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About the Series

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and
significant diplomatic activity of the U.S. Government. The Historian of
the Department of State is charged with the responsibility for the prep-
aration of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of the Office of the Histo-
rian, Bureau of Public Affairs, under the direction of the General Editor
of the Foreign Relations series, plans, researches, compiles, and edits the
volumes in the series. Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg first promul-
gated official regulations codifying specific standards for the selection
and editing of documents for the series on March 26, 1925. These regu-
lations, with minor modifications, guided the series through 1991.

Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, es-
tablished a new statutory charter for the preparation of the series which
was signed by President George H.W. Bush on October 28, 1991. Sec-
tion 198 of P.L. 102-138 added a new Title IV to the Department of
State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 4351, et seq.).

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major U.S. foreign policy decisions and
significant U.S. diplomatic activity. The volumes of the series should
include all records needed to provide comprehensive documentation
of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the U.S. Government.
The statute also confirms the editing principles established by Secre-
tary Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is guided by the principles of
historical objectivity and accuracy; records should not be altered or de-
letions made without indicating in the published text that a deletion
has been made; the published record should omit no facts that were of
major importance in reaching a decision; and nothing should be omit-
ted for the purposes of concealing a defect in policy. The stature also re-
quires that the Foreign Relations series be published not more than 30
years after the events recorded. The editors are convinced that this vol-
ume meets all regulatory, statutory, and scholarly standards of selec-
tion and editing.

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The Foreign Relations statute requires that the published record in
the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide com-
prehensive documentation of major U.S. foreign policy decisions and
significant U.S. diplomatic activity. It further requires that government
agencies, departments, and other entities of the U.S. Government en-
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IV About the Series

gaged in foreign policy formulation, execution, or support cooperate
with the Department of State historians by providing full and complete
access to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and actions and
by providing copies of selected records. Most of the sources consulted
in the preparation of this volume have been declassified and are avail-
able for review at the National Archives and Records Administration
(Archives II) in College Park, Maryland.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series have complete access to
all the retired records and papers of the Department of State: the central
files of the Department; the special decentralized files (“lot files”) of the
Department at the bureau, office, and division levels; the files of the De-
partment’s Executive Secretariat, which contain the records of interna-
tional conferences and high-level official visits, correspondence with
foreign leaders by the President and Secretary of State, and the memo-
randa of conversations between the President and the Secretary of State
and foreign officials; and the files of overseas diplomatic posts. All of
the Department’s central files for 1977-1981 are available in electronic
or microfilm formats at Archives II, and may be accessed using the
Access to Archival Databases (AAD) tool. Almost all of the Depart-
ment’s decentralized office files covering this period, which the Na-
tional Archives deems worthy of permanent retention, have been
transferred to or are in the process of being transferred from the De-
partment’s custody to Archives II.

Research for Foreign Relations volumes is undertaken through spe-
cial access to restricted documents at the Jimmy Carter Presidential Li-
brary and other agencies. While all the material printed in this volume
has been declassified, some of it is extracted from still-classified docu-
ments. The staff of the Carter Library is processing and declassifying
many of the documents used in this volume, but they may not be avail-
able in their entirety at the time of publication. Presidential papers
maintained and preserved at the Carter Library include some of the
most significant foreign-affairs related documentation from White
House offices, the Department of State, and other federal agencies in-
cluding the National Security Council, the Central Intelligence Agency,
the Department of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Some of the research for volumes in this subseries was done in
Carter Library record collections scanned for the Remote Archive Cap-
ture (RAC) project. This project, which is administered by the National
Archives and Records Administration’s Office of Presidential Libraries,
was designed to coordinate the declassification of still-classified
records held in various presidential libraries. As a result of the way in
which records were scanned for the RAC, the editors of the Foreign Re-
lations series were not always able to determine whether attachments to
a given document were in fact attached to the paper copy of the docu-
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ment in the Carter Library file. In such cases, some editors of the Foreign
Relations series have indicated this ambiguity by stating that the attach-
ments were “Not found attached.”

Editorial Methodology

Documents in this volume are presented chronologically ac-
cording to time in Washington, DC. Memoranda of conversation are
placed according to the time and date of conversation, rather than the
date the memorandum was drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign Rela-
tions series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guidance
from the General Editor and the Chief of the Editing and Publishing
Division. The original document is reproduced as exactly as possible,
including marginalia or other notations, which are described in the
footnotes. Texts are transcribed and printed according to accepted
conventions for the publication of historical documents within the limi-
tations of modern typography. A heading has been supplied by the ed-
itors for each document included in the volume. Spelling, capitaliza-
tion, and punctuation are retained as found in the original text, except
that obvious typographical errors are silently corrected. Other mistakes
and omissions in the documents are corrected by bracketed insertions:
a correction is set in italic type; an addition in roman type. Words or
phrases underlined in the original document are printed in italics. Ab-
breviations and contractions are preserved as found in the original text,
and a list of abbreviations and terms is included in the front matter of
each volume. In telegrams, the telegram number (including special
designators such as Secto) is printed at the start of the text of the
telegram.

Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that
deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that remains classi-
fied after declassification review (in italic type). The amount and,
where possible, the nature of the material not declassified has been
noted by indicating the number of lines or pages of text that were omit-
ted. Entire documents withheld after declassification review have been
accounted for and are listed in their chronological place with headings,
source notes, and the number of pages not declassified.

All brackets that appear in the original document are so identified
in the footnotes. All ellipses are in the original documents.

The first footnote to each document indicates the sources of the
document and its original classification, distribution, and drafting in-
formation. This note also provides the background of important docu-
ments and policies and indicates whether the President or his major
policy advisers read the document.
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Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, provide references to important related docu-
ments printed in other volumes, describe key events, and provide sum-
maries of and citations to public statements that supplement and eluci-
date the printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and
other first-hand accounts has been used when appropriate to supple-
ment or explicate the official record.

The numbers in the index refer to document numbers rather than
to page numbers.

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation

The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documenta-
tion, established under the Foreign Relations statute, monitors the over-
all compilation and editorial process of the series and advises on all as-
pects of the preparation of the series and declassification of records.
The Advisory Committee does not necessarily review the contents of
individual volumes in the series, but it makes recommendations on
issues that come to its attention and reviews volumes as it deems neces-
sary to fulfill its advisory and statutory obligations.

Declassification Review

The Office of Information Programs and Services, Bureau of Ad-
ministration, conducted the declassification review for the Department
of State of the documents published in this volume. The review was
conducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive
Order 13526 on Classified National Security Information and appli-
cable laws.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all infor-
mation, subject only to the current requirements of national security as
embodied in law and regulation. Declassification decisions entailed
concurrence of the appropriate geographic and functional bureaus in
the Department of State, other concerned agencies of the U.S. Govern-
ment, and the appropriate foreign governments regarding specific doc-
uments of those governments. The declassification review of this vol-
ume, which began in 2012 and was completed in 2014, resulted in the
decision to withhold 3 documents in full, excise a paragraph or more in
17 documents, and make minor excisions of less than a paragraph in 36
documents.

The Office of the Historian is confident, on the basis of the research
conducted in preparing this volume and as a result of the declassifica-
tion review process described above, that the documentation and edito-
rial notes presented here provide a thorough, accurate, and reliable
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record of the Carter administration’s policy toward the Middle East
region.

Adam M. Howard, Ph.D. Stephen P. Randolph, Ph.D.
General Editor The Historian

Bureau of Public Affairs
August 2015






Preface

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This volume documents the Carter administration’s formation of
U.S. policy toward the Middle East region, with particular attention
paid to strategic interests in the Gulf, the Indian Ocean region, Arabian
Peninsula states, and Iraq. The volume is best read in conjunction with
other volumes in the subseries, in order to understand the breadth and
scope of U.S. relations throughout the Middle East region. The most
important of these volumes include: Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol.
VIIL, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January 1977-August 1978; Foreign Relations,
1977-1980, vol. IX, Arab-Israeli Dispute, August 1978-December 1980;
Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. 1977-1980, vol. X, Iran: Revolution,
January 1977-November 1979; and Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. XI,
Iran: Hostage Crisis, November 1979-January 1981. Documentation on
oil and energy issues is in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXXVII, En-
ergy Crisis, 1974-1980. For U.S. bilateral relations with Iraq in the last 6
months of 1980, see Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. XX, Iran; Iraq,
April 1980-January 1985.

Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1977-1980, Volume XVIII

This volume represents the range of diplomatic and political issues
that affected the Carter administration’s policies toward the Middle
East and Indian Ocean region as well as bilateral relations with the Ara-
bian Peninsula states and Iraq. Additionally, the challenges to U.S. in-
terests created by the shifting strategic balance in Southwest Asia pro-
vide a common thread that runs through all of the compilations in the
volume.

To a significant extent, Carter and his advisers viewed their situa-
tion in the Middle East through a Cold War lens. From the outset, the
administration focused its essential policy toward the region on
strengthening relations with U.S. partners like Saudi Arabia, culti-
vating new relationships with the recently independent Gulf states,
and reestablishing relations with states like the Yemen Arab Republic
and Iraq. At the same time, the administration sought to manage and
mitigate Soviet influence in the region both diplomatically in the case of
the 1977-1978 Indian Ocean arms control talks and militarily in support
of the Yemen Arab Republic and Saudi Arabia against perceived
threats from Soviet-backed states like the People’s Democratic Republic
of Yemen.

IX



X Preface

In 1979, however, two events prompted the administration to dra-
matically raise its strategic engagement in the region. The end of the
Shah of Iran’s rule in February and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
in December pushed U.S. policymakers to seek a new security frame-
work centered on the Gulf. Although some officials, like Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs Zbigniew Brzezinski, had
long pushed for the creation of a Rapid Deployment Force in the Gulf
region, the events of 1979 highlighted the need for a more robust U.S.
military capacity to meet the challenges of the new security environment
as well as future threats across Southwest Asia and the northern arc of
the Indian Ocean. Carter articulated this new imperative in his January
1980 State of the Union Address, in which he held that the United States
would use military force to protect its interests in the Middle East. This
position became known popularly as the “Carter Doctrine.”

The new regional challenges which emerged led the administra-
tion to abandon some earlier goals and refocus its energies on others. In
the Indian Ocean, the United States abandoned its demilitarization dia-
logue with the Soviet Union. With the loss of its military proxy in Iran
and with Soviet forces on the ground in Afghanistan, Carter and his
foreign policy advisers began to view the Indian Ocean as a vital staging
area for U.S. regional deterrence efforts. In the same vein, the drive to
increase U.S. military presence in Southwest Asia, which after March
1980 took form as the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force, prompted
Washington to seek access and basing rights across the region.
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Sources

Sources for Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume XVIII

In the preparation of this volume, the editors used extensively the
Presidential papers and other White House records in the Jimmy Carter
Presidential Library in Atlanta, Georgia. These records were essential
for documenting the roles of President [immy Carter, Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs Zbigniew Brzezinski, and other
members of the National Security Council Staff in developing and im-
plementing U.S. policy toward the Middle East region. The National
Security Affairs files in this collection are divided into two subseries:
Brzezinski Material and Staff Material. In the Brzezinski Material sub-
series, the Country File, the Country Chron portion of the Brzezinski
Office File, and the Subject File proved the richest source on the range
of bilateral and regional issues. The General Odom File, however, is
particularly useful for documentation relating to the development of
the Persian Gulf Security Framework and the Rapid Deployment Joint
Task Force between 1979 and 1980. The Staff Material subseries is also
an important resource for its ability to reveal the development of U.S.
Middle East policy at the working level of the National Security
Council. Documentation in the Middle East and Defense Security Files
was particularly useful for this volume.

Separate from the National Security Affairs collection is the Na-
tional Security Council Institutional Files, which focus primarily on the
records of meetings of the National Security Council and subgroups the
Policy Review Committee and the Special Coordination Committee. It
also includes supporting documentation provided to the Department
of State, Department of Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency, and
others for the meetings. These records are particularly useful for docu-
menting the central role the Special Coordination Committee played in
the Carter administration’s deliberations on the future of the U.S. de-
fensive posture in the region. The National Security Council Institu-
tional Files also serve as a central repository for documentation on
Presidential Review Memoranda and Presidential Determinations pro-
duced by the Carter administration.

Two additional Carter Library collections supplement documenta-
tion from the National Security Affairs and National Security Council
Institutional Files: Brzezinski Donated Material and the Plains File, a
body of documents assembled to aid President Carter in writing his
memoirs Keeping the Faith. Each collection contains significant docu-
mentation on the policymaking process toward the Middle East region,

XIIT
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including meeting minutes, memoranda, and Presidential correspond-
ence with Middle East leaders.

To document the Department of State’s participation in the formu-
lation of U.S. policy in the Middle East region, the Central Foreign
Policy File and the special decentralized files of the Department of State
(“lot files”) organized at the bureau, office, and division levels were
crucial. For this volume, the Central Foreign Policy File provided a cen-
tral repository of the Department of State’s telegram communications
with posts in the Arabian Peninsula, including accounts of meetings
with Middle Eastern leaders for which no memoranda of conversation
were kept. It also contains important cabled correspondence between
Carter and Secretary of State Cyrus Vance and their counterparts in the
region. Several lot files were particularly useful including the records
of Secretary Vance (Lot 84D241), the General Program Country files of
the Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs (Lot 86D371), the Saudi Arabia
Historical files in the Office of Arabian Peninsula Affairs (Lot 91D410),
and the files of the Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Lot
91D491).

Finally, this volume’s account of the Carter administration’s ef-
forts to construct a new Persian Gulf Security Framework would have
been incomplete without Department of Defense Records. Within the
files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, FRC 330-80-0017 pro-
vided key documentation on the administration’s dialogue with the So-
viet Union on the Indian Ocean and relations with Saudi Arabia. FRC
330-82-0205 contains a useful collection of documents on Secretary of
Defense Harold Brown’s communication with U.S. and Middle East of-
ficials, as well as Department of Defense memoranda on regional de-
fense planning.

In addition to the paper files cited below, a growing number of
documents are available on the internet. The Office of the Historian
maintains a list of these on its website and encourages readers to con-
sult that site on a regular basis.

Unpublished Sources
Department of State, Washington D.C.

Office of the Secretariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance, Secretary of State—1977-1980, Lot
84D241

National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland

Record Group 59, General Records of the Department of State
Central Foreign Policy File
Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Lot 91D491

Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, General Program Country Files 1980-1984, Lot
86D371
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Office of Research and Analysis for the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, Bureau of
Intelligence and Research, Lot 90D113

Office of Arabian Peninsular Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian
Affairs, Historical Files Pertaining to Saudi Arabia 1973-1990, Lot 91D410

Office of the Secretariat Staff, Official Working Papers of S/P Director Anthony
Lake, 1977-January 1981, Lot 82D298

Subject Files of Edmund S. Muskie, 1963-1981, Lot 83D66
Under Secretary for Political Affairs: David D. Newsom Subject Files, Lot 81D154

Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, Atlanta, Georgia

Brzezinski Donated Material

National Security Affairs

Brzezinski Material
Brzezinski Office File
Country File
General Odom File
Subject File
Trip File

Staff Material
Defense/Security
Global Issues
Middle East
Office

National Security Council
Institutional Files

Papers of Walter F. Mondale
Plains File

Presidential Materials
President’s Daily Diary

Central Intelligence Agency, Langley, Virginia

Office of Congressional Affairs
Job 81M01032R

Office of the Director of Central Intelligence
Job 80M00919R
Job 81B00112R
Job 81B00401R
Job 81M00919R
Job 82B00162R
Job 82M00501R

Office of Near East and South Asia Analysis, Directorate of Intelligence
Job 76T00412R
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Office of Support Services, Directorate of Intelligence
Job 80T00071A
Job 80T00634A
Job 82T00150R
Job 82T00466R

National Security Council, Washington D.C.
Carter Intelligence Files
Washington National Records Center

RG 330 Office of the Secretary of Defense
FRC 330-80-0017
FRC 330-81-0202
FRC 330-82-0205
FRC 330-81-0713

Published Sources

Brzezinski, Zbigniew. Power and Principle: Memoirs of the National Security Adviser,
1977-1981. New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983.

Carter, Jimmy. Keeping Faith: Memoirs of a President. New York: Bantam Books, 1982.

Congressional Quarterly. Congress and the Nation, 1977-1980, vol. V. Washington: Con-
gressional Quarterly, Inc., 1981.

The New York Times.

United Nations. Yearbook of the United Nations, 1974-1980. New York: United Nations Of-
fice of Public Information, 1975-1981.

United States. Department of State. Bulletin, 1974-1980.

__. National Archives and Records Administration. Public Papers of the Presidents of
the United States: Jimmy Carter, 1977-1980. Washington: Government Printing Office,
1978, 1979, 1980, 1981.

The Wall Street Journal.

The Washington Post.



Abbreviations and Terms

ACDA, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

ACE, Allied Command Europe

AF, Bureau of African Affairs, Department of State

AF/I, Office of Inter-African Affairs, Bureau of African Affairs, Department of State
AFLC, Air Force Logistics Command

AID, Agency for International Development, Department of State
AIPAC, American Israel Public Affairs Committee

Amb, Ambassador

AMCONSUL, American Consulate

ANZUS, Australia, New Zealand, United States Alliance

APC, armored personnel carrier

ARAMCO, Arabian American Oil Company

ARG, amphibious ready group

ARP, Arabian Peninsula

ASAP, as soon as possible

ASW, anti-submarine warfare

AWACS, Airborne Warning and Control System

BBC, British Broadcasting Company

b/d, barrels per day

BIB, Board for International Broadcasting

BIOT, British Indian Ocean territory

Blumto, series indicator for telegrams from W. Michael Blumenthal
BQ, Bill Quandt

C, confidential

C3I, Command, Control, Communications, Intelligence

CBU, cluster bomb unit

CDA, Camp David Accords

CDR, Commander

CENTO, Central Treaty Organization

CHUSEOPE, Chief, U.S. European Command Operational Planning Element
CHUSMTM, Chief, U.S. Military Training Mission, Saudi Arabia
CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

CIEC, Conference on International Economic Cooperation
CINC, Commander-in-Chief

CINCEUR, Commander-in-Chief, European Command
CINCLANT, Commander-in-Chief, Atlantic Command
CINCPAC, Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Command
CINCPACFLT, Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet
CINCRED, Commander-in-Chief, Readiness Command
CINCUSNAVEUR, Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Navy, Europe
CJCS, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

CNO, Chief of Naval Operations; Chief Naval Officer

Codel, congressional delegation

COE, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army

COMIDEASTFOR, Commander, Middle East Force

Xvil
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COMSEVENTHFLT, Commander, U.S. Navy Seventh Fleet
CONUS, contiguous United States

CPI, Consumer Price Index

CPX, command post exercise

CRAF, Civil Reserve Air Fleet

CSCE, Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe
CTF, Commander Task Force

CVBG, carrier battle group

CY, calendar year

D, Deputy Secretary of State

DA, David Aaron; Defense Attaché

DALO, Department of the Army Logistics Office

DAMA, Department of the Army Materiel Annex

DAMO, Department of the Army Military Operations

DARCOM, Department of the Army Materiel Development and Readiness Command

DAS, Deputy Assistant Secretary

DASD (NEASA), Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs

DASS, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State

DATT, Defense Attaché

DCI, Director of Central Intelligence

DCM, Deputy Chief of Mission

DCR, Deputy Chief, United States Military Training Mission

DepSecDef, Deputy Secretary of Defense

DI, Directorate of Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency

DIA, Defense Intelligence Agency

DIVENGER, Division Engineer

DM, Deutsch Mark

DO, Directorate of Operations, Central Intelligence Agency

DOD, Department of Defense

DOD/DSAA, Defense Security Assistance Agency, Department of Defense

DODV/ISA, International Security Affairs, Department of Defense

DOD/ISA/FMRA, Office of Foreign Military Relations, International Security Affairs,
Department of Defense

DOD/ISA/NESA, Office of Near East and South Asian Affairs, International Security Af-
fairs, Department of Defense

DOD/ISA/SA, Office of Security Assistance, International Security Affairs, Department
of Defense

dols, dollars

DPC, Defense Planning Committee (NATO)

DSAA, Defense Security Assistance Agency

E, Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs

EB, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Department of State

Emb, Embassy

EOPE, see USEOPE

ESF, Exchange Stabilization Fund, Department of the Treasury

EUCOM, European Command

EUR, Bureau of European Affairs, Department of State

EUR/SE, Office of Southern European Affairs, Bureau of European Affairs, Department
of State

EUR/SOV, Office of Soviet Union Affairs, Bureau of European Affairs, Department of
State
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Exdis, exclusive distribution, indicating extremely limited distribution or dissemination
EXIM, Export-Import Bank of the United States

F-5, U.S.-designed light jet fighter aircraft

F-16, U.S.-designed multirole jet fighter aircraft
FBIS, Foreign Broadcast Information Service

FCO, Foreign and Commonwealth Office (United Kingdom)
FMS, Foreign Military Sales

FonMin, Foreign Minister, Foreign Ministry
ForMin, Foreign Minister

FRC, Federal Records Center

FRG, Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany)
FY, fiscal year

FYDP, five-year defense program

FY]I, for your information

G-7, Group of 7: Canada, Federal Republic of Germany, France, Italy, Japan, United
Kingdom, United States

GAO, Government Accounting Office

GDR, German Democratic Republic (East Germany)

GOB, Government of Bahrain

GOI, Government of Iran, Israel, Iraq, or India

GS, Gary Sick

GSRS, general support rocket system

H, Bureau of Congressional Relations, Department of State

HA, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Department of State
HAWK, surface-to-air missile system

HM, His/Her Majesty

HMG, His/Her Majesty’s Government

HNS, host-nation support

HQ, headquarters

IBRD, International Bank for Reconstruction and Development

ICA, International Communications Agency (formerly United States Information
Agency)

IDA, International Development Association

IEA, International Energy Agency

IG, interdepartmental group

IMET, International Military Education and Training, Department of Defense

IMF, International Monetary Fund

INR, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State

INR/DDC/OIL, Office of Intelligence Liaison, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, De-
partment of State

INR/RNA, Office of Research and Analysis for Near East and South Asia, Bureau of Intel-
ligence and Research, Department of State

I0, Indian Ocean; or, Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Department of State

Iraqlnt, Iraqgi Interests Section

IRS, Internal Revenue Service

ISA, International Security Affairs, Department of Defense

J, Office of the Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs
JC, Jimmy Carter
JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff
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JCS/J-5, Plans Section, Joint Plans and Policy Office, Joint Chiefs of Staff
JCSM, Joint Chiefs of Staff Memorandum

JMC, Joint Military Commission

JTF, joint task force

KT, kiloton

L, Legal Adviser, Department of State

L/PM, Assistant Legal Adviser for Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State
LDC, less developed country

LGB, laser-guided bomb

Limdis, limited distribution

LOA, letter of approval

LOC, lines of communication

LST, landing ship, tank

LTC, Lieutenant Colonel

LTG, Lieutenant General

MAAG, Military Assistance Advisory Group
MAC, Military Assistance Command

MAGTF, Marine Air Ground Task Force

MAP, Military Assistance Program

MARAD, Maritime Administration, U.S. Merchant Marine
MAU, Marine Amphibious Unit

MBD, million barrels per day

MBFR, Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions
MED, Mediterranean

MemCon, memorandum of conversation

MER, multiple ejection bomb rack

MFA, Minister or Ministry of Foreign Affairs
MG, Major General

M/Gen, Major General

MIDEASTFOR, Middle East Force

MiG, Mikoyan-Gurevich jet fighter (Soviet Union)
MilCon, Military Construction

MinDef, Minister of Defense

MinlInt, Minister of the Interior (Iraq)

MOD, Minister or Ministry of Defense

MODA, Minister or Ministry of Defense and Aviation (Saudi Arabia)
MTM, Military Training Mission

MTT, military training team

NAM, Non-Aligned Movement
NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization
NEA, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

NEA/ARN, Office of Lebanese, Jordanian, Syrian, and Iraqi Affairs, Bureau of Near

Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

NEA/ARP, Office of Arabian Peninsular Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian

Affairs, Department of State

NEA/INS, Office of Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, and Sri Lanka Affairs, Bureau of

Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

NEA/IRN, Office of Iranian Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, De-

partment of State
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NEA/PAB, Office of Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Bangladesh Affairs, Bureau of Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

NEA/POL-MIL, Office of Political-Military Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs, Department of State

NEA/RA, Office of Regional Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, De-
partment of State

Niact, night action

NIO, National Intelligence Officer

Nocontract, no contractor distribution

Nodis, no distribution other than to persons indicated

NoForn, no foreign dissemination

NORAD, North American Aerospace Defense Command

Notal, not received by all addressees

NSAM, National Security Action Memorandum

NSC, National Security Council

OASD/ISA/NESA, Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Office of the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense for International Security Affairs

ODC, Office of Defense Coordination

OECD, Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

OJCS, Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

OMB, Office of Management and Budget

O&M, operation and maintenance

OPEC, Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries

OPIC, Overseas Private Investment Corporation

ORPA/ME, Middle East Division, Office of Regional and Political Analysis, Central Intel-
ligence Agency

OSD, Office of the Secretary of Defense

P, Office of the Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs

P&D, production & deployment

PACOM, Pacific Command

para, paragraph

PD, Presidential Determination

PDRY, People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen (South Yemen)

PermRep, Permanent Representative

PG/10, Persian Gulf/ Indian Ocean

PLO, Palestine Liberation Organization

PM, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State

PM/ISO, Office of International Security Operations, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs,
Department of State

PMV/ISP, Office of International Security Policy, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, De-
partment of State

PM SANG, U.S. Army Project Manager, Saudi Arabian National Guard Modernization
Program

PM/SAS, Office of Security Assistance and Sales, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, De-
partment of State

PO, Political Officer

POL, petroleum, oil, and lubricants

POMCUS, prepositioning of materiel configured in unit sets

PRC, Presidential Review Committee; Policy Review Committee; People’s Republic of
China

PRM, Presidential Review Memorandum
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R&D, research and development

RADM, Real Admiral

RAF, Royal Air Force (United Kingdom)

RCC, Revolutionary Command Council (Iraq)

RDF, Rapid Deployment Force

RDJTEF, Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force

REDCOM, Readiness Command

REDEYE, shoulder-launched surface-to-air missile system
reftel; ref, reference telegram

Reps, representatives

RG, Record Group

Roland, Franco-German-designed mobile surface-to-air missile system
RO/RO, roll on/roll off

Rpt, repeat

RSAF, Royal Saudi Air Force

S, Secretary of State; Secret

SACEUR, Supreme Allied Commander Europe

SAG, Saudi Arabian Government

SALT, Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

SAM, surface-to-air missile

SAMA, Saudi Arabian Monetary Agency

SANG, National Guard, Saudi Arabia

SCC, Special Coordination Committee

SCTG, surface combatant task group

SEATO, Southeast Asia Treaty Organization

SecDef, Secretary of Defense

Secto, series indicator for telegrams sent from the Secretary of State while on travel
SLOC, sea line of communication

SNEP, Saudi Naval Expansion Program

SOCP, Saudi Army Ordnance Corps Program

S/P, Policy Planning Staff, Department of State

Specat, special category

SPR, Strategic Petroleum Reserve

S/S, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Department of State
S/S-0, Operations Center, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Department of State
SSBN, ballistic missile submarine

Stinger, portable infrared-homing surface-to-air missile
SWA, Southwest Asia

SYG, Secretary General (United Nations)

T, Office of the Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance; after August 22, 1977,
Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology

TACAIR, tactical aircraft

Tosec, series indicator for telegrams sent to the Secretary of State while on travel

TOW, tube-launched, optically-tracked, wire-guided anti-tank missile system

U, Office of the Under Secretary of State; Unclassified

UAE, United Arab Emirates

UCP, Unified Command Plan

UK, United Kingdom

UN, United Nations

UNCTAD, United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
UNGA, United Nations General Assembly
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UNHCR, United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees

UNRRA, United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration

U.S., United States

USA, United States Army

USAF, United States Air Force

USCINCEUR, United States Commander-in-Chief, Europe

USDAO, United States Defense Attaché Office

USEOPE, Operational Planning Element, United States European Command
USG, United States Government

USINT, United States Interests Section

USLO, United States Liaison Office

USMC, United States Marine Corps

USMTM, United States Military Training Mission

USN, United States Navy

USNATO, United States Mission to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

USUN, United States Mission to the United Nations

V-B-B, Vance-Brown-Brzezinski meeting
VOA, Voice of America

WASHDC, Washington, D.C.

XM1, early designation for the U.S. main battle tank eventually known as the M1 Abrams

YAR, Yemen Arab Republic (North Yemen)
YARG, Government of the Yemen Arab Republic

Z, Zulu Time Zone (Greenwich Mean Time)
ZB, Zbigniew Brzezinski
7ZBB, zero-based budgeting






Persons

Aaron, David L., Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

Abalkhail, Muhammad, Saudi Minister of Finance and National Economy

Abdullah bin Aziz al-Saud, Saudi Second Deputy Prime Minister

Abzug, Bella, member, U.S. House of Representatives (D-New York) from January 3,
1973, until January 3, 1977

Adham, Kamal, Director of the Saudi General Intelligence Directorate

al-Ahmar, Abdullah ibn Husayn, Yemen Arab Republic tribal leader and politician

Ahmed bin Abdul Aziz al-Saud, Saudi Prince and Deputy Minister of Interior

Ali, Salim Rubayyi, President of the People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen from June
22,1969, until June 26, 1978

Alim, Abdallah Abdal, Former Paratroop Commander, Yemen Arab Republic Army

Alireza, Ali Abdullah, Saudi Ambassador to the United States from 1975 until 1979

Allon, Yigal, Israeli Foreign Minister from June 3, 1974, until June 19, 1977

Alston, Philip H., U.S. Ambassador to Australia from April 29, 1977

Arafat, Yassir, Chairman of the Palestine Liberation Organization

al-Arashi, Abdul Karim Abdullah, President of the Yemen Arab Republic from June 24,
1978, until July 18, 1978

Aref, Abdul Salam, President of Iraq from February 8, 1963, until April 13, 1966

Arietti, Michael R., Foreign Affairs Officer, Office of Arabian Peninsula Affairs, Bureau
of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

Armacost, Michael A., member, National Security Council Staff for East Asian/Chinese
Affairs until July 1979

al-Asad (Assad) Hafez, President of Syria

Ashtal, Abdullah Saleh, People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen’s Permanent Repre-
sentative to the United Nations from May 29, 1973

al-Asnaj, Abdullah, Yemen Arab Republic Foreign Minister from 1975 until 1979; Ad-
visor to Yemen Arab Republic President

Atherton, Alfred L. (Roy), Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs from April 25, 1974, until April 13, 1978; Ambassador at Large from
April 7, 1978, until May 22, 1979; U.S. Ambassador to Egypt from July 2, 1979

al-Ayni (Aini), Muhsin, Yemen Arab Republic Permanent Representative to the United
Nations

Aziz, Tariq, Deputy Prime Minister of Iraq from 1979

Azzawi, Fadhil, Head of the Iraqi Interests Section in Washington from 1979 until 1980

Baker, Howard, Senator (R-Tennessee)

al-Bakr, Ahmed Hassan, President of Iraq from July 17, 1968, until July 16, 1979; Prime
Minister of Iraq from July 31, 1968, until July 16, 1979

Barre, Siad, President of Somalia

Bartholomew, Reginald, member, National Security Council Staff until April 1979; Di-
rector, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State, from July 1, 1979

Begin, Menachem, Prime Minister of Israel from June 21, 1977

Benson, Lucy W.P., Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Tech-
nology until January 5, 1980

Biden, Joseph Robinette, Jr., Senator (D-Delaware)

Blumenthal, W. Michael, Secretary of the Treasury from January 23, 1977, until August
4, 1979
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Bodine, Barbara, Office of Arabian Peninsula Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs, Department of State

Bowie, Robert, Director, National Foreign Affairs Center, Central Intelligence Agency

Bremer, L. Paul, Deputy Executive Secretary, Department of State, after 1979

Brezhnev, Leonid, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union

Brown, George S., General, USAF; Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff until June 20, 1978

Brown, Harold, Secretary of Defense

Brzezinski, Zbigniew K., Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

Byrd, Robert, Senator (D-West Virginia); Senate Majority Leader

Carlucci, Frank C., Deputy Director of Central Intelligence

Carrington, Lord (Peter Alexander Carrington), Secretary of State for Foreign and Com-
monwealth Affairs of the United Kingdom from May 1979

Carswell, Robert, Deputy Secretary of the Treasury

Carter, James Earl (Jimmy), President of the United States

Carter, William Hodding, III, Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs from March
25, 1977, until June 30, 1980; Department of State Spokesman

Case, Clifford P. Jr., Senator (R-New Jersey)

Castro, Fidel, President of Cuba

Cathey, Charles H., Jr., Major General, USA; Head of U.S. Military Training Mission in
Saudi Arabia from July 1977 until July 1979

Cecil, Charles O., Foreign Affairs Officer, Office of Arabian Peninsula Affairs, Bureau of
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

Chapin, Frederic L., U.S. Ambassador to Ethiopia from 1978 until 1980

Christopher, Warren M., Deputy Secretary of State

Church, Frank F., Senator (D-Idaho); Chairman, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations

Claytor, W. Graham, Jr., Deputy Secretary of Defense from August 24, 1979, until Jan-
uary 16, 1981

Clements, William Perry, Jr., Deputy Secretary of Defense from 1971 until 1977

Clift, A. Denis, Assistant to the Vice President for National Security Affairs

Cluverius, Wat T., IV, U.S. Ambassador to Bahrain until August 2, 1978

Constable, Peter D., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs; member of Iran Working Group, Department of State

Cooper, Richard N., Under Secretary of State for Economic and Agricultural Affairs,

Countryman, John R., Deputy Director, Office of Regional Affairs, Bureau of Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State; Office Director, Office of Ara-
bian Peninsula Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department
of State

Crawford, William R., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs

Cutler, Lloyd, White House Counsel from October 1, 1979, until November 30, 1980

Dayan, Moshe, Israeli Minister of Foreign Affairs until October 21, 1979

Dean, John Gunther, U.S. Ambassador to Lebanon

Denend, Leslie G., member, National Security Council Staff; Special Assistant to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs from January 1980 until January
1981

Dickman, Frangois M., U.S. Ambassador to the United Arab Emirates until August 4,
1979; U.S. Ambassador to Kuwait from October 24, 1979

Dinitz, Simcha, Israeli Ambassador to the United States

Dobrynin, Anatoli F., Soviet Ambassador to the United States

Dodson, Christine, Deputy Staff Secretary, National Security Council, from January 1977
until May 1977; Staff Secretary, National Security Council, from May 1977
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Draper, Morris, Director, Office of Lebanon, Jordan, Syrian Arab Republic, and Iraq Af-
fairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State
Duncan, Charles W., Jr., Deputy Secretary of Defense

Earle, Ralph, II, Head of the U.S. Delegation to the SALT talks; Director, Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency from January 3,1980, until January 15, 1981

Eilts, Hermann F., U.S. Ambassador to Egypt until May 20, 1979

Eisenhower, Dwight D., President of the United States from 1953 until 1961

Eizenstat, Stuart E., Executive Director, White House Domestic Policy Staff and Assistant
to the President for Domestic Affairs and Policy

Ermarth, Fritz, member, National Security Council Staff for Defense Coordination from
September 1978 until November 1980

Evron, Ephraim, Director-General of the Israeli Foreign Ministry

Fahd bin Abdul Aziz al-Saud, Crown Prince of Saudi Arabia

Fahmy, Ismail, Deputy Prime Minister of Egypt from 1975 until 1977; Foreign Minister
from 1973 until 1977

Fish, Hamilton, member, U.S. House of Representatives (R-New York)

Fish, Howard M., Lieutenant General, USAF; Director, Defense Security Assistance
Agency, until March 1, 1978

Ford, Gerald R., President of the United States from 1974 until 1977

Frangois-Poncet, Jean, French Minister of Foreign Affairs from 1978 until 1981

Fraser, John Malcolm, Prime Minister of Australia

Fukuda, Takeo, Prime Minister of Japan from December 24, 1976, until December 7, 1978

Funk, Gerald P., member, National Security Council Staff

Gamasy (Jamasi), Mohammed Abdel Ghani, Lieutenant General, Egyptian Minister of
Defense until September 1978

Gandhi, Indira, Prime Minister of India from 1966 until 1977 and 1980 until 1984

Gates, Robert, Special Assistant to the Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs from April 1979 until December 1979; National Intelligence Officer for the So-
viet Union, Central Intelligence Agency, from January 1980

Gelb, Leslie H., Assistant Secretary of State for Politico-Military Affairs from February
23,1977, until June 30, 1979

Gerlach, Frederick, U.S. Liaison Office, Riyadh, from 1978 until 1982

al-Ghashmi, Ahmed bin Hussein, President of the Yemen Arab Republic from October
11, 1977, until June 24, 1978

Giscard d’Estaing, Valéry, President of France

Gnehm, Edward William, Jr., Deputy Chief of Mission, U.S. Embassy in Sana, Yemen
Arab Republic, from 1978 until 1981

Gromyko, Andrei A., Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs

Habib, Phillip C., Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs from June 16, 1976, until
April 1,1978

al-Hajri, Abdullah, Prime Minister of the Yemen Arab Republic from December 30, 1972,
until April 10, 1974

al-Hamdi, Ibrahim, President of the Yemen Arab Republic from June 13, 1974, until Oc-
tober 11, 1977

Hammadi, Sa’dun, Iraqi Foreign Minister from 1974

Hassan II, King of Morocco

Henze, Paul B., member, National Security Council Staff for Intelligence Coordination

Holbrooke, Richard, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs from
March 31, 1977, until January 13, 1981

Hudayan, Salih, Saudi Military Attaché, Yemen Arab Republic
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Humphrey, Hubert H., Senator (D-Minnesota)

Hussein bin Talal, King of Jordan from 1952

Hussein al-Tikriti, Saddam, Vice Chairman of the Iraqi Revolutionary Command
Council and Assistant Secretary-General of the Ba’ath Party

Inderfurth, Karl F. (Rick), Special Assistant to the Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs until April 1979

Ismail, Abd al-Fattah, President of the People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen from De-
cember 21, 1978, until April 21, 1980

Jackson, Henry M. (Scoop), Senator (D-Washington)

Janka, Leslie A., Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs

Javits, Jacob K., Senator (R-New York)

Jones, David C., General, USAF; Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, from June 21, 1978

Jordan, Hamilton, White House Chief of Staff from 1979 until 1980

Jughman, Yahya, Special Representative of the Yemen Arab Republic President

Kennedy, Edward (Ted), Senator (D-Massachusetts)

Khaddam, Abdul Halim, Syrian Minister of Foreign Affairs

Khairollah, Adnan, Iraqi Deputy Commander-in-Chief and Minister of Defense

Khalid bin Abdul Aziz, King of Saudi Arabia

al-Khateeb, Mouhyi, Head of Iraqi Interests Section in Washington from 1977 until 1979

Kirbo, Charles, friend of President Carter

Kissinger, Henry, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs from January
1969 until November 1975; Secretary of State from September 1973 until January
1977

Komer, Robert W., Under Secretary of Defense for Policy

Kosygin, Aleksey, Chairman of the Soviet Council of Ministers

Kreisberg, Paul H. staff member, Policy Planning Staff, Department of State

Lake, W. Anthony, Director, Policy Planning Staff, Department of State

Lance, Bert, Director of the Office of Management and Budget from January 23, 1977,
until September 21, 1977

Lane, George M., U.S. Ambassador to the Yemen Arab Republic from October 5, 1978,
until July 4, 1981

Lawrence, Richard D., Major General, USA; Chief, United States European Command
Operational Planning Element

Linowitz, Sol M. Special Representative of the President to the Middle East peace negoti-
ations from December 4, 1979

Maestrone, Frank E., U.S. Ambassador to Kuwait

Maynes, Charles W., Assistant Secretary of State for International Organization Affairs
from April 14, 1977, until April 9, 1980

McGiffert, David E., Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Assistance

Mclntyre, James T., Director, Office of Management and Budget from September 24,
1977

Mengistu, Mariam Haile, President of Ethiopia

Miller, G. William, Secretary of the Treasury from August 6, 1979, until January 31, 1981

Moi, Daniel arap, President of Kenya from 1978

Mondale, Walter F., Vice-President of the United States

Moore, Frank, Assistant to the President for Congressional Liaison

Muhammad, Ali Nasser, President of the People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen from
June 26, 1978, until December 27, 1978, and from April 1980
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Muhammad bin Abdul Aziz al-Saud, Saudi Prince, full-brother of King Khalid

Murphy, Daniel, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy

Murray, Robert J., Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Near Eastern, African, and
South Asian Affairs

Muskie, Edmund S., Secretary of State from May 8, 1980, until January 18, 1981

Nasser, Gamal Abdel, President of Egypt from June 23, 1956, until September 28, 1970

Newhouse, John, Assistant Director, International Security Programs Bureau, Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency

Newsom, David D., Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs from April 13, 1978

Nimetz, Matthew, Counselor, Department of State, until March 19, 1980; Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Arms Control and International Security Affairs from February 19,
1980, until December 5, 1980

Nixon, Richard M., President of the United States from 1969 until 1974

Owen, David, British Foreign Secretary from February 21, 1977, until May 4, 1979

Owen, Henry D., Special Representative for Economic Summits from March 1977;
member, National Security Council Staff for International Economics from October
1977; Ambassador at Large from October 1978

Pahlavi, Mohammad Reza, Shah of Iran from September 16, 1941, until February 11, 1979

Parker, Richard B., U.S. Ambassador to Lebanon from February 10, 1977

Peacock, Andrew, Australian Minister for Foreign Affairs

Peck, Edward, Chief of Mission, U.S. Embassy in Bagdad

Peres, Shimon, Acting Prime Minister of Israel from April 22, 1977, until June 21, 1977

Porter, William James, U.S. Ambassador to Saudi Arabia from February 21, 1976, until
May 27, 1977

Powell, Joseph (Jody), White House Press Secretary

Pustay, John, Lieutenant General, USAF; Assistant to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Qaboos bin Said al Said, Sultan of Oman
Quandt, William B., member, National Security Council Staff for Middle East and North
African Affairs from January 1977 until August 1979

Ransom, David M., Deputy Chief of Mission, U.S. Embassy in Sana, until September 27,
1978; Deputy Director, Near East and South Asia Region, Office of the Secretary of
Defense

Reagan, Ronald W., Governor of California; Republican nominee for President; Presi-
dent of the United States from 1981

Renouf, Alan P., Australian Ambassador to the United States from 1977 until 1979

Ribicoff, Abraham A., Senator (D-Connecticut)

Rosenthal, Benjamin Stanley, member, U.S. House of Representatives (D-New York)

Sabbagh, Isa K., Special Counselor, U.S. Embassy in Jidda

al-Sadat, Anwar, President of Egypt

Said, Ahmad Abdu, Yemen Arab Republic

Salih, Ali Abdullah, President of Yemen Arab Republic from July 18, 1978; Vice Presi-
dent of Yemen Arab Republic from June 24, 1978, until July 18, 1978

Salman bin Abdul Aziz al-Saud, Saudi Prince and Governor of Riyadh

Sarkis, Elias, President of Lebanon

Saud bin Faisal al-Saud, Saudi Deputy Minister of Petroleum and Mineral Resources;
Minister of Foreign Affairs
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Saunders, Harold, Assistant Secretary of State for Intelligence and Research from De-
cember 1, 1975, until April 10, 1978; Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs from April 11, 1978, until January 16, 1981

Schlesinger, James R., Assistant to the President from 1977 until 1978; Secretary of En-
ergy from August 5, 1977

Scotes, Thomas J., U.S. Ambassador to Yemen Arab Republic (North Yemen) from Jan-
uary 21, 1975, until April 24, 1978

Seignious, George M., II, Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, from De-
cember 4, 1978, until January 3, 1980

Shahi, Agha, Pakhistani Permanent Representative to the United Nations from 1967 until
1972

Shayba, Ali, Yemen Arab Republic Chief of Staff

Sick, Gary, member, National Security Council Staff for Middle East and North African
Affairs

Sober, Sidney, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian
Affairs

Solarz, Stephen Joshua, member, U.S. House of Representatives (D-New York)

Solomon, Anthony M., Under Secretary of the Treasury for Monetary Affairs from
March 1977 until March 1980; New York Federal Reserve Bank President from April
1980

Spiers, Ronald I., U.S. Ambassador to Turkey from May 26, 1977, until January 11, 1980;
Director, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, from January 28,
1980

Sterner, Michael, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian
Affairs

Stevens, Theodore Fulton (Ted), Senator (R-Alaska)

Stone, Richard, Senator (D-Florida)

Strauss, Robert S., Special Representative of the President to the Middle East peace
negotiations from April 24, 1979, until November 6, 1979

Suleiman, Sadek J., Omani Ambassador to the United States from 1979

Sultan bin Abdul Aziz al-Saud, Saudi Minister of Defense

Tarnoff, Peter R., Executive Secretary of the Department of State and Special Assistant to
Secretary Vance

Thatcher, Margaret, British Prime Minister from May 4, 1979

Thornton, Thomas, member, National Security Council Staff for South Asian and United
Nations Affairs

Toon, Malcolm, U.S. Ambassador to the Soviet Union until October 16, 1979

Turki al-Faisal, Director of the Saudi General Intelligence Directorate

Turner, Stansfield, Admiral, USN; Director of Central Intelligence

Twinam, Joseph W., Director, Office of Arabian Peninsula Affairs, Bureau of Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State; Deputy Secretary of State for
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs

Vance, Cyrus R., Secretary of State from January 23, 1977, until April 28, 1980
Veliotes, Nicolas A., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs from 1977 until 1978

Waldheim, Kurt, United Nations Secretary General

Warnke, Paul C., Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, from March 14,
1977, until October 31, 1978

West, John C., U.S. Ambassador to Saudi Arabia from June 8, 1977

White, John, Deputy Director, Office of Management and Budget

Wiley, Marshall W., U.S. Ambassador to Oman from November 7, 1978
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Wisner, Frank G., III, Deputy Executive Secretary, Department of State

Yamani, Ahmed Zaki, Saudi Minister of Oil
Young, Andrew J., U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations from January 27, 1977, until
September 23, 1979

Zablocki, Clement J., member, U.S. House of Representatives (D-Wisconsin)
al-Zawawi, Qais bin Abdul Munim, Omani Minister of Foreign Affairs

Zia al-Haq, Mohammed, General, President and military ruler of Pakistan from July 1977
Zorinsky, Edward, Senator (D-Nebraska)






Note on U.S. Covert Actions

In compliance with the Foreign Relations of the United States statute
that requires inclusion in the Foreign Relations series of comprehensive
documentation on major foreign policy decisions and actions, the ed-
itors have identified key documents regarding major covert actions and
intelligence activities. The following note will provide readers with
some organizational context on how covert actions and special intelli-
gence operations in support of U.S. foreign policy were planned and
approved within the U.S. Government. It describes, on the basis of de-
classified documents, the changing and developing procedures during
the Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, Ford, and Carter
Presidencies.

Management of Covert Actions in the Truman Presidency

The Truman administration’s concern over Soviet “psychological
warfare” prompted the new National Security Council to authorize, in
NSC 4-A of December 1947, the launching of peacetime covert action
operations. NSC 4-A made the Director of Central Intelligence respon-
sible for psychological warfare, establishing at the same time the prin-
ciple that covert action was an exclusively Executive Branch function.
The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) certainly was a natural choice
but it was assigned this function at least in part because the Agency
controlled unvouchered funds, by which operations could be funded
with minimal risk of exposure in Washington.'

The CIA’s early use of its new covert action mandate dissatisfied
officials at the Departments of State and Defense. The Department of
State, believing this role too important to be left to the CIA alone and
concerned that the military might create a new rival covert action office
in the Pentagon, pressed to reopen the issue of where responsibility for
covert action activities should reside. Consequently, on June 18, 1948, a
new NSC directive, NSC 10/2, superseded NSC 4-A.

NSC 10/2 directed the CIA to conduct “covert” rather than merely
“psychological” operations, defining them as all activities “which are
conducted or sponsored by this Government against hostile foreign
states or groups or in support of friendly foreign states or groups but
which are so planned and executed that any US Government responsi-
bility for them is not evident to unauthorized persons and that if un-

INSC 4-A, December 17, 1947, is printed in Foreign Relations, 1945-1950, Emer-
gence of the Intelligence Establishment, Document 257.
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covered the US Government can plausibly disclaim any responsibility
for them.”

The type of clandestine activities enumerated under the new direc-
tive included: “propaganda; economic warfare; preventive direct ac-
tion, including sabotage, demolition and evacuation measures; subver-
sion against hostile states, including assistance to underground
resistance movements, guerrillas and refugee liberations [sic] groups,
and support of indigenous anti-Communist elements in threatened
countries of the free world. Such operations should not include armed
conflict by recognized military forces, espionage, counter-espionage,
and cover and deception for military operations.”?

The Office of Policy Coordination (OPC), newly established in the
CIA on September 1, 1948, in accordance with NSC 10/2, assumed
responsibility for organizing and managing covert actions. The OPC,
which was to take its guidance from the Department of State in peace-
time and from the military in wartime, initially had direct access to the
State Department and to the military without having to proceed
through the CIA’s administrative hierarchy, provided the Director of
Central Intelligence (DCI) was informed of all important projects and
decisions.” In 1950 this arrangement was modified to ensure that policy
guidance came to the OPC through the DCL

During the Korean conflict the OPC grew quickly. Wartime com-
mitments and other missions soon made covert action the most expen-
sive and bureaucratically prominent of the CIA’s activities. Concerned
about this situation, DCI Walter Bedell Smith in early 1951 asked the
NSC for enhanced policy guidance and a ruling on the proper “scope
and magnitude” of CIA operations. The White House responded with
two initiatives. In April 1951 President Truman created the Psycholog-
ical Strategy Board (PSB) under the NSC to coordinate govern-
ment-wide psychological warfare strategy. NSC 10/5, issued in Oc-
tober 1951, reaffirmed the covert action mandate given in NSC 10/2
and expanded the CIA’s authority over guerrilla warfare.* The PSB was
soon abolished by the incoming Eisenhower administration, but the ex-
pansion of the CIA’s covert action writ in NSC 10/5 helped ensure that
covert action would remain a major function of the Agency.

As the Truman administration ended, the CIA was near the peak
of its independence and authority in the field of covert action. Al-
though the CIA continued to seek and receive advice on specific proj-

2NSC 10/2, June 18, 1948, is printed ibid., Document 292.

3 Memorandum of conversation by Frank G. Wisner, “Implementation of
NSC-10/2,” August 12, 1948, is printed ibid., Document 298.

4NSC 10/5, “Scope and Pace of Covert Operations,” October 23, 1951, is printed in
Foreign Relations, 19501955, The Intelligence Community, Document 90.
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ects from the NSC, the PSB, and the departmental representatives origi-
nally delegated to advise the OPC, no group or officer outside of the
DCI and the President himself had authority to order, approve,
manage, or curtail operations.

NSC 5412 Special Group; 5412/2 Special Group; 303 Committee

The Eisenhower administration began narrowing the CIA’s lati-
tude in 1954. In accordance with a series of National Security Council
directives, the responsibility of the Director of Central Intelligence for
the conduct of covert operations was further clarified. President Eisen-
hower approved NSC 5412 on March 15, 1954, reaffirming the Central
Intelligence Agency’s responsibility for conducting covert actions
abroad. A definition of covert actions was set forth; the DCI was made
responsible for coordinating with designated representatives of the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense to ensure that covert op-
erations were planned and conducted in a manner consistent with U.S.
foreign and military policies; and the Operations Coordinating Board
was designated the normal channel for coordinating support for covert
operations among State, Defense, and the CIA. Representatives of the
Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the President were to
be advised in advance of major covert action programs initiated by the
CIA under this policy and were to give policy approval for such pro-
grams and secure coordination of support among the Departments of
State and Defense and the CIA.

A year later, on March 12, 1955, NSC 5412/1 was issued, identical
to NSC 5412 except for designating the Planning Coordination Group
as the body responsible for coordinating covert operations. NSC
5412 /2 of December 28, 1955, assigned to representatives (of the rank of
assistant secretary) of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense,
and the President responsibility for coordinating covert actions. By the
end of the Eisenhower administration, this group, which became
known as the “NSC 5412/2 Special Group” or simply “Special Group,”
emerged as the executive body to review and approve covert action
programs initiated by the CIA.® The membership of the Special Group
varied depending upon the situation faced. Meetings were infrequent
until 1959 when weekly meetings began to be held. Neither the CIA nor
the Special Group adopted fixed criteria for bringing projects before the

5 William M. Leary, editor, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents
(The University of Alabama Press, 1984), p. 63; for text of NSC 5412, see Foreign Relations,
1950-1955, The Intelligence Community, Document 171.

¢ Leary, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents, pp. 63, 147-148; Final
Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect to Intelligence
Activities, United States Senate, Book 1, Foreign and Military Intelligence (1976), pp. 50-51.
For texts of NSC 5412/1 and NSC 5412/2, see Foreign Relations, 1950-1955, The Intelli-
gence Community, Documents 212 and 250.
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group; initiative remained with the CIA, as members representing
other agencies frequently were unable to judge the feasibility of partic-
ular projects.”

After the Bay of Pigs failure in April 1961, General Maxwell Taylor
reviewed U.S. paramilitary capabilities at President Kennedy’s request
and submitted a report in June that recommended strengthening
high-level direction of covert operations. As a result of the Taylor Re-
port, the Special Group, chaired by the President’s Special Assistant for
National Security Affairs McGeorge Bundy, and including Deputy
Under Secretary of State U. Alexis Johnson, Deputy Secretary of De-
fense Roswell Gilpatric, Director of Central Intelligence Allen Dulles,
and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Lyman Lemnitzer, as-
sumed greater responsibility for planning and reviewing covert opera-
tions. Until 1963 the DCI determined whether a CIA-originated project
was submitted to the Special Group. In 1963 the Special Group devel-
oped general but informal criteria, including risk, possibility of success,
potential for exposure, political sensitivity, and cost (a threshold of
$25,000 was adopted by the CIA), for determining whether covert ac-
tion projects were submitted to the Special Group.®

From November 1961 to October 1962 a Special Group (Aug-
mented), whose membership was the same as the Special Group plus
Attorney General Robert Kennedy and General Taylor (as Chairman),
exercised responsibility for Operation Mongoose, a major covert action
program aimed at overthrowing the Castro regime in Cuba. When
President Kennedy authorized the program in November, he desig-
nated Brigadier General Edward G. Lansdale, Assistant for Special Op-
erations to the Secretary of Defense, to act as chief of operations, and
Lansdale coordinated the Mongoose activities among the CIA and the
Departments of State and Defense. The CIA units in Washington and
Miami had primary responsibility for implementing Mongoose opera-
tions, which included military, sabotage, and political propaganda
programs.’

President Kennedy also established a Special Group (Counter-
Insurgency) on January 18, 1962, when he signed NSAM No. 124. The
Special Group (CI), set up to coordinate counter-insurgency activities
separate from the mechanism for implementing NSC 5412/2, was to
confine itself to establishing broad policies aimed at preventing and re-
sisting subversive insurgency and other forms of indirect aggression in
friendly countries. In early 1966, in NSAM No. 341, President Johnson

7 Leary, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents, p. 63.

8Ibid., p. 82.

9 See Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, volume X, Cuba, 1961-1962, Documents 270 and
278.
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assigned responsibility for the direction and coordination of coun-
ter-insurgency activities overseas to the Secretary of State, who estab-
lished a Senior Interdepartmental Group to assist in discharging these
responsibilities.'

NSAM No. 303, June 2, 1964, from Bundy to the Secretaries of State
and Defense and the DCI, changed the name of “Special Group 5412” to
“303 Committee” but did not alter its composition, functions, or
responsibility. Bundy was the chairman of the 303 Committee."

The Special Group and the 303 Committee approved 163 covert ac-
tions during the Kennedy administration and 142 during the Johnson
administration through February 1967. The 1976 Final Report of the
Church Committee, however, estimated that of the several thousand
projects undertaken by the CIA since 1961, only 14 percent were con-
sidered on a case-by-case basis by the 303 Committee and its prede-
cessors (and successors). Those not reviewed by the 303 Committee
were low-risk and low-cost operations. The Final Report also cited a
February 1967 CIA memorandum that included a description of the
mode of policy arbitration of decisions on covert actions within the 303
Committee system. The CIA presentations were questioned, amended,
and even on occasion denied, despite protests from the DCI. Depart-
ment of State objections modified or nullified proposed operations, and
the 303 Committee sometimes decided that some agency other than the
CIA should undertake an operation or that CIA actions requested by
Ambassadors on the scene should be rejected.'

The effectiveness of covert action has always been difficult for any
administration to gauge, given concerns about security and the diffi-
culty of judging the impact of U.S. initiatives on events. In October 1969
the new Nixon administration required annual 303 Committee reviews
for all covert actions that the Committee had approved and automatic
termination of any operation not reviewed after 12 months. On Febru-
ary 17,1970, President Nixon signed National Security Decision Memo-
randum 40, which superseded NSC 5412/2 and changed the name of
the covert action approval group to the 40 Committee, in part because
the 303 Committee had been named in the media. The Attorney Gen-
eral was also added to the membership of the Committee. NSDM 40

10 For text of NSAM No. 124, see ibid., volume VIII, National Security Policy, Docu-
ment 68. NSAM No. 341, March 2, 1966, is printed ibid., 1964-1968, volume XXXIII, Orga-
nization and Management of U.S. Foreign Policy; United Nations, Document 56.

1 For text of NSAM No. 303, see ibid., Document 204.

12 Final Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect
to Intelligence Activities, United States Senate, Book I, Foreign and Military Intelligence, pp.
56-57.

13 For text of NSDM 40, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume II, Organization
and Management of U.S. Foreign Policy, 1969-1972, Document 203.



XXXVIII Note on U.S. Covert Actions

reaffirmed the DCI’s responsibility for the coordination, control, and
conduct of covert operations and directed him to obtain policy ap-
proval from the 40 Committee for all major and “politically sensitive”
covert operations. He was also made responsible for ensuring an an-
nual review by the 40 Committee of all approved covert operations.

The 40 Committee met regularly early in the Nixon administration,
but over time the number of formal meetings declined and business
came to be conducted via couriers and telephone votes. The Committee
actually met only for major new proposals. As required, the DCI sub-
mitted annual status reports to the 40 Committee for each approved op-
eration. According to the 1976 Church Committee Final Report, the 40
Committee considered only about 25 percent of the CIA’s individual
covert action projects, concentrating on major projects that provided
broad policy guidelines for all covert actions. Congress received
briefings on only a few proposed projects. Not all major operations,
moreover, were brought before the 40 Committee: President Nixon in
1970 instructed the DCI to promote a coup d’ etat against Chilean Presi-
dent Salvador Allende without Committee coordination or approval.'*

Presidential Findings Since 1974 and the Operations Advisory Group

The Hughes-Ryan amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act of
1974 brought about a major change in the way the U.S. Government ap-
proved covert actions, requiring explicit approval by the President for
each action and expanding Congressional oversight and control of the
CIA. The CIA was authorized to spend appropriated funds on covert
actions only after the President had signed a “finding” and informed
Congress that the proposed operation was important to national secu-
rity.

Executive Order 11905, issued by President Ford on February 18,
1976, in the wake of major Congressional investigations of CIA activ-
ities by the Church and Pike Committees, replaced the 40 Committee
with the Operations Advisory Group, composed of the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs, the Secretaries of State and De-
fense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the DCI, who re-
tained responsibility for the planning and implementation of covert op-
erations. The OAG was required to hold formal meetings to develop
recommendations for the President regarding a covert action and to
conduct periodic reviews of previously-approved operations. EO 11905
also banned all U.S. Government employees from involvement in polit-

14 Final Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect
to Intelligence Activities, United States Senate, Book I, Foreign and Military Intelligence,
pp- 54-55, 57.

15 Public Law 93-559.
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ical assassinations, a prohibition that was retained in succeeding execu-
tive orders, and prohibited involvement in domestic intelligence activ-
ities.'®

Approval and oversight requirements for covert action continued
to be governed by the Hughes-Ryan amendment well into the Carter
administration, even as the new administration made alterations to the
executive branch’s organizational structure for covert action.

President Carter retained the NSC as the highest executive branch
organization to review and guide U.S. foreign intelligence activities. As
part of a broader NSC reorganization at the outset of his administra-
tion, President Carter replaced the Operations Advisory Group (OAG)
with the NSC’s Special Coordination Committee (SCC), which explic-
itly continued the same operating procedures as the former OAG."”
Membership of the SCC, when meeting for the purpose of reviewing
and making recommendations on covert actions (as well as sensitive
surveillance activities), replicated that of the former OAG—mnamely: the
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs; the Secretaries
of State and Defense; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and the Attorney General and Director of the
Office of Management and Budget (the latter two as observers).
The designated chairman of all SCC meetings was the Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs. Carter formalized the SCC’s re-
placement of the OAG in EO 11985 of May 13, 1977, which amended
President Ford’s EO 11905 on “United States Foreign Intelligence activ-
ities.”™ In practice, the SCC for covert action and sensitive surveillance
activities came to be known as the SCC (Intelligence) or the SCC-], to
distinguish it from other versions of the SCC.

The SCC’s replacement of the OAG was reaffirmed in E.O. 12036 of
January 24, 1978, which replaced E.O. 11905 and its amendments. E.O.
12036 also reaffirmed the same membership for the SCC-I, but identi-
fied the Attorney General and the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget as full members of the Committee, rather than merely
observers.

16 Executive Order 11905, “United States Foreign Intelligence Activities,” Weekly
Compilation of Presidential Documents, Vol. 12, No. 8, February 23, 1976.

17 The broader NSC reorganization sought to reduce the number of NSC com-
mittees to two: the Policy Review Committee (PRC) and the Special Coordination Com-
mittee (SCC). The SCC’s jurisdiction included all intelligence policy issues other than an-
nual budget and priorities reviews; the SCC also had jurisdiction over other,
nonintelligence matters. Presidential Directive 2, “The National Security Council
System,” January 20, 1977, Carter Library, Vertical File, Presidential Directives. See also
Zbigniew Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs of the National Security Advisor
1977-198 (New York: Farrar, Strauss, Giroux, 1983), pp. 59-62.

