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IltiEDIATE 
D D3135D2 JAN E.5 
FM SECDEF IIASHJ NGTON DC/IUSDP II 
TO SECSTATE WASHINGTON DC 
INFO JCS WASHJIIGTON DC/IJ-Sf/ 

USCINCPAC HOOOLULU HI 

:4:9 U I I D £ II T I 7 ka 
SUBJECT : JFY 85 DEFENSE BUDGET ( U) 

eONf I DENT lAb-
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
~CS MESSAGE CENTER 

ZYUII RUElJCS328D 0031350 

AMEMB TOKYO JA 
COOJSJAPAN YOKOTA AB .JA 

REF: A. AMEMBASSY TOIYO 3107512 DEC 84 fTOlYO 26559) 
1. I U) REF A HAS PROVIDED AN EXCELLENT DESCRIPTION OF FINAL 
HOURS OF THE BUDGET IIAIING PROCESS AHD CONTENT OF CABINET AP­
PROVED DRAFT 7 

2. 1111f THE POSITIVE ASPECTS OF THE BUDGET HAVE BEEN HIGH­
LIGHTED AS IS ~PPRDPRIATE. IIITIIIlJT ATTEMPT DIG TO MINIMIZE 
THESE, HOIIEVER, II£ WOULD tm TO COitiENT REGARDING THE EFFECT OF 
INCLUDING THE LARGE 1.6 PERCENT PAY RAISE ELEMENT IN THE BUDGET 
INCREASE FIGURE THIS YEAR. THE CORRESPONDING FIGURE FOR LAST 
YEAR WAS 0. 7 PERCENT. THUS, THE SUBSTANTIVE PORTION OF THE 
BUDGET INCREASE IS 5785 PERCENT (6.55 - 0. 7) FOR 1984 C()IPARED 
VITH 5.3 PERCENT (6.9 - 1.6) FOR 1985. EVEN IIITH A LOWER GNP 
DEFLATOR FOR 1985 OF 1.4; REAL GROOH IIITliOIIT THE PAY RAISE 
AMOUNTS TO 379 PERCOO FOR 1985 COMPARED TO 4.D5 IN 1984 (1.8 
PERCEN!J)EFLATOR). 
3. t/ltr THERE IS SIGNIFICANCE TO THESE FIGURES ONLY AS RE­
LATES TO ACC()!PLISHIIIG DEFENSE GOALS. HERE AGAIN THE SLOV­
IIOWN IN MOMENTUM FROM 1984 TO 1985 CAN BE SEEN. THE 1985 
BUDGET lllll ACCOMPLISH 16 PERCOO OF THE 1983-1987 MTDP, AN 
INCREASE OF ONE PERCENT OVER 1984; THE 1984 INCREASE HAD 

(b)(
1
) ~c :,~;:R~~~::::~:E~::u::~~ar!rs~r;~ ~ 'x' 

ACHIE~lNG BUDGETS THE PAST THREE YEARS HIGHER THAN THE 
OVERAll GOJ LEVELS, liE WIU Olll Y BE ABLE TO ACCOMPLISH 43 
PERCENT ( 12 Ill 1983, 15 IN 1984, AND 16 IN 1985) OF A MTDP 
DESIGNED TO ACHIEV£ ·MJIIIIIII4 DEFEIISE LEVELS OF A NATJOIIAL DEF­
ENSE PROORAM OUTLIIIE IIHICH HAS ALREADY BEEN DETERMINED TO BE 
OBSOLETE • liE SHOULD BE AT OR ABOVE THE 60 PERCENT LEVEL OF 
COMPLETION IF WE ARE REALLY SERIOUS. • 
4. J/iir OllR AND JDA'S HOPE. SEFIS 101m I If tN Till JDU..•aan 

(b)(
1

) c::~L~-~~~~~~E~~-~~~ JDA IS ALL~D Tof~~E I/, (X( 
NEll MTDP WITHOUT THE COIISTRAIIITS OF THE ONE PERCENT OF GNP 
BARRIER, THE NEW DEFENSE PROORAM IIILL NOT HAVE ANY SUBSTAN­
TM MEANING •JlHER THAN PERHAPS TO BE ABLE TO CONTINUE TO 
SHOV HIGHER GROliTH THAN THE REMAINDER OF THE GOVEIIMIENT. THE 
POLITICAL SECTION OF THE EMBASSY HERE SEEMS TO THINK, AS DID 
LDP DIET MEMBER MOTOO SHJIIA DURIIIG HIS IIOVEMBER VISIT HERE, 
THAT THE PRIME MINISTER lllll ALLOV JDA TO PLAII THE· NEW MTDP 
VITHOUT TH£ ONf PERCENT CONSTRAIIIT. SINCE SHllNA FELT THE 
LDP WOULD fORMALLY RECOMMEND ABOLITIOil OF THE OIIE PERCENT 
BARRIER IN DECf.MBER AND THAT THE BUDGET INCREASE FOR 1985 
VOULD MAINTAIN POSITIVE MOMENTUM SUBSTANTIVELY; I.E., WITHOUT 
A PAY RAISE, AND THAT THESE TIIO MOVES IIOULD SIGNAL AND STlMU· 
LATE THE PRir.!E MINISTER'S INTENTIOilS, liE WNDER IF IIIIAT HAS 
NOW OCCURRED SIGNALS BACUNG AWAY FROM THE PROSPECTS FOR 
SIGNIFICANT ~RDGRESS IN 1985. 
5. (U) liE ~OULD APPRECIATE TOIYO'S VIEVS ON THE OUTLOOK 
FOR THE NEll "TDP IIITH RESPECT TO ACCOMPLISHlliG THE 1976 NDPO 
LEVEL ~ IIELL AS THE MORE JMPORTAIT 1981 DEFEIISE GOALS. 
6. Jllff FYI, liE ARE PUZZLED BY lYODO'S STORY MENTIONED IN REF 
A QUOTING DOC• SOORCES ON THE 1985 BUDGET. liE HAVE MAINTAINED 
A STRICTLY NO COMMENT APPROACH. 
DECLAS OADR ET 

ACTION USDP(lD) !D,U,6,.7 ,8,f) 
INFO CJCSI4) DJS:(Z) J3:111CC(l) NIDS!ll SPRAA(l) J5(2) 
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DEFENSE POLICY 
EIOARD 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Meeting with Defense Policy Board, March 27, 1986 (D)--
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

1. (U) As-a re~ult of my discussion with you, the DPB focused \ 
largely on Asian issues. Among the points which may be raised J 
with you (or which you·may wish to raise with us): · · 

v 
A.. <\> USSR. Has the Administration done as much as 

it could to emphasize Soviet buildup in Asia? V 
Clearly Administrati9n has done much. 

Still, understanding in populace and Congress a question 

B. 

mark. 

Declassifying some data might help, e.g., ranges of 
Soviet bombers operating today out of Cam Ranh Bay. 

) 

v 

Japanese 
~) Japan. What does the u.s. want in the way of ~ 
mf\itary contribution? 

Is. there. agreement within USG (i.e., State and Defense) ~ 
on this issue? Would it not be useful to establish 
two or three military priorities/missions which we 
want to press upo~GOJ? 

Looking to future, does u.s. propose to have ·Japanese 
forces substitute for u.s.? If so, does this raise 
political problems in the area? If not, will it raise 
political problems in u.s. (i.e., complaint that Japan 
should tend to its own defense needs and not have free 
ride from u.s.). · 

Have we established priorities as between our economic 
demands of Japan and our military requirements? 

Have we done contingency planning for (admittedly, 
unlikely) flexibility by Soviets in their Northern 
Islands policy? (Such flexibility could be disastrous 
to u.s. interests.) 

CLASSIFIED BY: USDP · · · 
DECLASSIFY ON: OADR· SECRET 



c. ~ Bases. 
However some alternatives 
contingency planning on: 

alternative to Philippines. 
Have we don~ sufficient 

have 

Possibility of more extensive use of excellerit bases 
in Thailand? Under hat scenarios might that be possible? 

Granting the significant political problem with using 
Taiwan as a base, it appears that DOD has done no analysis 
of the functional military utility which Taiwan 
might have. If utility is low, no point in worrying 
about the political problem, but if utility is high 
we should be prepared to address the political problem 
on a contingency pl nning basis. 
-Should we not be doing engineering studies of alternatives 

like Guam and elsewhere? 

B-52s represent a s ecial problem •. If needed for conven­
tional bombing in f ture, where would they operate 

• · from? Will they still be in inventory five years from 
now? Will they hav fighter support, operating from 
where? 

can 

The precedential ef ect - especially spr~ading to Indian 
Ocean and northward toward Japan? 

Isn't language of p 
that u.s. will be c 
press, Congres$, an 
to Treaty, even wit 

oposed Treaty ambiguous enough so 
nstrained (by pressures from 
State Department) if we sign ~n 
protocol reservations? 

E. ~ PAeOM·Theater·N clear·Forces·Stud • ~This effort, 
started by Bo Long, cont1nue by Bl Crowe and now by Ron 
Hays, has covered a wide range of both nuclear and conventional 
needs of PACOM and has raised a number of problems, most of 
which have not been addressed adequately by the Pentagon 
(specifically, the Services): 

(1) There is a need for a much better short-warnin~ of 
attack (especially pertinent today for Korea). (DPB may have 
some ideas to offer.) 

-SECRET .. 
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(3) A related point: the priority which CINCPAC should 
get for SLCMs as compared to Europe. Other points on SLCMs 
not resolved: 

o How should they be deployed - what pla~forms? 

o What should their role be? Specifically, how should 
we relate theater nuclear missions to strategic 
missions and the NCA control over both? 

; 

(~) Other issues such as better operational security 
measures, dispersal of nuclear capable aircraft, c3 surviva­
bility, etc. may be raised with you (or you may wish to raise 
questions about these or other issues).-

2 •. (U) At the time of the drafting'of this memo, we haven t 
finished our meetings. Attached is an agenda which suggests 
that questions may be raised on the NATO Strategy Study and 
SDI issues. All the above, time permitting! We are, of 
course, anxiou~ to speak to issues of greatest interest to 
you.r ' 

seym~iss 
Ambassador 
Chairman, Defense Policy Board 

.· 

·· .. SE€RET-
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DEFENSE POLICY BOARD 
Tentative Agenda 
26-27 March 1986 

WEDNESD.I\V, 26 MARCH, Room 3E869 The Pentagon 

0900 Convene 

0901 Intelligence Update 
. 

As of 18 Mdrch 1986 

t Soviet Posture in Pacific, plus Political Profile of 
Philippines and Korea: NIO Asia ! 

t Soviet Strategic Force Update: NIO Strategic Forces 
1 Current Issues: USDP Intelligence Advisor Whitt 

1000 Jim Kelly, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense· for East Asia 
and Pacific Affairs 

t Overview 
• Pacific Bases 
• South Pacific Nucrear Free Zone (SPNFZ) 

1130 Working Lunch 

1200 Admi ra 1 Robert L. J. Long, USN (Ret) 

t Perspective of Former CINCPAC 

1330 PACOM TNF Study Briefing 

1 Introduction: Dr. Marvin Atkins, Dep Dir (Science & Technology), 
· Defense Nuclear Agency 

1630 

1800 

t Briefing: Jim Martin, SAIC 
Petec Haas, RDA 

Admiral William J. Crowe, Jr., USN, 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

. :-;• 
' Reception IHO Defense Policy Board hosted by 

Deputy Secretary Taft (Room 3E912) 
...... 1. • .. "'"' • 

""'!' ·:-- ,..,. •• " 

:_ ... 
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THURSDAY, 27 MARCH, Room 1E801 #4, The Pentagon 

0900 General John Vogt 

t Update of NATO Study 

0945 Mr. Fred Hoffman 

1 Report of Joint DPB/SDIO Panel 

1030 Lt. Gen. James Abrahamson, USAF, Director, SOlO 

• SOl Issues 

1200 -Lunch with Richard Perle, Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
International Security Policy (CJCS Dining Room, 2E877) 

1315 Executive Session (Reconvene in 1E801 #4) 

I . r 1545 Break, move to 3E912 

1600 Meet with Secretary Weinberger and Deputy Secretary Taft 

1730 (About) Adjourn 

' 

' .. ·, . 
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UNCLASSIFIED f'3-l.BI. J{A ro flts,-r 
~('(' " DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

JCS MESSAGE CENTER -r- ~~.b~ 
ROUTINE 
P. 170501Z MAY 85 
flfCCJolUSJAPAN YOlOTA AB JAI/JW/ 
TO AIG 8700 

CG FMFPAC 
C()IDESRO!l FIFTEEN 
CTF SEVEN FIVE 
CTF SEVE!~ SEVEN 

UNCLAS I 

Z'MI RUADJNA1438 1370824 

CG FIRST MAW 
CG III MAF 
CQoiSEVENTHFLT 
CTF SEVEN FOUR 
USS MIDWAY 

SUBJECT:;: JAJtANESE PRESS TRANSLATIONS FOR FRIDAY,, .17 MAUS 
(NOTE: FOLLOWING ARE SUMMARY TRANSLATIONS APPEARING IN MliJOR 
JAPANESE NE\fS'lAPERS. APPEARANCE HEREIN DOES NOT MEAN STORIES 
ARE FACTUALLY ACCURATE AND DOES NOT CONSTITUTE ENDORSEMENT OF 
POINTS OF VIEW BY USFJ.) 
1. MIDWAY DPARTS FR()l YOKOSUKA: 
IASAHI, MAINim, Y()liURil -(II THE lllRNING OF THE 16TH, THE AnACK 
TYPE CARRIER MIDWAY (51,Dll0 TONS) OF THE U.S. NAVY DEPARTED FD 
YOKOSUKA NS. THE MIDWAY, A SUBJECT OF THE NLP ISSUE NOW, HAD BEEN 
LYING IN NO. tl DRYDOCK OF YOlOSUKA NS FOR HULL REPAIR SINCE 28 MAR. 
THE MAINTENAN•:E THIS TIME liAS LIMTIED TO MINOR liORlS SUCH AS RE­
PAIRS OF DECK AND BOTTQol. 
Z. N-SUB LEA'JING SASEBO: 
(MAINICHil - I)~ THE 16TH, THE U.S. EMBASSY NOTIFIED THE FOREIGN 
3. YOKOTA NOISE SUIT: 
(MAINICHI, TO<VO SHIMBUN, Y()llURI) - REGARDING THE FIRST AND SECOND 
SUITS OF THIS CASE, THE TOKYO HIGH COURT WILL HOLD NOISE INSPECT­
IONS AT LOCAL INHABITANTS' HOUSES IN AKISHIMA AND TACHIKAIIA CITIES 
NEAR YOKOTA A3 22-23 MAY. THE ISSUE HAS BEEN UNDER AN APPEAL BY 
LOCAL INHABIT~~ TS WHO ARE DISSATISFIED WITH THE FINDING OF THE LOWER 
COURT. ACCORliNG TO THE DEFENSE COUNSEL, AN INSPECTION WILL BE HELD 
AT THREE HOUm IN AKISHIMA AT THE GOVERNMENT REQUEST ON THE 22ND 
AND ON THE 23RC, AT A HOUSE IN TACHIKAWA AT THE DEFENSE COUNSEL 
REQUEST. THIS IS THE FIRST EARLY MORNING INSPECTION TO BE HELD AT 
THE REQUEST o= THE DEFENSE COUNSEL. THEY STATE THE PURPOSE OF 
THE INSPECTIO~ IS TO NOTE GROUND NOISES, SUCH AS ENGINE MAINTENANCE. 
ON THE OTHER 1AND, "IN ORAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE THIRD SUIT AT THE 
TOKYO DISTRICT COURT'S HACHIOJI OFFICE, A WITIIESS IS GOING TO 
TESTIFY ON THE 17TH FOR THE LOCAL INHABITANTS (PLAINTIFFS) USING 
HIS RECORDS OF TOUCH·AND-GO PATTERNS AND NOISE STRENGTH. 
4. SOVIET AIRCRAFT GOES DCM IN JAPAN SEA1 ~·~ 

u-TURN SHORTLY AFlER 0810 HOORS ON THE 16TH IN 'A DIRECTIOO TOWARIJ"~ 
THE MARITIME PROVINCE AND DISAPPEARED IN A FEW MINUTES. FLYING ON 
THIS COURSE ARE JAL OR AEROFLOT AIRCRAFT BUT DE. OF THE JAL'S .• 
OR AEROFLOT'S 00 INTERNATIONAL SERVICE VERE INVOLVED IN THE CASE. 
SO, ODDS'ARE TIIAT THIS liAS AN AEROFLOT D!l4ESTIC SERVICEPLANE fLY.:'' 
1N6 FRQol THE MARITIME PROVINCE TO SAKHALIN OR ELSEWHER£~ AND 
IT CRASHED WITH ENGINE TROUBLE OR OTHER IRREGULARITIES. (tiiHON . 
KEIZAI) - A REPORT REACHING THE JDA SAW THAT THE IMAGE:OF A SQVIET 
AIRCRAFT DISAPPE.Al!ED FRQol AIR RADAR SCREENS S<»>HIHEREOFF THE MARI­
TIME PROVINCE COAST AND. WEST OF SAKHALIN ABOUT 0800 HOURS ON THE 
16TH. ACCORDING TO THE TOKYO AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL CENTER, TRANS­
PORTATION MINISTRY, THEY FOLLOW ALMOST 100 PCT OF FLIGHT DATA FROM 
AIRCRAFT, MILITARY AND CIVIL, OPERATING ON IFR BUT NONE OF:lii9$E.;; 
MILITARY AIRCRAFT IIHICH ARE ENGAGED IN SPECIAL MISSIONS OR THiJS["! 
CIVIL AIRCRAfl'·IIHICH ARE OPERATING ON VFR. SO, THEY SEE THE STRONG 
POSSIBlLnY THAT DISAPPEARING FRQII THE RADAR SCREENS 'VAS. A Mill~ 
TARY AIRCRAfT. AS TO THE SOURCE OR SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT 
THE MISSING SOVIET AIRCRAFT, THE JDA DID tiOT CLARIFY ANYTHING BUT 
THAT •THIS IS FR()l A CIHIINATION OF VARIOUS PIECES OF INFORMATION." 
. ACCORDING TO· DEF.EBSE AffAIRS RELATED PERSONNEL AND SPECI~I$T 
' SOURCES, HOWEVER, THE MAXIMUM MONITORING RANGE OF JAPANESE AIR RADAR 
SYSTEMS IS ABOUT 400 KM FJIQ4 RADAR SITES, IN CASE TARGET AIRCRAFT • 
ARE FLYING AT A. VERY HIGH AL TITUD£. THEY THEREFORE. SEE A STR<*G 
POSSIBILITY OF MONITORING OF (SOVIET) RADIO COMMUNICATIONS BY THE 
SDF OR THE tJSF BEING THE SOURCE OF INFORMATION "IN THIS CASE. 
5 NAkASONE'S·APPROACH 10 '84PROORAM: , 
(YOMIURI)- Asl:O HOW THE NATIONAL DEFENSE COUJlCll'(NDC) TREATS IN 
"84 ;MID-TERM DEFENSE. PRoGRAM, PRIME MINISTER NAMSONE HAS R~~L~;P, 
TO HEAR FRQol TH~ · Jp(_;REFORT 011 THE C()lPILED .MI . PROO.R~. :I8rlUL 
AND \IITHHOLD NDC .AUTtiORIZATION OF THEPROORAM . AfTER llllS DEC3 
IN. ORDER TO .AVERr RISE OFPOLITICAL ARGUMENTS OVER TitEJ PCT'Of.GNP:'~ 
FRAMtliORK INVOLVING DEFENSE EXPENDITURES IN THE MEANTIMEPENOING ,. 
CQoiP.lLATION OF A JFY86 NATIONAL BUDGET. ·THIS WAS DISCLOSED BY 
GOVERNMENT SOURCES ON THE 16TH. BT 

(MOST PAPERS) • ON THE AFTERNOON OF THE 16TH, JUA DEFENSE BUREAU'' ~· tF (;!of fir /1 t#Hct.~ /Joes 
DIRECTOR YAZAKl ANNOUNCED THAT UNCONfiRMED INFORMATIONPOINTED TO THE 
DISAPPEARANCE CIF A SOVIET AIRCRAFT OFF THE MAft.IliME' PROVINCE COAST t.._..____:.;_.-~;J71 A l!!:'ler u~r; 4 · A~r c de -
SOME TIME:BETrlfEN OSDO AND 0900 HOURS ON THEJ6TH. THE SCENE WHERE ,_,t.,..,J~ ~-, u,- 1..1/llrtL fJo") rl~e-~/ 
THE AIRCRAFT ·liAS REPORTED MISSING IS OUTSIDLOI' THE JAPANESE AIR y,e'~ &uAf;..e 1, c..JI(rC.f.( ;111'1./Sr LJC 
DEFERS£' IDENTifiCATION ZONE AND A SOVIET PARTY IS DEVELOPING SEARCH ' 
AND RESCUE ACTIVITIES IN WATER AREAS OF SUPPOSED PLANE CRASH. "IT SLfdl""!t 'f"T73:1J /d /ji.{~) C o£/J..b r/IJ.{. 
IS NOT KNOWN YET WHETHER THE AIRCRAFT IN QUESTION .WAS A tiVIL OR 
MILITARY ONE." YAZAKI STATED. IT WAS ON THE MORNING OF THE 16TH 1/{C-ril"'f. to 1"1 ~F, (.,Je S"/{oi..(/...,A 
THAT THE GOVERNMENT FIRST PUBLISHED A REPORT ON THE MISSING SOVIET A 
AIRCRAFT, WITH A C()!MENT THAT THE GOVERNMENT IS TRYING TO CONFIRM f\.IJ/(c fill~ uJ, J(.A77), 
IN A HURRY THE POSSIBILITY OF AN AEROFLOT PLANE IN NON-REGULAR 
FLIGHT HAVING EEEN INVOLVED IN THE MISHAP. IASAHI, SANKEil - AT AN 
AFTERNOON SESSION OF THE UPPER HOUSE FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE ON 
THE 16TH, DIRECTOR NISHIYAMA OF THE EURO-ASIAN.AFFAIRS BUREAU, 
FOREIGN OFFICE, STATED THAT IT SEEMS THE SCENE OFACCIDENT WAS NOT ~ 
IN Tl!E HIGH SEI. AREA AND THAT JAPANESE NATIONALS, INCLUDING PAS- : 
SENGERS, WERE NOT INVOLVED; CASAHil - TO AN INQUIRY ABOUT THE 
MISSING OF A SOVIET AIRCRAFT OFF THE MARITIME PROVINCE COAST, 
THE SOVIET CIVIL AVIATION MINISTRY REPLIED ON THE MORNING (EVENING, 
JST) OF THE 16TH THAT THEY HAVE. NO SUCH INFORMATION. 
( ASAHI) - ACCOP.OIIIG TO GOVERNM£NT -JDA SOURCES, VIEWS ARE GROWING , 
STRONG THAT MISSING. IS A SOVIET CIVIL AIRCRAFT BELONGING TO AEROFLOT.~' 
PIECES OF INFORMATION FRCJol THE JDA AND OTHER QUARTERS INDICATE THAT 
A CIVIL AIRCRAFT, WHICH WAS FLYING EASTWARD, AJ AN ALIJTUDE OF ABOUT 
1,800 METERS AFTER TAKING OFF FR()l A POINJ OUHE MARITIME ~ROVINCE 
EXACTLY OPPOSITE TO THE SOUTHERN TIP OF SAKHALIN, SUDllENLY MADE A 

ACTION ASD:PA<l) DIA(l) (U,A) 
INFO J3(8) NIDS(l) J5(2) SECDEF:(l) SECDEF(9) mull 

NMIC(l) AT-3(1) VP(l) 010(1) DE-2(1) DE-3(1) DB-2(1) 
DB-28(1) DB-ZC(l) DB-ZD(l) DB-201(1) DB-46(1) 
DB-503(1) DT -5(1) DC-4A3(l) 

+SAFE 

49 

c () ;t!;.(s :JJ1 f'A,J . 
f/l(~ss 17 /Jt~Y 

~1P&£f~ 
'-"L I . ' 

SAt-
PASo H~S SEEN 

MCN=B5137/02553 TOR=B5137/0940Z TAD=B5137/1014Z CDSN=MAv9B1 

UNCLASSIFIED ., 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
170501Z MAY 85 



•. : ~ 
f4981 HE 

·' f JOINT MESSAGEFORM ~0 
p~ DTG/RELEASER TIME PRECEDENCE C1.ASS SPECAT LMF CIC ORIG/MSG IDENT 

0 Jo, 03 
DATE·TIME I MONTH I YA 

IMAY 185 

FROM: OSD 

TO: USCINCPAC 

INFO AFSSO 5AF 

---,. .. r- ... .. 
QQQQ 

ISA/EAPR 285/85 

ACT I INfO 

00 IOO ssss ISA/EAPR 
MESSAGE HANDLING INSTRUCTIONS 

PERSONAL FOR ADM CROWE INFO LTG TIXIER FROM ASD RICHARD L· 

ARMITAGE 

SUBJECT: BILATERAL RELATIONS {U} 

REF: A· AFSSO 5AF//COMUSJAPAN/J00//20071DZ MAY 85 

B· COMUSJAPAN Ob0b30Z MAY 85 

1· ~ THE INFO PROVIDED iN REF A IS Of CONCERN· COMING 

ON THE HEELS OF REF 8, THE PROBLEM APPEARS MORE SERIOUS THAN 

PREVIOUSLY THOUGHT. WE SEE NO REAL DIFFICULTY IF KATO PRESSES 

FOR E'UALITY, BUT HIS FAILURE TO UNDERSTAND THE POSITION OF 

AND PROPERLY USE COMUSJAPAN WOULD BE A DEFINITE PROBLEM· 

b 2. 
5 

SEVERAL CONSIDERATIONS COULD BE AT WORK: {1} KATO IS Of 

~ 
3 
2 
1 

A DIFFERENT GENERATION THAN HIS PREDECESSORS. AS HE TOLD THE 

TRILATERAL COMMISSION IN TOKYO ON 21 APRIL, HE WAS SWEPT UP IN 
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02oF 03 ISA/EAPR 

THE TIDE f~O~E ANTI SECURITY TREATY DEMONSTRATIONS IN 19b0· HE 

HAS GOTTEN ~R THAT, BUT IT'S POSSIBLE THAT MEETING WITH A 

SENIOR MILITARY OFFICER AT ALL, MUCH LESS AS AN EQUAL FROM 

HIS CABINET LEVEL POSITION IS A PROBLEM· {2} BILL SHERMAN 

COMMENTED THAT DURING THE HOLBROOKE ERA AT EA IN STATE, THE 
~ 

LATTER WAS QUITE TAKEN WITH KATO AS DEPUTY CHIEF CABINET 

SECRETARY AND PUMPED HIS EGO CONSIDERABLY· TO THE CHAGRIN OF 

MANY ON THE u.s. AND JAPANESE SIDES, THIS REPORTEDLY DEVELOPED 

TO THE EXTENT THAT THE TWO Of THEM BEGAN TO 

THAT KATO WOULD NOT BE INTERESTED IN GOING TO THE WHITE HOUSE 

ONLY 'fO SEE SUMO ON 11 dUNE. I SERIOUSLY DOUBT 

TURN DOWN SUCH AN INVITATION FROM TH£ PRESIDENT 

DISTR: 
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STATES. FROM: 

3· ~ I ~~ GLAD TO SEE 'PRESS REPORTS THAT ED ESCORTED 

KATO DURING HIS VISIT TO MISAWA 17 MAY· HOPEFULLY, THAT WILL 

HELP TO BREAK THE ICE. NONETHELESS, I INTEND TO RAISE THE 

ISSUE DURING KATO'S VISIT HERE TO ENSURE HE UNDERSTANDS THE 

ROLE ED IS 

{U} 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
~CS MESSAGE CEN\ER · 

+++PERSONAL FOR+++ 

IMMEDIATE/PRIORm ZYUW RUADJNA24Zl 1430723 
0 P 2307152 m 85 THIS MESSAGE BEING SVCD BY JCSMC 
FM COIUSJAPM YOlOTA AB JA//JOD/1 
TO USC INCPI.C IOIOLULU HI . 
INFO SECDEF ~'ASH DC/liSA// OJCS VASH DC// JS// 

CDRUSAR~ I IX CORPS CP ZAMA JA COOAVFORJAPAN YOKOSUKA JA 
OAC CAMI' BUTLER OKINAIIA ZEN/COIUSAFJ YOKOTA AB JA/IVC// 

SECTION 01 01 lZ • . 
DELIVER DURING DUTY llliiRS PERSONA~ FOR ADM CRI*E 
INFO ASD ARM!HGE: LT GEN TJI!IISON•ILTG IIEYAND; RADM MAClAY; MAJ (b)(1) 
GENRGER TAU!i .U) i/ 
1. (U) FOLLOWING UPDATE ON STATUi. OF US-JAPAN DEFENSE COOPERATION 
PROVIDED FOR y,JUR USE IN PREPARATION FOR UPCCJUNG VISIT, 7·14 JUN 
85, OF JAPAN MINISTER OF STATE FO!j DEFENSE, MR KOICHI KATO •. 
Z. ,US-JAPAN BILATERAL INTERO' ERABILITY: 21 MAY 85, MAJOR 
MILESTONE REACHED WHEN MR KATO AP ROVED INTEROPERABILITY MOU. 
SIGNING OF DOCUMENT AT HQ USFJ. 2 l MAY, VILL BE CULMINATicii OF Z 112 
YEARS EFFORT FIRST MEETING OF hiiG LEVEL JOINT INTEROPERABILITY 
COORDINATING C(MIIITIEE, <JICC). V~LL BE HELD IN JUNE. STUDY ON 
STATUS OF ANll PRIORITIES FOR US-JAPAN INTEROPERABILITY TO BEGIN 
IMMEDIATELY. Ct»4PREHENSIVE C3 STiiDY EARMARKED FOR EARLY INITIATION. 
BELIEVE REPORT ON US-JAPAN BILATERAL INTEROPERABILITY PROORAM USEFUL 
FOR SSC CONSIDERATION. POSSIBLE lMME~TE AND LONG-TERM BENEFITS OF 
THIS AGREEMEifl MOST SIGNIFICANT SINC RE T ABLISHMENT OF 
SELF-DEfENSE FORCES (JSDF), IN 1954. TED INTEROPERABILITY 

ISSUES: 't \ A. (1) ~ 1:3S: DEC 84; JCS/C3S OFFERED JSDf OPPORTUNITY TO 
PARTICIPATE IN JINTACCS. DEMONSTRATION AND FIRST USE OF STANDARD 
MESSAGE TEXH DURING EXERCISE FOREST BLADE 85 VERY SUCCESSFUL. 
FEEDBACl fll()! JOINT STAFF OFFICE (JSD), INDICATE JSDF CONSIDERING 
JINTACCS FORMATS ON ALL "GATEWAY"· LINKS TO US FORCES, HOWEVER, NO 
IIIDICATION o= FULL PROORAM ADOPTION. JSDF PARTICIPATION CRITICAL TO 
MAINTAIN/IMP~C.YE C3 INTEROPERABILITY. RECOMMEND US SIDE ENCOURAGE 
THIS IDEA IN CISCUSSIONS WITH MR KATO. 
(2) ..,.-sEVERPL INITIATIVES UNDERTAKEN IN RECENT YEARS TO IMPROVE 
SECURE INTER)FERABILITY BETWEEN US AND JAPANESE SELF-DEFENSE FORCES. 
THESE INCLUDE BASE AIR DEFENSE GROUND ENVIRONMENT (BADGE) PROGRAM. 
SECURE IDENTIFICATION FRIEND OR FOE (Iff) PROGRAM, AND BILATERAL 
COORDINATION mTEM BETIIEEN US FORCES AND JSDF COUNTERPART 
HEADQUARTERS. liE DESIRE TO FURTHfR EXPAND OUR SECURE 
INTEROPERABILITY PROORAM, HOlffVER, CONCERN HERE THAT FURTHER 
PROGRESS MAY BE IMPEDED BY LACK Of EFFECTIVE ORGANIZATION AND 
STRUCTURE IIITHIN JDA WHICH CAN BE GEARED LP TO HANDLE EXPANDED 
PROORAM. TO DATE, DEFENSE POLICY BUREAU, RESPONSIBLE FOR COMSEC 
POLICY ISSUES. HAS BEEN ONLY Nt»4INALLY INVOLVED IN VARIOUS SECURE 
INTEROPERABILITY INITIATIVES. EQUIPMENT BUREAU MORE PRt»4INENT FROM 
EQUIPMENT ACQUISITION STANDPOINT, PRICE AND AVAILABILITY REQUESTS. 
LEITERS OF OFFER. ASSOCIATED MOU'S, ETC. ON MILITARY SIDE, JSDF 
CONTINUE TO DRAW THEIR US·PI!tlllUCED COMSEC MATERIALS FRt»4 US 
COUNTERPARTS. THUS SIGNIFICANT~C STORAGE, ACCOUNTING AND 
DISTRIBUTION BURDEN BEING BORNE BY US FORCES IN JAPAN. WE SEE NEED 
FOR JDA TO ADOPT Ct»4SEC POLICY WHICH EMPHASIZES MORE ACTIVE DEEENSE 
AGENCY AND SELF ·DEFENSE FORCE ROLE IN CIJISEC MANAGEMENT, THEREBY 
ALLOIIING US TO ACHIEVE SECURE INTEROPERABILITY OBJECTIVES VITHOUT 
CREATING INCROINATE STRAIN ON US SERVICE RESOURCES. 
3. (U) FUTURE Of US-JAPAN C3 INTEROPERABILITY TIED TO JDAIJSDF 
SUPPORT OF J INT ACCS, COMSEC AND CONFIGURATION MANAGEMENT 
PARTICIPATICtl. NEED TO PLANT SEED NOll AT MINISTERIAL LEVEL TO 

INSURE JDA COOPERATION WHEN THESE AND OTHER C3 INITIATIVES 
ARE SURFACEt AT IIORKING LEVEL. 
B. (U) BIIJTERAL EXERCISES: FOLLOIIING DISCUSSIONS BETIIEEN ASD 
ARMITAGE ANt HR IATO EARLY THIS YEAR, JDA HAS REVERSED EARLIER 
DECISION TO DELAY FIRST JOINT /COMBINED FTX UNTIL 1991. EXERCISE NOll 
ON TRACI FO~ FY 87. SHOULD EXPRESS APPRECIATION TO MR lATO FOR HIS 
SUPPORT~N lHIS ISSUE. 
C. ~ AIM·9L INTEROPERABILITY DEMO: FIRST INTEROPERABILITY 

USDP DELIVEF INfO TO: MR. ARMITAGE, ISA 
J-5 DELIVE~ INFO TO: LTGEN THOMSON 

ACTIIII (M) 
INFO J5(2J S£CDEF:(•) SECDEF(9) USDP(ll) 
SECTJONAL! 1l . - · 

TOTAL COPIES REQUIRED 22 

• - ; OF OTH-R STUDY 
UNDERWAY. THIS STUDY, THOUGH "UNILATERAL" Ill NAME IS BEING WORKED 
IN CLOSE COOPERATION WITH US SIDE. FIRST SITE SURVEYS OF IVO/CHICHI 
JIMA SCHEDULED FOR 8 JUL IIITH DETAILED ENGINEERING SURVEY PLANNED 
FOR LATE AUG. FIRST BILATERAL MEETING 00 OPERATIONAL ISSUES TO BE \ 
HELD IN TOlYO MID JUN. COOPERATION BY BOTH ,SIDES BffiER THAN 
EXPECTED. GOOD POSSIBILITY FOR CIJ4PLETING STUDY SEVERAL MONTHS l 
EARLIER THAN APR 86 DATE PROJECTED IN JDA STUDY PLAN. )PROTECT) · 
FINAL DETERMINATION ON JSO LEADERSHIP PROPOSAL TO INCLUDE OTH-R IN 
NEW MID TERM DEFENSE PLAN WILL PROBABLY BE MADE LATE JUN. PRIMARY 
OPPOSITION COMES FR!JI AIR STAFF (ASO) WHERE OTHER IS COMPETING FOR 
LIMITED DOLLARS WITH OTHER HIGH PRIORITY PROJECTS SUCH AS EZC, F-15, 
FXS, PATRIOT, ETC. ASO OPPOSITION lOT EXPECTED TO INfLUENCE FINAL 
OUT ailE OF OTH-R ACCEPTANCE BY JDA BUT MAY AFFECT EARLY JDA BUDGET 
PROGRAMMING. CONTINUED EMPHASIS ON IMPORTANCE OF RADAR TO JAPAN'S 
DEFENSE AND BILATERAL DEFENSE COOPERATION APPROPRIATE DURING 
WASHINGTONIHAIIAII VISITS·. \ 
4 • ......,BILATERAL SEA LINES OF COOIIJNICATIONS STUDY (Slot): 
STUDY IN HANDS OF ANALYST COMMUNITY; DELAYS EXPERIENCED EARLIER 
APPEAR TO HAVE BEEN SUCCESSFULLY OV£RCOME WITH CASE I RESULTS 
EXPECTED BY MID JUL. COMPLETE REPORT BY END OF YEAR. IN PROORESS 
REPORT, TO INCLUDE GENERAL CASE I RESULTS COULD BE BRIEFED AT SSC. 
LEVEL OF EfFORT TO DATE HAS BEEN OUTSTANDING. FIRST TRUE JSDF 
COMBINED STAFF IIORK COULD PROVE MAJOR UNEXPECTED BENEFIT. ALL 
INDICATIONS POINT TO STUDY HAVING SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON JSDF FORCE 
STRUCTLREIMODERNIZATIONISUPPORTABILITY. 
5. (U) FACILITATIVE ASSISTANCE/HOST NATIIW SUPPORT !FA/HNS): 
RECENT MEETINGS IIITH JDA/MOFA ~PEAR TO HAV£ BROUN DEADLOCI ON 

• 

ISSUE. SINCE MOFA UNABLE TO GAIN NECESSARY COOPERATION FII!JI OTHER 
MINISTRIES FOR FA STUDIES HAVE DECIDED Til PURSUE REMAINING STUDIES, 
PRIMARILY LOGISTIC ISSUES, UNDER HNS VITH lEGAL AUTHORITY PROVIDED( 
BY APPROVAL Of 5051. LOVER DIVISION MEETING.BV USFJ/MOFA/JDA 
PERSONNEL JUN 85 WILL FORMALIZE APPROACH/PROCEDURE. BASIC CONCEPT 
REQUIRES MILITARY TO MILITARY FORMULATION AND QUANTlFICATION OF 
REQUIREMENTS FOLLOWED BY MOFA COORDINATION OF NECESSARY GOJ SUPPO • 
NONCOOATANT EVACUATION OPERATION :N£0' BEING RECONSIDERED AT BT 

/ 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
~CS MESSAGE CENTER 

+++PERSONAL FOR+++ 

lMMEDIATE/PRIORffi ZYUII RUADJNA2422 1430723 
0 P 2307152 MAY 85 THIS MESSAGE BEIIG SVCD BY JCSMC 
FM COMUSJAPAN YOKOT·A AB JAil J00/1 
TO USC INC PAC HONOLULU HI 
INFO SECDEF IIASH DC/liSA/I OJCS IIASH DCIIJ51/ 

CDRUSARJ/11 CORPS CP ZAMA JA COMNAVFORJAPAN YOlOSUlA JA 
OAC CAMP BUTLER OUNAVA ZEII/COMUSAFJ YOKOTA AB JA/IYC/1 

oi E ! It £ T Nbfbhit-
FINAL SECTfON OF OZ. . 
DELIVER DURING DUTY HOURS PERSOfiAL FOR ADM CROV£ 
INFO ASD ARMITAGE: LT GEN TIOISOH; LTG WEYAND; RAI»> MAClAY; MAJ 
GNBERGER TALIS .U) 
PRESENT TIME. MOFA HOPES TO CONCLUDE OR IF NECESSARY, SUSPEND 11£0 
STUDY PRIOR TO SSC. APPROVAL OF 5052 VILL ALLOW MODIFICATION OF 
COMPLETED tiNS STUDIES TO MEn VEFY SIMILAR FA REQUIREMENTS. THIS 
APPROACH IN LINE WITH MR lATO'S PUBL.IC STATEMENTS ON NEED FOR 
EMERGENCY LEGISLATION TO INCLUDE MEASURES TO "SUPPORT US FORCES". 
WE SHOULD CONTINUE TO STRESS IMPORTANCE OF PROORESS ON FA/HilS ISSUE. 
6. Jll!f FIELD CARRIER LANDING PRACllCE :FCLP) DISCUSSED AT DIET 
UPPER HOUSE BUDGET COMMmEE MEETING 5 APR. DISCUSSION, APPARENTLY 
PREARRANGED BY DFAA DIRECTOR GENERAL SASSA, COVERED VIDE RAIIGE OF 
TOPICS INCLUDING NEED FOR FCLP; PROBLEM ASSOCIATED WITH CONDUCTING 
LANDING PRACTICE AT NAF ATSUGI, AND SUITABILm OF MIYAKE-JIMA AS 
FCLP SITE. ALSO INCLUDED WERE COOIENTS ON BENEFITS RESIDENTS IIOIILD 
RECEIVE IF THEY AGREED WITH USE OF ISLAND FOR" FCLP. PM NAKASONE 
NOTED THAT ALL AGENCIES AND MINISTRIES WOULD GIY£ ALL -OUT 
COOPERATION FOR PRCI40TING WELFARE OF ISLAND POPULACE AND DEVELOPMENT 
OF INDUSTRY. HE lilTED GOJ WOULD BUILD AIRPORT LHICH VOIILD 
ACCOOODAT£ JET AIRCRAFT AND COULD ALSO BE USED FOR CIVILIAN TOURIST 
TRADE. THIS VAS FIRST TIME GOJ MADE FULL PUBLIC PRESENTATION OF ITS 

:~~~ST~~rrA:~r~:~~~L~0D~~~~~DJ:ACC~~~NGHP:~~ ~~~LD BY 
END OF YEAR. RECIJII4END CURRENT STATUS OF FCLP BE REVIEWED BY ~ 
SECRETARY IIEINBERGER IIITH MR lATO. liE NEED TO EXPRESS OUR CONTINUED 
INTEREST IN THIS AREA AND PRESS FOR EARLIEST POSSIBLE RESOLUTION OF 
PROSLEM. . 
7. (U) LABOR COST SHARING: WHILE ISSUE (f INCREASED LABOR COST 
SHARING HAS BEEN RAISED IIITH GOJ ON SEVERAL OCCASIONS OVER PAST 
YEARS, IT WULD BE HELPFUL If IT IIERE RAISED AT A HIGHER LEVEL. US 
FORCES EMPLOY APPROX 21,000 JAPANESE EMPLOYEES ON VARIOUS 
INSTALLATIONS TMROUGHOUT JAPAN. IN 198.4 THIS IIORKFORCE COST US 
FORCES $378 MILLION. JAPANESE WORKFORCE IS EMPLOYED INDIRECTLY BY 
US FORCES THROUGH GOJ. DEFENSE FACILITIES ADMINISTRATION AGENCY 
!DFAA), IS AGENCY USFJ DEAL:S 011 LABOR ISSUES. IN 1975, AFTER 
SEVERAL OVERTURES TO GOJ. SERIOUS NEGOTIATIONS BEGAN TO HAVE 60J 
ASSUME PART OF LABOR COSTS EXPERIENCED BY US FORCES. IN 1976, 
AGREEMEIJT VAS REACHED TO HAVE GOJ ASSUME A PORTION OF COST. THEY 
INDICATED AT THAT TIME FURTHER COST SHARING lOT POSSIBLE DUE TO 

~STRICTIONS. HOWEVER, IN 1977, ANOTHER AGREEMEIJT 
..........:: '~~C~~~!~G SHARE OF COSTS BEING PAID BY GOJ. UNDER THESE 

SofA :E:~~~sTsM5~~E~u~~~~~I~~h1~oP~~~fxA~~ ~~~=ncOst 
ASSUMPTIONS. FOR JAPANESE FISCAL YEAR 1985, G0J BUDGETED 
APPROXIMATELY 19,253 YEN ($77 MIL 2 250: $1) FOR LABOR COST 
SHARING. MR lATO SHOULD BE TOLD THAT WHILE GOJ'S ACTIONS TO DATE IN 
ASSUMING PORTION OF COST OF JAPANESE WORKFORCE EMPLOYED BY US FORCES 
JAPAN, LE BELIEVE GOJ SHOULD BEGIII TO ASSUME 
AN INCRIASED PERCENTAGE OF COST OF LABOR FORCE. US FORCES HAVE 
THREE PACKAGES OF $30-35 MILLION EACH WHICH HAVE BEEN PROPOSED TO 
GOJ Ill PAST. IIOULD APPRECIATE MR lATO'S RECONSIDERATION OF THESE 
PROPOSALS IN REDRESSING PROBLEM. 
8. ~llEGO HOUSING: COHSTRUCTION Of NAVY FAMILY HOUSING AT 
llEGO HAS BEEN SENSITIVE ISSUE SINCE 1919. NAVY HAS SUFFERED UNDER 
SHORTAGE OF ABOUT 1300 UNITS IN YOlOSUKA/YOlOHAMA AREA WHILE 
CONTINUED II£GOTIATIOIIS HAVE NOT PRODUCED RESULTS. IN MARCH 85 60J 
SUBMmED ENVIRONMEIJTAL IMPACT ASSESSlENT (EIA' FOR UEGO TO 
lANEGAIIA PREFECTURAL GOVERNMENT. REVIEW AND APPROVAL ARE EXPECTED 
TO TAKE FRCM NINE TO EIGHTEEN MONTHS, BUT INDICATION IS THIS EIA 
IIILL BE ACCEPTED.. . OPPOSfflON ORGANIZATIONS AND ZUSHI em MAYOR 
CCIITINUE TO" sTAGE MmlR PUBliCm EV£NTS·· AND ATTEMPT TO OBTAIN LOCAL 

ACTION TERM SYC( 1 ) U,M) 
INFO J5(Z) SECDEF:(•) SECDEF(9) USDP(ll) 
SECUONAL(l) 

TOTAL COPIES REQUIRED 22 

AND US PUBLIC SUPPORT, BUT HAVE NOT MADE HEADWAY IN MOBILIZING LOCAL 
POLITICAL SUPPORT. GOJ HAS INFORMAUY ADVISED THEY IIILL BUD&n 
SIGNIFICANT FUNDS FOR FUXll CONTROL/SITE DEVELOPMENT WORK AT 11£60 
IN JFY 86 BUDGET. USG SHOULD OFFER SUPPORT Alii COOPERATION TO GOJ 
IN ITS EFFORT TO UNTANGLE AND OVERCOME POLITICAL ISSUES ~ICH HAVE 
HELD UP THIS PROJECT. CONTINUED STRONG SUPPORT FOR EARLIEST 
CONSTRUCTION START IS NECESSARY TO ASSURE GOJ 
OF US RESOLVE AND DEPRIVE OPPOSITION OF POLITICALLY DAMAGING 
APPEARANCE OF DIVIDED OPINION. 
9. (U) FACILITIES IMPROVEMEIJT PROORAM CFIP): GOJ HAS BEEN ~ 
CONSTRUCTING FACILITIES ON US FORCES INSTALLATIONS Ill JAPAN SliCE 
1979. PROGRAM HAS GIKMI Fll()l $1U3 MILLIOI IN JFY 79 TO SZ86 MILLI 
IN JFY 84. WHICH REPFESENTS AN ANNUAL GROWTH FATE OF APPROXIMATELY 
22 PERCENT. 11 JFY 85, IDEVER, PROGRAM INCREASED TO ONLY 
$287 MILLION. RECOMMEND DISCUSSIONS WITH MR IATO EXPRESS USG 
APPRECIATION FOR ANNUAL GOJ FUNDED FIPS AND FOR RESULTANT 
ENHANCEMEIJT OF QUALITY OF LIFE AND MISSION READINESS OF US FORCES IN 
JAPAN. SECDEF SHOULD THEN REQUEST G0J CONTINUE THIS OUTSTANDING 
PROO~ AT ANNUAL GROWTH RATES REPRESENTATIVE OF EARLIER YEARS. 
10. I. LSFJ ASSISTING JDA POLICY BUREAU IN PREPARING MR lATO FOR 
TRIP. JDA PLANS TO BRIEF MR lATO ON ISSUE$-31 MAY-1 JUl. EXACT 
TOPICS/PROPOSALS THAT MR lATO VILL ADDRESS lOT YET DETERMINED. 
PROVIDE UPDATES AS THEY OCCUR. 
11. ;U) FY1 <PROTECT' AT MISAVA KATO EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT US 
SUPPORT FACILITIES. IE HOUSING, ETt, IlEBE SUPERIOR TO JASDF 

. FACILITIES. 1 ACKNOWLEDGED AND RECOOENDED JASDF FACILITIES BE 
IMPROVED NO RESPONSE FROM lATO. 
12. "iif VERY RESPECTFULLY AND II ARM REGARDS, ED. 
DECLAS: OADR BT 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

JCS MESSAGE CENTER 

PRIORITY 
P 0504492 JUN BS 
FM USCINCPAC HONOLULU HI 
TO JCS WASHINGTCN DC// JSI/ 
INFO COOSJAPAII fC•kOTA AB JA 

!: E 6 H E llltiNOSD!,0/1 

ZYW RUHQSGG7439 156D71l 

SUBJ: U.S. VISITS OF MINISTER KATO AND GOVERNOR NISHIME (UJ 
A. JCS 2914292 MAY 85 
B. CQoiUSJAPAN 2307152 MAY 85 
C. AMCONSUL NA~A 11D7282 MAY SS (PASEP) 
D. AMCONSUL NAHA 2403271 MAY 85 (PASEP) 
, • Ca!USJAPAN l10615Z MAY 85 
1. (U) REf A I:E 1~UESTED TOPICS FOR SUBJECT MEETINGS. REF 8 
PROVIDES AN EXCELLENT BACKGROUND FOR DEVELOPING TALKING POINTS 
FOR THE UPC()IINCi VISITS. REF C INCLUDES GOV NISHIME 'S TALKING 
POINTS FOR HIS lfiSIT TO THE U.S. WITH AMCONSUL NAHA'S SUGGESTED 
RESPONSES TO THESE ISSUES. CONCUR IN THE PROPOSED RESPONSES IN 
REF C (AS CORRECTED BY REF D) WITH THE FOLLOWING CHANGE: PARA 
ZD, SECOND SENT:IiCE, CHANG£ TO READ; "WE SINCERELY REGRET THESE 
INCIDENTS fiND R~COONlZE 'THE PROBLEMS THEY POSE FOR THE GOVERNOR. • 
RAliONALE: THE ~'ORO •ENORMOUS" TENDS TO OVERSTATE THE PROBLEM 
AND IMPLIES THE li.S. SHOULD TAU IMMEDIATE STEPS TO RESOLVE IT. 
2. (Ul RECQoiMENt: RAISE FOLLO'IIING TOPICS WITH MR. KATO: 

A. (U) GREATER JAPANESE DEFENSE EFFORTS. ALTHOUGH WE HAV£ 
RECENTLY SE£N SIGNS Of JAPAN'S VILLINGNESS TO 
ASSUME A GREATER SHARE Of RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEFENDING ITS OliN 
TERRITORY, WE !lUST CONTINUE TO ENCOURAGE PROORESS. 

B. 1Q FIELD CARRIER LANDING PRACTICE ( FCLP) /NIGHT LANDING 
PRACTICE (fJLP) FOR USS MIDWAY AIR WING. THIS IS A MOST IMFORTANT 
ISSUE TO THIS CGIMAND FROM A READINESS AND SAFETY STANDPOINt. VE 
NEED TO CONTINUE TO STRESS THAT RESOLUTION IS ESSENTIAL. 

C. ~ SUSTAINABILITY EffORTS. THE JSDF SUFFERS FRI* 
ACROSS-THE:f!OARD LOOISTIC WEAKNESSES AND SIIORTAGES OF All CLASSES 
OF SUPPLIES, PARTICULARLY AMMUNITION. FUEL, AND SPARE PARTS. THE 
JAPANESE RECOOtmE THIS PROBLEM BUT, IN THE PAST, HAVE FELT 
FORCED TO FOCU:i THEIR PROCUREMENT EFFORTS ON MAJOR, "HIGH 
VISIBILITY" IDS SUCH AS AIRCRAFT AND NAVAL COOATANTS WHILE 
VIRTUALLY IG~'O~ING SUSTAINABILITY-RELATED EXPENDITURES. RECENTLY 
WE \\AVE SEEN ENCOURAGING SIGNS TOWARD IMPROVING SUSTAINABILITY 
BUT WE NEED TO CO~'TlNUE TO ENCOURAGE THE JAPANESE TO IMPROVE THE 
SUSTAIIIASILITY OF THEIR FORCES. 

D. IU) JOIIIT AND COMBINED EXERCISES WITH JAPAN. WE SIIOULD 
EMPHASIZ£ THE IHPORTA\NCE OF MAINTAINlmi THE MOMEtlTUM OF THE 
PRESENT. £XERCIS£ PROORAM TO DEMONSTRATE USG AND GOJ CQoiMJTMENT TO 

1

0:)(1) "",,'!' A!t OBIIGAT17 > ' ' j 
f. "fi,CILITATIVE ASSISTANCE. DEMOfiSTRATE CONCERN THAT · 

FACILITATIVE I1SSISTANCE STUDIES HAVE NOT MADE MUCH HEADWAY IN THE 
PAST, BUT EXPHESS CAUTIOUS OPTIMISM THAT THEY WILL NOW BE 
COMPLETED IN " TIMELY MANNER UNDER JDA 'S DIRECTION. 

G. IU) U:iFJ/JSDF INTEROPERABILITY. EXPRESS SATISFACTION 
WITH THE SIGNING OF THE INTEROPERABlLJTY MOU. THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF THIS PROGR.~ Wlll REPRESENT A SIGNIFICANT STEP IN U.S. -JAPAN 
DEFENSE COOPnHION. PRIORITY AREAS OF EFFORT WILL BE TO DEVELOP 
MOU'S/AGRHME'ITS TO ENHANCE BILATERAL JNTEROPERABlliTY FOR C3 
SYSTEMS: CROSS· SERVICING OF MILITARY EQUIPMENT: MUNITIONS AND 
THEIR SUSPENSICIN AND RELEASE HARDWARE; SURVEILLANCE AND TARGET 
ACQUISITION/DESIGNATION SYSTEMS; COMPONENTS AND SPARE PARTS; AND 
COMBINED MILITARY TRAINlNG/OPERnJOilS. 

H. ~ CVi:R THE HORIZON RADAR (OTHRJ. REF E INDICATES JDA 
HAS REQUEST'Et HR. KATO BE ALLOI'ED TO RAISE THlS TOPIC. VE ARE 
ENCOURAGED mH PR!kRESS TO DATE AND PLEASED WITH TH£ PROSPECT Of 
JAPAN'S COOPIRoUION IN THIS EFFORT TO IMPROVE THE DEFENSE OF 
JAPAN. 

I. ~ !.E ~ LINES OF COMMUNICATIONS ( SLOC) DEFENSE STUDY. 
ANALYSIS P~SE IS UNDERWAY, AND CURRENT ESTIMATES INDICATE THE 
STUDY MAY BE Clo!PLEHD BY THE END OF THIS YEAR. EMPHASIZE THE 
IMPORTAIICE 01 THIS STUDY IN ENHANCING JAPAN'S CAPABILITY TO 
COUNTER THE !i0Vl£T. T\ \REAT. 

J. ~I.OGISTICS SUPPORT FOR U.S. FORCES. IN VIEW OF RECENT 

ACTIO}: Iill..! , . ·• dU.6,7 ,F) 
INFO CJCSW DJS:(Zl NIDS(ll CMB QCfll , 

DISCUSSIOII ~ITH GOJ. OFFICIALS AND THE JAPANESE tiEWSPAPER fiP.TICLE 
ON THE U.S. ARM\"S READINESS TO PREPOSITION WAR RESERVE MATERIEL 
( PIIRMl IN JAPAN, RECat'.END RAISE THE ISSUE OF llklSTICS 
REQUIREMEI.'TS TO S~PPQRT THE I~T~fTION Of U.S. GROUND COOAT 
FORCES INTO JAPAN . · ?c&i' MORLSPEClflCAm ,_ DISCUSS (b)( 1 
THE FEASIBILITY OF PLACING P\IRII. ON HOKKAIDO. THIS WOULnAY .. . ···· ·· 
GROUND WORK FOR THE BILATERAL LOOISTICS SUPPORT PLANtiiNG THAT 
WILL NECESSARILY fOLLOii U.S. SERVICE SUPPORT PLAIINING. 
3. ~IN ADDITION TO TOPICS OUTLINED 111 REF C AND D, liE SHOULD 
DISCUSS U.S. AIRCRAFT USE OF LOCAL AIRFIELDS IN JAPAN WITH 
GOVERNOR NIS\ \IME. ON 1 JUNE VE EXPERIENCED LOCAL GOVERJII!ENT 
lNlERFERENCE WITH TRANSlTJNG CH-53£ 'S AT ISHIGAU ISLAND AIRPORT. 
WHILE U.S. AIRCRAFT ON OFFICIAL BUSINESS ARE ACCORDED ACCESS TO 
ANY AIRPORT UNDER ARTICLE V OF THE STATUS OF FORCES AGREEMENT 
(SOFA). WE CONTINUE TO EXPERIENCE POLITICAL DIFFICULTIES. IN 
OUNAWA THE SITUATION IS Cll!PLICATED WITH GOVERNOR NISHIME 
REPORTED AS HAVING STATED PUBLICLY THAT U.S. AIRCRAFT COULD USE 
PREFECTURAL AIRPORTS ONLY IN EMERGENCIES. BELIEVE IT WORTHWHILE 
TO UNDERSCOR£ FOR THE GOVERNOR THAT WE \'ILL CONTINUE TO EXERCISE 
OUR RIGHTS ACCORDED UNDER ARTICLE V OF THE SOFA AND THAT VI WILL 
FAITHFULLY ADHERE TO ESTABLISHED COORDINATION AND NOTIFICATION 
PROCEDURES. 
DECL: 31 MAY 91 BT 

SU.SP(N$t 11 JUN 1965 

A~ [; r Hl~ !l.fJ'C,. u~JST. _ . . . i t mU ~ 
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SECDEF DISCUSSIONS WITH JAPAN~SE MOD KOICHI KATO {U} 
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·-
MOD KATO ~~WO HOURS AND DISCUSSED BREAKING THE ONE PERCENT OF 

GNP LIMIT ONO~APANESE DEFENSE SPENDING, THE l98b-1990 DEFENSE 
', 1 'I : ...... ,·· . 

PROGRAM {"59 CHUGYO"}, NIGHT LANDING PRACTICE, OVER THE HORIZON 
. -
RADAR, DEFENSE POLICY D~StUSS~ONS A~D POMCUS IN JAPAf, INCIDENTS 

IN OKINAWA, AND TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER· END SUMMARY. 

2· ~ IN PRIVATE SESSION ONLY, KATO EXPLAINED IN CONSIDERABLE 
. . ·- .. ... 

DETAIL THE DELICATE POLITICAL SITUATION IN JAPAN, STATED THAT PM 
... . . . . ·-' . 

NAKASONE HAS DECIDED NOT TO HOLD ELECTIONS THIS FALL, AND THAT 

THUS JDA WOULD LIKE TO RESOLVE THE ONE PERCENT ISSUE BY'A 

POSITIVE DECISION IN JULY RATHER THAN WAIT FOR THE ISSUE TO 

BE RESOLVED BY A PAY RAISE WHICH WOULD NOT BE PROPOSED UNTIL 

AUGUST AND ENACTED EVEN LATER. THE PM HAS NOT YET DECIDED 
.-- .... i l'. 

WHETHER TO MAKE THE DECISION NEXT MONTH. KATO SAID HE HAD 

MADE HIS POSITION CLEAR IN THE DIET THAT THE "59 CHUGYO" SHOULD 

NOT BE CONSTRAINED BY ONE PERCENT BUT SHOULD BE STRUCTURED TO 

ACHIEVE THE LEVELS Of THE NATIONAL DEFENSE PROGRAM OUTLINE· 

b THE SECRETARY REPLIED THAT HE WAS PLEASED THAT JDA RECOGNIZED 
s 
q. 

3 
2 
1 
0 

.. 
THE NEED TO BREAK ONE PERCENT TO MEET DEFENSE GOALS WHICH 

JAPAN HAS SET AND OFFERED HIS "GRATUITOUS" VIEW THAT IT WAS 
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ISA/EAPR 

BETTER TOFFJQK:E DIFfiCULT DECISIONS SOONER RATHER THAN LATER 

AND biAS ALS"OO:BETTER TO MAKE POLICY CHANGES EXPLICITLY RATHER 

THAN BACKING INTO THEM. SECDEF SAID THAT HE WAS PLEASED TH~T 

HE AND THE MINISTER AGREED ON·THE NECESSITY OF JAPAN'S DEf­

ENS£ EFFORTS AND WAS PLEASED WITH PM NAKASONE'S COMME~TS TO 

THE PRESIDENT IN JANUARY THAT JAPAN NEEDED TO ~0 MORE IN 

LIGHT Of THE THREAT. THE SECRETARY REEMPHASIZED THAT THE 

u.s. WOULD NOT DO LESS BECAUSE JAPAN DOES MORE BUT THAT BOTH 

Of US NEEDED TO DO MORE TO ENSURE SECURITY IN THE NORTHWEST 

PACIFIC· {COMMENTS FROM SENIOR MOfA AND JDA REPS IN.THE 

EVENING Of 10 .JUNE MADE IT CLEAR THAT THEY WERE TOLD OF 

3· ~ PRIVATELY AND-IN THE GENERAL SESSION, THE MOD REFERRED 

TO NIGHT LANDING PRACTICE, CALLING IT THE MOST SERIOUS ISSUE 

IN U.S.-JAPAN DEFENSE RELATIONS AND SAYING THAT THE PM LAID 

b THIS ON HIM WHEN HE WAS NAMED TO THE JDA POST ~"HE DIDN'T 
5 

~ MENTION ONE PERCENT OF GNP BUT HE SAID TO SOLVE NIGHT lANDING~ 
3 

~ PRACTICE"}. PRIVATELY WITH SECDEF, THE MOD DISCUSSED THE 
1' 
Q, 
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. 
SITUATIO~R!~=MIYAKE JIMA IN SOME DETAIL, EXPRESSED HIS BELIEF 

THAT THE P_Ol..OJTJ;CAL SITUA_TI_ON_ C_O'-'LD :CH_ANGE bi_ITHIN· 3-l.f ·MONTHS : 

:AN~ H OP~·D. WE COL.IL~ ~AITr A. ·LITT~E :LONGER·· :HIS DETERMI.NATION 

TO SOLVE THE-PROBLE~ WAS tVlDENT AND_,HE ~AI» THAT ONCE JDA IS 

A-BLE TO ELICIT· A· REQUEST FROrt MIYAKE FOR A BRIEFING ON WHAT 

' NLP WILL DO. FOR THE ISLAND,_ TJ:-IE~E Wil-L BE "LIGHT AT THE END 

OF THE TUNNEL.~ THE SECRET~RY ·w~S ~UPPOR_T_JV_E OF. THE .PRIME 

.MIN.lS.r.E-R ' .. S, .MOD '.S.; .AND __ J.D~{S -.EfFORTS .AND· lOO_K .TH~ O~CASI~N T.~ 

EXPRESS APPRECIATION F~R THE. G.9J 'S _GENEROUS SUPPO~T FOR ·THE 

FIP WHICH SECDEF. POINTED OUT:HAD MADE THE f-lb DEPLOYMENT TO 

MISAWA A REALITY·. . ... 
.I 

CONCERNING ~HE "59 CHUGYO"~ THE· MINISTER DISCUSSED IT 

GENERALLY AND.· MORE. FROM- ~A .P.OLITICAL· PERSPECT·IVE. · H.E:· DID: TOUCH 

·oN"- THE EMPHASIS ON· SEA AND· AIR DEFENSE, SUSTAINAB.ILITY AND 

INTEROPERABILITY· WE RECEIVED· A SEPARATE BRIEFING fROM DEPUTY 

VICE MINISTER NISHIHIRO AND GOT SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS Of~ LINE 

FROM SOON TO BE {25 JU_NE}· VIC_[ MINISTER YAZAKI· YAZAKI AND 

.NISHIHIRO HAVE biO~KEJ) TO,GETHER FOR_ OVER. 2.:0: Y~_ARS AND RESPECT 

EACH OTHER· YAZAKI HAS .~OTTEN TKE ~ESSAGE ON _SUSTAINABILITY 
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WHICH HE E~: HE WILL INSIST UPON AS SIGNALED BY THE 28 PERCENT 

INCREASE OV[ft: 1984 IN THE PRESENT BUDGET. NISHIHIRO HAS 

WORKED WITH ALL .THE SERVICES TO PUT TOGETHER AN EFFECTIVE AIR 

AND SEA DEFENSE, RECOGNIZING REALISTICALLY THE NECESSITY TO 

PROTECT THE AIR OVER THE SEA AND TO INTEROPERATE WITH,u.s. 

FORCES. ALTHOUGH BASICALLY DECIDED ALREADY, JDA WILL CONDUCT 

A STUDY IN THE EARLY PART OF THE CHUGYO OF AN AIR-SEA'DEFENSE 
.. 

CO.NCEPT BASED ON OTH-R, ADDITIONAL FIGHTERS -BASED IN .JA.J:i'AN. · ... 

INCLUDING IWO JIMA, AN» AEGI~ DESTROYERS. YAZAKI AND Ni~HI~IRO 

WANT THE LATTER TO BE JUSTIFIED NOT TO DEFEND u.s. CARRIERS 

BUT TO PROVIDE NEEDED AIR DEFEN~E FOR JAPA~ NOT PROVIDED BY 

OTHR AND TO FACILITATE REAL TIME INTEROPERABILITY.WITH THE 
• • ~ • .... "'· 1 •• 

. . . ... 
SEVENTH FLEET, THEREBY STRENGTHENING JAPAN'S DEFENSE DIRECTLY 

. . .. .• 

AS WELL AS CONTRIBUTING TO PACifiC DETERRENCE. {WE COMMENTED 

FAVORABLY ON "NORAD" NISHIHIRO'S AIR-SEA DEfENSE CONCtPT AND 

I'M SURE HE'D APPRECIATE SUPPORT AT CINCPAC AS WELL·} 

b s. 
5 

~ IN THE GENERAL SESSION, MINISTER KATO SAID THAT JAPAN 

't 
.3 

2 
1 
0 

WOULD LIKE TO STUDY OTHR' S CAP~fBILITY TO ENHANCE JAPAN'S EARLY 

WARNING AND REQUESTED OUR ASSISTANCE IN PROVIDING-TECHN~CAL 
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DATA. A!RQ~:HAD BEEN TOLD BY USFJ, AND HEARD AGAIN FROM YAZAKI, 

THIS WAS DUN'£ AS· A .JAPANES.E INIT.IATIVE TO ALLOW THEM TO ARGUE 

MINISTER .WE WOULD ASSIST THEM. · 

"' b. ~ KAT.O TALKED.AT SOME. LENGTH IN THE GENE.RAL SESSION 

CONCERNING THE PROGRESS WHICH HAS BEEN MADE IN IMPLEMENTING THE 

1~78 u.s~-JAPA~,GUIDELtNES~fQR DEFENSE COOPERAtiON, PARTICULARLY 

ON A SERVICE TO SERVICE B~SIS_IN JOINT EXERCISES, INTEROPERABIL­

llY~ ETC· HE GENTLY SUGGESTED, HOWEVER, THAT DEFENSE POLICY 

DISCUSSIONS BETWEEN OSD AND THE JDA NEEDED GREATER EMPHASIS· HE 

THEN ASKED IF THE REFERENCE IN THE SECRETARY'S POSTURE STATEMENT 

TO POMCUS IN SWA·INCLUDED JAPAN. SECDEF SAID THAT IT DID NOT. 

THE MINISTER SA~D:HE:UNDERSTOOD THE IMPORTANCE OF~ AND "TOOK 

NOTE" OF A~DITIQN~L _<;;OMMENTS ON THE ADVANTAGES OF PREPOSITION­

ING MADE BY THE ~ECRETARY. AND ACTING CJCS, G.ENERAL KELLEY, BUT 

b SAID THAT.JAPAN CONSIDERED THE SUBJECT TOQ POLITICALLY SENSITIVE 
5 

If AT THIS TII'JE· -YAZAKI AND. N-lSHl.HIRO MADE IT CLEAR OFFLINE THAT 
3 

2 THE JDA CIVIL HIERARCHY KNEW NOTHING OF PREPOSITIONING IN 
1 
0 
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JAPAN, {Sflmi!VI:SITUATION FOR ISA} BUT SINCE NEWSPAPER STORIES 

BASED ON GSJfi:-ARMY DISCUSSIONS .. {NO DOUBT. DISTORTED} HAD . . . . . 

