carter, 15 Feb 1980, 8, William Odom Collection, Rapid Reaction
Forces 3/77 folder, Carter Library. Carter's views appended in the margins of this file copy.
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bility. Meanwhile, he urged the Secretary to move quickly on activating the -
RDJTF and to give serious thought to holding early military exercises in
Southwest Asia and the Middle East in order to test US deployment and
mobilization concepts. Jones also thought that the White House should con-
sider legislation to increase the Reserve call-up authority from 50,000 to
100,000, and a supplemental budget request to cover operation and main-
tenance (O&M) support for the RDF. He noted further that he had discussed
these recommendations informally with his JCS colleagues, who agreed that
they merited “priority attention.””

&) A major milestone was the activation on 1 March 1980 of the
Headquarters, Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (HQ, RDJTF), at
MacDill AFB, Florida. Although technically a separate subordinate element
of USREDCOM, the RDJTF reported directly to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.7+
Normally, joint task forces did not enjoy such access to the JCS, but because
of the RDJTF's high political profile, Secretary of Defense Brown insisted
that it have a small Washington lLiaison office (fifteen to twenty people) for
“politico-military interface” with the JCS, the Joint Staff, and OSD.7s

&8 The RDJTF commenced business with a JCS-approved charter to
plan, train, exercise, and be prepared to deploy designated forces “anywhere
in the world.™¢ Its first commander, Lieutenant General P. X. Kelley,
USMC, publicly described the new organization as “an exceptionally flexible
force” that would eventually pull together “the eapabilities of all four ser-
vices into one harmonized fighting machine with 2 permanent command
and control headquarters.””” However, like all new ventures, the RDJTF ex-
perienced its own share of start-up problems: few of its 253 authorized per-
sonnel were actually in place; its headquarters building was still under con-
struction; guidance from the Joint Chiefs, USCINCRED, and the Secretary
of Defense needed sorting out; and the new force commander, Kelley, re-
mained in Washington for consultations.”

@ A further complication arose from the decision by General Jones,
acting on his own initiative, to narrow the RDJTF's terms of reference from
worldwide contingencies, to planning for operations solely in Southwest

73 CM-520-80 to SecDef, 12 Feb 80, S, 374 (12 Feb 80); DJSM 639-80, 27 Mar 80, U, CICS
Files (Jones), 049 RDJTF.

74 Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force Command History, 1950, S, p. I-4 and p. IV-23.
Hereafter cited as RDJTF Command History, 1980.

75 Memo, Brown to Jones, 26 Jan 80, S, Tab L, RDJTF Fact Book, JHO Collection.

76 JCSM-37-80 to SecDef, 4 Feb 80, S/GDS, enclosing “Terms of Reference for the RDJTF,”
$/GDS, JCS 2147/632-1, 036 (26 Jan 80). ,

77 A Discussion of the Rapid Deployment Force with Lieutenant General P. X. Kelley (Wash-
ington, DC: American Enterprise Institute, 1980), 3-4.

78 RDJTF Command History, 1980, 1-4, S.
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Asia.? Knowing that this arrangement reflected the preferences of the Sec-
retary of Defense, the NSC Staff, and President Carter, the other JCS mem-
bers raised no objection. However, the CMC, General Barrow, wanted to go
further and suggested changes in command arrangements as well, Barrow
believed that the RDJTF’s “continued subordination” to USCINCRED would
only obfuscate its political and military mission, and that a more practical
arrangement would be to reconstitute the RDJTF as “a separate and distinct
planning element” under the JCS. Although Barrow’s proposal may have
made sense, it would probably have delayed what others—Army planners,
especially—saw as the increasingly inevitable outcome: the reconstitution of
the RDJTF as a totally separate unified command. Secretary Brown deemed
changes of this kind premature, and on 4 August 1980 he officially approved
the new terms of reference narrowing the RDJTF's planning functions to
Southwest Asia, while asking the Chiefs to keep the matter of Middle East
command relationships under periodic review.8°

Acquiring Rases and Support Facilities

(U) In addition to command and control problems, the lack of suit-
able and available bases within practicable operating distance of the Persian
Gulf posed serious complications for JCS and RDJTF planners. Such bases
as could sustain large-scale military operations were controlled by nations
either hostile to the United States or, at least, unwilling to allow their use by
US forces. Indeed, because of the close relationship between Israel and the
United States, few Arab states were willing to entertain the presence of US
troops on their territory, Yet once the decision was _made that US power
would be projected into the area if necessary, US officials had no choice but
to begin seeking bases and base rights near the Guif. o

Reacting initially to the hostage crisis, Prom'dentc‘arteri.n e
Navemgr 1979 dxiectedantl)l’e Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs to
review the availability and reliability of access to foreign transit and operat-
ing bases needed to support US mﬂitaryacﬂoqsin“tbegxegteer_ddle
East.”: Anticipating such a request, the Joint Chiefs replied quickly "ﬂth,a
ready list of requirements to meet transit and other logistical problems in
the event of a Persian Gulf emergency. Minor difficulties of this sort had
come up in January 1979, when the Spanish Government, ostensibly 2 close
US friend, had denied USAF F-15s stopover privileges on their way to Saudi
Arabia.®2 To head off similar problems in the future the Joint Chiefs rec-

7 Ltr, Jones to USCINCRED, 7 Feb 80, S/GDS, 036 (26 Jan 80) and CJCS Files (Jones),
049 RDITF,

80 JCSM-205-80 to SecDef, 25 Jul 80,8/GDS, JCS 1259/898; Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 4 Aug
80, S/GDS, JCS 1259/898-1, both in 036 (26 Jan 80).

8 Memo, Brzezinski to SecState, et. al.,, 29 Nov 79, S, 402 (4 Dec 79} HB.

82 NY Times, 13 Jan 79.
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ommended naming a “high-level Presidential g ith gaini
enc . envay,” charged with gainin
geﬁ%emn to use bases and airspace to support military deploymenéat‘o thg
East. The countries they identified as “most crucial” in this regard
were Portugal, Moroceo, Egypt, Turkey, and the United Kingdom, which
owned the Indian Ocean island of Diego Garcia. Although optimistic that
diplomacy would resolve the situation, the Chiefs noted that “leverage” in
the fm'm‘mﬁfv I;gl;?ry assistance, arms sales, and other inducements, might be

€ The Chiefs’ assessment proved essentially correct, as borne out by
the findings of two State-Defense survey missions dispatched in late 1979-
early 1980 to sound out the governments of Saudi Arabia, Oman, Somalia,
and Kenya on the acquisition of base rights on their territories. Indicative of
the high priority the Joint Chiefs attached to these discussions was the in-
clusion of the Director, J-5, Lieutenant General Richard L. Lawson, USAF,
as the JCS representative, The most difficult negotiations proved to be those
wnht}aeSomaliswho, as the US team found, had "an exaggerated sense of
what it was possible to gain from us,”8+ Eventually, except for the Saudis,
who reaffirmed their standing policy against foreign bases on their territory,
all indicated a readiness to cooperate in exchange for US military assistance
and other considerations. Other possible sites were Egypt, which in Febru-
ary 1979 bad offered the use of the remote expeditionary camp at Ras Banas
(Berenice) on the Red Sea; and Diego Garcia, where the US Navy bad had a
small communications base since the 1960s. However, the State Depart-
ment, feeling that the time was not yet ripe, urged that military involvement
on Egyptian soil be avoided.8s

@ Military planners were not nearly so cautious. In examining the
available options, General Meyer, the Army chief, doubted the usefulness of
bases in Oman, Somalia, and Kenya to “reduce strategic mobility require-
ments” for Army elements of the RDJTF or to support the swift commit-
ment of “substantial ground forces.” He pointed out that Egyptian bases, on
the other hand, could provide a greater “war-fighting capebility” since they
were virtually on the direct line of communication (LOC) from CONUS to
Southwest Asia; and he recommended that the JCS solicit support from the
Secretaries of State and Defense to acquire facilities in Egypt “as a matter of
urgency.” Under Secretary of Defense Komer, after examining the problem
himseg,ooncunedw‘uhaemral Meyer that Egypt offered the best pros-
pects. :

8s JCSM-340-79 to SecDef, 6 Dec 79, 8/GDS, JCS 1887/850, 402 (4 Dec 79) HB.

&4 Memo, NSC Staff Secy to VP, et. al,, 5 Jun 80, C, with attached Background Paper on
Somalis, S, 898 (3 Mar 80) HB.

85 Memo, McGiffert, ASD(ISA), to CJCS, 17 Apr 80, S/GDS, 865 (25 Apr 80); Poole, JC5
and National Policy, 1973-1976, 378-79, 5; and Johnson, US Policy in Southwest Asia, 17-
28, U.
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&3 Despite earlier State Department opposition to US bases in Egypt,
military considerations now took priority in the framing of US policy. Dur-
ing March and April 1980, exchanges between the Joint Chiefs and Secre-
tary of Defense Brown confirmed the need for a rear staging area in Egypt,
preferably at Ras Banas, and led to arrangements for an engineer inspection
team to go there in June to assess the facilities.3” The Chiefs further recom-
mended that the United States seek permission from the British to use the
entire island of Diego Garcia, since it was the only existing support base in
the Indian Ocean that could help provide a logistic surge capability for the
RDJTF. Working closely with the Navy, the JCS submitted a military con-
struction program totaling $1.231 billion to cover the period FY 1981-
1984.88 Secretary Brown took the Chiefs’ recommendations for Diego Garcia
under advisement, though as a practical matter there was never any doubt
that they would not be approved. Near the end of the year, Deputy Secretary
of Defense Graham Claytor gave the go-ahead for the Chiefs’ improvement
program and earmarked initial funding drawn from the FY 1981 military
construction appropriation 8

@ Another important aspect of the Rapid Deployment Force to
which the Joint Chiefs devoted considerable attention was the development
of a vigorous exercise and training program, organized by the RDJTF in col-
laboration with the recently formed Joint Deployment Agency (JDA). As di-
rected by the Joint Chiefs, it was up to the JDA, a component of REDCOM,
to recommend concepts and procedures that elements of the unified and
specified commands, including the RDJTF, would then test and validate
through actual exercises. Even though the RDJTF was still in incubation,
the Joint Chiefs in October 1979 scheduled two command post exfrmatg
(CPX) for the spring of 1980 to test JDA deployment procedures ~"i;awl n
preparation of a force package that can react to crisis situations -
wide, "9

ine i 80

@ Following announcement of the Carter Doctrine in January 1980,
the development and coordination of a stepped-up training and garcips
schedule in the Indian Ocean-Persian Guif region became a matter o 1gh
priority, receiving close and frequent scrutiny from the SCC and from Presi-

8 CSAM-17-80, 6 Mar Bo, S/GDS, JCS 1887/854; and memo, Komer to Brown, 7 Mar 8o,
$/GDS, both in 472 (6 Mar 80).

& JCSM-116-80 to SecDef, 28 Apr 80, 3/GDS, JCS 2513/26, 865 (25 Apr 80).
88 JCSM-184-80 to SecDef, 27 Jun 80, S/GDS, JCS 2294/110-2, 975 (9 Jan 80).
% Memo, DepSecDef to SecNav, et. al., 22 Dec 80, C, JCS 2294/120, 975 (9 Jan 80).

% JCSM-305-79 to SecDef, 25 Oct 79, 8/GDS, JCS 2517/139-1, 385 (15 Oct 79).
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dent Carter himself, who personally reviewed many of the details.” Exercise
POSITIVE LEAP 80, conducted wholly in the United States in three phases -
between April and June 1980, was the first JCS-sponsored CPX with the
RDJTI:‘. Involving some 10,000 personnel, it simulated the movement and
operations of a force of over 240,000.92 Afterward, hoping to build on the
experience thus gained, the Joint Chiefs asked for SCC approval of a pro-
posfed exercise/deployment schedule for the rest of 1980, extending the ex-
ercises overseas. These included ground and air exercises in Egypt, Saudi
Arabia, Oman, Kenya, Somalia, and maritime exercises in the Red Sea and
Indian Ocean, with some involving large-scale combined sea control exer-
cises with British, Australian, and possibly New Zealand naval forces. Loca-
tions under consideration for future exercises included the Sudan, Pakistan,
the United Arab Emirates, and other states in the region.ss 08D 1.4{a) G)

@9 Over the summer of 1980 the SCC reviewed and approved a total
of nineteen separate exercises and practice deployments under the Defense
Department’s CY 1980 Exercise Proposal.?4 Included were two amphibious
force deployments in the Indian Ocean; a .

ptem
ted the exercise postponed until after its “National Day” celebrations in
ovember, while in the meantime unexpected delays in Congress in passing
the annual Defense appropriations bill threatened to scuttle plans for the
maneuvers in Egypt. Only a last minute infusion of funds from the Secre-
tary’s contingency account kept the project alive.%

(U) The exercise, BRIGHT STAR 81, to familiarize air and g{:ound
forces with the terrain and conditions of desert warfare, took place in the
desert northwest of Cairo, 18-28 November 1980. The exercise strategy en-
tailed delivering a combat-ready battalion to the Persian Gulf within forty-

%1 See memo, Brzezinski to Vanee, et. al., 16 May 80, S/XGDS, sub: President’s Review of
PG Security Framework SCC, CJCS Files (Jones), NSC Memo File (12 Feb 8020 Nov 80).

% United States Readiness Command History, 1980, p. IV-57, S; RDJIF Command His-
tory, 1980, P- V-3,8. .

93 JCSM-171-80 to SecDef, 17 Jun 80, S/GDS, JCS 1887/855, 385 (17.Jun 80).

4 Memo, Brzezinski to Vance, et. al., 23 Aug 80, C/GDS, CJCS Files (Jones), SCC Mtg File
(1 Jul 80-30 Nov 80); DJSM 2040-80 to USD(P), 15 Oct 80, S/GDS, 385 (17 Jun 80).

9 “Political Strategy for Amphibious Exercises in the Indian Ocean Ares,” undated, S/GDS,
enclostire to memo, Staff Secy NSC to VP, et. al., 28 May 80, 5/GDS, JCS 2525/8, 898 (02
Jun 80) HB; “DOD CY 1980 Exercise/Deployment Proposal,” undated, 8/GDS, enclosure to
memo, Staff Secy NSC to VP, et. al.,, 27 Jun 80, 5, 898 (03 Mar 80) HB.
96 JCSM-250-80 to SecDef, 12 Sep 80, S/GDS, JCS 2517/166-1, 385 (4 Aug 80).
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eight hom-s of t‘he'execute order, followed by a brigade within a week and
two divisions within thirty days. However, the terms of reference governing
the maneuvers restricted the number of exercise participants to approxi-
mately 1,400. Even so, it was the most successful demonstration thus far of
United States capability to project a joint task force into Southwest Asia.9”

Policy and Planning Further Refined

(U) Despite the more assertive posture adopted by the United States
under the Carter Doctrine, as 1980 progressed, the Joint Chiefs came to feel
that US policy in Southwest Asia needed more purposeful strategic direc-
tion. A major concern was that most of the actions taken, though usually co-
9rdl‘!'1a!3edthroughtheSCCin what Brzezinski liked to think of as a develop-
ing “strategic frame-work,” were actually ad hoc responses without benefit
of thorough collective military judgment or a carefully defined concept for
force employment. Important though these initiatives may have been, they -
were exceedingly burdensome and would eventually wear down US capabili-
ties to cope with problems elsewhere. The first to raise these issues, as we
have seen, was the Army Chief of Staff, who found the commitments made
under the Carter Doctrine filled with disturbing implications. By the sum-
mer of 1980, his colleagues concurred and, in August, they advised the Sec-
retary of Defense that, on their own initiative, they were undertaking yet
another review of strategic concepts for Southwest Asia, the second such re-
view in two years.s8

(U) While similar to the 1978 JCS strategic review, the one conducted
in 1980 had a somewhat different purpose. More of a stocktaking exercise, it
had its immediate origins in complaints from the Operations Deputies that

Brown and Under Secretary Komer were continually peppering
the Joint Staff with small requests that diverted the time and attention of
JCS planners from their regular chores. In recommending a more compre-
hensive approach, the OPSDEPS hoped to forestall further piecemeal OSD
taskings and in the process buy time for a “quality effort” that would put US
policy and strategy in better perspective.s9

@ In accepting the OPSDEPS recommendations, the Joint Chiefs
also hoped to show the Secretary of Defense and the NSC what US forces
could—and could not—do in Southwest Asia. For these purposes the JCS
strategic review provided additional support for a larger SCC study,
launched at Brzezinski’s instigation in June 1980, to give further definition
to the US strategic framework for Southwest Asia.:o0 Defense and JCS con-

97 RDJTF Command History, 1980, 8, IV-45-49.
98 JCSM-210-80 to SecDef, 6 Aug 80, 3/GDS, JCS 2529/5, 915 (1 Aug 80).

~ 99 Memo, J-5 to JCS, 30 Jul 80, 8/GDS, JCS 2520/5, ibid. DECLASSIFIED IN FULL
Autharity: EO 13526 WHS
Chief, Records & Declass Div,
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tributions to this enterprise were to consist of un analysis of budgetary re-
quirements for augmenting US capabilities in :3outhwest Asia, and an as-
sessment of the prospects for increased collaborition between US and Saudi
Arabian forces in the wake of the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq War that au-
tumn.*** However, after November 1980, with a new administration waiting
in the wings, Brzezinski cut short the security framework study and, in
January 1981, issued instead a brief compendium (PD-63) of agency re-
sponsibilities and accomplishments. 02

@) Meanwhile, the security review iniiated by the Joint Chiefs
wound up following an almost equally tortured :nd uncertain path. Though
originally scheduled for completion by mid-September 1980, it was con-
tinually sidetracked by unforeseen events and ended up being incorporated
into planning guidance for the RDJTF. Previously, such guidance as Lieu-
tenant General Kelley had received had stressed preparation for relatively
limited operations involving non-Soviet enemy forces, such as repelling an
Iraqi attack on Kuwait, the scenario chosen in OSD for budget-planning
purposes.'os But by early September 1980 the Joint Staff began receiving
fresh intelligence pointing to the possibility that the Soviets might be plan-
ning an invasion of Iran.’4 As a precautionary measure, Secretary Brown
told the Joint Chiefs on 18 September that he wanted them to look ahead
toward allocating even larger resources to the RDJTF. This was something
of a reversal of the Secretary’s previous position, which had been to caution
restraint in developing the RDJTF's capabilities; but it was fully in line with
the growing belief in OSD that the Middle East, zmdﬂ:el’ersian(hﬂfl? par-
ticular, might soon rank alongside Europe in tenns of American security in-
terests. In addition to the primary force of three and one-third divisions un-
der non-mobilization conditions, he wanted the: Joint Chiefs to develop.a
“core RDF” of six and one-third divisions for possibly larger operations—in
effect, a force capable of meeting a Soviet invasion. Brown conceded that
these additional deployments would severely strain US war reserve stocks
~ and lift capabilities and would greatly reduce US help to NATO. But he felt

100 Memo, Brzezinski to SecState, et. al., 3 Jun 8o, 8/XGD#, JCS 2525/10, 808 (03 Mar 80)
HB.

101 Memo, Brzezinski to SecState, et. al., 5 Nov 80, $/XGDS, 898 (05 Nov 80) HB.

108 PD-63, “Persian Gulf Security Framework,” 15 Jan 81, S/XGDS, NSC Collection, Joint
History Office files.

103 See Draft Consolidated Guidance FY 1982-1986, 8 Feb 80, S_/RD, Section F, JCS
2522/69, 555 (08 Feb 80) sec. 1A, and CJCS Files (Jones), ;550 Consolidated Guidance.

s4 Untitled Defense Paper, n.d., TS, enclosure to memo, N SC Staff Secy (l?adson) toVPet
al,, 4 Sep 80, C, SCC Mg File (1 Jul 80-30 Nov 80), CJCS Files; (U) Brzezinski, Power and
Principle, 451-52.
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.48 By coincidence, the Secretary’s instructions reached the Joint
Chiefs just as they were preparing to issue initial planning guidance to the
Commander, Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (COMRDJTF), which
went out to Lieutenant General Kelley on 26 September 1980. Although
more detailed and specific than the Secretary’s instructions, the Chiefs’
Planning guidance likewise assumed a growing Soviet threat against Iran. .
US objectives would be to dissuade the invaders from pursuing their attack
or in lieu of that, to halt the advance as far from the Persian Gulf as possible -
apdto @ytheenemyuseaﬂram‘anporm, airfields, and other key facili-
ties. Initial JCS estimates were that within the first thirty days the
COMRDJTF could count on having three carrier battle groups and an air-
g:goupd mix ranging from a “manpower-intensive® force of two light Army
divisions or Marine Corps division equivalents, seven tactical fighter squad-
rons (TFS), and four tactical airlift squadrons (TAS), to a “fire-power-
intensive” force of about one and one-third divisions equi , twelve

@ Lieutenant General Kelley briefed the Operations Deputies on his
progress thus far on 15 October 1980, at which time he also reviewed the
planning guidance he had recently received and suggested several minor
changes.?7 As required under Department of Defense (DOD) policy, the
planning guidance Kelley received also went for review to Under Secretary
Komer. Although Komer judged it a “praiseworthy” start, he noted areas
where he thought improvements were possible as well. For example he did
not feel the guidance took sufficient account of the “vital contributions of
friends and allies.” Such support, he believed, was indispensable to
COMRDJTF's ability to carry out his mission with “limited forces and Lift.”

However, as a former ambassador to Turkey, Komer cautioned the JCS not -
1o count 00 heavily.on that or contributions,

e United States would

“have at least two divisions in the area before combat started, owing to the
advance warning that would come from Soviet preparations for an attack, so

0SD 1.4(a)

105 Memo, SecDef for CJCS et. al., 18 Sep 80, S/XGDS, CICS Files (Jones), 820 Indian
Ocean.

106 Cable, JCS 1920/262336Z Sep 80 to COMRDJTF, T8, JCS 2529/6-1, 915/320 (18 Sep
DECLASSIFIED IN PART
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that reinforcements might not tie down as much air- and sea-lift as the JCS
estimated, 08

@) Further refinements in RDJTF planning guidance were yet to
come. On 26 November 1980 Kelley again briefed the Joint Chiefs, after
which, on 12 December, they authorized additional fine tuning to take into
account expected support from pro-western governments in and around the
Arabian Peninsula.?s In a related development, the Joint Chiefs on 15 De-
cember approved and forwarded to the Secretary of Defense their latest cur-
rent-force strategy review, undertaken the previous summer. As in their ear-
lier strategic survey, the Joint Chiefs identified numerous US interests at
stake—oil especially—that required “a continuous US military presence” in

e Indian Ocean/Persian Gulf (10/PG) region. Such forces, the Chiefs ad-
ised, need not and could not now be sufficient in themselves to provide a
ble defense against the most demanding threats (i.e., a full-scale Soviet
vasion), but “they must be sufficient to be perceived as a guarantee of US
mmitment and as evidence that US power in the region is real.” Whether
e United States had reached this point, the Joint Chiefs declined to say
explicitly. Instead, they pointed to the continuing need for strengthening the
self-help capabilities of key states in the region, acquiring additional base
“and support facilities, and increasing cooperation among the NATO allies,
particularly in providing transit privileges for US forces en route to ‘the
Middle East. Yet even with improved access and support, the Joint Chiefs
foresaw serious problems looming. Factoring in requirements both for the
Persian Gulf and elsewhere, they saw US commitments steadily outdistanc-
ing capabilities. “Defense of US interests in Southwest Asia,” they warned
bluntly,

requires a military structure greater than that mrrmtlyav.ail-—
able. Until adequate capabilities can be developed, the United
States must pursue limited military objectives, considering de-
fense priorities and attendant risks worldwide. Political con-
siderations limit the support that can be expected from allies
and regional countries, and add to the uncertainty in achieving
objectives. There is no strategic panacea to overcome the force
structure shortfalls or the diplomatic constraints related to
Southwest Asia, The best current strategy will not change the
fact that the United States and its allies face an extremely dan-
gerous situation there,uo

108 Memo, Komer for DJS, 21 Oct 80, TS, JCS 2529/6-5, 915/320 (18 Sep 80).
109 JCS 2529/6-6, 11 Dec 80, TS, same file,

no JCSM-296-80 to SecDef, 16 Dec 80, TS, JCS 2529/12, 915 (19 Jun 80).
50 :
SRy



DECLASSIFIED IN FULL

Authority: EO 13526 SuQREY
gh:f, Records & Declass Div, WHS
ate:
DEC 4 28 The Persian Gulf and the Rapid Deployment Force

) ’Q'While perhaps more pessimistic than it need have been, the
Chlefs.estxmate of the strategic situation was at sharp variance with the
administration’s public version, which stressed the progress being made in
meeting commitments and strengthening capabilities, especially in trans-
forming the RDJTF into a credible war-fighting force. The Joint Chiefs
were, in effect, challenging these claims and, by so doing, were aligning
themsglvgs with a growing number of critics who saw the Carter Doctrine as
a hyst:ly improvised and poorly thought out blueprint.:* Although the Joint
Chiefs had considered dropping the current force strategy paper as having
b'een overtaken by events, they decided instead that, with a new administra-
tion about to take office, they should carry it through to completion, so that
some overall statement of their views might be a matter of record.!

@ Moreover, this latest strategic review provided a reference point
for the RDJTF Capability Study completed and submitted to the Secretary
of Defense in January 1981 in compliance with his instructions of the previ-
ous September. Slightly more upbeat than the strategic review, the capabil-
ity study presented a cautiously optimistic picture of meeting the Secretary’s
milestones. The study found that, provided Congress acted favorably on all
pending budgetary requests, the maximum RDJTF capability that could be
achieved by the end of Fiscal Year (FY) 1982 was a three and two-thirds di-
vision force. Larger forces could not be sustained in Southwest Asia due to
shortages in critical logistic support items (such as water and ammunition),
combat support and combat service support forces, and command, control
and communications (C?) equipment. However, deployment of even this
modest force would substantially raise the risk to NATO and the Far East
and would sorely test logistic and other support capabilities.'3

(U) In sum, even though the US security structure in the Persian Gulf
and Southwest Asia showed evidence of improving, much remained to be
done to reach the point at which the Joint Chiefs would feel confident about
projecting US military power into the region. One of the most important ac-
complishments of the Carter years was the creation of the Rapid Deploy-
ment Joint Task Force, the forerunner of the United States Central Com-
mand {(USCENTCOM), established in January 1983. But thh no forces of

its own as yet and its mission complicated by inter-service bickering .and un-
;eertain lines of command and responsibility, the RDJTF remained in many
i respects more symbol than reality. Beyond an occasional show-?f—force ex-
 ercise, some limited pre-positioning of equipment, and modest increases in
; naval deployments, the US capacity to cope with a military contingency in
the Persian Gulf was only marginally greater at the end of the Carter ad-

m See for example Amitav Acharya, US Military Strategy in the Gulf (London: Routledge,
1989), 55-56.

u2 See Briefing Sheet for CJCS on SW Asia, 9 Dec 80, S/GDS, 915 (19 Jun 80).

13 (8) “JCS Rapid Deployment Joint Task Foree Capability Study,” JCSM-305-80 to SecDef,
6 Jan 81, S/GDS, 898/501 (18 Sep 80).
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ministration than at the beginning. Yet, at the same time, perceptions of the
threat to the region had grown significantly, from the destabilizing presence
of Soviet proxies into the looming menace of a full-scale Soviet invasion.
The Carter Doctrine, recognizing that US interests in the Gulf were greater
than ever, attempted to address this threat more or less with existing capa-
bilities. But with the stakes escalating almost daily, the Joint Chiefs had a
ready-made argument for an expanded force structure.
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IRAN AND PAKISTAN

(U) The creation of the Rapid Deployment Force—the first step to-
ward establishx:ng what became CENTCOM—was but one phase in the con-
tinuing evolution and refinement of US Gulf security policy during the
Carter years. Unlike Europe or the Pacific, where the United States had a
well:eatal;hshed presence, the Persian Guif-Middle East region contained
few jumping-off points from which to project US military power. US assets,
such as they were, derived mainly from a series of relationships that had de-
veloped in this region since World War 11, starting with the creation of the
Central Treaty Organization in the 1950s, and moving on by the early 1970s
to the building of what the Nixon-Ford administrations characterized as the
“twin pillars” of security and stability—Iran and Saudi Arabia.:

(U) Of the two it was Iran, chiefly because of its geostrategic position,
which generally attracted the most attention among JCS planners. The
leader of Iran, Shah Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, was America’s oldest and
staunchest friend in the Middle East-Persian Gulf region, an implacable foe
of communism, and one of the few Moslems who would sell oil to Israel. Ac-
cordingly, he had come to command extraordinary respect and deference in
Washington. US commitments in arms sales to the Shah during the Nixon-
Ford years totaled over $12 billion and included some of the most up-to-
date weapons the United States had to offer.2 The Shah, with ambitions of
restoring his country’s ancient power and glory, saw himself becoming the
“policeman” of the Persian Gulf, a role the Nixon-Ford administrations had
been happy to encourage because it relieved obligations on the United
States. But by the time Jimmy Carter entered the White House, the Shah’s
image had become somewhat tarnished owing to his support of the oil car-
tel's high energy-pricing policies and alleged human rights abuses by his se-
cret police, SAVAK.

(U) Over the years the Joint Chiefs had consistently supported meas-
ures, including security assistance, aimed at turning Iran into a modern
military power, to help contain Soviet expansionism. But under President
Carter they saw this policy undergo substantial revision as the United States
cut back on arms sales to Iran and other Third World countries. Although
Carter befriended the Shah, he did so more out of a sense of duty than any
real conviction that the Shah’s continued presence was integral to protecting

* For previous documentation on US policy toward Iran, see Poole, JCS and National Pol-
icy, 1973-1976, 8, 392-402.

2 The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Development of US Policy toward Iran, 1946-1978
(Washington, D.C.: Historical Division, Joint Secretariat, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 31 Mar 80),
TS, 121, heveafter cited as JCS and Jran Policy.
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Us i‘nt’erests in Central Asia or the Persian Gulf. The result was a policy of
diminishing American support for the Shah at a time when his regime was
under mounting domestic pressure to lessen its ties, including military col-
laboration, with the West. The outcome was the collapse of the Shah’s gov-
ernment, and the installation of a new regime in Tehran, run by Islamic
fundamentalists who were bitterly hostile toward the United States.

Reassessing Security Assistance to Iran

@ The Carter administration’s policy on foreign military sales (PD-
13), adopted in May 1977, declared the transfer of conventional arms to be
“an exceptional foreign policy implement, to be used only in instances
where it can be clearly demonstrated that the transfers contribute to our na-
tional security interests.” In applying this policy of restraint, the President
immediately exempted all NATO countries, Japan, Australia, New Zealand,
and Israel. Iran, on the other hand, became a prime target for cutbacks.
Henceforth, not only was the dollar volume of new commitments to be re-
dueedbutalsothereweretobenosalesowo~productioqofneudydevel»
oped advanced weapons until such systems were operationally deployed
with US forces. Establishing gnidelines for the implementation of this policy
became a responsibility of the Secretary of State, who was to ascertain: (;})
that supplying any new weapons would uniquely strengthen the requester’s
ability to perform military functions that were in the interests of the United
States; (2) that less-advanced, existing systems with roughly comparable
capabilities were unavailable; and (3) that providing these weapons would
not require the presence in country of large numbers of American technical
advisers for long periods of time.3 o

(1) On paper, Carter’s exercise of restraint in his arms dealings
Iran appearedg:great success. From a total of $3.236 billion in FY 1977,
agreed arms transfers to Iran dropped to Wmﬂhogmﬂzws,a?dfell
even further, to only $42 million, in FY 1979.4 In practice, however, this pol-
icy was less restrictive than the numbers suggest. Although Carter fully in-
tended to take a tough line on arms sales to Iran, he also recognized that
such a policy had to be applied with great care and the utmost diplomacy.
An abrupt cutoff of arms sales was never, in fact, a live option, nor was it
ever seriously considered by those in charge at the Defense Security Assis-
tance Agency, the organization that managed the arms aid program.5 Like

3 PD/NSC-13, “Conventional Arms Transfer Policy,” 13 May 77, S, JHO Files.

¢ JC8 and Iran Policy, TS, 122.

5SeememmenmbyLmEmeaGrmUSA(mxtheQWrdt§emm
AssiSMmAgencyduﬁngmuchofmispemdmthepubhshedmmwmhAlGram}:y
Frank N. Schubert, Engineer Memoirs: Lieutenant General Ernest Graves ( msr b
Va.: Office of History, US Army Corps of Engineers, [1998]), 193-219. According to 5"’31
“It turned out that the ceiling never limited anything. . . . You may say that was antitheti
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Nixon and Ford, Carter appreciated the Shah’s contributions to stability in
the Middle East and Sonthwest Asia, since without the Shah’s American-
backed armed forces, US defense burdens in those regions would have been
considerably greater. Though not without its flaws, the Shah’s government—
at least in Western eyes—was still the most enlightened and progressive in
the region, lavishly praised by President Carter as “an island of stability in
one of the more troubled areas of the world.” Later, with hindsight to help
elucidate the causes behind the Shah’s collapse, eritics would fanlt US poli-
cymakers for ignoring or overlooking the telltale signs of a regime in deep
trouble—the Shah's insensitivity to his subjects, the domestic antagonisms
produced by his western modernization programs, and his disregard for the
revolutionary impact of Islamic fundamentalism. But until then, the Shah
seemed a dependable and trustworthy ally whose contributions to preserv-
ing regional stability were beyond question and deserving of continued sup-
port.

@ These political judgments were reinforced by the attitude of the
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, General George S. Brown, USAF, who en-
couraged the Joint Staff to be responsive to and supportive of Iranian re-
quests for help. As a result, JCS planners exhibited a smadﬂzg growing
appreciation of Iran’s military and strategic significance. Indeed, if nothing
else, geography alone accorded Iran a high level of attention, and continued
to do so, even after the Shah’s downfall. At the outset of the Carter admini-
stration, as in years past, JCS planners continued to regard Iran as a major
part of the Middle East-Persian Gulf security framework. Although they stfll
designated Iran a category two country (“significant” to US interests) in
January 1978, they moved it moved up to category one (“vital”) the year fol-
lowing, thereby placing Iran roughly on a par with Western Europe and Ja-
pan. What this ranking suggested was that, were the United States’gomgt
back too far on arms sales, the result might well cripple Iran to the point ei-
ther of forfeiting support of vital US interests in the region, or of causing
greater than expected burdens to fall on US forees.”

@ Restricting arms sales to Iran thus became a delicate balancing
act and doubtless proved harder than Carter mxgnaﬂy imagined. Upon en-
tering the White House two issues—a pending Immgnpurchaseat:new
fighter aircraft and the sale of AWACS planes—immediately greeted him to

to the Carter policy. It really wasn't becanse everybndysawt}mtwewenyingtom
Carter from himseif. . . . The truth of the matter Is that once Carter got going, he transfesred
umnyamsumybodybemumheﬁannd,ﬁkehkpmdwmmthattheymmm
tial tool of policy.” (Ibid., 197).

% JYimmy Carter, Keeping Faith (Toronto: Bantam Books, 1982), 437

” Joint Strategic Objectives Plan Supporting Analyses, 1979-1986, Secljion 5, Book 11, 12
Dee 77, 8, JCS 2143/506-07, 511 {14 Dec 77) sec 8; Joint Strategic Flanning Document Su&»
porting Analyses, 1980-1987, Section §, Book 11, 18 Oct 78, S, JCS 2143/518-04, 511 {
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test his resolve. Under agreements reached in the Nixon-Ford years, Iran
would gradually phase out its fleet of F-4 fighters and replace them with
newer planes: 160 F-16 fighters during 1980-1983, plus another 140 F-16s
and 250 F-18Ls (the land-based version of the Navy’s F-18A) during 1982-
1986. According to General Brown, the F-18 deal “was all cooked up” be-
tween the Iranians and the plane’s prime contractor, Northrop, before €i-
ther State or Defense heard about it.3 Had the JCS been aware, they
probably would have opposed it, purely on practical grounds, since Iran
would have difficulty supporting so many advanced fighter acquisitions.
Even though the Imperial Iranian Air Force (IIAF) planned significant up-
grades in its personnel, logistic, facility construction, and training pro-
grams, JCS planners still believed that the IIAF would need “substantial”
outside contractor support and “some” increase in US military technical as-
sistance. In consequence, the IIAF would probably be only “marginally pre-
pared” for sustained combat operations during the next five years, although
from the mid-1980s on, its capabilities would increase “substantiaily.” In
other words, in order to achieve the strengthening of the IIAF that the Shah
had in mind, the United States might have to become more involved in help-
ing Iran, not less, as President Carter had hoped.?

(U) To give further consideration to the problem of aircraft sales to
Iran, Secretary of Defense Harold Brown established an ad hoc group within
the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA). The Director, J-5,
Vice Admiral Patrick J. Hannifin, represented the JCS. Looking specifically
at the pending F-18L request, the group saw several options: provide F-
18Ls, beginning in 1982 and 1983; offer F-18As instead of F-18Ls; make
available F-16s instead of F-18s; or disapprove any F-18 sales and offer no
substitutes.> The Assistant Secretary for ISA, David E. McGiffert, main-
tained that since replacements for the F-4s would not be needed until the
mid-1980s, there was no urgency to reach a decision until 1979-1980.* The
Joint Chiefs, on the other hand, urged that the sale proceed as scheduled,
noting that any delay would adversely effect the modernization of Iran’s air
force. Admiral James L. Holloway IiI, Chief of Naval Operations, was espe-
cially eager to see the sale go forward.2 According to the ad hoc group’s

8 NSC Meeting, 22 Jan 77, TS/XGDS, National Security Adviser Collection, Staff Office File,
box 1, NSC Meeting No. 1 folder, Carter Library.

* Memo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 5 Nov 76, C/GDS, JCS 1714/221; JCSM-218-77 to SecDef, 16
May 77, 5/GDS, JCS 1714/221-1, both in 887/534 (5 Nav 76). :

10 «g_381., Study,” 3 May 77, C, enclosure to memo, Lynn E. Davis to F-18L Ad Hoc Group, 3
May 77, C, JCS 1714/224, 887/460 (03 May 77).

' Memo, ASD(ISA) (McGiffert) to Acting Dir, J-5, 7 Jun 77, S/GDS, JCS 1714/224-1,
887/460 (03 May 77).