18 Executive Order 11985, “United States Foreign Intelligence Activities,” May 13,
1977, Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Vol. 13, No. 20 (May 16, 1977), pp.
719-720.
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Also in the first days of the Carter administration, the SCC-I estab-
lished a lower-level working group to study and review proposals for
covert action and other sensitive intelligence matters and report to the
SCC-I. This interagency working group was chaired by the Deputy
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs (David Aaron),
or in his absence, the NSC Director for Intelligence Coordination. The
working group was named the Special Activities Working Group
(SAWG). The SAWG was active in early Carter administration reviews
of ongoing covert action, and remained active through at least 1978.
NSC officials in mid-1978 sought to downgrade or abolish the SAWG
and replace it as needed with ad hoc working groups. Internal NSC re-
views at the end of the Carter administration state that the SAWG grad-
ually fell out of use. By late 1979, the means for debating, developing,
and guiding certain covert actions was an interagency working group
chaired by Aaron at the NSC. This group was referred to by several
names during the late Carter administration, including the Deputy’s
(or Deputies) group, the Aaron group, the interagency group, the Black
Chamber, and the Black Room.

The Carter administration made use of a new category of presi-
dential findings for “world-wide” or “general” (or “generic”) covert
operations. This continued a practice initiated late in the Ford adminis-
tration in response to the Hughes-Ryan requirement for presidential
findings. The worldwide category covered lower-risk operations that
were directed at broad policy goals implemented on a worldwide basis
as assets allowed. These operations utilized existing assets as well as
existing liaison contacts with foreign intelligence or security services,
and in some cases also consisted of routine training or procurement un-
dertaken to assist foreign intelligence partners or other agencies of the
USG.A new type of document —known as “Perspectives”—provided
more specific tasking guidance for these general, worldwide covert ac-
tivities. Perspectives detailed the themes to be stressed in furtherance
of a particular policy goal. Riskier operations required their own presi-
dential finding or Memorandum of Notification (see below). Perspec-
tives were drafted by the CIA and cleared by the Department of State,
so that the CIA could vet the operational feasibility and risks of the pro-
gram while State could assess the diplomatic risks and verify that the
program was consistent with overall foreign policy goals. At least ini-
tially, Perspectives did not require further coordination with the OAG,
SCC, or the President. Once an agreed-upon Perspectives document
was finalized by CIA and the Department of State, it was transmitted to
the field, and posts were required to make periodic reports on any
achievements under the Perspectives guidelines. Beginning in 1978, ac-
tions in this worldwide category were authorized by the President as
specific line-item additions to a previously existing “world-wide”
finding, though Perspectives were still used to provide additional
details.
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Another new document used during the Carter administration
was the “Memorandum of Notification” (MON). MONs were initially
used to introduce higher-risk, significantly higher-cost, or more geo-
graphically-specific operations under a previously-approved world-
wide or general objective outlined" in a Perspectives document. Like
Perspectives, MONs had to be coordinated between the CIA and the
Department of State, but they also required broader interagency coor-
dination within the SAWG or SCC. MONs subsequently came to be
used for significant changes to any type of finding, not just worldwide
ones. Entirely new covert actions continued to require new presidential
findings. The Hughes-Ryan amendment stipulated that Congress be
notified of new findings “in a timely fashion,” but did not specify how
much time that meant. During the Carter administration, the CIA typi-
cally notified Congress of new covert initiatives within 48 hours, in-
cluding those outlined in Perspectives or MONS.

In October 1980, the Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1981—also known as the Intelligence Oversight Act of 1980—scaled
back the Hughes-Ryan amendment’s provisions for congressional
oversight of covert action. While the requirement to notify Congress
about presidential findings remained in place, the new Act limited the
committees of Congress that had to be briefed to the two intelligence
committees, and also explicitly clarified that this requirement to keep
the committees “fully and currently informed” did not constitute a re-
quirement for congressional approval of covert action or other intelli-
gence activities. Moreover, the new Act stipulated that if the President
determined it was “essential to limit prior notice to meet extraordinary
circumstances affecting vital interests of the United States,” the Presi-
dent could limit prior notice to the chairmen and ranking minority
members of the two intelligence committees, the Speaker and minority
leader of the House, and the majority and minority leaders of the
Senate—a group that came to be known as the “Gang of Eight.” If prior
notice of a covert action was withheld, the President was required to in-
form the two intelligence committees “in a timely fashion” and provide
a statement of the reasons for not giving prior notice.’

19 Executive Order 12036, “United States Foreign Intelligence Activities,” January
24,1978, Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Vol. 14, No. 4 (January 30, 1978), pp.
194-214. Since E.O. 12036 governed foreign intelligence activities, all references in the
E.O. to the “SCC” were effectively references to what was known in practice as the SCC
(Intelligence), or SCC-L.

20 PL 96-450, Sec. 407 (October 14, 1980). See also the description of the Hughes-
Ryan amendment and its replacement by PL 96450 in: Richard A. Best, Jr., “Covert Ac-
tion: Legislative Background and Possible Policy Questions,” Congressional Research
Service, RL33715, December 27, 2011, pp.1-2; and L. Britt Snider, The Agency and the Hill:
CIA’S Relationship with Congress, 1946-2004, Washington: Center for the Study of Intelli-
gence, Central Intelligence Agency, 2008, pp.280-81.
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1. Memorandum From William Quandt and Gary Sick of the
National Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, February 2, 1977

SUBJECT
Four-Year Goals in the Middle East

In the Middle East region, there are three broad areas in which to
consider our foreign policy objectives. Most critical is the Arab-Israeli
conflict, which will affect virtually all of the others in some fashion.
But also important are the development of cooperative relations with
key Middle East countries and a number of issues in the Persian Gulf/
Indian Ocean area.

The Arab-Israeli Conflict

Peace in the Middle East is a goal to which the United States is
deeply committed. Our interests and our friendships require it. But a
conflict which has remained unresolved for over fifty years cannot be
brought to a sudden end. Our objective, therefore, over the next several
years, should be to begin the process of seeking a peaceful settlement.

By the end of this year, we expect that a framework for negotiations
will exist. We could then urge the parties to develop a set of principles
that would outline the shape of a final peace agreement. For example,
all parties to the negotiations might be asked to agree that:

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East,
Chron File, Box 130, Quandt: 2/1-2/77. Secret. Sent for information. Brackets are in
the original.
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—The purpose of the negotiations underway is to achieve a peace
agreement that will guarantee the sovereignty of all the states in the
area. To this end, the parties commit themselves to work toward a
termination of all hostile actions and to the eventual normalization of
their relations.

—Peace must be based on mutual recognition and the establish-
ment of agreed and secure borders which do not constitute a source
of future conflicts.

—The parties are committed to work for a peace agreement that
will meet tEe legitimate concerns of the Palestinian people.

—The parties agree that a peace agreement shoulg be implemented
in stages and that during the transition to full peace special security
measures for all sides will be essential.

The next step in negotiations, presumably during 1977, would be
to work on specific tradeoffs such as the end of belligerency for partial
Israeli withdrawal in Sinai and the Golan Heights. Next one might turn
to the Palestinian issue, perhaps seeking a solution within a confederal
Jordanian-Palestinian context.

As Israel is asked to make concessions on territory and on the
Palestinians as part of the negotiating process, the United States will
want to maintain a continuing and close dialogue on security issues,
on arms transfers, and on U.S. guarantees of the various parts of the
peace agreement. We will probably have to accept the reality that very
high levels of arms transfers to Israel will be required throughout this
phase. Only at a considerably later point in the peacemaking process
can we anticipate the possibility of reductions.

To the degree possible, we will want to keep the Soviet Union out
of the substantive part of the negotiations. The one area in which the
Soviets could be tested as to their intentions would be in trying to
induce the Palestinians to moderate their position on Israel’s existence.
We should make it clear that we expect the Soviets to use their influence
with the PLO to bring about acceptance of the essential points of UN
Resolutions 242 and 338.

Middle East Development Prospects

Much of the Arab world is on the threshold of rapid socio-economic
change. Everywhere independence has been achieved, but only rarely
has serious attention been devoted to development. In the last part of
this decade, however, we can expect a more serious concentration on
domestic issues. The United States will therefore have an unusual
opportunity to assist in the development of an important part of the
world. Since Arab capital is abundant, the US contribution will be
primarily through technological assistance, our private sector activities,
and some ideas that will promote regional cooperation. To a large
degree, the same is true for Iran.

More specifically, the US should try at an early date to revitalize
our ongoing bilateral economic relations with key countries. Joint com-
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missions that already exist in Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Iran should be
made to work more effectively. Particularly in the case of Egypt, our
efforts need a higher degree of coordination for maximum political
and economic impact.

In the initial stages of our effort to promote development, we may
have to take initiatives and provide leadership. Our goal, however,
should be to encourage the countries of the area to assess their own
needs and to do their own planning. We should then try to improve
our ability to be responsive to their needs.

US Governmental efforts should appropriately be directed at
Egypt, Syria, Jordan and Lebanon. The private sector will remain active
in Iran and Saudi Arabia, and increasingly in Algeria and Iraq as well.
By 1980, we should be able to count on a very high volume of trade
with the Middle East, relatively modest transfers of US aid, with the
exceptions of Israel and perhaps Egypt, a very large private sector
involvement in development activities, and ongoing government-to-
government consultations on economic issues.

[This general issue should be raised during the staffing process
with State, Treasury and Commerce for suggestions on specific instru-
mentalities and courses of action, which extend beyond our techni-
cal expertise.]

Arabian Peninsula and Persian Gulf

US interests in this area revolve almost entirely around questions
of oil production, price and supply, together with protection and
encouragement of the considerable US commercial investments in the
region. From these interests, we derive an immediate stake in the
security and stability of the Persian Gulf region, both in terms of the
regional balance and in terms of our strategic relationship with the
USSR. Our present situation in the area, with the exception of oil prices,
is basically favorable, and realistically we would have no grounds to
be dissatisfied if our position four years from now was essentially the
same. However, fundamental trends at work in the area may tend to
erode that position. By the mid-1980’s, these trends could create a much
more difficult situation for US policy as Iraq begins to replace Iran as
the second largest oil producer in the Gulf, as Soviet requirements
for outside sources of o0il possibly become more acute, and as Soviet
capability to project military influence into remote areas comes to rival
our own. Therefore, our policies over the next four years must be
designed to preserve our present advantages while establishing policies
designed to cope with foreseeable problems just over the horizon.

We should attempt to expand the favorable climate for commercial
exchange with Iraq into other areas, with the objective of reestablishing
diplomatic relations at some point within the next four years. Barring
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major political disturbances, Iraq will emerge as a major regional power
in the Gulf area over the next 5-10 years, and it is in our interests to
be in a position to encourage them to adopt more moderate positions
and reduce their dependence on the Soviet Union. Our success will
depend heavily on internal developments in Iraq and on the progress
toward a settlement of the Arab-Israel dispute, which is the single
greatest impediment to improved US-Iraqi relations. We should, how-
ever, be alert and responsive to even incremental shifts, demonstrating
our willingness to meet them at least half way. A realistic objective
over the next four years would be to establish a relationship with Iraq
comparable to that which we now have with Algeria or Syria.

We should encourage the development of closer cooperation and
coordination among the nations of the Gulf on political, economic and
security matters. Although such initiatives must originate in the region,
we can stress our support for such an evolution in our normal diplo-
matic contacts and visits and by offering preferential treatment to eco-
nomic, technical and security assistance requests which have a regional
or multilateral dimension.

We should begin to explore with the USSR the possibility of estab-
lishing mutually acceptable limitations on military presence in the
Indian Ocean area. At the present time, neither superpower has a major
military capability in the area, but the basic support structure for a
larger permanent presence is being established. It is in our long-term
interests to develop meaningful limitations on US-Soviet military pres-
ence, whether by formal agreement or by the development of unwritten
norms of behavior, which will serve to inhibit a sizeable Soviet buildup.
Otherwise, the Soviet interest in protecting its sea lanes through the
area, its determination to establish itself as a global military power,
and the momentum of its rivalry with China for influence in the Third
World may lead to a continuing upward spiral of Soviet military pres-
ence which will directly affect the security of our own oil supply and
which would be difficult and expensive for us to counter effectively.

In terms of oil pricing and supply, our most direct and powerful
influence lies in our own domestic energy policy and our diplomatic
influence with other energy consumers. The more we can help to flatten
the world demand curve for oil and the more we can demonstrate our
determination to explore vigorously alternative energy technologies,
the more weight will be given to our arguments in favor of adequate
production at manageable prices.
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2. Action Memorandum From the Director of the Bureau of
Politico-Military Affairs (Gelb) and the Assistant Secretary
of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Atherton)
to the Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs (Habib)'

Washington, March 7, 1977

Future of Middle East Force

Issue for Decision:

Whether, as next step in obtaining a policy decision on pursuing
the Middle East Force negotiations, we should define for DOD what
we believe would be the best arrangement we will be likely to obtain
for future support of Middle East Force, seeking DOD’s view as to
whether this arrangement would be feasible from an operational
standpoint.

Background/Analysis:

The Indian Ocean posts have now responded with assessments of
the prospects for their host countries providing additional support to
Middle East Force to alleviate the pressure Bahrain feels from hosting
it alone.? A summary of their generally similar views is at Attachment
2.3 On the basis of their assessments and recent additional comments
by the Bahraini Foreign Minister, we see a possibility of negotiating
to keep Middle East Force in operation on the following basis: (a)
terminating the deployment agreement with Bahrain and putting the
Middle East Force Command to sea; (b) seeking a minimum of six
months in-port time for the Middle East Force flagship at a number of
Gulf/Indian Ocean ports, including Bahrain, with the understanding

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs,
Program Files for Oman, 1974-1989; UAE, 1989; Political Relations, 1969-1989, Lot
91D491, Box 6, Def-15—MidEastfor 1977. Confidential. Drafted by Twinam and John E.
Burgess (PM/ISO) on March 1; cleared by William Lewis (AF/I) and in substance by
Granville S. Austin (S/P). Also cleared by Peter Lande (NEA /PAB), Charles Naas (NEA /
IRN), Albert Thibault (NEA/INS), Richard Hobbs (NEA/RA), and Sober. Burgess ini-
tialed the memorandum for Gelb.

2 In telegram 30235 to multiple Middle Eastern posts, February 10, the Department
responded to a meeting among Bahraini officials and Ambassador Cluverius in which
the Bahrainis were seeking a larger “burden sharing” role by regional nations, by asking
diplomatic posts in the region how their host governments would respond to such a
request. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770047-0592) In tele-
gram 244 from Manama, January 29, Cluverius described the initial conversation between
himself and Bahraini officials. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D770033-0245)

3 Attached but not printed is the “Summary of Embassy Comments on an “Alterna-
tive Formula’ for Middle East Force.”
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that all of the port calls would be simply visits and would not imply
that Middle East Force maintained anything resembling a headquarters
ashore; and (c) negotiating with Bahrain to keep a small DOD adminis-
trative logistical contingent there having minimal specific identification
with the Middle East Force Command.

We are not certain whether DOD would find such an arrangement
feasible. We are convinced, however, that nothing more in the way of
support from Bahrain or other countries in the region for Middle East
Force will be obtainable, and sustainable over time under conditions
consistent with our broader interests in the area. We think it important
to define this maximum obtainable arrangement for DOD rather than
to await a DOD proposal for a negotiating position. We suggest that
you do so by approving the letter at Attachment 1 to Deputy Secretary
of Defense Duncan.* In so doing, we would not be committing the
Secretary or the Administration to a policy decision on whether Middle
East Force should be maintained under the conditions posed by the
area’s political realities.

Arms Control Aspects:

In view of the Secretary’s intention to explore Soviet attitudes
toward Indian Ocean arms control discussions, there may, at some
point, be a need to reassess the role and composition of Middle East
Force. Whether US-Soviet discussions will ultimately take place,
whether discussions will apply to the Persian Gulf, and whether ship
deployments and port access will be touched on, however, are still
unclear. We believe that the current situation counsels against major
alterations to Middle East Force’s present composition and mission.
We specifically wish to avoid any actions which would lead toward
an “Indian Ocean Squadron” orientation.

Recommendation:

That you sign the letter at Attachment 1.

4 Attached but not printed. A handwritten notation on the first page of the memoran-
dum notes that Habib signed the letter to Duncan and that it was sent on March 11.



Middle East Region and the Gulf 7

3. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Bahrain'

Washington, March 19, 1977, 0343Z

61525. Exdis for the Amb—military addees handle as Specat Exclu-
sive. Subject: Middle East Force Discussions. Reference: State 30235.2

1. To pursue further possibility of retaining some sort of facilities
in Bahrain in support of U.S. Middle East Force operations, you should
approach appropriate GOB officials along following lines indicating
you are speaking under instructions.

(A) USG has reviewed question of continued U.S. Navy presence
in Gulf/Indian Ocean and has determined that such presence will
continue to serve broad interests in stability of area.

(B) USG is deeply appreciative of hospitality which Bahrain has
extended over many years to Middle East Force Command and of
contribution Bahrain has thus made to facilitate maintenance of U.S.
Naval Command in area.

(C) USG, as you know, would be pleased to have the present
arrangements in Bahrain continue somewhat longer. (FYI: If at any
point in your discussions you feel it tactically advisable, you are author-
ized to suggest to GOB that efforts to work out a new formula for
U.S. Navy presence in region in orderly fashion would be measurably
assisted if GOB would extend present Middle East Force arrangements
six months to a year. End FYI).

(D) At the same time USG understands GOB’s desire to work
out new arrangements which would permit U.S. Navy to continue to
operate in area without Bahrain appearing to be the sole point of
regional support for such operations. USG is prepared to consider
GOB’s ideas on how such new arrangements might be worked out.

2. Begin FYI: After careful review with DOD and taking into
account recent assessments of certain Embassies in area on likelihood
of host governments accepting Middle East Force visits, we believe
Middle East Force could continue to operate effectively on following
basis if necessary:

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770094-0476.
Secret; Niact Immediate; Exdis. Drafted by Twinam; cleared by Sober, Janka, George
Churchill (PM/ISO), Richard Hobbs (NEA /RA), Peter Lande (NEA /PAB), Charles Naas
(NEA/IRN), William Lewis (AF/I), and Leo Reddy (S/S); approved by Atherton. Sent for
information Immediate to Abu Dhabi, Doha, Dhahran, Jidda, Karachi, Kuwait, Islamabad,
Muscat, Nairobi, Port Louis, Tehran, Victoria, the Department of Defense, JCS, CNO,
CINCEUR, CINCUSNAVEUR, COMIDEASTFOR, CINCPAC, and CINCPACFLT.

2 See footnote 2, Document 2.
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(A) Stationing agreement with Bahrain would be allowed to termi-
nate upon assurance that Bahrain would continue to permit Middle
East Force ships to visit and that status of forces provisions of current
agreement would be retained to cover DOD personnel stationed in or
visiting Bahrain in official capacity.

(B) Flagship and Middle East Force Command would cease to use
Bahrain as a homeport and Command would operate at sea from
flagship. There would be no ostensible Middle East Force Command
presence onshore in Bahrain.

(C)Middle East Force ships, including flagship, would be permitted
to visit Bahrain in approximately same manner they visit other selected
ports in area. For flagship we would need assurances that each such
visit could be up to one month in duration in Bahrain, two weeks
duration elsewhere. We would seek minimum of six such visits else-
where, and prefer four months total flagship time in Bahrain, providing
a total of seven months in port. If, as negotiations proceed, GOB proves
unwilling to accept this proportion of inport time, we would be pre-
pared if necessary to scale down progressively number of visits to
Bahrain, and increase visits elsewhere, to the point that inport time for
flagship in Bahrain totals two months a year—we would make every
effort to restrict our requests to other littoral states for increased inport
time to frequency and duration cited reftel.

(D) We would then negotiate with GOB to retain as much as possi-
ble of the present administrative and logistical support facilities Middle
East Force presently enjoys in Bahrain, including arrangements for flag
aircraft. If necessary, DOD personnel permanently stationed ashore in
Bahrain (with possible exception of flag aircrew) would be within an
organizational structure having no direct ostensible link with Middle
East Force Command. Hence, support which DOD contingent provided
to visiting Middle East Force ships and personnel would, in appearance,
be no different from support it might provide to other DOD activities
including DOD participation in Bahrain school. Obviously, present
dols 4 million per year rent which DOD pays to GOB would have to
be reviewed and reduced in light of the facilities Bahrain continues to
make available. End FYI.

3. You are requested to seek clearest and most definitive possible
GOB view of what support it might continue to provide Middle East
Force. You should report conversations fully, without indicating accept-
ance of any formula at this stage without further instructions. As discus-
sions with GOB proceed, you can be guided by the consideration pre-
sented para 2 above in seeking to mold GOB thinking, but should not
repeat not indicate firm agreement to any of these conditions without
specific instructions. We would appreciate your assessment whether
basic operating conditions provided FYI above are negotiable and
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indeed might be made more flexible from our standpoint, e.g., would
Bahrain be willing to authorize more than four months of flagship
visits annually with understanding that additional time would not
necessarily be utilized.

Vance

4. Telegram From the Embassy in Bahrain to the Department
of State!

Manama, March 22, 1977, 1340Z

676. Subject: Principle of New Format for MIDEASTFOR Accept-
able to GOB. Ref: Manama 649.2

1. Summary. Foreign Minister summoned me March 22 to inform
me that Amir and Prime Minister have accepted concept of new format
along lines which FonMin and I had discussed (reftel). Decision will
be presented to full Cabinet March 27; FonMin expects Cabinet will
readily put its seal of approval on Amir’s decision. FonMin sought
clarification on number of points. End summary.

2. FonMin summoned me March 22 to inform me of results March
21 meeting reported Manama 659° (Notal). Based on ideas FonMin and
I have discussed, particularly those described reftel, FonMin said he,
Amir, and Prime Minister had considered three options during their
March 21 meeting: Keep Navy as it is, have it withdraw completely,
or accept new arrangement along lines he and I had developed over
recent months. FonMin said they had little trouble choosing new
arrangement. Bahrain values its ties with USG, and is strongly suppor-
tive of US role in region, and is pleased that way can be found to
maintain those ties, and support area interests, and at same time relieve
Bahrain of “imperialist base” image. He said decision would be put

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770098-0182.
Secret; Immediate; Exdis. Sent for information to Abu Dhabi, Doha, Dhahran, Jidda,
Karachi, Islamabad, Muscat, Nairobi, Port Louis, Tehran, Victoria, and Kuwait.

2In telegram 649 from Manama, March 20, Cluverius described the conversation
he had with the Bahraini Foreign Minister concerning the contents of telegram 61525 to
Manama, March 19 (see Document 3), describing options for a new format for the Middle
East Force. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770094-0476)

3 In telegram 659 from Manama, March 21, Cluverius commented on press reports
and “local rumors and other indicators to effect that Navy will stay in one form or
another.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770096-0625)
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before full Cabinet at regular session March 27; he said he expected
Cabinet would have no trouble giving its approval to decision made
by Amir and Prime Minister.

3. FonMin said there will be many details for him and me to work
out over coming weeks—and he recalled that ideas we had discussed
remain subject to USG approval—but he wanted to get some items
cleared up as soon as possible:

(A) Seventy-five personnel, with families, to remain after de-
homeporting. Was FonMin correct in telling Amir that this figure does
not include school staff? I confirmed that they are additional to school
staff. FonMin said fine, he just wanted to be sure he had not misin-
formed Amir.

(B) Does Navy wish to keep its aircraft here after de-homeporting?
I said it did because location is relatively central to operating area and
services are good. FonMin made note but did not 0£1erwise respond.

(C) Legal situation. FonMin said he hated thought of getting deeply
involved with GOB legal adviser (an expert hairsplitter) on ways to
cover new arrangement. He wanted to know ASAP if exchange of
notes we had discussed (para 5 reftel) would be acceptable to USG as
way of handling all elements of new arrangement. Would USG need
to tell Congress, or seek its approval for new arrangement? I said I
would seek answers to these questions on urgent basis.

(D) Duration. FonMin saiél he felt a short period was not worth it,
just as it is not worth it to have DOD run school only for year or so.
He suggested open-ended arrangement subject to review every two
years. I said I would report his view.

(E) Rent. FonMin stressed that question of rent is minor, of no
interest to him, but even minor questions must be answered. I agreed
and said that while I had not given it much thought either, I supposed
USG would want to reduce it in line with reduced presence. FonMin
agreed that this was likely and that he and I could work it out later.

(F) Port time. FonMin said Navy access four months a year was
agreeable. I said I felt Navy would not need more than that but, as I
had said earlier, it would like to have more assured access time “just
in case”. He said we could talk about it later when we get more deeply
into details.

(G) Auspices. FonMin expressed considerable concern over nature
and image of Navy presence here after de-homeporting. As he ex-
plained his concern he reached point described para 2(D) of State
061525:* “no ostensible link with MIDEASTFOR Command”. He said
he would prefer post de-homeporting arrangements to be tied as closely
as possible to DOD school. I said I was not sure school could provide
full rationale (having in mind budgetarﬁ and other presentations to
Congress) but that I felt something could be worked out. In this regard,
Dept might wish to explore with DOD possibility of putting residual
presence here under, say, USMTM auspices.

(H) Communications. FonMin asked if Navy wanted to keep
antenna field at Jufair. I said it did not since Navy really did not need

4See Document 3.
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it to maintain its communications. Navy has not needed this field for
some time and it is, in any case, destined to be covered by reclama-
tion project.

4. After decision in favor of new format, meeting with FonMin
was most notable for what was not discussed. FonMin again made no
mention of quid pro quo in security assistance or any other area. Nor
did he ask what others might do for Navy. He did not mention any
reduction whatever in Navy use of Jufair compound. Beyond curiosity
about antenna field he did not mention Navy communications, which
previously had been a somewhat touchy point (Manama 244°—Notal).
It is possible that FonMin did not raise communications question in
more detail simply because he does not understand it. While it may
well be that we will be able to keep present communications set-up
totally in place, I feel it would be prudent to keep moving, as DOD is
doing, on alternative facilities for CHUSMTM.

5. Our basic approach to GOB, worked out over past few months,
has worked and task now is to nail down the details, some of which,
such as the “legal situation” and “auspices” described above, are major
and could still derail us. FonMin clearly wants to make much of the
de-homeporting aspect, including, he said, some kind of ceremony in
June, and to handle the post de-homeporting arrangement in as low-key
and invisible manner as possible. In his mind the school is important
not only for itself but as cover for our continuing military presence
here. While I appreciate problem school has given DOD, I would hope
we can now accept that DOD should run entire school for at least first
two years of new MIDEASTFOR format.

6. Next steps. FonMin said he and I should begin to work out
details soon after March 27 Cabinet meeting. I have asked Admiral
Crowe to return to Bahrain from Jordan to be on hand as we work out
these details. Formal USG acceptance of concept, and of as many details
as possible, should be forthcoming as soon as possible, as should
answers to FonMin’s questions posed above. Question of de facto exten-
sion of at least some of present arrangements is one I will, first, work out
with Admiral Crowe and then, with Dept approval, raise with FonMin.

7. Public posture. As noted Manama 659 (Notal) rumor that Navy
will stay is common here and, following March 27 Cabinet meeting at
latest, decision to this effect will be widely known. It is important that
we consider urgently our public posture on this. Since a credible de-
homeporting has been key to GOB acceptance of new format, it is
necessary that our, and GOB’s, public statements fit this image. Request

5 See footnote 2, Document 2.
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Dept. consider approach I outlined most recently in para 4 Manama 577°
(Notal) in which GOB and USG would jointly announce termination
of stationing agreement and establishment of MIDEASTFOR as afloat
command. While such announcement should be delayed as long as
possible, ideally until June, we will probably have to use it sooner. In
any case we will need interim guidance which, if Dept. agrees, could
be simply present guidance that discussions are continuing.

8. I will present further thoughts to Dept over next few days on
details of new arrangement.

9. Dept. please pass to military addressees included State 061525.

Cluverius

6 In telegram 577 from Manama, March 13, Cluverius outlined his thoughts as to
new approaches to the Middle East Force. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, D770086-0663)

5. Action Memorandum From the Acting Director of the
Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs (Bartholomew) and the
Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs (Atherton) to Secretary of State Vance'

Washington, May 2, 1977

Circular 175 Procedure:—Request for Authority to Negotiate and
Conclude an Executive Agreement with the Government of Bahrain
regarding the Termination of the Homeporting Arrangement for
Middle East Force, and the Retention of Administrative and Logistic
Facilities to Support the Middle East Force Command Afloat

Summary

In 1975, the Government of Bahrain gave us notice that it wished
to have the U.S. Navy’s Middle East Force withdraw from Bahrain by

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs,
Program Files for Oman, 1974-1989; UAE, 1989; Political Relations, 1969-1989, Lot
91D491, Box 6, Def-15—MidEastfor 1977. Secret. Sent through Habib. Drafted by George
Churchill (PM/ISO) and Twinam on April 28; cleared in DOD/ISA/FMRA and by James
Rohwer (L/PM), William Lewis (AF/I), and Robert Flaten (H). Churchill initialed for
all clearing officials. A handwritten notation in the upper right-hand margin of the first
page reads: “Approved by P—'not necessary to go to S’ 5/4/77.”
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June 30, 1977.2 Recently the Bahraini Government formally decided
that it would consider an arrangement with the following features: a)
the current stationing agreement would be terminated; b) homeporting
in Bahrain for the Middle East Force Command and flagship would
cease; ¢) Middle East Force Command would have no ostensible con-
nection with Bahrain other than as a periodic visitor; d) Bahrain would
permit Commander Middle East Force and his flagship to visit Bahrain
for at least 4 months per year (in-port time); and e) the US would be
permitted to retain logistic support facilities in Bahrain manned by
Department of Defense personnel.

Department of Defense has indicated that an arrangement along
these lines would be feasible, provided in-port time for the flagship in
Bahrain and other Persian Gulf/Indian Ocean countries could total at
least 6 months, per year with a requisite number of two-week visits
for maintenance purposes. Queries to Embassies in the area indicate
that this criterion could probably be met through regular ship visits
to other ports.

The Government of Bahrain’s desires regarding compensation are
unclear and are likely to remain so until negotiations begin. We now
pay $4 million in annual rent, which we hope to reduce. The Bahrainis
have in the past suggested concessional arms assistance; we intend to
keep arms supply questions separate from these negotiations and to
hold the line at non-concessional sales within our limited Persian Gulf
arms transfer guidelines.

Background

The U.S. Navy’s Middle East Force has for over a quarter century
operated in the Persian Gulf/Indian Ocean and used support facilities
at Bahrain, originally under informal arrangements with the UK, and
since Bahrain’s independence in 1971 under an Executive Agreement.?
The agreement provides the US Navy access to Bahrain and incorpo-
rates customary status of forces privileges and rights for US Department
of Defense personnel. At present, the Command consists of a Rear
Admiral, with a staff of 64, a flagship (auxiliary command ship) with
a complement of 387, and a shore-based support group of 82, all sta-
tioned or homeported in Bahrain, in addition to two Atlantic Fleet
destroyers under the Force’s command during their rotational assign-
ments to the area. The primary mission of Middle East Force is to

2 In telegram 859 from Manama, July 26, 1975, Twinam described the meetings he
had conducted with the Bahraini Foreign Minister. He noted the Government of Bahrain’s
desire that the Middle East Force leave Bahrain by mid-1977. (National Archives, RG
59, Central Foreign Policy File, D750258-0511)

3See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXIV, Middle East Region and Arabian
Peninsula, 1969-1972; Jordan, September 1970, Document 113.
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evidence U.S. Government interest in the stability of the region by
making goodwill visits to friendly ports.

During the October 1973 Arab-Israeli war, the Government of Bah-
rain invoked the one-year termination clause of the 1971 Executive
Agreement, but as US-Arab relations improved, we were able to negoti-
ate the continuation of the Middle East Force presence by meeting
certain Bahraini concerns about exercise of criminal jurisdiction over
U.S. Navy personnel and by increasing the rent for the Middle East
Force facilities from $600,000 to $4 million per year.

In August 1975, bowing to pressure at home and in the region
against providing military facilities to a major power, the Government
of Bahrain notified us it wished to have the U.S. Navy withdraw from
Bahrain by June 30 of this year.* Since June 1976, however, there have
been discussions, initiated by the Government of Bahrain, to seek a
way in which Middle East Force might continue to use facilities in
Bahrain. The Bahrainis indicated a need to have other states in the
region share the political burden of support for the regional U.S.
Navy presence.

The Government of Bahrain has now formally decided to consider
an arrangement which would permit the U.S. to retain its logistic
support facilities manned by 75 Department of Defense personnel and
would allow Commander Middle East Force and his flagship to visit
Bahrain at least 4 months per year, provided the 1971 agreement were
terminated, Bahrain ceased to be homeport for the Command and
flagship, and the Middle East Force Command had no ostensible con-
nection with Bahrain other than as periodic visitor.

The Department of Defense has indicated it could maintain the
Middle East Force presence in the area on this basis, provided that the
flagship has access to at least six months in-port time in Persian Gulf/
Indian Ocean countries, with at least four of those months in Bahrain,
and with a requisite number of two-week visits for maintenance pur-
poses. On the basis of the Department’s queries to certain of our Embas-
sies in Indian Ocean countries,’ it is our assessment that sufficient in-
port time for the flagship can be arranged in Iran, Saudi Arabia and
Kenya which, along with the time assured in Bahrain, would meet
Department of Defense requirements. (We may possibly also be able
to obtain some in-port time in Pakistan, should our relationship permit.)

4 The Bahraini Government's letter of notification was handed to Ambassador Twi-
nam in a meeting with the Foreign Minister on August 12, 1975. (Telegram 948 from
Manama, August 12, 1975; National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D750278-0587)

5 See footnote 2, Document 2.
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As soon as we are reasonably assured of a workable arrangement
in Bahrain, we propose to approach other Persian Gulf and Indian
Ocean governments about providing additional in-port time for the
MIDEASTFOR Flagship. We are fairly confident that such friendly
states as Iran, Saudi Arabia, or Kenya (and possibly Pakistan) would
not seek specific compensation for permitting the MIDEASTFOR Flag-
ship to conduct visits of somewhat greater frequency or duration than
in the past.

Since last June, the Government of Bahrain has periodically sug-
gested that some form of increased security assistance relationship with
the US would be one of the conditions for its continuing to provide
support for the Middle East Force. In keeping with our Lower Gulf
arms policy, we have discouraged informal Bahraini feelers in the
last few years about supplying such weapons at TOW, HAWK and
REDEYE, but on the basis of surveys in 1972 and 1976 we have recom-
mended that Bahrain acquire a small number of coastal patrol boats
and 10 helicopters. We have provided a limited amount of training for
Bahraini officers in the U.S.

Throughout the latter part of 1976, the Bahraini Prime Minister
urged that future US/Bahraini Security Assistance arrangements
involve concessional U.S. funding for arms purchases, while the Crown
Prince/Defense Minister expressed interest in purchasing F-5 aircraft
and missile-armed naval patrol craft. In December 1976, a Department
of Defense survey team concluded a visit to Bahrain to take a compre-
hensive look at Bahrain’s defense requirements. Its recommendations
are currently under review in the Departments of State and Defense
prior to release to the Government of Bahrain. In recent discussions of
possible new arrangements for support of the U.S. Navy in Bahrain,
the Bahraini Foreign Minister has refrained from raising with our
Ambassador the question of future security assistance, but this issue
could arise again as formal negotiations with the Government of Bah-
rain proceed.

The recommendations on military equipment, (helicopters, Vulcan
anti-aircraft guns and lightly armed patrol craft) which we anticipate
making to the GOB will be well within the parameters of the restrictive
policy we have maintained for sale of military equipment to Lower
Gulf countries since their independence and should be fully in accord
with the thrust of the present world-wide review of arms transfer
policy. Our Ambassador anticipates that these recommendations will
meet with general approval within the GOB. While certain Bahraini
leaders may wish to consider our willingness to provide such equip-
ment as a condition for the U.S. Navy’s continued use of facilities, we
will insist that arms supply questions are outside the scope of these
negotiations. We can with accuracy maintain that we are prepared to
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sell to Bahrain only equipment that would be justifiable on policy
grounds without reference to the future status of the U.S. Navy there.

U.S. Negotiating Approach

Since the feasibility of maintaining an afloat Middle East Force
Command depends on in-port time in the area for the command and
flagship totalling at least six months per year, our strategy will be to
commence negotiations with the Government of Bahrain for access and
support facilities and—as soon as the course of negotiations gives
reasonable assurance of an agreement with Bahrain—to approach other
regional governments including Iran, Saudi Arabia, Kenya, and possi-
bly Pakistan, to ensure reasonably that the required additional in-port
time is obtainable.

With the Government of Bahrain, we will: a) agree to terminate
the Executive Agreement of 1971; b) seek written assurances that the
Middle East Force Command and flagship will be allowed at least four
months in-port time per year; c) seek authorization to retain a logistic
and administrative staff (reduced from the present 82 to 75, with
accompanying dependents) and facilities, including facilities for the
MIDEASTFOR flag aircraft and its crew, in Bahrain; d) seek to con-
tinue the status of forces provisions of the Executive Agreement of
1971 for any Department of Defense personnel residing in or visiting
Bahrain. We plan to propose the exchange of notes at Tab 2;° further
details of the arrangement would be contained in a lease.

Regarding compensation, we will seek to reduce the annual rent
payment from the present $4 million. If necessary, we could fall back
to the current $4 million figure, in recognition of inflationary pressures
and the value of the Bahraini facilities to maintenance of the afloat
Middle East Force.

If the Bahrainis request military equipment as a condition for con-
tinued facilities for MIDEASTFOR, we will insist on handling this
request as a separate aspect of our relationship. We would handle such
requests on the basis of the existing Lower Gulf arms policy and in
keeping with the present worldwide policy review on transfer of mili-
tary equipment and training.

Legal Considerations

The U.S. negotiating objectives can be achieved in agreements
which can lawfully be concluded as Executive Agreements, although
the payment of rent for the use of facilities will have to be made subject
to the appropriation of funds by Congress.

6 Attached but not printed at Tab 2 is the text of the draft notes.
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A Memorandum of Law analyzing the relevant legal issues is at
Tab 1.7

Congressional and Public Considerations

The proposed new agreement relates to a continuation of a cur-
rently existing U.S. presence under a changed format. No new U.S.
facilities are contemplated. However, raising with Congress the admin-
istrative support arrangements for Middle East Force in Bahrain may
well lead to questions concerning the general value of keeping this
U.S. presence in the area. We believe that our case will be sufficiently
strong and reasonable that, if necessary, it can be made public and
successfully defended. It would, however, be inappropriate to invite
public interest groups or other public comment, since the Bahrainis
would be uneasy with any publicity about these arrangements. We can
anticipate media interest which should be handled in close coordination
with Bahrain.

We do need to consult with the Congress on the new arrangements,
including any rent or other fees which the Department of Defense must
pay in Bahrain for facilities. We do not anticipate serious Congressional
opposition to the proposed new arrangements. However, there will
be Congressional interest in the number of Department of Defense
personnel remaining in Bahrain, or visiting there, and in the retention
of status of forces privileges for them.

We can anticipate significant Congressional concern about any
appreciable military supply commitments we make with Bahrain, par-
ticularly if Congress perceives them as linked to facilities to support
MIDEASTFOR.

Once concluded, the agreement would be transmitted to Congress
in accordance with 1 U.S.C. 112b (The Case Act).®

Indian Ocean Arms Control

As we progress toward US-USSR discussions on arms limitations
in the Indian Ocean, our negotiating position will be best served by
maintaining our force presence in the area—including Middle East
Force—at a steady level. Continuance of Middle East Force as an afloat
command would not limit our flexibility in these discussions since: a)
agreement on actual limitations is likely to be a lengthy process; b)
review and adjustment of Middle East Force is always possible; c)
Soviet interest is focussed on Diego Garcia, rather than on deployments.

7 Attached but not printed at Tab 1 is the April 28 Memorandum of Law.

8 Reference is to the section of Title 1 of the United States Code governing the
transmission of international agreements for congressional approval.



18 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume XVIII

Recommendations:

1. That you authorize our Ambassador in Bahrain to enter into
negotiations with the Government of Bahrain looking toward an agree-
ment regarding access and support facilities in Bahrain for Middle East
Force Command and flagship.

2. That you authorize an approach to other governments of the
Persian Gulf/Indian Ocean area as appropriate, to arrange the required
additional in-port time for Middle East Force Command and flagship.

3. That you authorize the Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs, with the concurrence of PM, L, DOD and other
concerned offices and agencies, to approve the wording of the above
draft agreement with the Government of Bahrain.

4. That you authorize our Ambassador in Bahrain to sign the above
agreement with the Government of Bahrain.’

9 Habib approved all four recommendations on May 3.

6. Paper Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency'

PS 77-10004 Washington, June 1977

Soviet Role in the Middle East
[Omitted here is a key to dissemination control abbreviations.]
Key Judgments

The Soviets’ economic, military, and political position with the
principal Arab states has eroded over the past five years, and shows
no sign of early improvement. The low state of relations between the
USSR and Egypt stands out as an important failure of Soviet foreign
policy under General Secretary Brezhnev.

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 50, Middle East: 4-6/77. Secret; [handling restriction not declassified]. Prepared
with contributions from the Center for Policy Support and the Offices of Economic
Research, Regional and Political Analysis, and Strategic Research, Directorate of
Intelligence.
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Moscow’s relations with the radical Arab states—notably Iraq and
Libya—have expanded significantly in recent years. This improvement
has been based primarily on increasing sales of Soviet arms, and has
not resulted in a commensurate increase in Soviet political influence
among the Arab radicals.

The USSR has few official contacts and virtually no political influ-
ence with Israel. Occasional Soviet contacts with Israeli officials are
intended primarily to intimidate the Palestinians and to show third
parties that the Soviets play an essential role in Middle East diplomacy.

Substantial improvement in the Soviet position in the Middle East
is not likely, at least until there is a fundamental change in the leader-
ship of Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Iran, or Saudi Arabia. The Soviets probably
will continue to make limited progress in strengthening their relations
with Libya.

The Soviets” military presence in the Middle East has diminished
considerably since 1973, but the Soviets retain the capability quickly
to project additional military power into the area. This gives Moscow
the potential directly to affect the military balance and the level of
political tension in the region.

Soviet leaders want to reconvene the Geneva conference to demon-
strate that the USSR plays a central role in Arab-Israeli negotiations.
Moscow has neither the desire nor the ability, however, to force the
Arabs or Israelis to make the political concessions that will be necessary
to restart the conference.

The USSR would not be capable—even by withholding or provid-
ing additional military equipment—of eliciting fundamental changes
in the Arabs’ stand on the basic issues of the Middle East conflict.
Soviet policy will remain one of supporting positions already endorsed
by the principal Arab states and the Palestinians.

Soviet influence in the Middle East is greatest during periods of
tension and “no war-no peace.” In any negotiating forum the Soviets
will attempt to avoid appearing obstructionist, but should not be
expected to play an effective, positive role.

[Omitted here is the body of the paper.]
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7. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
the United Arab Emirates’

Washington, September 14, 1977, 2156Z

220667. Subject: UAE Request for TOW’s. References: (A) 76 State
178831,% (B) 76 Abu Dhabi 1911 (Notal),? (C) 76 Abu Dhabi 2101 (Notal),*
(D) 76 Abu Dhabi 2135 (Notal),> (E) Abu Dhabi 1921 (Notal),® (F)
Manama 723.”

1. In response to Embassy Abu Dhabi’s recent inquiry regarding
status of decision concerning sale of TOW anti-tank missile system to

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770334-0882.
Secret. Drafted by David M. Winn (NEA/ARP); cleared by Douglas Keene (PM/SAS)
and in DOD/ISA; approved by Twinam. Sent for information to Manama, Doha, Jidda,
Kuwait, and Muscat.

2 In telegram 178831 to Abu Dhabi, July 20, 1976, the Department responded to a
UAE request for TOW missiles, noting that the U.S. Government had not furnished these
missiles to the United Arab Emirates or other nations as it would contribute to an
“unnecessary arms buildup in region.” The Department instructed: “You could say that
our desire is to give UAE arms requests the most careful consideration. In this connection,
we would be interested in UAE rationale for renewed request for TOW in light of our
common desire for stability and avoidance of an arms race in the region.” (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D760278-0206)

3 Telegram 1911 from Abu Dhabi, July 14, 1976. (National Archives, RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy File, D760272-0094)

4In telegram 2101 from Abu Dhabi, August 3, 1976, the Embassy reported a discus-
sion between Sterner and UAE General Khaldi regarding planned U.S. military training
and weapons orientation for the UAE military. During the meeting, Sterner “noted
specifically with regard to training that we would not believe it appropriate to offer
training or demonstrations on weapons which were clearly not applicable to UAE needs.”
(National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D760298-0887)

5In telegram 2135 from Abu Dhabi, August 5, 1976, the Embassy evaluated the
threat posed by the armored forces of the United Arab Emirates’ neighbors, the United
Arab Emirates’ defense needs, and the U.S. policy of avoiding an arms race in the lower
Gulf region as rationale for supplying TOW missiles. It concluded: “We do not minimize
negative arguments on this question and recognize that decision on TOWs for UAE
merits careful consideration. Nevertheless, we genuinely believe weight of argument is
in favor of positive decision in this case. We particularly do not find persuasive argument
that Department says is ‘basic reason’ for its previous negative decision—that UAE faces
no present threat from armored attack. Today’s peaceful border can overnight become
the direction from which a hostile attack can be directed. In the Arabian Peninsula alone
we have seen this happen in the case of Kuwait and Iraq, of Oman and the PDRY. In
each of those cases we decided TOW was an appropriate weapon to supply in view of
threat these states faced. It is certainly not unreasonable for UAE to be viewing this
evidence and deciding that it would like to be prepared before the threat actually
emerges.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D760303-0427)

6 Telegram 1921 from Abu Dhabi, July 17, 1976. (National Archives, RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy File, D760276-0467)

7In telegram 723 from Manama, March 29, Cluverius discussed the question of

U.S. arms sales to Bahrain. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D770162-1118)
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UAE (ref E), Department and DOD have conducted intensive review
of issue similar to that carried out in September 1976. During review,
both agencies concentrated in particular on question of whether or not
TOW has become weapon common enough in inventories worldwide
to be considered non-sophisticated in Gulf military context. Issue of
Abu Dhabi defense justification for TOW also was closely examined.

2. Consensus of expert opinion emerging from review is that (a)
TOW still is sufficiently sophisticated weapon to require compelling
defense requirement justification for selling it to lower Gulf states, and
(b) that sufficient defense justification—in form of specific armor threat
to UAE—does not exist. Department therefore has decided not to pur-
sue issue further at this time and Embassy should so inform MG Khaldi
and Sheikh Khalifa.

3. Ininforming UAEG, post should draw on following: (a) Adminis-
tration’s policy is to minimize U.S. arms sales abroad, avoiding sales
which go beyond legitimate defense requirements. (b) In this context,
USG examined question of TOW sale in light of degree to which UAE’s
acquisition of weapon would meet realistic armor threat. (c) We were
unable to identify threat to UAE for which TOW was appropriate
defensive weapon. (d) USG remains committed to assisting UAE
develop appropriate defense capability and welcomes further discus-
sion of how we might be helpful to modernization of federal defense
forces within U.S. policy framework.

4. For Manama and Doha: Bahrain and Qatar were included in
recent review since they are remaining lower Gulf states to which we
have not sold TOW, and Bahrain on several occasions has already
informally expressed interest in acquiring this weapon. Conclusion in
case of Bahrain and Qatar was same as in UAE case. While we have
no desire to initiate discussion of TOW with these governments,
Ambassadors are instructed to use above responses in parrying any
future TOW requests.

Vance
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8. Telegram From the Embassy in the United Arab Emirates to
the Department of State!

Abu Dhabi, February 13, 1978, 12237

409. Subject: UAE Desire for Military Relationship With U.S.
USCINCEUR for POLAD. Refs: (A) Abu Dhabi 0286,%> (B) Abu
Dhabi 0408.°

1. In course of my February 12 meeting with Shaikh Sultan bin
Zayid, new Commander in Chief, of UAE Defense Forces (reftels), he
said moves toward unification of UAE armed forces had increased
interest in UAE having real military relationship with U.S. He said
UAE must take necessary steps to protect its wealth and assure stability.
This required UAE to improve not only training but equipment of its
armed forces so that it could provide a credible deterrent in the event
of an external attack. To my question of where he felt the threat lay
for UAE, Shaikh Sultan said that at moment, there is no immediate
palpable external threat to UAE but situation could suddenly change.

2. After I had reviewed at some length the history of U.S. arms
policy in lower Gulf and its constraints and U.S. belief that the UAE’s
security can best be achieved through regional cooperation especially
with its two large neighbors in the Gulf, Shaikh Sultan said UAE
understood U.S. policy but did not believe it was logical. UAE security,
just as for any other country, first depended on UAE itself. Iran and
Saudi Arabia played an important role in the general security of region
but UAE could not rely on Saudi Arabia and Iran forever. What would
happen if there were a sudden change in either of these two countries?
He thought UAE had two choices, either to have capability to defend
its oil resources or to ask Saudis or Iranians to do it but in latter case,
UAE could not maintain its independence and it would be back to
where situation was when British were responsible for regional
security.

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D780067-0602.
Secret; Exdis. Sent for information to Doha, Jidda, Kuwait, Manama, Muscat, Tehran,
and USCINCEUR.

2 In telegram 286 from Abu Dhabi, February 1, the Embassy described UAE plans
to reorganize the country’s military. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy
File, D780048-0314)

3 In telegram 408 from Abu Dhabi, February 13, the Embassy reported on a conversa-
tion between Dickman and UAE Commander-in-Chief Brigadier Shaikh Sultan bin Zayid
during which they discussed Zayid’s desire to amend or cancel the 1975 U.S—~UAE
agreement governing foreign military sales. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, D780065-0871)
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3. Warming to his point, Shaikh Sultan said that UAE does not
want intermediate military relationship with us, “one that is restricted
to M-16s.” While UAE has funds to purchase almost any kind of
sophisticated weapons it wants from various sources, it would much
prefer to have “a real military relationship with the U.S.” so that it
knows where to look for its security and for development of its armed
forces. He believed U.S. had real interests in Gulf and particularly in
UAE, which has now become important source of energy for U.S.
markets. UAE welcomed this and wanted to expand its relations in all
fields. However, he felt U.S., while outwardly manifesting interest in
security and stability of UAE, was in fact “selective.” If there are to be
close relations between U.S. and UAE, it has to be close in all its aspects,
neither side can pick and choose. If U.S. really interested in UAE
security, then it should be willing to respond to requests which UAE
believes are necessary for its defense.

4. My response was to point out where we had tried to be respon-
sive, within the limits of our policy, in responding to felt UAE desires
for cooperation in military field. A well disciplined and highly trained
force could in many cases be just as effective as one with large amounts
of sophisticated equipment. Given the small number of native Emirians,
it seemed to me that UAE would want to improve quality of its native
personnel rather than buy fancy equipment which could only be used
by foreigners now in UAE armed forces. I also pointed out that thrust
of U.S. administration to curb new arms sales abroad made it highly
unlikely that UAE could expect any change in policy we had pursued
in lower Gulf.

5. Shaikh Sultan indicated he hoped we could discuss issue again.
He had raised matter to know where UAE stood so that government
not stumble should matter be raised at higher levels in future. If UAE
could not count on U.S. for help in protecting country’s patrimony, it
would like to know so that it could look elsewhere.

6. Comment: Shaikh Sultan’s comments are a more expanded ver-
sion of comments he and older brother Shaikh Khalifa bin Zayid con-
veyed to me last year (77 Abu Dhabi 708* and 156).° However, now
that Sheikh Sultan has his new position, he speaks in much more
authoritative terms and undoubtedly has done this to probe again

4In telegram 708 from Abu Dhabi, March 8, 1977, the Embassy reported on a
conversation between Shaikh Sultan and Dickman during which they discussed U.S.
lower Gulf arms policy and the sale of TOWs to the United Arab Emirates. (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770079-0405)

5In telegram 156 from Abu Dhabi, January 13, 1977, the Embassy reported on
Dickman’s conversation with Shaikh Khalifa bin Zayid during which they discussed the
United Arab Emirates’ acquisition of TOWSs. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, D770013-0255)
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USG attitudes. Bright and ambitious but still young and relatively
inexperienced in managing a modern military institution, Shaikh Sultan
is less likely than Chief of Staff General Khaldi to understand and
accept gracefully the broad policy reasons why the U.S. has been unable
to meet the requests for TOW and other sophisticated weapons. While
UAE President Shaikh Zayid probably did not instruct him to discuss
issue with me, Zayid will have to listen to what Shaikh Sultan (his
second son) has to say and weigh how U.S. response to kind of open-
ended military relationship that Sultan seems to desire will affect nature
of growing U.S.—UAE relationship in other fields.

Dickman
9. Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Jones) to Secretary of Defense Brown!
JCSM-282-78 Washington, September 7, 1978

SUBJECT
Review of US Strategy Related to the Middle East and the Persian Gulf (U)

1. (C) Reference your memorandum, 17 March 1978, “Review of
US Strategy to Safeguard Availability of Oil from the Middle East and
the Persian Gulf,” which requested a review of US and Soviet strategies
for the region.”

2. (S) The Appendix contains the review,® an advance draft copy of
which was provided to the Assistant Secretary of Defense (International

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Defense/Security,
Ermarth, Box 4, Middle East/Persian Gulf: 9-12/78. Secret.

2 In the March 17 memorandum to the Joint Chiefs, Brown noted: “The President
and I have stated that the Middle East and Persian Gulf cannot be separated from our
security and that of NATO and our allies in Asia; and that the United States intends to
safeguard the production of oil and its transportation to consumer nations without
interference by hostile powers.” To that end, and due to recent Soviet moves in the Horn
of Africa with the goal of gaining access to the Gulf region, Brown continued: “I believe
it appropriate for us to review Soviet and U.S. strategy, plans, force structure and
deployments as they relate to these important U.S. and allied interests.” (Washington
National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files, FRC 330-81-0202, Box 60, Middle East
092 1978)

3 Attached but not printed is the 48-page review. In addition to identifying the
major U.S. interests in the region, summarized here, the review details Soviet and Ameri-
can strategy, as well as Soviet capabilities, in the region. In part, the review concludes
that “in light of US interests and the threats to those interests, it is considered that a
coherent strategy for the Persian Gulf/Middle East region is now a matter of urgency.”
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Security Affairs), in preparation for the Camp David Summit.* The
review concludes that:

a. The Soviet Union has well-defined interests and specific objec-
tives, an opportunistic but congruent strategy, and the capability to
pursue that strategy. Additionally, it is increasing its military capability
and, given the opportunity, may opt for more overt military measures
to further its interests. Section II of the review and the supporting
annexes provide a detailed analysis of Soviet interests, objectives,
and strategy.

b. The major US interests in the region are:

(1) To assure continuous access to petroleum resources.

(2) To assure the survival of Israel as an independent state in a
stable relationship with contiguous Arab states.

(3) To prevent an inimical power or combination of powers from
establishing hegemony.

c. Existing US strategy should be expanded to provide adequate
guidelines to insure that national interests are protected and advanced.

d. There are two major obstacles to the realization of US interests
in the area: the turmoil produced by the Arab-Israeli conflict and the
diametrically opposed strategic aims of the Soviet Union.

(1) Arab animosity toward Israel creates conditions leading to eco-
nomic reprisals and possibly denial of oil to the West. It threatens
Israel’s security and provides an opportunity for Soviet penetration
into regional states. While the Joint Chiefs of Staff strongly endorse the
administration’s efforts to resolve the Arab-Israeli dispute, additional
measures to enhance the security of all parties to the dispute could
improve stability and accelerate progress toward a settlement.

(2) Resolution of the Arab-Israeli problem, while of immense value
to the United States, would still leave the Soviet Union actively and
purposefully working against US interests in the region. In this decade,
the Soviets have become increasingly confident of their ability to force-
fully promote their interests in the area. It appears they are striving to
gain ultimate control over critical raw materials, particularly oil; enhance
their southern flank security by neutralizing Iran and Turkey; foster a
more friendly government in Afghanistan; and generally strengthen
the Soviet position at the expense of the West. The Soviets are adept
onortunists and have reason to hope for significant gains in the Horn
of Africa and in southern Africa. These gains, if realized, will impact
so profoundly on key Middle East and Persian Gulf states that, without
compensating measures by the West and the United States, in particu-
lar, these states may be forced to accommodate the Soviets to the
jeopardy of the West and, particularly, the North Atlantic Alliance.

4 The Camp David summit between President Carter and Egyptian President Sadat
and Israeli Prime Minister Begin took place September 5-17.
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3. (S) The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider the development and imple-
mentation of a comprehensive US strategy for the region a matter of
utmost urgency. They recommend that the following objectives serve
as the basis for that strategy:

a. A full or partial Middle East peace settlement enhanced by
guarantees (which, if necessary, could include a presence of US military
forces) and a determined effort to discourage reliance on the Warsaw
Pact as the principal arms supplier to key countries in the area.

b. A revitalized CENTO Alliance with a more active planning and
leadership role by the United States. In particular, the current impasse
within CENTO over the issue of political guidance needs to be resolved
before CENTO can proceed with military planning. In addition, the
United States should minimize the restrictions on arms transfers to
CENTO nations and take steps to coordinate NATO and CENTO plans.

c. A firm and public commitment to the security of Saudi Arabia
and Iran. This commitment should provide sufficient flexibility to take
whatever future steps are necessary to fulfill US obligations. It could
also precede and facilitate an increase in the current levels of Western
military sales to the region, the development of a base infrastructure,
and, ultimately, an expansion of the US military presence in the region,
if necessary.

4. (S) A public declaration of policy embracing the above objectives
could serve to counter or deter Soviet military presence in the region
and enhance regional stability. A supporting military strategy would
include these basic elements:

a. Countering of Soviet military presence in the region.

b. Assisting in the development of local base infrastructures which
are adequate to support the introduction of significant US military
forces to the region.

c. Maintaining a limited military presence which is sufficient to
provide evidence of US interest in the region, enhance stability, and
facilitate the introduction of surge forces if and when necessary.

d. Seeking to prevent (and be understood as seeking to prevent)
any major conquests by a regional power or powers.

Details of the recommended strategy are contained in Section III,
with supporting US and allied military initiatives in Annex A.°

5. (S) The Joint Chiefs of Staff strongly recommend that the attached
report be formally considered by the NSC and used as the basis for a

5 Attached but not printed at Annex A is the “Recommended US and Allied Military
Initiatives in the Middle East/Persian Gulf Region.”
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strategy for the next decade, the implementation of which conveys to
the USSR as well as US friends and allies the importance the United
States attaches to stability and security of the region.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

David C. Jones
General, USAF
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

10. Memorandum From the Deputy Secretary of Defense
(Duncan) to President Carter!

Washington, November 9, 1978

SUBJECT
U.S. Policy in the Middle East

I just returned from the Middle East and Africa, as you know,
where I met with, among others, the heads of government and military
chiefs of Iran, Saudi Arabia, Kenya and Sudan. I found in each country
a great appreciation for what the United States had done to contribute
to the peace and security of the region, and a desire for a closer relation-
ship with us.

I also found grave concern in Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Sudan about
the threat from the Soviet Union. Each leader saw himself and his
country on the front lines of opposition to Soviet encroachment and
domination. Each had clearly in mind the scope and speed of Soviet
arms supply demonstrated in Ethiopia, and the Soviet propensity for
subversion and political intervention accomplished in Afghanistan.
Each thought we seriously underestimated the weight of the Soviet
threat to the region. Each, in one way or another, professed not to
understand the objectives of the United States in the region. They
argued that we are equivocal in declaring and pursuing our objectives
and in supporting our friends.

I explained that American policy was indeed aimed at building
up and supporting our friends. I said we were not indifferent to Soviet

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 71, PRC
079, 11/30/78, Pakistan. Secret. Carter wrote “Charles” and initialed “J” in the upper
right-hand corner of the memorandum. Copies were sent to Vance, Brown, and
Brzezinski.
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activities. I said you personally had taken a number of actions that
made this clear—for example, in Zaire; in arms supply to Egypt, Sudan,
Yemen, Turkey; in the F-15 sale to Saudi Arabia; and in your efforts
to bring about a resolution of the Arab-Israel conflict, which would do
much to limit Soviet opportunities in the region. The leaders acknowl-
edged these strong steps.

I recognize that most of what I heard is a familiar story to us. I
recognize also that the nature of these governments, and their relatively
small size and close proximity to the Soviet Union or to Soviet activities
in neighboring states, makes them more fearful than we believe is
warranted.

Nevertheless, I recommend we carefully weigh their message. The
area of the Persian Gulf-Arabian Peninsula is a fragile and potentially
explosive one, as events in Iran suggest.? The risks of instability are
significant and Russian opportunities for meddling are substantial. My
preliminary judgment is that, for a small additional investment of
political and financial capital, we could constructively advance Ameri-
can purposes in this area. For example, we might make stronger and
more frequent statements of American interest and policy, do more
consulting with the governments, develop a more elaborate web of
defense and other contacts (ship visits, military exercises and the like),
and consider, for the poorer countries, additional financial assistance.

In view of the extreme importance of this area to U.S. and Allied
national security interests, I recommend we undertake, on an inter-
agency basis, a prompt review of U.S. policy toward the area, to see
what measures we might take to strengthen our position there. I know
Harold Brown shares my view and I believe he also recommended
such a study.®

C.W. Duncan Jr.

2 0On November 4, a protest by students at Tehran University turned violent when
Iranian soldiers opened fire on protesters attempting to take down a statue of the Shah.
This was followed the next day by attacks by anti-government crowds on Western
businesses, hotels, and the British Embassy in Tehran.

3 Carter wrote “ok” in the margin next to this paragraph.
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11. Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Jones) to Secretary of Defense Brown'

CM-182-79 Washington, January 11, 1979

SUBJECT
Middle East/Persian Gulf Initiatives (U)

1. (S) At our meeting on 9 January 19792 the subject of possible US
military initiatives in the lower Persian Gulf, particularly the assign-
ment of a Defense Attache to Oman and basing initiatives in Oman
and Saudi Arabia, was discussed. These initiatives seem to support
Deputy Secretary Duncan’s recommendation for a prompt interagency
review of US policy toward the Persian Gulf/Arabian Peninsula area,?
as well as Dr. Brzezinski’s 30 November request to sketch out broad
options for US strategy in a general region from the Horn of Africa
to India.*

2. (S) You will recall that on 7 September 1978, in response to your
request,” the Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded a proposal entitled “Review
of US Strategy Related to the Middle East and the Persian Gulf,” (JCSM
282-78), a copy of which is provided at the Enclosure.® In that paper
the JCS present the requirement for the development and implementa-
tion of a comprehensive US strategy towards the Middle East/Persian
Gulf. While the current Iranian situation will obviously complicate
achievement of US objectives in the region, the basic thrust of the
memo—the need for a coordinated US strategy in the Middle East/
Persian Gulf and the proposed military initiatives to support that strat-
egy—remains intact and will continue to provide a major contribution
to the development of a comprehensive strategy for the region. At
pages 46-48 of the paper you will find a summation of a military
strategy which would support such a policy. Annex A to the paper
expands upon these military initiatives and includes the Lower Gulf
states. Page A-3 describes possible basing initiatives in Saudi Arabia
and the need for access to Masirah Island, Oman. The establishment

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files, FRC 330-82-
0205, Box 16. Secret. Brown initialed the memorandum on January 12. A January 12 note
to Brown from his assistant, Rear Admiral Thor Hanson, reads: “This has some bearing
on your luncheon item on your ME trip.” (Ibid.)

