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SUMMARY

A. The Nat_j_ep.f.the _Probl.em:The.PresentU.S.-.MicronesiaNe_otiatin9 Context _-qr luQ u@

U.S, poii_i_'al_a_d_se_i;_. ;l_1_eie_'tsiii'th_ _estern Pacific require that
to replace _e "p'_es_nt'_c'r_TsteE_hi_al_r_ngement,.._hichis becoming increasingly
unviable as a frameworkfor U.S -Micronesiarelations,the U.S. continue on a
priority basis its attempt to fashion through negotiationsa stable, long-term
relationshipgiving the U.S. primary responsibilityand authority for Micro-
nesia'sdefense and foreign affairs. (The present studytreats Micronesia
minus the Mariana Islandssince the latter district of the Trust Territoryof
the Pacific Islands is negotiatinga separate,closer relationshipwith the
U.S. than is the rest of Micronesia).

In the autumn of Ig71 the J6_nt Committeeon Future Status (JCFS),the
U.S.Delegation's presentnegotiatingopposite,explicitlyconfirmed the posi-
tion first suggestedby Micronesiannegotiatorsin 196g -- i.e,, that Micronesia
would prefer a relationshipof "free association"under which Micronesiawould
exercise full authorityin domesticaffairs and the U.S. would be fully respon,
sible for defenseand externalrelations. Since that t_me the JCFS has period-
ically reiterated-- most recentlyduring a tour of the Districtsof Micronesia
in July of this year -_.that free associationbest suits Micronesia'spresent
circumstancesand that such"an arrangementremains the JCFS' primary negoti-
ating goal.

Followingthe U.S. and Micronesiannegotiators'partialcompletion of a
draft compactof free associationin the summer of 1972, the Congress of Micro-
nesia,which is the JCFS' parent body, unexpectedlypassed a resolution instruct-
ing the JCFS to negotiateboth free associationand independencealternativesso
they could be compared'bythe people of Micronesia. At the round of U.S.-Micro-
nesian negotiationswhich followed in October the JCFS was uncertainabout
whether it should in fact try to negoti,ate with the U.S. at that tir._ean
independenceoption as well as a Compact of free association. Moreover, the
U.S. Delegationhad no authorityto negotiatesuch an option and believed it
unwise under the circumstancesto pursue negotiationson the remainingfree
associationissues. The U.S. Delegationthereforesuggestedthat the talks
be recessed so both sides could reassesstheir negotiatingpositions.

In an informalmeeting in May of this year, and in subsequent l'nformal
meetings this summer,the President'sPersonal Representativeand theJCFS
Chairman tentativelyagreed that their full delegationsshould resume work on
the draft compactof i'reeassociationin Septemberor early October. They
have agreed that the major topics to be taken up are finance, a compact pro-
vision relating to terminationof the compact, and the Micronesians'transi-
tion to self-government. There remains to be consideredagain in some nego-
tiatingcontext the U.S. military }and requirementsalready tentativelyagreed
to by the Micronesiansin the partiallycompleteddraft compactof 'freeassoci,
ation, It is possible but not probablethat the JCFS will raise the question
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of an independenc_'_i'o_';tith_iex_,"n_o_i_'i_g!;o_'_. Conversely,
circumstancescoula a_i'se'in'_ehichH_cmight _ui( Lhe _;S. interest to
take the initiativein clarifyingthe U.S. positionon the independence
issue even if the JCFS does not pose the question. The substanceof such
a step would, of course, dependon the President'snegotiatinginstructions.

B. U.S. NegotiatingObjectives.
(Chapter II of the Study)

FundamentalU.S. interestsin Micronesiatranslateinto the following
negotiatingobjectives:

PRIMARYOBJECTIVES

-- Denial of the area for military use by third parties.

-- Establishmentof a stable and friendlyself-governingMicronesian
politicalentity through reasonablesatisfactionof the politicaland econ-
omic aspirationsof its peoples.

-- U.S. responsibilityfor and authorityover all matters which relate
to the foreignaffairs of Micronesiaand to defense in Micronesia.

-- The right for the U.S. to maintain certainU.S. Governmentfacilities
and to obtain land options that will guaranteeuse of trainingareas and the
right to establishfuture bases in Micronesia.

-- Satisfactionof U.S. obligations relatingto terminationof the
trusteeshipagreement.

SECONDARYNEGOTIATINGOBJECTIVES

-- To keep U.S. financialobligationsto Micronesiawithin reasonable
bounds and relevant to the characterof the future relationship.

-- To structurethe status arrangementswith Micronesia in such a manner
as to have maximum favorableimpact on the negotiationswith the Mariana
IslandsDistrict of the TTPI.

-- To keep U.S. administrativeand other relationshipswith Micronesiaas
simple as possiblewhile accomplishingthe above objectives.

-- Tu establish a relationshipwith Micronesiawhich will (in additionto
meeting U.S. obligationsunder the TrusteeshipAgreement)obtain United Nations
approval,or at least that of a majority of the Security Council and of the
TrusteeshipCouncil.

..... •: .,...: ,.:
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C. The Future Politica.lRelationship .....
(Chapter II_I'a)('the'_S_udy_'..'".'": :" : .. -.• • oe • • • • • •

• • • • • oo• • • 0
• • • • • • of

During the pas_ fourYeaP_.o_ IJ._.-.Mi s _ 9 tiations the follow-
ing possible status alternatives•have,in varyingdegrees,"figured in the
steadily increasingpublic debate in Micronesiaon future status: commonwealttt,

._Rw

free association,and independence. ',,I '_ kI. Commonwealth.Although a commonwealthproposal tabled by the U.S. '_ __J
in 1970 was never tested with the Micronesianelectorate,the Micronesian
PoliticalStatus Commissionand the Congressof Micronesiarejected it shortly
after its introduction. The majority of political leadersoutside the Marianas
who have commentedon statusmatters since have continuedto oppose commonwealth.
Recognizingthat there may exist some _entiment for commonwealthamong Micro-
nesia'ssilent majority and that circumstancescould arise in whichit would
suit the U.S. interestto reintroducethe commonwealthproposal into the status
.negotiations,the study concludesthat the U.S'.Delegationshould not foreclose
ti_e-possibilityof doing so. On the other hand, the study cautions that in the
absenceaf anypresent evidence that commonwealthcould win in a plebiscite
throughoutMicronesia,the U.S. should not prematurelyreopen the commonwealth
issuewith the JCFS.

2. Free Association. It is in the U.S. interest to attempt to complete
with the JCFS nego'tlationof the draft compactof free association,to negotiate
a related status of forces agreement,aridto win the Micronesianelectorate's
_port for free associiationin a plebiscite. Free associationshould be the

_.J.' main negotiatinggoal because the relationshipenvisagedunder it will
protectessentialU.S. polit.!caland strategic interests,the JCFS has saidit
is the most appropriatestatus for Micronesia,and the majority of Micronesians
who have commentedon status matters appear to favor it.

3. Independence. Independencesentimenthas been growing in Micronesia
in the last few years, but those espousingindependenceare thought to consti-
tute a small minority of the Micronesianelectorate.However, the influenceof the
independenceadvocatesis greater than their numbers, for included in their ranks
are a few of Micronesia'smost prominentpoliticalleaders. There is no unanimity
of views among those supportingindependenceregardingthe degree of autonomy
which Micronesia should seek or the nature.ofMicronesla'ssubsequent relatipn-
ship with the U.S..

Importantto the U.S. Gbvernment'sconsiderationof whether or not to offer
the Micronesianelectoratean independenceoption as well as the free associa-
tion arrangementnow under negotiationis the fact that a considerablepropor-
tion _f the Micronesianelite, includingmany who support free association,
have come to believe that It is the MicrenesianpeopJe'sright to be permitted

3
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to choose their future status from among genuine alternatives.* This _. _,
assumptionis bas_d.o_'_c_te.M|cro_s|afls.',.i_te_p,e_ati_nof the right to
self-determinatio__r_Ini_edby _ U'.)¢._h4r_er _a_dt_ traditionalU.S.
position favoring.the:_ig_( (_f.del%emd_n.t._)dopleslCO.fp.l'lself-determina-
tion. .',

While it is impossibleto estimate the prec._se strength of the various
views of the independencequestion in Micronesia,it seems clear that the
independenceissue has gained sufficientprominencethat it is difficult
and probably even risky to attempt to ignore it. Regardlessof what the
U.S. Government'spositionon an independenceoption turns out to be, it
is importantthat a position be adoptednow to assist the relevant govern-
ment departmentsand agencies in planning for the next round of negotiations
with the JCFS early this autumn.

'Once the President'sPersonal Representativehas been instructedon the
__.S. Government'sposition on an independenceoption,the manner and timing
of conveyingthat position to the JCFS, if at all, should be left to the
discretionof the Personal Representative.

In respondingto possible JCFS questions,or in taking the initiativeto
counter other possiblymore subtle JCFS and Congress of Micronesiapressures
relatingto an independenceoption, the U.S. has the followingchoices: to
refuse an independenceoption, to attempt to defer the independenceissue, to
_ffer unqualifiedindependence,or to offer one of severalqualified independ--
_.ncealternatives. In arriving at a U.S. positionon an independenceoption,
the major relevantconsiderationsare: U.S. security interests,the U.S. legal
and moral responsibilitiestoward Micronesiaand the world community,and the
U.S. stake in establishinga"stable,enduring relationshipwith Micronesia
which will be protectiveof U.S. interestsover the long,term.

In balancingout these partiallycomplementary,partiallycompetitive
considerations,the Departmentsof State, Interior,Justiceand the Office
for MicronesianStatus Negotiations(OMSN)conclude that for the U.S. to
refuse to make any type of independenceoffer immediatelyavailableto the
Micronesians(i.e., either by outright refusalor throughattempts to defer
thei_sue) if contrary to present indicationsit is pressed to do so, might

add impetusto the independencemovement,would make the achievementof a free
associationrelationshipmore difficultandmore costly to the U.S. and would
render that relationshipif achieved less stableand less protectiveof U.S.

intereststhan is desirable,'It would very likely precludeU.N. approval of

" The Depare_ent of State co.ments that in all probability' almost the entire
Micronesian elite, and a maJ©rity of those Hicronesians who have received school-
ing, believe Micronesia has the right to expect "genuine alternatives" in an act

of self-determination. This assumption is based not only on the U.N. TrusteeRhip
Agreement, but more specifically on the fact that Micronesians have been so advised
over the years by Americans throush the TTPI school system. In essence, Micronesians

have been educated by the U,S... ...administrati°n.. • .. .in. _4icronesian.... • ... to assume and to expect
"choice of status alternatives. • • • .... • • • • ; !• • • • • • • • ooo • • •

: : ": : ": : ". .. : : : . : ": : :
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terminationof the _Tcuite_s'h'i_AWe?en_ent::"_h_e "_ar_nts conclude more-
wW_O• • • • • • • • Oo •

over, that circums_ce_, c_:l_,@_e._ar.u_g..t_eneeotiat_onsin which it
would be to the U.S. advantageto take the i'n(tia'ti'_In proposingan independ-
ence option, in order to remove it from the hands of,the Micronesianleader-
ship as a long-termbargaining lever. They thus recommendthat the President's
PersonalRepresentativebe authorizedto offer such an option if he considers
it necessaryand desirable. The Departmentof Defense, however, believing
that even" the possibility,thatthe Micronesiansmight choose an independence
option over free associationpresents unacceptablerisks-toU.$. security,reco-
mends that no independenceoption be authorizedat this time.*

The Departmentsof State, Justice, Interiorand OMSN recommendthat if,
contrary to their foregoingrecommendation,no independenceoffer is authorized•
the P'resident'sPersonal Representativebe i.nstructedto attempt to defer further
discussionof the independencequestion until after a plebisciteon free association
-.atherthan definitivelyrefuse an independencealternativeto Micronesia. The

Departmentof Defense, consideringdeferral.largelya matter of tactics, does not
object to this recommendation.

The study has consideredfour independencealternativesw'hichmight be
offered to Micronesia:

(a) Unqualifiedindependence,with Micronesia free to establish ties
with the U.S. (or any other country) as it chooses;

(b) Marginallyqualified independenceunder which the U.S. would in-
dicate an intentionto retain its presentmissile range facilitiesin Kwajalein,
and would inform Micronesia._thatit would view as a potentiallyhostile act any
military access to Micronesia"by a thirdcountry and would act as necessary to
protect its interests;

(c) Independenceand a pre-negotiatedU.S. - Micronesiadefense treaty.
Micronesia would be legally responsiblefor its defense and foreign affairs•
but a mutual security treaty of specifiGldduration would cover denial of military
access to thi'rdcountriesand U.S. basing and operations;rights;and

(d) Modified free association. Basic U.S. responsibilityfor an
independentMicronesia'sdefense and foreign affairswould be establishedun_ler
a treaty rather than under a compact of free a_sociation.

The Department of State notes tha= the risk of M/croneslan independence has

already been accepted by virtue of the unilateral re--nation provision in the
draft compact of free assoclatlon.

....ii ....'ii....."i:'!1: : : . :':
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From the persp.ectivesof (a) U.S.moral and legal responsibilities *,
_owardMicronesia and;t_'e,O,S_,_I_)p_'os41ecl;s'_o_esta_t_l.ishinga stabie,
enduring long-term:'U_'S..'.-M_ci'o_es_a_r_.lat_o_s_p_and ,_) imeSTate
negotlatlngconsld_Pa_ns, t_- l_ess.que)If_eilt_Ie.and]_@endenceoffer
the better, However,the more unqualifiedthe option, the greater the
risks to U.S. security interestsif the Micronesians'should unexpectedly
choose in_lependence.The Departmentsof State, Interior,Justice and
OMSN be,lievethat the marginallyqualifiedindependenceoption described in
the pdt_agraphabove, offers the best prospectsfor satisfyingthe conflicting
U.S. objectives. Such an offer should adequatelydeflate independencepressures,
offer sufficientcontrast to free associationin its economic aspects to make
free associationattractive,and protect a sufficientproportion of the U.S.
defense objectivesto justify risking the offer.

D= U.S. Land Requirementsand Related Issues.
(ChapterIV of the Study)

The U.S. has minor non-militaryland requirementsin the Caroline and
Marshall Islandswhich will very likely be satisfiedwithout significant
difficulty. The U.S. also has the followingmi]itary land requirements,
tentativelyagreed to by the JCFS in the Washington round of talks in July 1972,
and incorporatedin the partialdraft compactas Annex B:

I. Marshall Islands

. ,.a. Within the KwajaleinAtoll, continuingrights for the us,eof
=nose lands and waters associatedwith and currently controlledas part of
the KwajaleinMissile Range, the land portion of which encompassesapproxi-
mately 1,320 acres.

b. In the BiEini Atoll,.continuing rights to use of l.gl acres
of Ourukaen and Eniman Islets,and to use the,pier, airfield,and boat land-
ing on Eneu Island.

c. In the EniwetokAtoll, retention of such rights as may be
negotiatedupon return of the atoll.

2. Palau Islands

a. Access and anchoragerights in Malakal Harbor and adjacent --
.waters,togetherwith rights to acquire forty acres for use within the
Malakal Harbor area, composed of submerged land to be filled aad adjacent
fast land.

b. Rights for the joint use of an airfield capable of support of
military jet aircraft (Babelthuapairfield/Air'aisite), the right to improve
that airfie_,dto meet military requiremen.tsand specifications,and the
right to develop an exclusiveuse of area of aircraft parking,maintenance
and operational support facilities.

......!i ....i'i"'i......• . :: : • . -. :::
e®
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c. On jt.he ,i,_land_f Babel.thu.ap_h_.r|g_.__o.acquire2,000acre_
for exclusiveuse,'&'l_gQvi'c_th8 H'gJ!tfor;."_n-_x_olu_ileuse of an adjacent
area encompassing_OC,(_Qa.c_s.,"_oT'".ior_tqrm'_nt:g_d"force'j" trainingand "
maneuvers• ;. .

3. Continuingrightsto occasionalor emergencyuse of all harbors,
watersand airfieldsthroughoutMicronesia.

4. Continuingrightsto use of existing CoastGuardfacilities.

It now appearsthatit may be necessaryin the end for the U.S. to
negotiatedirectlyregardinglandarrangmentswith thelocal traditional
Palauanleadersas well as with the JCFS. The Palauanleadershave
informedthe Ambassadorthattheyhave'.noobjectionin principleto satisfy-
ing U.S. landneedsprovidedthe U.S.agreesto retQrnto theircontrolat
an earlydate the publiclandsin Palaunow held in trustfor theMicronesian

peopleby t.he_TrustTerritoryaclm_n1_strat.ion,The:relevantdepartmentsand
agenciesoT the u._._overnmen_are now stuoyingintensivelythe desirability
and ramif,icationsof an earlyreturnof the public]andsto localcontrolin
all districtsof Micronesia.

Despitethe JCFS'stentative'agreementon U.S. land requirementsand
the Palauanleaders'willingnessto.negotiateon thematter,it is possible
.thatobtainingthe full U.S.requirementsin Palauwill provedifficult.
The Departmentof Defenseconsidersthe landrequirementsin PalauDistrict
sentialto the futuresecuritystrategyof the UnitedStates; The Depart-

ment of Statebelievesthe Palauoptionsdesirable,but not _ufficiently
criticalto U.S.strategicaLnds_curityconcernsto warranttheirbeing
pursuedto thepointof jeopardizingthe overallstatusnegotiationsor if
the politicalor financialcostsfor theirsatisfactionprovetoo high.*
However,Defense,Stateand theotherdepartmentsparticipatingin thisstudy
considerit unnecessaryto resolvethe Defense-Statedifferenceson the essen-
tialityof the PalauoptionsuntilevidenceactuallyarlSesthat the options
mightbecomethestickingpointin the statusnegotiations.Thereis general
agreementthat the Palauoptionsare sufficientlyimportantto justifya de-
terminedU.S.effortto obtainthemat reasonablecostand underconditions

whichwouldprovidea politicallysecureatmospherefor any futurebases.The
studyrecon_nendsthat the President'sPersonalRepresentatlvecoordlnateany adjust-
mentsof U.S. landrequirementswith the concerneddepartmentor agency. Italso
recommendsthatshouldit proveimpossibleto reachagreementon suchadjustments
with the departmentor agencyconcerned,of"shouldit becomeapparentat any time
thatit will notbe possibleto.satisfythroughnegotiationsthe generalU.S. land
requirements,the PersonalRepresentativeshouldseek furtherinstructions.'

The U.S.shouldcontinueto resista_y attemptby Micronesiannegotiators
to placerestrictionson the ways in whichthe U.S militarymightuse the
landsto be obtainedthroughlong-term]eases. Paragraph303(d)of the partia]
draftcompactreflectsthe U.S. positionin thisregardand has alreadybeen
• See study annexes B and C fg]: _.d:ffIe_i_8 .vt_s. :of._l_e_)r4_ats of Defense
and State on I:he sl:rategic :i_p6rt:a_n_e o_ _[;crones_." anti og t];_ _a_au ootions.

• • • ee • oo ° '_ _ ,,F._ ; • • • • • ,;
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tentatively.agr t e S.: . d ntinue to adhere to
the position,rCfle_:ed_.{n._grap[1_3_3_e_ of, (be _aft compact, that
followingthe end of the...trusteeship,the successorgovernmentshould honor
current U.S. leases in the Ma'rshallIslands. Should this issue become critical
to a successfulconclusionof the overallnegotiations,however, the U.S. should
consider re-negotiationof these leases, but only on terms which would not unduly
distortMicronesianland values or result in the U..S.paying disproportionately
high rentals.

E. Terminationof the Compactand Survival of U.S. DefenseRights.
(Chapter.VI of the Study)

The two sides have tentatively'.agreedthat the contoactof free associa-
tion will contain a provisionpermitting either party to terminatethe rela-

-- tionshipafter a moratorium of a specified.nu_er of years still to be nego-
tiated. The U.S. has proposed a moratoriumof 15years and the JCFS has
suggested5 years.

The U.S. has informedthe JCFS that its willingnessto accept a unilat-
eral terminationclause is contingentupon Micronesianagreementthat U.S.
defense rights in Micronesiawould surviveany terminationof the compact
for a specifiednumber of years under a pre-negotiated.mutualsecurity treaty.
AmbassadorWilliams has been instructedto seek a survivabilityperiod of
50 years. The American Delegationhas not yet surfaced the 50 year period
with the JCFS, since the termination/survivabilityissueswill not be taken
up until the next negotiatinground.

The length of the mor'atoriqmperiod on termination,and particularly
the principleand duration of the survivability_ofU.S. defense rights,will
constitutemajor issues in the negotiationS. It is possible,but not certain,
that the JCFS will accept a 15 year moratoriumon termination. It is proba-
ble that the Micronesiannegotiatorswill balk at automaticsurvivability,
and l'nany event they will strongly resist as long a survival per1"odas fifty
years. However, since the President'sPersonalRepresentativehas not had an
opportunityto test in negotiationsthe combinationof a fifteenyear moratori-
um and survtvabt1_tyforfifty years authorized in his current instructions,
._.es_ould ma_,e_ determ_:ne_ e_'fortto_n _crones*,_n _cqu_escence to tEa.t

formula, but with authority to compromise on the moratoriumperiod within the
range of ten to fifteenyears, although it is recognizedthat a moratorium
period less than fifteenyears is undesirable.* Such flexibilitywill be
importantwithin the negotiatingcontext, to maximize the prospectsfor
Micronesianacceptanceof adequate defense survivabilityprovisions. If the

=The Department of Defense and the O££ice £or N_cronesian Status Negotiations
object to the recos_ended reduction of the present U.S. position calling for
a fifteen year moratorima period. It is in the U.S. interest to be assured o£ a

•": °': : : : "" :'" i.i onp se
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minimum of fift_ren'yearw aeees_ r_ th_b t a and the necessary base
rights. Any lesser period in their opinion defeats the underlying rationale
for free association. F_teen years is in itself a short period in which to

fashion permanent links between the U.S. and Ktcronenia. Any shorter period
erodes the whole concept and Jeopardizes the overall security arrangements.