:APPEARED FOR OV~R A YEAR NOW, ALLEGATIQNS. WERE BEING MAD~ . . . •, .. 

THAT THE SERVICES WERE PROCEEDING WITHOUT CIVILIAN CONTROL· 

YAZAKI SAID THIS 'WAS PART OF THE RATIONALE FOR THE MOD'S CALL 
.. .. . .,, 

FOR. CLOSER .CIVILIAN POLICY .COORDINATION •. YAZAKI ADDED .. THA,T 

:JDA WOULD LIKE .TO PUT ALL DISCUSSIONS ON. PREPOSIT.IONING. ON . 

:ICE. fOR A .YEAR OR so,. AN]),. IF. THEY ARE TO BE RESURFA~ED, .;r.o .. 7 • 

.. - ... ···-· .. • ···- ::~. ~·· 

'ENSURE THERE HAS BEEN ADEQUATE POLICY. COORDINATION.IN DOD AND 

'JDA· THE SECRETARY SUPPORTED THE MINISTER'S CALL FOR INCREASED 

POLICY COORDINATION. I DISCUSSED THI~ SUBSEQUENTLY WITH 

YAZAKI AND REACHED AGREEMENT THAT THIS CAN BEST BE DONt 

INFORMALLY WITHOUT NEW FORA· THE LENGTH Of TIME SPENT ON 

POMCUS, WHICH WAS NOT EVEN TO BE AN AGENDA ITEM, POINTS TO 

THE NECESSITY OF SENSITIVITY IN SERVICE TO SERVICE DISCUSSIONS 

Of POLITICALLY SENSITIVE SUBJECT AREAS. 

b ?. ~ WITH REGARD TO TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER, THE SECRETARY EX-
5 
~ ·PRESSED HIS HOPE FOR A FAVORABLE RESOLUTION OF CONTINUING DIS-· 
3 
2 CUSSIONS REGARDING IMPLEMENTING ARRANGEMENTS. THE MINISTER 
1 
0 
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AGREED. ~E WAS NO SPECIFIC MENTION OF INDIVIDUAL TECH­

NOLOGIES WH!tH MIGHT BE TRANSFERRED. 

8. {U} THE MINISTER CLOSED BY EXPRESSING HIS APOLOGIES FOR 

RAISING THE ISSUE OF RECENT INCIDENTS IN OKINAWA AND ASKED IF 

GREATER EFFORTS MIGHT BE MADE BY THE u.s. SECDEF RESPONDED 
....... 

POSITIVELY AND MENTIONED HIS FRIDAY DISCUSSIONS ON THE SAME 

SUBJECT WITH OKINAWA GOVERNOR NISHIME· 

9· ~ OVER LUNCH THE SECRETARY DISCUSSED SDI BRIEFLY, AND 

THE MINISTER RECEIVED AN IN DEPTH BRIEFING FROM SDI CHIEF 

SCIENTIST YONAS THEREAFTER, FOLLOWED BY AN INTELLIGENCE 

UPDATE ON THE SOVIET THREAT FROM DIA· MINISTER KATO'S LONG 

DAY ENDED CORDIALLY WITH AN EVENING PENTAGON DINNER DURING 

biHICH BOTH SECDEF AND THE MINISTER SPOKE OF THE SMOOTH STATUS 

Of U.S.-JAPAN DEFENSE RELATIONS AND THE IMPORTANCE OF THEIR 

CONTINUATION AND STRENGTHENING. 

10· ~ KATO IS OBVIOUSLY FROM A NEW GENERATION: BRIGHT, 

ARTICULATE, AND SENSITIVE TO BEING TREATED AS AN EQUAL· HE 

KNOWS WHERE THE PM STANDS ON DEFENSE AND SEEMS DETERMINED TO 

FIGHT FOR A QUICK SOLUTION TO THE NLP PROBLEM AND A MEANINGFUL 
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BILITY IN AUGUST· IN VIEW OF THE FACT THAT JDA HOPESfOR A 

ONE PERCENT DECISION IN JULY, MOVEMENT ON MIYAKE JIMA SOON, 

AND A 198b BUDGET CEILING THE END OF AUGUST, WE SHOULD HAVE 

MUCH TO HEAR ABOUT IF AN EARLY SEPTEMBER SECDEF VISIT MATERI­

ALIZES. {IN DISCUSSION OF THE.NLP ISSUE, SECDEF OBSERVED 

WRYLY THAT PERHAPS THEY WILL HAVE SOMETHING CONCLUSIVE TO 
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United States Depm1mcnt of State 

Washington, D. C. 20520 

/3b!JfrJv/ 
~STiflE. 

BRIEFING MEMORANDUM 
S/S 

TO: The Secretary 

FROM: EAP - John c. Monjo, Acting 

SUBJECT: Meeting with Japanese Defense Agency Director 
General Koichi Kato: June 11, 3:15 P.M. 

I. U.S.-JAPAN DEFENSE COOPERATION 

0 u.s.-Japan defense cooperation continues to grow. 

First r;pmhinpd n~ations plan for defense of 
Japanf""·;c,_m ····· ~signed last year. Combined 
training exercises have increased. 

Japan highly supportive of u.s. deployments of 
F-16's to Misawa, additional ships to Japan, and 
u.s. Special Forces Battalion on Okinawa. 

o Points to Make 

U.S.-Japan defense cooperation makes significant 
~ontribution to peace and stability in East Asia. 

Demonstrates joint commitment to defense of 
Japan, as well as to peace and prosperity in 
region. 

Pleased that defense cooperation continued to 
grow last year. Important to continue to expand 
our relationship. 

II. JAPAN'S DEFENSE BUDGET 

o Major focus of our defense dialogue today is on 
Japan's self-defense efforts. 

Have encouraged evolution of greater Japanese 
self-defense effort; Japan's defense spending up 
by 4.8% and 5.4% (real terms) in past two years • 

...&i88JUii' 
DECL:OADR -
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Japan needs to do more if it is-to be able to 
implement the defense roles and missions it has 
set for itself. 

o Points to Make 

Appreciate Japan's efforts to attain· capability 
to carry out its defense roles and·missions, 
especially during period of budgetary austerity. 

Agree with Prime Minister Nakasone's observation 
that Japan needs to do more if it is to be able 
to implement its defense roles and missions. 

III.NIGHT LANDING PRACTICE 

o Kato under heavy pressure from Prime Minister Nakasone 
to find an alternative site for night landing practice 
(NLP) for uss Midway pilots and resolve the issue. 

Recent Embassy reporting indicates that GOJ 
efforts are picking up momentum and prospects for 

·resolution of (NLP) issue are improving. 

o Point to Make 

IV. CHINA 

Appreciate Japan's efforts to resolve the NLP 
issue. What is outlook in the weeks ahead? 

o Japan welcomes development of closer u.s.-china 
relations, including some military cooperation. 

o Briefing Japan on U.S.-China relations has helped to 
allay concerns that closer u.s.-China military 
relations could work to Japan's disadvantage. 

o Kato's deputy.visited China last month; highest 
ranking Japanese defense official ever to visit PRC. 

o Kato is a China expert from his days in Foreign 
Ministry; hopes to visit China later this year. 
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o Points to Make 

V. SDI 

Appreciate GOJ support for efforts to establish 
broader military relationship with China. Our 
efforts will strengthen China's links to West. 

Will continue to consult closely with Japan as we 
formulate our approach to China. 

How do you see trend of China-Japan relations? 

o Japanese have been supportive on SDI; ruay allow 
private industry to participate even without a 
formal government decision on SDI. 

o Point to Make 

Appreciate supportive GOJ position on SDI. 
How do you see GOJ position developing? 
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SETTING 

Kato is one of the leading lights in the coming generation 
of LDP politicians, and is seen as a possible future prime 
minister. He is making his first visit to the United States as 
Defense Minister. His visit comes at a time when u.s.-Japan 
defense relations are as good as they have ever been. It will 
be important for you to reiterate to Kato our view that Japan 
neeas to do more to attain the capability to fulfill its 
defense roles and missions. This point will not fall on 
unsympathetic ears, as the GOJ has acknowledged to us that 
current defense spending is not adequate. 

PARTICIPANTS 

u.s. 

The Secretary 

Paul D. Wolfowitz - EAP 

LTGEN John T. Chain - PM 

William c. Sherman - EAP 

James A. Kelly - DOD 

Thomas Hubbard - EAP/J 

John Scott - EAP/J (notetaker) 

Casey Iida - Interpreter/ 
Escort 

JAPAN 

Defense Minister Kato 

Ambassador Matsunaga 

Shinji Yazaki 
Director General, 
Bureau of Def. Policy 

Seiki Nishihiro 
Director General, 
Defense Secretariat 

Kiyoshi Furukawa 
Director General for 
Foreign Relations 

Masakatsu Shinkai 
Special Assistant 

Sadaaki Numata 
Director - Security 
Division, MOFA 

Masaki Orita 
Political Counselor 

MGEN Yoshio Ishikawa 
Defense Attache 

Ken Shimanouchi 
(notetaker) 
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Meeting with Japanese Defense Agency Director General Koichi 
Kato: June 11, 3:15 P.M. 

Drafted: EAP/J:JFScott y::--~ 
06/05/85 632-2912 W7782J 

Cleared: EAP:WCSherman 
EAP/J:JMalott, Acting"' 
EAP/C:DAnderson 
PM:TMcNamara ~ 
PM/ISP:CKartman 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 
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INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY AFFAIRS In reply 

refer to: I 22628/80 

MEMORANDID4 FOR THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (POLICY) 

Subject: Increasing Japan's Support to South Korea (S) 

~ I agree with the basic thrust of your initiative con­
cerning Japan's support to South Korea. The· Japanese also 
agree and have been providing backing for the South Korean 
economy for years as is summarized below: (b)(l),(b) 

* 

Private investment, 1978* 
Commercial bank loans, 1978** 
GOJ loans, 1978 

Annual total*** 

$ Million (3):50 USC 
$ 6 0 . §403(g) 

3 7 0 Sectiqn 6 
185 

$615 

(b)(l),(b)(3):50 ** 
World bank figure. Actual amount may be much higher:'. 
Up from $10M in 1975 . 

usc §403(g) * * * 
Section 6 · 

1978 is latest year for which complete data is avail­
able. GOJ loans for 1980 are projected to be $90M. ; 

(b )(1 ),(b) 
(3):50USC 

§403(g) 
Section 6 

~ ··· Tt · is legitimate to ask the Japanese to do more in the 
area of aid to the ROK. As with. all other policy suggestions 
to the Japanese, a quiet, carefully crafted approach·over a 
long period of time would be the most effective tactic. 

~ I recommend that we initiate this action at the ·upcoming 
SS"e with the Japanese. Nick Platt will articulate our thoughts 
during his run down on regional issues. From there we will 

Djr 1 liAPR -5 .Tune S~ 
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make increasing Japanese support for South Korea a recurring 
theme in our policy. We will, of course, need to get State 
clearance before proceeding further. 



. . . . 

(U) Japanese official development assistance (GOJ loans) Is provided to 

Korea at concesslonal terms by the Overseas Economic Cooperation Fund (OECF), 

administered by an independent OECF Public Corporation comparable to the U.S. 

Agency for lnternatio~al Development (AID) which Is funded separately by 

the government (outside the normal budgetary process) from postal savt.ngs. 

However, before loan commitments are made, approval Is obtained from the 

Mlnisterles of For~lgn Affairs, ~inance, and International Trade and lndu~try 

as well as the Economic Planni.ng Agency. In 1977, two projects were financed 

·at 28 billion yen ($104 milltoyfor the construction of a dam and an elec­

trification project. In 1978, an .agricultural development project and medical 

facilities project was funded at 21 billion yen ($100 million). In 1979, 

three projects, including medical facilities construction, a sewage treatment 

project, and educational ·project, were funded for a total of 19 billion yen 

($87 mi lllon). 

{U) Repayment terms were concessional with Interest rates varyl.ng from 3.5 

to 5.75 percent at a constant 20 year repayment period with a 7 year grace 

period. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs admlnis~ers a technical assistance 

and grant aid program for under developed countries, but Korea has not received 

any grant assl.stance since 1976 ~hen It got $2.5 mill ton. None of the Japanese 

loans or grants provided to Korea over the past several years have any slgntfr-

cant security Implications. It is unlikely that Japan could politically give 

security assistance. However, the Japanese Government could fund major eco­

nomic development 
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TRANSlT/2260543/226054B/000103TOR2280!44 
DE ~UHQSGG #2472 2260543 
ZNV SSSSS 
R 130355'l AUG-80 
FM CINCPAC HONOLULU HI 
TO RUEKJCS/SECOEF WASHINGTON DC 
RUEADWD/0~ WASH DC//DALO•TSM/1 
8T 

ZYUW 

.&E8Rf!T 
SUBJ I USI~ OF JAPANESE COMMERCIAL SHIPS AND AlRCFUFT' IN 
CONTINGENCIES CU) 
1a (U) THE FOLLOWING MSG IS QUOTED FOR YOUR INFO. QUOTE, 
1709357 JUL 80 
FM COMUSJAPAN YOKOTA AB JA 
TO CINCPAC HONOLULU HI 

-e!&RI:T I 

FOR RAOM BIRO FROM LTGEN GINN 
DELIVER OURING DUTY HOURS 
SUBJI USE OF JAPANESE COMMERCIAL SHIPS AND AIRCRAF~ IN 
CONTINGENCIES CU) 
REFI A8 YOUR 1222~42 JUL 80. 
1. ~~ AGREE THAT USFJ NEEDS AN AGREEMENT SIMILAR TO THAT 
WHICH USFK HAS WITH THE ~OREANS• THE USE OF COMMERCIAL 
JAPANESE SHIPS AND AIRCRAFT TO AUGMENT THE CAPABILITIE~ OF MAC 
AND MSC MUST BE ADDRESSED. 
2" Jlll'f AIR~D SEALIFT REQUIFIEMENTS TO MEET THE TlME•PHASEC· 
_M.O.Vf MEN l- 0 -- ARE STILL BE J N G EST A B L I SHED • THE. N E C: E S S 1 T ¥ 
TO UTILIZE J A SE COMMERCIA~ AIR AND SEA ASSETS HAS BEEN 
AND IS BEING DISCUSSED AT THE STAFF OFFICER LEVEL. JSO MUST 
GET OTHER GOVT AGENCIES INVOLVED, BUT THAT POINT IN TlME 
~AS NOT YET ARRlVEDo 
3g (U) I BELIEVE ANY ATTEMPT TO FORMALLY ADDRESS.TMESE 
~EQUIREMENTS THROUGH DIPLOMATIC CHANNELS AT. THIS TIME WOULD 
8E PREMATURE AND CAUSE PROBLEMS FOR OUR JAPANESE MILITARY 
COUNTERPARTS, HOWEVER, I .AM PLEASED TO NOTE TH_A·lf' t~~:•o:A.-~-~ · 
T HI N K I N G A L 0 N G THE S AM E L 1 N E S • WE W 0 U L D BE P: L ~t..r ~iY"' 'r~~ ··i~ ~Vf '' . 

. f, ., . : ,.1 t~ r:; .!t ~~ 
PAGE 1 • e e " a ; ' £.t ~~ H .r1 t; i' : % ~:e,0l10111 • ~ ... i\1.~ li . .::. ·{71f· L .f. . -- ~ ~ ~ .. ·· 
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A BRIEF FROM YOUR PEOPLE ON THE SUCCESS OF THE·EFFORTS IN KOREA, 
4, (U) ALL BEST W lSHES • 
END QUOTE 
OECL. 11.AUG86 
BT 
.,2472 
ANNOTES 
MAC 
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MULT 

ACTION 

89667 
'SECT 01 OF ~9667 
.,p-'-7"' ~ - ,.- ;;£ r . 

OIST~ '-..._ 
J4(02) J5~ SAGA(01) SECOEFC07) SECOEF: ASO:lSA(07) 
ASO:PA&E(~l} OIA: :OlAC05) NMIC'Al~roRCEC01) NAVY(01~ ARMYC01) 
FILE 

te:.!&) 

TRANSIT/113~43o/113A45~10~0123TOR1130454 
OE ~UEHKOA "68~0 1130436 
ZNY sssss zuc STATE ZZH -liHf>IS= 
TSTU~3~ V 
RR ~UEhC ·· 
DE RUEH~O •o89~/0l 1130436 
Zt4Y sssss ZlH 
R 23~.13.4Z APR .. 79 
FH AMEMBASSY TOKYO 
TO SEtSTATE WASHOC 7197 
8i 
S E e· A C fu SECT ION .. l·'OF 5 TOKYO 06890 . ,. ·,c.,. 

LIMOIS 
FO~ TEL REC~U FROM COMUSJAPAN APRIL 18 ACTION CINCPAC, 
INFO U5A~J CP lAMA, COMNAVFORJAPAN, OEPCOMMARCORBASEPAC/FWO 
CP BUTLE~, Z~N 5AF YOKOTA/CC/OE, AMEMSASSY TOKYO REPEATED 
FOR YOUR INfO: (P 11309::i8Z APR L9) 
E,o. 1206~: XDS 04/23/99 (SELIGMANN, A.L.) OR•P 
TAGS: ~ARR, JA, US 
SUdJ~CT: ~ COST SHAHING STRATEGY • JFY 80 
QtJOTE: 

·e e Y n t ,_ SECTION 1 OF IV 
CINCPAC FOR J~~/J~1/J4/Jti 
SU~J: COST SHARING STRATEGY ~ JFY 80 (U) 
A. (U) CINCPAC 26~530Z MAV 78 (~ 
B. (U) COMUSJAP~N 080905Z MAV 78 ~ . 
C • '(IJ) COMUSJ •PAN 251:'l532Z JAN 79 ~R 
0, (U) COMNAVF ORJ APAN ~50430ZAPR 79 t"Q (PASEP) (NOTAL) 
l, ~ SUMM~RY: THIS MESSAGE IS IN FOUR PA~TS,lPART 
I PROVlOES ~ACKGROUNO CONCERNING GOJ COST SHARING TO 
OATE AND CUH~~NT CLIMATE ~HICH WILL NECESSITATE ACTION 
SOON •T ALL LEVELS TO CONTINUE PHESENT MOMENTUM AND MAKE 

PAGE 1 .e!!RET 
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PAtiE 2 ~ &i Q A Ei .T .. - .. - eg6fi7 
A NEW STEP FORwARD. PART II REVIEWS PArUHETERS. AND~.·---- .............. _ 
CONSTRAINTS HHlCH HAY SHAPE GOJ PLANNING-EFFORTS FOR·JFY--
8 0 , P A R T I Il 0 U T L I N E S C 0 ~ U S J A P. A N • A P. P R 0 A C H · ·I N • F. A C I L l-T -1 E S " ·, . • · ... , • - . . . 
AREA, ~ECOMMENDS AN OPTIMUM ·US PROGRAM 'AND 'REQUESTS •. ·· ·· • ·-
AUTHORITY TO PROCEED, PART IV PROVIDES ADDITIONAL BACK• 
GROUND ANO ~ISTS SERVICE PRIORITIES WHICH WERE USED AS . J .~ • 

THE 6AS IS FOR OEVELOP !NG COMUSJ APAN. F AClLI TIES: RECOH .. R '--: :::· .. -• · · . 
EMNOATIONS, 
PAiH I 
2. ~ REF A PROVIDED CINCPAC COST SHARING GOALS 
BA·SED ON COMUSJAPAN RECOMMENDATIONS (REF B) F-OR AN 
APPROACH lN JFY 79. AS AUTHORIZED, THIS HQ COORDINATED 
DEVELOPMENT Of A FACI~ITIES PROGRAM AS PART OF COST 
SHlRlNG INITIATIVES, AND ON 28 DEC 78 1 GOJ AGREED TO 
UNOERTA~E A. fACILITIES PROGRAM FOR USFJ BEGINNING IN JFY 
79 A~O TO ASSU~E AND ADDITIONAL INCREMENT OF USFJ LASOR 
COSTS, THESt:: AGREEMENTS ARE· NOW· SEING IMPLEMENTED,---- - · ... 
3, ~SIGNALS FROM VARiOUS LEVELS WUH·IN THE"GOJ'ARE · ..... 
THAT -COST- SI1AtUNG IN FACILITIES AREA WILLISE AS MUCH, OR 
MORE AS IN THE JFY 74IPROGRAM. IN ORDER TO GAIN SUPPORT.~ r .. 

OF ANOTHE~ ~~OGRAH IN THE'UPCOHtNG GOJ. BUDGET CYCLE, IT­
WILL BE NEC~SSARY FOR THE US SIDE TO TAKE INITIATIVES 
W 1 Tt-l GOJ • un I C I ALS. A:r L AL1l·11!.EVELS: BETWEEN"' NOW~ jND•·IJ' HE:•\ "·"~'~-.., Jo:;::..··:~· 'h•,:· ' · • 
NEXT MEETlN~ OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE FOR SECURITY CONSUL• 
TATION IN LATE JULY 1979. SUCH INITIATIVES SHOULD ALSO 
BE INCLUDED IN MEETINGS WITH DEF MIN YAHASHITAI AD• 
MINISTRATIVE VICE MINISTER ~ATARI AhD ANY OTHER SENIOR 
GOJ OFFICIALS DU~ING THEIR VISITS TO WASHINGTON DC AND 
IN VISITS BY SENIOR U, S.IOFFICIALS TO JAPAN. 
4, ~ WHILE O&M SAVINGS CONTINUE TO BE LONG TERM OB• 
JECTIVES, SlGNALS FROM GOJ AT THIS POINT ARE THAT 
ADDITIVE LA~OR COST SHARING BEYOND JFY 79 LEVEL WILL BE 
VERY DIFFICULT. ASSISTANCE IN OTHER AREAS RELATE~ TO 
O&M HAS NOT BEEN RULED OUT BY GOJ OFFICIALS, BUT IT 
STIL~ SEEMS DIFFICULT FOR THEM TO ACCEPT IN VIEW OF 
THEIR lNTER~R~TATION OF ARTICLE XXIV OF THE SOFt. CIT 
IS RECOGNlZfO THAT FACILITIES IMPROVEMENTS DO OFFER 
SOME HELP IC O&M AREA SY PROVIDING MORE EFFICIENT, 
EASIER MAlNTAI~EU STRUCTURES TO REPLACE DETERIORATED 
AND lN~FFIClENT ONES.) RECOGNIZING u.s. OBJECTIVES 
(R~F A) AND SIGNALS FROM THE JAPANESE·AS·OISCUSSED ABOVE, 
A CO~SIST~Nf APPROACH ON COST SHARING IS NECESSARY SO 
THAT U~ POLICY IS CLEA~ AT ALL LEVELS ON BOTH SIDES. 

PAGE 2 S f & A i T 00011100 
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PAGE 3 & i & R ! ;.: 69667 
~. ~ IN O~OER TO GUIDE GOJ EFFORTS IN lHE ... f.ACIL.ITl-ES .... • ........... • .· .... :J · 
AF!EA FOR THt:: COMIN.G YEARS, TO GAIN ACCEPTANCE ·OF ·MAJOR · · · ··· .. -· · 
NEw INITIATIVES IN THE OPERATIONAL. AREA,. AND·-IN RE·•R •· .... -~ ·•· ·. •···••· 
COGNITION TMAT THIS PROGRAM IS FUNDED WITHIN ·THE. JDA .. ., ..... ' .•. 
BUDGET, RECUMMENO THE FOLLOWING POINTS BE BASIS FOR 
COMMUNICATING USG POSITION AT ALL LEVEL.Ul 
Ag ~) THE USG IS SINCfREL.Y APPRECIATIVE OF·GOJ ASSISTANCA · 
IN T~ LA~OR ANO FACILITIES AREAS ~HICH IS HELPING DE• 
fRAY SUM~ CUSTS OF THE US FORCES IN JAPAN ANU IMPROVE 
THE FACILITIES AVAILABLE TO THEM. WE HOPE THAT: 
ttl (U) THEWE ~ILL. BE AREAS FOR fURTHER STUOY IN RE• 
DUCING OUR ANNUAL. SUPPORT COSTS. 
(2) (U) PROGRAMS TO IMPROVE HOUSING FOR SOLDIERS AND 
DEPE~OENTS ~'~ILL CONTiNUE EACH YEAR SU THAT ALL US HOUSING 
'GOAL~ C•N B~ ACCOMMODATED INTO PROGRAMS.IK THE NEXT 5 
YE:ARS. 

CJ) CU) THERE WILL BE CONTINUED GOJ ASSISTANCE ·IN .... -
PROJECTS \liH!CH IMPROVE ·THE ENV I·RONMENT AL. ·QUAl:. ITY "IN ANI) •.. ····· 
AROUND US FACILITIES AND ARE THEREFORE Of MUTUAL BENEFIT. 
B. ~ BEGINNING I~ JFY B'i, GOJ COMMITMENT .IS DESIRED _, ... "· .. 
IN IiiiCI'tEASING US CAPABILITY lN' ·THE .DEFENSE OF JAPAN. · · - ·. 
TwO PROJECTS wHICH WOUL.D.REPRESENT A SIGNlfiCANT'STEP 
IN THIS ·DIRt:: C TI 0 N ARE· A ·US~-MICe; ·7:5 T 0 RAGE'·~ f. "G II.: IT V :"'·{T ~''!' ~· -~·f'!':' l. · 1 M. r ~ •• ,;- ;;·r. · ._,,,;· ~- _., 

MISA~A AS, wHICH COULD BE JOINTLY USED BY THE JSOF, AND 
HAROe~EO AIRCRAFT SHELTERS FOR F•15 AIRCRAFT IN·OKINAWAi 
(RATIONALE FO~ THESE PROJECTS ARE CONTAINED IN PARA• 
GRAPn 13 lPA~T IV) 8EL.O~l. UNDERSTANDING THAT BOTH 
PROJeCTS ARt MUL.Tl•YEAR UNDERTAKINGS, INITIATION OF EN• 
GINEfRlNG STUOitS AND SITE SURVEYS FOR BOTH PROJECTS 
IN JFV 80 ~OULu REPRESENT A POSITIVE·COMMITHENT. 
PART II · 
6.1~ NEGOriATIONS WITH GOJ CONCERNING LAB'OR AND 
FACILITlf.S wHICH LED TO THIS VEAW'S AGREEMENTS HAVE RE• 
SULTEO IN SUME PARAMETERS AND CONSTRAINTS WHICH MAQ 
SM•P~ INILIAL GOJ EFFORTS FOR COST SHARING IN JFY 80. 
AS NOTEO EAHL,ER, ADDED LABOR COST SHARING ~ILL AGAIN 
REPRtSENT A VERY DIFFICULT AREA.ITHE JAPANESE HAVE, AS 
FAR AS THE~ ARE CONCERNEO,IINDICATEO THEY HAVE REACHED 
THf LIMIT IN TnE AGREEMENT OF 28 DEC 78 1 AND CAN DO NO 
MORE. ~E INTEND, HOwEVER, TO CO~TINUE TO PRESS FOR MORE. 
'1 ~ ~ !>41TH' REGARD TO FACILITIES, UNOFFICIAL GOJ .. 
ASSURANCES ARE THAT FACILITIES IMPROVEMENlS WILL. CON• 
6T 
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l 1 . DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE., 
.IOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

MESSAGE CENTES 

-.& i & A i T ZYUW ...... 
VZCZCMAY514CR0~00 

MUI..T 69675 
SECT 02 OF 69667 

ACTION 

DISTH 
J4(02) J5(A2) SAGA(01) SECDEF(07) SECOEF: ASO:ISA(m7l 
~SO:PA&E(~ll DlA~ IOIAC05) NMIC AIRFORCE(01) NAVY(01) ARMY(0t) 
FILE 

E028l 

TRANSIT/113~455111J0514/000:19TOR1130509 
DE RUEHKOA ~689~ 1130455 
ZNY SSSSS ZUC STATE ZZH 
TSTUB!'iB 
RR RUE11C PE ~U~I1KO ~08~~/~2 1130455 
ZNY S~SSS ZZH 
R 23~4532 A~R 79 
fH AMfMijASSY TOKYO 
TO SECSTATE ~ASHOC 719~ 
BT 
:S 1: e Iii: E 4. SECTIQN:2- OF·.·5··q0~VQ:·06890''' l"'~H·.;~.,_, •·.,;~·u 

LIHOIS 

TINUE IN JFY 8~, BUT THAT THE FOLLOW-~PARAMETERS/ 
CONSTRAINTS MUST BE CONSIDERED. 
A, ~ THE SIZE OF JFY 60 PROGRAM WILL APPROXIMATE 
THE CU~RENT P~OGRAM (22 BILLION YEN). 
B. ~ JAPANESE DESIRE TO· CONTINUE PROGRAM AS GOJ 
INITI~TIVE IN HOUSING (UNACCOHPAINED AND FAMILY) AND 
E~VIRO~MENTALLY RELATED CONSTRUCTION. 
C. ~) CONSTRUCTION WILL BE ON EXISTING US CON• 
T~OLL10 REAL ESTATE. FURTHER, THERE MUST NOT BE PRO• 
BLEMS IN SITING WHICH wiL~ NECESSIATE DRAWN OUT CON• 
SENSUS P~OCESS FOR GOJ 1 OR NECESSITATE DESTRUCTION OF 
Ol~ERWISE GOOD HOUSl~G TO MAKE ROOM FOR NEWER HOUSING, 
THE FAMILY MOUSING PROJECT AT IKEGO IS AN EXAMPLE OF·A 
SITI~G PROBLEM wHICH GOJ PERCEIVES WILL TAKE A FULL 
YEAR TU RES~LVE: (SEE PARA Q.A. NOTE 2). 
D~ ~ IMPROVEMENTS TO BACHELOR HOUSING IN JFY.80 
MAY AGAIN 6~ ON RECONSTRUCT BASIS RATHER THAN OUTRIGHT 
NE~ CONSTRUCTION. THlREFORE, CHPICE OF PROJECTS SHOULD 
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DEPARTu~ENT OF DEFENSE;.~:-:::~:: P' -.-~···:· ·· • 

.IOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

MESSAGE CENTER 

pj.Gf 2 & & e R. e. I.. . eg67e 
CC1NSlOER, oUT ~OT SE COMPLETELY LIMITED BY. THl.S .. C:GN•. ~· , ......... , # •••••• 

STF~AINT • THt. JAPANESE HAVE, THROUGH SURVEYS CONDUCTED·· · ..... · . · · · 
Lj.ST YEAR, A GOOD IDEA· OF··B·U·ILDING.S· .. W.HJ.CM··QU·ALIF·Y~·HL·r .............. ·• .. 
LHEIR MINOS FOH RECONSTRUCTION·. CGOJ· DESIRE T'O IO'ENTIFY-· ·-······ -· '' · .. 
BACHELOR HSG FOR DEMOLITION WHILE AT THE SAME TIME . 
RE:FUSING TO DO SO WITH FAMILY HOUSING TO SITE .NEW· HIGHE·Iil ..... , . 
OV~SITY HOUStNG IS AN EXAMPLE OF THE l"NCONSISTENCY THI·S ·· • -' • ' '., "· 
HQ MUST OVEHCOME IN ~ORKING THE PROGRAM WITH THE GOJe) 
E. Xl OPERATIONAL PROJECTS WHICH HOLD THE MOST PR·O• 
H]SE liLL BE MODEST IN SCOPE IN JFY8~, OR USEFUL TO 
JAPANESE AS WELL, OR RECONSTRUCTION.QF EX1STING· 
DETERIORATED FACILITIES. · . 
PA~-tT III 
8; ~ TO IMPLEMENT ABOVE APPROACH (STRATEGY) WILH 
GOJ IN FACILITIES AREA, A PACKAGE HAS BEEN DEVELOPED 
wHICH ~EST ACCOMMODATES SERVICE PRIORITIES (SEE PART IV 
BELOI'I) Ar~O lNTE~ESTS OF USGI IIS ·CONSIDERATE OF~ CQ-N• ... -·---·· ·· · 
S T R A l NT S UPON GOJ 1 'CONTAINS" PROJECTs· '"W HI Cti CONT·t NUE"' ..• ·-· ..... ~ ..... . 
MOME~TUM OF JFY 79 PROGRAM, AND INCLUDE OPERATIONAL CON• 
ST~UCTION, wiTH CINCPAC CONCURRENCE., THIS. HEADQUARTERS. ... · ...... · .. · ., . 
lNTENOS TU t'ASS THESE REQUIREMEI'f.JS TO. GOJ AND wORK TO ... ~ . - . 
GAIN ACCEPTANCE OF ALL ITEMS IN JFY 80,ISINCE INITIAL 
FORMULA Tl'O'N' Of ·GO'J 81JD.G'E·T · ·CYt-L'fT ~E G1·N'S ,y-N;, E'A'RL:'f·/M:A·Yi: :v1 ~~~.~~ s · .. ~\ 'i,.:.. , .... 
IT IS ~EQUESTEO THAT COMUSJAPAN BE AUTHORIZED EARLIEST 
TO PROCEED IN COORDINATING THE FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT . 
PP.OGKAMS. 
9, ~) PROJt::CTS LISTED f:IELO·W ·REPRESENT· USF.J·.PRIM·ARY :: .. h.:-; 

PROJ~CT LIST FOR JFY 80. POSITION OF PROJECTS WITtiiN 
EACH CATEGO~Y (FAMILY HSG, TROOP HSG, ENVIRONMENTAL, 
OPE~ATIONAL: DOES NOT INDICATE RELATIVE PRIORITY. (ORDER 
OF P~OJECT ~EFERENCE IS ARMY, NAVY, MARINE CORPS, AIR 
FORCE): 
A, (U) FAMILY HOUSING 
SVC LOC:ATION/OESCRIPLION SCOPE COST(SHlLl 
USA CP ZAMA 100 UNITS 12,5 
USN lKEGU/ENGR/ENVIRON SURVEY LUMP SUM 5,0 
U~iMC IWAKUCL 102 UNITS 12,8 
USAF YOKOTA 71d UNITS 8,8 
USAF MISAI'IA 108IUNITS 13.5 
USAF KADENA 1 0fill UN ITS 1·2 ... 5 . .. I 

. TOTAL 65.1 
NOTE 1, CUJ COSTS ARE BASED ON USFJIANO GOJ COST 
FACTORS CONVERTED TO DOLLARS AT Y20A/S1 ANO MAY NOT RE• 
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Pl.r.E: 3 
FLECT SERVICE ESTIMATES, 

U.i!..rl\1\lli.i.C.l'l.l vr u~l'I'Jnll~· 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

IDESSAGE CENTER 

I i l! R. E:. T- - - • 

2, (U) THE SCOPE OF THE USN IKEGO PROJECT WAS --: ~ 

.69678 

CCINFINEO TO THOSE FUNDS SUFFI.CIENT F.OR.-THE. fNG-INEERING. · ••· ·-·· 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEYS. GGJ MUST OEVELOP"'INFORMAT"ION" ·' " ... 
IN O~DER TO OBTAIN REQUIRED CONSENSUS FOR DEVELOPMENT · · 
Of IKEGO AS A HOUSING AREA, IN ADDITION. TO THE .CON• 
SE:NSUS DEVEI.IJPMENT, THE GOJ HAS• STATUTES Slt1IL·AR· TO-- · ._, 
THE US ENVI~ONMENTAL. LAWS wiTH WHICH· IT MUST COHPL.Y, · 
THUS ENGINE~RlNG AND ENVI~ONMENTAL SURVEY IS A SIGN• 
lflCANT FIR~T STEP FOR GOJ TO SUPPORT HOUSING AT IKEGO, 
8~ (U) TROOP HOUSING 
USA CP ZAHA/SNCOQ 
USN ATSUGI/BEQ 
USN KAMI~EYA/BEQ 

USN YOKOSUKA/bEQ 
USMC CP FUJI/~OQ 
USMC CP FUJI8EQ w/MESS 
USMC CP 6UTLER/BOQ 
USMC CP BUTLER/SEQ 
USAF MISAWA/6EQ 

20·1 000 SF 2,0. 
13lill,635 SF 8,5 

22,011JPJ SF 2,5 
130,655 SF 8,5 
26 1 400 SF 2,5 
69 1 400 Sf-·· 5,0· 

26 1 400 Sf .. ·-2 ,·5-
651300 SF 4,5 
65,300 Sf' 4,5R 

TOTAL 40.5. 
~ ... •. 

NOTES (1), lU) THE SCOPE OF THE ATSUG~ BEQ (130 1 655 SF) 
I'IOUL 0 P-R OV ItlE· •f.WO~ ·-l'"28i. •R OO:M' .-e·Lti CO·I N~s:.IWl=T·tii:t: A·fr;A"'C"i fY.t '=O-F"" ·re ;.~ s:: :,-"r.~ '.~:; 
256·7~& DEPtNOING ON WHETNER E7/E9 OR E2/E4 ARE HOUSED. 
(2) (U) THE SCOPE (22 1 000 SF) OF THE KAMlSEYA BEQ 
WOULU P~OVIUE ONE 43 ROOM BUILDING WITH CAPACITY FOR 43• 
129 L>EPEIIIOl•'iG ON WHETHER· E7/E9· OR E2/E4· ARE :HOUSE·O, ·.· :.:~.·:.: .·:- .. _. 
(3) (U) THE SCOPE (13~,655 SF) FOR THE YOKOSUKA 
Bf.Q ~OULD P~OVIOE TWO 128 ROOM BUII.DlNGS WITH CAPACITY 
FOR 256•7o8 DEPENDING ON WHETHER E71E9IOR E2/E4 ARE 
HOUSED. 
(4) (U) THE SCOPES OF THE CP FUJI SOQ (26.400 SF) 
AND dEQ (65,300 SF) WOULD PROVIDE ONE 50IHAN BUILDING AND 
ONE 128 ROOM ~UILDING wiTH MESSHALL RESPECTIVELY, 
(5) (U) THE SCOPE (26 1 4~0 SF) OF THE CP BUTLER 
BOY ~ILL PROVIDE ONE BUILDING WITH A CAPACITY 55•40 
OFFICERS DEPENDING ON WHETHER 01/02 OR 0~ ABOVE ARE 
HOUStD, ACTUAL SITE OF BOQ IS TO BE CP COURTNEY. 
(6) CU) T~f SCOPE (65,300 SF) OF THE CP BUTLER BEQ 
WOULU PROVIDE ONE 128- ROO.M BUILDING WITH CAPACITY· OF 12-8••· 
384 DEPENDING ~HETHER E7/Ag OR E2/E4 ARE HOUSED.-
(U) (U) THE SCOPE (65,30~ SF) FO THE MlSAWA BEQ 
WOULu PRuvi~E ONE 12S ROOM BUILDING WITH CAPACITY FOR 
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DEPARTMZNT OF. DEFENSE.- ··~ .... 

VZC'ZCHAY533 
HUl.T 

JOirlT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

MESSAGE CENTER 

4E8Rtl ZYUW 
69698 

SECT 83 OF 69667 

ACTION 

OlSTR 
J~(02) J5(02) SAGAC01) SECDEf(07) SECDEFI ASOIISA(07l 
ASD:PA~E(01) OIAZ :OIAC05) NMIC AIRFDRCE(01l NAVY(01) ARMYC01) 
FILE 

(1328) 

TRANSIT/113~520/1130542/000:22TOR1130539 
OE RUEHKOA ~68~0 113052~ 
ZNY SSSSS ZOC STATE ZZH 
TUTS179 
RR IWE,.;C 
DE RUEHKO ~ti890/~3 1130520 
ZN1 SSSSS 
R 23~~172 A~~ 79 
FM AMEM6ASSY TOKYO 
TO SECSTATE ~ASHDC 0000 
BT 
S t C R i T SECTION-:3: OF.'·;5:.,TOKYO 06890"· n.ic::c-:•. ·' -.:.•i '· 

LlHOlS 

USN 
i,.;iSHC 
llSAF 

NAF ATSUGIIA/C HUSH HOUSE 
CP FUJI/SE~AGE/ORAINAGE 
YOKOTA/501..10 wASTE INCIN• 
ERA TOR 

I..UMP SUM 
I..UMP SUM 

16 T/0 

TOTAL 1•,!5 
O. ~ OPERATIONAL 
USN NAF MlSAWA MINE STORAGE FAC LUMP SUM 2.0R 

(UITt:: SURVEY) 
USAF HARO~NEO A/C SHELTERS LUMP 5.6 

(SITE SURVEY) KAOENA AB 
TOTAL 7.6 

GRAND TOTAl.. 126.7 
10. (U)IUSE OF THE FAMILY HOUSING PROJECTS AT EITHER ZAHA 
OR YOKOTA I~ CONTINGENT UPON OSO APPROVAL OF·PREVIOUSI..Y 
REQUESTED PI..~N FOR HOUSING ON BASIS OF 90lPERCENT ADEQUACY 
GOAL. (ACCOMPl-ISHMENT OF T~E PROJECTS . 
AT lA~A AND YOKOTA WOU~O RESULT IN ON•BASE ADEQUACY 
~EVELS OF 8/ PERCENT ANO 81 PERCENT RESPECTIVELY) •. 
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DEPART':\.'tPMT·or. DEFENS" - .................... -. . 
b.o1~h ~·. f i ~ .. ._ u •••• 0

' •. •· 1 

~Oirfl' CHIEFS OF STAFF 

IIESsAGE CENTER 

PAGE 2 ~ E S R -E-1 --··· • - 696gB 
11. ~IN THE EVENT.THAT -GOJ .. f!ILL.-.NOT~ACCEP.T·.f.VERY· ...... ..- .......... ~, · ·'·' 
ITEM, L:ISTEU IN PARA 9 ABOVE, A ·SUPPLEMENTARY LIST OF 
PROJeCTS HAS dEEN -OEVELOPED·-FROM .SERVIC-E· .INPUTS. T-HIS •. • •· ... - .... · • 
I S S I M I L A R T 0 MET H 0 0 USE 0 8 Y THIS HQ · l N P R 0 P 0 S Eo· . J F Y . - - . • - .• . . 
80 lNTEGRAT~D RELOCATION CONSTRUCTrGN PROGRAM (PlRCP), 
SU~HITTEO TO CINCPAC (REF COMUSJAPAN 280745Z MAR -79) • . • 
CI~CPAC wiLL dE ADVtSEO:IF SUPPLEMENTAL LIST IS USED;· 
AS ~ITH PRIMARY ~JST, PROJECTS ·BElO~ ·ARE BY CATEGORY,. 
BUT NOT IN ANY PRIO~lTY. 
A. (U) FAMILY HOUSING 
SVC LO~ATIDN/OESCRIPTION SCOPE COST 

USA CP ZAMA 

B. (U) TROOt' HOUSING 
USN SAStBO!BEQ 
USN TOTSU~A/bEQ W/MESS 
USAF f'IISAI'.A/BEQ · · · -- · 
USAF YOKOTA/bEQ 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

(SMIL) 
28 UNITS 3.5 

TOTAL 

32,65m SF 2.5 
U,·0A0IUF·. 2.A· · ····· 

65,31d~ SF ... 4.5 
130,655 SF 8.5 

TOTAL 17.5 
C • • (U) 
USA 
USN 
USMC 
USAF 

CP ZAMA/DRAINAGE CORRCTN LUMP SUM 0.5 
Y.QJ(.Q~UKA F-lR-E···-F-TG ·FAC;. • ~···t;;U.MP ·SUM -H1 ~2 e\2'"" ; .... 'fl• I • ~ • • •• ; • • .;.,. .... : • •1 ~ 

U~AF 

I~AKUNl/A/C HUSh HOUSE LUMP SUM 3.1 
K ADENA/ SEltl AGE. COLLECTI-ON . 9000 ·FEET · 0 • 4 · 
LINES '-. 
MLSAWA/S£~AGE TRTMT PLANT 21A,~00 G/0 

. TOTAL 
. 0, (U) lOPERATIONAL. 

USA KU~A~ Tf•2 RECONST POL TKS 60 1 000 BBL 2.5 
lPHASE 1) 

USA KA~AKAMl/.MMO STOR & SCTY LUMP SUM ~.7 
USN ~Af MISAWA/HE MAGAZINES 3,750 SF 1.0 
~SN AZUMA/VEH BRIDGE LUMP SUM 1.5 
USN NAF ATSUGI/AIMD HANGER 49 1 000 SF 3.6 

; .. -. ·' 

USN NAF MlSAWA/RECONSTWUCT NORTH PAHALLEL 25,000 SQ YO 9.0 
TWY 

USMC CP FUJl/REPL WTR DIST/FIRE LUMP SUM 0.6 
SYST 

TOTAL 22.9 , · · 
12. ~PROJECTS IN-PRIMARY LIST··(PARA· 9) .. A·Nt> SUPPLE• • ....... - .. ··-··- · 
MENTAL LIST (PARA 11) REPRESENT BEST ATTEMPT TO OPTIMIZE 
PA~AMETE~S ~hlCH WILL DETERMINE EVENTUAL PROGRAM FOR JFY 
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DEPART'Nf'T:'".:tT 0"'-DEFENS" .......... -.... ... ... .... .. .. 

l•ii,;!,l'~ .l.. rtt.. . a:,. " 'I ..... ~...,.·. • , .... 1. 

'. JOIIJTCHIEFSOFSTAFF 

MESSAGE CENTER 

PAGE 3 8 f! C R !.'f- ......... · -egege 
8~1, U!U AVOlD GIVING GOJ A '1StofOPPING LIS-T.·" ~HO.WE.VER, ... z.t~·~··~'l'o·""·-.... 
MUST fiE RECUGNIZEO THAT GOJ MAY HAVE INT·EREST ITEMS WHICH·· ·•· .. ·· 
ARE tiOT KNOwN AT THIS TIME .•. MA.XlMUM FLEX.IBlLITY· Wll·L· ·BE ..... , ...... _ ... ·~ 
NE:EDEO TO Al.:HlEVE BEST PDSSIBL·E ·PROGFUM'-FoR·-JfY '80 ... ·· .... • ~ ·' 

B, AH 1 
Al RCR AFT ··ARE SCHEOUI.:·EO ••f. OR .:.BE"OOW N t.J·NTOK I NA'WA~"Sl-Af+'F-I N-G 'il~,w ·~ ":~ r i:·i.·~; ... r. ·.' ·· 
IN J~~E 79. EVENTUALLY, THESE WILL REPRESENT THE ENTIRE 
US•F AIR SUPE~IDRITY ASSETS .IN-JAPAN ANO-~NOE~'tHE~PRESENT•CIRCUM• · 
STANCES CUU~O SE VULNERABLE TO CONVENTIONAL AND CLANDESTINE ATTACKS. 
HA~OfNEO SHtLTERS WILL PROTECT THESE MODERN ANO·POWERFUL RESOURCES 
AND I~SURE THAT AT ALL TIMES THE NECESSARY AIR SUPERIORITY ~ILL.BE 
MAINTAINED TO PROTECT bASES ON OKINAWA, AND VITAL NATIONAL RECON• 
N.llSSANCE ASSETS, STRATEGIC TANKERS, IAW.ACS A/C AND SPECIA.L. OPERA• 
TIONS RESOU~CES,IAT KAOE~A. THESE SHELTERS WILL ALSO PROTECT THE 
AIRCRAFT AGAI~ST TYPHOONS, AND AVOID MASS BAD WEATHER EVACUATIONS. 
1·4. ~ FOR YOUR INFORMATION, REMAINDER OF MESSAGE SHOWS L.lNE 

'ITEM ~ECOMM~NOATIONS OF EACH SERVICE IN PRIORITY SEQUENCE, SY 
CATEGORY. TH~SE PROJECTS wE~E SUSMITTED TO COMUSJAPAN IN At• 
CO~OANCE wiTH T~E GUIDANCE PROVIDED IN REF C, AND REP~ESENT A 
TOTAL OF APPROXIMATELY S450'MILLION. 
INPUTS AR~ SHOWN IN SEQUENCE Of: ARMY, ANVQ, MARINE 
CO~PS, ANO AIR FORCE.) 
A. (U) SEHVLCE: ARMY 
P~OJECT TYPe: FAMILY HOUSING 
c~ ZAMA FAM HSG 128 UNITS 20.A SMIL 
pqQJECT TYP~: TROOP HOUSING 

PAGE ;:; 01011100 



J . 
i DEPARTME~tT OF DEFEN~~··· .. ··t--·- ~~·-···-x . •I, ii • .,.~!,. . .: ... ;. .......... .,_. .. .. . , .. 4~ • 

a1ra CHIEFS Of STAFF 

II£SSAGE CENTES 

-' i r; R ! T. .. • ZYUW .. ~- •• ·c. ••••• VZClCMAY539 
MUI.T 69703 ... ; 

SECT 04 OF 69667 
.,$ $~rlf.-.r 1- r 4CTION 

OISTR 
J4(02) J5(k12) SAGA(01) SECDEF(01) SECOEFI. ASOIISA.(01) 
ASO:PA,E(~l) DIA: :OlA(05) NMIC· AlRFDRCE(01) ·NAVY(01i· ARMY(0ll 
F.lLE 

(028) 

TRANSIT/113~535/113~548/000113TOR1130544 
DE RUEHKOA ~6890 1130535 
ZNY SSSSS ZOC STATE ZZH 
TSTU~Bd 
RR RUE'HC 
DE RUEH~O ~0890/04 1130535 ~ 
z N y s s s s s z z H ii!!i·"' .. M ... D'"""IS ...... "-
R 23~533Z A~R 79 
FM AMEMBASSY TOKYO 
TO SECSTATE WASHOC 7199 
BT 
qli i If. E h SECTION .. 4 OF 5 .TQI<YO· 068'9~ · ~"l··~~•; ·'·"·J-

-' .. I118Ie-'. 

CP lAMA dEQ (E7/E::9) 
TO~ll SlA MOO~RNIZE ~OQ 

2A,000 SQ FT (SF) 1.8. 
4,5721UF 0.2 

CP ZAMA MODERNIZE ~OQ 94 1 975 Sf 9.3 
PROJECT TYPt: E~VlRONMENT~L 
OI<INA\tiA Rt.PL.ACE POL TKS· 2k10 1 0210 BBL. 10.5 
OKlNA~A PUL PIPELINE MOOS LUMP SUM (LS) 0,6 
SAGAMIHARA UHA SOLID WASTE INCIN 20 TON/DAY 2.4 
NOTE: A~MY ~U~MITTED FOLL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROJeCTS. 
CP lA~A • DRAINAGE CORRECTION 
NAMA PORT O~~AGE COLLECTION 
CP lAMA G~NE~ATOR NOISE ABATE 
OK!NA~A LlNf•LOG SURVEY OPOS 
PROJECT TY.Pt: OPERATIONAL 
K•~AKAMI AMMQ STO FAC 
KAWA~A~I PHYSICAL SCTY 
OKINAwA OPOS FIRE PROTECT SYST 
8. (U) SE~VlCE: NAVY 

L.S 
L.S 
LS 
LS 

UNJ<R 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 

14 1 760 SF 
LS 
LS 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE:.'~·~~-:·~~ · .. ' ~· '. 

2 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

MESSAGE CENTER 

-8 i Iii ILZ ...... .. . .. ·- 69703 
. FAMlL Y HSG.IOSUPT .. F ACS- ... 350 ... UNH'S.,. "' 4 3·. ·9 •. ' .... 'II .. • •' • 

PROJECT 
ATSUGI 
YO.<OSII"'A 
KAMISEY/l 
ATSUGI 
YOK:JSL!KA 
SASEt!O 
TOTSliKA 
(fUKAYA) 

CPH,ASE I) 
TYPt.l T~OOP. HOUSING ...... ~·. .. • ..n ••. , 

~EQ 200 MN 2.7 
ttEQ (E5/E6l •72 MN · 7.9 
ttEQ 85 MN .1.0 
bEQ 200 MN · -·. 3 .-4-· 
~EQ (E1/E4) 474 MN 6.8 
~EQ 100 MN 1.4 
~EQ W/HESS 20 MN 0r5 

ATSllGl ttEQ 200 MN 3.4 
HISA~A ttEU 816 MN 10.4 
CP SMltLOS ~EQ 57 HN 0.6· 
NOT~: NAVY MAS ADDITIONAL BEQ/BOQ PROJECTS, NOT SUB• 
MITTEn, SHOUL~ GOJ DESIRE TU DO MORE. 
PkOJ .iCT TYPt: ENV l~ON11ENTAL · -- -·· · · · · 
ATSlJGl A/C HUSH HOUSE- ........ LS- 3.2~· 

YOKOSU~A FIREFTG TNG FAC LS 2.2 
YOKOSUKA UILQ ~AST~ COLL SYST •• LS-. 9.0J .. 
NOTE: ~AVY SUbMITTED.FOLLOWIN~:SUPPLEME~TAL-ENVlRON~fNTAL-
PROJEClS 
YOKOSUKA ,.:.URAINAGE~·SYS··AiUMll'"··;lLS-n 0~3fll·i oild ...... -:~ •-. .·, 

YO~OSU~A UlL SPILL BOOM LS UNK 
YOI4.0SLII'.A 011../WTR .SEPARATORS I..S .•• 2.0. 
(TSU~U11l, ZAUMA)R 
4TSUGI JET ENG TEST CELL· 
ATStJGl POL TANKS/LAB 
ATSUGI ~EPLACE 3 POL TANKS 
MIS~~A 12 POL T4NKS 

NAF KAI.lENA 
& PIPELINES 

A/C WASH ~ATER/SEWER 

SYST CONNECTIO~ 

LS t5·t.00 
10,000 SBL 10.0 

4 1 800 BBL 0.1 
LS 1.6 

LS 

TYP~I OPERATIONAL 
HE MAGS 3 1 750 SF e.5 

PROJECT 
MISAL'IA 
ATSUGI 
AZUMA 
NOTU NAVY 
PROJECTS. 
YO~ US UK A. 
YOl<OSUKA 
YOIHISUKA 
ATSLIGI 

PAGE 2 

AIMO HGR 49,000 3.6 
VEH BRIDGE ' ... · · LS 1.5 ... 
SUBMITTED FOLL SUPPLEMENTAL OPERATIONAL 
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THE 11TH SSe- 29 July- 2 August 1979 

Mr. Watari: Gentlemen, I am delighted to open the meeting. 

w<>uld 1 ike to express· my gratitude to US Officials; the 10th meeting was 

held here also. The discussions were close and fruitful. Since SSe 10th 

there have been frequent visitors to both countries: Secretary Brown to 

JaJan, Foreign Minister Sonoda and Prime Minister Ohira to the US, President 

e.3rter to Japan; next month Minister Yamashita will go to the US. These 

create mutual understanding. In the security area Japan and US have 

exchanged info and the implementation of Japan-US understanding is welcomed. 

Various studies under the guidelines are presently ongoing. Steady progress 

is being made. Now we are required to deal with various problems in 1980's. 

he seek a richer partnership in foreign affairs and defense. On behalf of the 

~apanese side, let me introduce members of the Japaneses delegation. 

Mr. McGiffert: Thank you very much Mr. Watari. I look back to last 

sse with pleasure in the sense that we accomplished a good deal. A lot 

has happened in the world since then. (Introduces US delegation). 

Amb. Mansfield: agree with Mr. McGiffert; I would like to·compliment 

Japan on your strides in the last two yearssince sse. Since the last sse: 

US Has noramlized relations with the PRe; Prime Minister Ohira came to 

Washington; Prime Minister Fukada also came in 1978; recently there have 

been two summits in Tokyo. The energy summit placed Japan front and center 

on the world stage; substantive results on energy and refugees came out of 

it. Diplomatically Japan has advanced rapidly, especially as regards 

t1SEAN and because of Foreign Minister Sonoda 1 s travels, Japan has advanced 
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much further. I would add that it is time! In the defense field Japan 

has continued its expansion, 8% growth per year for 10 years -- this is 

very sizeable. Japan has recognized the emergence of the Soviet Pacific 

Fleet as a major factor in the world. We hope for discussions of the 

White Paper recently released by the JDA. Thank you for your support 

in the upkeep of US forces in Japan, including labor cost sharing, 

utilities, residences and the 1 ike. And we hope, in conclusions, that 

you will be very frank in raising any questions which you may have, 

especially in view of situation since 1978. 

Mr. MeG i ffert: Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador, for your 

u5eful comments'for setting the tone for disucssions which I hope we 

ca'l 1 ive up to. 

Admiral Weisner: PACOM is pleased to have you especially our 

guests from Japan. hope you have a good time. 

Mr. McGiffert: First subject is SALT. 

SALT I I -- handout - per text. 

First point-- critics have been unable and will be unable to develop 

compelling technical arguments against it. Because of this and Soviet 

buildup SALT is a debat of the relationship between US-USSR and what 

it future should be. 
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SALT is a competition. We believed it should be minimized. 

We think that failure to ratify the treaty will be destabilizing. 

Second- as the JCS pointed out, it does tend to stabilize 

relations between super powers; numbers are stabilized which were not 

in SALT I. The Treaty takes an important first step in controlling 

numbers of warheads as well as systems; this is especially important 

since the Soviets have larger weapons, throw weights as opposed to US 

~~ich by choice chose to develop smaller missiles of higher accuracy. 

Soviets will dismantle over 250 launchers by 1985; US can modernize 

missiles and build MX as our response to increases in Soviet accuracy; 

"''e can develop TRIDENT, develop air launched cruise missiles, continue 

RE:-0 on sea launched cruise missiles; none of these are compromised. WRT 

verification, it is not based on trust of the Soviet Uni6n. The loss 

cd' facilities in Iran will temporarily limit our ongoing monitoring 

c~pabilities but overall verification is very diverse, and, since· 

s.trategic systems take years to develop, we are confident that ·we can 

detect and respond to any Soviet cheating before it could affect the 

strategic balance. 

Finally, the treaty does not constrain nuclear programs in which 

~IATO countries are interested. It does not cover so-called forward­

bc1sed nuclear systems the us· maintains in Europe now does It cover 

!nterdependent British and French nuclear forces. It does not prevent 

deployment of cruise missiles or IRBM deployment to Europe if the 

alliance should. so decide. The protocol restricts these until 1981 but 

that it meaningless since US won•t produce them before 1983. The US 

rejected Soviet efforts to insert a non-transfer clause in the Treaty. 

The non-circumvention clause is merely a measure to ensure compliance.\"· ~~-l!~--1 



You may ask and we ask ourselves what are the prospects for 

ratification by the Senate. Consensus building takes time. The initial 

round of hearings have given chance for the administration to respond. The 

JCS supports the treaty. Also distinguished people such as Averell 

Harriman and Admirals Gaylor, and Kidd support it. Other oppose; Henry 

Kissinger testified today. There is no report on what he said. Now I 

have it; the press reports that Henry Kissinger supports ratification but 

only if the US Makes a binding commitment to increase defense appropriations. 

Let me comment on defense programs. Comments do not only include strategic 

prc,gress; Senator Nunn, General Haig and now apparently Henry Kissinger 

has stated that greater strategic and conventional defense efforts by US 

arE~ now needed. Since this is an emerging debate, my comments will be 

personal but I think my colleagues will agree. 

I referred earlier to relations between the US and the USSR that are both 

cooperative and competitive. If we look at the competitive side, the US 

and its Allies including Japan can outcompete the Soviets in all respects 

exc•::\pt one. We can outcompete them politically and socially; their system 

has no magnetism. We can surely outcompete them economically, in inter-

national markets, let alone practical consumer goods. Militarily it is 

another story. Russia has a history of being strong in military forces. 

It 1as a political system that allows it to channel significant resources into 

military channels. It rightly sees the US as having more difficulty in main-

taining high levels of military investment. Trends are ominous in the 

sense that consistently for IS years the Soviets have been modernizing and 

building up; and, while US and Allies have done the same, by some calcula-

ti~ns, as to results in military capability, trends favor Soviets for at 

least two reasons: 
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1) Some expenditures by the US and its allies are wasted in that 

they are duplicative or less efficient than they should be because 

• effo~ts are not standardized or interoperable. 

2) Greater proportions of Soviet expenditures go to resources which 

create military capability (ours goes to personal salaries). I say all this to 

indi:ate my view that global balance, if allowed to continue, is a legitimate 

item of discussion for all governments to be concerned with. That, let me 

emp1asize, is a different question from whether appropriate responses to that 

sitJation should in some way be linked to SALT I I --SALT I I after all can 

stand on its own feet as a contribution to limiting the expansion of 

strategic arms on both sides and stabilizing US-Soviet relations in that 

respect. Nevertheless, as I said earlier, the debate about SALT I I is 

more than a debate on treaty itself. This may be one area where the Senate 

and country may wish to broaden the debate. 

Lastly comments on procedure WRT the treaty. The Senate can ratify 

or defeat, or it can attach non-binding reservations which do not require 

renegotiation. The best guess in Washington, which is only speculation, is 

that we can expect a vote sometime in NOvember. This completes my presentation 

on SALT; I will be happy to entertain any discussion. 

Amb. Mansfield: agree with Mr. McGiffert. My strong impression is 

the.re will be increases in defense expenditures as a matter of course rather 

then as an answer to Senator Nunn, Genera 1 Ha i g, or Henry Kissinger. Increases 

are related to SALT except that they might strengthen the chance 

for its ratification. 

SEERE1 
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Mr. Watari: Thank you for your remarks concerning SALT I I; the 

GOJ has already voiced support. I would 1 ike to express my thanks for 

your valuable description and explanation of SALT I I and global concerns. 

We sincerely hope for smooth ratification. Just like NATO we are interested in 

SALT I I I. would 1 ike to hear its main themes. I would 1 ike to know whether 

gray area weapons will be included. Especially I have great interest in 

how US forward base system will be takne up in a new treaty. 

Mr. McGlffert: First let me express appreciation for the GOJ•s support. 

Amb /'1ansfield reminds me that the Japanese government was the first government 

to come out in support of the treaty. This is something our government appreci­

ates very sincerely. 

On the question of gray area systems, the Soviets in SALT I and I I attempted 

to limit forward based systems. The US successfully resisted. One of the 

reasons is that the Soviet Union defined US forward based system as ••strategic•• 

because they could hit the USSR, but Soviet IRBMs which co~ld hit Europe but 

not hit the US were not called strategic. Shortly after SALT I I was signed 

the US made a declaration that any future limits on US system for theater 

systems should be accompanied by limits on Soviet theater systems. Thus 

the Soviets will have to abandon their insistance that only US theater 

system be 1 imited if they want to achieve any progress. Whether or not the 

Soviets are willing to do so I don•t know. If so two threshold questions 

will arise. The US Has a firm position on neither now. 

1) Whether forward based systems (theater systems more accurately 

described) should be dealt with separately or together with central systems. 

2) The degree of comprehensiveness which should be set in any 

- ,.. .. ,., ..,. '? 
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Mr. Tamba: l want to ask same question I asked last year. Did the 

Sov"ets touch on FBS in the Pacific? If you take up FBS in SALT I II it will 

a ffe<:t negotiations on MBFR. Is this correct? 

Mr. McGiffert: I am not aware the Soviets raised systems in WESTPAC. 

Nothing in the MBFR negotiations will prevent the NATO all lance from taking 

step5 it deems to be necessary or from steps which might affect arms control. 

Gen. Lawson: It is apparent there are some areas of overlap between 

MBF~ and SALT. It may be possible as we develop SALT I l I to separate nuclear 

expansion from those issues concerning conventional forces. This may provide 

additional policies on MBFR. 

Mr. Watari: It seems that SALT II I will be concerned much more than 

SALT l l with negotiations with US allies so we would appreciate it if you 

could provide us information. 

Mr. McGiffert: Your request is very reasonable. I might tell a little 

of where we are on the modernizing of TNF in Europe because I am Chairman of 

the group. The group has decided there should be modernization. This will 

create political difficulty for some countries, e.g. 

We hope to reach a decision sometime 

to~ard the end of the year. A decision on modernization will have an effect 

on the posture of both sides in SALT I I I negotiations. In any event we 

will take your request under advisement. If you want to know any more about 

details and if Mr. Arima wants to come to Washington, I will brief him. 

Mr. Watari: l might ask question about this later. 



Mr. McGiffert: Let•s move on to Europe and NATO. 

BREAK 

Mr. McGiffert: I want to briefly turn to Europe and NATO and give 

an overview of where we are and where we 1 re going. Soviet expansion shows 

signs of leveling off. But modernization is expected to continue unabated. 

This spring the DPC reaffirmed the goal of expanding defense expenditure 

by 3~;. Most members doing a good job on this. The US submitted a budget 

accc·rdingly, but inflation may have wiped out some of this. This will put 

pressure on •81 budget. NATO Last year developed a long term defense program. 

162 changes were I isted. This was decided in May in Washington. We are making 

gooc. progress on these. A summary has been provided to your delegation. 

I would like to make these points. 

(1) They are designed to· correct the controversy of neglect arising out 

of Vietnam and pervasive Soviet modernization. 

(2) :mprovements in NATO are not coming at expense of forces in Asia. We 

intend to continue at least the current level of forces in Asia and make 

imrpvoements. 

(3) We are hastily making efforts to overcome problems of efficiency which 

result from failure to standardize. There are complicated political problems 

in each country wanting defense industry, of US wanting to count on no one 

outside for its own defense. The stakes are so high that we can overcome 

Sov'et overspending us only if we become more efficient. 

Let me turn to the ME and Persian Guld. It is a truism to say the 

US, .Japan and industral ized nations of the West share an interest in unimpeded 

8 



access to ME oil. The Soviet Union has no vital interest in the area and 

thu~. can afford to take more risks. That makes a difficult situation even 

mor€! risky. Thus we are concerned about instability in Yemen, Afghanistan, etc. 

and ~nstability in countries undergoing great social and economic ch~nge. 

Our response must take into account realities. President Carter has made 

heroic efforts to achieve an Arab-Israeli peace. The US also made a strong 

response to the Saudi request to help the situation in North Yemen. How to 

deal with internal instability is a difficult problem in which all of us need 

to cooperate. 

In the end, however, only the countries in the area themselves can solve 

problems of instability. But the US may be able to provide the security environ-

ment against external threat so that the countries may be able to deal themselves 

wit1 internal problems. In this connection, the question we have been addressing 

within the USG is whether we should enhance US presence in area. We have had for 

30 years, a modest ME force presence of 3 ships plus deployments of carrier 

and surface battle groups which are increased in times of crisis. Until the 

fall of the Shah we had such a force posture. During the first six months of 

this year we intensified our efforts in the 1.0. so that we have had a 

continuous enlarged presence in the ME Force. That augmentation cam exclusively 

frorr Pacific Fleet forces. If, as I believe we should, at least modestly in-

crease our presence in order to demonstrate our concern, a more difficult 

question is raised as to how to maintain that presence. Moderate Arab states 

want us there but our presence becomes a political 1 iabil ity because it is a 

target for attack by radical Arab states. 
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Given that political fact of 1 ife it seems that the most viable alternative 

is to increase naval deployments. This suggests contribution from both the 

Atlantic and Pacific Fleets. Since both Japan and NATO are concerned, we 

hope they will think it appropriate even though ship days in, say the North 

Pacific, might be decreased modestly as a result. 

watari: As you have indicated, stability of the ME is vital to Japan. 

So we appreciate your efforts. As to military measures, newspapaers have 

reported Washington has discussed concrete measures including a Special 

Force. I would 1 ike to hear your view on this. 

McGiffert: There have been newspaper reports about what some call a 

Unilateral Corps; this is bad name because it suggests the US might go·it alone; 

that is not in accord with realities. For many years, the Department of Defense 

has ~ad a pl.nning·factor for programming forces. This planning factor has been 

figrting one major and 1/2 minor conflict. Such units as the 82nd Airborne 

and !;.orne marine units have been though of principally as units which would be most 

useful in what I would call a 1 imited contingency. The kina-'of 1 imited contingency 

we have through of has been one in the Middle East or Korea, for example, to 

reinforce UN Forces there. So what you are seeing in these reports you hear 

is not a referenced to the creation of new forces but an emphasis on our part 

in naking those forces more mobile and better able to perform when they get there. 

We have made progress in last few years in this area. 

Need I ess to say v1e do cent i ngency p 1 ann I ng for many cont t ngenc les whIch may be 

re~)te and due to the fact that we have 1 1/2 war planning factor, this should 

not ~e taken to mean that we will necessarily do one thing or another but It 

has 1ad good effect on the perceptions of others. 

