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I y 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 3, 1987 

Dear Doug: 

rGt113 
NO 
Fo 
rG~-2£1 

I have received and reviewed the proposals on out-of-area FGo~(-1 ~ 
cooperation that you were so kind to send me. I applaud the 
efforts of the Wedn~ day Group to try to develop constructive 
ways to encourage effort by NATO nations for our common security 
objectives. I share the group's concern tnat we face the 
prospect of strident and punitive proposals in the Congress if we 
do not come up with more constructive alternatives. 

You no doubt recall that the U.S. raised the problem of 
out-of-area responsibilities and their potential impact on NATO 
in 1981. After extensive work with Allies, we did achieve 
limited success in highlighting some efforts that Allied nations 
could undertake which would, as well as being sound projects in 
their own right, help alleviate the diversion of U.S. forces in 
the event we were engaged in efforts outside the NATO region 
that were nevertheless in defense of common security interests. 

Because the Department of Defense was the lead executive agency 
in that earlier effort, as well as b e cause there may be other 
potential projects that would serve our shared purpose of 
protecting our NATO commitment, I have taken the liberty of 
writing Secretary Weinberger about your efforts. I trust he will 
lend the assistance of appropriate elements of his staff. 

X: 
The Honorable Doug Bereuter 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Sincerely, 
) £1:/:, 

v~ L--
/1/ /({t 

.'/ Frank C. Carlucci 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON ·, 

March 3, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE CASPAR W. WEINBERGER 
The Secretary of Defense 

0700 

SUBJECT: Reply to Congressman Bereuter -- NATO Out-of-Area 
Proposal 

Congressman Doug Bereuter has written me on behalf of the 
Wednesday Group (Republican Congressmen) asking for opinion and 
assistance in framing constructive alternatives to the 
"NATO-bashing" proposals they feel will be put forward this year 
in Congress. The proposal the Group is suggesting now is a 
standing NATO committee on out-of-area cooperation. 

I have attached a copy of my reply to Congressman Bereuter, in 
which I refer him to Defense for assistance in determining what 
kinds of alternative proposals might be useful. As you recall, 
we raised the out-of-area issue several years ago in NATO, and I 
fear that a rea may alrea dy b e e xhausted. 

The purpose of the Wednesda y Group is admirable. I am sure your 
staff will be able to suggest some way s in which they can be 
useful this year. 

/ . 
I 

,. I -.; ., - l 
i rank C. Carlucci 

Attachment as Stated 



ACTION 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506 0700 

February 20, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR FRANK C. CARLUCCI 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DONALD A. MAHLEYft!.tu/4 

Reply to Congressman Bereuter -- NATO 
Out-of-Area Proposal 

At Tab III is an incoming letter from Congressman Bereuter, 
forwarding a copy of a "Wednesday Group" study and proposal for 
a standing NATO committee on out-of-area cooperation. The 
purpose of the proposal is to preempt some more serious 
"NATO-bashing" proposals the Wednesday Group fears will be 
submitted to Congress this year. 

The goal of the group is commendable. The report indicates they 
have done extensive work and thinking in trying to come up with 
a workable proposition. However, the Administration put forward 
to NATO a very extensive out-of-area push in 1981-1982, that 
pretty well exhausted Allied patience on this subject. We did 
get out of the earlier effort a series of proposed projects by 
NATO Allies that are supposed to get special attention as a 
means of compensating in Europe for the possibility that US 
forces may be engaged elsewhere, such as Southwest Asia. 

One of the traps in attempting to get NATO too heavily engaged 
in out-of-area considerations -- other than the obvious point 
that the NATO treaty specifically describes the geography that 
its provisions concern -- is that in return for effort to assist 
US goals, Allied nations expect to be consulted on what those 
goals (and actions) are. This is one of the things we 
discovered in our earlier efforts: if we were going to get 
Allies to "activate" resources of their own, they wanted prior 
consultation about the developing situation and, in effect, 
their agreement to proposed US actions. 

All of this is background to explain the proposed reply to 
Congressman Bereuter (Tab I). It thanks him for the group's 
effort, reaffirms the Administration's commitment to NATO and 
the importance of keeping "NATO-bashing" under control, and asks 
him to contact Defense to work on possible proposals. The intent 
is to make sure that this Congressional group does not, with all 
good intention, end up suggesting something Defense would object 
to. 

We have also prepared at Tab II a letter from you to Secretary 
Weinberger, forwarding a copy of the Wednesday Group paper and 
asking that he work directly with the group to devise 
constructive suggestions. This letter is referenced in your 
reply to Bereuter. 



Bob /,fr;;ard , Mike 
conru!~h 

2 

~ley, Allison F~ier, and Bill Cocke~ 

Recommendations: 

That you approve and sign the reply to Congressman Bereuter at 
Tab I. 

Approve Disapprove 

That you approve and sign the letter to Secretary Weinberger at 
Tab II. 

Approve Disapprove 

Attachments 

Tab I 
Tab II 
Tab III 

Proposed Letter to Congressman Bereuter 
Carlucci Memo to Secretary Weinberger 
Incoming Correspondence from Congressman Bereuter 



DOUG BEREUTER 
1 ST DISTRICT, NEBRASKA 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE 

AND URBAN AFFAIRS 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
INSTITUTIONS AND FINANCE 

ECONOMIC STABILIZATION 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC POLICY AND TRADE 

ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON HUNGER 

Fr ank Car lucci 
Dir ector 

~ongrcss of tbc Wnitcb ~tatts 
Jt,oust of l\eprtstntatibts 

Rtasuington, m~ 20515 

January 21, 1987 

The National Secur ity Council 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Fr ank: 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

2446 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON , DC 20515 

(202) 225-4806 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

1045 K STREET 
P.O. Box 82887 

LINCOLN, NE 68501 
(402) 471-5400 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL TRADE AND 
EXPORT POLICY COMMISSION 

RURAL CAUCUS 

AGRICULTURAL TASK FORCE 
COCHAIRMAN 

EXPORT TASK FORCE 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENERGY 
STUDY CONFERENCE 

over the cour se of the past sever al months I have been working with 
the staff of the House ~~dnesday Gr oup (description enclosed) on a legislative 
project which would encour age the Executive to pr opose the formation of a 
standing Allied corranission on so te:rrned "out-of-area" issues. The proposal 
has its or igins in a Wednesday Group report on defense and foreign policy 
r eleased in August. 

As you know, the question of out-of-ar ea cooper ation is one which is 
becoming incr easingly impor tant str ategically, yet increasingly divisive 
politically. I believe that our proposal offers the potential for a timely 
and sound r esponse to these concerns. 

As you will see, the proposal is now in its latter stages. Nonetheless, 
I was hoping to get the informal thoughts of sever al senior .Administr ation 
officials like yourself on the merits of the pr oject pr ior to actual introduction. 

I have enclosed for your attention a copy of the pr oposal and supporting 
mater ials, as well as a copy of the Wednesday Gr oup report from which the 
proposal or iginates. I look forwar d to hear ing f r om you. 

Sincer ely, 

2:~ 
Member of Congr ess 

Enclosures (3) 



THE HOUSE VVEDNESDAV GROUP 

386 HOB Annex #2, Washington, D.C. 20515 (202) 226-3236 

ABOUT THE WEI:NESDAY GROUP 

The Wednesday Group is a by invitation Republican organization begun in 
1963 in the House of Representatives. canposed of 36 members of the House, its 
purposes are to facilitate legislative information exchange, propose policy 
programs, and provide forums for the confidential consideration of legislative 
and public policy options. 

Wednesday Group members, fran a diverse geographical spectnnn, meet on a 
weekly basis for discussion and exchange of infonnation and ideas. The Group 
is supported by a small professional staff that conducts research, engages in 
outreach activities, and helps generate policy proposals by preparing reports 
on major issues. 

A sampling of the issue areas in which the group has been particularly 
involved in the past several years includes: The Defense-Industrial Base, 
U.S. Econanic Infrastructure, Human capital and National Econanic Developnent, 
and W'.)men in American Society. The group is also engaged in a project called 
"An Agenda for Future Republican Policy," and has released three of four 
reports - Social Policy, Energy and the Environment, and Defense and Foreign 
Policy. Part Four, Econanic Policy is forthcoming. 

Throughout its history, the Group has also affected major legislative 
initiatives in areas of specific concern to Congress and to Wednesday Group 
members. Present efforts include: Recodification of the Rules of the House, 
Equal Employment Opportunity, Federal Civil Rights Policy, W:>rker Retraining, 
Child Care, and Education Reform. 
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100TH CONGRESS 
lsr SESSION 

[STAFF WORKING DRAFT] 
January 21, 1987 

HI RI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr. _______ introduced the following bill; which was 
referred to the Committee on 

A BILL 

To authorize the establishment of a commission on out-of-area 
issues. 

HLC 

l Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives 

2 of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 



YSH101 
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1 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

2 This Act may be cited as the Allied Commission on Out-

3 of-Area Issues Act' ' 

4 SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

5 The Congress finds that--

6 (1) there are issues which arise outside of the 

7 prescribed boundaries of the principle Western security 

8 alliances which affect the shared security interests of 

9 member states and which are referred to as out-of area 

10 issues; 

11 (2) such out-of area issues include contingencies 

12 related to the activities of terrorists and terrorist 

13 organizations, the use of military force by the Soviet 

14 Union or other anti-Western powers in areas of 

15 geostrategic importance to the West, and the indigenous 

16 instability and turmoil in strategic regions of the less 

17 developed World; 

18 (3) the allied nations have frequently been at odds 

19 concerning the appropriate strategies to employ in 

20 meeting such challenges and the extent to which alliance 

21 partnership implies an obligation to address out-of-area 

22 issues cooperatively; 

23 (4) at present no allied organization exists which is 

24 either sufficiently prominent or comprehensive in its 

25 approach to out-of-area issues; 
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(5) if the existing framework for collective security 

is to remain stable through the years ahead, it is 

necessary that actions be taken which will allow the 

Western allies to more cooperatively and effectively 

confront out-of-area challenges; and 

(6) unless properly managed these issues threaten to 

weaken the political consensus underlying the Western 

security system. 

SEC. 3. PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this Act to provide a framework for 

the establishment of a Western alliance commission on out-of-
' ' . . , , area issues (hereinafter referred to as the comm1ss1on ) 

and to encourage the President to seek the establishment of 

such a commission. Such a commission would be regarded by the 

United States as a principle institution for consideration of 

allied perspectives and policy options with respect to out-of­

area issues, but not as a forum for formal intergoverntal 

negotiations. 

SEC. 4. FUNCTIONS OF COMMISSION. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the Commission 

should--

(1) promote a better understanding of how the Western 

alliance might respond to out-of-area challenges, events, 

and issues either individually or collectively, without 

formally engaging NATO or other security alliances; 
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1 (2) specifically define potential out-of-area 

2 contingencies which might threaten the West as a whole, 

3 and to suggest and encourage the adoption of contingency 

4 plans for responding collectively to such events; 

5 (3) better relate, for planning purpose, the out-of-

6 area security concerns of Japan and America's other Asian 

7 allies with those of NATO; 

8 (4) explore the possibility of coordinating the 

9 foreign and military aid programs of the Western allies 

10 as a means of promoting growth and stability in less 

11 developed countries; 

12 (5) promote better coordination among commission 

13 participants in the other multinational organizations to 

14 which they belong. 

15 SEC. 5. INVITATIONS TO PARTICIPATE IN COMMISSION. 

16 (a) INVITATION TO NATO COUNTRIES AND JAPAN.--The 

17 President may invite the member states of the North Atlantic 

18 Treaty Organization and Japan to participate with the United 

19 States in a commission on out-of-area issues. 

20 (b) INVITATION TO CERTAIN OTHER (OUNTRIES.--The President 

21 may also invite member states of the Security Treaty between 

22 Australia, New Zealand, and the United States of America 

23 (ANZUS), the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), and 

24 other appropriate countries to participate in the commission. 