12 MJCS-172-77 to ASD(ISA), 9 Jun 77, S/GDS, 887/460 (03 May 77).
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findings, the sale to Iran, among other things, would reduce F-18 flyaway
costs to the Navy by $300,000 per aircraft (in FY 1975 dollars), and yield a
total procurement savings of $450 million. In the longer term, spare parts
and common support savings could increase the overall savings even
more.:3 However, President Carter decided in June 1977 not to approve the
sale of the F-18Ls, using as his justification a technicality that his recent pol-
icy declsion. (PD-13) barred the sale of arms that were not yet operationally
deployed with US forces. In fact, the Defense Department had no plans to
buy any of the land-based versions of the F-18 and Northrop, the plane’s
manufacturer, had designed the F-18L solely for overseas sales.4

@ The AWACS deal posed a somewhat different set of problems, but
was no less important, from the JCS standpoint, than the F-18 sale. The
AWACS were, in effect, a substitute for a highly ambitious project known as
SEEK SENTRY, proposed by the Shah in 1974 to provide Iran with a com-
prehensive early warning air defense system by placing several dozen radar
installations on mountaintops scattered across the country. Later, as a
money-saving measure and with US encouragement, the Shah scaled back
the number of ground radars from forty-four to twenty and requested five
E-3 AWACS to make up the difference. In March 1977, as part of his effort to
curtail arms transfers, President Carter imposed a “hold” on the sales but
lifted the suspension a month later at the suggestion of Secretary of Defense
Brown and the JCS Chairman, General Brown. At about the same time, the
Shah canceled SEEK SENTRY and requested four more E-3s, bringing the
total to nine. The Secretary of Defense and General Brown both supported
the additional sale, noting in justification that the planes and their support
would cost only one-fifth as much as the ground radars ($2.6 billion versus
$10-15 billion) and require 2,500 rather than 62,500 personnel.*¢ Toward
the end of May, the President agreed to increase the sale to a total of seven
E-3s, a compromise that the Joint Chiefs urged the President to reconsider.
The Chiefs continued to favor the full sale of nine AWACS as the Shah had
requested, but they noted also that questions concerning eryptographic de-
vices would need to be resolved first.

(U) Meanwhile, Senator John C. Culver (D., Iowa), a longtime critic
of arms transfers to Iran, and a group of his Senate colleagues asked the

13 “p-18L Study,” 3 May 77, C, pp. 10-12.

4 Memo, Brzezinski to Vance and Brown, 16 Jun 77, U, JCS 1714/224-2, 887/460 (03 May
77)-

1S Memo, Brzezinski to Brown, 29 Mar 77, with enclosure, C/GDS, JCS 2315/626, 499 (29
Mar 77).

16 Memo, Brown to Brzezinski, 3 May 77, S/GDS, JCS 1714/225, 887/653 (03 May 77).

17 Memo, Brzezinski to Vance and Brown, 19 May 77, $/GDS, JHO Files; JCSM-275-77 to
SecDef, 27 Jun 77, 8/GDS, JCS 1714/225-1, 887/653 (03 May 77).
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General Accounting Office (GAO) to hurry up an investigation of th_e
AWACS sale. When queried for the GAO report, Director of Central Intelli-
gence Admiral Stansfield Turner characterized the proposed sale as a seri-
ous security risk. TumerbelievedthattheSnmgtsmlminducet!:&e
defection of an Iranian AWACS crew, thereby handing the Sx:vxets crucial
electronics gear that would allow them to acquire a “look down radar capa-
bility. Turner'’s warning notwithstanding, the Defense/JCS position re-
mained unchanged, and on 7 July the President notified Congress of the
seven-plane sale ($1.2 billion), only to withdraw the proposal shortly there-
after as congressional rejection appeared imminent.8 The Shah took the de,a—
lay as an insult and dashed off an irate message to the President. The Shak's
anger quickly subsided, however, after President Carter resubmitted the
proposal in September. “This time,” as the President described t}:e outcome,
“the members of my administration did their homework on Capitol Hill, and
the sale was not disapproved.™s

Continuing Controversy over Arms Sales ‘
€9 The AWACS sale to Iran notwithstanding, President Carter re-
mained determined to reduce the volume of foreign military sales. In mid-
October 1977, reiterating his commitment, he told senior aldes that if Secre-
tary of State Vance did not “hold down” such recommendations, he would
do so himself.2 All the same, the Shah’s hopes remained high, encouraged
to some extent, it seems, by the Joint Chiefs’ more g*mpathehc and suppor-
tive attitude toward arms transfers. When the Chief of Naval Operations,
Admiral Holloway, visited him in October, the Shah asked about the possi-
bility of purchasing wespons. The Sheh seid he hoped he could convinoe
those members of the US Congress who opposed his defense Whtﬁﬁfm
Iran was not “a nation of simple sheepherders, andthatgtneeded he Moet
sophisticated weapons systems it could buy to defend itself. He ken in
quired about acquiring six Perry-class (FFG-7) frigates, Tomam deﬁ
missiles, and F-18As in lieu of the F-18Ls that the United States had d led.
Admiral Holloway replied that the sale of the frigates required an mdmed o
decision under the President’s arms sales policy. He also mentxond se ral
other options besides the F-18A to modernize Iran’s air force an Za:’:ﬁch
opinion that the Tomahawk cruise missile, an anti-ship _W::lpon
would have the Harpoon guidance system and a conventional warhead,

i 77 U;
1% Ltr, Sen. John Culver, et. al., to Comptroller General of the United States, 27 May 77, |
Ltr, J. H. Stolarow, Dep Dir GAO, to SecDef, 1 Jun 77, U; Ltr, LTG H. M.mnsg;%,
DSAA, to CJCS, 16 Jun 77, U; Memo, Dir, DSAA, to CJCS, 12 Jul 77, S’;zf.?’ﬁ‘;”’ 2
CJCS, 19 Aug 77, S, all in CJCS Files (Brown), 820 Iran (1 Aug 76). See gressiona
Quarterly Almanace, XXX (1977), 387-88.

12 Carter, Keeping Faith, 435.
2" Memo, Brzezinski to Brown, 20 Oct 77, C/GDS, JCS 2315/644, 499 (29 Mar 77).
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would not encounter any difficulties, even though nuclear versions of the
same missile might be subject to SALT restrictions.

@ The Shah enumerated his arms purchase requirements again, in
greater detail in mid-November 1977, this time at his first-ever meeting with
President Carter at the White House. Over the course of several days’ dis-
cussion, the President related how he had had to “go to the mat” with Con-

gress over the AWACS sale and how he had lobbied personally on Iran’s

behalf. The President said that in the future, Iran’s requests would have to
be more moderate and predictable. The Shah, emphasizing his country’s
vulnerability, indicated that his primary concern was air defense against

phasized that his country would be wholly dependent on aircraft for retalia~
tion. In effect, the Shah wanted to double the size of his air force. He
intended to keep the F-4s he already had as a strike force and wanted a total
of 150 F-14s and 300 F-16s, which would mean additional purchases of sev-
enty F-14s and 140 F-16s. The President promised to consult with Congress
and his military advisers on this matter but reminded the Shah of his policy
to curb arms exports. Above all, he wanted to avoid another battle with
Congress like the AWACS case, which the administration had almost lost.
The two leaders then parted, feeling “profoundly satisfied” with what they
gragn accomplished and agreeing to spend New Year's Eve together in Te-
22 .

€& Following up on these discussions, the Iranian Government in
early December 1977 submitted a comprehensive list of prospective arms
purchases and co-production arrangements based on Iran’s force projec-
tions for the next ten years. Included on the Iranian list were eleven RF-4Es,
thirty-one F-4Gs with Wild Weasel SAM radiation suppression equipment,
70 F-14s, 140 F-16s, 648 howitzers, and six RH-53D helicopter mine sweep-
ers.23 The Joint Chiefs concurred “in principle” with the plan but reminded
Secretary of Defense Brown that the availability and releasability of the
equipment had to be addressed on an item-by-item basis at the actual time

of request. When the Department of State later queried Iran’s proposed

purchase of 648 artillery pieces, the Joint Chiefs characterized the request

2! MFR of Meeting with Shah by Helloway on 1 Oct 77, 3 Oct 77, S, CICS Files (Brown), 820
Iran (1 Aug 76). ; o

OSD 1.405)

22 Memo, Brzezinski to Vance and Brown, 25 Nov 77, TS/XGDS, enclosing Memcon of .

President’s Mtg with the Shah, 15 Nov 77, TS/XGDS, and Memcon of President’s Mg with

Shab, 16 Nov 77, TS/XGDS; Memo, Christopher to Carter, n.d., sub: Your Visit to Tebran, -

all in 31 Dec—1 Jan, S, all in CICS Files (Brown), 820 Iren (1 Aug 76); Carter, Keeping -

Faith, 434-35; Cyrus Vance, Hard Choices (NY: Simon and Schuster, 1983), 319-23.
# Ly, Iranian Vice Minister of War to US Ambassador, Tehran, 7 Dec 77, C/XGDS,
enclosures, JCS 1714/231, 887/499 (07 Dec 77). ‘
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as fully within Iran’s “technical and financial capabilities” and stated that
Iran could absorb the artillery over a period of “about 10 years” or less if the
personnel situation improved.2 :

(U) The Joint Chiefs in July 1978 also endorsed an Iranian
mbuyt\yelve Dutch and West German frigates and, intheintmts};lt"om
9Pel‘abﬂ1’ty, to arm them with US weapons systems. Along with strengthen-
ing lra‘n.? air and ground forces, the Chiefs believed that it served US
strategic interests in the region to develop a strong Imperial Iranian Navy
(IIN) that could help to counter an invasion of Iran’s territory and assist in
assuring the flow of oil. To carry out these missions, the Chiefs envisioned
Iran eventually acquiring a force of four guided-missile cruisers, nine diesel
submarines, and twelve frigates. They considered it “fundamental” for the
command and control and related communications systems to be compati-
ble and facilitate interoperability between Iranian and US ships. Providing
the requested US weapons and electronics would give the IIN “significant”
advantages in the areas of training, maintenance, logistics support, and op-
erational efficiency, and would contribute to a “savings” in manpower
through the potential interchange of personnel among Dutch, West Ger-
man, and US warships.

€8 Rather than continue dealing piecemeal with Iran’s swelling array
of arms requests, the Policy Review Committee on 5 July 1978 attempted to
devise a comprehensive approach. By then, the Iranians had pared their ar-
tillery requirements to 214 self-propelled 155 mm and eighty-four towed 8-
inch howitzers. Expecting State to recommend against some or all of these
sales, Secretary of Defense Brown and the new JCS Chairman, General
David C. Jones, USAF, took the position that the Shah’s requests were fully
in consonance with US military objectives for Iran and in support of US na-
tional interests in the Persian Gulf region.2¢ The meeting on 5 July con-
curred in this assessment but added certain caveats that future US action on
Iranian arms purchases should be on a steadily diminishing scale. While
there was broad agreement that the United States had an obligation to pro-
vide Iran with the additional military capability it had requested (i.e., artil-
lery pieces, additional F-4 fighters, and weapons suites for Dutch-built
frigates), the meeting concluded that henceforth Iran should look elsewhere
to satisfy its arms needs because of US sales ceilings and “other constraints.”
The meeting further agreed on the immediate need for consultations with

% JCSM-39-78 to SecDef, 3 Feb 78, C/XGDS, JCS 1714/231-1; JCSM-193-78 to SecDef, 30
May 78, 8/GDS, JCS 1714/231-3, both in 887/499 (07 Dec 77).

25 MJCS-198-78 to ASD(ISA), 10 Jul 78, 8/GDS, JCS 1714/234, 887/475 (29 Jun 78).

¢ Memo, Gelb to Saunders, et. al,, 29 Jun 78, 8/GDS; Joint TP on Conventional Arms
Transfers to Iran, for SecDef and CJCS for 5 Jul 78 PRC Mtg, 5 Jul 78, S/GDS, JCS
1714/233-2, both in 887/499 (27 Jun 78); Memo, McGiffert to Duncan, 28 Jun 78, 8, RG
330 (Records of the Office of the Secretary of Defense), Iran, Access. No. 330-81-0202, box
57, Suitland, MD.
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Congressmﬁ_ishioningapolicyonﬁxtumarmssal%, followed by sending a
team to Iran in the fall to carry out a comprehensive review of the US-Iran
political-military relationship. These discussions would be held at the politi-
cal level and would include the development of a three-to-five year arms
sales plan based on US estimates of availability of ceiling dollars for Iran, as
well as other US priorities. In preparation for these meetings the PRC di-
rected a working group to undertake a comprehensive analysis of the US-
Iranian relations and arms sales priorities.?”

. &3 Later in July, ISA asked the Joint Chiefs for their analysis of Ira-
nian military forces and capabilities, the threats facing them, their ability to
respond to an attack, and the appropriate force structure for Iran in the
mid-1980s and early 1990s. Replying on 5 September 1978, the Joint Chiefs
drew their conclusions from a lengthy analysis prepared by the Joint Staff
and the Services, working in conjunction with US European Command and
the US Military Assistance Advisory Group in Iran. The Chiefs advised that
thF projected Iranian force structure for 1980-1985 would be able to cope
with any contingency, except a Soviet attack. They did not address subse-
quent years, since reliable data were not readily available and collection
would have unduly delayed the JCS response. Iranian deficiencies, such as
inadequate road and railroad systems and an easily overtaxed airlift capabil-
ity, hindered mobility. In their opinion, the “paramount” Iranian initiative
needed to develop a truly effective military force was the building of ade-
quate repair and maintenance facilities and the establishment of an effective
logistical system. For anything other than a “short, low-intensity operation,”
Iran would require US or other foreign technical and training assistance.
The Joint Chiefs recommended that US aid beyond 1980 be concentrated on
rectifying the deficiencies in the command and control of the Iranian armed
forces, air defense of the 7,000 kilometers of borders, antisubmarine war-
fare, and surface-to-air suppression capability.28

@ In contrast to the support shown by the Joint Chiefs for continu-
ing aid and assistance to Iran, the State Department remained exceedingly
skeptical and pressed for curbs whenever the opportunity presented itself.
In early August 1978, for example, Secretary of State Cyrus Vance chal-
lenged the sale of thirty-one F-4 fighters with advanced electronics and,
over objections from Secretary of Defense Brown, persuaded the President
that Iran could get along with a less sophisticated plane.9 A month later

"’S)Smnmary of Conclusions PRC Mtg on 5 Jul 78, S/GDS, JCS 1714/233-3, 887/499 (27 Jun
78).

28 Memo, Acting ASD(ISA) to Dir, Joint Chief of Staff, 24 Jul 78, 5/XGDS, JCS 1714/236;
MJCS-243-78 to ASD(ISA), 5 Sep 78, S/GDS, 887/292 (24 Jul 78).

3> Memo, Vance to Carter, 3 Aug 78, S; memo, Brown to Carter, 3 Aug 78, 5/GDS; and
buckslip memo by Thor Hanson, 10 Aug 78, indicating President’s decision, all in RG 330,
Iran 452, 330-81-0202, box 57.
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State queried the sale of an additional seventy F-14s in light of the FY 1980
Arms Transfer Ceiling.% Defending the proposed transfer, the Chiefs ex-
plained that the US security assistance program for Iran had been tailored
to support US national interests in the Persian Gulf. As viewed by Iran, the
most serious threats were those posed by the Soviet Union, especially in
view of the growing Soviet influence in Afghanistan, and by Irag. The Joint
Chiefs concurred in this view and pointed out that, in the event of a Soviet
invasion, the ability of the Imperial Iranian Air Force to deny the Soviets air
superiority during the first critical days of the attack would have significant
effect on the capacity of the United States to assist in the defense of Iran and
ultimately on the credibility of a conventional defense of the region. Accord-
Ing to an ongoing analysis by the JCS Studies, Analysis, and Gaming
Agency, a Soviet advance southward toward Tehran in the wake of simulta-
neous air and ground assaults could be stopped only if the United States
could intervene on the first day with one aircraft carrier, nine USAF fighter
squadrons within three days, and additional air and ground reinforcements
by twenty-five days after the initial outbreak of hostilities. Iran would need
to retain sufficient air power during the first critical days of the Soviet inva-
sion to protect the air routes to its northern borders and its ocean ap-
proaches and port facilities. The key element in a successful air defense of
Iran was the F-14. Its highly sophisticated weapons system and long-range
Phoenix missile would be able to limit penetration of Iranian airspace better
than any other aircraft, thus permitting the Iranians to survive longer and
continue the fight even after the devastating opening strikes. For these rea-
sons the Joint Chiefs considered this sale as “prudent and in the best inter-
ests of the United States,” since any reduction in this number of seventy F-
14s would serve only to degrade a force development plan that was “logieal,
supportable and calculated to provide a visible deterrent to aggression in
the Persian Gulf region.”s

Unraveling of the Shah’s Regime

@ Throughout the deliberations over Iran’s security assistance re-
quests, senior US officials, including the Joint Chiefs of Staff, assumed that
Iran would continue to enjoy stable and forward-looking leadership under
the Shah. While challenges to the Shah’s authority were known to be on the
increase, the perception in Washington was that none was sexious exgough to
threaten the regime’s survival, The slowness of the President and his advis-
ers to ramgnizethesignsporbendingtheunmvelingpfthgshah’sgovem‘
ment stemmed in large part from their precccupation with other, more
pressing foreign policy problems, and from their limited knowledge of the

% Ltr, Gelb to McGiffert, 6 Sep 78, C/GDS; memo, LTG Emest Graves, Dir DSAA, to DJS,
15 Sep 78, C/GDS, JCS 1714/238, 887/460 (15 Sep 78).

31 MJCS-266-78 to Dir, DSAA, 26 Sep 78, 8/GDS, JCS 1714/238, 887/460 (15 Sep 78)-
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true depth of opposition, especially in the religious community, to the Shah.
From the early 1970s on, the US intelligence community rated information
on Iran at priority 5, indicating the community’s belief that such informa-
tion was of “moderate importance” to the United States.32 This, coupled
with dependence on the Shah’s government for intelligence about opposi-
tion groups and their activities, led to the image in Washington of a regime
far stronger and more secure, with broader support, than proved to be the
case.3 After the Iranian militants seized the US embassy and its personnel,
the fact surfaced that the Central Intelligence Agency did not have a single
agent in Iran. Belatedly made aware of this situation, President Carter sent
the Director of Central Intelligence 2 handwritten note on 11 November
1978, expressing his dissatisfaction “with the quality of our political intelli-
gence” on Iran and demanding prompt improvements, There was, unfortu-
nately, almost nothing the CIA at this point could do.3+

4@ Thus, from the intelligence and other reports coming out of Iran,
it seemed safe to assume that the Shah’s government, though battered and
bruised somewhat, would retain power indefinitely. Accordingly, JCS plan-
ners and action officers continued working on the completion of the Iranian
security assistance requests, including those involving long-term obliga-
tions, on the assumption that the gathering storm would pass. One of tbpse
who was extremely influential in shaping JCS thinking during this period
was General Robert E. “Dutch” Huyser, USAF, Deputy Commander in Chief,
US European Command, whose duties included overseeing the installation
of the Shah’s new military command and control system. In August 1978,
Huyser briefed the Shah and his military chiefs on Phase I of the project, se-
cured the monarch’s approval without a single alteration, and obtained JCS
permission to implement Phase I1. That same month, at ISA’s request, the
Joint Staff arranged for the Chiefs, US Military Mission with Iranian Army
and US Military Assistance Advisory Group to Iran, to initiate a study of
Iran’s air mobility forces and to recommend options for improvement. And
in September, a five-member US Navy Mine Countermeasures Warfam
Team visited Iran to find out how the Iranian navy could improve its capa-
bilities in this field.3s
oNH5US.C. § 552(b)(s}) lovdHIH

32 Daniel S. Greesang IV, “Perceptions and Labels: Impact on the Intelligence Requirements

Process,” (Masters Thesis, Joint Military Intelligence College, Aug 1997), TS/Code Word,
13-19. i

DA 5yst. $552(0XD); [0S 41 i
34 Zhigniew Brzezinski, P nd Principle (NY: Ferrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983), 367; Stans-
field Turner, Secrecy andog:rrngcracy (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1985), 113.
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@ By autumn, however, the signs of a deepening crisis were unmis-
takablt_a. According to a Defense Intelligence Agency appraisal that reached
the Joint Chiefs in late October 1978, it was entirely likely that the Pahlavi
regime would weather the current unrest, but not without risk of further se-
rious turmoil. Beset with spreading strikes and economic dislocations, the
Shah had decided to cancel the planned purchase of an additional seventy F-
14s and 140 F-16s. Likewise, he had cut back his scheduled construction of
twenty nuclear power plants to only the four already being built and was re-
ported to be reassessing plans for procuring the AWACS planes from the
United States, six submarines from West Germany, and an undetermined
number of Chieftain tanks from Britain.3s Feeling that the Shah’s position
needed bolstering, the Director, Joint Staff, nudged the Chairman with a
suggestion, originating in J-5, that the President or some other senior offi-
cial make a forthright.expression of support for the Shah. But before Gen-
eral Jones could act on this proposal, President Carter and a State
Department spokesman publicly assured the Shah in separate statements of
strong US support and urged him to carry on with his reforms.s7

& (U Statements of US moral support notwithstanding, it was increas-
ingly clear that the Shah’s government was in trouble. Taken more or less by
surprise by the breadth and intensity of opposition to the Shah, US policy-
makers groped frantically to formulate a more concrete and certain re-
sponse. Two views dominated the discussion, one represented by National
Security Adviser Brzezinski, the other by Secretary of State Vance. The for-
mer favored the Shah using his military might to smash the opposition and
retain power, while the latter advocated an arrangement between the gener-
als and religious hard-liners to achieve an orderly transition of power to a
more democratic form of government. Eventually, with President Carter’s
approval and Vance’s less-than-enthusiastic concurrence, Brzezinski con-
eved a series ;:«:«:;:.«; totheShah PASS! lui i

0n6November,assuming hat r's:gi : :
~ 0SD 1.4(b)(0)

¥ Robert E. Huyser, Mission to Tehran (NY: Harper and Row, 1986), 9-10; DJSM-1376-78
to CJCS, 28 Aug 78, S, CICS Files (Jones), 820 Iran (1 Jul 78-30 May 79); Memo, Dep
ASD(ISA) to DJS, 24 Aug 78, S, JCS 1714/237; JCSM-120-29 to SecDef, 10 Apr 79, S,

1714/237-1, 887/442 (24 Aug 78); Carter, Keeping Faith, 438; “Report of the US Navy Mine
Countermeasure Warfare Team,” Oct 78, S, CJCS Files {Jones), 820 Iran (1 Jul 78-30 May

79).
36 DIA Study, “Appraisal on the Situation in Iran,” ca. 25 Oct 78, S, CJCS Files (Jones), 820
Iran (1 Jul 78-30 May 70).

¥7 J.5 Point Paper for SecDef, 30 Oct 78, C; Buckslip Memo, Wickham to Jones, 1 Nov 78,
U; Draft memo, CJCS to SecDef, n.d., C, all in CICS Files (Jones), 820 Iran (1 Jul 78-30

May 79)- :
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declared a military government, a move i’resident Carter endorsed, aIbext ‘

‘teluctanﬂy. in the interests of restoring order.38 B
. ArY_Tiiie. the unrest. s ‘

C:LA ‘»"{(() +
' 3%&(‘3

: elng n Iran, th
a revlew;ofevacuation plans and were making a list of US nationals, vari-
ously estimated as numbering between 44,000 and 60,000.4 By 8 Decem-
ber the situation had deteriorated to the point that, on advice of the State
Department, the Joint Chiefs directed the Military Airlift Command (MAC)
to begin removing American dependents, using C-5 and C-141 military cargo
planes. Eventually, by 17 February 1979, when the operation ended, MAC
and known commercial operators had flown 9,087 evacuees to safety, with
:il;n at(i;dulli}g?al 153 evacuated by MIDEASTFOR ships operating in the Per-

(U) Whether, as Brzezinski later claimed, the evacuation hastened
the Shah’_s downfall by signaling a lack of confidence in his leadership,
seems 9nhkgly.4z By the latter part of 1978, probably nothing short of direct -
US military intervention could have saved the Shah; and this, of course, was
never a serious option.4s At the same time, the United States continued to
send the Shah vague and rather mixed signals urging him to resist while ex-

** Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 363-66; Vance, Hard Choices, 327-29; Carter, Keeping
Faith, 439; “Interview With the President by Bill Moyers,” 13 Nov 78, Public Papers:
Carter, 1978, 2018-19. '

1A 1M()+3.5() 08D 1.4((,) |

4 Memo, Resor to CJCS, 4 Nov 78, S; “Recapitulation of AMCITS in Iran,” 21 Nov 78, §,
both in CJCS Files (Jones), 820 Iran (1 Jul 78-30 May79). ' '

4 Numbers on evacuees from US European Command Historical Report 1979, TS, 136-37. C
Daniel L. Haulman, The United States Air Force and Humanitarian Airlift ations,
1947-1994 (Washington, DC: Air Force History and Museums Program, 1998), 360-61, . - .
creditsMACwiththeevacuaﬁonofs,&oWSuaﬁonals;'lhe@himian@,Hardmoms, e T
340, that the United States evacuated a total of 45,000 appearsinflated. ~ .~ . *

2 Braezinsk, Power and Principle, 366.

43 Jt was, however, a theoretical possibility, one di
tion on 11 February 1979, Huyser stated that, v

need unlimited funds, 10 to 12 hand-picked:
is there any record in the JCS files of
Huyser, Mission to Tehran, 283-
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ercising restraint in cracking down on dissidents and not to rule out the
possibility of concessions.+ For the JCS, the top priorities were the success-
ful evacuation of American personnel and their dependents, and the preser-
vation of contacts and influence, especially within Iranian military circles,
so that any new government would continue its security cooperation with
the West, with or without the Shah in power. But as events moved quickly, it
proved exceedingly difficult for the JCS, as for the President and the NSC, to
conceptualize and implement a hard and fast policy.4s

€8 The dénouement began on 27 December, described in one press
report as “a day of wild lawlessness and shooting in the capital anda strike
that effectively shut down the oil industry.”# That same day, Admiral Tho-
mas B. Hayward, Chief of Naval Operations, informed his JCS colleagues
that the Soviet Union's Indian Ocean task group was about to be relieved by
a slightly larger force that included a KRESTA-class guided missile cruiser.
“More than ever,” he advised,

itiscmcialthatanygovemmentoflmncontinueitssem::ity
co-operation with the U.S. The U.S. therefore needs to provide
clear signals that it appreciates the new situation in Iran, re-
tains a firm interest in the region, and intends to support its
friends.

Accordingly, he recommended sending a carrier battle group to the Indian
Ocean“ilgalj’;heimmediateﬁ:w&’sothatitmtﬂqmchtheAmbmn Sea
sometime after mid-January. On 28 December, with Secretary of Defense
Brown's approval, the Joint Chiefs ordered CINCPAC to position a carrier
force near Singapore and to prepare for a possible mission in the Ara})}an
Sea.+7 However, the State Department, fearing that the Iranian opposition
would interpret the increased US naval presence as the prelude to American

4 vance, Hard Choices, 332-33; Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 374-75.

45 See especially CNO to SecDef, 19 Dec 78, S/GDS; and Summary of Conclusions, Mini-
SCC Mtg on Iran, 8 Dec 78, S/GDS, both in RG 330-81-0202, box 57, Iran ogz.Aisoaeg
Mins, Mini-SCC Mtg on Iran, 29 Dec 78, 8; Summary of Conclusions, Mini-SCC on m%ox
Jan 79, S; Memo, Slocombe and Murray to SecDef, 12 Jan 79, 8, all in RC 330-82-0205, Ix
12, Iran file; and Summary of Conclusions, SCC Mtg on Iran, 11 Feb 79, S, National Security
Adviser Collection, Staff Offices, box 14, SOC Mtg No. 129 folder, Carter Library.

46 NY Times, 28 Dec 78: 1,
47 CNOM 166-78 to JCS, 27 Dec 78, 8, JCS 1714/240; (S) Msg, JCS 768 to CINCPAC, 28 Dec

78, 898/378 (19 Dec 78). This movement became public on 29 December, and published in
the NY Times the following day.
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intervention, cautioned against the mission and, eventually, the task force
returned to base at Subic Bay.48

. (U) Meanwhile, in late December 1978 the Shah finally decided to
appoint a new prime minister, Shahpur Bakhtiar, a Western-educated oppo-
sition leader, who promptly set about replacing the military regime with a
civilian government. By now, not only the religious radicals but also Iranian
moderates.were calling for the Shah to step down and leave the country.
Some Iranian generals continued to urge the Shah to dismiss Bakhtiar and
crush the opposition with massive force, while others hinted at a coup. On 3
January 1979, with the Shah still agonizing over what to do, Ambassador
William Sullivan advised Washington that the “moment of truth” had ar-
rived. In his opinion, the Shah's departure was now a foregone conclusion,
and he urged President Carter to make a personal appeal to expedite a
smooth transfer of power. Otherwise, Sullivan warned, a coup seemed cer-
tain in a matter of days.49

(U) The reaction in Washington produced two major policy decisions.
One was to defer for the time being any action on the question of the Shah’s
departure, a regrettable course in retrospect perhaps, but one that at the
time Carter felt compelled to take lest it appear that the United States was
trying to manipulate Iranian politics. The other was to name a presidential
representative to consult directly with Iran’s military leaders. Lacking con-
fidence in Sullivan's advice and reportage, Carter wanted his own represen-
tative in Tehran, someone “strong and competent” who knew the Iranian
military leaders and who could encourage them to remain in place and pre-
serve order if or when the Shah decided to leave. For this purpose Carter,
after consulting with Secretary of Defense Brown, turned to General Robert
E. Huyser, who was personally well known to the senior Iranian generals
and admirals.s°

€® Huyser arrived in Tehran on 4 January 1979 and spent the next
month trying, as he later put it, to “preserve some form of the established
Iranian government” in the face of rising revolutionary ferver and growing
mob violence.s* His instructions, though intentionally vague and ambigu-
ous, essentially encompassed two objectives: to expedite the Shah’s depar-
ture as soon as possible (he left on 16 January); and to persuade the Iranian
military, deemed by President Carter to be “the key to a favorable outcome
to the current situation,” to stay in place through the transition to promote
order and stability.s2 While in Tehran Huyser remained in daily contact with

48 Minutes, Mini-SCC on Iran, 29 Dec 78, S, RG 330, Iran, 330-82-0205, box 12.
4 Sullivan, Mission to Iran, 212-13; Vance, Hard Choices, 334-35.

5% Carter, Keeping Faith, 443; Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 376-78.

51 Huyser, Mission to Tehran, 295.

67



DECLASSIFIED INFULL

Authority: EO 13526cia O,

Chief, Records & Declass WHS
Date: DEC 4 m

JCS and National Policy

both Secretary of Defense Brown and Chairman Jones, providing them with
the.most detgiled and up-to-date information they had yet received on the
rapidly deteriorating situation. Huyser soon discovered that the Iranian
mihtaryghxefshadfor years looked to the Shah to make their decisions and
to coordinate planning. As a result, they lacked initiative and were not ac-
customed to working together. Nor did they show much support-for Bak-
htiar’s fledgling regime.s3

_. @ Returning to Washington, Huyser briefed the Joint Chiefs, the
President, and other senior officials on 5 February. While at the White
House he apparently made a passing comment to Brzezinski that it might
still be possible for the Iranian military to stage a coup and thereby keep the
radicals from seizing power. Heartened by Huyser’s remark, Brzezinski be-
gan pressing, both for a US show-of-force and for a military takeover
(known summarily as “Option C") to avert a government dominated by ei-
ther Islamic fundamentalists or communists.5 Upon reflection, however,
Huyser warned that the Iranian military probably would not attempt a coup
without US support. “Not just moral but total materiel support,” he said.ss
Unwilling to embark on open-ended commitments, the SCC, meeting on 11
F,ebruary 1979, tabled a proposal to put the 82d Airborne on alert and de-
cided not to undertake any “openly assertive acts” that the Iranians might
- interpret as military interference.s6 Shortly thereafter reports reached
Washington indicating that most of the senior Iranian officers who would
have led a coup were now either in jail or had been executed. The opportu-
nity to intervene, brief though it may have been, had passed, leaving the fate
of Iran now in the hands of the Islamic radicals.

(U) Clearly, the disintegration of the Shah’s regime came as a severe
blow to JCS hopes and expectations for Iran, viewed for years by American
military planners as the pillar of stability in that part of the world. But de-
spite their warnings and expressions of concern, the Joint Chiefs had at
most a marginal impact on high-level deliberations. At no time did they col-
lectively go on record proposing an emergency course of action to shore up
the Shah’s regime with additional aid or US military intervention, possibly

52 Msg, %e;&mnef Duncan to Haig and Huyser, 0401322Z Jan 79, S, RG 330-82-0205, box
12, Iran

5* Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 376-78; Huyser, Mission to Tehran, 48-49, 54-63, 206
08, 224-25; Sick, All Fall Down, 148-49.

** Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 385, 389-93; Huyser, Mission to Tehran, 273-75.

5 MFR of Conference Call with Generals Huyser and Jones by Col William E. Odom, USA,
11 Feb 78, S, National Security Adviser Collection, Staff Offices File, box 14, SCC Mtg No.
129 folder.

¢ Summary of Conclusions SCC Mtg on Iran, 11 Feb 79, S, National Security Adviser Collec-
tion, Staff Offices File, box 14, SCC Mtg No. 129 folder.
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because events were moving so swiftly and possibly also because they knew
that President Carter would pay such suggestions little heed. Among the
President’s immediate circle of advisers, only Brzezinski advocated adopting
measures that roughly approximated those that the JCS would have taken,
The Shalg’s collapse was, all things considered, probably unavoidable by the
time senior officials in Washington recognized the signs; but it might have
had less painful consequences had the responses from Washington been
stronger, more timely, and more closely focused, as the Joint Chiefs favored,
in support of those remaining interests who were determined to preserve
Iran’s alignment with the West.

Background and Onset of the Hostage Crisis
(U) The collapse of the Shah’s government was a grievous blow to US
security interests throughout the Middle East-Persian Gulf region. Not only
did it deprive the United States of a long-time, trusted ally but it also
brought to power in Iran a group of Islamic fundamentalists under the spiri-
tual leadership of the Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, who considered the
United States his arch-enemy. Although the process of disengagement had
begun earlier, it accelerated quickly once Khomeini and his followers re-
placed the last vestiges of the Shah’s regime. The result was a steady dete-
rioration in relations between Washington and Tehran and, ultimately, the
generation of tensions bordering on a state of war.
'~ @®In assessing the political and strategic consequences of the Ira-
nian revolution, the Joint Chiefs saw much to worry about, starting with the
safety and security of two extremely important posts located in northern
Iran for surveillance of the Soviet missile program. Shortly after the Shah's
ouster, Iranian military and civilian personnel, angered over the stoppage of
their paychecks, seized the two listening posts and held the US personnel
hostage. Ambassador Sullivan intervened and, by rushing a plane with the
payroll to the captured installations, achieved a swift release of the US hos-
tages. B it was an ynst xperience., relrgspe aharbinerofworse
to come

(<) 0SD14{

‘ (U) More serious than the loss of the listening posts were the oppor-
tunities the unrest in Iran afforded for the Soviet Union. Sinee the early
1970s, JCS planners had assumed a major Iranian contribution to the de-
‘fense of the Persian Gulf and Southwest Asia. Now, in the aftermath of the

“upheavals that had overthrown the Shah, the new regime took steps to cut

| | Co LH()+2.5(c) 0SD1.4(¢)

” Sullivan, Mission to Iran, 272; Ltrmemo, CJCS to DIS, 21
‘May 79, S; Memo, CJCS to CSAF, 21 May 79, m ones), 820 Iran (1 Jul 78-

30 May 79).
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its ties with the West as quickly as possible. In short order it canceled some
$12 billion in contracts the Shah had negotiated and, in late February 1979,
announced that it was withdrawing from CENTO.5® Looking over the
wreckage of US policy, JCS planners had no choice but to accept that, for
the time being, Iran’s participation in the strategy of containment was over,
and that in the future the responsibility for defending the Gulf and provid-
ing stability there would fall more heavily on the United States itself.59

(U) The change of approach toward US security interests in and
around Southwest Asia and the Persian Gulf was further reflected in the
cloger relationship that developed between Carter and the Joint Chiefs,
Heretofore in dealing with problems concerning Iran, Carter and the Chiefs
had not always seen eye to eye. Not only had the JCS been more sympa-
thetic to the Shah’s ambitions of turning Iran into a major military power
but they also had continued to recommend bolstering the Shah’s regime
down to the very end. Recognizing their fundamental differences in ap-
proach and in priorities, Carter had kept the Chiefs more or less at arms
length, seeking their advice no more than he deemed absolutely necessary.
But in the wake of the Iranian revolution and his difficulties with the State
Department, Carter became more open to military courses of action and
thus had occasion to consult more regularly with the JCS.

(U) The growing influence that the Joint Chiefs exercised was appar-
ent throughout the full range of contingency planning for Southwest Asia
from early 1979 on. Yet nowhere was it more evident or ﬁar-:reachmg than in
the planning and execution of the abortive mission in April 1980 to rescue
the American personnel being held hostage in the American embassy in Te-
hran. The details of events leading up to the seizure of the embassy on 4 No-
vember 1979 have been related elsewhere. Suffice it to say that steadily
deteriorating relations between Washington and Tehran had followed the
Shah's ouster, and that it was the Shah'’s arrival in the United States in late
October 1979 for medical treatment that precipitated the storming of the
embassy by Iranian militants. Those inside taken hostage numbered be-
tween fifty and sixty Foreign Service personnel and Marine Corps guards.
While there had been similar violations of the embassy compound before,
they had always beenbﬁeﬁThisone,homver,wasfhﬂ'erentfmmthem
Not only did Iranian authorities appear helpless to intervene but also those
who had taken control of the embassy quickly received the active encour-
agement and adulation of the Ayatollah. The crisis had begun and it would
be more than a year before a resolution.