Watar i: One more question. Regarding military force reductions in 

the Indian Ocean, I would like to hear about the progress. 
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McGiffert: don 1 t know what you consider progress. After 

nego:iations began, c~icumstances changed. Massive Soviet assistance was 

given to Ethiopians and we told the Soviets this was inconsistent with 

negotiations. That situation hasn 1 t changed. wonder whether you have 

a vi1~w if it would be wise to begin again. If so, we would be glad to hear 

it. 

Watar i: 1 think it is rather hard to say categorically whether 

resumption should be done or not. What is important is your decision whether 

balance after negotiations be on the Western side. If so we would earnestly 

support it. 

McGiffert: (missed) 

Nakajima: Your explanation of situation of Persian Gulf has given 

us much encouragement. We appreciate your efforts. Your have also mentioned 

modality. You mentioned naval forces from both Atlantic and Pacific. You 

mentioned ship days in Pacific might decrease. Since from our view naval 

presence in Pacific is vital, we are concerned if your presence in the Pacific 

decreases. I realize this might sound contradictory but 1 must express the 

con:ern of Japan. am sure other Asian countries feel similarly. would 

appreciate your not giving the 1mpression of decreasing your presence. 

McGiffert: We will not emphasize it publicly. Changes taking place 

will be very modest so practically it will not be of great significance. 

would 1 Ike Admiral Weisner to comment. 

Weisner: You will recall yesterday, Mr. Nakajima, when you visited 

my headquarters, I mentioned our plan to up deployments to the Indian Ocean 

to 4 per year from 3 and a plan to increase ME forces by 2 ships - those 

would come from Europe. Also increased deployments would come from Europe 

so there would be no change from the Pacific. Starting in 1 73 we were 

sending 4 deployments per year, then we reduced to 3. So the new 
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wi 11 not reduce the Pacific Fleet from pas't 1 eve 1 s. · To be sure there 

is no misinterpretation, I share your concern and would like to have 

a little more effort in defense from both the US and from Japan. 

Platt: I have a question for the Japanese side: Has there been any 

evolution in your policy on ME? This has been a subject of consultation at 

the highest level of government. We appreciate your support and appreciate 

your desire to move at your own pace on your own pol icy. MITI Minister 

Esaki has visited the ME recently, etc. could you bring us up to date? 

Nakajima: lam sorry I cannot give you the most recent news. wi 11 

reiterate our overall policy which I though I will talk about later. As 

you said this has been discussed at the highest level. Mr. Esaki just came 

back and I think there has been no new assessment yet so I will only reiterate 

our general posture. We will do our utmost to stabilize the area. As for 

economic cooperation, we will try our best independently and with continuity. 

The modality of how we will do this has to be developed. lam sure we will 

keep your government informed, but there is nothing concrete at this time. 

Yesterday, Admiral Weisner, when you briefed us there was mentioned of a 

tact:cal air squadron bein~ sent there. Is this correct? 

Weisner: Yes, in addition to 4 deployments of ships per year and an 

increase in ships, we have discussed an increase of air squadron deployed 

once per year. For example, F-15s in Saudi Arabia, AWACS in Saudi Arabia, 

etc. We have not yet decided on this. 

McGiffert: We need permission of the host country. 

Weisner: Saudi Arabia was only an example. 

Watari: Shall we have lunch? 



Afternoon Session - 30 July 

McGi ffert: The next topic is the current Asian situation. l 1d like 

to call on Make Armacost. 

Mr. Armacost: Many of you know more than I do so I will only throw out 

a fe:'tl points for discussion. will make three quick points: 

1. Politically and diplomatically thing~are good. 

2. Some military points are unfavorable. 

3. This puts pressure on Japan and US because it affects what we are 

interested in. 

On the good side: 

1. USSR-PRC standoff has not abated. Conflicts exist but they pit 

communist country against communist country. 

2. American military power consolidated by Korea decision, Philippines 

bas·~s agreement and our force posture which General Lawson will discuss 

tomorrow. 

3. US-Japan defense cooperation is greater than ever before. 

4. US-Japan relations with China cause them to act in a restrained 

manner. 

5. Long-range trends in ROK favor them over the North. Washington-

Seoul, Tokyo-Seoul relations good. 

6. Taiwan has adjusted well to normalization (Sino-US). 

7. The US is impressed by ASEAN 1 s resilence and cohesion. 

8. The Pacific Basin 1 s economy is strong making the transition to 

independence without undue strife or external manipulation. 

All the above are hopeful and we should try to consolidate these. On the 

nesctive sid~ of the ledger: 
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1. Growth of Soviet power: there are several components: 

a. Quantitative and qualitative improvements -- the Minski and 

Ivan Roger have deployed to Vladivostok; there are increased fortifications 

in the Northern Territories; the acquisition of limited military operating 

rights in Vietnam; the provision of massive military supplies to Vietnam, 

thereby facilitating the SRV aggression In Cambodia. 

2. Development of instability around the Indian Ocean littoral and 

a s·:ronger Soviet foothold in SEA raises questions about the security of 

oil critical to Japan and US. 

3. Presence of UN forces on Thailand border poses risk that 

the Vietnam conflict will spill over to Thailand. 

4. Conflicts in Indochina have forced not only Thailand but Malaysia, 

Indonesia, and Singapore (all ASEAN except maybe the Philippines) to reconsider 

the adequacy of their defenses. 

~. The refugee issue, apart from the humanitarian aspects, has threatened 

to upset delicate balances in Malaysia, Indonesia, etc., because of Chinese 

emigration from Vietnam. 

6. The Sino-Vietnamese conflict could recur. 

7. In Korea we have discovered North Korea is stronger than we thought 

and the ROK will have to strengthen defense efforts. US response to these 

prc·b 1 em areas: 

Soviet access to Indochina - we have expressed concern and count on 

Vietnamese nationalism to limit them in long term; we need to see to it 

that the USSR pays a high diplomatic price for its entree to military facilities 

in Vietnam and its underwriting of the SRV 1 s invasion of Cambodia. 
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A5 I understand the GOJs response to Vietnam concerning access to the 

Soviets and what it will cost them it has been very helpful. 

Concerning Indian Ocean we already discussed it this morning. 

!n some ways your information may be greater than ours. (Iran, 

Afghanistan, etc.) 

Thailand-psychological-warned USSR and SRV of danger of spreading; 

also have expanded aid and speeded the delivery of support equipment 

~:c:> Thai 1 and. We recognize danger o spreading, so in short-term we 

\~ant to forestall recognition of the Heng Somrin government and keep the 

idea of an inter-national conference on Kampuchea alive. 

At same time we are trying to help other ASEAN countries. This is 

difficult because of Congressional cuts in assistance and because of 

depletion of supplies. Your (Japanese) aid to ASEAN countries has been 

~elpful and in any ways you can help this is helpful to US. With respect 

to China we think neither US or Japan should help China create an anti-

Soviet front. We should encourage our cooperation (US-Japan} and conduct 

our relations wi~h China in parallel. 

In Korea, Secretary Brown discussed new intelligence that has caused 

us to reevaluate our withdrawal and now ROK must increase defense spending. 

They have big inflation and an increase in defense spending will be 

difficult so your help in aid and assistance to them would be helpful. 

Finally, on refugees. The Tokyo Summit demonstrated what can be done. 

Your funding plus our increased quotas plus what 7th Fleet is doing is 

impressive and has stimulated the international community. 

Mr. Watari: Thank you very much. 

Mr. Watanabe: Mr. Armacost's presentation shows the level of .. ""' 



cooperation between US and Japan. I cannot improve what he said so I will 

only add a few remarks. The Sino-Soviet split is not unwelcome but it is 

som•ewhat destabilizing. Mr. Armacost says we should not be worried about 

one =ommunist country pitting itself against another, but this still is 

destabilizing. Mike Armacost said we should not join in China's anti-Soviet 

eff,Jrt and our approach to China should be in political and economic moderniza-

tio~. We support these modernizations but not military modernization. We 

should encourage China's leadership to take a moderate course to the outside 

world. China's leadership is old and may be in a hurry. We are looking 

at the China-Soviet talks. am of the view that China may be reluctant to 

embark on a 11Second Lessrbn" but some Chinese include Lee Chen Yen favor it. 

This is disquieting. We would like to spend some time on this. China's 

view is that they would like to keep the Vietnamese worried so that the 

situation in Cambodia might improve. Recently there is some feeling China 

might go for Laos instead of Vietnam. Chinese might underestimate the USSR's 

response. We would be interested in your view of the Soviet's scenario. 

If China might again act, the US and Japan should try to use their influence 

to moderate the situation because of possible Chinese miscalculation of the 

Soviet response. 

Mr. Armacost: 

1 ) Sino-Soviet talks -- motives may be many: 

May reduce tension 

may buy time for modernization 

may create USSR-Vietnam jealousy 

may have trade advantages; I don't think they'll get far 

but: both USSR and China may be trying to increase leverage vis-a-vis the us 

and Japan. 
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Mr. Sullivan: I agree, but I would like to bridge Mr. Watanabe's and 

Mr. Armacost's statements. Mike Armacost mentioned spreading to Thailand 

and 1'1r. Watanabe mentioned the pass i b i 1 i ty of a "Second Less-f~·n". \~e 

shouldn't wait for this to happen. We could be helpful in cooling things 

off ':Jy: 

1. Making it clear to USSR that we will not have a US-Japan-Chinese 

plot againt them. 

2. That we want a solution in Cambodia to ease tension. 

3. We should support ASEAN through this period. 

Amb. Mansfield: Mr. Watanabe, is Lee Chen Yen the one who has been 

making statements about the "Second Lesson"? 

Mr. Watanabe: He was quoted in Newsweek as saying the "First Lesson" 

was not effective. 

Amb. Mansfield: You mentioned the possibility of a "Second Lesson" 

in Laos. We know of Chinese road construction. Have the Chinese left Laos 

as the Laotians requested or are they still there? 

Mr. Watanabe: I think they left. China could invade or they could 

use guerillas. We are joking that Chinese could use the same tactics Vietnam 

used. 

Adm. Weisner: From a mil itry standpoint we don't see indications 

of a buildup near Laos. It took 6 weeks to prepare for the "First Lesson". 

Thus in near-term we do not see indications of preparations, but of course 

this is no guarantee that they wil I not 9o it in the future. 



Mr. Watari: I would like to ask Mr. Armacost to present a balance 

sheet of the Chinese "First Lesson" against Vietnam, especially was it 

an asset to the West or not? 

Mr. Armacost: At first it looked like an asset. It showed China•s 

willingness to act, a restraint on Vietnam, etc. But now China must look on 

it c: ~. negative. 

1. No victory was achieved. 

2. There was change in Vietnam 1 s situation vis-a-vis Cambodia. 

3. It caused Vietnam to buildup on China•s border. 

4. Russia•s efforts become greater. 

Because of the above and because of cheaper alternatives with which 

to bleed the Vietnamese, I don•t think a ••second Lession•• is likely in 

terms of a conventional military assault. 

Mr. Sullivan: I don•t agree completely. From a long-term perspective 

the Chinese probably accepted the costs. They will not say we shouldn
1
t 

hav~ done it. They will explain it as the ••tactic of the time. We had to Act.•• 

The Thais and others may have concluded that they had to make a deal with the 

USSR if China hadn 1 t acted. 

Mr. Platt: Documents emerging from the National Peoples Congress 

support the view that the invasion was controversial but that it had to be 

done. 

Perhaps this is an after the fact justification but perhaps it 

SUH•Orts what Mr. Sullivan said. 
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Adm Weisner: Casualty wise both sides experienced the same --6,000 

killed, 30,000 injured. But now the Soviets are using Vietnam's bases 

mucr more, both ships and aircraft. Soviet advisers went from 2500 to 5000, 

etc. This must be considered in the costs. 

Mr. Armacost: This is a minus for the US at least if not for China. 

Mr. McGiffert: There are some difference of views on the US side. 

What is your view Mr. Watanabe? 

Mr. Watanabe: My personal view is that it was unfavorable to China due 

to the increased Soviet presence in Vietnam. In ASEAN countries there was 

support for China. North Korea opposed it but ASEAN supported. The act was 

a response to China's credibility being questioned in SEA. The key question is 

how we evaluate the ~ilitary situation in Cambodia. There ls very conflicting 

evidence. We would appreciate your assessment. 

Adm .. Weisner: The Vietnamese are in control of population centers 

and road networks. There is resistance. The question is can Vietnam 

continue and can they suppress the opposition. The near and mid-term 

Vietnam success prospects look good. The long-term prospects are not so 

good. The question is how much did Pol Pot alienate the Cambodians and 

how far can Cambodia come back. 

Mr. Armacost: I agree with Admiral WEisner. The problem is that 

the Soviet Union is willing to provide the necessary support for Vietnam. 

1. The Soviets have no other friend in the area. 
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2. What they do for Vietnam lessons what they might otherwise 

have to do themselves. 

I would appreciate your views as to how we can moderate Soviet assistance 

to Vietnam. 

Mr. Watari: am not a Soviet expert. The GOJ has failed to get its 

4 islands back so our power against Soviets is limited. We will utilize our 

diplomatic channel to Hanoi and we will ask Washington to try to restrain 

Moscow. Maybe this is unbalanced. Hanoi has always maintained they are 

ind,~pendent and that the Soviet presence in Vietnam is exclusively anti-Chinese. 

The JSSR Vice Foreign Minister Mr. Golubin was rather haughty when he visited 

Toky·:>. He said there nothing wrong with port visits. Japan made his statement 

pub! ic and Golubin demanded we deny it. He said it would get him in trouble 

with Gromyko because it ltJould unstabilize relations with ASEAN. 

Mr. Watari: Time constraints should make us move on. Now it 1 s Japan 1 s 

turn to lead. Japan Security Policy in 1980s. Director General Nakajima will 

present a report. 

Mr. Nakajima: I will lead and my colleagues will comment. (see the report 

attached). 

Mr. Watari: We welcome your questions on this report. 

Mr. McGiffert: I will ask Mr. Armacost to comment.· It was an excellent 

anc interesting presentation. It shows we both have global interests. 

want to assure you of our interests in bilateral planning. We of course 
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agree fully with you on the absolutely critical importance of our bilateral 

relationship and its continuing and to be perceived as credible by the 

Japanese and US public. Meetings 1 ike this help to ensure we as government 

officials are dealing with this in best possible way. 

Mr. Armacost: I have a comment or two - it was an impressive rundown 

and a subt 1 e assessment of 1970s \vh i ch is usefu 1 . You need not worry about 

us pressing you too hard. have been at this for ten years and our under-

starding has grown. We are impressed with your autonomous development. 

We have been encouraged by what you have done and we look forward to that 

cortinuing. 

One other comment. Your 1 isting of issues is logical and most of these 

will come up in discussions on bilateral planning. On cost sharing, I share 

yOLir views about the SOFA. I only hope you wi 11 continue to interpret flexibly 

as you have and use your economic power to help solve the problems involved 

with keeping forces overseas. Question - many of your premises for the 1980s 

are for the status quo. What if you are wrong? 

Mr. Ikeda: Call another meeting (laughter). 

Mr. Seligman: Let me rephrase the question. Maybe you are right. There's 

been a major evolution in Japanese thinking on defense in 1970s. It is possible 

in the 1980s there will be voices in Japan calling for Japan's doing more 

without external stimulus, for example calls for expansion of Japanese naval 

forces to the Middle East, etc.? 

Mr. Watari: Japan's defense program and background will be presented 

tomorrow, and Mr. Seligmann's question is related to this. It is very 
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difficult to predict what world will look like ten years after but 

Mr. Nakajima•s projection is our best guess. In a future session I 

will give my assessment of Japanese domestic political development. 

Mr. Nakajima: Al Sel igmann is correct. Japanese public opinion 

will develop but they will not develop to calls of revising the 

Constitution. Sending naval ships to the Middle East will not come about. 

Concerning cost-sharing also, more will be said but the SOFA has been expanded 

to the maximum extent. We have established a good basis and we can do a 

lot vtithin that framework. We will do more but within that basis. 

Mr'=' Tamba: I am very glad to hear that we don•t have to worry that 

you ~1ill push us. Government officails are very careful but your Congress­

men, for example, are sometimes perceived as your government. There has 

been a favorable trend on the Security Treaty in Japan because you have let 

us vrork things out and allowed us to insert legal limitations in the guide­

lines. We kept saying this is the limit of SOFA and we still expanded but 

now :his is really the limit (much laughter). 

Mr. McGiffert: We have great faith in our ingenuity and yours. 

Amb Mansfield: Mr. Nakajima•s thesis was superb. It was brief and 

to tie point. I was very impressed. 

Mr. Nakajima: Remarks like that from a man 1 ike Ambassador Mansfield 

is very reassuring. 

Adm. Weisner: Mr. Nakajima, could you tell us what might be possible 
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Mr. Nakajima: This has been discussed for 20 years or so. There 

was a theoretical problem of whether we can do this constitutionally. The 

thr·ee or four times it was discussed it was always criticized in the press. 

The Government feels that sending forces overseas under a UN flag is possibly 

different but it will take some time for the Japanese public to understand. 

It is a bold guess as to whether this is possible in 1980's. Communication 

units or nurses may be examples of what we can do. But since there has been 

no full public discussion it is hard to say what is possible. 

Mr. Tamba: It would also take a legal change since nothing in SDF 

law at this time authorizes such operations. 

Mr. Platt: You mentioned that Chinese and Soviet leadership will 

change in the 1980s. am comforted by the record of the US-Japan relation-

ship for coping with change. Our relationship is the stable one. We know 

hov1 US and Japan transfer power. We don't know how USSR and China transfer 

powe:r; they don't either. I have hope that the US-Japan relationship is 

the basis for coping with changes. You may be too conser~ative, but I am 

corfident we can handle things as before because our US•Japan demonstrated 

capability to deal with change. 

Gen Lawson: I would note that I will send a cable home to stop 

working on changes to SOFA and start \oJorking on word "maximum". 

Mr. Tamba: Please stress the word final. 
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Mr. Watari: would like to explain the kind of cost-sharing projects 

we are thinking about on Thursday. As you know in Japan a change in leader­

ship does not change policy too much. 

If you agree we will move on to next subject: 

Mr. McGiffert: General Ginn will make the presentation. We will have 

movies. 

Gen Ginn: Read presentation (see paper). 

Mr. Watari: Thank you. Joint studies between the SDF and USFJ should 

have come long ago but because of the political stiuation they haven
1
t. 

an moved by what has been done thus far. I would 1 ike to express my 

appreciation for what has been done. We are looking forward to these studies 

tl) teach the JSDF many valuable things. I would like to emphasize that these 

are studies and not decisions but I think they are very valuable in contribut-

i1g to our knowledge. 

Mr. McGiffert: You have our assurance of our continuation and increased 

support. I would I ike to congratulate Admiral Sakonjo and General Ginn and 

their staffs. was wondering if they would request expansion in their 

staff 1 s numbers. 

Gen. Ginn: I already got 20 more. 

Mr. Sakonjo: Mr. Ikeda refused me. 

Gen Ginn: Ask for 40, Admiral. 

Mr. Ikeda: Our Joint Staff is very efficient. 
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Mr. McGiffert: I hate to think ours isn 1 t so efficient. 

Adm. Weisner: We understand your political constraints. 

Mr. McGiffert: I was glad to see that the Associated Studies 

will consider logistics and complementarity. think that will have to 

go on long after the basic plan is completed. question whether and to 

what extent the training of Japanese officers in US ought to be expanded 

to support this planning effort. 

Gen. Ginn: There are several programs undersay. 

Mr. Watari: We hope to expand scope of training in the US. Our 

problem is the high cost. A detailed explanation will be given by Mr. Ikeda 

torrorrow. 

Mr. McGiffert: We have more questions, but shall we wait until 

t orne• r row? 

Mr. Watari: Let's adjourn. 



Third Session 

Watari: Today it is scheduled that the Japanese side will present the 

present situation and long-range plans for Japanese defense. If it's OK with 

you, we'd 1 ike to present an explanation of Japan's White Paper on Defense 

published recently. Is that OK? 

McGiffert: Fine. 

Watari: Agenda says 11 long-term prospects 11 but really will be mid-term 

prcspects because will extend 4-5 years. Before getting into prospects for 

Japan Defense, Jet me touch on current public opinion in Japan on defense 

matters. Recent Japan public opinion seems to see reality as it is. 

It seems to me this tendency has become strong since the end of Vietnam War in 

1975. In a recent opinion poll 86% of the Japanese public understand and 

support the SDF and 68% support the Mutual Security Treaty. It seems that 

tris change in national opinion is reflected in a change in Japan's opposition 

parties although such change is not as clearly visible (as change in public 

opinion) yet. The regular session of the Japanese Diet ended in June. 

Concerning defense, mainly the E2C procurement as a part of the so-called 

Gruman scandal was a topic. This was initiated by the US SEC report of 

Jc1nuary 1979. We. had some trouble with the E2C case but it was a good escape 

for us (from more serious issues). Thanks to the E2C scandal, the focus of 

opposition criticism was shifted from the guidelines and cost-sharing to 

incidentals of the E2C problem. Because of the debate on E2C, we were worried 

about the E2C start-up. When the budget was unfrozen in July we sent our 
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officials to the United States. It was supposed to be an FMS case but it 

turned out we can contract with the US Navy. For this we are thankful to DOD 

and to the US Navy. Concerning cost-sharing issues, last year we received kind 

con:;ideration from Mr. McGiffert. Thank you very much. This includes my 

introduction. Now we will begin discussion of three things. Director Ikeda 

will discuss: 

1) The Present Status of Defense Power 

2) The Projected Mid-Service Estimate 

3) The Prospect of Feasibility of Achieving the Estimate. 

Ikeda: Please see Exhibit A. Japan has gradually built up its defense 

power (He reads paper-- see copy). 

Watari: If you have any comments or questions, we will be very pl·eased. 

Weisner: It was a very comprehensive report. It was a very balanced 

ap~roach to many problems you have to consider. It clears the air and shows 

thct you recognize various needs, C3, etc., radar, air and land side as well. 

It is clear that we all recognize air defense as one of the highest needs. 

It is equal to ASW. On naval side I urge you to give emphasis to ships 

that can work close in (200 to 300 miles) as well as ships that have sufficient 

legs to work further out if necessary in defense of the SLOCs. 

Speaking personally, can see some scenarios where it would be in Japan's 

best interests to control the SLOCs as far south, to speak boldly, as the 

Ma:occa Straits. This of course indicates a requirement for logistic support 

capability considerably in excess of that required to support a zone of only 

200 to 300 miles around Japan. In logistics, I recommend you give attention to 



petro:eum, storage, mines, explosive for mines, and supplies (not only for 

mines but all supplies). General Takashima and I had a good discussion of 

land forces. You should not neglect these. He feels we should not overlbok 

the possibility of land action (invasion) in the North. One final comment, 

more or equally important, speaking personnelly, think it is absolutely 

necessary to have capability to close the straits, especially in patrolling, 

aircraft, mines, c3, etc. That would be the #1 thing Japan could do to help 

the situation. 

Gen Ginn: I endorse Admiral Weisner's views. We will discuss these in 

bilateral planning; in addition to discussing mere hardware issues, we will 

discuss how we will carry these programs out. 

Gen Lawson: I would like to add my congratulations on the quality of 

the rE!port. I had a chance to take a quick look at summary you have provided 

us. In our own JCS studies in the last two years we have been impressed by 

worldwide nature of the Soviet threat and I was glad to see you recognize this. 

It became clear to us that there is a need for coordination between the US 

and i:s Allies, e.g., NATO and Japan, or a strategy mismatch will occur. The 

problems for us as we go into the 1980s are not only that we expend resources 

in th•e most efficient way but also that we employ these weapons in most 

effi·:lent way for our joint defense. Thus we wi 11 try to ensure that joint 

exer:ises are done in best way and in combined excercises ensure that command 

and control is carried out in the most efficient way and that they are effective. 

Again just let me congratulate you on the quality of your effort. 
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Mr. Wolfowitz: I have a question of detail on logistics. You 

mentioned two important areas, war reserves for the GSDF and improved 

storage for mines. Can you give us any details? 

Mr. Ikeda: I will try to answer as clearly as possible. As far as 

the GSDF is concerned, the total tonnage of ammo has decreased; 1977 was the 

bottom year. Since then we have tried to increase, e.g., this year there 

was a 25% budget increase for ammunition. We hope to continue that Increase 

through 1984 and I think by 1984 our ammunition supply will become sizeable. 

We will have trouble in finding storage places so we need to cooperate with 

USF in Japan. 

Regarding mine storage we thinking about two things. Now have several 

thousand mines; we are trying to get more. Also, presently m(ries are 

l(b)(l) ] We hope to improve this. It wi 11 

take about two years. From next year we will start building such facilities. 

By 1984 we will have a very sizeable capability to do what Admiral Weisner 

asked (blockade the straits). 

Mr. McGiffert: Mr. Watari, you referred to public opinion changes and 

Mr. Ikeda talked about 1% GNP expenditure as necessary to achieve these 

goals. realize it is hard for you to say but in this period of time you 

described will the 1% limit rule of thumb on defense expenditures erode? 

Mr. Watari: In formulating this estimate we worked within the 
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assumption of 1%. This 1% rule of thumb was decided by the Cabinent 

in 1976. As members of government we must therefore work with this. 

Whether this will change or not is strictly a political matter. As 

far as public opinion changes, previously public opinion support for 

defens.e was below what was necessary to sustain SDF. Presently public 

opinion has caught up to reality. The future depends on future 

changes in public opinion. This mid-term estimate is not fixed. We 

will review it every year and every 3rd year we will do a fundamental 

review so it is not a very fixed estimate. Japanese GNP Is increasing 

so fast that if we go up to 1% we will have a significantly increased 

budg-et. 

Mr. Ikeda: Presently our budget is 0.9% so if we go to 1% the 

defense budget will increase 230 billion yen. Presently our defense 

investment (hardware items) is 430 bill ion yen. In future we will put 

these gap funds (those between 0.9 and 1% 230 billion yen) into such 

investment - almost a 50% increase. 

Mr. McGiffert: I would like to echo what my colleagues said 

abo~t the excellence of your presentation. Shall we take a break? 

Mr. Watari: Yes, I et 1 s. 
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After the break 

Mr. Watari: As I indicated before please let us present an 

explanation of the recently published White Paper on Defense. It has 

ceen published every year since 1976. The 1979 version published last 

week (24th of July). We tried to describe only the facts. What we said 

was not very different from reality. The Japanese mass media said we 

responded to the Soviet buildup too radically. Mr. Ikeda will present 

the report. 

Mr. Ikeda: The White Paper was approved by the cabinet on July 

24th. The report is thick and is not yet translated so you have a summary. 

(Reads English language summary). 

This White Paper was treated more by the press than ever before and we 

would like to continue it every year. Your comments would be helpful in 

writing our next defense budget. 

Mr. McGiffert: Can we read this summary and respond this afternoon or 

tomorrow? 

Mr. Watari: Yes 

Mr. McGiffert: Now General Lawson will make a presentation on 

the Indian Ocean and Asia in 1980's. 

Gen Lawson: I will try not to repeat what already has been 

said. The recent opening of bases and airfields in Vietnam could have 

far reaching consequences and we will monitor the situation closely. 

Addition of the Backfire and other Soviet developments have affected 

the situation. We would be happy to discuss them with you in the 

discussion period if you desire. But let me say the US·has not stood 
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Pacific and Indian Ocean, SLOC protection and offensive operations 

in wartime. Despite uncertainties total force levels should 

increase in early 1980's. Increase mainly in surf combatents and 

SSNs while reductions will come in auxiliaries and reserve ships. 

We will remain flexible as we did in Vietnam drawing on ships 

from Atlantic. More recently we drew on Pacific and Mediterranean 

to build up Indian Ocean. 

In addition to sea-based forces Navy and Marine aircraft are 

located ashore. ASW P3's regularly operate from Adok, Alaska 

to Dojo Garcia (sp), etc. 

By end of 5 year defense program all F-4's except those on 

MIDWAY and CORAL SEA will be F-14's, land-based P-3's will be 

updated, surface ships will be greatly approved by towed array and 

LAMPS Mciii helo. 

AF - PACAF has 10 squadrons of 192 F-4s 

2 in P.r. 

4 in Korea 

4 in Okinawa 

3 of 4 in Korea tasked for Korea, others are available 

for general Asian contingencies. 
{:j 

F-lS's will begin from K¢dena next year. AWACs will rotate 
and I 

to K$dena by end of FYDP five AWACs will be available in Westpac. 

F4G Wild Weasal will deploy to Clark starting next year. 

Ground Forces 

28,000 troop of 8th Army are part of CFC strategic reserve. 

Withdrawals of 2nd Division will be held in abeyance by 

Presidential directive. 
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Withdrawals beyond 1981 will be reexamined based on in­

tel~igence estimate of N-S military balance and evidence of 

retuction of tensions. 

No changes in USMC deployments are programmed. MAU and BLT 

are afloat in MAU. Some of these deployed marines marines may 

operate more often than in past to Indian Ocean. 

25th Infantry Division in Hawaii is CINCPAC's strategic 

reserve. I MAF is in East Pac -- no change is contemplated 

in its employment. 

Strategic Forces 

3 

Squadron of B-52's and SSBNs are based in Guam. First TRIDENT 

is expected in Pacifin in FY 1981. 

Mobility Forces 

MAC operates 70 C-S's and 234 C-14l's. Based on US but 

great flexibility to deploy to areas such as Korea and Persian 

Gulf. 

Yesterday we discussed Limited Contingency Force. We are 

developig.g such a force for non-NATO contingencies with emphasis 

on Middle East, Korea and Persian Gulf 

independent of overseas bases and support 

exact size depends on scenario 

self-sustaining and capable of operating for at least 6D 

days. 

One additional word about Indian Ocean 

thus far deployments mainly from PACOM 

in near future decision forthcoming 

forces may come from EUCOM 
:"\ r- .I'\ ., -~· e;·· t ·,;? .; 
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infrastructure is meager 

Diego Garcia expansion will be completed by end of FY80 

but still will be very austere. Aircraft fa~ility will be 

especially limited. 

In summary, we will improve, especially qualitatively. 

Especially navy's force size is long-term concern. Grow through 

mid-1980s and still time for cecision on long-term size and 

nature of Navy. 

Combination these military forces, reserve forces, airlift, 

etc., provide basis for our response. We look forward to your 

questions. 

Mr. Watari: Thank you very much. Hearing in concrete terms 

US persence in WestPac and Indian Ocean and goal improvement. 

I feel reasssured. Let's ask some questions. 

Mr. Sakonjo: MIDWAY homeported in Yoke. Many newspaper 

reports considering another carrier homeported in Korea, Pacific 

Islands, Guam, etc. Is there any truth? 

Amb. Weisner: Some speculation over years. Odds are there 

will not be any. Guam can't. Pacific Island lacks housing, 

etc. Navy has looked at Australia but odds are very heavy there 

will not be any further overseas homeporting. 

Mr. Watari: Just before coming to Hawaii I saw press article 

that USN is considering using shipyards in Singapore. Any truth? 

Amb. Weisner: Already using to supplement Subic. I doubt 

any increase. 

Mr. Watari: Do you have any plan for using Chinhae Korea? 

See Brown visited and some papers commented. 
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Amb. Weisner: Totally erroneous. No increase there nor 

no plans for homeporting there. 

Mr. Armacost: He visited there to see some Navy facilities 

in ROK. Had already seen Air Force and Army. 

Mr. Tamba: Gen. Lawson, could you describe what kind of 

facility Diego Garcia will be at end FY-80. Does recent Korean 

decision affect military assistance to Korea? Number 3 - does 

recent Soviet use of Vietnam bases affect your force posture? 

Nwnber 4 - will you change USMC force posture in Okinawa in 

near future? 

Gen. Lawson: Okinawa - no change. 

Diego Garcia: Until now catch as catch can. We are trying 

to make temporary facility p~rmanent, e.g,, fuel tanks, more 

permanent shelters. Still very desolate. 

Mr. Armacost: Some effects on assistance to ROK. Equipment 

transfer was based on withdrawals. As withdrawals show it will 

affect equipment transfer. Secondly some will go forward, eg., 

!-Hawk planned in 19~, 3 battalions will be turned over. 

Doesn't affect balance - simply will be turned over. Some issues 

outstanding F-16's, etc. Due to intelligence(?) expect ROK to 

take another look, particularly at giving priority to ground 

forces. Until assessment complete I won't say anything. 4th 

we have maintained high FMS levels to ROK, we will have to look 

at this also in view of withdrawal delay. Congressional cuts, 

etc. Finally we will look at ways of improving what we have in 

Korea within budget constraints due to intelligence assessment. 

r: : -~·-; ;;·· ;--; 2L 
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Amb. Weisner: First a little more on Diego Garcia -

rum·Tay is being lengthened - ramp· space- SX increase; 600 foot 

pier put in; POL storage-big increase; 40 foot channel dredged; 

anchorage enlarged, now 1600 people (includes 800 seabees); 

permanent personnel will increase from 800 to 1300. 
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Still agree with General Lawson -- it is austere and limited. 

With regard to Soviet use of Vietnam, we don't know how 

much they will use. Don't know if they will increase use, have 

Vietnamese increase size, or send in USSR personnel there. We 

do know they have had teams investigating port facilities and 

airfields. Could b~ to advise Vietnam, could be to impreove these 

facilities themselves (Soviets), etc. Any usage increases their 

capability some degree. Great increase in usage could increase 

their capability a great deal, e.g., Cam Ranh Bay is halfway be­

tween Vladivostok and Indian Ocean. This would be very helpful 

to them. It increases importance of US bases in Pacific Islands, 

use of Singapore, etc. Yes, if they used these bases it would 

afiect our posture. 

Mr. Watari: At present what is your assessment of capa­

bility of Danag and Cam Ranh Bay to support ships and aircraft? 

Adm. Weisner: Will need logistics for aircraft types they 

might use. Hangers, etc., are all in place. For ships we used 

Danang extensively and used Cam Ranh Bay. Much as deteriorated. 

Vietnam or Soviets would have to improve if they were to use 

these bases extensively for ships. 

Mr. Watari: It is said that communication facilities have 

been constructed at Danang. Do you think it's in use? 
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Adm. Weisner: Yes and will improve DF capability and 

point-to-point communications. 

Mr. Watari: One more point concerning North Korea force 

levels, is review complete? If so what is your assessment? 

Mr. Armacost: Not necessarily finished. Increase emphasis 

since 1975 and there will be follow-on studies of near echelon 

support, etc. E.g~, various studies have been conducted. Div-

isions strength revised from 25 to 37. 

Mr. Watari: Although it is past 12, I'd like to have 

Mr. Okazaki present our view of Mr. Yamashita's visit to ROK. 

Mr. Okazaki: Practically no concrete results except visit 

took place. 
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Mr. McGiffert: That's very important. 

Mr. Okazaki: So planned. Just a precedent so it can be 

done again. Process is maybe important and had to be done 

delicately. In case of predecessor Kanemaru. Plan leaked and 

visit cancelled. This time no se~ret planning; just kept saying 

it was important. Yamashita and Okazaki both said twice publicly 

in Diet beforehand. Only JCP criticized. No newspaper criticized. 

Still almost cancelled due to 

State Department and due to talk in· 

Mr. Sullivan testified in June as to purpose of President Carter's 

Korean visit. That helped. So we quietly prepared. No joint 

communique, press release, intelligence estimate of North Korea. 

Only friendly talks. ROK side completely agreed. ROK 
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gave no press release except schedule. ROK may have even 

suppressed press -- less than parliamentarians visit. We 

told them we told US to treat Korean withdrawal, etc. 

carefully. Both Japan and ROK agreed to continue exhcnaging 

visits of military personnel and intelligence exchange. 

Also Yamashita invited Minister Ro to Japan. At dinner we 

invited Korean training vessels to visit Japan and they 

did also. This shows how careful to now - not even training 

visits exchanged. Opposition parties didn't criticize so 

much. July was JSP solidarity with Korea month. Primary 

slogan lvas "destroy Yamashita visit" They thought the visit 

was in the Fall. There were some demonstrations against 

but Police said level very unprecedently low. Please don't 

mention this briefing. Only background press much more 

favorable than we expected. Press said 

(1) no·opposition to visit in general. 

(2) they are against future US-ROK-Japan military 

cooperation. 

Prospects in future: There will be mutual visits in future. 

When Minister Ro wants to visit;we must invite him. In 

future we must be modest. It is my personal view Koreans 

~ECRET--
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They want more understanding from Japan, favorable consideration 

in emergency. Of course they want economic assistance, etc. 

But what they really want is sense of security, want to have 

friends, same as they want symbolic presence of your 

2nd Division. 

Watanabe: Want to emphasize delivery of presentation. Don't 

discuss out of room. Deplomatically we have to add another 

dimension. In my personal view Japan and ROK mutually 

misunderstand. 

see 
(next page) 

-6ECRET 
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each other due to colored glasses of the past. 
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Thus we 

must proceed carefully .. Another point is stance toward North 

Korea. Japan supports security of ROK but have to take into 

account reaction of North Korea. Today NK politically 

closer to Peking than Moscow. Because Peking is moderate, 

we like that. We must look at changing environment -

Japan-PRC, US-PRC, Sino-Soviet, etc. We were pleased by 

small NK response to President Park's call for lessening 

tension in January. We are carefully watching. I think Kim 

Kim-Il-Song is groping for ways to cope with changes in 

international situation not to his liking. We note with 

concern your finding of NK increase in forces but most impor= 

tant is NK's intentions, violence, etc. I talked too much 

but wanted to add we considered NK reaction as well. I 

agree with Mr. Okazaki that it was good to break taboo. 

We advertised only ceremonial visit to Japan public and NK. 

McGiffert: Plausible argument that Kim may see time running 

out.What likelihood do you think of attack? 

Watari: I think in due course he must be persuaded to accept 

status quo. Deng told us China and even USSR opposes violence. 

Kim must adapt. For a year or two or three I think North 

Korea will not attempt overt action vis-a-vis ROK. I think 

Political Bureau of North Korea might be debating opening 

--sECRET-
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door to a better international relations yet their rejection 

of Carter-Park call for talks is disappointing. But I think 

they are discussing whether to accept status quo or not. 

Accepting status quo is completely opposite to what they have 

been saying to date. 

Sakonjo: My office was in charge of intelligence exchange. 

We made same question to MG Kim (NK intentions) . He 

said immediate future is very important. He said NK might 

attack if they can get help from PRC or USSR. 

Ginn: Three years from now we will be in better shape, 

F-15, AWACs. Right now tactical warning is only a matter of 

hours. 

McGiffert: Unfortunate reality that Seoul as an urban area 

has expanded to North. Shall we come back at 2:30 vice 

2:00 o'clock? We will respect your confidence concerning 

Korea discussion. 

Watari: I agree with you on procedure. Let me just say 

one thing Gen Yamashita told me. He was impressed in ROK. 

US forces on duty 24 hours per day 6000 miles from Washington. 

-8ECR~ 
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Mr. Watari: Let us pegin. 

Mr. McGiffert: We have a few more comments on Korea if OK. 

Mr. Watari: Please. 

Mr. Sullivan: Appreciate Mr. Watanabe's remarks. We 

also were disappointed in NK's lack of response. It was 

still worth our asking; however, because we also realize 

there is a reassessment going on there. We must convince them 

invasion is not in their interest, eg .. , decision not to 

\vi thdraw. I will not speak about the likelihood of NK invasion 

but would like to say a little about PRC and USSR feelings. 

On China one thing that has changed is US-PRC normalization. 

Last time NK agreed to talk was immediatly after Shanghai 

Communique. But we can't expect too much help from PRC. As 

far as USSR, they have avoided Korean involvement as too great 

a risk of conflict with US. Of course with leadership change, 

etc., is always a danger. So what is called for is steady, 

cautious approach, confident that time is on side of ROK. 

Mr. Armacost: Important in our decision was GOJ concern 

to have withdrawal tied to diplomatic actions. Also tied to 

idea that NK's intentions are related to likelihood of US 

response. Want to insure NK understand any actions on 

their part carry heavy risks. 
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Mr. McGiffert: Mr. Watari, I think that concludes comments 

on Korea. Thank you very much for opening this discussion. 

Mr. Watari: Shall we go to next item which will be 

lead by US. 

Mr. McGiffert: I think cost-sharing is next. I under-

stand you want to do that tomorrow. 

Mr. Watari: I was expecting to discuss interoperability 

and technology transfer this afternoon. I have not brought 

Nith me data on cost-sharing today. 

Mr. McGiffert: Fine, let us turn to technology transfer 

and weapons systems. Let me make some general remarks to begin. 

I understand from time to time Japan has felt it was not treated 

as well as NATO with technology transfer. Not so. Dramatic 

example is F-15 in which case we have released greater amount 

of technology to you than to Europe in the case of F-16. On 

the other hand I would not say there haven't been problems. 

There have been some due to technical and administrative 

delays. These can result from process by which we make 

decision in case by case basis. In addition to normal 

process involving DOD and Department of State consultations, 

there is an ad hoc committee involving representatives of 

service concerned and officials of the Department of Defense 

in areas such as R&D, etc. There can be delays or problems 

if permission from NATO countries must be sought as in the 

-+"' ,.... .1"\ :;-: .-_,.. 
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recent case of the SG-50. I'm sure you have bureaucratic and 

special interests that try to influence when to buy, when to 

coproduce, etc., but it seems to me that the stronger our 

defense cooperation is, the easier it is to overcome obstacles 

becuase the stronger our cooperation the easier it is to argue 

that transfer of technology is in our common interest. 

Finally let me refer to some self-evident propositions: 

1) There may be cases where we can minimize duplication 

of R&D thereby releaving funds for other purposes if we 

transfer technology. 

2) Release in technology can be important element in 

improving our ability to operate together, have common 

logistics, etc. 

3) On the other hand if efficiency is criterion if 

number of a system is small, efficiency might be served by 

purchase rather than by cooproduction. In cases where you 

coproduce equipment that could be purchased much cheaper, 

I know you have your reasons for doing this; however, it 

isn't the most efficient use of resources. Those are my 

preliminary comments; we would be interested in your 

perceptions, bureaucratic interests, problems, etc. 

Mr. Watari: On the one hand, I understand what Mr. 

McGiffert said very well. As far as cost aspect is concerned; 

however, you would agree with me cost aspect is not the 



4 

only criterion. We must also maintain defense industry in 

Japan even though small. Domestic production also has 

advantage, especially in repairs and operation. Coproduction, 

domestic production, or import must be decided on a case­

by-case basis. We include considerations of state our industry. 

In case of F-15 or P3C numbers justify,coproduction. In case 

of RF4 and E2C small numbers favor import. Could you give us 

example of what you consider appropriate for import. 

Mr. McGiffert: E2C was appropriate. Don't have any 

list. Consideration should be case by case. 

Mr. Ikeda: As far as technology transfer we had (not 

now) some trouble concerning F-15, ALR-56, ALQ-135. Our 

request was rejected so we started our own R&D. It pro-

gressed well; now you say you can release. Same with P3C 

but now we are happy. Another case Senator Glenn came to our 

office and commented about low percentage of our budget for 

R&D. He said we should increase. I explained our history. 

Ten years ago we had 2% but we gave up to acquire major 

missiles and aircraft. JDA is the only one customer of our 

defense industry so if our industry starts R&D we must buy it. 

So we will increase our budget but this is contradiction with 

buying more from your country. But we will try to make 

cooperation closer. 

Colonel Milburn: It would be helpful to know in advance 

whether license production is going to be undertaken (permitted) 

or not. 

i !!, ' I 
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Mr. Ikeda: This is not a problem; it is a fact. 

Mr. Watari: Mr. Ikeda explained the situation. As far 

as release of equipment about which license production is now 

underway there isn't any major problem at present. Con­

cerning the procurement of equipment purchased by FMS there 

'NaS some which were not delivered after the time they should 

have been. We have prepared a list we will present you 

later. Concerning Tartar(sp) missile and NIKE Hawk some were 

paid for 3 years ago but not delivered. As far as the reasons 

for the delay not only US at fault, in some cases Japanese at 

fault also. Anyway it is necessary to correct situation where 

no delivery even through fragment made. This year in Deit 

audit we faced this criticism. I would like to see working 

level officials have close cooperation. If we can't do in 

Tokyo I am happy to send to Washington. Not necessary to 

decide who is wrong just to solve problem. 

Mr. McGiffert: I'm glad you raised this and gave me 

this list so we can give it intensive management attention. 

I hope not necessary to send your officials to Washington but 

we are happy to receive them. 

Mr. Watari: I don't know too much about details and I 

don't want to accuse anyone just want to describe situation. 

Col. Milburn: LTG Graves and RADM Altweg have list given 

by Mr. Tsutsui(sp). I believe answer forthcoming in a week 

to ten days. 



Mr. McGiffert: Concerning a comment made by Mr. Ikeda, 

I 1 m not sure I agree with Senator Glenn. As far as US is 

·willing to transfer to Japan, Japan engaging in R&D in same 
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area is likely to be duplicative and to lend to non-interoperative 

equipment. 

Mr. Watari: Please let me touch upon another case. We 

are very much concerned about delay in F-15 program. OUr 

engine producer informs us Japan enjoys a low priority. We 

are told your Defense regulation covers this. Also you must 

cooperate with Department of Commerce. We would appreciate 

favorable consideration. 

Mr. Armacost: We expect decision on this too within a 

week. We have requirements in the MOU on this matter. 

Mr. Watari: Thank you. Please allow one more question. 

Necessary for JDA to know F-15 follow-on program to decide 

F-lSJ program. Is it possible for us to continue F-15D even 

after US Air Force finishes? 

Mr. Ikeda:. We understand you will finish F-15 in Oct. 

1983 after you have 789 or something: After that you have 

no program now. In our case next year we will get 34. Also 

we will get F-lSDJ. We cannot get on time. We are worrying 

whether we can get or not. Also we will make a contract to 

get more in 1982 or 1983. We need to know if we can. 

-SECRET--
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Mr. Armacost: Hard to get a firm assurance at this time. 

There is a likelihood you can get it or can you possibly 

accelerate the rate at which you acquire the DJ model? 

Mr. Ikeda: As I explained this morning as F-4s attrit(sp) 

we must get more F-15s but if my information on your completion 

of F-15 is correct we cannot get them. 

Mr. McGiffert: Why can't you buy earlier. 

Mr. Ikeda: We cannot get our budget in advance. 

Mr. Armacost: We have same problem. Strong likelihood 

production will continue. 

Mr. McGiffert: Don't count on it. 

Mr. Armacost: At what point will you be able to make 

decision? Can you make decision in FY-82 budget? By that 

time you will know. 

Mr. Watari: About this case we'd like to continue to 

cooperate. I understand interoperability is to be included 

or we can go to next subject. 

Mr. McGiffert: Let's go on. Do you feel that current 

consultative arrangements are sufficient or should we consider 

improvements/changes? 

Mr. Watari: For the present we'd like to use existing 

channel, if it proves insufficient we'd like to consult again. 

Adm. Weisner: I think that's best. If you haven't got 

good answers we will elevate to proper level of proper channels. 
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Mr. Armacost: Like to reinforce. As in trade field 

early warning is good. Last fall when Secretary Brown was 

~hre you raised problems, we solved by getting to high level. 

I think we can solve these by time your Minister comes. 

Important to raise problems in proper time (early enough). 

Mr. Watari: Thank you. When Minister Yamashita meets 

Secretary Brown we don't want them to discuss but we hope 

accompanying staffs can do. 

Mr. McGiffert: That's fine. 

Mr. Watari: With your permission I'd like to talkd 

about joint training and cost-sharing. I have my material 

now. Concerning joint training we think it is extremely 

important to upgrade technique. 
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and exchange information so we can respond as appropriate. 

I would like to expand joint training and exercises. How­

ever as you know Japanese domestic situation can pose 

problems for us so I'd like to go forward gradually step 

by steps so we can enjoy public support. MSDF and ASDF 

have experience this field. GSDF has not experienced yet. 

I'd like to see GSDF have some opportunity but you have 

no US ground troops stationed in Japan so we are considering 

how to do this. As for MSDF it has conducted joint training 

with US carriers, etc and this year we are planning to send 

MSDF to RIMPAC exercise. As for RIMPAC we haven't announced 

yet so I don't know what the reaction will be. We have 

never done such an exercise before. This might have subtle 

bearing on Japanese public feeling. We would like to con­

sult with US closely on this. 

Nakajima: I'd like to comment on this. We will consult with 

you at the time. We will explain to our people that MSDF 

will exercise with USN. If we participate with ANZUS it 

would cause criticism. 

Weisner: We are anxious as you are to expand. You were 

going to do it two or three years ago. You had to cancel. 

We are ready to do it. We have already agreed to public 

affairs aspects to ensure it meets your needs . 

..c-f"\'f"'j 
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We recognize your problems so we will proceed at your 

pace. 

Nakajima: Thank you. 

Ginn: We will continue to cooperate militarily and 

politically. We do not want to downgrade service to 

service exercises but we will also try to achieve more in 

GSDF - Army training, combined joint exercises as well. 

Watari: Thank you. Please let me continue on joint 

training. As GEN Ginn mentioned, Air Force joint training 

has proceeded well since second half last year. We want 

to have once a month, 12 times a year. Also we'd like to 

llJ 

do among rescue forces too. As far as training for Japanese 

pilots go, we were thinking of sending ASDF fighter pilots 

to US. We discussed at last SSC and so continued discus-

sian. As far as we know for 24 pilots (50 hours each) it 

would be $25 million. We are looking for ways to make this 

cost more manageable for us. This is what I wanted to say 

about joint exercises and training. 

We.isner: This training is for F- 4 pilots and depends on 

whether you used our F-4s or not. I don't have figures but 

might be less once type and location decided. Also second 

year costs much lower. Also perhaps you might be able to 
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use your ground support equipment and training missiles. 

This involved the lease of 10 F-4s and purchase of all 

equipment from US. Figures presented hopefully represent 

worst case situation. Quite a bit involved in this. 

McGiffert: Perhaps Mr. Watari, staffs could also discuss 

this when Mr. Yamashita visits. 

Watari: I feel that this pilot training is a cost rather 

than technique problem. If we had more money we could do. 

But our budget is limited so it would be difficult to go 

ahead even if we discussed when Yamashita visits. 

Tamba: We would also have to decide some legal questions, 

fires, accidents, etc. 

Armacost: Do you know which specific areas are of concern. 

Tamba: No. You have a SOFA with Germany for it. 

Milburn: We train 3000. HAWK and HERCULES peronnel at 

Fort Bliss, Texas each year so I'm sure at least procedures 

for that exist. 

Watari: About training, '\ie also have problem for training 

personnel for EZC. Japanese officials now discussing with 

USN. Probably we will discuss with Grumann. We would ·..1 

appreciate your help on this. 

McGiffert: Certainly. 

..... ·~ J*\ .-.., l;lf'-'1~'..,:,.1 
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Watari: Let's go to cost-sharing although I'm not sure I 

can lower it all. Chart you are now reviewing shows 

Japanese expenditures in relation to stationing of US 

Forces in Japan. About this I talked with ASD McGiffert 

last year and I feel we carried out what we talked about. 

We budgeted for FY 78 for labor cost sharing. 

In facilities we budgeted yen. We would like to 

continue whatever we can do within existing SOFA. As far 

as labor costs are concerned, this year's measure are the 

utmost we can do and I completely agree with what Mr. 

Nakajima said yesterday. As to facility improvement aspect 

the problem is not SOFA but so called Ohira Statement. In 

last Diet session we believe we have explained this satis-

factorily. As far as cost-sharing for 1980, we are now 

considering with Finance Ministry. We have no intention 

of changing the scheme as far as labor cost sharing is 

concerned. But as far as facility aspect we are thinking 

of increasing this year's 22 billion yen basis. How 

much we can increase this fund remains to be seen. We 

have to decide by end of August. About facilities improve­

ment, there was a DF.~-USFJ meeting, overall figure would 

amount to $110-500 million (?110-500 billion yen) for housing, 

etc. This will require several years. 
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About specific issue of mine storage, we are not thinking 

of building that as part of cost sharing, but will build 

for MSDF at Hachinohe near Misawa. 

McGiffert: I will respond tomorrow. I appreciate your 

views. Let me say how much we appreciate what you have 

done to now. I know how difficult it has been and I 

want you to know how much we appreciate it. 
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Watari: Let us begin the last meeting. If the US side 

has any questions about Japanese presentation yesterday 

we would be happy to receive them. 

McGiffert: Which one? 

Watari: We are happy to move on if there is nothing 

(laughter) . 

McGiffert: REgarding cost sharing I once again want to 

express my appreciation for your efforts. I reviewed the 

record you presented. It is impressive. In particular 

the initiatives you have taken the last two years have been 

particularly helpful. They have reduced criticism in the 

US, no matter how unwarranted that is, that Japan is get­

ting a "free ride." They have contributed to the morale 

of our forces and have stabilized our forces so we can get 

on with the job. I would be less than frarik if I failed 

to mention the continuing problem of funding US Forces 

in Japan. For example O&M costs are going up 10% per 

year. Cost sharing is going to remain a problem for many 

years. We recognize the current constraints. We would 

hope that nevertheless that we \vould look ·for new ways that 

we would share costs in the early 1980s. Also in facilities 

we hope that in time you would be able to include operational 

facilities as well as licensing. I believe a notional list 

SECRET 
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of operational facilities has already been exchanged. We 

were very impressed that when DG Kanemaru visited Secretary 

Brown, he gave a list of cost sharing projects which later 

was adopted by the Diet. We hope DG Yamashita will be simi­

larly forthcoming. Mr. Chairman, that completes what I 

wanted to say about cost sharing. We are now prepared to 

provide comments on your White Paper if you would like. 

Watari: Before getting into the next item, please let me 

say a few words about cost sharing. As I made it clear 

yesterday, we cannot bear any more labor cost sharing under 

the SOFA. In Japan interpretation of the SOFA is very 

strict and any more would produce strong criticism by 

opposition parties in the Diet. In 1978 and 1979 we did 

our utmost. On the other hand we understand the problem of 

rising costs. As I mentioned yesterday we are going to 

do our best in the facilities area. But as to operational 

facilities, even though it is not strictly prohibited by law, 

we don't think it is wise at t-is time. Even from the list 

for barracks, etc. it would take $100 million per year for 

five years. I do not say we won't get into operational 

facilities in the next five years but we think it would 

be wiser to wait at least a few years. Please let me 
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clarify a few points. When I said we understand the 

costs for stationing US Forces is rising, I meant in 

general, and we would like to cooperate in the area of 

facilities. As for the exchange rate last fall was the 

lowest level; then it was 190 yen/dollar. Of course 

we don't know what it will be in the future but we hope it 

will stabilize. Now please go on to the next point. 

McGiffert: Mr. Armacost will summarize our comments about 

the White Paper. 

Armacost: These are comments on the summary. Perhaps 

we will have more later when we see full. First it is very 

succinct, cogent, and we agree. Particularly pleased 

with the way in which you described our bilateral relation-

ship. I was struck by description of the growth in Soviet 

force levels, particularly when juxtaposed against your mid­

term estimates presented by Mr. Ikeda. In view of the 

Soviet expansion, I wonder if your efforts will be enough. 

That is one reason it is wise to make your estimates yearly 

and revise rather than to make them every five years as 

you used to. Document says US has power advantage over all 

but not necessarily in strategic weapons nor in naval and 

air. Then where is our advantage? I guess the answer is 

with the addition of yourand our NATO allies. Nor would 

we necessarily agree with that assessment. Concerning 

.. t" f'l- ....... 511'·.· p \ -Lvl\i-• 
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Soviets, our worry is their overall buildup and secondly 

their tendency to utilize military power against areas 

of the third world. As Mr. McGiffert emphasized the cumula­

tive effect of their military effort is of concern. 

Politically, we should not become complacent. We are rais­

ing our defense spending in real terms. NATO is doing the 

same. US-Japan bilateral relationship is getting stronger 

and PRC is unfavorable to USSR. Thus despite adverse 

military aspects we place our emphasis in our total 

efforts to overcome this Soviet buildup. Our efforts must 

be carried out as efficiently as possible. Those are my 

principal comments. 

Watari: Thank you very much for your detailed comments. 

I believe some of your comments are valid, but what 

you received yesterday is not a full translation and is not 

approved by the government. We are thinking of translating 

it fully and sending it to you for your comments. I can 

understand your comment that the Japanese defense effort might 

not be enough when we emphasized the growth of Soviet power. 

But "'ve believe that growth in Soviet power must be seen 

globally and not just against Japan. We would like to keep 

increasing defense power in light of the constraints of 

rro~ ---;-
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public opinion. Also you might have got the impression 

from the summary that you think we believe Soviet power 

is greater than US power. This might be bad translation 

and I would like my staff to clarify. 

5 

Ikeda: When we estimated Russian strength, we felt that 

Soviet ground forces which can be brought against Japan 

are not different in numbers from our own but they might 

be qualitatively better. So we planned to improve our 

fire power. Also we felt their amphibious ships increased 

so chance of invasion went up slightly. Their ship 

numbers haven't changed but they have more nuclear sub­

marines. Aircraft numbers have also not increased. So 

we are trying to build more ships and begin a FRAM program. 

Also. we will get P3s and other new aircraft like F-15s. 

We want new SAMs and I think it is terribly important to 

get a new BADGE system. 

Okazaki: Every year we have this translation problem. We 

give a copy to the foreign press who always makes a quick 

translation. If I make the slightest change for example 

on page 1, you get a different impression. We want to 

describe the situation is severely, realistically, we 

want to explain how the world is shaping up. We want to 

inform the public but we cannot directly say everything 

what we should do. 
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Weisner: I thought you did a good job of informing them. 

Armacost: I think you have to be careful in pointing out 

their improvements to remember our areas of superiority 

which are significant. Unfortunately these do not prevent 

them from projecting power in a place like Angola. 

6 

Okazaki: We are not saying that entire power balance has been 

changed and that only Japan and allies are the advantage. We 

believe that you alone are superior. What we said that you 

are not superior in every way. We will stand by this, e.g. 

throw weight, BACKFIRE, etc. no good example naval power. 

McGiffert: How about the statement about ground forces 

USSR has always been superior. 

Okazaki: Original text says they have been so. 

Ginn: I believe text is balanced and read Japanese press 

reactions. I think it does not alarm but indicates. Re-

garding the emergency legislation which is politically 

sensitive and the command coordination center are mentioned; 

it is important that you mentioned these. 

Watari: Thank you. Are there any other comments? 

McGiffert: None on this subject. I would like to add my 

congratulations on the balance of the paper and I look for­

ward to the full translation. 
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Watari: Next we would like to go into the domestic 

situation of US and Japan. Will you go ahead. 

McGiffert: Mr. Platt will present. 

Platt: This is very personal and informal. I am 

trained to assess other countries. 

McGiffert: Let's ensure that is translated. 

Platt: I will focus on events of last month. These 

are of interest to our Allies as well as to us. I will 

7 

look at changes in the situation and elements which haven't 

changed in this analysis. What has changed? First the Cabinet. 

McGiffert: Are you sure? 

Platt: If you look at the Cabinet I think it has changed 

for the better. As far as the President is concerned, 

it is more cohesive and will better serve his objectives. 

Technically as competent as his predecessor and some ways 

more so. Economic team of Miller and Volker enjoy con­

fidence of business world and upward trend in the dollar and 

stock market reflect this. I think the new Cabinet also 

provides some management skills it was lacking, for example 

the Department of Energy needed this and I believe will be 

getting it from Mr. Duncan. Politically there is a feeling 

among analysts that Cabinet is more potent-linked to 
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contrivencies --business, blacks, women, Catholics, etc. 

if you include Hedley Donovan to White House staff - not 

Cabinet - there is even link to Eastern establishment 

press. President told his taff he feels right about the 

Cabinet, had to be made quickly, and get on with business. 

He said if he had to do it again, he would not have asked 

for mass resignations because that gave impression broad 

that change was more fundamental than it was. What else 

has changed? White House Staff. Full extent not yet 

known. Hedley Donovan has been added and Hamilton Jordan 

has become Chief of Staff. As far as I am concerned that 

is good organizational change. President said in press 

conference that Hamilton Jordan is chief only of the staff 

but in· my year there I have felt that the staff has 

lacked coordination and thus the change is good. The third 

change I would note is in President's attitude. He has 

been through a period of intense introspection. He is 

much more forceful. In contrasting him to just after he 

left Seoul, he is more positive, rested, etc. When the 

Prime Minister (Ohira) met with the President in May, he 

urged him to be as forceful as possible. I think he has 

8 
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heard that from many quarters and has taken that advice. 

What has not changed? Popularity is still low but I 

think performance of government will reverse itself and 

popularity will go up. But performance is the key. 

Issues haven't changed either - energy, inflation, state 

of economy will be issues of the next election. Congress 

without S!nator Mansfield remains rudderless. The 

security policy and foreign policy apparatus has not 

changed from the outset. As an insider in the process 

I can say there was no change. It was business as usual. 

Refugees, and other issues contineud and no problem 

getting President, SecDef, etc. Dr. Brzezinski's role 

unchanged but in future there may be fewer joint positions 

of Sec Vance, Sec Brown, and Dr. Brzezinski which go to 

President rather than separate views. Finally, our 

security policy has not changed and will not change. Policy 

to Asia in general and Japan in particular will not change. 

Administration has given great emphasis and has achieved in 

last 2 1/2 years many significant events we have mentioned 

in this sse, normalization with PRC, Phil (?) bases, etc. 

Relationship with Japan will not change. In next months 

executives will emphasize inflation and energy but these 

are not merely domestic issues. These will affect our 
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intelligence policy and will make us a stronger and better 

ally. This concludes my analysis. 

McGiffert: Truly excellent summary with which I would 

like to associate myself. 

Watari: Thank you. 

McGiffert: If there are none I would like to supplement. 

We are now within 1 1/2 years from election. Budget 

submitted in January will be last before election. He 

made commitment before election to balance budget. I'm 

sure he will want to reduce deficit as much as he can 

even though he realizes goal cannot be met. But in view of 

commitment to 3% increase in defense budget and in view of 

increase in Soviet buildup there is a strong argument to 

increase defense expenditures. The Administration is already 

committed to increasing strategic programs and undoubtedly 

the emerging feeling on the overall Soviet buildup as heard 

in the SALT debates will be felt in upward pressure in overall 

defense field. Efforts to stem an economic recession might 

signal the reverse but defense necessities might produce 

conflicting pressures over the next few months. A great 

unknown is the ultimate attitude of the American public on 

this issue. I will hazzard a guess, and only a guess; 
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American public is in a conservative mood - conservative 

mood would favor a bigger defense budget. However hard to 

say with regard to defense how strong a pressure will be 

exerted. Lastly and once again I venture into an unfamiliar 

area, my guess is that with the exception of Governor Brown 

of California who I don't know much about, my view is that 

none of the major candidates are isolationists. As 

security and foreign policy become issues in the campaign, 

they will only be questioned only to whether the United 

States is doing enough rather than whefuerit is doing too 

much. 

Ambassador Mansfield: I have to catch a plane now. So 

long, thanks. 

Watari: Thank you very much for the presentations of 

Mr. Platt and McGiffert. They were very informative and 

reflective for me. Mr. Nakajima would like to ask a 

question. 

Nakajima: I agree with Mr. Watari. The statements were 

very instructive. Listening to mass media in a foreign 

country we though the loss in popularity was rather unfair 

to the President. Could you elaborate as to reasons why 

the press says popularity has dropped. 
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Platt: Polling is important but impressive way of 

taking temperatures of body politics. There was 

increase after speech followed by a drop after Cabinet 

changes so it is back to where it was before the speech. 

More important to keep eye on basics and look at results. 

How quickly are Cabinet changes being accepted and how 

quickly are programs being adopted. So far evidence suggests 

Cabinet changes are being accepted. Everybody has his 

favorite poll t~}• President says his favorite was 

Washington Post poll six weeks ago 'v-here Democrats who 

voted for him last time - 70-80% said they would do it 

again. Other polls of 1300 people say other things but I · 

think we should stick to the basics. 

Sullivan: I have done some polling. Short term results can 

be misleading. Long-term trends are what is important. 

Good polls take time, always lag. You also have to look 

at what is being measured. Many measures only reactions 

to gas lines. One thing that has been neglected except by 

George Will is that 89% of the people trust the President 

and that will get him elected. I think so too. 

McGiffert: Mr. Nakajima, President has done superb job 

especially in energy and I think public will come to 

recognize it as they recognize his integrity. 
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Watari: Thank you. It was very instructive. It's late 

but how about a coffee break. 

McGiffert: Fine. 

BREAK 

13 

Watari: I would like to present my personal view about 

domestic situation in Japan. It is dangerous for career 

official to speak too frankly. I am not to different from 

these career Japanese officials and not too brave but I 

will present my view anyway. I will have my interpreter 

read a paper that was prepared by my staff in Tokyo then 

I will add my comments. 

Interpreter reads: 

Watari: I would like to call your attention especially to 

latter part of statement. Clear that Japanese public is 

shifting its opion about defense but not too rapidly. It 

takes time for 100 million people to shift. Please look 

at chart as you listen to me. LDP controls just about 

half both House of Representatives and House of Councillors. 

About differences between LDP and Opposition not so much 

in economic and social policy; however, because LDP is in 

responsible position its members are careful about what they 

say. Opposition is bold but wouldn't be different if they 

• 
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took power. As you may know JSP as a party principle holds 

to unarmed neutrality. However, this is becoming outdated 

and I understand there is confusion in the party about 

this principle. Recent public opinion polls show that 

even the majority of JSP supporters support SDF. This 

shows a contradiction. Confronted with this Mr. Isibashi, 

powerful JSP leader, responded that public has changed but 

people support the status quo (low level of defense) because 

JSP opposed LDP. He said that if JSP becomes too tolerant 

in defense matters the situation would become much worse. 

As you know there are leftist and rightist factions within 

JSP; there are pro USSR and pro PRC factions. They are all 

pressed to consider defense matters more. As you know the 

Komeito Party has been becoming somewhat realistic in 

defense matters. They have given indications they support 

SDF but this has not become their official policy. DSP 

very forthcoming, in some ways more than LDP. JCP is the 

most antagonistic to the government in defense policy. 

They oppose SDF and Security Treaty; however, they are 

not against arms. They' are against SDF as tool of US 

but if they took power they would have more defense power -

Red Army. Shin Jizu Club is generally same as LDP. As 
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far as Social Democratic Federation they are former 

right wing of JSP and don't have much influence. It is 

possible for us to talk with Opposition Parties except JCP 

on a case by case basis on defense issues. Mr. McGiffert 

knows very well I conducted a secret trade with JSP 

on cost sharing and Japanese laborers at US bases. How­

ever political party we can rely on in the end is only the 

LDP. In the Grumann scandal E-2C frozen funds all 

Opposition parties opposed releasing funds; both speakers 

who were LDP controlled the decision. According to recent 

news reports it is said that special Diet session will be 

convened in early September with general election later 

in September or early October. May I continue even though 

it is overtime? 

McGiffert: Yes 

Watari: Even though no public opinion poll on it, it is 

believed LDP majority will increase. The extent of increase 

in LDP seats is not easy to predict but as indicated in 

the sheet I gave you there are 18 vacancies. Most of 

these are from deaths of LDP members so that I think they 

should get most of these. Informed sources say they will 

~ . S"'" ,.. .... .. r . c .. 
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increase bu 20 but we can't rely on it. The expected 

increase in seats for LDP is a welcome prospect for us, 

but I want to emphasize that even if LDP has more than 

half, due to consensus building system they cannot suppress 

Opposition. LDP mu.st build Opposition support behind the 

curtain. Different from US system the lower house in 

Japan has the stronger power, e.g. budget arid ratification 

of treaty can become approved after time if approved by 

lower house irregardless of upper house. For a bill, 

situation is different. To legislate passage by both houses 

is necessary. Because of this a situation government 

officials worry about House of Councillors. Half will be 

elected next summer. LDP is having a hard time finding 

candidates. There is a tendency of upper house members to 

want to move to lower house so situation is difficult. 

Next I will speak of the possible focus in the next election. 

I think defense matters won't be focused on. Just like US 

what Japanese public is interested in is economic matters 

and living conditions so I think prices and inflation will 

be issues. For the past few years the Japanese economy 

(ne.xt page) 
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has been stable but recently wholesale prices have gone up 

and government is alarmed. Recently the Bank of Japan has 

raised the discount rate and has tried to take a contraction 

policy in the economy. Japanese publ1c is worried about the 

energy situation but I don't think there will be panic ,like 

in 1973. The Japanese state of finance is in a catastrophic 

state and government is considering consumption tax but 

very unpopular so government is considering not mentioning 

till after election. As you know very well there are so 

called factions within LDP but very dangerous far career 

officials to mention. Career officials conducting own 

directional policy to these factions. However as far as 

defense policy is concerned there doesn't seem to be much 

difference among the factions, e.g., Fukuda Cabinet was con­

sidered hawk, Ohira dove but there was no change in policy. 