2 No memorandum of conversation has been found.
3 See Document 10.

4 Not found.

5 See footnote 2, Document 9.

6 Attached; summarized in Document 9.
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of a Defense Attache in Oman, although not specifically proposed,
would be supportive of these initiatives.

3. (S) We are prepared to discuss the military initiatives listed
above as well as others proposed in JCSM 282-78 with a view toward
their implementation. Concurrently, we recommend that the NSC
develop a comprehensive policy for the Middle East/Persian Gulf
region.

4. (S) You may also want to consider expanding your forthcoming
trip to the Middle East to include some of the Lower Gulf nations to
discuss the implications of and requirements for a more declaratory
US policy in the region. Pakistan, Turkey and Iran (if conditions war-
rant) might also be appropriate as a demonstration of our concern
for CENTO.

David C. Jones
General, USAF
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

12. Action Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State
for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Saunders) to
Secretary of State Vance!

Washington, January 15, 1979

Response from the President to the Sultan of Oman

The Sultan of Oman wrote to President Carter January 3% expressing
his concern at what he considers to be the deteriorating security situa-
tion in the Persian Gulf and neighboring areas, and proposing closer
consultations between the Omani and U.S. Governments. Attached is
a draft reply, for the President’s approval, under cover of a Tarnoff-
Brzezinski memorandum.?

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P890025-2682.
Confidential. Drafted by A. Peter Burleigh and David Winn (NEA/ARP). Sent through
Newsom, who initialed the memorandum. Tarnoff initialed the memorandum in the
upper right-hand corner.

2 The letter is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle
East, Subject File, Box 73, Oman: 1-4/79.

3 Not attached and not found.
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You met with the Omani Ambassador to the United States on
January 5* during which meeting he gave you a letter from the Sultan
of Oman to the President. At the same time the Omani Ambassador
stated that the Sultan would like to send a team to Washington to
discuss the regional security situation with senior USG officials.

On January 8 our Ambassador to Oman met, under instructions,
with the Omani Foreign Minister of State regarding some of the ques-
tions which have arisen about Omani arms requests of the United
States Government.° Minister Zawawi stated that his government
would present an aide memoire on arms needs to the Ambassador at
the end of this month or in early February.

In the same conversation, Minister Zawawi noted that he had
recently been sent to Amman to discuss the status of the Middle East
peace negotiations with King Hussain. He anticipated being sent to
Cairo and Rabat in the near future for the same purpose. He then
offered to proceed to Washington to brief appropriate USG officials
on the substance of these talks.

As you know, the Omani Sultan is one of the very few Arab leaders
who have been supportive of the Camp David agreements and who
have publicly dissented from the Baghdad Summit decisions regarding
Camp David in general and the role of President Sadat in particular.®
We would anticipate that if Minister Zawawi were to come to Washing-
ton, he would wish to discuss both the Middle East peace process and
the Persian Gulf security situation.

In the attached Presidential reply to the Sultan, we mention your
invitation to the Minister of State for Foreign Affairs as another sign
of our determination to keep the dialogue with Oman active.

Recommendation:

That you authorize the despatch of the attached telegram to
Embassy Muscat which instructs Ambassador Wiley to invite the
Omani Minister of State for Foreign Affairs to Washington.”

4 The memorandum of conversation is in the National Archives, RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy File, P790013-1325.

5 A partial record of Wiley’s January 8 meeting with Zawawi is in telegram 31
from Muscat, January 9. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, [no
film number])

¢ During the November 2-5, 1978, Arab League Summit at Baghdad, the assembled
leaders of 20 Arab States and the Palestine Liberation Organization voted to reject the
Camp David Accords signed in September.

7 Attached but not printed. A handwritten note on the draft telegram indicates that
it was sent as telegram 1849 to Muscat, January 16.
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And that you approve the proposed Presidential reply to Sultan
Qaboos.?

8 An unknown hand approved the recommendation. A stamped notation indicates
that it was approved on January 16. See Document 13.

13. Letter From President Carter to Omani Sultan Qaboos!

Washington, January 18, 1979

Your Majesty:

Thank you for your letter of January 3,> addressing pressing secu-
rity problems in your area and proposing closer consultations between
our two governments. I appreciate Your Majesty’s views on matters
which are of concern to all who value peace and stability in the Middle
East, the Arabian Peninsula and the Persian Gulf.

I wish to assure Your Majesty of the United States” continuing
interest in the security of Oman and its neighbors. The views that you
expressed in your letter are of particular interest to me in view of recent
events in Iran and the Soviets’ efforts to enhance their influence in this
area. Any threat to an area of such strategic importance to the United
States would be of deep concern to us. You can be certain of our resolve
to help our friends to preserve the independence and stability of your
region. I know that this is an objective that we share.

Accordingly, Your Majesty, I am pleased that Secretary Vance has
extended an invitation to Minister of State for Foreign Affairs Zawawi
to come to Washington in the near future. An exchange of views
between our foreign ministers will be an important step in our continu-
ing consultations. I know that the Secretary looks forward to meeting
with Minister Zawawi.

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East,
Subject File, Box 73, Oman: 1-4/79. No classification marking. Brzezinski sent the letter
to Carter under a January 18 memorandum that indicated Vance had approved an earlier
version of the letter (see Document 12) and requested that Carter sign the letter. A
handwritten note on Brzezinski’s covering memorandum states that Carter signed the
letter on January 18.

2 See footnote 2, Document 12.
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Please accept, Your Majesty, my appreciation for your support and
counsel. With best wishes for you and your family in the coming year.

Sincerely,

Jimmy Carter

14. Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Jones) to Secretary of Defense Brown'

Washington, January 23, 1979

SUBJECT
The Middle East/Persian Gulf: Updating National Policy (U)

(S) This complements the earlier memorandum on Saudi Arabian
oil facilities.? It addresses the need for an overall strategy for the Persian
Gulf region, and provides some specific proposals in that regard.

David C. Jones
General, USAF
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Defense/Security,
Ermarth, Box 4, Middle East/Persian Gulf: 1-3/79. Secret. Brown initialed the memoran-
dum on January 23. Attached but not printed is a January 23 covering memorandum
from Hanson forwarding the memorandum to Brzezinski. The covering memorandum
also notes that Brown had sent a copy of the policy paper to Carter.

2Not found. Oil production in Iran came to a standstill on December 28, 1978,
following strikes and continuing unrest. Documentation on U.S. concern about oil sup-
plies and the vulnerability of Persian Gulf, and particularly Saudi, oil facilities is in
Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXXVII, Energy Crisis, 1974-1980.
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Attachment

Paper Prepared in the Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy®

Washington, January 18, 1979

THE MIDDLE EAST/PERSIAN GULF:
Updating National Policy

FOREWORD

The security of the Persian Gulf and continued Free World access
to the region’s petroleum resources are of vital interest to the United
States. Particularly in light of recent events in Iran, the Horn of Africa,
and the PDRY, there is a critical need for the development of a US
national policy for the entire region. Such a policy should provide the
necessary framework for the coordinated implementation of various
diplomatic, economic, and military initiatives.

Several factors warrant consideration during policy formulation.
These include the critical strategic importance of the region’s petroleum
resources, the US commitment to the resolution of the Arab-Israeli
conflict, and the significant impact of recent Soviet gains throughout
the area.

Although policy objectives delineating vital US interests should
focus on the expanding overt Soviet threat, US initiatives to counter
lower levels of conflict should also be included. Initiatives in these
areas will in turn deter larger scale confrontations as it is considerably
more difficult to dislodge an established influence base than to deter
initial entry.

A review of the current regional situation indicates that the two
contingencies considered the most likely in the near term are these:

—Attack by the PDRY, with Cuban assistance, on the YAR and/
or Oman.
—Incursions by Iraq on Kuwait and Saudi Arabia.

While efforts to enhance the capabilities of Saudi security forces
are ongoing, existing security arrangements to protect the oil fields are
minimal at best. (It should be noted, however, that the Saudis have
been especially sensitive to any US overtures to assist in oil field security
in the past).

3 Secret.
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With regard to the two contingencies cited, incursions by Iraq
would have an immediate and direct impact on the US unless Saudi
Arabia is provided significant outside military assistance. In the PDRY
case, Saudi Arabia would be drawn into the conflict which in turn
would threaten US interests. By assisting the Saudis with the PDRY
problem, the US would serve its own best interests which include the
need for stability in the region.

The formulation of a comprehensive national policy that signals
heightened US concern and the desire to expand our role in Persian
Gulf security should begin with a major policy statement by the Presi-
dent. Such a statement, preceded by consultation with key congres-
sional leaders and set in the context of recent events in Iran,* would
establish the overall framework for the new approach and could have
a significant impact on both the Soviet Union and the Middle East.
The statement would also provide a useful backdrop for the forthcom-
ing trip to the area by the Secretary of Defense.

An expanded discussion of specific military initiatives that should
be coordinated with selected diplomatic and economic efforts com-
mences on page 13.

The Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff are prepared
to assist in further policy development and initiative implementation
as appropriate.

[Omitted here is the table of contents, the 15-page paper, and Tabs
A-H.]

4 The Shah left Iran for permanent exile on January 16.
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15. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Brown to
President Carter'

Washington, undated

SUBJECT
My trip to the Middle East

I believe this trip will be an important one in the eyes of the
countries I am visiting. It is the first visit of a Secretary of Defense to
each of these states and, more significantly, it comes at a time of great
tension and turmoil in the area. The Soviet Union and states of the
area—moderate and radical—are watching and weighing American
attitudes and actions.

I see the broad objectives of my trip as, first, to express in word
and deed that the United States shares an interest in the security of
the region, and second, to stimulate additional momentum toward an
Egypt-Israeli peace settlement.

I attach draft instructions for your review and approval.® If you
agree with them, I ask that you issue them to me. I especially call to
your attention five issues requiring your scrutiny and decision:

1. Linkage of security and political/economic issues. I would not seek
specific commitments on peace or economic policies, but would empha-
size the importance of cooperation in the latter areas if the U.S. is to
be able to help provide a security shield against external opponents.

2. Regular Security Consultations. I propose to establish mechanisms
for regular security consultations with Saudi Arabia, Israel and Egypt.
This mechanism would be a vehicle for continuing dialogue on a range
of security matters.

3. Arms Supply. I propose meeting a limited number of the specific
arms supply requests of each of the countries.

4. U.S. Military Presence. Without U.S. commitment, I propose to
sound out Saudi Arabia on the desirability, from its point of view, of
various forms of U.S. military and intelligence presence.

5. FMS Credits. I propose to offer post-treaty FMS credits to Egypt
in principle and to propose to Saudi Arabia the possibility of at least

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East,
Trips/Visits File, Box 112, 2/9-19/79 Brown Visit to the Middle East: 1/79-2/10/79.
Secret; Sensitive.

2 Attached but not printed. The final version of Brown’s instructions is printed as
Document 19.
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nominal U.S. financial (FMS) participation in third country assistance
programs, eg., Jordan, Yemen, Sudan, and Egypt.

I realize these are decisions on which there may not be full agree-
ment within the government. I believe, however, that the Middle East
is of such great importance that we must accept a more active leadership
role on security matters in order to counteract the developing lack of
confidence in the United States which has been exacerbated by events
in Iran. We will need to manage this process carefully. I believe the
approach contemplated by the draft instructions is a prudent first step.

Harold Brown

16. Memorandum From Gary Sick of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, January 31, 1979

SUBJECT
PRC on Secretary Brown’s Trip to the Middle East (C)

Defense has prepared a discussion paper (Tab A)? in the form of
an agenda for the meeting. It covers the key questions and provides
some suggested answers. The two key questions are as follows:

1. How far are we willing to go in providing strategic assurances
to the Saudis and others? Are we prepared to offer some kind of
unilateral U.S. presence or higher security profile?

2. What specific answers are we prepared to give these four nations
on bilateral requests during the course of Harold Brown'’s trip? (S)

Strategic Issues

The underlying choices in the strategic issue are highlighted in
two papers at Tab B.> Rud Poats presents a case for a multilateral
approach which incorporates security, energy, financial and other con-

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 73, PRC
090, 2/1/79, Secretary Brown’s Trip to Middle East. Secret. Sent for information. A
stamped notation on the memorandum reads: “ZB has seen.”

2 Attached but not printed is the undated discussion paper which was forwarded
to Secretary Brown in the form of a letter from Carter. See Document 19.

3 Attached but not printed are a January 31 memorandum from Rutherford Poats
to Brzezinski and an undated memorandum by Ermarth.
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siderations in a ministerial level consultation mechanism. Fritz Er-
marth’s comments, in contrast, stress the need to consider a larger
unilateral role for the United States, with all the risks and costs that
implies. Tab C* presents the perspective from the Saudi desk at State
which urges us not to proceed faster than the Saudis are prepared to
move (all you need to know is that it compares the Saudis to a milk
cow which produces best when calm and not startled). (S)

Our verbal reassurances to the Saudis have been less than convinc-
ing. This trip provides an opportunity to add both symbolism and
substance to our security relationship. It seems to me that the proper
theme for Brown’s presentation is to stress the two-way nature of security.
We do not want to make a strong pitch which links security protection
to oil so blatantly that it “startles the cow”, but we do want to engage
them more actively in considering the kind of difficult decisions they
must face if our security relationship is to be more than arms length.
The following points spell out such an approach in detail:

—We are deeply concerned about the events of the past year for
the security and stability of the region. (Review in fairly stark terms
the events in Ethiopia, Yemen, Afghanistan and Iran.)

—We have taken some steps to respond in ways that would be
apparent to the Soviets. (Accelerated arms deliveries to Yemen, Seventh
Fleet ships on station in the Arabian Sea and at the mouth of the Indian
Ocean, and the F-15 visit.)

—However, we see the threat of growing instability and the emer-
gence of radical regimes as a serious development—as you do—as we
are involved in a reexamination of our regional security strategy in
the light of these events. (Brown might use some hypothetical examples
of a higher U.S. profile, e.g. more frequent ship visits, a larger or more
capable naval presence, regular visits of combat aircraft, joint military
exercises on a broader scale, closer exchange of military intelligence,
more frequent consultation on regional security matters, etc.)

—However, we cannot plan or act unilaterally. There must be
active cooperation and support from our friends in the region. It is a
two-way street. (Possibly note the need for congressional /public sup-
port, support facilities in the region, etc.)

—We would find it extremely helpful to have your views on the
nature of the threats facing the region, the ways in which the United
States could be most helpful in contributing to security and stability,
and the ways in which we can work together. (S)

4 Attached but not printed is an undated paper prepared in advance of the PRC
meeting.
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This general approach would provide the opportunity to let them
get their own concerns off their chest and to indicate areas where they
feel we can be most helpful; it would also provide an introduction to
a discussion of bilateral issues in a broader strategic framework; and—
most importantly—it would serve to underline our shared concerns
and our seriousness of purpose in a more convincing manner than
heretofore. (C)

It also lets them know in unmistakable terms that they will have to
be prepared to play a role of their own that will not be cost free, but it
does so by making them partners, not merely objects of great power
attention. The message would, of course, have to be tailored to fit the
audience.

Specific Bilateral Issues

The Defense paper (pp. 2-5) examines a series of bilateral issues
for each of the countries visited. Specifically, recommendations are
made for the approval of arms sales for each country.” Many of these
suggestions have not been staffed. Many are extremely controversial
(e.g. initiating FMS credits for Egypt, providing $1 billion in loans to
Israel for airfield construction, and providing F-5 munitions for Saudi
Arabia previously turned down by Congress). Moreover, the Egypt-
Israel package needs to be examined in the political context of the
current negotiations and our overall relations. (S)

This meeting is not the proper place to put together a carefully balanced
and politically sensitive package of items for the trip. (C)

Harold Brown should be provided with some positive replies
which he can give in each case. The replies should be substantial enough
to give life to the reassurances, but not so extensive as to empty our
quiver prematurely. They should be carefully balanced among the
Egypt-Israel-Saudi triangle. (S)

RECOMMENDATION: That you suggest the establishment of a
small, high-level State-Defense-NSC working group to develop a pack-
age proposal which can be put to the President next Monday. (S)

Bill Quandt and Fritz Ermarth concur. (U)

5 Inderfurth drew a line from the end of this sentence to the bottom margin of the
paper and wrote: “ZB, Keep in mind that the Congress is less favorably disposed to the
Saudis than when the arms sales package was up last year. In fact, I have some doubts
whether that same package could be passed today. Given their behavior at the Baghdad
conference, the recent OPEC price increase + their lack of support for Camp David, the
Saudis are losing friends here. As you know, Church (who railed against the package)
was recently quoted as saying it's time ‘to take the gloves off’ with the Saudis. Concern
about events in Iran + the security of the Gulf are the two factors going for us now in
enhancing the relationship. Rick.”
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Minutes of a Policy Review Committee Meeting'

Washington, February 1, 1979, 3-4:30 p.m.

SUBJECT

Secretary Brown’s Trip to the Middle East

PARTICIPANTS

State

Warren Christopher, Deputy
Secretary

Harold Saunders, Assistant Secretary
of State (NEA)

Treasury

Anthony Solomon, Under Secretary
for Monetary Affairs

Fred Bergsten, Assistant Secretary
for International Affairs

Defense

Harold Brown

Charles Duncan, Deputy Secretary

David McGiffert, Assistant Secretary
for International Security Affairs

Robert Murray, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for International
Security Affairs

OMB

JCS
Gen. David Jones
LTG William Smith, Assistant to CJCS

CIA

Adm. Stansfield Turner

Robert Bowie, Deputy Director for
National Foreign Assessment

Robert Ames, NIO for Near East and
South Asia

Vice President Mondale
Denis Clift, National Security Affairs
Adviser

White House
Zbigniew Brzezinski
David Aaron

NSC

Gary Sick

Fritz Ermarth

James MclIntyre
John White, Deputy Director

Secretary Brown opened the meeting by noting that he had promised
to make a visit to the Middle East when he had met with various
Middle East leaders a long time ago. Many things had happened in
the meantime. The Camp David meeting had occurred with its initial
agreement and the subsequent slowing of the negotiation process.
There had been the evolution of the Iranian political process and fall
of Iran as a major regional security contributor at least with respect to
U.S. advantage. It was now time to realign our security relations in
the region and the trip provided a timely opportunity to discuss secu-
rity issues with the nations of the region. The purpose of the meeting
was to seek answers to three basic questions. First of all, should we
seek closer relations with these nations in some cases? That question

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 73, PRC
090, 2/1/79, Secretary Brown'’s Trip to Middle East. Secret. The meeting took place in
the White House Situation Room. Sick sent the minutes to Brzezinski under a February
7 covering memorandum; Brzezinski subsequently approved the minutes.
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on the trip was at best preliminary. However, it could set the stage for
further action later on. Secondly, what sort of security cooperation do
we want with these nations? In the case of Israel and Jordan, we have
had a close cooperation for a long time. However, it should be possible
to draw attention to the fact that the threat emanates not from each
other, but from the outside. This might be hard to do, but on the other
hand these nations are not likely to do it for themselves. Thirdly, if
we wish to pursue this path, what is the state of U.S. willingness to
carry out its end of the agreement? This turns on questions of public
attitudes, congressional attitudes, and economic capacity. In addressing
these issues Secretary Brown proposed to use the general outline which
had been distributed to members of the PRC the previous day entitled,
“Secretary of Defense Trip to the Middle East, PRC Discussion Paper.”?
He proposed dividing this into a series of five questions. First of all,
are the general objectives as spelled out in the first page of the paper
satisfactory? Secondly, are the proposed initiatives for each country
acceptable? Three, how should we treat the linkage between oil and
security of financial aspects [assets?] and security issues? Four, what
financial support is available on our side to meet some of these require-
ments in the various areas? And, fifth, what sort of public posture
should be adopted, specifically with regard to the press who will be
accompanying on the trip? He then turned to the question of the general
objectives spelled out in the paper and asked for comments around
the table. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski led off and said that he found the objectives to be
acceptable. He thought it was necessary to focus on regional security
as a general issue. However, addressing that question, the next question
was what we should do about the regional security issues. He would
personally prefer to deal with this question as a whole, not to disaggre-
gate it. (C)

Mpr. Christopher said that he had no argument with the general
objectives. However, he found the specific issues in the paper perhaps
too ambitious. He did feel that the timing of the trip was fortuitous. (U)

Mr. Duncan noted that the time is right for this kind of a trip and
felt that the public visibility is an important aspect.

Mr. McIntyre said that he was not certain that there was a sufficient
consensus of opinion developed on what the precise needs and objec-
tives are on this case. The questions as stated imply levels of commit-
ment. He is not sure that enough inter-agency work has been done to
examine those implications. He noted that he had caught hell on the
Hill in presenting the foreign affairs budget in testimony. Even to imply

2 See footnote 2, Document 16.
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increased economic or financial commitment at this time would create
great concern in the Congress.

Secretary Brown noted that a U.S. willingness to accept some obliga-
tions are important. He noted that our approach up until now had
been largely to rely on words of assurance and in cases of third-country
arms purchases to attempt to get the Saudis to pay for everything. This
had left the Saudis feeling restive.

Mr. Mclntyre suggested that the Secretary could go out and ask
what they would like to have. Then perhaps the President would be
in a position to make offers later on.

Mpr. Duncan noted that they had been very specific on their requests
for equipment.

Dr. Brzezinski noted that there was a real danger in asking them
to specify what they want. In the Kenyan case we sent a survey team
out and they came back with proposals for a billion dollars worth of
equipment. Perhaps it would be better to give a range ourselves. He
noted that the President attaches high importance to the Brown trip
with respect to security, strategic and diplomatic objectives in the
region. First of all, it will give the region a sense that U.S. shares their
concern for regional security. He noted that this immediately leaves
the question of how much we are willing to involve ourselves and that
leads to a question of financing. Since the security of this region is also
important to the Europeans, Japanese and others, it is possible that we
might be able to turn to them for assistance in that line. Secondly,
he looked to this trip to introduce some added momentum into the
Egyptian-Israeli dialogue toward peace negotiations. Overall we
should review the geo-strategic situation for the countries of the region
and elicit a dialogue with them. We should focus on areas of interest
to them, specifically South Yemen, Afghanistan, and Iran.

At that point (3:18 p.m.) the Vice President arrived.

Dr. Brzezinski continued that he would hope some form of consulta-
tive mechanisms could be established for security discussions with the
countries of the region. This would serve as token of our seriousness
of interest. However, such consultations should not serve simply as
surrogates to strengthen the hands of one nation or another to improve
its own bargaining positions in the negotiations. Rather it should create
a sense of shared concern and shared objectives. In addition, perhaps
we could go beyond the mere consultations and explore the possibility
of a direct U.S. military presence in the region. Finally, he felt that we
should think about multilateral consultative mechanisms which would
bring in the Europeans, the Japanese, and others, particularly in areas
of financial and energy interests.

Secretary Brown noted that would probably be most appropriate
after the visit as a follow-up since it was not really in his area of
responsibility.
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Vice President Mondale asked how the discussions on this visit would
relate to the Fahd visit to Washington.® He felt that Crown Prince Fahd
must be able to see something coming.

Dr. Brzezinski noted that it should provide more than tone to the
forthcoming meeting. Secretary Brown should talk seriously about the
U.S. role. He should encourage Israel to talk seriously about Yemen,
Afghanistan, and other regional problems.

Mr. Solomon strongly seconded the suggestion that we make a
serious effort to multilateralize these issues. He felt that if we go too
far toward the bilateral and take too much of a lead ourselves we
jeopardize getting the Europeans on board with us at a later date.

Secretary Brown wondered whether we could expect anything from
the Europeans beyond financial assistance.

Dr. Brzezinski said they know unless we are willing to do it, their
own security is at stake.

Myr. Solomon said that for us to get too far in the lead is risky.

Dr. Brzezinski said who else could we expect to take the lead? The
French have only a little naval power; the British have some, but have
withdrawn it from the area; the Germans are clearly not coming back
in; and the Japanese have nothing to offer on the security side.

Mr. Solomon noted that the economic costs in providing security
for the region could be a shared responsibility.

Admiral Turner said that he felt our approach should be more
bilateral than regional and more regional than global. He noted that
the Saudis disapproved not of the regional problems but of us. They
needed reassurance directly from us and he was not sure that the
regional approach would work. On the contrary it could drive the
Saudis toward the arms of the Syrians and Iraqgis. We need to reassure
them that we are not using them as a pawn in a bigger game.

Secretary Brown replied that it is in their interests and ours for them
to realize that the Iraqi threat depends on what happens elsewhere
and that everything that happens in the region is catalyzed by the
Arab-Israel conflict. The real threat is one of regional instability and
Soviet stimulation of radical forces. The fact that they, i.e. the Saudis,
must do something about it is new.

Mpr. Aaron said that the Saudis don’t believe that we have a vision
of the regional situation.

Mr. McIntyre wondered if we do have a vision.

3 On February 20, Saudi Foreign Minister Saud informed Ambassador West that
Fahd’s visit, scheduled for March 13-14, would have to be postponed indefinitely due
to Fahd’s health. (Telegram 1515 from Jidda, February 20; National Archives, RG 59,
Central Foreign Policy File, P850027-2387)
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Vice President Mondale said that reduced to simplest form our vision
is to stop the Russians in the region. He wondered whether the concerns
that we are hearing from the Saudis are something new? He thought
they sounded neurotic and rather vague on what they think we should
do about it. Do they realize that in many of these cases that there was
nothing that we could do about it? Or do they really believe we could?
How much do they think is soluble by us?

Dr. Brzezinski said there were two new aspects to the question.
First of all, the events of what happened in Ethiopia, Yemen, and Iran
brings the danger home and very close to them. The U.S. did not
respond to those events. They have the feeling that we didn’t do much.
Secondly, there are now more divisions among the Saudi royal family.
In the past we saw Prince Saud as a hardliner, but then we felt that
Fahd was in control. It is now less clear that Fahd is in charge of the
situation. The succession to the Crown Prince position is in question.
The Saudis today are faced with external anxiety and internal divisions.

Secretary Brown noted that in addition to that we are beginning
to see public attacks on the U.S. in Saudi newspapers which is also
something new.

Mpr. Saunders agreed with Dr. Brzezinski. He felt that you could
date the beginning of new attitudes in Saudi Arabia from the time of
Angola and Somalia and those fears have been extenuated since the
events of Ethiopia and Yemen.

Vice President Mondale wondered whether this situation was sub-
stantially worse. (The group felt that it was.) He thought that we had
been getting along with the Saudis very well earlier in the Administra-
tion. Now it seems to be the reverse.

Secretary Brown noted it was the force of events. Previously they
may have thought that we were stronger than we were. Now perhaps
they think we are not as strong as we really are.

Mr. Duncan said that on the basis of his trip out there, he found
that they do not understand our inability to act.* For instance, when
we tell them it takes 36 months to get them a tank, they simply can’t
believe that we are not stalling.

General Jones said that we are approaching a crisis in confidence.
He had just left the head of the Turkish Army and he betrayed a
sense of desperation. He thought that we should have been able to do
something and was extremely worried about the situation in Iran. He
had thought that we were more powerful than we turned out to be.
We need to enunciate a clear policy and come to a consensus that this

4 See Document 10.
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part of the world is absolutely critical to the well-being of ourselves
and our allies. The nations of the region have come to expect the
U.S. to be timid in responding and unwilling to face Congressional
opposition.

Admiral Turner said they often do not hear an expression of concern
on our part.

Dr. Brzezinski said that indeed one problem was that we didn’t
express enough concern, but even more important than that is that we
really didn’t do much and they are watching our actions as much as
our words. In some cases we need to be prepared to do something
unpopular and tough. We must be able to flex our muscles. For instance,
if there is a direct threat to Saudi Arabia from South Yemen or if the
Cubans suddenly arrive in South Yemen, it might be necessary for us
tobe prepared to run it over. He realized that this was not a popular line.

Vice President Mondale wondered why we do not simply say, when
they ask us for equipment, that tanks are underway.

Mpr. Duncan said that finally we did. When they asked for tanks
for North Yemen, we ended up taking them from the U.S. inventory
to make sure that they arrived expeditiously.

At that point (3:40 p.m) the Vice President and Mr. Aaron left
the meeting.

Secretary Brown then turned to Saudi Arabia. Were we prepared
to initiate consultations on security issues with the Saudis? Contin-
gency planning?

Secretary Duncan said we should say yes on consultations and that
we should be as forthcoming as possible on military equipment that
they have asked for. In the past we have told them no on STINGER
which they wanted. They had purchased some REDEYE but when they
asked for more, we said that the line was not open. They said that cost
was no object. Why not reopen the line? He could not see any objection
to that himself. There was no money involved on our part.

Secretary Brown noted that there was indeed a Congressional prob-
lem about additional arms sales to Saudi Arabia.

Mpr. Christopher noted that the request for F-5 munitions has been
put off in the past by Congress. His reading of the Congressional mood
which he thought was no different from anyone else’s was considerably
upset by the fact that the Saudis had not followed through on the
Camp David agreements and oil and had given us grounds for concern
by their performance in Baghdad. It would take a hell of a sales job to
convince them to give more on Saudi Arabia without a peace treaty
first. However, with a peace treaty this position could change. But
we should not kid ourselves, that we would be facing a major battle
in Congress.
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Mr. Saunders noted that Church is making a speech tonight in
Miami attacking Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Solomon wondered how much better off we would be if an
explicit linkage were made between our security provisions and their
cooperation on economic and oil matters. He felt that there would be
some good feeling on the Hill if we could get the Saudis to agree to a
package of some sort on energy or finance.

Secretary Brown wondered how the Saudis would react.

Mpr. Christopher said he thought it would be a mistake to try to
create an explicit linkage. Fahd'’s reaction this week to a fairly explicit
linkage attempt is a good example of the kind of reaction we could
anticipate.®

Secretary Brown said they must know that we only love them for
their oil.

Mpr. Solomon said he hoped that by the time Fahd arrived to talk [to]
the President enough linkage could be established to get the job done.

Dr. Brzezinski said that there is no need to make linkage explicit,
but it can be put in terms of tying in our mutual interests in security
and oil, because the two do overlap.

Mr. Solomon again stressed the fact that the Europeans should be
brought in. This is as much in their interest as it is in our own. We are
better off not having the United States as the semi-sole guarantor.

Secretary Brown said that the French, Germans, British and others
certainly are free to sell weapons. They are not likely to do anything
else on the military level.

Mpr. Saunders wondered what we would do if they would ask for
squadrons of combat aircraft.

Secretary Brown said that we could rotate aircraft through Dharan.

Mpr. Solomon wondered if they should all be U.S.

Secretary Brown doubted whether the French, British or others
would in fact participate.

Mr. Saunders said he had some doubts whether the Saudis would
want such a show of force.

Secretary Brown said we have to think about what elements we
could in fact multilateralize. He is not sure the Saudis were in fact
interested in a multilateral role. He was not sure what kind of political
guarantees they really would like to have.

5See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXXVII, Energy Crisis, 1974-1980, Docu-
ment 185.
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Mpr. Solomon noted that the Europeans can give something that the
Saudis would like very much, and that is access to the Deutschmark,
Swiss franc and other European money markets. If we would work it
out with the Germans and other European countries, this would permit
them to diversify their holdings somewhat.

Secretary Brown wondered if this would be a suitable subject for
him to raise on his trip.

Dr. Brzezinski said we should talk to the Europeans first. Maybe it
was not the best forum to discuss this kind of issue.

Mr. Solomon said he would be meeting with five Ministers of
Finance from Europe next week. He would first of all need to do more
homework. He would do some more work on it and send out a proposal
for review.

Secretary Brown wondered whether he should raise the question of
oil field security. The Saudis had been leery of this subject in the past.

Dr. Brzezinski said it would be a mistake for Secretary Brown to
raise it; rather, he should ask the Saudis to define their own view of
their security problems and to give us a list. We should ask them what
is their list. Are they confident that the oil fields are secure? It is
also important that we link our ability to help solve their problem to
continued progress on the Camp David agreement. That is not simply
a matter of psychology, it is a matter of fact.

Mr. McGiffert said he thought it was dangerous to go that far.

Mpr. Bowie said that the Saudis see the Camp David accords as a
threat to their own security.

Dr. Brzezinski said he understood that that’s the way the Saudis
viewed the subject, but it was our objective to try to make them under-

stand that the Camp David agreements were to initiate a process in
the West Bank.

Mr. McGiffert wondered when do we want the Saudis to act and
what do we want them to do.

Mr. Saunders said that was very straightforward. If the treaty was
signed, we would not want them to go back to Bagdad and join with
the rejectionists.® We would want them to support Sadat, to continue
their aid to Egypt. We would like them to work to bring the Palestinians
into the process. They are asking us to move the Israelis to an agreement.

6 The rejectionists included Algeria, Iraq, Libya, the People’s Democratic Republic
of Yemen, Syria, and the PLO. They came together after the December 1977 Tripoli
conference (see footnote 4, Document 161) in opposition to Sadat’s dialogue with the
Israelis. More information on the formation of the group is in telegram 1525 from Tripoli,
December 5, 1977. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770450-1012)
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If they want us to succeed, they must listen to us as to how to do it
our own way.

Mr. Mcintyre said he was concerned about the fourth point in the
paper regarding the Saudis which calls for us to agree in principle
to continue our joint cooperation in third country military assistance
programs, including nominal US financial participation. He had reser-
vations about agreeing to something he knows nothing about.

Dr. Brzezinski agreed and noted that agreement in principle often
leads to a commitment which even worse leads to our not keeping the
commitment.

General Jones noted that we should be forthcoming to our approach
to consultations.

Mr. Mclntyre said it is important that we not imply a lot of commit-
ments when in fact we could encounter disagreement later on about
those commitments. He had a real concern that the questions be ana-
lyzed in advance. He saw the approach outlined in this paper as exactly
the same approach as we used toward the Iranians.

At that point (4:00 p.m.) Dr. Brzezinski left the meeting.

Mpr. Sullivan wondered what arguments there were against the idea
of consultations.

Secretary Brown said that the arguments against were that we would
promise more than we could deliver.

Myr. Christopher said that the simple fact of talking often leads to a
request. We are expected to put something into the pot.

Secretary Brown noted that regardless of that, there is no way that
we could be more tied to the Saudis now.

Mr. Christopher wondered if this type of thing would in fact help
prevent the situation that happened in Iran.

Secretary Brown said “no.”

Mpr. Saunders noted that it was not a budget problem.

Mr. Solomon wondered whether we should be careful to limit our
involvement to external threats.

Secretary Brown said they don’t want internal involvement from
the United States.

Mr. McGiffert noted that the first question they would put to us in
consultations is “What would we give if Yemen attacked?”

Mr. Mclntyre wondered whether we had thought through our
response in that case.

Mpr. Solomon noted that our interests lie in working as closely as
possible with them.

Secretary Brown said that it is alleged that the Saudis are not so
much in danger as the Iranians were. They have a large royal family
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which remains close to the people. He could not vouch that this was
true.

Mr. Saunders said that the real issue in Saudi Arabia is that of
corruption, and that’s the point where the Iranian case and the Saudi
case are very similar.

Mpr. Duncan said that this region was an area of overwhelming
significance to the United States and the West. There is a positive need
to demonstrate that we understand that. The sooner there is public
visibility on the subject, the better. He drew attention to a CIA paper
which had just been published which was a reassessment of the Saudi
position,” and noted that they were re-evaluating their own policy.
This was of overriding strategic importance to the United States. It
should be met head on.

General Jones also drew attention to the point in the paper which
indicated that the Saudis intended this call for consultations as a direct
test to the US commitment. He felt that we should be forthcoming in
regard to contingency planning.

Mr. Christopher said he agreed with that, but that we should not
directly link security issues with economic and energy issues; and
secondly, we should make it clear that we can’t stop something from
happening inside Saudi Arabia—external threats, yes; but internal
threats, we could not deal with.

Secretary Brown then turned to Egypt. He wondered whether we
should encourage Sadat to play a role outside his own country in line
with his own idea of providing an intervention force for Africa and
other regions. He said that if you examine the whole region, looking
for a replacement for Iran except for money, Egypt came the closest.

Mpr. Duncan said that he thought the list of initiatives presented
for Egypt were very good, especially the fourth one which called for
the initiation of FMS credits.

Secretary Brown thought that FMS credits to Egypt were more sal-
able in Congress than arms sales to Saudia Arabia, although the former
required US funding and the latter did not.

Mpr. Christopher felt that until a peace treaty had been signed, we
should not plan on large-scale consultations even on a survey team
to Egypt.

Secretary Brown said we could take the line that we want to do it,
but we can wait until after a treaty is signed.

Myr. Christopher agreed.

7 See Document 181.
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Mr. McGiffert wondered if that applied to all five items on the list.

Mr. Christopher said that there could be talks about what the Egyp-
tians might want from us. The first point was certainly alright. They
need to know that it is a good thing to diversify their sources of supply.

Secretary Brown said that when we tell countries to go elsewhere
for their source of arms, they take it as a lack of interest from us.

Myr. Christopher said we should not hold out the hope that we will
be the sole source of arms for Egypt and also provide money.

Secretary Brown said that may be difficult, since the Egyptians just
came out of that kind of relationship. We need to talk to the Saudis
about the level of support for Egypt.

Admiral Turner said that it will be difficult to turn Sadat away from
his concept of being a Middle East policeman, but there are real dangers
in our encouraging that role. There is a danger that he will ignore
his domestic problems, ignore the military dissatisfaction with such a
policy, and that he could end up generating the same kind of problems
that we have just seen in Iran.

Secretary Brown said perhaps our position should be that he would
be in a better position to play that role after a peace treaty was
concluded.

Mr. Christopher said he hoped we would not divert Sadat from the
hard problems of a peace treaty and domestic problems.

Mr. McGiffert said he thought it would be bad if Secretary Brown
goes to Egypt and offers only a few contingency possibilities. That
would have a negative effect.

Mr. Christopher said that some APCs could be offered after the
treaty is signed with the numbers to be determined later.

Mr. McIntyre noted we already provide $750M in SSA to Egypt.

Secretary Brown then turned to Israel. He noted that the specific
proposals called for security consultations on a regional basis. This
would be something new in our security discussions with the Israelis.
He would also need to talk about the relocation of the air bases. Our
commitment to assist on air base relocation is ill defined. The President
must discuss this with the Israelis, but he could lead the way.

Mr. Mcntyre said that opposition [our position] should be that we
will make no cash commitments, but after a settlement is reached we
will assess the request and make recommendations. That is the line he
has been taking on the hill—it implies some additional funding, but
thatis all. How would we rationalize that position if we now go forward
with new commitments as a result of this visit?

Secretary Brown said he was only talking about 1981. Obviously,
this would not apply before that budget year.

Mr. McIntyre said that there are general totals that we are operating
on with regard to 1981, and that we have to tread very carefully on that.

Myr. Christopher said that the air base and other issues of that sort
should be discussed under the general context of the peace process.
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Mr. McGiffert noted that the $1B figure in the paper is new. We have
never given that to Israel before, although that is in the air base study.

Secretary Brown said we have never talked about $3B in total aid,
even if that is understood to include air bases and other factors.

Myr. Christopher said it would not be desirable now to make a
commitment for $1B for air base relocation. There are already big
numbers there as far as the Israelis are concerned.

Secretary Brown said he had not intended to make a commitment
on this, rather he intended to discuss the study and the estimated costs
that came out of it. It would be a mistake to say that we would provide
loans or grants of money to Israel for that purpose.

Myr. Christopher said that the words of the Secretary of Defense are
heard as a commitment whether it is 81, 82 or any other time. Any
discussion of the study should be prefaced with a clear statement that
this would involve no commitment as to when or how we would
provide funds.

Mr. Mclntyre said he would want to [go] to the President to see
how he would deal with the question of budget levels.

Secretary Brown said that he had told Weizman on several occasions
that there would be $1B in FMS credits and $750M in SSA, and not
more than that on an annual basis.

Mpr. Mclntyre said that we should not leave the impression that
that level will continue in perpetuity; however, that is a subject that
is probably left unsaid at this point.

Secretary Brown said he was worried about talking security with
these countries without something to offer on his own.

Mr. McGiffert wondered how he could possibly be quiet on the
entire list.

Mr. Saunders said that there were certain items that they had
requested that certainly could be granted which didn’t cost money and
could be incorporated within the current aid levels.

Secretary Brown said he was afraid that such discussion would not
send a positive signal. However, he thought he could avoid making
new financial commitment.

Mpr. Saunders said he didn’t think it would be so negative. He
thought the general objectives spelled out in the paper were excellent
and provided a good basis for talking seriously with them about secu-
rity needs. We could also discuss their specific needs and relate those
to the situation in Oman and Yemen and elsewhere in the region.

Secretary Brown said that that was true as far as the Saudis, and
that it was easier since there were no financial problems there; however,
on the Saudi case there were Congressional problems.

Myr. Christopher wondered what you could say to the Israelis on
any of these subjects without making a commitment.

Secretary Brown said there are some things on the list that could
be discussed without any new financial commitments. By discussing
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the study, we could show we have done something on the airfield
situation. We can assure them that some work can be done on the
airfields without an impact on the Israeli economy; however, no deci-
sion can be taken at this time. He felt that what was required was a
decision memo for the President which had to be done immediately
for him to examine some of the critical specific issues.

18. Telegram From the Department of State to Multiple
Diplomatic Posts!

Washington, February 8, 1979, 1500Z

33242. Subject: U.S. Posture Toward Persian Gulf States. Refs:
A) 78 Muscat 1611;? B) Kuwait 99;* C) Abu Dhabi 70;* D) Cairo 594;°

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D790060-0555.
Secret; Priority; Exdis. Drafted by Twinam; cleared by George Muller (T), Saunders, J.
Brian Atwood (H), Robert M. Maxim (HA), Kreisberg, O’'Donohue, Carol C. Moor (INR/
DDC/OIL), Quandt, McGiffert, and Richard Castrodale (S/5-O); approved by Newsom.
Sent Priority to Abu Dhabi, Doha, Jidda, Kuwait, Manama, and Muscat. Sent for informa-
tion Priority to Amman, USINT Baghdad, Bonn, Cairo, London, Moscow, Paris, Sana,
and Tokyo.

2 In telegram 1611 from Muscat, December 9, 1978, Wiley recommended the reassess-
ment of U.S. relations with Oman, stating that the United States should “think in terms
of building a larger community of interests with Oman and of raising somewhat our
past very low official profile.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D780509-1004)

3In telegram 99 from Kuwait, January 7, the Embassy endorsed “Wiley’s well-
conceived recommendation” regarding Oman, as elucidated in telegram 1611 from
Muscat, December 9, 1978. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D790009-0338)

4In telegram 70 from Abu Dhabi, January 9, Dickman offered his assessment of
U.S.-Omani relations: “With all respect for the views ably set forth by my colleagues in
Kuwait and Muscat, I question whether as a knee jerk reaction to events in Iran we wish
to leap into a closer and more active relationship with the Sultan, especially in military
security matters. My reservations about this step are derived from more than a feeling
that we seem to have a fatal fascination for absolute monarchs, especially potentially
wobbly ones. I see potential problems for both Qabus and for his UAE neighbors from
such a US embrace.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D790010-1129)

5In telegram 594 from Cairo, January 10, Eilts noted that Sadat was concerned
about the “threat to Arabian Peninsula/Gulf area stability which might result from
Iranian developments.” Eilts concluded that “Sadat is genuinely worried about situation.
He would welcome anything that we might be willing to do that would strengthen
Oman and the Gulf States.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D790014-0425)
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E) State 3732;° F) Kuwait 147;” G) Kuwait 227;% H) Muscat 080;° I) Abu
Dhabi 188.1°

1. Secret-entire text.

2. We have read with great interest comments of various posts on
changing perceptions among the Arab Gulf states of the regional stra-
tegic balance and implications for U.S. relations with these states. Posts’
views have been factored into extensive Washington policy view of
U.S. posture toward the general region in the wake of events in Iran,
Afghanistan and South Arabia and the apparent growth of anxiety
among friendly moderate states in the region about the regional security
situation. In this review we have carefully evaluated the U.S. policy
posture toward the Gulf since the British withdrawal in 1971 and the
development of the Gulf states and our relationship with them.

3. On the basis of this review we believe that U.S. policy of encour-
aging regional cooperation and orderly development of our bilateral
relations with each of the states remains a fundamentally sound policy.
In our presentation and implementation of it, however, we need to
reflect recognition of changing circumstances, which include not just
the weakening of the Iranian contribution to stability in the region, but

6In telegram 3732 to multiple Middle Eastern posts, January 6, the Department
noted that if discussion of the Iranian situation turned to Persian Gulf security, U.S.
representatives could assure host governments of “continuing U.S. interest in and concern
for Gulf and Arabian Peninsula stability.” The Department also instructed the Embassies
that “it would be helpful to ongoing policy review in Washington if you could try to
draw out host governments somewhat on the precise nature of the threat.” (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D790008-01845)

7In telegram 147 from Kuwait, January 9, the Embassy described the reaction to
the Kuwaiti Crown Prince’s 19-day visit to Saudi Arabia and the Arab Gulf states and
noted that regional security dangers had been discussed during his visit. (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D790012-1257)

8 In telegram 227 from Kuwait, January 15, Maestrone reiterated earlier comments
made in telegram 99 from Kuwait, January 7 (see footnote 3 above), noting: “None of
the Gulf States, except for Saudi Arabia and Oman, is a viable partner in a security
arrangement.” Maestrone also commented: “Naturally, any action we might undertake
to promote a more active US presence in the Persian Gulf should be a subject of consulta-
tion with Saudis, whose policy interests are so closely linked with many of ours.”
(National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D790103-0523)

9 In telegram 80 from Muscat, January 18, Wiley noted the comments he had received
from his colleagues in the United Arab Emirates and Kuwait, stating that some sort of
common ground between the two viewpoints should be found. Specifically, Wiley
believed that “it is time we step up our past very low profile in Oman, but I also agree
with Ambassador Dickman that we should be careful to avoid projecting an image of
all out American military involvement that would make Oman a target for the nationalist
and leftist elements in the area.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D790027-0961)

191n telegram 188 from Abu Dhabi, January 22, Dickman offered additional observa-
tions on the future of U.S.-Omani relations in response to the comments made by

Maestrone (see footnote 8 above) and Wiley (see footnote 9 above). (National Archives,
RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D790038-0069)
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also the significant progress which the Arabian Peninsula Gulf states
have made in developing strong societies and strengthening the trend
toward regional cooperation.

4. Action addressees should therefore seek an ongoing dialogue
with host governments on the political and security environment in
the region and the U.S. response to it. In these discussions you should
stress the following general themes:

—U.S. interest in the region is longstanding and ongoing and we
have watched with great attention the development of the Gulf states
over the last decade and the regional environment in which this has
occurred.

—We recognize our common interest with the Gulf states in the
security and orderly development of the area and the importance of
close cooperation among the states themselves in furthering this
objective.

—We assume host governments have appreciated that U.S.
response to changed circumstances when British withdrew from Gulf
in 1971 reflected a measured effort to develop a sound modern relation-
ship with the area without assertively seeking the degree of presence
which might in itself have been a destabilizing factor in the region.

—We believe that this U.S. posture has made some contribution
to enabling the states of the Gulf to demonstrate their ability to prosper
and progress as independent states and to soundly lay a basis of consen-
sus for closer cooperation with one another.

—In view of the encouraging development on the Arab side of the
Gulf and the changing circumstances in neighboring countries, such
as Iran and Afghanistan, we welcome closer consultation with host
governments on their perception of regional environment and their
sense of proper U.S. response to it.

—In this connection (ref E), we seek a closer dialogue with host
governments on their security concerns in an effort to define with
greater specificity the exact nature of the threat they see to stability in
the area.

—We tend to share assessment (ref F) that primary route for assur-
ing stability in the area is continued emphasis on building strong
societies in each of the Gulf states with careful attention to orderly
economic and social progress including respect for internationally rec-
ognized standards of human rights.

—In the wake of events in Iran we are confident that host govern-
ments share our impression of the importance of permitting political
institutions to evolve in a way that permits governments to keep in
sensitive touch with and reflect the aspirations of their peoples. We
are aware of the sensitivity of host governments to this aspect of orderly
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development; we have watched with great interest and sympathy
efforts of Kuwait and Bahrain to experiment with representative gov-
ernment and have shared disappointment of those governments that
previous experiments with this particular type of institution have not
been fully successful. With respect to political institutions we have
no particular advice to offer, and certainly no particular ideology or
institution which we seek to promote, but we do look forward to
sharing with friendly governments in the area views on their efforts
and our own to make government more responsive to the people.

—We want to continue to seek to find ways in which U.S. official
and private technology and other assistance might help host govern-
ments to achieve their development goals.

—We have been impressed by the development of a consensus for
regional cooperation within the region and it remains our policy to
encourage this trend.

—In view of recent events in the region we assume host govern-
ments will carefully consider intensifying their search for the most
effective method of working together in the interest of regional security.

—We remain prepared to assist host governments as appropriate
in meeting legitimate defense needs and in considering our response
in this area, we want increasingly to consider implications for regional
security cooperation.

—Host governments should be assured of U.S. determination to
maintain capability to preserve a global strategic balance and to main-
tain/promote great power relationship which will serve to deter out-
side intervention into the Gulf region.

—In this connection economic cooperation between U.S. and host
governments, particularly OPEC governments, can develop in ways
that will strengthen the ability of the U.S. and its industrial world allies
to preserve global balance.

—In working to strengthen our relations with the Gulf states we
want to stay in close consultation with our allies in the industrial world
who have important interests in the area parallelling our own and also
with Arab states such as Egypt and Jordan which have an avid interest
in the security of the region.

5. In follow up to visit of Omani Foreign Minister Zawawi to
Washington we are looking at possibility of encouraging similar ones
by Foreign Ministers or other appropriate Cabinet members of the
other Gulf states to pursue our dialogue at the Cabinet level.

6. We will be proceeding shortly to pin down dates for official visit
of Shaikh Zayid of UAE. We will be looking in the coming months to
the possibilities for other official visits from Gulf leaders and visits to
the area by senior USG officials.
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7. For Abu Dhabi and Muscat: You should inquire of host govern-
ments as to their receptivity to visits from Defense Attache stationed
in Jidda and on basis of response and outcome of such visits we will
be considering further desirability of attache presence, resident or non-
resident, in UAE and Oman.

8. Info addressees (except Baghdad and Moscow) should brief host
governments on the general lines of U.S. policy response to Gulf states
as laid out above.

Vance

19. Letter From President Carter to Secretary of Defense Brown!

Washington, February 9, 1979

To Harold Brown

The immediate purpose of your trip is to restore and reinforce
confidence in the United States among our friends in the region. In
doing so, you should begin to lay the basis for security collaboration
among the U.S. and key states in the region—Israel, Egypt, Saudi
Arabia, and Jordan. Consistent with our strategy in the peace negotia-
tions, we should be aiming for a situation in which Egypt and Israel
are not isolated from the rest of the region.

To that end, you should place very high emphasis on the need for
the rapid conclusion of an Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty as the first step
in a wider process of Israeli-Arab accommodation. You should make
it clear that our ability to develop regional cooperation will be severely
handicapped, and perhaps even negated, by continued Israeli-Arab
hostility. That hostility intensifies internal strains in the Arab countries,
contributes to growing radicalization, and opens doors to the reentry
of the Soviet Union. You should, therefore, indicate that the United
States expects a forthcoming attitude from our friends on this issue in

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East,
Trips/Visits File, Box 112, 2/9-19/79 Brown Visit to the Middle East: 1/79-2/10/79.
Secret. Carter’s letter is the final version of Brown’s draft instructions; see footnote 2,
Document 15. An undated note from Vance to Carter suggesting additional revisions
to Brown'’s instructions is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material,
Middle East, Trips/Visits File, Box 112, 2/9-19/79 Brown Visit to the Middle East:
1/79-2/10/79.
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order to facilitate greater regional cooperation on wider strategic
matters.

With the foregoing as a key point of departure, you should force-
fully express our recognition of the strategic importance of the region,
its strategic location, its vital resources, and its crucial role in estab-
lishing healthy patterns of internal development and North-South re-
lations. Make it clear that we see the region to be under serious threat
from Soviet power which is systematically exploiting internal instability
as well as regional conflicts.

With or without a grand plan, determined Soviet efforts, as evi-
denced in the Horn of Africa, the PDRY, and Afghanistan, now abetted
by turmoil in Iran, could lead to general disorder or the imposition of
dominant Soviet influence, which the U.S. and its friends cannot
tolerate.

To counter these threats, the United States sees the need for an
integrated strategy for regional security to which it is prepared to make
a strong political and military contribution. This strategy should be
comprised of several elements:

—Rapid progress in bringing peace between Israel and her Arab
neighbors, first and foremost between Israel and Egypt, but in a manner
which progressively draws support from Arab moderates for subse-
quent peace negotiations.

—New forms of bilateral and multilateral collaboration in security
management, including military assistance, intelligence cooperation,
and contingency planning.

—Increased U.S. military presence in the region, possibly including
increased naval presence and new collaboration on basing arrange-
ments. You should explore reactions to possible forms of enhanced
U.S. presence, without making any specific commitment at this point.
Upon your return, I expect a full report on steps that can be taken to
strengthen our position in the area.

—Concerted measures to counter radical forces that now provide
a base for the intrusion of Soviet influence.

—Cooperation in oil matters that builds on the common interest
of the U.S,, its allies, and the region’s moderate states in security and
economic development.

You should emphasize our conviction that a new strategy for peace
and security in the region will require new policies on the part of the
U.S. and the governments of the region, demanding the resolve to
effect them at home and internationally.

We will do our part, but will expect in return enhanced cooperation
from each of the states that you will be visiting.
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Saudi Arabia

In addition to a review of regional security along the lines
indicated above, you should discuss with the Saudis the nature of
the “special” relationship they say they desire. You should seek
their views on specific security concerns. At their initiative, this
could include discussion of oil field security. You should agree to
more systematic security consultations, including the possibility of
some joint contingency planning directed at threats from Soviet
surrogates in the region.

In conversations with Saudi leaders it should be emphasized that
it is vital that American policy have the support of the Congress and
the American people. You should note that it is a reality of our political
system that the success of our cooperation with them on security issues
is dependent in considerable measure on U.S.-Saudi cooperation in the
peace process and on economic issues.

With regard to specific arms transfer issues, you should indicate
that a decision on air munitions will be made by me after my conversa-
tions with Fahd. You might also indicate to the Saudis that, subject to
my final approval after the Fahd visit, we expect to continue with the
modernization program for two Army brigades and four National
Guard battalions. Following the discussions with Fahd, I will review
also the issue of nominal FMS credits for third country military
assistance.

Egypt

President Sadat believes that Egypt can play a constructive regional
role in support of moderate states and in limiting Soviet influence,
provided a peace treaty with Israel can be achieved and Egypt receives
American support. Egyptian leaders should be encouraged to think
realistically in these terms, consistent with their objective of alleviating
Egypt’s economic problems, and to focus on specific situations, such
as Sudan, Oman, the Emirates, and Yemen where an Egyptian contribu-
tion to security may be possible. We should seek to initiate the develop-
ment of a close U.S.-Egyptian security relationship for the post-treaty
environment. It is particularly important that the Egyptians understand
that our ability to sustain a long-term security relationship with Egypt
depends upon peace with Israel.

With regard to specific arms transfer issues, you can offer to send
a survey team to survey Egyptian air defense requirements; indicate
to the Egyptians that the United States will review the question of
FMS in the light of regional developments; and that I am prepared to
consider favorably the sale of 800 APCs for Egypt in the context of
progress on the Israeli-Egyptian peace treaty. You should make the
Egyptians understand the congressional sensitivity on this point, and
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reiterate again the connection between regional security and Israeli-
Arab accommodation.

Israel

In your meetings with Israeli leaders, you should provide assurance
that the U.S. commitment to Israel’s security remains firm. You should
seek to gain understanding of Israeli perspectives of their security
problems, especially those that would arise from a reduced military
presence in the West Bank and Gaza. You should also encourage Israeli
leaders to develop a regional approach to security matters, building
on the common interests of Israel and the moderate Arab states in
limiting hostile Soviet and radical influences within the area. The critical
relationship between the Arab-Israeli peace process and regional secu-
rity should be emphasized.

On specific bilateral issues, you should:

1. Convey the conclusions of the survey for the relocation of two
Israeli air bases from the Sinai, but without commitment as to the
extent or terms of U.S. financial assistance;

2. Agree in principle to provide equipment and technical assistance
in overcoming the loss of intelligence and early warning stemming
from Sinai withdrawal, the details to be developed in the course of
ongoing security consultations.

3. The air base relocation aside, avoid any commitment in regard
to Israeli requests for FY 1980 financial assistance in excess of the $1
billion in FMS and $785 million in security supporting assistance.

4. You can indicate to the Israelis that I am prepared to consider
favorably the sale of 960 APCs and 200 Howitzers in the context of
progress on the Israeli-Egyptian peace treaty. You should make the
Israelis understand the congressional sensitivity on this point, and
reiterate again the connection between regional security and Israeli-
Arab accommodation.

Jordan

King Hussein will be seeking both general assurance of American
support and specific commitments to supply arms of greater sophistica-
tion. You should encourage him to adopt a supportive role toward the
peace negotiations, particularly as they turn to the West Bank/Gaza
issues. You should also open the prospect of greater U.S. assistance in
meeting his legitimate security needs in the future as Jordan becomes
more actively involved in the peace process. You should specifically:

1. Discuss Jordan'’s security requirements now and during a period
of protracted negotiations about the future of the West Bank, reaf-
firming our commitment to continue with military modernization pro-
grams which have already been agreed.
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2. Agree to consider Jordan’s additional defense needs, but without
commitment to a favorable outcome.

3. Agree to continue detailed defense consultations through the
existing Joint Military Commission in the spring with regard to Jordan’s
future security requirements.

Sincerely,

Jimmy Carter

20. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Brown to
President Carter’

Washington, February 19, 1979

SUBJECT
Middle East Trip Report

You know from my personal messages?® about the highlights of my
meetings with Sadat, Begin, Dayan, Weizman, Hussein and the Saudi
Princes. I will therefore confine this report to a general assessment and
some suggestions for future action.

Conclusions

My overall conclusions are these. First, we must press forward as
quickly as possible to an Israeli-Egyptian accord. Time is probably
running against success. To make this step by Sadat digestible to the
other moderate Arabs, we need to do three things besides portraying
the treaty as part of a process designed to achieve a comprehensive
peace: be forthcoming on regional economic development; be forthcom-
ing on arms supplies, although not nearly to the extent of the announced
demands; and find some form of US military presence which will
provide reassurance without carrying the political burdens of a pres-
ence so intrusive as a US military base.

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files, FRC 330-82-
0205, Middle East (Feb 1-23) 1979. Secret; Sensitive. In the upper-right corner of the
memorandum Carter wrote: “Good report J.” Brzezinski returned the report to Brown
under a February 21 memorandum, commenting: “I thought you would want to see his
[Carter’s] comment.” (Ibid.) Brown's memorandum is also printed in Foreign Relations,
1977-1980, vol. IX, Arab-Israeli Dispute, August 1978-December 1980, Document 178.

2 Not found. For the Embassy in Jidda's reports on Brown's visit in Saudi Arabia,
see Documents 185 and 186.
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These actions will also lay a basis for a greater degree of regional
security cooperation, with US support. That cooperation will come, if
at all, on an evolutionary basis unless the perception of the threat
intensifies. All the countries were concerned about the events in Iran;
but there was no panic and, indeed, less anxiety than I had expected.
None of the leaders thought we should do more than “wait and see”
on Iran for the moment.

My second conclusion is that the most likely threats lie in internal
violence supported from across borders or from internal political, eco-
nomic, and social instability. The first will hardly, and the second not
at all, be cured by major military hardware, which can however inhibit
direct aggression across borders. We need to promote regional security
cooperation, particularly where there is a threat from a Soviet surrogate
as in North Yemen, and perhaps Oman, from the PDRY. And we need
to continue forcefully to assert our willingness and ability to oppose
direct Soviet aggression in the area. But most important of all, we need
to do our best to forestall development of internal instability. Our
influence is necessarily limited on this score, but the steps outlined
above may help to enhance it. In particular, assistance in sensible
economic development is needed. Several leaders stressed in private
that this took priority over arms, though this wisdom did not extend

to moderating their own long lists of arms requests.

My trip had four main objectives. Pursuant to your instructions,?

the first was to restore confidence among the moderate states that the
United States understands the dangers to the region and intends to act
to protect its interests. This was achieved. But there will be backsliding
unless we now follow through on the commitment to play a more
active role in the Middle East—in frustrating Soviet interference, in
displaying some modest presence of our own, and in cooperating more
actively with the moderate states in security terms.

The second objective was to stimulate the development of a general
strategy for the region. I outlined the major elements: close cooperation
between the United States and the individual states, concerted actions
among moderate states, bilateral politico-military consultations about
hypothetical contingencies, a potentially greater US military presence,
cooperation on economic issues (oil) and economic assistance, and,
above all, rapid progress on Arab-Israeli peace.

In response, the countries’ leaders acknowledged a commonality
of interest. However, not surprisingly, the Arabs do not see Israel as
having a regional security role, and tend also to criticize each other’s
efforts. Several urged a US military presence in other countries “which

3 See Document 19.
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are weak and need it” but see it as a lightning rod in their own (the
exception was Israel, which would welcome such a presence for reasons
both plain and, to us, unattractive). It is quite obvious as well that each
country views US interest in promoting regional security as a lever to
obtain more US arms for itself. This presents opportunities for the
United States as well as problems, for we may be able over time to
establish some degree of implicit linkage between bilateral arms supply
relations and regional cooperation.

The third objective was to emphasize the peace process, and its
importance for regional strategy. I did this at each stop. I pressed hard
the argument that sustained progress toward peace would make an
essential contribution to the security of the region. While all professed
dedication to peace, recognized the threat to stability posed by its
absence, and wished to exclude the Soviets from the negotiations,
reactions to the Camp David Agreements were along predictable lines.