25 SEC. 6. ORGANIZATION OF COMMISSION. 
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1 (a) DELEGATE SELECTION.--It is the sense of the Congress 

2 that the Commission should be composed of nationally 

3 appointed delegates who by demonstrated ability, background, 

4 training, and experience are qualified to contribute to the 

5 work of the commission. Delegations of participating 

6 countries would be of equal size and delegates would not be 

7 individuals who serve in any other government capacity. 

8 (b) 0PERATIONS.--It is the sense of the Congress that the 

9 Commission should convene at least twice yearly for the 

10 purpose of assessing works in progress and establishing 

11 future agendas. The office of chairperson of the commission 

12 would rotate, at an interval to be determined by the 

13 participants. Delegates would serve on the full commission as 

14 well as specific task forces. The commission should be 

15 encouraged to utilize the facilities of established 

16 multinational institutions. 

17 (c) REPORTS.--It is the sense of the Congress that the 

18 commission should compile and dissiminate task force reports, 

19 findings, and policy memoranda as well as an annual report. 

20 The annual report should include a comprehensive record of 

21 the commission's activities and deliberations during the year 

22 concluded; a detailed summation of the out-of-area issues and 

23 events which touched upon alliance interests in the preceding 

24 year and member states responses to these events; and any 

25 proposals and recommendations which the commission considers 
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1 appropriate. The annual report .should be submitted to the 

2 foreign ministries and the highest political and military 

3 councils of participating states. Member States should be 

4 urged to respond to such annual report in writing. 

5 SEC. 7. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

6 Not later than one year after the date of enactment of 

7 this Act, the President shall submit a report to the 

8 appropriate committees of the Congress on progress towards 

9 implementation of this Act. Such report shall include 

10 specific information concerning United States initiatives and 

11 allied responses. 



Caranission on Out-of-Area Issues 

A Background Paper 

In the 40 years since the end of the second world war and the emergence 
of the major ~stern security alliances, the political and military threats 
the allies have had to contend with have grown in scope and canplexity. In an 
era of increasing economic and strategic interdependence, the members of NAID, 
ASEAN, and Japan have been reminded repeatedly of the fact that fundamental 
security interests could be threatened by events taking place far beyond the 
parameters fonnally prescribed by alliance charters. 

These challenges, corrmonly referred to as "out-of-area" contingencies, 
have involved threats erninating fran the Soviet Union or its proxies, radical 
states, and terrorist organizations and their supporters. Wlile the allies 
have frequently found themselves at odds over what strategy should be errployed 
to meet these out-of-area challenges, they have thus far failed to establish 
a process through which they could collectively, explicitly, and systematically 
consider these issues. Toward this end we offer the following proposal. 

* * * 

Although NAID was established in response to a threat which was clearly 
defined both militarily and geographically, it became evident alrrost irrmediately 
to observers within the Alliance that the security interests of its members 
could not be insulated fran the course of events beyond the treaty's fonnally 
prescribed boundaries. The following, for exarrple, is from a report issued 
in 1956: 

"NAID should not forget that the influence and interests 
of its members are not confined to the area covered by 
the treaty, and that corrmon interests of the Atlantic 
Corrrnunity can be severly affected by developnents out­
side of the Treaty area." 

A similar view was expressed in a report issued IOC>re than a decade later: 

"The North Atlantic Treaty cannot be treated in iso­
lation from the rest of the world. Crises and conflicts 
arising outside of the area may irrpair its security 
either directly or by affecting the global balance." 

More recently, in 1984, the same general theme was sounded by the N:)rth 
Atlantic Council in the wake of attacks against tanker traffic in the Persian 
Gulf. 
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"M-lile the debate on out-of-area cooperation has been confined, for the 
most part, to NA'IO, it is almost certain that in the years ahead it will be­
cane an important factor in relations among the Asian allies as well. The 

- U.S. has for sare time, in fact, been attempting to persuade Japan of the 
need to adopt broader defense responsibilities. Although the Japanese, for 
historical and constitutional reasons, have been extremely cautious in their 
approach to matters related to an extra-territorial defense role, they have 
expressed a heightened awareness of their increased vulnerability in an evolv­
ing security environment. In 1980, for example, they began sending permanent 
representatives to rreetings of the North Atlantic Assembly, NA'IO's parliament­
ary affiliate. 

At issue, therefore, have not been differences as to the strategic link­
_age between ~stem defense and out-of-area contingencies, but rather differ­
ences as to what role, if any, the alliances should play in response to these 
contingencies. D=bate on this score has been a particularly frequent source of 
political tension and public bitterness among the NATO allies. 

* * * 

When NATO was forrred, it was the U.S. that insisted upon a clearly de­
limited treaty area. At the time we were particularly wary of being drawn into 
possible conflicts involving the European allies and the colonies over which 
they had jurisdiction. In fact, throughout the 1950s and into the early 1960s, 
the U.S. encouraged the vest European governments to retract what remained of 
their extra-regional strategic corrrnitrnents. 

As the last vestiges of the colonial empire vanished and U.S. global sec­
urity commitments grew to the limits of national power, both the United States 
and its European allies were led to reconsider their previous views. Specifi­
cally, during the past two decades it has been the allies, for the most part, 
who have insisted that NA'IO corrmitrnents be strictly limited to the national 
territories of the member states; while the U.S. has increasingly taken to ad­
vocating an expanded conception of collective defense. 

Three factors, in particular, have accounted for the European change of 
heart. 

o There have been fears that out-of-area carrnitrnents would lead to 
increasing demands on military resources and thus to strategic over­
extension at the expense of direct NA'IO defense. 

o The allies have been wary of being drawn by the U.S. into conflicts 
which, as they see it, might involve U.S. global interests but not 
their own. 

o In many instances, allied perspectives on the sources of and the 
remedies for instability in strategically important regions of the 
Third W:)rld have differed substantially fran our o,.m. 
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Thus, while a consensus has emerged on the relevance of out-of-area 
events to NA1D security, the Alliance has proven unable to make significant 
progress toward the developnent of the institutional mechanisms and operational 
capabilities necessary to respond to these threats in a predictable and 
coordinated manner. It has remained official NATO policy that actions taken 
to deal with events outside of NA1D's formally prescribed area of operations 
will be arranged independently by individual members states and not as a 
function of the Alliance as a whole. This has proven, time and again, to be 
a formula for confusion and acrimony, rather than convergent policy responses, 
in cases where the Alliance's extra-territorial security interests have been 
threatened. 

D:!finition 

The out-of-area contingences with which the allies have traditionally had 
to contend have been of three general types: those involving 

o overseas territories of individual alliance members, as in the 
Falklands for Britain; 

o overseas areas in which a particular state, or states, have 
perceived national security interests to be at risk, as in the 
Suez for Britain and France in 1956, or more recently in Chad 
for France and in Grenada for the U.S.; 

o overseas areas where fundamental security interests shared by 
all Alliance members in comnon are perceived as being at stake, 
as in the Persian Gulf region. 

Alliance differences have been most pronounced, and the tensions arising 
from them most severe, in those cases where out-of-area threats have raised ex­
pectations within the Alliance of coordination or cooperation of a military 
nature. The NA'IO allies have cormnitted forces to a combined effort outside of 
NA1D only once since the Korean War (Lebanon), and it is generally recognized 
that any expectations for direct military cooperation of this nature are unreal­
istic. Moreover, even where expectations have been modest, and requests lim­
ited to the areas of logistical and/or reconnassance support, cooperation has 
rarely been forthcaning. 

In 1973 and again in 1986, for example, Alliance relations were strained 
owing to the refusal of European allies to grant the U.S. the right to overfly 
their national territory as part of our effort to resupply Israel in its war 
with Fqypt and retaliate against Libya for its role as sponsor of terrorist 
attacks against American targets in Europe. The outcome of the latter episode, 
moreover, has called into question whether or not even our most supportive 
ally, Great Britain, will in the future allow the U.S. to use bases or materials 
cornnitted to NA1D and deployed on their territory for the conduct of out-of-area 
operations. It is already clear that other NA1D members, such as Turkey and 
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Greece, would be unlikely to grant the U.S. permission to use facilities 
located within their territory for out-of-area operations. 

Differences have not been limited to issues of military cooperation 
alone, as Alliance members have found themselves frequently at odds over the 
use of coordinated economic and political sanctions in response either to 
Soviet or third party out-of-area activities which threaten shared security 
interests. The inability of the allies to coordinate sanctions policy in the 
aftel.1llath of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1978, or in response to 
Libyan complicity in terrorist acts directed against the W=st, provide two 
cases in point. 

hhile the political consensus in support of NATD remains strong, it 
is for numerous reasons under greater pressure today than at any time in the 
post-war era. The alliance appears, to many observers, to have fallen into a 
constant state of uncertainty. In the years ahead, it is likely that out-of­
area issues will intrude with increasing frequency upon NA'IO's policy agenda. 
In addition, it is likely that pressures for out-of-area seccurity cooperation 
will increasingly becane an issue between the United States and its allies in 
the Pacific. If the W=st fails to properly manage these issues, it is likely 
that they will add significantly to the tensions which are already weakening 
NA'IO, and increasingly strain our relations with Japan and other friendly 
nations in East Asia. 

Proposal 

In thew::; report on defense and foreign policy, released in August of 
1986, it was proposed that the United States rrove to establish a commission, 
to include representatives from the NA'IO countries and Japan, for the purpose 
of considering and shaping, on an ongoing basis, Alliance perspectives and 
policy options with respect to so called "out-of-area" issues. The comnission 
was envisioned as a source of new ideas and as a forum for discussion, rather 
than for formal inter-governmental negotiations. 

* * * 
If the existing framework for collective security is to remain stable 

through the remainder of this century and into the next, it will become 
increasingly necessary that we take steps which will allow the Western allies 
to rrore cooperatively and effectively confront out-of-area challenges. Three 
related factors, in particular, account for this. 

The first is the W=st's continuing dependence on the strategic resources 
of the Third W:>rld. Access to Persian Gulf and Middle East petroleum, to the 
strategic minerals of Africa, and to the sea-lines linking the ~st to these 
regions, in particular, is critical both to the future prosperity and the 
defense of the W3st. The second reason is related to the emergence of the 
Soviet Union as a truly global military power. hhile Moscow may long have 
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realized that NATO's greatest vulnerability lies far from the central front, 
its ability to directly challenge the Alliance in these areas has traditionally 
been limited. This is no longer the case. 

The third factor which is likely to push out-of-area challenges to the 
forefront of Allied considerations in the years ahead is the emergence of 
terrorism as a full blown threat to Western security. Terrorism threatens 
the ve:ry fibre of Western democracies, as it turns the liberties and civil 
codes of conduct upon which they are built against them. Efforts to respond 
to the threat individually will only encourage terrorists and those who 
support them to play members of the Alliance off against each other, thereby 
creating internal divisions and disarray. 

* * * 

Our proposal would encourage the Executive, as a first step, to discuss 
the formation of such a ccmnission with our allies in Europe and Japan. In 
addition, the European neutrals, along with the members of ANZUS and SEATO 
would be encouraged to participate. Membership of the core group of Western 
powers, however, will be essential, as it will establish the legitimacy of 
the ccmnission and serve as an inducement for the smaller nations to particip­
ate. It would thus be necessa:ry that initial emphasis be given to enlisting 
the support of the major Western po,,1ers. 

Each nation would be represented on the corrnuission by a delegation of 
individuals who, by demonstrated ability, background, training, and experience 
are qualified to contribute to the work of the corrnuission. In the United 
States, ccmnission delegates would be appointed by the Executive. These would 
not include individuals already serving in a government post. The commission's 
appointed delegates would convene twice yearly or as necessa:ry, while the staff, 
delegated from member countries, would be permanently organized. 