If we look at long-term prospect for political social 

situation in Japan it seems to me rather stable. Let me give 

you one example as proof of my statement -- public opinion 

poll in spring. Question was which social class do you belong. 

Upper, middle, low -- 87% said they belonged to middle or 

upper. 70% said more or less happy; 4% said unhappy. Majority 

answered they thought Japan was going in better direction. 

Although I don't know if living standard of Japanese is 

satisfactory or not; EC report said Japan is country of 

workaholics working in rabbit hutches might be true but 
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.Japanese view that they are middle or upper class shows their 

stability. Although Japan public may not own nice houses 

they have money but government officials are exception. 

Mr. McGiffert: Us too. 

Mr. Watari: This concludes my remarks but since I ·gave 

you poll concerning defen~e problem, I'd like Mi. Ikeda to 

comment on it. 

Mr. Ikeda: There is the poll of the PM office. Poll 

on SDF concerns GSDF but same tendency to ASDF and MSDF. 

Concerning reason for SDF -- maintaining security -- same as· 

last year but fourth table -- future what role -- for national 

security - this is the first time. Page 4 compares 1969 and 

1978. In 1978 68% favor MST, only 4% oppose. In 1968 12%. 

In 1978 young people greatly support; 84% they were the lowest 

in 1968. Big change. 

Mr. McGiffert: Why is this? 

Mr. Ikeda: I don't know. I'm too old. 

Mr. Watari: They don't know about war and defects of · 

old system. 

Mr. Ikeda: Asahi(sp) Poll (not in the chart) in 1978 

20 some percent said US will support Japan; 56% said US won't 

support. 

Mr. Watari: I don't think we should put too much emphasis 

on this poll. Japanese have no experience in relying on 

someon~ else so people don't expect. Please don't understand 
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MY COMMENT THAT I mean that presence of US isn't important. 

Mr. Ikeda: Last chart is monthly Japanese poll. Dislike 

Soviet percentage becomes greater. 

Mr. McGiffert: How is US? 

Mr. Ikeda: Highly likely; China is second and Korea 

is not likely. 

Mr. Watari: Korea doesn't like Japan either. Second 

after USSR. This is very delicate. 

Mr. Nakajima: Mr. Watari's explanation was very com­

prehensive, so I can't add anything but Asahi poll was mentioned 

saying 56% said US won't support. My personal view is there is 

some point to it. Some people do wonder if a foreign country 

would help us if they had to shed their blood. Poll may not 

be precise but it should be ignored so we constantly try to 

explain to the people about the credibility of the Japan 

US security relationship and we ar~ trying to make treaty 

operate more smoothly by solving base problems, working 

with Gen. Ginn. 

Mr. McGiffert: Perhaps Asahi polls shows fears of 

Japanese peoples, others the hopes. We support the hopes. 

Mr. Nakajima: We are telling the people we should 

make operation smooth. 

Mr. Ikeda: Don't use the Jyi press poll public. It 

is copysighted. 

Mr. Tamba: I would like to make brief comment. Time 

is short. I was protestor against Security Treaty. 



Hr. Watari mentioned changes. But buds are just coming 

up. We should not pour too much water. We need your help 

as before. 
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Mr. Sullivan: Education Ministry Poll is most inter­

esting. Pro and con almost same till 1974 but then pro way 

up con down. Phase evaluation reason. 

1) end of VN war; 2) normalization PRC; and 3) growth 

of Soviet power. How do you rate these? 

Mr. Watari: The other day Mainichi(sp) introduced a 

chart mentioning what you say. They said 1973 was turning point 

and gap is ever increasing. 

Mr. Okazaki: Can't say what is reason. Change of China 

attitude may have greatly influenced. May not agree with you 

that everything stable till 1974. 

Mr. Nakajima: I think end of Vietnam war contributed 

Also oil shock alerted Japanese to dangers to security. 

Maybe not so much on Russian buildup as to change in 1974. 

Mr. Watari: As you mentioned it is hard to single out 

individual factors, but everything you mentioned helped in-

crease support. 

Mr. McGiffert: How do you think over withdrawal from 

Vietnam contributed? 

Mr. Nakajima: There was apprehension after your with­

drawal and US was leaving all of Asia. 

Mr. Okazaki: I personally feel there is a time lag. 

A few years ago there was view US was withdrawing from Asia. 
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I feel we know this isn't true and I feel this may change 

in a few years. 

Mr. Nakajima: Your leaders ensuring that you will not 

withdraw, eg., Secretary Brown speech in Los Angeles last 

February is very helpful to ensure us you are not withdrawing. 

Also Secretary Brown's posture statement was very helpful. 

Mr. Watari: Please let me make a final comment ·- please 

don't put too much credibility of what is in Japanese press. 

Believe us. 

Mr. Watanabe/Mr. Okazaki: That is striectly off the record. 

Mr. McGiffert: I think our staffs have agreed about 

press guidelines. 

Mr. Watari: As far as these are concerned working 

level agreements are fine with me. 

Mr. McGiffert: We feel this might have been very useful. 

Appreciate your candor. Like to meet again next year. I 

suggest our staffs arrange a date next spring or summer. 

Mr. Watari: July there is. upper house election. National 

Diet schedule is unknown. Therefore difficult to say what 

we would like. I have a general idea of about this time 

next year or January of the following. But since we can't 

predict we'd like to consult with you. 

Mr. McGiffert: Fine. 

Mr. Watari: I would like to enjoy with you that this 

meeting has been very useful. I know preparations were 
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not easy, and I appreciate efforts of US personnel before and 

during the meeting. I am glad we could exchange views 

freely and frankly. I am happy for friendly relations with 

JS. I think we can solve our problems together, and I would 

like to thank US participants headed by Mr. McGiffert. 

Mr. McGiffert: Thank you. These discussions have 

been useful and very much appreciated by us. Please take 

Secretary Brown's greetings to Minister Yamashita and say 

we are looking forward to his visit. 

Mr. Watari: Thank you. 
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Since tne last SSC there have been dramatic changes in the 
security landscape -- the discovery of Soviet combat forces in 
Cuba, increased Soviet buildup of forces in Japan's Northern 
Territories, the taking of .American hostages in Iran; the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan; Secretary Brown's visit to the PI.C and 
the return visit of Vice Premier Geng Biao to the US; the with- · 
drawal of SALT 11 from consideration by the Senate; the death-
of Marshall Tito, and the assassination of President Park followed by 
the collapse of civilian rule in the Republic of Korea. 

In discussing developments we will be particularly interested 
in exploring implications for US-Japanese defense cooperation. I 
will talk about global concerns, emphasizing what we are doing in 
response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and I will be 
followed by Nick Platt who will talk about the situation in East 
Asia. 

I would like ·to discuss the two most important problems 
that we face in combatting worldwide Soviet strategy: the 
buildup of Soviet military capabilities and the many sources of . 
instability in the Third World, particularly in the vital oil-producing 
region of the Persian Gulf. 

One measure of the growth in Soviet military capabilities 
comes from the growth of their defense budget. While our knowledge 
of how the Soviets allocate their resources is imperfect, there are 
some obvious trends. During the last decade the total Soviet defense 
effort has grown at a real rate of approximately 4 to 5 percent per 
annum in rubles (3-4% in dollars). Because defense spending has 
grown at about the same rate as the economy as a whole, these expendi­
tures have absorbed a relatively constant 11 to 12 percent of the 
Soviet Gross National Product. 

Unlike in Japan and in the US, only a relatively small 
fraction of Soviet defense spending goes to manpower; most goes 
into hardware procurement, military construction, research and 
development, and other "investments" that contribute to the actual 
growth of Soviet military capability. What we have to worry about 
is the cumulative effect of many years of such "investment". 

!his Soviet defense expenditure has resulted in a substantial 
expansion of Soviet military forces and an across-the-board 

.improvement in the quality of weapons and equipment. The most 
significant increases have taken place in Frontal (tactical) 
Aviation and Ground Forces--especially in Central Europe and along 
the Sino-Soviet border -- in the strategic missile forces, and 
in the Soviet Navy. 
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It is easy, to summarize the changes wrought 'by the 
last fifteen years of ~oviet military build-up: they have increased 
J:heir advantages in areas where they were already ahead and signifi­
cantly reduced our advantages in areas where they were behind. 

The other important advantage the Soviets have is the dependence 
of ourselves and our major allies on oil from the Persian Gulf, a 
politically unstable area increasingly accessible to Soviet military 
power. 

The collapse of Iran as a stabilizing fore~ bas 
altered the military balance in the region and leaves 
countries in e area (which happen also to be most of 

t.he ... , more vulnerable than ever to both internal 
and external security threats. Iran's military weakness obviously 
renders that country ineffective as a barrier to the projection 
of Soviet military power into the Persian Gulf. Even more important 
perhaps, is the fact that Iran is no longer there to oppose indirect 
threats, e.g., by helping the smaller states~ 

Moreover, the Soviet Union has also been projecting power 
in the region through its build-up in Afghanistan, South Yemen 
and the Horn of Africa. 

~his Soviet presence is already an instrument of pressure 
on neighboring countries like Saudi Arabia and Pakistan and could 
become a base for Soviet military operations against them or even us. 
For example, by blocking US access to the region through the Red Sea 
or the Straits of Bormuz. 

For a 11 of the s e reasons , L......-~........;,,--~,--~........;,~,...-~ 
countries are more dependent than ever on the United States to 
provide security from external threats. However, an American 
military presence that is too overt may make their internal 
security problem even more severe. Recognizing this difficulty, 
as well as the fact that the problem is both political and military, 
we plan to pursue a strategy that responds to both the internal 
and the external security problems. 

- So much for our most urgent problems. But of course the 
Soviet Union too has problems, and they are perhaps more severe 
in the long run: While we believe that the defense spending of the 
USSR is likely to continue to increase over the next five years at 
or near the high rate of the past 15 years, the continued growth of 
Soviet capabilities is not inevitable. Our experts note that there 
are economic constraints as well as political factors which make it 
difficult to forecast Soviet defense programs and expenditures in 
the 1980s • 
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·Soviet economic growth has been slowing doW1l and has 

recently fallen below the rate of growth estimated for defense 
expenditures. Energy ~roblems and demographic problems are likely 
to lead to a further economic slowdown in the 1980s, so that defense 
activities could begin to consume an increasing share of Soviet. 
resources. If so, continued growth in the defense sector ~ould 
actually result in a cessation of growth or even a Teal 4ecline 
in the Soviet standard of living. This would confront the Soviet 
.leadership with some fundamental decisions, quite possibly at a time 
of a crisis over the political succession. It is impossible to 
predict how such a crisis might be ~esolved, but one may outline the 
good and the bad possibilities for the rest of the world. 

Rather than resolve these contradictions, the Russians 
may simply press along the same path they have followed for the 
last 15 years, at the cost of greater internal strains and greater 
burdens on the Soviet people, but perhaps avoiding any decisive 
crisis; 

Alternatively, the Soviets may be forced to question in a 
fundamental way the extent to which they can continue a policy 
that requires such a high level of military investment, and choose 
instead a strategy of greater accommodation and cooperation with 
competing regimes; 

A third and sobering alternative i~ that the Soviet 
leadership, perhaps a younger and bolder leadership, might decide 
that it should move decisively to extract advantage from the huge 
investment made in the military forces. This could prompt aggressive 
Soviet military actions, even at a high risk of global conflict. 

Against these prospects our strategy can be defined simply: 
We must create incentives, both positive and negative, for the 
Russians to choose the second alternative and we must have the military 
capability to protect ou~selves in case they choose the third. 

US Plans to Strengthen Its Forces 

Let me document out determination by reviewing our defense plans 
for FY 81. 

This budget provides for a real growth of 5.2% over the 
previous year. Over the next five years we plan for a real growth 
rate of 4.4% each 
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That our Navy will continue to be the most powerful 

on the s.eas • 

- To achieve these objectives we have: 

Increased the procurement of equipment, other than ships, 
by 9.4% in real terms. This includes increased production of 
F-16 and F-18 aircraft as well as most other types of equipment. 

Earmarked funds for 17 new ships and we plan to build 
95 ships over the next five years. To obtain more efficient use 
of our carrier battle groups we are examining additional overseas 
homeporting which has worked so well in Yokosuka in otber areas 
of the Pacific outside of Japan and in the Atlantic. 

Improved force, readiness and combat effectiveness by 
increasing operations and maintenance funds by 5%. 

Increased research, development, test and evaluation 
funding by 13.0%. 

Under this budget, the quality of our strategic missile 
force 1Jill improve significantly. The research and development 
progra1n for the MX missile is funded at $1.5 billion and full-seale 
production of the Air Launched Cruise Missile will begin. 

US ground forces will remain at 24 Army and 4 Marine 
Divisions with increased production of the XM-1 tank and the 
Infantry fighting vehicle improving the quality. 

The Air Force continues to plan for 26 fully equipped 
fighter/attack wings in the active force with quality upgraded by 
the addition of new F-16 and A-10 aircraft. We will increase the 
number of Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard tactical fighter 
squadrons by about two and ~ne-balf squadrons. 

We are increasing defense. spending and improving forces even 
though other portions of our government are drastically reducing 
their spending in an effort to halt inflation and balance the 
budget:. 

• • • • • • 
Response to Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan 

Let me now describe what we have done militarily and politically 
in response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. 

First, we have deployed naval forces in the Indian 
Ocean greatly superior to that of the USSR. We have two carrier 
battle groups there now, one from the Pacific and one from the 
Mediterranean. Our long-term plans call for maintenance of 
a significant military presence in the region on a permanent 
basis. After release of the hostages in Iran we may withdraw some 
of these forces but we will continue to maintain a level significantly 
higher than previous to the invasion of Afghanistan. We are also 
continuing to improve the facilities on Diego Garcia. 

SECRET 
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Second, we are prepositioning military equipment in the 
region aboard special cargo ships. The equipment and supplies 
stored will be enough for several Marine Amphibious Brigades and Air 
Force Fighter Squadrons to operate until ·further logistical support 
can arrive from the US. When arrangements are complete we will be 
able to respond to a crisis in a matter of days. 

Third, we are improving our strategic mobility forces. 
As of now we could put land-based tactical air in the region in 
hours, the first battalion of the 82nd Airborne Division could 
arrive in two days, and the entire division in two weeks. A full 
Marine Amphibious Force--one division and one air wing--could be 
deployed in four weeks. To improve this capability, we are 
accelerating purchase of aerial tankers, beginning a long-term 
program to procure a new "CX" transport aircraft, improving 
existing C-5 and C-141 aircraft, modifying the Civil Reserve Air 
Fleet, and acquiring high-speed civilian ships. 

Fourth, we are progressing with negotiations to increase 
access to port, airfield and other facilities in Oman, Kenya, and 
Somalia. 

Fifth, we made it clear to our allies that our increased 
responsibilities in the Persian Gulf, Indian Ocean area require 
increased efforts on their part. 

In May we told our NATO allies that the US strongly supports 
a "division of labor" in the alliance. While we count on our 
allies to join us in all feasible peacetime or emergency help to 
any threatened state in Southwest Asia, we accept that America 
will have to play the main ,role. By the same token, we urged our 
allies to make up for some,~£ the required division of US resources 
by strengthening their own· defense contributions to NATO. 

On balance, our NATO allies welcomed and responded quite 
favorably to this presentation, and NATO is now considering what 
can and should be done to implement this concept. They stated they 
would do their utmost to meet additional burdens for NATO security· 
which could result from increased US responsibilities in Asia. 
In this regard all of the major NATO allies will meet their goal of a 
three percent increase in defense spending next year which is an 
improvement and they have agreed to the deployment of Pershing II's 
as a counter to Soviet capabilities in Eastern Europe. 

We have passed the same message to you at all levels of your 
government--urging you to accelerate completion of your force 
improvement plans, contribute more to the expenses of maintaining 
US forces in Japan, and provide economic aid to key countries, 
i~cluding Pakistan, Egypt, Turkey, Oman and the ROK. You have 
already responded favorably on the economic aid issues. You were 
one of the first to support an Olympic boycott and have instituted 
economic sanctions against Iran. We appreciate these actions very 
much. · 

In the long run the significance of Japan's role will depend 
on the degree to which it can make steady and ~ignificant increases 
in its own self-defense capabilities, and larger contributions to 
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the costs of maintaining US bases in Japan. The deploymen~s 
that we have made in the Indian Ocean are in Japan's direct 
interest.. The increases in the US defense budget are in Japan's 
direct interest. We would like you to join us in adding to the 
aggregate capability of ou~ allies to cope with Soviet challenges 
in the 80's. The time to start is with the JFY 198l_~efense budget. 
1 look forward to your presentations. 

!:ontingency talking point If TAMBA o~ someone else ~n the 
GOJ side ~aises the issue of the DPC communique's reference to 
ou~ promise to not take any fo~ces permanently stationed in Eu~ope 
for use in Southwest Asia to t~y to get a similar commitment not 
to move the Okinawa marines to the Gulf. 

11 The forces referred to in the DPC communique a~e pe~manent 
ground forces positioned for NATO's defense. We have moved ~aval 
forces from the Sixth Fleet to the Seventh Fleet in the Indian 
Ocean as part of our response to the se~ious situation in that 
area of the world. The Okinawa marines are the Seventh Fleet's 
ready marine force which must be available to suppo~t US and 
Japanese interests anywhere in the Seventh Fleet's ope~ating area." 

~ECR£1 
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Unoffich1 Sugoestions for Japanese Defense Improve::1ents { .. 1 .. 
c>ac.5 

• ., 1. £nsure that the fY 80-Sl Mid-Ranee rlan is fu11\' funded •.. 

a. Restore programs in the outyears that were cut from the JFY 80 
budget request (e.g •• 2.900 ton DD. F-ls, 35nm AA guns. etc~) 

'"'~''12. ~xove the combat effectiveness of the existing force. 
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~·~·~t 3. Programming Initiatives(Reflect in JFY 81 Revision of Mid-Range Plan) 

a. G5BF t:r.-.J. D-.f--... 
(1) Focus on equipment modernization rather than personnel increases 
(2) Improve inter-island mobili~ 

b. iisef' SLIIC. ()~..._,_ 

(1) Emphasize shipboard AAW~ ""'""c•~c. a.corl ~·ihle~.C 
{~) Move toward land-based air defense for the Slot · · 
(~ Procure more passive ASW sensors (towed arrays, narrowband 

processors) . · · 

c. I6Bf A~ D"f--.1. 

(1) Increase fighter inventories 
- Consider retention of F-104s 

(2) Increase AEW aircraft numbers 
- 8 E-2s won•t support 2 sustained orbits 

lS) J_,---c AliA ~.J.:/.-.. 
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Concurrent Initiatives 
Expand Japanese Host r~ati on support l)rogram~ 

Develop a coherent structure for future progra.-:; that balances Japan• s 
interest ·in industrial participation with U.S. concerns.about tech­
nology transfer and efficient use of alliance resources • 
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A. JC~ 1R?2q2Z APO P~ . 
1. ~ PEF I AE~UFSTEO INFQOMATlON ON "AS~OCIATFD ACTJVITtE~• 
~lT~iN PTL~T~MAL PLANNlN~ PQOCFSS, A~O ON COST ~~AAING. REF 4 
AL~O A~V.~D F~P R~CnHMENOATtONS ON STRATE~Y FnR JFY Bt COST SNlRIN;, 

. Utn ~0~ . IIIIFOPf'IATTt1._. ltSfFi'L FnR U~ t;OVF.DNME"''T IPPPO~CHES TO GI)J FOR 
lNCP~A~Fn CU~T S~AOIN~. RF.SPONSES ~V TOPIC FOLLnW. SURSTANTIVE 
.CO~T~hTS OF PA~A~ ,, 3, •• WFRF COOROINATEn WtTH &MF.~8ASSY TD~YO 9Y 
r.owu~J~ • 
~. tll' ~ ILATER•t. PLANNING AtJO A~SOCI A TEn ACT!VtTtES. 

l. tu) RACKr;RntHI[U AT THF ~EVENTC'ENT1-I MFET !Nt; OF SECIJR tTY 
CO"''SI'L T&TIVt:: COt-'~ITTF.E CSCC1, '7 Nnv 7'-, UNITEf.\ STlTF.S AIIIO JADAN 
lO~PTEn ~~~~~FLINFS FnR J&PAN·U~ nEFE~S~ CQnP~~ATJON TO l~PLE~!"''T 
PNnv T :; !1' .. '5 OF T ... F ~~AIJTlljl s·~CUPTTV TRF.ATY (MST) • T .. l S W l S TH~ 
CUL~TNATiO~ nF TWO YEARS OF WOOK BY THF ~U•tnMMTTTF.E FnA O~f~~SE 
CUOPFPATION fS~C,. APPR(lVAL OF THF r.utOELYN~~ ATTAINED TWO 
~SJECTTVFS. Fl~~T, tT AIJT~ORI7En COto!POE~ENSlV! ~lLITARY T, MJLlTA"Y 
OE~Et.~~F PLAI'If'IING: SECCINn, IT ~ET tN t'lnTtnt.l t:LnSr:R SIJA~TANTlV! 
H1LlT1QV COOPfQATin~ IN ~UPPORT OF T~E MST: T~F GUinELINES P~OVIOF. 
FOP RJtATEPAL MittTA~Y PLANNIN~ IN THREE A0£1$~ l OJDECT lTTAC~ ON 
J•PA~: t~NTlNGENr.I~S IN FAR EAST WHICH IMPACT nN.T .. E SF.CtJRITY OF 
JAPA"": AND ACT!VTTTES A~n STUDTE~ ASSOr.IAT~D WJT)ol T1-IE lPOY~ PLA~Nt"''G 
r.O&L~. TnESF AS cor. I ATED ACTTV ITT £5 . &OnRESS STUOTEA nN A' tr.Hi~'lN 
PRFPAPFO~f~S CONntTl"N (PREPCON), JOJNT cnnQntNATl~N CE~TEq, 
LO~l~TTCS AN~ LOr.I~TTCS ~UPPO~T, I~T~LLIGENCE conp~RlTtON ANO 