(U) Throughout the ensuing months leading up to the ill-fated rescue
mission n)x Aprﬂnfgao, policy- and decision-making took place either at for-
mal meetings of the NSC or through less formal mechanisms arranged by

58 Amitav Acharya, US Military Strategy in the Gulf (London: Routledge, 1989), 38.
% See above, Chapter I1.
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the Special Coordination Committee. Usually reduced to as few members as
possible in order to maintain confidentiality, the SCC would meet two or
three times a week to share information, plot strategy, and review recom-
mendations to the President. The core members of this group were National
Secqrxty Adviser Brzezinski; Secretary of State Vance or his deputy, Warren
Christopher; Secretary of Defense Brown; JCS Chairman Jones and his as-
sistant, Lieutenant General John S. Pustay, USAF, Director of Central Intel-
ligence Stansfield Turner; and Brzezinski’s military assistant, Brigadier
General William E. Odom, USA. At Brzezinski’s insistence, all involved ob-
served the tightest operations security (OPSEC), so much so that it became
practically an obsession and perhaps, as later investigation found, a hin-
drance to sound planning o

€ Within days following the seizure of the US embassy in Tehran,
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Jones, set in motion the process
that would lead to the rescue mission, At an NSC meeting on 6 November,
he outlined the possibility of a rescue effort using helicopters launched from
aircraft carriers in the Persian Gulf and sought permission to proceed with
preliminary planning, Secretary of Defense Brown thought the chances of
success very small. But at the White House the idea of a rescue operation
was beginning to win over supporters, Colonel William Odom, Brzezinski’s
military assistant, had recently attended an impressive demonstration by
the Army’s DELTA counter-terrorism unit at Fort Bragg and was full of
praise and enthusiasm for the DELTA unit and its commander, Colonel
Charles Beckwith. Returning to Washington, Odom had presented Brzezin--
ski with a glowing report of the unit’s capabilities, thereby planting the idea
that Beckwith and his team might hold the key to solving the problem by
leading a rescue.* But for now, President Carter was loath to endorse any
course of action that might involve “considerable loss of life on both sides.”
The meeting ended inconclusively, but later that same day Brzezinski tele-
phoned Brown to say that the President wanted the Joint Chiefs to move
ahead on a contingency plan for a rescue mission.& ‘

@@ Two days later Jones and his assistant, Lieutenant General
Pustay, attended an SCC meeting to review the situation again. As summa-

“ Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 489; Zbiegniew Brzezinski, “The Failed Mission: An
Inside Account of the Attempt to Free the Hostages in Iran,” NY Times Magasine, 18 Apr
82: 29, SCC records, still largely classified, may be found in the National Secarity Adviser
Collection, Staff Offices File, Carter Library. ‘

¢ Memo, Odom to Brzezinski and Aaron, 2 Nov 79, S, William Odom Collection, Rapid Re-
action Forces g/77 folder, Carter Library.

“* Carter, Keeping Faith, 459; Sick, All Fall Down, 213-16. Although initially one of
Beckwith's strongest supporters, Odom later changed his mind. ARer the mission failed, he
thought that Beckwith had misled him into believing that the DELTA force had fully prac-
ticed every phase of the operation. In fact it had not. Lt. Gen. William T. Odom, USA (Ret),
interviewed by Drs, Steven L. Rearden and Walter S, Poole, 16 September 1998.
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rized by Brzezinski, the President was weighing several options, including
reconnaissance flights using U-2 or SR-71 planes to monitor Iranian air
bases, deployment of the carrier USS Midway in the vicinity of the Persian
Gulf, and issuance of a strong statement on the safety of American citizéns,
asserting the right to act unilaterally under international law should the
hostages be harmed, There followed a briefing on military contingencies
given by a junior officer from the Joint Staff. The JCS, he said, were still
studying the rescue option but did not believe it to be viable owing to the
high risk of failure, even with very good intelligence on the location of the
hostages and other operational details. Looking at ways to put pressure on
Iran, the JCS offered a list of punitive military actions that included bom-
bardment of the Abadan refinery by aerial gunships, the mining of Iranian
harbors, and attacks on Iranian airfields. But fearing retaliation against the
hosta% tl:ae meeting refrained from any immediate endorsement of mili-
tary action.

€®) Meanwhile, with the President baving expressed interest in a pos-
sible rescue mission, General Jones moved swiftly to activate a small ad hoc
planning cell that included two (later three) US Army officers from Fort
Bragg, who specialized in unconventional warfare. This then became the nu-
cleus of a joint task force (JTF) established on 12 November, under the
command of Major General James E. Vaught, USA, with advisory support
from Major General Philip C. Gast, USAF, the former chief of the US Mili-
tary Assistance Advisory Group in Iran. From this point on, Joint Staff
planners ceased to be directly involved in the rescue. To preserve utmost
secrecy the task force did not adopt the organization and planning frame-
work of an existing JCS Contingency Plan. Although housed within the J-3
Special Operations Division (SOD), it operated entirely outside of the Joint
Staff and reported directly to the Chairman. Members of the Joint Chiefs
also received individual progress reports and on three occasions were
briefed as a group in order to review what the Joint Task Force had accom-
plished.5+ Critics, including members of the official inquiry into the abortive
rescue mission, later felt that by employing ad hoc channels and procedures,
the operation denied itself the benefits that might have resulted from having
used existing JCS mechanisms—access to a wider range of operational ad-
vice, greater intelligence resources, a more stable working environment, and
more cobsistent organizational support. Instead, by deciding to bypass ex-
isting joint task force procedures and organizational mechanisms, the Joint

$* Summary of Conclusions SCC Mtg on Iran, 8 Nov 79, TS, National Security Adviser Col-
lection, Staff Offices File, SCC Mtg No. 197 folder, Carter Library.

% “Final Report of the Special Operations Review Group,” Report to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Prepared under the Chairmanship of ADM James L. Holloway IIL, 23 Jul 1980, TS, 9, 26,
hereafter cited as “Holloway Report.”

72
onenEY



DECLASSIFIED IN FULL
Authority: EO 13526
gh::f‘ Records & Declass Div, WHS
HEONREPE- ale:
DEC 4 2018

Iran and Pakistan

Chiefs had to assume the very exacting and time-consuming burden of es-
tablishing new ones.5s e

(U) Even though a rescue mission became the chosen course of ac-
tion, a general recognition of the risks involved and of the time it would take
to organize such an effort, caused senior officials to weigh other military op-
tions first, should diplomacy fail to break the impasse. Responding to re-
ports of renewed threats against the hostages, President Carter met with his
top security advisers, including Secretary of Defense Brown and General
Jones, on 20 November, in Washington, and again, at Camp David, on 23
November to review his options. At the 20 November meeting, Carter took
steps to begin putting military pressure on Iran, ordering another aircraft
carrier into the Indian Ocean-Persian Gulf area to accompany the USS
Midway, deploying tankers to sustain US aircraft in case of long-range at-
tacks against Iran, and sending helicopters to Diego Garcia. The next day
Breezinski sent his military assistant, Brigadier General Odom, to Camp
David with a sealed envelope containing a chart outlining additional mili-
tary ;ptions and summarizing for the President their scale and likely im-
pact.

&@While the precise contents of the package Odom delivered are
unknown, a memorandum from Brzezinski to Carter a few days later sug-
gests the probable drift. Brzezinski worried that the United States was lock-
ing itself into “a litigational approach” to solving the hostage crisis which, if
it dragged on much longer, could produce “a prolonged malaise.” Not only
was there the fate of the hostages to consider, Brzezinski argued, but also
the administration had its image to think of in the face of next year’s presi-
dential election. “If, in the end,” he said, “we do get our hostages back
through accommodation, we still run the risk of jeopardizing our electoral
chances if the public perceives us as having been intimidated in some fash-
ion.” While still hopeful that the “peaceful route” would yield the desired
results “without too much humiliation,” he urged President Carter almo to
consider an increase in military pressure on Iran, as a demonstration of
American resolve, starting with a blockade of Iranian ports, followed by
“massive and instant retaliation” should harm come to any of {he hostag%;
Brzezinski readily acknowledged that this represented a "l_:igh—nsk strategy,
but he thought it would help free the hostages, undermine K}xome:m 8 re-
gime, and most important of all “be politically more appealing.™?

% Paul B, Ryan, The Iranian Rescue Mission: Why It Failed (Annapolis, Md.: Naval Insti-
tute Press, 1985), 12-13; Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 489; John 8. Pustay, “The th:
lem is Systemic,” Armed Forces Journal International (Feb 1984): 28; “Holloway Report,

(8), 30.

% Brrezinski, Power and Principle, 483.

57 Memo, Brzezinski to Carter, 27 Nov 79, TS, National Security Adviser Collection, Staff
Offices File, box 17, SCC Mig No. 211 folder, Carter Library.
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_ (U) Brzezinski’s influence was readily apparent at the Camp David
meeting on 23 November. Adopting an unusually tough line, Carter told his
advisers that he was leaning in favor of mining Iranian ports should
Khomeini carry out his threat to try the hostages. He said he judged this the
best and surest way of putting pressure on the Iranians without exposing US
forces to undue danger. Although he said he had also considered a naval
blockade, he had dismissed this option as too risky because it would involve
possible m}::mﬁons with other countries. But he addeddthat shguld the
Iranians begin harming or executing US hostages, he would respond imme-
diately by ordering direct military attacks, starting with assaults on oil re-
fineries and "other targets of strategic importance.”¢

(1) Turning again to the question of possible trials, Carter approved
sending a message through an intermediary threatening retaliation if trials
took place. Vance and Vice President Walter F. Mondale urged restraint, :
fearing that the issuance of any threats might jeopardize the prospects for !
settling the hostage crisis through negotiations. But Carter overruled them |
and the message went out that evening. According to Vance, Carter was un-
sure whether the message ever reached Tehran. But according to Gary Sick,
a member of the NSC Staff at the time, Carter knew within forty-eight hours
that the message had arrived and, shortly thereafter, that it had had the de-
sired effect. Within days, the Iranians ceased talking of trials and treatment
of the hostages improved. «

(U) Meanwhile, with the hostage standoff showing no sign of an early
resolution, planning for the rescue mission gathered momentum. According
to General Jones™ retrospective account, the Joint Chiefs “went through
many, many different options.” “In the initial stages,” he recalled, “we did
not see any option that had a reasonable chance of success.” But by late
November 1979 Vaught and Jones agreed that the use of helicopters offered
the most practical and effective means of conducting the rescue.” From this
decision evolved plans for what became the “Eagle Claw” mission, a compli-
cated joint operation. Although General Jones later denied any explicit deal-
cutting to give each service a share of the action, his assistant, Lieutenant
General Pustay, remembered things a little differently. Aecm:ding to Pust.ay; ,
there was a feeling “that it would be nice if everyone had a piece of the pie.

¢ Carter, Keeping Faith, 466.

¥ Vance, Hard Choices, 379-80; Sick, All Fall Down, 234-35.

™ “News Conference by SecDef Brown and CJCS Jones,” 29 Apr 80, Public Statements of
Harold Brown, Secretary of Defense, 1980-1981 (Washington: Historical Office, Office of
the Secretary of Defense, n.d.}, IV, 1446-47.

7! “Holloway Report,” TS, 10.
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However, Pustay hastened to add that, in his view, this in no way interfered

with the execution of the mission.” ‘ « ‘
(@ The plan was that during the first night, the helicopters would lift

off from an aircraft carrier in the Arabian Sea and fly some 600 miles non-

stop to a secret landing strip in the Iranian desert to rendezvous with C-130s

carrying assault troops, fuel, and equipment. After refueling and taking

aboard the rescue force, they would continue on for close to 300 miles to : .

another secret rendezvous spot near Tehran, offload the assault team, and ' ‘

pmcegdﬁfbeenmﬂes north to a remote mountain hideaway and spend the

day hidden. The C-130s, meantime, would depart the country under cover of

darkness During the second night, the main rescue force would move clan-

destinely to Tehran in trucks, assault the embassy compound, immobilize

the guards, and free the hostages. Concurrently, a smaller rescue force

would travel in a Volkswagen van, storm the Iranian Foreign Ministry build- A ;

ing, and free the three hostages held there. Once all the hostages had been o

gathered into a nearby soccer stadium, the helicopters would make a | 5

pickup. Two C-130 gunships would be circling overhead to provide covering

fire, if needed. Meanwhile, about thirty-five miles to the south, in Manzari-

yeh, a detachment of Rangers aboard a C-130 would land, seize the airfield

there, and hold until the helicopters arrived from Tehran. Once everyone

assembled, C-141s would airlift them out of Iran and the Rangers would de-

part aboard C-130s.73 CTA D +35()  ogpiatd)
@7 Although planning was continuous and intense from m?y ﬁi—

vember 1979 on, it was not until early March 1980, as Jones recalled, that

he and his JCS colleagues began to feel “a growing confidence” that the res-

cue mission was coming together i of a feasible plan, trained per-

sonnel, and suitable equipment.” =

remained to be seen was whether : 1l
approve the operation. Toward the end of an all-day meeting at Camp David
on 22 March, Jones presented what Brzezinski described as the “first com-
prehensive and full briefing on the rescue mission” that the President had
yet received. Disappointed over the latest failure of diplomacy to free the

72 John E. Valliere, *Disaster at Desert One: Catalyst for Change,” Parameters 22 (Autumn.
1992): 78. ‘

73 Charlie A. Beckwith and Donald Knox, Delta Fowe (San Diego: Harcourt Brace ;Iavano- '
vich, 1983), 253-56; Carter, Keeping Faith, 509-10; Brzezinski, “Failed Mission,” 30-31;
Sick, All Fall Doum, 285-87; Ryan, Iranian Rescue Mis;;Qn, 2. ,

7 “News Conference by SecDef and CJCS,” 29 Apr 80, Brown Public

Statements, 1980-81, |
w,us0. (DR U35 ogp14lC L
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hostages, Carter was more ready than ever to contemplate military action.
Bu'g he thought the plan that Jones presented “still needed more work.” As
an interim measure, he authorized a reconnoitering mission into the Iranian
desert,theﬂrststepmmrdestabﬁshingthenesenOnebasecampforthe
planned operation.”s Two days later, at the President’s request, Lt Gen
Pustay briefed Hamilton Jordan, Carter's White House chief of staff. As
Pustay was wrapping up his presentation, Jordan asked him whether the
Joint Chiefs were recommending that the mission go ahead. “That’s not our
Job,” Pustay replied. “The President asked us to come up with a plan for a
mme;a,;d we have. It obviously will be his decision if he decides to at-
tempt it.

The Decision, the Mission, and the Consequences

& By early April 1980 Carter could see that his options for resolving
the hostage crisis through negotiations were fading quickly in the face of re-
newed threats from the militants to begin executing the hostages. As he re-
called inhismemoﬁs,he“eouldnolongeraffordmdependondiplqmaq“
for a solution or to guarantee the hostages’ safety.”® Once again, with the
crisis deepening, Brzezinski weighed in with recommendations for what hg
now described as “limited military measures” in order to “build credibility
for “a new program of pressure against Iran.” As a first step, he suggested
mining Iranian harbors, followed if necessary by a rescue operation to liber-
ate the hostages. Citing the failure of diplomatic efforts to break me_ln.zw
passe, Brzezinski believed that a rescue mission “may be the only realistic
means of freeing the hostages in the next six months.” By then, of course,
the presidential election campaign would be almost over.”

& Increasingly, Carter and Brzezinski were of the same mind as far
as the rescue operation was concerned. Having recently learned of the mili-
tants’ threats against the hostages, Carter celled an emergency meeting of
the NSC on 7 April to announce that he had decided to break diplomatic re-
lations with Iranandtoimposeemnomicandpohnca.lsancnons.ﬂn}all;
he saw “a profound change in the situation™ requiring “forceful action.
Echoing Brzezinski’s sentiments, Carter reminded his advisers tha}’ he had
been leaning for some months toward the mining option, should diplomacy
fail, but felt the time had come for more direct action. He added, though,
that he had “a bad feeling” about a rescue operation, and said it sent “shiv-

' Carter, Keeping Faith, 501; Brzezinsli, Power and Principle, 487.

" Hamilton Jordan, Crisis: The Last Year of the Carter Presidency (NY: Putnam, 1982),
229,

78 Carter, Keeping Faith, 506.

?* Memo, Brzezinski to Carter, 6 Apr 80, S, National Security Adviser Collection, Staff Of-
fices File, box 2, NSC Meeting No. 29 folder, Carter Library. Emphasis in original.
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ers down his spine” because of the possibility that the assault force might be
detecteq before it could complete its job. La?er in the meeting Carterﬁ he
was against the rescue, primarily because he failed to see how it could be ac-
mphshed without bloodshed. Just the same, he saw nothing else to be -
e '. CTA L(Or3S)  osp 1410
€8 Despite the President’s misgivings, JCS Chairman Jones offered
an upbeat assessment of planning for the mission, Jones said that his confi-
dence\masuceeasﬁzlauteomehai%?ﬁxenpconsiderablysin e he last
Davi

ro Y

the landing site in the Iranian desert. Jones then brought the Council up-to-
dat_e on the status of operational planning for the rescue. He said the JCS
believed the possibility of a “disastrous outcome” to be small, primarily be-
cause of built-in failsafe points along the way. However, there was a much
higher probability that the expedition might have to abort without complet-
ing the rescue. Jones also mentioned that time was running out for the
United States to act. Nights were growing shorter and by mid-May rising
temperatures would make it difficult for the helicopters to fly over Iran’s
mountainous terrain fully loaded with the Delta team. He thus recom-
mended a target date of 24 April for the mission to commence and said that
within the next few days he would need the President’s permission to begin
flying in the planes that would refuel the helicopters. B ‘

‘ @ Further discussion was inconclusive but revealed a grudging
sense of acceptance that the rescue operation might offer the only way of
solving the hostage problem. In response to a question from Vice President
Mondale, Jones rated the chances of detection at fifty-fifty and the likeli-
hood of a successful withdrawal, should the Delta team be discovered, at 80
percent. Brzezinski believed that the rescue entailed a high degree of risk o
but that it was “politically more desirable than mining.” Secretary of State -
Vance seemed to agree. When asked directly by the President what options ‘ !
he saw, Vance “replied that he preferred a rescue over mining, although he o
said there would be substantial loss of life.” While Vance did not say specifi-
cally that he endorsed the rescue, neither did he go on record as opposing it.
Later, he would claim to having been misled and in opposition to the mis-
_ sion all along. But according to NSC records, it was really Carter who ex-
pressed the most serious doubts of all.8 R
(U) Events now moved quickly, as the Joint Chiefs stood poised to S
~ put the rescue plan into operation. On 11 April the NSC met again foralast =~
ook at the preparations. General Jones, using a map and pointer to illus- -
trate the logistics involved, confirmed that the operation would commence . -

“ Detailed Minutes of NSC Mtg 7 Apr 80, TS, National Security Adviser Collection, Staff
Offices File, box 2, NSC Mtg No. 29 folder, Carter Library. , L T
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on 24 April. Armed with a list of prepared ions, the President fi
:Iones s answers to be “much more saﬁsfacmmn:’t their prevxomqen x:':é
(nl’lhgl:gthe only dissenting view came from Deputy Secretary of State Warren
e opher, sitting in for Vance, who was on an ill-timed vacation. Christo-
pher had sat in on egrlier NSC discussions of the rescue mission but had
thtalﬁtm Do active part in the planning. His only comment now was that he
ought there were still important political and economic sanctions to be
explored. Cﬂf'tet, however, said he had already discussed the matter pri-
vately with First Lady Rosalynn, Hamilton Jordan, Vice President Mondale,
aquodyP9weﬂ,theWhite House press secretary, and had made up his
mind. Shutting off further discussion, he announced: “We ought to go ahead
without delay.”s

@ Having finally obtained the green light for the mission, General
Jones promptly advised Major General Vaught to make ready for the de-
ployment of his forces as planned. Vaught, in turn, convened a two-day
meeting in the Pentagon to review the plan with the mission commanders,
affirm lmes of command and control, evaluate force readiness, review con-
tingencies, and make an overall assessment of the prospects for mission
success. The next day, 16 April, the Joint Chiefs again reviewed the plan the
joint task force had devised. Agreeing that it stood a reasonably good chance
of succeeding, they approved it for the last time. That evening, along with
Vaught, Gast, and Colonel Charles Beckwith, USA, commander of the as-
sault forces, they met with the President who likewise gave his final bless-
ing. Carter assured them that they had his “complete confidence and
support” and promised “that there would be no interference from the White
House while the mission was under way.” According to Beckwith's recollec-
tions of the meeting, the President added that assault troops had carte
})iiancge to use whatever force they needed in order to protect American

es.

(U) The tragic story of the mission itself falls outside the scope of this
study. Despite five and one-half months of intensive training and prepara-
tion, it was from the beginning a perilous operation in which much could—
and did—go wrong. The disaster in the Iranian desert, resulting in the acci-
dental deaths of eight US servicemen, and the ignominious withdrawal of
the rest of the rescue party, hundreds of miles away from its objective, were
both a setback for President Carter’s hopes of ending the hostage standoff,
and a humiliating blow to the power and prestige of the United States. In
the weeks that followed the disaster, the Joint Chiefs endeavored to piece
together what had happened and why, and in so doing to learn more of how
similar fiascoes might be avoided in the future.

& Carter. Keeping Faith, 506-07; Vance, Hard Choices, 409; Brzezinski, Power and Prin-
ciple, 492-93. The folder at the Carter Library for this meeting contained no minutes.

%2 “Holloway Report,” TS, 17; Carter, Keeping Faith, 507; Beckwith and Knox, Delta Force,
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.. {U) By far the most detniled and thorough examination of the rescue
mission was that undertaken at the Chiefs’ request by the Special Opera-
tons Review Group (SORG), comprised of five senior officers (three retired,
two still on active duty) under the chairmanship of Admiral James L. Hol-
loway 111, former Chief of Naval Operations. Their task, as spelled out in
their terms of reference, was to produce “a professional critique of the Ira-

‘nian hostage rescue operation.” Instead of dwelling on a chronology or re-

construction of events, the review group focused on selected issues which it
analyzed solely on the basis of whether or not “they might very well have an
application for some future special operation conducted under different eir-
cumstances.” Their final report, which went to the Chiefs in July 1980, was
intentionally “highly critical” in order not to “allow any potential area of
possible future improvement to go unquestioned. ™2

{U) From a host of specific findings the review group drew two gen-
eral conclusions. The first was that there had been undue emphasis
throughout the aperation, from the moment planning commenced in No-
vember 1979, down to the launching of the mission in April 1980, on ad hoc
arrangements. “By not utilizing an existing JTF organization,” the panel ob-
served, “the Joint Chiefs of Staff had to start, literally, from the beginning to
establish a JTF, find a commander, create an organization, provide a staff,
develop a plan, select the units, and train the forces before attaining even
the most rudimentary mission readiness.” Alternatively, the review group
speculated that an existing joint task force organization, even with a small
staff and only cadre units assigned, would have provided an organizational
framework of professional expertise around which a larger tailored force or-
ganization could have been built. The important point, the review group
emphasized, was that the infrastructure would have existed, and that those
in charge of the operation could have devoted more time to plans, opera-
tions, and tactics, instead of having to wrestle with administration and
logistics.84

(U) The review group's second major observation followed from the
first: that many things that could have been done in the interests of improv-
ing the mission’s chances for success were not done because of excessive
concern for operations security. Although mindful of the reasons why OP-
SEC had been such a high priority, Holloway and his colleagues found it
hardtobelievethatmostofthealtemativesitsugg&edmuldnqthave
been incorporated without any adverse impact on secrecy and security. In-
deed, a “carefully structured” joint task force, operating within the JCS or-
ganization, would have inherently provided its own OPSEC environment
while allowing for a wider initial disclosure policy that would bave greatly
benefited the entire operation. As one example, the review group cited the

5 Forwarding ststement to the “Holloway Report.”

5 1hid., 90.
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exclusiqn»fmm planning of the director of the National Security Agency
“There is,” as the review group dryly noted, “no organization any more OP-
SEC conscious than NSA."8 :

(U) To these overall conclusions, the review group added its own
assessment of the operation’s chances. Citing the heavy demands on
personnel and equipment and the complexity of the mission, the review
group deemed it a “high risk” gamble all along. In these circumstances, the
review group concluded that: “There was little margin to compensate for
mistakes or plain bad luck.”8 Although most of his colleagues on the review
group initially objected to the use of the term “bad luck” in an official report,
gm fel; s0 strongly about its inclusion that he finally persuaded them

enmsy’ ‘

€ Turning to specific recommendations, the review group offered
only two: that the Joint Chiefs establish a permanent Counterterrorist Joint
Task Force (CTJTF), with assigned staff and certain assigned forces; and
that they also create a Special Operations Advisory Panel comprised of high-
ranking officers with backgrounds in special operations and joint planning,
to provide advice and guidance for future such operations.s® In fact, on 7
June 1980, well before the Holloway panel had completed its findings, the
Joint Chiefs had recommended to Secretary of Defense Brown the early
creation of “a permanently established force” to cope with “future terrorist
incidents.”® Two months later, the Secretary of Defense approved JCS-
recommended terms of reference for the new CTJTF. To avoid attracting
undue attention and to preserve secrecy, the Joint Chiefs approved and dis-
tributed a cover plan for the assignment of personnel to the new unit. Acti-
vated at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, in October 1980, CTJTF comprised
dedicated US Army, Navy, and Air Force units that had been especially
trained, equipped, and organized to deal with a broad range of terrorist ac-
tivities.% The Joint Chiefs also recommended, and Secretary Brown ap-
proved, the formation on 1 October 1980 of a Special Operations Advisory
Panel to review and provide an independent assessment of special opera-

tions planning.s

85 Ibid., 01.
8 Ybid., 87. Emphasis added.

% Information on the panel’s internal deliberations from Truman Strobridge’s telephone
conversation with ADM Holloway, 30 Jul 86.

** “Holloway Report,” TS, 92-96.
% JCSM 166-80 to SecDef, 7 Jun 80, TS, JCS 1902/110, 125 (6 Jun B0).
% JCS 1902/111, TS; and JCS 1902/111-1, TS, both in 358 (13 Nov 80).
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(U) These changes in JCS organization and procedures came too late
to be of further use in helping to resolve the hostage crisis or in laying plans
for.a renewed rescue attempt. Having tried once and failed through military
action, Carter was not about to risk a second rescue mission. Like President
John F. Kennedy after the Bay of Pigs fiasco, Carter could not help but be
.son}ewhat.skepﬁml of relying on JCS advice again. Yet at no time after the
mc:dent' did he specifically fault the Chiefs for rendering unsound recom-
mendations. The hostage crisis was a desperate, almost unprecedented
situation and as such it seemed to cry out for desperate, unprecedented
remedies.

i (U) The failure of the rescue mission was, in a very real sense, indica-
tive of a much larger problem facing US military planners—the difficulty of
projecting adequate and effective military power in support of US interests
throughout the Persian Gulf-Middle East region. Having relied for years on
others—first Britain, then Iran—to provide essential security for this area,
the United States found itself by the end of the 1970s bearing these burdens
almost alone. For the Joint Chiefs of Staff, this meant the diversion of scarce
resources intended for other purposes and the hasty development of contin-
gency plans for a wide variety of new and unfamiliar situations. The Iran
rescue mission was a case in point: small in scale by comparison with the
undertakings yet to come, but typical of the extraordinary demands that
deepening involvement in the Gulf could entail. That the operation ended
without achieving its objective was a sign, both of the high risks involved in
this particular venture, and of the complex and challenging nature of
mounting practically any kind of military action in this part of the world.

Pakistan: Reviving the Relationship

(U) The loss of Iran, obviously a sharp setback for US policy in and
around the strategically important Persian Gulf, appeared all the more stark
and serious by the absence of any fall-back country that could readily take
Iran’s place as a bulwark against Soviet expansion. The most likely candi-
date to fill that role was Pakistan, but because of its dubious record on hu-
man rights and its apparent determination with French help to acquire an
atomic capability—the so-called “Islamic bomb”—Pakistan remained some-
thing of a pariah in the eyes of the Carter administration. The Joint Chiefs
likewise harbored misgivings about Pakistan, but they also thought that
more ought to be done to upgrade Pakistan’s antiquated military establish-
ment, a position that had little support outside the Pentagon until events in
Iran and Afghanistan compelled a reassessment. The ensuing turnabout in
US policy toward Pakistan, modeled generally on the approach recom-
mended by the Joint Chiefs, looked to military assistance to improve rela-

%1 §M 557-80 to SecDef, 1 Oct 80, S/GDS, 035 (19 Sep 80); JCS 1960/589, S/GDS, 310 (12
Jan 81).
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tions and to strengthen defense ties. But it was a change of policy that
yielded few immediate or concrete dividends. po‘ i

. (U) Relations between the United States and Pakistan had been dete-
riorating since the early 1970s, and with the advent of the Carter admini-
stration, they showed no sign of improving soon. Although the JSOP for FY
1978-1985 projected a gradual restructuring of Pakistan's armed forces
through US help,s the Carter administration entered office reaffirming the
constraints on security assistance imposed by the previous administration
and, going a step further, added new ones of its own. The guidelines govern-
ing US arms sales to Pakistan, as set forth in 1975 and revalidated in mid-
1977, authorized sales on a cash-only basis, prohibited grant assistance or
foreign military aid credits, and required all sales to be consistent with the
US policy of encouraging normalization and reconciliation between Paki-
stan and India. Taking a personal interest, President Carter himself in
March 1977 approved a commercial contract worth $55 million to overhaul
some of Pakistan's tanks; but at the same time he put a “hold” on the sale of
new communications equipment and deferred action on sixty-four howit-
zers that the government of Pakistan also wanted to buy.s

4®) With military assistance to Pakistan effectively suspended as of
April 1977, relations between Washington and Islamabad seemed to bottom
out. The policy of the regime in power at the time, headed by Zulfiqar Ali
Bhutto, was to play off the United States against the Soviet Union. But with
Bhutto's overthrow by a coup in July 1977 and the installation of a military
junta headed by Mohammad Zia al-Hagq, Pakistan's foreign policy began a
slow tilt back toward the West, while still maintaining close ties to Commu-
nist China, no friend of India’s. The following year came a series of further
developments: the decision of the French Government (under US pressure)
to withdraw its support of Pakistan’s uranium enrichment project; a leftist
coup in Afghanistan in April 1978, resulting in the installation of a hostile
Marxist regime along Pakistan’s northern frontier; growing internal strife in
Iran; and continuing modernization by India of its armed forces, including
consummation of a deal to acquire 150-170 highly advanced Anglo-French
Jaguar fighter-bombers, In attempting to assess the impact of these devel-
opments, the NSC's Policy Review Committee decided in late July 1978 that
the time had come to take a fresh look at Pakistan’s military needs “since
Pakistan’s sense of insecurity is a key problem in South Asia today.”>

32 JCSM-228-76 to SecDef, 23 Jun 76, S/GDS, JCS 2347/69-1, 902/499 (20 May 76).
%3 Memo, Brzezinski for SecDef Brown, 29 Mar 77, S JCS 2315/626, 499 (29 Mar 77).

% Joint Talking Paper for SecDef and CJCS for PRC Mtg on 30 Nov 78, JCS 2347/73-1,
S/GDS; Summary of Conclusions of PRC Mtg on South and West Asia, 27 Jul 78, 5/GDS,
enclosure to Memo, Brzezinski to Brown, 2 Aug 78, S/GDS, CJCS Files (Jones), PRC Mig
File (1 Jun 78 to 31 Dec 78).
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& In their strategy review of the Persian Gulf and Southwest Asia,
forwarded to the Secretary of Defense in September 1978, the Joint Chiefs
~urged that first priority be given to improving Pakistan’s air defenses. The
‘ Jongt({hlefsatthisﬁmesﬁllhopedtoseearevitaliwd@ntralheatym—
ganization (CENTO), and they looked to Pakistan to contribute to that proc-
s5.95 But owing to Pakistan’s apparent determination to move ahead with
its nuclear program, despite the cut-off of French cooperation, the White
House and State Department opposed assistance extending to high-
performance weapons systems like the F-16, F-18, or A-7 aircraft, in which
the Pakistanis had shown an interest. In drawing up a list of offers, State
and Defense also had to consider Pakistan’s limited financial resources and
the hkehhood that Pakistan, under current legislation, would not qualify for
foreign military sales credits.2 Taking these various matters into account,
the PRC recommended, and in December 1978 President Carter approved,
an offer to resume assistance limited initially to the sale of up to seventy-six
F-5E fighters to replace Pakistan's aging fleet of F-86s, and a helicopter-
borne TOW system to bolster Pakistan’s tank defenses.%”

{87 Despite this apparent thaw in relations between Washington and
Islamabad, a chill set in once again when in April 1979 the United States
suspended all economic and military aid to Pakistan.%® The immediate issue
was Zia's indifference to pleas from the West to halt the execution of his
predecessor, Ali Bhutto. But the larger stumbling block continued to be
Pakistan’s unbending determination to acquire an atomic capability and the
overriding priority set by the White House, citing congressional mandates,
on curbing Islamabad’s nuclear ambitions.?? Indeed, part of the rationale
for resuming arms assistance in the first place was that it would help end
Pakistan’s sense of isolation and insecurity, and thereby persuade Islama-
bad to give up its atomic weapons program. However, the results prior to
the cutoff in April were far from encouraging, causing a member of General
Jones’s staff to speculate that the United States might be pursuing a futile
objective by linking arms aid to a cessation of nuclear research. “I am not
very sanguine,” hesaidinanatetotheChairman,‘thatwe’llbeablet_o
come up with any combination of carrots and sticks that will induce Paki-

# JCSM-282-78 to SecDef, 7 Sep 78, 8/GDS, JCS 2121/248-9, Appendix, pp. 41, 44,
898/452 (17 Mar 78).

% Memo, Staff Sec. NSC to VP et. al., 28 Nov 78, S, with 2 enclosures, CJCS Files (Jones),
PRC Mig File (1.Jun 78 to 31 Dec 78).

%7 Memo, Brzezinski to Vance, et. al., 6 Dec 78, S, CJCS Files {(Jones), PRC Mtg File (1 Jun
78 to 31 Dec 78).

%8 US Dept of State Bulletin (June 1979): 67.
%% Joint Talking Paper for SecDef and CJCS for PRC Meeting on 28 Mar 79, S/GDS, .JCS
2527/23, 902 (7 Mar 79).
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stan to give up its efforts to have a nuclear capability.” “Personally speak-
ing,” he added, “I hope we don’t waste many carrots.”100 ¢
] & The longer the nuclear impasse dragged on, the more frustrati
it became to officials in Washington. Whereas the Joint Chiefs saw mooxt:gi%
non?l arms assistance as the surest and quickest route to influence Paki-
stan’s behavior, others including Under Secretary of Defense Robert Komer
thought the United States had been generous enough already. Taking excep-
tion with what he described as the “US military’s romantic attachment to , .
the stalwart Pakistani,” Komer advised Secretary of Defense Brown that !
probably the only way left of dissuading Pakistan from building a bomb was
through stepped up pressure, including a cessation of further arms aid.
Rather than court Pakistan, Komer believed the United States should strive
for closer relations with India. “A cool calculation of our strategic interest in
the subcontinent,” he argued, “shows that a billion Indians are far more im-
portant to our overall interest than 150 million Paks.”o: But to strategic
analysts in J-5, Kromer’s use of population figures entirely missed the point. -
Citing ongoing studies, the Director, J-5, Lieutenant General Richard L. ,
Lawson, USAF, was more convinced than ever that active cooperation with ,
Pakistan was essential in almost any significant military operation in
Southwest Asia. “Now that US-Iranian defense cooperation has ended,” he
qbserged, “Pakistan is the most viable candidate for US staging opera-
toos™®  ogp14) CLA LMO*+3.5() |

&% Before either view could be further vetted and tested came the
news of the Soviet invasion ofAfghanistanhon Christmas Dtgg' 1979 and,

ealig icy throughout 24!

past. In early January 1980 he offered Pakistan an aid package consisting of -
security assurances and assistance valued at $400 million. Not included,
however, was the high-performance F-16 fighter in which the Pakistanis had
- previously shown keen interest.103 Barely pausing to study the offer, Zia dis-

190 Memo, Col John J. Wolcott to CJCS, 26 Mar 79, S, CICS Files (Jones), PRC Mtg Files (1
Jan 79 to 30 Mar 79).

3 Memo, KbmertoBmwn,stctn,S,wCSFﬂa(Jones), 820 Pakistan (25 May 7910 8
Oct 8o). :

192 Memo, DJ-§ to USD(P), 1 Nov 79, S/GDS, J-5 Records, 218-86-0014, box 29, PRC (27 )
Dec 79) folder. | | '

193 Memo, Slocombe to CJCS, et, al., 11 Jan 80, S/XGDS, JHO/NSC collection.
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dismissed it as “peanuts,” because it did not contain enough high-
technology weaponry,104 '
(U) Meanwhile, both the State Department and the Joint Staff under-

- took separate reevaluations of Pakistan’s military needs. Responding first,
- State’s Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs came up with recommendations
~inlate January that immediately drew a strong rebuke from the Chairman’s

~ assistant, Lieutenant General John S. Pustay. Not only did Pustay resent
~ what he considered State’s poaching on JCS “turf” but also he thought that

State’s hurried response represented an “unduly skeptical” assessment of
~ the Qaqgers confronting Pakistan, offset by clearly “inadequate” aid propos-
als—if indeed, as State suggested, Pakistan faced the imminent threat of a
Soviet or combined Soviet-Indian attack. Agreeing that Pakistan needed
help, he recommended that the Joint Staff look more closely at what Paki-
stan could reasonably absorb and at the effect that any immediate transfer
of arms and equipment would have on US defense obligations elsewhere,
NATO and the Pacific especially.1os
@»With the question of military aid to Pakistan still dangling, Carter
in early February sent Brzezinski and Deputy Secretary of State Christopher
on a fact-finding mission to Pakistan. At the same time, the Joint Chiefs,
noting the absence of any contingency plan for the defense of Pakistan, di-
rected CINCPAC to develop one without delay.:?6 Though the threat of a So-
viet invasion seemed now to have receded, Pakistan was fast becoming the
haven for a ing number of Afghan refugees that included members of
thwmommunist mujaheddin, thus making it a logical tar-
get at any hime for a Soviet strike, According to published reports, Zia made

it known tt: Brzezinski and Chris’tﬁgher that, as the 1;1;1& for pmvidi‘r:gsano- , -

tuary to the Afghan insurgents, he expected the United States to be more

forthcoming in providing advanced weapons that would dramatically raise -

the capabilities of his armed forces.1o7 However, Brigadier General David R.

Palmer, USA, the J-5 representative who accompanied Brzezinski and

Christopher, returned to Washington skeptical of Zia's promises. Palmer

found the Pakistanis not only undecided “whether or not to work with the

United States” but also averse to committing themselves to confronting the

ospac) CIf |UEO+30)

19 NY Times, 18 Jan and 3 Feb Bo.

105 Memo, Pustay to DJS, 29 Jan 80, S; Memo, Pustay to Dir, Politico-Military Affairs, DOS,
2 Feb Bo, 8, CJCS Files {Jones), 820 Pakistan. .. ‘ ; o

106 Meg, JCS to CINCPAC, 011458Z Feb 80, §, JCS Cable Files.
197 Braezinski, Power and Principle, 448-49; S. M. Burke and Lawrence Ziring, Pakistan’s
Foreign Policy: An Historical Analysis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990), 446.
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Soviet threat in Afghanistan if doing so meant lessening the attention they
~ could give to problems posed by India. 18

(U) Palmer’s assessment was, as it turned out, essentially correct.