Sadat and the Israelis are wedded to the Camp David process, but
holding to their positions that progress be on their terms. Each is
seeking maximum reward in US security support as an incentive for
moving forward. Hussein and the Saudis are convinced that the Camp
David process carries more immediate danger than eventual safety.
They appear to have no constructive, practical alternatives and have
difficulty focusing on the threat that stalemate in the peace process
poses to their security. Neither wants to close the door completely—
their desire for our support in security matters precludes this—but
they both seem to be hoping somehow that the moment of decision
will go away. I believe concentration on Gaza with respect to the
autonomy issue would be a good tactic.

The final objective was to strengthen bilateral relationships. Over-
all, I sought to convey the idea that a comprehensive peace settlement
and other forms of defense cooperation are far more important to
regional security and well-being than additional arms. I made very
few commitments, handling most requests by undertaking to consider
them on my return to Washington or to arrange for US teams to survey
requirements or make staff visits in order to examine the need in
greater depth. In some cases, I was frank in warning them not to
expect approval.

In the main, however, offers of consultations and joint planning
and intelligence exchange were welcomed but were not enough. We
were judged in this functional area by how favorably we responded
to arms requests. My approach was all right as a stop gap but will not
work for more than a few months. No one was satisfied. Everyone had
his list. Saudi Arabia renewed earlier requests for advanced systems,
such as the XM1 tank, without addressing quantities or timing. Jordan
presented a $2 billion plan for filling shortfalls and for force moderniza-
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tion, including F-16 aircraft and ROLAND missiles. Israel scrapped
MATMON C,* substituting a new eight-year force development plan
for equipment which could cost $6-8 billion. The new plan does cut
back significantly on MATMON C’s planned force expansion and is
said to be 20-25% less expensive, but most of the savings appear to
be in the later years. Egypt listed equipment which would total $15-
20 billion, in effect an “Americanization” of Egyptian forces.

I'm sure none of these nations expected us to respond fully to their
requests. We cannot ignore them, however. I believe we should now
approve military hardware items at a somewhat faster rate (without
increasing dollar levels where credit is involved) than we have in the
recent past for Israel, Jordan and Saudi Arabia. I believe we need to
plan for a sharply increased arms supply to Egypt, including FMS
credits, although not to anything like the extent of Egypt’s full request.
The Egyptians have a genuine self-defense need to reverse the continu-
ing decay of their military forces flowing from loss of Soviet support.
And, with Iran gone, Egypt’s role in regional security becomes more
important; no other country in the region can play a comparable role.
The expanded relationship must, of course, be paced by the peace talks;
our survey teams will tide us over until May-June. Also, we will face
a difficult task in adjusting Egyptian appetites downward to fit the
threat and competing economic development needs.

You also asked that I report on the view of the regional states
toward a greater US military presence. Israel favors a US presence,
preferably one in Israel, but even one in the Arab states would be all
right with them. Dayan and Weizman raised the possibility of our
taking over the Sinai air bases. Weizman distinguished between a naval
base at Haifa, which he said would not be antagonistic in an Arab-
Israeli context, and other kinds of ground or air bases which would be.

Neither Egypt nor Saudi Arabia wants a base on its soil, although
they might acquiesce in a US base in some other Arab country. Sadat
thinks a US base would be a sign of Egyptian weakness and showed
no interest in a US presence in the Sinai. The Saudis did not think
direct Soviet military action sufficiently likely to warrant the political
risks to them that, in their view, would follow from a major US military
presence. Some Saudis thought a US presence somewhere else in the
Gulf was worth considering, but it is by no means clear this represents
a consensus.

It may be that, on reflection, one or more of the Arab countries
may be interested in a form of US presence less intrusive than a military

4 Reference is to the military force development plan of the Israeli Defense Force
originally projected to cover the period from 1978 to 1986.



64 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume XVIII

base, such as periodic aircraft deployments, joint exercises, and the
like. It may be that we can develop arrangements for use of facilities
in a crisis, perhaps with some pre-positioning of critical items. This
would give us some of the military advantages of a base with fewer
of its political burdens. We will learn more about this as our security
consultations progress.

There remain two other “presence” questions. First, the possibility
of base facilities in another country, such as Oman. In 1977 Oman
agreed in principle to our use of Masirah, the former British base, but
at a very high cost.® I did not get a clear view of Saudi Arabia’s or
Egypt’s attitude on such a base, although I understand Crown Prince
Fahd had expressed reservation about the idea in late 1976. We should
examine this further within our government and perhaps with Saudi
Arabia, to see whether the question should now be reopened with
Oman. More importantly, I believe we ought to promote assistance
from moderate Arab states to Oman to replace the capability withdrawn
by Iran. The sooner this is done, the more South Yemen will be discour-
aged from seriously considering renewed efforts against Oman.

Second is the question of increasing US military presence off-shore.
I believe we should carefully consider augmenting the Middle East
Force (which now consists of 3 ships) and expanding the facilities on
Diego Garcia. This is not for purposes of reassuring the moderate
Middle East states, who showed little interest. Rather, its justification
would rest on broader geo-political grounds or on improvement in our
rapid deployment capability. I will send you a separate memorandum
on this.

My impressions of the military capabilities of these countries can
be only very sketchy ones, but I'll give them anyway.

Israel’s forces are very capable, very tough, and very ready. In a
short war with Egypt and Jordan, they should have no trouble winning,
but could take casualties substantial for their small population. I have
no way to judge their expressed strong concern about Syrian and Iraqi
capability (the latter is touted in many of the countries of the region
as the coming military power) but I hypothesize that during the next
few years this would not change the outcome.

5 According to an undated information paper on the continuing U.S. effort to seek
base rights at Masirah, drafted on January 11 in OASD/ISA/NESA, direct negotiations
with Oman began after the withdrawal of the RAF on March 31, 1977. The report
contained Wiley’s December 19, 1978, assessment that negotiations with Oman were
“totally stalled” and that “if they are to be revived, the initiative will probably have to
come from our side.” (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle
East, Subject File, Box 73, Oman: 1-4/79)
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Egypt’s forces have rather good morale, are quite large, and claim
tobeready. I doubt the last, and their denials of equipment unreadiness
are undercut by their expressed concerns about spare parts. They are
competent technically and professionally. I think they’d do well against
anyone in the area except the Israelis, if we help them solve their
equipment problems.

The Jordanians show spit and polish, are probably well trained (I
saw only the honor guard!) but their forces are both small and very
modestly equipped. They probably have considerable defensive capa-
bility, but would be wise to stay out of offensive operations. They can
make a useful military advisory contribution in the Peninsula (there
are said to be about 1500 Jordanian military personnel seconded to
various countries in the Gulf and North Yemen).

The Saudis, though they are moving ahead toward a professional
air force, seem to me a military zero at this time.

Recommendations

Our assurances of greater US interest and involvement are perish-
able. We need to follow through:

1. By means of the follow-on security consultations with the four
countries to which I have agreed, we should:

(a) Further explore forms of US presence—short of permanent
bases—which would be politically acceptable to host nations and mili-
tarily useful to the United States in deterring Soviet adventurism or
enhancing our capability for rapid deployment of US forces in a crisis.

(b) Lay the basis for multinational regional security cooperation.
We should concentrate on situations where stability is threatened by
Soviet surrogates, in particular North Yemen and potentially Oman.

2. We should modestly step up the pace of our arms supply approv-
als within present dollar levels with Israel, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia.
In the case of Egypt, we should substantially increase our program,
post-treaty, both quantitatively and by extending significant FMS cred-
its. We should not, however, lend our assistance to force structure
expansion in any of the four countries, and we should in particular
encourage post-treaty force structure reduction in Egypt in exchange
for our help in modernizing its forces. In Saudi Arabia we should
encourage the development over time of a more professional army,
not based solely on heavy and sophisticated equipment, but equipped
and tailored to the environment and the Saudi capabilities to absorb.
We should recognize that, at least in the case of the Army, the prospects
for real military capability are very limited.

3. We should not encourage at this stage build-up of arms in the
Gulf states. This issue needs further analysis.

4. The most serious threat to security is likely to be internal instabil-
ity. We should review in depth our assessment of the political, economic
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and social conditions in Saudi Arabia, Egypt and the Gulf states to
make sure our policies are best designed to minimize the development
of internal instability in those countries. This is particularly important
in the case of Saudi Arabia, for reasons that are self-evident. It is also
true in Egypt, where former MOD Gamasy told me privately he is
worried about the effects on Army morale and attitudes of an eroding
economic position military personnel experience in their personal lives.
Where we have to make a choice we should give priority to economic
assistance designed to promote internal stability over arms transfers.

5. We should plan further speeches and statements—by you and
others—built around the themes of my visit. This declaratory policy
will help maintain momentum and credibility. In doing this, we should
recognize that declaratory policy is no substitute for action and, indeed,
can be counterproductive if not matched with concrete implement-
ing steps.

Harold Brown

21. Action Memorandum From the Director of the Bureau of
Politico-Military Affairs (Gelb), the Acting Director of the
Policy Planning Staff (Kreisberg), and the Assistant
Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs
(Saunders) to Secretary of State Vance!

Washington, April 19, 1979

SUBJECT
Proposed SCC Meeting on Middle East Security

The attached NSC memorandum proposes a schedule of meetings
beginning May 1 to deal with Middle East security policy.? Specifically,

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Official Working
Papers of S/P Director Anthony Lake, 1977-January 1981, Lot 82D298, Box 5, S/P Lake
Papers— 4/16-30/79. Secret. Sent through Newsom. Drafted by O’Donohue and Kreis-
berg on April 17. O’'Donohue initialed for Gelb. Tarnoff also initialed the memorandum.
In the upper right-hand corner of the memorandum, an unknown hand wrote: “Paul
said PM will do—he has spoken with Dan already. 4/20.”

2 Attached but not printed is an April 13 memorandum from Brzezinski to Vance,
Brown, Schlesinger, Jones, and Turner, with an attached undated paper entitled “Frame-
work for U.S. Security Policy in the Middle East,” prepared in anticipation of a scheduled
May 1 organizing meeting of the Special Coordination Committee.
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the NSC proposes an initial SCC meeting to review security, diplomatic
and arms control issues in the area, to be followed by three PRC
meetings chaired by State and Defense. The NSC memorandum also
includes a paper for discussion prepared by the NSC staff dealing with
the framework for US security policy in the Middle East. (This paper
was not coordinated with either State or Defense and we would not
like to have it accepted as the basis for subsequent policy discussions
since it inadequately represents the range of problems and options.)

In our view we do not need an introductory SCC meeting and are
dubious about the utility of three subsequent PRC meetings as defined
by the NSC. Rather we recommend going back to the NSC, indicating
that we see no need for an initial SCC meeting, proposing instead one
or two PRC meetings dealing with the following issues:

a) in the context of our basic interests and objectives and given
Middle East realities, what further feasible steps might we take to
strengthen our bilateral and regional security relationships in the area,
and, specifically

b) are new or different force deployments and other military
responses needed or feasible given our overall force requirements?

Since your previous discussions on this were at the VBB luncheons,®
we believe that would be the best forum for conveying to Zbig and
Harold our proposed approach to a review of our Middle East security
relationships and force deployment options. If you do not want to take
it up directly with Zbig and Harold, or if there is no VBB luncheon in
the offing, we could convey your views directly back to the NSC staff.

Recommendation:

a. That you inform Zbig or Harold directly of our preference for the
less cumbersome approach outlined above to the Middle East security
policy review, eliminating the need for an SCC meeting;*

OR, b. that you authorize us to convey your views to the NSC staff
and Harold’s office.”

3 Reference is to the Vance-Brown-Brzezinski luncheons.

4 This recommendation was disapproved on April 19.

5 This recommendation was approved on April 19. In an April 20 letter to Dodson,
Wisner stated: “we recommend proceeding directly to one or two PRC meetings on
Middle East security, the chairmanship of which could be shared by State and by
Defense.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P790064-1994)
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22. Memorandum From Gary Sick, William Quandt, and Fritz
Ermarth of the National Security Council Staff to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Brzezinski)'

Washington, May 9, 1979

SUBJECT
SCC on Middle East Security (C)

This is a particularly difficult moment to hold a discussion on
developing a “consultative security framework”. With two potential
partners to that framework, Saudi Arabia and Jordan, the trend of our
relations is in the opposite direction. State and CIA, both of which are
skeptical of this exercise in any case, may be especially reticent because
of the current situation. (C)

The success of this meeting will depend in large measure on your
setting the stage in your opening remarks. Without being too abstract
or theoretical, you may want to spell out your thoughts that led to the
suggestion that this meeting be held. The change of regime in Iran, the
peace treaty, current problems in our relations with Jordan and Saudi
Arabia, the Yemen crisis, and our continuing dependence on expensive
Persian Gulf oil are all adequate reasons for taking a fresh look at
security problems in the area. You could add that we are emerging from
the post-Vietnam pattern of looking primarily to regional influentials
to protect our interests. (C)

You will want to encourage each of the principals at the meeting
to react to your initial comments and to the paper (Tab A).> To add
concreteness to the discussion, we suggest that you raise the current
problems we are having with Saudi Arabia. On the one hand, we want
to press the Saudis hard to live up to their commitments. At the same

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Defense/Security,
Ermarth, Box 5, Middle East Security Planning: 5-6/19/79. Secret. Sent for information.
A stamped notation on the memorandum reads: “ZB has seen.”

2 Attached but not printed is the undated paper entitled “Framework for U.S.
Security Policy in the Middle East,” which Brzezinski sent to Vance, Brown, Schlesinger,
Jones, and Turner under an April 13 memorandum; see footnote 2, Document 21. In the
April 13 memorandum, Brzezinski suggested that the first meeting should concentrate
on “the sources of insecurity and instability in the Middle East. How are these likely to
manifest themselves in the near future?

“What is the net effect of the change in Iran and the conclusion of the peace treaty
between Egypt and Israel on our security interests in the area?

“What are the constraints on enhancing our security presence in the area?

“To what extent can we strengthen consultative security relations among the
nations of the Middle East? Who are the prime candidates for such arrangements?”
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time, we must be aware that interjecting ourselves publicly into an
inter-Arab quarrel has its disadvantages. Egypt and Saudi Arabia may
decide at some point—as they often have in the past—to stop feuding
and resume normal relations. However, US Congressional and public
attitudes may not be so easily reversed if we have adopted a tough
public posture critical of the Saudis. (S)

A second concrete issue for discussion is our military presence in
the region. Defense has done some work on this. State is not enthusias-
tic. Schlesinger will probably support Brown’s approach. (C)

To conclude the meeting, you should summarize the main points
of the discussion and recommend that State and Defense take the lead
in chairing follow-on PRCs dealing with the diplomatic and military
discussions of our security presence in the Middle East. (C)

If you have time on Thursday or on Friday morning, we would
like to meet with you.? (U)

3 Sick, Quandt, and Ermarth met with Brzezinski on the morning of Thursday, May
10. The conversation generated a number of talking points for the upcoming SCC meeting.
In a May 11 memorandum, Sick, Quandt, and Ermarth provided Brzezinski with the
talking points. (Carter Library, Brzezinski Donated Material, Subject File, Box 30, [Meet-
ings—SCC 164: 5/11/79])
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23.

Minutes of a Special Coordination Committee Meeting'

Washington, May 11, 1979, 3:30-4:20 p.m.

SUBJECT

Middle East Security Issues

PARTICIPANTS

State

Secretary Cyrus Vance

Harold Saunders, Assistant
Secretary, Bureau of Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs

OSD

Secretary Harold Brown

David McGiffert, Assistant Secretary,
International Security Affairs

JCS

General David Jones

Lt. General William Smith

Energy

White House
Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski
David Aaron

NSC

William Quandt
Fritz Ermarth
Sam Hoskinson

ACDA

Spurgeon Keeny, Deputy Director

Alan Platt, Acting Assistant Director,
Weapons Evaluation and Control

Secretary James Schlesinger
Harry Bergold, Assistant Secretary,
International Affairs

DCI

Frank Carlucci, Deputy Director

Robert Ames, NIO for Near East and
South Asia

MINUTES OF MEETING

Dr. Brzezinski This should be a short meeting, primarily for plan-
ning and organization of further efforts to work on the problem of
Middle East security. We need to focus on how to proceed with the
broader problem of protecting our interests in the Middle East. We
also have the more immediate problem of how to deal with the Saudi
decision on the F-5s and the growing polarization in the Arab world
resulting from the Egyptian-Israeli treaty. Specifically, the President
has signed a letter to King Khalid which we want to look at. (S)

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Defense/Security,
Ermarth, Box 5, Middle East Security Planning: 5-6/19/79. Secret. The meeting took
place in the White House Situation Room. The Summary of Conclusions of this meeting
is printed as Document 192.
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I'd like to go back to the President’s instructions to Secretary Brown
last February.? In his letter of instructions he called for a comprehensive
effort to develop an integrated strategy for regional security, with the
United States making an important military and political contribution.
There are several elements to this strategy. One was the continued
American commitment to work for an Egyptian-Israeli peace. Harold
Brown was also to discuss new forms of collaboration on security—
intelligence sharing, contingency planning, and possibly an increased
US military presence in the area. We were also supposed to consider
ways of countering radical influences in the area. After Secretary Brown
returned, we hoped to amplify on what he had accomplished, but
events have inhibited further developments along these lines. There
have been some consultations, but we have had primarily political
problems in carrying out our strategy. (S)

Secretary Vance 1 talked to Sharaf (Jordanian Royal Court advisor).
The Jordanians are already doing joint planning with the Saudis. (S)

Secretary Brown The Jordanians want us to consider ways of provid-
ing airlift support to them. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski 1 propose that we deal first with the F-5 problem.
Then we should discuss the broader issues, such as the threats to our
interests in the region, and our constraints on responding. We can also
discuss the nature of our military presence in the area. I would like to
use this discussion to set up a program for further meetings. Defense
has been doing some planning, and we need to provide that with some
political framework. I would suggest that Defense hold a PRC meeting,
and that the State also chair one. We should work out the agendas. (S)

On our letter to King Khalid, we have received word that the
Saudis may renege on their commitment to finance the F-5s for Egypt.
Foreign Minister Saud has told us this. We have recommended to the
President that he write to King Khalid. There are some signs that the
King has not made his final decision. I understand that there are some
reservations about this letter. (S)

Secretary Vance When I first heard about this, I sent a cable to Saud
in Morocco and urged him not to take any further action in public.?
He hasn’t yet responded. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski Let me read the letter. (He reads the text of the signed
letter from President Carter to King Khalid.) The question you should
consider is to send this or not. Let’s not try to edit the letter.* (S)

2 See Document 19.
3 Telegram 116140 to Rabat, May 8. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, P840133-1743)

4 The letter was transmitted to the Embassy in Jidda on May 11; see footnote 4,
Document 192.
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Secretary Vance Sadat made another blast at the Saudis today, and
he included lots of other countries as well. (C)

Mr. Saunders At the mini-SCC meeting this morning® there was
concern expressed that we get a reply from Saud first. If we write
directly to Khalid, this ensures that we will get a negative reply. Khalid
is probably the most anti-Egyptian of all the top Saudi leaders. Sultan
and Fahd may be more willing to reconsider and it may be better to
go to Sultan to discuss the F-5 problem, and just to raise the broader
issues with Khalid. These two approaches could go in parallel. We
already have a letter from Sultan to General Graves which arrived on
April 27. It discusses the terms of financing the sale. (S)

Secretary Brown We could pursue the issue as a financial matter.
Sultan might still say no. (S)

Mr. Saunders We could acknowledge that the deal may be off, and
express our regret, but then go on to discuss the arrangements. (S)

Secretary Vance There is a danger that unless we respond quickly,
Saud may make some public statement in Morocco. The President got
a personal assurance from King Khalid on this. This is a matter of a
personal commitment.® (S)

Dr. Brzezinski I agree with Secretary Vance. This will probably leak,
and we will be asked what we are doing. There is a danger of a
Congressional reaction that could threaten the F-15 program for Saudi
Arabia. Kuwait has already threatened to remove its deposits. (S)

Mr. Quandt If possible, we should try to await the Saudi response
to our original demarche. If Saud says that the issue is still open, then
the letter to Khalid would be unnecessary. If Saud is negative, then
the letter should be sent. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski That raises the danger of getting two nos from Saud
and then going over his head. (S)

Mpr. McGiffert We have a real problem of financing. Egypt may turn
down the package in any case, and then we would be making a major
issue over nothing at all. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski It would be better if Egypt were to cancel the project,
but not in reaction to the Saudi decision. (S)

Mr. McGiffert We need to go to the Egyptians quickly to find out
their reaction. (S)

5 The Summary of Conclusions of this meeting is printed in Foreign Relations, 1977
1980, vol. IX, Arab-Israeli Dispute, August 1978-December 1980, Document 253.

6 See Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. IX, Arab-Israeli Dispute, August 1978-Decem-
ber 1980, Document 248.



Middle East Region and the Gulf 73

Secretary Vance I hate to think of a Congressional reaction if this
falls apart. (S)

Secretary Brown It will be worse if the Egyptians cancel, because
then Congress will be mad at both the Egyptians and the Saudis. (S)

Secretary Schlesinger I am impressed by what Cy has said. We need
to remind the Saudis of their commitment. I am normally reluctant to
appeal a decision if we are likely to get a no. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski We could use the upcoming meeting between King
Hussein” and King Khalid in Morocco. But there is already risk that
the news will leak before that. We could combine this letter to Khalid
with a letter from Secretary Brown to Sultan which starts with the
assumption that the deal is still on track. (S)

Secretary Vance They will have to conclude that we take this very
seriously if we proceed along that course. (S)

Mpr. Saunders It sounds a little too much as if we cared only about
Saudi money for Egypt. We should express ourselves more clearly on
our concern over the split between Egypt and Saudi Arabia. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski We could put some of that into the Brown letter. (S)

Secretary Vance I already said some of that to Saud. (S)

Secretary Brown Sultan has the biggest stake in all of this and he
may be helpful. We can strike a more conciliatory tone with him. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski It is a political fact that a strong Congressional reac-
tion will hurt the F-15 deal. (S)

Secretary Brown I told them that public support was essential if we
were to maintain our relationship. (C)

Secretary Vance I think we should go ahead with the letter, and I
agree that Secretary Brown should write to Sultan as well. (S)

Secretary Brown That will mean that we have made three demarches
to our counterparts. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski We should do this because it is an important matter
on which to draw the line. Let’s go ahead with the letters to Khalid
and to Sultan.® (S)

On the larger issues, we should discuss the main threats to the
security of the region, some of the recent trends, the political constraints
on us, and the nature of our military presence in the area. (S)

Secretary Vance I think it is clear that the basic sources of instability
are the Arab-Israeli conflict, plus inter-Arab tensions. There is also the

7 An unknown hand circled the name “Hussein,” drew a line from the circled name
to the space between the paragraphs, and wrote “Hassan.”

8 Reference is to a letter to Sultan from Brown; see footnote 4, Document 192.
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Palestinian problem, and the basic disparity of wealth in the region.
This provides potential for others to exploit the situation. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski Do you think the Saudis see the threat this way? (S)

Secretary Vance They see it, but they don’t agree with us on how
to handle it. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski I think the Saudis see the external threat as greater
than the internal one, and Israel is not their main concern. (S)

Secretary Brown But they saw the situation in Iran where the regime
fell for internal reasons, not external ones. The internal situation in
Saudi Arabia is closely connected to developments between Arabs and
Israelis. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski The Saudis seem more confident that they can handle
problems inside their country. The threat comes from outside. (S)

Secretary Vance There is some posturing in all of this. I think they
are really less confident than they appear to be, particularly at the level
of technicians. (S)

Myr. Carlucci We don’t see the social ferment within Saudi Arabia
as a current problem. There is relative stability. There is some problem
of subversion, particularly with 130,000 Palestinians in the country.
We don’t know too much about the military. (S)

Secretary Vance I'm not sure that the Saudis are so confident that
they can manage their external problems and their internal ones
both. (S)

Secretary Brown But the external concern stems not from the Soviet
threat, but from other Arabs. (S)

Secretary Schlesinger 1 agree with Zbig. They're afraid of external
pressures, and they have lost confidence in the United States. We
couldn’t do everything that they wanted us to do. The effect has been
that the Saudis are turning elsewhere for protection, including the
Soviet Union and the radical Arabs. There is the increasingly important
role of Iraq. The Saudis won't turn around on this until they see a US
military presence in the area to deter these threats. (S)

Myr. Carlucci There is the question on whether they want a physical
military presence. (S)

Secretary Schlesinger They want it, but not in Saudi Arabia. (S)

Secretary Brown They feel that the domestic irritant that would
come from a military presence in that country outweighs the security
game. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski What about a naval presence as a possibility? (S)

Secretary Brown Whenever the Saudis have wanted our help they
haven’t asked for carriers. They have asked for F-15s and AWACS.
The naval presence is not what they think of first. (S)
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Dr. Brzezinski 1 disagree. They didn’t specifically ask for AWACS
or for carriers. But they were impressed by both when we offered them.
The naval presence did impress them during the Yemen crisis, and it
impressed others.? (S)

Secretary Brown I'm not decrying the value of a naval presence, but
it is not a substitute for other things. (S)

Secretary Schlesinger But we have to develop this capability. A local
display of American power is necessary. They feel it in their bones.
They can’t articulate what they want, but they have to see that we
have the capacity to protect them. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski Defense has already had some consultations with
the Saudis. What is the status of work on military presence? (S)

Secretary Brown We have a long list of alternatives. We could
strengthen the Mid East force which now consists of three ships. We
could have more frequent visits of the carrier task forces to the area,
or we could have the non-carrier components of a task force remain
in the Arabian sea. The other sea-based presence would involve a
helicopter carrier and marines. In each case, this would require some
draw-down of our forces committed to Europe or Japan. (S)

We could also ask the Saudis and Egyptians about preparing bases
in their countries for uses in certain contingencies. This would involve
some pre-positioning of equipment. Sadat does not want any American
bases in his country, but in an emergency, we might be able to move
in. So we have something of an opening to work with. (S)

Secretary Vance Sadat would not let us have bases, but he would
allow us to fix up facilities there, if we would pay for it. He has talked
about Berenice on the Red Sea. (S)

Secretary Brown We'll make recommendations at the meeting of
the PRC.'° We are now having consultations with the Saudis. General
Lawrence is there now.!! We've seen some of their contingency plans,
and there is still a lot of work to be done. The United States and Egypt
have also talked about joint strategies, and we have discussed some
contingencies. They have implied that they would allow us to bring
things in quickly in some contingencies. The Jordanians have also asked
for airlift support for their contingency operations in Saudi Arabia. All
these discussions have been on a conceptual level. With the Jordanians,
the joint committee has evolved toward a planning exercise. So there
has been some movement since my visit in February. (S)

9 See Document 271.
10 See Document 26.
11 See Document 284.
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Dr. Brzezinski Have Oman and the UAE been discussed? (S)

Secretary Brown Oman has been discussed with the Saudis. We've
also had some air exercises with the Omanis. (S)

Secretary Vance We need to get CIA to evaluate the reaction of the
Saudis and others to a permanent US military presence in the area.
We need to have them look at different kinds of forces, not just a naval
presence. This should be done for the PRC. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski Let’s look at bases, port calls, airfields, staging
arrangements, task force presence, with and without embarked
marines. (S)

Secretary Brown We need to look at not only the Saudi response,
but also possible Soviet counter reactions. (S)

General Jones The JCS has developed lots of options. (C)

Dr. Brzezinski The first PRC should be chaired by State. CIA should
prepare a report for that meeting, and State should work on the broader
strategy. We need to assess the effect of our plans on our relations
with the countries of the area. We need a political strategy for carrying
this out. (S)

Secretary Brown We all see Iraq as a local power with more impor-
tance now that Iran has fallen. We need to review our relations with
Iraq. (S)

Secretary Vance We’'ve been trying. I've gotten some reports on Iraq.
They are changing their positions, but they are cautious with us. (S)

Secretary Brown We don’t need to discuss so much the modalities
of our relations with Iraq, but where we want things to come out. (S)

Secretary Vance I would like to see us resume normal diplomatic
relations if possible. (C)

Secretary Brown But what do we want the power relationship, and
the political relationship, to be between Saudi Arabia and Iraq in a
couple of years? The Saudis see that Iraq might move in a more moder-
ate direction. (S)

Mr. Carlucci There is also a possible threat to the Saudis from
Iran. (S)

Secretary Vance We also need to look at the consequences of Iraqi-
Syrian affiliation. The Jordanians see some movement in that direc-
tion. (S)

Myr. Carlucci They’re doing some joint military planning. (S)

Secretary Vance Sharaf tells me that the Iraqi-Syrian arrangements
are going quite far. (S)

Mpr. Carlucci CIA will do an update on this. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski The agenda for the PRC meeting under State’s chair-
manship should include the following items: an intelligence assessment
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of the reactions to different kinds of American military presence in the
area. This should focus on the regional parties as well as the Soviets.
They should look at Iraq’s role, to see if there is some openings in our
relations, and we should also look at the Iraqi-Syrian relationship. We
should review the recent PRC on Saudi Arabia to see if this decision
still stands.'? Finally, we should outline a political strategy to enhance
our security consultations with the countries of the area. (S)

Secretary Vance Let’s define the region. We’ve been talking about
the Gulf. But should we include Iran and Turkey? If we are concerned
with broad regional problems, Turkey and Iran should be included. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski I think we should focus on the Gulf and Iran. (S)

Secretary Brown From a military point of view, the Gulf and Turkey
are not much related. (S)

Secretary Vance Let’s define the area as the Gulf, including Iran and
Egypt, but not Turkey. Sudan may be part of Egypt’s security problem
also. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski Mostly we should look at the Arabian peninsula and
Iran. (S)

Secretary Vance What about Ethiopia and Somalia? (C)
Secretary Brown They are also important. (C)

Dr. Brzezinski We should look at our policy towards Saudi Arabia,
Oman, Egypt, Jordan, and see some of the others as possible problems
in the area. (S)

Secretary Vance I would like to wait until after I return on June 3"
to have these PRC meetings. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski Over the longer term, what we are talking about is
an increasing American role in the area which recognizes it as vital to
our national interests. (S)

Secretary Brown We’ve been acting as if we don’t need a big presence
in the area. First the British were there, and then the Iranians seemed
strong. Now both are gone. So we may need to review our assump-
tions. (S)

Secretary Vance I'm not sure yet. (C)

Secretary Brown But we need to look at the problem. (C)

Dr. Brzezinski We're already beginning to see the Gulf as a vital
region. (C)

Secretary Vance Let’s have the meetings in the week of June 3. (S)

12 See Document 190.

13 Reference is to Vance’s upcoming travel to the United Kingdom, Egypt, Israel,
Italy, the Vatican, the Netherlands, and Spain May 20-June 2.
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Dr. Brzezinski 1 think we should have two in a row that week. (S)

Secretary Vance We also need to talk about how to stop Sadat from
sounding off against the other Arabs. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski Maybe the President should call him. (C)

Secretary Vance Let me think about that. I'll talk to you this after-
noon. (C)

24. Memorandum From Gary Sick and Fritz Ermarth of the
National Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, June 19, 1979

SUBJECT
PRCs on Middle East/Persian Gulf (U)

On 202 and 213 June the PRC will meet under Vance’s and Brown’s
chairmanship, respectively, to discuss foreign policy and military strat-
egy for security in the Middle East/Persian Gulf area. These meetings
follow the SCC of 11 May (Summary of Conclusions and Minutes at
Tab A).* (S)

These meetings should revolve around three papers tasked to State
(Tab B),° DOD (Tab C),® and the DCI (Tab D).” Nevertheless you can
expect Cy and Harold to deliver their personal perspective as they
conduct the meetings. The State paper is inconclusive and provides
little basis for decision. The DOD paper describes various dimensions

! Source: Carter Library, Donated Historical Material, Papers of Walter F. Mondale,
Policy Review Committee (PRC)/Special Coordinating Committee (SCC) Meeting, Box
98, PRC Meeting on Persian Gulf/Middle East Security Issues, 6/21/1979. Secret. Sent
for information.

2 An unknown hand crossed out “20” and wrote “21” above it.

3 An unknown hand crossed out “21” and wrote “22” above it.

4See Documents 23 and 192.

5 Not attached and not printed. This paper was passed to the pertinent Department
heads on June 15. (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Defense/
Security, Ermarth, Box 5, Middle East Security Planning: 5-6/19/79)

6 Not attached and not printed. This paper was passed to the pertinent Department
heads on June 13. (Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files, FRC 330-
82-0205, Box 15, Middle East (17 May-13 June) 1979)

7 Not attached and not found.
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of relevant US military capabilities and compares several options for
increasing US military presence. Harold is reported by his staff to be
readying a recommendation for increased US presence which he will
deliver at the meeting. (S)

Underlying the DOD effort is a sense of acute anxiety based on a
perception of vulnerability: US interests in the area are extremely vital;
the potential threats to them are immediate and powerful; US capabili-
ties in the area, under stress, are very weak. This sense of anxiety and
vulnerability is not present in State’s contribution. (S)

Main Issues
1. A Political Strategy for the Region

State’s paper is aimed at discounting the need for increases in US
permanent military presence. While surveying regional politics, it fails
to address the fundamentals of diplomatic strategy and political prior-
ity, which was one of the PRC’s intended purposes. State argues that
the quest for a just and comprehensive peace must continue to have
the highest priority in US regional policy. Other policy issues are
neglected, e.g., how far should we go to respond to Egypt’s evident
desire for a tight US-Egyptian security tie? What emphasis should we
give to Syria and Iraq in combating the post-peace backlash? How do
we get on with the Saudis? (S)

2. The Need for Increased Military Presence

This is the key issue in both meetings and all three papers. All
parties reflect awareness of great political pressure for increased US
deployments, and seem to agree that a modest increase is advisable.
State and CIA clearly go to great lengths, however, to stress the penal-
ties of adverse local reaction and the case for great moderation. State
prefers to rely on a capacity to surge forces into the area in time of
crisis. (S)

Part of the problem is that the “we want you to be strong but not
here” syndrome so evident in the area is easy to cite against any change
in US deployment patterns. Nationalist objections to US power are
more easily documented than fears about its erosion! Therefore, the
potential benefits from increased presence in terms of respect, confi-
dence, and self-confidence are not easily measured. (S)

There is a “catch 22” danger in attempting to assess the advisability
of increased US presence in terms of local attitudes. Radical nationalists
will never favor it. Our friends fear that US presence will provoke
trouble for them from which we will retreat, leaving them in the lurch.
Inadequately examined is the likelihood that demonstrated US commit-
ment will breed confidence in and tolerance of US power, or that,
ultimately, capacity to defend our interests rather than local good will
might be the best test of our policy. (S)
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The DOD paper cites several military benefits from increased pres-
ence: Deterrence and quick reaction, ability to cover intervention forces,
and acquiring local operating experience. All three factors argue against
regarding surge-intervention forces as a total substitute for local combat
presence. (S)

3. Military Presence Options

The DOD paper develops three options for configuring US military
presence in the near term:

1) the status quo (prior to the surge of Spring this year);

2) a moderate increase through adding several permanent combat-
ants to MIDEAST Force and upgrading rotational deployments; and

3) near-continuous presence without increased carrier deployments
(to avoid dramatic reduction of commitments elsewhere).

A fourth, long-term option would keep a carrier capability in the
area at all times. It would require reduced commitments elsewhere,
raised force levels, or home porting US forces in the area. Table 1
presents options. (S)

As a practical matter, any near-term US force increase must be in
the neighborhood of Option 2, which raises the average level and
quality of US forces in the area. Even the near-continuous deployment
called for in Option 3 would significantly strain our resources and
would draw down capabilities in the Pacific and/or Mediterranean.
The Marine Air-Ground Task Force called for in Options 2 and 3 has
not been adequately defined and needs further staffing in terms of its
effect on available resources. Note that the generalized option put
forward by State (p. 14 of Tab A)® is generally consistent with DOD’s
Option 2. (S)

DOD elements are reportedly agreed to advise that Harold recom-
mend an increased US presence. A “majority” (JCS, PA&E, OSD/Pol-
icy) stand behind four major naval deployments a year (where “major”
is defined as a carrier group, a marine unit, or a surface combat group
plus tacair). ISA reportedly wants something more modest. (S)

4. Other Aspects of US Military Capability

Both State and DOD see great importance to US military activity
other than combatant presence in promoting US interests. These other
measures are of two types: arms transfers, training, and joint planning
aid local self-defense capability. Prepositioning, basing, staging, over-
flight, etc., enhance the capability for US intervention. (S)

8 An unknown hand crossed out the letter “A” and wrote the letter “B” underneath it.
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Despite the Iranian experience, US policy is still to promote capabil-
ities for effective local self-defense. Most analyses indicate that a major
threat in the area, e.g., Iraq attacks Saudi Arabia, or Soviet intervention,
would require the introduction of US forces from outside the theater. US
military presence is, therefore, a link—both for deterrence and escalation
management—between local self-defense and introduction of US forces
from outside the area. US forces on the scene, moreover, can cover the
introduction of forces from without. (S)

Policy options relating to US military assistance and intervention
are not systematically addressed in the DOD paper. But fundamental
questions do arise for the PRC:

—How do we shape arms transfers to the area into a coherent
policy?

—What bases and local infrastructure do we need for a meaningful
intervention capability? How do we get them?

—Have we the sea and air lift and forces needed to meet local
threats without jeopardizing NATO commitments?

These are questions of defense policy, posture, and budgets.
Because of the strategic priority we assign to this region, near-term
increases in US military presence will not allow us to avoid address-
ing them.

5. Indian Ocean Talks

Our Summit commitment “promptly” to explore resumption of
the Indian Ocean talks is not inconsistent with a decision to support
some version of Option 2. That option would change the quality of the
US presence in the area to permit greater capability to conduct opera-
tions ashore. However, it would not greatly change the number of
deployments to the region. Any change in our posture will, of course,
be protested by the Soviets as inconsistent with the levels discussed
with them in the earlier rounds of talks.® Our initial discussion with
the Soviets on this issue should start with the assertion that the situation
in the region has changed, to a considerable degree as a result of Soviet
behavior, and that future talks will have to take into account those
changed circumstances. (S)

9 U.S.-Soviet talks on demilitarization of the Indian Ocean began in June 1977, but
broke down in February 1978 after the Soviet intervention in the Horn of Africa. See
Document 123.
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Outcomes, Your Objectives

Although you do not have control of these meetings, you should
have some chance to steer them toward several salient conclusions: If
we could get the following into the record, the process could be counted
a sterling success:

1. We recognize that the Persian Gulf region has become a region
ranking barely behind Northeast Asia and Europe in strategic impor-
tance. A serious military threat to this region could easily coincide
with severe tension in Europe. Our overall defense planning, budgets,
and arms transfer policies must adjust more realistically to these propo-
sitions. (S)

2. We are agreed that US military presence in the Indian Ocean/
Persian Gulf area should be increased on the order of DOD’s Option
2 and the option outlined by State. We can remain flexible on the details
so long as the principle is clearly established. (S)

3. We need a more coherent statement as to how we are planning
to balance the competing priorities to our Middle East diplomacy: The
peace process, amity with the moderates, new openings to some of the
radicals, growing security collaboration with Egypt, and our traditional
ties with Israel. (S)

If consensus appears within grasp, then it might be appropriate to
propose that the NSC draft for circulation a Presidential Directive
covering these points. Admittedly hard policy on all three points will
require more work. But devoting that work to a PD would be more
fruitful than more PRCs or a formal PRM. (S)
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25. Memorandum From Fritz Ermarth of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, June 20, 1979

SUBJECT
Further Points on Middle East PRCs (U)

1. These meetings could be among the most significant of this
Administration because they could start the building of long-term
strength in a region of the utmost importance to us but, simultaneously,
the greatest vulnerability. One has the sense we are now getting down
to hard military business. Should a consensus on increased US military
presence be reached, it should be recorded in some authoritative way, e.g.,
a PD, that the system can act on and that will prevent backsliding. At
the same time, we want to avoid highly publicized drama around
actions that are necessarily modest and incremental. A carefully crafted
PD—directing and characterizing increased deployments, laying down
the line on the Indian Ocean Talks, directing further study of longer-
term policy and force posture issues—could strike the right tone inside
the bureaucracy and outside if it leaks. (S)

2. The immediate objective in making a decision on peacetime
military presence in the region is to increase substantially the amount
of time we have deployments capable of projecting power ashore. The critical
difference is not really between options 2 and 3, as presented by DOD,
but between carrier groups, marine groups, tactical air, on one hand,
and surface combatant groups, on the other. The latter can steam
around and look pretty; they cannot project power ashore. (S)

3. This decision must be a step toward the creation of a US military
posture in and toward the region that is commensurate with our interests.
This will mean yet more study and politicking over issues of force
design, ship-building programs and naval policy, lift capabilities, bas-
ing, and budgets. As these matters move ahead, we shall be confronting
issues such as these:

—Should we create a military command to coordinate activities in
the area and speak for its strategic perspective?

—Should we beef up Diego Garcia?

! Source: Carter Library, Brzezinski Donated Material, Subject File, Box 25, Meet-
ings—PRC 112: 6/21/79. Secret. Sent for information.
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—Should we begin to plan and negotiate for homeporting in Aus-
tralia, which is far from the important littorals, but a lot closer than
San Diego?

—Should we increase land-based tactical deployments in the West-
ern Pacific, i.e., in Japan or Korea, so as to free carrier air for the
Indian Ocean?

—Should we review policy on carriers? (S)

These issues should probably not be broached immediately unless
raised by others because they will only frighten the faint hearted. They
will be faced soon enough. (S)

26. Minutes of Policy Review Committee Meetings'

Washington, June 21, 1979, 1:30-2:30 p.m. and
June 22, 1979, 9:15-10 a.m.

SUBJECT
Middle East Security and US Military Presence (S)

PARTICIPANTS

State
Secretary Cyrus Vance**

Special Trade Representative
Robert Strauss

Warren Christopher (chaired 6/21)
Deputy Secretary

David Newsom** Under Sec.,
Political Affairs

Harold Saunders Asst. Sec., Bureau
of Near East. & So. Asian Affairs

OSD

Secretary Harold Brown (chaired
6/22)

Charles Duncan* Deputy Secretary

David McGiffert, Asst. Sec., Intl.
Security Affairs

Dan ]. Murphy** Dep. Und. Sec. for
Policy Rev.

Ralph Gerson, Special Asst., Office of
STR**

ACDA

Spurgeon Keeny, Dep. Director

Barry Blechman, Asst. Dir., Weapons
Evaluation & Control

Energy

Secretary James Schlesinger

Harry Bergold, Asst. Sec.,
International Affairs

White House
Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski
David Aaron

! Source: Carter Library, RAC SAFE39C-17-55-4-7, C03341983. Top Secret. The
meeting took place in the White House Situation Room.
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JCS NSC

Lt Gen William Y. Smith Asst. to the Fritz Ermarth**
Chairman Robert Hunter*

Lt Gen John Pustay Asst. to the Gary Sick
Chairman

DCI

Admiral Stansfield Turner
Robert Ames, NIO for Near East and
South Asia

* Attended only 21 June
** Attended only 22 June

MINUTES OF MEETING
(21 June 1979—Deputy Secretary Christopher, Chair)

Mr. Christopher opened the meeting by referring to the discussion
paper that State had prepared for the meeting? and asked if there were
any comments on the agenda.

Secretary Brown said there was a question of a division of labor
between the two meetings. He suggested that the PRC examine the
specific force levels on the following day, whereas today’s meeting
would take a look at attitudes of various states and the role of military
presence in U.S. Middle East relations.

Dr. Brzezinski wondered if it not might be just as well to cancel the
meeting for this day and have a joint meeting tomorrow in view of
the fact that Secretary Vance could not be present.

Secretary Brown said that we need to discuss how the security issue
fits into the political situation.

Dr. Brzezinski said all right; there would be no decisions taken until
the following day. He noted that he had to see the President before
2 o’clock.

Mpr. Christopher summarized some of the points in the paper by
noticing that the vehemence of the reaction to the Camp David accords
had been greater than he had anticipated. It had now abated somewhat
but not a great deal. Saudi Arabia may possibly try to find ways around
their Baghdad commitments;® however, that might be harder to do
than had been anticipated. Saudi Arabia and Iraq were closer together
than before. We need to try and improve our relations with Iran and

2 See footnote 5, Document 24.

3 Reference is to the summit of Foreign Ministers from 18 Arab states and the PLO
which was convened in Baghdad March 27-31, in order to sanction Egypt for concluding
its peace treaty with Israel. See Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. IX, Arab-Israeli Dispute,
August 1978-December 1980, Document 242.
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improve our dialogue with Iraq. Only some momentum in the peace
process will be able to lure people back into the process.

Mr. Saunders noted that the post-Baghdad grouping was not a
natural grouping. The natural allegiances are working in our favor.
He noted that our present cooperation with Saudi Arabia is as close
on issues of security and the practical aspects of our relationship as it
has been for some time. It is not unreal to expect over time a loosening
of the Baghdad grouping and the reemergence of a relationship
between Saudi Arabia, Egypt and other natural allies.

Ambassador Strauss noted that the paper prepared by State has been
extremely helpful to him.*

Mpr. Saunders noted that within the bureaucracy there was no great
difference with regard to the relations among the various nations and
what we hope to see emerge. On the subject of Iraq he noted that the
Egypt/Israel treaty gave Iraq the chance to get together with other
nations in the area and had reduced its isolation.

Dr. Brzezinski noted that the paper prepared by State was all right
on an analytical basis, however, he wondered what recommendations
it provided.

Mpr. Saunders said that it was not a paper of advocacy rather it was
only for discussion.

Dr. Brzezinski said we have to ask ourselves what is the nature of
the internal and the external security problem and what should we do
about both. Everyone says that Saudi Arabia has lost confidence in
United States; they see the growth of Soviet power. This is true not
only of Saudi Arabia, it is also true of Oman. Mubarak had noted
the same thing with regard to Egypt’s military situation. We have a
potentially explosive and disintegrating situation. If Bob Strauss can
succeed, we can persuade others to join in the process. The question
now is what to do about the sense of anxiety which exists in the region.

Secretary Brown noted that the Arabs are aware that there is no
other power besides the United States which can offset the Soviets.

Dr. Brzezinski said there are certain implications in the State Depart-
ment paper with which he probably could not agree. Specifically, he
pointed to the end of page 8 which notes that an increased U.S. presence
would be seen by Moscow not as recouping a loss but as creating a
new and different imbalance which may in turn require redress. He
noted that although he could not argue with the way in which this
was worded, nevertheless, it could be taken to imply that our policy

4 President Carter nominated Robert Strauss as his Personal Representative to the
Middle East peace negotiations on April 24.
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could do little or nothing about the security situation with regard to
the Soviets.

Secretary Brown said you could take that implication even further
and suggest that we accept the fact that the Soviets are going to be
dominant in the region.

Dr. Brzezinski noted that the President at Vienna had spelled out
in some detail the vital interests of the United States to President
Brezhnev.® He specifically mentioned the Middle East as an area of
vital interest to us. Brezhnev replied that it was the U.S. habit to single
out certain areas as vital in their importance to us in order to justify
doing what we wanted to do. However, it is clear that the Middle East
is in fact vital to the United States and it is not vital to the Soviet Union.

Secretary Schlesinger said he wanted to address the longer term
aspects. Without Middle Eastern oil the Free World as we know it is
through. Our great value to the Middle East states is the protection
that we can provide against the Soviet Union. For many years there
was a presumption of U.S. dominance in the region which was sufficient
even without any tangible evidence of instruments of power. Lately
however, after Iran and other events in the region, there is a growing
perception of U.S. weakness which is compounded by the lack of visible
instruments of power in comparison to the overhang of Soviet power
in the region. In view of the changing psychology of the countries of
the region we must preserve our security position. He feared that
unless we establish something akin to a stable balance in the region
that it will slip under Soviet domination. We should have no illusion
about the importance of visible instruments of U.S. power to counter-
balance the presence of Soviet power. Oman wants us to come into
the region partly to replace the protection which they previously got
from Iran. He recalled the long discussions and problems we had with
respect to building a base on Diego Garcia some years ago.® He has
had long talks with Saudis. Just because the countries of the region
don’t ask us to come in does not mean that they don’t want us there.
He had had three or four hour conversations with Yamani and asked
him what we should do with respect to the security situation in the
region. Yamani had said, “Don’t expect me to say that we want a U.S.
military presence in the region.” He then asked him about a naval
presence. Yamani had replied that he would expect it to be welcome,
however, he could never say that publicly. The Saudis expect that we

5 The summit in Vienna took place June 16-18. See Foreign Relations, 1977-1980,
vol. VI, Soviet Union, Documents 199-208.
6 Reference is to the expansion of the U.S. Navy facility on Diego Garcia. Documenta-

tion is published in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. E-8, Documents on South Asia,
1973-1976.
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will be able to take action unilaterally to protect them to establish a
military balance in the region. The Saudis would welcome the establish-
ment of a permanent naval presence by the United States in the region.

Amb. Strauss wondered in view of the extensive communications
we have with the region that we could get nothing better than a wink
across the table on an issue of this importance to us.

Dr. Brzezinski said that many in the Arab world fear that if they
ask us to come in the fact would leak and their request would become
known and then we wouldn’t do it and they would end up with the
worst of all possible worlds.

Secretary Brown said the Arabs fear the Soviet Union, but in fact
an invasion by the Soviets is not the most likely scenario. In fact the
intervention by the Cubans or internal subversion within some of those
countries is a worse and more realistic scenario. If asked why the
United States is putting military forces into the Middle East, they are
likely to think of their use in terms of the internal threat to their
governments which is greater. They will wonder whether we are plan-
ning to use these forces against the Soviets or against the Arabs for
something like taking over the oil fields. Hence, their reluctance to say
that they wanted U.S. military presence or to be openly in favor of it.
Although we all talk about the Soviet menace, there is no way the
United States can guarantee we will not use these forces against them.

Dr. Brzezinski noted that in order to give assurances that we will
not use these forces against them but against the Soviets we must
move simultaneously on the peace process. However, the United States
should also give a clear statement that we regard the Middle East as
the third vital region in the world along with Western Europe and
Japan. He disagreed with Secretary Schlesinger that we should be
seeking balance. He thought that the correct objectives would be pre-
ponderance of U.S. military capability.” However, he recognized that
we must proceed sequentially and that we would have to get to a
permanent presence via an increased presence over what we have now.

Secretary Schlesinger noted that when we send a carrier into the region
they know that this could be used against them. However, a permanent
presence creates a shift in the balance in the region vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union.

Secretary Brown noted that permanent in this case could mean a
presence at all times but not always the same units.

Myr. Christopher asked Admiral Turner for his views on the reactions
of the regional states.

7 An unknown hand underlined the portion of this sentence beginning with the
word “would.”
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Admiral Turner summarized the paper very briefly which had been
prepared by CIA on the subject.® He noted that with regard to a military
presence the Arab states “want to feel it, not touch it.” Thus, the closer
you get to having an actual U.S. presence in their ports, on the ground
or on their air bases the less they want it.

Ambassador Strauss wondered whether it was feasible to even dis-
cuss an option 1 which would be to work out something with the
Soviets on a cooperative basis.”

Secretary Brown noted that the Soviets have nothing to gain by
cooperating with us in the region. Fighting in that region would not
hurt them unless it lops over into other areas of our relationship. They
have had black eyes in the area before that did not stop them from
coming back and trying again and did not affect their vital interests.

Mpr. Christopher said that we have no common interests with the
Soviets in the region which would provide the basis for a mutual
approach. He asked with regard to the internal and external threats to
the Arab states how a U.S. presence would affect the development of
the internal process.

Admiral Turner replied that an external naval presence would not
have a heavy influence on the internal threat in Saudi Arabia for exam-
ple. It would not for instance deter the PLO from meddling if they
decided to do so. However, an on-shore presence such as the U.S. Air
Force on Saudi air bases would have a much bigger impact on the
internal situation.

Secretary Brown summarized the relationship as: the bigger the
presence of the United States the greater the advantages and the disad-
vantages. An increased presence gives us more capability to deal with
problems but it also is a bigger irritant to the regional states since they
fear it would not be used against the Soviets but against them. There
is no difference among the group on that fact. However, some of the
CIA evaluations with regard to the reaction of regional states to a U.S.
military presence is more negative than he would have made it in his
own evaluation.

Secretary Schlesinger said that sequencing is extremely important.
Jumping in totally with a large force would result only in bad reactions,
whereas a gradual increase would build confidence as it went. Since
a naval presence is the least controversial it should be the first U.S.
presence to be introduced. The sensitivities are such that anything that

8 See footnote 7, Document 24.

9 Strauss is presumably referring to the options in the Defense Department paper,
summarized in Document 24.
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we do now will raise their concern. Later he felt that a U.S. Air Force
presence in Oman might be desirable.

Secretary Brown noted that despite the talk about sensitivity to our
naval presence we have just completed six months of a very high level
of naval presence in the region and as far as he could tell the results
were positive not negative in terms of regional reaction.

Secretary Schlesinger said that with regard to the thought that U.S.
forces might be used internally in the Arab world, if that served to
deter forces which are contrary to our interests that would be a good
result and one to be desired.

Secretary Brown noted that our security relationship with regard to
military planning and supply has moved forward rather effectively.
In fact he thought it got more credit in the region than it really deserved.

Secretary Schlesinger interjected that that perhaps tells us something
with regard to their expectations of our ability to perform.

Secretary Brown agreed and added that we need to be able to
respond more quickly to requests preferably from an existing stockpile
of military equipment. Previously we have stayed away from this issue
since we cannot get Congressional approval. We will have to consider
establishing something in the nature of an excess stockpile of U.S.
equipment which could be used for this purpose on short notice if
required.

Myr. Christopher wondered what role would be played by Israel in
the event of an Arab conflict or an internal Arab dispute.

Dr. Brzezinski noted that for example in the case of a conflict
between Iraq and Saudi Arabia, Israel would become involved at some
stage and relieve the pressure on Saudi Arabia without the existence
of any formal military or political relationship. He believed that some
of the Arab states might subconsciously regard this as a deterrent on
the actions of their enemies but that the thought would never receive
any overt expression. In short, he felt that Israel was a stabilizing factor
in the region. Objectively it was there as an element in the power
equation, however, it is not something that can be talked about. He
noted that it is also essential that the United States beef up Egypt’s
military capabilities and that the Department of Defense is working
on that.

Secretary Brown noted that Mr. Perry was just back from a visit to
Egypt where he discovered that the Egyptians have a substantial techni-
cal capability to build their own arms, however they need capital and
managerial help. From what we have been able to tell they seem to
have adopted the worst of both the Soviet and U.S. systems.

Dr. Brzezinski noted that there is a developing relationship between
Egypt and China on Defense. Despite Chinese disclaimers this in fact
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enlists China on the side of the Camp David accords. They deny this
but that’s the effect that it has. He believed that all of our actions on
the security side are futile unless there is parallel progress on the Camp
David accords. If there is no progress on the negotiations, United States
forces will acquire a negative cast. We must have progress in the
negotiations sufficient to convince the friendly Arab states that the
Egypt/Israel treaty was in fact a first step of a negotiating process
which over time has the possibility of resolving contentious issues.

Ambassador Strauss wondered what time-frame should be applied
to the need for progress.

Dr. Brzezinski said about six months. By the end of this year we
should see some progress or else the Arabs will see that we are engaged
in a charade.

Secretary Schlesinger said that he is not convinced of the detrimental
effect of a U.S. military presence in the case of no progress on the
Arab/Israel side. A presence does give the impression of power and
does assist in the security of the region. Returning to the original subject
he said that the Saudis are not hypocritical, rather they are divided
internally and are desperately weak. They do not see their role as
telling a superpower how to do its job, but they do expect and hope
for security. They fear that we will not provide it in a crunch.

General Smith commented that a strong military presence is in the
U.S. interest in the region whether things go for the better or worse in
the negotiations.

Dr. Brzezinski replied that if internal radicalism continues to grow
in the region our military force is not utilizable to halt that process.

Secretary Brown added that our ability to dominate the Arabs by
force is probably less than they think it is.

Secretary Schlesinger noted that there are two general areas that we
are involved in: first, is the negotiations on the Camp David accord
and that is not going well at the moment and is not received [perceived?]
as successful by the Arabs; the second area is that of security. If we
can’t have both tracks going well at the same time, we should at least
have one of them and give them reason to favor one side over the other.

General Smith added that if the Arabs cut off the oil flow the United
States would need force to be able to deal with it.

Dr. Brzezinski said that the radicals will not cut off the oil instead
they will reduce the supply and raise prices. We are seeing an example
of the kind of effects politically that they can have today in the actions
of the Japanese who are avoiding helping Sadat. Manipulation of the
oil supply creates new political attitudes on the part of Western Europe
and Japan who rely on the oil supply and it reduces their ability to
act politically.
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Ambassador Strauss said that if the flow of oil should be cut off that
would be the worst possible case for Israel. If people were forced to
choose oil as opposed to Israel, there is no doubt to how they would
choose. The question is how can that message be transmitted effectively
to Begin.

Dr. Brzezinski said the message perhaps could be relayed indirectly.
Mr. Begin shares antipathy to the Soviets. You could begin talking to
him about the effect of the growth of the Soviet and radical Arab
presence and activities in the region on the Free World. He believes
in the concept of the Free World. He was particularly responsive when
the President talked to him with regard to our collective stake in keep-
ing the Soviets out of the Middle East. Dr. Brzezinski did not see the
danger as having a Soviet flag flying over Riyadh. Rather the danger
is to have a government in Riyadh that is like the government in
Baghdad. Over the last year our Arab friends have been shaken in
their confidence about our reliability. We have built them up and let
them down.

Secretary Brown referred to the talks he had with the Arabs during
his visit to the region, noting that all of them were delighted regarding
the security actions which we were taking with respect to the Soviets.!°
Moreover, our actions during the Yemen crisis have them believing
that we are able to produce on the security side.

Admiral Turner commented that it is dangerous to persuade them
to lean too much on us, only to be disappointed in the end when we
cannot do all that they expect.

(22 June 1979—Secretary Brown, Chair)

Secretary Brown: A specific item we must take up first is Congres-
sional notification on additional support for the Saudi F-15s and for the
Saudi National Guard programs. I don’t think there is a problem here.

Secretary Vance: There is a problem. We are talking about $1.4B,
aren’t we? Let’s split the request to lower the cost.

Secretary Brown: We can submit the National Guard portion now.
That is about $1.2B.

Secretary Vance: That is too much. We might have prospects of
getting half that. What we have heard on the Hill is not encouraging.
We might lose the vote.

Secretary Brown: But we cannot tell the Saudis that we cannot get
it through Congress. That would be politically bad.

Secretary Vance: It would also be bad were we to lose the vote.

10 See Document 20.
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Secretary Brown: Why is there such opposition to assistance to the
Saudi National Guard?

Secretary Vance: We urgently need more consultations on the Hill
now. Then we can make a final decision after the President’s Tokyo
trip.!! We have to be sure of the votes.

Secretary Brown: The attitude on the Hill is that the Saudis ought
to produce more oil. People in the gas lines are beginning to see a
connection between Saudi Arabia and oil. There is probably a growing
reluctance to cast votes that represent a slap at the Saudis.

Secretary Vance: White House, State, and DOD people should meet
today to plan prompt approaches to all the key figures on the Hill.

Secretary Brown: We are talking about both pieces, the National
Guard and the F-15s.

Secretary Vance: David McGiffert should contact Frank Moore to
start this up.

Secretary Brown: Yesterday the PRC discussed political conditions
and requirements for US military presence and actions in the area. We
should discuss actions other than military presence first. Actions now
in train should go forward, e.g., our bilateral security association with
Egypt. These must be reflected in the FY-81 budget proposal. I don’t
see much need to discuss this.

Secretary Vance: Agreed.

Secretary Brown: Then let’s proceed. We should consider establish-
ing a special contingency stockpile of equipment to support time urgent
assistance efforts. Should DOD explore this concept?

Secretary Schlesinger: This is a good idea, long overdue. We have
been held back by fears of another Vietnam.

Secretary Brown: Of course Congressional approval will have to be
secured. We are talking about shortening the lead time on deliveries
from years to weeks. DOD will explore this. As regards US military
presence, the DOD paper lays out four options—the status quo, moder-
ate increase, a near continuous US presence without more carriers, and
a continuous major presence. These are four points on a multidimen-
sional continuum. We want views about where on that continuum we
ought to be. We discussed political pros and cons yesterday. Today
we should get opinions on the appropriate military level. I would like
to end the meeting with a charge to DOD to explore in detail and
recommend action within a narrower part of the spectrum of
possibilities.

11 Reference is to Carter’s trip to Tokyo June 24-29 to attend the G-7 Economic
Summit and to meet with Prime Minister Ohira.
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Dep.Sec. Christopher: The first point is that we cannot assume politi-
cal benefits from augmenting our military presence without consider-
ing local sensitivities. This is not just a unilateral US matter. We have
to consider reactions in various parts of Africa and throughout the
Middle East and guard against overloading the political circuits with
presence, port visits, and activities ashore.

Secretary Brown: Our carrier task forces have not involved activi-
ties ashore.

Mr. Newsom: There has been a requirement for staging reconnais-
sance and logistics flights to support carriers. P-3 flights were deemed
necessary for the safety of our carriers. This required landing rights in
Oman and Djibouti.

Secretary Brown: Such landing rights are involved in any case. It
does not matter whether we put one, two, or three carriers a year into
the area.

Dep.Sec. Christopher: Because of the inevitable impact ashore, even
of naval activities, State believes we ought to concentrate on improving
our capability to surge forces into the area and emphasize joint exercises
with local countries, contingency plans, and consultation with our
Allies to increase their support and involvement. Our level of military
presence should be established flexibly on a case-by-case basis. A surge
capability is the main requirement.

Ambassador Strauss: What is meant by a surge capability?

Secretary Brown: This means essentially shortening the time it takes
to introduce military forces into the area from outside. This is not the
same as maintaining a constant military presence in the area. In some
situations, who gets there first is important. In any case, surge capability
is measured in terms of weeks, not days.

Secretary Vance: Is there merit in upgrading the airport in South
Egypt, Berenice, as Sadat has proposed?

Secretary Brown: This could be quite expensive and might not give
us much additional capability quickly. We want to move aircraft and
supplies more quickly through existing facilities. Sadat has already
offered to make such facilities available on a contingent basis. It looks
like he is trying to get an upgrade of Berenice as the price of something
he has already offered.