If a shorter period proves necessary the U.S. should reexmnine the Koal of
free association; perhaps an alternate arrangement would be more desirable
under the new circumstances.
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President'sPersonal Representativeconcludesat any point during the _.
negotlatlonstl_a)_e;fifty waaF _sf_nge,)bdvttab)'l,ltyformula has no.

• • • • • • •

chance of acce_ItonI:eI_y,t_e_i_ronesf_ni,ohe;sllOul_be prepared to ask
for new instrudtioh_feom'W_eh'fng¢o_)n.s_or1__eti_e"and to make reco-
mmendationsregardingeither the ]ength of the period of survivability
or of the moratorium or both.

E, Finance
(ChapterV of the Study) "

The future U.S.-Micronesianfinancialrelationshipwill be a major
agenda item, and a difficultone, when negotiationswith the JCFS resume.
The U.S. has repeatedlymade the point informallyto the JCFS that U.S.
financialsupport for Microneslawill reflect the distance or closeness
of the politicalrelationshipand that it should a!so be related to Micro-
nesia'sabsorptivecapacity and demonstratedneed. Micronesiannegotla-

-. tors have countered that a relationship:_of,free associationand the
satisfactionof U.S. land requirementsshould be worth $I00 million
annually to the UIS.

t

The current instructionsof .thePresident'sPersonal Representative
authorizehim.to proposea lev.elof U.S. financialsupport in the range
of $25-50million annually, beginningin the lower end of the range and
moving upward as necessaryto obtain Micronesianagreement to U.S. defense
requirements. The concerneddepartmentsand agencies believe that an annual
subsidy in this range is commensuratewith the intereststhe U.S. seeks to
protect and in consonancewith U,S. responsibilitiestoward Micronesianand
that it is more than adequatewith respect to Micronesia_sneeds and abillty
to absorb the assistance,.Nonetheless,they recognizethat to obtai_ the type
of polltical/defenserelat'ionshipdesired by the U.S , it may ultimatelyprove
necessaryfor the President'sPersonalRepresentativeto request additional
flexibilityin negotiatingfinancialassistancefor Micronesia. They reco-.
mmend he not seek that additional flexibility,however,until he has thoroughly
tested the range of support already.authorizedand note that the arrangements
for the Marianas should serve as a limitingfactor on the amount of assistance
offered the rest of Micronesia,

The President"sPersonal Representativehas the authorityunder present
instructions,which should be confirmedin the new instructionswhich will
be issued from the White House as a result of this study, to decide the "
proportionof U.S,.assistanceto Micronesiawhich will be inthe form of
a lump-sumpayment and that to be in the form of assistance for specific
mutually-agreedupon developmentprograms. The JCFS has made very clear
its preference that U.S. support take the form ofannual lump-sum payments.

d
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.ThePres|di_._'.s.IPer6ona_Re_resenSa,t,tve$bpu.l.dhave the aul_horityto
commit the Ele_u_iwl_r_ncl(.6f'_hg,U._,_o_ief_wndh¢to assist financially
in relocating.th_J_tcroIte,s(aD _jigt_il:a_d_n:m.e6t.fng other one-tlme trans-
itionalcosts which he considersappropriale.

The President'sPersonal Representativeshould make it clear to the
JCFS that all financialcommitmentshe makes are.subject to approval by
the U,S. Congress.

G, Transition

(Chapter VIII of the.Study)

In the context of this study "transition"is intended to denote the
processof increasingself-goverjnmentfrom.the present timeuntil termi-
nation of the trusteeshipand Micronesia'sentry upona new political
s,tatus,Transitionalsteps in the political,.administrativeand financial
arenas should have the end purposeof a.smooth,orderly changeoverfrom
trusteeshipto association,with the continued provision in.themeantime
of those services and programs for which .theU.S., as Administering
Authority, has assumed responsibility,

The U,S, should continue and wherepossible , accelerate the movement
toward self-government,while bearing in mind the necessity to have
changes i'nthe presentadministrativestructure be consistentwith and
relevant to the ultimate consitutionalframeworkof the Government of
Micronesia. Among possible changeswhich would usefully provide additional
Micronesianresponsibilityand authority are: (a) increased budgetary
responsibilityby the legislativebodies of Micronesia; (b) increasedlegis-
lative participationi_lappointmentsin the executiveand Judiciary branches;
(c) limitationof executiveveto authority in areas,not directly affecting
fundamentalU,S. interests,and (d) continuedrapid "Micronlzation°'of policy-
making pos1"tionsIn the TTPI administrationup to and possibly includingthe
Deputy High Commtssi'oner,

H_ Issue for the Puturex Tem.inationof.the Trusteeship--.Self-Determination
and the-_J-,N --

('CI_p_'6F trOT-ofthe Study)

Ultimate termination of the Trusteeship Agreement wtll necessi tats- an act
of self-determination In Mtcronesia. • Thereare no specific legal requirements
as to how the act of self-determination should be conducted, but the general
practice has been to c6nftrm popular support for the newly agreed status
arrangement by a plebiscite.

10
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The ulttmate character, timing, end mechanics of the act of self-determ-
inationwill be mtters for negotiationwith the JCFS and possibly the U.N,.
The question of U.S. tactics in the Trusteeship and Security Councils of
the U.N. at the time of termination, can be resolved only toward the end
of the Trusteeship, and will probably require further Presidential consider-
ation and decisions at that time.

I. Recommendations.

The study's recomme,dattons are included in the foregoing discussion of
topics perttaent to the forthcoming negotiating rounds, and are also incorp-
orated in the "Draft' Instructions for the President's Personal Representative

"The Depkrtment of State notes that, in 1947, the U.S. Representativeto the
Security Council (Sen(t_r._lJ_tin),:d_l_lg'th(COQn_'i.l*g:coll_iderationof the
draft trusteeshipagr@_enJ_,:sta_eI_"r,hat."nl_:ame_dme_t,¢r:tlamiflationcan
take place without thdJpprb_l,6f:.U_ $_T:u*r,i'ty{oim'c@))"**
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appearingas suj_e_i_:Jiof.'_is::_i,i:" _J;'t_ exceptionof the reco-
mmendationsre1_[(in_l°'co'an'II1Cepend_n__pEion;_md _h'erecommendationregard-
ing the lengthof themoratoriumperiodforterminationof a compactof free
associationtherecon,_endationsconstitutein effecta reiterationof U.S.
positionsalreadyincludedin the currentinstructionsof the President's
PersonalRepresentative.The Only new recommendationsrequiringfresh
Presidentialscrutinyand approval,therefore,are thoserelatingto the
independencequestionand the one relatingto the lengthof a freeassocla-
tionmoratorium,as reflectedin the new "DraftInstructions".

It is recommendedthatthe UnderSecretariesCommitteeendorsethe Draft
Instructions" contained in sub-section J and request Presidential approval
thereof. ",

• , .: .

m
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J. DRAFT INS_4_ION$'_ _ ,D_E$|_E_T,,"S_E_S.O_ REPRESENTATIVE

1. General ":

You are authorized to continue on behalf of the U.S. Government
negotiationswithrepresentatives of the Ma'rshalland Caroline Islands
with the objectiveof arriving as soon as possibleat an agreementsatis- •
lying the followingU.S. objectives:

V. PRIMARYOBJECTIVES

The Fashioningof a new political"relationshipwith Micronesiapermit-
ting early terminationof the trusteeshipin a manner which will protect
and serve U.S. strategicand political interests.throughthe following
elements:

-- Dsnial of the area for military use by third parties..

-- Establishmentof a stable .andfriendlyself-governingMicronesian
politicalentity through reasonablesatisfactionof the politicaland
economic aspirationsof its peoples.

-- U.S. responsibilityfor and authorityover a11 matters which relate tu
the foreignaffairs of Micronesiaand to defense in Micronesia.

-- The right for the U._ to maintain certain U.S. Governmentfacilities
and to obtain land options that will guaranteeuse of the training areas and
the right to establishfuture base_ in Microneiia.-

-- Satisfactionof U.S. obligationsrelating to terminationof the Trust-
eeship Agreement.

SECONDARYOBJECTIVES

-- To keep U.S. financialobligationsto Mlcronesiawithin reasonable
bounds and relevant to the character of the future relationship. ..

-- To structurethe status arrangementswith Micronesia in such.amanner
as to have maximum favorable'impact on the negotiationswith the Mariana
IslandsDistrict of the TTPI.

-- To keep U.S. administrativeand other relationshipswith Micronesia
as simple as possiblewhile accomplishingthe above objectives.

io . .

-- To establish a relationshipwith Mlcronelsawhich will (in addition to

meeting U.S. obligationsuncl4r,_e,Trustee_bhil),__,r___a__ntJ Qbl;ai_,United Nations
apDroval,or at least that_t a,_@orit) bf |he _cu"rSt)_ou_c!iiand of the
1 )teeshlpCouncil. . . I • ..:: .,. , . . . : , . . . ..O• tO - • • 0•• DO

13
yO-431978



"" "'" " i " "" "" : ""o• o• o• _ • _ 0° °e °o _ .... 0o °• @O. • O0 • •

SECRET " " " : " : :': : : i i : : : :O0 000 • 000 • • 00" Og • 000 @0

w,...
2. Status

Since a relationshipof "free association"currently appears to be
the status alternativebest designed both to protect U.S. interestsin
the WesternPacific and to win broad Micronesian'acceptance,you should
make every effort to conclude with Micronesiannegotiatorsat an early
date a draft cool,act of free associationand a related status of forces
agreement,and to win their active support for the compact among the
Micronesianpeople in a subsequentplebiscite. Such a compactshould
provide for Mlcronesianautonomy in local matters and U.S.responsibility
for and authorityover all matterswhich relate to the foreignaffairs
of Micronesiaand to defense in Micronesia. You should seek as close a
U.S.-Micronesianrelationshipas you think the Micronesianswill accept
in order to build up vested Micronesianinterestsin the association--
e.g., participationin federaldomestic programs,accessto the U.S.
judicial system, and rights of U.S. nationality. If the Micronesian
negotiatorsinsist,you may agree to a unilateral terminationclause in
the compact,with the provisoes: (a) there will be, as pa_rtof the compact,
pre-negotiatedarrangementsprovidingfor denial and basing rights (to be
descri'bedbelow) which will survive any terminationof the"freeassociation
relationshipby 50 years; (b) there willbe a;moratoriumperiod of lO to IS
years before either party may give officialnotice of its intentionto exer-
cise the terminationprovision*;and (c) the compactcannot be terminated
until,one year after either party has officiallycommunicatedits intention
to terminate. If the Micronesiannegotiatorsstrenuouslyresist any of the
foregoingprovisoesand show no sign of yielding,you should seek further

instructions,while making recommendationsthereon.

You areauthorized _o re-submitto the Micronesiannegotiatorsthe
earlier U.S. proposal for a modi.fiedcommonwealthrelationshipif at any
time you think it suits the U.S. interestto do so.

You are authorized to make an independenceoffer.to Micronesia any
time you consider it advisable. However, the proposal should provide for
the retentionof U,S. basing rights in th_ KwaJaleinAtoll in the Marshall
Islandsfor as long as the U.$. interest requires,and for the denial of
access to Mlcronesia by third countriesfor military purposes.

*Since the Department of Defense and the Office of Hicronesian Status

Negotiations do not agree with the study's recommendation regarding a
10 to 15 year moratorium period on terminating a compact o£ £ree associa-

tion, the followin 8 alternative draft .language for inatructlons on this
matter is also submitted: (b) there will be a moratorium period of 15
years before either party may give official notice of its intention to

exercise the te ,1_a_,_oa pro, v,i§ien,.,, _ ,, ,,** ,3, ,,, ,,
: : .: " .: : ". ". :'" " : .i :. ".
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recommendedthat the followingparagraphbe substitutedfor the preceding
one:

If during the negotiationsHicronesian negotiatorspress for the U.S.
positionon an independenceoption in such a way that the issue cannot
easily be ignored or deflected.,you should indicate that the U.S. thinks
that discussionof the indppendencequestion should be deferred until after
a plebiscitehas been held on the compact of free associationto determine
whether furtherconsiderationof independenceis actuallywarranted. You
may, without prejudgingwhat the ultimate U.S. position on an independence
option might be, indicatethat should the Mic_onesianelectorate reject
free association,independenceis one of the alternativeswhich the U.S.
might be willing to discuss with the Micronesianleadership).

3. Land

The U.S. military and non-militarylandrequirementsshould be satis-
fied by arrangementsproviding for long-termU.S. Governmentoptions to
ta @ effect soon as possible. You should undertakewhatever further_, . as
negotiatingefforts are requiredto confirmMicronesianacceptanceof the
land requirementsalready tentativelyagreed to by the Joint Committeeon
Future Status set forth in Ann'exB of the partiallycompleteddraft compact
of free association.

Any adjustmentsof U.S. landrequirementsmust becoordinated with the
concerneddepartment or agency. Should it prove impossibleto reach agree-
ment on such adjustments with the departmentor agency concer,ned, or should
it become apparent at an_.time that it will not be possible to satisfy

throughnegotiationsthe Oeneral.U.S. land requirements,you should seek
further instructions.

t

In the negotiationson landyou should continue to maintain the pQsition
that followingMicronesiaaschange of status, thenew Governmentof Micronesia
should honor current leases. The languageof paragraph 303(e) of the partial
draft compact reflects the U.S. position in this regard. Should the re-nego-
tiation of current leases becomelcritical to the successfulconclusionof the
nega..kationson free association,however,you may, in close consultation
with the Departmentsof DefeBse add Interior,under,cakere-negotiationorLterms
which would not unduly distort Nicronesianland values or result in the U.S.
paying grossly inflatedsums.

You should contiBueto resist the impositionof any restrictionson U.S.
military uses of lands on which it obtains leases. Paragraph303(d) of the
partieldraft compact reflects the U.S. position on this matter.

4. Finance

You should, at.your discretion,propose a level of U.S. financialsupport
in the range of $Z5-50 million ann_a.llya b,e_qihninain the lower end of this• oo ••o • • • • • • • _ o_ go •

range and movlng:u_wa{d:as:nqc@ssaIryl_O:o_IIaie:N1_rqno¢Ianacceptanceof a
• • ,. o .. • • • . • : . • .: : :".: ..:: .o: : ..".." ... . ...... _
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free associationrelationshipand agreementto U.S. land requirements. You
are authorized to determine the proportionof #unds to be in the form of
programassistance. You shouldmake it clear that any agreementyou and the
Micronesiannegotiatorsreach on the level and nature of U.S. supportare
subject to approvalby the U.S. Congress.

Should it become apparent at any point in the negotiationsthat except
for Micronesianresistanceto the maximum U.S. financialproposalsan other-
wise satisfactorystatus agreementis in sight,you should seek further in-
structions.

You may commit the U.S. to assist financiallyin relocatingthe
Micronesiancapital and in meeting other one-time transitionalcosts you
considerappropriate. Again, you should register the caveat that such
commitmentsare subject to the authoritationof funds by the U.S. Congress.

5. Terms of Reference

The Presidenthas specificallyapproved the followingas your Terms
of Reference:

-- Your negotiatingauthorityis provided by the President'sapproval
of the above positions,of these terms of reference,and of any subsequent
negotiatinginstructions. Your negotiatingauthoritywill include tactics,
and the compositionof the U.S. Delegationand proceduralarrangements,
taking into account ll#_eresponsibilitiesand interests of the Departments
of State, Defense, Interiorand Justice. All U.S. Governmentagencies
and departmentswill provideyou necessary assistance in seeing these
negotiationscarried to fruition.

-- You will make recommendationson the negotiationsdirectly to the
President through the Office of the Assistant to the Presidentfor Nat'}onal
Security Affairs and conduct the negotiationson behalf of the.U_S.
Government.

-- You will consult directly as necessarywith the Congress on political
status matters in coordinationwith the Under SecretariesCommitteeand keep
appropriatecommitteesand members of the U.S. Congress informed of significant
developmentsin the negotiations.

-- You will coordinatewith the Departmentsof State, Interior,Justice
and Defense add will report back to the_, as well aS to the President,the
progress of the negotiations. You will be administrativelysupportedby the
Departmentof Interior and draw on other agencies and departmentsas necessary
for staff. In effect,you will work more closelywith Interiorthan with the
other departments,though their interestswill also be protected.
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REVIEW OF MICRONESIANSTATUS NEGOTIATIONS

I. BACKGROUND

A. Descriptionof Trust Territoryof the Pacific Islands
(TTPI.Micronesia)

Micronesiaembraces some 3,000,000square miles of the Western
PacificOcean, includingmore than 2,000 islandsand islets, but has
less than 745 square miles of land area, and a populationof only
114,000. These islandsare grouped Into three major archipelagoes;
the Carolines,the Marshallsand the Marianas. Geographicallythe
latter archipelagoincludesGuam. However, Guam is an unincorporated
territoryof the U.S. and is not a part of the Trust Territory.

The MicronesianIslandswere initiallydiscoveredby the Spanish
in the 16th century. Micronesiathen succumbedto 400 years of varying
degreesof foreign domination: first the Spanish, then the Germans
followedby the Japanese,and finally the U.S. :.(TheU.S. entered the
Micronesianpictureat the time of the Spanish-AmericanWar with the
acquisitionof Guam.)

The U.S. administrationof the TTPI began in 1944 during the
island campaignagainstJapan, and was formalizedby the United Nations
in 1947 under the present trusteeshipagreement (see below).

AlthoughMicronesiahas been administeredmore or less as a
common politicalunit since the early IgOO's, it has only recentlybeen
thoughtof as a nation, and then only bya few U.S.-educatedMicronesians.
Ethnic, cultural,and linguisticvariationsamong the Micronesiansare
major and important-- there are at least nlne distinctlydifferent
languages. There are also major differencesin adaptation to western
influencesdepending upon the characterand intensityof contactwith
the Spanish,German, Japanese,and U.S. administrations. The six
differentadministrativedistricts in the TTPI generallycorrespondto
the basic ethnic, cultural,and linguisticdivisionsof the Territory
and representthe politicaland soci81 horizons of the averageMicro-
nesian. There are also conflictingeconomic and cultural interests
and goals between severalof the districtswhich produce schisms of
significantdimensions.

The most significantunifying politicalforce today appears to be
the U.S. administration,a bureaucracywhich the Micronesiansview
with some ambivalence. There are basic factorswhich tend to unify the
Micronesians,except for the Marianas,in their dealingswith the U.$."
a common desire to preserve and strengthentheir respectivecultures;
an attachmentto land which has no parallel in the United States; an
increasingdq_|re-,f_rc_n_:._o) 9f._ei_,af.f_ipsla.,desirefor social and
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economic development which is sometimes in basic conflict •with cultural
concerns; dissatisfaction wtth many of the programs and policies of the
U.S. administration;and a fear that any additional and significantmili-
tary presencecould result in their lands becoming once again a major
battleground. This is not to imply, however,that there is any consensus
on these issues among the districts. Indeed,some of these issues are
likely to create problemsof disunity for any future Micronesian
Government.

Economic life centers principallyon employment affordedby the
heavily U.S. subsidizedTrust TerritoryGovernment. However, tourism,
the small constructionand service industries,agriculture,and fishing
and its relatedsmall marine industry(constructionand repair), afford
increasingemploymentopportunities, Given foreign invesl_nent,there
is scope for considerableexpansionin these areas. Prospectsfor
Micronesia,with one of the world's highest populationgrowth rates,
to rise above a subsistencelevel,without a large continuingbudget
subsidyor massive privateforeign capltmiinwestment,are.minimal.

B. Origins of the Tr,uste.e,shiP

DuringkforldWar II, these islandscame under United States
authority in accordancewith the internationallaw of belligerent
occupation. There was strongsentiment at that time, particularly
within the U,S. Defenseestablishment,for annexation. However, such
a course would have been politicallyembarrassingto the U.S. which was
encouragingIts colonialistallies to grant s_l:f-governmentto their
possessionsand encouragingnationswhich had occupied foreign territories
during the war not Ix)retainthem.

A decisionwas taken to place the area under the U.N. Trusteeship
system, as a "strategic"trust. On April 2, 1947, the United States
concludeda TrusteeshipAgreementwith the Security Councilof the United
Nations (as distinct from the GeneralAssembly in the case of non-strategic
trusts)establishingthe Trust Territoryof the Pacific Islandsand desig-
nating the United States as AdministeringAuthority. A Joint Resolution
of the U.S. Congressauthorizedthe Presidentto undertakethis arrangement
with the U.N.

The "strategic"nature of the Trusteeshipinvolvestwo unique
features: First, the U.S. has the power to veto, throughboth the terms
of the TrusteeshipAgreementwith the Security Council and U.S. member-
ship on the SecurityCouncil, and terminationor amendmentof the
Trusteeship. Second,the Agreementpemits the U.S. to close off any of
the islandsfor securitypurposes. _ with all Trusteeships,the U.S.
is allowed to fortify the islands. At the same time, however, the U.S.
Governmentis obliged to developMicronesla"towardself-governmentor

., ,. • • .,: ....,: ,.:
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independenceas may be appropriateto the particularcircumstancesof
the trust territoryand its peoplesand the freely expressedwishes of the
peoples concerned". The Trusteeshipplaced Micronesia under full U.S.
administrationand legislativecontrol,although it did not provide
for U.S. sovereignty.

In the last decade pressureshave begun to build withinthe
United Nations and within Micronesia itselfwhich have reducedU.S.
freedomof action in Micronesiaand argue for an early terminationof
the trusteeship, These pressureshave beenreinforced by the gradual
disappearanceof the Trusteeshipsystem. Nine of the original eleven
U.N. trusteeshipshave been terminated. Only New Guinea and the TTPI
remain. Australia, the administeringauthorityfor New Guinea, has
announced its intentionto gr_nt independenceto that territoryin the
near future.

C. Negotiationsm1969 - 1972

The U.S. Governmentbegan in the 1960's to considermeans Qf
terminatingthe Trusteeshipand extendingU.S. sovereigntyover Micro-
nesia. Formal discussionswere openedwith the Micronesiansin
October, 1969, toward that end. On that occasion,the Micronesians
emphasized their'attachmentto their land, and said that the U.S.
Government'sdesire for options on its future use presentedserious
problems. In January, Ig70, the MicronesianPoliticalStatus Delegation
(MPSD) rejectedan offer of unincorporatedterritorystatus. The MPSD
was particularlyconcernedthat such status would have given the U.S.
unlimitedeminent domain authority,,and that it made no provisionfor
a local constitution. According to the MPSD spokesman,there could be
no negotiationsunless the U.So Governmentwas willing to grant Micro-
nesia the right to draft and approve its own constitution.