- While President Carter and his senior advisers continued to examine a vari-

- ety of military aid options to strengthen Pakistan, there was very little
meaningful progress in bringing Washington and Islamabad closer together

on security arrangements until the Reagan administration. The same gener-

ally could be said of JCS contingency planning with respect to Pakistan, re-

sponsibility for which passed from CINCPAC to the Rapid Deployment Joint

Task Force under the revised Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan for FY 1981.

But with planning and resources concentrated on protecting the Persian

Gulf oil-producing areas, the RDJTF had few assets to spare for assisting

Pakistan.'os Not having been solved by the end of Carter’s presidency, the -
problem of assuring the security of Pakistan would continue into the next

administration. ‘

@'ﬂm While it seems clear that the Carter administration’s preoccupa-
tion with curbing Pakistan’s nuclear bomb program exacerbated tensions
between Washington and Islamabad, it is less clear whether the JCS ap-
proach of being more forthcoming with assistance would have made the
Pakistanis any more tractable. The Joint Chiefs wanted a militarily stronger
Pakistan, but the proffered assistance was never enough either to develop

Pakistan into a formidable military power, as the JCS envisioned, or to

tempt the Pakistanis into giving up their larger ambition of acquiringa nu- =
clear capability to offset India’s. Indeed, from Pakistan’s standpoint, the
danger posed by India outweighed that posed by any other source, including
the Soviet Union, and it was on this basis that Pakistan tended to evaluate
its security needs, including its ties to Communist China. Neither the Ira-
nian revolution nor the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan had quite the same
impact in Islamabad as they did in Washington. Later, during the Reagan

administration, as Pakistan became more involved as the fmlxtnel foran esfe:-
growing level o% istance to the Afghan insurgents, it became point-
less for Islamabad to to the pretence of a nonaligned status. Politically
and militarily, it also made sense for the United States then to bolster Paki-
stan’s armed forces and to include weapons like the F—lf’ tha}t the Carter
administration had refused to provide. But until then, Pakistan's preference

for nonalignment and its preoccupation with India made it a less than invit-
ing partner for the United States.

den 14U+ 3.5C) 08D 1.4(c)

108 Memo, Palmer to Dir J-5, 11 Feb 8o, S, enclosure to DISM 308-80 to CJCS, 12 Feb 8o,
U, CICS Files (Jones), 820 Pakistan. ,

199 DJSM 1980-80, 8 Oct 8o, S, CJCS Files (Jones), 820 Pakistan, Also see Chapter 11
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. CHAPTERIV
ISRAEL AND THE ARAB STATES

(U) Although overshadowed toward the end of Carter’s presidency by
the Iranian hostage crisis and threats to Persian Gulf security, the issue of
- uppermost importance in the Middle East at the outset was unquestionably
the Arab-Israeli conflict. A major contributing factor to instability through- =
out the region, it was a decades-old source of friction in East-West relations
as well. The previous administration, largely through the efforts of Secretary
of State Henry Kissinger’s shuttle diplomacy, had done much to relax ten-
sions in the aftermath of the 1973 Yom Kippur War, and thereby had set the
stage for a partial reconciliation between Israel and its most potent Arab
neighbor, Egypt. But by 1977, despite a general disengagement of the war-
ring parties, peace in the Middle East seemed as elusive as ever.

(U) While Carter’s goals in the Middle East differed little from those
of Presidents Nixon or Ford, his born-again Christian outlook and fascina-
tion with the Holy Lands produced a notably greater degree of personal in-
terest and involvement. In seeking to lessen Arab-Israeli tensions, he hoped
to project the reassuring image of an honest broker, a friend to both sides,
pursuing even-handed policies. Abandoning the step-by-step approach that
Kissinger had pursued, he sought a broadly negotiated comprehensive set- ~
tlement. At the same time, he was the first American president since World -
War II who did not worry more about the Soviet threat to the Middle East
than about problems associated with human rights, the oil-supply situation,
and the growing magnitude of arms sales to Israel and its Arab neighbors. -
As a candidate for the White House, he had condemned what he saw as the
Ford administration’s practice of profligate arms transfers. Once in office,
he decreed a new policy (PD-13) to curb US arms sales worldwide, with spe-
cial attention to the Middle East, though in deference to political realities he
partially exempted Israel from what was to become a dollar-volume cexhng
on US arms transfers.! Even so, throughout his presidency, Carter subjected
Israeli requests to unusually tough scrutiny, much more than they used to
receive, with results that created rarely seen strains in Israeli-American re-
lations.
&Br05] For the Joint Chiefs,
wise a matter of high priori

peaoemaking in the Middle East was li
for somewhat different reasons

ince the out of the Yom
n especially massive and con-

Kippur War, US military aid to Israel had

! PD/NSC-13, “Conventional Arms Transfer Policy,” 13 May 77, S/GDS, JHO NSC Collec- | '
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tinuous. Totaling $4.5 billion between September 1973 and January 1976, it
had reached more than double the amount provided by the United States
over the two previous decades. These subsidies, according to Israeli Minister

of Defense Ezer Weizman, amounted to “some 20 percent” of the Israeli de-
fense budget, an estimate whi factored in with other US assistance,
was probably on the low side.

danger' saw was that by remaining too close to Israel, the United States
would jeopardize its economic and strategic interests in the neighboring
Persi_an Gulf region.’ As it turned out, under Carter the Chiefs would have
less influence on Middle East policy than ever before, and would see less
done than they believed warranted to restrain Israel’s military buildup, de- o
spite the President’s shared concern for the possible consequences. But out ;

of the give and take of the peace process would emerge a more balanced US :

policy on arms aid that took more account of promoting closer relations -
with the Arab side, as the JCS had long urged, while at the same time pro-

'viding continuing support for Israel’s security. DECLASSIFIED INPART
Authordy. EO 13526
. ’ chm.Raeud;& Deciass Div, WHS
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. & Like his predecessors, President Carter recognized that negotiat-

ing an end to Arab-Israeli hostilities would not be easy. The day after his in-
auguration he directed the Policy Review Committee to provide policy alter-

natives on the immediate short-term issues in the Middle East and the

broader question of an Arab-Israeli peace settlement. Among the issues he

singled out for attention were US security assistance to Israel, the continu-

ing Arab boycott, the prospects for convening a Geneva conference on Mid-

dle East peace, options for handling the Palestinian refugee question, and o
the timing of new diplomatic initiatives.* ‘ I

- (@»Although not directly involved in the Arab-Israeli negotiations,
the Joint Chiefs did make substantial contributions to the PRC’s examina-
 tion of Israel's security assistance needs. The initial focus was an Israeli re-
quest, pending since the fall of 1976, for $800 million in weapons and
equipment that Israel proposed to purchase in FY 1978. Heading the list was
~ an Israeli acquisition plan for 250 F-16 fighters—fifty purchased directly
from the United States, the rest to be co-produced in Israel. Other items the
Israelis hoped to acquire in FY 1978 included 1,000 armored personnel car-

? Ezer Weizman, The Battle for Peace (Torontos Bantam Books, 1981), 245.

> For previous JCS contributions on the Arab-Israeli conflict, see .;?odle, JCS and National :
Policy, 1973-1976, 8, 307-57. o A :

+ PRM/NSC-3, “Middle East,” 21 Jan 77, S/GDS, JCS 1887/832, 24 Jan 77, 898/532 (21dan .
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riers, 48 M-109 self-propelled guns, 75 Forward-Looking Infrared (FLIR)
dgwws, 800 Maverick air-to-ground missiles, 1,350 Sidewinder air-to-air
missiles, 250 CBU 72/b “cluster” bombs, and various other munitions. In
January 1976, President Ford had imposed a ceiling of $2 billion on military
aid and sales to Israel, and the following October he had approved various
specific items of equipment, including 126 M-60 tanks and 94 self-propelled
howitzers. But with the Carter administration about to take office, the Ford
White House declined to take a position on further sales.®

€®Under its mandate to review US Middle East policy, the PRC took
up Israel's FY 1978 procurement plan in early February 1977, at which time
the State Department outlined four possible options. These ranged from
$1.5 billion ($1 billion in foreign military sales (FMS) and $500 million in
supporting assistance), to $2.285 billion ($1.5 billion in FMS and the rest in
supporting assistance). The first option represented a level approximating
that in the Ford bud-get, while the last one accorded fully with the Israeli
request of the previous fall. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for ISA,
David E. McGiffert, and the Director, Joint Staff, Lieutenant General Ray B.
Sutton, recommended that the Defense Department support the first op-
tion. However, the other members of the committee, feeling that this was
too low, endorsed a somewhat higher figure of $1.785 billion ($1.0 billion in
FMS credits, with half to be forgiven, and $785 million in supporting assis-
tance). In an effort to accommodate the President’s desire for a more bal-
anced policy on arms transfers, the PRC also recommended $1.063 billion
in security assistance for the Arab states.’

&) While recommending an overall figure for Israel slightly higher
than the Joint Chiefs deemed advisable, the committee skirted the question
of what specific items the assistance ought to cover. This was an especially
critical point in view of upcoming bilateral discussions that President Carter
intended to hold with Israeli and Arab leaders and left open the possibility
that future decisions to grant or withhold sales would be paced to the rate of
progress in these negotiations—in other words, a carrot-and-stick approach.
However, the signals coming from the administration at this stage offered
no clear-cut picture of what to expect. Carter’s bias against foreign arms
sales remained as strong as ever, and there were some items on Israel’s cur-
rent procurement list he simply could not abide, and summarily vetoed, on

$ Ltr, Dir, Israeli MOD Mission to US to Dir DSAS, 23 Dec 76, 8, J-5 NSC Affairs Files, PRC
Mtg, 19 Apr 77; Poole, JCS and National Policy, 1973-1976, S, 335-57:

¢ NSC Study prepared by Dept of State, “Response to Presidential Review Memoran-
dum/NSC 3: Middle East,” undated, S/GDS, JCS 1887/832-1, 898/532 (21 Jan 77);
ASD(ISA)/DJS Talking Paper for SecDef and CJCS for PRC mtg on Middle East, 4 Feb 77,
8, J-5 NSC Affairs Files, PRC Mtg, 4 Feb 77.

? Backgmhnd Paper on Middle East for PRC Mtg on 19 Apr 77, prepared in MEAF Div, J-5,
15 Apr 77, 8, J-5 NSC Affairs Files, PRC Mtg, 19 Apr 77 folder.
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moral grounds—-CBU 72/b cluster bombs, for example, because of the indis-

criminate death and destruction he thought they could inflict on innocent

cxvilmns‘ Even so, Carter also indicated that he stood ready to honor the
commitments made by his predecessor, and in March 1977 he gave the final

go-ahead for the sale of the tanks and howitzers that President Ford had ap-

proved.’ «

@ £Y) By far the most controversial items contained in Israel’s FY 1978
request were the 250 F-16 aircraft, which the Joint Chiefs and the new ad-
ministration singled out for special handling. A new high performance
fighter, the F-16 would give Israel a substantial edge over its Arab neighbors
for a decade or more to come and was fast becoming, in Israeli eyes and

0SD 14(3) v5 U,S.C.

&9 In advising the new administration on how to proceed, the Joint
Chiefs clearly considered the Israeli request premature and excessive. Al-
though they acknowledged that Israel would need “a new generation of air-
craft” to offset plane retirements and peacetime attrition, they saw no re-
quirement for the F-16 for replacement purposes prior to the early 1980s
and doubted whether Israel could absorb 250 of the planes without doing
serious harm to its economy and balance of forces. Based on force require-
ment projections in the current JSOP, the Joint Chiefs recommended that
the sale be cut in half, to 125 planes through 1986, and that co-production
plans be dropped, both for economic reasons and to lessen the possible loss
of military secrets through “significant transfers of technology and manu-
facturing techniques.”' Upon further review by the Middle East Task
Group (METG), an OSD committee created in 1973 to assist in dealing with
arms request, Secretary of Defense Harold Brown notified the State De-.

those of its American the litmus test of the US commitment to

§552(b)(3);

JouUS.L. 136(c)

partment that he concurred with the JCS on dropping co-production plans.
but disagreed with them on the size of the sale. Accepting the Task Group’s =~

8 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 91. '
? Memo, Brzezinski to Brown, 29 Mar 77, C/GDS, JCS 2315/626, 499 (29 Mar 7.
1¢ “US Documents Accompanying the Sinai Accord,” NY Times, 17 Sep 75: 16. On the back-

ground and negotiation of the Sinai 1 agreement, see William B, Quandt, Peace Process:

American Diplomacy and the Arab-Tsraeli Conflict since 1967 (Wash., DC: Brookings,
1993), 239-43. : |

31 JCSM-21-77 to SecDef, 2 Feb 77, $/GDS, JCS 2360/66-1, 889/460 (17 Dec 76).
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finding that 125 planes was still far too many for Israel’s needs, he recom-
mended instead that the sale be limited to fifty eogies through 1982, with a
decision on the sale of any more held in abeyance.

@) By June 1977, the METG, working in collaboration with the Joint
Staff, had completed its review of the remaining items on Israel’s FY 1978
Procurement list but had yet to receive any high-level guidance for further
planning and programming purposes. In assessing Israel’s military needs,
the Joint Staff could find little military justification for any Israeli force
augmentation in the near future, beyond that already in the pipeline, and
therefore urged that Israel’s future requests be handled on a case-by-case
basis.'’ Generally speaking, this had been President Carter’s approach all
along and would continue to be the administration’s strategy in the months
ahead, despite growing pressure from Israel and its American friends for the
United States to be more forthcoming with assistance.**

(U) An unexpected complication was the change in government in Is-
rael following elections in May 1977 that brought to power the conservative
Likud bloc led by Menachem Begin. Since 1948 the United States had dealt
with a succession of Israeli Labor party governments headed by such leaders
as David Ben-Gurion and Golda Meir who had had close ties to the Ameri-
can Jewish community. Begin, on the other hand, was relatigely unknown in
Washington and represented a bloc given to adopting hard-line positions on
key issues, including opposition to the return of occupied Arab territory.
With Begin in office it seemed more than likely that the United States ognld
expect even stronger Israeli pressure for more weapons and equipment.

(% Hoping to gain a better appreciation of Begin's views, President
Carter invited the new Israeli prime minister to Washington soon after the
election. Assuming that arms aid would come up in _thelr discussions, the
PRC recommended that Israeli requests be divided into three categories:
those items the United States could approve immediately; those it might
give Begin during his visit; and those which should be related to progress in
negotiations. Items in the latter category (subsequently dubbed “most con-
troversial”) included the F-16 fighters that Israel wanted, as well as assis-
tance in building 178 Israeli-designed Chariot tanks. The committee also
agreed that it should go ahead with plans for assistance to the Arab side,

12 Middle East Task Group (METG) Paper, “Review of Israel's F-16 Request,” Apr 1977,
S/GDS; Memo, McGiffert to H. Brown, 14 Apr 77, S/GDS; and Lir, H. Brown to Vance, 20
Apr 77, all in J-5 NSC Collection, box 6, PRC Mtg 12 Jul 77 Middle East folder, Tab N.

3 J5M 629-77 to Chm METG, 21 Mar 77, 8, J-5 NSC Affairs Files, PRG Mtg, 19 Apr 77
folder; Ltr, H. Brown to Vance, 7 Jun 77, S, same collection, PRG Mtg, 10 Jun 77 folder.

14 Carter, Keeping Fuaith, 208-90.
'* William B. Quandt, Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics (Washington, DC: Brook-
ings, 1986), 64-67.
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starting with consultations among key members of Congress on the political
feasibiﬁty of selling F-15 fighters to Saudi Arabia and various items to

(U) Begin arrived in Washington on 19 July 1977 for two days of talks
with President Carter. While security requirements arose from time to time,
political issues relating to resolution of the Arab-Israeli dispute dominated
the discussions. This was for all practical purposes a get-acquainted meeting
between the two heads of state and, therefore, did not heavily engage the
military advisers of either side. Afterwards, however, as a gesture of con-
tinuing US support for Israel, President Carter approved a military sales
package valued at $250 million, bringing the total for the year to $400 mil-
lion, a sum well below Israeli expectations. The approved items included
two hydrofoil patrol boats, eighteen AH-18 Cobra attack helicopters, sup-
port for the Chariot tank program, and miscellaneous ammunition. Still
pending was the most controversial and important part of Israel’s procure-
ment program—the 250 F-16 fighters. But in the absence of concessions -
from Israel on a peace settlement, US policy remained firmly fixed on with-
holding these weapons indefinitely.'’

MATMONC

& Following Begin's visit to Washington the United States and Is-
rael experienced a period of strained relations. Instead of moving toward a
peace conference as Carter expected, Israel accelerated Jewish settlement
on the occupied West Bank, thereby further antagonizing the Arab states
and dimming the prospects for negotiations. At the same time, Israel re-
mained adamant on bolstering its military posture, and in early October
1977 the Joint Chiefs found themselves looking at yet another Israeli request
for weapons and equipment. This new request, known as MATMON C, es-
tablished long-range requirements for the period 1978-1986 and followed
the pattern on an earlier (1974) Israeli submission designated MATMON
B.*® The numbers in the new list were somewhat smaller than those in the
old, a concession perhaps to manpower constraints as well as to political re-
alities in Washington. But apart from this, MATMON C was still an excep-

1¢ Summary of Conclusions, PRC mig 10 Jun 77, TS, JCS 1887/835, 898 (16 Jun 77); Dis-
cussion Paper for PRG Mtg on Middle East on 22 Jun W,undamd,s,endmummyuemo,
Dodson to Mondale, et. al., 20 Jun 77, 8, CJCS Fﬂes(Bmwn),Bzo Middle East,

¥ NY Times, 23 Jul 77: 1,3.AnmrdhgmwmhmB.QuandLamex{xberoftheNSCm
specializing inMiddleEasthmmsandapuﬁcipantinmmy?fthed:wmqmnsduﬂngBew
@n’sm&mpmmmmmcmumkﬁnamgmmemm.%
Quandt, Camp David, 83.

1¢ On the background of MATMON B, see Poole, JCS and National Policy, 1973-1976, S,
335-45.
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tionally formidable procurement package. Projecting an Israeli ground force
of twelve armored divisions, fifteen infantry brigades, and ten territorial
brigades, MATMON C would require security assistance and foreign mili-
tary sales credits for an additional 400 tanks, 3,000 armored personnel car-
riers, large quantities of artillery and ammunition, and $200 million worth
of communications equipment. For its air force, Israel wanted twenty-five
additional F-15s, 150 F-16s (one hundred less than the number requested in
the fall of 1976), sixty helicopters, and large amounts of air ordinance and
munitions. Naval requirements included ten additional hydrofoils and one
hundred Harpoon missiles. Despite the scaled back figures, MATMON C’s
heavy emphasis on high technology equipment would boost Israel’s need for
]FMSI credits by 50 percent, to around $1.5 billion annually in FY 1977 dol-
ars.

) The Joint Chiefs carried out their assessment of Israel’s latest re-
quest against a background of events that would dramatically recast the
Arab-Israeli conflict. On g November 1977, President Anwar Sadat of Egypt
told to a visiting US congressional delegation that he wanted to go to Israel
to talk about peace, thus setting the stage for his historic visit of Jerusalem
later that same month. Although no one could fully predict the conse-
quences that would flow from Sadat’s initiative, the consensus within the
administration in Washington was that it marked a major breakthrough,
one that could well affect Israel’s future military needs besides altering the
nature of the peace process.”’ Bearing this in mind, the Joint Chiefs advised
Secretary of Defense Brown in late December 1977 that they had serious
misgivings about the requirements in MATMON C, which they judged to be
an uneven, if not distorted, picture of Israel’s force requirements, listing
over 280 separate items, none in any order of priority and with no coherent
view of Israeli force planning objectives. Whether Israel actually needed all
these weapons was another matter. Although MATMON C made no attempt
to inflate Arab military strength, it reached different conclusions from those
arrived at by US intelligence analysts, when considering such factors as
Arab countries’ shortage of qualified manpower, their lack of suitable bases
for operational support, and the difficulties they faced in joint command
and coordination. As a result, MATMON C estimates of Arab capabilities
tended to be higher than US estimates. Based on their own reading of the
threats facing Israel, the Chiefs calculated that the weapons and tedm?logy
already approved or in the pipeline would be sufficient to assure Israel’s se-
curity through 1983. “Decisions to approve or disapprove items requested in
MATMON C,” the JCS concluded, “. . .can be based primarily on political

15 Memo, Leslie A. Janka (DASD [1SA]) to METG Principals, 12 Oct 77, S; Israeli Defense
Forces, GHQ, “MATMON C Defense Requirements, 1978-1986," Sep 1977, TS, JCS
2369/72, 889/495 (12 Oct 77).

20 See Vance, Hard Choices, 194-95; Quandt, Peace Process, 271.
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Juctors. Decisions to disapprove any or all of the items can be made without
adversely affecting Israel’s security through 1983,

@) Barely had the Joint Chiefs finished their review of MATMON C,
when they began to receive other new requests from Israel. These dupli-
cated to some extent the list in MATMON C but were limited to selected
high technology systems that the office of the Under Secretary of Defense
for Research and Engineering was considering for possible cooperative pro-
ducpon purposes with Israel. Included were such items as thermal imaging
equipment, advanced missiles, precision guided munitions, and airborne
electronic countermeasures (ECM) equipment.?? Reiterating the advice they
had offered earlier with respect to the F-16, the Joint Chiefs warned that
making any of these items available under cooperative production arrange-
ments inevitably ran the risk of compromising the technology. Applying the
same criteria they had used in examining MATMON C, they again could find
no military justification for the release of these systems and advised that a
decision to do so would have to be based “primarily on political factors.”?*

@» The JCS assessment of MATMON C became part of a discussion
paper circulated for examination in the PRC in late February 1978, in prepa-
ration for a visit to Washington, early the following month, by Israeli De-
fense Minister Ezer Weizman. Talking points developed in advance for Sec-
retary of Defense Brown and JCS Chairman General David C. Jones, USAF,
essentially recapitulated the JCS position—that Israel had sufficient forces
and equipment to meet defense needs through at least 1983 and that deci-
sions on whether or not to provide items on the list should be based on po-
litical factors. The Defense paper presented five “conceptual options” for re-
sponse to MATMON C, each built successively on the previous one. The first
consisted of follow-on support (spares, consumable items, ammunition, and
training), routine infrastructure equipment, and selected command and
control systems; the second added selected force modernization items
(tanks, artillery, armored personnel carriers, and aircraft); the third in-
cluded selected technology provided over time; the fourth approved force
expansion by release of additional, less sophisticated items, such as addi-
tional tanks, armored personnel carriers, and artillery; and the fifth pro-
vided for agreements on research and development assistance and produc-
tion cooperation to enhance Israeli forces.?*

2 JCSM-473-77 to SecDef, 29 Dec 77, TS, JCS 2369/72-1, 889/495 (12 Oct 77). Emphasis
added. Also see Handwritten postscript, Memo, ASD(ISA) McGiffert to SecDef Brown, 7
Jan 78, U, RG 330, Israel 091.3.

22 Memo, Janka to GJCS Rep METG, 24 Jan 78, S, JCS 2360/73, 889/495 (24 Jan 78).
 JCSM-54-78 to SecDef, 15 Feb 78, S, JC8 2369/73-2, 889/495 (24 Jan 78).

24 TP on Middle East Issues for SecDef and CJCS, 27 Feb 78, TS, JCS 1887/839, 889/495
(27 Feb 78).
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(?)On 27 February 1978, with Secretary of Defense Harold Brown in
the chair, the PRC took up the question of MATMON C. Representing the
JC‘§ were General Jones and his assistant, Lieutenant General William Y.
Smith, USAF. The consensus of the meeting was that, in the upcoming talks -
with Israeli Defense Minister Weizman, weapons requests should be consid-
ered against the background of political developments in the Middle East
and US-Israeli relations. On military grounds alone, the committee saw no
urgent need for action and noted the consensus of the intelligence commu-
nity that Israel would retain a significant margin of military superiority over
its neighbors through the early 1980s regardless of how the United States
responded to MATMON C. The committee agreed that it could not accept
the entire MATMON C list and that it needed a clearer idea of the planned
force structure and related strategy envisioned in the MATMON C program,
as well as a sense of the priorities among requested weapons and materiel.
Once such information was in hand, the United States would decide on a
case-by-case basis, within a limit of $1 billion in FMS for FY 1979; but under
no condition would it commit itself to MATMON C in its entirety or make
any multiyear pledges.** :

@ Though preoccupied at the time with the Panama canal vote in
Congress, Secretary of Defense Brown met with Israeli Defense Minister
Weizman on 8 and 10 March 1978 at the Pentagon for what proved to be an
enlightening, if not wholly productive, exchange of views. The two had first
met in the mid-1960s, when Brown had been US Secretary of the Air Force
and Weizman had been chief of the Israeli air force (IAF). But they had not
seen one another since and, as Weizman described it, the growing chill in
US-Israeli relations was little offset by what he found to be Brown's excep-
tionally reserved demeanor.?® Weizman, in defense of the requirements set
forth in MATMON C, argued that Sadat’s recent initiative and willingness to
negotiate were a direct result of Israel’s superior military power and that
further progress in the negotiations would undoubtedly hinge on preserva-
tion of a strong Israeli defense posture. Brown offered no objection to this
analysis, but he urged the Israelis to be flexible and to bear in mind that, in
all likelihood, progress in the negotiations would obviate the need to some
extent for more weapons. MATMON C he dismissed as “a wish list” with “a
lot of margin in it,” a clear indication that it went well beyond what the
United States was prepared to accept as Israel’s legitimate needs. Unde-
terred, Weizman adopted a different approach, making a strong bid for an
FMS level of $1.5 billion annually into the mid-1980s and expressing keen
interest also in increasing US-Israeli research and development (R&D) co-

25 NSC Discussion Paper: Middle East, undated, TS, enclosure to Memo, Dodson to Mon-
dale, et. al., 24 Feb 78, TS, JCS 1887/839; Summary of Conclusions, PRC Mtg on Israeli
Arms Requests—Matmon C, 27 Feb 78, TS, CJCS Files (Brown), 820 Israel.

* Weizman, Battle for Peace, 233-40.
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operation. Brown responded that R&D cooperation was a matter for future
discussion, and that it was the US intention to stick with the $1 billion assis-
tance level (plus $785 million in supplemental security assistance) through
FYlgm,whhmchyearthemﬁerdecidedsepamtely. Despite further give
and take, Weizman was unsuccessful in eliciting any US commitments and
left town on the understanding that only the heads of state could resolve the
impasse.?’ ‘

) The next step was another visit to Washington later that same
month by Prime Minister Begin, to discuss with President Carter how to re-
invigorate the peace process in the face of continuing Israeli settlement in
occupied Arab lands and Israel’s recent incursion into Lebanon in retalia-
tion for Arab terrorist attacks.?® The issue of Israeli security needs did not
come up in the formal sessions, but at a private meeting with Carter on the
evening of 22 March, Begin presented a list of Israel’s top priority defense
requests for FY 1979, drawn from the contents of MATMON C.*’ Anticipat-
ing Begin's request, Secretary of Defense Brown revived an assistance pack-
age that he and Secretary of State Vance had assembled during the Weizman
visit, but which Carter had decided to withhold for political reasons. The
idea was that Begin should not leave Washington empty-handed, despite the
tensions and irritations in US-Israeli relations. The items Brown now sug-
gested, and which the President grudgingly approved for release, conformed
to the JCS-recommended criteria endorsed in February by the PRC and in-
cluded such things as infrared sensing equipment, ammunition, and thirty
MD-500 attack helicopters. Although significantly less than what the Is-
raelis wanted, it was for the time being, pending progress in the peace talks,
the most they could expect to get.*°

Jet Sales to Israel and the Arabs

@ By the time Begin left Washington in late March 1978, considera-
tion of arms assistance to Israel was increasingly overshadowed by the pro-
posed sale of high-performance jet fighters to Egypt and Saudi Arabia.
While the Israelis had reduced their F-16 request from 250 to 150 planes,

27 Memeon of Mtg between Brown and Weizman, by LTC Paul A. Forster, 28 Mar 78, 5, 8
Mar 78; Memo, Vance and Brown to Carter, 10 Mar 78, S, both in RG 330, Israel 091.112,
Access. No. 330-81-0202.

28 Carter, Keeping Faith, 310-11.

29 “Igrael’s Top Priority Defense Requests,” undated, TS, enclosure to Memo, Brzezinski to
Brown, 23 Mar 78, TS, RG 330, Israel 091.3, Access. No. 330-81-0202.

3% Tab A to Memo, Vance and Brown to Carter, 10 Mar 77, §; Memo,B{OWl}tOBrMinaki,
20 Mar 78, 8, both in RG 330, Israel 091.112; Memo, Duncan to Brzezinski, 13 Apr 78, 5,

RG 330, 091.3.
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they had yet to receive a response on how many the United States would
eventually provide. The decision to hold F-16 sales in abeyance reflected the
prevailing view in Washington that this was the surest means of putting
pressure on the Israelis to negotiate seriously with the Arab side, although
thus far it had had little visible effect. Nor had withholding aircraft from the
Israelis done much to lessen the desires of the Arab states for off-setting
military buildups of their own. On the contrary, during 1977, Egypt and
Saudi Arabia both had sought advanced jet fighters from the United States.
In April of that year, while visiting Washington, President Sadat had ex-
pressed interest in acquiring as many as 120 F-5s from the United States.
Shortly afterwards, the Saudis confirmed that they, too, wanted to buy
American fighters: fifty (later increased to sixty) F-15s to replace their fleet
of British Lightning fighters, which dated from the 1950s. But like the Is-
melis,glllengtiansandtheSaudisreceivedmclearorimmediatere-
sponse,

) Few in Washington greeted these requests with any enthusiasm,
although the Joint Chiefs were probably more amenable than most. While
the Carter administration stood ready to increase arms sales to moderate
Arab countries like Egypt and Jordan, and to pro-Western conservatives like
Saudi Arabia, it also knew that it was likely to encounter strong opposition
from Israel and its friends in Congress to any arms transfers involving high
technology weapons systems like jet fighters. Accordingly, the initial strat-
egy recommended by the State Department, and generally followed by the
White House, was to defer any specific commitments on fighters, missiles,
and other advanced weaponry, until the administration could generate the
appropriate political support on Capitol Hill.*? The Joint Chiefs, though not
unmindful of these political realities, operated from a somewhat different
frame of reference. In analyzing the possibility of the Saudi F-15 sale (for
unexplained reasons the JCS received no specific request for comment on
the Egyptian F- sale), the Chiefs found it consistent with the current JSOP
and fully justified on the grounds that it would do much to enhance Saudi
Arabia’s air-to-air capability and leadership role among Arab states, without
materially changing the overall military balance in the Middle East. Al-
though the JCS saw no urgent need for a decision, they noted also that
sooner or later the Saudis would have to replace their obsolescent Light-
nings. Obviously, in the Chiefs' opinion, if the United States wanted to re-
tain influence with the Saudis, it would have a better chance of doing so if it,
rather than someone else, provided the planes.>

* Discussion Paper for PRC Mig on Middle East 22 Jun 77, S, enclosure Memo, Dodson to
Mondale, et. al.; 20 Jun 77, 8, CJCS Files (Brown), Bgo Middle East; Appendix to JCS
1881/137-1, 8, 905/460 (26 May 77); Carter, Keeping Faith, 284.

12 See Memo, Atherton and Gelb to SecState, undated, C, JCS 1881/135-2, 905/460 (25 Feb
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(U) Sadat’s unexpected peace initiative in November 1977 completely
recast the arms-supply picture in the Middle East, making it impossible to
put off the Egyptian request for fighters any longer. If the United States
were to act as the honest broker, it would need to appear as ready to support
legitimate Arab defense needs as those of Israel. Seeking to gain the confi-
dence of the Arab moderates, President Carter stopped off in Riyadh, Sandi
Arabia, on 3 January 1978, while on his way from India to Europe, and
promised Saudi King Khalid that he would personally involve himself in
persuading Congress to approve the sale of the F-15s to Saudi Arabia.>*
Once he returned to Washington Carter decided to include Egypt in the deal
as well. The strategy that suggested itself was to combine the sale of ad-
vanced jets for Israel, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia into a single package, both in
the interests of promoting Middle East negotiations and to secure a more
favorable response from Congress to the Arab part of the sale.>

(@ Following up on the package-deal decision, the Department of
State developed a range of sales options, valued at between $3.3 billion and
$6.5 billion. The low end represented an arbitrary minimum in numbers of
aircraft (ostensibly, to accord with the US policy of restraint on arms trans-
fers), while the maximum numbers corresponded to the totals requested by
all three countries.?¢ At the time the PRC considered these options on 26
January 1978, the only part of the package specifically endorsed by the JCS
was an immediate commitment in FY 1978 of twenty to thirty aircraft to
Saudi Arabia. But at the urging of Secretary of State Vance, the PRC de-
ferred recommending a selection.>” Subsequently, President Carter deter-
mined that the distribution of aircraft should be fifteen F-15s (in addition to
twenty-five already sold) and seventy-five F-16s for Israel; fifty F-5s for
Egypt; and sixty F-15s for Saudi Arabia.’®

3 JCSM-206~77 to SecDef, 11 May 77, S, JCS 1881/135-1, 905/460 (25 Feb 77); JCSM-300-
77 to SecDef, 18 Jul 77, 8, JCS 1881/1371, 905/460 (26 May 77).

3 Hans Binnendijk and Bill Richardson, “The Sale of F-15s to Saudi Arabia,” 16 Feb 78, in
us Cong{sm, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Hmﬁmmdiddlesmls‘gsé Aénw Sales
Proposals, 95:2 (Washington, DC: GPO, 1978), 239 (hereafter cited as earings:
Middle East Arms Sales); and Richard Burt, “The Mideast Plane Sales Package: How US
Decision Was Reached,” NY Times, 28 Feh 78: 2.

% Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 248.

% State Dept Discussion Paper: Management of Arms Transfers, undated, S, enclosure to
Memo, Dodson to Mondale, et. al., 23 Jan 78, C, JCS 2315/651-3, 756 (9 Jan 78) HB.

7 TP on Arms Transfer Ceiling Management for SecDef and CJCS, 26 Jan 78, 5, JCS
2315/651-4, 756 (9 Jan 78) HB.

3% Vance, Hard Choices, 205.
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(U) The task of initially defending this decision fell to Secretary of
State Vance, who announced it at a press conference on 14 February. Stick-
ing to generalities, Vance insisted that the US commitment to Israel re-
mained firm, but that Egypt also needed reasonable assurance of its ability
to defend itself in order to continue the negotiations with confidence. The
inclusion of Saudi Arabia in the deal, Vance explained, was of “immense im-
portance” in promoting a course of moderation in the Middle East; hence
the United States considered the Saudi request to acquire an F-15 capability
reasonable. The administration believed that the proposed package would
meet security requirements of the countries involved, would not alter the
military balance of the region, and would be “consistent with the overriding
objective of a just and lasting peace,”**

(U) Under the law governing such sales, Congress had thirty days to
veto the administration’s proposal, but it needed a vote in both houses to do
0. As expected, sharp opposition, both from Prime Minister Begm’s. gov-
ernment and from the pro-Israeli bloc in Congress, materialized quickly,
with the Senate becoming the battleground. Because of the Panama Canal
treaties and other business, it was not until late April that the admlnist_ra-
tion presented the contracts to Congress. In defense of the sale, the Acting
JCS Chairman, General David C. Jones, USAF, accompanied Secretaries
Vance and Brown when they testified before the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee on 3 May 1978. The Joint Chiefs were on record in support of the sale of
advanced aircraft to Israel and Saudi Arabia, but they had not formally ad-
dressed the issue of selling F-5s to Egypt. Prior to his appearance before the
committee, General Jones polled each service cfl;xe{h by s:lel:phone on the
morning of 3 May, receiving unanimous support for the sale to Egypt. Later
that day General Jones told the committee that the JCS supparm'glothe pack-
age as in “the best national security interest of the United States.

@ Despite JCS endorsement of the aircraft package, skepticism con-
tinued to run strong among Israel’s congressional supporters. Seeking to
placate the opposition, Secretary of State Vance on 9 May offered to in-
crease the sale of F-15s to Istae] by twenty planes, bringing the total order to
sixty (the same number as the administration proposed to sell to Saudi Ara-
bia) and to impose restrictions on the Saudi F-155 to make them less effec-
tive for air-to-ground combat.** The JCS hastily reviewed the proposed ad-
ditional sale to Israel and concluded that it would probably have negligible
impact on the military balance. They recalled that in February 1977 they had

3% US Dept of State, Bulletin (March 1978): 37.

** DJSM 790-78, 10 May 78, S, enclosing “Background Information: Sale of 50 F-5 Aircraft
to Egypt,” undated, S, JCS 2513/20, 865/460 (10 May 78); Jones testimony, 3 May 78, in
SCFR, Hearings: Middle East Arms Sales, 24.

%1 NY Times, 10 May 78: A1, A7; Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 249.
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supported replacement and modernization aircraft requirements for Israel
in the 1982-1986 period, consisting of a mix of F:16s and F-15s for a total of
150 aircraft. Based on these overall numbers, the Chiefs supported the sale
of the seventy-five F-16s and thirty-five additional F-15s (fifteen in the
package and twenty additional) for a total of 110, as within the scope of their
previously stated position. With this plain and matter-of-fact analysis, the
Chiefs neatly sidestepped becoming further embroiled in what had devel-
oped into a highly contentious political issue.*?

(U) As it turned out, JCS views played little part in the final debate,
though they might have had opponents been aware of them. Not only was
the overall number substantially less than Israel had requested but also it
was still well below what the Joint Chiefs had endorsed earlier as a reason-
able target commensurate with Israel’s defense needs. Consequently, the
administration never released or revealed the JCS analysis and quietly
dropped the offer of additional F-155. Meanwhile, the Foreign Relations
Committee, unable to break a deadlock, took the unusual action of forward-
ing the package deal to the Senate floor without a recommendation. There,
on 15 May, the Senate voted by a comfortable margin (fifty-four to forty-
four) to let the transfers proceed.** The United States had clearly reached a
politico-military watershed. Having previously been concerned almost ex-
clusively with Israel’s security, it was now acquiring obligations for provid-
ing major military support for some of Israel’s Arab neighbors as well.