Gen. Smith: Berenice is too far away anyhow.

Dr. Brzezinski: Surge capability is not equivalent to presence.
Enhancing our surge capabilities certainly makes sense. It demonstrates
our interest and our potential willingness to act. Surge capability is
necessary, but insufficient. We must remember fundamentals. This
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region is vital to the US. It is not vital to the USSR.!? This region is
insecure and perceives an erosion of US capability and willingness to
defend it. We must move forward on two tracks, promoting positive
political developments favoring the moderate Arabs, and also demon-
strating our willingness to defend vital US interests. This will take more
than a surge capability, which represents potential for involvement.
We must also have increased real capability on the scene. We must
establish presence on the order of DOD’s Option 2, perhaps, in time,
but not too rapidly, moving toward Option 3.'> We must accept the
reality of an ambivalent attitude toward our presence on the part of
the Arabs. We must demonstrate to the Arabs that we mean it when
we say their region is vital to us. We must also demonstrate this to
the Soviets. At the Summit the President told Brezhnev that the Middle
East is vital to us. Brezhnev scoffed saying, “The US always declares
a vital interest where it wants to do something.” Option 2 is the right
way to proceed and is compatible with increased surge capability.
Neither local presence of the sort we are discussing nor improved surge
capability is adequate by itself. Improved surge capability backs up
increased presence.

Secretary Brown: In principle, we could either increase presence or
improve surge capability.

Dr. Brzezinski: That would not be adequate.

Sec. Schlesinger: We must consider the long-term thrust of our policy.
We must recognize that the balance of power in the area is unfavorable
and perceived to be so. Our interests require new and visible means to
respond to major aggression. Our actions will have to be unilateral at
first. We cannot expect people in the area to stand up and applaud our
presence until we have demonstrated our resolve and capability to be
there in strength. If we don’t make the necessary repairs in the military
balance in 5-10 years, the resources of this area will come under Soviet
domination. We must create a situation in which we are expected nor-
mally to be present. Occasional appearances and surge capability will
not do the job. Moving naval forces into the region, which takes two
weeks from Subic Bay, may often generate a signal we don’t want to
send. I favor something between Options 3 and 4.

Dr. Brzezinski: The Soviet Union is building up permanent facilities
at Dalakh. It is inconceivable that we should hesitate building up our
permanent presence when they are doing this.

Secretary Brown: What about the Indian Ocean Talks?

12 An unknown hand underlined the three sentences beginning with the word “We”
and ending with “USSR.”

13 The Defense Department options are summarized in Document 24.
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Mpr. Keeny: ACDA supports State in favoring concentration on surge
capability. In the short term we must consider local political reactions.
In the long run we have to consider the possible effects of reducing
our capability in Europe and the Far East.

Secretary Brown: We have had near continual presence for the last
six months. In the longer run we ought to draw naval assets from the
Mediterranean rather than from the Far East. This would mean one
less carrier in the Mediterranean and one more in the Indian Ocean.
In my judgment, a major conflict with the Soviets would oblige us to
take our carriers out of the Mediterranean anyway, or at least to move
them westwards.

Dep.Sec. Christopher: 1 support Option 2 but in somewhat different
terms than Zbig does. We have to be specific about what we are going
to do and to consider the political costs.

Ambassador Strauss: Are we talking about force changes with prior
announcement, or is it a quiet change, observed but unannounced?

Dr. Brzezinski: This is an important question. We can announce our
policy or we can seek to be less vocal about it. I lean toward the second
course. Public statements create reactions to the statement, quite apart
from the action. We must think this through.

Secretary Vance: 1 agree. Dramatic pronouncements, e.g., a Carter
doctrine or the formation of a fifth fleet, would be a mistake.

Mr. Aaron: Therefore, there should be no debriefs or leaks out of
this meeting.

Dr. Brzezinski: Leaks are less dramatic and less binding than pro-
nouncements from the President.

Secretary Vance: 1 agree with David Aaron, no leaks or pronounce-
ments.

Dr. Brzezinski: We have to be realistic about the likelihood of leaks.
The problem is what course of action to take. First, we should decide
for sustained deployment of carriers, and, second, we should explore
the possibility of getting a regular anchorage for them near the Arabian
Peninsula or off Somalia. Oman is willing and Somalia is eager to see
us nearby.

Secretary Brown: On the matter of surge capability vs. presence, it
should be noted that truly effective intervention capability requires
land forces. They, in turn, require local training and local prepositioning
of equipment. In this sense, real surge capabilities run into political
constraints more rapidly than do naval deployments, which can be
undertaken more or less unilaterally.

Admiral Turner: The key political consideration is the likely reaction
of moderate Arab opinion. The moderate Arabs want to be protected,
but they are most concerned about domestic threats and domestic
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attitudes. They fear our military measures will be clumsy and possibly
directed against them and their oil. The degree of local acceptance of
US military presence will be crucially influenced by further success in
the peace process. Radicalization of moderate states is the greatest
threat. We need major improvements on the West Bank. Short of that,
even Oman will not accept such things as US anchorages.

Ambassador Strauss: What I am hearing is that we have got to use
our political muscle in the peace process before or in parallel with
military measures aimed at the overall security situation.

Mr. Keeny: Regarding the Indian Ocean Talks, it will be difficult
to proceed with those talks if we are also significantly increasing our
local military presence. Admittedly this is not an overwhelming argu-
ment against increasing presence, but we have to consider it.

Secretary Brown: Remember that the Soviets are developing a facility
at Dalakh.

Myr. Keeny: We may be headed for higher levels of military presence
on both sides, and have to conduct the Indian Ocean Talks on that
premise.

Secretary Brown: Our past proposals in those talks surely preclude
Option 3 in the DOD paper, and may severely constrain what we could
do under Option 2.

Mr. Keeny: We may have to change our negotiating position to
permit higher ceilings. In any case, it would be unwise to move on the
Indian Ocean Talks, as we agreed at the Summit, until we have a clear
idea what we are going to do about deployments.

General Smith: As you know, the JCS have never been enthusiastic
about the Indian Ocean Talks. The real constraints on increased pres-
ence and improved surge capability have to do with our total resources
and commitments elsewhere. We favor augmenting MIDEASTFORCE
and increased periodic naval deployments, augmented by Marines and
land-based air if possible.

Dep. Sec. Christopher: In refining deployment plans under Option
2 we must remember to consider the impact on Africa. We don’t want
military actions to intensify polarization there along US-Soviet lines.

Secretary Brown: Reactions in Africa are likely to vary in different
regions. Egypt, an African country, tends to favor increased US
presence.

General Smith: 1 want to repeat that resource constraints oblige an
evolutionary approach.

Mr. Aaron: What are the costs of increased military presence?

Secretary Brown: We judge the dollar costs to be relatively modest,
on the order of several tens of millions of dollars.
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Mpr. Keeny: 1 am suspicious of your cost figures. I'd bet the real
dollar costs come out higher.

Secretary Brown: You are probably right, but they’re sure to be small
as compared to our stake in Middle East oil.

Dr. Brzezinski: Maybe we need another PRC meeting to consider a
refinement of Option 2, including costs, etc.

Secretary Brown: I take it from this meeting that DOD is tasked to
develop a concrete plan for augmented presence within the range of
Option 2, to include specific steps, rates of deployment, etc.

Dr. Brzezinski: This should then be submitted to the President, along
with possible variations and indications as to the degree of support
for specific actions.

Secretary Brown: The President can decide where in the general
spectrum of possibilities he wants our deployments to come out.

Dr. Brzezinski: The President needs some sense of the tangible costs
of his choice.

Secretary Vance: The key issue in any deployment policy along the
lines of Option 2 is the rate at which we increase our level of presence.

Secretary Brown: We will develop that.

Dr. Brzezinski: So we are talking about a plan within the confines
of Option 2, what it means concretely, what disagreements there are
among us.

Mpr. McGiffert: Isn’t there some confusion here? As presented in the
paper, Option 2 is relatively specific. Is it the pace of implementation
that is of concern?

Secretary Brown: It is a question of pace, of which combinations of
force elements (e.g., carriers, Marines, surface units and tac air), of
possible base requirements, and of the relationship to surge capability.

Mr. Aaron: Don’t we need shore access for both Marine units and
tac air?

Secretary Brown: Shore access is not absolutely necessary for
Marines to be deployed to the area.

Mr. McGiffert: Options 2 and 3 are comparable in their impact on
our commitments in other theaters. They do differ in their impact on
carrier deployments.

Ambassador Strauss: This discussion reinforces the impression I am
getting that we must move more quickly on the peace talks and get
some progress by the end of this year at the latest.

Secretary Vance: Progress is definitely needed earlier than the end
of the year.

Ambassador Strauss: 1 have got to step up my plans, then. I will be
moving full steam by 30 June.
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Sec. Schlesinger: We must see deployment decisions as the first step
in a sequence of actions that improve our military posture in the Middle
East/Persian Gulf area. We should tell the President what the ultimate
objective is.

Secretary Brown: We can make deployment decisions now and be
more tentative as to what steps might follow later.

Sec. Schlesinger: We really do need a longer-term military strategy
for the area and, if he is able, the President would be advised to decide
on one.

Dr. Brzezinski: Once we have established a strong sense of direction,
there is nothing wrong with letting some aspects of our strategy evolve.
We may need a specific Presidential Directive that links increased
military effort and increased efforts in the negotiations. But this is part
of a dynamic process that can evolve.

Sec. Schlesinger: If it is our view that the importance of our interests
in the area requires a preponderance of power, something better than an
equilibrium with the Soviets, then we must present that to the President.

Secretary Brown: The Soviet Union can react to, and possibly offset,
what we do.

Dr. Brzezinski: The President deals with the reality of the situation,
which is the overwhelming importance to the West of this region. Force
ratios must reflect that reality.

Sec. Schlesinger: We may by implying military activities for which
we lack the requisite resources. That remains to be seen.
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27.  Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Brown to
President Carter'

Washington, July 11, 1979

SUBJECT
US Military Presence in the Middle East/Persian Gulf (U)

(S) Three SCC/PRC meetings have been held to review US policy
toward the Middle East/Persian Gulf in light of the fall of the Shah,
Soviet activities in Afghanistan, the Horn and South Yemen, and our
increasing dependence on imported oil.? With respect to regional secu-
rity issues, the consensus of the meetings was that the US should
strengthen its defense ties with the moderate Persian Gulf states, con-
tinue to assist them in improving their self-defense capabilities,
improve US military surge capabilities, and moderately increase peace-
time US military presence in the region. This memorandum outlines
specific initiatives which I propose to take within DoD if you approve
these general conclusions.

Defense Ties with Regional States

(S) To establish closer defense ties with the moderate Persian Gulf
states as a means to improve their self-defense capabilities and to
reduce the political strains caused by the US role in the Egyptian-Israeli
peace process and by our economic differences, DoD, in coordination
with the State Department, will continue efforts already underway to
establish regular bilateral security consultations with selected Persian
Gulf states, to be responsive to the requests of the moderate Arab states
for arms and equipment where it makes sense to do so, and to improve
the readiness of local forces by, for example, participating in exercises
with them.

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Defense/Security,
Ermarth, Box 3, [Indian Ocean]: 2-8/79. Secret. Bartholomew sent a copy of Brown's
memorandum to Vance under a July 19 briefing memorandum, noting that Vance, Brown
and Brzezinski planned to discuss it at their scheduled July 20 luncheon. Bartholomew
noted: “This memo accurately reflects the PRC decisions and we agree with its overall
thrust. However, we need an early State/DOD assessment of the diplomatic implications
and military support requirements essential to some of Harold’s recommendations (e.g.,
MIDEASTFOR increases, land-based tactical air deployments, and marine air-ground
task force). The results of that assessment should be reflected in Harold’s memo before
it goes forward.” (Department of State, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance,
Secretary of State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241, Box 1, Vance/Brown/Brzezinski Lunches,
7-9/79) Vance and Brown did set forth plans for implementing the increased presence
outlined in Brown’s memorandum; see Document 30.

2 See Documents 23 and 26.
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US Military Presence

(S) To provide a moderate increase in US peacetime military pres-
ence in the region, I plan to: (1) expand the permanent US naval pres-
ence (now three ships) by two or three surface combatants; (2) increase
the number of routine naval deployments to the region from three to
four per year including, normally, two carrier battle groups (in the
past there have been either one or two such carrier groups deployed
each year) and a Marine air-ground task force (MAGTF); and (3) deploy,
if politically feasible, at least one TACAIR squadron to the region each
year to participate in training and combined exercises with local states.
Before a MAGTF is deployed to the vicinity of the Arabian Peninsula,
political consultations would be held as appropriate. Of course, addi-
tional short-notice deployments may be required to deal with unfor-
seeable events in the region.

(S) The JCS have prepared an illustrative deployment schedule
with notional forces covering the CY 1980-82 period which is attached
as Appendix A2 Initially, most of the naval forces will be drawn from
CINCPAC, but we are exploring ways to provide part of the necessary
assets from USCINCEUR and CINCLANT as well. Undoubtedly, such
deployments will have some impact on our Mediterranean and Asian
commitments as well as on fleet readiness. The extent of this impact will
become clearer when we develop specific (as opposed to illustrative)
schedules, including composition of each naval deployment. With judi-
cious scheduling we should be able to honor the bulk of our peacetime
commitments in Europe and Asia.

(S) For the longer term, we in DoD will be studying the feasibility
of moving toward near-continuous or continuous naval presence with
major combatants in the Indian Ocean using more than two carrier
deployments per year. As part of this study, we will be formulating
options that would give the US the capability to sustain significant
combat forces (carriers, MAGTFs, TACAIR) in the region for prolonged
periods. We will also shortly be sending you other ideas with respect
to presence enhancement that might involve less diversion of existing
naval assets.

US Surge Capabilities

(S) I have in mind the following measures to upgrade our surge
capabilities: attempting to prearrange necessary clearances from states
en route to the region to permit the US access and overflight rights in
a Middle East/Persian Gulf contingency; concluding agreements with
states in the region which would provide us access to airfields and

3 Appendix A is attached but not printed.
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ports in a crisis; exercising these access and overflight rights on a
routine basis in peacetime; upgrading the defenses and capabilities of
local facilities so that the flow of men and supplies can be expedited;
reviewing US strategic and theater lift capabilities to determine whether
the US can adequately deploy and support a significant combat force
in a Middle East/Persian Gulf contingency; refining our contingency
planning for the region, considering expansion of the facilities at Diego
Garcia, exploring the need and opportunities for pre-positioning equip-
ment and supplies in the region; and improving operational capabilities
through increased liaison and exercises with local states.

Recommendations

(S) I recommend you agree to the general conclusions outlined
above. In that case, I would issue policy guidance within DoD to
implement these conclusions as indicated.

(S) I also recommend that the increase in US military presence be
handled in a low key manner. In particular, we should avoid a declara-
tory policy and other actions which lock us into a particular deployment
pattern. Additionally, I recommend that the Administration brief key
members of Congress on a confidential basis concerning the increase
in US presence and the full range of initiatives which will be imple-
mented to improve US surge capabilities and regional self-defense
forces.

(S) Finally, I recommend that we continue to enlist the cooperation
of our allies to protect our mutual interests in the region. In this respect,
we have already begun a low key process of encouraging support, and
participation where possible, by our NATO allies in efforts to improve
regional security.

(S) The Joint Chiefs of Staff agree with these recommendations.

Harold Brown
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28. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Brown to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Brzezinski)'

Washington, July 31, 1979

SUBJECT
US Capabilities to Respond to Limited Contingencies (U)

(S) This memorandum responds to your 9 July request? for a status
report on the progress which has been made in implementing the
limited contingency aspects of PD/NSC-18.3

(S) First, by way of background, even prior to August 1977 the US
had forces which could be used to respond to limited contingencies.
However, the focus on planning for limited contingencies in the Middle
East/Persian Gulf has increased substantially since PD/NSC-18 was
issued. Competition for limited resources has precluded additions to
our basic force structure, which is not the limiting factor in our capabil-
ity for rapid deployment in any event.* However, we have designated
specific type units for a rapid deployment force, are refining our contin-
gency plans, tailoring our training, and programming logistics, mobil-
ity, and support resources for the rapid deployment force so that it
can operate effectively in the Middle East/Persian Gulf and Korea.

(S) I have instructed the Services to program logistics, mobility,
and support for a rapid deployment force consisting of two Army
divisions (one light and one mechanized) along with an armored bri-
gade and combat support forces, four tactical fighter wings (seven for a
Korean contingency), three carrier battle groups, a Marine Amphibious
Force (MAF), and two tactical airlift wings. These units are being identi-
fied within the existing force structure; many of them also have NATO
missions. Although forces programmed for NATO use can be used to
respond to a limited contingency elsewhere, they will generally need
more logistics (including lift) and military support for use in a rapid
deployment force elsewhere than is currently funded for them.

(S) I have directed the programming of support for the rapid
deployment force so that eventually it can operate for at least 90 days

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, General
Odom File, Box 28, Middle East Command Post: 7/79-3/80. Secret.

2 Brzezinski’s July 9 request is ibid.

3PD/NSC-18, “U.S. National Security Policy,” August 24, 1977, is scheduled for
publication in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. IV, National Security Policy.

4 An unknown hand underlined the portion of this sentence beginning with the
word “Competition” and ending with the word “structure.”
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in an austere environment. The Services, however, are having difficulty
meeting this goal, given the many competing demands for resources.

(S) The rapid deployment force is capable of responding adequately
to a wide range of non-NATO contingencies. It is possible, however, to
envision major non-NATO contingencies where the rapid deployment
force would have to be reinforced by additional units committed to
NATO, particularly if Soviet forces invaded the Persian Gulf region
through Iran. To meet large-scale non-NATO contingencies, the JCS
have noted a requirement (based on a Persian Gulf scenario) for five
divisions and nine tactical fighter wings (as well as the MAF and three
carrier battle groups). This would require either an expansion of the
active forces or acceptance of a somewhat greater risk to NATO. Addi-
tionally, to deploy a force of this size quickly would require, at a
minimum, an increase in our mobility forces and/or substantial prepo-
sitioning in the area.

(S) With respect to mobility, DoD is pursuing a range of programs
to enhance the capabilities of our airlift assets.” These programs include:
the C-5 wing modification program; the C-141 “Stretch” program
which will raise the C-141 force’s lift capability by about one third;
the purchase of KC-10 tankers; and modification of civil passenger
aircraft to carry cargo as part of the CRAF program. The naval forces
provide their own lift and are largely independent of foreign bases
for support.

(S) The initiatives outlined above, combined with the operating
experience acquired in recent deployments to the Middle East/Persian
Gulf (e.g., the increased naval deployments and the deployment of
F-15s and AWACS aircraft to Saudi Arabia)® indicate that we have
made progress in the last two years to project forces to respond to
limited contingencies. However, I would emphasize that there are sig-
nificant problems that have not yet been solved. Many of these prob-
lems are not soluble without major programmatic efforts such as I
described in the PRC meeting on the Draft Consolidated Guidance.”
Specifically, we are particularly concerned about programmatic diffi-
culties in maintaining continuous combat presence in the region for
immediate reaction and rapidly deploying mechanized forces to the
area.

Harold Brown

5 An unknown hand highlighted this paragraph, underlined “DOD is pursuing
a range of programs,” and wrote a question mark in the right-hand margin next to
the sentence.

¢ See Document 271.

7 See Document 26.
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29. Memorandum From Gary Sick of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, August 6, 1979

SUBJECT
Unified Middle East Command (U)

Background

You asked for comments on Bill Odom’s memo.? A couple of words
of background are required. At the present time, the Middle East south
of Suez and the Indian Ocean is the “backyard” of both CINCEUR and
CINCPAC. For years, they have been trying to work out some kind of
reasonable command structure for the area without any significant
success. Middle East Force, the only permanent U.S. military presence
in the region, as well as the attache/military assistance programs, have
always been under CINCEUR. CINCPAC has been playing a much
more important role since 1974 when we began the policy of periodic
task force deployments into the region at a time when the Suez Canal
was closed and the Sixth Fleet had no ready access to the region. At
the present time, we have the anomalous situation where Middle East
Force CINCEUR is responsible only for the Persian Gulf/Red Sea and
adjacent land area; while all the rest of the Indian Ocean is technically
the responsibility of the Pacific Command. Thus, when MIDEASTFOR
ships sail out of the Gulf (which they do routinely) they are techni-
cally in CINCPAC's territory, and when Seventh Fleet units operate
off the Arabian Peninsula they report back to Honolulu, although
MIDEASTFOR has a “liaison” responsibility. (S)

Harold Brown is well aware of this issue and tasked the JCS on
June 22 to do an evaluation. A preliminary report has been completed
within the JCS which identifies seven possible options. Although this
report has been briefed to the Chairman, it has still not been reported

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East,
Subject File, Box 68, Middle East: Security: 7-8/79. Secret. Outside the System. Sent for
information. A stamped notation on the memorandum reads: “ZB has seen.”

2 Reference is to a July 24 memorandum that Odom sent to Brzezinski. Odom wrote:
“As you make progress in establishing the policy of an increasing U.S. military presence
in the Persian Gulf, there is a major ‘next step” which should be considered: a change
in the DOD’s Unified Command Plan to create a unified command for the Persian
Gulf region.” Brzezinski forwarded the memorandum to Gary Sick with a handwritten
notation in the margin that reads: “GS, your comments on the politics of this in the
region? ZB.” (Ibid.) Notations on Odom’s memorandum indicate that Aaron also read
and commented on it.
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out of the JCS. (I have a copy of the original slide presentation on this
report if you want additional details. It is in Pentagonese and requires
a translator.) Any significant alteration of the present arrangement
would involve a battle for turf among the Services and the existing
Unified and Specified Commands. My understanding is that there is
little enthusiasm within the JCS for a potentially bruising territorial
fight and they would prefer simply to leave things as they are for the
moment. The impetus for change will almost certainly have to come
from outside the JCS, either from SecDef or the NSC. (S)

Security Relationship with Saudi Arabia

One of the most important elements of any new Middle East Com-
mand would be the military relationship with Saudi Arabia and the
nations of the Arabian Peninsula. As you know, Major General Dick
Lawrence has recently returned from a three-month mission to Saudi
Arabia and the Arabian Peninsula to examine this issue.® Based on his
findings, he is convinced that a thorough reorganization of the U.S.
military relationship is required. As a result of his conversations, he
believes that the Saudi top leadership is aware that their primary prob-
lems are not lack of hardware but shortcomings in management, plan-
ning, coordination, and command and control. Our present effort in
Saudi Arabia is oriented almost exclusively toward hardware and is
constrained from providing management advice and assistance. (S)

Lawrence believes that it is now time to restructure our military
relationship with Saudi Arabia to take account of the two aspects
of our effort—i.e. FMS and advisory/planning assistance. He would
propose giving the organization a new name and a new charter with
greater regional orientation, with cognizance over all U.S. military in
the country. He believes this can be done within existing manpower
ceilings. Lawrence has briefed his proposal widely in DOD and State
(and to this office). There is a great deal of support for the idea, but it
will require a push from above to get things moving. (S)

In my view, this is the place to begin restructuring our Middle
East security efforts. The Arabian Peninsula is the heart of our security
concern, and we should get our house in order there before proceeding
to restructure the next layer of command. In that Dick Lawrence has
already briefed specific recommendations to State and Defense, changes
along these lines would be more easily and quickly adapted than those
for a Mideast command. I will be sending you a memo in the next few
days proposing a strategy for dealing with this issue.* (S)

3 See Document 197.
4 Not further identified and not found.
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Regional Politics

The regional reaction to the establishment of a Middle East Com-
mand would depend very heavily on which of the seven JCS options
we chose to pursue. If we merely establish a subordinate command
attached to EUCOM or PACCOM, or if we add this responsibility to
REDCOM or create a Washington paper command, I suspect that the
reaction in the region would be muted. This would amount to nothing
more than a bureaucratic restructuring of our present organization,
with the same assets except for a few headquarters personnel thousands
of miles away, it should not be unmanageable on the political level. I
dare say that very few in the Middle East understand our present
command relationship. (S)

If, however, we undertook to establish a unified command in the
region, or if we made it clear that this was our ultimate intention, this
would be seen as the long-anticipated “Fifth Fleet” and would arouse
intense concern. That should be undertaken only after the most careful
study and advance preparation. (S)

At this point, I would be content to leave the question of a major
command restructuring where it is in the Department of Defense, while
we direct our attention to the subsidiary problem of getting our security
relationship with Saudi Arabia in order.” (S)

5 Brzezinski drew a vertical line in the left-hand margin next to this final paragraph
with a line connecting to his notation in the lower margin that reads: “ok for time-
being ZB.”
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30. Memorandum From Secretary of State Vance and Secretary
of Defense Brown to President Carter!

Washington, August 17, 1979

SUBJECT
U.S. Military Presence in the Middle East and Indian Ocean

Harold Brown’s memorandum of July 11 outlined the proposed
increase in U.S. military presence in the Indian Ocean area.? This memo-
randum sets forth our plans for implementing the increased presence.
We expect that these plans, when carefully executed, will enhance
respect for U.S. interests and will reassure our Middle Eastern friends.

Matter-of-fact presentation and low-key implementation of our
plans will elicit private, though probably not public, acceptance on the
part of the most moderate states in the region. We can improve the
chances for positive reaction by providing opportunities for joint exer-
cises and training with U.S. forces. We expect a more favorable reaction
from our Asian and NATO allies so long as our force commitments to
their regions are not significantly reduced. We should anticipate criti-
cism from the USSR, Ethiopia, Iran, Iraq, the other radical Arab and
African states, and some moderates such as India.

Naval deployments will be the least controversial aspect of the
proposed increases. In general, the “over-the-horizon” nature of naval
forces is welcomed by our friends in the region. Four rather than three
major deployments will require some increases in U.S. Navy use of
local facilities for port calls and fuel and for access for maritime patrol
and logistic aircraft.

Adding two surface combatants to MidEastForce can be accom-
plished without causing undue concern to Bahrain and other regional
states by assigning the additional ships to Commander Middle East
Force for command and control purposes only, by focusing the activities
outside the Persian Gulf, and by not formally increasing our
MidEastForce strength or increasing our day-to-day presence in the
Gulf. MidEastForce has, in fact been augmented off and on since last
November, without evidence of concern by friendly states.

The increased support requirements for our expanded activities
may encounter resistance from some littoral states or demands for quid

! Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files, FRC 330-82-
0205, Box 15, Middle East. Secret. The memorandum is on Department of State stationery.

2 See Document 27.
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pro quo in the form of assistance. In general, however, these problems
should be manageable.

While more sensitive, the TacAir deployments should be favorably
received if they are clearly tied to joint training exercises with regional
states. In any event, these deployments will require previous consulta-
tions and approval of host nations. There is precedent for such deploy-
ments as the U.S. sent F-15s and AWACs on separate occasions to
Saudi Arabia in early 1979.3

More controversial will be the Marine deployments. These have
the potential for adverse publicity by those who wish us ill or fear
American intervention. We will have to approach this issue very care-
fully, with regard to both timing and the countries involved. We would
suggest to them Marine exercises within the context of joint exercises.
The most likely initial amphibious exercise could be with Australia, or
alternatively, with Saudi Arabia if it were willing.

In order to avoid negative reactions, it is important that we consult
with appropriate moderate states and our NATO and East Asian allies,
in conjunction with any announcement of increases in U.S. naval pres-
ence. We should also carefully lay the groundwork with key members
of Congress.

We should not seek endorsement of proposed naval increases from
our regional friends. This is a U.S. decision. It should be explained as
a logical step to strengthen the position of U.S. and moderate forces
in the region, and as an indication of American concern for the security
of our friends.

We will not proceed with consultations until after the NAM Summit
in September.* Since our decisions are likely to leak publicly once
consultations take place with Congress or abroad, we would exacerbate
expected NAM criticism of our Indian Ocean military policy. Our
friends in the region would then be forced to acquiesce in resolutions
specifically condemning our decisions.

Procedures for Implementation of Policy

After the NAM, we intend to proceed along the following plan
of action:

1. Inform key members of Congress of our plans.

2. Concurrently inform key countries (e.g., Saudi Arabia, India,
Pakistan) of our plans, as well as our NATO and East Asian allies.

3 See Document 271.

4 Reference is to the Non-Aligned Movement Summit scheduled to take place in
Havana, Cuba, September 3-9.
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3. If deemed appropriate, make a low-key public announcement
of U.S. plans. No announcement should be made of possible tactical
air or Marine deployments, nor should the additional surface combat-
ants be officially termed a part of MidEastForce.

4. As necessary, undertake consultations with friends in the area
regarding support requirements and joint exercises.

Cyrus R. Vance
Secretary of State

Harold Brown
Secretary of Defense

31. Memorandum From William Odom of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski)!

Washington, October 2, 1979

Political-Military Planning for the Arabian Peninsula:

Harold Brown’s memo on planning for the next Yemen crisis and
the Arabian peninsula provokes my comment.” No matter what plan-
ning we do at the NSC level, we cannot compensate for inadequacies
in “organizational” structure in the region and on the peninsula.
Projecting forces and military equipment into the peninsula will not
necessarily prevent the two Yemens from getting together, reduce
Saudi fear of a strong anti-Soviet North Yemen, integrate Oman into
the peninsula security system, and take advantage of the anti-Aden
tribes in eastern South Yemen. We are wasting valuable time by not
changing the MAAG missions to emphasize (a) peninsula-wide security
planning; (b) military management assistance vice “military sales”;

! Source: Carter Library, Brzezinski Donated Material, Geographic File, Box 15,
Southwest Asia/Persian Gulf—2/79-12/79. Secret. Marked “FOR DR. BRZEZINSKI
ONLY.” A table entitled “East Europe: Arms Deliveries to Yemen (Aden) and Yemen
(Sana)” is ibid.

2 Reference is to a September 28 memorandum from Brown to Brzezinski in which
Brown noted: “I believe it would be desirable to do some politico-military anticipatory
planning with respect to contingencies with which we may be faced in the coming
months.” Brown went on to “suggest we start with the scenario of a renewed PDRY
attack on North Yemen and/or attack on Oman.” Sick sent the memorandum to Brzezin-
ski under an October 1 covering memorandum. (Carter Library, National Security Affairs,
Brzezinski Material, Brzezinski Office File, Country Chron File, Box 56, Yemen)
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(c) support of covert actions in South Yemen. We do not need a bigger
MAAG in Riyadh; we need a properly staffed smaller MAAG with a
different charter, one extending beyond Saudi boundaries. (C)

In addition to a new mission for the MAAG, we need to press
forward with the Middle East Command. JCS has the options stopped
cold. They need a prod from above to produce options which (a)
take command of the MAAGs away from EUCOM,; (b) give the new
command direct and full control of intelligence and operations for both
local defense and deployments into the region. JCS’s first proposal split
command authority, leaving the MAAG with EUCOM and the “opera-
tions” with REDCOM in Florida. We must ensure that a truly unified
option is offered. (S)

We need a two-prong strategy in the region, particularly on the
Peninsula. First, local defense. Local defense will not develop through
military sales alone. I have spent several hours with General Lawrence
who recently assessed the region, developed a defense scheme for
North Yemen, and proposed a number of steps to improve Saudi
capabilities. His account is not unlike my assessment a number of years
ago on Vietnam. Our approach, pouring in FMS, not insisting upon
proper management and staffing capabilities within the host regime,
runs the risk of destroying the very regime we want to save. The U.S.
Navy in the Indian Ocean will not prevent such an outcome. Internal
fragility of the regimes on the peninsula is the primary enemy. F-15s
do not compensate for fragility, and they may contribute to it. (S)

I watched the first years of the U.S. assistance effort to Iran. We
tried to develop a proper infrastructure. We soon gave way to the
military-sales-above-all approach. I personally knew several Iranian
officers who began as serious young lieutenants and grew into “cor-
rupt” colonels 15 years later. The corruption also infected our MAAG.
I can only wonder about the MAAG in Riyadh, especially in view of
its proposal for expansion. (S)

The second prong should be our force projection into the region.
Again, the need for a unified U.S. command is crucial. It can provide
the C°I essential for a smooth operation. If we depend on EUCOM, we
get a refraction through the prism of a “Central Front” outlook. (C)

These views are fully shared in ISA. Some in the JCS share them
but cannot act on them. They threaten Navy turf and SACEUR'’s
turf. (C)
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32. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Bahrain'

Washington, October 30, 1979, 1926Z

283380. Subject: Bahrain’s Request for Hawk Missile System. Ref:
Manama 1512 and related.?

1. Secret-entire text.

2. Summary: We are prepared to undertake substantive discussions
with the GOB in regard to its request for purchase of the improved
Hawk missile air defense system.? Our agreement to enter discussions
with the GOB on the I-Hawk is conditioned on the Bahraini battery
becoming associated with the Saudi air defense network in a manner
to be worked out by the Bahrainis and Saudis. We assume GOB will
seek Saudi funding. Our agreement to discuss the supply of the
I-Hawk to Bahrain would be subject to granting an exception to
the National Disclosure Policy and normal 36 (B) review procedures*in-
cluding both Presidential approval and congressional review. End
summary.

3. Background. The I-Hawk missile system can be employed only
in an air defense role. Its range (approximately 35 kilometers) and
mission make it an [garble—appropriate weapon?] for Bahrain (and
other Gulf states) to use against aerial attack. Over much of the last
decade, U.S. policy has consistently supported cooperation among the
moderate Arab states of the Persian Gulf in defense, education, indus-
trialization and other fields. The sale of the I-Hawk would serve as a

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D7900502-0072.
Secret. Drafted by Countryman; cleared by Saunders, Roscoe Suddarth (P), Douglas E.
Keene (PM/SAS), Sick, A. Peter Burleigh (H), and Murray and in DOD/DSAA and JCS;
approved by Benson. Sent for information to Abu Dhabi, Amman, Dhahran, Doha, Jidda,
Kuwait, Muscat, USLO Riyadh, Sana, Tehran, the Department of Defense, DA WASHDC,
DA//DALO-SAC WASHDC, DA//DAMO-SSA WASHDC, DA//DAMA WASHDC,
and USCINCEUR Vaihingen GE. In an October 25 action memorandum to Benson,
O’Donohue and Saunders attached a draft of this telegram, noting that the Government
of Bahrain had again expressed a desire to purchase one Hawk missile battery and
commenting that there was “military justification for the sale.” Benson approved the
telegram on October 29. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
P790179-0863)

2 In telegram 1512 from Manama, July 19, the Embassy reported threats from Ayatol-
lah Sadiq Rohani to revive Iranian claims to Bahrain, noting that Rohani’s statements
“are worrisome to GOB.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D790332-1048)

3 In telegram 153170 to Abu Dhabi, June 14, the Department detailed new Bahraini
requests for Hawk missiles and the U.S. Government’s dilemma over what to do in light
of U.S arms policy toward the lower Gulf region and new regional developments.
(National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D790270-0625)

4 Reference is to Section 36(B) of the 1976 Arms Export Control Act.
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concrete expression of the seriousness of our intent. Such a deployment,
moreover, of a defensive anti-aircraft missile system will enable us to
credibly deflect possible Bahraini requests for fixed wing aircraft. End
background.

4. You are authorized to convey the following points to the GOB.
We would suggest that you inform both the Crown Prince/Minister
of Defense and the Foreign Minister and leave to your discretion
whether to convey these points to other GOB officials.

—We agree to undertake substantive and detailed discussions with
the GOB in regard to its request to purchase the I-Hawk missile system;

—The GOB should be aware that any final agreement is subject to
granting an exception to the National Disclosure Policy as well as the
normal 36(B) review procedures which include Presidential approval
and congressional review;

—Our agreement is based on our understanding that Saudi Arabia
is prepared to fund the purchase. We have no policy problem with the
sale but believe that a separate, wholly Bahraini financed Hawk battery
cannot be justified in terms of cost effectiveness;

—We envisage the acquisition of the I-Hawk by Bahrain as an
important step in promoting regional air defense cooperation and that
it is sensible only in such a regional context;

—We plan to inform the SAG of the substance of our decision;

—We would encourage the maximum possible association of the
Bahraini with the Saudi I-Hawk system—and [garble—would expect?]
at a minimum, that the air defense commands of the two countries
would be linked by a common communications net and by common
exploitation of long-range target acquisition radars;

—Such linkage would not deny Bahrain the ability to defend itself
independently from attacking aircraft, but does provide economy in
logistical support of the system and avoid duplication of systems to
the degree possible;

—The USG would be involved only in supplying the missile system
and its components to Bahrain;

—Although the sale would be under FMS procedures (because of
its dollar value), we would not envision any large or long-term official
presence connected with the sale;

—We presume that technicians and training necessary would be
contracted to private American firms, as has been done in Saudi Arabia
and Kuwait. This should be done in the closest possible cooperation
with the Saudis to avoid duplication of efforts and unnecessary
expense;

—We are prepared to send, on a reimbursable basis, a team of air
defense experts to Bahrain to consult with the Ministry of Defense and
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to examine the technical requirements for the establishment of an air
defense system once Bahrain informs us that Saudi financing is firm
and that Bahrain and Saudi Arabia have reached general agreement
about associating their two air defense systems;

—If both the GOB and SAG agree, this team could also visit Saudi
Arabia to look into requirements for associating the two countries” air
defense capabilities;

—If the GOB decides to pursue the matter further, it should request
through the Embassy, a letter of offer for the team;

—There are great complexities associated with the deployment and
use of this weapons system. The Hawk missile not only is expensive;
it demands highly-trained officers and men to use it effectively. A
[garble—Hawk missile?] battery consists of two fire units totalling
six launchers supported by radar and computer technicians. Normal
staffing is 150-200 men per battery with several hundred more required
for logistical, administrative and technical support;

—One Hawk battery of six launchers costs about dols 30 million.
Each missile costs dols 135,000. Each launcher has three missiles per
load. To this must be added substantial maintenance/logistics training
requirements. We believe that the total package cost could reach dols
70-100 million depending on the actual equipment eventually acquired
by Bahrain and the degree of Bahraini use of Saudi support facilities;

—If, after considering all of the above, the GOB should continue
in its desire to purchase the I-Hawk, it should be aware that the
I-Hawk will go out of production in the next two-three years, and that
orders must be placed within the next twelve months. (FYI: The U.S.
will be adopting a new air defense missile system, the Patriot. End FYI.)

5. For Abu Dhabi, Doha and Muscat: If approached by host govern-
ments expressing interest in the I-Hawk, you are authorized to inform
them of the substance of this cable adding that we are prepared to
discuss with them the general subject of their air defense needs in a
regional context, but cannot make any commitment to sell a specific
system until we jointly agree on military requirements.

6. For Jidda: The contents of this message have been discussed
with Ambassador West. He will raise this matter with Prince Sultan
when he returns to Saudi Arabia.

Vance
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33. Summary of Conclusion of a Mini-Policy Review
Committee Meeting'

Washington, November 1, 1979, 10-11:30 a.m.

SUBJECT
Mini-PRC on Strait of Hormuz (C)

PARTICIPANTS

State

David Newsom, Under Secretary for Political Affairs

Harold Saunders, Asst. Sec. for Near Eastern & South Asian Affairs
Dan O’Donahue, Dep. Dir. for Politico Military Affairs

OSD

David McGiffert, Asst. Sec. for Int’l Security Affairs

Henry H. Gaffney, Director, Near Eastern & South Asian Affairs
Colonel G.W. Plummer, Director, Arabian Peninsula

Captain Chris C. Shoemaker, Policy Analysis

JCS
General John Pustay, Assistant to the Chairman
Commander Richard S. Shawkey, U.S.N.

DCI
Robert Ames, NIO, Near Eastern & South Asian Affairs

White House
David Aaron

NSC
Gary Sick

General Pustay briefed the mini-PRC on the geography of the Strait
of Hormuz and its vulnerability. The width and depth of the Strait
makes it difficult to block physically, but the fjords of the Musandam
Peninsula provide possible hiding places for isolated terrorist opera-
tions. The most likely contingencies would be emplacement of a limited
number of moored mines or a seaborne rocket attack on a tanker.
The best minesweeping capability in the region is the four new Saudi
minesweepers; the equipment is excellent but Saudi capability to use
it is still very limited.

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 83, MPRC
016, 11/1/79, Straits of Hormuz. Confidential. The meeting took place in the White
House Situation Room. The minutes of the meeting were not found.
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34. Memorandum From William Odom of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, November 28, 1979

SUBJECT
Strategy for the Persian Gulf in 1980

I promised some ideas on next steps after the present Iranian crisis.?
As a preface, I want to set forth a short assessment of our present
position and possibilities in region. That is followed by a list of con-
crete steps.

Opportunities and Constraints for a US Strategy in the Persian Gulf

Region

A number of previous obstructions to an effective strategy are
being overcome offering new opportunities for action. The Indian
Ocean Arms Talks have been removed as a block to U.S. military power
projection into the region.> We have loosened up the arms sales policy
a bit. The present Iranian crisis seems to be creating the chance to begin
a serious regional intelligence rebuilding effort as well as a physical
military presence. The time for action, therefore, is at hand.

At the same time two objective factors, however, must be recog-
nized as constraints in the development of an effective strategy for the
region. First, we have lost Iran for the present. Yet the focus of most
of our thinking is on Iran. The most viable and promising U.S. posture
will be one built with its center on the Arabian Peninsula. Although
we cannot march straight into Saudi Arabia tomorrow, we can keep a
Saudi-centric concept as the basis for each small step into the region.
Second, to the extent possible, we should separate our Arab-Israeli
policy from our strategy for the Persian Gulf. That means, of course,
that bases in Israel and the Sinai are not appropriate for increasing our
military presence in the region.

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, General
Odom File, Box 43, Security Framework [Southwest Asia/Persian Gulf]: 2-12/79. Secret;
Sensitive. Outside the System. Sent for information. Brzezinski wrote “good, am proceed-
ing along these lines. Give me memo ZB” in the upper right-hand corner of the
memorandum.

2 Iranian students seized the U.S. Embassy in Tehran on November 4.

3 See Document 123.



Middle East Region and the Gulf 119

The Strategic Configuration of the Region Today

The Persian Gulf itself has become the “forward edge of the battle
area” with the temporary loss of Iran. Our position, if we are to build
one, must rest primarily on the perimeter of the Arabian Peninsula.

Iraq, on the north end of this new line of conflict, presents opportu-
nities to turn this flank. Implicit Iraqi cooperation against Iran looks
more possible each week. Explicit cooperation is, admittedly, unlikely.

Pakistan, on the south end of the line of conflict, is critical for
turning that flank. Not only does it influence Iran, but it is the base
for influencing Afghanistan.

Another line of conflict is a circle around South Yemen, Eritrea,
and Ethiopia. Somalia, Oman, North Yemen, and Sudan are key loca-
tions for influencing the competition in this secondary conflict area.

The friendly states, particularly Saudi Arabia and Oman, are
extremely weak in two regards. First, they lack the domestic institutions
for an effective military establishment (the confusion in Saudi Arabia
during the Mecca incident is an example).* Second, they have no effec-
tive institutions for coordinating a peninsula-wide interstate security
system. The Soviets are attacking both of these weaknesses—infiltrating
and developing internal opposition movements—and coordinating the
interstate actions of Soviet client states—Yemen and Ethiopia.

What the U.S. Must Do

The first step we must take is to create a unified regional command
for the Persian Gulf and Middle East. The headquarters must be near
Washington at first, in the region after we are invited. Earlier arguments
about the adverse political affects of making this organizational step
no longer are compelling, if they ever were.

The JCS is still dragging its feet, obstructing movement on this
front, but OSD has demanded a recommendation for a “joint task force”
organization in the near future. I shall review it with Bob Murray (ISA).
He has invited me to comment on it.

Until we have a “regional” approach in our security/intelligence
organization, we shall stumble along in the fashion of November and
December 1978 and November 1979. Intelligence won’t improve, and
our ability to move into the region will not increase. State is delighted
to keep it that way. We can only do what we are organized to do, and
for the past three years that has been to “send cables,” the only kind
of action State is organized to take.

4See Documents 201 and 202.
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The second step is an approach to Oman, Saudi Arabia, and possibly
to Sudan and Pakistan, asking them what we can do to help. There are
several myths about what these countries will and will not accept from
us, but General Dick Lawrence, who commanded USMTM in Saudi
Arabia, 1975-77, and who took the team to advise on security in Yemen
last summer, insists that the Saudis will find a way to let us in if we start
by asking them what they recommend. King Khalid likes Lawrence
and jokes about his “Lawrence of Arabia.” During his last visit,”> Law-
rence got more exposure to close-hold Saudi military plans than anyone
before. His team wrote a “national strategy” plan for the Saudis. None
existed before; and the Saudis accepted it unaltered!

Oman is asking through various channels for a U.S. move or ges-
ture. The Omani ambassador has used two of my very close friends,
whom he knew at Oxford in the 1950s, to convey messages and ques-
tions about possible U.S. military assistance. “Does the U.S. ever send
assistance without being asked?” he asked. Clearly he is fishing for a
U.S. gesture. Lawrence insists that a base is available for the asking
in Oman.

The point is, we must open a dialogue, regional in scope, but not
at all public, which lets the Saudis, Omanis, and maybe others lead us
into closer security relations. The outcome after a year or two, will be
a regional security system, de facto but not de jure.

The third step is acquisition of bases in the region. I believe you realize
the importance of such bases after the military contingency planning
for the present Iranian crisis. Bases must provide us secure areas for
staging. They must hold stocks of equipment. And they must increase
our intelligence capabilities.

We should seek two categories of bases. First, permanent bases,
and second, bases for temporary exercise use.

In the first category, two, possibly three, bases could be acquired
soon. Masirah Island, off the Omani coast, is probably available in
exchange for some military assistance. Somalia, of course, would like
to make a similar deal. I know Paul Henze’s reluctance towards deals
with Somalia, but we should not heed him now. Rather we should
drive a tough bargain for Berbera or another location nearby. A third
possibility is Aswan in Egypt. Naturally this tends to entangle the
Arab-Israeli issue with our Persian Gulf posture, but its southern loca-
tion makes it worth serious consideration.

5See Document 197.
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The second category, temporary basing, could expand on the
PASEX® arrangements we now have with Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and
others. The Emirates, Sudan, and Jordan are possibilities for the second
category. Each “in and out” exercise helps us learn the route, know
the terrain and facilities, and make our contingency plans more up to
date. This second category, of course, is more a long-range matter, one
to be expanded or contracted as the political climate allows.

The fourth step is occasional operational deployments of U.S. forces
into the region. This could start with P-3 intelligence flights, AWACS,
and other small actions.

The fifth step involves intelligence collection and covert action. It goes
without saying that we must step up support to the Afghanistan insur-
gency.” This helps us with Pakistan, and it will eventually help us in
Iran. We must also explore the opportunities in South Yemen. Tribes
in the east, near the Omani border, reportedly are crying for help and
could tie up South Yemen’s forces for years. If we do this, the threat
to Oman is reduced. At the same time, we should look into covert
opportunities in North Yemen, Eritrea, Somalia, and elsewhere in the
Gulf of Aden region.

Covert action in Iran is a separate matter. David Aaron’s little
group’s analysis of the options is relevant but somewhat artificial and
misleading about proper choices. Analytically, the choice is between
putting a centralizing movement back together or supporting the ethnic
minorities and the probable breakup of the Persian state. We must do
both, but both are not enough. We have failed to recruit several
hundreds of Iranian students in the U.S. as agents. We have failed to
recruit hundreds of junior officers in Iran. We are floundering around
discussing either the choice of emigre leaders or the Kurds.® That is
not the important choice. Iran’s future depends on who builds a small
military organization and intelligence net the quickest. The Bolsheviks
could never have survived without the few hundred Lettist Rifles.”
They had bolshevized three battalions by June 1917 in Riga. These
troops came to Petrograd in November. They made the difference.

The point is, we must put Iran back together as a state, and to do
so, we must dominate the covert action among the centralizing Persians

© Brzezinski underlined the word “PASEX” and wrote “what is this?” in the right-
hand margin.

7 Brzezinski drew a vertical line in the left-hand margin next to this sentence and
wrote “we are.”

8 Brzezinski drew a vertical line in the left-hand margin next to this and the preceding
two sentences.

9 Reference is to a Latvian military formation that fought in the Imperial Russian
Army during the First World War.
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and also among the tribes—Kurds, Baluchis, etc. No ground can be left
to the radical left. Seize it all!

Positive intelligence, of course, must be expanded. It is a precondi-
tion for CIA efforts as well as all other actions. I only flag it here.

Possible Action for You

The thinking in ISA, particularly by Bob Murray, is similar to what
I have suggested above. State, of course, will object. CIA will probably
go along. I do not believe we will get movement unless you and Harold
Brown take the lead. The President’s instruction to look into bases in
the region is sufficient reason to take such a proposal to the President.
If you desire to try that, I shall prepare a memorandum from you to
Brown soliciting his reaction and support.'°

Alternatively, you could put the concept to the President, and if
he likes it, he could ask Brown to propose implementing plans.'!

10 Brzezinski drew a vertical line in the left-hand margin next to this sentence and
wrote “yes.”

11 Brzezinski drew a vertical line in the left-hand margin next to this sentence and
wrote “will do [illegible]—will do both.”
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35. Interagency Intelligence Memorandum Prepared in the
Central Intelligence Agency’

NI IIM 79-10026 Washington, December 1979

NEW REALITIES IN THE MIDDLE EAST
[Omitted here is the table of contents.]

1 Source: Central Intelligence Agency, History Staff Files. Secret; [handling restriction
not declassified]. Drafted in the Office of Political Analysis, National Foreign Assessment
Center, and coordinated with the Departments of State and Energy, National Security
Agency, Defense Intelligence Agency, and the Intelligence Staffs of the Army, Navy,
Air Force, and Marine Corps. A note on the title page reads: “Information available as
of 29 November 1979 was used in the preparation of this memorandum.”
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since 1973 the United States has become heavily dependent on oil
from the Middle East, and has seen US interests in the area increasingly
affected by events and regional politics that are not subject to US
control. US relations with Israel, the Arabs, and some of the South
Asian states have experienced repeated strains as these states have
pursued their national interests independent of the great powers. US
influence in the area has declined, and manifestations of anti-American
feeling have increased, in part because the United States is seen as
irresolute, but basically as the result of a historical trend that is not
likely to be reversed.

These changed circumstances are primarily the result of dramatic
developments that have occurred during the 1970s: the 1973 Arab-
Israeli war, the rapid increase in oil prices, the revolution in Iran, the
resurgence of a politicized Islam and a rejection of Western culture,
and the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty. Together, these developments
have reoriented the politics, the economics, and to a lesser extent the
military balance of the region. Egypt is isolated within the Arab world,
Iran is militarily weak and nearing anarchy, and the pro-US Arab states
often called moderates are taking a more independent course, seeking
new allies in the area, and cooperating more often with radical, anti-
Western Arab governments.

The Soviets, of course, have attempted to expand their influence
in the Middle East during this period of fundamental changes, instabil-
ity, and increasing difficulties for the United States. They have suffered
some setbacks, but their arms deliveries have enabled them to
strengthen relations with a number of Arab states; their military posi-
tion in the area has been maintained; and they are abetting the growing
instability in the region. Soviet gains have come more in the indirect
form of the reduced US role in the area than through direct expansion
of Soviet influence. The greatest potential for substantial Soviet gains
in the near term is in Iran, where continuing serious instability could
give way to a leftist regime more sympathetic to the USSR.

In the increasingly significant Persian Gulf region, recent develop-
ments have left Saudi Arabia and Iraq more important in both Arab
and international politics, and have increased the vulnerability of all
Persian Gulf states to internal disruption and foreign meddling. The
impact of Shia unrest in Iran, Iraqi nationalist aspirations, [3 lines not
declassified]. The stability assumed under the Saudi-Iranian hegemony
has collapsed, and the smaller Gulf states” search for accommodation
with Iraq is likely to restrain their interest in security cooperation with
the United States.

Additional and perhaps equally fundamental changes are likely in
the coming year. The leaders of Israel and several Arab states—espe-
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cially Syria, Morocco, and Sudan—face serious domestic challenges,
and the socioeconomic strains associated with rapid modernization
could stimulate serious unrest in others, primarily among the tradi-
tional monarchies of the Gulf. Bilateral disputes have the potential to
lead to armed conflict in several areas—including in the Maghreb, the
Yemens, and between Iran and Irag—but these appear unlikely in the
near term to provoke a general Arab-Israeli war or a direct military
clash between the superpowers.

The security of Israel and the internal stability of the Arab states
most critical to US interests—Saudi Arabia and Egypt—seem as nearly
assured as is possible for the next year. The Saudis and Egyptians will
remain unreconciled, however, and their bilateral dispute will continue
to impede the United States as it pursues its two immediate aims in
the area: progress in negotiations on West Bank autonomy, and ensur-
ing the supply of oil for the West.

The Egyptian-Israeli negotiations seem all but certain to extend
beyond the time frame originally envisaged, and there is some danger
that domestic politics in Israel or Egyptian frustration with limited
Israeli concessions could lead to tougher demands on either side or
even to suspension of the talks. It is more likely, however, that the two
sides ultimately will reach an agreement that meets their minimum
needs but is not acceptable to the Palestinians, Syria, Jordan, or Saudi
Arabia. These other Arab parties, therefore, are unlikely to participate
in negotiations. This will increase further the tendency of the Arab oil
producers to introduce political considerations into their decisions on
oil prices, production levels, and marketing strategies.

DISCUSSION

THE NEW REALITIES

1. The period from 1973 to 1979 has brought to the Middle East
changes more fundamental than any since Israel and several Arab
countries with their independence in the years after World War IL. This
period has also seen a significant increase in the United States” stake
in, and vulnerability to, the policies of area states. Israel and the key
Arab states of the region now display a heightened determination to
pursue their national interests independent of the superpowers.

2. The 1973 Arab-Israeli war irrevocably altered the outlook of the
major actors in the area. The Arabs—despite their weakened military
position vis-a-vis Israel overall—regained their sense of pride and no
longer view Israel as invincible; they view their success as the product
of coordinated political-military action. The Israelis, for their part, feel
less secure in their belief in the superiority of Israel’s capabilities and
the inability of the Arab states to mount a successful unified attack. This
has led to an enhanced state-of-siege mentality. The Israeli perception
of the erosion of US support has magnified this conviction.
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3. Since the early 1970s we have seen the rapid increase in oil prices
and the growth of immense oil wealth among the Arab states, notably
Saudi Arabia; the reordering of the military and political balance in
the critical Persian Gulf area following the collapse of the Pahlavi
dynasty; a revolutionary change with the peace treaty between Egypt
and Israel; and a substantial increase in the margin of Israeli military
superiority over the Arabs. Ironically, these far-reaching changes have
occurred during a period of unprecedented and generally overlooked
stability in the leadership of the Arab world. With the exception of the
two Yemens, no Arab state has experienced a violent change of regime
since 1970.

4. These developments have given rise to a number of seemingly
anomalous political trends:

—Fundamental changes have occurred in the relationships among
the principal Arab states.? The traditionally most important Arab coun-
try, Egypt, has been isolated as never before.

—The eastern Arabs, especially Saudi Arabia and Iraq, have
become more important in regional and international politics. Saudi
Arabia’s increased prominence rests on its central role in international
oil and financial matters, and on its ability to tip the Arab political
balance against Egypt. Iraq’s importance derives primarily from its
heightened military capabilities.

—The outlook and role of the Arab moderates—such as Jordan,
Morocco, and Saudi Arabia—have changed, and their policies now are
less congruent with those of the United States. The word “moderation”
is increasingly irrelevant in describing the attitudes of Arabs toward
the superpowers, or toward the desirability of a negotiated settlement
of the Arab-Israeli dispute.

5. Over the coming year these trends can be expected to continue—
and perhaps more fundamental changes to occur—as a result of pres-
sures growing out of several currently dynamic or atypical situations,
each with uncertain ramifications:

—Revolution continues in Iran, threatening the integrity of that
country and fostering regional instability that could threaten the secu-
rity and stability of other Persian Gulf states.

—Ideologies that have a radical impact on area politics (ranging
from Islamic to Marxist) will continue to exert a powerful appeal in
the area. The clash of ideologies is most graphically represented in the
case of Afghanistan, but potentially serious situations exist even in
such currently stable countries as Egypt, where a variety of Islamic

2 See also annex A (Political Reorientation Among the Arabs). [Footnote is in the
original. Annexes A-E are not printed.]
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groups are testing the security services and competing for a political
following.

—The constancy of leadership in the Arab world, virtually
unchanged throughout the 1970s, seems unlikely to endure for long;
the leaders of Syria, Morocco, and Sudan, for example, face especially
serious domestic problems. Similarly, Prime Minister Begin’s problems
with his health and his coalition government suggest we may soon see
a change of leadership in Israel as well.

—Continued Arab pressure for Palestinian self-determination and
for a revision of US policy toward the Palestinians will ensure strains
in US relations both with the Arabs and with Israel.

—Israel’s continued military actions in Lebanon and lack of flexibil-
ity in West Bank negotiations will reinforce present political trends in
the Arab world. These factors have the potential to spark wider hostili-
ties on Israel’s eastern front and to further strain both US-Israeli and
US-Arab relations.

6. A socioeconomic revolution has been under way in many coun-
tries of the Middle East since the escalation of oil prices began in 1974.%
This, along with the perennial problems of frustrated expectations in
such countries as Egypt, also has the potential to further social and
political instability in the area. Such concerns contributed in a major
way to the overthrow of the Shah of Iran, and—although the situations
are dissimilar in many important respects—constitute a latent threat
in virtually all oil-producing Arab states in the Gulf. Their rulers are
aware that rapid economic development, especially with concomitant
modernization and Westernization, may stimulate social and political
unrest. Most rulers also recognize, however, that there is no assured
way to avoid this challenge. Political liberalization and political repres-
sion each solve some problems, but intensify others; vacillation between
these strategies virtually ensures political trouble.

7. The altered balance of forces in the Middle East—caused by the
peace treaty between Israel and Egypt, US and Soviet weapons sales
to Israel and some Arab states, the policies of the Marxist government
in South Yemen, and the effective disappearance of Iran as a stabilizing
force in the Gulf—also serves to increase the prospects of area instability
and regional conflicts, despite the sharply diminished likelihood of
war between Egypt and Israel.* The most likely areas for renewed
hostilities having the potential to involve US interests in the coming
year include the dispute between Iraq and Iran; the tension between
Morocco and Algeria over Western Sahara; the conflict involving Israel,

3 See also annex B (Socioeconomic Revolution). [Footnote is in the original.]
4 See also annex C (The Changed Security Situation). [Footnote is in the original.]
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Lebanon, and Syria (where war through miscalculation will remain a
possibility); the dispute between the two Yemens; and the Egyptian-
Libyan border problem. Over the next year it is less likely, but possible,
that subversion in Oman or an Israeli reaction to an Iraqi or Iranian
troop movement into Syria could also result in military clashes.

THE PERSIAN GULF

8. The area of greatest political uncertainty in the coming year
almost certainly will remain the Persian Gulf, where the collapse of
the Pahlavi dynasty has left Iran weak and unstable, and where the
changes in Iran and in Arab politics generally have increased the promi-
nence and importance of Iraq. Under any foreseeable circumstances,
US influence in the region is not likely to regain its former level.

9. In Iran, internal turmoil and strife are likely to continue for at
least the next year, with the possibility of more widespread bloodshed
among the religious/political factions and between the government
and ethnic minorities seeking autonomy. Given the disruption of the
Iranian security and military forces, there is little likelihood that the
government of Ayatollah Khomeini will be able to impose domestic
order or deploy sizable forces beyond Iran’s borders in the near future.

10. If stability is restored to Iran, it may only be the precursor to
more determined efforts to export the revolution. Khomeini has already
called for all Muslims to attack US interests throughout the Islamic
world, and for revolution in some area states. Many in Khomeini’s
inner circle believe they are the only truly Islamic leaders in the world
and that their revolution must be followed by others, especially in
Egypt, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia. If a leftist regime were to emerge in
Iran, it too would probably be committed to exporting revolution and
might well be aligned with the USSR.

11. The revolution in Iran has created new uncertainties for Iraq,
raising especially the possibility that Shia unrest might spread from
Iran to the majority Shia population of Iraq. On the other hand, the
collapse of the Iranian armed forces has left Iraq the dominant military
power in the Persian Gulf. Additionally, Iraq more than any other
Arab state has gained from the reorientation of Arab politics that has
followed the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty. The Iraqi
leadership shows every sign of attempting to build on these two areas
of strength to expand the influence of its Ba’thist ideology both in the
Persian Gulf and in the Arab world generally. The Iragis are in no
hurry, believing time will work against Egyptian and US policies and
against Iraq’s moderate opponents in the area.

12. The traditional regimes in the Gulf have generally disdained
close contact with the Iraqi Ba’thists but now have little choice but to
come to an accommodation, which will further increase Iraqi regional
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influence. Although some states such as Saudi Arabia apparently hope
that improved relations with Baghdad and its involvement in regional
security matters will lead to moderation in Iraqi actions, we believe it
unlikely that there will in fact be any alteration of basic Iraqi aims. If
Iraqi influence continues to grow, any increased identification of the
smaller Gulf states with US interests will become a political liability
and a focal point for extremists.

ISSUES OF CURRENT CONCERN

13. Apart from the crisis in Iran and the difficulties it has created
in the area, Middle East issues of greatest concern to the US Government
in the coming year will continue to include: progress in the ongoing
negotiations on West Bank autonomy; the supply of oil to the industrial
states and the use of oil as a political weapon; and the security and
stability of governments sympathetic to the United States, especially
in Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Morocco. The political, economic, and
military developments of recent years bear directly on each of these
immediate US interests, and on such additional basic US concerns as
the protection of US and Israeli security and the minimizing of Soviet
influence in the region.

Negotiations

14. The outcome of the ongoing Egyptian-Israeli negotiations on
West Bank autonomy will probably be the most significant independent
variable in determining the course of near-term political developments
in the Middle East. Failure of the negotiations to result in sufficient
progress could jeopardize the present relatively favorable Saudi policy
on oil production levels. Such a failure over time could have much
more serious additional repercussions: stimulating the further growth
and spread of anti-American attitudes and actions in the area (conceiva-
bly including the use of oil sanctions as threatened by the Libyans and
Iraqis), weakening the domestic position of Egypt’s President Sadat
(leading possibly to an eventual Egyptian turn away from close identifi-
cation with the United States), and intensifying the pressure on Arab
regimes normally close to the United States to move still closer to the
radical Arabs. Alternatively, success in the negotiations might help
slow the implementation of oil price, production, and marketing deci-
sions detrimental to US interests, contribute to the domestic security
of pro-US states in the region, arrest the movement of generally pro-
US Arab states toward positions espoused by the radicals, and help
forestall any resurgence of Soviet influence in the area.