* * * 
The focus of the corrrnission's efforts YK)Uld not be limited either with 

respect to geographic region, threat sources, or potential avenues of 
cooperative recourse. Out-of-area challenges to the strategic interests of 
the West, broadly defined, are likely to errmanate in the future from any 
number of geographically disperse regions of the \t.Drld. The Middle East, the 
Horn of Africa, Southern Africa, and the Caribbean Basin are arrong them. More­
over, theses challenges may have different catalysts. At their root we may 
find the Soviets or their proxies, terrorist organizations, or purely intra­
regional rivalries and conflicts. Cooperative allied responses to these chal­
lenges, in addition, might take a number of different forms. Avenues of po­
tential milita:ry, economic, and diplomatic cooperation could all be explored. 
The corrrnission, in sun, YK)Uld be a fonnn in which the potential for developing 
cooperative and multi-dimensional regional security strategies could be con­
sidered, and future courses of allied action suggested. 
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A decision would of course ultimately have to be ma.de regarding the 
institutional framework in which the proposed cornnission would be established. 
There would be sane advantage, particularly in terms of cost and administrative 
efficiency, in establishing the comnission within an already existing multi­
national frarneY.Drk. Although we are considering some alternatives in this 
regard, we leave this as an issue for future resolution by the Executive. 

CDals and Limitations 

We do not look upon the carmission which we are proposing as a panacea 
for solving all of the Western Alliance's problems with respect to this set 
of issues. There are clearly limitations on what we might realistically expect 
to achieve through such a forum, particularly as regards the issue of allied 
military coordination outside of formally prescribed operational areas. None­
theless, the cornnission could provide a useful forum wherein a variety of out­
of-area issues might be addressed , and positive precedents built upon. 

Beyond providing important and explicit acknowledgement of the relevance 
of out-of-area events to the security of the Western allies, a corrmission such 
as that which we propose could pursue a number of more specific and equally 
important objectives. The following might be among these: 

o To promote a better understanding of how the allies might respond 
to out-of-area challenges, either individually or collectively, 
without engaging the major western alliances. 

With respect to military cooperation, the corrmission's efforts would thus 
seek to build upon those types of efforts for which precedent already exists, 
rather than on engineering a formal change in the Alliance's area of operations, 
or in organizing a seperate, combined forces for the purpose of responding to 
out-of-area threats. Wi.ile it might be ideal, for example, to expand the scope 
of our alliances with Western Europe and Japan into cormnitrnents to protect 
vital Western interests beyond national borders, almost all informed observers 
agree that this is unrealistic. 

o To specifically define potential out-of-area contingencies which 
might threaten the West as a whole, and to suggest and encourage 
the adoption of contingency plans for responding collectively to 
such events. 

With the sole exception of the South-West Asia Impact Study, the result of 
consultations which took place within NATO in the early 1980s in response to 
the Iran-Iraq war, the allies have to date failed to define specific out-of­
area threats and make plans for meeting them. 

o To better relate, for planning purposes, the out-of-area security 
concerns of Japan and America's other Asian allies with those of 
NATO. 
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1he out-of-area security interests of the Western allies are being tied 
ever closer. To an increasing extent, the extra-territorial security concerns 
of Japan and the members of ASEAN are indivisible from those of the Alliance's 
Atlantic partners. Open sea lines of carrnunication, access to reserves of 
strategic resources -- Middle Eastern petrolet.nn in particular -- and effective 
responses to the terrorist threat are critical from the perspective of all 
the allies. 

o To explore the possibility of coordinating the foreign and military 
aid programs of the Western allies as a means of promoting growth 
and stability in the Third W::>rld. 

Poverty, corruption, and political repression are often at the heart of 
the domestic tunnoil and the regional confict from which follow actual or 
potential threats to the extra-territorial security interests of the Western 
allies. Efforts to promote economic growth and political democratization in 
the Third W'.:>rld will alrrost certainly prove, over the long-term, the most 
cost effective means of building bulwarks against the expansion of Soviet 
influence and/or the emergence of radical anti-western regimes. A coordin­
ated effort to promote political and economic development in the Third W'.:>rld 
could provide an enonnous long-term security payoff. 

o To promote better coordination among corrrnission participants in 
the other multi-national organizations to which they individually 
belong. 

Almost all of the nations mentioned for potential :rrernbership in the com­
mission also belong to numerous other international organizations. The U.N. 
is, of course, the most obvious example. Most of the allies also participate 
in the International Aviation Administration and Interpol, two organizations 
which have played an important role in formulating international responses to 
terrorism. OJt-of-area interests could be more effectively prorroted if allied 
positions were better coordinated within these organizations. 

* * * 

In su_pport of these objectives, the Corrrnission would be instructed to 
produce and publish an annual report. In it, the corrmission would set forth, 
generally, a record of its activities and deliberations, as well as the pro­
posals and recarmendations it might wish to offer. This report would be 
addressed to the highest military and political councils within the Western 
Alliance system, as well as to the foreign ministries of participating states. 
¼hile such councils and ministries would not be bound by the findings or 
proposals of the corrmission, they would be obliged to respond to the report· 
and express their views as to its content. 



COMMISSIGJ aJ our-OF-AREA ISSUES 

Issues for Discussion 

DEFINITIGJ 

W"lat do we mean by "out-of-area" threats? 

out-of-area threats can be defined as those which, though they occur 
beyond the prescribed boundaries of our major security alliances, nonetheless 
threaten our fundamental and shared security interests. The specific nature 
and source of the threats, which we define as out-of-area, vary widely. 

Threatening out-of-area contingencies may, for example, involve the use 
of military force by the Soviet Union (Afghanistan) or Soviet proxies (Angola) 
in areas of geostrategic importance to the ~st. More frequently, out-of-area 
contingencies effecting allied interests have been the result of indigenous 
sources of instability and tunnoil in the Third World. Members of the ~stern 
alliance have repeatedly seen their interests jeopardized, for example, by 
the seemingly endless variety of internally generated coups, revolutions, in­
surgencies, and l()yJ intensity conflicts which have been characteristic through­
out the developing world. 

In addition to contingencies of the type described above, the terrorist 
threat to which the European allies, in particular, have proven so tragically 
vulnerable must also be addressed as an out-of-area issue. Although terrorist 
acts have in many cases occurred within NATO parameters, it will oftentimes 
be necessary, given the nebulous character of the threat, that the allied 
response be directed at their source. It may frequently be the case, as with 
Syria and Libya for example, that the source will lay outside of NATO's oper­
ational sectors. 

PURPOSE AND GOALS 

W"ly is an additional forum for the discussion of out-of-area issues necessary? 
Ibn't we discuss these issues within NATO as well as numerous other multinational 
organizations? 

While there presently exists a number of forums in which out-of-area chal­
lenges and Allied response options are discussed, no forum exists which is 
either sufficiet tly prauinant or comprehensive in its approach to the issue. 

Issues related to Allied out-of-area cooperation are n()yJ discussed in 
numerous and, in many cases, only loosely associated forums. The potential 
military, econanic, and/or political impact on the Alliance of events occur-
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ring beyond NA1D's fonna.lly prescribed boundaries, and possible response 
options, are discussed, for example, in the North Atlantic Council and the 
~fense Planning Corrmission within NAID, as well as in the North Atlantic 
Assembly's subcornnittee on out-Of-Area Security Challenges. In addition, 
Alliance members participate individually in a nt.nnber of more broadly based 
multinational organizations, such as Interpol and the International Aviation 
.Mrninistration. 

Although there is, as we would expect, a degree of overlap in the scope 
of these discussions, different aspects of the out-of-area challenge are given 
special or exclusive emphasis and attention in the different forums. The dis­
cussion on out-of-area issues, as a result, is at present fractuous and poorly 
coordinated. A corrrnission such as that which we propose would lend a much 
needed measure of cohesion and focus to what is now a bureaucratically frag­
mented and, to many minds, a politically incoherent process. By doing so it 
would allow for a more integrated, coordinated, and effective approach to what 
will surely remain politically sensitive yet critical issues. 

Given the history of Alliance differences with respect to out-of-area cooper­
ation, and the depth of the factors which have accounted for these differences, 
is it realistic to expect that such a canmission will be effective? 

While there is no question that substantial differences exist within the 
alliance regarding its proper role as a mechanism for responding to out-of-area 
challenges, a great deal can nonetheless be done which would allow the allies 
to confront these challenges more effectively than they have in the past. 

The potential for progress is closely related to how realistically we es­
tablish our objectives at the outset. As noted earlier, a realistic approach 
to these problems will have to be one which accepts that there are significant 
limitations on what can be achieved over the short or even intermediate tenn. 
This is particularly true with issues involving the use of military force. If 
our objective were to expand the geographic scope of allied military integration 
and coordination~ the ccmnission would unquestionably do little except aggravate 
allied differences. The makings of a consensus on such a course, quite simply, 
are absent. 

An enhanced ability to respond to out-of-area challenges could result if 
the commission sought instead to expand upon the more modest frarne....-ork of 
fonnal and infonna.l cooperative arrangernents which already exist. There have 
been a number of instances, for example, in which European allies have arranged 
to augment or shift forces in Europe in order to compensate for the diversion 
of other allied forces out of the region. This was the case when forces were 
redeployed within NAID to fill the temporary vacuum created when Britain sent 
North Sea naval units to the Falklands. 'lb date, however, actual planning for 
compensatory actions such as this has occurred for only one potential contin­
gency, that involving the diversion of European-based U.S. forces to the Per­
sian Gulf. 
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In addition, there have been a number of instances in which individual 
European partners and the United States have informally arranged to cooperate 
bilaterally in out-of-area operations. Such cooperation has for the most 
part been arranged ad-hoc in response to particular crisis, such as those 
involving the French in Chad or the British in the Falklands. W:)rking within 
this tradition of inforrna.lity, the corrmission might prarote better and more 
routine planning and training for potential contingencies such as these. 

The corrmission also might contribute substantially to more coordinated 
non-military approaches to out-of-area threats. A focused discussion on the 
coordinated use of foreign aid, econanic and diplomatic sanctions and incen­
tives, as well as on the possibilities for better coordinating >western pos­
itions in the nore broadly based international organizations, though much in 
need, is presently lacking. 

W:)uld a corrrnission such as that proposed threaten to narrow the range of 
options open to the U.S . in dealing with threats beyond the boundaries of the 
alliance system? 

As stated in the recent w::; Report on ~fense and Foreign Policy, oc­
cassions will arise where it will be both necessary and proper that the United 
States act unilaterally in response to events outside of allied operational 
areas. The United States cannot allow itself to be handicapped in responding to 
persistant acts of terrorism, or to Soviet efforts to supplant Western influence 
in strategically important regions of the Third W:)rld, or in other cases where 
we percieve our vital interests to be at stake. 

While >we cannot allow any nation, no matter how close and deeply rooted 
our friendship, to exercise veto po,,,er over critical U.S. policy choices, it 
is essential to recognize at the same time that unilateralism, if adopted as 
policy or if practiced routinely, will assuredly undermine both the political 
and military integrity of the Western Alliance over the long-term. For this 
reason it is clearly to our benefit that potential avenues of multilateral and 
bilateral cooperation in defense of shared interests be fully explored and 
exploited. 

It is with these considerations in mind that we have stated clearly our 
intention that the commission provide no more than a forum for informed discussion 
and for a fuller and more coordinated exploration of possible avenues of out-of­
area cooperation. The corrmission would not provide a forum for intergovernmental 
negotiations, nor would it advocate the adoption of formally binding agreements 
on out-of-area policy. 