.-G g •• f I rJ ! •• T I A l 
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P AJ!.E •• ~ ~ - · •I 8 It f' t 8 ! 14 'f 1 & l "2 7 2 ~ g 
~C~B!N~~ EXtPClSFS AND TRAlNlN~. 0~ t5 FF8 70, THE ~~H~RA~~U~ FOq 
CONOI'CT t'F JnlkT ~TUf\JES iNC A~SOCtlTEn AC:TlVtTtES ·8Y JSI)F•US~J WAS 
SI~~~n ~y C~~USJAPAN lND.T~E C~AIPMA~ nF T~E J~JNT STAFF C~U~~1L: 
THtS OFSCP16FO THE A~RE£n "ETHOOOLnr.Y, ODGANTZ&TtO~, AND PROC~~URES 
FOR PLSN~ING ACTlO~S. T~E MEH~PANOU~ ~LAO EAT&~Ll~W~O T~E • 
~~~~ARr~lCAL OPGANTZATION FOR PLANNI~~. IT U~nERSCnREO I~V~LV~~E~T 
Of THE JniNT STAFFS tUSF~/JSOl AND THE SFRVICF~, AND tnE~TtFt!~ 
~OLE~ &N~ TA~KS FOD ~ACH. THE OtRFCTtnN- ~NO tnNTDnL WOULO CO~~ 
FR'1H ·THE JOI~T STAFF~, P.-llT THE SERVICE~' FULL PARTICIPATION 1'1.T'4E 
PROCFS~ AT APPRQPRTATE PpiNTS tN TWEtR lDEAS ~F TECHNICAL ~XD~~TJS~ 
ANr"! TNTFPEST h&S ASSURED. A ~OtNT -'L~foi~ING OIRFCT!VE tJPD) -w&S 
Sl~NFO ~~ 13 jULY 197Q: IT CONTAtNEn T~F &RQ~£0 ~WR~AT !UMM&~V 
RASEr. nN T~E OIA ·~SfSS"F.NT, A P~ELI~INARY tONCEPT nF "PERATtO~S, . . 
PL ANNI 1.!(: r;liinANCF ANn 'A M tLE5TnNE ~CHF.nUL E. FIJNCTtO~AL ST AFC' 
ESTI~A~F.~ ~AVE cFE~ CO~PlETEn tN All AREAS EYC~PT nPF.qATtONS: T~E 
nPFRATTONS E~TlMAT~ ~AS ~E~N HFtn IN AREYANCE PENOlNG AP~R"VAL BY 
THE .JC~ OF Tt-ff LTST nF NOT!ONAL II.~. FnPCE'' AV&ILARL~ t='OR PLA-4NlNG: 

Q• ~ l)l~CIISSlnN: f3tLATFPAl PLAN"'lNt; FFFnRTS WITH TME 
J'~'NE~~ AlE P~or.PFS~I~G IN SPtTF. nF TN£ c•JRPE~T TF.~PO~&RY D~LAY JN 
RELEtSF. OF T~E U~ APPROVED N~TJONAL FOACE LIST. USFJ CONTINUES TO 
MOVE A !.IE AD lt.t THF AS SOC I ATF.D ACT § NE &A tNG . .. (b)( 
C01111PLF.TJ0N OF T"F FIPST nRAFT nF li --- TME--l:tfl'fl&L-- ---- -
DRAFT ~LlN CAN THFN RE PASSED TO IJS SF.qVtC~ COMPONENTS F,R R~VtEW 
ANn r.~M~ENT a~n THF.N TO JS~ FOP COOP.OlNATioN: W~EN TN~ JOYNT PLAN 
HA~ Pf~N FULLY tnOPDTNATF.O &NO APPQOYEn, S~~VtrF. CnMPO~E~TS WILL 
nEYELn~·SLJPPn~Tl~G PLANS tN CO~R~INATtnN WtTH T~F.lq JAPANESE . 
COitNTFQPA~TS~ STATU~ OF ASSOClATEO ACTIVITI~A STU~tES tS AS FOLLO~S: 

[1) CU) LO~ISTTCS ANO LOr.tSTtC~ SUPPnRT: A LO~I~TtC STAFF 
STtJOV r.RflUP ~AS RF.-:t.~ FO!:»MEn. THE STU[)V t;J~OUP ACTS UNDER COf'UU~EI) 
niqE~TTO~ ~~0 5~PEPVTSlOH OF T~E C~l~F, J~/JSO ANO THE USFJ/J4~ 
SE~l~P LnGISTICIJN~ FRn~ snTW USFJ C~MPONENTS &Nn JSOF S~RVlCES 
C01'4PR t ~E' Tt-4E S lUnY Gs:»OIIP !o!C'M@EDS ~ S TUnY r.QOIIP P!:»OV tnES A FOQUflt POR 
Ol~r.IIS!'ti1N ·.u•D Sr"LIITTON f'lF· f'!liTIIAL I_Or-ISTIC PR.O"t.~~~ &NO AN 
OP~ORTttN.TTV TO GaiN 4r.J INSIGHT A~ Tn lolt)W EACN qf'SPE'CTIVE LOGTSTlt 
~Yt;TF.fo1 F'UNCTTOA~S: THE STIIIW GROIIP HAS O':VF.LDPE'O &t-ID PUBLISH~!} A 
r.LnS~&OV OF tOr-I~TtC TERMS WHI~H O~FJNF~ nvER lP~ COM~I'lN LnGISTlt 
TEA~~. FU~THE~ PRnGPESS IN LOr.I~TtCS &RFA WILL RE SLOW UNTIL rl~Al 
FOAC~ L~VELS APE O~T~R~IN£0. • . . 

C2l ~) r.OMBTNED EYE~CYSF.S ANO TR&TNtNr.. PROGRESS IN THtS 
&R,::A t.US SEEN -,r.E ASIJRF.O f.Y GAO WING &WARE'~E'SS ON -TNE PJRT I)F TWE . 
JAPANE~F. HILTT6RY AS TO TMPORTANCE OF ~XE'Rr.ISI~~ THF VARIOUS 
PR~YJSt~HS OF THF PLAN: BDOAD cnNCEPT~ HAVE ~~EN niSCUSSED, ~UT . 
JAPANE~E oPINION I~ TMAT CONCRETE neJEtTtVF.S CANNOT AE D~TERMINEO 

PAr.E ., -eeNFlDI!HT!Al ... 
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UNTil THE PL&N I~ ~l~ALJlED. 

(3) C"SJ PPFPr.ON. ··T._.E rOt'f4nN PAEPAREnNF.$5 CONDlTtONS 'TUOV 
t~ EYAHJHihG CO~~ON LEVELS OF PEAOJNfS~ ~~o •aT~ JSDF AND US~J TO 
ATTAIN IN O~nER TO RFlC~ TO VA~YIN~ ~OALO ANn REGtnNAL tONOITtONS~ 
lT I~ ANTICIPATE~ RE~ULT~ OF T~JS STijOV WILL PE INCLUDED lN T~! 
PL&N. . 

(~) ~ tnn~DTNATtnN CENTF.R: T~E COORhtNATtON CENTER STUOV 
GROUP lS J::XA,..1NING RFOlll~EMENT" FOR tOMfUNn ANn CONTROL ON EACH 
SlnE A~ ~ELL AS REOUtR~H~NTS FnR tnOADt~ATtDN·CHANNELS BETWEE~ TWE 
T~~ FOPCES. BAStC tnNCEPT I~ T~lT EACH FORCE WILL OPERATE UN~ER 
tTS nw~ C:OMMAND STPUCTURE WITH INT~RFACE~ AT F.AC._. APPROPRIATE LEVEL 
~F cn~~•NO. IT JS CtiRPENTLV ENVISTONEn ~HAT THE5E INTERFACES WOULD 
BE S~All CELLS ~lTWl~ EACH C~M~AND WHOSE PURPn~E WOULD BE LIAISON 
ANn C(,"IPOIPI<ATir'IN WITH COUNTERPARTS tN A ~IMIL•R CELL QN 'THE OTHER 
Sl~E~ T~E~E IS NO PLAN AT PQESENT ·FnR A tnHRtNEO COMMAND STqUCTURE 
SUCH •~ T~E nNE tN K"REA: • 

f5) ~ I~TFLLir.ENCF FXCHANr,E: tNT~LLJr,£NCE EXCHAN~£ HAS 
RE~~ F~HANCEn ~y T~~ D~VFLOPMfNT OF A ~LnSSARV "F T~qH~ TO P~~VIOE 
ANn IS~r~T IN MUTUAL UND£RSTANntNG W~ILE PREPAPING THE INTELLIGENCE 
ANNEY, AND oY THF-" EST AF4LISHMENT OF A SF.CIIRF. C0114t41JNtCATtON CIRCUIT 
8ETW~E'~ USFJ ~NO J~O TO ~liPPORT T~F. F.Xt:HANt;E ~F 'INTELLIGENCE: 
CO~'JT!tJIIOliS At-rO INCREASF.D LFVELS nF INT~LL t t;F.NCE &Nn ·tNFORMA T t~N 
£XCHAN~ES, d"T~ FORMAL ANO INF"PMAL, ~AVF. ~UPP~RTEO R~~~ 
MlLITADV PLAN~INr: FFFOP.T!. :T .. ~ PPntES~ nF Of'Vt:LOPJNG '---'--~ 
HA~ PPf'VlOFO At-1 nPPO~TIINTTY F.OQ ROTH J&P~NF.SE ANn US PLANNERS ·TO 
REVI~\ol OIJR t1LiTl1Al f.'13.tECT!VF:S '"'0 OUR AfllLIT\' TO HEF.T THE'1. W'! .CAN • SEF ~EFn F"~ I~PPOVE~ENT~ tN RnTW JAP~NE~E ANO US CAPlRILITlES. 

I . 

3. CU) ~OST ~~APING. 
'• CU) LA~OD 

(1) tU) PACK~ROUND: t~ ~ECEMPFR 1Q77, TW~ ~!RST LA&nq CnST 
SHA~I~~ AGREF~ENT WA~ AEAC .. En RETNEEN liS lNn ~OJ WHICH seT A 
PR~CF~~~T FOR CO~TTNU~~ COST S~AQIN~ •ND W~lC~ l~O T~ GOJ 
It-IIT!ATtVFS t'IN FIIDTHf'P LA@nq Cf:'ST ~HARTNG um l ~l'ZARLE PAtKA(;E IN 
ThE FArtLJTI~S APE& ~S WELL. THIS FIR~T ar:RF.fMENT TOOK ~F~ECT FOR 
JFV 1~ (1 AP~ 78 •31 M~R 7Ql AND R~SULTE~ JN G~J C~NTRt~UTIN~ 
&PPRrYlMAT~LY ~3P MILLION tN l~OIRF.CT LA~Oq COSTS CW£L~ARE A40 
A0Ml~J~T~ATIVE CnSTS~. a SECOND cnsT ~~&RINr. &~REE~~NT COVERING 
JFY 7P (COIIICLU~Eii 1~ DECEMElER 1978) nOIIf.'LEI") T~~ AMOUNT CONTRl=JUTEO 
(LAN~UJ~E ALLO~&NC~, USFJ ntFF~PENTIAl ANn PART nF THE RETlRe~~NT 
•LLCWANCF). GCJ·Ll80R CnST SHlRtNr, REPRFSFNTS APPROXIMATELY 13 
PEQCFNT OF T~E TnTjl LnCAL ~ATJONAl LAROR CO~T~. THF VALUE ~' 
Tt1FSF. acCOJ.'O~ lo!ILL EYPANO AT ~.-OUT T .. E S&H~ IUTF. AS LAI'iOR COSTS IN 
LOCAL F.CONCHY. 

& e. N r I P E t' T z • t -. 
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~ECTTCN P2 OF ~3 
PED~tTT~~ UNOER ~OFAJ HOWEVER, GTVEN G~J P~OVEN ARtLtTV TO 8~ 
JNVENTTVE ON Tlo4I~ ~cnRF., WE WOIILn NOT Wl$H TO RULE OUT CATEGfl• 
RlC&LLV. FURT ... F.R PDOr.PFSS IN THE FUTUPF. &NV NEW L~BOR tDST SM•AtNG 
JNtTTATIVES c•N ~UCCFED nNLV IF TH~V foRE P~RCEIVfO AS JAPfoNES~ 
JNtTT~TIVES. ·cAuTto~ !HOUL~ e~ FXERctsEn so AS NOT To JF.OPAROIZE 
CU~~F.NT CO~T S~·~JNG PROGRAMS, OETD.CT FROM J•PAN'S OWN nEFE~SE 
aunG~T. nR LEAr. TO Lr.SS nF US w•NAGF.MENT tnNTR~L OVE- ESSE~TIAL 
F'U:4CT I n~JS • 

5\. (U) FAr.tc ITIF.~: 
tt) CU) ~ACK~ROUNO: &LONG WITM THE &GRE~MF.NT FOR LA~OR . 

COST SWA~l~'G fOR JFY 79, T~E ~~J EXPANnEn THEJD CO~T SHARING ~FFORTS 
TO INCLUDE A HE" FACTLJTIES lMPDOVEMF.NT PRnr.~&M CFIP) CU~RENTLV 
OE!;ti':IIIF.O PS.l.,.APll V TO UPt;RAOE ._.OIIStNt: FDA IISFJ pFq~QNN'!L. Tl-411! 
l 1111 T TAL. t(1NTP I~UT l C'N TO Tt-US P~Qr.R&t' AP-tDI.INTEO TO APP~OX 11114 ATEL V 
~2,.1 PJLLlO~ (51~~ MILLTON) WTTM n.uTLAYS TO ~F. ~PLIT RETWEEN JFV 
7g AIIU\ JFY orA. 

.. 

C2) ~ ni~CIISSir.N. FnR JFY SGI, THE GOJ INCIIElSF.D Tlo4! ·flP 
COMTDIAUTIO~ 2~ PEDCFNT TO APPDnYJt'ATELY V'7~3 AtLLION (1120 ~tlL10N) 
WlT!o4 OIITLAVS TO RE SPLIT 8F.T"'F.FN JFV s• AND JFV IH ~ HQWEVEq, THERE 
WA~ 6 PD~PO~TlONATF. nECRF.ASE tN T~F ~ONIF.S ALLnCATED FOA RELOCATING 
US fAttLITlE~. ·tN OC:OER TO COIINTER PEr.E~T CRITit:t5"' THAT JAPUI WAS 
ENJOVJ~G A FDEE AII"'E AND NOT noiNG ENOIIGM r:oo 1TS OWN OEFENSF., GOJ 
OFFir.t&L~ ~AVE INOICATFD JAPAN wnuLn PDOVtnE S1GNIFICANT lNCR!ASES ' I~ T~E FlCILtTIES COST SH,DI~G PRO~~AM IN JFV -1. 

t. CU) tOST S~APlNG OUTLAYS: 

PA&;E t -C Q N F I A & N T I & t 
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P A~E ·- - *1'-
tN 8tlltn~S r.F Y~N 

LAqOR 

(' tN 
j·fv 7A 

.. 5,.?. (,3, 
3.6 et•n 

.. ~.· 

MIll Jf)NS AT 'S t ··<ft51 
JFY 70 . JFY ·.fl~ : "':.~~-
13~Q (5A) ~~~7 l~f' . 
3., ~14) 3.3 f1S) 

. · .. ;;.·. ·, 
L•Roo &n~I~l~T~ATtnN 
FACILJT1FS.I~PROVEMENT 
PRnGPA-.t 14.tl fti'-) . '1?.7 ttltt, 
•s tnST~ REL•TED Tn USFJ PllESEtJCE, GOJ NnR~AllV JNCLUDI!S THE 
FOLL~~T~G ~OniTlnNAL· ITEMSI 

t723e 

8A~E t~lJI'lTERMElSIIRf!S ~7 .5 
LA~O RF~TALS 33.7 

f1221 
Cl!i"' 
'tt2"') 

3•.9 
35.2 
29." 

ft!Hn 
r1~~n 
f1321 

~"'~· "f188f ,._._.-
36.8 f184) 

RfLOCATl~N C~NST~UCTION 26.P 
n.F&A &~~t~ISTRATTON t~.l 
~w•JlVJLEI'IT R~NTAL FO~ t:OJ 

t4S) ~~-" 
2'..2 f90) 

f4"l 11. t t41) 

ll~O t~PPO~TUNITV COST) 41.5 ·tt8•' -~Q.~ f11R, 4~.- ~178, 
Dl"E~ 5.• t2•) ~."! (2!5) 5.6 '(25) . 
~. ~ ~T~~TE~Y FnR JFV 8t CnST SHA~ING. 

A. ~) PECE"'T U~ SLIGGF:ST l n~•!li FOR I MPROVF.'"'F.NTS lN .tAP AN' 41 
Of~E~SF P~TURE TNCLUnE THF SE~O~F 1 S PRODQSAL THAT JOAiS "ID-~lNGE 
nE~E~~~ PR~GAAM PE ACCELF.RATF.D BY ON~ VfAP: T~IS CO~MENT HAS ~EEN 
Wl~ELY JNTERPRETFO Bv THE JAPA~~~E A~ A ~TATEMf~T OF ~~AT WOULO 
~ATl~F·\f THE liS CALL FOR !;TEADY AND SlG~IFJCANT FnRCE !14PqOVE"4ENT 
MEASli~F~. ~F NEFO Tn MA~E IT r.LEAq T~AT. THIS PARTICULAR PROP~SAL • 
~AS ~OT INTENDED AS ~UFFlCTE~T IN ITSELF. ACCELERATION ~F TH! MtO•· 
tUNG~ P~r.GI</lM ·IS A E~IPA~L'! Mf)SIIAr:', SUT Rlo40ULn 6Y Nn MEANS ~ULE 
OUT nT~f~ ACTlCN~ ANn tNTTtATIVES nN TWE PART nF T~E GOJ: lT 
SHOULO NOT BE CO~SIDFP~n A "CETLING" ~~~C~. IF RfACH~D, WOULn 
RATl~FV OUW ~ESI~E FnP I~t~EASF~ J&PA~F.SF nEFENSE FFFOAT~. 

!!;: ~) enTk l.I(IAJ<tNr; LEVEL '~" SE"'I"R OFFtCtALS OF r.oJ NAVE 
CC~Tt~IIA~Y E~P~ASllF~ T~AT ANV OEFENS~ fN~ANCE'"'~NT, COST SHl~tNG, 
~R ~FALL~CATION nF RFSnUACFS APPEAR AS A GnJ I~tTlATtVF., RlT~~Q 
ThAN &PPE•R AS ~ P£ArTt0~ TO OVERT US PR~S~URE: ~~E USG SHOUL~ 
~ONOQ T~tS ~~QUE~T. ~n A~ TO FAClltTAT~ r-oJ WOR~tNr. THF. DR08L€M 
WlTt1nUT.Tt-eE AODlTinNAl 13l1Qn[N nF AtCI1SATtnNS AV THE OPPOSITION OF 
US lNTF:PFEREtJCE. 

· t. 'G,l TtotE US SlOE SHOULD DF.E .. P.,.ASIZ£ THE USE OF & 1tf~CE~T DF 
GND &~ A ~EASU~E ~1 '"'ERIT FOR JAPlNE~E O~F~NSE EVPENniTU~ES l~D 
lN~OFlCl lS PnLITtCALLY PAACTIC&PLE, ENCOIIRAGE THE GOJ TO RI!LlT~ 
TH~ID OEFE~~E 8unGFT Tn ClE~UlRFMENTS VALJnAT~D 8V TH~ RElllTI~S QF 
Th~ JNTEClNlTJONAL SITUATTQN. AN~ AtLATERAL PLANNING: -
' n.. r&2_ IN C.nST !I;~A~tNG TllJC'i, OI.IR INT'!~T !I;HniJLD BF. TO SHow· A 
~S #~~lllPE~ENT F~R tn~TINUF.O, INCREA~EO CO!I;T S~ARING ~~ ALL ASPECTS 
nf U! FO~CE PRESFNCF.: AN IINTNTENTTONAL EtotPHAStS ON ANY 'll'i~ C~ST 
SH&RT~r. PRrG~AM MAY PE MtSINTEPP~ETE~ AS A MUTUALLY EXCLUStVF. 

PA~E ? ~ a M r t e e H T 1 , ~ 
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• DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
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•ESSAGE CENJ'II 

F A~.E·._ ~ 4 e N F I I E u ' I A b 1723111 
~EQUFST AT TW~ EYP~~~E OF OT~E~ PR~GRA~s: A RALAN~ED ~E~UEST ~OR 
TNr.R~l~Er ~OST SWARING tN-L&PO~, OTH~R 0'M A~EASr FACtltTIESr AND 
t1 I~S ,_,., QEL AT£0 PP"JFCTS WOl.ILO. KJ::EP ALL ARe&~ "F tONSif)ERAT 10~ 
OPF.N E~OED A~O PnTFNT]AllY PPO~UCT!VE. 

f' • ""F-PECTFTc·· DOLLAP &MOUNTS $HnULr.'\ NnT flf CITE'I) tNASMUCH 
AS GOJ ~AY 6~ CO~TfMPLATtNG SPFN~IN~ HnR~. .. -

;. ~ OVERALL STRATEr.Y S~OULn Rf Tn PROVtDE THE JAPANE5! . 
SEVE~ll ~p~nNS, All OF ~H1CH WOULD S~nW A STEADY AND SIGNIFICANT 
tNr.RF.A~F •NO A~L OF ~HIC~ CAN ~E PUBLICLY PROCLAIMED AS JAPANeSE 
tNtTtATJVES. . · . 
5. ~ IISG APPR~Ar.HFS FOR INCP.EAS~D tnST ~HARING. ~OLL~WING 
SU~GESTEn ]NFOPhAL TALkiNG ROI~TS APE OFFER£01 • '• ~ f"ISStON RELATEr') CO~T SWARING; 

· Ct' ~ 15 8TL~T~RAL PL.NNTN~ FOD TH~ ~~FENSE ~F JAPA~. 
PRQGgE~5ES OPE~ATIONAL £~UlPHfNT PFnlll~EMENT~ TO COR~ECT INT£q. 
OP~PAnTLITY SHORTFALlS WILL EE.IOENTtFTEn. FOR ~YAMPL~~ IT ~AV @E 
NECF.~S&gV TO PROCUPE F.3A·B•oGE (Y) INl~RFACE EQlJtPME~T T~ tNSUQE 
FFFErTlV~ C2 COO~OTNlTIO~. WE W~Ulr EVPECT TH~ JAPANESE StDE TO 
ACCEPT FJQRT RESPO~STRILJTV FOQ PROCURJN~ FQUIPMF.NT TO SATISFY 
T~ESE tNTEPUPERARiltTY RfQUtDEMENT~. 

(2) nu THF ~ILATEPAl PLAN~I~G PPnr.F.SS WTLL tDF.NTIFY 
RfOUTRF.~FNTS oJ POTE~TIAL FQA PRF.PnStTtONEO ~ATFQIAL TO SUPPOQT 
AUGMFNT I NG US F'OPCF.S. WF. WOliLr"' F]tPEtT T~E J AP lNESF. ·stnE TO PQnCURE 
&NM STO~F ~O~t OF T~tS MATERIAL. F.XAMPLES ARE POL. AMMUNITlO~. 
TRAP, VEWICLES, ~PARF.S. AGE. 

CJ) ~ 1'\UF. TO THE &IPLIFT S,..OqTF.ALL~. TWE GOJ SHOULD PLAN 
0~ P~~VlOI~G TPE SUPPOPT F"RCE~ CE~J ~P1S, C~OKS, 4ERIAL PORT 
PEQSnNNfL) ~FCES~ADY FO~ RFDniNG OOWN ANn F.MPLnYING US F~RCES IN 
TH~ F•~lv STAGES OF A CONFLICT~ J~OF PE~ERV~ FQOCFS "AY aE 
AFP~~P~IATE FOP THts: . 

(A) M.'J TN OPDER TC\ AVf"'ln OELAVS 'I"~ THE RtLATE~AL Pl.A~NING 
P~OCES5. FREl-~I~AQY VIE~S ON T~£ ~BOVF. S~nULn PE SHAR~O N"W· 

fl. -~ ~Ol'Snm. Tf.l~ Gn.1 tS WF.Ll AWAPF.··OF T.,_.F. NF.EO FOQ "IP 
AS~l'HUICE TO Atn TN T"'E Sf"'Ll'TtON nF NAVV ~OIJStNG SMORTF4LLS tN TH'! 
kANT~ PLAIN AREA: W~ ~jVE P~OPOSEn TO THE GOJ A 13A~ UNIT PR~JECT 
.tT 11'£1';0 Ttl ANSWFP OIIR NEEDS AT AOTH Yt'II<OSt.lkA AND ATSUf:t~ WE . 
8ELIFV~ lKEGn Is T"'E ~EST ~OLUTION~ WE U~~ERSTANO, HOWEVER, THAT 
T~ER~ aPE PRn~LEMS IN OBTAtNIN~ TH~ POLITICAL CO~SENSUS TO ALLOW 
THE TkF.GO FWOJECT TO PROCEED: NONFT"'ELE~S. THE ~AVY PA08LEH IS 
ACtJTF. JN~ MUPT 8~ ~OLVEO IN A TIMELY ~ANNE~. YO~OSUI<A MtG~ RISES 
WlLL ~~T S~LVE T"'E P~ORLEH ~~CAUSE THIS ~A~E t~ ~EQIOUSLY ~V~qcROWOED 
AL~E•rv. ~E ARE OPEN TO GOJ VIEWS ON ~OW TO SOLVE THIS &RITICAL 
PRO&LE~. WE NEEn TO 00 ~0 QIJI CI<L v: . 

•telffl8l!NT lib=. 
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I. Background paper for sse XII. ··?~~z~;:.7[~[. · 
II. SUBJECT: US-Japan Bilateral Planning (CONPLAN 5098) · 

III. MAJOR POINTS: 
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A. The bllat'eral planning process derives from the 
Mutual Security Treaty (MST) and the Guidelines 
for Japan-us Defense Cooperation. 

MST (Article V) stipulates the US will help 
to defend Japan against aggression in accordance 
with constitutional provisions~ Also {Article 
VI) states that Japan will grant use of its bases 
by US forces for the maintenance of peace and 
security in the Far East for the purpose of 
contributing to th•, security of Japan (TAB A). 

- Guidelines are more specific in provision that 
US forces will come to the aid of .JSDP to defend 
Japan when Japan is not capable of repelling 
attack alone (TAB B). 

Also refers to use of Japan's •facilitative 
assistance• for other situations in the Par 
East which will have an important influence on 
the security of Japan. 

- Guidelines also call for planning studies (bilateral 
plans) to be conducted. 

B. Planning process is visualized to be conducted in 
three phases. 

- Phase I. Isolated ~11-out direct attack against 
Japan by Soviets. 

- Phase III. Defense of Japan in a gener~~ war •. 

t'~~t~~- .. 
CLASSIFIED.BY DIRECTOR,·J-5 
DECLASSIFY ON 23 JUNE 1986 

-

.t 
•. 



SEeRET 

8&981'1\ 

c. While Phase I scenario may seem an improbability · 
to some US planners, the Japanese perceive the 
threat as very valid, particularly in view of Soviet 
Pacific buildup in recent years and the ~ftents of 
this escalating trend. .~ 

- In order to progress to Phase II, ·a more important 
contingency for the us, credible Phase I planning 
must be accomplished. 

- Planning process serves larger purpose than 
mechanics of formulating a plan. 

-- Communications process with Japanese. 

Manifests US resolve to meet commitment. 

Signals Japanese of·our unequivocal intention 
that they contribute more for their own defense. 

Separate planning phases and subsequent iterations 
of each plan will identify new missions and 
requirements for Japanese. 

-- Anticipate annual reviews. ·· 

D. Original target date for completion of Phase I planning 
study (CONPLAN 5098) was 31 December 1979. 

Difficulties arose in: 

Agreeing on threat. 

-- Developing acceptable force list. 

- ECD now is 31 October 1980. 

E. Preliminary discussions/coordination between COMUSJAPAN 
and JSO/JDA planners envisioned moving into Phase II 
planning immediately after completion of Phase I. 
Now, however, because of recent articles on bilateral 
planning in the Japanese press, which outlined in some 
detail ongoing and future bilateral planning activities, 
there is likely to be a delay between Phase I and 
Phase II. 

8B8RII' .. 

RADM Katagiri, J-3, JSO has stated privately that 
there will be a delay between Phase I and II because: 

US release of planning information was damaging 
to internal GOJ bureaucratic processes, 1, e., 
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Press articles have caused addl tlonal .;· .. ·: 
problems between MOFA and JDA. · , .... , ·· · ... ~·: - . .. : .. 

MOPA has indicated that guidelines. f~'i'··:­
bilateral planning may have to be reinterpreted • 

Since it is an internal matter, the Japanese 
are not likely to bring the subject up 1n open 
sessions but JDA/JSO representatives may well 
express their concerns in private discussions with 
their OSD/JCS counterparts. ··· · 

COMUSJAPAN and CINCPAC can be expected to raise the 
issue during unilateral US meeting before SSC XII 
convenes. 

Prepared by: 

Attachments: 
TA.B A - Article V and VI . 
TAB B - Guidance for Japan-United States Defense Cooperation 

: .... 
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Subjoct: CONPIAN .Force List (b) 

Followinq force list for bilateral plan 
was released to Japan's Joint Staff 
Offic;:e 20 May. 
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Introduction 

...SECRET .. 
U.S.-Japan Defense Cooperation 1984-1995 (U) 

12th Security Subcommittee Meeting 

June 30 - July 2, 1980 

(U) My subject today Is planning forces to meet our long-term requirements,· 
that Is our requirements for th.e late 80's and early 90's. My remarks today 
represent a personal view of our long-term needs. t·t ts not an official view. 
One advantage of talking about the period beyond your Mid-Range Defense Plan 
and our own Five-Year Defense Program Is that we have not yet taken official 
decisions on the allocation of defense resources for that time period. Hope­
fully we can use the flexibtllty that permits us In order to begJn harmonizing 
our views about where we should be heading. Then, by the time we begin to 
develop Mid-Range Plans and FYDPs that cover out to the late 1980's and early 
1990's, we can better understand our common needs and more efficiently divide 
the labor between us in ways that best exploit our Individual strengths. 

Definition of Defense Requirements for the Long Range (U} 

~ At the outset let me emphasIze the dtstinctlon between mill tary force 
structure planning and military contingency planning. Although the words sound 
similar, and the two processes must be closely coordinated with each other, 
there is a substantial difference between them. Force structure planning Is 
the process of deciding the kinds and stze of military forces we want to have 
in the future. Co~tingency planning, In contrast, is the preparation made by 
military commanders for the possible use of the forces that would be available 
to them in a military contingency. The bilateral planning currently underway 
by the uniformed military of our two countries Is an example of the latter 
category of contingency planning. 

(U) The planning I will be talking about today is long-term force structure 
planning, an example of the first type of planning that I mentioned; that is, 
evaluating the types and numbers of units that wtll be needed in future force 
structures. It is important to note that the forces available to our military 
commanders today for operational planning are, In many cases, products of 
decisions made In the 1960's or the early 1970's at the latest. The forces 
that our countries will have at the beginning of the next decade will be the 
results of budget decisions that we make, guided by broader policy decisions 
over the next several years. 

~ What we should try to do Is to Identify the future shape of the International 
environment, the mtl I tary requirements that flow from It, and the major shortfa 11 s 
that will exist in our common defense posture in the 1990's so that we can take. 
steps together to correct-the deficiencies. Hopefully, we will correct these 
deficiencies In a coordinated way so that our efforts complement one another in 
a balanced way and do not leave major gaps unfilled. Given the pace of Soviet 
military developments and the seriousness of the threat we already face, we have 
very little margin for error or for unnecessary duplication If we hope to maintain 
a collective security framework in which we and the other democracies can continue 
to thrive peacefully in the 1990's. DASD(Regional Programs) 

OASD{Program Anal. &. Eva I: 
Fl NAL DRAFT . 

==SECRET- 30 June 1980 
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Planning Contingencies and Threat (U) 2 

1t; In evaluating future force needs we need to make long-term predictions, 
first about the circumstances in which military forces might be needed to 
defend our common interests and second about the future capabilities of 
potential opponents •. In Pentagon jargon, the first of these forecasts con-
cerns potential "contingencies," the second concerns potential "threats." 

~ It is particularly difficult to anticipate the contingencies for which we 
should plan our future force needs. I will go further and say that the scenarios 
that will seem most important in 1990 are very likely to Include some that we 
hardly think about today. In 1960, few anticipated the Sino-Soviet split and 
almost no one foresaw the magnitude of the changes in the International security 
environment of the 1970's that were to result from it. More recently, our 
failure to anticipate in 1970 the problems that we confront today In the Persian 
Gulf is a dramatic example of the practical difficulty of forecasting future 
militar1 needs with the precision needed for resource allocation decisions. Our 
problem ten years ago was not a failure to appreciate how important Persian Gulf 
oil would be in 1980 or any large error In our predictions about the growth of 
Soviet forces. Rather it was our failure to predict either the growing ·instability 
in the Persian Gulf region or the boldness with which the Soviets and their Cuban 
proxies would use their military forces. We may have similar difficulties today 
predicting the most important military problems of the 1990's. 

~ This difficulty of predicting the future is one reason why we must build as 
much flexibility as possible Into our military forces, so that they can deter war 
and protect our vital Interests in as wide a range of circumstances as possible. 
Nevertheless, even with highly flexible military capabilities, there is no way to 
evaluate the adequacy of forces and identify deficiencies except within the context 
of specific contingencies. We can deal with the problem of uncertainty about the 
future by considering a number of different contingencies that place different 
demands on our military capabilities and by reminding ourselves frequently of the 
things 1t1e are not considering. In the latter category I would note that there are 
several contingencies that might well loom Important In the 1990's to which we give 
very little explicit consideration at present In our long-term force planning. 
Among them are the posslbllity of a major Sino-Soviet war, the possible acquisition 
of nuclear weapons by some of the less-developed countries, or the possible use of 
Vietnamese or North Korean proxies In Soviet probes in the Third World. 

Soviet Threat (U) 

(U) Unfortunately, one prediction that we can probably make with some confidence 
for 1990 is that the Soviet. Union wt11 continue to be the major military threat to 
the free world. Furthermore, the Soviet threat continues to grow with no signs 
that this growth will stop. This threat Is Increasing worldwide-- in the Persian 
Gulf, the Far East, and in Europe. In each of these vital regions, the Soviets 
can support their forces directly with relatively little reliance on lengthy and 
vulnerable sea or air lines of communication. They also have the flexibility to 
expand the threat in any of these areas by shifting forces within the Soviet 
Union. In addition, the Soviets seem to be intent on increasing their ability 
to project military forces or to support proxy forces In areas remote from their 
borders. While their capability to operate over long sea and air lines-of-communi­
cation Is still much less than the capability of the United States, it has been 
growing at a disturbing pace in recent years. Because of the nature of the Soviet 
threat, we will be hard-pressed to meet our collective security needs and It is 
important that our efforts complement each other as efficiently as possible. 
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Cases for Long-Term Planning: Persian Gulf, Korea and direct defense of Japan (U) 

(U) My main focus today will be on long-term planning for the direct defense 
of Japan, but I want to begin by talking first more briefly about some contin-
gencies that could arise In more distant.areas. do so for two reasons. 

~ First, military contingencies in these areas, even If they never spill 
over directly to the territory of Japan or the United States, would have 
Immediate consequences for our common security. For example, I need hardly 
elaborate for thfs group the Importance of protecting the flow of Persian Gulf 
oil from Soviet control or from prolonged interruption. 

~ Second, long-term planning for the direct defense of Japan must take 
account of the likelihood that an attack on Japan would be part of a much 
broader confrontation that could Involve U.S. and Soviet forces elsewhere In 
the world as well. This would affect both the magnitude of thP. direct threat 
to Japan and the availability of U.S. reinforcements. 

~ Therefore, I will briefly address the questions of long-term planning 
for the Persian Gulf and Korea, both as areas where we have vital Interests 
in common and as areas that could be threatened simultaneously with a threat 
to Japan. 

Persian Gulf (U) 

~ A contingency in the Persian Gulf Is one that all the major democracies 
must be prepared to contend with. It Is not a problem only for the U.S. or 
only for those countries w~~ cbQQSe~o ·.·~·. ecome____lny_oJ~ dt rectly. .Action. s 
In the Persian Gulf reglonl_ · _·- - -·--- ~must-concern us alL. - Jl:>}(l) 
Although the political pro6 ems are at east as important as the military 
ones, I will mention here only our military needs. 

~ Although our present capab i .11 tIes· to project forces to the Glll f are 
less than we would like, they are far from lnsfglflcant even today and will 
Increase substantially by the mid-80's. Our primary problem Is not a lack of 
forces but the need to be able to move the forces that we do have more rapidly 
and to support them adequately In that remote and difficult part of the world. 
We will be spending literally billions of dollars to Improve our capability 
in those respects, Including major programs to preposition combat equipment 
afloat (the Maritime Prepositionlng Sht·p or MPS program), to acquire fast 
sealift ships (the Sl-7 program), to acquire a new large airlift aircraft 
capable of lifting the largest Items of combat equipment (the C-X), and to 
upgrade the facilities to which our forces would need access, both en route 
(for example In Diego Garcia and Portugal) and In the region Itself (for 
example, In Oman). 

~ These programs will substantially Increase the mobility and supportability 
of our forces by the mid-80's. Nevertheless, a number of important deficiencies 
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Improvements, to the extent possible, in the ability of countries 
in and near. the region to defend themselves. Despite the great 
wealth of some of these countries, In the case of several with 
the greatest ability to make a difference with their own military 
forces -- for example Turkey, Egypt, Pakistan -- the great obstacle 
to realizing that potential will be the weak condition of their 
economies. 

A need for stronger and more sustainable ground forces for the 
defense of key areas on the Persian Gulf littoral in the event 
of a major Soviet use of force. · 

Possibly expanded access to regional facilities, if the political 
climate permfts,·or expanded preposltiontng at sea. 

Improved protection for military forces and resupply ships and 
facilities in the Indian Ocean. 

Improved protection of military shipping through the Pacific and 
the Atlantic/Mediterranean to the Indian Ocean, by strengthening 
our ability to contain the Soviet Pacific and Northern fleets. 

Capability to deal with a simultaneous Soviet threat elsewhere 
In the Far East or Europe. 

~ Korea Is another area where the military balance is of great importance 
to our common security, even though a Korean contingency would not necessarily 
pose an immediate threat to Japanese territory. Our greatest present 
is the imbalance of round forces on the ninsula. Based on last 

,---,-,-.,...,.,--
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con-

~ Even If the ROK economy were to grow for example, at rates that might be 
considered reasonable, at 7% per year, and defense were to get 6% of GNP, 
there would still not be adequate to North Korean overa 1 

~ As noted earlier, the size of.the threat to Japan Is not invariable and 
wo~d depend on Soviet actions elsewhere, particularly in the Persian Gulf 
and Central Asia or along the ·chinese border. The ability· of the U.S. to 
support Japan would also depend oh whether the U.S. was forced to deploy 
forces elsewhere, for example to the Persian Gulf, Korea or Europe. However, 
the principal areas of deficiency across a range of possible scenarios can 
be identified. I will treat air defense, sea lane defense and ground defense. 
I wish to emphasize that this is not an order of priority. Given the shortage 
of resources we must pay close attention to priorities, but we should identify 
priorities program by program, seeking the areas of greatest marginal return, 
rather than prioritizing in simple functional terms. 

Air Defense (U) 

~ Much like the situation of Great Britain In World War II, the outcome of 
theair battle could hold the key to the defense of Japan because of the 
important role that air power can play in both the ground and naval defense 
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of Islands against Invasion. Although threat will vary depending. on other 
superiority In 

As In the Battle o taln, the key to·success ul a r d ense woul 
be the defender's sustalnability. Aircraft must be able to survive on the 
ground. Key logistic facilities must be survivable and ammunition stockpiles 
must be sufficient to support repeated sorties. Command a.nd control systems 
must be able to function despite electronic jamming 0r direct attack. Combat 
experience also Indicates that training is critical: most fighter pilots 
who are lost go down In their first 10 missions. Finally, Interceptor numbers 
are important to allow you to absorb attrition. They will become much more 
Important if the Soviets begin escorting bombers later in the decade, .as they 
could do if they choose, since much higher attrhion rates would then be 
encountered In air-to-air combat. 

~ Japan's efforts to Improve air defense should show marked results by 19~5 
with the addition of more airborne early warning aircraft, higher performance 
fighters, Improved ground-based air defense (SAM's), and Increased stocks of 
air-to-air missiles. However, many more Improvements are needed before there 
can be a confident defense, particularly against a Soviet air threat that is 
likely to grow by the 1990's, both because of the increasing range of their 
fighters and the possibility that they will develop bomber escort doctrine. 
Even with the progress that we expect to have made by the mid-1980's, further 
stops will be necessary to remedy remalning deficiencies and to meet new ones 
that will emerge as the threat grows. 

SLOC-Defense (U) 

(U) As with the air defense, the sea Interdiction threat from Soviet forces 
is variable, depending on Soviet needs elsewhere. 

~ The priority of SLOC interdiction for the Soviets Is unknown as 
their naval forces may give higher priority to territorial protection, 
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protection of their SSBNs, or roles in other theaters, ·e.g., the Persian 
Gulf • 

~ Nevertheless, the Soviets have a sizeable potential Pactftc Naval 
threat that by 1990 wfll probably ~:ave about 100 submarines, 2 KIEV-class. 
carriers, 75 surface combatants, and about 120 long-range bombers. The 50 
Backfires expected to be In Paclflc'NSAwhen a.rmed with ASMs will present 
a new source of concern for SLOC defense and the lack of air defense Is 
probably the MSDF 1 s most serious. weakness. 

7 

~Current trends in ASW capability, If continued should make It possible 
for a combined U.S.-Japanese effort to bring the Soviet submarine threat under 
control within 90-120 days. Among the most significant Improvements that 
will take place by the mid So•s, will.be.the Introduction of P-3Cs by the 
MSDF. upgrading of mining capability, Increase In ASW helicopters aboard 
HSDF ships and the Introduction of towed ar ~~-~---..,,.---------:--: 

e so utlon to the air threat to the SLOC Is the use of 
land-based air defenses. An expanded AEW network, supported by F-15s, could 
Inflict significant losses on Backfire raids In all areas from the home 
islands to the Philippine Sea •. It is not necessary to extract muck attrition 
from the SNA bomber force to make a. bomber campaign against merchant ship­
ping unattractive. However, a successful anti-air campaign as well as 
elfmfnatfon of the Soviet submarfne threat Is necessary to Insure that vital 
shipping will reach Japan. 

~ Thus, despite Improvements In SLOC defenses expected by the mld-1980 1s, 
much more needs to be done In the long-term to Insure success against Soviet 
capabilities that will grow with time: 

,..--,-,-----~----, 

Ground Threat (U) 

~ The Soviets have 46 divisions that threaten China, Korea and Japan. 
About 8 divisions can be expected to be added to thls·force by 1980. Of 
immediate concern to Japan has been the expanded Soviet threat In the 
Northern Territories. These forces, including tanks, artillery and In-
fantry, from part of the 3.5 to 5 division threat to Japan agreed to by Japanese 
and U.S. military contingency planners. The 5 division threat would have about 
2:1 force level superiority over the GSDF Northern Army. The forces could be 
lifted by a combination of amphibious ships and merchant marine shipping. The 
Soviets also have the assets to airlift or airdrop aspart of the threat force. 
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Steps are being taken that will improve GSDF capabilities by the 
1980's: 

~ However, continued rapid modernization of Soviet forces Is expected to 
match these Improvements. so that the Soviets will probably still have a 
2:1 Initial ground force advantage In 1990's. A development of particular 
concern Is the Introduction of the much more capable IVAN ROGOV-class of 
amphibious ships and Roll-on/Roll-off merchant ships suitable for military 
use. By 1985 the Soviets will have, with these ships, the ability to move a 
full 5-dlvlslon force at one time. That capability will grow still further 
by 1990. Much more has to be done to Improve the chances o.f success against 

Soviet· round force · 

~ We acknowledge frankly that -- whtle our own at r and naval forces have 
long experience In problems similar to those faced by the ASDF and HSDF -­
the problems of our ground forces are quite different from yours In many 
respects and our relative lack of experience In developing ground forces 
for coastal defense may .lead us to overlook some of the ·most promising 
areas for long-term 9.round force Improvement. For example, ground-mobIle 
anti-ship missile units might have an Important place In your ground force 
structure In the future, although there Is no counterpart In our own. 
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Conclusion 

(U) In the preceding discussion I have not tried to address explicitly the 
question of how we can most efficiently divide the long-term tasks between 
us, although some assumptions may be implicit. It would be good, I think, 
to consider first what our common long-term needs are-. With that basts, we 
can more easily' decide how we should each specialize and whether the present 
distribution of roles In joint planning should be continued or changed in 
the future. 

(U) The great economist Lord Keynes is famous for having remarked -- in 
disdain for the easy generalities of long-term economic predictions-- that 
11 in the long-run we are all dead. 11 Hopefully, the long-run outlook for our 
two countries and for successful security cooperation between them ts much 
brighter than that. But we must work hard and in a spirit of cooperation, in 
the face of trends that give deep cause for concern, or the long-run could 
become very grim indeed, for our nations and for the peace of the entire 
world. 

(U) We would be most Interested to hear your views on the preceding 
discussion. 
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U.S.-Japan Defense Cooperation 1984-1995 (U) 

12th Security Subcommittee Meeting 

June 30 - July 2, 1980 

Long-term Planning and Contingency Planning (U) 

~ In talking about long-term U.S.-Japan defense c peration, I want to 
em~asize the difference between long-term plannin and operational planning-
or contingency planning. Long-term planning is t process of deciding the 
kinds and size of military forces we want to hav in the future. Operational 
planning, however, is the preparation made by litary commanders for the 
possible use of forces that would be made ava able to them in a military 
contingency. The bilateral planning curren y under way by the uniformed 
military of our two countries is the latte category of operational planning. 

(U) The planning .I will be talking abo today is long-term planning, the 
first type that I mentioned; that is, aluating the types and numbers of 
units that will be needed in future f ce structures. It is important to 
note that the forces available to o military commanders today for operational 
planning are, in many cases, produ s of decisions made in the 1960's or the 
early 1970's at the latest. The rces that our countries will have at the 
beginning of the next decade wil be the results of planning decisions we 
make in the next several years. · 

~ Our meeting here should im, in part, at identifying the major shortfalls 
thlt will exist in our co n defense posture in the 1990's so that we can 
take steps to correctthe ficiencies. Hopefully, we will correct these 
deficiencies in a coordi ted way so that our efforts complement, rather than 
duplicate one another. iven the pace of Soviet military developments and 
the seriousness of the threat we already face, we have very little margin 
for duplication or w te if we hope to maintain a collective security frame':' 
work in which we an the other democracies can continue to thrive peacefully 
in the 1990's. 

~ In evalu ing future force needs we need to make long-term predictions, 
first about e circumstances in which military forces might be needed to 
defend our mmon interests and second about the future capabilities of 
potential ponents. In Pentagon jargon, the first of these forecasts concerns 
potential •scenarios," the second concerns potential "threats." 

~ I is particularly difficult to predict the scenarios for which we should 
plan r future force needs. I will go further and say that the scenarios 
that ill seem most important in 1990 are very likely to include some that 
we rdly think about today. In 1960 almost no one anticipated the Sino-Soviet 
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split or the changes in the international security environment of the 1970's 
that resulted from it. More recently, our failure to anticipate in 1970 the 
problems that we confront today in the Persian Gulf is a dramatic case in 
point of the difficulty of forecasting future military needs. Our problem 

2 

ten years ago was not a failure to appreciate how important Persian Gulf oil 
would be in 1980 or any large· error in our predictions about the growth of 
Soviet forces. Rather it was our failure to predict either the growing 
instability in the Persian Gulf region or the boldness with which the Soviets 
and their Cuban proxies would use their military forces. We may have similar 
difficulties today predicting the most important military problems of the 1990's. 

~1 This difficulty of predicting the future is one reason why we must build 
aS'much flexibility as possible into our military forces, so that they can 
deter war and protect our vital interests in as wide a range of circumstances 
as possible. Nevertheless, even with highly flexible military capabilities, 
there is no way to evaluate the adequacy of forces and identify deficiencies 
except within the context of specific contingencies. We can deal with the 
problem of uncertainty about the future by considering a number of different 
contingencies that place different demands on our military capabilities and 
by reminding ourselves frequently of the things we are not considering. In 
the latter category I would note that there are several contingencies that 
might loom important in the 1990's to which we give very little explicit con­
sideration at present in our long-term force planning. Among them are the 
possibility of a major Sino-Soviet war, the possible acquisition of nuclear 
weapons by some of the less-developed countries, or the possible use of Viet­
namese or North Korean proxies in Soviet probes in the Third World. It is 
useful from time-to-time to check that the forces we plan for major contin­
gencies -- such as the defense of Japan, Korea, NATO or the Persian Gulf --
have the flexibility to deal with other scenarios should the need arise. 

Soviet Threat (U) 

(U) Unfortunately, one prediction that we can probably make with some confidence 
for 1990 is that the Soviet Union will continue to be the major military threat 
to the free world. Furthermore, the Soviet threat continues to grow with no 
signs that this growth will stop. This threat is increasing worldwide--in the 
Persian Gulf, the Far East, and in Europe. In each of these vital regions, 
the Soviets can support their forces directly without relying on lengthy and 
vulnerable sea or air lines of communication. They also have the flexibility 
of being able to expand the threat in any of these areas by shifting forces 
within the Soviet Union. Finally, the Soviet ability to project military 
forces or to support proxy forces in areas remote from their borders--while 
still much less than the capability of the United States--has been growing 
at a disturbing pace. Because of the nature of the Soviet threat, we will be 
hard-pressed to meet our collective security needs and it is important that 
we not duplicate each other's efforts in some areas, leaving large unfilled 
gaps in others. 
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Cases for Long-Term Planning: Persian Gulf, Korea and dirett'defense•of·Japan {p} 

(U) My main focus today will be on long-tenm planning for the direct defense 
of Japan, but I want to begin by talking first more briefly about some contin­
gencies that could arise in more distant areas. I do s~ for two reasons. 

·"k,) First, military contingenci~s in these areas, even if they never. spill 
ovlr directly to the territory of Japan or the United States, would have 
immediate consequences for our common security. For example, I need hardly 
elaborate for this group the importance of protecting the flow of Persian Gulf···· 
oH from Soviet control or from prolonged interruption. '· 

~· Second, long-term planning for the direct defense of Japan must take 
acCbunt of the likelihood that an attack on Japan would be part of a much 
broader confrontation that could involve u.s. and Soviet forces elsewhere in 
the world as well. This wo·uld affect botli the magnitude of th.e direct threat 
to Japan a·nd the availability of u.s. reinforcements. 

~ Therefore, I will briefly address the questions of long·term planning · 
fo)) the Persian Gulf and Korea, both as areas wheere we have vital interests 
in common and as areas that could be threatened simultaneously w1th a threat· 
to Japan. 

Persian Gulf tu) 

.~ A contingency in the Persi.an Gulf is one that all the major democraci'es 
mu?t be prepared to contend with. a is not a problem only for. the u.s. or 
only for those countries who ch.oos • o become involved d · Actions 

(b)(l) .. _ in the P~r$iart Gulf_ region. tha ~~~:~ --- •· '' . · ·· ··•• '· · 
Although the political problems are· a eas" as 1mpor em as 1 · · 

_ ones, I will mention here only our military needs. 

N_ Although our present capabilities to project forces to the Gulf are 
less than we would like, they are far from insignificant even today and will 
increase substantially by the mi~-80 1 s. Our primary problem is not a lack of 
forces but the need to be able to move the forces that we do have more rapidly 
and to support them adequately in th.at remote and difficult part of the world. 
We will be spending literally bi'llions of dollars to improve our capatitlity 
in those respects, including major programs to prepositi'on combat equi'pment 
afloat lthe Maritime Prepositioning Ship or MPS program), to acquire fast 
sealift ships tthe SL-7 program}, to acquire a new la.rge airlift aircraft 
capable of li·fting the largest items of combat equipment (the c .. x}, and to 
upgrade the facilities to which our forces would need access, both en route 
(.for example in D-iego Garcia and Portugal) and in the region itself (for 
example, in Oman). 

~----------------~ 

~ssible Slide #1 at this poin~ 
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Improvements, to the extent possible, in the ability of countries 
in and near the region to defend themselves. Despite the great 
wealth of some of these countries, in the case of several with 
the greatest military potential -- for example Turkey, Egypt, 
Pakistan -- the greatest obstacle will be the weak condition of 
their economies. 

A need for stronger and more sustainable ground forces for the 
defense of key areas on the Persian Gulf littoral in the event 
of a major Soviet use of force.' 

Possibly expanded access to regional facilities, if the political 
climate permits, or expanded prepositioning at sea. 

Improved protection for U.S. forces and resupply ships and facfli- · 
ties in the Indian Ocean. 

Improved protection of military shipping through the Pacific and 
the Atlantic/Mediterranean to the Indian Ocean, by strengthening 
our ability to contain the Soviet Pacific and Northern fleets. 

Capability to deal with a simultaneous Soviet threat elsewhere-­
in the Far East or Europe--(as mentioned earlier by Mr. McGiffert 
we are already considering in NATO what our European allies can do 
in a "division of labor" among the alliance). 

liJ Korea is another area where the military balance is of great importance 
to~ur common security, even though a Korean contingency would not neces- . 
sarily pose an inmediate threat to Japanese terri • Our greatest present 
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l5J As noted earlier, the size of the threat to Japan is not inv~riable and 
WoUld depend on Soviet actions elsewhere, p"rt1cularly tn the .Perstan Gulf 
and Central Asia or along the Chinese border. The a~il1ty of the U,S, to 
support Japan would also on whether the U , was forced to deploy 

~~::::-=~~~~~r=:..!..!:._~_t;.h~e:.....!....:Pe~rs or However, 

~ The Soviet air threat probably holds the most direct d~nger to 
Japan's security. Much like the situation of Great·Britatn 1'n World War II, 
the outcome of the air battle could easi·ly be crucial for the defense of 
Japan because of the important role that air power can play in·5oth the 
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ground and naval defense of islands against invasion. Although the threat 
will vary depending on other scenarios, a Soviet 3:1 superiority. in the 

~·. As in the Battle of Britain, the key to successful air defense would 
be~he defender's sustainability. Aircraft must be able to survive on the 
ground. Key logistic facilities must be survivable and ammunition stockpiles 
must be sufficient to support repeated sorties. Command and control systems 
must be able to function despite electronic jamming or direct attack. Combat 
experience also indicates that training is critical: most fighter pilots 
who are lost go down in their first 10 missions. F~nally, interceptor numbers 
are important to allow you to absorb attrition. They will become much more 
important if the Soviets begin escorting bombers later in the decade, as they 
could do if they choose, since much higher attrition rates would then be 
encountered in air-to-air combat. 

lSl Japan's efforts to improve air defense should show marked results 
byl985 with the addition of more airborne early warning aircraft, hi her 
perfonnance fighters, improved grclunla-lltct.SJ!m_.a:llr;J!W~~....:utJa,:,: 
stocks of air-to-air missiles. However )(lj 
before there can be a confident defense, partie ar aga nst a air 
threat that is likely to grow by the 1990s, both because of the increasing 
range of their fighters and the possibility that they will develop bomber 
escort doc,!rine. ifossible Slide #3.J Among the greatest long-tenn needs 
will be: L_Possible Slide /1 !:J . . 

SLOC Defense (U) 

(U) As with the air defense, the sea interdiction threat from Soviet 
forces is variable, depending on Soviet needs elsewhere. However, we do have 
the capability to prevent Soviet access to and from the Pacific.Qcean, parti­
cularly for the major portion of the Soviet Pacific Fleet based at Vladivostok. 
~ The priority of SLOC interdiction for the Soviets is unknown as 
their naval forces may give higher priority to territorial protection, 
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protection of their SSBNs, or roles in other theaters, e.g., the Persian 
Gulf. 

lsl Nevertheless, the Soviets have a sizeable potential Pacific Naval 
th~at that by 1990 will probably have about 100 submarines, 2 KIEV-class 
.carriers, 75 surface combatants, and about 120 long-range bombers. The 50 
Backfires expected to be in Pacific NSA when anned with ASMs will present 

_ a new source of concern for SLOC defense and the lack of air defense is 
the MSDF's most serious long-term weakness. ~Possible Slide #5. I 

~ Trends in ASW should make it possible for a combined U.S.-Japanese 
effort to bring the Soviet submarine threat under control within 90-120 days. 
Among the most significant improvements will be the introduction of P-3Cs 
by the MSDF, upgrading of mining capability, increase in ASW helicopters 
aboard MSDF ships and the introduction of towed arrays. 

1-sl One possible solution to the air threat to the SLOC is the use 
of~and-based air defenses. An expanded AEW network, supported by F-15s, 
could inflict significant losses on Backfire raids in all areas from .the 
home islands to the Philippine Sea. It is not necessary to extract much 
attrition from the SNA bomber force to make a bomber campaign against merchant 
shipping unattractive. However, a successful anti-air campaign as well as 
elimination of the Soviet submarine threat is necessary to insure that 
vital shipping will reach Japan. 

~ Thus, despite improvements in SLOC defenses, much more needs to be 
d~ne in the long-te~ to insure success against Soviet capabilities. 
Lfossible Slide #~ . 
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Ground Threat (U) 

·~ The Soviets have 46 divisions that threaten China, Korea and Japan. 
AbObt 8 divisions can be expected to be added to this force by 1980. Of 
immediate concern to Japan has been the expanded Soviet threat in the 
North.ern Territories (Kurils) •. These forces, including tanks, artillery 
·and infantry1 form part of the 3.5 to 5 division threat to Japan agreed 
to by Japanese and U.S. military contingency planners. The 5.division 
threat would have about a 2:1 force level superiority over the GSDF Northern 
Army. The forces could be lifted by a combination of amphibious ships and 
merchant marine shipping. The Soviets also have the assets to airlift or 
airdrop a part of the threat force. 

~ Steps are being taken that will improve GSDF capabilities by the 
mid-198o•s: 

~ However, continued rapid modernization of Soviet forces is expected to 
match these improvements, so that a 2:1 disadvantage in force capabilities on 
Hokkaido will probably still face Japanese forces in 1990. A development of 
particular concern is the introduction of the much· more capable IVAN ROGOV-·class 
of amphibious ships and Roll-on/Roll-Off merchant ships suitable for military 
use. By 1985 the Soviets will have, with thest ships, the ability to move a 
full 5-division force at one time. That capability will grow still further 
by 1990. Much more has to be done to improve the chances of success against 
the Soviet ground force threat. LPOssible Slide ~~ 

Continued emphasis ·on equipping the GSDF with additional and more 
modern equipment. Given the present investment in GSDF manpower, a great 
deal can be accomplished at relatively low cost and without substantial 
force structure increases simply by equipping that manpower better. 

~--------
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Conclusion · 

(U) The preceding discussion represents one person's view of our long-term 
needs. It is not an official view. One advantage of talki.ng about the 
period beyond your Mid-Range Defense Plan and our own Five-Year Defense 
Program is that we have not yet formed official views for that time period. 
Hopefully we can use the flexibility thus available to begin to harmonize 
our views about where we are heading. Then, by the time we begin to develop 
Mid-Range Plans and FYDPs that cover out to the late 1980's and early 1990's, 
we can better understand our common needs and more efficiently divide the 
labor between us in ways that best exploit our individual strengths. 

(U} In the preceding discussion I have tried carefully to avoid that question 
of division of labor. It would be good, I think, to consider first what our 
comnon long-term needs are. With that basis·, we can more easily decide how 
we should each specialize and whether the present distribution of roles 
in joint planning should be continued or changed in the future. 

tUl The great economist Lord Keynes is famous for having remarked -- in 
disdain for pious generalities about long-.term economic prospects -- that 
"in the long-run we are all dead." Hopefully, the long ..... run outlook for our 
two countries and for successful security cooperation between them is much 
brighter than that. But we must work hard and in a spirit of cooperation, 
in the face of trends that give deep cause for concern, or the long-run could 
become very grim indeed, for our nations and for the peace of the entire 
world. 

(U) We would be most interested to hear your views on the preceding discussion • 

.•. 
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MDO Japan Statement on ~he Need for a Long Term Defense Program . 

~ In general we cannot help but conclude that technology is the 
_,tey to many other aspects of defense cooperation. The JDA is . 

·. -aware of its shortcoming.s in the areas of training, war Teserve 
stocks, and logistics in general. It. has had to make hard choices 
-however, and has opted to give top priority to the establishment 
of a quantitative and qualitative equipment base •. The SDF's 
aircraft and the full range of its land, sea and air-launched 
-Dissiles are almost entirely of US design. To maintain.this happy 

. situation against a myriad of pressures for domestic development, 
··. we must develop a comprehensive technology policy which will bring 
.. ··about cooperation in the pre-production phase. The tie-up with 

Rolls-Royce on engines, Messerschmitt on helicopters~ and the . 
domestic development of various aircraft EW and torpedoes show 
that we can no longer afford to make technology decisions on an 
ad-hoc basis. We can and should insist that our technology 
relationship be a two-way street. On the other hand, we must 
expect to give more than we get as the price of forestalling 
domestic development and maintaining standardization. ·· .. 

~) Japan is the only Pacific nation which has a sufficient 
qu~ntity and quality of air and naval forces to offer the potential 
to assume missions, e.g., ASW patrols, currently performed by US 
force~s and, thus, release ours for utilization elsewhere. Thus, it 
is in our interest to provide Japan our best technology, negotiating 
agreements to prevent commercial spin-off where necessary. Indeed, 
the JDA will be increasingly less inclined to wait indefinitely 
.for technology releases and will be increasingly more inclined -to 
make uneconomic investments in domestic development that are not 

atible with US systems. It goes without saying .that reduction 

r 
' 

~ We believe it is time to consider the possibility of·a long-term 
cooperative development plan for Japan. In earlier years, Japan 
was probably not ready politically for such a step, but now it would 
provide a DOD-JDA complement to the joint military planning currently 
under way. It would regularize access to the .key JDA civilian ·· · 
decision-makers in the systems acquisition field which is missing 
from the joint planning process, and would enable us to systematically 
attack the equipment deficiencies of the Alliance. In the RSI area, 
an ongoing organizational framework·would enable us to develop a 
.com?rehensive technology policy which might enable us to make trade­
offs in different technological areas which are impossible in the 
highly compartmented data exchange agreement process, ·which is , 
currently our only means of pre-production cooperation. The con­
sultations growing out of the Perry initiative may provide an. 
opportunity to discuss the pros and cons of such an approach. 

;..:;.._,._ 
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THE MILITARY BALANCE IN EUROPE 

Conte:tc 

(U) It Ls important to look at the military balance in three different ;.tays: 

First, we need to assess the balance from different perspectives 

o Using deterrence as a frame of reference and understanding 
Soviet assessments of the balance; 

o Considering the balance if deterrence fails, during crises and 
the transition from peace to conflict; and, 

o Considering Allied perceptions of the balance. 

Second, it is important to integrate the different geographic 
regions of Europe and their effects on the overall.balance --Northern 
Europe, the Central Region and the Southern Region -- and to incor­
porate the influences of factors such as access to oil, instability in 
the Middle East and Soviet power projection. 

Third, we need to consider the balances of all the relevant mili­
tary forces - intercontinental and theater nuclear, chemical, conv·en­
tional and unconventional -- in each region as they influence perspec­
tives of the balance under likely future scenarios. 

Trends 

~ Force modernization trends contribute to changing perceptions of the 
military balance in Europe. 

Relative ground force combat potential in the Central Region has 
grown more favorable for the Pact over the past 10 years. 

o In gross tetms, since 1970 ground firepower trends have shown 
a 39% growth for NATO and a 50% growth for the Pact, resulting in 
an increased advantage in ground combat potential from 1.9:1 to 
2.1:1 in favor of the Pact. 

0 The greatest disparity in combat potential growth has been in 
anti-armor systems (ATGM, AT guns and light AT weapons) where 
NATO potential has increased 96% but Pact capabilities have 
increased 246% since 1970. 

Air combat capabilities for both NATO and the Pact have grown 
I 

steadily since 1970. Although the Pact has an overall advantage today 
in deployed combat aircraft (1.7:1) and in gross air combat potential 
(1.6:1), NATO modernization trends have resulted in a 76% improvement 
in aircraft combat potential for deployed forces, compared to 55% 
improvement for the Pact • 
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o However, Pact air combat advantages are exacerbated by the 
growing NATO requirements for class air support to offset disad­
vantages in ground combat potential, and comparative NATO disad­
vantges in target locating capabilities. 

-.- TNF modernization trends favor the Pact in available warheads and 
launchers, control & release procedures, and capabilities for opera­
tions in a nuclear environment. 

o The ratio of TNF warheads w 
and is projected to shift to a 

~~TO __ ~_c:l_~~~-~~gLiz:!. __ _!_?_~~---­
act lead by 1988. 

(b)(l) 

o TNF delivery system comparisons show ar - J Pac~ advantaga ____ (1:>)(1) 
today, which is expected to remain through 1988. 

o "Quasi-dynamic" comparisons (warheads, megatons, target kill 
potential) under a variety of scenarios show Pact advantages 

ngenerally- between{ · ;:~tc'·- · 1. of available refires 
raises Pact advantages to between ° . - - ---- _ _ _ _____ (1J)(_l} 

~ Long term competition favors the Soviets. Their military advant·ages 
continue to grow steadily, compared to NATO capabilities. Although 
the Soviet need for military pressure or force to secure their interests in 
Europe is declining, their global commitments are increasing -- Afghanistan, 
Vietnam. Ethiopia, etc. " 

Asymmetries 

~ The Pact has advantages in all categories of conventional weapons when 
quantity and quality are considered. 

~ The Soviets have advantages in capabilities, ·-employment doctrine and 
release procedures for theater nuclear operations. 

~ Pact superiority in chemical warfare munitions, protective equipment, 
doctrine and training have NATO forces at an operational disadvantage if 
these weapons are used in conflict. A recent study indicates that the Pact 
could gain a fivefold increase in the ratio of combat casualties in Central 
Europe by using chemical weapons in the offense. 

Uncertainties 

~ Row do the Soviets assess the military balance in Europe -- what are 
their analytical methods, and what results do they\get from them? 

~ What would be the effects of operational factors -- surprise, deception, 
leadership, training effectiveness, c3 capabilities, sustainability -- on 
conflict outcomes? 

-~ECRET 
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~ To create a more favorable balance of military power during 

the 1980's vis-a-vis the USSR and its allies, Japan needs to 

improve its force posture within the context of an increasingly 

close and cooperative mutual security relationship with the U.S. 

Japan should build-up significantly its capability to defend the home 

islands and patrol a wider radius of airspace and SLOC. This will 

add to the totality of allied power in the region and free U.S. asset! 

for other roles in East Asia, the Indian Ocean, and the Persian Gulf. 

Later in the decade, when the Japanese domestic political climate is 

more favorable, we want to encourage the Japanese to contribute more 

directly to Asian regional security, without awakening old fears or 

creating new ones among our other allies in the region. 

(U) In slow evolution since the total defeat of World War II, 

Japan's security consciousness and defense policy have developed 

with increasing rapidity during the 70's, catalyzed by the fall of 

Saigon, the buildup of Soviet military capabilities in East Asia, and 

most recently, the invasion of Afghanistan. At roughly $10 billion 

in FY 80, the·Japanese defense budget is the world's eighth largest. 

Its 239,000 man Self-Defense Force is weil trained, well-motivated, 

and equipped with sophisticated conventional weapons. 

~ There has been a substantial broadening and deepening of 

defense cooperation with Japan over the past few years. Guidelines 

for joint military planning have been agreed and planning 
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discussions are·moving ahead. Recen~ Japanese ini~iatives on labor 

cost sharing and facilities construction have augmented significantly 

the level of GOJ financial contributions to the maintenance of U.S. 

forces in Japan (from approximately $500 million in 1975 to about 

$1 billion in 1980). Accelerated procurement of advanced U.S. weapons 

systems has increased the interoperability of our forces and equipment. 

~ W1~lcome as these forward steps have been, the growing Soviet 

challEmge and changed international circumstances since Afghanistan 

require that considerably more be done. Japan is the only one of our 

allies in the region capable ~f significant budget increases. Its 

defense spending remains low in relation to GNP and compared to the 

level of effort by other free world s~ates. Not only can more be 

done, more needs to be done. The Japanese defense establishment has 

clear weaknesses and is capa~le of defending itself only against a 

very limited attack. The state of U.S.-Japan cooperation is embryonic 

when c:ompared to rna ture relationships like NATO. 

~ Given the political, constitutional, and economic constraints 

under which Japan operates in the defense field, the U.S. faces 

dilemmas in deciding:what specifically to request of the Japanese and 

how to apply pressure that will elicit a pos,'i. tive response rather 

than a nati6nalistic backlash~ 



Ne recommend t~at the U.S.: 

Start pressing the Japanese now to accelerate and complete 

in JFY 1983 full funding of their own mid-range force improvement pla1 

currently projected to require $14 billion in equipment procurement 

and over $50 billion in total expenditures by the end of JFY 1984. 

Convince Japan to provide as soon as possible a complete 

capability for rapidly laying and maintaining mine fields and other 

measures to reduce Soviet naval capabilities to operate from 

Siberian bases. 

Encourage continued steady increases in host nation 

sup?ort, including considerably increased labor cost sharing and 

mission-related construction projects that will enhance combat readin 

Propose that in 1985 the Japane~e begin to assume 

responsibility for air defense and SLOC patrol in Northeast Asia (i.e 

in the Sea of Japan and in the Pacific area west of Guam and north of 

the Philippines which is within a 1000-mile distance from Japanese 

territory), and to expand air defense and reconnaissance coverage to 

the same sea. To do so will clearly require substantially increased 

combat capabilities and much improved sustainability. 

Suggest that Japan consider, in addition to bilateral 

contingency planning already underway, developing a L.ong-Term Defens 

Plan (LTDP) with the rr.s. beginning as soon as possible. 

,. -r.,. ..... 
---~•'-L-L·~·~· .. ·----· .. -



~ 7~is approach has the advantage of :ocussing nressure on 

fulfil:ment of those self-defense resncnsibilities on which ~he 

Ja-oane.se have alreadY develo-ced a conse!'lsus while making implicit . . . 
preparations for a wider regional role to be assumed when the 

Japanese and other Asian countries are politically ready for it. 

The approach avoids abrasive discussion of the Japanese one percent 

GNP spending limit ·- their sacred cow, not ours -- while emphasizing 

capabilities that will require significant budgetary increases if 

they are to be met. 

~ The U.S. should apply pressure to the Japanese relentlessly and 

frankly in private sessions, focussing first on affecting the size 

of the 1981 defense budget. Public pressure would incite a nationalist. 

reaction and delay achieving our goals. We should not expect the 

JapanE!Se to do everything we ask right way. Over time, however, we 

can expect incremental improvements that will gradually add up to 

a more favorable balance of power for the U.S. and it allies. 

~ Parallel t.o placing such pressure on the Japanese, we should 

demonstrate our strength, competence, flexibility, and commitment 

to East Asian security by maintaining and augmenting as appropriate 

our deployed force levels (homeporting a second carrier in WESTPAC) 

and continuing force improvement plans. We should also treat our 

Japanese ally as a partner fully equal to o~T NATO allies. Specifically 

we sh·~uld (1) accept that Japan must license produce many items she buy 

from us and no longer submit each application to agonizing delays, (2) 

place Japan on the same basis as our NATO allies for the cost of 

military training and research and development, and (3) increase 

combined training. 
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A. Pur~ose and Setting 

~ The purpose of this paper is to examine how the U.S.-Japan 

security relationship can be developed during the 1980s to 

contribute to a better overall balance of military power vis-a-vis 

the USSR and its allies. Taking into account the history of the 

relationship, the political and constitutional constraints that 

apply, and the different objectives of the partners, the study will 

make specific recommendations as to how: 

Japan's military power can be expanded within the context 

of an increasingly cooperative mutual security relationship with the 

u.s. 

Japan's reponsibility for defense of the home islands and 

nearby sea lanes of communication can be enhanced, freeing U.S. 

assets for other roles in East Asia, the Indian Ocean and the I 

Persian Gulf. 

Japan's operational contribution to Asian regional security 

can be improved and enlarged without causing apprehension in other 

Asian. countries. 

~ Recognizing that we are dealing with basic changes in the 

way a large and complex society views its security environment and 

responds to it, the recommendations of the study are geared to the 

decade of the eighties, with the focus on the middie years. The 

n~n~~~~ nf ~chievin~ these goals must begin now, however. The study 



' 
\ l •. 

SECRET 6 

will tierefore make specific recommendations aimed at the Japanese 

budget review for JFY 81 (April 1981-March 1982) and provide some 

guidan=e on the most effective tactics to be used for encouraging 

a positive Japanese response . 

. (U) The review represents the combined efforts of the Joint 

Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

Setting 

~ The United States-Japan security relationship is in transi­

tion from a client protectorate to a working alliance. At the 

moment the relationship involves elements of both but is still 

more of the former than the latter. The transition is driven by 

several interrelated trends: 

a gradual though still incomplete Japanese recovery of 

national self-confidence following total defeat in World War II. 

phenomenally successful economic growth which has propelled 
·-- ..... --· Japan in three decades from a prostrate, third rate economy to the 

seconc largest in the world. 

growing awareness of Japanese vulnerability since the oil 

shocks of 1973 and the fall of Saigon in 1975 and of the need for a 

more competent self-defense capability. 
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the buildup of Soviet military power in the Paci~~= and 

the Asian mainland with the conseauent sense of threat to Ja~an. 

the relative decline in U.S. power in the Pacific :rom 

the power monopoly of the 1950's to near parity in the late '70s. 
·l· 

Japanese concern -- fueled by the fall of Saigon and the 

1977 decision to withdraw ground troops from Korea -- that the U.S. 

lacks the will to remain engaged in Asia. 

U.S. pressure on J~pan to develop a more close-knit 
' military-to-militarj relationship, strengthen its defense capabilities, 

and increase host nation support. 

B. Current JSDF Posture 

1. The Evolution of Defense Policy 

~ The development of Japan's self-defense posture to current 

levels has been slow· and intermittent -- held back by· traditional 

Japanese insularity, war-born pacifism, and constitutional con-

straints imposed by the U.S. occupation and pushed ahead by 

spasmodic reactions to U.S. decisions that fed Japan's sense of 

vulnerability. The process began in 1950 with the formation 
\ 

at least in part at U.S. behest -- of the Self-Defense Forces (SDF) 

from the National Safety Force. (The U.S. wanted a land force of 
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350,COO, but Japan finally obtained U.S. acquiescence for a go31 o: 

180,000.) The slow growth of force levels dates from the First 

Defense Buildup Plan for FY 1958-1960, after U.S. personnel st:itioned 

in the main islands had been· sharply reduced (from 260,000 in 195: 

to 77,000 by 1957). Japan's first defense White Paper did not appear 

unti: 1970, shortly after the proclamation of the Nixon Doctrine. 

Stat:ing that Japan should work to "cope with aggression primarily by 

our own resources" complemented by the security treaty with the U.S., 

the White Paper marked a fundamental change in Japanese defense think 

~ The second White Paper in 1976 was a classic reflection of 

conilicting pressures generated by the powerful Japanese bureaucracy 

on the one hand and opposition political parties on the other. Comi 

after the Nixon shocks of the early 1970s, the oil embargo of 1973, 

and the fall of Saigon, the White Paper demonstrated concern over 

the unreliability of the U.S. and the vulnerability of Japan. Howeve 

it also established a limit for future defense growth. In November 

of 1976 the Cabinet ratified a long-sac~ed but informal political 

guideline by decreeing that the defense budget would not exceed one 

percent of GNP for the time being. 

~ The Fukuda government placed more emphasis ~n defense than 

any of its predecessors and accelerated significantly the consensus 

building process within Japan on security'matters. Influenced bv . 
the U.S. decision to withdraw ground forces from Korea, in late 1978 

the Cabinet approved the "Guidelines for Japan-United States Defense 

Cooperation." These gave, for the first time, official sanction to 
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the Ja:~an Defense Agency (JDA) announced its new "Mid-Term Operation 

Estimate" (or "Defense Improvement Program") for 1980-1984 a program 

designed to improve significantly the quality of Self-Defense Forces 

at current authorized force levels (267,770) without exceeding the 

1% GNP guideline. 

, (U) Although SDF levels have remained constant at 239, 000 personnel 

for several years, defense spending has increased steadily with the 

growth of the economy. Since 1970, the defense budget has increased 

an average of 7.6% per year in real terms. JFY 1979 defense expenditurE 

of ·about $10 billion were the. world's eighth largest. These expenditure 

were within Japan's 1% GNP guidelines even though Japan's defense 

budget is about 1.1% of: GNP ·if computed in NATO terms. It compares 

unfavc·rably with U.S. FY 80 outlays (5.1% of GNP), and those of other 

major allies - the UK 5%; France 3. 6%; Germany 3. 4%. Nor doe.s Japan's 

6% of the national budget spent for defense stand up to the more than 2( 

spent by the U.S., Germany and France, and 11.2% by the United Kingdom. 

., . 
'- . Force Posture and Capabilities 

I ., 

(U) Japan has applied its defense expenditures to: 

Maintain over 239,000 men and women in,uniform; including 

approximately 155,000 in the 13 division Ground Self-Defense Force, 

c _, 
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Self-Defense For~e. 

Equip its forces with well maintained, technologically 
.· 

sophisticated weapons systems including: 

· 580 aircraft, (compared to 490 for the Seventh Fleet; 

U.S. Forces in Japan, U.S. Forces in Korea and U.S. Forces in the 

Philippines combined, and compared to 280 for the ROK Air Force.) 

174,000 tons of naval ships including 45 destroyers 

equ~pped with missiles and helicopters (compared to 80,000 tons for 

the ROK Navy and 15 destroyers for the Seventh Fleet). 

40 minesweepers compared to 3 in the entire active 

fleet of the U.S. Navy. !he Japanese navy's anti·mining force is 

the best in the free.world. · 

14 submarines, some of which are the most technologicall 

advanc:ed, quiet diesel submarines in the world. 

~ Nevertheless, like U.S. services, the SDF also faces handicaps 

which would limit its effectiveness in an emergency. All three 
I 

services are understrength. All have some absolescent equipment 

which would be only marginally effective against a Soviet attack . 

There are across-the-board logistic weaknesses and shortages of all 

types of war consumables particularly ammunition, POL, and spare parts. 
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GSDF and MSDF reserve forces are inadequate to fulfill the rieeds 

of emeTiency mobili:ation; the ASDF has no reserve force. Japan's 

defense forces are particularly vulnerable to surprise attack. The 

SDF is generally capable, with adequate warning, of defending Japan, 

its contiguous waters and airspace, against a small-scale conventional 

attack. Without substantial U.S. assistance, however, the SDF could 

not repel a major attack of the magnitude that could be launched 

by the USSR or conduct defensive operations in a protr~cted war. 

~ The manning shortages of the GSDF result in an emphasis on 

developing frontline combat units at the expense of the· logistical 

and service support systems 

~ Although one ·of the strongest and best equipped non-Communist 

Asian air forces, the.ASDF could not cope with a full scale air 

attack by the Soviet Uniori. A large percentage of the fighter 

interceptors are older F-104Js, and the fighter force is deployed 

at only eight of Japan's 21 jet-capable airfields. Low alti~ude 

limitations of early-warning equipment and intercept limitations in 
I ~~ 

' 
an ECM environment are serious vulnerabilities.: 

.... ·- -.. '. - ..... 
\ •. ~~- ·- : 
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~ The MSDF is the largest and most modern non-Communist na\"Y 

among Western Pacific sta'tes. The ships are ~o~ell-equipped and 

are generally comparable in performance to similar Soviet warships. 

C. Present State of U.S.-Japan Defense Cooperation 

~ Defense cooperation between the two countries has grown 

steadily closer in recent years in pace with. Japanese concern over 

its own vulnerability and worry that the U.S. might be loosening its 

links to Asia. Primary elements of effective combined defense efforts 

include (1) maintenance of closely-aligned, interoperable U.S.-Japanese 
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ceze~se forces, (2) bilateral milit~ry planning, (3) Japanese 

s~?port for the costs of maintaining U.S. forces in Japan, and (4) 

combined military exercises. Although the state of the U.S.·Japanese 

relationship is rudimentary by comoarison with NATO, security coopera· 

tion is now the closest it has ever been in each of the above four 

elem.ents. The 'relationship promises to become over time a genuine 

working alliance with shared operational responsibilities. 

(U) Since 1950, Japan's defense investment has been geared to the 

procurement and licensed-production of U.S.-designed equipment 

carefully selected to ensure interoperability with U.S. defense 

systems. Over 40 of Japan's modern destroyers, for example, are 

equipped with predominately U.S.-designed, sophisticated anti­

submarine warfare weapons systems and sensors, an~ some have U.S.­

compatible missile systems. 

~. Intensive bilateral military plann.ing began in January 1979, 

under provisions of the Guidelines for Defense Cooperation. 

Through the bilateral planning process and other previously establish 

U.S.-Japan consultative forums, studies of requirements, roles, and 

missions for each nation's defense forces in the l?acific Command 

area are underway. 

(U) Unrl:er the security treaty, U.S. bases are provided rent-free 

by the Japanese government. In addition, although the Status of 

Forces Agreement (SOFA) explicitly stipulates U.S. responsibility 

for maint~ining the bases, the Japanese have in recent years providec 

increasing amounts of budgetary assistance to reduce the burden of 
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keeping U.S. forces in Japan. Si~ce 1973, this assistance ~as 

included labor compensation and the renovation and construc-::.on of 

housing and other military facilities without the turn-in of compa~ablf 

older facilities. Total Japanese support reached ¥200 billion in 197~ 

and ~he annual figure is projected to reach ¥220 billion this year. 

The 1979 figure approximates $1 billion at an exchan~e rate of ¥200: 

$800 million at ¥250:1. Present U.S. costs in Japan beyond GOJ 

support and including the salaries of U. S. personnel are approximatel) 

. $1.4 ·:,illion. 

(U) Combined U.S.-Japanese military exercises have tak~n place for 

years, particularly between both navies. In the late 1970s, exercise~ 

grew steadily more sophisticated, involving units of Japanese naval 

and air defense forces participating in complex exercise scenarios 

with U.S. aircraft. Combined naval, air, and ground exercises are 

anticipated in the future, as well as exercises involving more than 

one service from both countries participating in tests of studies 

developed in the bilateral planning process·. 

~ As our cooperation has improved, Japanese attitudes towards the 

US use of military bases have also changed and gradually broadened. 

Originally, any use construed as not related at least indirectly to 

the defense of Japan was taboo. Subsequently the GOJ supported the 

view that any usage in the "Far East" was within our prerogative despi1 

the t.::npopularity of the Vietnam war in Japan. Post Afghanistan, the 

government has widened its view to support global usage short of direc1 

deployment from Japan into combat • Spirited Diet debate can still 

be and is initiated over 



D. U.S. Security Objectives 

~ Our Asian relationships have long played an important role in 

offsetting Soviet capabilities and maintaining the balance of power. 

The security link with Japan ties Asia's most advanced technology 

and mc·st powerful economy firmly to the U.S. and provides a net·· 

work of bases that enables us to project our power throughout the 

region. Our commitments to Korea protect Japan and are the founda­

tion for a stable balance on the peninsula. T~e security link with 

the Philippines gives us continued use of our largest overseas bases, 

located at the strategic hinge between Southeast and Southwest Asia. 

Roughly 30% of Soviet forces are deployed near the border of China, 

with whom the U.S. is now clearly aligned after normalization. 

~ The growth of Soviet power in Asia in the 1970's and the 

stark demonstration in Afghanistan of Soviet will to use that ·. 

powei have made imperative and urgent a larger allied contribution 

to the balance of military power. Of our Asian allies, only Japan 

is financially capable of significant increJses in effort. Our objectiv 

will be to encourage a strengthening of Japanese military capability 

while keeping the United States and Japan firmly lashed together by an 

incr,~asingly cooperative mutual security relationship. At the same 

time we want the Japanese to lay the groundwork for a regional 

security role beyond their borders ~hen this becomes politically feasil 
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~ In devising policies to achieve :hese goals, we cartnot take for 

gran~ed that the Japanese have no other op~ions. Defense par~nership 

(b)(l) the Japanese!_. 

a small minority support 

position, but it has status and respectability in the Japanese establis 

ment. Its cause has been aided by recent economic friction with the 

Unitec States which has aroused a strong undercurrent of nationalistic 

esentment. Furthermore, this minority is sufficie 
6_--~~==~~~~~~ 

influential to frighten the moderate majority who fear a revival of 

prewar Japanese militarism, and who therefore have a considerable 

stake in the successful development of the US-Japanese-partnership. 

(U) The achievement of US goals will aso require taking into 

accou~t the constraints that have inhibited the growth of Japan's 

military capabilities over the years: 

a constitution that forbids the development of offensive 

military forces. 

a network of legal measures tha~ prevents the sale of Japanes 

military equipment abroad. 

a body politic that persists in regarding Japan as weak 

and defeated. 

YP:A PIIY-



• J 

budgetary stringency imposed by slowing economic growth 

and an uncomiortably high rate of deficit financing (30-40% of the 

Japanese budget is financed by bonds, compared to 7% for the U.S.). 

(U) These constraints exist even though public concern over the 

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and military deployments in the 

Northern Territories have improved the climate of acceptance in 

Japan for a more capable defense. 

1. Acceleration of the Jauanese Mid•Range Plan 

~ For the first several years of the decade, the U.S. can 

encourage significant increases in defense spending without asking 