Camp David and the Egyptian-Israeli Treaty

(U) Following congressional approval in May 1978 of the'aircraft
package deal, discussionofMiddleEastarmstmnsfersmcgdedmtothe
background, as high-level attention again turned to furthering the peace
process. Carter had had to expend more effort than he expected getting the
sale of the jets through Congress and, in the end, even though he had won,
the victory had strained US-Israeli relations. At the same time Egyptian
President Sadat was growing uneasy over the continuing lack of progress in
substantive discussions with Israel and was threatening to terminate United
Nations (UN) peacekeeping arrangements in the Sinai. The upshot was a
growing sense of concern in Washington lest the negotiations collapse and a
recognition on President Carter’s pari that it would probably take some
dramatic step to keep the peace process alive.

& The Camp David summit was Jimmy Carter’s finest moment as
president. Faced with a stalemate in the negotiations, Carter believed that
his personal diplomacy could achieve a breakthrough, and in late July 1978,

2 JCSM-165-77 to SecDef, 12 May 78, S, JCS 2560/74-1, 880/499 (10 May 78).
4 Congressional Quarterhy Almanac, 1978, 405-11.
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he decided to invite both Sadat and Begin to the presidential retreat at
Camp David.** Although not directly involved in the summit itself, the Joint
Chiefs helped prepare for it by outlining ideas and suggestions used by Sec-
retary of Defense Brown and JCS Chairman Jones at an NSC meeting on 1
September. The Defense position, including JCS inputs, examined the secu-
rity situation should Israel agree to withdraw from the occupied West Bank,
the Sinai, and the Golan Heights, and gave special attention to Israel’s con-
tinuing concern over terrorism and threat of attack from Egypt and/or
Syria. The conclusion was that close monitoring of demilitarized zones,
stepped-up assistance, and other measures could reduce the risk of both
dangers. Whether this should include a formal US-Israeli security treaty as
part of an overall settlement remained to be seen, though as a general rule
the Defense position was to avoid such obligations. “U. S. involvement,” the
paper recommended, “should be as limited as possible, and as indirect as
feasible, consistent with our aim of reaching an agreement and our com-
mitment to help assure Israel’s security.” Rather than direct commitments,
the Defense position urged increased aid and other assistance, both to
minimize the risk to the United States and as an inducement to an agree-
ment. For Israel, Defense suggested the accelerated delivery of F-16s, as-
sured delivery of equipment from the MATMON C list in a five-year mod-
ernization program, a program of advanced air defense equipment and
missiles, access to additional US high technology, support for the Israeli
arms industry, and additional FMS credits up to $1.5 billion. For Egypt, the
possibilities included dispatch of a survey team to review Egyptian military
requirements, provision of armored personnel carriers (subject to congres-
sional approval), commercial assistance to maintain the aging Soviet
equipment in the Egyptian inventory, and agreement in principle to sell lim-
ited quantities of improved HAWK air defense missiles.*”

(U) At the 1 September NSC meeting, Secretary of Defense Brown
stuck closely to the position outlined in the Defense briefing paper. Al-
though he stopped short of categorically rejecting a security treaty with Is-
rael, be left no doubt that, at the Pentagon, it held Little military ap?eal.
Carter was of a similar view. His chief concern was to obtain a “written
agreement for peace between Egypt and Israel” by, in effect, bartering lands
occupied by Israel Sim’l?h the 1967 Arab-Israeli war, for assurances %t; Egyp-
tian non-belligerency. The use of US security guarantees, promises of assis-
tance, and other inducements, though not ruled out, played a negligible part
in Carter’s diplomatic strategy. Nor, as became clear once the conference got
down to business, did obtaining these kinds of concessions bulk large in the
apparent immediate interests of the Egyptians or the Israelis.*¢

44 Carter, Keeping Faith, 316-17; Vance, Hard Choices, 217.

4% “Qutline of Discussion of Security Issues in Context of a Peace Settlement,” 1 Sep 78, S,
JCS 1887/843-1, 898/541 (31 Ang 78).
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&9 As expected, the Camp David summit (5-17 September 1978)
produced few changes in security arrangements requiring immediate JCS
attention. Its major accomplishments were an agreement in principle to a
“framework” for an overall Middle East peace settlement, and the outline of
a treaty between Egypt and Israel, with numerous details yet to be ironed
out.’” Although President Carter did briefly discuss assistance issues with
Begin and Sadat, he made no commitments to either party and indicated
that further US assistance would have to await the signing of a treaty. An
exception was Carter’s pledge to assist in the relocation of Israel’s two Sinai
air bases: Eitam, in the northern part of the Sinai, which provided in-depth
air defense against Egypt; and Etzion, in the south, from which Israeli air-
craft patrolled the southern Sinai and Straits of Tiran leading to the port of
Eilat. Recognizing Israel’s dependence on air power, President Carter told
Prime Minister Begin that the United States would contribute to the con-
struction of new bases in the Negev. After the summit, Secretary of Defense
Brown reassured Israeli Defense Minister Weizman that President Carter
was indeed serious about seeking the necessary congressional budgetary
approval, and that the next step should be to assess the “scope and costs” of
replacement facilities, as well as “related forms of assistance.”®

@ To help determine what Israel would need, Secretary of Defense
Brown authorized an ISA-led survey team to begin consultations in the fall
of 127113. While in Israel, members of thﬁm picked up m&lmelxﬁs that g:
Israelis were reviewing force structure and equipment requirements on
basis of withdrawal from the Sinai and planned to submit a list of special as-
sistance requirements in “the range” of $2 billion.?’ On 8 December 1978,
the Israeli ambassador in Washington did in fact present the Department of
State with a list of "Special Aid Requirements” that covered the cost of a Si-
nai withdrawal totaling over $3 billion, nearly three times the amount rec-
ommended by the US survey team. As Secretary Brown explained to Presi-
dent Carter, part of the discrepancy arose from Israel’s desire to build new
facilities for five squadrons of planes instead of the current strength of four,
thus requiring the construction of a third base. Brown recommended con-
fining any US assistance to no more than the basing of the four squadrons

¢ Quandt, Camp David, 217-18; Carter, Keeping Faith, 321.
47 “Camp David Mesting on the Middle East,” 17 Sep 78, Public Papers: Carter, 1978, 1523~
28, :

4@ Ltr, Brown to Weisman, 20 Sep 78, U, RG 330, Israel 323.3, hox 57 Access. No. 330-81-
0202; Weizman, Battle for Peace, 370; Frank N. Schubert, Building Air Bases in the
Negev: The US Army Corps of Engineers in Israel, 1979-1982 (Washington, DC; Office of
History, Corps of Engineers and Center of Military History, 1992), 12-13.

49 MFR on Discussions on Military Requirements with Israeli Delegation, by BG R. D. Law-
rence, USA, 12 Oct 78, S, J-5 NSC Affairs files, PRC Mtg, 1 Feb 79 folder.
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and leaving to Israel the full expense of any expansion. In other words, al-
though Brown recognized the importance of preserving Israeli cooperation,
he was not about to write a blank check to do so.5°

& Brown’s caution in offering support had the full endorsement of
JCS planners, who found themselves by early 1979 having to cope with an
alarming array of Middle East contingencies requiring closer collaboration
with Arab states.>' Not surprisingly in such circumstances, these officers
gave priority to establishing closer working contacts with Egypt, which
loomed large as a potential base of operations. Assistance to Israel, on the
other hand, they viewed more than ever as a liability, not only because it
tended to identify the United States with support for Israeli interests but be-
cause it threatened to divert resources for other objectives. In discussion
papers prepared in collaboration with ISA for presentation to the PRC in
early February 1979, J-5 planners concurred that the United States had a
continuing obligation to provide Israel with arms and other assistance; but
they urged that US help be limited to the modernization, rather than expan-
sipn, of Israel's armed forces, and that financial assistance for base reloca-
tion, military sales, and other aid not exceed $2 billion. Looking ahead, they
anticipated closer defense consnltations with Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Jor-
dan, and endorsed the need for a “new strategic perspective,” in recognition
that the recent instability in Iran and Afghanistan had created a new secu-
rity situation in which the moderate Arab states now stood at the center,
%a;nﬁtabackgmundofmore active US participation in Middle Eastern af-

@ While it was far from clear as yet what precise impact events in
Iran and Afghanistan would have on US policy, signs were increasing of a
realignment of interests, focusing more on the Persian Gulf. Nonetheless, in
the final round of talks culminating in the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty of
March 1979, Israel exerted its still considerable political influence to protect
and extend its special status. Although the Israelis gave up the idea of a
third air base in the Negev, they lobbied successfully for military assistance
and financial support well above that recommended by JCS planners.>’ The
main provisions of the US-Israeli aid agreement accompanying the treaty
were an American commitment to provide $3 billion to cover Sinai reloca-

5° Memo, Brown to Carter, 16 Dec 78, S, RG 330, Israel 323.3, box 57 Access. No. 330-81-
0202, Also see Schubert, Building Air Bases in the Negev, 20-36.

** See above, Chapters I1 and II1.

%4 “SecDef Trip to Middle East Paper for PRC Discussion, 1 Feb 79,” S,‘enclosure to Memo,
Dodson to Mondale, et. al., 31 Jan 79, C, CJCS Files (Jones), PRC Meeting File (1 Jan 79-30
Mar 79); TP on Middle East Trip for SecDef, PRC Mtg 1 Feb 79, S, JCS 2525/1, 898/080 (1
Feb 79).

52 See Weizman, Battle for Peace, 381; and Leon H. Charney, Special Counsel (NY: Phi-
losophical Library, 1984), 147-54.
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tion expenses; accelerated delivery of F-16 aircraft; intelligence and early

warning equipment to compensate for loss of the Sinai; the sale of addi-
tional tanks, missiles, howitzers, and other military hardware for the “mod-

- ernization” of Israel's defense forces; and cooperative research and devel-

opment and military procurement, something the Joint Chiefs had long

resisted.>*

_ 4@} Separately, Secretary Brown offered Egypt an “expanded security
relationship” resting on $1.5 billion in FMS assistance spread over three
years. Appended was a White House-approved inventory of planes, air de-
fense equipment, armored personnel carriers, frigates, and other hardware
the United States was prepared to provide.55 Though not nearly as extensive
as the assistance being offered to Israel, it was probably as generous as the
administration dared go without alarming the Israelis or risking adverse re-
actions in Congress, which needed to approve the package. Most of the offer
was allocated to just three programs: $600 million for the procurement of
thirty-five F-4 fighters (a late 1950s vintage plane, as opposed to the more
technologi advanced F-16s that Israel was about to receive); $550 mil-
lion to fund the deployment of a HAWK air defense system; and $125 mil-
lion for 750 armored personnel carriers. For any further modernization of
its armed forces, Egypt would have to seek additional credits from the
United States, or persuade the Arab oil states to resume their subsidies. In
other words, while Israel was poised to reap a bonanza in aid and military
{lardg:'are from the peace settlement, Egypt stood to gain considerably
ess.

€% Although the Joint Chiefs never formally reviewed these agree-
ments, planners in the Middle East/Africa (MEAF) Division of J-5 went
over them closely, concluding that they were “overall, consistent with JCS
positions.” Their only stated concern was that some of the items in the
Egyptian-Israeli package were the same as in production for other custom-
ers, and that any diversion could cause “severe and unwarranted political
rep:drz:issions" with other sr:gll,ei'ngs a pmzféi:tn, the g;gm officers recom-
mended advising Egypt, I Congress that equipment approved as a
result of the treaty would come from normal production queues and not
from current stockpiles or other customers’ requirements. All the same, J-5
deemed it imperative that deliveries proceed promptly in order to ride the

* Lir, Brown to Weizman, 19 Mar 79, S, RG 330, Israel file, box 12, Access. No. 330-82-
0205,

%5 Ltr, Brown to Egyptian MOD Kamel, 23 Mar 79, S, J-5 NSC Affairs Piles, SCC Mtg, 24
Mar 7g folder.

% US Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Hearings: Middle East Peace
Package, 96:1 (Washington, DC: GPO, 1970), 25; TP on Egyptian Arms for CJCS, PRC
Meeting, 20 Sep 79, 8/GDS; DSAA Table: Current Running Cost Data, undated, U, enclosed
as Tab 2-E, both in J-5 NSC Files, PRC 20 Sep 79 Egyptian Arms folder.
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“crest of current success” and to demonstrate that the US commitment to -
Egypt was as im rtant as the one to Israel. "’ yr o 5 3(1)( 1 ,'-{(h) :

08D 1409 (i \HdQ)+35() D53 3(L)G)
(U) Thus, from reports like this and other sources, the Joint Chiefs
had good reason to view the Egyptian-Israeli peace settlement with guarded
optimism. But on the whole the positive aspects seemed to outweigh the
negative ones. Although it left several exceedingly seusitive issues (chiefly,
the status of the West Bank, the Golan Heights, and the Palestinians) unre-
solved, it greatly eased tensions in a part of the world of steadily growing US
strategic interest. Especially important from the JCS standpoint, it opened
the way for closer military collaboration with Egypt, and in so doing would
help to facilitate planning for a more proactive posture in the Persian Gulf.
But it was also an agreement that continued to bind the United States
closely to Israel’s security, if not by formal treaty, then surely by Israel's
strong claim on American assistance. The Egyptians, in contrast, faired less
well in terms of US military aid, but with the stakes growing in assuring ,
Egypt’s status as a pro-Western bulwark, that too would soon change. i

Further Assistance to Egypt and Saudi Arabia O
(U) Now that the Egyptian-Israeli peace settlement was signed, at-

tention turned to shoring up its weak spots, starting with what the Joint

Chiefs considered one of the most obvious—the relative imbalance in mili-

tary help the United States had offered the two sides as part of the final

agreement. Since cutting its remaining ties with the Soviet Union in 1976,

Egypt needed the West more than ever for arms and supplies. Starting two

¥ TP on Military Assistance to Egypt and Israel in the Context of the Peace Treaty, for Asst.
to CJCS, prepared in J-5 MEAF Div., 24 Mar 79, S, J-5 NSC Files, SCC Mtg, 24 Mar 79
folder. '

I O
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years earlier with US assistance in reopening the Suez Canal, Egypt had be-
come the recipient of a growing volume of US military aid. Of the assistance
z:;t:ng thucsh;ﬁ;, l(l;;:vlever, (;lﬁmt h&d;taken the form of technical advice or

package deals, such as sale in 1976-1977 of twenty C-130
transports, paid for by Saudi Arabia.** The F-5 deal, followed shortly by Sec-
retary of Defense Brown'’s approval of a JCS recommendation creating a US
Ofﬁoe of Military Cooperation (OMC) in Cairo, seemed to suggest that the
UngtedStaEes and Egypt were nearing a permanent arrangement on security
assistance.®® But it was not until the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli peace
treaty that the United States officially acknowledged the possibility of a
long-term relationship. Hoping to nail down a commitment, Egyptian Vice
President Hosni Mubarak came to Washington in June 1979. Though Muba-
rak went home with little more than tentative assurances, the signs were
favorable and in July President Carter approved planning for a five-year
security assistance program, adding that before the summer was over he
wanted a full assessment of Egypt’s needs, patterned after the annual re-
views conducted for Israel.5

rNormally, the Israelis would have put up a strenuous fight to de-
lay or deny US military aid to an Arab neighbor. But with Israel and Egypt
no longer at war, it was difficult for Israel to raise objections with the same
degree of vehemence as in the past. Even with the danger of renewed con-
flict with Israel dramatically reduced, Egypt still faced legitimate security
threats from neighboring Libya and Ethiopia, two countries with close ties
to the Soviet Union. At the same time, in assessing the opportunities created
by the Egyptian-Israeli rapprochement, JCS planners seized on the possibil-
ity of a new “regional strategic framework” to counter the instability in Iran
and the growing Soviet influence in Afghanistan.®? Though Israel’s place in
this system was unclear, JCS planners envisioned Egypt playing a major role
and addressed Egyptian defense needs accordingly.

(U) Though coordinated under the State Department, the ensuing re-
view was largely the product of direct collaboration between the Joint Staff
(J-5), ISA, and the NSC Staff Using preliminary calculations generated by
State and ISA, planners in J-5 assumed a level of effort of approximately
$500 million annually, over and above the $1.5 billion already committed,
starting in FY 1981 or 1982. This was only half the amount annually allo-
cated to Israel, but about as much as the administration deemed politically

5% J-5 Fact Sheet on On-going USG-GOE Programs, [18 Sep 79}, C, J-5 NSC Affairs Files,
PRC 20 Sep 79: Egyptian Armas folder.

0 JCSM-286-78 to SecDef, 25 Aug 78, U, 865/495 (22 Aug 78).
¢! Memo, Breezinski to Vance, et. al., 19 Jul 79, C, JCS 2527/063, 865/495 (19 Jul 79).
62 See JCSM-163-79 to SecDef, 10 May 79, 8, JCS 2294/109, 898 (1 May 79).
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viable without risking a confrontation with Congress.* The principal aim of
the program, as J-5 envisioned it, should be to shore up Egypt’s armed
forces to meet “any likely military threat” (i.e., Libya and/or Ethiopia) other
thax.l a oonfrgntation with Israel, with the initial emphasis on arresting “the
rapidly eroding combat capability of [Egypt’s] onband military equipment.”
Thereafter, JCS planners recommended modernizing Egypt's air force and
air defense command and converting its motorized army divisions into more
mobile mechanized units, with corresponding increases in ground and air
tac!:wal lift capability for troop deployments and logistic support. As a rough
estimate of program goals, J-5 suggested an additional 210 M-60 or M-48
tanks, 950 armored personnel carriers (APCs), up to 150 advanced multi-
role fighters (either F-16s or F-18s), twenty-four MD-500 attack helicopters,
twenty C-130 transports, twenty CH-47 helicopters, and six fast at-
tack/missile boats, 4

_ @ On 20 September 1979 the PRC took up the question of further
assistance to Egypt but could reach no firm conclusions owing chiefly to dif-
ferences of opinion over the timing of the program. State and the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) wanted the program delayed until FY
1982, to stay within the administration's self-imposed ceiling on foreign
arms transfers, while the Joint Chiefs and OSD favored the initiation of
sales in FY 1981, with deliveries to follow as soon as possible. Any delay,
they argued, would disrupt M-60 tank production lines (thereby raising the
possibility that assistance would have to come out of current stocks—
something the services strenuously opposed), and would risk sending the
wrong signal to the Egyptians.®® Unable to come up with a definite recom-
mendation, the committee referred the matter to President Carter, who de-
cided, at the suggestion of his national security advisor, Zbigniew Brzezin-
ski, to include Egypt under the FY 1981 budget “compared to worldwide
nation-by-nation priorities.” Under this formula, with most money already
allgm&ed, the practical effect was to defer any major funding until FY
1982.

€® Despite this setback, plans for long-term military assistance to
Egypt went forward, though at a scaled back level from that originally rec-
ommended by the Joint Chiefs. In early 1980, Assistant Secretary of De-

% Ltr, Brown and Vance to Carter, 18 Jul 79, S/GDS, J-5 NSC Affairs Files, PRC 20 Sep 79:
¢ MJCS 218-79 to DASD(ISA), 11 Sep 79, S/GDS, J-5 NSC Affairs Files, PRC 20 Sep 79:
Egyptian Arms folder.

¢5 TP on Egyptian Arms for CICS, PRC Meeting, 20 Sep 79, TS/GDS, CJCS Files (Jones),
PRC Meeting File (1 Sep 79-31 Dec 79); Agenda PRC on Egypt, S/GDS, enclosure to Memo,
Dodson to Vance, et. al., 20 Sep 79, S/GDS, JCS 2527/95, 865/495 (19 Jul 79).

¢ Memo, Brzezinski to Vance and Brown, 8 Nov 79, S, CJCS Files (Jones), NSC Memo File
(23 Aug 79-31 Jan 79).
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fense McGiffert discussed a five-year security assistance plan with the Gov-
ernment of Egypt that resulted in the programming of the following items:
forty F—xﬁlgircraﬁ, 244 M-60 tanks; 130 M-48 tanks (later canceled in favor
of purchasing more M-60s); 550 armored personnel carriers; assorted tank
recovery and wrecker-type vehicles; and $332 million in miscellaneous
equipment.®” While the details of this program would undergo almost con-
stant change, the Joint Chiefs now saw it contributing more than ever to the
ability of the United States to project additional combat power into the
Mlddl‘e.lf:ast and to develop an efficient infrastructure for support of surge
capabilities. Additional goals of the program in the Chiefs’ view were to
maintain the support of the Egyptian armed forces for US regional initia-
tives (i.e., the recently announced Carter Doctrine), to strengthen their loy-
alty to President Sadat, and to provide a solid foundation for Egypt’s mili-
tary modernization and transformation into a “credible deterrent to -
potential adversaries.” The mention of maintaining the military’s loyalty to
Sadat was the first such reference by the Chiefs to the political impact that
US assistance could have on Egypt’s internal situation, and in the light of - -
subsequent developments, a somewhat prophetic pronouncement.®®* -

(U) While the buildup of Egyptian military strength proceeded rela-
tively smoothly, encountering little overt opposition, the same could notbe -
said of moves toward bolstering Saudi Arabia. Although the United States
and the Saudi Government shared many common objectives, they were also
deeply divided over one key issue—Israel. Approval by Congress, the sale of
F-15s in the spring of 1978 had significantly improved the overall tone of
US-Saudi relations. However, it was a short-lived affair. When the Saudis
refused to endorse the Camp David peace accords, they seriously dimmed
the prospects of incorporating other Arab countries into the peace process,
and in so doing alienated many influential members of Congress who now
felt they may have made a mistake in endorsing the sale of the F-15s. The re-
sult was an increasingly antagonistic atmosphere on Capitol Hill toward =
military sales to the Saudis at a time when events in Iran, Afghanistan, and
elsewhere in the vicinity of the Persian Gulf were drawing the Carter ad- -
ministration into ever-closer eollaboration with them. X

£%6) That the Sandis continued to depend heavily on the United States L

for their security, not just as a provider of sophisticated arms but in a
broader sense as the ultimate guarantor of their territorial integrity, was in-
creasingly obvious. By 1980, Saudi Arabia’s foreign military sales program
was the largest in the world, with the United States the principal supplierto
all branches of the Saudi armed forces.® An important aspect of arms aid .

1 USEUCOM Historical Report, 1980, TS, 310.
8 JCSM-116-80 to SecDef, 28 Apr 80, S, JCS 2513/26, B65 (25 Apr 80).

$9 Mini-PRC Discussion Paper on Saudi 1 Mar 80, S, JCS 1881/2
905/499 (31 Mar 80). ;
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on such a scale, from the Saudi standpoint, was that it provided highly visi-
ble and concrete evidence of the American commitment, In return, the
Saud1§ were inclined to be sympathetic to American concerns over energy
supplies. Though reluctant to host US forces other than on a temporary ba-

sis, they sought closer cooperation and collaboration in other areas, such as
training, air _defense,Mhnpmved military ties thus
helped to bridge some o rwise ble differences in US-Saudi '

relations, but it was a field of contacts in which major constraints and limi-
tations abounded. ‘ A

(U) For the Joint Chiefs, no issue more fully epitomized this dilemma
than the F-15 enhancement and AWACS controversy that followed in the
wake of congressional action in 1978 approving the sale of fighters to Egypt,
Israel, and Saudi Arabia. To get the F-15 deal for Saudi Arabia through the
Senate, Secretary of Defense Brown had had to promise that none of the air- -
craft involved would be configured for offensive air-to-ground operations.
This helped to placate the pro-Israel bloc, even though the Saudis had never
requested such capabilities to begin with. Exactly why the Saudis later
changed their mind is unclear, though according to one informed account, it -
seems to have been a combination of their desire for further US reassurance
and pressure from the assertive head of the Royal Saudi Air Force (RSAF),
Fahd ibn Abdullah, who pointedly insisted that he had never said anything
about his planes not needing an offensive ground-attack capability. In any
case, once these conditions became attached to the sale, the Saudis came to
view them as an unwarranted intrusion on their sovereignty.”®

& Normally, the procedure for obtaining changes in the terms of the
sale would have been to pursue the matter through diplomatic channels. But
in September 1979 the Saudi Chief of Staff, General Othman Al-Homaid,
took the unusual step of making a direct appeal to JCS Chairman Joneson
Saudi Arabia’s behalf. Arguing that the RSAF had responsibilities covering - ;
“vast areas” and that it needed to see the F-155° potential “fully exploited, ) i
Homaid sought what he described as enhancements to these planes’ “defen- ﬁ
sive capabilities”MER-200 multiple ejector bomb racks (a type the US Air
Force had discontinued procuring), and conformal fuel tanks (CFTs) that
would extend the range of the Saudi F-15s. The Chairman’s response, pre-
pared in J-5 and extensively coordinated with the Secretary’s office and I§A,
promised to look into the matter but offered little encouragement. Passing
over the policy implications of Homaid’s request, Jones pointed out that the
Air Force had dropped plans in 1975 for procuring any MER-200 bomb

T OSD 1.4(b)( A
7 William B. Quandt, Saudi Arabia in the 1980s: Foreign Policy, Security, and Oil (Wash-
ington, DC: Brookings, 1981), 120-21. | ecurz’
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racks, preferring at the time to concentrate on developing the F-15's poten-
tial as an air-to-air fighter. “By the same token,” Jones added, “our Air Force
has not yet determined it has a need for procuring the conformal pod.””

@ That Homaid's note to Jones was probably a trial balloon seems
clear from the Saudi Government’s formal submission in February 1980 of
an amended list of enhancements to its F-15 program. Undaunted by Jones’
initial response, the Saudis probably felt that, with the American buildup in
the Persian Gulf gathering momentum, the time was ripe to approach
Washington on obtaining additional arms.

the Saudi Government may have be-
lieved that its request for new purchases was entitled to special treatment.
In addition to bomb racks and spare fuel tanks, the Saudis sought agree-
ment in principle to acquire AIM-9L missiles (an improved version of the
air-to-air Sidewinder), “boom” tanker aircraft for aerial refueling, and E-3A
AWACS for more efficient and effective command and control and aerial
surveillance.” These items, taken together, became known in Washington
and Riyadh as the “big five.” A year earlier, the United States had deployed
two AWACS to Saudi Arabia to help monitor the North-South Yemeni con-
flict, and at the suggestion of US Ambassador John C. West, the Carter ad-
ministration now side-stepped the need for an immediate decision on sell-
ing this type of plane by advising the Saudi Government that it was
prepared to resume periodic deployments to assist the Saudis in training
and surveillance.”® But as for taking action on the rest of the Saudi request,
the signals from Washington left the Saudis apparently “very displeased.”’*

&A major obstacle was, of course, US election year politics. While
the Joint Chiefs reminded the Secretary of Defense that they fully supported
a policy of bolstering air defenses in the Persian Gulf, only the Air Force
member, General Allen, urged expediting action on the sale of F-15 en-
hancement equipment.”® Meeting in Geneva in June 1980 with the Saudi
defense minister, Prince Sultan, Secretary of Defense Brown confirmed
what the Saudis feared: that the United States could make no new commit-
ments at the present time on F-15 items, and that the nature and timing of

™! Ltr, Homaid to Jones, Sep 79, S; Ltr, Jones to Humaid [sic], 25 Oct 79, U, both in CJCS
Files (Jones), 820 Saudi Arabia. .

2 Saudi requirements summarized from ISA Backgnmnd Paper, ca. 18 Nov 80, §, CJCS
Files (Jones), 820 Saudi Arabia (F-15 Enhancements/AWACS). o

73 J-3 Concept Paper on AWACS Deployments, for ACICS, [9 Apr 80], TS/GDS, CJCS Files,
820 Sandi Arabia. : o '

74 ISA Background Paper, ca. 18 Nov 80, S, cited above.
75 DISM-1155-80 to USD(P), 9 Jun 80, S, g15 (2 Oct 80); CSAFM 34-80 to JCS, 23 May 8o,
8, JCS 1881/154, 905/499 (23 May 80). :
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any future sales would have to await consultations with Congress.”® But
with the Joint Chiefs now deeply into planning for the Rapid Deployment
Force, and with tensions between Iran and Iraq putting pressure on Saudi
Arabia, Brown knew that he would have to be ready to move on the Saudi
reguest as soon as it seemed politically feasible. Back in Washington, he au-
thorized the Middle East Task Group to oversee a thorough review of the re-
quested equipment.”” But when word of the study “leaked,” President Carter
endeavored to fend off criticism by reaffirming that there would be “abso-
lutely no change” in the Saudi arms sales policy announced to Congress in
1978. “We will not agree to provide offensive capabilities for the planes that
might be used against Israel,” he told an interviewer in October 1980, “and
that obviously includes bomb racks.””®

_ @¥Carter’s loss of the 1980 election was, as it turned out, Saudi Ara-
bia’s gain, though by then the chill in US-Saudi relations had taken its toll.
Irritated especially by what they considered the biased treatment they had
received during the campaign, the Saudis had summarily canceled embry-
onic talks with US military planners on contingency planning, naval coop-
eration, and the preposition of US equipment for the Rapid Deployment
Force.” Eager to reopen the dialogue, General Jones included a stopover in
Riyadh for talks with Prince Sultan during a trip abroad in mid-November
1980. As inducements he presented President Carter’s personally approved
offer of early delivery, by January 1980, of six F-15s, and promised quick re-
sults once the Defense Department completed its review of the “big five.”
However, the Multiple Ejector Racks (MERs), he said, posed “special prob-
lems” which would probably make it difficult for the United States to supply
them. Obviously annoyed and convinced that the United States was still
stalling, Sultan set a deadline of two weeks for a response on all requested
items other than the MERs, which he agreed should be held in abeyance
pending a review of other options (e.g., providing the Saudi Royal Air Force
with A-10 aircraft). What would happen if the two weeks passed with no re-
ply was unclear, though as Jones interpreted the situation the Saudis were
at or near the point of reassessing their relationship with the United States.
“What was accomplished on this mission,” he noted afterward,

76 Meeting summarized in Information Paper on Proposed AWACS Sale to Saudi Arabia,
undated, S, CJCS Files (Jones), 820 Saudi Arabia (F-15 Enbancements/AWACS); also see
Lir, Brown to Prince Sultan, 5 Nov 80, S, same file; and Quandt, Saudi Arabia in the 1980s,

121,

7 Memo, Robert H. Pelletreau, Chm, METG, to USAF Rep, METG, 8 Sep 80, 8, CJCS Files
{Jones), 820 Saudi Arabia (F-15 Enhancements/AWACS).

78 “Interview with the President by Clifford Evans,” 24 Oct 80, Public Papers: Carter, 1980,
2431 \
™ Unsigned memo on Saudi Equipment Requests, no date, S, CJCS Files (Jones), 820 Saudi
Arabia (F-15 Enbancements/AWACS).
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was some diffusing of the MER issue, the buying of some time,
and some feeling that we were becoming more forthcoming on
Saudi defense requirements, The proposal for acceleration [of
F-15 deliveries] clearly was of great help in cooling the situa-
tion somewhat, however, we clearly have our work cut out.?°

(U) Though not exceptionally well known for his skills as a diplomat,
Jones’ efforts in this instance seem to have paid off handsomely. While dif-
fusing tensions with the Saudis, he was also able to convey to officials in
Washington something of the sense of urgency and importance the Saudis
attached to these issues and in so doing helped to pave the way for a partial
reconciliation. Before leaving office, the Carter administration notified the
Saudis that it was favorably disposed to sell them the fuel tanks, the AIM-gL
missiles, and AWACS they had requested, and to conduct further studies on
air refueling requirements and air-to-ground support. But with time run-
ning out, it fell to the next administration to complete the deal.®

Assessing the Changes in US Policy

(U) Despite the continuing tilt in US policy toward Israel, the four
years of the Carter administration demonstrated unprecedented American
flexibility in dealing with the Arab-Israeli conflict. That the results were
generally favorable from the standpoint of the Joint Chiefs was readily evi-
dent from their many years of championing a more balanced approach in
the Middle East, with greater emphasis on broadening contacts and collabo-
ration with the Arab states. While the shifts in US policy did not always mir-
ror JCS preferences, they were usunally compatible with what the Chiefs saw
as a growing US stake in Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and elsewhere in the Arab
world, and a diminishing responsibility for Israel’s security.

(U) In fact, in dealing with the Middle East as in dealing with other
security problems during the Carter years, JCS influence was always consid-
erably less than critics believed it to be. Nor did the Chiefs’ recommenda-
tions reflect an intrinsically anti-Israel bias as was sometimes alleged. But in
assessing US strategic interests in the Middle East, it was almost axiomatic
that the JCS would give priority to strengthening the military capabilities of
the pro-Western Arab states, rather than Israel’s. These countries formed

# Memo, Jones to Brown, 13 Nov 80, TS, CJCS Files (Jones), 820 Saudi Arabia (F-15 En-
hancements/AWACS).

®1 Memo, Burt, et. al,, to Haig, 4 Feb 81, S, CJCS Files (Jones) 820 Saudi Arabia (F-15
Enhancements/AWACS). Confirmation of the Carter administration’s intentions came in
the form of a private letter from Secretary of Defense Brown to Prince Sultan, 26 Nov 8o.
However, no copy of this letter appears in JCS files.
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the backbone of what the JCS saw, by the late 1970s, as an emerging anti-
Soviet coalition, loosely tied together with US aid and other inducements,
and increasingly integral to assuring Western access to the oil-rich Persian
Gulf. With the collapse of the shah of Iran’s regime and the growing Soviet
presence in Afghanistan, it became all the more important in JCS calcula-
tions to develop this embryonic strategic framework to its fullest possible
potential.

(U) Although President Carter eventually arrived at a similar conclu-
sion, he initially approached the problem of Middle East security from a
wholly different perspective that accorded military and strategic considera-
tions a lesser priority than achieving a political settlement between Israel
and Egypt. Using arms aid as the carrot and the stick, he hoped to nudgethe
two sides toward an agreement. But as the Joint Chiefs repeatedly pointed
out, Israel was by far the strongest military power in the Middle East and
was likely to remain so well into the 1980s. Hence the lessened‘nsk to Israel
in JCS calculations of supplemental assistance to Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and
other pro-Western Arab states—countries which could prqvgde support in
future contingencies. Whether such a policy would pay dmdends‘ further
down the road remained to be seen. But with the increased compatibility in
training, facilities, and hardware that was bound to result, the problems'of
mobilizing and deploying forces to that part of the world were apt to be sig-
nificantly eased.
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CONFLICT AND COMPETITION IN AFRICA

€@PIn December 1976, shortly before the Carter administration took
office, the Joint Chiefs of Staff launched what promised to be their most ex-
tensive reassessment in more than a decade of US military interests in Africa
south of the Sahara. In the past, except during emergencies like the Zaire
flare-up in the early 1960s, the Joint Chiefs had not paid much attention to
Africa. As with their treatment of the Asian mainland prior to becoming em-
broiled in Vietnam, they had shied away from obligations in Sub-Saharan
Africa and had looked to others—the UN, the Organization of African Unity
(OAU), or the former colonial powers—to bear the brunt of responsibility for
sustaining the status quo. Their reasoning for adopting this approach ap-
pears to have been complex, but basically it reflected a higher priority for
defense needs elsewhere, combined with a strong aversion to becoming in-
volved in the explosive racial politics of Southern Africa.* Accordingly, un-
der the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP) issued at the end of 1975, the
Joint Chiefs ranked no Sub-Saharan African countries as vital, significant,
or important (Categories 1, 2, and 3), respectively, in US strategy; and they
identified only five—Ethiopia, Nigeria, South Africa, Sudan, and Zaire—as
being of “interest” (Category 4) to US military strategy. Among the latter
group, only in the case of South Africa did the JCS consider national force
levels for their capability to contribute to the defense of the West and to the
protection of US air and sea lines of communication.?

(U) One reason why the Joint Chiefs preferred a multilateral ap-
proach to African security was that they thought it would help diminish the
chances of great power rivalry and involvement in Africa’s internal affairs.’
But by the mid-1970s it was clear from a growing Soviet-Cuban presence
(most notably in Angola, Somalia, and Mozambique) that Africa was in-

i the scene of intense, often violent, East-West competition. The
Joint Chiefs thus found that they had no choice but to take closer notice of
Africa and to accept the possibility of a greater range of contingencies that
might involve the United States. Acknowledging their responsibility, the
Joint Chiefs, under the review initiated in December 1976, proposed to look
at three general issues: (1) the JSOP, to determine whether the strategic
sensing assigned to selected Sub-Saharan countries should be changed; (2)

! For previous documentation on this subject, see Poole, JCS and National Policy, 1973
1976, 8, 281-306.

2 Joint Strategic Objectives Plan Supporting Analyses, Section 2, Book III, Vol. 11, 8, JCS
2143/470, cited in JCS 2121/232, 8, 821 (2 Dec 76).

3 See Appendix B, p. 8, to “Assessment of US Military Interests in Africa South of the Sa-
hara,” 8, enclosure to JC8 2121/232, 821 (2 Dec 76).
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intelligence priorities used in strategic planning; and (3) the Unified Com-
mand Plan (UCP) which, as yet, contained no assignment of command or
operational planning responsibility for Africa south of the Sahara.*

_(U) Not much, in fact, came of this study, other than some modest
tinkering with intelligence priorities and equally modest changes in the
JSOP: the upgrading of four Sub-Saharan countries to Category 3 (impor-
tant), and two more to Category 4 (of interest).’ Command responsibilities,
on th_e other hand, remained unchanged and would be unassigned until the
creation of CENTCOM in the 1080s.® Although increasingly sensitive to
problems in Africa, the Joint Chiefs found that, with the advent of the Carter

ion, military options initially played little or no part in the Presi-
dent’s calculations regarding that part of the world. While parts of Africa
(e-g., Angola) had been hotbeds of East-West conflict during the Nixon-Ford
years, Carter resolved to open a new chapter in US-African relations. Going
beyond the traditional preoccupation with containment and anti-
communism, he viewed US policy toward Africa as resting first and foremost
on the protection of human rights. “I hoped and believed,” Carter recalled,
“that the expansion of human rights might be the wave of the future
throughout the world, and I wanted the United States to be on the crest of
this movement.”” The essential elements of this policy were a more active
opposition to the white South African Government’s policy of apartheid,
using sanctions and other non-military means to lever change; greater at-
tention to the promotion of social and economic development among Afri-
can countries; and a more low-key approach to security problems in order to
downplay East-West competition.®

The Shaba I Incident

¥8¥ Less than two months into office the Carter administration’s Af-
rica policy, though still not wholly formed, came up against its first test. The
occasion was an urgent plea received in March 1977 from President Sese
Seko Mobutu of Zaire for three M-60A1 tanks and other military equipment
to help fend off rebels who had invaded Zaire’s Shaba province (formerly
Katanga) from bases in neighboring Angola. Loosely organized as the Front
for the National Liberation of the Congo (FLNC), the insurgents included

4 8M-997-76 to DJS, 13 Dec 76, S, CJCS Files (Brown), 820 Africa.