ALLIED PARTICIPATIOO 

W"lat incentive would our alliance partners have for wanting to participate on 
this cannission? 
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Even though out-of-area security challenges pose a greater direct threat 
to our allies, in general, than they do to the U.S., the U.S. continues to 
shoulder a dispr0p:::>rtionate share of the burden which the response to these 
challenges entails. Europe and Japan, for example, are much more vulnerable 
than we to an interruption of the oil flow from the Middle East. Nonetheless, 
the burden of providing the resources necessary to insure that such an inter­
ruption does not occur has fallen largely upon our shoulders. Under the 
circumstances, one might ask, what incentive would the allies have for wanting 
to support a proposal which might require that they assume an expanded role 
in meeting out-of-area challenges? There are, in fact, two such incentives. 

First, if the U.S. fails in the future to receive greater support in 
planning for out-of-area contingencies, calls for a reduction in the amount 
of resources we allocate to the direct defense of the allies are likely to 
increase. The allies are aware of this. Second, to the extent that the U.S. 
acts unilaterally in defense of allied out-of-area interests, the ability of 
the allies to influence U.S. actions and to affect the course of events will 
wane. This understanding seems to be taking root among the allies. As one 
European observer remarked: "although the U.S. will reJrain the main pa.,1er 
that is able to act effectively (beyond the formally prescribed boundaries of 
the alliance), Europe will have to play a greater role if it wants to shape 
the events that directly affect its interests." 

OPERATING PRJCEEDURES 

How would the ccrnmission function? 

As stated in the proposal's background paper, the ccmnission would be can­
posed of teams of nationally appointed delegates and staff. Participating 
nations would be free to choose delegates to the ccmnission according to their 
own preference. I::elegates may not be individuals who are already serving in 
an official government capacity. 

The delegates to the cornnission would meet twice yearly, or as necessary, 
with the chairmanship rotating on a bi-annual basis. The corrrnission's profes­
sional staff would remain permanently organized, with its members assigned to 
task forces with different functional areas of responsibility. 

At the bi-annual delegate meetings, works in progress would be assessed 
and the comnission's future agenda established. In addition to the task 
force reports, findings, or policy memorandum the ccmnission might see fit to 
disseminate, it would be required to publish a annual report containing: a can­
prehensive record of its activities and deliberations; a detailed surrrnation 
of the out-of-area issues and events which touched upon alliance interests in 
the preceeding year and allied responses to these events; and the proposals 
and suggestions it might wish to offer. 
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With the possible exception of the years irrmediately following the 
withdrawal of U.S. combat troops fran Vietnam, the .American people have for 
almost five decades looked upon a praninent U.S. role in world political, 
economic, and social affairs as proper and in our national interest. 

Two factors, above all, have accounted for this preference and have shaped 
the American polity's views as to the principal objectives of U.S. foreign and 
defense policy. 'Ihe first has been the political and military threat which the 
Soviet Union and its allies and proxies pose to the security and peaceful evolution 
of the United States and of all free and open societies. The .American people 
have generally supported a U.S. leadership role in efforts to contain the spread 
of Soviet influence and totalitarian rule. 

'Ihe second factor accounting for the .American people's support of an active 
foreign policy rests with a deeply rooted belief that, as the world's rrost powerful 
and prosperous democratic nation, the U.S. has an obligation to prarote derrocracy, 
a respect for human rights, and economic freedom and development where they are 
either threatened or absent. These have been looked upon as pursuits worthy in 
their own right and essential to America's long-tenn interest in praroting inter­
national political and econanic stability. 

At the same time, while the ability of the United States to influence 
decisions and events in the international arena may be great in relative tenns, 
it is far from absolute. Because we are one of rnany actors in the international 
arena, our ability to achieve our objectives depends in part on our ability to 
retain the support and cooperation of our allies. 'Ihis has meant that the task of 
policy development and coordination, even under the most favorable cirClililStances, 
is canplex and difficult, and that sane desirable goals will be unattainable at 
an acceptable price. To be effective overall, it is therefore essential that 
U.S. foreign and defense policies proceed from clear and well-understood goals, 
and also fran a realistic appraisal of what is in fact possible, in the short and 
long tenn, for the United States to accomplish beyond its own borders. 

* * * 
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Surrrnary of Reccnmendations 

ALLIANCE REIATIClilS 

o U.S. efforts to control trade with the East bloc should focus selec­
tively on cannercial exports of direct and specific military signifi­
cance to the Soviet Union. 

o The U.S. should nove to establish a high-level carmission, to include 
representatives frcrn NAID and Japan, for the purpose of considering on an 
on-going basis Alliance perspectives and policy options for so-called "out of 
area" issues. 

MILITARY STRATffiY AND FDRCE STRUCTURE 

o Congress should require that the President submit an annual report pro­
viding a cat1prehensive statement of U.S. national security objectives. 

o Congress should not commit funds to the production of new-generation 
nuclear weapons systems unless the survivability of those systems during 
the planned period of deployment can be assured with a high degree of 
confidence. 

o ¼hile we should continue to encourage our allies to increase their levels 
of defense spending, greater emphasis should be placed on efforts to 
maximize the defense value of the resources already being allocated by 
NAID members. 

o Congress should not provide funding for the full-scale production of major 
new weapons systems unless the technologies upon which those systems will be 
based can be denonstrated to be reliable in realistic operating environments 
and serviceable under battlefield conditions. 

NORIB-SC>U'IH REIATIClilS 

o Congress should give greater emphasis in American foreign aid to develop­
mental and fcx:x:1 aid programs. 

EAST-WEST REIATIClilS 

o The U.S. should seek an agreement calling for bi-annual meetings be­
tv-Jeen our own secretary of State and the Soviet Foreign Minister, and 
between key members of their staffs. 
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o The U.S. should give increased priority to negotiations with the Soviet 
Union which would aim to reduce the risks of unintended war. 

o Congress should direct the OTA, in cooperation with appropriate Execu­
tive agencies, to initiate a study of potential areas in the fields of 
science, medicine, and environmental conservation, where there is both 
need and potential for U.S.-Soviet cooperation . 

* * * 
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Goals of U.S. Foreign and Defense Policy 

A clear statement of the goals of U.S. defense and foreign policy is an 
essential requisite to efficient military planning and to effective overall policy­
making. W:!11-understood goals provide the framework in which to evaluate foreign 
and defense policy options, choose arnong those options, and build sustainable 
political consenses in favor of those choices. Without such guidance, policies 
and programs are likely to lose coherence and direction as well as popular 
support. 

o Deter military aggression against the United States and its allies or attempts 
to coerce our national policy choices. 

The most fundamental objective of U.S. foreign policy, and the top priority for 
U.S. defense planners, must be to guarantee the physical security of the nation and 
political independence of its governing institutions. 

The military power of the United States, its resource base, and its geographic 
location place limits on the range of direct military threats against which we 
must defend. For the past quarter century we have faced the risk of a direct 
nuclear strike against our homeland by the strategic forces of the Soviet Union 
or of attempts, through the threat of such an attack, to coerce our policy choices. 
Thus, although technological breakthroughs have raised the possibility of strategic 
defense, a credible and stabilizing offensive deterrent will likely remain the 
cornerstone of our near-term national security policy. 

Next to our interest in assuring the physical security and political 
independence of the United States, contributing to that of our allies ranks highest 
arnong U.S. foreign and defense policy goals. Foremost among our considerations in 
this regard must be our ccmmitments to NATO and Japan. Should policymakers in 
these democratic centers of industrial and technological innovation become subject 
to the influence ~f authoritarian powers, as the result of military aggression, 
political subversion, or threats to their economies, the United States would find 
itself threatened with political and econanic isolation. over time, this could 
portend a significant unfavorable shift in the overall strategic balance of power. 
In order to counter such threats, it is crucial that we -work with our allies to 
maintain and strengthen the political and military integrity of the W:!stern 
Alliance and to ensure continued access to the strategic resources of the non­
corrmunist Third World. 

The United States must also honor comnitments to allies whose security and 
political sovereignty is less central to our own strategic interests. To a great 
extent, our success in deterring aggression aimed at the heart of our alliance 
system, and ultimately at ourselves, will depend upon our willingness to stand 
firmly behind these friends. A failure to confront aggression at the periphery 
of our alliance system will only invite challenges closer to its core. 
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In the event of conflict, m1n1m1ze NAID's need or the Soviet Union's incen­
tive to employ nuclear weapons. 

For better than two decades a declared willingness to initiate the use of 
nuclear weapons in the event of non-nuclear aggression has been a central element 
in U.S. and NATO strategy. NAID's flexible response doctrine, because it has 
emphasized the risk of nuclear escalation, contributes to the deterrence of 
non-nuclear as well as nuclear aggression. Yet, this should not cause us to lose 
sight of the fact that nuclear escalation would be a two-edged sword. If 
deterrence failed, it would clearly be preferable that the United States and its 
allies bring hostilities to a close, on acceptable terms, before nuclear weapons 
were introduced into combat. 

In order to assure the best chance of doing so, we must proceed with two 
objectives in mind. First, it is essential that we and our major allies take the 
steps necessary to enhance our conventional military capability, with an emphasis 
on the firepower, mobility, and sustainability of our troops in canbat. Improved 
conventional capabilities will reduce pressures on the U.S. and its NAID allies 
to respond to a major conventional challenge, either in Europe or in more remote 
yet strategically vital regions such as the Persian Gulf, with early use of nuclear 
weapons. Second, the U.S. must improve the survivability of the battlefield 
nuclear weapons assigned to its troops in Europe. This would both reduce pres­
sures on NAID camianders to either "use or lose" tactical arsenals and remove 
vulnerable targets which might invite a preemptive Soviet nuclear strike. 

o Explore and exploit opportunities to reduce the overall levels of tension, 
mistrust, and instability which at any given time characterize U.S.-Soviet 
and East-west relations. 

For the foreseeable future, at least, we must assume that the canpetitive 
character of U.S.-Soviet relations will persist. The ideological principles which 
the Soviets espouse, and their demonstrated determination to expand their influence 
in non-Corrmunist regions of the world -- by use of force where necessary -- pose a 
threat which the ccmnunity of W=stern democracies must confront. 

Because the ideological and strategic differences which separate the U.S. 
and the u.s.s.R. are too great to allow for irrrnediate or comprehensive political 
solutions, there exists no present alternative to military deterrence as a basis 
for maintaining strategic equilibrium. Fran a historical perspective, however, 
it would represent a triumph of hope over experience if we allowed ourselves to 
believe that deterrence alone could serve as a permanent guarantor of peace. If 
we wish to assure with greater confidence that nuclear catastrophe befalls neither 
our own nor future generations, it is imperative that we use the time which 
deterrence can provide to place U.S.-Soviet and East-West relations on a more 
stable political foundation. 

Toward this end it is essential that we seek to identify, open, and as far 
as possible institutionalize channels of corcrnunication between East and W=st, 
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at both the governmental and non-governmental levels, for the purpose of con­
sidering the broadest possible range of political and econanic issues. U.S. ef­
forts in this direction would also demonstrate, particularly to those aroc,ng our 
allies who have mistaken our renewed emphasis on the need to maintain strong de­
fenses as evidence of a waning comnibnent to peace, that the preservation of 
peace indeed remains our highest priority. 

o Pranote both political and econanic develoµnent in the Third World as a means 
of building stable and cooperative relationships with developing nations • 

• 
OJr success in pranoting recovery in Western Europe and Japan in the 

aftennath of World War II has provided the general IOC>del for our efforts to assist 
developnent in the Third World. As in those cases, mutually reinforcing econanic 
and security assistance, in numerous forms and in varying proportion, has been the 
principal instnnnent of U.S. Third World policy. 