the Japanese to exceed any of their legal or constitutional guide­

lines, divert their focus from defense of the home islands, or 

temper their aversion to a regional military role. Specifically, in 
•· 

the 1981 budget we would like to see Japan ·make-up the shortfall in 

the 1980 budget and exceed the target figure for .1981~ We would like 

this trend to continue and the Mid-Term estimate to be completed in 

1983. Full funding and acceleration of Japan's own plan will significal 

improve its self-defense capability and add to total allied power in th1 

region. The b_udgetary implications of this request would mean an 

average increase of 12% real growth in de£en$e spending in JFY 81,· 
' 

82, and 83 and an average of about 1.2t of GNP for defense in each of t: 

final three years. 



' 
\ . J 

18 

~ Japa.nese defense planners are well aware of SDF short:comings. 

Defense •Jbjectives, formali:ed in the mid-term estima-:e for 1980.;84, 

focus on improvement:s in air defense, anti-submarine warfare, and 

command and control (see table next page). The plan is extensive and 

well-balanced -- especially when taken in conjunction with follow­

on actions planned for the late 1980's. On the whole·, the projected 

improvements address most present SDF weaknesses, but we want the 

Japanese to address these weaknesses sooner than they currently 

project. 

~ Taken together the improvements compare favorably with 

several NATO initiatives. For example, by 1985 at the current 

rate, Japan will have as many !-Hawk batteries (108) as the U.S. has 

in the Sth and 7th Corps areas of NATO's Central Front. If Patriot is 

acquired on schedule later in the decade, Japan should have one of 

the best SAM networks in the world by 1990. The MSDF's patrol air­

craft force, already the largest of any of our allies and 90% the 

size of CINCPAC's patrol force, will be modernized by P3Cs. 

~ While the $50 billion plu~ mid-range plan will significantly enhanc 

current combat capabilities, improvements are principally replace-

ment rather than additive. A number of deficiencies will remain 

in the areas of: ' i 

general combat readiness and sustainability 

! 
numbers of fighter.aircraft 
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SAM stockpiles 

numbers of surface ships, submarines, and patrol ~nd 

fighter aircraft for SLOC defense. 

~ In addition to accelerating the mid-range plan, we should 

simultaneously urge.the Japanese to establish a complete capability 

for laying and maintaining mine fields and other measures to 

reduce Soviet naval capabilities to operate from Siberian bases. 

The successful and speedy acquisition of this capability could be 

essential to quick and. relatively. easy naval supremacy in the 

Northwest Pacific. Not to have the ability' is to ensure a long, 

difficult, and extremely costly battle of attrition. 

z. Broader Capabilities Later in the Decade 

~Accordingly, the next priority in our security consultations 

with the Japanese ;hould:be discussions on how to remedy the 

deficiencies which remain after the mid-range plan is completed. We 

should propose that the Japanese increase their combat capabilities, 

particularly those necessary to provide: 

full responsibility for ASW surveillance and patrol by 

Japan in the Japan Sea, and in the Pacific area west from Guam and 
I 

north of the Philippines which is within a 1000-mile distance from 

Japanese territory and which can be supported from Jap~nese bases in 

the main islands, in Iwo Jima, and in Okinawa; 

-SECR[l 
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enhanced air defense and reconnaissance expanded to the 

same area as above, including new Jcfense systems -- a modernized, 

fully-3.utomated BADGE. system., hardened air bases, and a modernized 

SAM system. 

We sho·:.1ld urge the Japanese to begin now to make plans for the 

procurement of aircraft and naval vessels needed to fulfill 

this function in the outyears. Broadened Japanese capabilities 

would release significant ry,s. forces for other roles as demonstrated 

by the following table. 

Effects of Increased Japanese Roles 
on U.S. Forces (S) 

Potential 
JatJanese Action U. S. Forces Released 

1. Expand area of 
responisbility to 
NcJrtheast Asia 

2. Mine_..S.e_a of Japan 
~·tO SO% threat b/ 

3/ Air Defense of the.SLOC 

2 CV (ASW) 
1·3 URGs 

24 Escorts 
19 Convoy Escorts 

4·6 SSN 

2 CV (AAW) 
1·3 URG 

24 Escorts 

, 
' 

1985 Japanese 
Forces Needed 

CV (ASW) 
SO escorts a/ 
6 VP squadrons a 
UNREP Ships 

55 Increase 
Mine Stocks from 
9 s-- tp ,: 

; "-.! 

Add up to 27 AEW 
aircraft, CV (AA 
or DDGS or addi­
tional radars on 
islands, dev~lop 
base at Iwo Jima 
dedicate about 3 
F-lSs to the SE 
zone; exercise F 
lSs in Kyushu ar. 
Okinawa in m3ri­
time roles. 

a/ Forces expected to be on hand. 
~/ SO percent probability of killin~ a transiting submarine. This is 

the estimated effectiveness barrters consisting of mines and SSNs. 

- = --
7 . ;z,. 
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~ We would introduce these generJ.l ideas formally during the 

next Security Subcommittee Meeting this summer and rely on bilateral 

planning channels to work out the specifics of Japanese roles and 

missions. 

3. Increased Host Nation Su~uort 

(U) Compared to the situation four to five years ago, the Japanese 

have made considerable progress in providing support costs for the 

US forces over the past three years. They have overcome a number · 

of political as well as legal obstacles in providing a structure for 

increasing cost sharing in the coming years. 

CS\ Given the high and increasing cost of United States bases in 

Japan, there is still a considerable shortfall, particularly in O&M 

expenses. The U.S. should encourage steady i.ncreases in host nation 

support, including urging the Japanese to assume a much larger 

percentage of labor costs and to invest in construction projects 

with mission-related importance such as revetments for the 

new F-lSs that we now station in Okinawa. As the decade proceeds, 

we may be required to consider either (a) revision of the SOFA or 

(b) adjustments in our thinking about such concepts such as joint use 

' of bases in order to get the GOJ to assume ~ larger portion of our cos 

in Japan. 
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~ At present there is discussion but no consensus on ne\oi 

approaches. There is a general view that additional direct 

support for labor costs is most difficult, given the SOFA 

agreements. But other approaches which would provide essentially 

similar types of operation and maintenance ex~enses are possible. 

One such approach which is going forWard is a SDF base in Iwo 

Jima, specifically designed for use by both U.S. and Japanese 

forces and to be maintained by the Japanese. This will 

establish a precedent for Japanese maintenance of other jointly 

used facilities. 

.,.., 

~ Another approach being considered is special Diet legislation, 

which would provide a direct subsidy to U.S. forces, making 

clear, however, that this was outside and separate from existing 

SOFA commitments. Such a budgetary provision might be related to 

labor cost sharing since the labor unions with an interest in preservin~ 

their jobs at the bases could be used to pressure the Socialists to 

support or at .least acquiesce with such legislation. 

~ Quiet exploration of these and other possible approaches is 

not only feasible but desirable and is presently on-g~ing. 

4. A Long-Term Defense Program 

~ We should 'explore with the Japanese the benefits of an integra ted 

planning program that offsets long-range planning goals for both 

countries. Our bilateral planning apparatus is working, but its 

focus is contingencies and its approach pietemeal. In many respects 
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between the U.S. and Japan thari it was within NA70. The rela~ion­

ship is bilateral rather than multila~eral; many weapons systems 

are al:-eady interoperable; and levels of technology are roughly 

equivalent. Although many of the steps already taken by NATO might 

not be feasible with Japan due to differences in the relationships, 

a decade-long LTDP-type approach would be both an important symbol and 

a use.ful way to improve mutual defense capabilities. In particular, it 

offers a systematic and integrated way to address increased Japanese 

spending on the basis of need rather than arbitrary percent,ages of 

GNP. Constructed carefully, a U.S.-Japan LTDP could provide the frame­

work for a regional planning approach which could be broadened later 

to include other Asian states when feasible or necessary. We would 

have to take care in presenting this idea to the Japanese to emphasize 

the bilateral nature of the process and to avoid any in~titutional 

implications either with NATO or other Asian nations. 

N(;~ Annex A. contains~ a list of suggested actions that could be 
I. 

r ~·:>:':_.)~'-.included in a US-Japan LTDP. Detailed projects and priori ties would 
• c:,.. - ,~ 

./ ,·.·.: _..- have to be worked through bilateral discussions. Some programs will •. ~·-- oJ • 

not be feasible immediately but could be developed by the end of 

the decade. In all cases initiatives should seek maximum compatibilit 

with ~ATO programs since future NATO weapons presently under discussio 
' 

or dc~velopment would otherwise exclude Japan. \ie sho.uld float the 

idea of a U.S.-Japan LTDP at the next SSC meeting. 

E. U.S. Actions - Substance 
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~ U.S. persuasion of the Japanese to accelerate de:ense 

expenditures and assume new functions will be successf:J.l only 

to the extent that we remain convincingly committed to their defense 

and credibly engaged in Asia. They must see our pressure on as a 

complement to a greater US and allied effort ratherth~­
supplement to compensate for declining American strength. Fully adequat 

PACOM force levels are vital to the development of Japanese confidence 

and confirmation of our security arrangements. Any steps that we can 

take to augment these levels, including homeporting an additional carri• 

in the Pacific and deploying more tactical air will reinforce our 

efforts to get the Japanese to do more. Tokyo accepts the argument tha· 

PACOM deployments in the Indian Ocean/Persian Gulf are in Japan's inter 

Assura:1ces that these forces will not leave the Pacific Command are wha 

the Japanese seek. 

~ In working out contingency planning goals and force missions, 

we should make sure that we preserve joint responsibility for some 

of the most sensitive and dangerous anti-Soviet functions; i.e., 

closure of the exits to the Japan Sea, and ASW and anti-Backfire 

patrols throughout Northeast Asia during wartime. 

~ To get the most mileage out of U.S.-Japan defense cooperation 

during the next decade, the U.S. needs to r~tionalize several policy 
' 

anomalies that have inhibited our relationship in the past. Technolo~ 

trans£er is one problem area. As the sophistication of Japan's 

technology grows -- along with its capabilities to develop and 

manufacture advanced systems -- the limits. of our current ad· hoc 



-5ECRET .., :: 
- v 

approach to technology transfer issues become more obvious. The:-e have 

already been a number of cases where, rightly or \vrongly, the 

Japanese perceive second class treatment compared t6 NATO countries. 

Vacillation between allowing coproduction and insisting on direct 

sales of weapons causes additional confusion. The integration of 

U.S. equipment into the self -defense forces which promo·tes standardiza­

tion, interoperability, and interdependence on the part of the Japanese 

is a primary goal. 

~ The most serious deficiency in the Japanese defense industry is· th 

inability to double or triple output on short notice, a requirement tha 

could arise in the event of an attack against Japan. Shortages of 

components, skilled workers and expertise would make significant in• 

creases in output impossible for 12 to 18 months. Thus, for the short 

term, the SDF would depend on the US (whose surge capability also is 

limited) to maintain a steady flow of weapons and equipment to Japan. 

The impediments to increase defense industry output in Japan are 

formidable, and place a responsibility on the US to increase its output 

of weapons for export or to permit more coproduction projects for Japar 

(U) The U.S. is not always able to supply the parts for weapons syster. 

Japan. buy directly or license-produces. We have had a number of. issue~ 

arising, most recently availability of engines for the F-15. If we ar1 

to promote U.S. systems, we must be able to meet schedules. 

~ 

~On the other hand, to dem~nd that the J~panese purchase U.S. 

weapons excl~sively is to ensure that they will develop domestically 

their. own non-interoperable systems. This is a political fact. The 

Japanese, like other major industrial nations are determined to 
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to maintain some independent weapons producti::g capability. U.S. 

poli·:y on technology transfer, cons is tent wi ::. pub lie statutes 

and ~anufacturer's rights, should allow the Japanese the latitude 

of choosing the means by which they secure U.S. equipment· .. 

In fact the U.S. earns almost as much from licensed-production as 

it does from direct sales. U.S. manufacturers are comfortable that 

licensed-produc~ion keeps Japan far enough behind in state-of-th.e-art 

technology to prevent threatening the U.S industrial lead. In the. 

long run, our policy should be ·shaped by the knowledge that limitatio 

on coproduction will limit interoperability and Japan's ability to 

build-up its forces or support us during hostilities. One of our 

problems in developing a rational integrated policy on these issues 

is the lack of a centralized decision mechanism within the DOD on 

coproduction. We should establish one, vesting coordination/ 

responsibility and power of final approval in a single office with OS 

. . m... The Japanese are treated .differently from our NATO partners 

in other areas such as FMS training and research and development 

costs. The difference in treatment is int~rpreted by the Japanese as 

sign of lower regard and political inferiority. 

~ Rationalization of costs would require congressional action. 

In its current mood, Congress will be reluctant to ·take any measure 
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which grants financial relief to Japan. A lon~·term effort should 

be made, however, to explain that the price differential is not 

significant financially, but damages the relationship politically 

and inhibits security cooperation. The revenue we gain by charging 

the Japanese high prices for training is small and would be much 

more than offset by increased Japanese outlays for U.S. equipment 

that would logically result from expended U.S. training of their most 

able officers. 

~ We should also move to increase bilateral training. More combined 

training exercises, small unit exchanges, and personnel exchanges are 

needed. Large-scale multilateral combined naval exercises like 

RIMPAC .should be repeated. Ultimately, a deployment/combined exercise 

in the manner of TEAM SPIRIT would help demonstrate U.S. credibility ... 

F. U.S. Actions - Tactics 

~ Form is at least·as important as substance to the Japanese, 

placing tactics on a par with content. For best results with 

the Japanese, the U.S. should: 

Avoid direct, public demands. These will inspire 

natio~alistic reactions among the public and opposition parties 

and make it harder for the government to re~pond pos i tiv.ely. U.S. 
' 

cri ti,:ism of Japanese performance during the es.rly phases of the 

Iran hostage crisis, for example, brought some short-tei:111 results, 

but left lasting antipathies. Our campaign to increase Japanese 

defense cooperation is a long term effort requiring broad public 

suppor't. 
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9e blunt in privat&. The Japanese have come to regard 

candor as a benchmark of the relationship and will react positively 

as long as our recommendations are presented to them as· suggestions 

between allies rather than requirements from a superior. 

Maintain steady, relentless pressure across the board. 

Lose no opportunity in talks between officials to reiterate the U.S. 

position, even ifthe message seems redundant. Constant repetition 

at all levels and to representatives of all the ministries concerned 

is an essential element in moving the consensus i.n Japan forward. 

G. Asian Relationshi~s 

l 
•' 

(U) This appro~ch to U.S.-Japan cooperation over the next decade is 

consistent with the interests and concerns of other Asian nations 

with whom we are allied or aligned. Peking understands the vital 

importance of the US-Japan security relationship, and has lost no 

opportunity to tell either the Japanese or the United States that 

J~pan should significantly strengthen its defense•. The Chiriese 



aTe no~ advocating nuclear rearmament for Japan, nor do :hey want, 

at least at this point, Japan to develop a capability to project 

offensive power beyond its own borders. They are, however, keenly 

aware of the increased contribution Japan can make to improving 

the balance of power in Asia, and they would support a 

significant growth in Japan's self-defense capability, including 

wider responsibilities for maritime and air defense. 

~ Lasting and intense animosities toward the Japanese notwith­

standing, the Koreans would be reasonably comfortable with the 

increased capabilities and enhanced missions discussed here. They 

would balk at Japanese acquisition of any capability to send 

ground forces _abroad -- even to aid South Korea in an emergency -- but 

they would certainly welcome the benefits of increased Japanese 

competence in air defense and intelligence. During the last year we 

have seen cautious initial steps in the development of a ROK-Japanese 

dialogue on security issues, beginning with the visit of JDA Minister 

Yamashita to Seoul in the fall of 1979. An exchange of visits between 

high ranking military officers was to follow but has been interrupted 

by the assassination of President Park. 

(U) The ASEAN and ANZUS countries remain s~ittish about the growth 

of Japanese military power, but they will not react negatively as 

long as Japanese regional capabilities remain defensive and are 

primarily focussed in North.east Asia. As maritime nations, they 

will of course approve of any strengthening in overall allied 

capability to protect the SLOC. 
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H. The Soviet Factor 

~ The approach outlined above will be compatible over the 

long run with a more explicit and active regional military role 

for Japan, even though such a role is currently unthinkable in 

Tokyo and unacceptable in the rest of Asia. The need for more 

formal arrangements and the political conditions that would make 

these arrangements acceptable in the region will depend more on 

Soviet behavior than any other factor. The more the USSR expands 

its influence and takes hostile or threatening actions, the more 

comfortable other Asian countries will be with a larger Japanese 

military presence and more explicit collective security ties. 

More importantly, public opinion within Japan will move more quickly 

to support more comprehensive defense arrangements. 

~ In the meantime, while the Soviets will complain about 

increased Japanese defense expenditures, .there is little in the 
' 

recommended approach.that will provoke Moscow to more threatening 

action. 

' I 
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US - JAPA.~ 

LONG RANGE COOPERATIVE DEFENSE PROGRAM (LRCDP) 

~ Thf~ outline below is intended to suggest some actions that might be 
included in a U.S.-Japan LRCDP. The category headings are the same r.1.s 
those in the NATO LTOP (less TNF), and specific proposals parallel NATO 
initiat'ives where applicable. Detailed projects and priorities would 
have to be worked out through bilateral discussions. Some/pro.grams wi11 
npt be feasible immediately, but could be developed by the end of the 
1980s. rn all cases, initiatives should seek maximum compatibility with 
NATO programs. ROK force developments also should be considered. 
Security re 1 a ti ons with· .. the PRC are too tenuous, and sensitive, to be 
included at present, but should be reevaluated as the situation evolves. 

1. Readiness (U) 

.... --

"S.l -

Increased Trainina. Both the U.S. and Japan should 
continue to increase the level of realistic combat 
training, including the expenditure of live ordnance. 
Ways shou1d be sought to alleviate the constraints on 
maneuvers and live firings by the SDF. The preferential 
training rates charged to NATO should be made· available 
to Japan. · 

Increase War Reserve Stocks. Ammunition procurement 
should be increased ill1llediately in order to reach at 
least 30-day stockpiles by 1985, based on existing national 
consumption rates. Threat-related ordnance should be 
stocked to an 80~ confidence level in the same period •. 
Concurrently, the bilateral planning process should 
develop new. standards for stockpile planning guidance in 
the latter half of the decade. 

Interooerable Munitions P~oaram. This program should 
camp 1 ement the previous initiative by rev~ e~i ng ~he 
interoperability of U.S. and Japanese mun1t1ons 1n all 
categories and examining the prospects for the cooperative 
aeve1cpmen~ of future 

I 



(b )(1) 
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(U) - Defense Against Chemical Warfare. Increased emphasis 
should be placed on the acquisition (and development~ if · 
ne~essary) of standardiz~d prot~tive equipment, integrated 
NBC defense training, and the organizational changes 
needed to upgrade. ·current capabi 1 i ties. 

Anmunit1on Loading Progl"am. The goal of this. progl"am 
should be to improve ~unition handling procedures and 
to modernize ammunition handling and storage facilities. 
In light of Japan 1 s explosive safety-~istance restrictions, 
the U.S. should consider making storage available fo~ 
Japanese ~unition at U.S. PACOM facilities, while Japan 
upgl"ades her own storage. However, there are conflicting 
reports of the a·vailabil ity of U .. S. magazine space in the 
Pacific... In addition,. the reserve component of the SDF' s 
ammunition distribution system needs to be identified and 
exercised •. 

Improved· Alert Resaonses. As the Japanese joint operational 
command structure evelops, measures should be proposed 
to synchronize alert conditions and to transfer authority 
to combined ccnmands.. It is· ret:egnized that many of 
these measures involve sensitive political issues that 
may not be susceptible to early resolution. 

z. Reinforcement (U) 

(Ul .. 

l 

Increased Use of Civilian Mobility Assets. Steps should 
be taken to. identify suitable merchant ships and civil 
ail"'CTaft, and to resolve the political, te~hnical and 
le9al problems involved in making them available for 
reinforcement in a crisis. The lack of emergency legis­
lation in Japan, coupled with long-standing animosities 
be~· Japan 1 s Defense Agency and the Transportation 
Ministry, indicate that this wi11 be a long-term process. 
Involvement of the U.S. Departments of Commerce and 
Transportation also may be helpfu-l. 



... seeRET-
Civil Reserve Air· F1eet. The U.S. should push to. have 
Japanese transport aircraft. modified to carry military 
cargo·. In addition~ new orders from Japanese airlines to 
U.S. manufacturers, plus products of Japan•s burgeoning 
aerospace industries, could be specifically tailored to 
CRAF requirements ... 

-:3. Reserve Mobilization (U) 

~-

(U) -

Coordination and Synchronization Measures. A way needs 
to be found to link Japan 1s reserve call-up to national 
alert systems .. Lack of Japanese mobilization legislation 
will continue to be· a problem. 

Improvement of Reserve Standards. In addition to C~uanti­
tative shortfalls, both the U.S. and Japan have qualita­
tive· deficiencies to correct in their reserve structures. 

Additi ona 1 Reserve Units.. Japan has a significant para­
military organization in the National Pol ice Force ... 
Already organized· into battalions, companies, platoons, 
etc.,. the police would more than double the size of the 
Se 1 f·Oefense: Forces if ca 11 ed to active duty. Ca 11-up 
procedures and. crisis uses for the Police Force should be 
clarified. 

4 •. Maritime Posture (U) 

a. Maritime Command, Control and Communications (U) 

~- Secure Communications. Development of suitable 
equipment and framework to facilitate secure conmuni • 
cations 1nteroperabi1ity should be. given highest 
priority. 

Other. A common message language for tactical 
c1rcui~ and should be developed. ECM-resistant 
conmunications and SATCOM facilities should be 
fitted. as appropriate, along with modern systems for 
communicating with submarines. 

b. Air Defense (U) 

(U) -

~-

Point Defense Missile System (POMS). In the near 
term, th~ MSDF should be encouraged to continue its 
POMS installation program. In the long term, advanced 
systems should be considered, including the U.S.· 
FRG-Oanish Rolling Airframe Missile (RAM). 

Long Range Air Defense. Lack of long range air 
defense is a serious MSOF weakness. Long term 

1 solutions should include consideration of AEGIS-type 
missile systems, early warning equipment, and possibly 

-seea~T · 



fleet air defense fighters. Cooperation with USAF 
and ASDF f1 ghters also needs more attention. 

c. Anti.-Submarine Warfare (ASWl (U} 

~ -· 

~-

Shallow-Water ASW. Both allies should build on 
Japan 1 s sha 1 1 ow water ASW to encourage the deve 1 op-· 
ment of weapons~ sensors7 and tactics suitable for 
this region. 

Passive Asw·. The distribution of sensitive U.S. 
accust1c. signal intelligence infonnation will have 
to be reviewed carefully to ensure that Japan is 
able· to make effective use of the advanced ASW 
sensor systems she is procuring. Additional 
Japanese passive coverage should be encouraged, 
possibly through mobile arrays.. Narrow band pro­
cessing for· Japanese submarines is urgently needed. 

ASW Weapons. Present MSDF reliance on MK-37 and 
MK-44 torpedoes undercuts nearly a 11 other 
initiatives that have been taken to improve ASW 
readiness. In the near term, a solution· must be 
found to balance MK-46 releasibility against 
Japanese co-production demands. In the long run, 
Japanese participation in the Advanced Light Weight 
Torpedo (ALWT) program should be examined. 

d. Mine Warfare (U) 

(U} -

Readiness. The· first pl"iority should be to reduce 
the s1x-month lead time needed to ready Japan•s 
present mine stocks. This w.i 11 inc 1 ude the. construe­
tion of new storage sites, provisi~n of batteries, 
and possible Japanese legislative changes. U.S. and 
Japanese plans need. to be synchronized, and air 
cover provided for minelaying near the Soya Strait. 
Japanese minesweeping participation in the event of 
a Korean conflict also should be studied. 

New Developments. Cooperative development of a new 
generation of medium and deep water mines should be 
considered. Both nations' Mine Cauntermeasura.s 
(MCM) capabilities should be improved concurrently. 
There are parallel initiatives in ~TO's LTDP. 

Retaining MCM Shies in Reserve~ The MSDF replaces 
about two older minesweepers a year with new con­
struction units. The older ships average about 16 
years of age--younger than many first-line NATO 
counterparts. Those not reclassified for auxiliary 
missions still could be capable of many wartime 
duties if retained: in reserve. 

SEe RET -
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e.. Surface Warfare (U} 

~- Improve<i Anti-Surface Ship Missiles (ASSMs). Japan 
already has extensive plaris to introduce air, surface~ 
and submarine-launched Harpoon. as wel1 as her· own 
air-launched ASM-l. In the longer tenn, a. ground­
launched version of the ASM-1 wi11 be developed for 
invasion defense. Coope:rative efforts should. 
concentrate on over-the-horizon tar9eting (OTH-T), 
and.possibly a follow-on missile similar to that 
being studied. by NATO's project group 16 (PG-16). 

5. Air Defense (U) 

~-

Oeplarment of Additional Air Defense Assets. Next to 
. general combat readiness, the Soviet's growing numerical 

aerial superiority· over Northern Japan will continue to 
be the most serious weakness in Japan's defense posture 
through· the l980s.. Likely U.S. reinforcements and 
redeployments from other air defense distTicts can 
redress. only a part of this shortfall.. Despite the 
extens.i ve procurement programs now plan ned or underway 
(F-15,. E-ZC, Patriot., etc.), additional efforts should be 
made to improve Japan•s integrated air defense capabilities 
by the end of the decade. 

Infrastructure Protection. Short range air defenses for 
air fields and key logistie installations have been 
discussed,. but underfunded. Aircraft shelters, facilities 
hardening.,, and runway repair kits are almost non-existent .. 
Each· of these areas needs improvenent. 

· Iinproved IFF. A 1 though the re 1 ease to Japan of Mode 4 of 
the MK-XII IFF will improve our ability to fight together, 
a better system is needed in the long term. This work 
should be coordinated with the NATO Tri-Service Group on 
Communications and Electronics Equipment (TSGCEE) that 

· has begun work on a future NATO IFF system. 

Air Command and Control System (ACCS) Upgrade. Japan 
a 1 ready p 1 ans to. update the BADGE system in the. mid-to­
late decade.. Cooperative efforts should ensure ;9at 
there are adequata interlaces with USN f"'U".,._,....u:J.I...-:-' 

6. Communications, Command and Control {U) 

(U) - Interooerable Communications Eguipment and Standardized 
Ooerating Instructions. · 

(U) -· 
-....A::!: .c c _,i...,Ll A.~ 

COMSEC -vcons1stent w1~h C !CK (COMSEC Plan for Inter-
operable Communications in Korea). 

n!FP.RFT .. 
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SECRET 
Standardized Teletyoe Rates. 

Expansion of Jaoan•s Defense Microwave Links. 

Links between JOA Command Center (when finished) and U.S. 
Headquarters. 

Jaoanese Communications 

.~- Continaency COMSAT Use. 

7. Electronic Warfare (U) 

(U) -

(U) -

(U) 

-~-

Make maximum use of Jaoanese electronic caoabi1ities. 

Proaramrnable Threat Warnina Indic~tors. 

Jammers. 

Doctrine for Direct ~A Suooort of Combat Ooerations. 

8. Rationalization (U) 

~ - There wi11 be numerous procurement choices av~jJable to 
. the U.S. and Japan over the n~xt decade. _ . . __ 
,--·~-··-----· · ·--··-- ·- ··· ··--- --- _ _ _ _ In many cases, 
-·-----th·e co-st/benefit. trade-offs will be complex and highly 

politicized. However, both nations will be better able 
_to rationalize future acquisitions if they are addressed 

in a comprehensive framework. 

9. Loaistics {U) 

~-

(U) -

Host Nation Suooort. Increased reliance should be placed 
on Japanese civil and military logistic resources, including 
CRAF, sealift, ground transport, cargo handling, medical, 
and maintenance facilities. Japanese O&M support could 
be increased through Colocated Operating Bases (COBs). 
Legal impediments to mutual support should be reduced. 

War Reserve Stocks. Ammunition stock levels should be 
·established as d1scussed above under Readiness, and 

storage areas developed accordingly. Procedures for 
reailocation of war reserve stocks (POL and ammunition) 
in an emergency need to be established. 

---

(U) - Protection of Key Locistic Installations. SHORAOS and 
hardening are needed for principal arrmunition, POL, and 
supply facilities. ·Such installations should be diversified 
where possible. 

~ECKET' 
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Underway Replenishment (UNREP). Tne ~SDF should increase 
its underway replenishment assets. Efforts also should 
be made to make use of containerized transfer systems for 
merchant ships when political problems can be overcome. 

Procedural and Oroanizational Imorovements. The Army has 
discussed its Wartime Supply Support System for Foreign 
Armed Forces (WSSSFAF) with the GSDF. This would allow 
wartime Japanese requisitions for selected items to be 
processed within the same priority structure as U.S. 
requisitions. Similar arrangements should be set up for 
other Services. Organizational changes should try to 
improve logistic cooperation among the individual services 
of the SDF. 

Interooerability. Possible initiatives include: aircraft 
cross-servicing, fuel standardization, ammunition inter· 

, changeability and common operating instructions. 

- ·· ....... ......_ 
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ANNEX C 

Article IX· of Japan's Constitution 

"Aspi:ring sincerely to an international peace. based on orde-r 

and justice, the Japanese people forever renounce war as a 

sovereign right of the nation and the threat of force as a 

means of settling international disputes. 

In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, land, 

sea and air forces, as.well as other war potential., will never 

be maintained. The right of belligerence of the state will not 

be recognized." 
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ANNEX E 

STATUS OF FORCES AGREEMENT BETWEEN US 

AND JAPAN 

AlrnCLE mv 
1. It is agreed that the United State& will bet.r for the duration 

of this Agreement without cost to Japan all expenditures incidene"tol 
the ma.intenance· of the United Sta.tes armed forces in Japan except 
those to be borne by Japan as provided in paragraph 2. 

2. It is agreed that Japan will furnish for the duration of thiR 
.<\.greement without cost to the United States and ma.ke compensation 
where appropriate to the owners and suppliers thereof all facilities 
and area.s and rights of way, including facilities and o.reas joint.ly 
used such as those at airfields and ports, as provided in Articles II 
andm. 

3. It is agreed that arrangements will be effected between . the 
Governments of the United States and Japan for accounting npplicn­
ble to financial transactions &rising out of this Agreement. 

_.,· 
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TALKING POINTS FOR SESSION #2 

Convening the Session (Mr. McGiffert) 

~-During this session we will discuss U.S. force posture and defense 
policy In the Pacific. The topics to be presented are the r~lationshlp 
of Pacific defense policy to global strategy, planned changes In our 
force posture, the Korean withdrawal plan, and anms limitation issues. 
I will ask U.S. delegates to lay out our basic views in a short presen­
tation, 15 minutes or so, and then I propose we open the meeting for 
free discussion. Is this acceptable Hr. Tahashlma? · 

r. ** After Hr. Tahash1ma 1 s response, you can ask Hr. Abramowitz to 
present, in overview, the first topic. 

Relationshl Between our Pacific Force Structure and our Global Strate 
Hr. Abramow tz, Mr. Anmacost, Hr. Gombert are prime U.S. discussants 

-- Let me begin by reviewing the process by which we analyze and 
determine our force ·posture. ", 

--The process starts with a review of the basic foreign policy 
goals we want to achieve, an evaluation of the worldwide environment 
and Its Influence on achievement of these goals, and a review of the 
ro 1 e m 11 I tary forces should play. 

-- Special Interagency studies are done on topics of particular • 
Interest; for example, anms transfer, nuclear prol lferatton, and the 
like. 

The resu 1 ts of these revIews are pub 11 shed l.n the Secretary of · . 
Defense Annual Report to the Congress. 

-- At the same time, the Defense Guidance Is Issued. l·t contains the 
force sizing rationale to be used by the Services In detenmtnlng their 
structure for the next five years. The defense guidance is ·scenario 
based. Various contingencies are evaluated and the most demanding ones 
selected as the basis for force sizing. The resulting force structure 
will then be adequate for all lesser scenarios as .well. 

-~ The most demanding contingency for U.S. forces In East Asia Is a 
Korean conflict. 

..SECR~T 
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-- Our defense planning for Korea assumes a North Korean attack 
withlogtstlcal supportfrom the Soviets and/or the Chinese •. Our 
strategy calls for a defense north of Seoul to be made by ROK ground 
forces augmented by U.S. forces. Until their withdrawal over the 
next four to five years Is completed, U.S. ground combat forces will 
be held In reserve• However, our tactical air, air defense, naval and 
1 og Is tl cal forces wou I d like 1 y be I nvo 1 ved at the outset of the war. 
Logistical guidance calls for war res.erve materiel to sustain US-ROK 
forces for a period of 180 days before drawing on NATO stockpiles. 
We would not expect to use ground combat forces to reinforce in Korea, 
although we are prepared for th:is possibility. Other existing PACOM 
forces can be used for a Korean contingency depending upon how the 
regional and global situation Is developing at the time. 

2 

--The resulting force structure is adequate to. handle less demanding 
contingencies. 

--During a worldwide conventional conflict, the Defense Guidance 
assumes that Western Europe will be the focus of Soviet attack. It 
also assumes however, that a war In Europe will be accompanied by war 
In Asia, principally by Soviet at.tacks on worldwide LOCs. In this 
event the guidance requires the defense of LOCs to the U.S~, and allied 
LOCs as the situation warrants and allows, initiation of attacks on 
Soviet forces under certain conditions, and the capitalization on any 
PRC actions threatening to the Soylets. 

· -- The Defense Guidance deals with Japan contributions by looking for 
·an Increase In their self-defense capabilities, particularly air defense 
and antisubmarine warfare (ASW), with the aim of developing a more sig­
nificant Japanese contribution to protecting Japanese sea lines of com­
munications (SLOts), blocking Soviet passage from the Sea of Japan and 
defending Japanese home Islands against air and naval attack and inva~ion. 

-- U.S. planning for Korea assumes that our bases in Japan would be 
available for .transit and logistics support. And, following the required 
consultation with your government, for combat operations as well. 

--During a worldwide conventional conflict with the USSR, we may.wlsh 
to seek: 

-· ·--Japan c:oncur.·rencewith any U.S. initiation of hostilities _against 
Soviet forces and bases in the Pacific; and 

-- A Japanese contribution to the mutual defense effort and the 
provision of conventional military forces to 4efend the Japanese Islands 
against air attack and seaborne Invasions as well as assistance .in sea 
control operations. 

-SECRET-
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(~)(1) 

oo After any Japanese reaction, Mr. McGtffert may wish to ask Mr. 
Annacost and Hr~ Gam ert to add their views. 

(b)(l) 
! 

we should make clear that we are talking about planning or wartime 
operations, a required analysis because the consequences are so serious. 
We should not allow the fact that we plan for war be Interpreted as an 
Indication that we believe that such an event Is more likely today than 
before. We should point out that.the primary purpose of our forces Is 
deterrence. · 

The Swing Strategy 

·should this topic be raised by the Japanese- should respond along 
the following lines: 

**A worldwide conflict will be intensely demanding. We must retain 
flexibility to shift our forces as critical condttlons dictate. • 

** Nonetheless certain facts should be recognized: 

* We have Important Interests to protect In the Pacific. 

*We expect hostilities In the Pacific as well. 

*We do not know how a NATO war would evolve. Under a blitzkrieg 
there would scarcely be time to allow a significant shift of forces. 

* Forward deployed forces are difficult to dlsengag.e. Rearward 
based forces would be used as the flexible reserve. · 

**When the discussion has run Its course, Mr. McGiffert can ask 
General Braswell to describe the future force: changes. In PACOM. 

SECRET 
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Ch<mqcS' in our Force Posture 1978-1983 (General Braswell, Admiral 
Weisner are prime U.S. discussants). 

oo General Braswell will present a description of the significant 
force changes in PACOM as outlined at Tab 2.2. He will a!!k Admiral;\ 
Weisner to add his views at the end of his presentation. 

**The ensuing discussion should convey that significant improvements 
will be made. Heaviest Japanese reaction can be expected to those 
changes to be made to our forces in Japan, and we should be prepared 
to assure the Japanese that these are planned and will not be implemented 
without close consultation with the GOJ. 

lm lications for the Defense of Korea Mr. Abramowitz Admiral Weisner 
and General Tighe are prime U.S. discussants • 

**About lt hours into this session we should transition to our 
discussion of Korea. Mr. McGiffert can Initiate this by asking 
General Tighe to give his assessment of the current balance on the 
peninsula. 

oo General Tlghe 1 s 15-20 minute presentation will cover the material 
outltned.at Tab 2.3. 

** After the discussion of teneral Tlghe 1 s assessment, Mr. Abramowitz 
will use the following Talking Points to describe the status of Korean 
withdrawal actions. 

--Work on the Korean withdrawal program since the lOth SCM In late 
July has focused on two ares: Congressional consultations and definition 
of the equipment transfer requirements. 

-- We began last August with a briefing at the ·White House for approxi­
mately 15 Congressional leaders. At that time the results of the SCM 
were presented and the essentiality of Congressional support for the 
withdrawal plans and prOgrams was stressed. The reaction to this presen­
tation was at best lukewarm and the climate in Congress does not appear 
to have improved since. The primary reasons for this lack of support 
In Congress for the Korean program fall Into two categories: 

-- Some are uneasy and have doubts about the wisdom of withdrawing, 
In part because they perceive that the decision was not reached In a 
careful, methodical way. · 

-- Some oppose more defense aid for South Korea for a variety of 
largely unrelated reasons; e.g •• human rights concerns, fear of associa­
tion with the Korean scandals, outright opposition to foreign aid of any 
kind, or ~sa means of expressing opposition to the withdrawal itself • 

0, 
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--The net result of all this is that there ts some congressional 
opposltfon to any assistance package for Korea. We have yet to evaluate 
how the latest developments in the Tong Sttn Park affair wtll affect this 
climate. We have also embarked on a concerted campaign to educate and 
persuade Congressmen and their staffs that our program .Is sound and work­
able. It ls too early to tell if this effort is bearing fruit. Ali ·accu­
rate reading on our proposed legislation must wait until the climate is 
more favorable. 

--The development of a mutually agreed list of equipment for .transfer 
to the ROK has progressed very well. Starting from an equipment proposal 
which was prepared In Korea by a joint ROK/US group after the SCM, we 
have developed a carefully considered list of the most critically 
required items. 

-- Meanwhile we have also set in motion a series of post-SCM follow­
up actions designed to implement other decisions reached in Seoul. 
Among the more significant of these are·: 

-- An effort to assist the ROK in their program to develop an 
I nd I g enou.s tank. 

--Preliminary steps toward the establishment of an 811 howitzer 
rebuild program In the ROK. ·"•. 

-- Initial work toward enhancing and expediting the development 
of· the ROK's defense program management capability. 

-- Further staff planning for the creation of a Cemblned Command 
In Korea·. 

-- Preparation of detailed plans for Increasing the USAF tactlca~ 
air presence In South Korea, as just described by General Braswell. 

--A major effort pertaining to increasing the scope and frequency 
of exercises In the ROK by US forces based els.ewhere. 

-- Several undertakings designed to enhance the war reserve material 
posture in the ROK and improve the wartime logistic support arrangements. 
as well. 

-- All of these projects are expected to be completed before the first 
US withdrawals occur in the fall of 1978. 

o0 Fol~owlng Mr. Abramowitz's presentation, Mr. McGiffert can ask 
Admiral Weisner to add his assessment of the Korean situation • 
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**We do not expect extensive discussion on Korea. The GOJ has been 
kept well informed. During the discussion, however, we should raise the 
issue of Japan's economic relations with South Korea and future tren~s 
in that relationship. We would like to see Japan recognize that they 
have a responsfbtllty here which Is particularly Important in the event 
of any delay In the equipment transfer effort. 

Arms Limitation Issues (Hr. Gom ert General Braswell and General Tl he 
are prim~ U.S. discussants· • 

oo This last topic will begin with a presentation by Mr. Gompert on 
SALT, the Indian Ocean Arms Ltmttatlon Talks, MBFR Talks, CTB Negotiations 
and Chemical Weapons Limitations~ (Content described at TAB 2.5) · 

oo General Braswell may wish to add JCS views of these talks. 

eo General Tighe may wish to add the perspectives of the Intelligence 
community. 

**We hope that·the open discussion will bring out the Japanese view 
of the Implications of these Strategic Issues for Japan. 

** We also want to ask about GOJ plans for resuming Its efforts to 
highlight the need to examine International traffic In conventional 
arms. 

Conclusion 
. 

**This session should end at 1700 to allow an adequate Interval 
before the evening reception. Topics not covered can be carried over 
to tomorrow morning's session. Items for possible tnfonnal. discussion 
with Japanese counterparts at social events are at Tabs C.l and C.2. • 
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Background Paper 

Subject: Japanese Logistic Capabilities (U) . 
PROBLEM: 
- Despite the massive capabilities of the world's third 
largest economy, not only are the Japanese Self Defense 
Forces (JSDF) in an extremely weak logistical posture now, 
but there is little on the horizon to indicate that this 
situation will improve in the foreseeable future. 

DISCUSSION: 
•· liar Reserve Munitions are at minimal levels ranging from 
three sorties for air-to-air missiles to 7-12 days for major 
ground munitions. 

- POL supplies are adequate for 2 to 5 days, with no pro­
cedure for requisitioning civilian stocks. 

- Japanese procurement programs are heavily end-item oriented 
and little is being done to fill \\far Reserve Materiel (l'llU•1) 
shortages. 

- The logistic force structure is very limited, for example 
only 11% of Ground Self Defense Force troops are logistics 
personnel. 

- The JSDF rely heavily on the availability of US O\~ed wru~ 
stored in Japan, despite the fact that none is intended for 
Japanese use. Recent shipments of ground munitions to Korea 
from Japan have concerned the JSDF. 

- US logistic facilities in Japan are important to our WESTPAC 
strategies. If returned to the GOJ the JSDF does not have 
sufficient political strength for their retention in military 
use. 
CONCLUSIONS: 

- JSDF HRM shortages are so great that they would not be 
able to mount an effe~tive defense of Japan. 

- The GOJ is not procuring adequate WRM and is implicitly 
relying on US stocks intended for US and ROK forces but 
stored in Japan. This fiction is of great psychological 
importance to them. 

- US retention of logistic facilities in Japan are as 
important to the long term plans of the JSDF as they are to 
the short and mid-term plans of the United States. Only US 
use keeps these facilities from being permanently lost to a 
military that one oay may need them. 

Prepared by: ..(b)(6) 

December 
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Subject: WESTPAC III - Impact on Japan (U) . 

- Residual US Army munitions levels in Japari were determined 
based upon US requirements for [ "}.;. :;;~;;~~~'!s(~ ·di---.:f-;t;.j_and . (b)_(l) 
independent of concer~~:'" :'·· · · ··· ~> -- --- --- -- .I 

;· 

19 December 1977 
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Specific Recommendation for Improvements of JSDF 
Capabilities 

1. logistic Shortfalls 

· Japanese Self-fefense Forces currently have the 
capability to fight_ H ··' • -- I(Based .. on _____ (b)(l)_ 
a JCS assessment of WRM stocks predicated on projected 
use rates.) The air defense mission is particularly 
critica r it is judged capable of sup-
porting by each interceptor. While we 
do not propose expansion of the JSDF, we consider it 
of importance that greater attention be placed on more 
rapid progress toward attaining WRM using the Japanese 
goal of a 90-day stock level as a target. Realization 

·~f such a goal would ·represent a significant improve­
ment in JSDF capabilities. In fact, AS\rl and aiT 
defense capability improvements should not be made at 
the expense of developing and adequate logistics 
posture for all JSDF services. Significant improve­
ment of WRH stocks is essential since those stocks are 
required to realize the combat potential of the JSDF. · · -- --·--·· 
FYI: in an attack situation, the US could not establish 
effective resupply operations from CONUS in sufficient 
time (approximately 60 days) to compensate for Japanese 
logistic deficiencies. End FVI. 

2. Air Defense 

. The ongoing production of F-4EJ interceptors is 
significantly improving Japan's air defense capability. 
WRM.(see above) remains a problem. ASDF outyear planning· 
appears oriented totr1ard an AEW capability (E2C) and a new 
interceptor (F-15}. Such efforts should be encouraged. 
Besides improvements mentioned· above, there are also other 

....... · 

areas where high payoff improvements may be possible. The-···-··-·-
US should encourage the Japanese to consider: 1} improved ·. · · •. 
_intercept capability in an ECH environment; 2) hardening 

--st-eREi · ..... 
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and point defense measures to ·improve post~strfke - ~, ....... . 
survivability and 3)augmentation-of the early warning 
system. Continued progress on major air defense 
Items should be encouraged on a priority bases. 

3. Antisubmarine Warfare -··-
Current Japanese defense planning-recognizes 

the-need for qualitative improvements in ASW. 
Japan should give increased .pr-iority to-procurement·=-..~. 
of a new ASW aircraft. Present Japanese capabilities · 
are almost ten years behind the·~~ate~of-the-art • 
Current status of the P-3C buy is dealt with at tab' · 
F3.· A production run of 40 aircraft ts necessary for 
the Japanese aircraft industry to·be interested in -
domestic manufacture. Besides encouraging procurement 
of the P-3C, other areas to improve ASW should include: 
1) production of mines and adequate del-ivery systems .. -
for-ASW barriers to help deny Soviet access to the 
Pacific from the Sea of Japan; 2')~-continued acquisition 
of. improved weapon and sensor technology for both air­
craft and ships; and 3) increased spending on munitions, 
spare parts, and other consumables for protracted ASW 
operations. 

4. Command, Control and Communications 

- The JSDF Joint Staff Council is legally powerless 
to react effectively in an emergency. A detailed 
structure, utilizing a well defined chain of command 
to facilitate cooperative joint efforts among the 
three Japan~se staffs:or in concert with US forces 
does not exist. Integrated operations and centralized 
control are in an embryonic state of .development. 
Press reports of 9 June 1977 indrcate that the JDA has 
pla~s to establish a consolidation committee to make 
pre-parations for the establishment of a cent-ral command •. 
Fiscal Year 1982 {1 April 1982) ·ts the reported target 
date to integrate command and operations of the Ground, 
Maritime and Air Self-Defense Forces. Such steps need 
to be encouraged; hardening of facilities, and capabili­
ties for greater interservice .... crosstalk" are examples 
of areas of needed improvement.--
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S. Second Line Priority Items 

Whereas all items for improvement listed above 
were consi'dered first line priority items and un­
differe~tiated, the following requirements are con­
sidered somewhat secondary in nature: 

a. Training maneuver areas and ranges which 
are severely restricted in a crowded country. 

c. A larger military R&D budget. Currently the 
JSDF spends about 1% of the defense budget on R&D, 
even though they have all of the other ingredients 
available for a larger, more effective program • 

e. Acquisition of a Civil Reserve Airfleet (CRAF) 
capability • 



. . 

WORKING PAPER 
DESTROY WHEN NO LONGER NEEDED 

•· ---

SUBJECT: US-Japan Bil~teral~~ning 
BACKGROUND 

- Bilateral planning with Japan supports the US-Japan 
Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security of 19 Jan 60. 
Article V of the Treaty provides that "Each Party 
recognizes that an armed attack against:: eitper. Party in the 
territories under the administration of Japan would be 
dangerous to its own peace and safety and ·declares that 
it would act to meet the common danger in accordance 
with its constitutional provisions and processes. 11 

To fulfill this commitment USFJ and Joint Staff 
Council prepared a Coordinated Joint Outline Emergency 
Plan {CJOEP) "FORMAL MIST." However, bilateral plan­
ning between JSDF and USF was not officially and 
publicly sanctioned by GOJ until 27 November 1978 ·{Encl 1). 
(Yellow Tab) • 

--- Security Consultative Committee sanction of bilateral 
· planning guidelines (Encl 2) was the culmination of 

approximately two year . effort by the Subcommittee 
for Defense Cooperation (SDC) and its subordinate 
working panels. "Key SOC members on US side: DCM 
AmEmbassy, Tokyo'· C/S USFJ, _and CINCPAC J-5. 

GOJ Defense Minister's Directive,ll Dec 78, cleared 
way for JSDF to officially engage in bilateral · 
planning with us. However, before actual work 
could begin the JSDF insisted that a Memorandum . 
for Conduct of Joint Studies and Associated Activities 
by JSDF and USFJ be signed (Encl 3). 

CURRENT STATUS 

- COMUSJ staff.has begun planning effort with JSDF' counter­
parts using previously approved CINCPAC proposed assumptions 
and objectives {Encl 4). -- . 

- COMUSJ is currently staffing a message which will request 
CINCPAC review and/or reaffirmation-of assumptions and 
objectives contained in Epcl 4. Changes required, if any, 
will be submitted to JCS/OSD for approval. 

- COMUSJ projects bilateral plan will be ready by 1 Jun 80. 
At that time it will be submitted to the JCS for review 
and approval under' JOPS. · 

INTERNAL STAFF PAPER 
RELEASE COVERED BY JCS MOP NO. 39 a.o v\. ee p 
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Enclosure 1 - AmEmbassy Tokyo msg to State Dept, A-253, 
15 Dec 78 · 

Enclosure 2 - · AmEmbassy Tokyo msg to SECS~ATE, 03 0554Z Jul 7 8, 
JCS IN 54734 

Enclosure 3 - Memorandum for Conduct of Joint Studies and 
Associated Activities by JSDF- USFJ, signed 
15 Feb 79 

Enclosure 4 - SECSTATE msg to .AtnEmbassy Tokyo, 100135Z Nov 73, 
JCS IN 13699 
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 ' 

TH.E J()'NT STAFF 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(EAST ASIA, PACIFIC, AND INTER.;..AMERICAN AFFAIRS). 
(INTERNATIONAL SECURI1'Y AFFAIRS) 

Subject: U.S.-Japan Security Relationship (U) 

L (!/lf8P8Rtl). Enclosed is our review of the u.s.-Japan 
Security Relationship which-addresses a number of questions 
we have been asking for some time. The two big questions, of 
course, are what is the most desirable Japanese defense. 
posture from a u.s. view, and what measures should be taken 
to influence the Japanese toward that status. There are 
also some recommendations which would establish a framework 
of specific policies within which we can direct our efforts 
toward recognized goals. Below, I have summarized the key 
points and recommendations; however, I commend to your 
reading the entire review. 

·2 •. ~ We see Japan as key to u.s. economic and security 
interests in the Asian-Pacific region. In order to protect 
those interests and maintain influence -in the region, 
and indeed maintain our credibil.i ty throughout the· world, 
a peacetime military presence as a demonstration of resolve 
is .requisite. Moreover, without the peacetime influence 
our military options i 
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3. (S/iGOfOftl'ij. In order to secure Japan's commitment they 
must first be convinced that the United States intends 
to remain a Paci fie power. No absolute guarantee is possible 
regarding Japan's ultimate com_mitment but we can improve 
the probability of Ja~anese security decisions favorable to 
the United States by: intertwining American and Japanese 
forces, pol.icies and plans. It would be prudent to focus on 
a goal of'defense interdependence as an overarching principle 
toward which all separate policy actions are directed. 
This would entail the promotion of a concept of collective 
security which enshrouds the principles of complementarity, 
standardization and interoperability. 

4. ~ In moving toward a goal of interdependence:, I feel we 
are not too far away. Our defense relationship with Japan 
has never been better and yet there is room for improvement, 
and it is within Japan's capacity to devote more resources 
toward security efforts. Indeed, Japan's Mid-Range Defense 
Improvement Program, 1980-1984, is ambitious, and if fully 
funded will be a major step toward rectifying a number of_ 
shortcomings in their force structure. Nevertheless, we 
find that the Japan SDF, even beyond their programmed 
improvements, will still suffer shortcomings in critical 
areas, particularly in the ~reas of force readiness and 
sustainability. We should do ·everything we can, and still 
maintain the harmony of the relationship, to encourage ·the 
Japanese to make up their shortfalls. Moreover, as 111entioned 
earlier, we should promote a true complementarity and 
interoperability bet.ween Japanese and u.s. forces which 
would support collective security. As u.s. assets reach a 
finite level, the shortfall that occurs must be made up by 
allied forces. The supplement of improved Japanese forces 
sho.ul.d en.able PACOM to .execute additional r.esponsibilities 
in the Indian Ocean. 

5. ~ The process by which we arrive at our goals should 
be collaborative with the Japanese. They should participate 
as full partners in the consultative and planning·bodies 
which will determine new missions.and requirements for 
collective defense. There are also a number of constructive 
measures and confidence building steps that c~n be taken 
to reinforce the whole enterprise, only some of which are 
combined exercises, technological transfer and cheaper 
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FMS training. Ultimately, however, because of the Japanese 
Government decisionmaking process, the final decisions as to 
how far· they go or how much they will spend rest withi.n the 
powers of. their civilian side of the government. This 
involves not only the Cabinet and the Diet but also the 
ministerial bureaucracies which are a powerful element in 
the government, For this reason, we will need to enlist 
the concurrence and cooperation of our civilian side of 
government. · 

6. n;; NePeR:tJ) •Broad policy objectives have been enunciated 
by the President and the Secretary of Defense which. state 
that u.s. power will be maintained in the Pacific. Also, 
the Joint Strategic Planning Document establishes Japan 
as a vital interest to the United States. Among our 
recommendations for a specific security policy regarding 
the u.s. relationship with Japan are: 

o Establish the goal of ~efense affiliation and inter­
dependence as an overarching principle toward which 
all separate policy actions are directed. 

o Encourage Japan, in the near term, to maintain 
its defense spending .at the present share of GNP. 

o Encourage Japan to fulfill its goals established 
in the JDA Mid-Range Defense Improvement Program,, 
1980-1984. 

o Encourage Japan to increase the defense spending 
share of GNP to a level which, in the longer term, 
would facilitate a more rapid assumption of inereased 
self defense capabilities. 

o Establish as a goal the standardization and 
interoperability of u.s. and Japanese forces. 

o Endorse the philosophy that the achievement 
of mutual goals will be through a collaborative 
and mutually ~upportive process. 

o Establish the current bilateral planning 
process and associated activities as the forum 
to determine requirements and roles and missions 
for each nation. 
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7. ~ While this review is not exhaustive of every 
detail, it articulates a policy framework whicn I feel 
is a sound foundation for DOD policy and it could serve 
as the basis of a DOD position in the interagency 
review process. 

Attachment 
a/s · 

Copy to: _ 

RICHARD t;. LAWSON 
Lieutenant Oeneralt USAF 
Director for PI~ y-

and Policy -

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Regional Programs) 

(Program Analysis & Evaluation) 
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ABSTRACT 

(e;'t18P8ftll)• The significant transformation in the past 

four years of the political and strategic environment in 

the Asian-Pacific region has given rise to Japanese concerns 

over security issues. As Japan assumes an increasingly 

regional and international political ·role with the attendant 

consideration of defense options to meet national objectives, 

it is important that u.s. policy makers establish specific 

security policies with regard to Japan ·that will support 

u.s. national interests. As Japan is the driving factor in 

the burgeoning economies of Asia-Pacific, it becomes one of 

the keys to u.s. economic and military interests. In order 

to maintain u.s. peacetime influence and to hold open 

wartime options, it becomes n.ecessary not only to insure 

Japan's participation in a collective security arrangement 

but also to encourage Japan to take on a greater share of 

defense responsibilities. u.s. security policy sho.uld: 

Establish the goal of defense affiliation and interdependence 

as an overarching principle toward which all separate 

policy actions are directed, and encourage Japan to in"Crease 

its defense spending which would facilitate an assumption of 

increased self defense capabilities. 

CLASSIFIED BY DIRECTOR, J-5 
DATE FOR REVIEW IS 12 DECE~BER 1999 
EXTENDED BY: DIRECTOR, J-5 
REASON: 5200.1R, PARA 2-301c7 

i 

...S!CRE 1/ MeT R:8is8ltliiilt8isB 98 P~AiliQU UlltTI8Ut:is& 

SE&RET ~QFORN 



CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTION••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••! 

JAPAN • s· sECURITY OPT IONS •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• s 

U.S. NATIONAL INTERESTS AND OBJECTIVES ••••••••••••• l3 

JAPAN'S DEFENSE STRUCTURE••••••••••••••••••••••••••24 

U.S. MEASURES AND POLICY•••••••••••••••••••••••••••34 

APPENDIX A 

Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security ••••••• 41 
Between the United States of America 
and Japan 

APPENDIX B 

Guidelines for Japan-United States •••••••••••••• 48 
Defense Coaperation 

ii 



• ,i 

S~GRE:r Nf)f6RPJ ... 

ENCLOSURE 

A REVIEW OF THE UNITED STATES-JAPAN 
SECURITY RELATIONSHIP (U) 

INTRODUCTION 

1. ~ Background. The United States-Japan Security 
relationship has reached a key point in time. There has 
been a marked change in the conditions and attitudes that 
have for years formed the basis of the relationship. The 
regional political and strategic environment has, in just 
the past four years, undergone a significant transformation 
which has given rise to Japanese concerns over security 
issues. An awareness of a growing Soviet military presence 
coupled with concerns toward the US commitment have fostered a 
reassessment among some Japanese of their military capabilities, 
self-imposed constraints on t.he Self Defense Force (SDF) , 
and the future of the security relationship embodied in the 
US-Japan Mutual Security Treaty. As Japan assumes an 
increasingly regional and international political role with 
the attendant consideration of defense options to meet 
national objectives, it is important tha·t US policymakers 
establish specific security policies with regard to Japan 
that will support US national interests. There is a need 
for clear policy guidance concerning the division of national 
responsibility for the defense of Japan, security of the 
Western Pacific and Asia., and maintenance of sea lines of 
communications. Specific guidance at hand will facilitate 
efforts to favorably influence Japanese decision makers • 

. 2. ('S,t Purpose. The purpose of this paper is to review the 
United States-Japan security relationship as related to US 
interests in the Western Pacific and Asia and to recommend 
specific objectives and policies to further those interests. 
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3. (U) Scope 

a. (S) This review will serve to examine the United . 
States .. Japan security relationship and the interaction 
of respective national interests. It will focus upon 
the specifics of national security policy and defense 
arrangements that we wish the Japanese to pursue with 
respect to regional and global affairs •. Finally, it 
will provide recommendations for specific US objectives 
and policies with regard to Japan for the mid .. range 
period of 1980 .. 1990. 

b. l\ll The review will not be exhaustive of every 
detai1 of US-Japan affairs as might be found in a 
national .. level policy review; it will rather, be confined 
to those matters falling within the purview of the Joint 
Staff and Military Services. 

c. ~) By way of approaching the problem, the review 
wili~egin with a look at the historical perspective. 
Next an examination will be made of Japan's national 
interests and securit~ options. Aft~r a review of 
US national interests and security objectives, an analysis 
will be made of the implications of Japan'·s security 
options for those interests and objectives. Suggestion~ 
will then be made as to the most desirable Japanese 
defense posture from a US view, and what measures should 
be taken to influence the Japanese toward that status. 
Also, the risks and complications that may be involved 
with regard to the Japanese decisionmaking process will 
be discussed. Finally, specific goals and policies 
will be recommended. 
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4. (U) ·Historical Perspective 

a. (U) Relations between the United States and Japan 
have been nothing if not the model of cooperatiori over 
the years since World War II. The cooperation has 
been mutually beneficial as Japan has served as one of 
the linchpins of US Asian policy and has received the 
9uarantee of defense security, allowing the concentration 
of her energy and resources on economic growth. The 
foundation of this compatible relationship is the "Mutual 
Cooperation and Security Treaty Between the United States 
of America and Japan",* more commonly, Mutual Security 
Treaty (MST), signed and ratified in 1960. In addition 
to promoting political and economic cooperation, the treaty, 
as generally interpreted, stipulates a US guarantee of Japan's 
defense and implicitly provides a nuclear umbrella. As a 
quid pro quo for the us defense in a direct attack 
against Japan, the treaty sanctions US use of facilities 
and bases in Japan for the maintenance of peace and 
security i.n the Far East. The security guarantee has 
been a significant factor in Japan's phenomenal economic 
growth. It was, in fact, a major tenet of US policy to 
encourage the Japanese recovery from World \'lar II with 
aid, a free trade environment and defense assurances. 

b. ~) The Japanese have been reasonably content with 
the·s~ze and mission of their military establishment 
which has grown from the 75, 000-man "National Police 
Reserv·e" of 1950 to the present Japan ·Self-Defense Fo.rce 
(JSDF) of 238,000 (267,770 authorized), although maintenance 
of military forces has been foresworn in Art. IX of the 
1946 constitution. Moreover, the size of the defense 
budget has been traditionally limited to less than one 

* TIAS No. 4509, 19 ,January 1960 
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percent GNP since 1965 and this limit was formalized with 
a decision, attuned to internal politics, made by the 
National Defense Council and Cabinet on 5 Nov"8mber 1976. 
This contentment i:s understandable in view of the US 
security guarantee and for the fact that the Japanese 
previously have not perceived an invasion threat to their 
home islands. In addition to size and budget limitations, 
there has been a proscription of • offe.nsive• weapons; 
and, of course, nuclear weapons are prohibited. 

c~ (U) Events of the 1970's have changed the once accepted 
calculus of global and Pacific/Asian regional politics 
and security outlook. The denouement of US involvement 
in Vietnam· and the announced withdrawal of US troops from 
Korea have caused the Japanese, and other Asians, to fear 
a US retrenchment in Asia. Abrogation of the Taiwan 
Treaty also caused Japanese concerns. The Sino-Japanese 
Peace and Friendship Treaty, the normalization of US-China 
relations, the China "lesson• for Vietnam and the growing 
Soviet threat, besides the perceived vulnerability of the 
oil lifeline in the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean, have 
further heightened the awareness of security needs 
and arrangements. 

d. ~ In Japan there has been a pronounced leadership 
change in atti t.ude toward defense matters in the early 1970s. 
Defense co~cerns are now openly debated and the efforts 

·of t·he go·vernment to build a consensus is ·evidenced by 
the fact that now 86 percent of the populace supports the 
SDF for one mission or another. There have been a 
number of other events which give tangible and symbolic 
evidence of the more acute awareness of security needs. 
While there has been a gradual change in Japan's defense 
structure, the pace in cooperation and planning has 
noticeably quickened in the past year. However, rather than 
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answering any questions on the US-Japan security relation­
ship, these events only bring into sharp focus that the 
time is opportune to review US policies and attempt to 
influence the decisions of Japanese policymakers. 

JAPAN'S SECURITY OPTIONS 

5. ~General. This portion of the review will provide an 
obser~tion of Japan's national interest and will offer 
a rationale for the defense measures taken to date and 
the purposes of the most recent actions. Further, it 
will summarize the Japanese threat perception and posit 
Japan's security options. 

6. (U) National Interest and Defense Measures 

a. (U) Japan's self-image is one of severe vulnerabilitYJ 
it has been thus since the turn of the century1 it 
was heightened by· the experiences of WWII, and remains 
ever so today. This. sense of vulnerability has been 
one of the driving forces of Japan's almost fanatic 
concentration on economic growth. In fact, many Japanese 
view economic relationships as the best means to achieve 
security. Consequently, economic growth next to physical 
security i.s Japan's paramount national interest. Since 
1945., Japan has placed an almost total dependency upon 

·the United States for its physic-al···S-eciJrtty. Although 
Japan adopted its first Defense Buildup Plan (FY 1958-1960) 
.in 1957, and there has been a succession of buildup 
plans since, the pace for defense growth has been very 
gradual. Faith in the US umbrella for national security 
needs was the main reason for this, but also, neither the 
Japanese people nor government perceived that there 
was any threat to Japan itself. This is not to 
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discount the general antipathy towards defense matters 
which was also a strong factor. · 

b. (~ Japan 1 s gradual defense growth has appeared 
to take sudden spurts along the way in reaction to 
US decisions which may have heightened the sense of 
vulnerability. Although the organization of the Self 
Defense Force (SDF) from the National Safety Fo.rce in 
1954 was partly at the behest of the United States, its 
size was limited by Japanese reluctance and inhibitions. 
(The US wanted a land force of 350,000 and Japan finally 
obtained US acquiescense for a goal of 180,000}. However, 
by 1957 all American ground combat troops had been 
withdrawn from Japan (exclusive of Okinawa and prior to 
reversion) and the personnel stationed there were reduced 
from 260,000 in 1952 to 77,000 in 1957. It was then that 
Japan began a slow process of building up their forces by 
initiating that first defense plan for FY 1958~1960. 

c. ~ In 1970, Japan produced its first defense White 
Paper which symbolized an almost sudden awareness of 
security needs. Of course, this was shortly after 
the Nixon Doctrine proclamation and the paper provided 
testimony to the underlying change in Japan's defense 
thinking. A major thesis of the paper was of •coping 
with aggression primarily by our own resources•, to 
be complemented by the US security treaty. The gradual 
enhancement of the SDF continued concomitant with the 
con~S~nsus building process wi.thin .th.e gove.rnment. 
However, public receptivity was hardly overwhelming 
but still gradually taking a more sympathetic view 
of the SDF. . 
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d. ~The events of the early 1970's, the •Nixon Shock• 
and later th.e OPEC oil embargo of 1973, brought to focus 
once again Japan's vulnerability and also generated some 
doubt among the Japanese as to their special relationship 
with the United States. The denouement of US involve­
ment in Vietnam and South Vietnam's collapse in 1975 
undoubtedly increased Japanese concerns. The second 
defense White Pa.per was published in 1976 and it served 
essentially two purposes. It brought to public attention 
the government's defense views and plans but it also 
established a limit for future defense growth. This 
latter was a compromise with the potent Japanese govern­
ment bureaucracy and opposition pol! tical parties (more 
detail on this will be presented in a later section) 
as the "National Defense Program Outline• was promulgated 
in that paper. That same year, in November, the National 
Defense Council and Cabinet made an executive decision 
that the defense budget would not exceed one percent GNP. 

e. \!/ NeFQPN). In 1978, the Fukuda Gove-rnment placed even 
more emphasis on defense than any previous administration 
and accelerated the consensus building process. The parallel 
or trigger US action was the Korean withdrawal. In the 
latter part of 1978 •The Guidelines for Japan-United 
States Defense Cooperationa were approved by the Japanese 
Cabinet. This , for the first time, official sanction 
to us-Ja.-,...__. ......... 
of 
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in Japan, greater public acceptance (although this has to 
be interpreted carefully) and a marked improvement in 
defense cooperation between the United States and Japan. 
There has been a significant increase in Japan's cost~sharing 
in support of US forces in Japan; consultative forums are 
being co open and frank manner, and the 
dr-aft-ing- for the defense of Japan is 
meeting wi good progress. Moreover, the Japan Defense 
Agency (JDA), announced its new Mid~Range Defense Improve• 
ment Program 1980•1984, in July of 1979. This program 

·will greatly enhance the SDF in a qualitative manner 
although force levels will remain the same at 267,770 
authorized, and the budget share will not exceed one 
percent GNP. Because it is strikingly similar to 
the recommendations of a 1977 US Joint Staff study, it 
could be taken as an indication of Japan's desire to 
cooperate and an awareness of security needs. ~~-

7. (U) Options Development 

a. ~While the progress of 1979 and the atmospherics 
of botn governments·• pronouncements of close bonds . 
and mutual commitment indicate an enduring relationship, 
the Japanese are not entirely sanguine in their perception 
of the u.s. commitment. The populace holds serious 
reservations about whether the United States would defend 
Japan •in real earnest•: only 20 percent thought the 
United States would live up to its •obligations.•. There 
are also reports of private concerns 'of some government 
officials toward the US commitment. Although the Japanese 
Government publicly accepted US explanations of the 
•swing Strategy•, knowledge of this concept could only 
reinforce whatever doubts there may have been previously. 

"'SBEUUiil 8 . Enclosure 

·::Z· 



.. 

~- ' . 

4H!e ftB !7'24 CT ft! t:EAS XB LR 'fb f'ORE I GN NX 11 UNALl!l• 

b. 'TSIUCP&Iilll)oAll of this goes by way of pointing out 
that in a rather rational way elements of the Japanese 
Government and the military community have been develop­
ing their security policy choices for the future. 
Security measures have been by no means the •whole loaf• 
and have represented a comprom'ise with those leftist elements 
that prefer an impotent defense structure. Through the 
increased defense cooperation measures the Japanese are 
attempting to draw the United States into a greater 
interdependent relationship. In fact, reports reveal, 
the Japanese are trying to find a way in which to convince 
the United States that it is in its best national 
interest to be closely tied to Japan's defense. At the 
same time, another view of the defense improvements, 
technology development and consensus building suggests 
that the Japanese want to hold open feasible defense 
options for the future. Through the bilateral planning 
process the Japanese intend to ferret out as best they 
ean to what extent the United States will go to help 
defend them. 

8. ~ Threat Perception. Before specific Japanese options 
are dlscussed, it" would be instructive to view the potential 
threat in Asia as the Japanese military perceives it. 

a. t\\l The Korean Peninsula looms large in Japan• s 
strat~ic considerations, and Japan views the threat 
that Nor.th Korea poses to .the Re.publ.i.c .o.f Ko.r;.ea with 
great concern. The prospect of a united communist Korea 
closely allied with the Soviet Union would have serious 
implications for Japan's security. Tokyo regards the US 
security commitment to Seoul, and the US military presence 
i:n South Korea as assurance against this contingency. 

-!BCRi'%'NPX BE' i'ii'Mis8 ?6 PCft!Il!IM !ff:TI&tJAli:G 

9 Enclosure 



,.., .I 

G_w, ... 

b. ~Consistent with the distrust of Russia that 
permeates modern Japanese history, the Japanese themselves, 
since World War II, have regarded the Soviet Union as 
posing the most plausible potential threat to Japan. 
Japanese defense planners, in turn, have found the Treaty 
of Mutual Security with the United States, together with 
US forces (and ultimately the US nuclear umbrella), the 
only practical way to prevent any potential Soviet threat 
from becoming reality, especially in light of J~panese 
constitutional ccnstraints on the maintenance of armed 
forces. The Japanese have viewed the continuous and 
concentrated Soviet buildup in Asia over the past 
15 years with great concern. They discern that the 
cumulative effect of Soviet military programs has been to 
dramatically enhance the Soviet military posture in the 
area. Japanese concerns are expressed in the latest 
Wh.ite. Paper on Defense issued by the Government of Japan 
in July 1979. The report stresses the ongoing qualitative 
and quantitative strengthening of Soviet military forces 
in the Far East, arid clearly identifies and emphasizes a 
potential Soviet threat to Japan; and it does so in more 
ominous tones than previous White Papers. As example of 
Soviet activity, with adverse potential for Japan's 
security, the White Paper cites three recent developments: 

(1) ~ The deployment to the Far East by USSR of the 
BACKFIRE bomber, the MINSK aircraft carrier, the KARA 
class guided missile cruiser, and the IVAN ROGOV class 
amphibious assault ship. 

(2) ~ The deployment by the US.SR since June 1978, 
of ground forces, weapons, and equipment to military 
bases constructed on Soviet occupied islands of the 
Kurils which Japan claims as Japanese territorY,. 
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(3) ~ Intermittent Soviet military use of Vietnamese 
facilities and the possibility that the USSR might 
obtain permanent bases in Indochina. Strategically, 
the Soviets would enhance their capability to interdict 
the SLOCs to the Indian Ocean. 

c. ~ u.s. views and Jap~nese perceptions of the threat 
differ in the specifics of the Soviet ing 
the formulat.ion of the bilateral plan, - -the{l:>)(l.) 
Japanese have wanted to stipulate that e could 
attack the Japanese islands with 10 divisions. The US 
side has demurred on the basis of known and projected 
Soviet amphibious shipping limitations and a compromise 
agreement has finally beenreached at a Soviet capability 
of 3 1/2 to 5 divisions for invasion purposes. · 

9. ~ Security Options: Nonalignment or Alliance 

a. ~ Excluding an isolated direct attack on Japan, 
which would offer only the choice between surrender 
or resistance, Japan has three principal options should 
a NATO/WP war occur: alignment with the US or USSR, 
or select a course of nonalignment. However, as suggested 
earlier, Japan could also be developing the potential 
for a fourth option of independent defense which would 
entail a significantly larger defense structure. 

b. ~ Short of a major schism between Japan and the 
United States, perhaps generated by a bitter trade 
war, it is di ff !cult to conceive of circ·umstance.s under 
which Japan might form an alliance with the Soviet 
Union. 

c. ~ Exercise 
contingent upon 
US commitment. 
processes leave 
a US commitment 

of the remaining options are heavily 
scenarios and Japanese perceptions of the 
Should the planning an~ negotiation 
the Japanese with the perception of 
that does not demonstrate firm resolve 
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and is not substantiated by specific forces, then their 
options narrow down to two: neutrality or an aggrandized 
and independent defense capability. A significantly 
larger defense force would take a number of years, and 
although no.t a likelihood, it remains a possibility 
given the right political circumstances coincident with 
world events and a sense of being isolated. 

d. ~ There are rational arguments for Japanese neutrality. 
Sho~i~ a US-Soviet war break out and Japan did not . 
come under immediate attack, or was given assurances by 
the USSR of no attack for a quid pro quo of neutrality, 
or was blackmailed by the threat of attack, then the 
factors for neutrality are very plausible. This is 
particularly true when considering national survival and 
the avoidance of mass destruction. From the Japanese 
viewpoint the factors below are germane. · 

(l) ~Favorable factors of Japanese neutrality: 

(a) Does not attract attack. 

!ECRB'JJ 

(b) Protects homeland. 

(c) Protects industry. 

(d) Requires less costly defense posture. 

(e) Offers opportunities for industrial 
and economic advantage in the postwar world. 

(f) Subsequent options remain open. 

(2) ~ Neg~tive factors of US-Japan alliance. 

(a) Exposed to and invites attack. 

(b) Jeopardizes industrial base and economy. 

(c) Requires costly defense measures. 

(d) Closes out future options--short of 
surrender. 
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e. ~The Japanese could rationaly view neutrality 
as the. more prudent course, particularly should there 
seem to be no US commitment. However, should there 
be .evidence of a strong US commitment and Japan perceived 
that the United States would win the war and intended to 
retain its influence in Asia, then the decision could 
tip toward a US alliance. In this latter case a China 
coalition could have a bearing. · 

10. r&l A final note is that Japan, as every oth.er nation, 
wilt most always act only in a way that serves best · 
its own national interests. The evidence suggests 
that Japan has made a number of security related decisions 
reactive to US actions; this will probably hold true . 
in the future. It is for this reason and the perceived 
uncertainty of'future US decisions that Japan has developed 
and held open future defense options. · 

US NATIONAL INTERESTS AND OBJECTIVES 

11. ~General. This portion of the review will be devoted 
to US national interests and objectives both economic 
and military in a global and regional context. The connection 