5 DJSM 616-78 10 Asst. to CJCS, 10 Apr 78, S, CICS Files (Jones), 820 Africa.

¢ See Cole, et. al., History of the UCP, 1946-1993, 65-66, 74-78.

7 Carter, Keeping Faith, 144.

584334Asnthony Lake, “Africa in a Global Perspective,” US Dept of State Bulletin (12 Dec 77),
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Zajrian dissidents who wanted to topple Mobutu, and the remnants of the
Katangan gendarmes, followers of Moise Tshombe in the 1960s, who had
since congregated along Zaire's border with Angola. Although the tank re-
quest had been under study in the Pentagon since the previous fall, it had
been held up, at the Joint Chiefs’ insistence, pending a comprehensive man-
Power, training, and logistic survey of Zaire.? Angola at the time had a Marx-
1st government, aided and supported by Soviet advisers and Cuban combat
units; and there was some evidence to substantiate Mobutu's claim that Cu-
ban mercenaries were aiding and abetting the FLNC rebels.'® Carter, how-
ever, was skeptical and refused to be drawn in too far. While approving $15
million already earmarked in “non-lethal” aid, he turned down Zaire's re-
quest for the tanks, leaving Mobutu to look elsewhere for arms and assis-
tance. When the Zairian military proved ineffective, France, Belgium, and
Morocco organized an expeditionary force that promptly routed the insur-
gents, after which Mobutu confessed to having been “bitterly disappointed
by America’s attitude.”*

&> Mobutu’s criticism aside, Carter’s exercise of restraint in what
became known as the Shaba I incident (a similar invasion, known as Shaba
II, would follow a year later), generally drew high praise for preventing a
localized conflict from escalating into a major crisis. Claiming much of the
credit himself, Secretary of State Vance felt it only prudent “to deal with the
Shaba invasion as an African—not an East-West—problem.”? Yet what
Vance failed to mention was that less than a month before the crisis broke,
the State Department had asked the Director of Security Assistance in the
Pentagon to expedite delivery of the tanks as “a political necessity” in defer-
ence to Mobutu’s “concerns and expectations.” Responding to the Director’s
request for their advice, the Joint Chiefs paid lip service to the possibility
that political considerations might be “overriding,” but they recommqn@ed
against the transfer anyway on the grounds that it would deplete existing
stocks and set a regrettable precedent for later, and perhaps larger, trans-
fers.!* With the Joint Chiefs thus poised to oppose the tank deal, and wv{th
no ground swell of public or congressional support forthcoming for Zaire

? JCSM-359-76 to SecDef, 14 Oct 76, S/GDS, JCS 2262/178-2, 892/496 (17 Jun 76). Also
see Poole, JCS and National Policy, 1978-1976, S, 201-95.

1 Stansfield Turner, Secrecy and Democracy: The CIA in Transition (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1985), 86.

1 Peter J. Schraeder, United States Foreign Policy Toward Africa: Incrementalism, Crisis
and Change (NY: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 87-88; Herbert Ekwe-Ekwe, Conflict
and Intervention in Africa: Nigeria, Angola, Zaire (NY: St. Martin's Press, 1990), 115-18.

12 Vance, Hard Choices, 70-71. v

13 Memo, Dir DSAA to DJS, 24 Feb 77, S; JCSM-74-77 to SecDef, 8 Mar 77, §, JCS
2262/179-1, 829/456 (24 Feb 77).
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when the crisis erupted, it was relatively easy for Carter and Vanee to back
away,

(U) Outwardly, the impression left by Carter’s handling of the Shaba I
incident was that the new administration had possibly found the key to con-
taining big-power competition in Africa. But from the Joint Chiefs’ stand-
point, such was not the case. On the contrary, although the Chiefs had not
endorsed Zaire’s request for arms, they remained convinced that Soviet in-
volvement and the presence of large numbers of Cuban “proxies” posed a
continuing threat to peace and stability throughout Africa. But with US re-
sources limited, they saw no point in pressing for stepped-up military aid or
other security programs and generally deferred to State’s lead in relying on
political, economic, and diplomatic instruments rather than military ones to
advance US interests and to counter growing Soviet and Cuban influence.

Trouble in the Horn of Africa: The Ogaden Crisis

(U) The question of how to deal with specific African problems re-
mained one of intermittent high-level concern throughout the rest of 1977
and on into 1978, with Soviet and Cuban activity in the Horn of Africa soon
replacing Zaire as the center of attention. Here, unlike Zaire, the Joint
Chiefs could readily identify geostrategic interests of crucial importance to
the United States and its allies, as reflected in the area’s proximity to the
Middle East oil fields, the sea oil routes, and the Red Sea passage to the
Mediterranean.'* But as in dealing with Zaire, they found President Carter
and Secretary of State Vance both averse, as the latter put it, “to threaten or
bluff in a case where military involvement was not justified.”*> Accordingly,
the Chiefs hesitated to recommend military courses of action that they knew
might entail further complications and therefore not receive serious consid-
eration.

(U) The immediate concern that dmwaﬁenﬁoqtotheﬂomwasthe
steady growth of Soviet and Cuban influence in Ethiopia, a cpuntqthat had
once been among America’s oldest and most dependable friends in Africa,
But since the army mutiny that had overthrown the decrepit government of
Emperor Haile Selassie in 1974, Ethiopia had gradually become a Marxist
country, dominated by radicals under the leadership of Colonel Haile
Mariam Mengistu. Seeking closer ties with the Soviet Union, Mengistu 1n
December 1976 concluded the first of several secret lplhtary aid agreements
with Moscow. By April 1977, with Soviet arms (including tanks) beginning to
flow in from South Yemen, relations between Washington angi Addls Ababa
were at the breaking point. In rapid succession, Ethiopia terminated its 1953

14 See PRM-21—Horn of Africa Study, circulated 7 Apr 77, S/XGDS, JCS 2121/234-1,
821/532 (17 Mar 77).

15 Vance, Hard Choices, 85.
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Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement with the United States; expelled most
US government personnel, including those serving with the US Military As-
sistance Advisory Group (MAAG) Mission and the United States Informa-
tion Service; and told the United States to speed up the dlosing of its com-
munications base at Kagnew. By way of retaliation, President Carter
condemned what he found to be human rights abuses by the Ethiopian Gov-
ernment and suspended the delivery of $10 million in promised military aid,
portions of which the Ethiopian Government had already paid for.*®

7 The crisis in US-Ethiopian relations ran parallel to another set of
developments in the Horn of Africa: the reassessment by Somalia of its
once-close ties with the Soviet Union, and the offer by Somali President
Mohammed Siad Barre, in the summer of 1977, to switch sides if in ex-
change the United States would provide it with military aid. Somalia had
also been a Soviet client state, but the relationship had cooled appreciably as
the Soviets apparently came to see better prospects in neighboring Ethiopia.
Experienced professionals in the State Department and on the NSC Staﬂ'
urged caution in dealing with Siad, who had a reputation for being capri-
cious and double-dealing.'” But after the defection of Ethiopia, President
Carter was eager to regain a foothold somewhere in the area. As early as
March 1977, he, therefore, directed the Policy Review Comumittee to reexam-
ine US policy toward the Horn of Africa, looking closely at building better
ties with Kenya, Sudan, and, if possible, Somalia as well.*®

(U) As Carter quickly discovered, the wooing of Siad Barre was not
without its pitfalls which threatened to draw the United States more deeply
into the very same problems in Africa that he so earnestly sought to avoid.
Despite the administration’s policy of curbing overseas arms transfers,
Carter told the Somali ambassador to Washington in June 1977 that he was
not averse to considering Somalia’s needs for “defensive” armaments. The
Somalis interpreted this as a “forthcoming attitude,” and on 9 J‘Ely they
submitted a specific request for arms which the President endorsed “in prin-
ciple.” But before the month was out, Carter rescinded his offer amid reports
that Somalia had invaded the Ogaden and was, in effect, at war with Ethio-
pia. Unlike the United States, which imposed an arms embargo on the war-
ring sides, the Soviet Union showed no such restraint. Stepping up its aid,
Moscow supplied Ethiopia not only with additional arms and equipment but
also with technicians, military advisers, and elite Cuban combat units. Early
in February 1978, Ethiopian forces under a Soviet commander launched

16 Poole, JCS and National Policy, 1973-1976, S, 295-303; Jeffrey A. Lefebvre, Arms for the
Horn: US Security Policy in Ethiopia and Somalia, 1953-1991 (Pittsburgh, Pa.: University
of Pittsburgh Press, 1091}, 152-53; NY Times, 28 Apr 77: A3 :

17 David A. Korn, Ethiopia, the United States and the Soviet Union (Carbondale, IIL.: South-
ern Illinois University Press, 1986), 32-33; Lefebvre, Arms for the Horn, 175-76.

18 PRM/NSC-21, “Horn of Africa,” 17 Mar 77, S/GDS, JCS 2121/234, 821/532 (17 Mar 77).
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their counterattack, quickly driving back the Somalis, capturing or destroy-
g large amounts of equipment, and raising worries in Washington that
they might not stop until they had reached Mogadishu, the Somali capital.**

. @@ Throughout the ensuing crisis, JCS interest remained substan-
tially greater than the extent of the Chiefs’ direct involvement or inputs
would indicate. The Chiefs had already made it clear that they considered
the Horn of Africa to be of considerably greater strategic importance than
did the State Department, and that they felt Soviet moves there should be
viewed with the gravest concern. But owing to the Carter administration’s
preference for political, economic, and diplomatic solutions in Africa, the
JQS made little effort to develop and promote military solutions. The only
military plans currently applicable to the Horn of Africa were two JCS con-
tingency plans (CONPLAN). The first, CONPLAN 0100, provided for assis-
tance with US military forces, as feasible, for the protection and evacuation
of US noncombatants and designated aliens in African countries south of
the Sahara, while the second, CONPLAN 0200, was for emergency disaster
relief. In late January 1978, extending these plans a step further, the Chair-
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff, General George S. Brown, USAF, provided the
Secretary of Defense with a general estimate of available air, naval, and
ground forces from US reserves and forces on duty in Europe and the Pa-
cific. Yet even with fairly sizable forces only days or, in some cases, hours
away, the absence of bases and overflight rights in Sub-Saharan Africa se-
verely limited what the United States could do.?°

(8 One means by which the United States could speedily bring sig- |

nificant military pressure to bear on the Ogaden situation was through de-
ployment of a naval carrier task force off the Horn, a proposal floated by the
President’s National Security Adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski, before the SCC
on 26 January 1978. Citing assurances he had received from JCS Chairman
Brown, Brzezinski believed it would be relatively easy to reinforce the Red
Sea and Indian Ocean with some of the vessels, including one of two carri-
ers, normally deployed in the Mediterranean.”’ Unsure whether the current
crisis was serious enough to merit such action, Secretary of Defense Brown
pointed out that a surface combatant task force consisting of a cruiser, two
frigates, and an oiler—all part of a routine augmentation—would arrive in
the vicinity by the end of February.2? Until then, Brown offered to preposi-

19 Vance, Hard Choices, 73; Korn, Ethiopia, 34-42.

20 Appendix to Enclosure B, S, JCS 2121/246-1, 821/532 (22 Feb 78); Background Paper on
US Force Which Can Be Deployed to Horn of Africa, for SecDef, 28 Jan 78, S; CM-1796-78
to SecDef, 3o Jan 78, 8/GDS, CJCS Files (Brown), 820 Africa.

2 Memo, Brzezinski to H. Brown, 3 Feb 78, S/XGDS, 26 Jan 78, CJCS Files (Brown), 820

22 Memo, H. Brown to Brzezinski, 2 Feb 78, S/XGDS, CJCS Files (Brown), 820 Africa.
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tion fuel fom:md to increase reconnais-
sance flights over Eastern Africa.> Brzezinski accepted, but in so doing indi-

cated that he wanted to retain the option of possibly stronger measures as
well. Bowm_g to Brzezinski's persistence, the SCC agreed on 10 February to
keep a carrier task force on standby at Subic Bay “for convenient deploy-
ment to the Horn area if this becomes desirable.**¢

) Meanwhile, Joint Staff planners began a systematic canvassing of

other alternatives. Not surprisingly, the Navy, as the service with the most

- experience and assets in the region, took the lead in offering suggestions. On
17 February, the Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral James L. Holloway, 111,
presented his JCS colleagues with a plan, organized around five basic op-
tions, for further augmenting US naval strength in the Indian Ocean. In ad-
dition to the scheduled surface deployments, Holloway outlined a buildup
that would peak at two carrier task forces (one from the Mediterranean, the
other from the Pacific) and a Marine amphibious force. However, recogniz-
ing the strains that such a diversion of resources would place on US com-
mitments elsewhere, NATO especially, Holloway felt it advisable to restrict
any immediate augmentation to a single PACOM carrier, holding additional S
deployments in reserve should the situation warrant.?® The Joint Chiefs, still
awaiting guidance from the White House, took no immediate action on Ad-
miral Holloway’s proposal, but as a precaution the Director, Joint Staff, in-
structed J-5 planners to continue their review.2® -

(U) Matters came to a head at an SCC meeting on 21 February, at
which Acting Chairman General David C. Jones, USAF, represented the JCS.
Brzezinski, feeling that a showdown was imminent, sought a recommenda-

tion to the President to position a US carrier task force off the Horn of Africa
as a “confidence bujlding measure, encouraging countries in the region that
the U.S. is present, stands with them, will protect the flow of arms, and will
provide protection from the Russians.” Brzezinski doubted whether Presi-
dent Carter would approve such a show of force, but he wanted to explore
the idea anyway and be prepared to act in case the President changed his
mind. With the backing of the task force, Brzezinski hoped to encourage
Saudi and Iranian military intervention behind Somalia “to match the Cu-
bans.” But as both Secretary of Defense Brown and General Jones hastily
pointed out, the Iranians and the Saudis were no match for Cuban forces.

2 Memo, H. Brown to Brzezinski, 4 Feb 78, TS, CICS Files (Brown), 820 Africa; J-3 Fact
, ﬁfhmx Feb 78, S, J-5 NSC Collection, box 18, NSC 23 Feb 78 SALT/Horn
Afrieafolder. 03D 1.4()X)(9) Lo ‘
2+ Summary of Conclusions, SCC Mtg on Horn of Africa, 10 Feb 78, S/XGDS2, National
Security Adviser Collection, Staff Offices File, box 8, SCC Mtg No, 56 folder, Carter Library.
25 (€) CNOM 1478 to JCS, 17 Feb 78, JCS 2121/245, 821/378 (17 Feb 78).
2 (C) DISM-323-78 to Dir J-5, 22 Feb 78, JCS 2121/246, 821/532 (22 Feb 78).
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Returning to the use of the task force, Jones observed that once it was sent
in, “there will be much harder decisions afterward.” Brown’s main objection
was the precedent such actions might set. If events came to “a bad end” in
Somalia, he argued, the task force would appear a failure, possibly impairing
the credibility of task force exercises in future crisis sitnations elsewhere.
Secretary of State Vance essentially agreed and thought that diplomacy
should be given more chance to resolve the conflict.?” 08D 1.4{6X ()

CA () + 35
@WhﬂetheSCCanive(}atnocondusiono he tac , .

anead for the recommended assistance to proceed, despite
warningsﬁ'omAcﬁngChairmanJonwthatitmightbemohtﬂgtoolate.ln |
the view of the Joint Chiefs, Jones said, third country or even direct US ma- /
teriel assistance might prolong the conflict but it would not stop the Ethio-- =
pians as long as they had Soviet and Cuban help. All the same, Jones m_ade |
no attempt to argue for tougher, more direct action involving the United ‘
States. The only one to do so, in fact, was Brzezinski. Insisting that the rip- :
ple effects of an Ethiopian victory would destabilize Saudi Arabig, Iran, and |
even NATO Europe, he reminded the President that the cartier task force N
option was still open and that it would offer an opportunity for the United |
States to send a strong message to the Russians and the Cubans. But Carter
was loath to become more involved and agreed with Vance ‘and Harold
Brown that the United States would be putting more on the line than the
sitnation warranted. Somalia was, after all, the mitxal ‘aggressor in the
Ogaden conflict and until recently had been a Soviet client. Given the bﬂCké
ground of the current situation, Carter seriously doubted wheﬂzer.he coul
mobilize much support at home for an overt show of force or Us interven-
tion on Somalia’s behalf. “Congress,” he thought, “would react with hon:or. | o
The most he would agree to do was to send the task force as far as Diego o
Garcia, and let events take their course from there.?* ‘ :

In this instance, at least, US restraint paid off. In March, the So- -
viet-baﬁd Ethiopian offensive halted at the Somali border, thus avertinga .
complete Somali collapse and bearing out assurances the Ethiopians had

. - ” , anﬂ 4’
= Minutes, SCC Mtg, 22 [21} Feb 78, sub: Horn of Africa, National Security Ade. 1
Coglgzrﬁon, Staff Offices File, box 8, SCC Mtg. No. 59 folder, Carter Idbraw Bnu}nskg%
Power and Principle, 182, and Vance, Hard Choioes,&?;bothyxclqdebndsummmes
this meeting. o

- 08D 1.4(bY)d) CTH !m Ot 20C ; .

2 Mi NSC Mtg on Horn of Africa, 23 Feb 78, TS/XGDS, National Security =
Coﬂe::l%:’ Staff Ofﬁtge File, box 1, NSC Mtg No. 8 folder, Carter Library; PD-32, “NSC Deci , |
sions on Horn of Africa,” 24 Feb 78, S/XGDS, JHO NSC Collection. ; i
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given through diplomatic channels that their aims were limited to regaining
the territory that Somalia had seized the year before.*® With the crisis seem-
ingly contained, the JCS saw no useful purpose being served in further study
of possible military action and, accordingly, shelved the report that J-5 had
started to prepare, pending action on a larger, more comprehensive policy
study being organized by the SCC.3* All the same, the Ogaden war had
clearly drawn attention to the limited military capabilities the United States
had in the region and, in the months to come, would generate increased in-

terest in both the Joint Staff and ISA for exploring more effective means of

projecting US military power. This would include not only the carrier task
force proposal that Holloway and Brzezinski had raised but also a competing
measure, recommended by the CINCSAC, General Richard H. Ellis, USAF,
to upgrade base facilities on Diego Garcia to handle B-52s and their tanker
support.’? Both, as time went on, would become increasingly attractive op-
tions for countering the upheavals taking place in Iran, Afghanistan, and the
Persian Gulf.>® But in the Homn of Africa the US military posture was, as
events surrounding the Ogaden war had revealed, precariously weak, and
would remain so for the next several years, until new requirements growing
out of the creation of the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force hastened a
further reappraisal.

Aseessing the Impact of the Soviet-Cuban Presence

(U) Despite the decision not to intervene in the Ogaden border war,
the sudden upsurge in Soviet-Cuban power in the Horn of Africa posed a
challenge that the United States could not afford to ignore and which would,
in time, recast US thinking as to security needs throughout sub-Saharan
Africa. While it was still conceivable, as Vance argued, to view African prob-
lems as unique, the fact remained that the Soviets and their Cuban allies had
established a presence across the continent, and that they axerc:sed eo{md-
erable influence in several key countries, Angola and Ethiopia especially,
which they might use as stepping stones for extending their influence even
further. Despite an acceptable outcome in the Ogaden war, Carter was In-
creasingly worried over the Cuban role in Africa, which he viewed as much

30 Vance, Hard Choices, 87.

31 Note to Holders of JCS 2121/246-1, 27 Mar 78, attachment to J-5 Report JCS an Military
Assessment of National Security Interests in the Horn of Africa, S, JCS 2121/246-1, 821/532
(22 Feb 78).

 Memo, USCINCSAC (Ellis) to CJCS (Brown), 15 Feb 78, S, enclosing Staff Summary
Sheet, 14 Feb 78, 8, CJCS Files (Brown), 820 Africa; Memo, Slocombe to SecDef, 24 Apr 79;
8, RG 330, Indian Ocean file, Access. No. 330-82-0205.

33 See Chapters 1T.and IHL.
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more serious than did Vance and the State Department.3* The result, while
not a total abandonment of the cautious policy that Vance espoused, was
nonetheless a gradual drift toward a more proactive posture, more in line
with what Brzezinski favored and ultimately more supportive of US interests
as the JCS conceived them.

(X The first outward indication that Carter was prepared to take a
more forceful approach to African problems came in response to renewed
attacks by FLNC rebels on Zaire’s Shaba province in May 1978. This time the
rebels entered through Zambia, and within days they controlled the eco-
nomically important city of Kolwezi. As news of the invasion reached Wash-
ington, the SCC assembled a State-Defense task force to monitor the situa-
tion and to keep the President apprised. Once again, the French and
Belgians organized an expeditionary force, only this time they had active US
support. Earlier, on 9 May, at a secret meeting in the Pentagon, US, British,
and French military planners had agreed in principle, chiefly with a disrup-
tion in oil supplies in mind, to provide trilateral naval coordination for the
protection of shipping around Africa. Though this was not the sort of emer-
gency that the planners had envisioned at the time of their meeting, it was in
a very real sense a first test of their willingness and ability, expressed in
their recent agreement, to work together in an emergency involving Africa.>’
On 18 May 1978 the Joint Chiefs advised USEUCOM that the President had
approved US airlift assistance to deploy Belgian and French troops and to
evacuate civilians. Over the course of the next several weeks, US C~umﬂgw
eighty missions, providing refueling and communications support and airlift
of cargo. The only Americans directly involved in Zaire were eleven service-
men who went there, outside the area of conflict, &rmciaiccmlﬁ
cargo handling purposes. Taking precautions, the Joint Chiefs p u
of the 82d Airborne on alert. But by the end of May, withthenaedfa 9fthc
expeditionary force having been met, Carter directed that the airlift be
wound down as soon as possible, a clear sign that while the President was
willing to accept some degree of increased risk and responsibility, he was
still reluctant to become involved too deeply.>®

 See the comments by Richard Moose, Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs, in
Schraeder, United States Foreign Policy toward Africa, 94.

% Agenda, Tri-Lateral Meeting on Contingency Protection of Shipping Avound Africa, 9 May
78, S; Draft MOU for Trilateral Cooperation..., [9 May 78], §; Msg, LTG W. Y. Smith to
Brown and Roumd, 20 May 78, S, CJCS Files (Brown), 820 Africa.

% Summary of Conclusions, SCC Meeting on Horn ofAﬁim,zsh@aymS/GDS,CJCSFihs
(Jones), NSC Memo File (1 Jan 78-31 Jul 78); Memo, Brzezinski to Carter, 26 May 78, S,
National Security Adviser Collection, Staff Offices File, box 11, SCC Mtg No. 8o folder,
Carter Library; United States European Command 1978 Historical Report (USEUCOM
TSC #79-03396, 1 Jun 79), TS/FRD, 147-48; memo, David Aaron to SecState and SecDef,
22 May 78, S/GDS, JCS 2262/180, B29/445 (22 May 78).
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(U) Despite the limited nature and abrupt curtailment of the Shaba II
operation, Brzezinski roundly applanded US participation as “an important
step showing our determination,” in effect the show of force (or something
like it) that he had tried but failed to get during the Ogaden war.? Although
there was no overt evidence of Soviet-Cuban involvement in this latest Afri-
can flare-up, Carter could not help but feel that it was, to some extent, So-
viet- or Cuban-inspired, and that it reflected a pattern of stepped-up com-
munist _activity in Africa and elsewhere which, if left unchecked, might
jeopardize the attainment of higher priority foreign policy objectives, a
SALT II agreement especially.’® Accordingly, with the Shaba I incident still
fresh, he asked the PRC to review the impact and status of Soviet-Cuban
involvement in Africa and to ?rovide, as an antidote, “a full range of options
for furthering US interests,”

¥ The President’s action (PRM-36) canceled what had been plans by
the SCC for an interagency study of US national security interests in the
Horn of Africa, and redirected attention toward the narrower, but seemingly
more urgent question of Soviet-Cuban involvement. At the same time, how-
ever, by taking responsibility away from the SCC, which Brzezinski ran, and
reassigning it to the PRC, which the State Department normally chaired,
Carter was in effect handing control of the project to Vance, thereby all but
guaranteeing that the resuits would encompass few, if any, punitive meas-
ures involving military action. Indeed, despite the President’s call for “a full
range of options,” terms of reference issued by the State Department to the
Joint Chiefs confined their participation to providing military-related analy-
sis of “positive as well as negative measures which would both encourage
responsible action on the part of the Soviets and the Cubans and discourage
or restrain irresponsible meddling.” The only advice afaspeciﬁm!}y military
nature that State requested was in connection with support of regional Afri-
can defense groups or efforts by individual countries “via direct assistance,
third country transfers, etc.”’

(U) Though organized and initiated on an urgent basis, the impetus
behind PRM-36 dissipated quickly with the restoration of government con-
trol over Zaire’s Shaba province, signs of improving US-Ethiopian relations
following the dispatch in July 1978 of a new American ambassador, and
growing problems elsewhere, in and around the Persian Gulf especially.
What Brzezinski saw as an “arc of crisis” moving eastward, Vance inter-
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38 See Carter, Keeping Faith, 222-23.

% PRM/NSC-36, “Soviet/Cuban Presence in Africa,” 23 May 78, S, JCS 2121/254, 821/532
(23 May 78).

4 Memo, Tarnoff to AID, et. al., 31 May 78, S, JCS 2121/2§4-1, 821/532 (23 May 78).
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Preted as the successful frustration of Soviet-Cuban designs in Africa.** Ei-

ther way, Africa was fast becoming an area of receding geostrategic impor-

tance and, as such, no longer attracted the close attention it had formerly

received. The study thus went forward but at a low priority pace and with

glimmlshing expectations that the outcome would substantially alter US pol-

;(]:ylt:erleadto any significantly increased US commitments in that part of the
oDe.

€83 JCS inputs were necessarily modest, a reflection of both the pre-
vailing tendency to downplay military measures in solving African prob-
lems, and the genuine lack of options, as JCS planners saw it, for bringing
military pressure to bear in any meaningful way that would circumscribe
Soviet-Cuban influence. Indeed, so well entrenched had the Soviets and Cu-
bans become in certain African countries, that it seemed altogether likely
their influence would be felt throughout the continent for years to come.
The Joint Chiefs estimated that, by 1978, the Soviet and Cuban military
presence in Africa totaled some 4,000 Soviets in twenty countries and
35,000 to 38,000 Cubans in twelve, with Angola, Ethiopia, and Mozam-
bique hosting the largest contingents. At the same time the Soviet Union
had mounted an extensive military aid program, valued at $800 million to
Ethiopia alone within the last year, and an additional $300 million scattered
among its other African clients. In contrast, US security assistance over the
same period totaled a mere $200 million but would rise to over $1 bﬂhon’m
FY 1978, with roughly half this amount earmarked for the Egyptian F-5 air-
craft program. The US military presence in Sub-Saharan‘Afma numbered
only sixty-three defense attachés and an additional 114 military personnel.

€> In these circumstances, the Joint Chiefs saw little that available
military measures alone could do to dislodge Soviet-Cuban influence. But
combined with diplomatic and economic initiatives, they were reasonably
confident that programs of stepped-up security asslstance~d th Hmm
military training, military construction activity, and the
reduce African countries’ incentive to seek Soviet assistance and eventually
improve US-African relations. Other optil?:; itxl:ge ecéiﬁ, considered mumrég g:
increase in US support for African peace] ; greater enco!
ment of contributions by non-African countries on behalf of African secu-
rity; and, should conditions warrant, the introduction and use o? US combat
troops in Africa—an extreme course, admittedly, for which President Carter
bad often said publicly the United % had mb;;ﬂl;t :lr:e th:m El:ﬁ
felt should be recognized as a possibility non . , there A
tions outside Africa the United States nghttake,suchasharassmg&ovm
electronic intelligence (ELINT) flights and conducting aerial reconnaissance
over Cuba. However, the Chiefs were dubious whether these measures

4! Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 183-90; Vance, Hard Choices, 88.
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would have much impact on Soviet-Cuban actions in Africa and warned that
they might backfire by inviting Soviet retaliation in kind.*?

(U) By the time the interagency report on PRM-36 was ready for
Carter's review, African issues had practically fallen off the President’s
agenda. Even so, Carter decided to make the report the focal point of a full-
fledged NSC meeting on 6 October 1978, a sign perhaps that, among other
things, he was tired of the squabbling between Vance and Brzezinski and
wanted to bring debate firmly to a close. Though described by Vance as a
“critical meeting,” the only decision taken was the President’s perfunctory
reaffirmation of the current US policy, encompassing primary reliance on
economic and political instruments and leaving the exercise of military op-
tions open to future deliberations. Discussion, such as it was, seems to have
been a recapitulation by Vance and Brzezinski of their respective positions.
When the meeting adjourned, Vance felt vindicated that his view had pre-
vailed. Yet it was, for all practical purposes, as even Vance recognized, a hol-
low victory that offered no real solution to the problem of Soviet-Cuban in-
volvement in Africa. How the United States would respond, should there be
a recurrence of episodes like those in Zaire and Ethiopia, remained to be
seen.3 DECLASSIFIED IN FULL

Authiority: EQ 13526
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(U) Despite a well-established Soviet-Cuban presence in Ethiopia by
mid-1978, analysts in the Pentagon and at the State Department reported no
significant change in the geostrategic balance in the Horn of Africa over the
course of the next year-and-a-half. Once Ethiopia regained control of the
Ogaden, the situation seemed to stabilize, with occasional clashes along the
border, to be sure, but no resumption of heavy fighting. At the same time,
however, developments in Iran, Afghanistan, and the Persian Gulf, starting
with the collapse of the Shah of Iran’s regime in January 1979, put steadl}y
growing pressure on the United States to reassert its power and influence in
that part of the world and, in doing so, caused the Carter administration to
shed some of its inhibitions about becoming militarily involved in Africa.
Not surprisingly, as contingency planning for the Gulf went forward, the
Joint Chiefs urged closer cooperation and collaboration with friendly gov-
ernments in East Africa, with an eye toward the possibility of acquiring
bases and access rights there. Invariably, the inducements the Chiefs sug-
gested involved one form or another of security assistance—measures that
met with little favor at either the White House or the State Department. But

42 “Military Measures to Counter the Soviets and Cubans in Africa,” Annex X to PRM-36
Response, 18 Aug 78, S, JCS 2121/254-4, 821 (4 Oct 78).

« Agenda, NSC Meeting on Africa, 6 Oct 78, S/GDS, JCS 2121/257, 821 (4 Oct 78); Vance,
Hard Choices, 91-92.
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with the onset of the hostage crisis in November 1979, this opposition began
to give way.

<fa) Prior to the hostage crisis, the most consistent advocacy of an in-
creased US military presence in East Africa came from the Navy which, of all
the services, had the most well established interests and contacts in the re-
gion. Not only was the Navy actively promoting its assets as a deterrent to
Soviet adventurism in the area, as witnessed by the CNO’s carrier task force
proposal during the Ogaden crisis, but also it hoped to establish a network
of bases and other facilities that would allow it to project its power more
effectively and efficiently throughout the region in future such crises. With
the breakdown of arms control talks on the Indian Ocean, the Navy antici-
pated a competition with the Soviet Union for the few remaining deep-port
facilities along the eastern coast of Africa. From the Navy’s standpoint, the
United States needed to act quickly before the Soviet Union, already well
situated with access rights in Aden and growing interests in Ethiopia, gained
additional footholds. A case in point was the former French colony of Dji-
bouti, which the Navy worried might fall under Soviet influence or control
lest the United States provide token aid to assure the Djibouti Government’s
continued western orientation. Though initially cool toward the Navy’s sug-
gestion, the Joint Chiefs gradually warmed to the idea and, in May 1979,
they urged Secretary of Defense Brown to support it as well.** However, the
State Department, fearing that a “formal U.S. presence” !vnuld Jeopgdme
Djibouti’s “neutral position,” effectively blocked any immediate action.

€8 The turning point was the seizure of the US embassy in Tehran in
early November 1g79, which prompted President Carter to order a State-
Defense review of transit and operating privileges needed to support US
military operations in and around the Persian Gulf.*¢ Without waiting for .
the results, the President on 4 December 1979 concurred in a suggestion
offered by National Security Adviser Brzezinski that approaches be made
immediately to Oman, Somalia, and Kenya, with a view toward formalizn?g
air and naval access agreements with these countries.*’ 'I'he.{omt(}hiefs, in
initially assessing the situation, saw no urgent need for bases in Africa other
than Moroceo and Egypt—countries that formed direct links in the line of

4 CNOM 32-78 to JCS, 21 Apr 78, S; DJSM 836-78 to CNO, 16 May 78, S, JCS 2121/251,
821 (21 Apr 78); CNOM 29-79 to JCS, 17 Apr 79, S; JCSM 195-79 to SecDef, 29 May 79, S,
JCS 2121/258B, 821/495 (17 Apr 79).

4 Discussion Paper for PRC Meeting on Middle East Security, 20 Jun 79, C, enclosure to
Memo, Dodson to Mondale, et. al., 15 Jun 79, C, CJCS Files (Jones), PRC Meeting File (1

Jun 79-30 Aug 79). X

4 Memo, Brzezinski to SecState and SecDef, 29 Nov 79, C, 402 (4 Dec 79) HB.

47 Memo, Brzezinski to Mondale, Vance, and Brown, 5 Dec 79, S, CJCS Files (Jones), 820
Middle East; Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 446.
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communications between the United States and the Persian Gulf*® But
within weeks, as it became clear from the findings of a State-Defense survey
team that Somalia and Kenya were both eager to negotiate agreements, the
Chiefs altered their position and decided that it made sense to obtain access
agreements there as well, as long as the opportunity presented itself. *°

Y Of the ensuing accords and the role played by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff in their negotiation, mention need be made here of only two—one with
Somalia, the other with Kenya. (Negotiations for base rights with Djibouti,
instigated at the insistence of the CNO as an add-on to the original list, were
still in progress at the time the Carter administration left office.) The agree-
ment with Kenya, signed in June 1980, formalized US access to air and sea
facilities at Mombassa and to airfields at Nairobi and Nanyuki, in exchange
for unspecified assistance. Among the countries of East Africa, Kenya was by
far the most pro-Western, one of the few even to allow visiting US warships
to use its ports for liberty leave.*® In recognition of the Kenyan
Government’s cooperation, the Joint Chiefs in recent years had looked fa-
vorably on its requests for security assistance, and as recently as 1978, they
had prevailed over State Department objections in securing an exemption to
the President’s restrictive foreign military sales policy (PD-13), to allow
Kenya to acquire a fleet of thirty-two helicopters armed with tube-launched,
optically-tracked, wire-guided (TOW) missiles.>? Although the US embassy
in Kenya thought it should administer the program, a J-5 survey team rec-
ommended direct military control, especially if there were any possibility
that the helicopter request might lead to additional new assistance. Eventu-
ally, the American ambassador concurred and in January 1980, US-
CINCEUR established a small Kenya-US military liaison office (KUSLO) in
Nairobi.5 By this time, Kenya was receiving between $20 and $25 million
annually in US military assistance, making it one of the largest US recipients
in Sub-Saharan Africa. Though officially the question of aid and access to
bases remained two separate issues, the Kenyans left no doubt that, in mak-
ing facilities available, they expected to receive stepped-up American assis-
tance, including F-5 jet fighters, armored personnel carriers (APCs), and
other sophisticated military hardware estimated to total more than $230

4 JCSM-340-79 to SecDef, 6 Dec 79, S, JCS 1887/850, 402 (4 Dec 79) HB.

4 Memo, Vance to Brzezinski,mﬂecm,S,Gl(BFﬂes(Jm),BzoInd.ianOmn.memle
and functions of the State-Defense survey mission are discussed further in Chapter I1.

%0 Amitav Acharya, US Military Strategy in the Gulf (London: Routiedge, 1989), 104.

51 JCSM 169-78 to SecDef, 18 May 78, 5/GDS, JCS 2387/5-2; Summary of Conclusions, SCC
Mtg on Security Assistance to Kenya, 13 Jul 78, S/GDS, JCS 2387/5-7, both in 839 (4 Mar
78).

52 DJSM 1732-78, 30 Oct 78, S, CICS Files (Jones), 820 Africa; HQ USEUCOM Historical
Report 1979, TS, 338-39.
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million. But in the opinion of the State-Defense negotiating team sent out to
complete the deal, Kenya’s chronic balance of payments problems and the -
limited capacity of its armed forces to absorb additional aid, practically fore-
closed the possibility of any larger program.>’

) @Whﬂe.mpidpmgmsswasbeing made with Kenya, the negotia-
Hons with Somalia hit numerous snags, effectively delaying conclusion of an
agreement umil late August 1980. US-Somali relations had waxed and
waned since the end of the Ogaden war in March 1978, at which time the
United States .had offered to resume discussion of initiating a military sup- -
ply re!gﬁonsh_zp, provided Siad Barre agreed not to use US aid to renew his
war with Ethiopia. The position taken by the Joint Chiefs at that time was
that the Unitgd States should keep open as many options as possible by pro-
viding Somalia with the defensive aid proffered just before the Ogaden war, -
while avoiding any further obligations that might jeopardize improvements
in US-Ethiopian relations or alarm the Kenyans, who were suspicious of
their Somali neighbors,* But after the onset of the hostage crisis, the need
for bases and access rights took priority. Realizing that his bargaining posi-
tion had improved, Siad escalated his demands for assistance, citing what
DIA considered highly inflated estimates of the opposing threat from Ethio-
pian forees.>® In May 1980, the Joint Chiefs endorsed a more limited level of

assistance, worth approximately $20 million annuaﬂy;;r
w:ﬂmm,%imm ia was receiv-
ing most ‘of its weapons and funding for its armed forces, so the proposed

American contribution was of more symbolic than real value.) After further
give and take, Siad finally accepted the US offer but, in doing so, avoided
having to make a formal renunciation of his irredentist claims to the
Ogaden, as the United States had insisted upon in the past.”’ 6sb §.4(bx3)
(U) Although seemingly important at the time, the access agreements
concluded in 1980 with Somalia and Kenya came to cccupy a very limited
place in JCS plans for surge deployments and other operations in the Per-
sian Gulf. Indeed, early planning done by the RDJTF in the fall and winter
of 1980-1981, made no mention of Somalia or Kenya except for training and

52 Memo, Tarnoff to Brzezinski, 27 Feb 80, 8, CICS Files (Jones), SCC Meeting File (14 Feb
80-19 Mar 80). , ' :

& BP on Military Supply Relationship with Somalia, for CJCS, 31 Jul 78, S/GDS, JCS
2121/255-1, 854 (28 Jul 78). T

55 State-Defense Somalia Survey Teaw Report, Eyes Only Supplement, Apr 80, 5, 854 (12 k
Oct 79). : o : o .

5 JCSM:-140-80 to SecDef, 22 May 80, 8/GDS, JCS 2121/261-2, 854 (120ct 79).
&7 Acharya, USMihtwy Strategy in the Gulf, 102-4; Lefebvre, Arms for the Horn, 197~219« 5
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exercise purposes.* To be sure, the Joint Chiefs never regarded either coun-
try as providing a major rear echelon staging area, like Ras Banas in Egypt.
Instead, they looked upon Somalia and Kenya more as backup should bases
In Egypt or the Gulf itself become untenable. Both Somalia and Kenya were
aboutthe;same distance from the Gulf as Diego Garcia, and in Somalia there
already existed a 13,500-foot runway that could accommodate Air Force C-
58 and B-52s. But for political and strategic reasons, the Joint Chiefs chose
to funnel investment first into developing and refurbishing facilities on
Diego Garcia (a British possession) rather than in East Africa. Congress had
little confidence in the erratic and unreliable Siad Barre regime, and there
were some members, including seven of the eight who sat on the House For-
eign Affairs Subcommittee on Africa, who tried to block implementation of
the arms-for-bases agreement until Siad provided guarantees that he had no
further designs on the Ogaden.*® Subsequently, in allowing the deal to pro-
ceed, the House Appropriations Committee attached a requirement making
the sale or transfer of any equipment conditional upon the receipt of “veri-
fied assurances” that no Somali forces remained in the Ogaden.®® As it
turned out, two years would elapse before any US equipment reached Soma-
lia, a not unusual delay considering the time lags normally associated with
the initiation of a new supply program, but a sign nonetheless that strength-
ening the US position in East Africa was not as high a priority as it might
once have been.