At the Second Round of talks on Saipan in May, Ig70, the U.S.
presenteda "CommonwealthProposalu.to the MPSO providingfor internal
Micronesianself-governmentunder a locally draftedconstitutionand
granting the U.S. circumscribedeminent domain authority. The Micro-
nesian Delegationwas unwillingto concede to the U.S. even qualified
eminent domain authority,balked at the extensionof federal supremacy
to the islands,and rejected the principleof permanentassociation.
The MPSD pressedfor "free associationU.with the U.S., based on four
"non-negotiableprinciples". The principlesprovided,inter alia, that
Micronesiawould be recognizedas a sovereignentity possessingthe
right to choose between independenceand free association,and the
right to terminateunilaterallyany compact of free association it
might concludewith the U,S. The two sides agreed to recess the talks
to study furthereach other's proposals. In July, lg70, the MPSD
reported to the Congressof Micronesia that it was unable to accept the
"CommonwealthP/_l_qSa]".._t p_Ol_qs_d,i,n,_tead_.,self-governingstate of
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Micronesia in free associationwith the United States througha "Compact
of Free Association"revocableunilaterallyby either party. In August,
1970, the Congressof Micronesiaconfirmed, in a resolution,its commit-
ment to "free association"and the four "non-negotiableprinciples".

Followingthe President'sappoin_ent in March, 1971, of
Dr. FranklinHaydn Williams as his Personal'Representativefor Micro-
nesian Status Negotiationsand subsequentWhite House issuanceof
negotiatinginstructions,the Third Round of talks on future status
was held at Hana, Hawaii, in October, Ig71, with what had become the
Congressof Micronesia'sJoint Committeeon Future Status (JCFS).
Finding the situationunpropitiousfor any furtherdiscussionof
commonwealthstatus, the U.S. delegationjoined in preliminaryexplor-
ation of the elementsof a "Compactof Free Association",as desired
by the JCFS. The Hana talks resulted in considerableprogress toward
the resolutionof basic issues of concern to both parties.

At the Fourth Round of talks in Koror, Palau in April, ]972,
the two sides reachedagreementin principleon a "Compactof Free
Association",under which the U.S, would have full authorityfor the
foreign affairs and defenseof Micronesia,while full authority for
internalaffairswould be vested in a Micronesiangovernment. They
further agreed that unilateralterminationof the compactwould be
possible after an initialmoratoriumperiod. U.S. defense authority
and responsibilities,as well as land leases and options, would survive
any Micronesianterminationof the compact.

•The Fifth Round of discussionsin Washingtonin July, 1972,
resulted in mutually agreed draft language for the preamble and those
titles of the Compactpertainingto internalaffairs, foreign affairs,
and defense responsibilities. It Was decided that later in the year
the two sides would work toward resolutionof other major aspectsof
an agreement, includingfinance,and terminationand transitionproce-
dures.

A few weeks before negotiationsresumedat Barbers Point,
Hawaii in October, 1972, the MicronesianCongress,in a special session,
adopted a resolutioninstructingthe JCFS also to negotiatewith the
U.S. an independenceoption which the Micronesianpeople and their
leaders could examine alongsidethe Cdmpactof Free Associationstill
under negotiation.

The majority vote in the Congress for the "independenceresolution"
did not necessarilyreflectmajority sentimentfor independence. All
indicationsare that only a minority of the Congressfavors that co_r_e.
But almost all members of the Congresshave consistentlymaintaineJ that
for Micronesia'sact of self-determinationto be meaningful,the Congress
and the Micronesianpeople must be able to choose between free association

and independen$_e_... • . •• •.. : ..: . •.: .:
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When the SixthRoundof talksopenedin Hawaii,the U.S. Delegation
closelyqueriedtheMicronesianson theirnegotiatingobjectives,pointing
out thatit had been the U.S.understanding{afterthe Hana and Palau
talks)thatthe two sideswouldseekthroughnegotiationsto arriveat
an agreementon a free associationcompactwhichwouldthenbe endorsed
by both the U.S.and HicronesianDelegations.

The JCFS,afterextensivedeliberation,said that it interpreted
the Congress'"independenceresolution"to mean thateventuallyan indepen-
denceoptionmighthave to be negotiatedand that theJCFSwas authorized,
if necessary,to conductsuchnegotiations.When theU.S. Delegation
askedthe JCFS to indicatewhat it consideredthe appropriateelementsof
an independenceoption,the JCFSretreatedsomewhatand parriedby
declaringsuch discussionwouldbe "prematureand diversionary".According
to the JCFS,themajorgoalwas to completethedraftCompactof Free
Association,a taskwitliwhichthe JCFSwishedto proceed.

Giventhe uncertaintiesbecloudingthe negotiations,including
obviousdivisionswithintheHlcroneslanDelegation,the PresldeBt's
PersonalRepresentativedecidedit wouldbe unwiseto continuedrafting
a compactand fullyrevealU.S. termsof freeassociationuntilthe
U.S.Governmenthad had an opportunityto reassesscarefullythe entire
Hicronesiansituation,includingparticularlytheappropriateU.S.
responseregardingan independenceoption. The JCFS likewisebelieved_I
a pausein the negotiationsappropriateso thatboth sidescouldunder-
take necessaryinternalconsultations.Althoughthe two sidestentatively
agreedto resumenegotiationsin December,the JCFS subsequentlyasked
that the talksbe furtherpostponedbecauseelectionsto the Congressof
Mlcroneslain Novemberhad necessitatedsomerevampingof the JCFS.

In Februaryof thisyear,SenatorSaliiinformed/QnbassadorWilliams
thatuntilthe publiclandsin the PalauDistrictwere returnedto the
tradttionalchiefsof thoseislandsand assuranceswere giventhatthe
nextnegotiatingroundwouldconcentrateon theissuesof finance,transi-
tionand termination,therecouldbe no furtherprogresstowardan overall
agreement.

AmbassadorWilliams,SenatorSalilandotherrepresentativesof the
JCFSmet inHawaiiin earlyMay of thisyear for informaldiscussions
relatingto the resumptlonof work by theirfulldelegations.It was
tentativelyagreedthat the nextroundof formaltalkswouldbe held in
the earlyautumnand thatcertainintermediatestepswouldbe taken in
themeantime. First,the questionof the earlyreturnof publiclandsto
thedistrictswouldbe studiedby the U.S. in consultationwith interested
authoritiesand individualsin theTTPI Administration,the Congressof
Mlcronesiaand the districts.Second,whilethe landquestionwas being
examined,the two chairmenwouldholda seriesof regularinformal
meetingsin preparationfor a resumptionof the jointeffortto complete
the draftComp(_II:i)'__re_/_t6_i)16"i_i"'!.'."'..":'i
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D. The Mariana Islands District
,u

The Mariana IslandsDistrict is on record favoringa close and
permanentrelationshipwith the U.S., includingthe establishmentof
Americanbases, and has alreadyopened negotiationswith the United
States toward that end. It is hoped that the U.S. will be able to
conclude in the relativelynear future an acceptablestatus agreement
with the Northern Marianas. (A separate study forwardedto the NSC
Under SecretariesCommitteeon March Ig, 1973, deals with thse separate
negotiations.) In the U.S.-Marianasnegotiatinground held on Saipan
May 15 to June 4 of this year it was tentativelyagreed that the Northern
Marianas will become a commonwealthof the United States,with sovereignty
over the islandsvested in the U.S. However,many importantdetails, of
the relationshipremain to be negotiatedbefore a final status is achieved.
The progressof negotiationstoward final agreementcould conceivably
depend in part on the pace and directionof U.S. negotiationswith the
rest of Micronesia. The NorthernMar•ariascould seek advantages from the
latter by identifyingtargetsof opportunity (particularlyin the financial
field) for exploitationin their own negotiations. However, the Northern
Marianas'expressed intentionof establishingat an early date a relation-
ship clearly differentiatingthem from the rest of Micronesia suggest
they will wish to press expeditiouslytoward an accord on their future
status regardlessof what happens in the Micronesiannegotiations.

A more likely interplaybetween the two sets of negotiationslies
in the other direction,with the Northern Marianas talks forcing the pace
of U.S. discussionswith the JCFS. As the immediateand long-termbene-
fits to the Mar•ariasof the relationshipthey are negotiatingwith the
U.S. become apparent publicly,there could develop internallywithin the
JCFS and from within Micronesia pressureson the JCFS to find a formula
for settlementwhich would be similarlyadvantageousto the remainderof
Micronesia.

Once agreementis reachedwith the NorthernMar•arias,implementa-
tion will be simplified if U.S. negotiationswith the remainderof Micro-
nesia are also sufficientlynear a satisfactoryconclusionto warrant U.S.
moves to terminatethe TrusteeshipAgreement. However, if, as is likely,
the Mar•ariasnegotiationsare concludedconsiderablyearlier than those
with the Micronesians,the U.S. Governmentmust be prepared to implement
a status agreementin the Marianaswith interimaci_inistrativearrange-
ments. This could have the effect of furtherforcing the pace of the
U.S.-Micronesiannegotiations(if the JCFS begins to feel the pressure
alluded to above),or conversely(and more remotely),of bringing negotia-
tions with the Micronesiansto a complete impasse. The latter possibility
could occur if the MicronesianCongresschooses to press in the U.N. or in
U.S. courts its charge that the U.S. in "illegally"conductingseparate
status talks with the Marianas.
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E. Next ActionSteps{Action)Required

The Micronesiannegotiationshave reacheda criticalstage. Politi-
cal pressuresin Hicronesiahavesignificantlychangedthe negotiating
milieuin the pastnine to twelvemonthsand introduceduncertainties
whichmake it necessaryfor the U.S.to reassessitsnegotiatingposition.

The President'sPersonalRepresentativeis currentlyoperating
undertwoyearold instructions(seeAnnexA), whichwere basedon assump-
tionsthatare in some casesno longerapplicableor valid. The fundamental
needsat thisp6intthusare: (i)a reexaminationof the issueswhichflow
fromthe currentstateof the negotiations;(b) in assessmentof U.S.
options;(c)recommendationon coursesof action;and (d) an updatedset
of negotiatinginstructionstailoredto presentcircumstances.

The primaryissuesto be addressedare:

I. The characterof U.S. interestsand requirementsin
Micronesia.

2. U.S.negotiatingobjectives.

3. The basicU.S.approach-- includingan assessmentof
statusoptionsand the U.S. positionon an independence
optionforMicronesia.

4. U.S. landrequirementsand relatedissues.

S. The characterof U.S.financialand otherassistance.

6. Trusteeshipterminationissuesand U.N. problems.

7. Conditionsrelatingto unilateraltermination.

A numberof otherquestionsrelatedtothe negotiationswill also
be addressed in the course of this study.
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II. U.S. INTERESTS,REqUIREMENTS_A_4DNEG_qT_ATIJWG.OBJECTIVES
ee coo • • " o'-- • " e • • • • •

• . • • • • : : . . . .. o .. • •
U.S. obje_t._s !n.I_icr_,_sii¢arc Ile¢l;er_iimd.l)_the characterof U.S.• • • "o • • Qgo • • , •

Interestsand-reqv_remen_ in'that|re_. Tlleseare essentlallystrateglc
and political. When the followingdiscussionuses the term "Micronesia"
it will refer to the Trust Territoryless the Mariana IslandsDistrict.

A. StrategicDefense Interestsand Requirements

I. U.S. national interestsrequire the continuingability to deny
access to Micronesiaby foreign pQwers for military purposes. In unfriendly
hands the islandsof Micronesia could serve as missle, air and naval bases
and constitutea grave potentialthreat to U.S. control of sea and air routes,
and communicationsin the centralPacific, as well as to U.S. territory--
including in particularHawaii,Guam, the Marianas,Wake Island,Midway
Island and Johnston Island.

2. A more general nationalsecurity requirement,unrelatedto
Micronesia per se, dictates continuingaccess to the military facilitieson
KwajaleinAtoll. The KwajaleinMissle Range complex is a vital element
of the ABM and other missle developmentprograms.

3. The United States' interestsand policies elsewherein East Asia
and the Pacific require an ability to project and support its military
power throughoutthe Western Pacific: The geographicscope and location
of Micronesia could affect that ability. The United States' present basing
structurein the Western Pacific could become subject to unforeseenpoliti-
cal and other pressureswhich might deprivethe U.S. of operating flexibility
and thereforeproducea need for alternatebase sites. Likewise, population
and developmentalpressuresin both Guam and Micronesiawill continue to
diminish land availablethere for military purposes. Once the Trusteeship
Agreement is terminatedthe U.S. ability to obtain land for basing purposes
in Micronesiawill severelydiminishor become non;existent. In these
circumstances,the DefenseDepartmentbelieves it is importantto obtain
for contingencypurposes the right of military access to certainlands in
the Palau Districtof Micronesia. Any such basing options must be protected
by politicalarrangementscoveringa sufficientperiod of time to justify
any future constructionof facilitiesand the operationalcost incurred.
(There are differingviews among the departmentsaridagencles,onthe
relativestrategicand tactical importanceof military access to Palau.
These views are discussed in Chapter IV and in Annexes B and C.)

B. Political. U.S. political interestsare diverseand possibly not
fully compatlble.

I. As in other strategicallyimportantareas, the U.S. Government
has a vested interest in a stable, friendly,and peacefulMicronesia. The
TrusteeshipAgreementacknowledgesthis overridingfact of life. hioreover,
the central Pacific locationof Microneslais such that its "strategic"

_. characterwill remain no matter what form its new politicalstatus may take.
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2. _%ooti_h'i.ngclp_.8_d._IIcIBl_rI_Ta)_gnshipwith these islands
could serve a_nd_Poi_ct:U.S:._n(erei_(Tse_e:ip the Pacific, while also
promotingstal_fl(ty_t_$m _h?e_{c_(_an Irt_a"."'On the other hand, loss
of existing key U.S. bases in the Western Pacific, coupledwith loss of
effectiveU.S. influenceover Micronesiaand the presencein authorityof
hostile local elements, could seriouslyreduce the ability of the U.S. to
serve its broader interestsin the Western Pacific, and might lead to
conditionswhich could resultin foreignmilitary access to Micronesia.
While not necessarilygoverningfor the future, the past historyof these
islandssuggests that a politicalvacuum, coupledwith local political
instability,might possibly tempt adventurismfrom some quarter.

3. Under both the U.N. Charterand the TrusteeshipAgreementthe
U.S. has a definite obligationto the Micronesiansand the the United
Nations to develop the TTPI toward self-governmentor independence. Any
failure to discharge that obligationcould have a highly adverse politi-
cal impact not only in the U.N. and wherever else strict adherenceto
internationalagreements is in the U.S. interest,but also throughout
Micronesiaand possiblyon the U.S. ability to protect its strategic
interestsin the area. Further,America'sattitudes toward colonialism
and its traditionalactive supportfor the exercise of self-determination
by others are significantfacets of Che U.S. internationalpositionand
image. For example, the Presidentof the U.S. and the Prime Minister of
the United Kingdom stated, inter alia, in the Atlantic Charter in
August, Ig41:

"Fi_gt,their _:_ntr4.eeoeek no e_l_re_di_ment,territorial
or others;
Seoondj they desire to Bee no te_ritoz_alch(7_ee that do
not acoord with the _oel_ _resse_wiohee of the peoples
ooncer_ed;
_hirdj they respect the right of all peoples to choose the
form of governmentunder which they wilZ live; and they

wish to see sovereignrishte and 8el_-8ouern_entrea_ored
to those who have been foro_bZy de_r_ved of them;"

The TrusteeshipAgreementwas framed in that spirit. Thus, in dealing
with Micronesia it is in the national interestto act consistentlywith
this traditionunless overridingnational securityconsiderationspre-
clude such action.

C. Econon2ic

The Trust Territory is, and will be for the foreseeablefuture, an
economicburden to the United States Government. The U.S. has no si_,iri-
cant economic interestsin the area. Continuingassociationwith the U.S.
could automaticallylead to some i_crease in U.S. investement,particularly
with respect to tourism and marine resources. Moreover, it would appear
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to be consis_eot_v'ith't_eIt:_.'_nlY_re_ti_n_ab_']Ishing a stable, enduring
relationship:wlthMgc¢ohes_,N_,'for,"th_ g._. _ov'_.rn_n_Tntto attempt to stimu-
late private'AmeTr'i'ca_iB_'es'1_ie_]:i'n"tl_eislands. Statedanother way, there
is no American economic interestjustifyingcontinuingU.S. political
involvementin Mlcronesia,but there are significantpoliticalreasons for
the U.S. to try to forge economic ties. The fact that Micronesia expects
considerableeconomicbenefit from any future associationwith the United
States providesa possible lever to achieveother U.S. negotiating
objectives.

D. Other Considerations

While not necessarilyinterestsof themselves,certain requirements
do flow from the United States' basic interestin having a continuing
close and harmoniousrelatlonshlpwith Micronesla. These requirements
inc]ude the fol!lowlng:

-- Simple and flexible admlnistratlveand politicalrelationships
between the U.S. and Micronesiawith a minimum of built-in "friction
points".

-- Levels of U.S. financialassistancesufficientto induce and
maintain the desired relationship,but low enough to demonstratethat the
decision of the Marianas to seek a closer associationwith the U.S. than
that sought by the rest of Microneslawill result in a signiflcantlyhigher
level of financialbenefits for the Marianas.

-- Since the Marianas and Microneslannegotiationsare being
conducted simultaneously,every effort should be made to assure that each
set of negotiationsimpactsfavorablyon the other. The Marianas negotia-
tors must remain convincedthat they have, in opting for close association,
acted in their best interests. The Micronesiannegotiatorsmust readily
perceive the sacrificeswhich flow from loose or no association.

E. NegotiatingObjectives.

It is preferable to obtain a status settlementwhich protects and
serves essentialU.S. interestsand requirements,meets Micronesianaspir-
ations, and satisfiesU.S. Internatlonalobligationsin a manner which
will not harm the U.S. politicalimage or importantinterestselsewhere
not related to Micronesia and the Paclfic. Should these objectivesprove
to be incompatible,and a painful choice among them become necessary,
primaryemphasiswould have to be given to those requirementsconsidered
necessaryto the security of the United States.

The foregoingdiscussionof U.S. interestsand requirementsin
Micronesiacan be translatedinto the followingoptimumobjectives.
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The fashio'n'ingon a prioritybasis of a new politicalrelationship

with Micronesiapermittingearly terminationof the trusteeshipin a
manner which will protect and serve U.S, strategicand politicalinterests
through the followingelements.

-- Denial of the area for military use by third parties.

-- Establishmentof a stable and friendly self-governingMicro-
nesian politicalentity through reasonablesatisfactionof the political
and economic aspirationsof its peoples.

-- U.S. respons.ibilityfor and authorityover all matters which
relate to the foreignaffairs of MicTonesiaand to defense in Micronesia.

-- The right for the U.S. to maintain certainU.S. Government
facilitiesand to obtain land options that will guaranteeuse of training
areas and the right to establishbases in Micronesia.

-- Satisfactionof U.S. obligationsrelatingto terminationof
the TrusteeshipAgreement.

SECONDARYNEGOTIATINGOBJECTIVES

-- To keep U.S. financialobligationsto Micronesiawithin
reasonablebounds and relevant to the characterof the future relationship.

-- To structure the status arrangementswith Micronesia in such
a manner as to have maximum favorableimpact on the negotiationswith
the Mariana Islands Districtof the TTPI.

-- To keep U.S. administrativeand other relationshipswith
Micronesiaas simple as possiblewhile accomplishingthe above objectives.

-- To establisha relationshipwith Micronesiawhich will (in
additionto meeting U.S. obligationsunder the TrusteeshipAgreement)
obtain United Nations approval,or at least that of a majority of the
Security Counciland of the TrusteeshipCouncil.
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Ill. NATURE OF RELATIONSHIP
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The majority of Micronesia'speople are politicallyunsophisticated
and have only a hazy idea of the issues involved in the current negotiations
on their future politicalstatus. There is in each of the TTPI's districts,
however, a small but growingand highly influentialelite composed of
elected politicians,businessmen,civil servants in the TTPI Administration,
and those who have been exposed to higher educationoutside the Terri{ory.
This elite has manifesteda steadily increasinginterest in the status
question. Wlth the onset of negotiations,this interesthas spread to
other key elementsof Micronesiansociety,and especiallyto the traditional
leadership.

_ong educated elite and traditionalleadersalike there 8re widely
differingviews on future status -- often formed impressionisticallyand
emotionally,with little examinationor understandingof the political/
economic/security implicationsof alternativepost-Trusteeshiparrangements.
Some differencesreflect regionalbiases and antipathies;illustratively,
the leadershipof the Marshall IslandsDistrict sometimesappearsmore
suspiciousof the other Micronesiandistrictsthan of the U.S. and thus may
be inclined toward a separaterelationshipwith the U.S., as the Marshall
DistrictLegislature'srecent creation of a politicalstatus commission to
study the status questionwould suggest. Other differencesrelate to age
and educationlevels. For example,many of the younger Micronesians
(particularlythose educated outside the Territory) are more vociferous
In demanding independencethan are'thelrelders. And, finally,of course,
it should oe noted that to date there has been available in the public
domain little factual informationin adequatelycomprehensibleform about
the consequencesof various solutionsto the status question on which to
base a fully informeddebate.