In formulating our approaches to the developing world we must keep in mind, 
however, that econanic growth and security fran external threat alone have not 
accounted for the magnitude or the durability of the postwar recovery in Western 
Europe and Japan. In these cases, the dedication of the United States to political 
reform was critical to the overall success of our policy. R::>litical reorganization 
in Gennany and Japan was the greatest achievement of World war II and has provided, 
in the words of one scholar, "the most potent reinforcement of the econanic and 
military power of the Western alliance vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc." 

With respect to the Third W:)rld, the United States has obvious political, 
econanic, and security interests in pranoting econanic growth and in maintaining 
cooperative trade and security relationships. Third World nations offer the 
Unites States, and the West generally, needed markets for our goods and services. 
They also provide the strategic raw materials and energy resources upon which we 
are in large measure dependent. If we are to safeguard and pranote these interests, 
it is essential that we formulate a policy toward the developing nations which 
reflects a corrrnitment not only to their econanic developnent and security, but 
also to the evolution of stable, just, and democratic societies. 

A policy which fails to confront the political dimension of problems 
endemic to the Third W:)rld is bound to be ineffective for two reasons. First, 
econanic growth and security fran external threats cannot alone compensate for 
the psychological and physical burdens of political oppression and systematic 
disregard of human rights and recognized standards of justice. Such policies 
must inevitably be a source of indigenous discontent, opposition, and instability. 
Second, to the extent that U.S. policy reflects a carrnitment to the fundarrental 
humanitarian and legal principles inherent in our own governing institutions, it 
can be recognized as morally purposive at hane. As we have seen time and 
again, this is an essential requisite for sustained public support for U.S. 
policy abroad. 

At the same time, we must also recognize that the desire to develop and 
express distinctive national and cultural identities is a critical factor in 
Third World politics. W"lile we should aim to encourage the evolution of democratic 
institutions, it would be unrealistic and counterproductive to expect our friends 
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in the developing world to abandon totally their own traditions and institutions 
in favor of Western :mcx1els of government and society. Efforts to prarote political 
refonn, if they are to succeed over the long term, must account for and seek to 
build upon cultural and institutional traditions which the peoples in developing 
nations can reCQJnize as their own. 

In addition to our interest in building and maintaining the foundations 
for cooperative relationships in traditionally friendly regions of the Third 
W::>rld, it is also essential that the U.S. take advantage of opportunities to 
build more constructive relationships with developing nations within the Communist 
group. In terms of both the long term econanic and geo-strategic interests of 
the United States, opportunities for improved relations with China must of course 
be given highest consideration. The patterns of econanic and social change which 
have been characteristic of the post-Mao era provide cause for cautious optimism 
with respect to the future of U.S.-Chinese relations. The United States, as it 
has over the past several years, should continue with efforts to expand economic 
contacts gradually and improve political relations. 

* * * 
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Mismatches Between Goals and Current Policies. 

The following discussion focuses on examples of policies and programs which 
have been inconsistent with the goals of foreign and defense policy described 
earlier. The intent is not to cover all areas of interest or concern, but to 
highlight sane particularly important issues meriting the attention of Congress 
and the Executive.* 

ALLIANCE REIATICNS 

o The U.S. has stressed that evidence of political cohesion is essential to 
the credibility of the West's military deterrent, but our own approaches to 
intra-alliance issues have often exacerbated rather than reconciled policy 
differences. 

Essential agreement exists among the members of the Western Alliance on the 
need to confront collectively the threat posed by Soviet military power. But 
politically divisive differences have emerged during the past decade over what 
constitutes an appropriate balance between defense and detente policies in relations 
with the East, and over the question of whether our security alliances with Western 
Europe and Japan imply an obligation to cooperate politically and militarily 
outside of these areas. These differences have been at the heart of politically 
damaging disputes over military burden-sharing and East-West trade, as well as over 
what the U.S. has perceived as a lack of allied support for American efforts to 
counter Soviet advances in the Third vbrld and the growing threat of international 
terrorism. 

Though disillusioned and concerned by the part which the Soviets played in 
events in Africa, Poland, and Afghanistan in the late 1970s, and by the steady 
buildup and rapid m:.xlernization of Soviet military forces throughout the decade, 
our allies have maintained a large measure of faith in the viability of detente 
as a framework for the management of East-West relations. N::>t so the U.S., which 
concluded from these events that the Soviets had exploited detente for strategic 
advantage and called for a renewed comnitment within the alliance to dealing with 
the Soviets from a position of military strength. 

The continuing preference which our allies have shown for detente has been 
evidenced in their reluctant response to U.S. calls for increased defense spending, 
tighter controls on the export of gcxx1s and technologies with potential strategic 
relevance, and greater use of trade denial as a tool of foreign policy. Their 
position can be explained by several factors. hnong these are geographic 
proximity to Soviet power, the direct experience of m:.xlern warfare earlier in 
this century, and an analysis of the motives behind the buildup of Soviet armed 
forces which differs from our own. tetente has also offered some of our European 
allies far more in tangible benefits than it has the U.S., in the form of increased 
trade opportunities and improved human contacts. 

* Several international economic issues, such as Third vbrld debt, will be 
addressed in the forthcaning report on Economic Policy. 
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'Ihe failure of our allies to act in support of U.S. policy in areas out­
side those fornally prescribed by our security treaties - a source of increasing 
bitterness in the United States -- can be explained by related factors. For 
example, the U.S. has traditionally sought to link u.s.-Soviet detente to Soviet 
actions outside Europe. 'Ihe Europeans have generally held that the positive 
aspects of detente are not worth sacrificing over so-called "out of area" issues 
which do not directly threaten their security. In addition, our allies, owing in 
part to their own experience during the period of decolonization, believe that 
'Ihird vbrld nationalism is just as likely to thwart Soviet expansion as are 
W9stern responses. 

In a similar vein, allied dependence on foreign energy supplies, as well as 
geographic proximity, has had a significant impact on how they see their interests 
in the Middle East, and on what options they see open to them in dealing with the 
threats which erna.nate from that region. 'Ihey believe that the costs of con­
frontation with the nations in this region, whether over issues related to the 
Arab-Israeli conflict or over the issue of terrorism, are potentially much higher 
for them than for the United States. As a result, they insist upon a cautious 
approach to issues which involve the region. 'Ihe imnediate negative response 
within the Alliance to U.S. military retaliation against Libya for its role in 
terrorist attacks against U.S. citizens provides recent and dramatic evidence of 
this. 

With respect to the future of the Alliance, what is most significant is the 
fact that these differences are deeply rooted and unlikely to allow for solutions 
which either we or our allies will find completely satisfactory. Differences 
over how best to rna.nage the Soviet military threat in Europe and the 'Ihird 
W:>rld, and over how best to respond to state-sponsored terrorism, will persist, 
creating a constant potential for political conflict and policy divergence within 
the Alliance. 'Ihe true measure of the success of our Alliance policy will 
lie in the extent to which we can promote our own objectives while simultaneously 
rna.intaining a broad base of political support for the Alliance among its members. 
Toward this end it is essential that we work within the Alliance's consultative 
framework as we pursue policy goals. 

The objectives which the U.S. has sought to promote within the Alliance in 
recent years are not at issue. W9 believe that efforts to encourage the allies 
to increase their contribution to the corrrnon defense, adopt broader strategic 
perspectives on East-W9st trade, and lend more and better-coordinated support to 
the United States outside the areas prescribed by our security treaties are 
justified and should be continued. While our objectives have been sound, however, 
sane of the methods which we have employed to achieve these have proven counter­
productive. 

Particularly counterproductive have been Congressional proposals and acts 
of the Executive branch which have sought to force Allied compliance with U.S. 
policy preferences. Efforts in which the U.S. has attempted to circumvent the 
Alliance's consultative mechanisms for the purpose of determining Alliance p:)licy 
along the lines of its own preference have often had a negative net effect. 

Most notable in this regard have been legislative proposals, such as the 
Nunn-Roth amendrrent, which sought to spur European defense spending by threatening 
the reduction of u.s. forces in Europe, and Executive actions, such as the extra-
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territorial extension of U.S. export controls in 1982, which attempted to force 
Allied compliance with U.S.-supported restrictions on exports to the East bloc. 
Force reduction legislation, for example, rather than building support in favor 
of a stronger NA1D defense posture, has instead fostered resentment and confusion. 
It is perceived as belittling to the already sizable contributions which the 
allies make to ~stern security, and it has heightened chronic and politically 
critical concerns within the Alliance as to the reliability of America's military 
coomitment - the most concrete manifestation of which is the presence of U.S. 
troops on European soil. 

In contrast, what success the U.S. has had in nurturing and maintaining a 
favorable consensus on these issues among the allies has been achieved through 
efforts taken within the consultative framework. U.S. efforts within the Japan­
U.S. Security Consultative Corrrnittee, for example, though they have not produced 
dramatic results, have culminated in Japanese corrmitments to increase defense 
spending and broaden their defense responsibilities as well as to stem the tide 
of Japanese pacifism. In Europe, efforts directed through NAID councils have had 
success in building consenses on the need to improve the capabilities of the 
Alliance's conventional forces. D9cisions have been taken in recent years, for 
example, to increase arrmunition stocks, improve NAID infrastruture in European 
countries, and improve cooperation in large-scale arms production programs. 

Regarding trade policy, the Coordinating camnittee (CoCom) -- an Allied 
forum whose efforts have focused on controlling the export of civilian goods and 
technologies with military utility -- has provided the basis for a coordinated 
export control policy. The U.S. has not always been canfortable with the 
narrow definition which the Committee has adopted for the purpose of detennining 
which exports to restrict. But the best hope for developing a consensus in support 
of tighter controls based on broader criteria lies in efforts that utilize 
mechanisms within the Ccxrmittee for review and expansion of the export control 
lists. Since 1980, in fact, U.S. initiatives within CoCom have resulted in a 
significant expansion of controls to include items such as computer software, 
robotics, microcomputers, and computerized telecorrmunications equiµnent, which 
had previously been subject to little or no restriction. 

¾hat success we have had in persuading our allies to contribute more to their 
own defense, and to limit the flow of strategically relevant goods and technologies 
to the East bloc, suggests that we might also achieve greater cooperation in 
efforts to cope with security threats in the Third vorld by working within the 
consultative framework. There will be times when it is both necessary and proper 
that the United States act unilaterally in the Third 'vbrld. ~ cannot allow 
ourselves to be handicapped in responding to persistent acts of terrorisrn or to 
Soviet expansionism in cases where we perceive our vital interests to be at stake. 
Nonetheless, if adopted as a policy, unilateralism can only jeopardize Alliance 
relationships over the long tenn. More consistent and better-coordinated allied 
support for U.S. responses to Third 'vbrld problems involving Soviet or terrorist 
threats, particularly in cases where military contributions may be required, can 
best be assured if we attempt to provide our allies a role in the formulation of 
those responses. 
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MILITARY STRATEGY AND FORCE STRUCTURE 

o The continuing vulnerability of a large portion of U.S. and Allied strategic, 
intermediate, and tactical nuclear weapons conflicts with our interest in 
maintaining a strong nuclear deterrent and a stable nuclear balance. 

Given the theoretical counterforce capability of Allied and Soviet nuclear 
arsenals, the primary technical requirement for stable nuclear deterrence -- a 
condition in which neither side, under any circumstances, would have an incentive 
to use nuclear weapons first -- is that these forces themselves remain capable of 
surviving attack. 

lt>netheless, although the United States and NAID have invested heavily in 
recent years in modernizing their nuclear arsenals, many of the new weapons 
systems which have been deployed, such as our C1fll1 new ICBM, the MX, and 
NAID's new intermediate range nuclear missile-the Pershing II--are no less 
vulnerable to attack than their predecessors. The greatest threat which these 
systems face emanates fran highly accurate Soviet land-based intercontinental and 
intermediate range ballistic missiles, such as the SS-18 and SS-20. 