Problems in Southern Africa

(U) What became by 1979-1980 a deepening preoccupation with
countering Soviet-Cuban involvement in Africa never was, of course, Presi-
dent Carter’s intention or desire. On the contrary, he entered office initially
averse to practically any military involvement in Africa, including military
aid, hoping instead to make US policy there a model for solutions by eco-
nomic, political, and diplomatic means. In particular, he wanted to improve
America’s standing in the eyes of black Africans by demonstrating that the
United States “stood for freedom and justice for all people,” and he intended
to start by putting pressure on the white minority mglmeqmgmﬁhefnm
to accept the principle of majority rule. In practical application, this meant
the immediate transfer of power to blacks in Rhodesia (Zimbabwe); self-
determination for Namibia, virtually a South African colony since 1916; and
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eventually the dismantling of racial segregation, known as apartheid,
practiced in South Africa, 5! ot a *

. ¥® Eager to see change in southern Africa, Carter directed that a re-
view of US policy (PRM 4) should be one of his administration’s earliest and
priorities.” Out of the ensuing exchange it became clear that State
and Defense, including JCS, held differing views about the strategic impor-
tance of South Africa to the United States. Defense, while acknowledging the
need for consistency between US policies and basic American principles,
noted that the United States should not lose sight of the importance to US
security of unimpeded access to important minerals in South Africa and un-
interrupted use of the sea-lanes around Africa by ships supplying the US
and its European allies with Middle Eastern oil. By 1977, between sixty and
seventy ships rounded the Cape of Good Hope daily, a figure that would in-
crease if the Suez Canal were to close. Due to critical currents and sea condi-
tions in the Cape area, desired sea-lanes were restricted to approximately
thirty miles, making sea traffic highly vulnerable to interdiction.

€ State had no quarrel with this analysis but emphasized that US
relations with other African states and access to their mineral wealth and
eoastsalsohadtabeweighed,asdidtheadmlong»tmeﬁ“wtﬂ:gtpm—
longed racial strife could have on the availability of South African minerals
to the United States. State concurred that it was vital to keep African sea
lanes open, but believed that if hostile military action were ever taken to
interdict the route from Western European waters around the Cape of Good
Hope to the Persian Gulf (described by State as “a World War II type of sce-
nario”), it was unlikely that this would be done in the remote area of South
African waters. State did not agree, in other words, that the sea lanes around
South Africa were of such vital importance, as Defense seemed to suggest,
that this issue should stand in the way of putting pressure on the South Afri-
can Government to change its racial policies.**

€& Carter had no trouble making up his mind in faver of State’s posi-
tion, but he deferred a decision on punitive sanctions and other measures
pending a fuller interagency review.*¢ Occasionally mentioned as one possi-
bility was the creation of a UN-led peacekeeping force for Rhodesia and
Namibia, a prospect that drew a tepid response from the Joint Chiefs, espe-
daﬂyifUSﬁ)rcesparﬁcipated,evenonaﬁmitedseale:Befomeqmmitﬁngto
such an exercise, the Chiefs advised the administration to weigh carefully

81 Carter, Keeping Faith, 150, 144-45.

&2 PRM-4, “South Africa and Rhodesian Negotiations,” 21 Jan 77, 8, JCS 2121/233, 821/532
{21 Jan77).

&3 Dept of State Action Memo, [3 Mar 77], S, JCS 2121/233-1, B21/532 (21 Jan 77).
6 PD>-g, “Southern Africa,” 9 Mar 77, S, JHO NSC Collection.
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the costs involved and the potentially adverse im
; pact on US stocks should
ih(;e United States be called upon to provide equipment and other supplies.
ditional constraints cited by the Chiefs included the War Powers Act, un-
def rtvhich‘Coggress would need to be consulted; the reaction of US public
opinion at seeing American forces drawn into “a potential racial conflict”;
and Soviet reactions to substantial US involvement in peacekeeping duties.
Takmgadnp view of peacekeeping missions in general, the Chiefs were
doubly skeptical of being associated with one in southern Africa.®®

& Sanctions, however, were different matter. Among the various
measures tabled for consideration were two of particular interest to the
Joint Chiefs: a cut-off of cooperation and collaboration in the nuclear field
between the United States and South Afri '

08D 1.4{b)9)

(U) The other area of interest to the Chiefs—nuclear cooperation—
acquired unexpected significance when in early August 1977 the Soviet Un-
ion disclosed to the United States that it had evidence (later confirmed as
satellite photos) indicating that South Africa was building what appeared to
be a nuclear test site in the Kalahari Desert, near the borders of Namibia
and Botswana.®” According to published Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
estimates, out of an annual defense budget of $2.3 billion, South Africa was
allocating about $100 million a year to its nuclear weapons program.®®
South Africa’s consistent refusal to sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) had raised questions before as to its ultimate intentions in the
nuclear arena; but until the discovery in the Kalahari, there was no concrete
evidence that it might be on the verge of testing a weapon. Not only was the
Soviet revelation an embarrassment for US intelligence, which was caught

8 JCSM-453-77 to SecDef, 28 Dec 77, §, and appendix thereto, “Further Views of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on US Support of Peacekesping in Southern Africa,” 8, JCS 2121/239-1,

821/543 (22 Oct 77).

6 Memo, Dodson to Mondale, 28 Jun 77, 8, JCS 2121/233-2, 821/532 (21 Jan 77); Méfno,
Brzezinski to Vance and Brown, 24 Oct 77, TS, JCS 2121/241, 855/290 (24 Oct 7).

87 NY Times, 28 Aug 77, 1, 6; and 20 Aug 77,1, 4.

& Richard K. Betts, "A Diplomatic Bomb? South Africa’s Nuclear Potential,” in Joseph A.
Yager (ed.), Nonproliferation and US Foreign Policy (Washington, DC: Brookings, 1980);
291, ' ,
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unawares, but also it was one more item, albeit a major one, increasing the
strain on the already fragile relationship between Washingtoﬁ and Pretoria.

., (U) Whether'a demonstration test was impending or not, the Kala-
hari incident would mark a crucial turning point in US-South African rela-
tions: the beginning of the end of what had been two and a half decades of
nuclear cooperation. That relationship dated from the early days of the cold
war, when the United States, needing additional sources of uranium ore
supply for its atomic weapons program, had turned to South Africa, among
others. Between 1953 and 1971 the United States imported over 43,000 tons
of non-enriched uranium, worth $450 million, and reciprocated by provid-
ing South Africa with equipment, technical expertise, and enriched uranium
to start its own nuclear power program. But by the early 1970s, as the
United States began to scale back on its nuclear stockpile, the need for
South African uranium rapidly declined. At the same time, there was grow--
mg pressure from anti-apartheid groups for the United States to curtail its
nuclear cooperation, and with the advent of the Carter administration, cut-
bac?ga, or a cessation of assistance altogether, appeared inevitable. The Kala-

-~ hari incident, it seems, merely speeded up this process.””  gp 4 4 b)(2)
&) Clearly skeptical of South Africa’s intentions, the Carter admini-
stration reacted with predictable concern. In an analysis prepared for the
PRC, State and the NSC Staff pointed to the negative consequences a South
African test could have, both on worldwide nonproliferation efforts und_er
the NPT, and on the more immediate problem of achieving a settlement in
Southern Rhodesia, where the white minority gavernment, led by Ian Smith,
might feel emboldened to hold out against black majori owing that
it had a friendly neighbor armed with nuclear weapons.

in all, while there were strong arguments for putting pressure
on Affrica to dismantle its facility in the Kalahari, State and NSC con-
curred that little could be done other than through diplomatic channels, and
that the whole matter should be handled in a low-key manner that w_vould :
attract as little attention as possible. The Joint Chiefs took note of this ad-
vice but offered no separate comments of their own.”

(U) In fact, fears that South Africa’s nascent nuclear weapons pro-
gramwmﬂdhavgadwtabﬂizingeﬁectunSub—SahamnAfrmmmedoutto

# Ronald W, Walters, South Africa and the Bomb: Responsibility and Deterrence (Lexing-
ton, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1987), 88-90; J. D. L. Moare, South Africa and Nuclear Prolifera-
tion (NY: St. Martin’s, 1987), 70-77, 82-84; James Barber and John Barratt, South Africa’s
Foreign Policy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990}, 238-40. :

70 State-NSC Discussion Paper: South African Nuclear Issue, n.d., enclosure to Memo, -
Dodson to VP, et. al., 24 Aug 77, S/XGDS, JCS 2121/233-4, 821/532 (21 Jan 77). V
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be unfqudqd. Not only did the threat of a nuclear-armed white South Africa
fail to intimidate its black neighbors but also it lent little if any support or
encouragement to Ian Smith’s breakaway regime in Rhodesia. Unable to
overcome either the international sanctions imposed upon it by the UN or
| 3}; warmameivm geing wagl;ad h}?;:ded Aﬁicaninsurgents&!ing?c’; regime gradu-
crum and in 1980 he over power to majority. os
(o A+ 330<) g Meanwhile, in an efort to avoid beigg saught off guard again the -4
White HO“&Q Ol'dered stepped-up »; -

T e iy i

clear fuel deliveries until such time as the South African Government pro-
- vided “solid evidence” that it was not building atomic bombs.”? However,
the administration’s official position continued to be that it had no intention & -
of severing nuclear ties with South Africa, a position that generally accorded R
with the JCS view of sanctions. Although the Chiefs accepted the threat of 2", .
sanctions as a diplomatic necessity, they preferred wherever feasible torely =~ -+~ &%
on persuasion and negotiations.”® The State Department, on the other hand, SR
and in particular the US delegation to the UN, headed by the President's . " )
personal friend, Andrew Young, tended to take a tougher line. But becausie R T
of the highly competitive nature of the international nuclear supply busi- .
ness, it was practically impossible for the Carter administration to formulate ]
and enforce a wholly effective nuclear embargo.” A(0)Q0)

I O *3)
| 2 Memo, Brzezins ldeeesmm,ssepw,SIGﬁS, 2121/238, 855/704 (5 Sep77). OSD"M(C) o

73 Talking Paper on Southern Africa for the SecDef and CJCS, 6 Oct 78, S/GDS, Jcs
2121/257-1, 821 (4 Oct 78). ;

™4 See Walters, South Africa and the Bomb, 95-98. .
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r €8 Seeking confirmation, the White House Oﬁoe of Smenee and
Technology Policy convened a panel of experts headed by Jack P_E
former director of the Institute for Defense Analys

08D 1.4(b)()(9)

6 Robert S. Jaster, “Pretoria’s Nuclear Diplomacy,” in Helen Kitchen and J. c«;leman
Kitchen, South Africa: Twelve Perspecnves on the Transition (Westport, Conn.: Praeger,
1994), 56.

O8h 1;4(6) Tt S S0r
8 Seymour M. Hersh, The Samson Option (NY Random House, 1991), 271-72.
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Cxp \M©Q+350) |
Moroeco and Conflict in the Western Sal 08D 1.4

(U) North Africa, like the south, presented its own unique problems

which, in certain respects, attracted closer JCS attention than those else-

where on the continent. American regional security interests affected by de-
::?&mgtx: ﬁm Africa included ma}gtenance of sea lines of communi-

i rranean, support for the Sixth Fleet, protection of
NATOs southern flank, and denial to the Soviets of bases and naval repair
facilities. Although global and domestic political considerations had greatly
reduced the forward-deployed forces that the United States once had had in
North Africa, it remained a region of important strategic significance and
would become even more so as the United States, toward the end of the
~ Carter administration, found itself increasingly involved in guaranteeing the
security of the Persian Gulf.

&) Apart from Egypt, which was really more a part of the Middle
East, the North African country of most immediate JCS concern was Mo~
rocco. Having maintained generally cordial relations with the United States
since gaining independence from France in 1956, Morocco at one time or
another had played host to an array of US air and naval facilities. Though
most of these were gone or were being phased out by the mid-1970s, largely
at US initiative, the Joint Chiefs believed that the United States had “a con-
tinuing important interest” in preserving Morocco’s receptivity for US mili-
tary access and US installations,?® By the tim inistration
Morocco still welcomed US naval visi

B

Saharan Africa, and in 1977 and again in 1978 Hassan had sent troops to
help repel the rebel invasions of Zaire’s Shaba province (see above). At the

same time, Morocco was also providing covert military assistance to the

guerrillas operating against the Marxist government of Angola and had con-
tributed forces in an unsuccessful bid to overthrow the Marxist-Leninist

ime in Benin. .
regime in o) 1.4(4]@@

 # JCSM-289-76 to SecDef, 4 Aug 76, §/GDS, JCS 2400/12-1, 847/473 18 May 76). o

a1 “Background Paper on PRM 34, North Africa,” p. 5, undated, S/GDS, enclosure to Memo,
Dodson to Mondale, et. al., 18 May 78, 8, JCS 2121/250-1, 821/532 (14 Apr 78); John
Daiis, Conflict in Northwest Africa: The Western Sahara Dispute (Stanford, Calif.
ver Institution Press, 1983), 119-20. ‘
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_ () During most of the Carter years, however, the Joint Chiefs’ great-
est interest in Morocco revolved around its escalating hostilities with the
Polisario Front, a West Saharan nationalist movement with Marxist leanings
that' wanted to carve its own state out of territory formerly controlled by
Spain, but divided between Morocco and Mauritania early in 1976. Armed
largely with Soviet-made weapons provided courtesy of Algeria, the Poli-
sario launched a steadily growing insurgency that attracted an increasing
degree of international attention. Privately, the United States welcomed the
absorption of the Sahara by Morocco and Mauritania, as the preferred alter-
native to the creation of an Arab radical mini-state under Algerian and/or
Soviet influence. However, in an effort to avoid being drawn further into the
conflict, the United State stopped short of publicly endorsing Morocco’s
claims and ado?ted instead a posture of neutrality and support for self-
determination.® :

(&) Events that would precipitate changes in US policy began to un-
fold in the summer of 1977, at which time the Joint Chiefs started to receive
requests from the Moroccan Government for ammunition and weapons -
suited for counterinsurgency operations against the Polisario. Among the
items on Morocco's shopping list were twenty-four Cobra helicopters and an
equal number of OV-10 (Bronco) aireraft, a lightly armed but highly maneu-
verable surveillance plane.®* The United States had had a security assistance -
. agreement with Morocco since 1960, and in 1974, at Morocco’s request, it

had undertaken a defense modernization program directed primarily at
strengthening Moroceo’s ground and air capabilities in order to counter -
growing Algerian military strength with Soviet-supplied equipment.®* The
terms of the 1960 agreement restricted US arms to internal security pur-

and legitimate self
one the State Depart-

ment interpreted as applying to Morocco’s operations against the Polisario
as well since, technically, the Western Sahara lay outside Moroceo’s interna-
tionally recognized borders.®® The Joint Chiefs, after examining Morocco’s
request for the OV-10s, found that such planes probably would be used “to

thwart insurgent activity but would not adversely affect the regional arms -
balance.” For this reason the JCS were inclined to go along with Morocco’s

request, with an initial sale of six plan&s,drawnﬁ'omcurrentstocks,fﬂl' ‘ |

&2 Background on US policy from JCS 2409/12, S/GDS, 847/473 (18 May 76); and Testi- -

mony by Deputy Assistant Sccretry of Saie Nicholas &, Veloes 12 09 72 b0 Ol Cof R
> Committee on International Relations, Hmnngsﬁe@uesnonafself— IR

Determination in Western Sahara, 95: 1 (Washington: GPO, 1977

 # Msg, 151001Z Nov 77, C, CJCS Files, 820 (Misc)—Mo
' #See Enclosure Bto JCS 2409/12, 8/GDS, 847/473 18 May 76).
85 Hearings: Self-Determination in Western Sahara,?:—
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lowed by the rest as soon as an in-country survey team mmspleted its report
assessing Moroceo'’s support equipment and training needs.*

(e€yWith final action on Morocco’s latest arms requests still pending,
President Carter in April 1978 asked the State Department to head a PRC
review of US policy in North Africa (PRM 34), looking specifically at rela-
tions with Morocco and Algeria, the Soviet role in North Africa, and pros-
pects for settling the conflict in the Western Sahara.®” Earlier, the State De-
partment had informed key members of Congress that it intended to initiate
the paperwork for the sale of the OV-10s but had run into strong opposition
from the House International Relations and Senate Foreign Relations
Committees over the unresolved question of self-determination for the
Western Sahara and reports that Morocco was using US-built F-5s against
the Polisario. Threatened with committee action to curb arms sales to Mo-
rocco, the State Department had shelved further action. The result was a
stalemate between Congress and the administration over further security
assistance to Morocco, and a widening rift in relations between Rabat and
Washington.?® :

(@rFollowing the Shaba II incident of May 1978, the prospects that
the United States would lift some or all of its strictures on arms sales to Mo-
rocco, appeared momentarily to brighten. Morocco’s participation in the
US-backed intervention in Zaire created a more receptive mood in Congress
toward US security assistance to African countries and helped persuade the
administration, as part of its North Africa policy review, to take a second
look at Rabat’s arms requests, now pared to the purchase of just twenty-four
Cobras.® The Joint Chiefs received no request to look into the Cobra sale,
but having earlier endorsed the purchase of the OV-10s, they remained
sympathetic to Morocco’s needs. In June 1978, with the PRC scheduled to
resume deliberations on North Africa, J-5 recommended to JCS Chairman
Jones that he offer a compromise, based on proceeding with the sale of ei-
ther the Cobras or the OV-10s, or both, in exchange for assurances from Mo-
roceo that it would refrain from using US-provided equipment in the West-
ern Sahara. State, ISA, and the NSC Staff concurred that the United States
should be more forthcoming toward Morocco, but they found the issue now
complicated by two new developments: the apparent need, as State and De-
fense legal experts saw it, for an amendment to the 1960 bilateral assistance
agreement the United States had with Morocco; and a recent warming trend

8 MJCS 3-78, 10 Jan 78, C/GDS, JCS 2409/14, 847/499 (15 Nov 77).
7 PRM-34, [*North Africa™), 24 Apr 78, 5/GDS, JCS 2121/250, 821/532 (14 Apr 78).

8 Background Paper on PRM-34: North Afriea, pp. 12-16, S/GDS, JCS 2121/250-1, 821/532
(14 Apr 78).

8 Update to PRM-34 Background Paper, undated, S, enclosure to PRC Agenda, Meeting on
US Relations with Algeria and Moroceo, 8 Jun 78, §, JCS 2121/250-2, 821/532 (14 Apr 78).
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in US relations with Algeria, which the State Department worried might be
Jeopardized by stepped-up arms aid to Moroceo.*° i

@Taking these various factors into account, the PRC recommended,
and Pmc}ent Carter approved, a policy that wound up straddling two
stools, calling for maintaining close relations with Morocco while strength-
ening ties with Algeria. In Morocco’s case, however, the inducements were
few. For Morocco to receive the Cobra helicopters it had requested, it would
first have to withdraw its US-built F-55 from the Western Sahara and agree
not tgl use any US-supplied military equipment outside its recognized bor-
ders.”* This was a somewhat more exacting position than the JCS had rec-
ommended and had the predictable effect of further antagonizing the Mo-
roccans. But it was fully in line with the emerging State Department view—
sharpd to some extent by ISA and the Joint Chiefs—that Morocco was in-
volving itself in an unwinnable war of attrition, and that pressure should be
brought to bear somehow to make Rabat more amenable to negotiations
and a compromise settlement.

€@ Unable to secure all it wanted from the United States, Morocco
turned to France to supply it with arms, including Mirage I fighter-bombers
to replace its F-55. Meanwhile, a growing number of attacks by the Polisario,
some inside Morocco’s borders, suggested a change in the nature of the war,
prompting the PRC in March 1979 to establish a special Sahara Working
Group to monitor the situation. As participants in this group, the Joint
Chiefs undertook a further, albeit quiet, examination of Moroceo’s military
posture and operations against the Polisario, from which they concluded
that Moroceo would need not just weapons but advisory and training assis-
tance as well.*? Toward the end of the following September, with the West-
ern Saharan situation continuing to deteriorate, and with the JCS increas-
ingly involved in planning for what would become the Rapid Deployment
Force, the PRC embarked upon yet another review of US security assistance
policy to Moroceo. Among the options under consideration were an ACDA
proposal to stand pat on current restrictions; a State Department plan, en-
dorsed by several leading members of Congress, to allow a partial relaxation
of current strictures, but not to the extent of providing Morocco with arms
primarily designed for counterinsurgency warfare; and a third option, fa-
vored by the Joint Chiefs, ISA, and the NSC Staff, to liberalize the US arms

% J-5 Talking Paper for CJCS, for PRC Meeting, 8 Jun 78, on PRM-34 North Africa, 3/GDS;
Memo, ASD(ISA) to SecDef, 6 Jun 78, S, both in JCS 2121/250-3, 821/532 (14 Apr 78).

®1 Summary of Conclusions, PRC Meeting on North Africa, 13 Jun 78, S/GDS; Memo,
Brzezinski to Vance, et. al., 21 Jun 78, S/GDS, JCS 2121/250-4, 821/532 (14 Apr 78).

# Summary of Conclusions, PRC Meeting on North Africa, 27 Mar 79, S/XGDS, CJCS Files
(Jones), PRC Meeting File (1 Jan 79 to 30 Mar 79); DJSM 692-79 to ASD(ISA), 18 Apr 79,
C/GDS; and DJSM 107179 to ASD(ISA), 18 Jun 79, S, enclosing “Moroccan Military Opera-
tions Against the Polisario,” June 1979, C, 821 (26 Mar 79) HB.
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supply relationship with Morocco by providing not only weapons like the
OV-10, and spare parts and ammunition for previously supplied US equip-
ment, but also counterinsurgency training, intelligence, and advisory sup-
port. Although the Joint Chiefs concurred that it was probably beyond Mo-
roceo’s capacity to bring about a military solution, they saw US assistance
strengthening King Hassan’s military position and hence his ability and will-
Ingness to negotiate with the Polisario.** Initially unsuccessful in reachinga
consensus, the PRC met again in mid-October, at which time it rejected the
proposal to provide Moroccan forces with counterinsurgency training and
advisors but adopted practically everything else under the third option pack-

age.

{&) Despite the administration’s reversal of policy, US arms aid to
Morocceo in its struggle against the Polisario was slow to materialize during
the remainder of the Carter administration. Congressional opposition, espe-
cially among liberal House Democrats, remained strong, and there were
continuing misgivings at the State Department that by supplying arms, the
United States would be encouraging Morocco to hold out against a negoti-
ated solution in the Western Sahara. The Joint Chiefs, on the other hand,
viewed State’s attitude as an impediment to improving US-Moroccan rela-
tions at a time when the United States had an increasingly urgent require-
ment to acquire facilities for shifting forces rapidly into the Middle East-
Persian Gulf region. Indeed, as planning went forward for the Rapid De-
ployment Force, the Joint Chiefs specifically identified Morocco as one of
five countries “most crucial” to the maintenance of en route base support
and overflight privileges in projecting US military forces into the Gulf re-
gion.” Toward this end, the Chiefs believed that security assistance afforded
the United States “considerable leverage” in possible negotiations with Mo-

rocco for access there to airfields and ﬁ the i!ﬁt to xeoin former US .

ai if necessary, S .
ut until a new istration took office in Washington in 1981, o
- these views had little noticeable impact on the conduct of US policy. :

0sD14(b))

93 PRC Discussion Paper, “The Western Sahara and US Arms Transfer Policy Toward Mo-
roceo,” [20 Sep 79], S/RDS-3, CJCS Files (Jones), PRC Meeting File (1 Sep 79 to 31 Dec 79);
Undated and unsigned memo, sub: Possible Actions/Equipment Sales for Morocco, 8, CJCS
Files (Jones), NSC Memo File (23 Aug 79--31 Jan 80).

% Summary of Conclusions, PRC Meeting on North Africa, 21 Sep 79, S/XGDS, CJCS Files,
PRC Meeting File (1 Sep 79—30 Dec 79); PRC Discussion Paper, “The Western Sahara and
US Arms Transfer Policy Toward Moroceo,” [Revised, 12 Oct 79, S/RDS-3, enclosure to (C)
Memo, Dodson to Mondale, et. al., 15 Oct 79, C, CJCS Files (Jones), NSC Memo File (23
Aug 79-31 Jan 80); Damis, Conflict in Northwest Africa, 123,174, \ ‘

% JCSM-340-79 to SecDef, 6 Dec 79, S/XGDS, JCS 1887/850, 402 (4 Dec79) HB. The other
four countries were Portugal, Egypt, Turkey, and the United Kingdom, which controlled
Diego Garcia. For a fuller discussion of RDJTF base requirements, see Chapter I1. ’ :
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The slow progress made in changing US policy on assistance
s e e
toward the whole ica : 1 e 1t
i i i lop and act on clear-cu
exceedingly difficult for the Joint Chiefs to deve ) 00 coanot b
ith few concrete interests in Afric
ﬁmum%%°£ m ?:d become involYed in that region’s tﬁoel;;p]lg
and controversial racial politics, the strong Soviet-Cuban pmmy ey
the Chiefs no choice but to contemplate expanding the | ey
Though the responses they suggested were generally limited, el of
more often than not to involve infusions ofmﬂrtaryasslstanee;s P
military power that ran counter to President Carter’s preﬁareneven ot
cal, economic, and diplomatic initiatives. Yet as time went on, e e need
aversion to mﬂitalysolutionﬁweakenedashebeganto:;o% the
for US friends and allies in Africa in order to support American in pﬂmlicy
elsewhere, the Persian Gulf especially. The result was a i P
tactics more outwardly attuned to what thg JCS felt shoul. e & ellle’commib
Africa and Morocco most notably, but with no strong high :
ment behind them to follow through.

80).
9 MJCS 201-80 to Dir. DSAA, 19 Sep 80, S, JCS 2409/16, 847/495 (19 Sep 80).
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CHAPTER VI
LATIN AMERICA

(U) In addition to their mounting concern for problems in the Middle
EastandAfncadu‘ﬂngtheCarteryears, the Joint Chiefs of Staff found
themselves faced with a growing array of security issues closer to home, in
Latin America and the Caribbean Basin. Broadly speaking, the JCS viewed
US security interests there as having four general objectives. The first and
most important, underscored by the ominous confrontation of the 1962 Cu-
ban missile crisis, was to prevent the introduction of nuclear weapons sys-
tems capable of striking the United States. Second was to maintain the
security of US territory and possessions in or contiguous to the Caribbean
Basin. Third was to protect against the development of potentially hostile
forces within the region, either indigenously or from external sources. And
fourth was to protect and preserve vital lines of communication, especially
those through the Panama Canal.

w8y In strategic terms, Latin America presented a mixed picture. Only
one country in the region—Mexico~ranked in the “vital interest” category
that the Joint Chiefs used for strategic sensing purposes. Three countries—
Brazil, Panama, and Venezuela—beld “significant” interest; and eleven more
fell into the “important interest” category.! Even so, the Joint Chiefs ac-
corded Latin America significantly greater attention than their paper esti-
mates of the region would appear to dictate. Part of the explanation was the
existence of Fidel Castro’s Cuba, and the continning Soviet presence there,
which together posed an ever-present danger to US interests and hemi-
spheric stability. Additionally, there was a long (and sometimes controver-
sial) history of US participation in a variety of bilateral and multilateral
military relationships with Latin America, some dating from the late nine-
teenth century, but others of more recent vintage. In the latter category
were the creation of the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) in 1942, the
World War II lend-lease program and the military assistance and advisory
system that superseded it in 1949, and the Organization of American States
(OAS) for politico-military consultation. Through these and pther sundry
contacts, JCS planners had gradually acquired a fairly extensive first-hand
knowledge of that part of the world and, in doing so, had also developed a
close rapport with their Latin American counterparts, closer perhaps than
with any other group of foreign officers outside NATO Europe. As a result,
in assessing US strategic interests, the Joint Chiefs tended to give Latin
America extra consideration. Maintaining a credible US military presence

* Joint Strategic Planning Document Supporting Analyses, FY 81-88, (Section 2, Book III),
8, JCS 2143/518, 13 Nov 78, 511 (6 Nov 78).
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there, they believed, was integral to preserving not just US security but also
US self-esteem and prestige.2

(U) The incoming Carter administration adopted a somewhat differ-
ent outlook, with initially different priorities. As in Africa and elsewhere in
the Third World, the new President put protection of human rights and
economic development above military and security concerns. Many of those
who joined the new administration at the State Department and on the NSC
Staff tended to be skeptical of US military involvement in Latin America
and, in policy deliberations, preferred to screen out military participation
insofar as possible, Carter himself spoke a little Spanish and was sincerely
dedicated to improving the US image in Latin America. In the words of Na-
tional Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski, the President “recognized the
changed realities of North and South America and was willing to work con-
structively to build more mature relationships based on mutual respect.”

(U) One reason why Carter felt able to adopt the position that he did
at the outset was the low profile of security problems in Latin America by
the mid-1970s. Compared with the decade before, when Latin America had
been a hotbed of political turmoil, the situation at the beginning of Carter'’s
presidency was one of relative quiescence. Though committed to preserving
a general framework of security, Carter saw an opportunity for reforms and
for bettering the US image that other presidents simply had not enjoyed.
The Joint Chiefs, mindful to the controversial reputation the United Sates
had in parts of Latin America, were cautiously optimistic in initially endors-
ing the President’s program. But as time went on, the deteriorating state of
US-Soviet relations, more aggressive behavior by Castro’s Cuba, and an up-
surge in leftist insurgency movements, convinced them otherwise. By the
end of the Carter's presidency, American policy had come practically full
circle and was more preoccupied with security problems in Latin America
than at any time since World War 11.

The Panama Canal Controversy

(U) The first item of business on the new administration’s Latin
America agenda was to settle the disputed status of the Panama Canal. Even
though formal talks with Panama had been ongoing for over a decade, de-
lays and difficulties of one sort or another had plagued the negotiations.
Prior to Carter's .advez;;, the most recent bmakthl"iough had occu;rad in
1974, when Secretary of State H Kissinger and Panamanian Foreign
Minister Juan Antonio Tack had% in principle that Panama should

2 For an werviewofUSmﬂitaryrelaﬁonshipsinLaﬁnAmerb,see%eRoleoﬁhelADB
in a Changing Military System,” U, enclosure to IADB-147-77 to DJS, 8 Dec 77, U, JCS
629/164-2, 13 Dec 77; and J. Lloyd Mecham, The United States and Inter-American Secu-
rity, 1889-1960 (Austin, Tx.: University of Texas Press, 1961).

3 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 134.
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reqeiVe increased revenues and, at some future date, assume full responsi-
bility for the canal’s operations.* Critics, including California Governor
Ronald Reagan, promptly assailed the agreement as a “give-away,” and in
1976 it became a central issue in the Republican presidential primaries.
Rat}ae; than further fuel the debate, the Ford administration suspended ne-
gotiations, with the implied understanding that a replacement treaty would
receive prompt attention once the US elections were over.5

- @@ Although the Joint Chiefs had supported the Kissinger-Tack
agreement, they did so on condition that the final treaty incorporate a “neu-
trality guarantee” safeguarding US access rights once the canal passed from
. US to Panamanian control. Additionally, the Chiefs preferred a treaty with

t}:ne longest possible duration, the longest possible term for exercising op-
tions to extend the canal’s capacity, and the longest and broadest expansion
of US control over operations and defense.6 But with the arrival of the
Carter administration, they braced themselves for the possibility that the
United States would end up making further concessions. According to
‘Brzezinski, Carter wanted to use the canal negotiations to demonstrate that
the United States was “committed to eliminating the anachronistic ‘colonial’
aspects” of US policy toward Latin America. The longer the United States
delayed, Carter believed, the greater the chances of violence causing irrepa-
rable harm all around.? ‘ ‘

wi®FIn addition to the Chiefs’ understandable concern for the canal’s
security, there were other reasons why they were uneasy over seeing precipi-
tate changes in the status quo. Panama, like the majority of Latin American
countries at the time, was under a military regime, headed by General Omar
Torrijos, who ruled as an all-powerful executive, backed by the National
Guard. A self-styled populist, Torrijos actively courted the Left with strident
anti-Ameri with Cuba, and by allowing the
mited participation in pational

‘ TDITi}OS ang y
gal drug trafficking. Though thought to be small, their involvement by 1977
CTA /lYF35T)  osp1.4(e)

* DOS, Bulletin, 25 Feb 74, 184-85.

& William J. Jorden, Panama Odyssey (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1984), 292-94-
On the background and development of the canal controversy, see Poole, JCS and National

Policy, 1973-1976, 8, 263-79.
¢ Poole, JCS and National Policy, 1973-1976, S, 267-68.

7 Breezinski, Power and Principle, 136. -
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had become the subject of a US Justice Department investigation, which
had yielded one sealed indictment against Torrijos’ brother, Moises, Pa-
nama’s ambassador to Spain.?

(U) In the past, the presence of such a regime might have served as
ample invitation for the United States to intervene, either overtly or cov-
ertly, and to replace it with one more amenable to US interests. But by
Jimmy Carter’s time, with Vietnam, Watergate, and the Church committee
Investigations still fresh in many people’s memory, such behavior was prac-
tically untl}mkable. Instead, during his first week in office, Carter ordered a
full analysis by the Policy Review Committee of the key issues yet to be re-
solveq with Panama, to be followed by an “immediate, well-organized and
coordinated effort involving the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Defense and
State Departments” to enlist congressional support for a new treaty. Al-
thougl;. publicity efforts of this sort were not uncommon, it was rare to see
the Joint Chiefs singled out for participation. Usually, if the JCS were in-
volved at all, it was in providing expert testimony, not lobbying. But obtain-
ing congressional backing for changes in the status quo promised to be an
extraordinary effort. Anticipating that opponents would attack any treaty on
security grounds, Carter obviously wanted it made clear from the beginning
that 13‘18 policy had full JCS endorsement, to vouchsafe that it was militarily
sound, 19

(U) Although resigned to giving up control of the canal to Panama,
the Joint Chiefs cautioned against precipitous action. On 21 January and
again on 26 January 1977, they reviewed their position in anticipation that
talks with Panama would soon resume. Immediately after the second meet-
ing, the JCS Chairman, General George S. Brown, USAF, met with Secretary
of Defense Harold Brown and Lieutenant General Welborn “Tom” Dolvin,
USA (Ret), who served as the OSD-JCS representative to the negotiations.
Instead of seeking explicit assurances, the Secretary suggested the Chiefs
consider a broadly worded neutrality guarantee that would continue beyond
the termination of US operation and allow either the United States or Pa-
nama to protect and defend the canal as either saw fit. The advantage of
adopting such an approach was that it skirted two extremely sensitive is-
sues: whether treating the canal as neutral territory diluted Panama's sover-
eignty over it; and whether the United States retained the right of unilateral
intervention. General Brown liked the idea and promptly submitted it to his
JCS colleagues, asking that they provide their views prior to a meeting the
next morning of the PRC. All expressed reservations but endorsed the Secre-

9 Memo, Martinez (DIA) to CJCS, 2 May 77, C/GDS, CJCS Files (Brown), 820 Panama.

10 PRM/NSC 1 on Panama, 21 Jan 77, S/GDS, JCS 1778/248; and Memo, Brzezinski to
Vanee, et. al., 27 Jan 77, S, JCS 1778/248-2, both in 933/533 (21 Jan 77).
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tary’s formulation as an expedient means of solving the problem.!* As even-
wyd nflocﬁrporated into the treaty as Article IV, the neutrality guarantee
as follows:

The United States of America and the Republic of Panama
agree to maintain the regime of neutrality established in this
Treaty, which shall be maintained in order that the Canal shall
remain permanently neutral, notwithstanding the termination
of any other treaties entered into by the two Contracting Par-
ties. 12

€) On 27 January the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman briefed
the PRC. General Brown explained that while his JCS colleagues would have
preferred a stronger neutrality guarantee, they had agreed to accept the Sec-
retary’s proposed language because of its flexibility. Under this, he said,
each country could interpret the treaty its own way, and there wonld be no
requirement for residual defense. Acknowledging that this was admittedly
an ambiguous statement, Brown still felt that it would meet US require-
ments.13

(U) Even with the breakthrough that the so-called Brown-Brown
formula helped to produce, it was not until May 1977 that US and Panama-
nian negotiators reached a tentative settiement. The outcome was a two-
part agreement: a replacement treaty that would phase out American opera-
tion of the canal by the year 2000 and turn it over to Panama; and a sepa-
rate treaty covering neutrality guarantees. The interpretation that President
Carter chose in his memoirs to apply to the crucial Brown-Brown formula
was that the United States retained the right of defense against external
threats while Panama would protect the canal against danger from within.2¢

1t CM-1261-77 to CNO, et. al,, 26 Jan 77, C; Memo, Shear (for CNO) to CJCS, 27 Jan 77,
C/GDS; and Memo, CSA (Rogers) to CICS (Brown), 27 Jan 77, S, all in CJCS Files (Brown),
820 Panama. According to Buckslip memo, Conlin to Brown, 27 Jan 77, ibid., the CSAF and
CMC replied by telephone. Also see US Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations,
Hearings: Panama Canal Treaties, 95:1 (Weshington, DC: GPO, 1977), Pt. 1, 128-29. Here-
after cited as SCFR, Hearings: Panama Canal Treaties.