While competentobserversare unanimousin believing that supporters
of a relationshipof free associationwith the United States predominatein
Micronesia,with the advocatesof Micronesianindependencestill in a small
minority, it is evident that the latter'snumbers, stridency,and influence
have steadily increasedsinceindependence sentimentfirst manifested
itself in the 1960's. Contributingto the spread of this sentimenthave
been: (a) contagiousexamplesof other territories(includingisland groups
in the Pacific) recentlymaking their way to independencewith U.S. appro-
bation and encouragement;(b) a reluctanceto becoming irrevocablylocked
into blg-powerdefense arrangements,with its corol)aryan instinctivefear
(flowing from World War II experience)that such defense ties and the
establishmentof U.S. military bases could lead to Micronesian involvement
in a major war; (c) a fear that any close relationshipwith the U.S. will
continue the erosion of the Micronesiancultures and "identity";and
(d) a budding sense of Micronesiannationalismwhose most pronouncedmani-
festation is a desire to establishfull Micronesiancontrolover the
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islands'dest)ll,v:"A]i,cCftb_,_'@eM_)m_(_ _n_a_s are encouraged and
fueled by a cbo_t_ oF a_ic(.)ro_ s_e:J_nerIcansU( Micronesia, including
missionaries,:6_h_ool't)a_Yn_rs)_0me'OEO_aw)eF)'_d a few Peace Corps
volunteers,and from a scatteringof _erican academicsassociatedwith
Micronesia in one way or another.

However, even among the independenceadvocatesthere is no consis-
tency of purposeor goal. A very few probably proceed from a spirit of
contrariness_ it is assumed that the U.S. for its ulterior purposesdoes
not wish Micronesia to become independent;thereforeindependenceis the
obvious course for Micronesia. Many advocate_;independenceonly as a use-
ful bargaining tactic or lever to assure the best possible free associa-
tion arrangement. Still others,when pressed to a definitionof indepen-
dence, describe an arrangementwhich would be differentfrom free
associationmainly in that the relationshipwould be establishedand
defined in a treaty rather than a compact. Only a relativelysmall pro-
portionof independenceadvocatesappear to favor on its own merits total
independencewith no links to the U.S.

The TTPI's geographic setting,and the repeated emphasis the U.S.
and others have placed on its strategicimportancehave inflatedsome
Micronesianexpectationsof the financialand other costs the U.S.-- or
third countries,for that matter -- would be willing to bear to sustain a
long-termrelationshipwith the islands. Thus, as indicatedabove, some
independenceadvocateshave taken their stand as a bargaining counter: if
the U.S. seems firmly opposed to independence,perhaps it can be pressed
into extensive concessionsto obtain a relationshipof free association.
Other supportersof independenceargue that, becauseof the importanceof
American strategicinterests,Micronesiawill, as an independentnation, be
able to extractmore financialsupportfrom the U.S. over time in return for
a defense treaty relationshipthan under an arrangementgranting the U.S.
responsibilityfor Micronesia'sdefenseand foreignaffairs.

Those advocating independencehave to date been more articulate and
forceful than most of those favoring anotherstatus. The concept they are
urging more readily lends itself to over-simplification,and can more
easily be used to pluck at prlmordialyearnings (e.g., it is easy to play
on the Micronesians'attachment to the land by arguing that only under
independencewill they have unrestrictedcontrolof it) than do moreesoteric
concepts like commonwealthand free association. The substanceof these
latter alternativeshas not yet been refined to the point where they can
be presentedto the public for seriousdiscussionof their immediateand
long-run implications. Many Micronesiansinclinedagainst or fearful of
independence,are thus reluctantto commit themselvesone way or another
in the absence of a fuller understandingof the availableoptionsano ti_eir
consequences. The independenceissue is further complicatedby the fact
that, whatever their individualviews on the future status of Micronesia,
many in the politicalelite -- some observerssay a majority -- support
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the principld'_h_ N_r_ne_a h_ _ |n_r_n_igl_t to choose between
association_n_ _d_pen_en_e! ah_ t_a_ _e _atu_ _uestion will not be
settled unti}°sucl_aofot_ral'¢hOic_'is'mEde?"TBi_"convictionhas been
reinforcedby the stated views of most members of the U,N. Trusteeship
Council.

It is impossibleto estimate the precise strengthof these various
points of view, but the independenceissue has gained sufficient prominence
that it appears difficultand probably even risky to attempt to ignore it.
Until this issue is put to rest in some fashionthe prospectsof reaching a
viable status agreementappear uncertain*,although it should be noted that
the U.S. has within the past year receivedcontradictorysignals from Micro-
nesian leaders regardingthe likelihoodof their forcing the independence
question in the near future. On the one hand, in its special Ponape session
in September,1972, the Congressof Micronesiapassed a resblution instruct-

. Ing the JCFS to negotiatean independenceoption as well as a compactof
free associationsso that both choicescould be placed on a plebiscite. On
the other, the JCFS Chairman has recently suggestedthat free association
be tested in a plebiscitebefore the independencequestion is frontally
addressedby U.S. and Micronesiannegotiators**. Moreover, in its tour of
the districtsin July of this year the JCFS describedfree associationas
the most realisticpresent option for Micronesia. It is too soon to judge
whether the JCFS' parent body, the Congressof Micronesia,will in fact
agree to have the independenceissue set aside. In any case, the prevailing
uncertaintiesargue that the U.S. should have availablefor use at the next
round of negotiations,if need be, a positionon Micronesia'sindependence.

Aside from the above specific pressuresrelating to independence
the U.S. politicalposition in the Trust Territory appears to be deterior-
ating in a manner which could adverselyaffect the status negotiations.
The atmospheresurroundingthe talks and attitudeson status related
matters throughoutMicronesiaare being soured by: (a) increasingconfron-
tation between the TTPI administrationand Micronesianleaders, especially
in the Congress of Micronesia,over demands for more authoritythan the U.S.
Governmenthas thus far been prepared to grant (Micronesianleaders are
aware that today Micronesiahas in fact less self-governmentthan any other
major island territoryin the.Pacific);and (b) growing dissatisfaction
with some of the U.S. programs,e.g., policieson public lands, foreign
investment,and economic development.

•'JVL_.Pepar_mentof State believes the prospectsfor reaching and_'_olementing
a viable 8tatue agre_ent are nearZ_ non-_x_ietentin the abaence of a
aeriefactory resoZutlon of the independenceiaaue.

•*The Departmentof State notee that ChairmanSaZii on other occasionshas
p_licly stated that an act of eelf-detez_inationmust includean independence
option,and th,z¢the latterpOaition i8 the official poaition of the Congress
,:J"Micronesia. Th_;oposition waa, of course, taken prior to the recent
district surVey of the JCPS. '

_4 SECRET

eO e•° • 0 • •• •• ° • ••• • •00

•- :: ... • :.: !...



SECRET

Another factor now operatingagains,t _h_,_J.._.is a changing percep- ,,
• * II_0e • • • 0• •W • • • •

tlon of M1crone_a _Sodepe_den_e:_nth_ Up_,,_ed;S$_t_;The majority of
Micronesians,a,__st:a_: .Vche:U_arcC-root_,',_ev_l:st:illappear to accept as
a given and as a•wa_"of'li'P_Mi_rb_e_tan'd'epe_d_h_e"onthe U.S. -- for
financialsupport, technicaland some administrativeskills, and perhaps
for defense. But the views of many in the politicilelite are rapidly
changing. High expectationsof the potentialcontributionsof Japanese
investmentto Micronesianeconomicviability, resourcesand development
potential,and romantic ideas of returningto the simple life are all
contributingto a growing belief that Micronesiandependenceon the U.S.
need not be so great as assumed in the past.

All the foregoingconsiderationssuggest that the longer the del_y
in resolvingMicronesia'sfuture status,the more difficult it will be to
arrive at a mutually satisfactoryrelationshipbetweenMicronesia and..the
U.S. On the other hand, it should be noted that while the passageof time
may not enhance the prospectsof the U.S. being able to arrive expedit-
iously at a final status agreementwhich will protect satisfactorilyU.S.
intereststhroughoutMicronesia,time no longer appears to be as obviously
on the side of the Congressof Micronesiaand its Joint Committeeon
Future Status as appeared to be the case six to none months ago. Divisions
within the COM and the JCFS, born of both geographicaland personal rival-
ries, have recentlybecome more pronounced. Tensionsbetween the COM and
the Districtsof Micronesiawere most recentlymanifested in the passage
of a law by the MarshallsLegislaturecreatinga districtpoliticalstatus
commissionand by the PalauLegislature'screationof a sub-committeeto
study the future status issue, possiblewarnings that if the JCFS negotia-
tions with the U.S. One member of the Joint Committeehas interpreted
these latter actions to mean that in the negotiatingcontext time now
appears to be on the side of the U.S., should the U.S. decide to fragment
Micronesia for its own purposes.

It is by no means clear that time necessarilyfavors either the
U.S. or the JCFS at this point. Indeed,it is conceivablethat it favors
neither: time could work to widen the fissureswithin the COM and the JCFS
thus making it difficultfor the latter to concludewith the U.S. and
endorse to the people of Micronesiaany status agreementwhatever. The
U.S. would then be faced with the uncertalnprospectof having to undertake
a series of negotiationswith the various districtsof Micronesia to
atte,pt to protect essentialU.S. interestsin the region. Itwould thus
appear that as they approach the next round of negotiationsthe U.S. and
the JCFS may have a joint interest in expeditingwork on a compactof free
associationwhich can be put to the Microneslanpeople for early endorse-
merit. (An interagencystudy now in preparationwhich will be submittedto
the White House throughthe Under SecretariesCommitteeaddresses the
questionof what the U.S. should do in Micronesia if negotiationswith
the JCFS prove fruitless. One aspect of the questionwhich will be con-
sidered is an appropriateU.S. negotiatingresponse to possible fragmenta-
tion of the TTPI.)
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_o" ooo "0" oo° • ° °o oe ° • • coo oo

In preparingfor the resumptionof status talks, the U.S. should
agree to continue negotiationson the languageof a draft compactof free
associationbecause: (a) such a compactwill satisfy the U.S. objectives
described in Section Ill; (b) despite the present pause in negotiations,
the negotiationsto date have built up a certain momentum toward free
association;(c) the MicronesianCongressremainson record as favoring
free associationover independenceor commonwealthstatus,and the COM's
Joint Committeeon Future Status took that position during its tour of the
districts of Micronesiain July; and (d) when all the politicaland finan-
cial aspects (particularlythe latter)of free associationand possible
alternativesstatus arrangementsare finallyavailablefor comparison,free
associationis ,thesolutionmost likely to be accepted by a majority of
the Micronesians.

The President'sPersonal Representativehas used the authority
granted him in a White House memorandumof July 20, 1971, containinghis
basic negotiatinginstructionsand terms of reference,and subsequentmemor-
anda coveringspecific points which have arisen in the course of the Micro-
nesian negotiations(see Annex A), to arrive at an agreement in principle
with the Micronesiansthat the future U.S.-Micronesianrelationshipshould
be one of free associationdefinedin a negotiatedcompact, and unilaterally
terminableafter a moratorium of yet undeterminedduration. As previously
noted, draft compact language has been negotiatedwhich providesfor U.S.
controlover foreignaffairs and defense,as called for in the basic
instructions. Existing negotiatingauthorityprovidesdiscretion to discuss
furtherwith the Micronesiansthe U.S. positionon:. (a) unilateraltermina-
tion (a fifteenyear moratorium with base rights survivingfor an additional
fifty years); and (b) finance (supportin the range of $25-50 million
annually). Moreover, the instructionsauthorizethe President'sPersonal
Representativeto state, in response to Micronesiansqueries about a U.S.
position on independence,that "the U.S. has not ruled out the alternative
of independencefor Micronesia,which is provided for in the terms of our
TrusteeshipAgreement". (The independence,finance,and terminationques-
tions will be consideredat greater length in subsequentsections.)

Although all concerneddepart_nts agree that the U.S. should
continue to negotiatetoward a free associationrelationshipand a related
status of forces agreement, it is recognizedthat there remainmajor hurdles
in the negotiations. These issuesand recommendationsrelatingto them are
discussed in followingsections.

C. U.S. Positionon an IndependenceOpti.o.n*

I. Previous U.S. Government Considerationof an IndependenceOption

*::_eState DepartmentAnnex D on the need for an independenceoption.,
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imte_.e_Is:(p Pacifi of _-Given.+,he._mpl.icatiorksfer _6( the c an
• " "" " " " " "" "" "_.un_e_'ston_a that the_ndependencec>j)(1__r _lcrI)r_es+(,_:I tble during many
discussionso_.lha).o_.)iQQ.w_t_tQ'tb_'E_x(cut_Is,.Btahchsince independence
sentimentfirst manifested itself in Micronesia in the 1960's, there have
been considerableambivalenceand outright divergenceof views about whether
the U.S. shouldin fact make an independenceoffer. The KennedyAdminis-
tration, recognizingthat U.S.-Micronesianrelationsshould be put on a
more permanentfooting than that positedunder the trusteeship,concluded
that U.S. security interestsrequiredthat the islandsbe brought under
U.S. sovereignty. In NSSM 145 of April 18, 1962, the Presidentdirected the
interesteddepartmentsto undertakean urgent programaimed at achieving
that objective.

When, during the JohnsonAdministrationthe merits of independence
began to be discussed in Micronesiawith increasingfrequency,the Executive
Branch undertooka wide-rangingstudy of status choiceswhich might be made
availableto the Micronesians. All departmentsand agencies acknowledged,
although in varying degrees, that U.S. long-terminterestsin the Pacific
could best be safeguardedby an enduring relationshipbetween Micronesia
and the U.S. However, there were differingviews as to whether U.S. respon-
sibilitiestoward the Micronesianpeople and the U.N. required the U.S. to
offer an independenceoption, and as to whether doing so might enhance the
prospectsfor achievinga type of relationshipthe U.S. desired. While the
Johnson Administrationwished to find an acceptableformulafor extending
U.S. sovereigntyover Micronesia,it was troubledby, and uncertainhow to
react to, the apparentlygrowingexpectationin Micronesiathat independence
was one of the choices the Micronesianswould ultimatelybe asked to weigh
iB a plebiscite. In transmittingto the U.S. Congress in August, 1967, a
draft joint resolutionwhich, had the Congressacted upon it, would have
created a joint commissionfrom the Executiveand LegislativeBranches to
make recommendationsto the Presidenton Micronesia'sfuture, President
Johnson includeda letter from Secretaryof the InteriorUdall which noted
that while there were many people in Micronesia espousingclose association
with the United States, "We anticipatethat among the options availableto
the Micronesianswhen they are asked to participatein a plebiscite,would
be sovereignindependence".

In the early months of the presentadministration(April,196g) an
interagencygroup prepared for the Under SecretariesCommitteeand the
White House a study and recommendationsrelatingto the U.S.-Micronesian
future status negotiationswhich would finallybegin that October. Once
again there were conflictingagency views regardingthe desirabilityof
offering Micronesiaan independenceoption,with the study concludingthat
this was a question which should be put to the Presidientfor resolution.
However, in its memorandum to the Presidentof April 28, 1969, trans,,n_i,_
recommendationsfor the forthcomingstatus negotiationsbased on the
interagencystudy, the Under Secretariesdid not ask the Presidentto
weigh an independenceoption.
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The _niyi're_i_a_t_.rei_o_e_ci:w_:th_'_hite House on the indepen-
dence questi_flsi_te'AmbE_s'adoF'Wi_'li_m_be'c_n_the President'sPersonal
Representativefor the status talks in April, 1971, is General Haig's memor-
andum to the Ambassadorof March 27,1972, (mentionedin Section B of this
chapter)authorizinghim "....in your discretion(to) confront the Micro-
nesian negotiatorswith the position that the U.S. has not ruled out the
alternativeof independence_or Mlcronesia,which is provided for in our
trusteeshipagreement".

2. Advisabilityof Formulatinga CurrentPosition

As noted in Chapter I, uncertaintieswhich had arisen as a result
of the Congressof Micronesia's"independenceresolution"in September, 1972,
and the JCFS' disinclinationto discuss fully the implicationsof that reso-
lution with the negotiationsresumedat Barbers Point in October, caused
the U.S. Delegationto suggest a recess in the talks so that both sides
could reevaluatetheir negotiatingpositions. It is possiblebut not
probablethat the MicronesianDelegationwill raise the independencequestion
in some form at the next round, since the Chairmanof the JCFS has recently
told the chief U.S. negotiatorthat he does not intend to do so and will
object if the U.S. does. The Joint Committeecontinuesto place.priority
on completionof the draft compactof free associationand has said it does
not wish to complicatethat endeavor by pressingthe U.S. on independence
at this stage in the negotiations. Other reasonsthe JCFS might not press
the issue in the immediatefuture includeMicronesiandisarray over the
content of an independenceoption, and probable belief that the threat of
an undefinedindependenceis a useful lever in the free association
negotiations.

If the independenceissue is raised, however, U.S. silence or
ambivalencewill work to the combined advantageof those Micronesiansadvo-
cating independenceand those using it as a negotiatinglever. Refusal to
address the question substantivelywill be interpretedas a mixture of
irresolutionand fear -- U.S, doubt that it can wln the relationshipit is
thought to favor,over an independence:optionand fear of the repercussions
in Micronesia if It should make known its distaste for an independence
option. Both the true believersamong independenceadvocatesand those
using the issue as a bargainingcounterwill continue to press the
propaganda/negotiatingadvantage.

The manner in which independenceis broached,if at all, may
largelydetermine the nature if not the final contentof the U.S. approach.
For example, if the issue is touchedon only lightly,the U.S. Delegation
could ignore it or to attempt to deflect it temporarily, However, tame
matter could be raised in such a way that avoidanceof a direct reply
would prove difficultor even undesirab]e. Moreover,circumstancescould
arise in which it would be to the U.S. advantageto force the issue. It
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is evident fro_wea_ie_ _ego}4@t,i_g,r_ql1_'t_a,_Jd_flemember of the JCFS
see the indepe{nc_ee3s's_ aS,_ '_thr_at_'}Allni_h_'chLy,'canuse against the
U.S. to extracg,'ccgr_¢eS@_c)_In:Ikhd@me§_ti_n6,qa_..,_reeassociationor
during the period between the conclusionof a compact and a plebisciteon
the compact. These considerationsargue the necessityof the U.S.
Government'sdeterminingits definitivepositionon independencenow.
Indeed,for the purposesof internalU.S. planningfor the next round of
negotiationssuch a decision is imperative.

3. The U.S. Position on an IndependenceOption

In respondingto possibleJCFS questions,or in taking the
initiativeto counter other possiblymore subtle JCFS and COM pressures
relating to an independenceoption, the U.S. has the followingchoices:
to refuse an independenceoption, to attempt to defer the independence
issue, to offer unqualifiedindependence,or to offer one of several
qualifiedindependencealternatives.

a. To refuse an independenceoption

The U.S. would decline to negotiateor place on a plebiscite
any future status looser than free association. The refusal, conveyedat
a time and in a manner determinedby the President'sPersonal Representative,
would clearly indicate that the U.S. does not plan to discuss the indepen-
dence question further and might or might not be accompaniedby some
explicit referenceto the fact that the Micronesianswill in any case have
the independenceoption at the end of the compact!smoratorium period*.

PRO

-- Avoids, at least for the short term, the risks to U.S.
security interestsassociatedwith any immediateindependenceoffer.

-- Since the U.S.refusal would carry a tone of finality,
some Micronesianleadersmight, after strong initialrecriminations,focus
their thoughts and aspirationsmore narrowly on free association.

CO__EN

-- Would be inconsistentwith the traditionalU.S. position
on self-detemination for dependentpeoples and in conflictwith U.S.
obligationsunder the U.N. TrusteeshipAgreement.

-- Would be resented by a great many Micronesians,who have
reasons to expect an independenceoption, regardlessof whether they
support such a status. As a result the Micronesianscould focus the
future status debateson their presumed right to be permittedto consider
independencerather than on the merits of free association.

_Scu Annex E for Departmentof Sta_e poaition on the risks of withholding
an ir_tc,pe_c/,_nce option.
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:'.-_°"_ulI_ s!_l.n_)_e_'tfe'_'o_i_i_n'_theindependenceadvocates,
sincequite':n)*tu_a11)tI_e:Micron_ia)saIr¢dr)_ towardforbiddenfruit.
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-- Wouldpromptthe independenceadvocatesto try to negotiate
a veryshortmoratoriumon unilateralterminationof the freeassociation
relationshipand to increasetheireffortsto win the Micronesianpeopleto
terminationat the earliestpossibledate,thuscreatinga sourceof
instabilityfor the relationshipfromthe outset.

-- Wouldenhancethe possibilityof U.S.-Micronesianconfronta-
tionon a broadrangeof issuesoncethe new relationshipis established.

-- Mightcauseanti-U.S,elementsin Mlcronesiato intensify
theireffortsagainstfreeassociationduringthe negotiatingand transi-
tion periods.

-- Mightprovokestrongreactionamongthe JCFS and the
MicronesianCongresslikelyto leadto prolongeddisruptionof the
negotiations.

-- Wouldprobablyeliminatechancesfor U.N.approvalof
terminationof the trusteeshipagreement.

-- Couldbringnew and continuingpressuresagainstU.S.
interestsin the GeneralAssemblyandotherU.N.organsacrossa wide
spectrumof unrelatedissues.

-- Wouldprobablyincreasethe financialcostof freeassocia-
tionand requireU.S.concessionsin otherareaswhichmightbe avoidedif
an independenceoptionwere availableas a negotiatinglever.

b. To deferthe independencequestionuntilaftera plebiscite
on freeassociation

The U.S.wouldattemptto deflectthe independenceissue
for the present,and hopefullyfor the longerterm,by decliningto nego-
tiateor placeon an in_nedlateplebisciteany futurestatuslooserthan
free association.Withoutprejudgingits futurestandon an independence
option,the U.S. couldinsistthat it and the JCFSnot discussindependence
untilafterfree associationis testedIn a plebiscite,whilenotingthat
independenceis amongthe alternativesit mightbe willingto consider
shouldfreeassociationbe rejected.The U.S.mightadd thatthereis no
necessityto discussindependenceat this timesinceunderthe compactof
freeassociationbeingnegotiatedMicronesiawould,afteran initialmora-
toriumperiod,have the opportunityto terminatethe politicalrelationship
if it desired. The advantagesand disadvantagesof this approachare as
follows:

Ira,
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! ::ii:ii:i ::-';-.Cou_d:_i;e: _:S.:and u _e associationadvocates
Within the JCFS as Chairman Salii additionaltime in which to try to win
broad public support for a compactof free association.