The dangers associated with vulnerable yet counterforce-capable nuclear 
weapons would be particularly acute under conditions of extreme military-political 
tension or crisis. This arises fran the effect that vulnerable striking forces 
have on decisionmakers' perceptions regarding the probability of a nuclear ex­
change, or, if an exchange were believed likely, of relative advantages of 
striking first. 1b the extent that vulnerable nuclear forces create mutual 
pressures for preemptive attacks in crisis situations, they might actually provoke 
war or nuclear escalation rather than deter it. 

U.S. and NAID tactical nuclear weapons, assigned to front line general purpose 
forces and designed for use on or near the battlefield, also rerrain vulnerable. 
Because one of the most likely paths to general nuclear war is through escalation 
of a conventional conflict involving the armed forces of the United States and 
the Soviet Union - be it in Europe, northeast Asia, or strategically vital regions 
of the Third W::>rld -- the vulnerability of these weapons is especially worrisane. 
It creates extreme pressures either for their early first use by the U.S. or 
its NAID allies, or for Soviet preemption. These weapons might thus precipitate 
a breaching of the nuclear threshold in a conflict situation while options for a 
conventional defense or a negotiated end to hostilities still remained. 

o Although the United States and its W:!stern allies have agreed that an 
improved conventional capability is essential if we are to maintain a 
credible deterrent against non-nuclear aggression in regions of vital 
interest, we remain overly dependent on the threatened early first use 
of nuclear weapons. 

Under circumstances in which U.S. nuclear forces were clearly superior 
to those of the Soviet Union, threats to use these weapons in response to 
conventional aggression in regions of vital interest to the West provided a high 
quality deterrent and served effectively to offset imbalances in conventional 
force strength which favored the Soviets. 
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By the early 1970s, however, the Soviet Union had acquired strategic, 
intermediate, and tactical nuclear capabilities canparable to those of the United 
States. Because this made the United States itself a more likely victim of 
nuclear escalation, and because it largely neutralized the military advantages 
which the introduction of nuclear weapons into conventional canbat might have 
afforded, Soviet parity seriously undermined the credibility of our deterrent 
and brought the dangers of conventional force imbalances into sharp focus. 

This does not mean that the Soviets can now ignore the possibility of nuclear 
escalation in the planning of a conventional offensive, or that the U.S. and its 
allies should renounce the threat of nuclear first use. But because the Soviets 
probably believe that they can minimize the risk of escalation by effecting a 
rapid collapse of U.S. or Allied conventional defenses, the importance of the 
conventional element in our overall deterrent has significantly increased. Because 
the possibility of a conventional conflict getting out of hand increases with its 
intensity and duration, improved W=stern conventional defense capabilities would 
enhance peacetime deterrence by reinforcing the credibility of our threat to 
escalate. Moreover, stronger conventional forces might enable us to defend our 
interests, in the event that deterrence failed, without resort to nuclear weapons. 

Although the United States and its allies have taken steps to redress this 
worrisane imbalance, the problem remains serious and in need of remedy. Effective 
deterrence of Soviet conventional aggression in Europe, the Persian Gulf region, or 
elsewhere will require continuing and effective efforts to bolster the strength 
of our conventional forces. 

o The extreme emphasis which we have placed on the acquisition of 
technologically super sophisticated and canplex new weapons systems has 
retarded efforts to improve U.S. conventional force capabilities. 

Largely owing to concern over the growing disparities between U.S. and Soviet 
weapons inventories and rates of production, as well as our ability to deploy 
and sustain canbat forces overseas, a broad bipartisan consensus emerged toward 
the end of the last decade in support of increased defense expenditures. Since 
that tirne defense spending in the United States has increased in constant dollar 
terms by 51%. This has reflected nearly $330 billion in cumulative real growth, 
almost half of which has gone to procurement accounts. 

I:espite this substantial increase in annual budgets, quantitative force 
ratios have remained much the same. This has lead many defense analysts to 
suggest that U.S. conventional forces are only marginally better prepared than 
they were five years ago to cope with challenges overseas, and has lent support 
to the notion that conventional capabilities comparable to those of the Soviet 
bloc may not be affordable. 

Efforts to explain this failure to significantly narrow conventional force 
imbalances have focused on shortcanings in the procurement process itself, where 
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numerous and well-publicized cases of waste, fraud, and mismanagement have in fact 
been uncovered. The need for refonn in the military procurement process is 
evident and deserves the attention it has received. Yet, a more fundamental 
explanation exists for our failure to have received a more significant return on 
so great an invesbnent in our nation's defenses. 

Canpared with its Soviet counterparts, who prefer the principle of war 
known as "Mass," the U.S. military has traditionally emphasized quality, rather 
than quantity, as the essential factor in military operations. ~ do not dispute 
the idea that U.S. technological superiority should be exploited in our force 
posture. Efforts to maintain a technological advantage over our rivals are indeed 
essential. Nonetheless, because there is a point beyond which mass accounts for 
more than excellence on the field of battle, and because the qualitative gap 
between U.S. and Soviet forces has steadily narrowed, we suggest that quantitative 
imbalances have taken on increasing significance and must be reduced. 

A primary reason for our failure to do so lies in the extent to which the 
performance capability of individual weapons systems, rather than overall force 
expansion, has been the focus of military procurement programs. The extreme 
emphasis which the services have placed on maximizing the performance capability 
of new weapons systems through the incorporation of advanced state of the art 
technologies has complicated production, delayed the fielding of new weapons 
systems, and caused unit prices to skyrocket. As a result, actual procurement 
rates have remained essentially constant despite dramatic increases in procurement 
funding. The M-1 tank, costing an average $2.6 million per copy, is three times 
as expensive as the M-60 tank which it is replacing. The F-15 tactical fighter, 
at $49 million per copy, is also three times as expensive as its direct predecessor, 
the F-4. Unit procurement costs for the F-15, moreover, have been increasing by 
an average of 15% per year. 

As a result, while Anny procurement funding has doubled in constant dollar 
terms since 1980, the Soviets are still out-producing and out-deploying us by 
substantial margins in critical land weapons systems such as tanks (4:1} and 
armored fighting vehicles and personnel carriers (5:1). Moreover, they have been 
modernizing their ground forces more rapidly. For example, our Anny received 
2,104 new Abrams M-1 tanks between 1980 and the beginning of 1985. In contrast, 
the Soviets deployed 10,800 new T-80s, T-72s, and T-64s. With respect to land­
oriented tactical air power the trends have been equally discouraging. In 1980, 
the number of U.S. fighter/attack aircraft was 57% as large as the Soviet number. 
Today, it is approximately 45% as large. In addition, budgetary constraints and 
the skyrocketing cost of new aircraft make it appear unlikely at this time that 
the Air Force will achieve its objective of expanding the tactical force fran 36 
to 40 wings by 1991. 

The emphasis in naval procurement has been similar. large, technologically 
complex, and extremely expensive new surface canbatants have been at the top of 
the Navy's shopping list. As a result, the Navy has found it necessary to mothball 
older ships, many of which have been overhauled, and cut fleet sailing time in 



- 14 -

order to reduce operating and maintenance costs. Ibubts remain, meanwhile, 
regarding our ability to carry out critical naval missions, such as sealift and 
control of shipping lanes in war, which -would require the purchase of greater 
numbers of relatively inexpensive ships. For example, while a fleet of 20 modern 
fast sealift vessels -- each costing a tenth of the price which the Navy pays for 
a new cruiser - -would significantly enhance our ability to sustain conventional 
forces in overseas canbat, the Navy has failed to order a single such vessel 
since 1980. 

The excessive emphasis on technological sophistication and on the perforrna.nce 
capability of individual weapons systems, which has characterized U.S. procurement 
strategy, has not only retarded efforts to improve our quantitative position canpared 
to the Soviet Union's, it has also canplicated efforts to enhance the canbat readi­
ness of existing U.S. military forces. 

Generally speaking, an inverse relationship exists between the canplexity of 
weapons systems and their reliability. More complex systems, not surprisingly, 
tend to break down more frequently and require more depot-level maintenance. An 
increased need is thus being created within the military for large numbers of 
technically skilled support personnel. Yet, the services have traditionally 
found it difficult to recruit and retain such personnel. O.Ving both to demo­
graphic trends which will result in a shrinking pool of 18-26 year olds available 
to enter the military in the years ahead, and to an expected increase in demand 
for their services fran the private sector, this problem is likely to be can­
pounded in the future. 

In addition, the trend in U.S. procurement programs suggests that in the 
future the effectiveness of U.S. armed forces will depend to an increasing extent 
upon the skill and tactical acumen of our operating personnel (i.e., our artillery, 
tank, and air crews). Training will thus becane an increasingly critical factor 
with respect to readiness and overall capability. Yet, because of the cost of 
canplex new systems and the effort required to keep them -working, it is far fran 
certain that training opportunities for U.S. ground and air crews can be signifi­
cantly increased in the years ahead. 

NORTH-SQUIB REIATIOOS 

o Because we have at times failed to recognize and respond to the 
indigenous sources of instability in strategically important regions of the 
Third W:>rld, we have often fallen short in our efforts to pranote econanic 
and political developnent, maintain cooperative relationships, and block 
Soviet or other incursions into these regions. 

Fblicymakers in the United States have too often tended to regard events 
in the Third W:>rld through the prism of East-West strategic canpetition. As a 
result, we have been prone to look upon and respond to political instability in 
non-ccmnunist regions of the Third W:>rld as being Soviet inspired, or at least 
likely to redound to the strategic advantage of the Soviet Union. In fact, 
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however, the expansion of Soviet influence has most frequently been the result, 
rather than the cause, of political instability in developing regions of the 
world. 

OUr general tendency to view conflict in East-West ternlS has blunted our 
awareness of the extent to which the accumulation of internally rooted economic, 
social, and political frustrations has accounted for the turbulence which has 
been endemic in developing regions. In more cases than not, the failure of Third 
World governments to satisfy the basic needs of their people for work, hanes, 
health care, and schools, rather than the hand of the Soviets or their proxies, 
has been the source of political instability and civil conflict. Because we have 
often failed to correctly identify the sources of instability in the Third W::>rld, 
our efforts to pranote political reform and economic development, both critical 
from the perspective of our own long term economic and security interests, have 
been compranised. 

In terms of our interest in prorcoting political reform and leadership dedi­
cated to democratic objectives, this failure has been counterproductive in 
the sense that it has caused us to adopt overly cautious attitudes toward the 
prospect of change in non-corrmunist regions of the Third W::>rld. Although recent 
policy decisions taken in response to events in the Philippines and Haiti suggest 
an evolution in thinking on these matters, we have all too often in the past found 
ourselves supporting the political status quo, most comnonly through the extension 
of military and economic assistance, in cases where our interests would have been 
better served had we used our leverage to encourage friendly regimes to address 
the grievances of their danestic opponents. This has contributed to intransigence 
on the part of the regimes which we have supported, strengthened radicalism and 
anti-Americanism among opposition groups, and, paradoxically, increased the 
probability of regimes hostile to the United States corning to power. Moreover, 
because such assistance has often been perceived in our own country as contributing 
to repression, corruption, and the enrichment of the already privileged, it has 
undermined domestic support for our foreign aid program. 

Our tendency to attribute instability in the Third W::>rld to external sources 
has also lead to an increased emphasis on security, as opposed to developmental 
assistance in our Foreign Aid program. This has impaired our efforts to pranote 
self-sustaining economic growth in underdeveloped regions of the world. In FY 
1981 the United States provided $3.2 billion to foreign governments through major 
military aid programs. In FY 1986 we will provide approximately twice that aroc>Unt. 
In contrast, funding for development and food assistance programs {AID developmental 
aid, Peace Corps, and Titles I and II food aid), which concentrate on programs 
and projects aimed at directly improving the lives of the poor and countering the 
social and econanic problems that inhibit development, has declined. our foreign 
aid program, in sum, has focused increasingly on the political and military 
symptoms of underdevelopment in the Third W::>rld, as opposed to the economic and 
social causes. 
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EAST-WEST REIATIOOS 

o Although it is generally agreed that carmunication is an essential 
key to improved F.ast-~st relations, U.S.-Soviet dialogue has remained 
both intermittent and narrowly focused. 