between peacetime and wartime interests will be demonstrated 
and finally the implications of Japan's security options 
for US interests will be discussed. 

12. (U) Global and Regional 

a. (U) Security, stability, cooperation and influence 
comprise the broad objectives of US foreign policy. A 
spectrum of US interests include economic vitality, 
access to world markets and resources, nondiscriminatory 
trade practices, protection of US citizens and property 
and the encouragement of certain principles of national 
and international behavior--social justice, rule of law, 
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peaceful change and political freedom. These interests 
are global and not unique to any particular region. 
Indeed, US economic and security interests are global in 
nature, and while the concentration of interests has been 
principally-in one or two geographical regions in earlier 
years, the technological revolution in air and sea 
transport has both shrunk the world and expanded US vital 
interests. 

b. (U) Within the Asia~Pacific region there is a confluence 
of the world's largest nuclear powers and economies 
competing for influence. The vastness and richness of 
the area, and the potential of the major actors to create 
order or chaos militate toward the consideration of the 
region as one of the United States' vital interests. The 
region should not be considered paramount to Europe or 
the Mideast, but should be regarded as an important 
interdependent element of a global network of interests. 

c. (U) A sine qua non for the protection of interests 
and the achievement of objectives is to maintain US 
presence and credibility in order to be in a position to 
favorably influence events. Occasionally, there is a 
tendency to divorce peacetime policies from those which 
may prevail during wartime. And, of course, US initiatives 
will be formed within the framework of what are seen 
as the objectives of national policies. Those of peace 
and war may take on a different form within the context 
of events;· however, the-re i's an inelu·ctab·l·e r-elationship 
between the two sets. of policies. The successful 
achievement of wartime goals is intertwined and dependent 
upon the national relationships established and nurtured 
by peacetime interaction and cooperation. Converse-ly, 
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productive peacetime cooperation is dependent upon 
what is seen in perceived wartime commitments and re­
solve. The two are inextricably related and mutually 
dependent. 

d. (U) A related observation made by Mr. Brzezinski 
is that the organization of the world cannot be on 
the basis of Pax Americana; it is neither realistic 
nor desirable. In order to avoid being alone in 
this world, the u.s. •. ~ .must be ·very active 
in shaping wider and new global institutions, wider 
and fairer patterns of global cooperation.• Further, 
it has been emphasized that, •The fundamental national­
security policy of the United States has to be one 
of active involvement in shaping this variety of forces 
into a cooperative framework.• If that is not done 
the US could become isolated and vulnerable. In 
short, the United States must maintain world ·and 
regional influence within a framework of economic 
and military cooperation. 

13. (U) Economic Factors 

a. (U) The burgeoning economi~ growth of th~ Asia­
Pacific region has been formidable. The per capita 
growth in the past decade has been the highest in 
the world, double the rates of Africa and Latin 
America, and five times the·rate for South Asia. 
Korea's growth rate alone has been one of the 
greatest in the world for the past few years, 
averaging about 10 percent per annum. The ASEAN 
countries have been growing at a rate of six to 
seven percent a year, far higher than the 
rest of the world's developing countries. 
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China's growth rate has been estimated at 5·.3 percent for 
the 1970 ... _1975 period and China's ten .... year economic 
plan projects a growth rate of about eight percent 
a year (although it may be somewhat less). Japan's 
econ-omy_ is now almost the second largest in the world 
with a GNP over one trillion dollars. The cumulative 
effect of these growth rates contrasted with the rest of 
the world indicates that the Asia-Pacific nations 
will have a much larger share of the world economy 
toward 1990 and the end of the century. 

b. (U) The Asia-Pacific region is also a major reservoir 
of strategic raw materials, a significant factor as 
global competition increases for ever scarce resGurces. 
The United States imports from Australia 90 percent of 
its imported zirconium and titanium, as well as important 
amounts of manganese. Most of the tin, natural rubber 
and tungsten for US industry comes from Indonesia, 
Malaysia and Thailand. Petroleum flow through the 
adjacent !ndian Ocean is the most critical resource to 
consider. Ninety percent of Middle East oil transits the 
Indian Ocean. This includes nearly 15 percent of OS oil 
requirements, 65 percent of Western Europe's, one-third 
of Australia's and 9ver 75 percent of Japan's petroleum 
needs. Additionally, Korea and the Philippines are 
similarly dependent upon oil transiting the Indian 
Ocean. 
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c. (U) Japan's role in global and regional economics 
is significant. Its world trade is on the order of 
$93 billion and trade with the United States will 
approach $45 billion by the year end 1979. Japan, next 
to Canada, is the large•t single trading partner of 
the United States. Imports from the United States 
increased by 46 percent during the first half of 1979 and 
should approach $20 billion for the whole year. Moreover, 
Japan's efforts toward becoming a responsible international 
economic actor, liberalizing trade and import restrictions, 
will provide a large and lucrative market for US enterprises. 
It is no understatement that Japan is the engine for 
Asian economic development. Japan is becoming a major 
source of economic development in Asia, and except for 
investment in Australia, Japan outpaces the United States 
in direct investments. The Ministry of International 
Trade and Industry (MITI), moreover, proposes to increase 
Japan's comprehensive economic cooperation with LDC's, 
particularly in Asia, from 1.~ percent GNP to three 
percent by 1990. At this figure Official Development Aid 
(ODA) will comprise some 0.7 percent of GNP. Without the 
continuing infusion of Japanese trade and capital the 
economies of East Asia would be near collapse. 

d. ~As China emerges from its insularity, Japan 
stands to be major factor in its economic growth. 
Japan and China agreed to extend their long term trade 
agreement to 1990 where two•way trade may reach as high 
as $60 ·billion. This year the Japanese g·r·a·nt·ed Export 
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Import Bank and syndicated bank loans to China totalling 
$10 billion. Japan also plans to expand ODA to China in 
the coming years. However, Japan does not want to be 
perceived as attempting to corner the China market, and 
although in competition, has parallel interests with the 
United States: to draw China into a network of relation ... 
ships that will lend China's international role added 
stability and predictability. 

14. (U) Peacetime Military Factors 

·a. (U) The basic US national security objective is 
to preserve the United States as a free nation with its 
fundamental institutions and values intact. This 
involves assuring the physical security of the United 
States and maintaining an international environment in 
which US interests are protected.* Subsets of the 
overall security objective are the protection of US 
citizens, property and interests abroad; maintain access 
to world markets and resources; and promote stability 
in the international environment. The military objectives 
derived from this in summary are to: 

(l) Maintain forces capable of attaining US 
national security objectives. 
(2) Deter armed conflict, but if deterrence 
fails, to conduct military operations designed to 

-achieve national obiectives. 

(3) Provide the capability to influence 
international affairs. 

(4) Maintain freedom of international seas 
and airspace. 

* JCSM ... 359-78, Joint Strategic Planning Doct:Iment, 
FY 1981-88, 26 December 1978 
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Security, stability and influence are key to US national 
interests and security· objectives, and they are applicable 
around the globe irrespective of any.one region. In. 
fact, it is difficult today to divorce US interests and 
objectives in one area from another.· 

b. ~ A major plank of US foreign policy is that the 
United States is committed to Asian defense and will 
remain a power in the Pacific and Asia. Any perception 
that the United States may renege on this commitment 
would foment the very instability that policy is 
designed to avoid. As in the past twenty years, Japan 
remains one of the linchpins, materially 
of US mili rests in Asia-Pacifi 

cally the US 
shores up US interaction 

with China in that China views the US presence as an 
intention to remain a Pacific power. That presence is a 
facet of China's policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. 
Today, us security intefests-in-Asia-Pacific must perforce 
be dealt with in terms of China, Korea and Japan. 
Interaction with one cannot be treated in isolation from 
the others. China has become important in us relations 
with the Soviet Union and symbolically Ja·pan and Korea 
reinforce Sino-US interaction. 
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c. ~ The interrelation of regions is manifest in 
consideration of Asia~Pacific because of its lifeline 
connection to petroleum through the Indian Ocean. 
Likewise, this is as equally true of Europe. But in 
Asia•Pacific the employment of military means to achieve 
national objectives is more complex. In part, this 
is due to the Pacific Command's respons·ibili ties in 
the Indian Ocean as well as the Western Pacific. Foremost, 
however, in order to maintain peacetime influence and 
to assure a wartime flexibility that would cover a range 
of options, there needs to be a credible military presence 
and commitment. 

15. (U) Wartime Military Factors 

a. ~ Peace in Korea for the past twenty .... five years 
has been testimony to the value of a deterrent force. 
It should be hoped that continued military presence of 
the United States will deter any aggression in the 
future. The u.s. presence also holds the potential for 
the formation of coalitions (perhaps only in a tacit 
fashion) in addition to the extant formal mutual defense 
arrangements. 

b. ~ Should an isolated war occur in Korea or Japan, 
where neither of these two nations is the aggressor, 
it is inescapable that the United States would be 
obliged to honor its security commitments. . In fact, 
should the commitments not be met, it would be difficult 
to conceive of a situation that could be more damaging 
to U.S. national prestige, honor, and worldwide influ~nce. 
Responding to an isolated aggression against Korea would 
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c. 1'! U8P8Rlf, In the event of a NATO/WP war the possibility 
and potential fora two-front war cannot be discounted. 
The indicators for such an eventuality can be found in a 
threat analysis of Soviet capabilities. The Soviet 
buildup in ASia and the Pacific and 'the portents of this 
trend demonstrate the development of a capability to ' 
fight a two-front war. The establishment of a new major 
headquarters in Asia, which has theater control implications, 
and the exercises conducted in the region further 
validate this assessment. ~ a side note, the probability 
of a North Korean attack on the ROK becomes very high 
in a NATO/WP war. · 

d. ~ The possibility of a two~front war contingency 
militates toward flexi.bility and the need to maintain 
a range of military options. 'i'hese options would 
include among others, withdrawal to a Hawaii-Aleutian 
perimeter, ~aintain a •threat in being• force as a 
deterrent, and initiating offensive actions against 
Soviet forces and.base~. It is axiomatic that the 
initiative should not be surrendered even before the 
occurrence.of hostilities. Additionally, a precipitate 
withdrawal upon the beginning of hostilities would offer 
immunity to Soviet ~nterprises and could seriously 
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endanger u.s. naval action in the Indian Ocean. It 
would also vitiate u.s. influence and complicate any 
action to reenter the theater. It would be difficult to 
reengage allies once they had been abandoned. The "threat 
in being" concept (and coalition of forces) provides a 
deterrent to the Soviets and retains the capability to 
exercise a variety of options, and maintains some u.s. 
influence with Asian nations. 

e. ~ A remaining option is the initiation of offensive 
actions against the Soviets, a course which should always 
be held.open so long as the assets are available. In war­
time, whether isolated or general, u.s. military interests 
remain significant in the Asia-Pacific region and the Indian·· 
Ocean.· Flexibility, with a range of options, should be 
maintained. The opportunity of initiative should not be 
surrendered. 

16. (U) Implications of Japan's Security Options 

a. ~ Japanese neutral! ty would offer. a host of problems 
for u .. s. interests in both peace and war. Although 
trade and commerce would continue during peacetime, the 
use of Japanese facilities for military purposes would 
be denied. The resultant loss of regional influence and 
the implications for worldwide influence would be significant. 
The framework of economic and military cooperation needed 
for stability would be jeopardized. Rela.tions with China 
could become complicated because the u.S. would no longer 
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The ·defense of Korea would be seriously compromised and 
sustaining offensive actions against the Soviets could 
be questionable. 

c. (~ Continuation of the u.s.-Japan relationship 
under the Mutual Security Treaty offers the·greatest 
number of options relative to securing u~s. interests. 
Continuation of. the u.s. presence and the commitment 
which that represents enhances u.s. influence in the 
region and by extension throughout the world. Credi­
bility and substance are given to the concept of a 
worldwide framework of economic and military cooperation 
to promote security, stability and influence. The · 
defense of Korea and projection into the Indian Ocean are 
less complicated and remain supportable commitments. The 
-possibilities for u.s. actions and initiative in a 
general war are not foreclosed and the opportunity to 
encourage an Asian coalition stands as a vi"able option. 
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17. (U) Summary. A review of the discussion in this section 
leads to some initial conclusions. 

a. (U) Security, stability and influence are paramount 
u.s. interests • 

. b. (U) The United States has significant economic 
interests in the Asia~Pacific region and the forecast 
i.s for great~r economic involvement in the period ·1980~1990. 

c. ~Japan's key role in the economic vitality of Asia• 
Pacific and her volume of trade with the United States 
establishes the status of vi tal interest to the United 
States. 

d. ~ u.s. military interests in Asia•Pacific are signi• 
ficant because of the material and moral investment and 
the geopolitical role of the region in a global context. 

e. ~Without U.S. military involvement, the stability 
of Asia~Pacific is problematic. 

f. ~ In the event of a NATO/WP war, the United States 
must retain flexibility in the Asia--Pacific region. 

g. ~ Japan plays a key role, both in peace and war, 
in the u.s. military commitment to Asia ... Pacific and.the 
Indian Ocean. 

JAPAN'S DE~ENSE STRUCTURE 

lB. ~ General. This portion of the paper will pr.ovide 
an examinat1on of the Self Defense Force (SDF) makeup 
and capabilities and will also catalog a number of short• 
comings. Suggestions will be made as to a desirable SDF 
security posture .relative· to u.s. Force assets and missions. 
Finally, a short review of the Japanese government decision 
making ·process and power centers will be provided. 
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19. (U) JSDF Strengths and.Vulnerabilities 

a. (U) Although Japan's SDF strength levels have rema·ined 
fairly constant for a number of years at 239,000 personnel, 
defense. spending has shown a steady increase while still 
staying below the one percent GNP allocation. Since 1970, 
spending has increased on an annual average of 15.7 percent 
in absolute terms and 6. 9 percent real terms. In 1978, 
Japan had the 9th largest defense expenditure in the world 
and 1979's spending, the JDA points out, could place them 
seventh. Japan ranked 12th in 1970. However, the com­
parison is unfavorable next to the GNP-ratio spending of 
other major industrial nations in 1978: u.s. - 6.0%; 
G.B~ - 5.0%; France- 3.6%; Germany - 3.4%. A comparison 
of Japan's share of total government spending of 6.0 
percent also does not compare favorably with the over 
20 percent.spent by the u.s., Germany and France and 
11.2 percent by Great Britain. 

b. ~ The budget increases over the years have been 
devoted to qualitative improvements and general upgrading 
and not quantitative increases in personnel or major end 
items. Despite this emphasis a review of SDF capabilities 
points out some strengths but there are also a number of 
serious deficiencies. 

c. 1'8/IIQP&Rit) JSDF personnel are dedicated, well educated, 
a.nd intensely patriotic. The JS.DF is found.ed upon a. 
sophisticated technological base and is acquiring modern 
military equipment as rapidly as budgetary constraints per­
mit. The three services already possess some of the best 
conventional weapons and equipment available. Nevertheless, 
they also face severe handicaps which would limit. their 
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are the older F-104J, and the fighter force. is 
deployed at only eight of Japan's 21 Jet-capable air­
fields. Low altitude limitations of early-warning 
equipment and intercept limitations in an ECM environ­
ment are serious vulnerabilities. Inadequate munitions 
stocks are the major logistic limitation. In an 
emergency, the ASDF would rely on obtaining increased 
shipments of needed munitions from u.s. resources• 

f. ('!/NOPe~ The MSDF 1 s the largest and most mo.dern 
non-Communist navy in the Western Pacific. The ships 
are well equi and are generally comparable in per-
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g. ~ Japanese defense planners are well aware of 
JSDF shortcomings and are acting to improve the quality 
of the self-defense forces. Qualitative improvements, 
however, during the 1980s will not be accompanied by 
expansion or significant alterations in the composition 
of the JSDF. Defense objectives, now formalized in 
a planning document described as the •Mid-Term Operations 
Estimate,• (or "Defense Improvement Program,") announced 
by the.Japan Defense Agency in July 1979, have focused 
on improvements in air defense, antisubmarine warfare 
and command and control (see Table next page), which u.s. 
planners consider as necessary measures. Interestingly, 
the program is strikingly similar to the proposals of a 
Joint Staff study conducted in 1977~* The entire enter­
prise represents a marked modernization which will 
significantly enhance current capabilities. The programs 
are principally replacement, not additive and the total 
$14 billion procurement cost spread out over the duration 
of the 1980-84 period will.not push the defense budget 
over the one percent GNP mark. With follow on programs 
through 1990, funding could still be accomplished at 
about 1.2 percent GNP even at a real economic growth rate 
as low as three percent. However, as ambitious as the 
improvement program is, there will yet remain a number of 
deficiencies in the areas of: 

- General combat readiness and sustainability 

- Fighter airc.raft numbe·r·s 

- Survivable Early Warning/GCI coverage 

- SAM stockpiles 

- SLOC air defense 

*J-5M 2575, "Proposed Self-Defense Force Improvements," 
23 December 1977 
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GSDF Equipment 

GSDF Aircraft 

MSDF Ships 

ObJective 

--Increase Ground 
Firepower and 
Mobntty 

--Improve Anti• 
Tank Capabilities 

--Improve Air 
Defense 

Estimated Major 
Procurement Items 

(JFY 80-84) 
Estimated Cost JFY 80-84 

--300 Type 74 Tanks 
-·112 APCs 
--180 SP HoWitzers 
-- 15(est) SP 130mm 

multiple rocket 
launchers 

·•2,300 New A·T Weapons 

-•Upgrade 2 HAWK Groups 
to I-HAilK 

··24 TAN-SAM Launchers 
(Short Range) 

--Introduce Shoulder­
Launched SAMs 

(I of Total Procu·rement l !f 
(Afil1on 79 S @ 215/il 

s 1,275 (m) 

--Impro¥e Battle- --3-D Mobfle Radars 
field Surveillance 

--Introduce Attack 
Helfcopters 

--Upgrade Trans/ 
Obs units 

--Improve Fleet 
Defense 

--Modernize ASW 
Force 

--Impro¥e Anti­
Surface 

. Capabfl f tf IS 
-·Modernize Mine 

Force 
--Expand UNREP 

Capabtl fttes 

--32(est) ·AH-ls 

--44 HU·lHs 
··Introduce New Transport 

Halos (CH-X) 
-58 OH·6Ds 

--2 4,400 Ton DOGs 
--SAM or Sea Sparrow and 

Phalanx on all new 
escorts 

--10 2,900 Ton DDs with 
Helicopters 

-- 4 1,400 Ton DEs with 
Helicopters 

-- 5 2,200 Ton SSs 
-·All new escorts/subs 

have Harpoon 
--Introduce PHM 
--11 440 Ton MSCs 
--Production of 2 new mines 
-1 5,500 Ton AOE. 

s 295 (31} 

$ 3,150 (31l) 

MSOF Aircraft $ 2,190 (221) 

ASDF Equipment 

--Modernize ASW --37 P-3Cs 
Capab11 i ties -·SO(est.l HSS-2Bs 

--Impro¥e Mine -- 7(est. RH-X Mfnesweeping 
Wlrfare Helicopters 

-- 6(?} C-130 Minelayers 
--Impro¥e Antf· --Ftt.P-3s with Harpoon 

Surface Capabilities 

-·Modernize Inter- -·77· F-15s wfth AIM-7F 
captor Force 

--Increase Werning/ -- 4 E-2Cs 
Reduce GCI 
Vulnerabfl tty 

--Upgrade ECM/ECCM --Extensive EW Development 
Posture 

--Improve Ground- --Complete 6th NIKE J unit 
Based Air Defense ·-Add Vulcan/Short-Range 

SAMs 
--Begin Sheltering Aircraft 

-·Modernize Training --83 (est.) New Trainer 
Base Aircraft 

--Improve Air-to· --13 F-ls wfth ASM-1 
Surface Capabilities · 

--Improve Mobility -- 2 (est.} C-1 Transports 
Forces --17 (est.) Medium/SAR Helos 

To~al Major Procurement Items (Million FY 7g S) 

$ 3,260 (321) 

Programs Under 
Discussion/Oevelopment 

for 1985-1990 

--Introduce new MBTs 
--Possible ICVs 
--Continue artillery 

modernization in­
cluding PGMs and 
anti-ship missiles 

--New Japanese ATGMs 
(CHU-MAT) . 

--Replace 4 HAWK Groups 
wfth Patrt·ot 

··New SP AA Guns (AW·X) 

--RPVs 

--Possible. fleet Air 
Defense Fighter 

--NeW Torpado in R&D 
--Widespread Use of 

Towed Arrays 

--Possible through• 
deck cruisers with 
V/STOL 

-·Additional 45 P-3s 
-·Introduce LAMPS 

MK III 

--Possible V/STOL. 

·-Up to 100 Additional 
F-15s 

--6 Vulcan per Radar/ 
GCI site 

--Possibly more E-2s 
--BADGE Upgrade 

--Replace NIKE J with 
Patrf ot 1985·95 

--Goal is 16 Vulcan per 
Aifbase plus Stinger 
and Short-Range SAMs 

--Fs-x under study; 
possible V/STOL. 

To~l Major·Procurement Items (Mfllfon.Then•Year Dollars 
.ll Average 61 Inflation} pj 

$10,170 

$11,6g5 ..... ·.-·- -··- . ' 
L-··· •-~.~ ... tea-

Percent Totals dO not add due to rounding. 
Total procurement under the JFY 80·84 program is reported in the $13-14 billion range. Most of the additional 
$1.3-2.3 billion probably is accounted for by ammunition, which would cost $1.1 billion over a five-year pertod · 
at JFY 77-79 procurement rates, but which could be as high as $2.3 billion under the mid-range plan. There also 
are uncertainties about the costs and quantities of some of the major systems 1isted above. 
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The cost for improving such are.as would add approximately 
another 0.2 percent GNP. Moreover, Japan could increase 
cost sharing measures to include all u.s. forces O&M 
costs and still remain at about 1.5 percent GNP.* Should 
the costs of pensions and housing be included in the JDA 
budget, as is done in NATO budget accounting, then Japan•s 
defense budget would be on the order of 2.1 percent 
GNP. (By NATO accounting standards, Japan's current 
defense budget is actually about 1.4 percent GNP.) 

20. (U) Desir•ble SDF Defense Posture 

a. ~ Initial conclusions derived from the examination 
of u.s. national interests in Asia Pacific indicate 
that the United States should maintain a military force 
presence in the region. Secondly, the cooperation 
of Japan is requisite and some form of collective 
security should be developed. In fact, such an arrange­
ment exists today but a disproportionate share of the 
responsibility is shouldered by the United States. 
To redress some of the imbalance, Japan should take on 
a greater share. How much of a sha.re, or what detailed 
missions, or specific equipment items to purchase are 
not the questions to be answered in this review. 
Indeed, the bilateral planning process and consultative 
councils are the forums to address such questions and 
the process should be collaborative. The purpose of 
this paper, rather, is to propose a conceptual frame­
work within which policy guidance is.provided for the 
detailed planning. 

b. ·~ Conceptually the u.S .-Japan security relation­
ship should be collective, cooperative and compl~mentary. 

*Estimates were extracted from PA&E Memorandum, 
•Japanese Defense Program • (U), 12 October 1979. 
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Combined efforts should be mutually supportive and 
interdependent. Respective national missions should 
be 

n 
in 

•The Guidelines for Japan-United States Defense Cooperation,• 
but they have been purposely left open to amplification 
and interp.retation. There iS sufficient latitude to 
expand the scope of Japanese security responsibilities 
without impinging upon or violating Japan's constitutional 
prose r iptions. 

c. ~ However, the united States should not relinquish 
respo~sibilities and attempt to substitute improved 
Japanese power for u.s. military presence. Moreover, 
the notion should be put to rest that more Japanese 

·defense spending means less costs for the United States. 
Not so; if influence is to be maintained, force presence 
must be evident and tangible. However, greater Japanese 
capabilities should mean that they can assume larger 
portions of, say, the ASW role and range farther out 
to assist in ·stoc protection. They could take over 
a greater portion of the air defense role, and improved 
manning in the GSDF would place less of a requirement 
on u.s. ground assets in an emergency. The necessity 
for increased Japanese capabilities becomes more apparent 
when the commitment of u.s. forces is viewed from a global 
perspective. u.s. worldwide security responsibilities 
and commitments outstrip current assets. As US assets 
are at a seemingly finite level, the shortfall must be 
made up through collective security--namely, additional 
allied forces. 

d. ~ As mentioned earlier, miss ions of a broad scope 
are generally defined, but it is clear that the JSDF 
today cannot fulfill its commitments. Of course, 
specifics of missions can be amplified, but a first 
order of business is for Japan to develop the capability 
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to meet its own defense commitments. Their Defense 
·Improvement Program is a first step toward that goal. 
However, even after that, there remain a number of 
shortcomings in personnel, war stocks•"'"9eneral readi .... 
ness and sustainability•-and there will ultimately be 
some major end item shortages when compared to the 
potential regional threat. 

e. ~ Withi~ the framework of collective security and 
complementarity the Japanese should be urged to fulfill 
the goals of their Defense Improvement Program and they 
should be urged--diplomatically pressured--to make up 
the shortages found by measurable standards of readi ... 
ness and sustainability. As noted earlier this would 
bring Japan's defense budget up to approximately 1.5 
percent GNP (not counting pensions). It is a share 
of security that Japan cannot fail to afford. Should 
later determinations be arrived at, that mission 
dictates call for an increase in spending or more 
forces, then ultimately, wit~in the timeframe of 1980 ... 
1990, Japan could easily afford a 2 percent GNP 
expenditure (but not without some political and 
bureaucratic hurdles.) 

21. (U) Japan's Process of Decision Making 

a. ~ Before going on to the discussion of measures 
the United States can take to nudge Japan toward a 
truly complementary defense structure, it would be 
instructive to review some of the facets and actions 
of the Japanese decision making process. The leader­
ship of the Liberal Democratic Party (LOP), the ruling 
party since ·1955, has been keenly aware of the defense 
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needs of the country. Likewise the JDA is naturally 
more enthusiastic about defense measures than any other 
element in Japan's body politic. (They need no con• 
vincing on defense needs.)· However, there are real and 
symbolic constraints on what the LDP can accomplish in 
the defense area. The constraints are found principally 
in the populace, the opposition parties and in the 
bureaucracy. Additionally, the LDP is on somewhat hard 
times. Though they will prevail, a cautious approach is 
expected toward controversial issues-~such as defense•• 
and innovative enterprises are not anticipated. 

b. ~ Consensus building on defense issues has been 
reasonably successful. Popular support for the SDF has 
risen to 86 percent according to a 1979 government poll, 
but closer analysis shows that the majority of the 
Japanese see the main SDF mission as non-military in 
its truest sense (Security ~ 38%; Disaster operations -
33%; Domestic order - 14%; Civic welfare - 4%; Don't 
know- 11%). Moreover, 60 percent felt that the SDF 
is at an appropriate size. These reactions can be 
attributed to the experiences of WW II and the long 
standing antipathy toward •militarism•. 

c. ~ Opposition political parties, particularly 
the communist and socialist parties (JCP and JSP), 
have long provided a strong vocal and popularly 
supported resistance to defense initiatives. Lately, 
however, the socialist tenet that Soc·ialists are 
peace loving has been discredited by China's •lesson• 
for Vietnam. The JSP is gradually coming to a position 
of accepting the Mutual Security Treaty, but they still 
oppose SDF increases. 
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d. ~ The bureaucracies in the government ministries 
pose the most formidable opposition to defense spending. 
Each Ministry has its own constituencies and vested 
interests, and of these the JDA is the weakest politi ... 
cally. (The JDA, in fact, does not hold technical 
ministerial status.) Of paramount concern to the major 
Ministries of Finance, International Trade and Industry 
and Foreign Affairs (MOF, MITI, MOFA respectively) 
is the economic vitality of the nation. Any pursuit 
or funding which detracts from that. receives a ·lesser 
priority. These ministries generally espouse a theory of 
•comprehensive Security• wh1ch posits that overall 
sec.ur i ty is a function of energy resources, industrial 

.development and defense. Cumulatively, funding for these 
categories is on the order of seven percent GNP. Without 
elaborating, it is clear that the JDA budget share holds 
less importance than other apportionments. Finally, 
policy proposals and legislation are almost in all case·s 
initiated by the ministries. The ministries not only 
write most of the legislation that the party considers, 
but are also instrumental in the staff work and lobbying 
for the bills as they move through deliberations in the 
party and subsequently the Diet. Although contentious 
problems sometimes require direct Cabinet intervention, 
for the .most part the senior political leadership ratifies 
rather thart adjudicates the results of the bureaucracy's 
work. It is, then, in the bureaucracy where the· consensus· 
building for defense takes on the greatest significance. 
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22. t\iJ Summary. A review of the foregoing discussion 
leads to some conclusive observations. The JSDF suffers 
some serious deficiencies but has initiated programs to 
rectify their problems. Nevertheless, they will still 
fall short by measurable standards of readiness and sus ... 
tainability. ·A conceptual framework of combined u.s.~apan 
defense measures would embody a philosophy of collective, 
complementary and cooperative effort. In order to fulfill 
its commitment toward this goal, Japan should incur the 
spending obligations necessary to remedy the shortfalls. 
This can be done in the timeframe 1980•1990 without 
violating the constitution or changing the nature of the 
SDF mission as described in the Guidelines for Defense 
Cooperation. Moreover, defense spending would be on the 
order of no more than 2.1 percent GNP. Achievement of 
these goals, however, will meet resistance and cognizance 
must be taken of the factors of Japanese decision making. 

U.S. MEASURES AND POLICY 

23. ~ General. This section will focus on the measures 
that can be taken in order to encourage Japan to adopt a 
Self-Defense Force posture that is compatible with u.s. 
security interests in As ia-Paci fie. .Confidence building 
measures will be suggested and finally specific policy 
recommendations will be made. 

24. (U) Constructive Measures 

a. ~ As measures are considered that will encourage 
Japan to adopt an SDF posture tha·t more fulfills 
collective security needs,·cultural differences between 
the United States and Japan must be kept in mind, and 

'MSIUi'T 4 
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the Japanese decision making process must be appre­
ciated. Culturally a wide gulf separates the two 
nations, particularly in the manner in which government 
deci.sions are arrived at. The Japanese are more deliber .... 
ate and patient whereas Americans are thought· of as being 
occasionally impulsive and impatient for quick .results. 
Frequently a u.s. government decision is made and then 
afterwards an attempt is made to develop a consensus 
necessary for implementation. The Japanese develop the 
consensus first and then make the decision. It i.s often 
heard that. the Japanese "way• must be respected and we 
must work at their pace. While their •way• must be 
appreciated and respected, there is no need to totally 
abjure the American way. Compromises must be made, 
negotiation undertaken, and a middle meeting ground must 
be found. Frequently there is advice that the Japanese 
should not be pressured; that they will •come around" in 
their own way. This is true. to a degree but does not 
need to be accepted entirely. Importunate exhortations 
can be counterproductive but quiet pressure applied with 
diplomacy, supported by analysis and facts can be most 
pr oduc ti ve. 

b. ~ The JDA is not the epicenter of Japanese defense 
policy formulation and the JDA needs no convincing of the 
merits and requirements for a slightly larger defense effort. 
-(Given free reign the JDA would probably develop a very 
large defense force.) A way must be found to articulate 
the threat to the appropriate centers of influence in the 
Japanese government. In an earlier part of the 
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paper, it was noted that Japanese decisions are, 
inter alia,:based on their perceptions of a credible 
threat. It may be a fortuitous circumstance that both 
the MIDWAY and KITTY HAWK are deployed to the Indian 
Ocean. This deployment may have dealt the Japanese a 
low order shock, and no more vivid example eould have 
been made of the overall responsibilities of PACOM and 
the part the Japanese may have to play--and· should be 
prepared to play--in the Western Pacific. Nevertheless, 
convincing members of the Japanese government will fall 
for the most part upon the civilian counterparts in u.s. 
government. Should an interagency agreement ever be 
made on policy, purpose and method, u.s. government 
officials will be an important means to explain the 
scope of security needs. 

c. ~ No absolute guarantee is possible regarding 
Japan s ultimate commitment but the United States can 
improve the probability of Japanese security decisions 
favorable to the United States by intertwining American 
and Japanese forces, policies and plans. There needs 
to be a focus for policy decisions and actions that will 
nudge the Japanese toward a desirable defense posture. 
It would appear prudent to establish the goal of 
defense interdependence as an overarchin~ principle 
toward which all separate policy actions are directed. 

25. ~ Collaborative Processes. That goal of interdependence 
enshrouds the concept of a compatible and complementary defense 
arrangement. Moreover, the goal logically leads to the inherent 
princi ples of standardization and interoper~bility. There 
remains, yet, the determination of the specifics of 

SEeftSi 4 36 Enclosure 



·• ., 

(b)O)-- -- --

888RiL 

interdependence and complementarity. What precise missions 
should be undertaken by whom, with what size force? The 
approach to the specific questions should be collaborative 
and answers should be determined· in the manner of a partner­
ship with the Japanese. The perception of patron client 
would be coun.terproductive. The appearance of trying to 
dictate terms to the Japanese must be car~fully avoided. The 
number of u.s.-Japan consultative forums provides the venue 
for deliberations over the specifics of some policy ques­
tions. The most productive vehicle at the time is the 
bilateral planning process being condu~ted in_ Japan at this 
time. This process wi 11 produce I ::J~ -- ·· .: .Jwh-ich __ in ________ __{b_)(l) 
subsequent iterations will develop new requirements and new -­
missions. It was agreed at the last JCS-Joint Staff Office 
conference that the entire collaborative bilateral planning 
process, which goes beyond just the CONPLAN, will serve to 
develop respective commitments. <~~UJ~UL~~~ 

tract on 
L-..2~..,..,,...........,,.........,.,.~:-flS'Tt!.:.nese can independently, from their own analyses, 

develop requirements and missions. This is an important 
aspect of paying heed to the Japanese •way• and helps to 
provide that middle ground mentioned earlier. 

26. ~Confidence Building. A number of measures can be 
taken ~ich will serve to build confidence in and confirm 
the commitment to the mutual security arrangements. 

a. tiJ.. The issue of technological transfers has gone 
unres~ved for some time now. Cases are managed indi­
vidually and without any apparent specific policy upon 
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whlc~ to base judgements. This is a case where, 
rightly or wrongly, the Japanese perceive a second 
class treatment compared to the NATO countries. This 
is not entirely true but the vacillation between allowing 
co-production or insisting on direct sale of weapons 
causes occasional confusion. The integration of u.s. 
equipment into the SDF promotes standardization, inter­
operability, and interdependence on the part of the 
Japanese. The u.s. policy on technological transfer, 
consistent with u.s. statutes and manufacturers• rights, 
should allow the Japanese the latitude of choosing the 
means by which they secure u.s. equipment. 

b. ~.Foreign Military Sales (FMS) have been another 
problem area, the resolution of which would contribute 
significantly to the desired security partnership. 
Again, the Japanese perceive disparate treatment from 
the NATO countries. In this case they are correct as 
FMS training for NATO generally is executed at almost 
half the established fare. The general framework for 
FMS pricing is established by law and it would require 
congressional action to offer the Japanese relief. 
Legislation should be initiated to provide that relief. 

c. ~ .Another whole set of measures would fall under 
the rubric of training. This process is already underway 
but expansion of the various programs would enhance 
mutual confidence and interoperabil i ty. These measures 
would involve combined training exercises·, small unit 
exchanges and personnel exchanges. RIMPAC is an excellent 
example of a multilateral combined naval exercise. 
Additionally, a deployment/combined exercise in the 
manner of Team Spirit would demonstrate unequivocally the 
u.s. commitment to the security partnership. 
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27. fS/&8iQPNl Policy. Broad policy objectives have been 
outlined by the President in his 1979 annual message to 
Congress and they are: to buttress American power on which 
global security and stability depend; to strengthen our 
relations with other nations throughout the world in order 
to widen the spirit of international cooperation; and to 
deal constructively with pressing world problems. Regarding 
military forces, the President asserted that conventional 
capabilities would be maintained to fulfill commitments to 
our major ~llies and f~iends and to retain a credible 
military presence in both the Atlantic and the· Pacific. 
The Secretary of Defense has also enunciated a policy of 
maintaining u.s. power in the Pacific. The Joint Strategic 
Planning Document establishes Japan as a vi tal interest to 
the United States. However, there is a need for more 
sp~cific security policy regarding the u.s. relationship 
with Japan. Accordingly the following policy recommenda­
tions are made with regard to the u.s.-Japan security 
relationship: 

o Establish the goal of defense affiliation 
and interdependence as an overarching 
principle toward which all separate policy 
actions are directed. 

o Encourage Japan, in the near term, to 
maintain its defense spending at the 
present share of GNP. · 

o Encourage Japan to fulfill its goals 
established .in the JDA Mid-Range Defense 
Improvement Program, 1980-84.* 

*The Japanese official title is Mid-Range 
Estimate for Planning (MREP) 
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o Encouraqe Japan to increase the defense 
spendinq share of GNP to a level which, 
in the lonqer term, would facilitate 
a more rapid assumption of increased 
self defense capabilities. 

o Establish as a qoal the standardization 
and interoperability of u.s. and Japanese 
military forces. · 

o Indorse the philosophy that the achieve­
ment of mutual qoals will be through a 
collaborative and mutually supportive 
process. 

o Establish the current bilateral planninq 
process and associated activities as the 
forum to determine requirements and roles 
and missions for each nation. 

SECR!I/!18! R81sill8Jl!SEif!l T8 PiRili"W b'! TI'illltkl!i 
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APPENDIX A 

Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security Between the 
United States of America and Japan 1 

:Signed at Washington January 19, 1960; Ratification advised by the Senate 
of the United States of America June 22, 1960; Ratifled by the President of the 
United States of America June 22, 1960; Ratifled by Japan June 21, 1960; Rati­
fications exchanged at Tokyo June 23, 1960; Proclaimed by the President of 
the. United States of America 'June 27, 1960; Entered into force June 28, 1960. 
With .Agreed Minute and Exchange of Notes · 

The United States of America and Japan, 
Desiring to strengthen the bonds of peace and friendship tradi­

:tionally existing between them, and to uphold the prinCiples of 
democracy, individual liberty, and the rule of law. 

Desiring further to encourage closer economic cooperation between 
them and to promote concliti9ns of economic stability and well-being 
in their countries. 

Reaflirmin~ their faith in the purposes and principles of the Charter 
.of the U nitea Nations, and their desire to live in peace with all peoples 
.and all governments, · 

Recognizing that they have the inherent right of individual or col­
lective self-defense as affirmed in the Charter of the United Nations, 

Considering that they have a common concern in the maintenance of 
international peace and security in the Far East, 

Having resolved to conclude a treaty of mutual cooperation and 
:security, 

Therefore agree as follows : · 

AlmCLE I 

The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United 
Nations, to settle any international disputes in which they may be 
involved by peaceful means in such a manner that international peace 
and security and justice are not endangered and to refrain in their 
international relations from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial intep-ity or political independence of any state, or in anv 
other manner Inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nat ions. 

The Parties will endea\or in concert with other peace-loving coun­
tries to strengthen the United Nations so that its mission of main­
·tain~g international peace and security may be discharged more 
dfecti vely. 

AlmCLE II 

The Parties will contribnte toward the further development of 
peace!ul .an~ friendly i~te~ational relations by strengthening their 
free mstltuttons, by brmgmg about a better understanding of the 

1 11 UST 1632; TUS 4509; 373 USTS 186. 
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principles u:pon which these institutions are founded, and by pro­
moting conditions of stability and well-being. They will seek to elim­
inate conflict in their international economic policies and will encour­
age economic collaboration between them . 

• <\lm:CLE Ill 

The Parties, individually and. in cooperation with each other, by 
means of continuous effective self-help and mutual aid will main­
tain and· develop, subject to their constitutional provisions, their ca­
pacities to resist armed attack . 

.AlmcLE IV 

The Parties will consult together from time to time regarding the 
implementation of this Treaty, and, at the request of either Party!' 
whenever the security of Japan or international peace and security 
in the Far East is threatened. 

ARTICLE v 
Each Party recognizes that an armed attack against either Party 

in the territories under the administration of Japan would be danger­
ous to its own peace and safety and declares that it would act to meet 
the common danger in accordance with its constitutional provisions 
and processes. . . · 

Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof 
sha~ be .immediately re:ported to t~e. Security qouncil of the United 
Nations m accordance with the ·provisions of Article 51 of the Charter. 
Such measures shall be terminated when the Seeuritv Council has 
taken the measures necessary to restore and mainta:iri international 
peace and security. 

ARTICLE VI 

For the purpose of contributing t{) the security of Japan and the 
maintenance of international peace and security in the Far East, the· 
United States of America is granted the use by its land, air and naval 
forces of facilities and areas in Japan. _ . 

The use of these facilities and areas as well as the status of United 
States armed forces in Japan shall be governed by a separate agree­
ment,2 replacing the Administrative Atzreement 3 under Article III of 
the Sec~rity Treaty • between the l.fnited States of America and 
J a·pan, signed at Toyko on February 28, 1952, as amended, and by such 
other arrangements as may be agreed upon. 

AlmcLE VII 

This Treaty does not .affect and shall not be interpreted as affecting 
in any way tlie rights and obligations of the Parties under the Charter 
of the United Nations or the responsibility of the United Nations for 
the maintenance of international peace . and security. 

s Tt.\S 45-10 11 UST 16152. 
a TU.~ 2402 3 UST, pt. 8. 
'TU.S 2.J91 8 UST, pt. 3. 
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ARTICLE VIII 

This Treaty shall be ratified by the United States of America and 
Japan in accordance with their respective constitutional pl'ocesse~ and 
will enter into force on the date on which the instruments of ratifica­
tion thereof have been exchanged by them in Tokyo~ 

ARTICLE IX 

The Security Treaty between the United States of America and 
Japan signed at the city of San Francisco on September 8, 1951 shall 
expire upon the entering into force of this Treaty. 

ARTICLE X 

This Treaty shall remain in force until in the opinion of the Gov­
ernments of tbe United States of America and Japan there shall have 
come into force such United Nations arrangements as will satisfac­
torily provide for the maintenance of international peace and security 
in the Japan a.rea. 

However, after the Treaty has been in force for ten years, either 
Pnrty may give notice to the other Partv of his intention to .terminate 
the treaty, in which case the Treaty shall terminate one year after 
such notice has been given. . 

Agreed Minute to the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security 
Between the United States of America and Japan · 

J apn.nese Plenipotentiary: . 
While the question of the status of the islands administered by the 

United States under Article 3 of the Treaty of Peace with Japan has 
not been made a subject of discussion in· the course of treaty negotia­
tions, I would like to emphasize the strong concern of the GOvernment 
a.nd people of Japan for the safety of the people of these islands since 
,Japan possesses residual sovereignty over these islands. If an armed 
attnck occurs or is threatened against the~e islands, the two countries 
will of course consult together closely m1der Article IV of the Treaty 
of :Mutual Cooperation and Security. In the event of an armed attack, 
it is the intention of the Government of Japan to explore with the 
United States measures which it might be able to take for the welfare . 
of the islanders. 
linited States Plenipotentiary: 

In the event of an armed attack against these islands, the United 
States Government will consult at once with the Government of Japan 
nncl intends to take the necessarv measures for the defense of tliese 
islnnds, and to do its utmost .to secure the welfare of the islandersr 

Exchanges of Notes Between the United States and Japan Dated 

F.xiT.u.~;rey: 
January 19, 1960 

T haYe the honour to refer tn thP Trpatv of ~Intnal Cooperat.ion 
nncl ~<>rurity between tTapan nncl the l-nitNl Stntes of America signed 
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todav. and to inform Your Excellencv that the following is the under­
stnndin~ of the Government of Japan concerning the implementation 
of .Article VI thereof·: · 

Major changes in the d~plovment into Japan of United States 
a.rm~d forces, inajor changes ·in their equipment, and the use of 
facilities and areas in Japan as bases for military combat opera­
tions to be undertaken from Japan other than those conducted 
tmder Article V of the said Treaty. shall be the subjects of prior 

: ·. . consultation with the Government of Japan. . . 
I should be appreciative if Your Excellency would confirm on be­

half of your Government that this is also the underst"nding of the­
. Government of the United States of America. 

I avail myself of this opportunity to renew to Your Excellency the 
assurance of my highest consideration. 

N OBUSUKE Krsm. 
His Excellency 

CHRISTIAN A. HERTER, 
SeO'I'eta'rJ/ of State 

of the UniteilStatea of America • 

. ExCEUENCY: 
I have the honor to nclmowlede:e the receipt of Your Excell~ncy's 

Note of today's date. which reads as follows: 
"I have the honour to refer to the Trentv of Mutual Coopera­

tion and Seeurity between Japan and the United States of .A.mer­
!ca ~igned today, and.to inform Your Excellency th:tt the foll<?w­
lng 1s the undemand1ng of the Government of Japan concerning 
the implementation of Article VI thereof : . . . . 

lfajor chan~es in the deployment into Japan of United 
States armed forces. major changes in their equipment~ and 
the use of facilities and areas in ,r a pan as bases for military 
. combat operations to be tmdertaken from Japan other than 
those conducted· under Article V of the said Treatv, shall be 
the subjects of prior consultation with the Government of 
Japan. 

"I should be appreciative if Your Excellency would confirm on 
behalf of your GoT"Prnment that this is also the understanding of 
the Government of the United States of America. 

"I avail myself of this opportunity to r~new to Your Excellency 
the as~urnnce of my hi~hest consideration." 

I have the honor to confirm on behalf of mv Government that the 
fore$!oing is also the understanding of the Government of the United 
States of Amer-ica. 

Accept, Excellencv, the renewed assurances of my highest 
consideration. "' 

His Excellency 
"XoBrst:KE Ktl"nt. 

Pra··me J.lfinister of Japan. 
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ExCELi:.ENcY: 
.I have the honor to refer to the Security Treaty between the United: 

States of America and J ~pan signed at the city of S8ll Francisco on 
September 8, 1051, the exchan~e of notes effected on the snme date 
between Mr. Shigeru Yoshida, .t"rime Minister of Japan, and ~fr. Dean 
-Acheson, Se~retary of State of the United States of America, and the 
.A.greement .Regarding the Status of the United Nations Forces in 
Japan signed at Tokyo on February 19, 1954, as well as the Treaty 
of Mutual Coo_peration and Security between the United States of 
.America and Japnn signed today. It is the understanding of my 
Government that: 

1. The above-mentioned exchange of notes will continue to be 
in force so long as the Agreement Regarding the Status of the 
United N a.tions Forces in Japan remains in force. 

2 .. The expression "those facilities and 9:reas the use of whic~ is 
proVIded to the United States of America under the Secunty 
Treaty between Japan and the ·united States of America" in 
Article V. paragraph 2 of the above-mentioned Agreement is 
understood to mean the facilities and areas the use of which is 
~anted to the United States of .America under the Treaty of 
.oo.utual Cooperation and Security. 

3. The use of the facilities and areas by the United States 
armed forces under the Unified Command· of the United Nations 

·established pursuant to the Security Council Resolution of July 7, 
1950, and their status in ,Japan are ~overned by arrnn:gements 
made pursuant to the Trentv of :M:utual Cooperatlon and 

· Securitv. .. · 
I should "be grateful if Your Excellency could confirm on behalf 

of your Government that the understanding of my Government stated 
in the foregoing numbered paragraphs is also the understanding of 
your Government and that this understanding shall enter into opera­
tion on the date· of the entry into force of the Treaty of )Iutual 
Cooperation and Security signed ltt Washington on J~nuary 19, 1960. 

A~cept, . Excellency, the· renewed aesurnnces of my highest 
consideration. 

His Excellencv 
N OBUSUKE KISHI, 

P1•inte .:llinister of Japan. 

ExCELLENcY: 

CHRISTIAN .A .• HERTER, 
Secretary of State of the 

F nited States of AmeT'ica. 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of Your Excellency's 
Note of today~s date, which reads us follows: · 

. "I hnYe the honor to refer to the Securitv Treaty between the 
United States of America and Japan sign~d at t11e citY of Sun 
Francisco on September 8, 1951. the exchan~e of notes effected on 
the same date between :Mr. Shigeru Yoshida. Prime )finh;ter of 
Japan, and )lr. Dean Acheson, Secretary of State of the l7nited 
States of America and the Agreement Regnrding the Status· of 
the United Xntions Forces in Japan signed at Toh."Yo on Febru-
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ary 19, 1954, as well as the Treaty of l'Iutual Cooperation and 
Security between the United States of America and J a. pan signed 
today. It is the underst~nding of my Governme~t that:. 

1. The above.mentioned exchange of notes will contmue to 
be in force so-long as the Agreement Regarding the Status of 
the United Nations Forces in .Japan remains in force. 

2. The expression 'those facilities and areas the use of . · 
which is provided to the United States of America under the 
Security Treaty between Japan and the United States of 
America' in Article V, paragra·ph 2 of the aoove·m()ntioned 
Agreement is understood to mean the Facilities and the areas 
the use of which is ranted to the United Stat()s of America. 
under the Treaty o l!utual Cooperation and Securi~y. 

3. The use of t.he facilities and areas by the. United States 
armed forces under the Unified Command of the United 
Nations established pursuant to the Security Council Resolu­
tion of July 7, 1950, and their status in Japan are governed 
'i?Y arran~ments made pursuant . to the Treaty of Mutual 
Cooperation and Security. · 

"I should be grateful if Your Excellency could confirm on behalf 
of your Government that the understanding of my Government 
stated in the foregoing numbered paragraphs is also the under­
standing of your Government and that this understanding shall 
enter into operation on the date of the entry into force of the 
Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security signed at 'Vashington 
on January 19, 1960." 

I have the honour to confirm on behalf of my Government that the 
foregoing is also the understanding of the Government of Japan. 

I avail myself of this opportunity to renew to Your Excellency the 
assurance of my highest consideration. 

His Excellency 
C:muSTIAN A. H:mr.rER, 

Seureta'I"J) of State 
of the United States of America. 

DEAR SECRETARY HERTER: 

N oBusuxE Kxsm 

I wish to refer to "the Treaty of ~Iutual Cooperation and Security 
hetween .Tapan and the United States of America signed today. 
U nd()r Article IV of the Treaty, the two Governments will consult 
to~cther from ti.ine to time regarding the implementation of the Treaty 
and, nt the· request of either Government, whenever the security of 
~T n pan or international peace and ~ecurity in the Far East is ~hreatene~. 
The exchanl!e of notes under Article VI of the Treaty specifies certain 
matters as the subjects of prior consultation with the Government of 
Japan. 

Such consultations will be carried on between the two Governments 
through appropriate channels. At the same time, however, I feel that 
the Pstablishment of a special committee which could as appropriate 
be usPd for these consu]tations between the Governments would prove 
Yery nsPfnl. This committee. which wonld meet whenevP-r requested by 
rithe!' ~idP. <:onld nl~o consirler any .matters underlyin~ nnd ~lated to 
secur1ty a:ffa1rs ·which would serve to promote understanding between 
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the two Governments and contribute to the strengthening of· C()Opera­
tive relations between the two countries in the fiela of security. 

Under this pro~~al the present "Japanese-American. COmmittee 
on Security" estab · ed by the Governments of the United States and 
Japan on August 6, 1957, would be replaced by this new committee 
which might be called "The Security Consultative Committee". I would 
also recommend that the memberShip of this new committee· be the 
same as the membershi~ of the "Japanese-American.Committee on Se­
curity", naiilely on the Japanese side, the Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
who Will preside on the Japanese side, and the Director General of 
the Defense Agency, and on the United States side, the United States 
.Ambassador to Japan, who will serve as Chairman on the United 
States side, and the Commander-in-Chief, Pacific, who will be. the 
Ambassador's_principal advisor on military and defense matters. The 
Commander, United States Forces, Japan, will serve as alternate for 
the Commander-in-Chief, Pacific. 

I would appreciate very much your views on this matter. 
Most smcerely, · 

His Excellency 
CHJUSTIAN A. HERTER, 

SeC'I'etary of State 
of the Umted Statea of Ame'l"lca. 

DEAR MR. PRnm MlmsTER: 

NOBl1SUD Kism 

The rec~ipt is acknowled~d of_ your Note of. today's d~te ~(esting 
the establishment of "The Secunty Consultative ColDDllttee" i . J. fully 
agree to your proposal and share your view that such a committee can 
contribute to strenlrthening the cooperative relations between the two 
countries in the fiefd of security. I also agree to your proposal regard­
ing the membership of this committee. 

Most sincerely, 

His Excellency 
NosuSUXE Krsm, 

Prime Minuter of Japan. 

CHRISTIAN A. HElrrEB 
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APPENDIX B 
. . .: 

REPORT oF THE SUBCOMMITrEE FOR DEFENSE CooPERATION TO. Tl;ll!1 
SECURITY CoNsULTATIVE CoHMITrEE .. 

. . NO'Vembe'l' B'l, 1978. 
The Subcommitt~e ·for Defense Cooperation, established by th~ .J ul! 

-81 1976, m.eeting of. the Security C~Dsultative Committee; )las .held 
-e~ght meetmgs to this date. In car~g out the tasks referred to 1t by 
the sec, the SDC.aec:rreed on the following premjSes and S\lbj~cts for 
its studies and consultations: . . · 

1. Premises of Studies and Consultations : . 
(1) Matters concerning "Prior Consultation," matters c~:mcern• 

· ing the JaJ?ai:tese constitutional limitations and the Three Non· 
Nuclear Prmciples will not be the subjects of the SDC's studies 
and· consultations. · 

( 2) The conclusions of the SDC's studies and consultations will 
be reported to the. Security Consultative Committee and the. dis· 
position of those conclusions will be left to the judgment of the 
respective Governments of Japan an4 the United States. Those 
conclusions :will not be such ns would place either government 
under obligation to take legislative, budgetary or adlilinistrative 
measures. 

2. Subjects of· Studies and Consultations : . · 
( 1) Matters relating to the case. of ·an armed attack against 

Japan orto the case in which such· an attack is imminent. 
(2) Matters relatin~ to situations in the Far East other than 

those mentioned in (1J above, which will have· an important in· 
fluence on the security of Japan. 

(3) Others (joint exercise and training~ etc.) . . 
At the outset of conducting its studies and consultations, the SDC 

l1enrd the Japanese side's basic concept concerninp: the scope and mo­
dalities of defense cooperation between Japan and the United States 
nncl<'r the .Tapan-lTnited State~ s~curitv Treatv in the case of an armed 
attark a~ninst ,Tapnn. and decided to proceed "'with itA work using this 
<>onc~pt ns a .ba!i=iR for its ~tudies and commltations. The SDC estab­
li~hrrl. with a view to· facilitatin~ its studieR and consultations, three 
~nb~idiarr panels. namely the OperntionR. Intellig-ence and Lo!rlstics 
PitnC'l~. The-Re Pn.neh~ have conducted studies and consultations from a 
profe~sional stRndpoint. The SDC has also coniluct~d ~tudies and con· 
RttltPtions on other matters concernin2' cooperation between Japan and 
the T~nitPrl ~tates whi<>h come within its purview. . 

The SDC he.reby submits for approval to the Security Consultative 
CommittPP "The Gnidelines for .Japan-Ullit.erl State~ DefPnse Co­
onernt.ion" repre!;entin~ the result of the SDC's activities described 
above. · 
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.. GUIDELINES FOR J .. u, A .. ~-U ~ rr1:.1> ST.ATES Dtn:NSE CooPElU TIO~ . . 

These guidelint's shall not be construed as affecting the rights 
and obli~ations of ~apan and the .United States under th~· ~T!Lpan· 
United States Security Treaty and 1ts related arrangements. It _Is un­
derstood that the extension of facilitative assistance and support by 
Sapan to the United Stat~s, which a~~ described in the guide~ines, is 
subject to the relevunt laws and regulations of Japan. 

I. POSTURE FOR DETERRING AGGRESSION 

1. .Tapan, as its defense policy, will possess defense capability-on an 
tlppropriate. scale within the scope necessary for self-defense; and con· 
solidate and maintain a posture to ensure the most efficient operations; 
and assure, in accordance with the SOF.A., the stable and effective 
utilization of facilities and areas in Japan by U.S. Forces. Tlle United 
States will maintain a nuclear deterrent capability, and the forward 
deployments of combat-ready forces and other forces capable of rein· 
forcing them. . 

2. In order to be able to take coordinated joint action smoothly in 
the eYent of an armed attack against Japan, Japan and the United 
Stat('s will endeavor to achieve a posture for cooperation between the 
Self-Defense Forces nnd U.S. Forces in such areas ns operations,-intel· 
lig('nce and logistics. · 

Accordingly : 
( 1) in order jointly to· conduct coordinated operations· for the 

defense of Japan smoothly and effectively, the JSDF and U.S. 
:Forces will conduct studies on joint-defense planning. They will 
also undertake necessary joint exercises and traininficr when ap­
propriate. In addition, t'he JSDF and U.S. Forces wi study and 
}Jrepa~e beforehand. common t>r.ocedures deemed necessary . for 
operational needs In order Jomtly to undertake operations 
~moothly. Such procedures include matters related to operations, 
intelligence and· logistics. As communications/electronics are ab­
·solutely essential to effecting command and liaison, the JSDF 
and U.S. Forces will also determine in advance their mutual com-
munications/ electronics requirements. · 

(2) The tTSDF nnd U.S. Forces will de,·elop and exchange 
inte.lligence necPssary for the defense of .Japan. The JSDF and 
U.S. Forces will, in order to ensure smooth intelligence exchange, 
determine in coordination the nature of the intelligence to be 
('Xchnnged and the specific JSDF (lTSF units to be assigned re- · 
.sponsibility for the exchange. In addition, the JSDF and U.S. 
Forc.es will -promote close .int~lligence cooperation by taking s~ch 
r~qmrcd actions as estabhsh1ng S:}"Stems ·for mutual commuruca .. 
tiM& ·· 

(3) The JSDF and U.S. Forces, acting from the basic princi-. 
pie that each nation is responsible for the logistics of its own 
forces, will clm•ely coordinate with each othe-r or conduct studies 
in t,tclvance in re~~~·q to such functions as supply, transportation, 
mamtenance, f~c1hhes, etc. so that mu~ual support can be .ar­
ranged appropr1ately when needed. Detalled requirements for this 
mutual support will be de,rcloped through joint studies and plan· 
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ning. In particular, coordination will be made in advance in re· 
ga.rd to foreseeable supply deficiencies, quantities, priorities for 
satisfyin~ deficiencies, emergen~y acquisition pro~edures, etc., !1-nd 
stud1es w1ll be undertaken relatmg to the economcal and eftic1ent 
utilization of the bases and facilities/ areas of the two forces. 

U. ACTIONS IN :RESPONSE TO ..L~ AlUIED A1T.A:CK AGAINST JAPAN 

1. When an anned attack against J BEan is imminent: 
Japa.n and the United States will conduct closer liaison and will 

take necessary measures respectively and, as deemed necessary due 
to changes in the situation, will make necessary preparations in 
order to ensure coordinated joint action, including the e-sta·blish· 
ment of a coordination center between the JSDF and U.S. Forces. 

The JSDF and U.S. Forces will establish in advance a common 
standard as regards preparations which will be respecth·ely con­
ducted by the two forces so that the two nations m~ select coor­
dinated common readiness stages. and ensure that effective prepa­
rations for operations can be cooperatively undertaken by the 
JSDF and U.S. Forces respectively. 

This common standard will indicate readiness stages from an in­
crease of unit-alert posture to a maximization of combttt-readi· 
ness posture concerning intelligence activities, unit readiness~. 
movements, logistics. and other matters relating to defense~ 
pr~arations. 

The JSDF and U.S. Forces will respectively conduct defen~e 
preparations considered necessary accoraing to the readines~ stage 
selected by mutual agreement between the two governments. 

2. ·when an armed attack against Japan takes place: 
( 1) In principle. ,Tap an by itself will repel limited, small·srale 

aggression. W"hen it is diffictilt to repel aggression alone due to the 
scale, type and other factors of aggression, Japan will repel it with 
the cooperation of the United States. 

(2) When the .TSDJI, and U.S. Forces jointly conduct operations 
·for the defense of Japan. thev will strive to achieve close mutual 
coordination to employ the de·fense capacity of each force in a 
timelv and effective manner. 

.. ( i) Concept of operations : 
The JSDF will primarily conduct defensive operations 

in Japanese territory and its surrounding waters and air 
space. U.S. Forces will suppott JSDF operations. lT.S .. 
Forces will also conduct operations to supplement func­
tional area!'! w·hich exce(>d the capacity of the .JSDF. 

The ,JSDF and U.S. Forces will jointly conduct .. 
. ground. maritime and air operations as follows: 

(a) Ground Operations: 
The Gronnd Self-Defense Force (GSDF} 

and 'fi.S. Gronnd Forces will jointlv conrlnct 
~ound operations for the defense of Japan. 
The GSDF will conduct checking, holding and· 
repellin,2 operations. . 

tT.S. Ground Forces will deploy as necessary 
ancl jointly conduct operations with the GSDF, 
mainl:v those for re-pelling enemy forces. 

(b) Maritime Operations: 
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The ~iaritime Self-Defense Force (MSDF) 

and U.S. Navy will jointly conduct. maritime 
operations for the defense of. surrounding wa~rs 
and the protection of sea lmes of communica-
tion. . 

The l\ISDF will prima~ily conduct opera:tio~ 
·for the protection of maJor ports and straits m 
Japan; and antisubmarine operations, opera­
tions for the protection of ships and other opera­
tions in the surrounding waters. 

U.S. Naval Forces will s~tppor:t MSJ?F opera-. 
tions and conduct operations, mcluding those 
which may involve the use of task forces pro­
vhling additional mobility and strike power, 
with the objective of repelling enemy forces. 

(c) Air Operations: 
The Air Self-Defense Force (ASDF) and 

U.S. Air Force will jointly conduct air opem­
tious for the defense of .Japan. 

The ASDF will conduct air-defense, anti-air­
borne and anti-amphibious invasion, close air 
support, air reconnaissance, airlift operations, 
etc. 

U.S. Air Forces will support ASDF opera­
tions and conduct operations, including those 
which may involve the use of air units providinp: 
additional strike power, with the objective of 
repellin~ enemy forces. · 

(d) ~en. carrying out ground. marit~e, and !lir 
operations, the JSDF and U.S. Forces will proVIde 
necessary support for each other's forces in various 
activities related to operations, such as intelligence, 
logistics etc. · 

(ii) Command and Coordination: The JSDF nncl lT.S. 
Forces, in close cooperation. will take action t.hron~h thE'ir 
respective command-and-control channels. In order to be nble 
jointlv to conduct coordinated operations effectivelv, the 
JSDF and U.S. Forces will take actions in accordance with 
operational processes which will be coordinated in advance. 

{iii) Coordination Center: In order jointly to conduct effec­
tive operations, the JSDF and U.S. Forces will maintain 
close mutual coordination on operations, intelligence and 
logistic support through a. coordina.tion center. 

(iv) Intelligence Activities: The JSDF and U.S. Forces 
will, through operations of their respective intelligence sys­
tems, conduct intelligence activities in close cooperation in 
order to contribute to the joint implementation of effective 
operations. To support this, the JSDF and U.S. Forces will 
coordinate intelligence activities closely: at each sta~ of re­
fiUirE:>ments. collection. production~ and dissemination. The 
.TSDF and lT.S. ForcPs will ea.ch ha,·e responsibility for their 
own security. 
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( ,.)' i...o;.d:-t i~ . \cth·it i"s: . · . · · . ·. .· · · 
. . Tlw ,J8DF and U.S. Ji'orc('S will cot.tdnct eflident. .. 

anll npproprintc·logistic snr.port nctivities in clo8C ·. 
coopcrntion in accoru::mce With .t·c]l'\'ant. agri!ements.-:-:-:-.. ··- --
ootwccnJnpnn nml the United State_;; ... · .· . · . 

Toward this end, Jtipan tuld.thc:{mlteuStates w1ll 
unde~ake mutual s~1pp01t nct!vit~s to improve ~tim 
effech\·l'n<'Ss of lo!!IShc functions and to· allevmte· 
functioutll shortfnils as fo11ows: 

·. (n) Supply-The UnitPd Stateswill.support. •. 
the acquisition of supp li('s for systems of li.S.­
origin while .Japan will support ncquisiti01~· of· 
snppliPs in ,r npan. · . . . 

(b) Transportntion-J a pan a·nd the u·nited 
Statt•s wilL in close rooptlration,.cnrry out trnn$-
portntion operations, includin~:t ni~·lift ·nnd sen~ .... . 
lift of supplies frotn tlw Pnited Stnt"s to Jnpnn. · .... • 

(c) :Mainte~nnre-The pnited · Rtates ·. w}U . 
support the mmntennncc of .Itt'mR of ·u.S. or1:rm. · 
which .are hevond .Japantl~e maintenance capa-. 
bilities, and Japan- ,-dll support the mnintPnanre-- · 

. of U.S. Forces' equipmf'nt in .Japan. ~Iainte-_· 
nnncf' support will ·include the technical train- . 
in" of mnint('nance personnel n~ reqnirC'd. As ·n 
~t'lted ncth·it;\·· .Japan win nl~o ~nrport r.B. 
ForcPs' requirement for ~nlvnge and re<'OV('ry In­
Japan. 

(d) F:1ciliti('~-ThP TT$. ForC'e!; wilt in <,>nse 
of ·n('('d hP . pr()dd('rl nrlrlitionn 1· fnrilitiC'~ and 
_nr('a~ in n~<'orrhm~t> ,·\"ith the .Tnp:m-r.R. ~('en-· 
ritv Trc>atY nnd it!'= Tf' lrit('rl nrrnn~('mc>nt~. If it 
beromf's nP<'Pssarv to <'onF=idPr joint uRe of hn~es 
and fnrilitie~/ar('·n~ to impro'\""e effective and Pc-o­
nClmi<'al ntilizntion. the .T~DF nnd TT$. Forf'('S. 
will COJlOUCt .joint ~l!=P in R<.'C'Cll'dance with the 
above Treaty and arranA"emPnts. ·. · -

Til •• JAP.\N·UNJTF.n RT.\TF.R COOPF.R:\TTO'S' T.X TTTF. r.\RF. OF SJTtTATIONR T'S TilE. · 
FAR F .. ART omsml-: oF .T.\PAN 'VJJTC'II WTT.T. irAYE ~\N niP9RTA:\'"r txrt.u- · 

.- F.~CEON TJIESECURITY OF J.AP.AN 

. The Gm·Pl'Jllll('Jlh~ of- .Tnpnn and thf'. rnit('(l ~tnt('S will con~nlt to­
~('th~l" from time to time wh<'ll<'\·tlr C'ltnn~l's in the eircnm~tmwt>s so 
t:'Nlllll"P. . . . . . . . 

The Reope and JllOtla liti<:'!'= of fnrilitntiY(' a~~istnn<'e to hl' t':'dt~nllt•,l h~· 
.Tnpun to the TT.R. Fort·P~ in tht> <'ll~tl of ~ituntions in th" Fnr En:::.t out- · 
f.'idr. of •Jnpnn whirh wi11 ha,·tl nn impm·tnnt infhwn<'<' on.the S<'c•th·ity of 

_ :Tapnn will bP- gov"rnt>tl by th<' .• Tnpan-FnitPd Stntes Seeurit)· Trt>nty. 
tts t't'lat"d arnmgl'm<'ntf'. othet"l'(•lf',·ant ngrP<'llll'nts betWt'Pn .Tnp;m and·· 
the Unit('d Rtah·~. nndthtln•lE',·tmt law~·nnd rE'gulation~ of .Japim. The 
GoV('J'llllli'Jlt~ of ,Jnpnn aml th€' rnitNl ~tt\tt·~ wi11 ronrlu£1 ~tmliti~ in 
n<hYJHWc:': Ott the ~ope nnd modnliti(·~ of fncHitnt.h·e as~istnlll-;l' to be· 
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ext~n<lC'd to thC'. r.s. I•"orel'S hv .Jnpnli within the ·nl,m·r.·~mC'ntion('d 
!eG"Rl fra1~1cwork~ ,Sw·h ~t~ulil•s 'i;ill inclmlt! the seope~m.ul ~umlulitirs of· 
JOmt use .of the Sclf-l>td(•nsc ~Ol't'l'H hnH·~ Ly the .U~H. J~orces uml of 
other facilituth·c :t~si~tmu:c tQ be extcntlcd. · · · · · 

·~ 
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1ECRET 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

~ To create a more favorable balance of military power during 
the 1980's vis-a-vis the USSR and its alli~s, Japan needs to 
improve its force posture within the context of an increasingly 
close and cooperative mutual security relationship with the U.S. 
Japan should build-up significantly its capability to defend the home 
islands and patrol a wider radius of airspace and SLOC. This will 
add to the totality of allied power .in the region and allo.w U.S. assets 
to concentrate on other roles in East Asia, the Indian Ocean, and the 
Persian Gulf. Later in the decade, when the Japanese.d.omestic political 
climate is more favorable, we want to encourage the Japanese to con­
tribute more directly to Asian regional security, without awakening 
old fears or creating new ones among our other allies in the region. 

(U) In slow evolution since the total defeat of World War II, 
Japan's security consciousness and defense policy have developed 
with increasing rapidity during the 70's; catalyzed by the fall of 
Saigon, the buildup of Soviet military capabilities in East Asia, and, 
most recently., the invasion o£ Afghanistan. At roughly $10 billion 
in FY 80, the Japanese defens.e budget is t:he world's eighth largest. 
Its 239,000 man Self-Defense Force is well trained, well-motivated, 
and equipped with sophisticated conventional weapons. · 

~ There has been a substantial broadening and deepening of 
de~e~se cooperation with Japan over the past few years. Guidelines 
for joint military planning have been agre.ed and planning 
discussions are moving ahead~ Recent Japanese initiatives on labor 
cost sharing and facilities construction have augmented significantly 
the level of GOJ financial contributions to the maintenance of U.S. 
forces in Japan (from approximately $500 million in 1975 to about 
$1 billion in 1980). Accelerated procurement of advanced U.S. weapons 
systems has increased the interoperability of our forces and.equipment. 

~ Welcome as these forward steps haye been, the growing Soviet 
challenge and change.d international circumstances since Afghanistan 
require that considerably more be done!. J_apart is the only one of our 
allies in the region capable of multi- billion dollar· budget· in·c::r·eases.· 
Its defense spending remains low in re·lation to GNP and compared to 
the level of effort by other free world states. Not only can more be 
done, mor.e needs to be done. The Japanese defense establishment has 
clear weaknesses and is capable of defending itself only against a 
very limited attack •. The state of U.S.-Japan cooperation is embryonic 
when compared to mature relationships like NATO. 

~ Given the political, constitutional, and economic constraints 
under which Japa.n operates in the defense field, the U.S. faces 
dilemmas in deciding what specifically to request of the Japanese and 
how to apply pressure that will elici~ a positive response rather 
than a nationalistic backlash. 

;Q' ..... --
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We recommend that the U.S.: 

· Start pressing the· Japanese now to accelerate and complete 
in JFY 1983 full funding of their own mid-range force improvement plan, 
currently projected to require about $11 billion in equipment pro­
curement and over $50 billion in total expenditures by the end of 
JFY 1984. 

Emphasize the need. to take near-term measures to improve 
the combat effectiveness and .sustainability of the existing SDF, 
including increased manning to fill authorized levels. 

Convince Japan to provide as soon as· possible a complete 
capability for rapidly laying and.maintaining mine fields and other 
measures to reduce S.oviet naval capabilities to. operate from 
Siberian bases. 

Ehcourjge· continued, steady increase in host natioti' 
support, including-·c-o"nsiderably "increased labor cost sharing and 
mission-related construction projects that will enhance combat 
readiness. 

Propose that in 1985 the Japanese begin to assume respon­
sibility for SLOC patrol in Northeast Asia (i.e. in the Pacific 
area west of Guam and north of the Philippines-which is within 
1000-mile dis.tance from Japanese territory), and to expand air 
defense and reconnaissance coverage to the same area and the Sea 
of Japan. To do so will clearly require substantially ip.creased 
combat capabilities and much improved sustainability. · 

Suggest that Japan consid.er, in addition t_g bilateral 
contingency planning already underway, developing a~Long-Range 
Cooperative Defense Progiaiil with the U.S. along the.lines of 
NATO's LTDP beginning as soon as possible. 

~ This approach has the advantage of focussing pressure on 
fulfillment of those self-defense responsibilities on which the 
Japanese have already developed a consensus while making implicit 
preparations for a wider regional role to be assumed when the 
Japanese and other Asian countries ~re politically ready for it. 
Th~ approach avoids abrasive discussion of the Japanese one percent 
GNP spending limit -- their sacred cow, not ours -- while emphasizing 
capabilities that will require significant budgetary increases if 
they are to be met. 

~ The U.S. should apply pressure to the Japanese relentlessly and 
fr~kly in private sessions, focussing first on affecting the size 
of the 1981 defense budget. Public pressure· would incite a nationalist 
reaction and delay achieving our goals. We should not expect the 
Japanese to do everything we ask right way. Over time, however, we 
can expect incremental improvements that will gradually add up to 
a more favorable balance of power for the U.S. and it allies. 
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~ Parallel ~o placing such pressure on the Japanese, we should 
demonstrate our strength, competence, flexibility, and commitment 
to East Asian security by maintaining and augmenting as appropriate 
our deployed force levels (homeporting a sec~nd carrier in WESTPAC) 
and continu·ing force improvement plans. We should a1so treat our 
Japanese ally as a partner fully equal to our NATO allies. Specifically, 
we should (1) accept that Japan must for domestic reasons license 
produce many items she buys from us and no longer submit each applica· 
tion to agonizing delays, (2) place Japan on the same basis as our 
NATO allies for the cost of military training and research and develop­
ment, and (l) increase combined training.. Also in this vein we 
should be concerned that cooperat·ive US-European weapons development 
programs may exclude Japan. from license producing such systems in the 
future. ·Finally, w., must· ·est-ablish: ·firmly within our own defense 
organizati.on that an inte·rdependent defense affiliation with Japan is 
tae fundamental principle upon which our· policy rests and from which 
all policy actions are derived. · 

~ The above approach will be compatible with our Asian relation­
ships, building upon current Japanese roles to attain force types 
and levels that clearly contribute. substantially to regional sta· 
bility, are obviously defensive, help offset growing Soviet military 
power, and yet do not alarm other friendly states. Because of their 
defensive na.ture,· the recommended Japanese forces should not prove 
needlessly provocative to the·. USSR. 

SECREt 
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A. Purpose and Setting 

~ The purpose of this paper is to examine how the U.S .. ·Japan 
security relationship can be developed during the 1980s to 
contribute to a better overall. balance of military power vis":"a·vis 
the USSR and its allies. Taking into account the history of tlie 
relationship, the political and. constitutional constraints that 
apply, and the different objectives of the partners, the· study will 

.make specific recommendations as to how: 

Japan's military power can be expanded within the context 
of an increasingly cooperative mutual security relationship with the 
u.s. 

Japan's reponsibility for defense of the home· islands and 
nearby sea lanes of communication can be enhanced, freeing U.S. 
assets for other roles in East Asia, the Indian Ocean, and the 
Persian Gulf. 

Japan's operational contribution to Asian regional security 
can be improved and enlarged without causing apprehension in other 
Asian countries. 

~ Recognizing that we. are dealing with basic changes in the 
way a large and complex society views its security environment and 
responds to it, the recommendations of the study are geared to the 
decaC..e of the eighties, with the focus on the middle years. The 
process of achieving these goals must begin now, however. The study 
will therefore make specific recommendations aimed at the Japanese 
budget r-eview for.JFY 81 (April 198l·March 1982) and provide some 
guidance o-n the most effective tactics to be .used for encouraging 
a positive Japanese response. 

(U) The review represents the combined efforts of the Joint· 
Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

Setting 

~ The United. States·Japan security relationship is in transi­
tion from a client protectorate to a working ·alliance. At the 
moment the relationship involves elements of both but is still 
more of the former than the latter. The transition is driven by 
several inte.rrelated. trends: 

a gradual though still incomplete Japanese recovery of 
national self·confidence following total defeat in World War II~ 

phenomenally successful economic growth which has propelled 
Japan in three decades from a prostrate, third rate economy to the 
second largest in the world. 

J 

growing awareness of Japanese vulnerability since the oil 
shocks of 1973 and the fall of Saigon in 1975 and of the need for a 
more competent self·defense capability • 

.c [1"!'\ (W­
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the buildup. of Soviet military power in the Pacific and 