-- Appears to be the present positionof JCFS Chairman
Salii, as indicatedby his public _nd private comments*.

-- In leaving the independenceissue open, the U.S. position
might be consideredby some Micronesiansto be less negative than an out-
right refusal to discuss independence.

-- Would providesome basis, as comparedwith refusal, for
continuingto maintain in the U.N. that the independenceoption is still
open.

-- As comparedwith a definitiverefusal to discuss indepen4
dence, it would be in less obvious conflictwith traditionalU.S. support
for the principleof self-determination.

CON

-- Would be seen by many Micronesiansas a disguisedrefusal
of independence,thereby focusingdebate on the right to independence
rather than on the merits of free association.

-- Would not remove the independencelever from the hands of
independenceadvocateswithin and outside the aCES. Might encouragethese
people to redouble their efforts to defeat free associationin a plebiscite.

-- Would probably prompt the independenceadvocatesto try
to negotiateas short a moratorium on terminationof free associationas
possible and to increase their efforts to terminatefree associationat
the earliest opportunity,thus creatinga source of instabilityfor the
relationshipfrom the outset.

-- Might cause anti-U.S,elements in Micronesia to intesify
their efforts against free associationduring the negotiatingand transi-
tion periods.

-- Would enhance the possibilityof U.S.-Micronesianconfron-
tation on a broad range of issuesonce the new free associationrelation-
ship is established.

"*The19epartmentof State notes that ChairmanSalii on other oocasionshas
publicly stated that an act of self-determinationmust inolude an indepen-
dence option, and that the latterpoeition is the of_ciaZ position of the
Congressof Micronesia. This positionwas, of course, taken prior to the
roet theJcFs.................
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-- Would probably increase the financialcost of free associa- ,,
tion and requi_ _,S.-co_c_s_'i_ b'_hdr:_da'_which might be avoided if
an unattra_:t_v_iQdep_nddQteb_tfon:w_'reia_il_le as a negotiatinglever.
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-- Might encourage the fence sitters and even some supporters
of free associationto vote against the latter in order to see what benefits
for Micronesiamight emerge from furthernegotiationsbetween the U.S. and
Micronesiansleaders.

-- Would probably precludeU.N. agreementto terminationof
the trusteeship.

c. To grant an tBdependenceoption

The four independenceoptionsdiscussedbelow are not presented
as U.S. objectivesor negotiatinggoals, but rather in relation to the
advantagesand disadvantageswhich could flow from presentingan indepen-
dence option. The independencealternativesvary in their value with
relation to U.S. negotiatinggoals. Discussionunder each option is
directedat three concerns: (a) protectionof U.S. interestsin the event
of Micronesianacceptance;(b) the politicaladvantagesand disadvantages
of the option; and (c) the risk of Micronesianacceptance. In weighing
the desirabilityof granting an independenceoption, the central question
posed is whether it is to the net advantageof the United States to offer
independencein the face of the risks involved.

(i) Ungual.ifiedIndependenceOption

This option would be designed to provide a stark contrast
advantageousto free association. It would, without major qualification,
meet U.S. politicaland legal responsibilitiesto the people of Micronesia
and to the U.N. regardingthe manner of terminatingthe trusteeshipagree-
ment, thus reducing the importanceof the independencebargaining chip or
eliminatingit entirely from the Micronesianleaderships'negotiatinghand
both during the present negotiationsand for subsequentU.S.-Micronesian
relationsunder the compact of free association. It would be presentedas
the only independenceoption ivl4lableto the Mlcronesiansat the present
time, although it would also be pointedout that they would, of course, be
free to opt for independencelater when the compact of free association
became unilaterallyterminable. Its essentialelements are:

(a) It would be a unilaterallyoffered, essentially
non-negotiablepackage.

{b) A sovereignMicronesiawould have unrestricted
responsibilityfor its internal and external affairs.

(c) There would be no points of leveragewhich the
Micronesiansmight use to ensure substantialU.S. financialsupport.

(.
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No d or serviceswould be
• O -g g • • • • •available _B 3n(Jependentleicrone_i'a.Th'i*s fncludes the Postal Service,

disaster relief,educationalprograms,etc.

(e) Micronesiawould be eligible to apply for U.S.
foreignassistancelike any independentcountryand would have to meet the
same eligibilitycriteria. However,U.S. foreignaid resourcesare slim
and dwindling,and under no circumstancescould assurancesbe given that
total program assistancewould approximateMicronesia'srequests.

(f) The U.S. would state that since the utilityof the
Palau options and other U.S. security requirementsmentioned in the compact
of free associationflows partly from an assumptionof Micronesia'spoli-
tical associationwith the United States, an independentMicronesiawould
offer no particularpoliticaladvantagesover presentor other potential
basing sites• Therefore,such optionswould not be sought at this time,
with the corollaryremovalof any obligation to compensateMicronesia for
these options.

(g) Only if pressed,the U.S. negotiatorshould state
that the U.S. regards the Kwajaleinleases now currentas valid and
assumes that the new Governmentof Micronesiawill honor them. With regard
to denial, the U.S. would make it clear that if Micronesia rejectsassocia-
tion with the U.S., the U.S. assumesMicronesiawould not facilitate
military access by any other foreign power.

PRO

-- Would, assuming rejection,best protect U.S. long-term
interests,since the Micronesianswould feel they had chosen freely among
genuine alternatiyes.

-- Would be consistentwith traditionalU.S. positionon
right of self-determinationfor all people and would satisfyU.S. political
and legal obligations.

-- Would offer a very good chance of U.N. Security Council
approvalof terminationof the trusteeshipeven should the Micronesians
reject that option in favor of a free associationrelationship.

-- Would best support tacticallythe U.S. objectiveof
gainingMicronesianacquiesenceto free association;among the independence
options, the financialaspectsof unqualifiedindependencestand in sharp
contrast to those of free association•

-- Would convince the fence-sittersand even some indepen-
dence advocatesof the non-viabilityof independence.
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-- Would providehighly effectivelever to resist Micronesian
pressuresfor unreasonableconcessionsin the free associationnegotiations--
e.g., U.S. financialobligationsunder free associationcould more easily
be held to reasonablelevels.

-- Would provideminimum probabilityof Micronesianaccept-
ance, as comparedwith other 'Independenceoptions.

-- Retentionof Kwajaleincould probably be ensured.

-- Would carry no new financialobligationsfor U,S, except
with respect to the Kwajaleinleases.

• CON

There is no way to eliminatecompletelythe possibilitythat
the Micronesiansmight unexpectedlydefy the odds and elect for indepen-
dence. In that event the United States would have renouncedany special
relationshipwith Micronesia and would have no legal authoirtyvis-a-vis
Micronesian. This arrangement:

-- Would permit the Micronesiansto elect a politicalrelation-
ship with no links whatsoever to the United States. This would, in turn,
erode the United States' ability to maintain influenceand political
stability in the area.

-- Would free the Micronesiansto make defense arrangements
with any country.

-- Would not guaranteedenial of access.

-- In order to achieve any of its security objectivesthe
United States would have only the same inducementsthat can be employed
in dealingwith any independentunderdevelopedcountry*.

* 'I'll.' ,'hmz,_"_ th, zt. Mi,..r, one_si_z would adopt unquaLiJ:ied independence, the
; 'It _¢_t pP,)l.,_,'l./'th'(JJ"II._. ee,,urit_jintere_tej are probably minimaZ.

,',t l/to ,_l,tt_::r h_nd, t,p_d_ct£oru) of bhese complicated i_landers' behavior

_u,,,b_ad on imperfoct knowledge of their innermost thoughts _ aspirations.

In an era whioh _a_: _nong its predominant themes the questioning and even

outright defiance of arrangements imposed by a predominant authority, the

peopZ,, making up Micronesia could conceivably prove the prognosticatore

iar,on_. Th_e_ whiZe tlze probability of acceptanoe of an unqualified inde-
pcndona¢, option is oon_idered very emall_ before deciding to offer such an

option Lho Oepar_nent of Defense believes the U.S. Government must be _are

of _h_ ri,_ks involved. The following is a DOD review of these risks:
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Independence for Micronesia would be inconsistent with

guaranteeing any meaningful agreement on denial, defense

powers,.and.basing opti_s_..T_ y@;_._ature of Micronesia
with it_ _@r_e', :se_a_-a_ed.p_p_la_ti_n:e_claves leads to

areas of _ca_iz_d 4_nibn _ de_&lo_n_ent of self-serving
conce t_: "_" " "'" " " "" "" " "" "" _"p icronesla _s economlcally underdeveloped and

politically immature. A newly independent nation can easily

resort to early abrogation of treaties and agreements for

near-term gains. Agreements with Micronesians not supported

by a U.S./Micronesian political association or a U.S. presence
protecting its prerogatives are unlikely to survive the

commercial and military exploitation by nations and organi-
zations whose interests may not coincide with those of

Micronesia and the United States. Events in Cuba, Panama,

and Philippines demonstrate that agreements made after

these nations were established as independents by the United
States are often modified to the detriment of the United
States.

Because of Micronesia's strategic location, under any future
status arrangement the Department of Defense believes the United

States requires unequivocal guarantees of denial of military

presence to all other nations and U.S. military basing rights,

free access and use rights, and termination procedures as
specified below:

a. Denial of a foreign military presence is a requirement
for the indefinite future and must be absolutely guaranteed.

b. The rights and powers tentatively agreed to in Title III

of the Draft Compact of Free Association with respect to military
land requirements and their uninhibited use are considered

mandatory. These include such provisions as free access to
Micronesian lands, airfields, and harbors and freedom of

navigation and overflight throughout all areas.

c. The Micronesians must be prohibited from specifying

or implying any preconditions of type, quantity, or category of

weapon systems or weapons carried, used, stored in or on air-

craft, ships, or facilities in the area. In addition, there
must not be limitations on the numbers or mix of U.S.

personnel or the tactical employment of weapons systems or
personnel.

d. Termination procedures that would protect U.S.

interests and ensure that defense interests and military
basing rights would survive any future changes in the
relationship between the United States and Micronesia must
be ensured.

Once independent, Micronesia would be a "sovereign
state'. Under such circumstances Micronesia would have the

same powers, competence, authority, rights -" self-serving duties --

as any other.......State'.: :In'spite'"..°f...any...°ther,,treaty arrangements
• . : : , . , : :.: : " : : : :
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made, M_crp_e%i_ might .Qe_ IQ,_@n_.t_e US access to any
use of _l_ta_g _ac:i_i_ie%, _and:a_ea:s; ocean areas, and
the air_abe _bobe,:_r _tt_m_ t& _re_&nt the U.S. from

• o_ oo • ooo • • e.o .oo qnr o • foo eo

denying ot_er States m_l_tary access to the area. Factual

examples which document the foregoing statement are
listed in Annex E.

The department of State notes that the risk described

above has already been accepted with U.S. agreement to the

unilateral termination provision in a free association

compact. The issue in fact is whether it is to the U.S.

advantage to force an earlier test and resolution of the

independence issue.
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!)_n_re_e,t_ng:_._isi'n_-'n_g_l_i_bie'o_f'Certhe U.S.wouldnot
evinceany |n)_es( _n:a(i_aty:.re)atl_ns#(ij.:F_ereis a realpossibility,
however, thataW'in(lep_In'd_n(@llc/_ne_i_ w_u)a"s'e'ektonegotiate-towardone
of the formsof qualifiedindependencedescribedbelow. Many independence
advocatesfavora treatyrelationshipwiththe U.S.whichwouldensure
financialsupport. Any effortsto achieveU.S. securityobjectives.sub-
sequentto independence:

-- Wouldbe subjectto the risksand negativepressures
similarto thoseexperiencedelsewherein theworld. (SeeAnnexE
for DOD examplesof theserisks.)

-- Wouldnot be buttressedby themore solidpolitical
foundationenvisagedundera "freeassociation"arrangement.The lack
of a varietyof interlockingrelationshipswouldprobablymake itmore
difficultto achievea close,stable,.andenduringdefensearrangement.

-- The retentionof Kwajaleinwouldalmostcertainlyrequire
the renegotiationof presentleases,thusprovidingto the Micronesians
a significantfinanciallever.

(li) Kwajalein-DenialIndependenceOption

To betterprotectU.S. securityinterests,and perhapsto
renderthe independenceoptionmore credibleto theMicronesians,who know
frompreviousdiscussionsof free associationthatthe U.S.has some
interestsin the TTPI it considersirreducible,the U.S.mightcondition
the unqualifiedindependenceoptiondescribedaboveby:

(a) Statingits intentionto retainKwajalein,with
terminationand compensationas contractedunderthe currentleases. As
currentleasesexpiretheywouldbe renegotiatedindividually.

(b) Statingthatthe strategiccharacterof Micronesia
will not changewith independence,the U.S.wouldnote thatit wouldview
as a potentiallyhostileact anymilitaryaccessto Micronesiaby a third
countryand wouldact as necessaryto protectits interests.The U.S.
wouldnote that it doesnot intendto compentateMicronesiafinancially
for thisU.S. imposeddenialof militaryaccessby othercountries*.

With the exceptionof the two foregoingcondition_,
thisoptionwouldbe the sameas thewhollyunqualifiedversionof
independence.

PRO

-- Wouldmeet two of the primaryU.S.securityobjectives.

*YuY.,',,/,,,,/,,'lTT,.l,,,;"th,z/ ,','J'1.u_aZto provide _y compensation for denial is
.,Jl l_,',l,.l/,',I/,l_/m,lq m,'ll _c,y'_','/cJ';c'thi'" op,tioT'lqbO0 • q" _ O0 O0 • • O_• " • OO_ O•
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:. -._-.W,c_I_prjY(_abTyJ_'a'ttsI_"_'Mi_onesian desire for genuine
statusal_eCn_tiv_s,_thu_:cr_ati'n_:a_Sro1_in_ _tmosphere for 1ong-term• _Q 41-tl • • Q J , • •

U.S.-Micr_s_a_ "r_Tl_tao_is..,.noweverfa ve_),small mlnorlty espouslng
absolute independencewould insist that a qualifiedoption cannot be con-
sidered a real independencealternative.

-- Would have a good probability,but marginally less than
the unqualifiedindependenceoption,of winning U.N. Security Council
supportfor terminationof the trusteeship,even should the Micronesians
reject this option and elect in favor of a free associationrelationship.

-- Would providea sufficientcontrast to free associationto
prove very unattractiveto most Micronesians,and provide sufficient lever-
age to resist concessionsin free associationnegotiations,might, in fact,
provide lesser financialleveragethan an unqualifiedindependenceoption
in that retentionof Kwajaleinwould be non-negotiable.

CON

-- UnilateralU.S. declarationof its intentionto enforce
denial, if necessary,would presenta potentialissue which Micronesian
radicalsmight rally around and could provokea test of U.S. resolve.

-- Denial would depend on the U.S. ability and willingness to
enforce this conditionunder circumstancesthat could be dangerous,or
politicallyundesirable.

-- Would probably be seen by diehard independenceadvocates
as not a true independenceoption.

-- Would carry the same politicaland security risks as the
unqualifiedindependenceoption (see page 23), except the U.S. would have
protected(retained)to some degree denial and base rights in Kwajalein.

(iii) Independence;Prenegoti.atedDefenseTreaty.

This option includes two interdependentparts: (a) Micronesian
independencewith Micronesia legallyresponsiblefor its defense, external
and domestic affairs; and (b) simultaneousentry into forceof a pre-
negotiatedU.S.-Micronesianmutual security treaty of specifiedduration
covering denial and U.S. basing and operations rights. (The U.S. would
have no authorityover Micronesia'sforeignaffairs.) This option would
be similar to the relationshipwhich would probablyexistwith Micronesia
followingany terminationof a compactof free association,with surviv-
abilityof U.S. defense rights. U.S. financialpayments,reflectingthe
nature of the politicalrelationship,would be less than under a co.,,vuu_.
of free associationor under option (iv), below.
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-- Would providesome guaranteeof legal protectionfor U.S.
strategicinterests- probablyfirmer than previous independenceoptions.

-- Could satisfy for some Micronesiansespousingindependence
the requirementfor an independenceoption since it would presumeMicro-
nesian sovereigntyin negotiationswith the U.S.

-- Would providesome recognitionof the right to self-
determinationfor all peoples.

CON

-- Would provideMicronesianswith financiallevers similar to
those for free association,coupledwith the advantagesto Micronesiaof
independence.

-- Could divert support from free associationand increase the
chance of Micronesianacceptanceof independence--a probabilityfar
greater than for preceding independenceoptions.

-- While the United States would seek to include its fundamental
defenseobjectives in the treaty, this arrangementwould be subject to risks
and negativepressuressimilar to those experiencedwith independentcoun-
tries elsewhere in the world (see Annex B for DOD examplesof these risks).

-- While the United Stateswould be providedwith more direct
ties and leveragepoints than under the precedingoptions, it would have
fewer than under free association. Thus, itwould be more difficultthan
under free associationto fashiona close, stable and permanentrelationship
which could buttressany politicaland security arrangements.

-- Would probably precludeendorsementof terminationof the
trusteeshipby the U.N. Security Council.

(iv) Independencei Prene_otiatedU.S. Controlover Foreign and
DefenseAffaIrs

This alternativewould clearlydesignateMicronesiaa sovereign
independ6ntcountry. It would note full Micronesianauthorityover internal
affairs b,t would entail some formula(probablya U.S.-Micronesiantreaty)
giving tl_eU.S. effectiveauthorityover Micronesia defenseand esternal
relation$,though probably not as expresslyas in a compactof free associa-
tion. Language similar to that in the !ndia-BhutanTreaty of 1949, under
which BhJtan "agrees to be guided by the adivce of India in foreignaffairs"
might be appropriate. While U.S. financialsupportwould not be so generous
as under a compactgranting it unlimitedauthorityin foreignaffairs, U.S.-

.': "': : : - "- "_7_ --: ... ... • SECRET• • • . . : : : ... . . : : :
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Micronesianti_t,s,_oml_( suSY.iGfen_1__,_e: _'_t:_WeU.S. would consider
it its respons_ilfty:to:pro_4_e_ic_en_a _u_st_n_ialeconomic assistance.
Unlike a compa_t"_e_a_4_hip,: irewoa]@#e dlfflt_ttif not impossibleto
extendmost U.S. domesticprogramsand services to Micronesia.

PRO

-- Providesof the four independenceoptions, the only U.S.
authorityover both Micronesia'sdefenseand foreignaffairs.

-- Gives the U.S. the flexibilityto negotiatea status arrange-
ment most nearly meeting U.S. security requirementsif it proves impossible
to achieve the preferredcompact of free association.

-- Provides some basis for maintaining in the U.N. that the
objectivesof the trusteeshipagreementhave been met, though U.N. approval
of terminationof the trusteeshipwould be unlikely.

CON

-- Could provide less stable U.S. authorityover Micronesia's
foreign affairs and defense than under a compactof free association,even
though the treaty purportedto guaranteeidenticalU.S. interests. I

-- Would providemaximum bargainingleverage to Congressof
Micronesiawhich would seize upon this as the main focus of the negotiations,
and endorse it to the Micronesianelectorate.

-- Would run high risk of acceptancein a plebiscite in absence
of stark contrast to free associationcompact.

-- Would not satisfy those in Micronesiawho demand free
choice between free associationand full independence;
extreme independenceadvocatesmight attempt to disrupt the resultingclose
U.S.-Micronesianrelationship. --To the extent that there is a lack of
clear definitionof authority in defenseand foreignaffairs, there would
exist grounds for continuingfriction.

-- Would increasesignificantlychancesof a Soviet or PRC veto
in the U.N. Security Councilof terminationof the trusteeshipagreement,
and almost certainlywould remove any possibilityof endorsementof termina-
tion by a majority of the SecurityCouncil.

-- While the United States would seek to include its'funda-
mental defenseobjectives in the treaty, the Micronesianswould be equal
partners under the treaty and this arrangementwould be subject to risks =
and negative pressuressimilar to those experiencedelsewherein the world
(see annex E for DOD examplesof these risks)*.

•*'l'h,' I_,'t,,.,l.t,_.t_; c,J" ";t.at,: a,_ INterior note that a basic assumption throughout

th{_; _:l.u:(U /_ t.tLcz/, a compact relationship wi.ll pro_i_q,a 4_irmer foundation for
• Q Oe • • D • • • • •
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lone-term protection of U.S. interests.i.n..Mi.cr_n.e.s.iathan would a treaty.
p • • IO OIl • • • • . go •

l'h_}_ 1)a_ed.,)__xT)arie_ce.w_th o_er'_t_a_u:_el_Qionships, and on the
• • • OO " • • • g • qw w• • • • • • l •

belief that a:c_m_ac_._e_at_c_sh_ (_h.a _e_s t_e_ sovereign M£crones_a)
would be le_s•_us_pt_b l_"_ _n_i_dl 7o_ei_n "_'uences or to uni lateral
efforts directed at denunciation or revision. Moreoverj the closer the
political relationships and numerous links envisaged under a _ee associa-
tion compact could over a period of time crea_e a fabric of ties which
would become increasingly difficult to sever.

NevertheZessj in considering the various independence optionsj State
and Interior Believe it is important to note that under certain circumstances
there could be little practical difference between the durability of a
compact and a treaty relationship. It is conceivable that a relationship
could be structured in such a manner as to ensure that most or n_arly all
of the politi_aZj defense. _nd other links now envisaged for _he compact of
free association are included under a treat_. The advantages and disadvan-
tages as between a treaty of free association and a compact of free
association (the present negotiating _ourse) would then relate mainZ9 to
any difference in the U.S. abilit_ to enforce compliance. Legally_ a com-
pae/;of f_, a_sociation would still be the sounder relationship. For
_'_'_npl_,,_a le_a_ case could be made that any U.S. effort to enforce the
/,_,_naof tha_ a_jreementby a_ma.dforce or other coercion would be a ma_ter

•

of U.S. intarnal affairs rather than an action taken by one nation against
another. As a practical matter_ should U.S. relationships with Hicronesia
deteriorate to a point where a Micronesian Government renounced or ignored
provisions of a compact of free association, there might be little difference
between a treaty and a compact in terms of the U._. political ability to
enforce compliance. The principal ina_cement _o Hi_ronesian compliance
might then be the same under either relationship -- _he character and level
of U.S. financial levers.