At perhaps no other time in the past twenty years have the abnospherics 
in U.S.-Soviet relations been more strained than they have been in the past 
several years. Ideological contrasts have sharpened, disputes over regional and 
human rights issues continue to sirrmer, and the arms control process continues to 
generate more propaganda than weapons reductions. Suspicion and mistrust pervade 
the political environment, and seldom has the need for greater contact and dialogue 
been more apparent. Nonetheless, contact between political and military leaders 
has been sporadic, and the range of issues under discussion narrowly defined. 

There are, of course, limits to what we can hope to achieve through an 
expanded and rrore productive dialogue with the Soviets • .Ag'reements on arms 
control or efforts to expand the range of U.S.-Soviet functional cooperation, 
for example, are no substitute for strong U.S. and Allied defenses as the central 
element in a policy for ma.naging the Soviet threat. Our experience with detente, 
as that policy was practiced in the 1970s, ma.kes this clear. Efforts to reduce 
the size of nuclear arsenals and broaden the range of U.S.-Soviet contact and 
cooperation are, however, a necessary canplement to a policy which accepts and 
responds to the realities of Soviet military power. 

Never before have the destinies of two nations been so closely tied as are 
those of the United States and the Soviet Union today. Each maintains at its 
disposal an arsenal of nuclear weapons capable of ccmpletely destroying the other. 
It is thus only natural that efforts to reduce the size and direct the development 
of nuclear arsenals have been the central element in the U.S.-Soviet dialogue. 
These efforts are critical, and the United States must ma.intain its cornnitrrent to a 
dramatic reduction of the number of nuclear weapons in the arsenals of East and 
~st. At the same time, however, we must also seek to broaden our negotiating 
agenda with the Soviets as regards issues both related and unrelated to arms 
control. 

Within the arms control framework we have focused too narrowly on agreements 
to impose quantitative and qualitative limits on U.S. and Soviet arsenals. This 
has been the traditional and no doubt worthy aim of arrn.s control negotiators. 
'Ihe risks of inadvertent nuclear war, however, as the result of either an accidental 
launching or unintended escalation, create a need for agreements designed to · 
reduce these risks or to allow for effective ma.nagement of the kinds of crises they 
might precipitate. Agreements calling for constraints on potentially threatening 
military activities, or for improved carmunications in crisis environments, for 
example, ma.y be no less critical in the present environment than agreements which 
impose quantitative or qualitative constraints. They have, nevertheless, received 
far less attention. 

In addition, while the issues which relate directly to arms control and 
the prevention of war offer the most canpelling case for dialogue, there exists a 
wide range of other areas where the potential for u.s.-Soviet cooperation exists. 
These areas, unfortunately, have been left relatively unexplored. Cooperative 
efforts in the exploration of space, in the fields of science and medicine, and 
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in the area of global conservation offer abundant opportunity for joint ventures. 
By focusing too narrowly on arms-related issues, the superpowers have sacrificed 
the practical benefits which might attend cooperative efforts in these areas. 

* * * 
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Refonns 

'Ihe reforms below are not intended to be exhaustive and do not proceed fran 
any single view regarding the sources of current policy misrna.tches. Instead, they 
are examples of policy that might in the future provide a basis for more coordinated, 
cooperative, and effective actions by the Executive and/or Legislative branches. 

ALLIANCE REIATICNS 

o U.S. efforts to control trade with the East bloc should focus selectively 
on carrnercial exports of direct and specific military significance to the 
Soviet Union. 

With the spread of advanced technology, the power of the United States to 
control its flow to the Soviet Union has been greatly diminished. With the 
exception of an ever-sma.ller number of technologies over which we have a monopoly, 
we can hope to make restrictions on trade effective only if we can gain the 
cooperation of our allies. Attempts by the U.S. to cut the Soviets off fran 
technologies readily available outside the W9st, or efforts to impose trade 
sanctions whose principal impact would be econanic rather than military, will 
strain Alliance relations, hinder the efforts of U.S. business to canpete in the 
international marketplace, and ultirna.tely prove counterproductive in terms of the 
overall effectiveness of the multinational control system. Moreover, they make 
it easier for our allies to justify non-canpliance. 

Export controls are likely to be effective only if we pare to a strategic­
ally critical minimum that which we must deny the Soviets. Controls should 
be focused selectively on those technologies and processes which could make a 
timely and direct contribution to Soviet military strength and which are not 
readily available to the Soviets frcm sources outside the Alliance. Cbvious 
examples would include sutxnarine sound detection technologies and advanced state­
of-the-art electronic canponents such as very high speed integrated circuitry. 
When the U.S. has sought to broaden the scope of export controls to include items 
which have not met these criteria, allied disharmony has invariably resulted. 
The longer the control list, and the less obvious the military significance, 
the less diligent will be allied enforcement. W9aker enforcement will result in 
a freer flow of not only militarily non-critical items, but critical items as 
well. 

o 'Ihe U.S. should move to establish a high-level carmission, to include 
representatives fran NAID and Japan, for the purpose of considering on an 
on:::9oing basis Alliance perspectives and policy options for so-called "out 
of area" issues. 

'Ihe United States and its W9stern allies must act to avoid situations in 
which we find ourselves publicly at loggerheads over responses either to the 
soviets, their proxies, or the perpetrators of terrorist acts in areas outside 
of those prescribed by our security treaties. The creation of such a cornnission, 
the meetings of which would be for discussion rather than for formal intergovern­
mental negotiations, could contribute to this end. 
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A standing carmission would also provide a roochanism through which we could 
regularly consult with our allies on matters of mutual concern in the Third 
vbrld. Debate on approaches to take toward Third World issues, as well as 
on the extent of Alliance coordination in specific instances, could take place 
before rather than after many national policy decisions had been made. Besides 
serving as an early warning system to flag potential policy differences, 
a standing carmission could also serve as a conduit for the exchange of information 
between the U.S. and its allies on terrorists and the organizations and governments 
which support them. The European Cmmunity, for example, has found infonnation­
sharing of this type very effective in its efforts to neutralize danestic ter­
orist groups. 

MILITARY STRATEGY AND FORCE STRUCTURE 

o Congress should require that the President sutmit an annual report 
providing a canprehensive statement of U.S. national security objectives. 

Close to 20 years ago former Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara remarked 
that there no longer appeared to be any such thing as U.S. strategy, and that 
the conduct of U.S. defense and foreign policy had becane a perpetual exercise 
in crisis management. To an extent, this remains the case tooay. koerican 
foreign and defense policies often lack consistency and a sense of long-tenn 
direction and purpose: and because of this fail to provide the necessary under­
pinnings for U.S. military strategy and force structure. 

A clear and realistic annual statement of U.S. national security objectives, 
as requested in legislation recently proposed in Congress by Sen. John Warner 
and Reps. Dick Cheney and Bob McEwen, for example, could provide the basis for 
more coordinated, coherent, and effective national security policies. Such a 
statement v.Duld foster consensus within the Executive branch, as well as between 
the Executive and Legislative branches, on the objectives of U.S. foreign policy 
and on the military strategies and force structures necessary to rooet those 
objectives. A more efficient and effective expenditure of defense appropriations 
would likely result. 

o Congress should not carmit funds to the proouction of new-generation nuclear 
weapons systems unless the survivability of those systems during the planned 
perioo of deployment can be assured with a high degree of .confidence. 

The single most important step that the United States can take in order to 
ensure the credibility of its nuclear deterrent, and the stability of the nuclear 
balance, is to ensure the ability of its nuclear forces to survive potential 
attack. Toward this end, the Congress should require that in cases where funding 
requests involve nuclear systems, a canprehensive evaluation of survivability 
characteristics accompany the standard ~rational Test and Evaluation reports 
sul::mitted by the Department of Defense. Survivability characteristics should be 
weighed no less heavily than performance and reliability characteristics in the 
decision to fund the proouction of nuclear weapons systems. 
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Had such a requirement been in effect when development and deployment deci­
sions regarding the MX missile were being made, early agreement might have been 
reached on a suitable basing mode for the MX, or on the need to find an alter­
native to the MX and our aging and increasingly-vulnerable force of Minuteman III 
ICBMs. In fact, our failure to have resolved the question of the MX's vulnerabil­
ity prior to making the decision to produce and deploy the missile has hindered 
an otherwise successful program to rrKXlernize our strategic nuclear forces. 

o 'Mlile we should continue to encourage our allies to increase their levels 
of defense spending, greater emphasis should be placed on efforts to maxi­
mize the defense value of the resources already being allocated by NATO 
members. 

U.S. efforts to strengthen the conventional force posture of NATO have 
traditionally stressed the need for increased defense expenditures by the European 
allies. This approach has met with only limited success and has been a source of 
chronic political tension within the Alliance. 

W'lile our NATO allies have officially cornnitted themselves to targeted 
increases in defense spending, they have consistently failed to meet these targets. 
D..lring the five years in which the so-called "three percent cornnitment" was in 
effect {1980-1985), our NATO allies failed in successive years to increase defense 
spending by 3% in real tentlS. Moreover, the trend in European defense spending 
has IOC>ved steadily away from this target, with current estimates suggesting that, 
for the remainder of the decade, annual increases may fall as low as 1%. In addition, 
budgetary constraints in the United States make it appear likely that we will be 
unable to maintain our own current rates of increase in defense expenditures. 

Given what appear to be the likely trends in defense spending, it is 
essential that the U.S. explore and exploit alternative paths to a stronger allied 
conventional defense posture. Toward this end, two avenues appear open. First, 
significant military and economic benefits are available to the Alliance through 
increases in weapons standardization and interoperability. This would pranote 
greater military effectiveness and greater economic efficiency. Because stan­
dardization based on the purchase of U.S. weapons systems would be politically 
unacceptable in Europe, a cornnitment to increased standardization will require 
that we work with our allies to establish a IOC>re balanced "two-way street" in 
trans-Atlantic antlS trade. 

Second, development and deployment of new-generation conventional weapons 
systems offer the potential for a highly-upgraded conventional capability. 
Technologies are now available, and have been proven reliable, which have made 
possible the production of highly-effective precision guided conventional weapons 
systems. In fact, their effectiveness approaches that of low-yield nuclear 
weapons. Advanced conventional systems would enhance deterrence by improving 
NATO's ability to strike at targets deep in Warsaw Pact territory, while at the 
same time significantly increasing NATO's ability to conduct a conventional 
defense in the event that deterrence failed. A transition to greater reliance on 
these weapons could allow a reversal of U.S. and NATO practice of integrating 
battlefield nuclear weapons with forward-deployed general purpose forces. 
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o Congress should not provide funding for the full-scale production of 
major new 'Wl2ap:>ns systems unless the technologies up:>n which they are 
to be based can be demonstrated to be reliable in realistic operating 
envirorments and servicable under battlefield conditions. 

The tendency to begin full-scale production of major new v.1eapons systems 
before having fully developed or adequately tested them has often resulted in 
unexpected cost overruns, dramatic unit price increases during production, reduced 
purchases, and in sare cases the delivery of severely flawed weapons to our anned 
forces. The Army's infamous Sergeant York air defense gun, better known as DIVAD, 
provides perhaps the most dramatic example of a weapons system which was a failure 
on all counts. 