15. Progress in the autonomy negotiations to date and political
developments in the West Bank itself provide little hope that the Egyp-
tians and Israelis by themselves will reach agreement on the establish-
ment of a genuinely self-governing authority by 25 May 1980—the
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target date Prime Minister Begin and President Sadat set for themselves
in their joint letter to President Carter in March 1979.° Apart from the
intractable nature of the substantive issues involved, delay is almost
certain to result from the serious internal divisions within the Israeli
Government and its negotiating team, the prospect of early elections
in Israel, and the Israeli conviction that time will increase President
Sadat’s political need for an accord, thereby leading him to reduce his
demands. Israel in fact perceives no need for a West Bank agreement
except insofar as one may be necessary to prevent Egyptian backsliding
on the peace treaty already signed, or to protect against new strains
in US-Israeli relations. The Israelis see Egyptian noncompliance with
the treaty as a real possibility, and this may induce limited flexibility
in the Israeli position; with US elections approaching within the next
year, however, the Israelis will be less apprehensive and less influenced
by potential American pressures.

16. On the Arab side, Egypt will continue to press publicly for
progress on Palestinian issues to relieve Arab political attacks on Cairo
and, ideally, to prompt Palestinian participation in the talks. These
goals motivated the Egyptians at the outset to seek an agreed statement
on the overall aims of the negotiations; ironically, they were also behind
Egypt’s subsequent willingness essentially to sacrifice that strategy and
to accept the Israeli approach of focusing on more specific, concrete
issues. Egypt hopes that this latter strategy will allow at least some
demonstrable progress that will soften the opposition of the other
Arabs.

17. The Palestinians, Jordanians, Syrians, and Saudis believe that
the current process will not result in a peace agreement acceptable to
them. None of these Arab parties, therefore, appear likely to support
or participate in the peace process during the next year. In the case of
some, notably Jordan, increased and more regular financial assistance
from the wealthy Arab states provides an important incentive for avoid-
ing peace negotiations. Over the longer term, substantial Israeli conces-
sions on the settlements issue and on territorial autonomy, and US
recognition of the Palestine Liberation Organization are likely to
emerge as necessary conditions for wider Arab participation.

18. In the probable continued absence of wider Arab participation
in negotiations, the likelihood will grow that President Sadat will accept
an autonomy agreement essentially on Israeli terms in return for minor
Israeli concessions. Such an accord almost certainly would include

5 Reference is to the March 26 letter from Begin and Sadat to Carter included as
part of the documentary package accompanying the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty and
signed by the three leaders in Washington the same day. The text of the letter is printed
in Public Papers: Carter, 1979, Book I, p. 515.
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various marginal gains for Arabs in the occupied territories, and Israeli
pledges to negotiate more basic issues with the Palestinians or Jordani-
ans if those parties elect to become involved. This would enable Sadat
tosay that he had accomplished everything possible and that, as a result
of Egypt’s actions, further gains for the Palestinians were available for
their taking; this might satisfy the Egyptians but not the other Arabs.
The result would be an agreement protecting Israeli and Egyptian
interests but leaving the United States accountable to the other Arabs
for achieving real progress on Palestinian issues.

19. Given President Sadat’s psychological and political investment
to date in the negotiating process, we believe it less likely that he will
react to the continuing slow pace of negotiations by reversing course
and withdrawing from the talks. It is quite possible, however, that he
may adopt a significantly tougher negotiating stance as the May 1980
deadline approaches and as he regains Egyptian control of much of
the Sinai.

o1l

20. Middle East oil-producing states over the next year are unlikely
to increase production significantly, and there is a good chance that
their output may fall. During most of 1979 the Saudis allowed produc-
tion to exceed their preferred ceiling of 8.5 million barrels per day. This
increase brought Saudi output to its maximum sustainable capacity of
approximately 9.5 million b/d. Iran is producing 3.5 million to 4 million
b/d, but continued instability could cause that country’s production
and exports to fall sharply or even temporarily to cease. The Persian
Gulf producers with large reserves—Iraq, Iran, Kuwait, the United
Arab Emirates, and Saudi Arabia—all believe that their long-term
national self-interest, including the important question of how rapidly
to deplete their resource base, dictates that they limit output. All but
Iraq have already imposed ceilings on production. Any near-term pro-
duction increases will be small.

21. As for oil-pricing policy, Middle East members of the Organiza-
tion of Petroleum Exporting Countries are virtually certain to push for
(Iraq, Libya, Algeria, Iran) or agree to (Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Qatar)
another increase in prices in December 1979. Kuwait has become more
aggressive in pushing for price hikes, and Saudi Arabia has lost most
of its former ability to limit increases. Several principal producers—
notably Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Irag—have expressed concern about
the impact of price increases on the economies of the industrialized
states and on the less developed countries, but neither consideration
is likely to weigh heavily enough to constrain OPEC as a whole. There
is an apparent belief within the organization that the West can afford
higher prices, and that the LDCs should be afforded relief through
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special programs. The size of the December OPEC price increase will
depend heavily on market conditions prevailing just before the meet-
ing, and could be substantial. There seems to be virtually no chance
of a price freeze.

22. Decisions of the Arab states on oil production and price during
the coming year will primarily respond to market forces, but they will
be influenced by political factors as well. The oil weapon—in the sense
of an embargo of the United States such as occurred following the 1973
Middle East war—is unlikely to be used by the Arabs except in the
circumstances of renewed Arab-Israeli hostilities, the accession to
power of more radical regimes in key producing states, or possibly US
support for an Israeli-Egyptian agreement ending the autonomy talks
in a manner that left the Palestinians with no significant gains. Some
Arab states would be likely to join Iran in an embargo of the United
States if Iran were to take such action as a result of a US-Iranian military
confrontation.

23. The oil weapon is in fact a continuum of possible actions,
however, and oil policy decisions are already being made with political
considerations in mind—despite the ritual protestations of some Arab
leaders that oil and politics are unrelated. The Arabs’ political leverage
will increase as the tight market makes marginal shifts increasingly
critical to importing countries. Libya has already raised the possibility
of cutting back its oil exports to the United States, and Iraq is expanding
exports to France in return for access to French technology and arms.
The political factor will become less important only if the industrialized
states suffer an economic slowdown sufficiently severe to reduce mar-
ket pressures.

24. Political considerations are virtually certain for the foreseeable
future to remain central to Iran’s decisions on oil pricing, production,
and marketing.

Security of States Sympathetic to the United States

25. The important pro-US Arab regimes that appear to face the
greatest threats over the coming year are those of King Hassan of
Morocco and President Nimeiri of Sudan. In neither case are the
regime’s problems primarily the result of the strains in inter-Arab
politics surrounding the Arab-Israeli issue; each faces political chal-
lenges growing out of economic difficulties and unique security prob-
lems with neighboring states. Because these problems will not go away
in the near future, the continuation in power of both governments is
likely to depend primarily on the ability of the individual leader to
demonstrate consistent and vigorous leadership. During much of 1979
both Hassan and Nimeiri seemed to appreciate the need to provide
such leadership but to be uncertain what policies to follow. Hassan
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wavered most noticeably on how to deal with his weakening position
in Western Sahara, and Nimeiri shifted between conciliatory and
repressive policies toward labor and student unrest.

26. The security of the two Arab states of critical importance to US
interests, Egypt and Saudi Arabia, is (unlike the situations in Morocco
and Sudan) directly entwined with the inter-Arab political disputes
that have resulted from the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty.
Moreover, their security is directly related to the two other paramount
interests of the United States in the area—peace negotiations and oil.
At present, neither Egypt nor Saudi Arabia faces a serious external
threat, and neither President Sadat nor the Saud family appears to face
a serious near-term domestic challenge.

27. In each case, however, circumstances could develop that would
create a much less stable domestic situation. If the autonomy negotia-
tions should collapse, for example, Sadat’s position would be much
less secure as a result of the substantial deflation of the Egyptian
popular pride that so far has protected him from the opposition of
Egyptian intellectual, leftist, and Islamic groups. If negotiations end in
an agreement unacceptable to the other Arabs, Sadat’s position may
also be jeopardized by the likely invocation of additional Arab sanc-
tions. In Saudi Arabia, the anachronistic nature of the political system
and the effects of socioeconomic modernization make it likely that the
royal family at some point will face a challenge from groups within
the society that do not share political and economic power. There is
no basis, however, on which to predict with confidence when such a
threat will materialize.®

© The occupation in November 1979 of the Great Mosque of Mecca—the holiest
shrine in Islam—was a violent protest by fundamentalist Sunni Muslims unhappy with
the growing modernization and Westernization of Saudi Arabia. Although the incident
was apparently an isolated act by religious fanatics, the seizure of the supposedly well-
guarded shrine seems certain to have reinforced an already strong sense among the Saudi
leadership of the country’s basic weakness and the pressures on the Saudi Government
to shun foreign influences. Social conservatives point to the incident as an indication
that the modernization process has moved too rapidly and has undermined social cohe-
sion. The strength of the attackers illustrated the danger posed by the numerous arms
being smuggled into the country and highlighted the weakness of the Saudi internal
security and intelligence apparatus.

The initial Saudi effort to conceal the attack and the Saudi Government’s subsequent
repeated false claims that the situation was under control while fighting was still in
progress pointed to the leadership’s lack of confidence. The incident, combined with
recent events in Iran, Pakistan, and the Yemens, seems certain to weaken Saudi credibility
in the area and to heighten Saudi fears of foreign—particularly Iranian and Yemeni—
subversion. It could also lead to serious divisions within the Saudi royal family as its
members assess responsibility for the problem.

For the United States, the most disturbing political consequences of the Mecca siege
will be to make it more difficult for the Saudi Government to maintain a visibly close
relationship with Washington. The Saudis will now have to balance their needs for US
security support with the fear that too close an identification with the United States
could undermine their status in the Muslim world. [Footnote is in the original. See
Documents 201 and 202.]
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THE SOVIET ROLE”

28. Soviet objectives in the Middle East region are to gain greater
political leverage, reduce US influence, increase access to Middle East
port and air facilities in order to support naval deployments in the
Mediterranean Sea and Indian Ocean, further hard currency earnings
through arms sales, and increase access to the energy resources of the
area. The USSR’s successes, although significant, have been limited in
recent years by its inability to convert its activities and support to
Arab countries into permanent influence. This has resulted from the
limitations of its political leverage over major states in the region,
from basic Arab antipathy for Communism and suspicion of Soviet
intentions, and from an Arab preference for the hard currency and
civilian technology of the West.

29. The Soviets have made a number of gains in the region:

—They have established relations with a number of Arab states
based on arms supply.

—They are backing a variety of forces in the region that are seeking
to destabilize established governments and replace them with leftist
regimes.

—They have reestablished in South Yemen and Ethiopia many of
the naval, air, communications, and intelligence facilities previously
held in Somalia.

—Since the mid-1960s, they have deployed and maintained a signif-
icant naval presence in the Mediterranean Sea and Indian Ocean.

—They have recently signed a Friendship Treaty with South
Yemen, thus formalizing the presence they have built there over the
past year;® and they have reached a new arms agreement with
North Yemen.

—Their military involvement in Afghanistan and Ethiopia may, in
the future, increase their ability to influence events in neighboring
countries such as Iran, Pakistan, and Sudan.

30. The Soviets undoubtedly view the past year’s events in the
Middle East favorably, although they have not been able to convert
the new situation into direct gains for themselves. They are certainly
gratified that the polarization resulting from the signing of the Israeli-
Egyptian treaty has isolated Sadat and strained US relations with the
moderate Arab states. But their own efforts to capitalize on these strains
by courting Jordan and Saudi Arabia have not yet been productive.
Their attempts to strengthen ties to their clients have made little con-

7 See also annex D (The Soviet Role). [Footnote is in the original.]
8 See Document 290.
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crete progress, except in the case of South Yemen, and, to a lesser
extent, Libya. Although the Soviets have made large-scale deliveries
of arms to Syria, for example, they have apparently received no political
concessions in return, and their relations with Iraq remain strained.

31. The fall of the Shah and the decline of US influence in Iran
were welcomed by the Soviets, although they have not been able to
work out a satisfactory relationship with the Khomeini regime. The
new regime’s rejection of past ties to the United States and Israel, its
withdrawal from the Central Treaty Organization, and its rejection of
a security role in the Gulf region were considered setbacks to the United
States and thus relative gains for the USSR. Iran’s November 1979
moves against the United States have been perceived as a further gain
by the Soviets, who have renewed hope that the Iranian revolution
will assume a shape and direction favorable to Soviet interests. The
Soviets are probably optimistic that, over the long term, forces that
they are backing in Iran may establish a secular, leftist regime that will
adopt a pro-Soviet policy.

32. There are a number of other possible events that could
strengthen the USSR’s relative position in the area over the longer term.
Should Sadat be overthrown, for example, the strong anti-Sovietism
of the current Egyptian regime would probably be mitigated to some
extent. A successful reunification of the Yemens under the aegis of the
South would be an extension of Soviet influence and would pose a
threat to Saudi Arabia’s security. The undermining of any of the pro-
US regimes in the area, such as Morocco, Sudan, or Oman, would be
an important advancement of Soviet interests.

33. Any one of these developments would encourage destabilizing
trends in other Middle East countries, which would benefit the USSR.
However, even though disillusioned with US policies, most Arab states
would hope to avoid moving closer to the Soviets. Arab nationalism
and the new tide of Islamic sentiment militate against dependence on
any outside power, and Arab rejection of Communism as a philosophy
is still an inhibiting factor. The Soviets have little, except arms, with
which to tempt these nations, which prefer Western technology and
civilian products. In general, therefore, the Soviets must hope that US
failures will redound to their benefit or that instability will eventually
lead to more pro-Soviet regimes. Further instability in the area, com-
bined with Soviet influence and military presence in peripheral coun-
tries, may cause some accommodations to Soviet interests in tradition-
ally Western-oriented Arab states.”

9 See also annex E (Key Factors in the Coming Year). [Footnote is in the original.]
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36. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to President Carter!

Washington, December 12, 1979

SUBJECT

Broadcasting to Muslims (U)

The Summary and Conclusions of the SCC I held on 11 December
1979 to review proposals for expanding and improving VOA and Radio
Liberty broadcasts to Muslim audiences as well as two CIA proposals
for covert communications assistance to [less than 1 line not declassified).>
[paragraph classification not declassified]

The total yearly cost of all the steps that can be taken immediately
is not greater than $10 million dollars. Our task forces in the Persian
Gulf area are probably costing this for only a few days’ operation.
Longer-range improvements, which would be funded over two or three
years, add up to about $70 million. (C)

I am inclined to think that if we had not let our ability to communi-
cate with this part of the world decline over a long period of time by
failing to add modest increments of funds regularly, we might not
have to be facing such large outlays of money for augmenting our
military capabilities in the region. The costs of improving our position
in the broadcasting field are extremely modest in comparison, but we
have no time to lose in setting about the job. I plan to have my staff
monitor everything we are doing in this field closely to ensure that
momentum is maintained. (U)

1 Source: National Security Council, Carter Administration Intelligence Files, Box
1-020, Minutes—SCC—1979. Secret; Sensitive. Sent for action. Brzezinski handwrote the
date on the memorandum. Carter wrote “Zbig J” in the upper right-hand corner of
the memorandum. Henze sent the memorandum to Brzezinski under a December 12
memorandum; a handwritten notation on that memorandum indicates that Brzezinski
hand-carried the SCC Summary of Conclusions and the memorandum to the President
on December 13. (Ibid.)

2 The CIA proposals were not found. In an undated memorandum to Carter, Brzezin-
ski addressed a question that Carter had relating to CIA financing of the VOA and Radio
Liberty broadcasting effort. Brzezinski responded: “Without financing the operation,
CIA does not feel we can assure ourselves of control over it.” Carter approved the
recommendation that CIA finance the operation. (Ibid.)
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RECOMMENDATION
That you approve the Summary of Conclusions attached at TAB A.3

Tab A

Summary of a Special Coordination Committee Meeting*

Washington, December 11, 1979

SCC Meeting on Broadcasting and Covert Action—
11 December 1979

I held an SCC this afternoon to review proposals of the VOA
and BIB for improving and increasing broadcasting to Muslim audi-
ences. We agreed that VOA should develop immediate plans to
expand broadcasting in Persian. It will also plan increases in other
key Muslim languages as rapidly as possible. VOA and State will
give immediate priority to finding a location for building four South
Asian transmitters which you approved in March 1977. (I have
ordered State and ICA to report why action on these has been
delayed for more than 2% years.) Steps to expand Radio Liberty
broadcasts in seven languages to Soviet Muslims will be taken
immediately and urgent efforts to lease transmitters in the Middle East
will be made. Concrete plans for further expansion of programming
capabilities and transmitter power for both VOA and Radio Liberty
will be developed by an SCC working group. (C) The meeting also
endorsed CIA proposals for covert broadcasting projects in [less than
1 line not declassified].> (S/Sensitive) CIA also agreed to improve the
performance of FBIS. (U)

3 Carter neither approved nor disapproved the recommendation. However, he wrote
underneath the disapproval line: “This is a summary?! I approve the immediate action,
but OMB will have to assess for me the other new expansion projects. J.”

4 Secret; Sensitive.

5In a December 14 memorandum to Turner, Brzezinski indicated that Carter had
reviewed the December 11 SCC recommendations. (National Security Council, Carter
Administration Intelligence Files, Box 1-020, Minutes—SCC—1979)
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37.  Summary of Conclusions of a Special Coordination
Committee Meeting'

Washington, December 13, 1979, 9-9:55 a.m.

SUBJECT
Iran

PARTICIPANT
State Treasury
Warren Christopher Robert Carswell**
David Newsom Anthony Solomon**
Harold Saunders Robert Mundheim**
Defense White House
W. Graham Claytor Jody Powell
ICcs Lloyd Cutler**

Hedley Donovan
Zbigniew Brzezinski
David Aaron

General David Jones
General John Pustay

CIA

Admiral Stansfield Turner NSC s
Frank Carlucci Colone‘l William Odom
Gary Sick
Justice
Attorney General Benjamin Civiletti** ** Present for domestic issues only.

John Shenefield**
[Omitted here is material on the situation in Iran.]

Political-Military Issues:

1. Middle East Facilities. Dr. Brzezinski relayed the President’s con-
cern that Oman, Somalia, Kenya and Saudi Arabia have not yet been
approached concerning the possibility of U.S. facilities in the first three
countries. State noted that they had been preparing a diplomatic strat-
egy while awaiting DOD’s recommendation of what would be needed.
State, Defense and NSC will meet today to accelerate the process and
draft prospective cables.? One serious problem is the price. General
Jones noted that the improvements in Masirah would require about
$200 million in construction plus about $190 million further for opera-
tional costs over a five year period. That money is not in the budget.
State also pointed out that there is enormous sensitivity at this moment
about possible U.S. military action against Iran. There was a considerable

! Source: Carter Library, Brzezinski Donated Material, Subject File, Box 31, [Meet-
ings—SCC 228: 12/13/79]. Secret. The meeting took place in the White House Situation
Room. The minutes are not attached and were not found. Carter wrote “Zbig J” in the
upper right-hand corner of the first page.

2 No memorandum of conversation of this meeting has been found.
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risk that going to some of these countries with a general request at
this particular moment risked a quick negative response. Dr. Brzezinski
noted that a generalized request would serve to engage them in discus-
sion without spelling out particulars which might be difficult to accept
on the first round. All agreed that each of the potential host countries
would require a quid and that it would be expensive. It was noted
that there is no FMS credit or ESF money in the budget for any of the
three countries in question.? (S)

[Omitted here is material on the situation in Iran.]

31In the left-hand margin next to this paragraph, Carter drew an asterisk and an
arrow pointing to the bottom of the page where he wrote: “It is debilitating, once we
(or I) decide to proceed on a plan, for us to begin finding so many ways to delay any
action. We cannot decide at an SCC meeting what Oman, Kenya, or Somalia will say
or demand. You cannot decide at an SCC mtg how budget demands will be met. If we
run into obstacles in the future we’ll either surmount them, change the plans or drop
the idea. Idle debates among ourselves don’t help. If you all detect an unpredicted
problem after I've made a decision, come directly & immediately to me—otherwise,
carry out my decision, without delay.”

38. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to President Carter!

Washington, December 25, 1979

SUBJECT
Improved Prospects of US Access to Bases in the Middle East (U)

The State-DOD-NSC team got on balance a remarkably positive
reception on its recent trip to promote US access to air and port facilities
in the Middle East.? In each country the team stated that you had sent

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 51, Middle East: 8-12/79. Secret; Eyes Only. Outside the System. Sent for
information. Brzezinski handwrote the date on the memorandum. Carter initialed the
memorandum, indicating that he saw it. Ermarth sent the memorandum to Brzezinski
under a December 24 memorandum requesting that Brzezinski sign it. (Carter Library,
National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East, Subject File, Box 68, Middle East:
Security: 9-12/79)

2The joint State/DOD/NSC team was led by Bartholomew and Murray, and
included Ermarth. The team visited Saudi Arabia, Oman, Kenya, and Somalia December
18-22. (Telegram 325388 to Jidda, Muscat, Nairobi, Mogadishu, Dhahran, and Paris,
December 18; National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D790581-0757)
Christopher reported to Carter on the team’s trip in a December 24 memorandum. (Carter
Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East, Subject File, Box 68, Middle
East: Security: 9-12/79)
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them urgently to make our case for improved access (e.g., port calls,
air transit, and on-site storage) to support US naval presence and surge
deployments in crises. (S)

The team’s hosts more than echoed our concern about Soviet exploi-
tation of regional turbulence. They generally welcomed increased US
military presence in the area, and, in varying degrees, were positive
about improving our access to facilities. (S)

Displaying familiar timidity in the face of political risk, the Saudis—
although not asked to afford us basing access—gave our team its coolest
reception. But they said they would try to be helpful to us in Oman
and Somalia. (S)

President Moi of Kenya expressed the most unqualified support
for our efforts and for you personally. He simply invited us to start
work with his government on the access we need, notably to Mombasa
port. (S)

Sultan Qabus of Oman was receptive to increased US use of facilities
on Masirah. Although not stating them as preconditions to next steps,
the Omanis made clear that they see increased US basing access in
the context of additional military assistance and a more formal US
commitment to Oman’s security. (S)

Somalia is the most problematic case because of the Ogaden insur-
gency and her vast needs for political, military and economic support.
Siad Barre stated those needs forcefully, but gave permission to a
prompt survey of the facilities at Berbera. (S)

In each case, it was agreed that US survey teams should visit
the facilities in question, as early as January. No doubt obstacles and
conditions will emerge as we proceed on details. But clearly this trip
was a strategic step forward in our construction of a security framework
for the greater Middle East. Deciding how to proceed with Somalia will
require the most careful examination and your personal attention.? (S)

3 Brzezinski wrote in the margin below this concluding paragraph: “But all in all,
it was a very significant step toward a truly major Carter strategic initiative: the shaping
of a security framework for the Middle East, and esp. the Arabian Peninsula. ZB.”
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39. Memorandum From William Odom of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, January 7, 1980

SUBJECT
Progress on the RDF (S)

You asked for my comments on David’s memorandum about the
JCS briefing on the RDF (Tab A).? His points are valid, and I agree
that we need to push DOD. I would, however, analyze the problem
differently and offer a different action plan. (S)

The Problem

The JCS did not really ignore PD-18% for two years. They were
discouraged from addressing it by ISA. Convinced that they would
demilitarize the Indian Ocean, the ISA staff in Defense had no time or
enthusiasm for the RDF. They got lots of encouragement from State
and no discouragement from NSC regional and security clusters. The
services—as distinguished from the JCS—also need some blame. The
JCS, surprisingly, tried to take the RDF seriously but could not get
service or OSD support for funding to meet JSPID requirements. (S)

There are three major sets of RDF issues: (a) the composition of
the forces; (b) projection capabilities (i.e., air or sea lift, or local basing);
and (¢) command and control. (S)

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, General
Odom File, Box 28, Middle East Command Post: 7/79-3/80. Secret. Sent for information.
Brzezinski wrote in the upper right-hand corner of the memorandum: “WO Discuss
with J[asper] W[elch], and let’s plan an SCC on it—unless he objects ZB.” The Rapid
Deployment Force was discussed at the January 14 SCC meeting; see Document 40.

2 Attached but not printed. In the December 27 memorandum to Brzezinski, Aaron
noted that there had been “little in the brief that added substantially to the information”
Brzezinski had received since August. The JCS told Aaron that Brown had “approved
an RDF command arrangement that would have the commanding general of the RDJTF
reporting directly to CINC Readiness Command (CINCRED) at MacDill Air Force Base
in Tampa, Florida.” It was still unclear as to who would command the RDF if deployed
in the Middle East region. Aaron commented: “We should keep the heat on Harold to
ensure that Defense makes these difficult bureaucratic decisions soon, so they can get
the ‘chair-shuffling’ behind them and get on with the harder task of formulating specific
military objectives and plans for the region.” Aaron also noted: “The message throughout
the briefing was that the PD-18 requirement for an RDF was essentially new—and that
it will take at least 5 years to have in-hand all the programs needed to break the RDF
logistic logjam, e.g., C-X, Maritime prepositioning ships, etc.”

3 See footnote 3, Document 28.
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A. Forces. The forces have been picked. The issues remaining are,
first, sufficient funding and personnel to meet readiness standards,
and second, whether to use NATO contingency forces. The obvious
solution to the first is more funding, but the second, creation of new
forces, will require the military draft. We cannot recruit enough man-
power to fill units now in existence. (S)

B. Projection.

—Airlift is too expensive to buy in large stand-by formations. The
CRAF program is the answer along with legislative authority to imple-
ment it. To be credible, however, we must exercise CRAF, mobilizing
civil aircraft from time-to-time. (S)

—Sealift needs a boost in the roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO) ship area.
I have told you much about Soviet RO/ROs. A good RO/RO system
could pick up an armor brigade on one ship in a few hours and deliver
it to Europe in 4-5 days, 10-12 days to much more distant regions like
the Persian Gulf. The Navy has no real interest in this “you call and
we haul” mission. We could create incentives for merchant marine
RO/RO ships to be mobilized in emergencies like aircraft under the
CRAF program. (S)

—Bases in the region and enroute are the third critical aspect of
force projection. First steps in Oman and Somalia have been taken and
the next steps can be expedited. And the enroute bases (Lajes, Azores,
Beja, and Cairo) must be certain—a task for diplomacy. One enormous
caveat: do not stock POMCUS at the regional bases. Some stocks, fuel,
ammo, and equipment, but not the POMCUS type because the expense
is too great and the flexibility in use is limited to the region. We have
gone crazy with POMCUS in Europe. We cannot afford what is now
planned, and we would lose it in a major war before the units arrive. (S)

C. C%I, of course, means more than the REDCOM /JTF which David
mentions. That structure, sitting in Florida, does little to help us in the
Persian Gulf. Brown instructed the JCS to open the Unified Command
Plan and develop a Middle East regional command, but they dodged
successfully. They have substituted JTF for a change in the UCP. Dav-
id’s point about the “chair shuffling” is key. It involves more than
decisions, however. It involves getting Harold to go back to the JCS
with instructions to redesign the UCP, cutting the Persian Gulf out of
EUCOM and PACOM regional control. (S)

General Jones will suffer enormous pressures if he tries to push
through a unified command change. Brown also would anger senior
military figures in the services if he forced the UCP change. Thus, both
the Secretary and the Chairman are understandably reluctant to create
this internal discontent if they can avoid it. We could take the “heat”
for them by getting the President to send a directive that it be done. (S)
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Actions

1. SCC on Forces. Hold an SCC which addresses the following
questions:

—Should forces in the RDF also be liable for NATO or other contin-
gencies? (David’s concern)

—Readiness: What funding is required for higher readiness?

—Manpower: How to meet the higher levels? (The OMB report to
Congress on the military draft, January 15, is relevant here.)

2. SCC on projection. This meeting should address the issues related
to movement of forces:

—Airlift, what needs to be done on CRAF and related matters?

—Sealift, what are our capabilities and what ways can we improve
them (such as a RO/RO merchant fleet that serves military purposes
analogous to CRAF)?

—Bases, what next steps and funds are needed for regional bases,
permanent and temporary, and what to do to ensure enroute basing?

3. On C3I, I recommend that this not be made an SCC matter but
rather handled by a memorandum to Defense directing the formation
of a Middle East Command. I do not believe you want more “process”
and debate on this matter. All the arguments raised against it (backlash
in the region, etc.) have been undercut by the success of the Bartholo-
mew-Murray trip* or overtaken by events in Iran and Afghanistan.
Brown'’s response can be used for the President to announce a major
“action” in the Persian Gulf region in the next six weeks. I will prepare
a memorandum for this purpose if you desire.

4 See footnote 2, Document 38.
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40. Summary of Conclusions of a Special Coordination
Committee Meeting'

Washington, January 14, 1980, 10 a.m.—nhoon

SUBJECT
SCC Meeting on U.S. Strategy for South West Asia and Persian Gulf

PARTICIPANTS
State Energy
Under Secretary for Political Affairs, Secretary Charles Duncan
_DaVId Newsom White House
Assistant Secretary Harold Saunders L A
Zbigniew Brzezinski
Defense David Aaron

Deputy Secretary W. Graham Claytor NSC
Mr. Robert Murray Colonel William E. Odom

JCS Colonel Leslie Denend
Chairman, General David Jones Henry Owen

Lt. General John Pustay Thomas Thornton

CIA Robert Hunter

Director Stansfield Turner Fritz Ermarth

Mr. Robert Ames

Dr. Brzezinski opened the meeting with an overview of what is
happening and what is at stake in the region. The results of this meeting,
he said, are to provide a basis for a National Security Council meeting
with the President later this week.? We must deal with the continued
deterioration of the U.S. position in the region. Whatever the Soviet
motives for their actions in Afghanistan, they have created an objective
threat and a dynamic development in the area as serious for our security
and vital interests as Soviet actions in Greece in 1947.3 We must provide
the President with a basis for responding adequately to this change,
specifically what we should do about Pakistan and about the larger
Persian Gulf region. The President believes that there will be lasting

! Source: Carter Library, Brzezinski Donated Material, Subject File, Box 31, [Meet-
ings—SCC 250: 1/14/80]. Secret; Sensitive. The meeting took place in the White House
Situation Room. The minutes of the meeting are not attached and were not found. In
the upper right-hand corner of the first page, Carter wrote “No comment now C.”

2No NSC meeting was held. See Document 43.

3 On December 25, 1979, Soviet forces invaded Afghanistan, taking control of cities
and military installations. President Carter addressed the nation on January 4, calling
the invasion a “serious threat to peace because of the threat of further Soviet expansion
into neighboring countries in Southwest Asia.” For the full text of the address, which
outlined steps the administration would take to thwart Soviet aggression, see Public
Papers: Carter, 1980-81, Book I, pp. 21-24. It is also printed in Foreign Relations, 1977-
1980, vol. I, Foundations of Foreign Policy, Document 136.
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strategic consequences. He wants to reaffirm that there will be no zig-
zag in U.S.-Soviet relations on our side. No warm up is to be expected
soon. The mistake in 1968 after the Soviet action in Czechoslovakia
was, in the President’s view, to ease up on Moscow too early.

The President spoke with Aga Shahi over the weekend and reaf-
firmed our commitment to the agreement of 1959.* The problem is how
to define the U.S. commitment under the agreement. If there is major
Soviet aggression, the U.S. will respond within the limits of our Consti-
tutional authority. The U.S. will not, however, become involved in
border skirmishes. We want our support to help Pakistan to take a
firm stand against Soviet forces in the region even if they are faced by
a Moscow /Kabul/New Delhi axis. In that case, the U.S. will develop
a U.S./Saudi Arabian/PRC/Pakistan/and eventually Iran axis as a
counter.

Dr. Brzezinski next declared that the task before us is how to
translate this basic stand by the President into:

—effective military relations with Pakistan and other countries in
the region;

—economic assistance to Pakistan in a way that supports our
broader purposes;

—a regional web of political relations to counter effectively the
threat created by Soviet moves in Afghanistan.

We cannot duplicate NATO in this region; a more eclectic mix of
bilateral, multilateral, and informal arrangements must suffice.

There was a brief discussion of the implications of Dr. Brzezinski’s
framing of the overall context and the tasks to be accomplished. State
asked if the U.S. guarantee to Pakistan against aggression was for only
a Soviet attack or also an Indian attack, adding that this would be a
major problem in our relations with India if it included both. Defense
insisted that it must include both because the Pakistanis cannot shift
forces between their western and eastern frontiers to meet the Soviet
aggression without a guarantee in the east as well as against the Soviets
in the west. State accepted this argument by Dr. Brzezinski and Defense
that sooner or later we would have to face up to Pakistan’s security
problem with India. Dr. Brzezinski said that the U.S. commitment was
only against a threat from the north. Dr. Brzezinski asked at this point
if there were disagreements with his analysis of the situation because

4 Carter met with Pakistani Foreign Minister Agha Shahi from 3:30 to 4:15 p.m. on
January 12. The memorandum of conversation is scheduled for publication in Foreign
Relations, 1977-1980, vol. XIX, South Asia. The 1959 U.S.-Pakistani Agreement for Cooper-
ation pledged the United States, under certain conditions, to assist Pakistan against
external aggression.
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it carries a number of assumptions which are key for further decisions.
No dissenting views were expressed. Defense strongly supported the
analysis. State added that we must include the nuclear issue within
this policy context. State also pointed out that we must anticipate the
criticism that we are merely restoring a “cold war alliance” with
the rebuttal that such an alliance is inadequate for the contemporary
political and military realities in the region. Dr. Brzezinski accepted
both points, especially that we have in mind something more than a
cold war alliance as we build a new regional security system.

The meeting next turned to specific issues for decision.

1. Military Assistance to Pakistan

In discussion of the fighter aircraft issue, Graham Claytor reported
that the Pakistanis did not request specific U.S. aircraft but rather asked
the United States to provide what is necessary for them to defend
themselves against the new Soviet threat which includes MIG-23s and
MIG-25s. There was discussion of the value of A-7 fighters for close
air support along the western borders, the extent to which helicopter
gunships could perform the same mission, and whether the A-7s were
meant for an air defense role also.

General Jones agreed that helicopters would be useful but added
that A-7s would provide much greater air ground capability. All agreed
that we should encourage the Pakistanis to use the French Mirage
fighter for the larger air defense problem against the Soviet Union.

Tasking: State was asked to:

1. determine whether the Mirages will in fact suffice to meet the
threat;

2. clarify with the French their willingness to provide Mirages;
3. with Defense, consider A-7s for Pakistan, about 30.

II. Bases, Political Assurances to Host Nations, and Increased RDF

Bases. Dr. Brzezinski raised the question of a base in Pakistan.
General Jones said “facilities” (“bases” have a poor political connota-
tion, it was observed) for air and naval deployments to Pakistan would
be a significant advantage. Others pointed out that such U.S. facilities
in Pakistan would drive India into closer cooperation with Moscow
against Pakistan. Most all agreed that this is possible, but there were
differing views on whether we should take the step and the risks it
involves. Dr. Brzezinski added that we should consider it but not over
load our relations with India by taking the step now.

Tasking: State and Defense will develop a paper on U.S. military
“facilities” in Pakistan, describing their purpose, possible Indian reac-
tion, and what those reactions would entail for the United States.

Military Consortium for Pakistan: State reported that George Vest
and Peter Constable will be going to Europe for discussions about
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British, French, and Saudi Arabian participation in the military consor-
tium. Dr. Brzezinski added that the Japanese should also be asked to
participate. Newsom and others were less enthusiastic about bringing
the Japanese in. It would be a new step for them. Newsom and Owen
suggested we emphasize greater Japanese economic aid to Pakistan in
forms that will release Pakistan domestic funds for military purposes.
There was some question about the Japanese laws permitting financing
of direct military aid to Pakistan. Dr. Brzezinski argued that the Japa-
nese have greater interests in the area than the U.S. Thirty years after
the war, when they are economically powerful, surely they can contrib-
ute to the security of the Persian Gulf. We should raise the issue with
them even if they do not accept our proposal.

Tasking: State will check what the Japanese law permits. Defense
will produce a paper outlining a specific division of labor among the
members of the military consortium, integrating each country’s contri-
bution to meet the overall Pakistani military needs in the most efficient
fashion possible.

Political Assurances to Host Nations: Defense made clear that the
technical survey teams can proceed to Oman and Somalia without
providing their hosts with “political assurances” on what the U.S. will
give for the bases. Work is presently under way to produce a military-
economic aid package for each host country with appropriate “political
assurances.”

Tasking: State will provide a paper which sets forth the assurances
for each country, the form in which the assurances should be given,
and what consultations with Congress are appropriate.®

Diego Garcia: It was recommended that we expand the runways
and the storage facilities on Diego Garcia. Conservationists may lobby
against this construction. When Dr. Brzezinski asked whether we actu-
ally need this expansion in light of acquisition of bases in Oman and
Somalia, State and Defense pointed out that it is much better to have
a larger number of small bases to absorb minor setbacks if we must
abandon some bases in the future.

Tasking: None.

Improved RDF Capabilities: General Jones made a presentation at
this point in which he pointed out that Soviet military deployments
into Afghanistan will fundamentally change the military threat to our
allies on the Persian Gulf:

—Soviet fighter aircraft based in Afghanistan will be able to reach
the Gulf of Hormuz, a wholly new development.

5 Not found.
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—Soviet armored ground forces could reach the waters of the
Arabian Sea through Baluchistan in 10 to 12 days if unopposed.

—Preferred Soviet land routes to Tehran probably still remain those
from the Caucasus. Soviet heavy military ground forces on this route
could reach the oil field regions in the vicinity of Kuwaitin 10 to 12 days.

—Using sealift from the Black Sea, the Soviets could project forces
through the Suez Canal to the Persian Gulf in about 21 days.

—One Soviet airborne division, about 8,000 troops, with organic
armor vehicles, could land anywhere in the vicinity of the Persian Gulf
in two to three days if all Soviet airlift is employed.

General Jones outlined our options for rapid short-term measures
to meet this changed Soviet threat by early spring this year:

1. Our naval presence in the Arabian Sea will eventually have to be
reduced to one aircraft carrier battle group. We do not have sustaining
power for the two there at present.

2. Tactical air power projected into Egyptian and Jordanian bases
can improve our air projection capability. We should also request that
the Saudis “over build” their air fields, something we can do privately
with no political costs, but something which will greatly enhance their
capability to support “fly in” of U.S. fighter formations.

3. Prepositioning of heavy equipment and supplies backed up by a
significant increase in our sealift capability can give us a much larger
and earlier force projection capability into the region. To achieve this
in the next two to three months, General Jones proposes the
following package:

a. Purchase two RO/RO ships which will hold the prepositioned
equipment for one mechanized brigade and ground support equipment
for three fighter squadrons.

b. Lease three cargo ships to be prepositioned with dry cargo
supplies, ammunition, water, and fuels.

c. Followup supply from the U.S. can be moved through the Suez
Canal in 11 days by SL-7 class sea-land ships. General Jones proposed
to lease a fleet of eight SL-7s, six of which would be kept in use and
two of which would be under conversion to a RO/RO capability.

d. The overall cost for this package is estimated at $450 million.

The advantages of this proposal are:

—The deployment time for getting heavy ground forces through
the region would be cut from roughly 25/28 days to 5/8 days through
prepositioning.

—For the first time we would have a followup sealift supply capa-
bility in the SL-7s which travel at 33 knots, a difficult speed for an
enemy to locate and intercept.
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—This capability could be exercised for demonstrations in the
region by late spring or early summer.

Tasking: Defense is to submit the proposal in detail to OMB® and
have the results available for the NSC meeting.

Exercises. Dr. Brzezinski insisted that we need ground force exer-
cises in the area soon in order to improve the local sense of confidence
about American commitment to the region. General Jones agreed that
he could speed up the deployment of two Marine units, one from the
Eastern Mediterranean and one from the Pacific to exercise in Oman
and Somalia by March. Airlift of ground forces from the United States
would be extremely expensive. General Jones prefers not to take that
step but rather only exercise the Marines now. General Jones argued
that more importantly, if we purchase the two RO/RO, which are ready
for immediate delivery and loading, we can use them for exercises in
March or April, exercises that will have a much greater psychological
effect for a lesser cost than projecting airborne units with no armor
from the U.S.

Tasking: State will give us a paper by Thursday on the political
effects that exercises would have.” Defense will provide a paper recom-
mending specific exercises.®

[Omitted here is Section III on consultations with India and
Pakistan.]

IV. Consultations with North Yemen

The danger of an imminent union between North and South Yemen
was discussed. An NSC working group recommended that we pursue
a two-track strategy, U.S. demarches to President Salih in North Yemen
and a Saudi Arabian demarche to Salih. Most argued this is an unprom-
ising course of action. Dr. Brzezinski pointed out that we should con-
sider a much more fundamental political change in South Yemen. It
is clear that U.S. interests in the area could be greatly damaged by a
union of South and North Yemen. Egypt and Jordan interests would
be similarly hurt, not to speak of Saudi Arabia’s concern. We should,
therefore, consider a joint action to bring about a fundamental political
change in South Yemen. A discussion followed on Saudi capabilities
to do this, which were judged wholly inadequate, and the difficulties
of getting Egyptian and Jordanian cooperation.

Tasking: State [less than 1 line not declassified] to consult on preparing
a high level mission to North Yemen to make Salih aware of the depths

¢ Not found.
7 January 17; not found.
8 Not found.
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of our opposition to a union of the two Yemens. Dr. Brzezinski sug-
gested that [less than 1 line not declassified] might be an appropriate
person to head such a mission. A NSC-chaired working group will
prepare a paper on the Yemen problem.’

[Omitted here are sections on refugees, international support for
U.S. policy, the Middle East peace process, and aid to Pakistan.]

9 See footnote 1, Document 294.

41. Memorandum From Jasper Welch and Fritz Ermarth of the
National Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, January 16, 1980

SUBJECT
Basing Access and Exercise Issues at Thursday’s SCC? (S)

The SCC needs to make some basic decisions to guide the crucial
next step of political negotiations in Oman, Kenya, and Somalia for
access to basing. If time permits, the SCC will also take up Harold
Brown’s recommendations (sent to the President on 21 December, but
not forwarded to him yet) on a broader effort to improve transit and
overflight rights, and near-term options for exercises in the region.? (S)

This memo gives you essential background and a substantive plan
for the meeting, following the distributed agenda (inside cover). (S)

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 107, SCC
254, 01/17/80, Southwest Asia, Persian Gulf & Yemen. Secret. Sent for information.
Printed from a copy that does not bear Welch’s or Ermarth’s initials.

2January 17; see Document 42.

3 Reference is to a December 21 memorandum from Brown to Carter entitled “Access
and Overflight Rights in a Persian Gulf Contingency.” The focus of the memorandum
was “the near term measures likely to be most immediately profitable in improving
access and overflight, but we also discuss longer term actions and programs.” (Carter
Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Office, Presidential Advisory File, Box
84, Sensitive XX, 1/80)
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BASING ISSUES: SOMALIA, OMAN, KENYA, DJIBOUTI
Background

There is no controversy as to what we are after: Long-term access
to physically improved facilities in these four countries. In military
terms, the important objectives are summarized on the table (Tab A)*
with which you are familiar. On the technical-military side, there are
continuing questions as to the condition of facilities at Berbera and the
cost to improve them, which the current survey effort will clarify. But
they will probably not much influence our initial bargaining strategy
in Somalia (in any case, we can adjust that if the survey team’s results
so indicate). (S)

There is no controversy about the next step: Political negotiations
should be conducted in the last week of January, probably by the
Bartholomew-Murray team,” to define access arrangements and terms
with the four countries. (S)

No fundamental choices confront us with respect to Oman, Kenya,
and Djibouti given our present fairly limited objectives. What problems
there are are treated in this memo below. (S)

With respect to the tough issue, Somalia, since the President has
already decided that he’s prepared to take some risks for access there,
what we need now are a basic strategy for handling Somalia, and opening
position, and the tough-mindedness to assure that we are in charge of
the relationship. The operational significance of the latter is a) a stronger
ambassador in Mogadishu, and b) tight discipline among our Horn
specialists to get with the program we decide on. (S)

The strategy for Somalia should aim at getting the basing access
we want in Berbera and Mogadishu at minimum cost in aid, security
commitment, and likelihood of entanglement in the Ogaden conflict.®
We want to minimize the chance that a new US-Somalia relationship
will shackle us tightly to Siad or strengthen Soviet-Cuban influence in
Ethiopia in the long term. We want to leave open the possibility that
this new relationship could be part of a broader effort to reduce Soviet
influence in the Horn. These aims require a stingy opening position
on our part with Siad, and a willingness to walk away if he gets too
greedy. (S)

4Tab A, an undated table entitled “Indian Ocean Facilities and U.S. Access Objec-
tives,” is attached but not printed.

5 See footnote 2, Document 38. The team returned to the area in early February.
See Documents 49 and 50.

6 Reference is to the Somali-Ethiopian conflict in Ethiopia’s Ogaden desert. Docu-

mentation on this conflict is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980,
vol. XVII, Part 1, Horn of Africa.
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These principles have the following operational application to
which you should get the SCC to agree:

—The US continues to oppose Somali involvement in the Ogaden
insurgency because it is dangerous for the Horn, for Africa, and for
Somalia.

—The US expects that any new US-Somali relationship on security
matters will make Somalia receptive to US advice and sensitive to US
interests with respect to Ogaden.

—Specifically, the US will insist that none of the weapons or mili-
tary goods it may supply to Somalia will be used to support the Oga-
den conflict.

—While the US is interested in the security of Somalia against
the Soviet-Cuban threat, any commitment the US may make will be
evaluated in the light of circumstances if called into question by retalia-
tion arising from the Ogaden conflict. And it will not apply if regular
Somali forces are involved, openly or surreptitiously, in Ethiopia.

—In general, US-Somalia relations will be served if the level of
violence in Ogaden is reduced and Somalia promotes ideas for a fair
peaceful settlement.

—US military assistance to Somalia will be keyed to the value of
our basing access (not to the military appetites of Somalia).

—The US will insist that Somalia take concrete steps to improve
her relations with Kenya. (S)

These positions would be explicitly or implicitly communicated to
the Somalis as we talk about our base access. Note that we do not and
probably cannot insist on complete Somali withdrawal of support for
the insurgency. In any case, we don’t want to do that since it would
simply deliver the Soviets and the Cubans a local victory and deprive
us of future leverage on Ethiopia. (S)

In addition to the above communications to Siad, our strategy will
have to involve:

—Toughening our representation in Mogadishu (not a topic for
the SCC).

—Increasing our intelligence on the Ogaden war and Somali
involvement.

—Political (covert) action to explore alternatives to Siad (at least
as a source of leverage). (S)

We are, to put it somewhat pessimistically, seeking a kind of control
over Somali behavior that the Soviets failed to secure. But by arming
Siad to the teeth they gave him options we shall not give him. (S)

The other major questions for Somalia concern military aid and
financing. The consensus of the Bartholomew-Murray team is that we
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should be operating in the range of Option I (for openers) in the State/
PM paper (Tab B).” And we should try to get the Saudis to finance
more than 50% of the package. (S)

Meeting Plan
General

You should advise the group that this portion of the agenda is
very rich in opportunities for distraction into trivia. Hence you should
summarize points that seem straightforward or on which there is
working-level consensus, considering them decided unless there are
objections. (S)

—A political team will visit Oman, Kenya, Somalia, and, if possible,
Djibouti between 24 January and 2 February. (S)

—Since we are after extensive, redundant access we shall pursue all
options seriously, unless (as possibly in Somalia) insuperable obstacles
arise. (S)

—Itis agreed that extensive consultations with our allies, especially
the UK and France, and our friends in the region should promote
patterns of multilateral security cooperation we can build up in the
longer term. (S)

—We should encourage Saudi support, but not become hostage to
their timorous ways. (S)

Somalia (See Tabs B and F®)

—We are agreed that we are after long-term access to both Berbera
and Mogadishu, but that the overall difficulties of the Somali case will
require a step-by-step approach (in which we concentrate initially on
our activities and quids pro quo out no more than two years). (S)

—We do want an access agreement that defines the status of our
personnel. Joint US-Somali use of facilities is agreeable. (S)

—You should then turn to the nexus of Ogaden and a security
commitment, laying out the strategy proposed above. The only specific
points of view on this that have surfaced in our debates, (other than
the usual arguments among Horn specialists) is the view of General
Lawson that Berbera and Mogadishu may, in the end, not be worth
the trouble. On a security commitment as such, our position should

7 Reference is to a paper prepared in PM entitled “Indian Ocean Access” which
Ermarth and Welch attached as Tab H to their memorandum. The paper references the
charts on specific countries and provides additional detail and issues for discussion.
Tabs A-F referenced in this memorandum, none printed, were attached to this paper.
Tab B is an undated chart entitled “Military Assistance Options for Somalia.”

8 Tab F is an undated chart entitled “Security Commitment Alternatives.”
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be that US presence and a new relationship alone should add consider-
ably to Somali security if Somalia behaves herself, and that we are
willing to give our interest in Somali security appropriate public expres-
sion. (S)

—Get agreement to opening discussion on military assistance as
per State Option I (Tab B) and to seeking Saudi assistance. (S)

Oman (See Tabs C° and F)

Oman is the most important potential host, but poses no serious
problems. (S)
—Our objective is long-term access and facilities improvement

programs for Masirah and a port/airfield combination on the mainland
(either Muscat or Matrah, and Seeb). (S)

—In initial negotiations we should be prepared to lay out our long-
term (5 year) objectives. But, if the Omanis insist, we should concentrate
on plans and access arrangements over the next two years. (S)

—We should open negotiations with military assistance offers in
the area of State’s Option II on (p. 16, Tab C). Saudi financing should
be sought. (S)

—Consultation and cooperation with the UK will be done through-
out. (S)

—The only (somewhat) contentious issue is the character of a security
commitment to Oman. I think it is now recognized that it is in our interest
to give Oman a solid security commitment. Most of the difference will
be on the Omani side owing to Arab sensitivities. But if we show
reluctance it will undermine our entire confidence-building effort. We
should give a commitment to assist Oman against external threats and
externally assisted internal security threats (it is hard to imagine a
serious purely internal threat in that country in today’s world—but
this should be discussed). We should take our cue from Oman as to
the form and publicity of such a commitment, within our own legal
limitations. (S)

Kenya (See Tabs D'* and F)

Kenya presents no serious problems requiring SCC debate. In the
longer run, a closer US-Kenyan security relationship will probably lead
to greater economic assistance. (S)

—We should, in initial negotiations, simply state our near and
longer-term desires for access, and hear Kenyan terms. (S) (See Tab D)

9 Tab C is an undated chart entitled “Military Assistance Options for Oman.”
19Tab D is an undated chart entitled “Military Assistance Options for Kenya.”
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—We should express our determination to use possibly improved
US-Somalia relations to improve Somali-Kenyan relations. (S)

—A security commitment is not likely to be needed. (S)

Djibouti (See Tabs E'! and F)

There are no major policy issues to be resolved on Djibouti unless
Somali problems lead us later to seek greater access there than we now
seek, largely in deference to local and French sensitivities. Basically,
we are asking for expanded routine use (P-3 flights and ship visits)
and some commitment on Djibouti’s part to give us crisis access on a
larger scale. (S)

Other

—We shall keep the key Congressional committee chairmen
apprised of the access effort, informing them of our objectives and
soliciting reactions before the political negotiating teams next visit the
region. (S)

—It would be desirable if some of the funds needed for this effort
(which cannot be defined before the survey teams report back) be
secured in an FY80 supplemental. You will want to solicit the views
of principals on the timing of security assistance requests, if time per-
mits. (S)

HAROLD BROWN’S RECOMMENDATIONS ON OVERFLIGHT
AND TRANSIT ACCESS RIGHTS

Background

At the President’s urgent request Harold Brown prepared a memo
on the basing access problems of our getting into the region, and
recommended a comprehensive political approach to improving our
historically uncertain access. This memo was sent to us on 21 December,
and to SecState, the Chairman, and the DCI. We forwarded it to you
with a cover for the President and a summary of Harold’s action
recommendation on 8 January.'? Graham Claytor sent you a “what’s
happened” memo on 11 January. All this material is at Tab 1.1 (S)

Harold’s diagnosis and recommendation are sound. The latter call
for efforts with “enroute countries” (principally UK, Portugal, Spain,
Egypt) and “receiving countries” (Saudi Arabia, Oman) to sensitize
them to the extraordinary importance of basing access in crises, to
create greater willingness to give it to us. State is developing specific

1 Tab E is an undated chart entitled “Military Assistance Options for Djibouti.”
12 See footnote 3 above.
13 Attached but not printed.
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diplomatic initiatives and time-tables to act on these recommendations.
A State/PM paper reflective of their initial efforts is at Tab J.1* (S)

Meeting Plan

—After soliciting comments from principals on the Brown memo,
seek agreement to its recommendations and to prompt State/DOD
efforts to implement them. (S)

—Ask whether we should not give particularly urgent attention
to those countries where physical improvement to facilities is required
to make access meaningful. For example, Saudi Arabia should be
encouraged to expand airfields and POL storage as a “receiving coun-

try.” (S)
POLITICAL VALUE OF NEAR-TERM MILITARY EXERCISES

After a brief discussion of two kinds of exercise options (marines
and a light army brigade), Monday’s SCC'® directed that a paper be
prepared on the political value (and risk) of near-term US exercises.
State/PM undertook to do this with CIA assistance. At this moment,
unfortunately, this task is not fulfilled. If there is time for the subject
at all, I suggest the following:

—Retask State/CIA and schedule the matter for another meeting.
—Reiterate interest in marine exercises into Oman, possibly Egypt.

—Ask the Chairman to comment specifically on the desirability
and feasibility of a light army (e.g., brigade of the 82nd Airborne)
exercise any time in 1980. (One of his subordinates fears that such an
exercise would reveal more weakness than strength.)

—Discuss the value of continuing exercises of tactical air units into
the region. (S)

14 Attached but not printed at Tab J is an undated paper entitled “Diplomatic
Strategy for Increasing Access to Facilities and Overflight Rights in States Enroute to
Southwest Asia.”

15 January 14; see Document 40.
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42. Summary of Conclusions of a Special Coordination
Committee Meeting'

Washington, January 17, 1980, 9-10:45 a.m.

SUBJECT
SCC Meeting on Southwest Asia and the Persian Gulf

PARTICIPANTS
State OMB
Secretary Cyrus Vance Deputy Director John White
Deputy Secretary Warren Christopher White House
Defense Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski
Secretary Harold Brown Hamilton Jordan
Ambassador Robert Komer Jody Powell
Ics Hedley Donovan

Chairman General David Jones David Aaron

Lt. General John Pustay NSsC
CIA Colonel William E. Odom

Deputy Director Frank Carlucci C}alptain Gary Sick
Robert Ames Thomas Thornton

[name not declassified] Fritz Ermarth

Dr. Brzezinski explained that the purpose today is to cover a num-
ber of points, not all of them for decision, but as information and
recommendations to the President as a backdrop for the decision he
will shortly be making about our policy toward Southwest Asia and
the Persian Gulf region. He noted the agreement about the strategic
dynamics of the Soviet military move into Afghanistan expressed at
the previous SCC, the consequences for Pakistan and Iran, and also
the importance of Soviet influence in Yemen and Ethiopia.

Dr. Brzezinski also added that the Soviet publication “New Times”
has issued a call for all Communist states and parties to seize new
revolutionary opportunities created by the present political conditions
in the world, disturbing evidence of present Soviet policy directions.

Military Assistance to Pakistan

Dr. Brzezinski and Secretary Vance commented that the President’s
meeting with Agha Shahi went as well as could be expected.? Secretary

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Trip File,
Box 40, Brzezinski, Pakistan and Saudi Arabia 2/1-5/80: Briefing Book [I]. Secret; Sensi-
tive. The meeting took place in the White House Situation Room. The minutes of the
meeting are not attached. In the upper right-hand corner of the first page, Carter wrote:
“Zbig—These are very serious matters. The discussions are necessary but any proposal
for contentious action must be submitted to me first J.”

2 See footnote 4, Document 40.
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Brown asked how we will deal with the situation if the Pakistanis insist
they want $1 billion in aid while we only offered $400 million. Secretary
Vance predicted that they will take our $400 million and complain, not
reject our aid.

Dr. Brzezinski asked about the French willingness to sell the Mirage
aircraft to Pakistan. Secretary Vance reported that the French will prob-
ably supply the Mirage. As a next step, it will be discussed at the
Political Directors Meeting in London on January 24th. State will push
France to make a decision by then.

Dr. Brzezinski raised the question of American A-7 aircraft for
Pakistan. It was pointed out that the Pakistanis did not ask for them.
Rather they asked that they be supplied with aircraft sufficient to
protect themselves against the Soviet air threat, implying, of course,
for the need for the US F-16 or the Mirage. The A7, as Dr. Brzezinski
pointed out, would be very useful in a ground support role along the
Western frontier. Furthermore, because the U.S. has a large number,
nearly 700, it can undoubtedly spare 30 or 40. Secretary Brown agreed
the Pakistanis might be willing to buy some A-7s.

Military Consortium

Dr. Brzezinski asked for Defense’s proposal for a division of labor
among the members of the military consortium.? Secretary Brown sub-
mitted a paper showing which countries can produce what categories
of military equipment. The issue of who pays remains to be solved,
he added. Secretary Vance noted that according to Agha Shahi, the
Saudis promised Pakistan $800 million for military purchases over a
year ago but have not yet delivered. We should press the Saudis to
make the promise good.

Concerning Japan, Vance has instructed Phil Habib to ask the Japa-
nese for $400 million for the consortium. They may give less, but Vance
feels we should ask for that much. We will get little from Britain and
France, he continued, but the French should be willing to sell them
aircraft and the British will certainly be willing to sell tanks and tank
guns. Secretary Brown added that the U.S., France, and Germany can
provide anti-tank weapons, much needed for insurgency and defense.
It was also pointed out that the Pakistanis want foreign assistance for
building a communications infrastructure on their western front.

Dr. Brzezinski asked if we need a big consortium figure for public
and political effect such as $1 billion. Secretary Brown observed that
one to one and a half billion dollars for equipment spread over three

3 Reference is to an international consortium to provide military assistance to
Pakistan.
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years could be absorbed effectively by the Pakistanis; therefore, Dr.
Brzezinski’s figure is about right. Dr. Brzezinski added that we must
avoid a figure which is so high that we are open to criticism that we
are “saturating” Pakistan with arms the same way we did Iran.

Dr. Brzezinski added that we need a military equipment package
and a concept for a division of labor which we can propose to the
allies. Secretary Vance suggested that this be done at the upcoming
Political Directors Meeting on January 24. Dr. Brzezinski agreed; we
must supplement our delegation with technical teams sufficiently com-
petent to make concrete decisions on both funds and equipment.

Agreed action:

—State will press France on the Mirage aircraft.

—The Political Directors Meeting will be reinforced with sufficient
staff to discuss military assistance and funding.

—The U.S. will give an exemplary package to the Political Directors
as a proposal for a division of labor.

—To fund the consortium, we will press the Japanese for $400
million and the Saudis for $800 million which, combined with our $400
million, should be above $1 billion.

—Britain and France will be encouraged to supply specific military
equipment.

U.S. Assurances to Pakistan

Secretary Vance reported that we are still working out contingency
scenarios to define circumstances under which we would come to
Pakistan’s military assistance against foreign attack. Secretary Vance
promised to have a paper by Friday or Saturday which spells these
out in considerable detail for the President.

It was agreed, at Secretary Vance’s suggestion, that this is the next
big decision issue which should be discussed with the President.

Contingency of a Soviet Invasion of Iran

Dr. Brzezinski proposed that the President mention in his speech
that the United States has been committed to the independence of Iran
for the past 30 years and remains so committed today.* Secretaries
Vance and Brown wondered if this does not so clearly imply our
previous ties to the Shah that it will provoke Khomeini’s public rejection
and fail to achieve the political effect in the region for which it is
intended. Dr. Brzezinski observed that we must simply accept the cost

4 Reference is to the President’s upcoming State of the Union address; see Docu-
ment 45.
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of a possible Khomeini statement because our vital interests in the area
are so great. Secretaries Vance and Brown suggested omitting reference
to “30 years.” They accepted Dr. Brzezinski’s alternative language “as
we have been” so that a sentence in the speech might read: “The U.S.
remains committed to an independent Iran today as it has been in
the past.”

Agreed action: The record of the meeting should solicit the Presi-
dent’s reaction to this proposal.®
Military Facilities in the Region

Dr. Brzezinski expressed concern that while progress is being made
on the technical level in acquiring military facilities, we are lagging on
the political level. We need to expedite giving political assurances to
the host countries. Until we do, these countries are vulnerable to Soviet
pressure to reject our requests. They have already been exposed in the

press as potential locations for U.S. facilities; some are undoubtedly
already being pressed by the Soviets to reject the U.S. request.

Secretary Vance reported that State is now drafting messages to
our ambassadors in these countries instructing them to discuss political
assurances. Hal Saunders added that if the President mentions these
countries in his speech, it might kill their willingness. Dr. Brzezinski
reemphasized that they have already been fingered in the press. The
danger for us is the gap between political progress and technical
progress. He proposed a Presidential message, a very candid one to
Oman and Somalia, giving political assurances in principle to be fol-
lowed up by more specific details at the diplomatic level. Vance and
Saunders argued that any assurances must be specific because we must
also consult with the Congress before we are committed to them. Dr.
Brzezinski conceded that while those points may be legally valid, they
do not deal with the present political vulnerability of the states we
want to assist. Secretary Vance proposed that we go to these states
with messages which make the following points:

—We agree in principle to political assurances and therefore want
the technical teams to proceed as rapidly as possible.

—Ask the head of state if he objects to the President mentioning
publicly his country in connection with U.S. military facilities.

—Promise to consult with the Congress as soon as the details on
the assurances can be worked out.

5 Carter neither approved nor disapproved the recommendation. In the margin
below this recommendation, he wrote: “Covered on Meet the Press.” President Carter
was interviewed on “Meet the Press” on January 20. Responding to a question about
economic sanctions against Iran, he said: “We want a stable and independent Iran, and
we want a secure Iran.” (Public Papers: Carter, 1980-81, Book I, p. 113)
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—Reaffirm publicly that the United States considers its interests
in the region vital.