In the opinion of State and Interior the foregoing points up the fact
that in the long-term our interests will be protected not so much by the
form of our relationship_ but rather by its substance, and by the degree to
which both parties continue to perceive that the relationship provides more
advantages tha_ disadvantages.

'l"Ik/_tffall l:h,"_,'oonsiderations into account, a compact relationship,
;,_ I.h," ::t.(tl.,'-I;_l,'_'£,,r" _,t','_,9, ".:hould su:main the preferr_'..d cou_se_ but only _f
lh,zt t','lal/,,n,fft[ I, ,',m I,,' ,,c.h:_:v_rd unch:r a_rt:cal)l(: c(mdi_iona. If _he ZatCer
,',m,t/ l L,_t ,',n,n,,l. I,," _:,tl /aJ'ied_ then a treaty rm.la_onahip _aith aCrong dele-
:l, tl i,m ,,J"J',,_e,:,_n,U'fit/_'a_rnddefense powers _o the U.S. might in fact pro-
t,i,h"fin° ,zm,)r_-am/(._d,l_:c_d therefore more enduring relationship.

l_)P,,ontinuca to support the basic assumption that an "amicable arua

_n,lur,/_t:l"m,lationnhip can best be fostered through the achievement of a
mu_u,_/I//:_atisfactoryand beneficial compact of free aesociation_ vice a
/,r,_,c_t!/relationship between two 8overei_n_ self-serving independent nations.
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4. Con_Frarat_v_'.DSscu__'of"t "_6ei_d_p_Z_d_eOption

in _,rr?wng.a_ eonc'iLr_iorlS_eOard_nl)"tii_type of independence
option, if any,. which should be offered to Micronesia,it is necessary to
examine each of the independenceoptions from several perspectives: The
potentialU.S.-Micronesiapoliticalrelationship,U.S. security interests,
the traditionalU.S. positionon self-determination,probableUnited Nations
and U.S. Congressionalreactionsand, most importantlythe effect of pre-
senting these options on the attainmentof our main negotiatingobjective --
a compactof free associationdesigned to protect these interests.

a. Durability/of the PoliticalRelationship

The U.S. has reasonedfrom the outset that the interlocking
web of political,financial,and military ties positedunder free associa-
tion will, if managed properly,resulteventually in a close, stable,and
lasting relationshipbest serving U.S. interestsin Micronesia. This judg-
ment assumes that free associationis achievedamicably and is acceptable
to a healthymajority of Micronesians. Given the expectationamong many in
the Micronesianelite that they will be faced with genuine, clearly-delineated
status alternatives,it can be argued that the long-termU.S.-Micronesian
electorate has had an opportunityto weigh free associationalongsideeither
unqualifiedindependenceor the only marginally qualifiedKwajalein-Denial
independenceoption. On the other hand, shouldthe Micronesiansunexpectedly
choose an independenceoption, the U.S.-Micronesianrelationshipestablished
under it would, in varying degreesdependingupon the in.dependenceoption
offered, presenl;fewer opportunitiesthan would free associationfor
establishinga myriad of beneficial ties giving the Micronesiansa vested
interest in prolongingthe relationship. Clearly, the independenceoptions,
beginningwith unqualifiedindependenceand runningthrough U.S. control of
foreignand defenseaffairs, representa continu_nof progressivelycloser
relationships. As one proceeds along the spectrum,each option reduces
Micronesianautonomyand increasesthe number of bonds with the United
States. None of the independenceoptions offers the same opportunityfor
establishingthe desired interlockingrelationshipsthat free association,:
does, althougha tight treaty relationshipmight approach that goal.

b. U.S. Security,

The independenceoptionsset forth above providea scale of
decreasingrisks to U.S. security interests,assuming the Micronesiansopt
for a proffered independenceoption. Unqualifiedindependencepresents the
greatest securityrisks; the closer the options approach free association
the n_)renearly do they tend to meet the United States' security objectives.
Unqualifiedindependencetakes all securitymatters out of the hands u6 u,=
United States and vest Micronesiawith full and absolute discretionto deal
with any country and to fashionany defense arrangementsit may desire.

"" 29 SECRET

...... : .'•..- : :•: ,,. : : : ... : :.: • •
• • • • • • •• . ... .. • • • :- . : : :

• • • • • • • • •O

• _ OO• • •O• • O• O0 •

432016



SECRET

Although it i_'un3_k_l_tha_'_e'_i_e_ian _ _ould:select such an inde-
pendencealte?_t|_e,ieven r_t_:od_ _qse _ _en0i_e and serious threat
to the securit_'i_terest_'of"_he'Unlte¢_tat_." rf Micronesiawere to
choose this form of independenceit could conceivably-- given Micro-
nesia'sstrategicimportanceand its fairly considerableneed for economic
support-- fall prey over time to the machinationsor blandishmentsof any
of severalpowerful countrieswith interestsin the area. Recent history
illustratesthat should Micronesiabe controlledby a power unfriendlyto
the U.S., the security interestsof the U.S. in the Pacificwould be
compromised_.$

The "Kwajalein-denia1"oPtion and pre-negotiateddefense
treaty and modified free associationoptions exact more benefits from the
Micronesiansto the U.S. and provide strongerties to the U.S. in several
fields. (In turn, these options progressivelypresenta smaller security
risk but concomitantlya greater risk of acceptance.) Finally, all indepen-
dence options, even Option IV, suffer the risk of providingMicronesia the
perquisites,self-confidence,and legal rights enjoyed by independent
nations. As emphasizedin the discussionof the options, there are definite
risks involved in a treaty relationshipwith an independentcountry**.

United States securityobjectives,except those which may
be shared by Micronesians,will in any case be difficultto achieve and
protect if the politicalenvironmentin Micronesia is extremelyhostile.
Since many Micronesianswho are againsta U.S. military presence favor
independenceand will presumbablycontinue tobe anti-militaryand to
support independenceunder most circumstances,it is not possibleat this
point to draw with certaintyany specificconnectionbetween the United
States'willingnessto make an independenceoffer and subsequentMicronesian
receptivityto U.S. military activity,assuming the offer is turned down.

In summary,from the securitystandpointunqualifiedinde-
pendence is the least desirableoption. While the remainingoptions do not
offer a11 the advantagesof free association,they do offer some protection
for our security interests.

*'rh,,l_(,{,_u,t.,,lant,:fStai.enotes that it is hiHhly improbableHioronesia would
_aject U.':.n6i::t_u,UinstaZlatdonsand their financialadvantagesand then
.;olicito_.(zoc,.ptbhird power militar_ facilities. It is also noted that
t.heriQk:_of offcT._ngeven unquaZlfiedindependencewould be less (in terms
of U.S. lun_.l-t_.rmrelationship_with Mioronesiaand the U.S. ability to
concl.udea Gatiofactory_ee associationrelationship)than the risks which
f/.oofrom withholdingan independenceoption. See Annex C for detailed
:;ratepooition on an independenceoption.

'/'h,.OOO b,._/ev,._((_ hi,_tornd substantiates)that it is indeed conceivable
/.h,_/_zn,'m,m.qinqdevc/.opingnat_on co_ and will seek and be influencedby
J'Z,:z,,,;aZ,,idJ',_,,,,m!/n_mber of ._ourcesas t_me progressesand t_e nation'_
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_In this rega.rd WP c.aZ_s a_ten_o_.tq _ne_._...

risk in ree_ _'o" a "un_l" t'e_ "" "" ..... .... _ accepted thisag g a . al termination provision in the compact of
free association. In essencej the question is whether the independence
issue should be faced now rather than later.

gin this reg_rdj the Department of Defense points out that the activities
of Japan are of particular concernj as well as the objectives of the PRC
and USSR.
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c. :.Th_W.S_ iInthe IB_e.rBat;i__Ral.A_en_-.- ; . _ _ _. . . ,. , .. . .
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:_'i)[..T_ X_a{li2i_al.t).S;Po{i_4.0n Self-I)etermination

U.S. hist°ry as a former colonywhich has chosen to enunciate
forcefullyand supportbroadly throughoutthe world the principleof self-
determinationand independencewhere desired by the local people is a highly
significantcomponentof the overallU.S. world position. This U.S. stand
in behalf of dependentpeople has been emphasizedand reiteratedthroughout
our history, and it is in our national interestto continue to act consis-
tently with that traditionto the extent that essentialU.S. security
interestsallow. Were the U.S., particularlyin the face of strong Micro-
nesians pressure,to refuse the Micronesiansthe full exercise of the right
of self-determination,our positionwith a large part of the international
community would be damaged,with the probable result that it would be more
difficult thereafterfor the U.S. to sustain a position favoring self-
determinationin areas where it suited our interest to do so. The less
qualifiedany U.S. offer of independenceto Micronesia,the greaterthe
consistencywith the traditionalU.S. stand on self-determination.

(ii) The U.N. and an IndependenceOption

There is a strong presumptionheld by members of the U.N.
Security Council,with whom the United States will have to deal in terminat-
ing the trusteeship,that Micronesiawill have the opportunityto choose
independencein a final plebiscite. This presumptionrests on the language
of Article 5 of the TrusteeshipAgreement,which parallelssimilar sections
of the ten individualagreementscoveringother trust territories,and
Article 76 of the U.N. charterwhich statesthat a basic objectiveof the
trusteeshipsystem is to promote the developmentof territoriestowards
"self-governmentor independence". Nine of the original trust territories
have now achieved independenceand the tenth, New Guinea, is soon to
follow, h clear patternhas been establishedthat trust territorieshave
the right to choose independenceif they so desire.

The U.S. Representativein the Security Council in 1947
agreed to the amendmentof Article6 to includeindependenceas a goal for
politicaldevelopmentbut declared that he did not think independence
"could be possiblyachieved in the foreseeablefuture in this case". In
the interveningyears, however, the U.S. delegationhas never indicated
before the United Nations that Microneslawould not be given an independence
option, and has, indeed,informedthe TrusteeshipCouncilas recently as
June• lg73, that the U.S. has not refused to discuss independencewith the
JCFS. Since 1947 two other trust territoriesin the Pacific,Nauru and
Western Samoa, have become sovereignstates,and there has been a growinw
sentimentamong a majority of U.N. members that small size, lack of economic
developmentandscanty populationshould not block independence. These
facts do not compel adoption of the independencealternative,but they do
weigh in favor of offering that option.
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Of the variousoptions presentedin this section, the
unqualifiedindependencealternativeand, to a slightly lesser degree, the
"Kwajalein-denial'!independenceoption would probablyenable the U.S. to
obtain Security Councilapprovalof termination. Major conditionsplaced
on an independenceoption eitherunilaterallyby the United States or
through negotiationwith the Micromesianswould prove to be a focus for
opposition in the U.N. to a free associationrelationship. Whether the
United States will be able to avoid PRC or Soviet vetoes if a "Kwajalein-
denialu independencealternativeis offered to the Micronesianswill
depend at least in part on the state of bilateralrelationswith those
powers at the time. If the plebisciteincludes such an option, and the
presentdetentewith both countriescontinues,the PRC and the Societs
would probably abstain in voting in the Security Councilon a termination
proposal. The chancesof obtainingmajority approvalwill similarlydepend
on the nature of the non-permanentCouncilmembership. The presentmember-
ship would have difficultyacceptingless than unqualifiedundependenceor
the "Kwajalein-denial"variantas a satisfactoryoption in a plebiscite
leading to a free associationrelationship.

_The Del_art.mant. o_ I_ensc oonoidera it adviaable far the U.S. to infor,.
t.h_ U.N. ,_ it.a i_zt.a.ntion to te_m£nate the truateeah£p but do_.a not th£nk"
it n,',,,.:.::,l_, U t,, 8eck U.N. connent to ger_nination.
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_lii_l'i'cOlt i i_B" certainty Congressional
attitudeson the questionof an independenceoption. Undoubtedlythere is
strong sentimentin both Houses for reachingan"agreementwhich brings Micro-
nesia into associationwith the U.S. and unquestionablythere is a sizeable
body of members who, if the questionwere put to them, would refuse to
entertainany suggestionthat Micronesiaseparate from the United States.
At the other end of the politicalspectrum there is a smallergroup that
is sympatheticto Micronesiandesires,whatever they might be. Although it
is difficultto assess the lattergroup's overall influencewithin the
Congress, it does exercise a strong voice within the relevantHouse
subcommittee.

Any reasonableagreementwhich brings Micronesia into
associationwith the U.S. and receivesdecisiveMicronesianapprovalwill
probablybe acceptableto the Congress. Thus, the majority of Congress
might not oppose an independenceoption designed to achieve such a result
if the risks are consideredacceptableand necessary. It is this study's
estimate that to the extent Congress is interestedin or becomes interested
in these tacticalconsiderationsas a resultof the leadership'sbriefings
by the President'sPersonal Representative,majority Congressionalsentiment
will be seen to be against the offer of unqualifiedindependence,with the
other three independenceoptions, startingwith the UKwajalein-denial,
alternative,being progressivelymore palatable.

e. NegotiatingPurposes

Since many in the Micronesianelite, for markedly varying
reasons,believeMicronesia should have the opportunityto choose between
independenceand other statusoptions, the U.S. will probablyhave trouble
achievingamicably a stable,enduring relationshipof free association
until the independencequestion is laid to rest in some manner. An out-
right U.S. refusal to discuss an independenceoption, or even obvious
attempts to defer the issue, would probablystrengthen the independence
movement and also might necessitatemajor U.S. concessionsin the free
associationnegotiations. In reaction to a U.S. refusal, some Micronesians
now favoring free associationmight well move fromsupport of that status
to defenseof the principlethat Micronesia deservesa choice among real
status alternatives,or even to advocacyof independence.

If an independenceoption is to be used by the U.S. to
achieve the objectiveof free association,it should ideally: (a) satisfy
the Micronesiandesire for a genuine independenceoffer, and (b) more
importantly,provide a contrast to free associationsufficientlyst_ri_
and advantageousto the latter to create little or no risk of acceptanceof
the former,while also providingto the U.S. bargainingleverage in the free
associationnegotiations. The various independenceoptions describedabove
are not equallyuseful from these twolstandpoints. For example, Option IV
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would not fully satisfy the Micronesi_.n,r_qviI'e_nl_.fora meaningful• •0o O00 • • 0 Oe °

IndependenceO_l_l:Oms%AI)Izhe}_ne.tlm_,.'tliep:l.%ti_a|and financialaspects
of this option _c_u_dbE ,s_ch_: to.'mak_._i)moIre:attractiveto many Micro-

• • • • • • 000 •

nesians than Frt_'eA_oc_a_fOn. F'¢r_m1_ar reasons there would be a
moderate likelihood(thoughsomewhat less than with modified free associa-
tion) of Micronesianacceptanceof an independenceoption providingfor a
mandatorymutual defense treaty.

By providingthe starkestcontrast to free associationand
satisfyingthe Micronesianrequirementfor a clearcut independenceoption,
the wholly unqualifiedalternativebest suits the considerationsdescribed
above. The "Kwajalein-denial"variant is only marginally less useful as a
means of moving the Micronesianstoward acceptanceof free association.
Those Micronesiansusing independencefor bargainingpurposeswill argue
that denial and Kwajaleinare rightswhich must be paid for and that it is
Micronesia'sprivilege to set the price. However, the U.S. could resist
such attempts to drive up the price for Kwajaleinand denial of access,
thus making the financialaspectsof this option sufficientlyaustere to
create the desired disadvantagescontrastwith free association. The more
extreme independenceadvocatescould contend that this option infringeson
Micronesia'ssovereigntyand is not a true independenceoffer. But it
would satisfy the fence sitterswho want a plebisciteto contain some
reasonablyunqualifiedindependenceoption, and who believe that the Concept
of wholly unfettered independencefor Micronesia is unrealistic.

Another relevantconsiderationin weighing the usefulness
of the "Kwajalein-denial"option is that it may be more credible to the
Micronesiansthat the wholly unqualifiedversion. The Micronesiansare
aware of U.S. security interestsin the area and might be more inclined to
take seriouslythe U.S. intentionto have only minimal financialand other
ties with an independentMicronesia if the U.S. offered the "Kwajalein-
denial" variantof independencerather than an unqualifiedoption which
could be seen as a bluff.

CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusionsand recommendationsregardingthe advisabilityof authorizing
an independenceoption are incorporatedin the summary for Chapter Ill which
appears immediatelyfollowingthe next sub-sectionof the Chapter.

D. Should the CommonwealthApproach be Revived?

The future status options for the TTPI are generallyassumed by
most Micronesiansto be three: commonwealth,free association and
independence. The MicronesianCongress,most district legislatures,a,,u
the majority of other individualleaderswho have publiclyexpressedviews
on the status question since the MicronesianPoliticalStatus Oelegation
rejected the U.S. commonwealthproposal in mid-lg70, have taken positions
in favor of a status looser than commonwealth-- usually free association
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or, in a few inll_i'wl,)a_'ca_ese°som'e" li_m!o_.'i_d_cr_nce. During its
tour of the distr)"o.'(s_f.M_cr_B_si_in:J_l_o( I:hi_jlearthe JCFS discussed
with its audiences_'ommonwL_a'li)h%_ree'as_otia_iOl_'ali'dindependence,but
promotedfree associationas the status alternativebest meeting Micro-
nesia'scurrent circumstances. While most of the Micronesian leadership
thus seems to be committedagainstcommonwealth,it should be noted that
commonwealthhas never been tested throughbroad-basedsampling of the
Micronesianelectorate.

Some Micronesianshave recentlyquestionedwhether the Trust
Territoryhas the requisiteresourcesto manage its own affairs in a free
associationrelationshipor under independence. They have criticized the
Joint Committeeon Future Status for not discussing the U.S. commonwealth
proposalwith the Micronesianpeople before rejectingit and have observed
that a commonwealthrelationshipmight still be desirableand possible.
They have suggestedthat many Micronesians,particularlythe more conserva-
tive ones living outside the district centers,would prefer a continuation
of the trusteeshipor some other arrangementprovidingfor closer associa-
tion with the United States than that envisagedby the independenceand
free associationadvocates. Such comments have been particularlycommon
in the Marshall Islandsand in the Yap and Ponape Districts. Many of these
islandersare suspiciousof the aggressivePalauansand Trukese and fear
dominationin a Micronesia independentor enjoying full internalautonomy.

It is possible that under the most propitiouscircumstancesa
commonwealthproposalcould gain majority support in one or two districts
(e.g., perhaps in Yap, which is of least strategicinterest to the U.S.,
although it should be noted that in discussionswith the JCFS in July
Yap's traditionalleadersreportedlyendorsed freeassociation; it is also
conceivablethat the MarshallsDistrict,which Is importantstrategically
might accept commonwealth).However, there is no present evidence to
suggest that a commonwealthproposalcould win the supportof Micronesia
as a whole. In these circumstancesthere would seem to be little advantage
in reintroducingthe commonwealthissue into negotiationswith the JCFS
at this time -- i.e., at least until the @wnericanDelegationhas had an
opportunityto explore again with the JCFS in depth the possibilityof
reachingearly agreementon a compactof free associationand the likeli-
hood of firm JCFS suppoer for the compactwith the Micronesianelectorate.
To resurfacethe commonwealthoptionwith the JCFS prematurelywould
probablyantagonizethe majority of those Micronesianleaderswith whom
we must deal on the status question,would stimulatesuspicionsregarding
U.S. intentionson the further fragmentationof Micronesia,and might
cause some key Micronesiansto move, as a matter of principle,from support
of free associationto advocacy of independence. On the other hand, the
possibilityof again testingthe commonwealthproposal in one manner or
another,which the President'sPersonal Representativecan do at his dis-
cretion under existing instructions,should not be foreclosed. The
followinglists illustratively,but not exhaustively,circumstancesunder
which it might suit the U.S. interestto reopen the commonwealthquestion.
These circumstances,which might arise separatelyor in some combination,are:

QO
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a. The su.c.c.es§fu3coqclu_jor_,of_wcj_tia¢i_nsgranting commonwealth _"
status to the _aril_na:ISland¢Cr_ate'_a:w|des:p_ead!_roundswellof pro-. • • • • • • ° IW •

commonwealthsen¢1_en¢ _n.M1_nes|a:, • • • • • •
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b. Free associationis defeated in a plebisciteand the U.S.
considersit desirable to provide severalalternativesin a new plebiscite;

c. While negotiatinga compactof free associationthe U.S.
decides to includean independenceoption in a plebiscite,but desires to
"balance"the latter by inclusionof commonwealthas well;

d. The five districtsof Micronesiafragment and the U.S. is
forced to consider separatenegotiationswith the various districts (this
and other ramificationsof the fragmentationquestion are being addressed
in a separate interagencystudy now under preparation).

E. Summarj,Conclusionsand Recommendations

I. Free Association:This study concludesthat the U.S. should
be preparedat the next round of negotiationswith the JCFS to continue
work toward completionof the draft compactof free association. Free
associationwill protect U.S. interestsin Micronesia,and it appears to
be the course towardwhich most Micronesianleadersare committed.

2. Commonwealth: The study concludesthat the U.S. should not
reintroduceits commonwealthproposalinto negotiationswith the JCFS at
this time, but notes that it is appropriateto keep thecommonwealth
option open against future negotiatingcontingencies.

3. I.ndependence:The study,concludes that for the U.S. to refuse
to make any type of independenceoffer immediatelyavailable to the Micro-
nesians (i.e., either by outright refusalor through attempts to defer the
issue) if contrary to present indicationsit is pressed to do so, might
add impetusto the independencemovement, would make the achievementof
a free associationrelationshipmore difficultand more costly to the U.S.*,
and would render that relationshipif achieved less stable and less protec-
tive of U.S. intereststhan is desirable. The study concludes,moreover,
that circumstancescould arise during the negotiationsin which it would be
to the U.S. advantageto take the initiativein proposingan independence
option.

Each independenceoption carrieswith it definite liabilities.
The more unfetteredthe independenceoffer, the starker the contrastwith
free associationand the more effectiveitshould be in putting to rest
the independenceissue. At the same time, the more unfettered the option
the greater the security risks to the United States. Conversely,options
which more adequatelyprotect U.S. security interestsmay appearmore
attractiveto many Micronesiansthan free association.