the Asian.mainland with the consequent sense· of threat to Japan. 

the relative decline in U.S. power in the Pacific from 
the power monopoly of the 195-0's to. near parity in the late '70s. 

Japanese concern · · fueled by the fall of S.aigon and the 
1977 decision to withdraw ground. troops from Korea · · tb.at the U.S. 
lacks the will to remain engaged. in Asia. 

U.S. pressure on Japan to develop a more c!"ose·knit 
military·to·militar.y relationship, strengthen its defense capabilities, 
and increase ho·st nation s·upport. 

B. Current JSDF Posture 

1. The Evolutio.n ~f Defense. Policy. 

~ The development of Japan's self-defense· posture to current 
levels has been slow and intermittent ·· held back by traditional 
Japanese insularity, war·born pacifism, and constitutional con· 
straints imposed by the U.S. occupation ·- and pushed ahead by 
spasmodic reactions to U.S. decisions that fed Japan's sense of 
vulnerability. The process began in 1950 with the formation --
at least in part at. U.S. behest -- of the Self-Defense Forces (SDF) 
from the. National Safety Force. (The U.S. wanted a land force of 
350,000, but Japan finally obtained U.S. acquiescence for a goal of 
180,000.) The slow growth of force levels dates from the First 
Defense Buildup Plan for FY 1958-1960, after U.S. personnel stationed 
in the ma.in islands had been sharply reduced (from 260.,000 in 1952 
to 77,0.00 by 19 5.7) . Japan's first defense White Paper did not appear 
until 1970, shortly after the proclamation of the Nixon Doctrine. 
Stat:.ng that Japan should work to "cope with aggression primarily by 
our own resources" complemen-ted by the security treaty with the U.S., 
the White Paper marked a fundamental change in.Japanese defense thinking 

~...) The· s·econd White Paper in 1976 was a classic reflection of 
cottflictin·g pressures generated by the powerful Japanese bureaucracy 
on the one hand. and opposition political parties on the other. Coming 
after the Nixon. shocks of the early 1970s, the oil embargo of 1973, 
and the fall of Saigon, the White Paper demonstrated concern over 
the unreliability of the U.S .. and the vulnerability of Japan. However, 
it also established a limit for future defense growth. In November 
of 1976 the Cabinet ratified a long-sacred but informal political 
guideline by decreeing that the defense budget would not exceed one 
percent of GNP for the time being. 

~ The Fukuda government placed more emphasis on defense than 
any of its predecessors and accelerated significantly the consensus 
building process within Japan on security matters. 1Influenced by v-;-· 
t·he U.S. decision to withdraw ground forces from Korea, in late 1978 
the Cabinet approved the "Guidelines for Japan-United States Defense 
Cooperation." These gave, for the first time, official sanction to 

SECRET 
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Estimate" (or "Defense Improvement Program") for 1980-1984 -- a program 
designed to improve significantly the quality of Self-Defense Forces 
at the currently authorized force level of 267,770 without exceeding 
the 1% GNP guideline. 

(U) Although actual SDF manning levels have remained constant at 
239,000 personnel for several years, defense spending has increased 
steadily with the growth of the economy. Since 1970, the defense 
budget has ·increased an average. of 7.6% per year in real terms. JFY 
1979 defense expenditures of about $10 billion were the world's eighth 
largest. These expenditures were within Japan's 1% GNP guidelines even 
though Japan's defense budget is about 1.1% of GNP if computed in 
NATO terms. It compares unfavorably with U.S. FY 80 outlays (5.1% of 
GNP), and those of other major allies -the UK 5%; France 3.6%; Germany 
3.4%. Nor does Japan's 6% of the national budget spent for defense 
stand up to the more than 20% spent by the U.S., Germany and France, 
ahd 11..2% by the United Kingdom. 

· 2. Force Posture and Capabilities 

(U) Japan· has applied its defense expenditures to: 

Maintain over 239,000 men and women in uniform; including 
approximately 155,000 in the 13 division Ground Self-Defense Force, 
40,000 in the Maritime Self-Defense Fotce, and 42,000 in the Air 
Self-Defense Force. 

- Equip its forces with well maintained, technologically 
sophisticated weapons systems including:· ·. 

580 aircraft, (compared to 490 for the Seventh Fleet, 
U.S. Forces in Japan, U.S. Forces in Korea and. U.S. Forces in the 
Philippines combined, and compared to 280 for the ROK Air Force.) 

174,000 tons of naval ships including 45 destroyers 
some of which are equipped with missiles and helicopters (compared 
to 80,000 tons for the ROK Navy· and 15 destroyers for the Seventh 
Fleet). 

40 minesweepers compared to 3 in the entire active 
fleet of the U.S. Navy. The Japanese navy's anti-mining force is 
the best in the free world. 

14 submarines, some of which are the most technological!) 
advanced, quiet diesel submarines in the world. 

I 

~ Nevertheless,. like U.S. services, the SDF also faces handicaps 
which would limit its effectiveness in an emergency. All three 
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services are understrength. All have some obsolescent equipment 
which would be only.marginally effective against a Soviet attack. 
There are across-the-board logisti~ weaknesses and ·shortages of all 
types of war consumables particularly ammunition, POL, and spare parts. 
GSDF and MSDF· reserve forces are inadequa.te to fulfill the needs 
of emergency mobilization; the ASDF has no reserve· force. Japan's 
defense forces are particularly vulnerable to surprise attack. The 
SDF is generally capable, with adequate warning, of defending Japan, 
its contiguous. waters and airspace, against a small-scale. conventional 
attack. Without substantial U.S. assistance, however, the SDF could 
not repel a major a.ttack of the magnitude tha.t could be launched 

the USSR or conduct defensive: ations in a retracted war. 

~l The MSDF· is the largest. (4o,ooo··aciuar";·4'Z',-.f78. ~uth,.Qriz·e-~n-­
an~ most modern-non-Communist navy among Western Pacific states. 
The ships are well-equipped and are generally comparable in per­
formance to 'similar Soviet warships .. A number of significant 
weaknesses, however, outweigh the advantages of modern vessels, 
excellent individual training, and good morale. Alt~ough surface 
ASW capabilities are good, airborne operations are degraded by 
ou.tdated aircraft and lack of sophisticated detection a,nd classi­
fication equipment. Most MSDF ships lack SAMs, adequate electr·onic 
warfare support measures and countermeasures, adeqqate· supplies 
and proper types of torpedoes, an4 close-in weapons systems. 
Consequently, MSDF.units are at a distinct disadvantage if engaged 
by an enemy possessing ASMs or SSMs. Lacking SSMs, 'the MSDF cannot 
engage an enemy beyond·gun range. Thus, although the MSDF would be 
capable of protecting the home islands :from attack by any of the 
smaller navies in the area, it would not be abl~ to withstand a 
concentrated air/sea assault by the Soviet Pacific Fleet, nor could 
it conduct major operations effectively beyond coastal waters except 
in conjunction with U.S. naval-forces • 

. ---1119 
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C. Present State of U.S. -Japan Defense Coop·eration 

~ Defense cooperation between the two countries has grown 
steadily closer in recent years in pace with Japanes~e concern over 
its o~~ vulnerability and .worry that the U.S. might be loosening its 
links to Asia. Primary elements of effective combined defense efforts 
include (1) maintenance of closely-aligned, interoperable U.S.-Japanese 
defense foTces, (2) bilateral military planning. (3) Japanese 
support for the costs of maintaining U.S. forces in Japan, and (4) 
combined milita~y exercises. Although the state of the U.S.-Japanes~ 
relationship is rudimentary by comparison with NATO., security coopera­
tion is. now the closest it. has ever been in each of the above four 
elements. The re.1a tionship promises to beconi.e over time a genuine 
working alliance with shared Operational responsibilities. 

(U) Since 1950, Japan's defense investment has· been geared to the 
procurement and licensed-production of U.S.-designed equipment 
carefully selected to ensure- interoperabi1ity with U.S. defense 
systems. Over 40 of Japan's modern destroyers, for· example, are 
equipped with predominately U.S.-designed, sophisticated anti­
submarine warfare weapons systems and sensors, and some have U.S.­
compatible missile systems. 

~ Intensive bilateral military planning began in January 1979, 
under provisions of the Guidelines for Defense Cooperation. 
Through the bilateral planning process and other previously established 
U.S.-Japan consultative.forums, studies of requirements, roles, and 
missions for each nation's defense forces in the Pacific Command 
area are underway. ___ __ .. ... . .. _ ·-·----·· .. 
. ------·---~- - ~ 

..- (U) Cunder the security t~aty, U.S. bases are provided rent-free'·-. 
by the Japanese governmentJ In addition, although the Status of 
Forces· Agreement~.~4(SOFA) explicitly stipulates U.S. responsibility . 
for maintaining tne bases, the Japanese have in recent years provided 
increasing amounts of budgetary assistance to reduce the burden of 
keeping U.S. fo.rces in Japan. Since 1978, this assistance has 
included labor compensation and the renovation and construction of \ 
housing and other military facilities without the turn-in of comparab~e, 
olde!' facilities. Total Japanese support reached ¥200 billion in 19719 
and t·he annual. figure is projected to reach ¥220 billion this year. \ 
The 1979 figure approximates $1 b.illion at an exchange rate of ¥200:1, 
$800 million at ¥250:1. Present U.S. costs in Japan beyond GOJ 
s~pport and including the salaries of U. S. pe.rsonnel are approximately 
$1:-4· bil1iqn. .. ··· · · ·· .. ______________ -- · . 

(U) Combined U.S.-Japanese military exercises have taken place for 
years, particularly between ·both navies. In the late 1970s, exercises 
grew steadily more sophisticated, involving units -of Japanese naval 
and air defense forces participating in complex exercise scenarios 
with U.S. aircraft. Combined naval, air, and ground exercises are 
anticipated in the future, as well as exercises involving more than 
one service from both countries participating in tests of studies 
developed in the bilateral planning process. 

!P F'PI> i"f 
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As our coopera.tion has improved, Japanese attitudes towards the 
US use of military bases have also changed and gradually broadened. 
Originally, any use construed. as not related at le$.st _indirectly to 
the defense of J was taboo. Subs ent the GOJ orted the 

~ Our Asian .relationships have long played an important role in 
offsett·ing. Soviet capabilities and maintaining the balanc.e. of power. 
The security link with Japan ties Asia's most advanced technology 
and most powerful economy firmly to the U.S. and provides a net­
work of bases that enables us to project our power throughout the 
region. Our commitments to Korea protect Japan· and are the founda­
tion for a. stable balance on the peninsula. · The security link with 
the Philippines gives us continued use of o~r largest overseas bas-es, 
located at the strategic hinge between Southeast and Southwest Asia. 
Roughly 30% of Soviet forces are deployed near the border of China, 
with whom the U.S .. is now. clearly aligned after· normalization. 

~ The growth of Soviet power in Asia in the 1970 1 5 and the 
stark demonstration. in Afghanistan of Soviet will to use that 
power have made imperative and. urgent a larger allied contribution 
to the balance of military power. Of our Asian allies, only Japan 
is financially capable of significant increases in effort. Our objectivt 
will be to encourage a strengthening of Japanese military· capability 
while keeping the United States and Japan firmly lashed ·together by an 
increasingly· coop.erative mutual security relation$hip. At the same 
time we. want the Japanese to lay the groundwo-rk for a regional 
security role beyond their borders when this becomes politically feasib: 

· SECRET -
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has aroused a. strong undercurrent. of nationalistic 
resentment. Furthermore, this minority is 

su en 
a revival o 
considerable 
partnership. 

ential to frighten the moderate majority who fear· 
prewai Japanese militarism, and who therefore have a 
stake in the successful development of ·the US-Japanese 

(U) The achievement of US goals will aso require taking into 
account the constraints that have inhibited the growth of Japan's 
military capabilities over the years: 

a constitution tha.t forbids the development of offensive 
military forces. 

a network of legal measures that prevent.s the sale of Japanese 
military equipment abroad. 

a body politic that persists in regarding Japan as weak 
and C.efeated. 

budgetary stringency imposed by slowing. economic growth 
and an uncomfortably high rate of deficit financing (30-40% of the 
Japanese.budget is financed by bonds, compared to 7% for the U.S.). 

(U) These constraints exist even though public concern over the 
Soviet invasion of Afghanis-tan and military deployments in the 
Northern Territories have improved the climate of acceptance in 
Japan for a more. capable defense. 

~-----1. Acceleration of the Japanese Mid-Range Plan 

----

~ For' the first several years of the decade, the U.S. can 
encourage significant increases in de.fense spending without asking 
the Japanese to exceed any of their legal or constitutional guide­
lines, divert their focus from ·defense of the home· islands, or · 
temper the·ir aversion to a regional military role. Specifically, in 
the :981 budget we would like to see Japan make-up the shortfall in 
the :980 budget and exceed the target figure for 1981. We would like 
this trend to continue and the Mid-Term estimate to be completed in 
1983. Full funding and acceleration of Japan's own plan will signi­
ficantly improve its self-defense capability and add. to t<i>tal allied 
po.wer in the region. The budgetary implications of this request would 
mean an average increase of 12% real growth in defense_. ~-P~~Q..i.n:g in . 
J~'(_8~ '--~--~u._d~-~_ancLJLn ay_~_-x:_2!_g.~_o_f about 1. Z% · (PA&E is recomputing) 

~----of· GNP for defense in each _of the final three years. 

~ Japanese defense planners are we11 aware of SDF shortcomings. 
Defense objectives, formalized in the mid-term estimate for 1980-84,. 
focus on improvements "in air defense, anti-submarine warfare, and 
command and control (see table next page). The plan is extensive and 
well-balanced-- especially when taken in corijunction with follow--
on actions pl~nned for the late 1980's. On the whole, .th~ p·roj ected 
improvements address most present SDF' weaknesses, but we want the 
Japanese to address these weaknesses sooner than they currently 
project. · 

SECR£1. 
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~Taken togethex the improvements.compare favorably with 
several NATO initiatives. FQr example, by 1985 at the current 
rate, Japan will have as many !-Hawk batteries (108) as the U.S. has 
in the 5th and 7th Corps areas of NATO's Central Front. !£.Patriot is 
acquired on schedule later in the decade, Japan should have one o.f 
the best SAM networks in the world by 1990. The MSDF's patrol. air­
craft force, already the largest of any of our allies and 90% the 
size of CINCPAC's patrol force, will be modernized by P3Cs. 

~ While the $5~ billion mid-range plan will significantly en­
hance current capabilities, improvements are principally replace­
ment rather than additive .. A number of deficiencies will remain 
in the areas of general combat effectiveness, sustainability, 
personnel fill rate in all three services, numbers of fighter. 
aircraft, survivable early warning/GCI coverage, SAM stockpiles, 
and numbers of surface ships,. submarines, and patrol and fighter 
aircraft for SLOC defense. 

~ In addition to a.ccelerating the: ni{d-:-r·ange-·pian·, we .should-· . ~--- --.. ~~.-­
siihxltaneously urge the Japanese to improve combat "effectivene~s 
and sustainability, man to authorization and establish a complete 
capability for laying and maintaining mine fields and other measures 
to reduce Soviet naval capabilities to operate. from Siberian bases. 
The successful and speedy acquisition of this capability could be 
essential to quick and relatively easy naval supremacy in the· 
Northwest Pacific. Not to have the ability is to ensure a long, 
difficult, and extremely co.stly battle of attrition. 

2. Broader Capabilities Later in the Decade 

~ Accordingly, the next priority in our sectixity consultations 
with the Japanese should be discussions on how to remedy the 
deficiencies which remain after the mid-range plan is completed. We 
should propose that the Japanese increase their combat capabilities, 
particularly those necessary to provide: 

full responsibility for ASW surveillance and patrol by 
Japa~ in the Pacific area west from Guam and n~rth of the Philippines 
which is within a 1000-mile distance from Japanese territory and 
which can be supported. from Japanese bases in the main islands, in 
Iwo .Jima, and in Okinawa; 

enhanced air defense and reconnaissance expanded to the 
same area as above, and the Sea of Japan, including· new d.efense 
systems -- a modernized, fully-automated BADGE system, hardened 
air bases, and a modernized SAM system. 

We should urge the Japanese to begin now to make plans for the 
procurement of aircraft and naval vessels needed to fulfill 
this function in the outyears. Broadened Japanese capabilities 
would release significant U.S. forces for other roles as demonstrated 
by the following table. 

f'FPA[f = 
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Effects of Increased Japanese Roles 
on US Forces· ~· 

Potential 
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Japanese Action US Forces Released 
1990 Japanes~ 
Forces Needec 

1. 

2. 

3. 

a/ 
b/ 

Expand area of 
responsibility to 
ocean areas o·f 
Northeast Asia 

Mine Sea of Japan 
ex.its. _to SO% threat b/ 

Air Defense of 
the SLOC 

2 CV (ASW) 
1·3 URGs 

24 Escorts 
19 Convoy Escorts 

4·6 SSN 

2 CV (AAW) 
1-3 URG 

24 Escorts 

Forces expected to be on hand. 

SO escorts a/ 
6 VP squadrons !/ 

, UNREP Ships 

SS Increase 
Mine Stocks ·from 
95 -- tp 

Add up to 27 arme 
AEW aircraft, 
DDGS or additiona 
radars on islands 
develop base at 
Iwo·Jima, dedicat 
about 30 extended 
range F':"'lSs to 
the SE zone; 
exercise F-lSs 
in Kyushu and 
Okinawa in mari­
time roles. · 

SO percent probability of killing a transiting submarine. This is 
the, estimated effectiveness barriers consisting of mines and SSNs. 

~ We would introduce these general ideas formally during the 
neXt Security Subcommittee Meeting this summer and rely on bilateral 
planning channels to work o.ut the specifics of Japanese roles and 
missions. 

3. Increased Host Nation Support 

(U) Compared to the situation four to five years ago, the Japanese ' 
have made considerable progress in providing support costs for the 
US forces over the past three years. They have overcome a number 
of political as well as legal obstacles in providing a structure for 
increasing cost sharing in the coming years. 

t'IPFhi ft .. 
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~ Given the high and increasing cost of United States bases in 
Japan, there- is still a considerable shortfall, particularly in O&M 
expenses. The-U.S. should encourage steady increases in_host nation 
support, including urging the Japanese. to assume ·a much larger 
percentage of labor costs and to invest in construction projects 
wit·h mission-related. importance such as shelters for the new F-lSs 
that •,;e now station in Okinawa. As- the decade proceeds, we may 
be required to consider either (a) revision of the SOFA or (b) 
adjustments in our thinking about such concepts such as joint use 
of bases in order to get the GOJ to assume· a la-rger portion of our· 
costs in Japan. · 

~ At present there is discussion but no consensus on new 
approaches. There is a general view that additional direct 
support for labor costs is most difficult, given the SOFA 
agreements. But other approaches which would provide essentially 
similar types of opera.tion and maintenance expenses are possible. 
One such approach which is going forward is a SDF b-ase in·Iwo 
Jima, specifically· designed for use by both U.S. and Japanese 
forces, and to be maintained by the Japanese. This will 
establish a precedent for Japanese maintenance of other.jointly 
used facilities. 

~ Another approach being considered is special Diet legislation, 
wh~ch would provide a.direct subsidy· to U.S. forces, making 
clear, however, that this was outside and separate from existing 
SOFA commitments. Such a budgetary provision might ·be relate4 to 
labor cost sharing since the labor unions with an interest in preserving 
their jobs-at the bases could be used to pressure the Socialists to 
support or at least acquiesce with such legislation. 

~ Quiet exploration of these and other possible approaches is 
nol only feasible bu.t desirable and is presently on-going. 

4. A Long-Rang Cooperative Defense Program 

~ Fe sh.ould explore with the Japanese the benefits of an integrate-d 
planning program that offsets long-range planning ·goals for both 
countries. Our bilateral planning apparatus is working, but its 
focus is contingencies-and its approach. piecemeal. In many respects 
a program like. NATO'S Long•Term Defense Program (LTDP) would be 
easier to establish between the U.S. and Japan than it was within 
NATO. The relationship is bilateral rathe,r than multilateral; many 
weapons systems are already interoperable; and levels of· technology __ _ 
are roughly equivalent. Although many of the steps already taken by --­
NATO might ilot.be feasible-with Japan due to differences in the 
relationships, a decade-long LTDP-type approach would be both an 
important symbol and. a useful way to improve mutual defense capabilities 
In p·articular, it offers a systematic and integrated way to address 
increased Japanese spending on the basis of need rather than arbitrary 
percentages of GNP. Constructed carefully, a U.S.-Japan Long Range 
Cooperative Defense Program (LRCDP) could provide the framework for 
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a regional planning approach which could be broadened later to 
include other Asian states· when feasible or necessary. We· would 
have to take care in presenting this idea t·o the Japanese· to emphasize 
the bilateral nature of the process and to avoid any institutional 
implications either with NATO or other As-ian nations. 

N, Annex A contains a list of suggested action~ that- could be · 
included in a us~Japan LRCDP. Detailed projects and priorities would 
have to be worked through· bilateral discussions. Some programs will 
not be feasible immediately but could be developed by the end of 
the decade. In all cases initiatives should seek maximUm compatibility 
with NATO programs since future NATO weapons presently under discussion 
or development would otherw.~~e exc::lude. JapaJl.. We should_ fl<?at the 

·idea t)f a U.S. -Japan LRCDP "_at the ---~~..;.1; .. !:?.!:?~ _mee-t;ing •. · 

E. U.S. Actions - Substance 

~ U.S. persuasion of the Japanese to accelerate defenseexpendi­
tures and assume new functions. will be successful only to the extent 
that we remain convincingly committed to their defense and credibly 
engaged in Asia. They must see our pressure as a complement to a 
greater US and allied effort rather than as a supplement to compensate 
for declining American strength. Fully adequate PACOM force levels are 
vital to the development of Japanese confidence and confirmation of 
our security arrangements. Any steps that we can take to augment these 
levels, including homeporting an additional carrier·in the Pacific and 
deploying more tactical air will reinforce our efforts to get the 
Japanese to do more. Tokyo accepts the argument that PACOM deploy­
ments in the Indian.Ocean/Persian Gulf are in Japan's interest. 
Assurances that these forces will not leave the Pac±fic Command are 
what the Japanese seek. 

~ In working out contingency planning goals and force missions, 
we should make sure that we preserve joint. responsibility. ·for ·some 
of the most sensitiye and dangerous anti-Soviet functions; i.e,, 
closure of the --exits- to the Japan Sea, and ASW and anti-Bami're 
patrols throughout N~rtheast Asia during-wartime. 

~ To get the most ~ileage out of U.S.-Japan defense cooperation 
du"?ing the next decade, the U.S. needs to rationalize several policy 
anomalies that have inhibited our relationship in the past.· Technology 
transfer is one problem area. As the sophistication of Japan's 
technology grows ·-- along with its capabilities to develop and 
manufacture advanced syst.ems --. the limits of our current ad hoc 
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(U) The U.S. is not always able to supply the parts for weapons 
systems Japan buys directly or license-produces. We have. h~d a number 
of issues arisin.g, most recently availability of engines. for the F-15. 
lf we are to promote U.S. systems, we must be able to meet schedules. 

~ On the other hand, to demand that the Japanese purchase U.S. 
weapons exclusively is to ensure that ·they will develop domes·tically 
their own non-interoperable systems. This is a po.litical fact. The 
Japanese,·. like other major industrial nations are determined to 
maintain some independent weapons producing capability. U.S. 
policy on technology transfer, consistent with public statutes, 
manufacturer's rights,. and the efficient use of alliance· resources 
should allow the Japanese the latitude of choosing·the means by 
which they secure U.S. equipment. In fact the U.S. earns almost 
as much from .licensed-production as it .does from direct sales. U.S. 
manufacturers are comfortable that licensed-production keeps Japan 
far enough behind in state-of-the-art technology· to ·prevent threatening 
the U.S industrial lead. In the long run, our policy should be shaped 
by the knowledge that limitations on coproduction will limit inter­
operability and Japan's ability to build-up its forces or support us 
during hostilities. One of our problems in developing a rational 
integrated ~olicy on these issues is the lack of· a centralized decis.ion 
mechanism· w1.thin the DOD on coproduction. We·should establish one, 
vest·ing coordination/responsibility and power of final approval in 
a single :office with OSD. 

~ The Japanese are treated differently £rom our NATO partners 
in other areas such as FMS ·training and.· research and development 
costs. The difference in treatment is interpreted by the Japanese 
as a sign of lower regard and. political inferiority. 

~ Rationalization of costs would require congressional action. 
In its current mood, Congress will be reluctant to take any measure 
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which grants financial relief to Japan. A long-term effort should 
be made, however, to explain that the price differential is not 
signficant financially but damages.the relationship politically 
and inhibits security cooperation. The revenue we gain by charging 
the Japanese high prices for training is small and would be much 
more than offset by increased Japanes.e outlays for U.S. equipment 
that would logically result from expanded U.S. training of their 
most able officers. 

~ i~e should also move to increase bilateral training. More 
·combined training exercises, small unit exchanges, and personnel 
exchanges are needed. Large-scale multilateral combined naval 
exercises like RIMPAC shoqld be repeated. Ultimately, a deploy­
ment/combined exercise in the manner of TEAM SPIRIT would help 
demonstrate U.S. credibility. 

~ Finally, we must establish firmly within our own defense organ­
ization that an interdependent defense a-ffiliation with Japan is. the 
fundamental principle upon which our policy rests and fromwhich all 
policy actions are· derived. We have long recognized a parallel for­
eign policy principle which designates Japan as the cornerstone of 
our Asian policy. However, our defense policy has sometimes been 
characterized by disparate actions which hinder attaining our pur­
pose, as demonstrated in the preceding paragraphs. A clear appre­
ciation of our overall goal is needed throughout Defense. 

F. U.S. Actions - Tactics 

~ Form is at least as important as substance to the Japanese, 
placing tactics on a par with content. For best results with the 
Japanese, the U.S. should: 

Avoid direct, public demands. These will inspire national­
istic reactio.ns among the public and opposition parties and make it 
harder for the government to respond positively. U.S. criticism of 
Japanese performance during the ear.ly phases of the Iran hostage 
crisis, for example, brought some short-term results, but left last­
ing antipathies. Our campaign to increase Japanese defense cooper­
ation is a long-term effort requiring broad public support~ 

Be blunt in private. The Japanese have come to regard 
candor as a benchmark of the relationship and will react positively 
as long as our recommendations are presented to them as. suggestions 
between allies rather than requirements from a superior. 

Maintain steady, relentless pressure across the board. 
Lose no opportunity in talks between officials to reiterate the U.S. 
position, even if the message seems redundant. Constant repetition 
at all levels and to representatives of all the ministries concerned 
is an essential element in moving the consensus in Japan forward. 

Maintain constant interagency coordination. The Japanese 
enforce interministerial discipline within their own system. Their 
immediate reaction to pressure from the United States is to fan out 
and contact various U.S. agencies in search for differences in 
approach. They should receive the same message through all channels; 
DOD, JCS, State, White House, and less con~:r-ollably, the Congress. 
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G. Asian Relationships 

(U) This approach to U.S.-Japan cooperation over the next decade 
is consistent with the interests and concerns of other Asian 
nations with whom we are allied or aligned. Peking understands 
the vi tal importanc_e of the US-Japan security relationship, and 
has lost no opportunity to tell either the Japanese or the United 
States that Japan should significantly strengthen its defenses. 
The Chinese are not advocating nuclear rearmament for Japan, nor 
do they want, at least at this point, Japan te develop a capability 
to project offensive power beyond·its own borders. They are, how• 
ever, keenly aware of the increased contribution Japan can make to 
improving the balance of power in Asia, and they would support a sig­
nificant growth in Japan's self-defense capability, including wider 
responsibilities for maritime and air defense. 

~ L'as·ting and intense animosities toward the Japanese notwi th­
standing, the Koreans·would be reasonably comfortable with the 
increased capabilities and enhanced missions discussed here. They 
would balk at Japanese acquisition of any capability to send ground . 
forces abroad -- even to aid South Korea in an emergency -- but .they 
would certainly welcome the benefits of increased Japanese competence 
in air defense and intelligence. During the last year we have seen 
cautious initial steps in the development of a ROK-Japanese dialogue 
on security issues, beginning with the visit o.£ JDA Minister 
Yamashita to Seoul in the fall of 1979. An exchange of visits between 
high-ranking military officers was to follow but has been interrupted 
by the assassination of President Park. 

(U) The ASEAN and ANZUS countries remain skittish abo_ut the growth 
of Japanese military power, but they will not react negatively as 
long as the Japanese regional capabilities remain defensive and are 
primarily· focussed in Northeast Asia. As maritime nations, they 
will, of course, approve of any strengthening in overall allied 
capability to protect the SLOC. 

H. The Soviet Factor 

~ The approach outlined above will be compatible over the long 
run with a more explicit and active regional military role far 
Japan, even though such a .role is currently unthinkable in Tokyo 
and unacceptable in the rest of Asia. The need for more· formal 
arrangements and the political conditions that would make these 
arrangements acceptable in the region will depend more on Soviet 
behavior than any other factor. The more the USSR expands its · 
influence and takes hostile or threatening actions, the more com­
fortable other Asian countries will be with a lar·ger Japanese mil­
itary presence and more explicit collective security ties. More 
importantly, public opinion within Japan will move more quickly to 
support more comprehensive defense arrangements. 

~ In the meantime, while the Soviets will complain about increased 
Japanese defense expenditures,: there is' little in the recommended 
appro.ach that will provoke Moscow to more threatening action. 
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Background Pape~ 

_,. 
SUB.JEC!: US Defense Policy Guidance· for East 

_the 1980s (U) 

US Strategic Interests~· 

: 

~ Our strategic interest in East Asia has been to pre­
vent any major power from achieving a cocinant position that 
would allow· it to marshal the resources of Asia for actions . 
inimic;~l to our interests. • In that con-:ext, we cannot ·exclude 
the Soviets but we must seek to maintain countervailing polofer 
and complicate. their actions/position in East Asia. Specifi· 
cally, US strategic objectives in Asia are to: 

Maintain the deterrent balance oa the Korean Peninsula. 

Encourage increased Japanese contributions to the allied 
side of the security balance, including their own self-defense 
capabilities, economic assistance for friendly regional partners 
and support for US installations projecting power elsewhere in 
Asia. 

Prevent the Vietnamese from attacking Thailandand trig· 
gering security obligations we are not well-equipped to fulfill • 

.,.. ~ . -
. Foster the strength and cohesion of ASEAN and ANZUS while 

developing further the capacity of these countries to support 
the projection of US power from the Western Pacific to the Indian 

· ·Ocean/Persian Gul·£ .- · 

1980 Record 

-~'"'" In 1980 the Soviets were unable to translate ~their grow­
ing military power into political influence, except in the case 
of Vietnam. On the US side of the ledger, we can add up these 
pluses or minuses in 1980: 

we prevented war on the Korean Penin~ula as~South Korea 
went through a rocky period of political instability that cur­
tailed progress on US·ROK military issues and threatened to 
affect Korean relations with Japan, the US and others over the 
sentencing of Kim Dae Jung; 

• we made significant progress in joint planning and H~S 
support with the Japanese but failed to secure sufficient 
increased defense efforts on their part; 
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we nu~tured China's turn to the West, and developel 
a modest defense nilatior.ship that allows for the transfer ·" 
of certain dual-use tech~ology and military support equi~aent 
(e.g., radars, trucksj transport helicopters, and •ircraft); . 

• we maintained the security of Taiwan with the sale of 
selected cefensive military equipment, but the Presidential 
campaign caused Taiwan to become a contentious issue raising 
concerns over the direction of US policy; 

- . we responded to Thailand's request for military equip· 
ment after the June incursion by the Vietnamese but ther~ 
persisted a concern over the lack of more substance to our 
security pledge to defend Thailand; 

• we pteserved our power projection capabilities in the 
Philippines where the 1979 amendment to our Bases Agreement 
is w~rking well; and . 

we supported modest peacetime operations through selected 
ASEk~ states and Australia to the Indian Ocean/Persian Gulf but 
did not raise the issues of expanded peacetime use or contingency 
access with ASEAN states because of the probable associated 
political and security assis.tance costs. 

Guidance for the 1980s 
.. 

~) Our strategy tn East Asia must complement our efforts 
else~hlre as the threat we face is global. This requires a 
strengthening of US military capabilities and the rejuvenation 
of our existing securi~y relationships, demonstrating to p~ten· 
tial allies and foes alike the value and ·durability of US com­
mitment. At the same time, it is essential that we develop a 
more rational division of labor, under which Japan (and our 
NATO allies) contribut-e .. more .to. the. common .. defense. 

?sJ In Northeast Asia, potential Japanese defensive strength 
and ou} strategic relationship with China confront the USSR with 
a two-front security p~oblem, and contribute to deterring Soviet . 
aggression in the area, including against South Korea. In South· 
east Asia, our bases in the Philippines, our ANZUS alliance and 
support for ASEAN anchor our defensive network in the Pacific 
Basin and allow us .to project power into the Indian. Ocean •. 

Japan. 

Our most fundamental objective vis·a-yis Japan is to 
Japants Western orientation. In security 

0 
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~ We also se~k to have Japa~ obtain real capability as 
soon as possible (but minimally within this decade) to defend 
its territory ior the first time in the post-war period. A~· 
true Japane~e defensive complement to American strategic 
nuclear and ofiensive conventional capability ~ill onlY.· be 
built if we gain Ja?anese understanding of the division of 
labor and insist on achievement of capability. 

~ A more equitable Japanese contribution to r7gional 
secur1.ty is also necessary. Japan can assume a mean1ngful 
burden-sharing role in the Northwest Pacific within the con· 
stituti~nal constraints of self·defense. 

·~ Therefore, we should seek agreement on a credible, 
more e~itable, and constitutionally acceptable sharing of 
defense responsibilities in the security area according to a 
timetable designed to bring real progress through the 1980s 
and cease all US reference to Japanese spending levels'and 
equipment programs. Specifically (see table): 

In the Northwest Pacific: US provides the nuclear 
umbrella and offensive projection forces as necessary; Japan 
~rovides effective, sustained conventional capability to aefend 
1ts territory and maritime and air forces sufficient to effec­
tive·ly defend the ocean areas of the Northwest Pacific (west of 
Guam and.north of the Philippines) ·against the Soviet threat. 

In the ROIC: 

beginnings of defense 

In South Asia: US provldes .the nuclear umbrella, 
forces as necessary and SLOC p,.cu-~..;._t_L.J..PJo,....,.-..t:CLLL_..__.,.~~ 

In the area of. defense technology:. US ~rovides Japan 
with the latest weapons systems through licensed production or 
sales as desired-by Japan; Japan firmly pledges to continue the 
policy of non-export of weapons. Both sides cooperate to share 
defense technology. 
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Korea 

~ Our objectives in !Corea remain t::e same-: These are 
to (1)- <leter attacks by North Korea \orith or ".iithout the 
assistance of others, (2) defeat attack should deterrence 
fail, and (3) reduce tensions.· 

. , 

~ Deterrence requires both capability and credibility. 
In this regard the ROK 7 - with US support ·- is taking steps 
to modernize its forces in South Korea. In the 1980s we must 
move th~ ROIC ~o., .~.!l!P.ri~~. -~n<!=J!lodernize i~s. forces to_ ..... · . , .. _ ·· 
redress:: thEf m1.l1. tary balance on the Pen1.nsula. The reduction 
of tensions can only be accomplished by North and South Korea. 
Attempts to either pressure South Korea or have China and/or 
the USSR pressure North Korea in an attempt to improve North­
South relations and reduce tensions are likely to be counter­
productive given the long-standing hostility between the two 
Koreas. 

China 

~ China makes a major contri.bution to stability in East 
Asia and elsel'lhere by pinning down Soviet forces ·along their .. 
common border and supporting US presence/actions in the region 
(e.g., US-Japan defense treaty, presence in the Philippines) 
and elsewhere. We seek to sustain the very basic adjustment 
in the balance of forces achieved with the normalization of 
US-China relations. We are nurturing China's turn to the West 
and its leadership t~at made that commitment. 

~ Our defense relationship is a modest one tha·t envis.ions 
no arms sales, no alliance, and no joint planning. At the same 
time, such options do remain as future possibilities if the 
situation warrants. We will develop our defense relationship 
so that it. is both sensitive to the concerns of our ASEAN 
allies and friends and capable of satisfying mutual US-Chinese 
interests. , 

~ We will preserve our commitment to the security of 
Taiwan ~y the continued sale of selected defensive military 
equipment, but we will avo~d either China or Taiwan involving 
the US in the peaceful resolution of their conflict. 

fiJ We face the fundamental issue in the 1980s of deciding 
where ·wl \iant to go with China in the strategic dimension, and 
-- in that context -- how do we envision PRC·US-USSR relations. 
This issue will be the subject of review in the coming year. 

ASEAN 

~ l'le seek to encourage the growth of cohesion of ASEAN 
and avoid getting dragged back into the Indochina conflict 
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while helping to contain it. Our objective 
to remove the USSR but we have no leverage. 
ASEAN in resq.l ving the Indochina situation, 
it in such_a ~ay that the prestige of China 
at our expense. 

with th·e SRV is 
!n supporting 

~.;e seek to do 
is not enh·anc ed 

("')" We· will improve our security relationships with the 
-ASEfu~ states and Burma in the following ways: 

Thailand: Move forward carefully in logistics planning 
while secur1ng access to Utapao Air. Base and increased security 
assistance _from Congress. 

- Philippines: Preserve our access to our vital facilities 
there by successfully concluding the required joint review of our 
Bases Agreement in 1984 so that retention beyond the expiration 
of the Agree:nent in 1991 is possible. 

Indonesia: Deepen our relationship in light of growing 
strategic 1mportance. This should be keyed to Indonesian sensi­
tivities on the pace and closeness desired. 

Malavsia.; Build- on Malaysia's recent turn to the West 
while honor1ng 1 ts sensitivities on managing its continued mem­
bership among the non-aligned and Islamic nations. 

. . 
Singapore: . Strengthen our relationship in recognitio~. M·. 

of its strong support of a US presence in the region and its 
willingness to provide peacetime access to support US forces 
in the Indian Ocean. Consider homeporting of US Navy ships. 

Butma: Encourage ~n a low-key manner the tentative 
explorat1on of a more active stance in the region by respond· 
ing in a timely manner to"reque~ts for security assistance. 

ANZUS 

~ Australia and New Zealand contribute to Western security 
through their efforts with the Southwest Pacific Islands (New 
Zealand) and Southeast Asian nations (Australia). This emphasis 
promotes a useful division of labor which we should encourage and 
support. Australian efforts to revitalize the Five-Power Defense 
Agreement are noteworthy and reflect the kiJ:td·of regional .$elf-help 

· efforts we should encourage. _At· the same time, w~ should continue 
to seek access to Australian facilities to project US forces into 
the Indian Ocean and force contributions from Australia to protect 
our interests in the Indian Ocean/Persian Gulf. 

Prepared-by: :.taj. J .s .McCallum 
11 l\rtarch 81/x77348 
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(\US policy objectives for the 1980 1 s In Northeast Asia 
are twofold: to maintain a primary role as guarantor of 
regional security, and to facilitate Increased Japan-ROK 

security cooperation- in order to enhance allied cllefense capa-

bllity. The US intends to remain a major power In Northeast 

Asia, but additional security responsibilities In Southwest 
~ ~ ~~~-L• ri--

Asia pFemptAexpand~urTt~asslstance from Japan and the 

ROK in order to ~afeguard regional security. Increased indl-

vidual contributions by Japan and the RO~ to Northeast Asian 

security, and more cooperative defense efforts between the 

two nations ultimately can lead to a more flexible and 

strengthened ~,'±'h..t.securl ty arrangement. 

CURRENT SITUAT10N 

( )A. The existlng~security posture In Northeast Asia needs 
. (~ 1- ItA~ . 

modernization. S nee January 1980 the US has projected 

I 

naval power Into the PG/10 In order .. to.safeguard oil supplieS 

for itself and Its allies. Although this policy consists 

of flexible resources capable of returning to their orl-

glnal location or shl·ftlng to new positions, It Is clear this 

additional burden beckons indreased assistance from allied 

Northeast Asian states to meet regional security tommltments. 

( )separate upgrading of Japanese and ROK defense forces, 

increased individual contributions from Japan and the ROK 

to reglo~~~~::,r•d closer Japan·R~ s:curlty cooperation 

represe~ ays of modernization J1 co~security. 
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c:L!!Q_R[ l ... 
Although the US Is not changing its views or responsibilities 

concerning the defense of Northeast Asia, it appears that 
c.'I~Tu.J h(i..\ p\ I.;, 

traditlonalAdependen~ of Japan and the ROK on US commitments 

for regional defense should be addressed and reconsidered. 

Expanded global obligations for the US ---as In the PG/10--~ 

~ may rrremp-r Japan and the ROK to modernize their defense capa-

bilities,and to realize the benefits of Increased security 
c"~iSf"" ....,,\-......_~~ . 

cooperation. Although the US~ Ret felte.-4-ft.,.lts security 

guarantees to both nations, l~ is evideAt t~at expanded 
. CC4"'-

securlty cooperation between Japan and the RO~provlde1 more 

effective region~.~ security. A renovation of current regional 

defense I n North e as t As i a , there f o r e , I s bet~ A e ee s sa 1 7 an cf 

desirable, and ~incorporate inter alta Japan-ROK security 
~·\\ <:1~1~ ·~~ 

cooperation to supplement the Majer US defense effort In 

the region. 

B. The concept of expanded Japan-ROK security cooperation 

and assumption of a· larger role ·tn regional security by both 

states must be understood and as~~~se~ within the param~ters 

of various polltlcal·const·raints. A· number of factors may 

affect the substantive and procedural (timing) components 
e.-/6( \.ft,~.,"' J~~\c.fll'l(.r\t-

of the proposed ,etley ~haAge, and are outlined as follows. 

It Is essential to develop a national consensus in 

support of regional defense cooperation in Japan and in the ROK. 

Traditional animosities between the two states could obstruct 
1 ~~Cr-.siot ~ ~hS.m q<;. 

plans for increased security cooperation, but.po11tlc<tltatiou 
~ ~c::.. ~·h.1"<c.. r..\ +h~ v...-r::,e (lc.y lol 
&f-the Japanese and Korea peoples can dir~ct them toward an 

acceptance of (support ) 
of closer economic and d f a ense ties. 

SEGR~I 
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--The anti-Western, anti-Japanese sentiments associated 

with President Chon's "purification program" must be reconciled 

with any poli~y plans for closer Japanese-ROK relations. 

Pe1haps the anticipated institutionalization of the Chon 
AoAv..!ly 

regime wi llApirm-Vt the abel l.tlon of or at least the reduction 

in anti-Western,. anti-Japanese propaganda. 

It is imperative to solicit the understanding and 
l\01'\ Ur"~II'I•.HI ;s, + 

support of other"-East Asian states. -AltiHnl-g-h(NK- and the USSR 

ma~1~e11iW~1~e~ te condemn and oppose expanded Japan-ROK securl ty 

cooperation) it is Aeees!Uirf end desi-·ahle to enlist favorable 

~e..actlgns from tlu o'tlur regional state-s. -If the US clearly 

communicates Its intention to remain thefi.Juarantor of regional 

security, and if Japan's defense build-up has well-defined 

parameters, ~ other East As I an states shou 1 d respond +-a- -rC~.VoY".k_1 

fa¥9/ruo.f closer Japan-R.OK relations • 
. h~,·hvt+ 

US commanders may be r-e+uctallt to relinquish or share 

defense responsibilities with a strengthened Japan-ROK defense 

force. They perceive that Japan and ROK defdnse forces currently 

are insufficient to perform an Independent regional defense 

role without US support and supervision. As the-military 

officers designated to maintain Northeast Asian security, 

US commanders might not condone the sharing of authority and 

responsibility for regional security with senior Japanese and 

Korean officers. 7"'11e\< f"'rf,,·,r+'o~" '~ ·He:. f.'Q"";"\ fuv- teoKa~tJ~q,.es< 
~.f<c.."'~ \~C..'IC~ c..o.ll\ \n~\f o-J~YCO'I"«- ~e ~~s,-\-ct"clu. 

--Perceived con~titutional and statute limitations in 

Japan currently could proscribe if not obstruct expanded 

security cooperation between Japan and the ROK. Evol~ing} 
sdf-

expanslve Interpretations of the right ofAdefense, however, 
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~GREl 
has provided and will\ continue to provide incremental steps 

toward a Hlef-e- broacf!""comml tment to ~i;!~'l ve defense. 

t. The ROK Economy and ROK-Jif&ltk Ecorftnic Relations 

(.V) The ROK is in the midst of the worst economic recession 

since 1953. A planned 20% devaluation, followed by OPEC's 

unexpected decision to raise oil prices by 150%, and the 

simulataneous recession In both Japan and the US (Korea's 

two main trading partners) combined to reduce real growth In 
+~"- <St-~ 

South Korea te Fall from 13% in +9-+-9 first quarter~l% In 

the fourth quarter. The second industrialization program of 

the 1970's, therefore, which committed Korea to the development 

of heavy industries (including deiense ), has been seriously 
'((l....,_'\,\;'e.~ et 

affected by theseAinflation-e-F-'f""and recession....,.... ~=-ealitieS": . . 

In addition, the ROK faces a large balance-of-payments ~eftclt~ 

and must borrow money in Japan, Europe and the US at ·high 

int~rest rates. Cur!ently lenders· are askln~ 1 

the London Interbank Offer Rate, as opposed to 

t,. 125% above 

a spread of 

0.75 to 0.875% in 1979. Since the ROK usually has flnanced 

its current account deficit through capital borrowed from 

abroad, undoubtedly it will be forced to continue that practice. 

In sum, what could have been a moderate economic slowdown has 

been transformed lnto protracted stagnation, chronic in.flation, 

rising unemplOyment, and rapidly declining International 

competetiveness. 

~Japan plays a predominant role in the ROK economy, parttcul 
second 

in lending, trade and investment. The ROK is the/largest 

SECREt 
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. market for Japanese exports and attracts a major share of 

Japanese ipvestment. Since 1970 Japanese exports to the ROK 

grew at an average annual rate of 25%, reaching $1.5~i llion 

in 1979 compared to $1 billion of US ex~orts to the RO~. 

5 

~a-1 
South Korea's exports to Japanl\grewn at an average annual rate 

of 31% since 1970, reaching $752 million In 1979, or 3.2% 

of total Japanese exports. In 1979 Japan loaned the ROK over 

$2 billion to finance current production requlremen~s and 

Industrial development. 

(U) The ROK has received sizeable amo~nts of Japanese 

grant aid, Including concessional economic development loans •. 

Since 1969~ when Tokyo established ~lplomatlc relations with 

the ROK, Korea has received about 1/5 of total Japanese bilateral 

grant a~~istance totaling $350 million. Currently Ja~an Is 

trying t~ phase out Its assistance programs, but has recently 

agreed to extend again $90 million in loig-term credit to the 

ROK for JFY 1981. These funds are designated for the expansion 
-. 

of university facilities and for modernization of health and 
. ~ y, rol i"y J ec.i-..t'cdl 

medical research instltutes. ~o,.~apali neither sells nor makes loans 

for the purchase of defense items. 

(U) The South Korean market attracts much of·Japanese oversea 

investments ( 58% of cu~ulative foreign tnvestme~t). Between 

1962 and 1980 Japanese companies invested over $530 million In 

the ROK economy, compared to $162 million invested by US 

companies._ Approximately 340 Japanese companies have direct 

Investments in the ROK, and most of these investments are less 

than $1 mill ion. 

·~SECRET 



. .; 

' 

1 
• ·I 

I 

j i 

~~- : 1:·~ 

r;:_':l 
•l 

~ 

·-..:. . 1 

l 
I 

6 

maintain close economic relations with other East Asian 

e·'\•. states--w Taiwan and the PRC--- and even carries on a small 
'*;~ 

with North Korea~ Japan regards the ROKas oneAmajor trading 

p a r t n e ~ atfl eRg e t t:e e t . AI a j e 1 t 1 ad i "g p a F t R • r a-· I n the· reg i on • 

Japan•s economic aid, on the other hand, Is concentrated 

in Asia (61% In 1978) ,"and has Increased from $1.l! billion 

in J.977 to a target of $2.8 b 1111 on In 1980. The ROK has 

received $90 million from Japan for the pas~ three years • . 
~What Is particularly significant ts that Japan 

t rae 

.t::<:. <:.f 'Z . 
Is following a gradual approach in u.~··9 lt~ aid. Currently 

commodity assistance, machinery and equipment assistance are 

untied. In project· assi·stance, the available Information tndlcat 

that Intergovernmental ~greements concluded In 1978 with 

Asian countries often provtdeJfor wholely untied aid ( the 

ROK, Thailand, Pakistan, and Philippines ). This Is an 

important consideration If the US should convince Japan 

~1:·:· •h.;.l\(.·~l etC~1~-h11te to providese JgaA& to the ROK to stimulate ROK defense 

e.tfo"('ts 
l"chutiles,u"de1 the gtlise ef .eevelgpAiaRt ald. 

D. Defense Cooperation Between Japan and the ROK 

Current Japan-ROK security relations may be described as 

cautious and minimal. Both states have been hesitant to 

become involved in bilateral security commitments. At the 

same time, certain contacts and exchanges have taken place 

that represent the development .. of closer relations. The ROK 

and Japan hold annual service intelltgonce exchange conferenc~s 
I 

although the level of military data exch~nged Is limited~ 

The Director 
Gqn'<'\ 

General of the JDA, S~neral Yamashita, visited 

ri~RET 
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Seoul in July 1979, which signaled new contact between Japanese 

d K . f f . \"-\s.. I d d I • an orean sen1or o 1c~ n a t1on, the Japanese and 

Korean Parliamentary Security Union was convened in Seoul In 

April 1980 to discuss defense topics of mutual interest. 

Although the Japanese reportedly were resistant to ROK 

requests concerning the exchange of defense technology and 

expanded coc+ration between Japan-ROK and the US, It is slgniflc. 

that the meeting was held and thar both states concluded the 

conference with favorable public statements. Finally, a more 
securl ty CJ:>o~Cfho"' de.I'W\.of,s.tr~Y It 

recent sign of close• Japan-ROK/relatlons was IAdiea~ed ~y r 
General Wi0kham 1 s conversation with senior Japanese defense 

officials in October 1980. 
~ *"'a..+ (l'le.cb~"'\. 

It ·.a as repe r te4 the t the JOA Director 

General reiterated Japan's policy view that the security and 

peace of the Korean peninsula is indispensable to the security 

and peace of Japan. 

All of these examples r.epresent rudimentary ·and ex.plo..ra.tory 

efforts made by Japan and the ROK to experiment with a 

variety of contact$ and exchanges that could produce closer 

sec~rlty ties in the future. Further Japanese and Korean Inter­

Co."' changes~ serve as additional building blocks to construct 

expanded security cooperation between the two nations. 



DEVELOPMENT OF A.PLAN 

A. Various examples· of increa·sed cooperation between Japan 

and the ROK can be ·cited, ·and are subdivided within economic 

~""f~S 
and defense afra~s as follows: 

Economic Cooperation 

~apan could enhance its own security and regional 

security by increasing economic assistance to Korea. Japan 
~~ 

c.ould significantly increase 'its current level of united 

official development assistance grants and concessional 

8 

loans to finance Korea Government-Public Sector projects such 

as highway and hospital construction. This would then permit 

the ROKG to divert hard currency (yen) from these non-defense 

projects·into the Kore.an·~efense budget .. ifl ozdex to lncxease 

foreign defeuse &pend:tl'tg. J~eally, ~orne of these funds ~Y:~ 
be used to finance US defense equipment through the FMS program. 

~ It should be noted, however, that Korea has the 

highest external debt of any LDC in the world, and both offi­

cial and private debt is ·projected to increase significantly 

over the next several years. A growth in exports, how~ver, is 

also expected to keep pace with the debt increase. Therefore, 

it is contemplated that the ratio of total debt to export earn­

ings (debt service ratio) will stay within acceptnble limits. 

As the Korean debt levels increase, the Korean military may 

find resistance on the part of the Economic Planning B'oard 

(EPB) to large increases in loans justified on ~ccurity grounds. 

iSECRET. 
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It is not clear. to what extent Japan can dramatically increase 

its concessional loans beyond the $90.0 million projected for 

9 

t?l~~ <?'~) .. 
JFY 1981 fista:rt.s ~(Apr 1981'/· As a rule of thumb, the differ-

ence between the current year US FMS credit program and the 

goal of:$275.0 million FMS credit for the ROK annually might be 

established as a target. At any rate, GOJ loans -- if properly 

rr..anaged -- could relieve pressure on the foreign currency por­

tion of the FY 82 ROKG budget"and firm up ROK foreign exchange 

for use in acquiring US military equipment. 

~n addition, current Japanese-Korean commercial ties 

offer a long-term possibility that such cooperation eventually 

could be expanded in the area of dual-use (military/civilian) 

technology. Japan could export defense technology to the ROKJ~~ 
for use in the production of·defense items. 

·~ The GOJ might also be persuaded to provide assist-

ance and/or trade concessions to other nations in the region 

so that resources could be freed to better support their armed 

forces. These nations could purchase equipment from the ROK 

particularly equipment no longer produced in the United States 

or which is not in long supply in the US Services. The pur­

chases would assist the ROK in keeping its defense production 

base "warm" and allow the ROK to use the profits generated to· 

procure from local production needed WRSA supplies or procure 

other defense items of high priority. 

~ Care must be taken that the ROK docs not overextend 

itself and attempt to become the arms supplier of the Far East. 

fSECREt , 



lt is also impo.rtant that the ·RoK continue its current pol­

icy of limiting defense production to a fixed percentage 

of total industrial output. Moreover, sales to third coun­

tries should continue ·to be monitored carefully so that they 

are made with the best interest of the United States in mind. 

1 0 

US transfers of technology are caveated so that items produced 

with that technology cannot be sold to a third nation without 

agreement. The GOJ should exact similar guarantees from the 0'"'-

ROis in connection with any technology transfer. M 
Defense Cooperation tJ 

(U) 
· ext~ 

The ·following &amples !'eppeseat possible areas ·of 

increased cooperation in defense matters between Japan and 

the ROK. It is presumed that, in most instances, the US 

would serve as the catalyst in the development of closer 

Japan-ROK security cooperation. 

Intelligence 

~ The existing bilateral US-Japan and US-ROK intelli­

gence cooperation should be preserved and strengthened. The 

US jntelligence fommuni ty_· should look for opportunities to 

pass informa tiori of mutual benefit between the GOJ and ROK 

intelligence organizations~ ' In this manner, the intel~igence 

needs of Japan and RQK.will be better met as well, possibly, 

as those of US intelligence. Information on North Korean 

activities in Japan among Korean residents there and North 

Korean infiltration/espionage in South Korea is an obvious. 

example of the type of information which could be mutually 
• 

beneficial. Similarly, information collected by both nations 



on foreign ship and air movements within the region could 

be a collaborative effort. An agreement between the GOJ and 

the ROK also could be ·reached on the direct exchange of tac­

tical intelligence.·· Such arrangements would, of course, be 

a necessary pre-condition for an expanded roleby both 

nations in surveillance and warning activities. 

Ship Visits and Other Exchang·es 

~ The ROK intends to send a training squadron to Japan 

· th. · f d h ~'l/4eS' · "1 b 1n e near uture an tat act re~H1res a s1m1 ar.gesture y 
ro«',\,\~ 

JapanA It is difficult, however, to determine when Japan will 

be able to reciprocate, since ·relations between the two nations 
Vt~1f-c 

must be warmer than :in the recent.past. 'Ffte flew of high-level 

GOJ and ROK officials associate.d with security, both uniformed 

and civilian, should be encouraged-by COMUS Korea and COMUS 

Japan. Both. ~ommands should cooperate fully with 'their host 

nation in arranging field trips, providing briefings and the 

like when called upon. :kr VIP ,dsit& Japanese observers in 

uniform should be invited to US-ROK combined exercises in 
vl~llt-1\ ~\' ls ~-..\;\• tit .. : de.\-•:(flo\\i\c.A -\b b~ ~~.\At.. ctr\d h . .t~.&~"'-.\ 

KoreaA and it should be made cl~I that the GOJ is ex~e~ted to ~~o 
1\ <;..u.jj~~~~ 

invite Korean obser·vers to US-Japan exercises. COMUS Korea 

should encourate the ·R.OKs to invite Japanese military students 

and professors from Japan's military institutions, as well as 

other national security and technical experts to the ROK, in 

.:~tt ~~"" the full expectation that Japan 1 do the same. Such visi-

tors should be briefed regarding the US presence and role in 

the region, and they should be accorded mere taaR ~&Yal ~~~~~;~\~ 



courtesies. ~he Japan-ROK Parliamentary Security Union 
\..o.l~\l h'r."h'lt 
s~ be r&P~t-r,~~· the frequency of its meetings increased, 

c..o"" "'"' 
and its functions expanded. The possibility of expanding 

the Security Union to include representatives from the US 

Congress sJtould be explored. Perhaps some US Congressmen 

could·be encouraged to attend the meetings in Korea and/or 

Japan. as observers. In addition, a high level of public 

relations activities ~~fa be de~l~l~ t~ educat~A~he 
Korean and Japanese people on the necessity and desirability 
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of clos~ cooperation. T~ Jtl..itSto"1S ~Aoc.\IJ be.. J,..wP\,ne.J bv -fAe ~ 
"'--~ G~~. . . .. · / 
Joint Use ·of Training FaciTit'ies 

~ The ·air forces· of the region and the USAF do not 

have sufficie.nt satisfactory facilities for tactical air-to­

ground training. At present, there are limited facilities 

in Japan and Korea, with the only adequate existing facility 

located in the Philippines. As a result,. USAF pilots and 

equipment deployed in Northeast Asia must go to the Philippines 

for training. The ROK Air Force, moreover, receiveS limited 

training and the Japanese Air Self-Defense Force virtually no 

training on tactical ranges. This situation will be improved 

when KOTAR (a 9 x 11 kilometer tactical range in South ·Central 

Korea) is finished. KOTAR is a joint venture of the United 

States and the ROK located well away from population centers, 

with sophistica~ed communications and control ~quipment, and 

provisions for personnel safety. KOTAR will be fully utilized 

by the ROK and US Air Forces, and therefore e~~~~ot readily 

accommodate Japan as well. However, this is a regional problem, 
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and the US could initiate discussions between Japan and the · 

ROK in order to coordinate more efficient use of regional 

defense resources.· A resolution could include Japan.alloca-

ting range spaceltime to the ROKAF in Japan, in exchange for 

training on the superior facility in Korea. T&e Korean and 

American pilot's, in turn, would have a diversified number of 

1 3 

areas in which to train. Once a precedent of this nature is 

established., andiRoK aircraft are flying in Japan and Japanese 

aircraft in the ROK, it ·should be ·easier to move to combined 

e~ercises· and .combined ~ction in the ~urveillance areas .{rlu's ·,~~ifi&4.-/-,"Ve. 
.. v.tl .fo..~"- CDt'l-.,ck'Of"lb\~ +,rn-c.; +o de.i~\0p~J ~' 
Air Surve·fllan:c·e ' ___ __.;.. _____ .. . 

~ The. introduction of the advanced AWACS into the · 

region provides· an opportunity for the United States to take 

the lead in l!ilii~ROK-Japan cooperation in the area of air 

surveillance. It is e~v io'tlsl:y the resp_onsibili ty of COMUs· 

Japan (as Commander, WES_TPAC NORTH AIR DEFENSE REGION) to . 

assure that the AWACS is effectively used and that there is 

adequate surveillance and warning. He ~ make5certain that 

activity in this area is coordinated, and that no nation in 

the area makes plans and invests resources for surveillance 

wit~~ut regard for regional objectives. Thus, there should 

:··. :.;:;; •· .~~_.. ··<=·:~~ .. ~\:'·~ ~;{·~~fit·~~~i-~a~~i:~~ .. ;~.ct-1SW~·~-th.e~ -~ ·;~,.:.d'·iJ.~n:.,.', ·.-a:»-il· ·=-the-'-~~., .. ;.:r-e.ga Dd.ing .... , .- ~· ,,. . .. . . 
ex~s~ing systems and planning for the future. There should be 

no unnecessary redundancy and the systems should be compatible 

with each other. This question clearly is technical in nature 

and should be divorced from political considerations. To assure 

that COMUS Japan has some leverage, however, it is important 

that a connection is established between the .priority which the 
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United States~ will give to the completion of plans to station 

an additio~.al four (for a total of five) AWACS aircraft in 
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the region, and the attitude 'of the ROK and Japan toward. coop­

eration with 'tlie·s·e plans. To date, the Japanese and Korean 

systems are largely of US manufacture ·and design and1as ·a pol-· 
·n\~~< it 1\ Je.S\~q,h)e +--4(Jo.t- · e.a.,..J~f't'l~nt- j,Q.. (,{1-1(,~ 

ic)t:- efieiee) p.robahly &boulci contintte te 'he US maa1£.a~tn;rea uith 

viJh an aim to achieving full interoperability in this important area 

of defense. 

Air Lift/Sea Lift 

tsldFj-As part of contingen~y planning, the United States 

and the ROK are in. the· process of negotiating MOUs for the 

use by the US of Korean ships and aircraft in an emergency 

situation. In a Korean contingency, the amount of time taken 

to esta~1.ish an effective line of supply, and the amount of 

goods and number of men which can be moved·quickly into the 

country, are important factors in mounting a successful defense 

against a full-scale invasion. US military, sea, and air lift 

capability would be severely restricted in this regard if there 

were one or more contingency situations elsewhere at the same 

time. Japan should be.drawn into .this contingency planning, 
'V'c\"'A\\'J Th'i"o~k ~\. bdo..\-~v,._\ 1\Cifnl'\111\ rYOc<&'l:s;,. j:f.s, C "nol-
afta itS national aircraft an mercnant shi~pingAe~rmarked .for . 

~r:~ ..•. ·~:-:,=.~~·~··~~.,··:~.·~j·:~:t~~~·~f.f(tr~A~_,~:.;,t J~~~I:i;.;;~~~~ .~;l:.:'~~~.:~~-.;~t~,::.~-.,~ .. ::e~.· 
•:·... . .. ·..... . ... •. ,. . . . . •.• . . .· . ... . . . . . .. . . ~ 

caaftet: Iel~ah1' fozecast_ t~e ameYRt .of IapaRese t!'aftSJ'e~t ~ 
• • ~ .A. 

~;.:.:!'+,~:;il';r c!'tJ \:¥(tingeReyc Tlt<is they ate denied data 1 
'ttf'~ which to resolve one of the central security problems of ., 

the region "'-\t o.~~{'" """'" il\·l+'"+;".e is. \.)..)'-\\ ~o~l'\ -+"'t '<00\~ J 
. '"' +\" t~t~.rf<, 'f~ \-t '~ ~s~\\, \o~L et..'t o.l\ • ~ ~ 

~c.'t 

~~-- ... ~~ 
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Joint Sea Patrols 

~ The United States, Australia, New Zealand, and 

Canada c::onduct annual joint exercises in the Pacific (RIMPAC) 

which ·tes't·s the· ·ability of the various navies to work together. 

Japan has ·bee·n invited and was represented at the last annual 

exercise.· The ROK has indicated that it is desirous of parti­

cipating but has been denied an invitation on the grounds that 

the ROK Navy lacked the experience and modern equipment required. 

The ROK Navy, however, has just launched its new Korean Frigate 

and is in the proces·s of outfitting that craft. Completion of 

the ·frigate might afford an opportunity to underscore the impor­

tance of complementarity of armament and command-and-control 
C1tJc..PAC. s"-o'4,M ~~'fMtn~ vl~'-" ~r\~ \(:- ~ 

equipment. A The ROK Navy slleatf be ·invited to ~this shjp 
C:.O\A 

indW e~ercises ~i th other· ships of the area• ed the exex cise 

s.hculd be structured so as to maRe cei·teiR that there j s ·inter-

pla) between the ROK and Japanese part1c1pants. 

Joint ASW Training . 
. tiS, 
~ ~1(heAROK and Japanese navies need training in ASW. 

Currently they obtain such training by utilizing the services of 
.J ~~4f\t.SCi:. ., 

US~~ubm~ines transiting the area. Such an arrangement is~~~y 

. lessly- complex and u:n:~er1:1tili:us the ·s.ervices of the-Y& sub-
~s~i~· . · 

:!i~v~;~·•i:N·!."-.·:$:-:~r~~;~.;·~~"W"!>tO~CP.~~~~11~·:·:14~i<P.~.t.,rl!)~~fil!4~~~~g.L.~:~.s-~~~~~.t.~.::.·.~;(:~:~ 
.... . '·.· '· •'' ....... ~·.:. •. ..:To· ·'QI'\:Ii~~·' •.•.•. ' ' ' • • \ •. • •• 

the area, and both ft~ens complain that their navies do not 
:.. . 

have sufficient training time now so that meaningful training 

can take place. ~ Japan and the ROK ~ould jointly undertake 

ASW training using US submarines in order to maximize the number 

of days available and to increase their collaboration. Japan 

iSfeREt .. 
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in all ,t."o"' 
<.. 5h0uld be encouraged, howeVer, to :provide diesel submarines 

for regional ASW training simulating the enemy role. CINCPAC 

should determine 'the ·feasibility and desirability of such a 

program and urge 1ts implementation on the grounds of more 

economical use of scarce ·resources·. 

~ Intel1i~~nce ·exchanges~arning+ &;i:nea air 

surveillance~r~lning• have been cited as· possible areas 

of cooperation between: Japan and the ROK. In order to promote 

increased standardization· and iliteroperabi.tity of r~gional 

·defense hardware;·as well as a reduced unit cost of future we~­

pons systems, the United States also could promote three~way 

cooperation in weapons development. USDR&B has established·a 
·· · d · · h · · : '"'Y'JW\."-·hQ.;. £ us J s d prece ent 1n t e recent a~t1wat1en o a - apan&&e ystems an 

Technology Forum (S&TF);· This forum is designed to promote 

exchanges of technology and cooperative development of future 

weapons systems. Initiating a similar bilateral agreement with 

the Korean Agency for Defense Dvelopment (ADD) should be con­

sidered, with the aim of coordinating the efforts of the two 

S&TFs to improve regional security. 

· ..... • . •··:.·, . . ~ . . ' .... ' ..... : . • . . ..... 

. '· . .... 

-ftiECREfi .... 
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B. A Timetable of lm~ediate, ~ear-Term and Long-Term policy 

options to initiate and nurture expanded Japan-ROK security .. 
cooperation can be constructed. 

Immediate concerns: 

The Kim Dae Jung issue has halted temporarily any 

efforts to proceed with expanded Japan-ROK security cooperation • 
. 

The US has Indicated to the ROK that failure to commute the 

death sentence for Ktm Dae Jung ·will ·caus• a fundamental re­

evaluation of our relations, and the Japanese have publicly 

threatened to cease all assistance to the. ROK tf Kim Dae Jung 

Is executed. The K·oreans, In· turn, have objected to I:JS and 

Japanese Interference In ROK affairs. 

--··I>WtiOdat~ea Jhe concep-t- of Increased Japan..;ROK security 
s"ol.l\~ k. ,;.~oc\l.l.C.~ · 

cooperattonAto ROK CJCS Lew at the mld-Novamber meeting. 

Discuss In· broad .terms fhe prospects for expanded cooperation 
i~~" ~o"\A be d,~~ . b I 

at the upcoming SCM ( If held), and at the SSC s.c edu~ 

to meet In mid-to-late 1981. 

Near Term - Five Years 

-- The US ·should sol iciit a Japanese· comml tment to continue 

and to Increase economic assistance to the RO~ tn terms of 

concesstonal loans, additional Investments, and active trade. 

-~ ·s.;l': pre 1 i m i n~ry g.roundwo rk for es tab 1 Ish j ng US-ROK 
~-: •.:·;.:;,:,~:~: .· .·:· .:'•. :· :·' ,·· •.• ";· '"' \=··"· :-~~·-:\·.::. '• ·~: , •• ;:, :· ~-· -:~ .... ...,,.: •... =~::-·:·. )~ -~ ,.,,.:, .~-.:.:.-• .,;;:~; .. 1 . .,-.:..:~~;': ~~:.,.,~.,...;· .~'>.·;,..r..-:-<;.~J. !,.~,..=··~~ ~.~· _,,.~, '}.:-:.;; .... ~-i!~~~:"'···: .... ~,:~~ 

: ·. te~hAoJ·ogy· e·xchange~a-nd c"Qoper:citl·on··tn. tile ·de-fe'nse .areas;II~/J J~ 
.•• J.• '!"' 

·=· : . ~ .... ·· · •. ~~~~ .:;·· E ncou'ta.ge · a'ncr. ;";'!S··;:r i ;, .t e ~i;:h~ing'e's ·.·b·e·tweeh· Ja'pan '.'cirt"d .. the' 

· 1 ~ i.hll q'(~ cf ROK ra9ard A~ ship visits, military Instructors and students, 

.technical experts, and obse.rvers atte~¥tftg military exercises 

'' i tl:a U5i fa F aes S"Ao\AIJ- k e •H&!! .. -r~ 4••~ ,-;,~1-.~~o.d~- e\"ul eii(OUl'ct~~· 



Long Term - Ten Years 5ECREli 

b~ ~~ordlnated air and sea patrols In the Sea of JapanJ'Aou./J 

-- Aehteve :,l;teroperab-iltty of surveillance equipment and 

procedures, and +rt- reaJistic conting~ncy planning&ho"/J J,c.. 

"~'e-td. 

CONCLUSIONS 

ThIs po 11 cy paper ~o~ tul_.a·~~~- th_~,t • ap~_rt .from the imined late 

Kim Dae Jung Issue,- prospects for expanded Japan-ROK security 

cooperation In. the future appear. to ·be good.. Support for. 
· J-c..dlt'cci ·fr'otM +-Jt~ f.lloc.alttt'\: -· ·· 

this general conc-lusion may be ·1~rtf+el by these faMors. 

the ROK needs economic ~ssistance fn view ~f Its over~11 ec~­

nomic decline~ japan possesses the economic power to grant 

such assistance~ both states increasingly acknowledge their 

Interdependence In terms of upgr~ded, effectrve reglona~ 

security; and the us w~1d facilitate and supervise expanded 

Japan-ROK cooperation as It remains guarantor of overall 

regional security. To reinforce fu·ture clos..tM"" ties, the US 
Clllt'\ ~t"t91\ct~t~~ 

eo1:2ld eEH:I4at!e both Japan and the ROK -$A. the urgency and merits 

• 
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--IDhe JCS should formally be asked to undertake a 

study and make sui table recommerdationSel\ «y~c\\•c.J f'"o~lfiJ' 
a ttl -h.Z.·;,.~ • ~~~~~~~~~·-£~~mmendatlons ·should be solicited so 

~~ 

concrete programs and strategies c~ 

developed for lmple~entatlon. 

be asked to focus on the timing of 

approaches and the ways of apply ~~ w~tllf{) 
-~ f~.:.~ ~(M\w --- tJ. 

L
SA shOi}ld wQrk t6 ma.ke certain that there Is agreement 

~ f th l n Defense wIth the proposed concept, and that 

upport exists for achieving the proposed objective 

·. 
. . . 

~:.··:· ......... ···::::•• It.:;~· .. ,.:::;~¥ .. ~::~.;.,·.,i,: 
_, .. · .· .· 

· ·'-':-<·'·::.- :- :.''· --.:;, -~·· ··:··"'-:.:.··· .. ;· •• ;, ·-:·,. ::;;,~ ... • -,~;,;~: .~;.~. ·:·'·:.-:·.=·"'·'·:?. .. ,,~ ;i':', ir'-·'. :· ·.,. ... .:~•.:;.• h·;~.--=-:..····:: .. :::•! .. ,..,,.i,;,,~·c;;y._~~~:., '' 
...... • 0 .~ • . ...... · .. · .... 

. .. ·. • • . ·• • ·,.:. I • :. • :.•, • 
.. . . . . ' ....... ·':. . ..... 

. ... · .. ·. \ .• ... 0 ....... 
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TOP SECREl-
Northeast Asia Balance 

Context: 

(U) The more important: nations in the Northeast Asia pursue- diverse, often'-· 
conflicting·objectives, and their respective forces are, as a result, 
designed to do a variety of things. Fo~ this reason alone, no single 
perspective is adequate for assessing the military balance there. !he 
various military forces located in or oriented toward East Asia constitute 
an increasingly important dimension o.f the long-term U.S.•USSR. competition. 
Yet, at the same time, they must also be viewed in the context of a series 
of regional rivalries apart from superpower competition. Thus, both global 
and regional perspectives are necessary. 

IAff From the perspective of the global military balance between the U.S. 
and its allies and the Soviets and theirs, developments in China and Japan 
in the 1980s are second in importance only to the amount of effort which 
the D.S. is will~ng to devote to reversing and closing· the growing gap 
between its allocations and those of the USSR. The U.S. alone can provide 
the central core of effec.tive alliances, 'even though both China and Japan 
have large po.tentials for military power. Japan is limited by political 
constraints, while China is lfmited by its weak economy and technology 
base. Consequently, major elements of a D. S. 

~ The Soviet perspective of the military balaDCe in J:ast Aaia probably 
reflects a concern with fightiug ou two widespread fronts that goes back 
over a century in Russian historj. Compared to the Soviet situation iu 
Europe, East Asia presents a more fo~idable problem: long, vulnerable 
supply lines; unresolved border disputes with 

challenge, the Soviets have gradually established a well balanced 
reinstituted what appears to be a threater-level command under Petrov. 
While · discerni~le, the Soviets are clearly concerned 

.. ____ abau . on their Eastern Front. 

Trends 

ltlff Korea presents the most dangerous situation for 
the near term due to a decade of adverse military trends 
the~~~~ 

- /;l't'1 Sino-Soviet competition in As.ia now has two distinct dimensions: 
the 6,750 mile land border; and the Indochina arena. Botb aides have been 
building their ground forces over the past 15 years, although the Soviet 
buildup has been more equipment intensive, whereas the Chinese have expanded 
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·TOP SECRET 2 

the more lightly armed, local forces which tend to be deployed 150-
300 km fr~ the border. The ~esults of these trends include a more 
well-balanced Soviet force posture with superior firepower, mobility, 
aDd air support. Likewise, Soviet nuclear systems in East Asia 
include about 45 mobile SS-20 missile launchers and about 10 LRA 
BACKFIRE Bombers. The establishment of what appears to be a theater-

. level command, and the large, combined arms exercise conducted by the 
Soviets last year during the Chinese attack on Vietnam, suggest that 
necessary command and control developments have been keeping pace with 
the buildup of the force posture. Thus, Soviet forces represent more 
than symbolic concern with developments in East Asia. 

- lsJ Treucls in the Indochina dimension of th·e Sino-Soviet competi­
tion include substantial increases in Soviet aid to Vietnam. Military 
equipment deliveries alone were valued at over $950 million in 1979 
and included 130 MIG-2ls, over 100 tanks, more than 90 self-propelled 
assault guns, and 60 or more IMPs. As a result of the 1979 Chinese 
attack, Vietnam underwent additional military mobilization and shifted 
about 200,.000 troops to the Chinese border area. ADd most recently 
we have seen the first deliveries of SU-22 Fitters to the Vietnamese. 

- ~ Trends with reaard to Japan appear to be more a matter of 
signals and perceptions than of warfighting capabilities. Soviet 
military actious, such as the reoccupation of long-abandoned bases in 

Japanese 
and that 
military 

~ Marit~e treads in Hortheaat·Asia include a steady increase 
in the number of major Soviet surface combatants,. ASW aircraft, and 
missiles at sea since 1965. Soviet submarines in the Pacific have 
generally numbered about 100 since the early 1970s,· hut reflect an 
increasing percentage of SSBa and SSBNa. More significant than theee 
numerical trends, however, is the introduction of new classes of 
Soviet ships, which included five new types in 1979 alone (MINSK, 
ICABA, ROGOV, DELTA-III, and VI.I~Tl»R.-·I.I:I. 
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(U) The series of u.s. bilateral alliances and the network of 
bases euables the U.S. to achieve high operational and readiness rates· 
with comparatively few military resources. 

--· (U) Relatively stroag Japanese and South~Koreau economic performance 
provides an Laportant dimension of long-term regional stability. 

Uncertainties 

(U) North Korean ability to sustain present high rates of military 
effort. 

(U) Prospects for Chinese military modernization. 

(U) Nature and scope of future Japanese military roles. 

(U) The future direction of Sino-Soviet relations. 

TOP SEGRET.. 
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R'~FI . JCS,M 32?·73 I 25 J~LV 1'1~73 (jlOTAL) . . ' . 
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~.. WASHtNGTO~ ~EVIE~ OF ClNCPAC PRnPnSED ASSUMPTIONS ANO 
OBJEtTIVES FOn.USaJ&PAN BILATERAL PLANNING, LISTED l~ lBnVE 
REF, HAS 9~EN CO~~LETEDa FOLLOWING !S·VERBAT!H STATEMENT 
OF APPPOVED GUI OELINES,.FOR· US•JJ.P AN BlL~ TERAL PI.ANtUNG I 

nt • C-DNStsnp·h .wrn4 'THE t·JtXCN. DOCTRINE, THE EMERGENCE 
OF 'JAP~N £S AN EtONO~!t AND POLITICAL POWER, ALONG 
WITH A GROWING MlLITA~Y CAPAOILITV AND GENERAL AWARE• 
NESS OF iTS OWN SEfURtTY PROBLEMS, MAKES !T TI"ELV TO 
HO.RE CLOSELY SY~CHRONI%E' US/JAPANESE MUTUAL CEFENSE 

·PLANNING 'FO?. 'THE AREA, BUDCEY. CONSTRAI~·rs O!CTlTE· 
GREATEP EFFlt!ENCY tND COORDINLTION 0~ ~·:E TWO 
tPUNTRIESa OEFENSE EFFORTS IN N~A, INCLUDING THE 
DEFENSE 07 JAPJN, T~E PDLIT!CAL ATHOSPWE~E I~ ~APAN 
lS ASSU'HEO ·Tb PEP.M tT ·A MORE Ml! ANI NGf'UL DIALOGUE Wt TH TH.E 
JAPA~~~~ A~~ ~REATER ~~nDnf~A~Tn~ f~ nFFF~~F AUn 
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,,-· ~nor~ MILIT:J:Y tO:.~:u.r:D CEfiTER 
MESSACE CEr:tER 

' 0 P I W 8 R & T 

· .. /CAN AE· £)fPANnED TO T 
... ,., NTRlESi 'ALTHOUGH T'RlS 

LIMITED BY THE POLITICAL CONSTRAINTS lMPOSEO 0~ 

IS 

THE JDA AND P~RTICULARLV .THF. JAPANESE UNIFORMED 
SERVICES. ALL US•JAPAN DIALOGUE AND BILATERAL 

·. PLANNING EFFORTS, ·.HO~IEVER, MUST BE APPROACHED FROM 
.THE STANDPOINT OF FOSTERING MUTUAL TRUST, CONFIDENCE, 
AND REClPRCCITYi ·. . 

(b)(i) ___ -2, m:~::i!!M!i!\1[\!!il!i!!i!i!!!i!!!:!:!:!i!:!:!:!:!:!:I::I WILL BE BASED ON THE FOLLOWING . 
ASSUHPT I DNS I • . 

. A, ALL PERTINENT AGREEMENT., lRRANGEMENTS, 
AND MUTUAL DEFENSE OR SECURITY TREATIES TO WHICH 
EITHER OR BOTH THE UNITED STAfEa AND JAPAN jRE 
$JGNATCRlfS AND WHICH ARE IN. EFFECT AS OF ·1 NOVF.Mf'ER 
1973 WILL CONTINUE TO BE IN EFFECT ·DURING THE PERIOD 
OF THE PLAN. 

·C. THE UNITED STATES WILL BE PREPARED 
CONTRlDUTE TO ~HE DIRECT DEFENSE OF JAPAN IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS AND 
PROCESSES • 

• 

• 

1~6gg, 

• 

/. t)(( 
.. , 

.. 

• ·~~~D·AmH:~R T~~~~~~~~~~~S G~=~~~~EDi 
A, OF.v-ELGP A CDMHON UNDERSTAND tNG OF JAPANESE· 

SECURITY INTEPESTS. STRATEGY, 'JND OBJ~CTIVESr REFINE 
MUTUAL DEFENSE PLAN~XNG CONCEPTS FOR THE DEFENS~ OF 
,HE JAPANESE TER~ITORV, CONTIGUOUS AIRSPACE/SEA 
AREAS, .(N[). AOJf-CE~JT SEA/4IR ROUTESr AND ·STR.lTEGtC 
AREAS IMPORTANT TO T.HE INDIRECT DEFENSE OF JAPAN~ 

B. CONSISTENT WITH JAPAN'S INCREASED STATUS, 
·~EEk INCREASED APPRECtATlON OF THE.NEED FOR JAPAN TO 

2 
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I NATIOUAL MILITAr.Y COMr.:At:D CEIITER .. " 
.. 

I I MEssAG£ CElUER • 

, • -4 ..-z h I I • e 'ao 
ENHANCE PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING· AND ACCEPTANCE' OF A US• 

'JAPAN SECURITY PARTNERSHIP, UNDERSCORING THf IMPOR• 
TANCE OF US BASES AND FACILITIES IN JAPAN WHICH 
SU~PORT THE DAV•TO•DAY ACTIVITIES OF US DETERRENT . 
fORCES IN THE REGION, 

... .: • ··&. 

. i~sgg 

.. .. •.·. . . . . . .. 

• 

'TO '.aE· CON~ r DERED. i'. 

BE AS F'OLLOWSI 

8. IDENTIFY AND ENSURE THE AVAILABILITY OF 
·ADDITIO~AL BASES AND FAClLITIESi"EITHFR JOINT OR 
·SDLE USE, WHICH ~OULD BE REQUIRED Tn A 
FORCES ·DEPLOVlNG'TO JAPAN AS ENVISlONE 

·.AND FOR THE PURP-O"SES CONSISTENT WITH 
SECURITY TREA!Y, . -

·. 
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DEPATI.TI.~EnT C!~ DEFENSE 
KATIO::AL IJ!LIT/,.'tY co:.~:.~A::o CENTER 

MESSAGE CEIITER 

... Q a r c PF:fl E! ' . - .. -
SHORTFALLS AND CONSULT ON POSS!BLF MEANS dF ESTAAM 
LISHING AN ADEQUATE LEVEL OF WRM 1 TAKING INTO CON• 
~lDERATION JAPANIS INDUSTRIAL CAP.ABILITIES AND 
Rt!P.LENI SH~1ENT lEAD•T IME FROM THE US ... '• 

l. . PLACE lNCREASEn EMPHASIS ON COOPERATIVE 
EFFORTS IN THE FU~~C T I OJ.JAL AREAS· OF 'tNT ELL I GENCE 
At.ID SU~VE ILL ANC£·, n · 

2, IT JS RECOGNIZED THAT THE. ATTAUJHENT OF ·ALL .. THE ABOVE 
OBJECTIVES.MAV NOT BE FEASIDLE IN THE SHORT RUNm HOWEVERe 
THEY COULD SERVE AS A USEFUL FRAMEWORK WITHIN WHICH TO 
DEVELOP CLOSER UNDERSTANDING, COORDINATION, AND COMPATI• 
BILITY OF·'US•JAPAN MUTUAL SECURITY MATT~RS, :· .. 
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