Agreed Action: A draft of the message proposed by Vance is to
be cleared later today with the NSC staff.

Harold Brown said we need more flights into Djibouti. They
pointed out that we already have access to Pakistan, but more perma-
nent “military facilities” would be desirable. It was argued that we
should not raise this issue with the Pakistanis until the military assist-
ance package to Pakistan is worked out in more detail.

Agreed actions:

—Ask for more flights into Djibouti.

—Postpone discussion of “military facilities” in Pakistan for a
few weeks.

—Vance, Brown, and Brzezinski will call about ten key Congres-
sional leaders to give them a progress report on our efforts to acquire
military facilities in the region. The NSC staff will provide talking
points to ensure that the same message is given to all ten Congressmen.

Enroute Basing and Overflights

Secretary Brown said that Defense has been ready for some time
and is waiting for State to go forward, asking Spain, Morocco, Portugal,
Philippines, and others about contingency overflights and base use.
Some argued that to ask now might ensure a turndown. Dr. Brzezinski
argued that it is important to tell these countries now that we are
serious, that we are making plans, and that we may be asking them
in the future but we are not asking for a positive response at present.
General Jones noted that we already have effective access to countries
and need no commitment; furthermore, what we need in each country
is different. In Morocco, for example, we would like to pre-position
fuel. The two most urgent cases are Spain and Morocco. Secretary
Vance insisted that he needed a chance to check once more on the
Moroccan situation before taking a final position.

Agreed action: Pending Vance’s check on the Moroccan situation,
inform Spain and Morocco that we are planning for crises; vary the
message to each according to what we want it to provide. State and
Defense will prepare this message.

Military Exercises and Deployments in the Region

Secretary Brown raised Diego Garcia. There are two issues, present
use, and longer term construction programs. Komer argued that
because Diego Garcia is the only reliable base in the Indian Ocean, we
need to undertake the expansion. General Jones said that it would cost
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about $500 million spread over the next five years. Dr. Brzezinski
reported that the British Opposition Leader Callaghan had encouraged
the United States to move fast on Diego Garcia. Secretary Vance cau-
tioned that Margaret Thatcher may look at it differently.

Dr. Brzezinski observed that this will outrage Indira Gandhi.
Komer added that what we are doing for Pakistan will outrage her
even more. All agreed that India’s sensitivities should not make us
hesitate on the expansion.

Agreed action: OMB will look into funding not for this year but for
FY 1982 and later.

Next the discussion turned to military exercises. General Jones
reported that a Marine amphibious unit, about 2,000 strong, and a
group of four to six ships can exercise in any number of places in the
region, Oman for example, and Egypt. Followup units, up to a Marine
brigade, can also participate.

Dr. Brzezinski declared that an exercise is needed for its political
effect as a demonstration of American determination to remain in the
area. Secretary Vance replied that privately political leaders in the
region will like it, but publicly they will have problems. He therefore
recommended that an exercise be held in Diego Garcia. Secretary Brown
insisted that such an exercise makes no sense, and therefore would
have no desired political effect, perhaps even an undesired effect.
Oman, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt were discussed as possible exercise
sites. Dr. Brzezinski proposed that we ask Oman and Saudi Arabia,
and if they turn us down, we should ask Egypt where a positive
response is almost assured. Secretary Vance asked that this be delayed
ten days until after the President’s speech.

Dr. Brzezinski next raised the question of a U.S. airborne brigade
projected into the region for an exercise, possibly a combined exercise
with Jordan and Saudi Arabia. This could take place later in the spring
or summer. Secretary Vance argued that the political problems are
simply too great for us to attempt this. Dr. Brzezinski agreed that we
should not overload ourselves with this undertaking but that Defense
should look into the costs, planning, and other details.

Agreed actions:

—State will go forward and seek political assurances on enroute
basing and overflights.

—We will wait ten days and seek permission for a military exercise
in Oman or Saudi Arabia, then Egypt if the first two are not
forthcoming.

—Gently probe Jordan on the possibilities of a combined US/
Jordan/Saudi Arabian exercise.
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[Omitted here is a section on Yemen. This section is printed as
Document 294.]

Afghanistan Insurgency

Secretary Vance reported that Agha Shahi calls the insurgency in
Afghanistan “a dangerous lightning rod” and, therefore, a very difficult
decision for General Zia. Dr. Brzezinski commented that a massive
insurgency at present is probably not in our best interest. Rather a low-
level and enduring insurgency is essential to keep the Islamic states
mobilized against the Soviets in Afghanistan.

Secretary Brown added that Agha Shahi’s comments were probably
not meant to indicate that Zia will be backing out, but rather to keep
the option open for the future.

Afghanistan Refugees

State reported that it is possible for the United States to provide
bilateral aid for refugees in Afghanistan as well as aid through the
UNHCR.

Agreed action: State was tasked to prepare a plan for providing at
least a small part of their refugee aid through bilateral channels and
present it at the next SCC on refugee support.

Dr. Brzezinski observed that the large degree of consensus on all
agenda issues today may negate the need for an NSC meeting with
the President on the same topics. All agreed and Secretary Vance added
that the next issue we need to discuss directly with the President
concerns the contingency scenarios for Pakistan and the assurances we
give that government.

[Omitted here is material unrelated to Southwest Asia and the
Persian Gulf.]
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43. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to President Carter!

Washington, January 18, 1980

SUBJECT

SCC Summary of Conclusions on Southwest Asia and the Persian Gulf

I am attaching the record of the SCC held on Thursday? as a back-
drop for your State of the Union address and policy toward the Persian
Gulf region. We discussed a comprehensive list of issues on which
there was sufficient consensus to make an NSC meeting unnecessary.
We do need your reactions to some of the agreed actions. Others are
important for your information.

You will note from reviewing the report of the meeting that we
have before us a very complicated and difficult agenda. Once your
speech has been delivered, outlining our overall approach, it may be
important—indeed necessary—for someone to go out to have high-
level talks on security matters with the Saudis, Turks, Jordanians,
Omanis, and the Paks. If this program is to succeed and to have any
coherence, it will have to have high-level commitment, visible direction,
and be undertaken with genuine energy. We are dealing with a much
more complicated situation than Western Europe in the late forties. At
the very least, in the light of the fact that my recent trip was kept
secret® I think a quick trip by me to Turkey and Saudi Arabia will be
necessary. One simply does not have the necessary “touch” for some
of the decisions that need to be made, and the leaders there need to
be directly convinced that we mean business when we say that we
plan to project our military and political influence into the region on
a sustained basis.

No decision on the above is required, but you should give it some
thought. We also need your guidance on the minutes, so that we can
implement effectively, especially after your overall speech defines our
national policy for the entire world.

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, General
Odom File, Box 43, Security Framework: 1/1-23/80. Secret; Sensitive. Sent for action.
The date is handwritten. Carter initialed the memorandum indicating that he saw it.

2 See Document 42.

3In his personal diary, Carter wrote on January 15: “Zbig had a disappointing
meeting with Giscard; [France's] relationship with the Soviets will continue as usual,
different from what he told me last week.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 392)
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44. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassies in
Oman, Somalia, and Kenya'

Washington, January 19, 1980, 22327

15122. For the Ambassador. Subject: Indian Ocean Access.
1. (Secret)—entire text.

2. We want to get back to host governments at the highest level
now to confirm our serious interest in continuing our discussion of
access and other forms of security cooperation. We are concerned that
the combination of a hiatus in high-level dialogue and press speculation
may have left them vulnerable to political pressures. We want to dispel
any question about this with them and also to affirm our full under-
standing that the context of our interest in access is our desire to
cooperate broadly with them in order to enhance our mutual security.
We would like host country agreement for a return of the high-level
State/Defense team in the period February 3-February 10.

3. Accordingly, you should immediately approach Sultan Qaboos,
President Siad, and President Moi, (or, in all cases, if early appointment
impossible appropriate senior officials) using the following talking
points:

A. The President is pleased with the results of our discussions with
you about our mutual security interests and your responsiveness in
this matter. He is seriously interested in pursuing this matter. He hopes
that you agree in general on the need for greater cooperation and on
the need to press ahead with the dialogue.

B. In this connection we are studying a number of specific steps
which the U.S. would propose taking to enhance your security. We
will also have more specific ideas regarding our access objectives. We
are prepared to send a high-level team back to the area to discuss
these specific ideas with you and your officials during the period from
February 3-10.

C. We will get back very soon with specific dates in this time frame
for each country.

4. For Nairobi: We are considering the possibility of sending only
one or two members of the team to Nairobi, given acute Kenyan con-

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East,
Subject File, Box 68, Middle East: Security: 1/80. Secret; Niact Immediate; Nodis. Sent
for information Immediate to the White House. Printed from the copy that indicates the
original was received in the White House Situation Room. Drafted by David C. Gompert
(PM); cleared by Seton Stapleton (S/S-0), Bartholomew, William C. Harrop (AF), Twi-
nam, Kreisberg, Ermarth, and Murray; approved by Newsom.
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cerns about visibility and also the very limited character of our access
objectives in Kenya.

5. For Mogadishu: You should mention to Siad that we will, of
course, need to discuss our concern about the Ogaden issue when the
team is in Somalia.

Vance

45. Editorial Note

In response to the situation in Iran, namely the taking of 66 Ameri-
can hostages on November 4, 1979, and the Soviet invasion of Afghani-
stan, the administration of President Jimmy Carter developed a new
U.S. policy for the Persian Gulf region. This new policy began to take
shape in late November 1979 among the National Security Council
Staff and the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs,
Zbigniew Brzezinski. On November 27 and 28, National Security Coun-
cil Staff members sent Brzezinski several memorandums that dealt
with broad Middle East issues and contained ideas for a U.S. response.
In a November 27 memorandum to Brzezinski, National Security Coun-
cil Staff member Paul B. Henze wrote that the United States needed
to “display a determination to stick it out and assert ourselves,” which
the administration could achieve “by showing the kind of determina-
tion and strength that will enable our friends to help us assert our-
selves.” (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material,
Middle East, Subject File, Box 30, Iran: 11/28-30/79) The following
day, National Security Council Staff member Robert Hunter, in a
November 28 memorandum to Brzezinski, noted that while the Iranian
situation had precipitated a major crisis, there were “also increased
opportunities, especially with greater American public willingness to
see us take a leadership position, a fading of the “Vietnam syndrome,’
but also a sense of greater balance and maturity in the nation about
the uses of power.” Hunter commented that “there will be insistent
demands for a strong, coherent policy, and clear leadership by the
President.” He recommended that Carter deliver a televised address
immediately following resolution of the hostage crisis. Hunter asserted
that Carter should propose:

“a series of concrete, specific, steps, including domestic and interna-
tional energy efforts; some tailored increase in defense spending and
activity; and our position toward and support for other countries in the
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region (within the context of respect for individual national integrity,
independence, and respect for Islam). There should be a clear integration
of political, economic, and military efforts—no one is enough; the inter-
relationship is critical.

“If enough pieces of a long-range strategy can be ready for use,
this could become a Carter Doctrine for the Middle East, dealing with the
whole nexus of oil-security-U.S. resolve and leadership issues.” (Ibid.)

Also, in a November 28 memorandum to Brzezinski, National Secu-
rity Council Staff member William E. Odom noted: “The present Iranian
crisis seems to be creating the chance to begin a serious regional intelli-
gence rebuilding effort as well as a physical military presence. The
time for action, therefore, is at hand.” (Carter Library, National Security
Affairs, Brzezinski Material, General Odom File, Box 27, Iran: 11/78-
11/79)

The administration’s belief that a strong statement on the Middle
East was needed took on new urgency following the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan on December 25, 1979. Brzezinski noted in his memoirs:
“I discussed that issue [a “wider strategic challenge” in the Persian
Gulf as a result of the invasion] at some length with the President.”
Brzezinski “stressed that the issue was not what might have been
Brezhnev’s subjective motives in going into Afghanistan but the objec-
tive consequences of a Soviet military presence so much closer to the
Persian Gulf.” (Power and Principle, page 430) This exchange likely
occured in a 30 minute telephone conversation between Carter and
Brzezinski on December 31. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials,
President's Daily Diary) After this discussion, Brzezinski commented:

“The President’s approach served as the point of departure for a
wider response which, in the course of the next several weeks, took
three forms: (1) the adoption of sanctions directed at the Soviet Union;
(2) the formulation of a doctrine linking the security of the region with
that of the United States and a U.S. effort to shape a regional security
framework; and (3) the acceleration of our strategic renewal, in terms
of both doctrine and defense budget.” (Power and Principle, page 430)

The level of importance to which Brzezinski ascribed the situation
and the administration’s response were evident in his January 2, 1980,
memorandum to the President entitled “Relevance of the Truman Doc-
trine to Current Situation.” Brzezinski wrote that he “would like to
recall for you an earlier crisis which in my judgment has some striking
parallels with the present challenge we face in Afghanistan, in that
region and globally.” He then summarized the history and importance
of the Truman Doctrine. Placing the present situation in even starker
terms, Brzezinski concluded: “The Soviet intervention in the present
case is both more blatant and more brutal than in 1947, and the Gulf
is unquestionably more vital to Western interests today than were
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Greece and Turkey 30 years ago.” (Carter Library, National Security
Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Subject File, Box 67, Truman Doctrine: 1/
80) In a January 3 memorandum to the President, Brzezinski outlined
a “Strategic Reaction to the Afghanistan Problem,” including the possi-
bility of selling defensive arms to China. (Carter Library, Brzezinski
Donated Material, Geographic File, Box 17, Southwest Asia/Persian
Gulf Afghanistan: 12/26/79-1/4/80) Both memoranda are printed in
Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. I, Foundations of Foreign Policy, Docu-
ments 134 and 135. In a memorandum to the President on January 9,
entitled “A Long-Term Strategy for Coping with the Consequences of
the Soviet Action in Afghanistan,” Brzezinski listed possible U.S.
actions in the Persian Gulf region to enhance regional security. The
memorandum is printed in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume VI,
Soviet Union, Document 256.

The President elucidated what would become known as the Carter
Doctrine in his State of the Union speech delivered to Congress on
January 23, 1980. Speaking directly on the Middle East region, the
recent Iranian situation, and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Carter
noted that “we face a broader and more fundamental challenge in this
region because of the recent military action of the Soviet Union.” He
asserted that the “Soviet Union has taken a radical and an aggressive
new step. It’s using its great military power against a relatively defense-
less nation. The implications of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
could pose the most serious threat to the peace since the Second World
War.” Getting to the crux of the issue, Carter stated:

“This situation demands careful thought, steady nerves, and reso-
lute action, not only for this year but for many years to come. It demands
collective efforts to meet this new threat to security in the Persian Gulf
and in Southwest Asia. It demands the participation of all those who
rely on oil from the Middle East and who are concerned with global
peace and stability. And it demands consultation and close cooperation
with countries in the area which might be threatened. Meeting this
challenge will take national will, diplomatic and political wisdom,
economic sacrifice, and, of course, military capability. We must call on
the best that is in us to preserve the security of this crucial region. Let
our position be absolutely clear: An attempt by any outside force to
gain control of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault
on the vital interests of the United States of America, and such an assault
will be repelled by any means necessary, including military force.”

Carter then outlined the steps the United States was taking to make
this doctrine a reality, such as improving capabilities to rapidly deploy
U.S. forces to the region, preventing conflict in the region, strengthening
the U.S. naval presence in the Indian Ocean, and solidifying the U.S.
guarantee of Pakistani independence. (Public Papers: Carter, 1980-81,
Book I, pages 194-198)



Middle East Region and the Gulf 169

The full text of Carter’s address is printed in Foreign Relations, 1977—
1980, volume I, Foundations of Foreign Policy, Document 138.

46. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to Secretary of Defense Brown'

Washington, January 24, 1980

SUBJECT

Strategic Review of our Unified Command Structure (S)

The President desires that you look into the Unified Command
Plan as it relates to the Persian Gulf region and our changing military,
intelligence, and diplomatic requirements. Events over the past two
years make it apparent that our command structure for the region is
fragmented and refracted through European and Pacific headquarters;
with the RDF/JTF under REDCOM, a third headquarters is centrally
involved. The President would like to have your views on the changes
which might facilitate unity of command and coordination of regional
intelligence and military and economic assistance missions. They
should be available by February 28, 1980.

Zbigniew Brzezinski?

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, General
Odom File, Box 28, Middle East Command Post: 7/79-3/80. Secret. An undated covering
memorandum, under which the memorandum was to be forwarded from Brzezinski to
Carter for his approval, was prepared, although there is no indication that Carter received
the memorandum, that Carter approved Brzezinski’s recommendation, or that Brown
received the memorandum.

2 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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47. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Brown to President
Carter’

Washington, January 25, 1980

SUBJECT
Amphibious Deployment (U)

(S) As a further measure to increase US military presence and
capability in the Arabian Sea, I propose deploying an Amphibious Task
Force to join the two Carrier Battle Groups (Task Force 70) presently
operating in the region.

(C) The proposed Amphibious Task Force would be composed of
four amphibious ships and an embarked Marine Amphibious Unit
(MAU). The MAU consists of about 1,700 Marines organized into an
infantry battalion, a helicopter squadron, and a combat service support
group. Their combat equipment includes 22 assault helicopters, 12
amphibious assault vehicles, and five tanks.

(C) The MAU is presently enroute to the Western Pacific and, if
you approve the deployment, would depart the Philippines in mid-
February, arriving in the Arabian Sea around the end of the month.
Subsequently (March or later) I anticipate that a substantially increased
Marine amphibious capability would temporarily augment this force.
The III Marine Amphibious Force (MAF) located on Okinawa, will
remain ready to respond to other limited contingencies in the Western
Pacific, with some lift constraints.

(S) While operating in the Arabian Sea, we would hope to be able
to conduct exercises with one or more countries in the region. The
location and scope of these exercises can be determined after the facili-
ties survey team has finished its work and negotiations with potential
host countries have been concluded. Even without the conduct of exer-
cises, I believe the deployment of Marine forces to the Indian Ocean
is a prudent measure on the basis of both the perception and the fact
of increased US military capability. We should recognize, though, that
taking this step could well commit us to maintaining some US Marine
presence in the region for the indefinite future.

(C) Until the facilities survey team returns and exercise arrange-
ments, if any, are firm, I would propose no announcement or public

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East,
Subject File, Box 68, Middle East: Security: 1/80. Secret. Brzezinski forwarded Brown’s
memorandum to Carter under a January 29 memorandum recommending that Carter
approve Brown’s proposal. Carter approved the recommendation and added the hand-
written notation: “I presume Cy agrees.”
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discussion of that possible aspect of the deployment. The only early
publicity would be a routine announcement that an Amphibious Task
Force had joined Task Force 70 in the Arabian Sea.

(S) With your approval, I am prepared to direct the deployment.
I would make a routine public announcement early next week, since
media speculation about our sending Marines is already rife and I
anticipate many questions when I testify on the Defense posture and
budget next week.

Harold Brown

48. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Brown to President
Carter!

Washington, January 26, 1980

SUBJECT
Rapid Deployment Forces (U)

As you know, as part of our efforts to improve our capabilities to
project forces in contingencies, I have directed the JCS to develop
specific sets of Rapid Deployment Forces, and a controlling Joint Task
Force headquarters. The purpose of this memorandum is to keep you
abreast of the developments in this area, specifically RDJTF command
arrangements. (U)

The JCS have developed a general structure for the RDJTF head-
quarters. It will be commanded by Major General (Lieutenant General
selectee) Paul X. Kelley, USMC, and will be established at MacDill Air
Force Base by March 1, 1980. It will also have a liaison staff here in
Washington. The Commander of the RDJTF will have an exercise
budget under his control. (C)

In peacetime, the RDJTF headquarters will be subordinate to the
Readiness Command, but during contingencies it will transfer with its
subordinate units to an appropriate Unified Commander (CINC) or
will operate directly under the National Command Authorities, as
appropriate. (S)

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, General
Odom File, Box 28, Middle East Command Post: 7/79-3/80. Secret.
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As an integral part of its function, the headquarters will assume
planning, coordinating, and implementing responsibilities for military
exercises in the Middle East, as well as planning and execution of
combat operations in the region. This will help us determine the need
for a separate unified command for this critical region. (S)

We have made considerable progress to date in our work on the
RDJTF and we expect to meet our deadline of March 1 for the activation
of the RDJTF headquarters. I will keep you informed. (C)

Harold Brown

49. Memorandum From Fritz Ermarth and Jasper Welch of the
National Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski) and the President’s
Deputy Assistant for National Security Affairs (Aaron)!

Washington, January 28, 1980

SUBJECT
Indian Ocean Access SCC on (Kenya, Somalia, Oman, Saudi Arabia) (S)

Background

The primary purpose of this SCC is to review and approve the
instructions to the political negotiating team going to the four countries
next week. The SCC should also review our legislative strategy and
timing. (S)

The draft instructions to the political team (at Tab A)? are in very
good shape, in our view. They have been extensively worked by the
interagency team, including thorough coordination within State and
with OMB. They provide a good substantive guide to the overall effort
and the issues before the SCC tomorrow.? (S)

The principals should appreciate—and you may wish in opening
the meeting to mention—several fundamental points: (S)

! Source: Carter Library, Brzezinski Donated Material, Subject File, Box 32, [Meet-
ings—SCC 264A: 1/80]. Secret. Sent for information. Copies were sent to Sick, Henze,
and Funk. A stamped notation on the memorandum indicates that Brzezinski saw it.
There is no indication that Aaron saw the memorandum.

2 Attached but not printed are the undated draft instructions.

3 The SCC meeting took place on January 30; see Document 50.
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—The Indian Ocean access campaign is at the cutting edge of our
effort to build a security structure in SW Asia in terms of its importance
and its difficulty. It is one of the most visible (unfortunately) and
concrete things we are doing. Its immediate military benefits will be
important but modest. It will not revolutionize our military posture in
the area. At the same time, although Afghanistan has increased both
our need for access and local anxieties about Soviet power, the political
impediments to progress remain severe. For these reasons, we must
conduct this effort ever mindful that 1) it should give us options for
dramatic increases in local presence through surging and exercise activ-
ity; and 2) that it should help create the political basis for regional
security collaboration. (S)

—There is a widespread sense among Washington experts, and
people in the area, that it’s “later than we think,” especially on the
Arabian Peninsula, that the forces threatening stability from the PDRY,
and within Saudi Arabia and Oman are more advanced than our strat-
egy accounts for. Because of local political sensitivities, we stress mod-
est access objectives and low visibility. But we may have to prepare
ourselves to move beyond these initial conditions quite rapidly, not
only in response to overt Soviet threats, but to deal with heightened
internal security problems in Oman and Saudi Arabia. Moreover, we
must recognize that our new relationship with Somalia will oblige a
more comprehensive political strategy toward the Horn. [5 lines not
declassified] (S)

The state of play logistically is as follows:

—The technical facilities survey teams are still in the area, due to
return by 30 January. Their initial reports have permitted refinement
of our access objectives. The most significant result so far is that Berbera
looks more attractive than we expected, and Masirah somewhat less
so. This does not alter our plans; it merely confirms us in our original
determination to seek diversity and redundancy in access. (S)

—The political team will depart on 1 February because of airline
schedules, proceeding to Nairobi, Mogadishu, Muscat, and Riyadh,
between 3 and 10 February. (S)

—Ideally, we wish to nail down the framework of agreement
including concrete next steps (e.g., military-needs survey team to
Somalia) and leave certain details (e.g., status of US personnel) to
embassies. We may, however, have to continue high-level negotiations
in some places, most likely Somalia. (S)

Meeting Plan (Very Fast Track)

You may find yourself so pressed for time as to be unable to work
through the programmed agenda. If principals have read the draft
instructions at Tab A and been appropriately briefed, it would not be
unsafe for you to proceed as follows:



174 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume XVIII

—The draft instructions look satisfactory. Do other principals
agree?* (S)

—If Siad is not at all forthcoming on Ogaden issues and does
not agree to next steps on access without final agreement on security
assurances and military assistance (which depend heavily on his Oga-
den line), the team should merely agree to report back to Washing-
ton. (S)

—It is absolutely essential that we keep tight control of publicity
on this effort, especially as it concerns the views and positions of host
countries. Only Public Affairs officers should discuss this with the
press, on the basis of tight guidance, until we move into the public
congressional phase. (S)

Meeting Plan (According to Agenda)
General and Item 1

—You should open the discussion as you see fit or along lines
suggested above. Please be aware that the agenda contains items which
can easily divert discussion, e.g., whether we want to pay base access
fees in Oman.® On some of these things, the team can call for instructions
when we see what we are up against. (S)

—You should ask General Jones for a brief overview of our access
plans and the results of the technical survey teams, and ask Harold
Brown to comment. This is largely to assure that the principals are
clear and ratify our objectives. Details are found on pp. 5, 8, and 14 of
the draft instructions (Tab A). (S)

Kenya

—There seem to be no issues to resolve for Kenya. Our main
immediate problem is to control publicity. Over the longer run we’ll
have to develop guidance to explain our access activities to other Afri-
can countries. (S)

Somalia

—You are thoroughly familiar with the problem: to link our posi-
tion on Ogaden to what we offer on security assurances and assistance.
We think the instructions are sound on this score. The linkage is made
effective at this point in the relationship by our willingness to walk
away if Siad is not reassuring. (S)

4 Brzezinski drew a vertical line in the left-hand margin next to this and the two
following points.

5 Brzezinski underlined the phrase “base access fees in Oman” in this sentence.
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—Siad will almost surely find our security assistance offer too
modest. He will express an urgent need for help on air defense. Beyond
specifics we propose on p. 9 (Tab A), we’ll deal with this by proposing
a survey of his defensive needs (thus fending off the issue for the
moment), and we indicate a willingness to get carefully into the air
defense business by broaching the possibility of installing air surveil-
lance radar at Berbera (partly for our own protection). (S)

—The team will need license to go to the “high option” on military
assistance (p. 10, Tab A). (S)

Oman

—A peripheral but valuable move: We should remove Oman from
the list of countries that are “dangerous for Americans.” There is no
objective need for Oman to be so listed, and it is insulting to Oman.® (S)

—To Oman, security assurances are more important than military
assistance. We expect no problem in offering what the Omanis have said
they want, a low-profile statement of our interest and commitment. (S)

—The issue of base access fees has caused some controversy at the
working level. State favors our being willing to go up to $10 M because
they expect the Omanis to want base access fees, there is precedent in
Bahrain, and our military assistance offer doesn’t go beyond what we
would want to do for Oman anyway. DOD is ill-disposed because we
have no control over what happens to fee money (much of it will line
pockets in a graft-ridden country). DOD prefers to offer additional
effort to upgrade facilities or infrastructure which will redound to
common benefit. OMB warns that Congress will object to paying access
fees as a “back door” device for supplying military assistance or aid
funds. The right instructions (as in the draft, p. 15, Tab A) are to be
reluctantly willing.” (S)

Saudi Arabia

—The only real issue is a general one: how much we wish to rely
on Saudi Arabia for political and financial support. Our aim is to get
as much support as we can but mainly for the purpose of creating a
more reassuring and cooperative relationship and to decrease Saudi
timidity on security collaboration. The instructions are sound. (S)

6 Brzezinski drew a vertical line in the left-hand margin next to this point.

7 Brzezinski drew a vertical line in the left-hand margin next to the first four
sentences of this point. He drew a vertical line and wrote a checkmark in the left-hand
margin next to the sentence that begins “DOD prefers to offer” and wrote a question
mark in the left-hand margin next to the last sentence.
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Legislative Strategy

—All recognize the need to inform key leaders of our objectives
and plans before the political team depart for the region. (S)

—As to the timing of legislative submissions, the most desirable
course would be to wrap up enough of the money issues (military
assistance and facilities improvement costs) to permit covering them
in an FY80 supplemental that includes Pakistan and other steps. Should
we not advance the access negotiations that quickly, we may have to
consider an additional supplemental request, despite Congressional
objections to such incremental approaches. In view of the urgency of
the situation, it would not look good to domestic critics or to local
countries were we to take the leisurely approach of funding initial
Indian Ocean access activities through FY81 ammendment. OMB is
prepared to comment on this. (S)

Publicity

Please make a point of the third tick under Very Fast Track above.
We must maintain tight control on publicity. No backgrounders except
by Public Affairs officers under tight instructions. (S)
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Summary of Conclusions of a Special Coordination

Committee Meeting'

Washington, January 30, 1980, 9-10 a.m.

SUBJECT

Indian Ocean Access

PARTICIPANTS

The Vice President’s Office
Mr. A. Denis Clift

State

Secretary Cyrus Vance

Deputy Secretary Warren Christopher

Mr. David Newsom
Under Secretary for Political
Affairs

Mr. Harold Saunders
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of
Near Eastern and South Asian
Affairs

Mr. Reginald Bartholomew
Director, Bureau of Politico-
Military Affairs

Mr. David Moose
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of
African Affairs

OSD

Deputy Secretary W. Graham
Claytor, Jr.

Ambassador Robert Komer
Under Secretary for Policy

Mr. David McGiffert
Assistant Secretary, International
Security Affairs

Mr. David Ransom
Deputy Director, Near East and
South Asia Region

JCS
Lt General John Pustay

DCI

Mr. Bruce Clarke
Director, National Foreign
Assessment Center

Mr. Greg Cowan
NIO for Africa

ACDA

Mr. Ralph Earle I
Director

Mr. James Montgomery
Acting Assistant Director,
Weapons Evaluation and Control
Bureau

OMB

Mr. Edward Sanders
Deputy Assistant Director for
International Affairs

White House

Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski
Mr. David Aaron

Mr. Lloyd Cutler

Mr. Hedley Donovan
Mr. Hamilton Jordan
Mr. Jody Powell

Mr. Stuart Eizenstat

NSC

Colonel William Odom
Captain Gary Sick

Mr. Thomas Thornton
General Jasper Welch
Mr. Fritz Ermarth

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East,
Subject File, Box 68, Middle East: Security: 1/80. Secret. The meeting took place in the
White House Situation Room. Brzezinski sent the Summary of Conclusions to Carter
for his approval under a January 31 memorandum; Carter initialed his approval.
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The SCC reviewed the negotiating instructions for the team sched-
uled to visit Kenya, Somalia, Oman, and Saudi Arabia for the purpose
of augmenting US access to military facilities in the region.? The team
is instructed to recapitulate our view of threats to the region, the com-
mitment of the US to their security, the need for improved US access,
and to offer various degrees of military assistance nuanced to local
circumstances. In Saudi Arabia, the team will seek political support
and financial help for Oman and Somalia. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski, upon hearing no objections to the basic instructions,
led the meeting through the instructions for problems of detail. He
noted that general and country-by-country discussion of security assur-
ances must be strong enough to affirm the President’s commitment to
security in the region.

Kenya

Dr. Brzezinski, Graham Claytor, and Warren Christopher empha-
sized the importance to the President’s regional policies of getting
proposed economic support funding ($10 million) for Kenya. This
would require supplemental appropriations in FY80. If it could not be
readied in time for the Pakistan supplemental, it would be submitted
separately, and moved urgently. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski emphasized the importance of limiting publicity.
If the Kenyans felt that a US visit to Nairobi presented too high a
profile, they should have the option of sending a Kenyan team to
Washington. (S)

Somalia

Dr. Brzezinski observed that the President had already decided to
provide Somalia with defensive equipment.® The issues now were lev-
els of assistance and Saudi financing. To evidence our seriousness and
to minimize our dependence on the Saudis, it was decided that we
would offer our “higher” (but still modest) assistance package, includ-
ing $40 million annual FMS credits in FY 80 and FY81, and seek to
stand firm on it.*

It was noted that there would inevitably be some risk that Somali
support to the Ogaden insurgency would trigger aggressive Ethiopian-
Soviet-Cuban actions which would call our security assurances® to

2 The instructions are summarized in Document 49.

3 Documentation is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol.
XVII, Part 1, Horn of Africa.

4 Carter wrote in the left-hand margin next to this paragraph: “Get Saudis to help
as much as possible, but don’t depend on them.”

5 Carter underlined “security assurances.”
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Somalia into question. We would have to be prepared to take action
on Somalia’s behalf in some circumstances. We should make it clear
to Siad Barre that we oppose the Ogaden war, that an increase in the
violence or his use of regular forces would jeopardize our security ties,
and that we would not respond to an attack he provokes. The offer of
security assurances to Somalia should be as follows: “The US military
presence at Somali facilities will be in itself a tangible expression of
US interest in Somali independence and integrity. The US would view
any direct threat to Somalia with serious concern, would consult
promptly with the Somali government on an appropriate response,
and would react in accordance with US constitutional processes.” (S)

Dr. Brzezinski noted that, while Somalia had little political support
in the region, it was for the US a more favorable area militarily than
Pakistan, where we might have more political support but face grave
military problems. He thought we should tell Mengistu that our new
relationship with Somalia would not be directed against Ethiopia. War-
ren Christopher said that Ambassador Chapin doubts Mengistu is
sufficiently independent for such messages to make a difference. (S)

Oman

All agreed that we should avoid arrangements for access that
involve payment of access fees because they set precedents with other
countries, their results are uncontrollable, and Congress objects. The
team should offer to bring the matter back to Washington if Oman
insists on fees, but should stress the great benefit to Oman, as well as
the US, of the substantial improvement to local military facilities we
would be paying for. On the basis of technical surveys, we should
suggest a general cost magnitude for the facility improvement we are
seeking. It will be on the order of several hundred million dollars over
a five year period, far in excess of any plausible access fees. (S)

It was agreed that Oman should be offered $25 million in FMS
credits annually in FY80 and FY81; but we would not now offer a
squadron of F-5s. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski suggested removing Oman from the list of Muslim
countries ruled dangerous for Americans. Since State had problems
doing this for Oman but not other countries in the Gulf, it was agreed
to tell Oman authorities privately that this was under review and would
soon be done. (S)

Saudi Arabia

It was agreed that Saudi Arabia should be told in some detail
what the US was offering to the other countries in the way of security
assistance, facilities up-grade, and security assurances to convince the
Saudis of our own seriousness and willingness to invest in regional
stability. (S)
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Legislative Strategy

It was agreed that Secretaries Vance and Brown would call key
congressional leaders before the team’s departure for the region to
explain our plans and objectives. (5)

51. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to President Carter!

Washington, January 30, 1980

SUBJECT
The Skeleton of a Strategy for the Middle East

The purpose of our Persian Gulf strategy is to protect our vital
interests there—interests shared with Europe and Japan. Because the
projection of Soviet power and influence into the region is the major
threat to those interests at the moment, countering those is the first
priority strategic task.

In effect, we have to complete the third phase of the great
architectural task undertaken by the United States after World War
II. We constructed an alliance in Western Europe; we undertook
explicit defense commitments in the Far East; we built CENTO, a
regional security organization that never really flourished. Now we
need to shape a more flexible framework for regional security in
the Middle East. That regional security framework will have to avoid
excessive formality, adapt to the realities of intraregional conflicts,
and facilitate varieties of participation by concerned friends both in
the region and in the other two central strategic zones, Western
Europe and the Far East.

The following outlines a number of steps we are either taking or
need to consider taking in order to fulfill your vision of the security
requirements and American interests in the region. The essence of our
strategy is to strengthen our presence and capability by

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East,
Subject File, Box 77, Persian Gulf: 1-10/80, 2. Secret. A January 29 memorandum from
Vance to Carter entitled “Blueprint for Implementation of Your State of the Union
Message” is ibid. Brzezinski’s memorandum is also printed in Foreign Relations,
1977-1980, vol. I, Foundations of Foreign Policy, Document 140, from a copy with Carter’s
handwritten comments.
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—establishing facilities for U.S. forces;

—strengthening friendly governments and the security cooperation
among them; and

—reducing the influence of the Soviet Union, its surrogates (Cuba,
the GDR) and its friends (PDRY).

You are well aware of our work on obtaining facilities in the region
and improving our rapid reaction force capabilities. We plan to
strengthen friendly governments and the security cooperation among
them by engaging in joint efforts to protect Pakistan, support the
Afghan rebels, and reduce the threat of the PDRY against Oman, North
Yemen and Saudi Arabia. In the latter connection, we will also be
cooperating with our European allies, and possibly the Jordanians and
Egyptians, both in operations and contingency plans. Our long-term
objective can be described as a Persian Gulf/Indian Ocean region with
a permanent U.S. naval presence and surge capability, an Afghanistan
whose neutrality has been restored, a strengthened Pakistan, a more
cohesive and cooperative Iran, and an Arabian Peninsula free from
threat from the PDRY.

We have taken a number of actions to begin the implementation
of our Persian Gulf strategy. A status report follows.

Please indicate whether you would wish an NSC meeting on some
of the following subjects, whether some of them in your judgment
should be dropped, and whether you have any specific or general
guidance that you could give us as we continue to work on the
following:

Actions Undertaken and/or Ongoing
1. Political/Diplomatic:

—The State of the Union Address.?

—Agha Shahi visit to Washington.?

—Reaffirmation of the 1959 Agreement with Pakistan, new defini-
tion of assurances, and consultations with Congress.

—Development of political assurances for states providing military
facilities (Oman, Somalia, Kenya—before SCC).

—Approaches to Spain, Morocco, and others about enroute basing
and overtlight support (in progress).

—Christopher trip to Europe on Afghanistan and East-West
relations.*

—Brown mission to China.’

2 See Document 45.
3 See footnote 4, Document 40.

4 Christopher visited London December 31, 1979, for a meeting with U.K., French,
German, Italian, and Canadian officials. He also visited Brussels January 1 for an emer-
gency meeting of the North Atlantic Council.

5 Brown visited China January 6-13.
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—Clifford mission to India.®
—Brzezinski/Christopher mission to Pakistan.”

2. Economics:
—Actions for the Persian Gulf region:

* Economic aid package for Pakistan: bilateral (ready); multilateral
(being negotiated).

® German efforts to reschedule Turkish debt.

e Bilateral refugee aid to Pakistan.

3. Military:

—Bartholomew /Murray mission to Oman, Somalia, and Kenya for
military facilities (in progress).®

—Technical teams for base surveys in Oman and Somalia (there).

—Initial effort to create a military consortium for aid to Pakistan
(Japan, Saudi Arabia, U.K., France, and FRG—underway).

—Bilateral U.S. military aid to Pakistan.

—Military exercises:

o AWACS to Egypt.

® B-52 flights over Indian Ocean.

® Marine Amphibious Unit enroute to the Arabian Sea may conduct
one or more exercises if local states agree (Oman, Saudi Arabia, or
Egypt), and if you approve.

—Increased U.S. Naval presence in the Indian Ocean (two carrier
battle groups).

—RDF (forces allocated, JTF in progress of formation, limited con-
tingency planning).

4. Intelligence:

—Special efforts toward Iran.

—/[less than 1 line not declassified]

—/[less than 1 line not declassified] mission to Saudi Arabia.
—Several “Presidential findings.”

6 Clifford visited India January 30-31.

7 Brzezinski and Christopher visited Pakistan February 1-3 and Saudi Arabia Febru-
ary 3-5. Information on preparations for this trip is in telegram 22784 to Islamabad,
January 27. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D800046-0689) Docu-
mentation on their meetings in Islamabad is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations,
1977-1980, vol. XIX, South Asia. For Brzezinski’s report on the meetings in Riyadh, see
Document 207. He and Christopher reported on their mission in the February 6 meeting
of the SCC; see Document 208.

8 See Documents 49 and 50.
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Actions Under Consideration
1. Political/Diplomatic:

—Meeting of the seven foreign ministers on aid to Pakistan (being
scheduled).

2. Economic:

—7-nation consortium for Pakistan: German lead on Turkey.
3. Military:

—RDF sea-lift improvement: rapid acquisition of commercial RO/
RO ships and SL-7 class transports.

—Expansion of Diego Garcia facilities.

—Brigade exercise in Egy}ot (emploring forces now based in the
U.S. 82nd Airborne Division, for example).

—Contingencg planning with Jordan and with UK. and France
for a crisis in Arabian Peninsula.

4. Intelligence:

—Iraq connection.
Additional Steps to Consider

1. Political/Diplomatic:

—Western Summit (in addition to the foreign ministers meeting).

—Propaganda offensives against Cuban and GDR involvement in
the Persian Gulf region.

—Steps to accelerate the West Bank autonomy talks.

—Further high level China/U.S. visit (President to China; Hua
to U.S.).

2. Economic:

—Long-term program of economic aid to Turkey and Pakistan by
Europeans and Japan.
—Alter U.S. position on sanctions toward Iran.

3. Military:

—Form a separate U.S. unified command for the Persian Gulf
region.

—Shift our military assistance groups into training and manage-
ment assistance, not just military sales (critical for all MAAGs on the
Arabian peninsula).

—Military facilities in Pakistan.

—French aircraft carrier to replace U.S. carrier in the
Mediterranean?

4. Intelligence:

—/[less than 1 line not declassified)]
—/|less than 1 line not declassified]
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52. Memorandum From Secretary of State Vance to President
Carter’

Washington, February 4, 1980

SUBJECT
Amphibious Deployment to the Indian Ocean

Harold has proposed the deployment of an Amphibious Task Force
to the Indian Ocean beginning in mid-February.? He would hope to
conduct exercises after reaching the Arabian Sea at the end of this
month.

I concur, with some reservations, in Harold’s basic recommenda-
tion that we make such a deployment.

Ibelieve there should be no announcement until after Reg Bartholo-
mew and his team conclude this round of talks on facilities access with
Oman, Somalia, and Kenya.®> The Bartholomew team returns to the
United States on February 12th. Any publicity before mid-February
regarding Marine deployments could affect the prospects for success
on this mission. It may be prudent to delay not only the announcement
but the actual departure of the Marines from the Philippines. That way
we would avoid a situation in which there were rumors of preparations
for deploying Marines without our being able to offer a public explana-
tion for fear of disrupting the talks with Oman, Somalia and Kenya.

I believe this deployment should be on the basis of a stop at Diego
Garcia and a circuit of the Indian Ocean and a return to Subic Bay
without at this time anticipating any landings. Until our facilities mis-
sion has completed its work, we are not in a position to say with
certainty whether any exercises in the area are possible.

Finally, I believe we should proceed with this deployment without
any presumption of maintaining a continuous Marine presence in the
Indian Ocean. We need to think through the scale and composition of
our Indian Ocean presence over the longer term in general, taking
into account the strains being placed on our presence and readiness
elsewhere, including our carrier levels, Marine deployments, and lift
requirements. Any decisions regarding permanent Marine presence in
the Indian Ocean should await that general review, which I believe
we should begin soon.

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, General
Odom File, Box 28, Middle East Command Post: 7/79-3/80. Secret.

2 See Document 47.
3 See Documents 49 and 50.
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53. Telegram From the Embassy in Oman to the Department of
State!

Muscat, February 10, 1980, 0918Z

369. Pass SecDef and CJCS. Subject: Omani Response to U.S.
Proposals.

1. (S-entire text)

2. Following is text of Omani response to U.S. proposal, given to
Bartholomew by Zawawi in form of memorandum at end of second
round of discussions evening February 9. Reporting on discussions
and Omani response transmitted septel.?

3. Quote: United States/Sultanate of Oman Military Cooperation.
1—Introduction:

The response of the Sultanate of Oman Government to the United
States proposal is discussed under three headings:

A—Access to facilities.

B—Cooperation in building Oman’s military capability.
C—U.S. commitment to Oman’s security.

Access to facilities:

2—Short term requirements.

A—The request for immediate clearance for surveillance and sup-
port flights is agreed in principle subject to normal request procedure
and to the limitations of fuel and accommodation at this stage.

B—The requirements to use Masirah as a diversion airfield for
aircraft of the carrier wing is agreed in principle, subject to normal
operating hours at this stage.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P880026-0356.
Secret; Immediate; Nodis.

2 These discussions, held between Omani officials and the joint Department of State-
Department of Defense delegation led by Bartholomew, were the third part of a regional
visit that included Kenya, Somalia, and Saudi Arabia to discuss regional security and
U.S. military access. See Documents 49 and 50. In a meeting with Saudi Princes Sultan
and Saud on February 11, Bartholomew explained that in Kenya, Somalia, and Oman,
the United States “had made specific proposals for access to ports and airports for three
purposes: support of in place forces, periodic exercises and to support large forces staging
into and through the area on short notice in time of need.” (Telegram 366 from Riyadh,
February 12; National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P870047-0899;
N800003-0357) In telegram 353 from Riyadh, February 11, Bartholomew reported: “Oman
Government officials have agreed in principle to all rpt all USG proposals for use of
their facilities by our military.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
P870047-0874) During an audience with Qaboos on February 10, Bartholomew extended
an invitation from Carter to the Sultan to visit the United States, which was accepted
“in principle.” (Telegram 397 from Muscat, February 13; National Archives, RG 59,
Central Foreign Policy File, D800081-0282)
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Other facilities:

3—A—The longer term requirements for facilities for visiting air-
craft and ships, improved infrastructure and handling facilities and
joint exercises are agreed in principle, subject to further detailed
discussion.

B—In considering the improvement of its defense infrastructure
the Oman Government would like to propose that consideration be
given to the improvement of facilities in the strategically-vital Mussan-
dam Peninsula; in particular the construction of a small deep water
port at Khawr Naid and the extension and black-topping of the Khas-
sab airstrip.

Military Assistance Programme:

4—A—The Oman Government takes note of the U.S. Government
offer of $25 million in the FY 1980 and $25 million in the FY 1981 and
also the intent to encourage the Government of Saudi Arabia to finance
other Omani defence requirements.

B—Whilst appreciating this offer the Government of Oman would
like to propose that the U.S. Government gives consideration in addi-
tion to the provision of a grant in economic assistance to promote the
economic and political stability of Oman, without which the enhance-
ment of purely military capability would be valueless.

C—The Government of Oman would wish to relate this grant in
aid to its five year development plan and would there propose a sum
of $100 million annually for the next five years.

Security backing:

5—The Government of Oman takes note of the assurances of the
President of the United States in his State of the Union address, but
would wish to see this expressed as a more positive reaction by the
United States Government entering into a formal written agreement.
End quote.

4. Bartholomew team carrying copy of document to Washington.

Wiley
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54. Summary of Conclusions of a Special Coordination

Committee Meeting'

Washington, February 13, 1980, 4:30-5:30 p.m.

SUBJECT

Security Framework for the Persian Gulf

PARTICIPANTS

State

Deputy Secretary Warren
Christopher

Mr. David Newsom
Under Secretary for Political
Affairs

Mr. Harold Saunders
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of
Near Eastern and South Asian
Affairs

Mr. Reginald Bartholomew
Director, Bureau of Politico-
Military Affairs

DCI

Admiral Stansfield Turner

Mr. Robert Ames
NIO for Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs

The White House
Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski
Mr. David Aaron

NSC

Gary Sick

General Jasper Welch
Thomas Thornton

0SD Colonel William Odom

Secretary Harold Brown
Ambassador Robert Komer
Under Secretary for Policy
Mr. David McGiffert
Assistant Secretary, International
Security Affairs

JjCS

General David Jones
Chairman

Lt. General John Pustay
Assistant to the Chairman

! Source: Carter Library, Plains File, Subject File, Box 30, NSC/SCC Minutes, 1/
16/80-2/29/80. Secret. The meeting took place in the White House Situation Room. The
minutes are not attached and were not found. Carter wrote “Zbig J” in the upper right-
hand corner of the first page. In a February 15 memorandum to Vance, Brown, and
Turner, Brzezinski noted that Carter had approved the conclusions of the SCC meeting
subject to the following: “1. The military equipment options for Pakistan, which Defense
is developing, should all be based on a U.S. contribution of not more than $400 million
for the first two years. 2. F-16s should not be considered in the options. 3. On any future
facilities access missions to the Indian Ocean, we should make a special effort to avoid
publicity. 4. Similarly, the activities of the MAU in the Indian Ocean area should not
be publicized. 5. Our use of Diego Garcia should be made as routine as possible.” (Carter
Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, General Odom File, Box 43,
Security Framework: 2/1-27/80)
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Dr. Brzezinski opened the meeting by explaining that the purpose
today is to take stock of what we have accomplished in a number of
activities related to our Persian Gulf security framework.

Next week, we will consider some additional steps we might take.
The following items will compose the agenda:

1. A review of our political-economic presence in the region (paper
by State).

2. The longer-term im 11cat10ns of our naval presence after the
hostages problem is solved. Faper by Defense)

3. Military contingency planning

4. Allied military deployments Wthh might help us in the region.

5. Taking stock of our en route basing problem.

Dr. Brzezinski then proceeded with today’s agenda:
L. Pakistan

A. Economic and Military Aid. There was discussion of how next to
proceed, whether the Pakistanis want us to go to the allies on the
military consortium, and how specific the Pakistanis are willing to be
on what military aid they will accept. Defense can have a reasonably
complete paper on Pakistani military needs by next week. Doubt was
expressed about whether the Pakistanis would permit us to take that
list to our allies and what the allies response would be without a direct
request from Pakistan. We will of course not approach the allies until
the Pakistanis agree that we should do so. There was also discussion
of the size of military requirements package we should develop based
on the McGiffert visit.? Harold Brown believes that we can develop at
least 3 levels—a low of $600 million,® and a couple of higher ones.
Dr. Brzezinski encouraged Defense to also prioritize equipment to the
extent possible within each of these three levels. It was noted that the
Pakistanis prefer F-16 aircraft* because of the ordnance they will carry,
but they have a number of Mirage aircraft which provides a basis for
our refusal to provide the F-16s.

To overcome the impasse in coordinating Pakistani aid in our
coordination of the Pakistan military consortium it was agreed that:

—Defense will produce the equipment list options by next week;

—State, in the meanwhile, will tell the Pakistanis such a list is
coming and ask that they make approaches directly to our allies,

2 Documentation on McGiffert’s visit to Pakistan is scheduled for publication in
Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. XIX, South Asia.

3 Carter underlined “a low of $600 million” and in the left-hand margin wrote:
“From U.S., a total of Not > $400 mil first 2 years.”

4 Carter underlined “F-16 aircraft” and in the left-hand margin wrote: “No, this
would be a reversal of what we’ve decided.”
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thereby underpinning the U.S. coordination role when we approach
the allies.

B. Aid package and security commitment. Christopher observed that
we need to pull things together so that we make only one trip to the
Hill for Pakistan, taking the aid package, security guarantees, and
nuclear issue together. He also added that the Pakistanis remained
opposed to our taking up our current aid package. Perhaps later we
could take only the economic aid element. It was agreed that State will
consult and provide advice about how to proceed on this front. We
may be able to go to Congress in about 2 weeks. Christopher reported
that we have told the Pakistanis that they must make initial approaches
to potential donors. We do not know if they have done this yet. Assum-
ing the Pakistanis cooperate, Cy Vance will approach the Europeans
in a week or so with specific suggestions for support. We will raise
the matter with the Japanese Foreign Minister when he comes here.

II. Facilities Access. Bartholomew provided a list of 15 next steps,
some of which need SCC discussion. First, it is important to get back
rapidly to all the countries with details on executive agreements and on
military construction plans. Second, the country requests for additional
assistance were not made a condition of the agreements but raised as
issues beyond them in every case. It was agreed that all three of these
additional requests need to be vetted and reviewed by a working group
and checked with OMB. Particularly, it is important that the OMB
position be final.®

Third, Oman will require a written agreement. A number of alterna-
tives were suggested—a letter from the President, a letter from the
Secretary of Defense or State, and an exchange of diplomatic notes.
Bartholomew emphasized that Oman is risking a great deal by making
this abrupt turn in policy toward the U.S. and therefore, we must not fail
to meet their request in a satisfactory form. Most discussants favored
an exchange of diplomatic notes at the Secretary of State level as the
acceptable form of the agreement.®

Fourth, a Presidential determination to the Congress on Somalian
FMS eligibility must be prepared and a military requirement survey
team dispatched within two weeks. All agreed that careful consulta-
tions with the Congress are important preparations for this step.

Fifth, on briefing other nations, it was agreed to be candid about
those basing agreements in briefing the Chinese.

5In the left-hand margin next to this paragraph, Carter wrote: “On any future
mission we must leave the press and/or the blabbermouths at home.”

©1In the left-hand margin next to this paragraph, Carter wrote: “Oman is making
negative statements.”
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It was agreed to get a draft agreement for Oman within 10-14 days.
Defense will also prepare the military construction budget request for
Oman within two weeks.

As an additional point, Harold Brown proposed that he send a
note to the Saudis asking them to go on a parallel track to Oman with
financial assistance in light of our financial and military assistance. In
the discussion, it was pointed out that we are unaware of how much
the Saudis are already doing and whether we want them to increase
that or continue it. Dr. Brzezinski emphasized that Senators Byrd and
Stevens are very firm in their view that the Saudis must pay for some
of this assistance because our efforts there are primarily for Saudi
Arabian security. It was agreed that Defense will draft a letter to the
Saudis for review by the SCC.

On access to Djibouti, no further action is needed.

III. Diego Garcia. Defense proposed to use Diego Garcia as a fueling
stop for B-52 recce flights from Guam to the Persian Gulf and return.
This will reduce the number of tankers needed. Christopher expressed
surprise at this proposal because it is the public image that Diego
Garcia cannot handle B-52s. It was explained that the runways cannot
handle B-52 bombers loaded but B-52s as recce aircraft can land there.
Christopher wonders, in view of the public perception, what effect these
recce flights would have on the public attitude. Brzezinski solicited
Christopher’s further comments on foreign policy considerations.
Christopher emphasized two. First, we must approach the British. Sec-
ond, we must consider the Indian attitude. There was discussion of
the danger of allowing the Indian attitude to become a veto on
B-52 flights to Diego Garcia, a development that would raise questions
about our utility to expand the runways to accept loaded bombers. It
was agreed that:”

—State would approach the British.®

—State will not approach the Indians but rather make an assess-
ment of what their response would be.’

IV. Memorandum on the Enhanced Sealift Capability

A. Harold Brown reported that a memorandum is en route to
the President on this matter. Unless the President gives him a quick
disapproval, he intends to go ahead, by reprogramming funds, to

71In the left-hand margin next to this paragraph, Carter wrote: “Using D.G. should
be routine.”

8In the left-hand margin next to this point, Carter wrote: “ok.”

9 In the left-hand margin next to this point, Carter wrote: “ok.” He also underlined
the phrase “not approach the Indians.”
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acquire the two RO/RO ships and lease some support vessels so that
we can have the capability very soon.

B. Turner’s previous proposal that we consider prepositioning
equipment in Egypt was judged not desirable by Defense. There were
more problems than advantages involved.

V. MAU Deployment

A. Defense commented briefly on its effort to correct press stories
and to tone down the press attention to this deployment.

B. It was proposed that we consider opening discussions with
Oman, Kenya, Egypt, and even Sudan on the possibilities of exercising
the MAU in those countries. Christopher suggested that it was probably
unwise to have our first military deployment to Oman, Kenya, and
Somalia be a ground force exercise. Troops on foreign soil are a particu-
larly neuralgic point with the Congress. When we do that, we must
brief the Congress effectively. Furthermore, it might be best to precede
ground force exercises with less disturbing air deployments to those
countries. Harold Brown added that because air deployments have
already gone to Egypt, Egypt is the most appropriate first choice for
a MAU exercise. It was observed, however, that the Middle East peace
talks may make that less desirable than an exercise in Sudan. Harold
Brown added that it is not absolutely essential for the MAU to go
ashore, but that this had been our earlier plan. It was agreed that the
Defense team headed by McGiffert will approach the Egyptians to
explore the possibility of a MAU deployment while it is in Cairo on
arms issues.!”

VL. Egyptian Arms

On the question of who and when to take the President’s decision
to Egypt, Harold Brown proposed to prepare options which would
be presented to the Egyptian Ambassador in Washington and also
presented in Cairo. He emphasized that it is essential that the various
options be presented by briefers, not simply by written correspondence.
McGiffert or Lieutenant General Graves can go to Cairo with options
to present and explain to the Egyptians. In light of this discussion, it
was agreed that the following sequence would be followed:

—We will tell the Egyptian Ambassador in Washington and then
allow Atherton to inform the Egyptians in Cairo.!’ At the same time,

19In the left-hand margin next to this paragraph, Carter wrote: “Keep all of this
out of the press, for a change.”

1 Carter circled this sentence and wrote “no” in the right-hand margin.
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Atherton will present a short letter from the President to Sadat and
announce that a Defense team will soon come for talks.'?

—A week or so later, the Defense team will go to present the
options.

VIL. The Allies military program response on Afghanistan

Harold Brown added this item to the agenda today for initial
discussion. He reports that the bureaucracy in State and Defense have
been unable to state a concrete set of program steps we want NATO
to take, both in Europe and the Persian Gulf. It is important that we
get a U.S. paper into NATO early and follow it with a meeting of
Permanent Representatives to consider it. It must include actions for
both the Central Front and the Persian Gulf. Otherwise, if there is
delay, the allies may take actions only in Europe and give us an answer
which excludes actions in the Gulf. It was agreed that Aaron, Komer,
and Newsom will meet to pull together a paper on this for next week.

12 Carter wrote “ok” in the right-hand margin and in the margin to the left of the
point he wrote: “To reiterate, I want Americans to present the options to Egypt’s military
unless Sadat objects.”

55. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to President Carter!

Washington, February 15, 1980

SUBJECT

Near Term Enhancement for Rapid Power Projection (C)

Harold has sent you a memo (Tab C)? recommending the following
course of action to significantly enhance, in the near-term, our Middle
East/Persian Gulf rapid reaction capability:

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East,
Subject File, Box 68, Middle East: Security: 2/80. Secret. Sent for action. The memorandum
is mistakenly dated February 15, 1989.

2 Not attached. The February 12 memorandum from Brown to Carter entitled “Near-
Term Enhancement for Rapid Power Projections” is in the Carter Library, National
Security Affairs, Staff Material, Defense/Security, Shoemaker, Box 124, Rapid Deploy-
ment Force [2-10/80].
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—Promptly establish a seven ship prepositioned force afloat in the
Indian Ocean composed of two commercially chartered roll-on/roll-
off (RO/RO) ships; three Military Sealift Command (MSC) C—4 cargo
ships; and, two MSC tankers;

—Direct the Secretary of Commerce to proceed with the acquisition
of eight SL-7 container ships. (S)

The cost of acquiring and operating the seven ship prepositioning
force over FY 80-82 is approximately $290M. The second part of Har-
old’s sealift package, the enhancement of our CONUS surge capability,
consisting of eight SL-7 container ships and possibly two additional
RO/RO ships plus a SEABEE barge ship, could cost an additional
$671M in the Defense budget to acquire and operate over the FY 80-
82 period. Acquisition costs of the SL-7 and the MARAD differential
construction subsidies to current SL-7 owners would total about $585M
in the Commerce Department budget. (S)

Funds to operate the first two RO/ROs during FY 80 would be
obtained by reprogramming current funds (Congressional authoriza-
tion required). Harold also contemplates the need for an FY 80 defense
supplemental and an FY 81 budget amendment to cover other acquisi-
tion and operating costs. (C)

The program Harold recommends has been discussed and
approved in principle by the SCC. While several decisions have yet to
be made that may significantly impact on SL-7 acquisition costs (e.g.,
should some or all of the SL-7s be retained as container ships or should
they be converted to the RO/RO configuration) I agree with Harold
that these issues should not delay the basic decision to enhance our
projection force capability. The uncertainties can be resolved in the
near-term and should not prevent the Commerce Department from
undertaking preliminary discussions with the SL-7 owners. I intend
to work closely with OMB, Defense, and Commerce to develop the
proper strategy for financing and acquiring the sealift enhancement
ships. (C)

I have consulted with OMB on this issue and we are in general
agreement on how to proceed. Jim McIntyre will be providing you a
separate memo stressing the wider budgetary impact of the several
possible courses of action in acquiring and modifying the SL-7 ships.
(Tab D)® (C)

3 Not attached and not found.
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RECOMMENDATION:

—That you sign the memo at Tab A* approving in principle® Har-
old’s proposal to establish a seven-ship prepositioned force in the
Indian Ocean and his leasing of the two Maine-Class RO/ROs;®

—That you sign the memo at Tab B” directing the Secretary of
Commerce to initiate preliminary discussions® with the owners of the
commercial ships currently under consideration by DOD with a view
toward acquiring these ships on the most favorable cost basis.” (C)

4 Not attached. The February 19 memorandum from Carter to Brown is in the Carter
Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East, Subject File, Box 68, Middle
East: Security: 2/80. A copy was sent to McIntyre.

5 Carter underlined “in principle” and in the right-hand margin wrote: “only.”

6 Carter approved the recommendation.

7 Not attached. The February 19 memorandum to Secretary of Commerce Klutznick
is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East, Subject
File, Box 68, Middle East: Security: 2/80. A copy was sent to McIntyre.

8 Carter underlined “preliminary discussions” and in the right-hand margin
wrote: “only.”

9 Carter approved the recommendation and in the margin below it wrote: “Be
cautious—I need SCC & OMB assessment of need & cost. Can total cost be borne by
reprogramming? J.”
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56. Summary of Conclusions of a Special Coordination
Committee Meeting'

Washington, February 22, 1980, 3-4:15 p.m.

SUBJECT

Security Framework for the Persian Gulf

PARTICIPANTS

State

David Newsom, Under Secretary for
Political Affairs

Harold Saunders, Assistant Secretary
for Near Eastern & South Asian

CIA

Director Stansfield Turner

Robert Ames, NIO for Near Eastern &
South Asian Affairs

Affai OMB
Adtairs . John White, Deputy Director
Reginald Bartholomew, Director, H
L . arry Shaw
Bureau of Political-Military
Affairs White House
Zbigniew Brzezinski
Defense David Aaron
Secretary Harold Brown
Robert Komer, Under Secretary for N SC
Policy Affairs William E. Odom
Thomas Thornton
JCS

. Henry Owen
Lt. General John Pustay, Assistant to

the Chairman

Dr. Brzezinski opened the meeting by adding two items to the
agenda: first, a recent report from Somalia; and second, post-settlement
actions in Iran.

[Omitted here is material on Somalia and Afghanistan.]

Political and Economic Presence in the Persian Gulf

Dr. Brzezinski pointed out that the State paper? recommends no
actions for decision. He then asked if we are in fact out of phase in

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 109, SCC
277,2/22/80, Security Framework for the Persian Gulf. Secret. The meeting took place
in the White House Situation Room. The minutes are not attached and were not found.
Carter wrote “Zbig J” in the upper right-hand corner of the page. Odom sent Brzezinski
an agenda for the meeting along with several papers prepared in the Department of
State and CIA under a February 21 memorandum. (Ibid.)