• ,':,',' ::l_zl,'J'(,,,fn(,l.," _.,n t,,n:io :_O of l;li'i._ chapter.
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There :i_,_hgw_ve;l.a._i_t$i_r_'df:o_hi'w)%on the question of• • • "qDe • Q •

whether the Prts_d_,nt.tsP_rs_Q|]l_ep_es_n_at)v_sh_Id In fact be authorized
to offer an in_lepe,_deS=__t_oA re"IIh__li_;ronesian_':

a. The representativesof the Departmentof State, Interior,
Justice,and OMSN recommend that the President'sPersonal Representative
be given the authorityto make an independenceoffer any time he believes
it advisable in order to disposeof the independenceissue, and to render
more stable and viable a negotiatedfree associationrelationshipbetween
the U.S. and Micronesia. Once so armed, he can assume any of a number of
postures ranging from a relaxedattitude in the face of Micronesianpressure
to assuming the offensiveon the independenceissue.

This group rejects the unqualifiedindependenceoption
•because it would not adequatelyprotectU.S. security interestsif unex-
pectedlychosen by the Micronesians. It believes that the "Kwajalein-
denial"option offers the best prospectsfor satisfyingthe conflicting
U.S. objectives. It does not offer quite as stark a comparisonwith
free associationas does the unqualifiedoption. 'ZSomeMicronesianinde-
pendenceadvocateswill attack it as less than genuine independence.
Nevertheless,this group is of the opinion that such an offer should
adequatelydeflate independencepressures,would offer sufficientcontrast
to make free associationattractive,and would protecta sufficientportion
of the U.S. defense objectivesto justifyrisking the offer.

b. The representativeof the Depar_ent of Defense,fearing
that the U.S. ability to protect its interestsand project its influence
in the Western Pacificwould be seriouslydiminishedif Micronesia should
obtain any form of independence,believesthat even the most minimal risk
that it might do so is unacceptableand that no independenceoption should'
be authorizedat this time*.

c. The representativesof the Departmentsof State, Justice,
Interiorand OMSN recommendthat if, contrary to their foregoingrecommen-
dation,no independenceoffer is authorized,the President'sPersonal
Representativebe instructedto attempt to defer further discussionof
the independencequestion until after a plebisciteon free association
rather than definitivelyrefuse an independencealternativeto Micronesia.
The Departmentof Defense, consideringdeferral largelya matter of
tactics,does not object to this recommendation.

,

•'PheSt,_t_.Oepart_ncntnotes that the U.S. has alreadyaccepted this risk
l,yn_7_(;,rin,!to a.unilateraltemination provisionin the.draft compact
c_J"frcc aoso_ation.
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Land has q_Je's'l_i_sin the Micronesian
Status Negotiationsto date and promises to be equally significantin the
future. The overallland question involvesfive issues. They are:
(1) the extent of U.S. land requirements,(2) the conditionsof land agree-
ments (lease details/arrangementsand survivability),(3) continuationof
existing leases, (4) methodologyfor arrangingacquisition(with whom and
how to deal for land), and (5) the return to the people of Micronesia of
public lands now held in trust by the TTPI. The first two issues are dis-
cussed at some length in this chapter,while the last three are mentioned
more briefly.

A. United States Land Requirements

I. Non-MilitaryLand Requirements

The NationalWeather Service,Postal Service, and Coast Guard
have current la_d holdingsand known requirementsas describedbelow.

District National Post Office Coast Guard
Weather Service

Palau, Koror 1.577 acres o.Ig3 hectares 14.17 acres (Angaur)
Yap 5.739 acres 0.097 hectares 205 acres
Truk, Moen 0.281 acres 0.140 hectares -
Ponape, Kolonia 0.59 acres 0.158 hectares -
Marshall Islands 4.872 acres 0.025 hectares 30 acres (Kwajalein)

(Danlap) g.516 acres (Eniwetok)

Other minor federalagency requirementsare likely to emerge
with time.

No major problem in negotiatingsatisfactoryleases for these
requirementsis anticipated,since they relate to servicesbeing provided
to Micronesia.

2. U.S. Military Land Requirements

The U.S. Delegationfirst set forth in very general fashion the
extent of U.$. military requirementsduring the Third Round of status talks
in October° lg71. In July 1972, during the Fifth Round of talks, the U.S.
tabled a more specificdescriptionof its land requirements, This descrip-
tion was includedin Annex B of the partialdraft compact tentatively
agreed to by the JCFS. That annex remains the offical U.S. descriptiu,
of its military land requirementsin Micronesia and representsthe current
U.S. negotiatingposition. The land requirements,as set forth in Annex B
of the draft compactfollow:
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(1) Within the KwajaleinAto11, continuingrights for the
use of those lands and waters associatedwith and currentlycontrolledas
part of the KwajaleinMissle Range; the land portionof which encompasses
approximately1,320 acres.

(2) In the Bikini Atoll, continuingrights for use of 1.91
acres of Ourukaen and Eniman islets,and to use the pier, airfield,and
boat landing on Eneu Island.

(3) In the Eniwetok Atoll, retention of such rights as may
be negotiated upon return of _e atoll.

b. Palau Islands i(For map see Annex D)

(1) Access and anchorage rights in Malakal Harbor and
adjacent waters, together with rights to acquire forty acres for use within
the Malakal harbor area, comPosedof submerged land to be filled and adja-
cent fact land.

(2) Rights for the joint use of an airfield capable of .
support of military jet aircraft (Babelthuap atrfteld/Atrat site), the
right to improve that airfield to meet militaryrequirementsand specifi-
cation, and the right to develop an exclusiveuse of area for aircraft
parking,maintenanceand operationalsupportfacilities.

(3) On the islandof Babelthuap the right to acquire
2,000 acres for exclusiveuse, along with the right for non-excluslveuse
of an adjacent area encompassing30,000 acres, for intermittentground
force trainingand maneuvers.

c. Continuingrights to occasionalor emergencyuse of all
harbors,waters and airfieldsthroughoutMicronesia.

d. Continuing rights to use of existing Coast Guard facilities.

t _t /t /t _; /ttt /t /r /_ _t /_ t t

The fact that the above land needs are incorporated in the partial
draft compact and agreed to by the JCFS should not be interpreted to mean
that they are guaranteed. There are several issues that must be resolved
prior to reaching the final status agreement; The following sections
discuss the more prominent remaining problems.

B. Extent of U.S. Land Requirements

1. Marshall Islands
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As:desl_rltled=n _¢aOrap% A; |bo_).th_ __partment of Defense
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Marshalls. The currentU._. mllltary Investmentin the mlssle range
facilitiesand equipmentat KwajaleinAtoll is approximately$750 million.
There is no availablerelocationsite which offers the geographicaladvan-
tages of Kwajalein;the cost of relocationwould in any event be prohibi-
tive. U.S. requirementsfor missle testing in Kwajaleinare expected to
continuefor at least another decade. From a military perspectivethe
United States cannot afford at this time to withdraw from its Kwajalein
facilitiesand every effort should be made to insure that the future
politicalarrangementspreserveU.S. use of the land currently included
in the PacificMissle Range.

KwaJaleinland is privateand for the most part alreadyunder
various leases. Employmenton Kwajaleinand rents for Kwajaleinlands are
the "bread and butter"of the Marshall Islands. The main negotiatingissue
is not whether U,S. requirementswill be met, but rather lease terms and
costs. Marshalleseleadershave indicatedthey are prepared to meet these
requirements,but they may also wish to renegotiateall existing leases,
with new leases to take effect upon terminationof the trusteeship.
Undoubtedlythey anticipatemuch increasedrentals.

Anti-militarysentimentin the Marshalls is limitedto a few
relativelyunimportantleaders. Key Marshalleseleaders,with few excep-
tion, will ignore the anti-militarysentimentsof leadersand groups centered
in other districts.

2. Palau

The Departmentof DefenSeconsidersthe military land require-
ment in the Palau District,as containedin Title llI, Annex B of the
Draft Compact,essential to the future securityof the United States. The
Defense Deparl_ent'spurpose is not to providefor current requirements,
but to insure the United States some minimum flexibilityin the event that
the basing picture in the WesternPacific deterioratesand it becomes
necessaryto developan alternativeto some of the currentbases - parti-
cularly those in the Phil11_pines.The Depari_entof State, on the other
hand, contends that while options in Palau would be desirable, they are not
critical to the defense postureof the United States*. Thus, State argues
that the Palau options should not be pursued to the point of jeopardizing
the overall negotiations,or if the polltlcalor financialcost for their
satisfactionproves too high.

At this point in time the dispute between State and Defense
on this question is more academicthan directly relevantto •remediaL=
next steps in the negotiations. It is thereforeneither necessarynor
advisable to resolvethis particulardifferenceon the essentialityof

"SeeAnnexes B _nd C for Oefonse and State positions on the Palau options.
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the Palau optlo_:su'n't_'ev'i_lence'_ri'sjs:"that°these°options might become
the sticking point in the eegotiattons. There is sufficient consensus
within the U.S. Gover_aent to chart a viable negotiating course for the
foreseeable future° There is general agreement that:

a. The options for land in Palau are sufficiently important
to the United States to justifya determinedeffort to obtain these lands
at reasonablecost and under conditionswhich would provide a politically
secure atmospherefor any future bases.

b. Although the Palauanpoliticalenvironmentis difficult
to fathom the prospectsfor obtaining the desiredoptions presentlyappear
to be fair to good. This is suggestedby the very fact that the JCFS
agreed to the Palau land options in the partialdraft compact and the
traditionalchiefs have found no objection to them in principleand have
agreed to negotiatein good fai.th.

c. There are a number of issues which are potentiallymore"
likely to disruptor halt the negotiationsthan the Palauanland options,
e.g., terminationof the compact, survivabilityof defense rights, finan-
cial arrangements.

d. If the Palau options do become an issue critical to the
successof the negotiationsit will not be in the near future and will '
take place under conditionswhich are impossibleto predictwith accuracy.
It is not only the extent of the land requirementswhich might frustrate
agreementon Palauan land. Any one of a number of issues could conceivably
producean impasse- cost of land, conditionsof use, nature and amount of
U.S. economicassistance,len.qthof leases. Any meaninqful decisionon the
essentialityof Palauanland requirementswould have to be'taken in-thelight
of circumstancesprecipitatingan impasse. In this regard, it should be.
noted that the United States proposal for "free association"has been
integrallytied to the military:land requirementincluded in the partial
draft compact. Any refusalon the part of the JCFS or the Palauan leaders
to honor the land commi_nentsalreadymade would possiblybe sufficient
cause for the U.S. Government to reexamineits whole proposal in the light
of the new conditions-- e.g., if in fact the U.S. cannot obtain the use
of land in Palau,some status other than free associationmight be more
appropriate. In these circumstances,moreover, the U.S. should attempt to
link to the land issues what leverage it has on any of the other negotiating
issues -- e.g., a "free association"packagewhich includes Palau land
wouId involvefar more U.S. financialassistancethan an agreementwithout
Pal au options.

e. The United States should be extremely reluctant to reduce
or concede the Palau land requirement prior to agreement on other issues
of importance to the U.S. Throughout the negotiations the JCFS has at
various time taken positions, only to escalate its demands at a later date.
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Mlcroneslans co reopen ocner issues which appear to be resolved, At the
least,otherU.So "minimums"which remain to be negotiatedwould be
exposed to even strongerp.ressuresthan at present;

The same threat exists with respect to the separate
Marianas negotiations. If the Marianas Delegationconcludes, because of
a change in the U.S. positionon the Palau options, that the minimum
Marianas land requirementsare in fact not essentialor minimal, those
land negotiations,and the parallel Marianas status negotiationscould
become far more difficultand more costly.

f. The President'sPersonal Representativeshould coordinate
any.adjustmentsof U.S. land requiren_entswith the concerned departmentor
.agency. Should it prove impossibleto reach agreementwith the department
or agency concerned,or should it become apparentat any time that it will
not be possible to satisfy through negotiationsthe general U.S. land
requirements,the President'sPersonal Representativeshould seek further
instructions.

C. Conditions\Re_ardin_ Military Land Use

Early in the negotiationsthe MicronesianDelegat%n made an i'ssue
of possible future uses to which land leased to the U.S. mi'litarymight b-e
_ut. The U.S, position from the outset has been that the use of these lands
could not be restrictedin any manner which would hamper military functions.
From the U.S. perspectivethere are two eminentlypracticalreasons for not
discussingpossibleuses w_th the MicronesianDelegation. First, it is
difficultand often impossibleto predictor to be precisewhen describing
future contingencyrequirements.'TheU.S. must preserve flexibilitywith
regard to the possiblefuture uses of its Micronesian bases. Second, any
discussionof all possible contingencieswould surface the issue of
nuclearweapons. A U.S, admissionof the possibilityof nuclear storage
could be an extremelyeffective propagandaweapon in the hands of those
who oppose a U.S. presence or those who wish to extractmore money for
Micronesianlands.

The partialdraft Compact tentativelyagreed to in July, 1972 did.
not restrict the use of these lands in any manner and the U.S. Delegation
contends that this document governs any subsequentand subsidiarynegotia-
tlons concerninglands lea(es. The followingis the specific compact
language (Paragraph303(d))•

'_ agreementafor the _ and waters listed in Annez B
ehalZ oonfoz_=_iththe pro_ieio_ Of th_ Contactand s=h
agreementsa_Z_ not, oo_tain any Zimi_tio_s on the use of
_uoh _ and _atero wEoh o_v1_iot _th the _zsio a_thori-
tie_ _nd r_pon_ibiEitie_ of th_ United _tate_ wnder _ect_ons

_ $01, _0_ and $03 of t_i_ _itZe. _'"

ii) i)
/0- 43 031 -



Nevertheless, this subject may be revived during negotiations on
land leases.

The military value of land could be severely reduced by restrictions
on its use. The lands being sought in Palau are intended only as contin-
gency options and it is impossible to predict at this point what their
eventual use might be. If these options are to meet the full range of
possible contingencies, the U.S. must be permitted unfettered use. Among
other things this means that the U.S. should have the unconditiona] right
to store nuclear weapons. This subject, however, cannot be discussed with
the Micronestans except within the context of standard U.S. policy - the
presence of nuclear weapons is "neither conftmed nor denied".

On the other hand, the President's Personal Representative can
state that no biological weapons will be stored in Palau since all U.S.
stockpiles have been destroyed. Likewise, he can point out that there is
no current or anticipated national authority to store chemical weapons in
Micronesia. These statements will not, of course, put to rest Micronesian
concerns regarding nuclear weapons.

The President's Persona] Representative can assure the Micronesians
that, as far as environmental protection is concerned, all U.S. forces and
operations will be subject to the samestandards as apply in the United
States. These standards are publicly available and are normally much
higher than those applied by other countries. It is U.S. policy overseas
to dtscuss environmental protection measures with host countries and to
make every effort to meet their desires. No blanket assurance can be
given that the U.S. will automaticallymeet any standardswhich might be
arbitrarilyestablishedby a host country,however.

This issue could become troublesome,but unfortunatelycompromises
might very well generate additionalproblems,and at the least could
severely reduce the usefulnessof the desired lands. There appears to be
no reason at this time to alter the presentapproach.

D. Length of Leases

The question of the "lengthof leases arises in three differentways:
(I) the current leases in the Marshalls, (2) the desired options in Palau,
and (3) the survivabilityof U.S. land rights in the event of termination
of the Compact. Section 303(e) of the draft compactspeaks to the problem:

"The right and uaea epeoifledin this o_rnpaot,and in agree-
ments existing upon the entry into force of this _ot,
shall at the option of tha Uni_d States extend in full
force and effect for the period specifiedin this compact,
unZe88a partio_Za_ag_ument provides for a longer term.
_ .neFe,z*,a,;j_eeme_._e .o_e. ej_..ondFda. .tko: tE_s of such affree-
men;slre_in_. _ _ay_Hng"_hal_oqnt_tlulF,: unless _en_ed b_
mut-C_aZa_4emeht: ". .... " " " • " "• .O O0 • • • O00 O0

/o- 43; 032
43 SECREv



: " i""i'"i"O• O00 • • • • • • •

SECRET :''.•• :.: :':: :!i :: ":O0 eel • Oil • • O• O0 • O00 •

1. Marshalls

In the Marshalls the U.S. operates its extensive missle test
facilities under rights secured by t_o sets of leases: one between tradi-
tional land owners and the TTPI Government and the second set between the
TTPI and the U.S. Government. There is a total of someseven leases. The
above leases were negotiated beginning in 1960, but in some cases have been
backdated to the time of original U.S. occupation furing World War II. The
master land settlement agreement covering Kwajalein, for ex_ple, runs for
gg years beginning in February lg44. However, it was concluded in 1964, .
and is subject to review every five years.

The final leases in many cases recite only nominal consideration,
but the actual price was established at $1,000/acre except for the basic
Kwajalein land settlement, for which a total of $750,000 was paid. Histor-
ically the rentals paid for the use of lands in the TTPI have been
negotiated with land owners and the amounts paid were considered fair and
reasonable by both sides at the time.

An unusual situation exists with respect to Kwajalein Atoll's
island of Rol-Namurwhere the tltle nf the former Japanese administration
was ruled invalidby the TTP| Claims Administratorin 1964. No appeals
were made to higher U.S. or InternationalCourts. Since then, DOD has been
negotiatingwith the traditionallandowners,who have asked $7,000 an acre
compared to the U.S. (ifferof $1,000 an acre, plus interest. Negotiations
are continuing,while the U.S. uses Roi-Namurwithout a lease.

It is apparent that anY change in traditionalmethods and levels
of paymentwould generate increasedpressuresto renegotiateall existing
leases. Thls pressurewould increaseproportionatelywith any increase in
the l.evelof payments for Roi-Nmur. Such r.enegotiationscould result in
exhorbitantMarshall•s•demandswhich would impact on values throughout
Micronesia,and especially In Palau and the Marianas.

For this reason the U.S. has consistentlytaken the position
that, upon a change in status, the successorgovernmentshould honor the
current leases. The languageof the draft Compact, cited above, was in
part designed to achieve this objective; The fact remains that the Micro-
nesians may attempt to revive this issue. The U.S. position is still valid
and Microneslanpressure to alter this postionshould be strongly resisted.

However, if this issue becomes critical to a successfulcon-
clusion of the negotiations,the U.S. should consider renegotiation,but
only on terms which would not unduly distortMicronesianland values or
result in the U.S. Government'spaying inflatedsums. The President's
Personal Representativeshould coordinatecloselywith the Deparl_ents.of
Interiorand Defense on any questionsregardingthe continuationof present
leases.
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2. Pa]au aed Survival

The MicronesianDelegationhas tentativelyagreed that any
leases which are negotiatedin conjunctionwith or in support of the
compactwill run for the term speclfiedin the lease without relationsto
the compact. This arrangementwill satisfyU.S. concerns regardingthe
term of base rights on Pala_ and the survivalof any base rights in the
event of terminationof the politicalrelationship.

The length of these leasesmay very well become a major issue.
The Departmentof Defensebelieves that, to justifya sizeable investment,
its access to land and ab111ty to use the land should be protectedfor at
•least SO years and preferably99 years. Ther Presidenthas previously
determinedthat, in order to protectU.S. interestsin the event the
Micronesiansunllaterallyterminatethelr associationwith the U.S., arrange-
ments must be included In the compact for denial and defense rights to
survive termlnationby at least 50 years. Presumablythis includesmili-
tary }and arrangementsalso. The relevant point Is that land leaseswill
have to be related to the survivalarrangementsof the United States'
overall defenserights to insure both that the U.S. is guaranteed
sufficient tenure to justify the bulldingof facilities,If that becomes
necessary,and that U.S. land interestswill survive terminationin such
a manner as to supportoverall defense interestsin Micronesla.

The questlon of the survivalof defense rights is discussed
below in ChapterVI. Suffice it to say here that the President's
Personal Representativeshould have the flexibilityto negotiatewhatever
term leases are necessaryto supportdefense rights. Additionally,the
Presldent'sPersonal Representativeshould be authorizedto agree to
provisionswhich would permlt renegotlatlonof compensationat reasonable
Intervals.

Within these broad guidelines and wtth close coordination with
the IX)D, the President's Personal Representative should have full discretion
to negottat_ the necessary land tenure issues.

E. Firm Land Agreements and Acquisition

From the outset of the Ntcronesian negotiations there has been
doubt regarding the authority of the JCFS to negotiate U.S. land require-
ments on behalf of the concerneddistrictsand land owners. At the sixth

round of talks the JCFS was asked how it intended to resolve this problem. !
The reply was not totallysatisfactory. The JCFS insistedthat it will•
eventuallywor_ out some arrangementwith the districtsand land owners
whereby it can act for them in negotiatingland arrangementswlth the
U.S. Government,but admitted that It had not achieved such an arrangement
as of that date. In privateconversationswith #mbassadorWilliams,
ChairmanSalii has admitted that thismay be a particularlydifficult
problem, and that..i_._h_e_d.th_.U_it_d.S.i_te_may.have to deal directly
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with local districtentities on the specificsof U.S..].andrequirements.
This conclusionhas certainlybeen reinforcedby developmentsin PaIau.
The Palauan leadershave stated publicly and privatelythat they will not
allow the JCFS to speak for them regardingland, and Salii has stated that
the U.S. should expect to negotiateits Palau requirementswith local
leaders,with the JCFS playing a facilitativerole in the discussions.

The President'sPersonal Representativeshould work with the Micro-
nesians to clarifyat the earliest the questionof who has the authorityto
negotiatewith the U.S. on land and insist that the U.S. be allowed to deal
with that body oi,bodies which can authoritativelycommit the lands in
which the U.S. is interested.

F. Publlc Lands

As mentionedabove,the traditionalchiefs of Palau and, in turn,
the JCFS have insistedthat negotiationsfor Palauan land cannot go for-
ward until the Palauan public 'landwhich is currentlyheld in trust by the
TTPI administrationis returned to the traditionalchiefs of Palau. There
is little questionbut that thls is a seriousdemand and that the United
States'military land needs in Palau will probably not be satisfieduntil
this problem is resolvedin some fashion.