12 “Treaty Concerning the Permanent Neutrality and Operation of the Panama Canal,” in
DOS, Bulletin, 17 Oct 77, 497.

13 MFR by LTG Welborn G. Dolvin of PRC Mtg on 27 Jen 77, USA (Ret), 31 Jan 77, S/GDS,
CJCS Files (Brown), 820 Panama. Also see Jorden, Panama Odyssey, 343-44; 368-69.

14 Carter, Keeping Faith, 157. Carter may have been confusing Article IV of the neutrality
treaty with Article IV of the replacement treaty. Under the latter the Unmd&atg:sandl’&
namawmmiuedthemsdmtopmamdddendmemmlunﬁltheqeatyexpmdmm
year 2000, Until then: “Each Party shall act, in accordance with its constitutional processes,
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Although the Chiefs said they would have preferred more explicit provisions
for .rgszdual defense matters, they professed to be satisfied that “legal and
political arguments could be made to support a unilateral US intervention
in the event any nation, including Panama, threatened the nondiscrimina-
tOYJYEZ%MOgh OI'Cmﬁly of the canal in time of war or peace.” In other
words, It was the Chiefs’ understanding that, under the agreed arrangement,
the United States still reserved the right to do whatever it felt best to keep
the canal open. 5

(U) More negotiations followed to iron out details, but by late August
1977 the treaties were complete. On 2 September, without elaborating, the
Joint Chiefs added their concurrence, thus technically certifying that they
considered the treaties militarily acceptable.’® Opinion polls, however,
showed that only around 30 percent of the American public approved of the
treaties, and there quickly emerged a strident and well-funded opposition
dedicated to thwarting ratification.1” Among the opponents were four for-
mer Chiefs of Naval Operations—Robert B. Carney, George W. Anderson,
Jr., Arleigh A. Burke, and Thomas H. Moorer, General Brown’s immediate
predecessor as JCS Chairman. In a joint letter they urged President Carter
to reconsider relinquishing control of the canal and to bear in mind that it
was “indispensable during periods of tension and conflict.”?® Finding that
“military uniforms were of great help® in rebutting such criticism, President
Carter came to rely heavily on the Joint Chiefs to persuade wavering mem-
bers of the Senate and key opinion leaders that they should support the
treaties. Most active of all in this regard was General Brown, who organized
briefings, wrote letters explaining the administration’s position, and helped
to persuade former President Ford and former Secretary of State Kissinger
to come in favor of ratification.1?

(U) Brown knew that, despite the public posture adopted by the Joint
Chiefs, support for the treaties among the military—active and retired
alike—was less than enthusiastic. The letter from the four retired CNOs was

to meet the danger resulting from an armed attack or other actions which threaten the se-
curity of the Panama Canal or of ships transiting it.” DOS, Bulletin, 17 Oct 77, 487.

18 JCSM-223-77 to SecDef, 20 May 77, S/GDS, JCS 1778/239-2, 933/533 (20 Feb 75).
16 JCSM-365-77 to SecDef, 2 Sep 77, C/GDS, JCS 1778/255-1, 933/533 (15 Apr 77).

17 William L. Furlong and Margaret E. Scranton, The Dynamics of Foreign ‘. 2
The President, the Congress, and the Panama Canal Treaties (Boulder, CO: Westview
Press, 1984), 141-42.

18 Lar, Carney, et, al., to Carter, 8 Jun 77, CJCS Files (Brown), 820 Panama.

¥

18 Carter, Keeping Faith, 162; State Dept Briefing Memo for Senators, 15 July 77, C, CJCS
Files (Brown), 820 Panama; L, Brown to Sen J. Bennett Johnston, 28 July: 77, CICS Files
(Brown), 820 Panama; Jorden, Panama Odyssey, 441-42; Vance, Hard Choices, 147-
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especially bothersome because it left him wondering whether the opposition
might not be stronger and better organized than he had supposed it to be.
As a precautionary measure, he asked the Joint Staff to look into the prob-
able impact and implications of alternative courses of action should the
treaties fall through.? Army planners, citing “considerable speculation of
violence,” expressed similar interest in such a study.?!

_ &»On 12 September 1977, the Joint Staff responded with what was,
In many respects, a remarkable and unexpected reassessment. While earlier
staff studies, including one supplied to Congress as recently as the spring of
1976, had suggested that the United States might need a force of up to
100,000 troops to maintain law and order, revised threat estimates gener-
ated over the summer of 1977 reduced this figure to approximately 36,000,
including personnel afloat, owing to what the intelligence community and
the US Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM) saw as the decreased likeli-
hood of Cuban and/or other Latin American intervention. With its best
units tied down in Africa, Cuba seemed less likely to intervene directly in
support of Panama. At the time USSOUTHCOM, headquartered in Panama,
had a foree of about 9,500 troops. But with reinforcements available from
the United States, protection of the canal seemed eminently more feasible
now than under the more dire assumptions used in previous contingency
planning 22

(U) The ratification debate was, as many observers expected, a con-
tentious and lengthy affair, lasting from September 1977 to April 1978 when
the Senate finally consented to the two treaties. Since much of the outcome
hinged on defense and security concerns, JCS views played a crucial part in
shaping attitudes and arguments on both sides of the issue. Proponents of
the treaties went to considerable lengths to demonstrate that the Joint
Chiefs not only supported the agreements, but that they welcomed them as
preserving and enhancing national security.?® Testifying in late September
1977, General Brown reaffirmed the Chiefs’ support of the treaties, stressing
that their number one concern was access to the canal, not control or own-
ership per se. Personally and professionally, he explained, these treaties had
his full endorsement because of the “favorable impact ratification would
have on all Latin America and the acceptance of the United States as living

2 See Brown’s handwritten note, 9 Jul 77, on back of actess sheet, Control No. 2351, 6 Jul
77, CICS Files (Brown), 820 Panama.

21 Memo, Gesrity to DJS, 23 Aug 77, FOUO, JCS 1778/254, 933/533 (15 Apr 77)-

22 DJSM 1562-77 to Dep CoS for Operations and Plans, USA, 12 Sep 77, S/GDS, 1* N/H of
JCS 1778/254, 933/533 (15 Apr 77); Memo, Lt Gen W. Y. Smith to Jones, 13 Oct 77, U,
CJCS Files (Brown), 820 Panama.

21 J, Michael Hogan, The Panama Canal in American Politics (Carbondale, 1ll.: Southern
Hlinois University Press, 1986), 184-85.
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by the moral principles that we espouse in divesting ourselves of this last
appearance of colonialism in Panama."2

(U) Opponents countered that the Chiefs were only doing what they
were told to do and that the opposition of other military officers, all retired,
pointed up the treaties’ questionable military merits. Admiral Moorer, in
testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, characterized US
policy as tantamount to “surrender,” and cautioned that losing control of
the canal would open the way for further Soviet penetration of Latin Amer-
ica. Once US forces were gone, he warned, the Soviets wonld begin making
inroads in Panama and gain proxy control of the canal just as they had
gained proxy control over Cuba. Moorer also took issue with earlier JCS
statements that it would take around 100,000 troops to protect the Canal
Zone should the treaties fail of ratification. Terming that figure “ridiculous,”
he asked, rhetorically, under what conditions such forces would be
needed?? Although the Joint Chiefs never completely answered the admi-
ral’s question, General Brown conceded that that estimate derived from a
“worst-case scenario” that might no longer be valid. And under questioning
from the Senate Armed Services Committee, Lieutenant General Dennis P.
McAuliffe, USA, Commander in Chief, US Southern Command, acknow}-
edged that a force “something upward of 40,000 troops” would probably
suffice to meet any foreseeable contingency. However, the Commande}nt of
the Marine Corps, General Louis H. Wilson, continued to talk as if the
100,000 figure was still valid for planning purposes.?

(U) This was, as it turned out, as much as the administration would
reveal of contingency plans should the treaties fail. Despite further probing
by members of Congress, the revised Joint Staff estimates never
though whether they would have made any difference is debatable. While
military and strategic considerations formed the crux of the Senate debate,
JCS assessments played a lesser role in deciding the outcome. Indeed, most
senators eventually voted for the treaties, notbecmse they_pamaglarly
wanted to, but because they viewed them as politically and dlﬂ"%
advisable in order to promote good will in Latin America and to for =
outbreaks of violence in Panama and elsewhere that might ensnare
United States in another Vietnam-type conflict. Only a small Senate mmo(rl-
ity questioned the Chiefs’ assertion that the treaties were militarily mt »
and of these the administration needed the support of only a handful to
achieve the required two-thirds majority for ratification. Crucial to the out-

% Brown testimony, 27 Sep 77, SCFR, Hearings: Panama Canal Treaties, 95:1, PL. 1, 106
07.

2 Moorer testimony, 10 Oct 77, ibid,, Pt. 3, 6-7, 28.
26 Ibid., Pt. 1, 132; McAuliffe and Wilson testimony, 24 Jan 78, US Congress, Senate, Com-

mittee on Armed Services, Hearings: Defense, Maintenance and Operation of the Panama
Canal..., 95:2 (Wash DC: GPO, 1978), 48-49.
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come was the administration’s decision to impose a unilateral “condition”
demanded by Senator Dennis DeConcini of Arizona which made explicit
what the Joint Chiefs had privately assumed all along: that once the canal
passed into Panama'’s hands, the United States would still have the right of
using military force unilaterally in Panama to keep it open. Although the
Panamanians were furious over the DeConcini reservation, feeling that it
abused their sovereignty, President Carter reluctantly accepted it as the
price that had to be paid for Senate approval.??

(U) Ratification of the Panama Canal treaties thus came with mixed
feelings all around, not least of all for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Lukewarm
supporters of the treaties to begin with, they found themselves facing the
prospect of eventually turning the canal over to a regime of dubious charac-
ter, inclined toward closer ties with Cuba. Whether this would lead to fur-
ther Soviet penetration of Latin America remained to be seen. For the time
being, however, the Chiefs were confident that they could live with these
treaties and the changed status in US-Panamanian relations that was bound
to ensue. But as time went on they would see problems emerge to challenge
this and other key assumptions in the Carter administration’s efforts to

chart a new policy in Latin America.

Policy Reappraisal: PRM-17

(U) With the Panama Canal treaties finally out of the way, _President
Carter looked ahead to further improvements in US-Latin American rela-
tions. As outlined in an April 1977 speech to the OAS, his aim was to pro-
mote “constant cooperation, consultation, and harmony among the nations
of this hemisphere.” Broadly speaking, the essential elements of this policy
were three-fold: respect for the sovereignty of other countries; respect for
human rights; and closer cooperation in encouraging progress in economic
and social areas. Even steps toward normalizing relations with Cul:a were
on the agenda. Emphasizing what he termed “human development,” Carter
played down security concerns and mentioned only two specifically: his in-
terest in establishing Latin America as a nuclear-free zone under the Treaty
of Tlatelolco; and his desire, there as elsewhere, to curb the trade in conven-
tional arms.28 oot

(U) Astute observers quickly noted that the ideas in the President’s
OAS speech closely resembled those of a 1975 report by the Commission on
United States-Latin American Relations (the Linowitz O‘ommlsgmn), a pri-
vate, bipartisan group that sought to improve hemispheric relations.? Seek-

2? Carter, Keeping Faith, 169-73.

28 “Address Before the Permanent Council, Organization of American States,” 14 Apr 77,
Public Papers: Carter, 1977, 611-16.
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ing to translate the commission’s recommendations into concrete initia-
tives, the President in January 1977 had asked the PRC to undertake a gen-
eral review of Latin American policy (PRM-17), in tandem with its
reassessment of the Panama Canal situation.?® But unlike the quick action
taken on the Panama Canal issue, the PRM-17 review made slow headway,
partly owing to a lack of urgency, but also because of simmering differences
between the Joint Chiefs and the State Department over the future of US
political-military relationships in Latin America.

€©) A major stumbling block was what to do about the US military
advisory group (MILGP) structure, traditionally a key source of US influ-
ence among Latin American governments, but also an object of considexgble
controversy and criticism. By the mid-1970s all but four Latin American
countries (Mexico, Venezuela, Columbia, and Costa Rica) were under some
form of military rule, and it was almost an article of faith among a fairly
large number of American liberals in Congress that US military assistance
and the presence of US military advisors contributed heavily to, and per-
baps encouraged, the high number of military coups and military govern-
ments. In the late 1960s Congress began imposing piecemeal restrictions on
US arms transfers and other military assistance to Latin America. In 1976 it
adopted a more comprehensive approach by passing the Arms Export and
Control Act (PL 94-329), which called for the elimination of grant assistga?ee
(unless specifically authorized by Congress), closer control aver the training
and education of foreign military officers under the US-sponsored Interna-
tional Military Training and Education (IMET) program, and a -worldvgxde
ceiling on the number of US military advisory programs.3! The immediate .
effect within the Latin American region was the disestablishment of the
MILGPs in Costa Rica, Paraguay, and Uruguay, and personnel redpct:ons in
most of the remaining seventeen.32 In keeping with whatztpemglvedttgbe
congressional preferences and those of the incoming Carter administration,
State proposed a further restructuring of the MILGP system that would, in
effect, eliminate it altogether within a few years.3

2 See Commisgion on United States-Latin American Relations, :l‘tuummjicasz‘n«1C?mn.g~
ing World (NY: Quadrangle Books, 1975). During the Carter adminhgmbon,_the commis-
gion’s staff director, Robert A. Pastor, served as the NSC Staff's senior adviser on Latin

America.

% PRM-17 on Review of US Policy Toward Latin America, 26 Jan 77, S/GDS, JCS 1976/620,
984/532 (26 Jan 77).

i f events leading
at Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1976, 213-33. On the background o : S
up to"t%is legislation, see William B. Garrett, “Arms Transfers, Congress, and 130%1;"3
icy: The Case of Latin America, 1967-1976" (Ph.D. Diss., Johns Hopkins University, .

32 [JSSOUTHCOOM 1976 Historical Report, 8, pp. 8-9,.
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¥8) Although Defense officials, including the Joint Chiefs, recognized
that changes in the MILGP system in Latin America were becoming un-
avoidable, they cautioned against hasty action. US arms sales and grant as-
sistance to that part of the world had been declining for a number of years,
and by the mid-1970s the United States was no longer the major arms sup-
plier to Latin America. Instead, European and Israeli firms accounted for
approximately 70 percent of the weapons sold there.3 With the shrinkage in
the US role of arms supplier had come a reduction in the American military
presence—from 769 military advisory personnel in the region in 1968, to
fewer than 180 by the mid-1970s—and, as many Defense planners also be-
lieved, an accompanying loss of influence. Defense was thus troubled that a
further withdrawal of the MILGPs would seriously weaken US interests in
preventing inroads by hostile influences and in mobilizing effective Latin
American cooperation in defense matters. Citing an “unstable security envi-
ronment,” Defense warned that immediate withdrawal of any more MILGPs
would be “inopportune” and that it would signal to the Latin Americans that
the United States was no longer earnestly concerned for their security.35

(U) On 23 March 1977 the PRC met for what proved to be an incon-
clusive discussion of the progress thus far on its PRM-17 Latin America
study. Anticipating the outcome, a DOD-JCS talking paper prepared in ad-
vance speculated that the study would need considerably more work before
it could be submitted for presidential consideration, and that one of its
principal flaws was a lack of perspective and balance 3¢ Expecting further
revisions, the Chiefs were therefore surprised by President Carter’s speech
to the OAS prior to completion of the PRC study. That the President chose
to stress the themes that he did—especially those dealing with the protec-
tion of human rights and normalization of relations with Cuba—seemed all
the more perplexing to the Chiefs in view of the adverse reactions from
abroad that had greeted the recent release of a series of State Department
reports to Congress condemning alleged human rights violations in certain
Latin American countries traditionally friendly toward the United States.
Primarily as a consequence of these reports, Brazil in March 1977 had re-
nounced its 25-year old Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement with the
United States, while four other countries—Argentina, El Salvador, Guate-
mala, and Uruguay—had rejected US security assistance for the upcoming
year. Commenting publicly on these developments, JCS Chairman Brown

3 “Review of United States Policy Toward Latin America,” ca, 12 Mar 77, Interagency Study
Prepared in Response to PRM-17, Tab 4 (Political-Military Relationships), p. 5, 8, JCS
1976/620-1, 984/532 (26 Jam 77)-

3¢ See DOD Annual Report FY 1979, 250.

35 Interagency Study Prepared in Response to PRM-17, Tab 4, S, pp- 1,5.

3 TP cited in J-5 Rpt to JCS, “US Security Interests in Latin America,” 27 Apr 77, $/GDS,
JCS 1976/622, 496 (27 Apr 77).
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regretted what he saw as the possible “long-term fragmentation and loss of
hemispheric solidarity.” Although Brown believed that human rights had to
berespected,hesaidhehopedawaymuldbefoundtodoso‘*withmrtlosing
our friends in the process.”?

__ (U) Most disturbing of all from the JCS standpoint was what the
Chiefs discerned to be the administration’s emerging practice of giving pri-
 ority to political and economic problems in Latin America, at the expense of
US security interests. Not only had the President himself paid little atten-
tion to defense-related matters in his OAS speech but also, in assigning fol-
low-up responsibilities, his national security adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski,
had largely overlooked them as well, mentioning only two that he thought
needed to be further addressed: consultations with Latin America on the
limitation of conventional arms transfers, and support of OAS peacekeeping
ventures.?® Worried that security problems would continue to be short-
changed, the Joint Chiefs in July 1977 felt compelled to bring the matter to
the attention of the Secretary of Defense, in hopes that he would discuss it
with the Secretary of State and the President’s National Security Adviser at
one of their regular weekly luncheons. “Many Latin American leaders have
expressed doubts about the continuing US commitment to collective hemi-
spheric security,” the Chiefs said.

The deterioration of Latin American/US security relations was
reflected in actions by Argentina, Brazil, Guatemala, El Salva-
dor, and Uruguay. The principal actions which contributed to
the deteriorating trend include: US efforts to modify the nu-
clear technology agreement between Brazil and FRG [Federal
Republic of Germany]; US sanctions against Clule and Uru-
guay [for alleged human rights abuses]; increasingly stringent
arms transfer and grant training policies; &chmx}g Us m‘ili-
tary presence; perceived inconsistency of US policy seeking
rapprochement with Cuba while criticizing human rights per-
formance of traditional friends; and a seeming lack of US un-
derstanding for Latin American concerns over the subversive
threat present in most Latin American countries. Thg com-
bined results of these actions have been to weaken bilateral
and multilateral security arrangements and erode US credibil-
ity with regard to collective security.

Although the Joint Chiefs readily acknowledged the importange’of strength-
ening economic and political relations, they felt that US policies and pro-

57 NY Times, 12 Mar 77, p. A1; and 18 Mar 77, p. A7.
38 Memo, Brzezinski to Vance, et. al., 23 Apr 77, U, JCS 2482/354-1, 922/731 (11 Apr 77).

154
SECRET



DECLASSIFIED IN FULL

: Authority: EO 13526
Sssone T Chist. Records & Declass Div, WHS

Dete:  pEC 4 208
Latin America

grams should project a “balanced emphasis” with due regard for security
concerns as well, especially the preservation of the MILGP system and fa-
vorable action on “reasonable requests” for military assistance and arms
transfers. Last, but not least, they gave vent to growing frustrations over the
ﬁ:dmmg and handling of US policy. Implying that many decisions to date

not followed proper procedure, they reminded the Secretary that “any
US policy, program, or action that impacts upon US security inter-
gitssgg‘l};gchve security should be formally coordinated with the Joint Chiefs

. (U) The response from OSD offered little encouragement that the
Joint Chlefs could expect to receive either the cooperation or changes in pol-
icy ?hey believed to be needed. Having studied their complaints, the Acting
Assistant Secretary for ISA, Walter Slocombe, notified the JCS in September
that he saw no appreciable support for their position, either elsewhere in the
Executive Branch or in Congress, that might justify a re-examination of ear-
lier actions. “Many of the specific approaches advanced in . . . your memo-
randum,” Slocombe said, “are no longer feasible in light of recent
ilevelopments." Slocombe insisted that the Chiefs’ views had in fact received

adequate recognition,” but in the end prevailing sentiment had been in fa-
vor of other ideas. Difficult as it may be, he urged the Chiefs to recognize
that decisions “did not always come out exactly as DOD would have pre-
ferred.™0 Refusing to accept this verdict as final, the Chiefs advised the Sec-
retary of Defense in December that they regretted the “limited success” they
had had thus far in “refocusing attention on security issues in Latin Amer-
ica,” and vowed to forge on, seeking changes in US policy as the opportuni-
ties presented themselves.4t

(U) Unable to convince the Secretary’s office to help them, the Joint
Chiefs in late March 1978 took matters into their own hands and ordered
the Joint Staff to initiate a “strategic military appraisal” of Latin America,
similar to the one being conducted almost simultaneously on the Middle
East-Southwest Asia region (see Chapter II). Because of the highly visible
and active Cuban presence in the Horn of Africa around this time, the two
projectshadmuchincommonandten&dtoatmctmomthantheusual
degree of outside attention, Upon learning that the JCS were planning a ma-
jor paper on Latin American, the Assistant Secretary for 1SA, David E.
McGiffert, proposed the creation of a “joint OSD/JCS task force” to oversee
the study, with the Director of the Inter-American Region within 1SA serv-
ing as the chair.#> However, the Joint Chiefs, having been let down in the

® JCSM-305-77 to SecDef, 20 Jul 77, S/GDS, JCS 1976/622, 496 (27 Apr 77). |
4 Memo, Slocombe to DJS, 1Sep 77, C/GDS, JCS 1976/622-1, 496 (27 Apr 77).
41 JCSM-401-77, 16 Dec 77, C/GDS, JCS 1976/622-2, 496 (27 Apr 77).

42 Memo, McGiffert to DJS, 5 Apr 78, C/GDS, JCS 1976/622-4, 496 (27 Apr 77).
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past whenever they had solicited OSD support, eschewed a collaborative
effox:t for the present. Instead, they recommended postponing the creation
of a joint task force pending completion of their internal appraisal and using
that as the foundation for an OSD-JCS reassessment. Once the reassess-
ment was finished, the Chiefs added, they hoped the Secretary of Defense
would then reconsider his position on reopening the PRM-17 study.+3

€@ As it happened, the Joint Staff moved too slowly and events too
quickly for the JCS strategic military appraisal to figure prominently in any
immediate re-review of US policy. While originally scheduled for comple-
tion by the end of May 1978, the Joint Chiefs sought additional views and
information from the combatant commanders, a process that effectively
delayed the coordination of inputs until the end of the summer. Even then,
it was not until January 1979 that the Chiefs informed the Secretary of De-
fense of their findings—an unequivocal need for preserving a secure south-
ern flank and a rather generalized set of warnings against allowing further
Soviet encroachments on the hemisphere.# For all the time and effort taken
in preparing the study, the outcome was decidedly anticlimactic and unex-
ceptionable. But with new troubles brewing in Cuba, Nicaragua, and else-
where in the Caribbean Basin, there seemed little point in drawing.ﬁlrther
attention to security matters. These problems were becoming plentiful and
plain enough and would in a very short time so engulf the Carter admini-
stration as to leave it no choice but to rethink its views and responses
throughout the region.

Cuba: The MiG-23 and the Soviet Brigade Episodes

@»The sense of growing crisis that came to overshadow the Carter
administration’s dealings with Latin America during its last two years in
office grew, first of all, from a breakdown of efforts to achieve a rapproche-
ment with communist Cuba. Carter, at the outset of his presidency, wanted
to reopen a dialogue with theCasuoregimeastheﬁmtsteptovgardxwtow :
ing something approximating normal relations between Washington azgd
Havana, and toward this end he ordered the cessation of SR-71 reconnais-
sance flights over Cuba as one of several goodwill gestures. Although the
Joint Chiefs regretted losing this intelligence, it was not their sole or even
primary source of information. The loss could be made up in other ways, but
as a sign of the times it seemed to the Chiefs another in@ieatof the low prior-
ity the new administration attached to security matters in Latin America.*®

43 JCSM-168-78 to SecDef, 15 May 78, C/GDS, JCS 1976/622-5, 496 (27 Apr 77,
4. JCSM-7-79 to SecDef, 9 Jan 79, S/XGDS, JCS 1976/622-6, 496 (27 Apr 77).
4 Memo, Brzezinski to SecState, SecDef, and DCI, 4 Mar 77, TS, CICS Files (Brown), 820

Cuba; Wayne S. Smith, The Closest of Enemies: A Personal and Diplomatic Account of
U.S.-Cuban Relations Since 1957 (NY: W.W. Norton, 1987), 101. ;
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4&) Despite what some considered a promising start, reciprocal ges-
tures from Cuba failed to live up to Amemf;o expectations. eci fhs»
aggomtedvvge?e the Joint Chiefs, who had hoped to see a lessening of Cuban
military activity in Africa. Instead, by late 1977, Cuban forces there were
busier than ever in support of the Marxist government of Ethiopia in its war
against neighboring Somalia (see Chapter V). The obvious inference was
that Castro’s interests lay more in assisting Soviet designs in Africa than in
pursuing better relations with the United States. At the same time, a notice-
able increase in Soviet naval traffic around Cuba prompted Secretary of De-
fense Brown to solicit JCS views on whether to hold a large-scale US naval
maneuver in the Caribbean. Disavowing any intention of seeking to intimi-
date Cuba, Brown believed instead that, with appropriate publicity, the ex-
ercise could be used to dispel popular perceptions in the United States and
elsewhere of growing Soviet naval strength beyond its immediate waters.4
While the Chiefs doubted whether one exercise would do much to realign
world opinion of Soviet seapower, they concurred that such a demonstration
would assert the US naval preeminence in the Caribbean and, by extension,
help to demonstrate Soviet naval limitations in the area.” ‘

€8 Though planned for late November or early December 1978, the
exercise came to be postponed indefinitely in an apparent effort not to exac-
erbate tensions arising from another issue: the discovery in May 1978 and
subsequent confirmation that the Soviet Union was supplying Castro’s Cuba
with MiG-23 fighter-bombers, estimated to number between one and two
dozen planes. Further analysis revealed that these were D or F models, ei-
ther of which could threaten US air defense sites in south Florida, the
MacDill SLBM site, the Eastern Test Range, and the Texas Coast. The D
model (also known as MiG-27) was nuclear-dedicated, whereas the F model
required modifications to perform nuclear missions. Unable to find any
separate evidence that the Soviets might be reintroducing nuclear weapons
into Cuba, the intelligence community backed down form its initial finding
thatth&sewemDmoddsandidenﬁﬁedtheminsmdasnmﬁlfxctt:rﬁod;
els.*8 Even so, analysts in J-5 considered the very presence planes
provocative act: doubtless a violation of the precedents set by the 1962 Ken-
nedy-Khrushchev agreements ending the Cuban missile crisis, and, proba-
bly, the 1970 Cienfuegos naval facilities agreement, as well. Viewed in the
context of other recent Soviet actions in the region—recurring Soviet naval
activity in the Gulf of Mexico and continuing BEAR reconnaissance flights

4 Memo, Brown to CJCS, 20 Jun 78, TS, JCS 2517/91, 385 (20 Jun 78).
47 JCSM-261-78 to SecDef, 18 Aug 78, C/GDS, JCS 2517/91-1, 385 (20 Jun 78).

43 Revised Briefing Sheet for CICS for JCS MpgonzgSepﬁmOffgnsiveWgaponsmmbp.
undated, TS, JCS 2304/292, 925/292 (25 Sep 78); Memeon on Soviet Offensive Wm;ig
Cuba by David Aaron, 25 Oct 78, TS, National Security Adviser Collection, Subject Fi
Memcons: D Aaron 2/77-12/78 folder Carter Library; and Memcon on Soviet Offensive
Weapons in Cuba by David Aaron, 1 Nov 78, TS, same folder.
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along the US east coast, with periodic overflights of US naval units—J-5
planners saw the presence of MiG-23s in Cuba as part of a continuing Soviet
campaign to put escalating pressure on the United States as near to home as
possible. Although the Defense Department had repeatedly drawn attention
to this situation, urging that something be done by way of diplomatic pro-

Date: pEC 4 208

J-5 noted
test, J-5 noted that to date the State Department had xmrt:ac!:ed.49 0sD1 c)

€©) The Joint Chiefs presumably hoped that, this {i
provocation so obvious, the outcome would be different. But

frong as I INIgNt nave Dee

ober they met with Secretary of Defense Brown to review the situation
and to discuss remedial measures recommended by the Joint Staff. Even
though the Chiefs doubted whether the introduction of the MiG-23s into
Cuba would significantly affect the regional balance of power, they argued
that the presence of the planes could not go unchallenged: US acquiescence
might condition the United States to accept further incremental changes in
‘Cuban offensive capabilities and could place the United States in a more
difficult position in the future. Secretary Brown shared the Chiefs’ concerns,
and on 23 October he brought the matter to President Carter’s attention,
urging also that the State Department initiate appropriate diplomatic action

to secure early withdrawal of the planes and removal of the danger.®

(U) Though handled thus far in a low-key manner, “leaks” to the
press soon led to public speculation that the United States and the Soviet
Union might be veering toward a repetition of their 1962 confrontation. The
first public reference to the planes in Cuba came in an Associated Press dis-

patch appearing on 31 October in the Washington Post. There followed on =

15 November by a more detailed account, containing 2 summary of the Sec-
retary’s 23 October memorandum to the President, by syndicated colum-

nists Rowland Evans and Robert Novak.5! The day before the appearance of -

the Evans and Novak exposé, Secretary of State Vance had met with Soviet
Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin. But until then, State had been reluctant to
pursue the issue, fearing that it would harm the prospects for an arms con-

trol agreement and other ongoing negotiations. Prodded by the publicity, |

‘Vance met three more times with Dobrynin, while in Moscow US Ambassa-

dor Malcolm Toon held talks with Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko. The
Soviets did not deny the presence of the planes, but insisted that they were
part of a routine upgrade of the Cuban air force,mvolvmg the replacement

4 J.5 Report to JCS on Offensive Weapons in Cuba, zS'Se;S ,7'3,. rev 28 Sep 78, TS/SCI, JCS
2304/292 (Green only), 925/292 (25 Sep78). .~~~ ..

50 Draft memo, JCS to SecDef, enclosure A'to ch 2304!292, RW28 Sep 78, S; Memo,
SecDef to President, 23 Oct 78, TS, JCS 2304/292-1; 925/292 (25 Sep 78). : ‘

51 “Soviet Mig 235 Seen in Cuba,” Washington Pos,t,"sl\'(\)éztz 78: A16, Rowland Evans and
Robert Novak, “Cuba’s Mig23s,” Washington Post, 15 Nov 78: A19. . - = o
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of obsolete MiG-21s with more up-to-date MiG-23s. Accepting this explana-

tion, the State Department dropped demands that the aircraft be with-

drawn, in exchange for Soviet assurances that there would be no increase in

the‘ number of planes, and that they would pose no nuclear threat to the

United States. T{lough' not everything in terms of a settlement that the JCS
hadwanted,xtdndatleastaddre&sapaﬂoftheireoncembyputﬁngacap

on future deployments. On 30 November 1978 President Carter declared at

a press conference that he saw no violation of the 1962 Kennedy- -
Kbrushehev agreements, and that he was treating the matter as closed.52 CTAL O+ 3¢ Cc)

(& One promising outcome of the whole affair was the prospect that
the JCS would have better intelligence in the future through the resumption
in November 1978 of SR-71 reconnaissance flights over Cuba. Though not
something the Joint Chiefs had specifically welcomed it
- nonetheless. Thmughout e ire epi B S TS Rag :

" ; Dewrbnen d the resumption of rerpnnaissance
flights, sgative signal” to Cuba at a time when
t}xe United States was trying to improve relations. But others, including Na-
tional Security Adviser Brzezinski, saw nothing to lose and possibly much to

~ be gained, and with President Carter's nodding approval, the flights re-
sumed,® 0sD 14(c)

A A year later the Joint Chiefs found themselves involved in yet
another contretemps over Cuba, this time in response to intelligence disclo-
sures that the Soviets had stationed a combat brigade on the island. The

discovery, or re-discovery as it proved to be, that the brigade was there came
not from any new information but from a review of previous intelligence on
ity in Cuba, ordered by Brzezinski in the aftermath of

52 Vance, Hard Choices, 132-33; “President’s News Conference,” 30 Nov 78, Public Papers:
Carter, 1978, 2100-01. See also Raymond L. Garthoff, "American Reaction to Soviet Air-
eraft in Cuba, 1962 and 1978," Political Science Quarterly g5 (Fall 1980): 427-39; and

Smith, Closest of Enemies, 163-65.

63 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 346; Ltv, Newsom to Duncan, 25 Oct 78, §; and Un-
numbered DISM on SR~71 Cuba Reconnaissance Request, 4 Nov 78,TS, both in CICS Files
(Jones), 820 Cuba.
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remain updear,-had never before passed its findings along to others in
the intelligence community for more thorough vetting and analysis. In fact,
as further investigation revealed, the unit in question had been in Cuba, in
one form or another, probably since the 1962 missile crisis, and had stayed

tbfhindas of a rum ison. Having lost tra since
a wholly new deployment.5¢

% What made the situation more ominous than it initially seemed
was the apparent change in the brigade’s mission. Originally set up as part
of a joint Soviet-Cuban combat training center, it had since evolved into an
exclu§ive1y Soviet combat training unit, without Cuban participation. This
gave it an offensive capability that it apparently never had to begin with.
Although the intelligence community was unable to determine for certain
when and how the change in training activity took place, it was clear that the
pature of the Soviet presence was significantly different from what it had
been in the early 1960s. Scattered evidence further suggested that there
might be additional Soviet units training in Cuba, but the intelligence com-
munity dismissed these reports as being less than wholly reliable.55

™ Unlike the MiG-23 affair, which had obvious security implica-
tions, the existence of the Soviet brigade seemed more an intelligence mat-
ter than a military issue and, therefore, did not prompt a formal JCS action.
Even so, the Chairman'’s office and planners in J-5 followed the issue closely
throughout the summer and early fall of 1979, amid “leaks” and congres-
sional inquiries which threatened to inflate the matter into a full-blown cri-
sis and delay indefinitely both the implementation of the Panama Canal

‘Treaty and the ratification of the SALT II treaty, then pending before the
Senate (see Chapter IX). From the JCS standpoint, the principal military
significance of the brigade’s presence arose from the possibility that it might
foreshadow the creation of a Soviet power-projection capability in the West-
ern Hemisphere and cause some Latin Americans to question the ability of
the United States to control hemispheric events.5¢ Ideally, JCS planners
hoped to see a total withdrawal of Soviet forces from Cuba. Failing this, they

64 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 346; Stansfield Turner, Secrecy and Democracy: The
CIA in Transition (Boston: Houghton, Mifftin, 1985), 229-36. Also see Gloria Duffy, “Crisis
Mangling and the Cuban Brigade,” International Security 8 (Summer 1983): 67-87; Ray-
mond L. Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation: American-Soviet Relations from Nixon to
Reagan (rev. ed.; Washington, DC: Brookings, 1094), 918-19; and David D. Newsom, The
Soviet Brigade in Cuba: A Study in Political Diplomacy (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1987), 18-29, :

% Summary of Conclusions, NSC Mtg on Soviet Ground Force Presence in Cuba, 17 Sep 79,
TS, National Security Adviser Collection, Staff Office File, box 2, NSC Mtg No. 22 folder,
Carter Library. ; ‘

5 JCS Paper, “Importance of the Soviet ‘Brigade,”” Aug 1979, Tab E to CICS Briefing Book,
TS, J-5 NSC Records, PRC 4 Sep 79 folder. .
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recommended that the United States insist upon measures that would re-
duce the brigade’s combat effectiveness (removal of tanks and heavy weap-
ons, for example}), and that Washington step up its efforts, in quid pro quo
fashion, to expand politico-military collaboration with China and Yugosla-
via. But having witnessed the administration’s handling of the MiG-23 epi-
sode the year before, they exhibited little confidence that this time around
the outcome would be any different.5?

(U) On 1 October 1979, in a televised speech to the nation reminis-
cent of Kennedy’s dramatic appearance seventeen years earlier during the
Cuban missile crisis, President Carter laid to rest the mini-crisis of the So-
viet brigade. As with the MiG-23s, Carter accepted Soviet assurances that
the brigade posed no threat to the United States, nor would it in the fo-
ture.58 But just in case, he issued a Presidential Directive (PD-52) calling for
stepped-up State-Defense planning to counter possible Cuban and Soviet
expansionism in the Caribbean and Central America, and set in motion the
creation of a Caribbean Combined Joint Task Force (CCJTF).% Later, Carter
acknowledged that his main reason for not making more of the Soviet bri-
gade issue was his desire not to impede ratification of the SALT II Treaty.%
Cuba was thus to remain a thorn in the American side, as it had !?eenfor
some years, but only in the interests of pursuing what Carter considered a

higher, more immediate objective. The Joint Chiefs likewise wanted SALT to

go through, and as a practical matter they had nothing more concrete to
suggest in Cuba than diplomatic protests. Yet as the MiG-23 anfiSomptbm
gade episodes clearly demonstrated, there was strong and growing evidence
to support the JCS contention that the Carter administration needed to pay
more a&enﬁontosewrityisauesinLaﬁnAmeﬁmn,andthgtthesepmb—
lems were just as important as dealing with social and economic issues.

Nicaragua: Downfall of the Somoza Regime

e e s spsode shat e Carts it

nt by the end of the Soviet brigade epi that -
g;)r:muld take no direct action there but would instead concentrate on
peripheral areas—Central America especially—where US-supported regimes
faced steadily mounting pressure from Cuban- and Soviet-supported insur-

52 TP for SecDef and CJCS, PRC Meeting on Soviet Brigade, 4 Sep 79, TS, J-5 NSC Records,
PRC 4 Sep 79 folder.

58 “Address to the Nation m