2 Under a February 21 memorandum to Brzezinski, Seitz sent five papers prepared
in the Department of State for the February 22 SCC meeting. The papers cover a number
of topics, including the “impact of the Iranian Revolution,” the “economic situation,”
the “impact of US security role,” and “balancing factors,” which included the Middle
East peace negotiations and called for the continued building of U.S. “cultural and
informational programs in the Gulf countries.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy File, P800170-0547)
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the area in that our military presence has outgrown our political and
economic presence. Or are we to conclude from the State paper that
the two presences are still in phase, requiring no actions at present?
There was brief mention of Saudi desires to buy more arms, of Secretary
Duncan’s visit to the area next week,® and of how the Brzezinski/
Christopher dialogue with the Saudis can be kept alive. Saunders sug-
gested that every week or so we can send the Ambassadors a list of
things they can press their governments to do.

CIA finds the State paper overly optimistic about the internal stabil-
ity of most regimes in the region. Henry Owen added that the main
determinants of our political and economic presence remain, first,
progress on the Arab/Israeli talks, and second, U.S. energy policy. It
was suggested that the British and French take more action in the
region, but it was also noted that their present activities are growing,
e.g. Giscard’s upcoming visit to the UAE.

It was agreed that next week State will recommend some actions
we might take, such as instructions to our Ambassadors.

Sustaining a Military Presence in the Persian Gulf

Harold Brown asked that we defer discussion of (1) British and
French deployment into the region and (2) enroute basing access to
next week.

a. Our Naval Presence in the Persian Gulf. Harold Brown opened this
topic with a brief discussion of our initiatives in sustaining a naval
presence after the hostage problem in Iran is resolved. We will need
three components: (1) ground forces (e.g. the MAU), (2) some air power,
and (3) some surface combatants. He suggested several mixes butadded
thata MAU and a carrier battle group is the most feasible one although
it strains our resources. He prefers, if possible, to substitute ground-
based air for half of each year. He assumes, for all approaches, that a
MAU will remain permanently in the Persian Gulf. It could be needed
to secure an air-head or beach-head in a crisis. Doubts were expressed
that our right to facilities would allow six months for a F-15 squadron
in Oman. Bartholomew reported that he had mentioned “a few weeks”
for forces ranging from a battalion to a brigade in size.

Dr. Brzezinski asked Harold Brown about timing, when he would
want to begin one of these approaches. Brown answered that after the
hostages are out of Iran he would recommend withdrawing one carrier
battle group. Dr. Brzezinski wondered if this reduction would be appro-

3 Duncan visited Saudi Arabia March 1-4 primarily to discuss energy issues and
Saudi oil production. He reported on his trip in the March 21 SCC meeting; see Docu-
ment 210.
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priate. We need to think this through and answer the question “Is this
enough for the strategic problem we confront?”

It was agreed that the discussion today is merely a preview for
the President, not a basis for decision. Defense will provide a report,
probably by next week, which will provide a basis for decision.

OMB added that given the CPI release today and the additional
$16 billion in the budget above previous estimates we will be under
enormous pressure to trim back spending. He offered these remarks
because Harold Brown underscored that no matter what approach we
take to our military presence in the Gulf, it will cost more money.
Brown argued that these factors will affect “timing” more than the
“substance” of our naval presence in the Persian Gulf. If we back off
those commitments now, we will lose our credibility. Moreover, the
Congress will force us to spend the money anyway. We cannot expand
our commitments without increasing our resources to meet them.

b. A MAU Exercise in EQypt. State expressed doubt that a military
exercise in Egypt is appropriate in the near future. Although Egypt
may be anxious to accept such an exercise, they should not. Dr. Brzezin-
ski asked if this means that Egypt might make the wrong decision
in State’s view. Newsom replied that indeed Sadat might not decide
correctly. He went on to insist that the MAU and the four ships make
port calls individually in the region, not as a group.

Dr. Brzezinski asked if this would not send the wrong signal. Have
we not sent the MAU into the region in order to accustom the countries
in the region henceforth to view a MAU exercise as a normal deploy-
ment? Brown noted that there has been remarkable little outcry in the
region about the MAU. He expected much more. Furthermore, he said
that a decision about an exercise can be postponed until mid-March.

In discussing sites for an exercise other than Egypt, Harold Brown
suggested Kenya. Dr. Brzezinski and David Aaron responded that
Kenya is on the wrong continent to transmit the signal intended by a
MAU exercise. Oman was considered before, and we should keep it
under consideration.

It was agreed to defer recommending a decision to the President
and not to recommend a negative decision. We will continue consider-
ing Egypt, Oman, and Kenya. A recommendation will be made to the
President no later than mid-March.

c. B-52s based on Diego Garcia. Brown interpreted the State paper
on the possible Soviet reaction to B-52s on Diego Garcia as one of
“screams” but no serious effort to prevent us from putting them there.
Turner disagreed. He believes the B-52s will provoke a greater Soviet
reaction than State believes. Bartholomew added that the Indian Ocean
Arms Talks revealed the deep Soviet concerns about strategic aircraft
in the region. Dr. Brzezinski suggested that a promise not to deploy
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B-52s might be used as part of an Afghanistan neutralization package.
Turner objected, pointing out the undesirability of giving up our stra-
tegic presence on the weakest air defense approach to the Soviet Union.
Dr. Brzezinski countered that Soviet aviation based in Afghanistan
permits a large Soviet air presence over the Strait of Hormuz, making
a swap with the B-52s on Diego Garcia possibly a desirable one for us.

It was agreed to make a recommendation about a decision next
week.

[Omitted here is material on Afghanistan, Iran, and Pakistan.]

57. Summary of Conclusions of a Special Coordination
Committee Meeting'

Washington, February 29, 1980, 3:30—4:40 p.m.

SUBJECT

Security Framework for the Persian Gulf—III

PARTICIPANTS
State CIA
Deputy Secretary Warren Director Stansfield Turner
Christopher Robert Ames, NIO for Near East &
Under Secretary for Political Affairs, South Asia
David Newsom OMB

Assistant Secretary for Near
Eastern & South Asian Affairs,
Harold Saunders

Reginald Bartholomew, Director of
Political /Military Affairs

Defense

Secretary Harold Brown

Deputy Secretary Graham Claytor

Under Secretary for Policy Robert
Komer

JCS
General David Jones, Chairman
Lt. General John Pustay

Deputy Director John White

The White House
Zbigniew Brzezinski
David Aaron

NSC

Henry Owen
Jasper Welch
William E. Odom

! Source: Carter Library, Plains File, Subject File, Box 30, NSC/SCC Minutes,
1/16/80-2/29/80. Secret. The meeting took place in the White House Situation Room.
The minutes are not attached and were not found. Carter wrote “Zbig J” in the top
right-hand corner of the first page.
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L. Political and Economic Presence in the Region

Dr. Brzezinski noted that none of the State recommendations
appear controversial.2 Harold Brown, however, raised two caveats.
First, the absorptive capacity of countries in the region for military aid
is a critical matter. Saudi Arabia is a terrible offender, purchasing far
more than is needed. Second, our embassy in Saudi Arabia tends to
be an amplifier for the Saudis’ requests.

Dr. Brzezinski asked what our capabilities are to assist with internal
security in Saudi Arabia. We are caught in a historical paradox. The
things that will promote rapid development of the economy and politi-
cal participation will also bring crises and probably disintegration of
the present system. Our need for the next decade is internal stability
rather than rapid change. Our policy, therefore, should be to direct
Fahd away from buying F-15s toward achieving effective control of
the population and the social forces of change. Should we develop a
strategy in this direction? Internal stability for five or ten years would
be a very good deal for the U.S.

Dr. Brzezinski next asked who in the government is in a position
to prepare such planning. Komer said no one is. Christopher added
that we are not good at it, and our laws proscribe many actions required
for such a strategy. [7 lines not declassified]

It was agreed:

a. To develop a program for internal security assistance to Saudi
Arabia.

b. To develop an approach to persuade the Saudis to accept it.?

Turner added that any approach should be regional, not just a
single country approach, because terrorists operate across borders.
Turner also observed there are a number of reports of skepticism about
the U.S. longer-term determination to stay in the Persian Gulf; we have
not yet persuaded states in the region that our present policy is serious.

Actions recommended by the State paper and approved by the SCC:

—Near term visits by senior U.S. government officials to the Gulf
and by senior Gulf state officials to Washington.

—Financial and commercial actions:

a. Review our present posture with Congress and the IRS on U.S.
tax on investment income of the Gulf countries.*

2 See footnote 2, Document 56.
3 Carter wrote “ok” in the left-hand margin next to these points.

4 Carter drew lines from points a, b, ¢, and d and wrote a question mark in the
left-hand margin next to each. Carter wrote to the left of these notations: “This is not
the forum to change tax laws, etc.”
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b. Consider liberalization of our regulations on taxation of overseas
Americans in bidding on foreign projects.

c. Provide a clear set of guidelines for the Foreign Corrupt Prac-
tices Act.

d. Take a position on repeal of current boycott language.

e. Increase the number of trade exhibits and missions we sponsor
in Gulf States.

f. Approve the late April Franchising Mission to the four Emirates.

g. Continue planning for the FY 1981 promotional events, i.e. trade
missions and major exhibitions.

—Economic and technical assistance: Respond to UAE unofficial
approaches on reimbursable technical assistance, linking this with a
concept of a business council or joint commission that would institu-
tionalize Treasury Department access to this capital surplus country.

—Explore extending technical assistance to Bahrain at a level of
$2-3 million annually.

—Saudi Arabia: The problem is not strengthening this relationship
but keeping the variety of our efforts with the Saudis in harmony.

1. Military Presence in the Persian Gulf

a. Naval presence. Harold Brown reviewed three options in the
Defense paper.® Option one includes maintaining one carrier battle
group in the Indian Ocean on a continuous basis, periodic land-based
TACAIR deployments; periodic battalion-size exercises, probably in
Egypt and Oman; and frequent B-52 operations. Discussion centered
mainly on an enhanced version of this option.

All agreed that we should maintain our present level of two carrier
battle groups until the hostage situation in Iran has been resolved. Dr.
Brzezinski asked if we could hold the present level as long as the
Afghanistan situation® remains unresolved and then move to Option 1.

Harold Brown responded that to keep two carrier battle groups
for the remainder of this year will virtually destroy the Navy’s budget
and resource programs. Thus he recommends that after an Iran settle-
ment, we drop to one carrier battle group and explore the use of
periodic TACAIR deployments to substitute for the second carrier.

General Jones expressed concern that a dramatic reduction i.e.,
removing one carrier battle group, will be the wrong signal in the
region at a time when we should be improving our overall military

5 Not found.

¢ Carter underlined “the Afghanistan situation” and wrote “may be permanent” in
the left-hand margin.
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presence. Therefore, General Jones recommends that when one carrier
battle group is removed, TACAIR be more or less continuously
deployed in and out of Oman and Egypt. This would make up for the
drop in naval air and at the same time lessen the resource demand on
the Navy.

Christopher expressed a preference for Option 1 and noted that

General Jones’s approach sounds too much like permanent bases in
the region for TACAIR.

Turner added that carriers won’t have much impact on the Soviets
because of their limited range toward the north. At the same time we
must ask the question how can we take this decision without looking
at the effect on our military presence in the rest of the world.

Brown admitted that keeping one or two carrier battles in the Indian
Ocean would require a drawdown from the Pacific or Mediterranean.
Moreover, another $150 million minimum operating cost will be
incurred per carrier battle group.

There was further discussion of General Jones’s proposal to keep
TACAIR more or less permanently in the region as a substitute for the
second carrier. Harold Brown observed that his position was very close
toJones’s. Atissue is only what time period the TACAIR would deploy.
Christopher and Turner observed that the TACAIR might create the
impression of an increased military presence rather than a substitute
for the second carrier battle group. Dr. Brzezinski and Brown added
that such an impression is desirable.

Harold Brown asked that we recommend to the President that he
make a public statement about our commitment to keep at least one
carrier battle group in the Indian Ocean. No one else supported this
view. Political reasons, both domestic and foreign, were advanced
against it.

It was agreed:

a. That we maintain the present level of two carrier battle groups
until the Iranian hostage situation is resolved.

b. That we accept Option 1 as modified by Harold Brown to include
more frequent TACAIR deployments to the region. We shall request
the first TACAIR deployment in Egypt. It was judged better to delay
such a request to Oman. Harold Brown and General Jones will try to
find common ground on how much time each year TACAIR should
be in the region.

b. B-52s to Diego Garcia. General Jones recommended that we
approach the UK quietly to get permission for B-52 recce flights staged
through Diego Garcia. Once that is obtained, we will tell the Congress
just before the mission and try to complete a mission before it becomes
public knowledge. General Jones also asked for permission to fly
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B-52s non-stop from Michigan through the Mediterranean, across
Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Oman, eventually landing in Guam. Finally,
he asked permission to open discussion with the Portuguese about B-52
staging at a Portuguese base. Most discussants liked Jones’s approach
in the staging of B-52 recce flights through Diego Garcia. Christopher
preferred that we only take the first step consulting with the UK, and
then review the matter in light of the Iran situation.

It was agreed:”

a. To go to the UK for permission for the B-52 recce flights® and
then discuss the issue at the next SCC meeting.

b. That the non-stop flight from Michigan to Guam be approved
if Egypt, Oman, and Saudi Arabia will grant overflight permission.

c. That State will raise the B-52 staging issue with the Portuguese
at an upcoming opportunity.

Allied Deployments. Dr. Brzezinski asked Defense if it is clear what
we want from the allies. Harold Brown replied that our talks with the
Australians have clarified what we want from them, and he recom-
mended that we encourage the British to go ahead with their planned
deployment of two destroyers, three frigates and three or four auxilia-
ries to the Indian Ocean in 1980.

Concerning the French, Turner recommended that we ask the
French to allow a carrier to participate in our Mediterranean fleet
activities. This would substitute for drawdown of a U.S. carrier. Brown
reported that the French have recently turned us down on such a
request which passed through military channels.

It was agreed that Defense would draft a message for State to
review and pass to the French at the political level. Dr. Brzezinski may
also make an approach from the White House as a parallel effort.

Enroute basing. There were no objections to the series of efforts
under way by State to improve our enroute basing access for deploy-
ments to the Persian Gulf.

Oman. Two issues were discussed. First, language for an agreement
on security assurances; second, the form of the agreement.

All agreed that the form should be a Presidential letter.” The lan-
guage for such a letter was agreed as follows:

“In line with my general view of vital U.S. interests in the Gulf
Region, I want to emphasize that the security and independence of
Oman are of great importance to the U.S. The new cooperative arrange-

7 Carter wrote “Keep me informed” in the left-hand margin next to this line.
8 See footnote 3, Document 129.
9 See footnote 2, Document 66.
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ments which have been concluded by our two governments are tangible
evidence of our concern in this regard and are a mutual response to
threats to the security of the sovereign nations of the region. Any such
threat to the independence and territorial integrity of Oman would
be regarded by the U.S. with grave concern, and in that event it
would be our firm intention to consult promptly with your govern-
ment on an apl}gropriate reaction in accordance with our constitutional
process . . . .

The legal view in State is that this is not a bilateral agreement but
merely a unilateral expression of U.S. intent. It does not, therefore, fall
under the Case Amendment requirements for consulting with
Congress.

It was agreed, however, that we shall keep the Congress fully
informed of the details of the letter.

Additional assistance for Oman, Somalia, and Kenya. It was agreed to
stand pat on the question of additional assistance for the present.
Harold Brown asked that we make an exception for certain helicopter
training programs with Kenya.

Dr. Brzezinski observed that such completion was fully within the
President’s earlier guidance on assistance to these countries.

MAU exercise. Christopher asked that we postpone the issue until
next time. Dr. Brzezinski observed that we had decided at the last
meeting that we have already made the decision to have an exercise;!!
the only question is where, in Kenya, Oman, or Egypt. The choice
should be with State because Defense is indifferent from a military
viewpoint. Christopher said that he might want to reraise the question
of an exercise at all.

Pakistan. It was agreed that, because the issue is urgent, Harold
Brown will read the Pakistan papers over the weekend and that all
principals will be called early next week and asked if they have objec-
tions or questions which will require a meeting. If there are none,
State’s recommendations will stand approved.

The next SCC'? will take up the items not discussed on today’s
agenda:

1. Possibly Pakistan.

2. Further discussion of a MAU exercise.
3. The Komer paper on regional strategy.
4. Post-settlement Iran.

5. Afghanistan neutralization proposal.

10 Carter wrote “ok” in the left-hand margin next to this paragraph.
11 See Document 56.
12 See Document 62.
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58. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, undated

MEMORANDUM FOR
The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense

The Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT
SCC on Security Framework for the Persian Gulf (S)

The President has reviewed the Summary of Conclusions for the
February 29 SCC meeting? and issued the following instructions:

1. Political and Economic Presence in the Persian Gulf

The financial and commercial actions recommended by State are
not approved in so far as they affect our tax laws. (S)

2. Access to Facilities in Oman

The text of a Presidential letter on assurances to Oman was
approved as follows:

“In line with my general view of vital U.S. interests in the Gulf
Region, I want to emphasize that the security and independence of
Oman are of great importance to the U.S. The new cooperative arrange-
ments which have been concluded by our two governments are tangible
evidence of our concern in this regard and are a mutual response to
threats to the security of the sovereign nations of the region. Any such
threat to the independence and territorial integrity of Oman would be
regarded by the U.S. with grave concern, and in that event it would
be our firm intention to consult promptly with your government
on an appropriate reaction in accordance with our constitutional
process. . .. (5)

3. Saudi Arabia

Approval is granted to develop a program for internal security to
Saudi Arabia, and to develop an approach to persuade the Saudis to
accept it. (S)

Zbigniew Brzezinski®

! Source: Carter Library Brzezinski Donated Material, Geographic File, Box 15,
Southwest Asian/Persian Gulf—[3/80]. Secret.

2 See Document 57.
3 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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59. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Oman'

Washington, March 8, 1980, 1825Z

63088. Subject: PM Director’s Talk With Omani Foreign Minister
Zawawi.

1. (Secret)-entire text.

2. Summary: —In a 2-hour conversation on March 3, PM Director
Reginald Bartholomew and Omani Foreign Minister Zawawi covered
the following topics: Bartholomew informed Zawawi of the SCC deci-
sion not to provide economic assistance, to consider possible facilities
improvement projects in the Musandam Peninsula, and to provide
written expression of our interest in Oman’s security in the form of a
Presidential letter.? Security assistance, facilities improvements and
regional reactions were also discussed. Zawawi expressed disappoint-
ment on not receiving economic assistance, raised the problem of delays
on FMS cases, and suggested that the Oman Government handle con-
tracting for facilities improvements. Proceeding with increased U.S.
access to Oman was not conditional upon resolving these issues.
End summary.

3. Omani Foreign Minister Qais Zawawi accompanied by Omani
Ambassador Sulaiman met with PM Director Bartholomew March
3rd. Also on the U.S. side were PM Deputy Director David Gompert,
NEA/ARP Director Countryman, and PM Special Assistant Edgar
(notetaker). The following topics were discussed.

4. “Economic assistance:” Bartholomew informed Zawawi of the
SCC decision not to provide economic assistance which Oman had
requested (dols 100 million annually for 5-years). Bartholomew
explained that we were sensitive to the importance of having a dimen-
sion of the program which related to civil and economic needs and
had taken a very hard look at the problem. Unfortunately, given broad
cuts in economic and military assistance programs necessitated by
budget reductions to combat inflation, it was not possible at this point
to meet their request. We have, however, maintained the dols 50 million
in FMS.

5. Zawawi expressed Oman’s strong disappointment at our
response. He argued that the amount involved was not too great and

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D800120-0532.
Secret; Immediate; Exdis. Drafted by Vedgar (PM/ISP); cleared in PM, NEA/ARP, and
S/S; approved by Bartholomew. Sent for information Immediate to Abu Dhabi, Doha,
Jidda, Kuwait, Manama, and Sana.

2 See Documents 57 and 58.
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that it was the minimum required to convince their people that there
would be a significant economic benefit out of the relationship with
us. He argued that if the U.S. were as serious about the situation and
as concerned about the stability of the region as Oman, some solution
should be sought. Oman had responded positively and cooperatively
and wished to see our relationship proceed, and he did not see how
he could go back and explain our decision.

6. Bartholomew responded that we felt that access was a benefit
not just to the U.S. but to both of our countries, just as we felt that
helping strengthen Oman was in both our interests. In this context
we had brought their proposals on economic assistance and doing
something in the Musandam back with us and considered them very
seriously, even though we understood they were not conditions for
proceeding with a relationship in the interest of both sides, including
increased access. Our budget constraints are real, but Oman will feel
the impact less than a good many others. We will try very hard to give
our facilities improvements a direct civil pay off.

7. Zawawi rejoined that the question of security was of prime
importance and that the assistance was not a condition to proceeding
with the new relationship. Pointing out that dols 100 million over 5
years was not a “big deal,” he emphasized the necessity of convincing
the people that our cooperation was not just in the security field. In
fact, he said, (in a comment that may have been facetious) if necessary,
they would lend the money to the U.S. so we could give it back to
them publicly; anything to show the Omani people that they would
benefit economically from the relationship. (Note: —We suspect
Zawawi meant to say dols 100 million for each of the next five years,
vice over the next five years).

8. “Improvements in Musandam:” Bartholomew explained that the
team which had surveyed Musandam had just returned. In general,
we share Oman’s assessment of the importance of the area. However,
in view of slashes in economic aid, we will have to justify anything
we do in military terms. We have the question under active review
and are not now in a position to decide. Zawawi responded only to
point out that a port or airfield in the Musandam would be of military
significance.

9. “Security assurances:” Bartholomew informed Zawawi of our
intention to record our interest in the security of Oman in the form of
a Presidential letter to the Sultan, which might well come in response to
the Sultan’s letter which Zawawi was about to deliver to the President.?

3 See footnote 2, Document 60. For the President’s letter, see footnote 2, Document 66.
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10. “Security assistance:” Noting that the Omanis now had the
report of the military requirements survey team, Bartholomew asked
about their thinking on how they would proceed. He also noted that
C-130’s would not be available by National Day (November, 1980),
but that we would take a sympathetic look to see what we could do
to help get 6 tanks by then.

11. Zawawi replied that they were going to buy (4) C-130’s but
would wait until spring of 81 since training would also take that long.
He had been quoted a price of dols 14/15 million for aircraft with
spares. Zawawi then proceeded to elaborate on the problems of lead
times. The two examples he gave were 175 MM guns and Sidewinders.
He claimed that they had been quoted a lead time of 45-50 months on
delivery of 175 MM guns and that they could buy 130 MM guns from
the Soviets for less, with a delivery of 3 weeks. On Sidewinders, he
said they had been quoted a lead time of 24-30 months. They had an
urgent need for the first 50 or 60 within 6 months. He could get air-
to-air missiles from Europe sooner and cheaper.

12. Bartholomew replied that he had been unaware of the problems
on the 175 MM gun, but would look into them. Commenting that
lead times were a problem, he explained it would be part of our new
relationship to be as sensitive and responsive as possible and to expe-
dite these matters. In this regard, he suggested that it was important
to make contact on the political level as well as the technical level to
make sure the systems works. Bartholomew also pledged a full faith
effort to make sure this aspect of our relationship is managed correctly.

13. Further on security assistance, Zawawi expressed the desire of
his MOD to see where they stand on FMS, costs, and availability before
moving the list of equipment recommended by the survey team.

14. “Facilities improvements:” Zawawi raised the question of
whether Masirah would be improved to accommodate both U.S. and
Oman aircraft, and left a paper describing Omani plans for Masirah.*
Bartholomew replied that we hoped to get a preliminary version of a
detailed facilities improvements plan out to them soon.

15. Zawawi then said that the Oman Government would like to
handle the contracting for construction, putting out requests for tender,
and acting as the customer, subject of course to our approval at each
step. Bartholomew replied that he would look into this though he was
quite sure it would present difficulties. There are numerous regulations
governing military construction that we would have to observe.

16. “Regional reaction:” Bartholomew asked whether the Omanis
wanted to take the lead on briefing any of the regional states. Zawawi

4 Not found.



208 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume XVIII

said he would get a reply back to us but thought basically they could
do most of the briefing themselves.

17. Zawawi commented that general opinion in the Gulf was offi-
cially not very favorable. There was a great deal of sensitivity to an
open and declared relationship with the U.S. Iraq has called on the
Gulf states to turn against any strategic relationship. The Saudis had
stated publicly that there was no problem requiring an outside presence
and had not been responsive on financing the Oman purchase of
Sidewinders.

18. Bartholomew answered that if we manage correctly, our access
will become part of the landscape, just as MIDEASTFOR has become.

Vance

60. Memorandum of Conversation!

Washington, March 4, 1980, 1:15-1:45 p.m.

SUBJECT

Summary of the President’s Meeting with Minister Zawawi, Oman Minister of
State for Foreign Affairs

PARTICIPANTS

President Jimmy Carter

Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

Assistant Secretary Harold H. Saunders, Bureau of Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs, Department of State

Reginald Bartholomew, Director, Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, Department
of State

Gary Sick, NSC Staff

Minister Zawawi, Oman Minister of State for Foreign Affairs
Timothy Landon, Adviser to Sultan Qaboos

Omani Ambassador Sadek Sulaiman

General William Parris

Mr. Chester Nagle

During introductory pleasantries, the President and the Foreign
Minister discussed the Foreign Minister’s recent visit to Georgia where

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Subject
File, Box 38, Memcons: President, 3-4/80. Confidential. The meeting took place in the
Cabinet Room.
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he went quail hunting. As the meeting began Foreign Minister Zawawi
presented the President with a letter from Sultan Qaboos.?

The President opened the meeting by expressing his deeply felt
gratitude and strong feelings about the relationship developing
between the U.S. and Oman. The President admired the courage exhib-
ited by the Sultan in standing firm against the very serious Communist
and Soviet threat to the region. The U.S. shares the concerns of Oman
and looks forward to a close relationship. We appreciate the Omani
decision to permit U.S. forces to use facilities in Oman.? This will send
a clear signal to Oman’s neighbors and the Soviets not to interfere
in the internal affairs of the nations of the region. The geographical
placement of Oman is of great strategic importance. The U.S. looks
forward to working closely with Oman in its economic progress. The
President thought there was a good opportunity for U.S. private busi-
ness relations with Oman, and he specifically mentioned the possibility
of EXIM Bank credits as a possible means of assisting Oman’s economic
development.

Foreign Minister Zawawi said he wished to convey the Sultan’s best
wishes. The Sultan is satisfied with the talks we have had so far about
the cooperation between our two countries, which had discussed U.S.
access to military facilities, and the advantages to the civil sector in
Oman. He hoped that development of airports, ports and other facilities
could be valuable for civil as well as military uses. The Sultan is also
interested in security assurances from the President. The Sultan is
outspoken in his response to the U.S. initiatives. He has recognized
the Soviet threat for many years. The threat is not Communist, since
Oman maintains good relations with China, Romania and others. It is
not an ideological question. Rather, the intent is to safeguard the integ-
rity and independence of Omani territory. So when the U.S. approach
came, Oman was ready, and now Oman sees a new era of relations
with the U.S. Oman would like to go slow in this process. The proper
way is not to affect the traditions, culture and customs of the country.
It must also be a two-way street. The U.S. has its requirements, and
Oman has its own. We understand the strategic nature of the region
and we wish to cooperate in the interests of Oman’s security. We are

2 In his February 18 letter to Carter, Qaboos commented: “we trust that the United
States will consider adopting a more energetic policy in our Area and Globally, with
the aim of pre-empting further Soviet attempts at subversion or aggression.” He contin-
ued: “We must say that we feel the Western World has for the past few years been
complacent in the face of the massive Soviet psychological and subversive effort. We
very much hope that you and your Allies in the United Kingdom and the rest of Europe
will be prepared to combat the Soviet threat, not only in the short-term but also in the
long-term.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P800057-1182)

3 See Document 53.
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prepared to be outspoken in forming a relationship with the U.S., while
our neighbors are reluctant to say openly what they may believe in
private. These other states stress the liabilities of open cooperation with
the U.S., but we do it, not them. We want to give you the ability to
maintain a credible military capability, but we would like as little
fanfare as possible. We would prefer as few discussions as possible
with others in the area. The PDRY did not inform Oman when it
accepted a close military relationship with the Soviets, so why should
we inform them of the nature and scope of our relationship with the
U.S.? The Sultan is frank and open in wishing to establish good relations
with the U.S. I am here to confirm this and to stress the importance
of economic assistance which Oman seeks from the U.S. The Sultan is
presently on the campaign trail, visiting towns and villages throughout
the country. He must be seen to show the extent of our cooperation
and what is in it for the people. Internal stability is as important as
external stability. We seek this assurance from you, and we would like
a continuing response from the U.S. Our needs are modest. Unlike
some others, when we presented our military needs, we were realistic
about what we could absorb and did not ask for everything. At times,
the lead time for delivery of military equipment is longer than we feel
is necessary. For example, about a year ago we asked about the
175 mm. artillery gun. Now your Defense people say we have changed
our requirement to the 155 mm. gun, but that change was made on
the basis of the U.S. recommendation. We can purchase the Soviet 130
mm. from European sources at a much lower delivery time and at very
competitive prices. We would like to see a quicker response to our
minimum and modest needs.

The President asked if the Sultan covered these points in his letter.

Foreign Minister Zawawi said that he did not.

Myr. Bartholomew said we were checking on the 175 and 155 mm.
guns.

Foreign Minister Zawawi interjected that the artillery was no longer
an issue. He simply raised it as an example of the kinds of problems
which can arise. “We know that when you want, you can respond. We
would not want to wait two years . . .”

The President said to let him or Dr. Brzezinski know directly if
something arises which needs attention.

Foreign Minister Zawawi said their most urgent requirement is for
Sidewinder Missiles. They would like to see the early dispatch of these
missiles, together with their launchers.

The President asked Mr. Bartholomew to let him know about that
case.

Foreign Minister Zawawi asked the President if he would not like
to read the Sultan’s letter.
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The President said he would, and opened the letter and read it. He
said it was a very nice letter and he appreciated it. The President said
there were two other items of evidence of the new closer relationship
between us. One was the hospitable reception given to our military
team during its visit to Oman. The other is the constructive attitude
of Oman toward the Camp David negotiations, which he hoped and
trusted would be successful. He asked what are Oman’s relations with
South Yemen.

Foreign Minister Zawawi said Oman had received overtures over the
past 6 months to normalize relations, using Kuwait as an intermediary.
Oman saw this gesture merely as a tactic, but they were willing to go
along. They asked the Kuwaitis to set a date and they would be willing
to meet with the South Yemenis. Thus far no satisfactory date had been
found, due to no lack of interest by them or reluctance on the part of
Oman. The PDRY had raised some points, which were not conditions
to a meeting, that Oman should have discussions with the Popular
Front for the Liberation of Oman. This used to be called the Popular
Front for the Liberation of Oman and the Arabian Gulf, but now it has
been cut down to size. Oman no longer sees the PFLO as a threat, but
it is unacceptable for Oman as a sovereign nation to meet with an
organization dedicated to its overthrow. The PDRY has also asked
Oman to pay compensation for damages incurred during the struggle
over Dhofar. Oman has replied that if there were some damages, Oman
had not started that conflict and whatever damages had occurred were
deserved. The Foreign Minister had personally passed that message
along to the Yemenis. He told them that if they wish to normalize
relations, they must show some gesture of cooperation and denounce
the activities of the PFLO. So a dialogue is going on, but this is merely
a tactic on their part and is temporary until they achieve their goal of
unity with North Yemen under South Yemen domination. Oman’s
relations with Saudi Arabia are good. The Saudis are supportive except
from time to time when they offer some suggestions about Camp David,
but that is only in passing.

The President said that the Saudis make some suggestions to us on
the same subject—and not just in passing. He asked the Foreign Minis-
ter whether he had personally gone to China to establish diplomatic
relations.

Foreign Minister Zawawi said that he had, in 1978. He thought it
had worked well. At the President’s request, he then reviewed his
relations with his Gulf neighbors. With Iraq, Oman has normal diplo-
matic relations, though they do not see eye to eye on several issues.
Oman welcomed the Iraqi condemnation of the USSR for its invasion
of Afghanistan. The recent Iraqi proposal opposing any foreign inva-
sions in the region was probably a ploy or an attempt to focus attention
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on the future cooperation between our two countries. There was some
prospect that Iraq and Saudi Arabia would get closer together. Kuwait
is an unusual case since they tend to be the socialists or liberals in the
group of governments in the Persian Gulf, but relations are normal.
Oman gets on well with Bahrain, Qatar, and the UAE. They have been
working on an agreement demarcating the border with the UAE, and
it has taken quite a while. On Iran, he was aware that most of the
Iranian diplomats have problems communicating with their Ministry
of Foreign Affairs. He had met with some of them in Islamabad who
were old hands there of five or six years before. These diplomats talk
of a new phase of Iranian history starting now to build at the roots,
with the people. It was his view that this process will take some time
to reestablish any stability in the country. The Foreign Minister had
not personally met with Ghotbzadeh or Bani-Sadr.

The President said that he would like to see the Iranian situation
resolved, with the release of the hostages. He wondered about Oman’s
relations with Egypt.

Foreign Minister Zawawi said their relations were good.

The President said that he viewed this time as an exciting new phase
of our relations with Oman. He hoped the Sultan would be able to visit.

Foreign Minister Zawawi said they had been considering a visit in
December, but now they thought that a visit next February or March
would be more appropriate—and the Sultan specifically hoped to meet
with President Carter at that time.

The President said that the Sultan’s letter indicated his hopes in that
regard. He said he was pleased to see General Parris here since he had
been the head of the Georgia National Guard when the President was
Governor of the state.

Foreign Minister Zawawi said that Oman wanted to have some
friends. When he was in Georgia, he had seen some farms and some
remarkable sprinkler systems. He hoped that the U.S. would be able
to assist Oman in this area. He thought that the Corps of Engineers
could be helpful in planning dams, and there was much that could be
done in agriculture. This kind of effort would make it credible for the
Sultan to go ahead with the relationship with the U.S. in future long-
term cooperation.

The President said that Secretary Vance had outlined for the Foreign
Minister the budgetary problems which we are now experiencing. The
President will instruct Secretary Vance to work in the closest possible
way in the area of economic development of Oman, including direct
aid, EXIM Bank financing, private business investment, the Corps of
Engineers, and technical assistance. Again he welcomed Foreign Minis-
ter Zawawi to the United States and said he looked forward to the
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Sultan’s visit and to the long term close cooperation between our
two countries.

61. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Brown to President
Carter’

Washington, March 6, 1980

SUBJECT

Strategic Review of our Unified Command Structure

The JCS and I have reviewed further the command arrangements
for the Persian Gulf region described in my memorandum of January
26.% This memorandum describes the conclusions I have reached and
outlines the proposed changes to the operational and planning concept
contained in the Unified Command Plan (UCP).

As a result of the review I have decided to confirm the current
area responsibilities that have been assigned by the Unified Command
Plan to both USCINCEUR and CINCPAC (the line falls between
Pakistan—Afghanistan and Iran). These commanders are now responsi-
ble for daily interface with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other Unified
and Specified Commands, as well as with supporting organizations
within their region of responsibility such as State, CIA, DIA, and DCA.
In addition, they now plan and administer security assistance, provide
operational direction, intelligence support, and logistical directive
authority, and are responsible for other services in the region. These
functions, including the administration of overseas base structure,
could not be easily transferred to a CONUS-based commander without
serious mission degradation.

Moreover, in the event of hostilities, USCINCEUR and CINCPAC
are staffed and organized to provide expanded logistics, command and
control, civil affairs, and intelligence functional support to the combat
force commanders in wartime. This would include the ability to act in

a support role to a new CINC in the Persian Gulf. Examples include
logistics and (from PACOM) fleet support. Therefore, the JCS and I

1 Source: Carter Library, Brzezinski Donated Material, Subject File, Box 37, Serial
Xs [7/80-9/80]. Secret. A notation on the first page indicates that Carter saw the
memorandum.

2 See Document 48.
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see little point in transferring such major peacetime responsibilities to
anew Unified Command as that would require substantial added staff
and equipment to execute the mission.

I intend, however, to assign primary responsibility (in peacetime
as well as wartime) for operational planning for major contingencies
in the Persian Gulf region® to the Commander, Rapid Deployment
Joint Task Force (RDJTF). In addition I will designate the Commander,
RDJTEF, a Unified Commander for joint operations in the region, in the
event of plan execution. In effect, this action will create a new Unified
Command, if and when needed, that would report directly to the NCA
(President/Secretary of Defense), through the JCS as our agent, as is
the case for the other CINCs.

The review also confirmed the need for assignment of the addi-
tional duty in peacetime as Commander Forward Element of the RDJTF,
to the Commander, Middle East Force. This appointment will require
a modest augmentation to the staff based in Bahrain. The political
realities of the region will require a very low profile for this activity
(perhaps a dozen people). These peacetime missions will include collec-
tion of intelligence, liaison with US representatives in the region, and
establishing forward operating bases to facilitate preparations for
deployments, military exercises, and, if required, combat operations.
This organization will insure unity of command, if RDJTF elements
are employed, without disturbing the services and responsibilities cur-
rently provided by COMIDEASTFOR.

I agree with the JCS that these arrangements and the modifications
to the UCP will further improve operational planning for the Persian
Gulf region and facilitate the execution of contingency plans—without
disturbing the wide array of services currently provided by PACOM
and EUCOM. This arrangement would, in my judgment, be wiser than
establishing another Unified Command, particularly because of the
added costs and staff that would be required.

I recognize that these arrangements may in time require further
modification; the JCS and I will review them in six months. In the

3 The Persian Gulf region is defined as Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan, and Pakistan, and
all the countries on the Arabian Peninsula; the countries of Ethiopia, Djibouti, Somalia,
and Kenya on the Horn of Africa; the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf and adjacent waters.
It excludes Egypt, Sudan, Israel, Jordan, and Syria, which remain in the EUCOM area
of responsibility. But depending on the wartime situation, that could be adjusted at the
time. See attached map. [Footnote is in the original.]
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meantime, | need your approval for this concept and the appropriate
modifications to the UCP.*

Harold Brown

Attachment®
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40On March 7, Brzezinski sent Carter a memorandum commenting on Brown’s
memorandum. Brzezinski noted that it was “different from his previous proposal in
two ways.” He continued: “Otherwise, it leaves many of the old problems of dealing
through three commands: logistics, intelligence, and control over attaches and security
assistance.” Brzezinski concluded: “It also introduces new complications.” Referencing
the attached map, he asserted: “The complexity of the proposal, so graphically apparent
from the attached map, makes me less than comfortable. Therefore, I suggest you ask
Harold to address these issues before you give final approval to his concept for the
Unified Command Structure.” (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski
Material, General Odom File, Box 28, Middle East Command Post: 7/79-3/80)

5 Secret.
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62. Summary of Conclusions of a Special Coordination
Committee Meeting'

Washington, March 7, 1980, 3-4:45 p.m.

SUBJECT

Followup on Security Framework in the Persian Gulf—IV

PARTICIPANTS

Deputy Secretary Warren Christopher CIA

Under Secretary for Political Affairs, Director Stansfield Turner
David Newsom Robert Earle

Assistant Secretary Harold Saunders OMB

Director, Political/Military Regional Associate Director Randy Jayne
[Reginald] Bartholomew )

White House
Defense Zbigniew Brzezinski
Secretary Harold Brown NSC

Deputy Secretary Graham Claytor, Jr.

Ambassador Robert Komer William E. Odom

Jasper Welch

JCS Gary Sick

General David Jones, Chairman

Dr. Brzezinski opened the meeting with a brief mention of items
for next week. We will ask Secretary Duncan to report to the SCC on
his recent trip to Saudi Arabia.? The Saudi Arabian internal security
proposals should be related to Matt Nimetz’s activities. The Komer
paper will be treated at a mini-SCC early next week® and the results
presented to the SCC following. (S)

[Omitted here is a section on Pakistan.]

MAU Exercise

Dr. Brzezinski asked State to clarify its view on the advisability of
a Marine Amphibious Unit exercise in the Persian Gulf region.

Christopher argued that we should not move too rapidly in order
to avoid souring of our relations in the region. We should not push
any one to accept an exercise. The Iraqis, for example, are pressing the

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Office, Meetings
File, Box 20, SCC Meetings: #285 Held 3/7/80, 3/80. Secret. The meeting took place in
the White House Situation Room. The minutes are not attached and were not found.
Carter wrote “Zbig J” in the top right hand corner of the page. Odom briefed Brzezinski
on the agenda of the SCC meeting and forwarded background papers in a March 4
memorandum. (Carter Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 110,
SCC 285, 03/07/80, Security Framework)

2 See Document 210.

3 See Document 63.
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Omanis to avoid a military relationship with the U.S. It is better at the
present time, therefore, that the MAU stay afloat or make port calls,
not engage in an exercise. (S)

Brzezinski asked if State’s view includes all countries in the region,
Kenya for example. Christopher replied that it does. Brown expressed
the view that the two best possibilities are Kenya and Egypt in that
order. Brzezinski agreed with Christopher’s overall assessment but
suggested that “to push” is an expression that prejudices the decision.
Should we not ask rather than push? Christopher argued that for the
U.S. to ask is to push. Brzezinski agreed with regard to Kenya but not
in the case of Egypt. Sadat will make up his own mind. It might
give Sadat a boost, although what the Israeli reaction would be is
uncertain. (S)

It was argued that although Sadat may be eager for an exercise, it
would isolate him even more in the Arab world, something we cannot
afford because Sadat is too valuable to us. As a challenge to this view,
it was asked if having no MAU exercise would make him any less
isolated or would it improve the possibility for future negotiations? In
response to this question, it was argued that others in Egypt than Sadat
perceive a serious internal threat from the PLO and therefore put a
higher priority on eventually resolving the PLO problem than on the
short run gain that might come from a larger military relationship with
the U.S. (S)

General Jones suggested an alternative approach to exercises in
the region, what he called a stair-step approach. The object is to accus-
tom states in the region to a MAU presence. Acceptance of the present
deployment is the first step. The second step can be port calls during
which dignitaries come aboard the ship. A third step could involve
port calls with helicopters flying non-operationally. These early steps
will allow a military-to-military relationship to develop which could
be used to prompt local military authorities to ask the political leader-
ship for a combined exercise with the U.S. Once that step is achieved,
we can give publicity to an exercise, even TV coverage, which will
ratify a public acceptance. The important thing is a successful long-
term presence, not just for an exercise this spring. In order to execute
this approach, Jones asked that the regional commander have authority
to deal directly with the ambassadors in the countries involved in the
region. (S)

This approach was well received with three small caveats. First,
Turner is anxious that we not press Oman early for fear of destroying
that relationship. Second, Newsom wants Washington clearance on the
last step where helicopters will be involved rather than leaving it to
our ambassadors. Third, Christopher prefers to begin with one or two
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ships at a time not an armada-size port call. Fourth, State needs some
lead time with the helicopter step in order to inform the Congress.* (S)

[Omitted here are sections on Iran and Afghanistan.]

General Jones added a caveat about the fiscal implications for our
Persian Gulf strategy. Harold Brown argued that in one way we have
addressed it, that is, in telling the Europeans and Japanese that we
may shift our emphasis to that region in military programs. Jones
responded that this may be true with regard to one carrier or two
carriers in the Pacific Ocean but not in the fullest sense. (S)

4 Carter drew a vertical line in the left-hand margin next to this and the preceding
paragraph and wrote “ok.”

63. Summary of Conclusions of a Mini-Special Coordination
Committee Meeting'

Washington, March 10, 1980, 4:45-6:15 p.m.

SUBJECT
Mini-SCC on the Komer Paper
PARTICIPANTS

State CIA
Reginald Bartholomew, Director of Robert Ames, NIO for Near East and
Politico-Military Affairs South Asian Affairs

Anthony Lake, Director of Policy

Plarmi OMB
anning . Donald Gessaman
Peter Constable, Deputy Assistant Harry Shaw
Secretary for Near East and .
. : Edward Strait
South Asian Affairs
White House
Defense David Aaron
Robert Komer, Under Secretary for
Policy NS.C.
Walter Slocombe, Deputy Under W1111arr.1 E. Odom
Secretary for Policy Gary Sick

JCS
Lt. General John Pustay

Jasper Welch

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 122, SCM
113, 03/10/80, Mini SCC, Komer Paper. Secret. The meeting took place in the White
House Situation Room. The minutes of the meeting were not found.
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David Aaron chaired the meeting and asked Komer to review key
points in his paper.? (C)

Komer argued that we need an overall plan which he tried to
provide in the paper. Many of the points he recommended for action
are already in progress, many have been completed, and a few others
are extremely comprehensive and not easy to address as a security
problem alone, such as an energy strategy and the overall fiscal question
of whether the budget will support our apparent requirements in the
region. He then touched briefly on three points for emphasis:

—A rear base area—Plans for a major rear area support base for a
large U.S. force projected into the area have yet to be developed. The
obvious options are Egypt and Israel. Komer preferred Egypt. (S)

—Internal security and reform programs—Komer finds this a particu-
larly important issue, but he notes we are addressing this on Saudi
Arabia at the next SCC.3 (S)

—OQOur strategic dialogue with states in the region—Komer argued that
we have failed to engage in a strategic dialogue with the Pakistanis,
the Saudis, the Emirates, the Iraqis, and the Turks. (S)

Next Komer said he would like to add three additional points
for action:

—A list of military contingency plans for the region.
—Pressing the Saudis and Egyptians toward a rapprochement.
—The economic support required to keep Sadat in power. (S)

State’s reaction to the paper was essentially favorable, noting most
of the action list is in progress. (C)

2 Komer produced the paper for the February 29 SCC meeting on Persian Gulf
security but discussion of it was deferred until the March 7 meeting, when it was
deferred again. Komer forwarded the undated paper to Brzezinski under a February 28
memorandum in which he stated that he had “personally” written the overview and
analysis presented. Komer observed: “While much of it will be familiar and some is at
least nominally underway, the paper really pulls together for the first time most of the
strands of a coherent policy.” In the paper itself, Komer addressed the “various aspects
of the problem” of developing a Persian Gulf Security Framework: deterring direct Soviet
intervention, the type of “security umbrella” the United States should create in the
Persian Gulf/Indian Ocean (PG/IO) region, the construction of a U.S. response capability,
security assistance requirements, “key collateral areas of risk,” the need for a regional
oil strategy to complement the deterrent strategy, the role of the Allies, and the need
for “programs to deal with the threat of internal instability /subversion in vulnerable
PG/IO states.” He concluded the paper with an “Action Program,” detailing 8 short-
and long-term actions to be taken by the Department of Defense and 13 actions to be
taken jointly by the Department of State and Department of Defense to address these
problems. The paper and Komer’s February 28 memorandum were attached as Tab D
to Odom’s March 4 memorandum to Brzezinski on the SCC meeting agenda. (Carter
Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 110, SCC 285, 03/07/80,
Security Framework)

3 See Document 64.
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OMB raised serious questions about force-sizing for any contin-
gency such as the defense for southern Iran. Following the lengthy
discussion, it was underscored that an effective military posture in
the region inevitably will involve large costs. It was emphasized, in
particular, that the political climate has been fundamentally altered by
Soviet military involvement in the region. To reverse this or to check
it from further expansion will require a much larger U.S. military
commitment to the region than is now planned. (S)

David Aaron drew this discussion out at length because he felt it
was important to understand budget constraints for any strategy that
we pursue in the region. This completed discussion of Komer’s first
and second action points. (C)

What follows is a status on each of the action points as reflected
in the discussion:

Point 2—Some work has been done, but both State and Defense
should develop papers on a country-by-country basis.

Point 3—Elaboration of our declaratory policy should await the
papers written for Point 2.

Point 4—Enroute transit/refueling rights are being pursued by
State with Defense support.

Point 5—Homeporting facilities—work is in progress. Defense
needs to present specific requirements and bases to State before dia-
logue can be opened with relevant countries.

Point 6—No action for the present.

Point 7—The Turkish military aid package is being worked on.
Should be brought to a SCC in a few weeks.

Point 8—A post-hostage Iran program needs no additional discus-
sion for the present.

Point 9—Next phase vis-a-vis Pakistan and India, needs a State
paper on India and Tarapur for a SCC.

Point 10—A FY 1980 security assistance supplemental, was not
discussed.

Point 11—Relating our energy needs to our security needs in the
Persian Gulf was discussed briefly, but Komer has no proposals beyond
a dialogue with the Saudis on their security interests being highly
compatible with our energy interests.

Point 12—Pressing our European and Japanese allies to participate
in our game plan was acknowledged to be underway.

Point 13—Internal security for Saudi Arabia will be addressed at
the SCC on 3/14.% (S)

4 The next meeting was on Monday, March 17; see Document 64.
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Follow-up taskings were:

—NSC will provide an overall status report on who has done what.

—State will produce a short strategy paper based on this action
and as an alternative to it.

—Defense will spell out more clearly its assumptions for planning
in the region. (S)

64. Summary of Conclusions of a Special Coordination
Committee Meeting'

Washington, March 17, 1980, 5:30-6:15 p.m.

SUBJECT

Followup on Security Framework in the Persian Gulf—V

PARTICIPANTS

State CIA
Under Secretary for Political Affairs, Director, Admiral Stansfield Turner
David Newsom Deputy Director, Frank Carlucci
Assistant Secretary Harold Saunders Robert Ames, NIO for Near East &
Director, Political/Military Affairs, South Asian Affairs
Reginald Bartholomew [name not declassified]

Counselor, Matthew Nimetz OMB
Defense Associate Director Edward Jayne
Secretary Harold Brown White House
Deputy Secretary Graham Claytor, Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski

Ir. . David Aaron
Under Secretary for Policy,

Ambassador Robert Komer NSC
ics William E. Odom

Welch

General David Jones, Chairman ]C?Zf;rSiclf ¢

Lt. General John Pustay

Dr. Brzezinski opened the meeting with a brief discussion of the
agenda. Duncan’s report will be postponed until the next meeting.
Pakistan should also be discussed at the next SCC. Finally, the issue
of TOW missiles for Oman is added to the discussion today. (S)

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 111, SCC
289, 3/17/80, Security Framework. Secret. The meeting took place in the White House
Situation Room. The minutes were not found. Carter wrote in the upper right-hand
margin: “Zbig—Discuss all of this carefully with John West before proceeding. My guess
is that Saudis, Egyptians & Israelis will object to any US basing in their country. J.”
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Rear Bases

Dr. Brzezinski asked Defense to report on the follow-up issue from
the Komer paper, rear bases.? Harold Brown declared that we definitely
need rear base capabilities if we are to deploy to the region a U.S.
military force of any significant size for several months or more. There
are several ways to acquire such support basing. First, overbuilding
Saudi facilities could solve part of the problem, but views within
Defense differ on how much. Second, Egypt is the most desirable
location, and Berenice and Ras Banas are prime candidate bases. There
is no doubt about the need. The real question is how, when, and
whether we can acquire such bases without unacceptable political con-
sequences. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski asked if U.S. military personnel would be required
at those bases. Brown answered that we could man them with a few
U.S. contract civilians and many Egyptians. The Egyptians, he added,
have shown considerable technical capability in logistics and support
activities. Brown next asked General Jones to comment on the rear
base issue.? (S)

General Jones pointed out that, for the contingency of “holding
the Soviets,” if this means the USSR pouring division after division
into the area, we cannot do it. At the other end of the spectrum, a very
small contingency, we can operate without a major rear base. For
contingencies in the mid-range between these two extremes, bases are
imperative, particularly for the U.S. Army and ground activities. Like
Harold Brown, General Jones favors Berenice and Ras Banas. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski pointed out that there appears to be no request for
a decision today beyond authority to study and propose such basing.
Harold Brown agreed and offered to provide a paper within two to
three weeks for State and CIA reaction. There was some discussion of
basing in Turkey, the Sinai, and other areas. All were judged impractical
or politically too sensitive to raise now. (S)

It was agreed that Defense will produce a paper on rear bases and
submit it for State and CIA reaction before proposing it to the SCC. (S)

2 See Document 63. Following the March 10 mini-SCC meeting, the Department of
State produced an annotated version of the Komer Action Program to show the status
of each recommendation. The annotated Action Program was sent by O’Donohue and
Saunders to Christopher under a March 13 memorandum in preparation for the March
17 SCC meeting, which was originally scheduled to take place on March 14. (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P870147-0499)

3 Carter wrote in the left-hand margin next to this and the next three paragraphs:
“I also do not want any public failure or rebuff, which I consider almost inevitable. Past
experience indicates that all of this will be in the news before any decisions can be made.”
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Overbuilding Saudi Facilities

The next military issue, getting the Saudis to build their facilities
to support our contingency plans, is, in Harold Brown’s view, some-
thing we should talk to them about as soon as possible. We know now
that they are not building airfields and storage areas to the level we
might desire. General Jones said that a military-to-military approach
might get better results than an approach at the political level which
makes overbuilding look like a political favor to the U.S.* (S)

There was discussion of how to justify such an effort to the Congress
for bases, which would be built by the Corps of Engineers. In particular,
there would be worry about the threat to Israel of larger airfields.
Harold Brown argued that we can disaggregate these issues by private
contractor construction and by choice of bases to overbuild, i.e. not
those closer to Israel. (S)

It was agreed that this issue would be looked at in the context of
the foregoing discussion and the Defense study on rear bases. (S)

Guiding FMS Sales to Saudi Arabia

Dr. Brzezinski asked how we are to do this. Newsom said that we
need to define U.S. needs before we can take such an approach. Brown
conceded the point and also noted the difficulties caused by other
foreign sales such as French equipment in Saudi Arabia. It can only
complicate our contingency planning. (S)

Matthew Nimetz pointed out that we can make progress on this
issue only after Ambassador West comes to Washington and we work
out with him Saudi FMS requests and justification to the Congress. In
particular, Nimetz is concerned about explaining the Saudi absorptive
capacity for more and sophisticated weaponry which we might want
to sell for our contingency use. Komer emphasized that there are,
indeed, two concerns here. First, the Saudi absorptive issue and second,
consideration for our use. We will have to work out a way to manage
both within our legal constraints. (S)

[2 paragraphs (12 lines) not declassified]

Harold Brown said that we must detach ourselves for a moment
and ask ourselves what we are trying to do. Is it not illegal for us to
engage in internal police support activities for the Saudis? Considerable
discussion of this point followed. The action, police support against
terrorism, it was argued, is legal. If counterinsurgency is our aim, the

4 Carter wrote “Very doubtful” in the left-hand margin next to this paragraph.
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question is how far to go, argued Harold Brown. Dr. Brzezinski said
that this is the same issue he posed some time ago, how to buy time
for the present Saudi regime.’ (S)

Next there was discussion of how the Saudis would react to our
offer. Dr. Brzezinski said that they will not like it; our problem is how
to sell it to them. State pointed out that there are [1 line not declassified].
CIA acknowledged this and argued that we should, therefore, approach
the Saudis at a very low level.® (S)

Dr. Brzezinski ended the discussion by tasking CIA for a paper on
their programs for the next SCC which will be circulated and com-
mented on by INR at State. (S)

Next Dr. Brzezinski asked Harold Brown to comment on DOD’s
efforts to support internal stability in Saudi Arabia. Harold Brown
listed a number of things that we might do:

—[2 lines not declassified] (S)
—I[2 lines not declassified] (S)

—The U.S. military advisory effort might go beyond what the CIA
proposes in its counterterrorism programs. (S)

—How to coordinate the contingency use of other forces in the
region might be raised, although this is an extremely sensitive subject
for the Saudis. (S)

—[2 lines not declassified], something that was sorely missed during
the Mecca incident. (S)

State was concerned with the implications for military sales that
any such defense advisory efforts might have. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski tasked Defense to prepare a paper on the above
points for the next SCC and to take into account State’s comments on
military sales. (S)

TOW Sales to Oman

Dr. Brzezinski expressed the President’s concern about the long
lead time for U.S. TOW deliveries to Oman as they are now scheduled.
Harold Brown explained that this is a long established and well known
delivery rate for U.S. FMS. If, however, we want to make an exception
for Oman, we can divert from other FMS sales, or we can take the
equipment from the U.S. Army. If we do that, we can deliver the total
amount by the end of July 1980, but the Army will file a complaint

5 Carter wrote “Discuss w/Cutler & w/West” in the left-hand margin next to
this paragraph.

6 Carter wrote “Who at a low level can make a decision?” in the left-hand margin
next to this paragraph.
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about the adverse implication which the Secretary of Defense will have
to waive. The waiver must also be explained to the Congress. (S)

The discussion centered on the psychological impact that rapid
TOW delivery would have. Dr. Brzezinski suggested that we split the
delivery, making it half in July and half by the end of the year in order
to sustain the psychological effect on the Omanis for a longer time. (S)

Next, the discussion turned to our need for an FMS stockpile. We
are frequently taking sorely needed equipment away from our own
forces for FMS emergencies. Tunisia was a recent example. Both State
and Defense underscored the importance of developing a stockpile
which allows a delivery rate equal to or better than the Soviet delivery
rate. We are measured against the Soviet performance by states in the
Persian Gulf region. (S)

It was agreed that Harold Brown will take steps to speed up deliv-
ery by diversion from the Army this year if the President approves.
As soon as the President’s decision is known, State will notify the
Omanis and consult with Congress.” (S)

7 Carter wrote “DoD, Give me a quick analysis & proposal” in the left-hand margin
next to this paragraph.
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65. Summary of Conclusions of a Special Coordination
Committee Meeting'

Washington, March 28, 1980, 11 a.m.—12:30 p.m.

SUBJECT

Followup on Security Framework in the Persian Gulf—VII

PARTICIPANTS
State CIA
Counselor Matthew Nimetz Director Stansfield Turner
Director, Political/Military Affairs, Deputy Director Frank Carlucci
Reginald Bartholomew NIO for Near East & South Asia,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Near Robert Ames
Eastern & South Asian Affairs, [name not declassified]
Joseph W. Twinam OMB

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Near

Eastern & South Asian Affairs,
Jane A. Coon White House

Zbigniew Brzezinski

Associate Director, Edward Jayne

Defense . David Aaron
Under Secretary for Policy,
Ambassador Robert Komer N SC
Assistant Secretary for International & William Odom
Security Affairs David McGiffert Thomas Thornton
Henry Owen
JCS

. . Jasper Welch
Chairman, General David Jones

Lt. General John Pustay

Dr. Brzezinski opened the meeting by adding an urgent item to
the agenda concerning our agreements with Oman. As a result, the
Indian/Tarapur issue was not discussed. It will be treated at a separate
SCC. (S)

Oman

Dr. Brzezinski said there are two points to be decided. First,
whether or not to ask the Omanis for a troop cantonment as part of
our military infrastructure development. Second, how to deal with
economic aid for Oman. (S)

On the first issue, Dr. Brzezinski recommended strongly that we
not burden the relationship with one more military infrastructure
request. It is the wrong signal at a delicate time when other outside
powers could use it to embarrass and intimidate Oman. No objections

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, General
Odom File, Box 47, Security Framework: Minutes of Meetings: 1-4/80. Secret. The meeting
took place in the White House Situation Room. The minutes were not found. Carter
wrote “ok J” in the upper right-hand corner of the page.
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were raised to this, and Bartholomew was instructed not to raise the
cantonment area with the Omanis during his upcoming visit.? (S)

There was brief discussion of the large number of Congressmen
descending on Oman next week, the Price Codel from the House and
the Biden/Baker/Zorinsky Codel on the Senate side. Dr. Brzezinski
asked Defense and State why they had allowed the coincidence of these
visits with Bartholomew’s trip. Defense has talked to Price and State
will discuss it more specifically with Biden. Oman, it was pointed out,
is not objecting to the Codels because it has long been Omani policy
to encourage more Congressional attention. As Dr. Brzezinski pointed
out, however, there is an unfortunate coincidence of a surge of Codel
activity and sensitive bilateral negotiations. He instructed State and
Defense to explain the sensitivity once again to both Price and Biden. (S)

The second issue, economic aid, occasioned an extensive debate.
The Omanis are asking that we pave an airfield and improve a port
on their shore at the Strait of Hormuz. If we do not build the cantonment
facilities at Masirah, we could presumably have funds for this request.
They would be difficult to get through Congress, however, because
they come from the military construction budget. (S)

For economic aid to Oman, State proposed to reprogram ESF from
Sudan and replace it by PL 480.% The only reprogramming alternatives,
in State’s view, are Sudan and southern Africa—Zimbabwe. The Israeli
lobby in Congress probably will oppose reprogramming from Sudan,
thereby forcing the money to be taken from southern African funds. (S)

The overall objective of the military construction and ESF is a $100
million package for Bartholomew to take to Oman next week. Anything
less was judged by all present as likely to result in a failed mission. (S)

Henry Owen tabled another alternative in which we would offer
to establish a U.S./Omani commission on economic and technological
cooperation, analogous to the commission we have with Saudi Arabia.
It would require annually $5 million ESF, AID Reimbursable Technical
Assistance Funds, authorized international technical cooperation activi-
ties of USG technical agencies (HEW, USDA, USGS, DOT, etc.), and
facilities of the Export-Import Bank and OPIC. This commission would
serve as an umbrella and coordinator for many private contractual
services to Oman. (S)

Out of the discussion, three alternatives developed:

2 See Documents 70-72.

3 Public Law 480, also known as Food for Peace, which President Eisenhower signed
into law on July 10, 1954, permits the sale of commodities to foreign governments on
grant or credit and allows the United States to donate foods to recipient governments
or private voluntary organizations for use in emergencies. The USDA and AID administer
the program.
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—Commit ourselves to the overall $100 million package of ESF
and military construction funds with a promise of follow-on in FY
1982-83 appropriations.

—Combine the joint commission and reprogramming of the ESF
and military construction funds this year.

—Offer the joint commission with only $5 million ESF reprogram-
ming, which is required to launch the commission. (S)

In the discussion that followed, three key points emerged again
and again. First, we cannot be sure of the out-year appropriations
in FY 1982-83. Second, we are facing a mood in Congress which is
unsympathetic to most reprogramming activities as well as larger ESF
and military construction outlays. Third, we are discussing very small
sums of money in the context of a major strategic problem, one of the
largest since World War II. If our arrangements with Oman suffer a
setback, we will see our security framework for the region collapse.
An enormous amount is at stake, therefore, on these comparatively
small budget sums. State emphasized that we must sort out our priori-
ties. If Oman means this much, then we must take on the Jewish lobby
over Sudan, or relegate southern Africa to a lower priority. DOD, JCS,
and CIA all endorsed this view of the gravity of the choice the President
must face. (S)

Dr. Brzezinski i