Congressional efforts to assure with greater certainty that weapons systems 
will meet perfonnance and cost guidelines prior to the appropriation of funds for 
full-scale production v-Duld make procurement debacles such as DIVAD less likely. 
In order to assist itself in making these determinations, Congress should monitor 
the operational test and evaluation (ar&E) phase of procurement programs more 
closely. In particular, Congress should require more accurate and more canplete 
reporting fran the Defense Department's Office of the Director of Operational 
Test and Evaluation. 

If design and production risks could be identified and addressed before 
rather than after the start of full-scale production, the likelihood of unexpected 
cost overruns resulting fran expensive design m:xiifications and retrofits during 
the production process would be greatly reduced. Of perhaps more fundarrental and 
long-term significance, a clear demonstration of Congress's determination to tie 
the appropriation of full-scale production funds to successful canpletion of 
operational test and evaluation would have positive effects on how weapons 
planners conceive and carry out new projects. For one, it would provide a general 
incentive to reduce their present emphasis on high risk weapons designs. Second, 
it would encourage them to begin operational testing earlier in the developrnent 
process -- using proto-type hardware - than they generally do at present. As a 
result, the resources which we invest to strengthen our conventional forces might 
provide a greater overall return in the future than they have in the recent past. 

NOR1H-SOU1H REIATICNS 

o Congress should give greater emphasis in American foreign aid to 
developnental and food aid programs. 

Toward this end, developmental assistance programs, in particular, should 
receive an increased proportion of our overall foreign aid appropriation. These 
programs focus on countering the econanic and social problems which have inhibited 
development. 

In recent years U.S. developmental aid has placed an increased emphasis on pro­
grams designed to expand industrial and agricultural productivity and strengthen 
the private sector in Third ~rld econanies. This should be continued and expanded. 
Specifically, a primary objective of our programs has been to provide a better 
way of life in these countries by praroting expanded output and increased exports, 
thereby allowing Third ~rld nations to generate the foreign exchange necessary 
to finance past debt, obtain new capital, and purchase needed imports. These 
objectives are consistent and compatible with those being pursued by ooth of the 
major multilateral lending institutions -- the IMF and the ~rld Bank - and should 
continue to provide the focus of U.S. economic assistance. 
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In addition, Congress should seek to preserve and if possible expand 
funding for lx>th the Food for Peace and Peace Corps programs. Each has proven to 
be a non-political and cost-effective means of pranoting econanic growth as well 
as positive attitudes toward the United States abroad. The Fcx:x:1 for Peace program, 
P.L. 480, is an effective and highly-visible effort which clearly demonstrates 
America's concern with the problems of p::>verty and world hunger. The Peace Corps 
has initiated several programs which would also further U.S. objectives in the 
Third vbrld. It proposes, for example, to recruit 1000 additional volunteers 
over the next three years for work in Central America. The program would emphasize 
educational, health, housing, and small business projects. It has also developed 
an African food system program which, if fully implemented, would aid up to 12 
African countries in their struggle to increase per-capita food production. 

EAST-WEST REIATIOOS 

o The U.S. should seek an agreement calling for bi-annual meetings be­
tween our own Secretary of State and the Soviet Foreign Minister, and 
between key members of their staffs. 

This should not be seen as an end in itself, but rather as a first step in 
a longer-term effort to pranote regular contact and discussion between high-level 
p::>litical and military leaders fran the United States and the Soviet Union. 'As a 
second step we should work as toward an agreement, modeled after that which exists 
between the French and the West Gennans, calling for bi-annual meetings between 
all U.S. Cabinet-level officials and their Soviet counterparts. 

The benefit of regularly-scheduled meetings between U.S. and Soviet officials 
would be two-fold. First, they could contribute to better understanding between 
the superpowers. Clearer and more positive perceptions might emerge on each side 
as to the concerns and intentions of the other. In addition, if meetings were 
held at scheduled intervals, they might in a short time becane routine. They 
would become much less politicized, and pressures to achieve largely public 
relations-type results at each meeting would be greatly reduced. U.S. negotia­
tors in particular would feel themselves under much less pressure to conclude 
"agreements for agreements sake." 

o The U.S. should give increased priority to negotiations with the Soviet 
Union which would aim to reduce the risks of unintended war. 

Improved carmunications and constraints on military activities cannot 
prevent the deliberate initiation of war. It is widely suggested, however, that 
U.S.-Soviet military conflict is at least as likely to occur as the result of 
miscarrnunication or accident. Agreements designed to improve carmunications and 
constrain threatening military activities can reduce these dangers by contribu­
ting to the prevention of military crises and by providing mechanisms for their 
early and peaceful resolution when they occur. 

Specifically, while continuing to pursue the traditional objectives of arms 
control, (e.g., quantitative and qualitative weapons limitations), the U.S. should 
give greater emphasis to agreements, such as the 1972 Agreement on the Prevention 



- 23 -

of Incidents at Sea, which seek to regulate dangerous military maneuvers, m1n1-
mize harassrrent, and improve mechanisms for timely cornnunications in crisis 
environments. The U.S. should, for example, propose to the Soviets that we 
establish a jointly-staffed crisis monitoring center along the lines of that 
proposed by Senators Warner and Nunn. In addition, the guidelines and procedures 
established in the 1972 agreement might provide the basis for other similar 
agreements. These might, for example, deal with aerial incidents involving 
military or civilian airliners, or with incidents in outer space, where the 
strategically critical yet vulnerable satellite systems of the U.S. and u.s.s.R. 
operate in increasingly close proximity. 

o Congress should direct the ctrA, in cooperation with appropriate Executive 
agencies, to initiate a study of potential areas in the fields of science, 
medicine, and environmental conservation, where there is both need and 
potential for U.S.-Soviet cooperation. 

Issues involving the gee-strategic interests of the U.S. and the u.s.s.R. 
must, of course, continue to take precedence in their relations. Nonetheless, 
there is also a role which the superpowers can play in seeking solutions to 
problems which are not specific to their own relations but, rather, global in 
nature. The superpov.iers have vast resources at their disposal which might be 
effectively brought to bear in dealing with these problems. 

~ should consider, for example, the possibility of cooperative research 
efforts aimed at discovering the causes of life-threatening diseases and developing 
their cures. In addition, the United States and the Soviet Union share with all 
other nations of the world a vital long-term interest in better managing our 
global resource base and in preventing the pollution of our oceans and atmosphere. 
The recent events following the nuclear accident at Chernobyl are just one exam­
ple of what occurs when the Soviets wall themselves off fran W?stern assistance 
and expertise. 

* * * 
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Conclusion 

In the forty years since the end of the second ~rld war the international 
system has been characterized by both continuity and change. In a structural 
sense, the system has rema.ined stable. Although the relative power of the United 
States and the Soviet Union has to sane extent waned, u.s.-Soviet strategic 
canpetition remains the central and critical factor in international relations. 
As a result, the fundamental objectives and priorities of U.S. foreign and defense 
policy have remained much the same. 

At the same time, many changes of consequence have taken place, and the 
face, if not the structure of international politics has been altered greatly. 
The nations of Western Europe and Japan have recovered from the devastation of 
war and reassumed a place in the front rank of global economic and political 
powers. o..it of what was the colonial empire of the old European order, rroreover, 
many new and independent nations has emerged and embarked upon the path of economic 
and political develoµnent. W"lile sane have made great strides, others remain 
mired poverty, political repression, and chronic instability. W"lether they will 
develope into economically viable and politically just societies, or into 
totalitarian states hostile to the interests their peoples and the W3st, remains in 
question. In addition, the military power of the Soviet Union has increased 
dramatically, the nuclear arsenals of both superpowers have grown and evolved, 
and the calculus of military deterrence has becane increasingly canplex. 

From the stand-point of U.S. defense and foreign policy, this has meant 
that while our fundamental objectives have remained constant, the policies employed 
to achieve them have had to be frequently reevaluated and reformulated. Managing 
our alliance relationships has becane an increasingly canplex and challenging 
task. Maintaining politically and economically cooperative relationships in the 
Third World has required an increasingly coordinated and balanced policy of 
economic and security assistance. Finally, providing a credible deterrent to Soviet 
military power has necessitated a reappraisal of the balance between the nuclear and 
conventional elements in our military forces. 

In a number of instances, changes in the direction or in the emphasis of 
American foreign and defense policies will be needed if we are to continue to 
successfully pursue traditional policy objectives in a dynamic and changing 
political environment. The challenge before Congress and the Executive is to 
produce policies which both respond to global change and are consistent with the 
values and beliefs of the American people. 

* * * 
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I have received and reviewed the proposals ~ n out-of-area 
cooperation that you were so kind to send ine. I applaud the 
efforts of the Wednesday Group to try to

1
fdevelop constructive 

ways to encourage effort by NATO nationJ for our common 
security objectives. I share the group's concern that we 
face the prospect of strident and punative proposals in the 
Congress if we do not come up with p're constructive 
alternatives. 

You no doubt recall that the US 11ii\sed the problem of 
out-of-area responsibilities and ' their potential impact on 
NATO in 1981. After e x tensive work with Al l ies, we did 
achieve limited success in hig ·lighting some efforts that 
Allied nations could underta~e which would, as well as being 
sound projects in their own l ight, help alleviate the 
diversion of US forces in t~e event we were engaged in 
efforts outside the NATO r f gion which were nevertheless in 
defense of common security interests. 

Because the Department f Defense was the lead executive 
agency in that earlier ffort, as well as because there may 
be other potential pro . ects that would serve our shared 
purpose of protecting our NATO commitment, I have taken the 
liberty of writing S retary Weinberger about your efforts. I 
trust he will lend t e assistance of appropriate elements of 
his staff. 

Doug Bereuter 
House of Re resentatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE CASPAR W. WEINBERGER 
The Secretary of Defense 
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SUBJECT: Reply to Congressman Bereuter -- NATO Out-of-Area 
Proposal 

Congressman Doug Bereuter has written me on behalf of the 
Wednesday Group (Republican Congressmen) asking for opinion and 
assistance in framing constructive alternatives to the 
"NATO-bashing" proposals they feel will be put forward this year 
in Congress. The proposal the Group is suggesting now is a 
standing NATO committee on out-of-area cooperation. 

I have attached a copy of my reply to Congressman Bereuter, in 
which I refer him to Defense for assistance in determining what 
kinds of alternative proposals might be useful. As you recall, 
we raised the out-of-area issue several years ago in NATO, and I 
fear that area may already be exhausted. 

The purpose of the Wednesday Group is admirable. I am sure your 
staff will be able to suggest some ways in which they can be 
useful this year. 

Frank C. Car lucci 

Attachment as Stated 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON ·, , ·· 
' / 

March 3, 1987 

Dear Doug: 

I have received and reviewed the proposals on out-of-area 
cooperation that you were so kind to send me. I applaud the 
efforts of the Wednesday Group to try to develop constructive 
ways to encourage effort by NATO nations for our common security 
objectives. I share the group's concern that we face the 
prospect of strident and punitive proposals in the Congress if we 
do not come up with more constructive alternatives. 

You no doubt recall that the U.S. raised the problem of 
out-of-area responsibilities and their potential impact on NATO 
in 1981. After extensive work with Allies, we did achieve 
limited success in highlighting some efforts that Allied nations 
could undertake which would, as well as being sound projects in 
their own right, help alleviate the diversion of U.S. forces in 
the event we were engaged in efforts outside the NATO region 
that were nevertheless in defense of common security interests. 

Because the Department of Defense was the lead executive agency 
in that earlier effort, as well as because there may be other 
potential projects that would serve our sh ,:! red purpose of 
protecting our NATO commitQent, I have taken the liberty of 
writing Secretary Weinberger about your efforts. I trust he will 
lend the assistance of appropriate elements cf his staff. 

The Honorable Doug Bereuter 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

/ 

,/ Frank C. Carlucci 
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