Srom the outset the United States has made it clear that all public
lands would be returnedto the Governmentof Micronesiawhen the trustee-

ship was terminated. Now the JCFS is insistingon an early return of the
Palauanpublic lands to Palauanleaderseven before a new status is negot-
iated. In essence, the question has become one of timing rather than
principle.

This is, however, a complex issue which concerns all the districts
rather thanJust Palau. Because of the urgencyof this problemand the
fact that the Secretaryof the Interiorpresentlyhas the authorityto
effect such a transfer,the President'sPersonalRepresentative,the Depart-
ment of Interiorand the High Commissionerare currentlystudying the
matter from a number of perspectives. If it appears to be politically
advisableand mechanicallyfeasible,an early return of the public lands
will be set In motion. Hopefully,this will facilitatethe negotiations
for the desired Palau options.

It is highly desirable(the Departmentof Defensebelieves it
essential.)that any returnof the Palauan public lands be accompaniedby
some type of commil_1_ntfrom Palau leadersand the JCFS to negotiate
simultaneously or subsequently the U.S. land needs in Palau. Undoubtedly,
such a qualification wtll complicate the process, but appears justifJ=.; i,,
order to protect the U.S. position.
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The present negotiattng instructions do not speak to specl'flc land
requirements nor do they offer the President's Personal Representative any
detailed guidance regarding the land negotiations.. On the basis of the
above discussion it is recOmmended:that the negotiating instructions:

1. Confirm the U.S. negotiating goals regarding land as those
presently expressed in the partial draft compact.

2. Direct that, the President's Personal Representative coordinate any
adjustments of U.S. land requirements with the concerned department or agency,
and f!"-ther direct that should it prove impossible to reach agreement with the
deparbn_nt or agency concerned, or should it becomeapparent at any time that
it will not be possible to satisfy through negotiations the general U.S. land

"requirements, the President's Personal Representative seek further instructions.

3. Reaffirm that the U.S. Government stands on the position expressed
in Paragraph 303(d) of the partial draft compact regarding limitations on
the use, of the desired lands and waters in Mtcronesta and on the position
expressed in paragraph 303(e) of the parttal draft compact rbgarding the
length of leases for the desired lands.
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V. U.S. FINANCIALASSISTANCE

The essence of the financialquestion is the amount and the manner in
which the U.S. will be willing to pay in cash and services for an arrange-
ment safeguardingits security interests. Because of the implicationsfor
U.S. defenserelationshipselsewhere,the U.S. public and negotiating
positionwith the Micronesianswill continue to be that the U.S. does not
pay for base rights and denial of access as such. From their viewpoint,
the Micronesiansmust decidewhat conW_inationof elements will assure a
scale of economic activity they consideradequate,and satisfy their
desires for full internalautonomy. When consideringthe financialdimen-
sions of alternativefuture status options the manner of paymentmay be
nearly as basic to perceivedMicronesianneeds as the dollar amount, The
U.S. must, of course, in negotiationswith the Micronesiansmake it clear
that any U.S. financialcommitmentshave to be approved by the U.S. Congress.

A. History of FinancialDiscussions

The future financialrelationshiphas yet to be subjectedto serious
negotiations. The JCFS has, however, stated that the U.S. should provide
to the future Governmentof Micronesia,without controls on its use, an
amount of money to be specifiedin the U.S.-Micronesianfuture status
agreement. The JCFS has opposed any requirementfor joint programmingof
these monies or for subsequentaccountabilityto the U.S. The financial
relationshipenvisionedby the Micronesianswould, therefore,be in the

nature of a u_ pro quo: The U.S. would pay Micronesia for a relationship,
"free associatlon",which would meet U.S. strategicneeds over an extended
period of time. During the talks in Palau in April, 1972, the JCFS stated
that it expected $I00 million In annual financialsupport under the new
relationship,$50 million for economicsupport and $50 million for denial.
base rights and military land rentals.

The U.S. Delegation,while recognizingthe strategicvalue of the
Trust Territory,has consistentlyargued that the amount of financial
assistance to Micronesiamust be related in some fashion to Micronesia's
needs, and has attempted to elicit an elaborationof those needs or of how
the Micrones|ansdelegationwould expect to use U.S. funds. Closely
relatedto these U.S. requests for furtherinformationwas the U.S. Dele-
gation's concern as to how such assistancecould be justified to the U.S.
Congress and how it would be accountedfor once appropriated. The JCFS
has not respondedto U.S. requests for furtherinformationon Micronesian
needs and this essentialdifferencein approachremains at issue. At the
conclusionof the Washingtonsession in August, 1972, the U.S. delegation
submittedsome recommendedlanguage for a financialsection of the draft
compact. These paragraphswere not agreed to or commentedupon by hi=
Micronesians. A pro_lisewas given that these submissionswould be studied
and that a Micronesianresponsewould be forthcomingwhen the draftingof

the compactwas _s..ujne_..Th.isp|an_.ua.g__ not.gIldr_essedat BarbersPoint
and there has bcep ncll_icrprIe_lan,reac_ion,t'o._t$o:(_ate.Since this

languageis is!
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The Government of the United States, in order to assist

the people of Micron•sis, agrees to provide the Government
of Micron•sis a sum not to _ceed _ annually. This
total will comprise the following categories of payment:

(a) Fun_ for unrestricted use by the Government of
Micronesia toward the costs of the Central and District
Governments and for Mioronesian governmental progress and
8ernJicesand _pit_l improvement projects for the welfare
of _ people of Miaroneeia.

(b) _nd8 to cover the peqgnentfor U.S. Federal
progr(_s which may be requested by the Government of
Microneeia and extended to Micronesia with the approval
of the Government of the United States.

(e) Fund8 in p_ment for agreements concerning Micro-
nests land and water areas."

"Section 402

The Government of the United States will contribute
to a District Economic Development _wnd on a matching fwnd
basis with an annual rna._ p_dment by the United States

."

"Section 403 "

The Government of the United States agrees to provide
to the Government of Mi_ronesia the services of the U.S.
Postal Service, U.S. Wee_t_r Service, and U.S. Federal
Aviation Administration."

"Section 404

The.provisions of Section 401 and Section 402 will
be reviewed and _,ended _ necessary in consultation between
the Coue_,ment of Mi_nesia and the Government of the United
States a_ fiv,;-yearintervals from the effective date of this
oo_e _."

B. Form o_ Assistance

While it is clear that Micronesia requires substantial amounts of
foreign capita] or development assistance, it is not possible to reach an
objective agreement on the amount of assistance necessary without full
agreement regarding developmental goals. Not only has there been no consen-
sus to date between.the U._, Gever_ment _ the.,_CFS.onsuch goals, but• • • • • • • • • • • • • •
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within the TTPI itself there are considerable differences of view yet to
be reconciled on how the economyshould develop and how foreign support
might best be used. At one end of the scale, a number of Micronesians
believe that present levels of assistance are too high and that Micronesia
should wean itself away from over reliance on outside help, wl_ich is seen
as having a debilitatingeffect on initiativeand traditionalvalues.
Other Mlcroneslans,recognizingthe islands'need for substantialassis-
tance,have optomlsticexpectationsregardingthe availabilityof assis-
tance from third parties - includinginternationalorganizations. The
majority,however, seems to believe that the U.S. is the best potential
sources of assistanceand that obtaininga U.S. commitment to an annual
level of assistancesubstantiallyin excess of current amounts,without
relation to specificneeds and withoutstrict accountabilityas to its

- use, should be the non-oegotlablegoal In the free associationnegotiations.
In essence, this group feels that the U.S. should pay a quid procluo for
a relationshipwhich benefitsthe U.S. as well as Mlcronesla. Suffice to
say, the U.S. must anticipate:strongpressuresfor a substantiallong-
term aid comml)ent, under any kind of associationwhich preservesany
form of specialties or Mlcroneslansatisfactionof U.S. defenseand
securtty needs.

While the U.S. has never accepted the rationale behind the Micro-
nesian qufd pro_ thesis, the U.S. has moved to the point where it is
now offering what might be temed a "lump sum" approach. According to the
U.S. proposal, the bulk of the total annual U.S. contribution would be
subject to a ceiling, but apportionment would be left to the Mtcronesians.
The proposal recognizes Mtcronestan autonomy, preserves their dignity,
allows them latitude to spend the money as they wish, and offers fewer
points of friction with the U.S. From the U.S. perspective, such an
approach would tend to keep the total amount of U.S. assistance down.
Financial assistance would be negotiated once, not piecemeal Since the
amount for federal programs, services and land rentals would come from
the overall total ftgure, once the limiting figure is negotiated, it is
irrelevant for U.S, interests how this figure is divided.

C. Accountabtlt

Control or accountability to the U.S. Government for the use of
financial support could be 8 major problem area. The Hicronestans insist
that once U.S. money ts received, there should be no obligation to account
to the U.S. Government for how tt is spent. This would not apply, of
course, to any money received under federal programs and services, but
the Mtcronesians believe that all other monies once handed over should be
completely beyond U.S. supervision.

From the U.S. perspective the degree of financial accountability to
be assumed by the Mlcronesians presents conflicting arguments. U.S. control

-,.- over programming and expenditures would help to prevent the squandering o.(
funds and to reduce unfair treal_,ent of some areas and elements in Micro-
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nesia. This is an importantconsiderationin building political stability.
This approachmight also be more acceptableto the U.S. Congress than one
less concernedabout accountability. On the other hand, strict account-
abilitywould tend to be inconsistentwith the conceptof total Micronesian
responsibility for internalaffairs positedunder free associationand
would likely involvethe U.S. Governmentconstantlyin;_ocll political
controversiesover budget matters, resultingin friction in the overall
U.S.-Micronesianrelationship. Moreover,the overtly paternalisticimpli-
cations of this approach presume a lack of trust which could damage long-
term United States-Micronesiarelationships.

D. Amount of Assistance

On August l, 1972, a memo from Dr. Kissingerto the Chairmanof the
Under SecretariesCommitteeconveyed the President'sauthorizationfor
AmbassadorWilliams, in his discretion,to "proposea level of U.S. fin(ra-
cial support in the range of $25-50million annually,beginning in the
lower end of thlisrange and moving upwardas necessaryto obtain Micro-
nesian agreementon land requirements". This $25-50 million range was
developedfor possible use in the Washingtonand Barbers Point talks of
1972, by which time the U.S. had divorced the Marianas from negotiation,.;
with the rest of the TTPI, at least conceptually. (The U.S. side has yc;t
to reveal any specific figure to the JCFS.) Accordingly,the range of
$25-50million was being proposed for a five-districtMicronesia,i.e.,
without the Marianas. It should be Doted that this range included thre(;
principleitems: U.S. direct grants and budgetarysupport; Federal pro.-
grams and servicesdesired by the Micronesians;and payments for land
rentalsat fair market value (none Of the funds to be designatedas
specific paymentfor military base rights). It did not includeeconomic
developmentgrants to the districtsor monies for activitiesof primary
concern to the U.S.; nor did it includemonies which may be needed to
conltructa new capitalor for other one-tlme transitionalcosts.

The upper limit of that range is roughlyequal to the current
Departmentof the Interior annual grant appropriationto the Trust Terr'i-
tory less the Marianas (FY 73 - $60 million).

It is the view of the stu_ that in terms of Micronesia'sneeds;
and ability to absorb U.S. assistance the $25-50million range is more than
adequate. It is also importantto note that arrangementsfor U.S. fin,ancial
assistanceto the Mariana Islands (still to be negotiatedbetween the U.S.
and the Marianas PoliticalStatus Commission)should serve as a limitinJg
factor on the amount of assistance_ich the U.S. agrees to for the re..s;tof
Micronesia. The Marianas have opted for a closer,more enduring relatiion-
ship with the U.S. than kave the other districts,and the respective
assistance figuresshould ideallydemonstratethat there are financial as
well as other advantagesin the closer relationship. Given these consi!der-
ations, the President'sPersonal Representativeshouldmake a determin(_.d
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effort to keep the U.S. commitmentto Micronesiabelow $50 million per
year.

The fact remains,however, that the total amount of assistance
may be a critical issue in the negotiationswith the JCFS and is the main
point of leveragewhich the U.S, side possesses. As noted above, the JCFS
expectationsare not necessarilylinked to need but rather reflectwhat
the Joint Committeebelieves the agreementis worth to the United States.
Thus, $50 million may prove to be an insufficientamount for exercising
the necessaryleverageon the Micronesiansto produce an agreementwhich
includesall the features desiredby the United States. Should it appear
to the President'sPersonal Representativeduring the course of negotiations
that an otherwisesatisfactoryfree associationagreementis in sight but
for JCFS refusal to accept the amount of assistanceproft_eredby the U.S.,
it may be necessaryfor him, on short notice, to requestauthorizationfor
additional flexibilityon the quantumof assistance. Technical arrange-
ments should be made in advance to obtain such authorizationon short
notice during a meeting with the JCFS taking into considerationthat there
may be no classifiedmeans of communicationsat the place where the
meeting is held.

E. InternalMicronesianProblems

Two of the Micronesiandistrictshave indicateda strong desire to
retain the bulk of the resourcesderiveddiaen@yfrom the presence or the
anticipatedpresence of U.S. defenseforces, rather than share equally
with the less fortunateand less affluentdistricts. Consequently,the
formulaby which the U.S. or otherswould dispense an annual subsidy,or
other forms of foreignassistance,may prove to be a point of dispute,both
within the COM or between the COM and the districts,although recent state-
ments by SenatorSalii seem to indicatethat the COM may agree to a signifi-
cant local role in distributingmoney from military land rentals.

F. ...Costsof Movin9 the Capitaland Transition

One of the prime financialconcernsof the Micronesiansis the
cost associatedwith the prospectivemovement of their capital,occasioned
by the decisionof the Marianas to affiliatewith the United States. The
United States has a practicalinterestin the movement of the capitaland
in assistingthe Micronesiansto effect the transfer. (It will be in the
U.S. interestto assist in this matter regardlessof whether any of the
independenceoptions is offeredand even in the unlikely event that once
offered, an independenceoption is accepted.) The problemhas yet to be
studied in detail,but preliminaryestimateshave run from $20 to $40
million. The U,,S.delegationshould address this problemforthwithand
attempt to arrive at an accurateestimate. The President'sPersonal
Representativeshould be given the authorityto commit the United States

... in principleto assistingwith this project and to negotiatewhat he
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considersa reasonableassistancefigure. He should be authorizedto
make preliminarycommil_nentson additionalone-time transitionalcosts
which he deems it in the U.S. interestto fund.

G. IndependenceOption

Given the negotiatingobjectiveof enhancing the attractivenessof
the "Free Association"alternativeand the judgment that the degree of
acceptabilityof the independenceoptions is in direct proportion to the
extent to which the Micronesiansare willing to accept U.S. terms for pre-
negotiateddefenseand/or foreign affairstreaties,the followingranges
of projectedfinancialaid, keyed to the independenceoptions _resentedin
Chapter Ill of this study, appear reasonable:

I. UnqualifiedIndependence

Based on the strategyof emphasizingthe negative consequences-
the disincentives- of this option, in contrast to the potentialbenefits
to be gained from a compact of "free association",the U.S. Delegation
should make it abundantly clear that with the exceptionof the payments
obligatedunder the Kwajalein leases for the length of their terms, any
future assistancewould be limited to those amounts,which might be avail-
able to Micronesiaunder the ForeignAssistanceAct. The Micronesians
would be informed that Microne.cia'sneeds would be viewed in the same light
as requests fro_ other friendlyforeigngovernmentsand that no special
considerationbecause of past associationor locationwould be extended to
Micronesia. We would indicatea willingnessto assist in moving the capital
from Saipan, as we would under all the independenceoptions.

2. KwajaleinDenial IndependenceOption

This option,which involves the indefiniteretentionof the
Kwajaleinfacilitiesplus denial of all of Micronesia to the military forces
of third countries,would, in the opinion of the study group call for the
future negotiationof KwaJaleinleases as they expire. We would indicate
a willingnessto consider requests for foreignassistance in the same light
as requests from other foreigngovernments.

3. PreneqotiatedDefenseor Defense-ForeignAffairsTreaties

Since these options promise to satisfy all essentialU.S. security
needs in the Territory, less the Marianas,the U.S. Governmentshould be
prepared to negotiatewithin a range of $I0-20million annually,either in
the form of federal programsor for developmentalassistance and military
land payments. There might be one-time transitionalcosts, in additi_, _u
the cost of moving the capital,which it would be in the U.S. interest to
agree to fund.
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As presentlyenvisaged,U.S. strategic interests(defenseauthority,
rights and bases) would survivefor a specifiedperiod should the Micro-
nesiansexercise the right to terminatea compactof free association. The
compact languageshould clearly indicate that once the compact is terminated,
the U.S. would simply be obligatedto pay for the continuing leases and
would feel no special responsibilityfor sustainingMicronesia'seconomic
development. As a furtherdisincentiveto termination,the compact should
note that, except for those servicesfor which Micronesiawas willing to
pay and the U.S.,to provide, Federalservicesextended to Micronesiawould
be withdrawnwhen revocationof the compactbecame effective.

I. Conclusions

I. It is clear that the JCFS will not under any conceivablecircum-
stances accept a compactof "free association"that does not carry with it
a substantialU.S. obligationto providean annual subsidy in an amount
which can be related to current levels.

2. The Study Group believes that an annual U.S. subsidy to Micro-
nesia (exc}udingthe Marlanas)in the range of $25-50 million annually
would be commensuratewith the intereststhe U.S. Governmentseeks to
protect and in consonancewith its moral and politicalresponsibilities
toward the inhabitantsof this territory,should the Micronesianselect to
remain closelyassociatedwith the U.S. It must be understood,of course,
that any U.S. financialcommi_ent will have to be approved by the U.S.
Congress.

3. Despiteconclusion#2 above, given the Micronesians'inflated
notionsof what a free associationrelationshipshould be worth to the
U.S., it may be necessaryfor the President'sPersonal Representativeto
seek on short notice instructionsglving him additionalflexibilityin
negotiatingU.S. financialassistanceto Micronesia.

4. The President'sPersonal Representativeshould have the
authority to commit the U.S. to assist In relocatingthe Micronesian
capital and in meeting other appropriateone-time transitionalcosts.

5. It is clear that the less the U.S. Interferes - or appears to
interfere - In the internalaffairsof the new Governmentof Micronesia,
includingin those matterspertainihg to power over the purse, the better
the chancesof maintalningcordialor at least stable relationsin the more
critical areas of defense and foreignaffairs. Moreover, a willingness to
concede this point may assist In obtainingthe kind of agreementmost
responsive to long-termU.S. security interestsin the area.
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Liii2L:!i  iint:i6. _t_L_I_ n d l of U.S. payments
over time would heightenMicronesianincentivesto generate higher internal
revenuesand would tend to discouragean escalationof Micronesianfinancial
demands in the event U.S. military activitiesshould increase substantially.
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Two of the most importantand potentiallymost difficu|tissues remain-

ing to be negotiated in a compactof free associationare: (a) the terms
under which the Micronesiansmight unilaterallyterminatethe relationship;
and (b) provisionfor the survivabilityof U.S. defense arrangementsin the
event the compact is terminated. These issues and relatedrecommendations
are discussedbelow.

A. UnilateralTermination

At the Koror talks in April, 1972, the two delegationsagreed that
a compact could be unilaterallyterminatedby either party fo]lowinga
moratorium period which would commenceat the time the compact is placed
into effect. The U.S. Delegationproposeda 15 year moratorium. The JCFS
proposed five years. An importantpurposeof the moratorium,from the U.S.
point of view, is to minimize the possibilityof terminationby assuring
sufficienttime to constructa web of political,financialand other links
giving the Micronesiansa vested interest in prolonging the free associa-
tion relationship. It is hoped that within 15 years, the Micronesiansand
their leaderswill adjust and become habituated to their relationshipwith
the U.S.

During the negotiationsin Koror, Chairman Salii, while insisting
on the right of unilateraltermination,conceded the necessityto "accommo-
date the security and planning concernsof the U.S. and Micronesia"and
indicateda willingnessto negotiatein good faith the terms and conditions
of a "securitytreaty"under which the U.S. would continue to maintain
specifiedmilitary bases even if the Compactwere terminatedby Micronesia.

It is not clear whether there is any flexibilityin the Micronesian
position that the moratorium should be for only five years. Given the
generalMicronesianapproach to negotiations,it would seem likely that,
if there is flexibility,it would be in the directionof compromiseon a
ten year period. (However,it shouldbe noted that in an informal discus-
sion of terminationwith /_nbassadorWilliams the past June, JCFS Chairman
Salii did not object to -- or in any way commenton directly -- the U.S.
proposal for 15 years.)

The U.S. ability to achieve a maximum moratorium period will depend
significantlyon its negotiatingleverage-- such as, for example, the
willingnessof the U.S. to tender an independenceoption as an alternative
to Free Associationand the financialinducementsoffered. If no indepen-
dence option is availableas a lever, some members of the JCFS might
insist that even a five year moratoriumon terminationwould be unacceptable.

Viewed from anotherperspective,the total removalof a moratorium

• period (in the absence of formal independenceoption)could help defuse the
_. independenceissue in Micronesia -- although not completelybecause the U.S.

insistenceon a survivabilityprovisionfor defense relationships.
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'  i21i ii'aLi:,L i.eFro,_.o_,._l • i .g., five year moratorium
period would, in the absenceof a formal independenceoption, significantly
improve the prosepctsfor U.N. approval for terminationof the trusteeship
agreement. Conversely,U.S. insistenceon a lengthymoratoriumwould
markedly decrease the prospectsof U.N. approvalof a free association
arrangement,in the allsenceof an independenceoption.

In addition to the length of the moratorium period,.thereare other

questions relatingto terminationwhich are relevant to U.S. negotiations
with the JCFS. (a) The extent to which _e U.S. can or should try i_o
impose the specificprocedures to which the new Micronesiangovernment
would have to adhere prior to any formal notice of termination,e.g., the
need for a two-thirdsvote of the COM and approval by the electorate;and
(b) whether the U.S. Should insist on the right for any district voting
againstterminationto negotiatea new and differentrelationshipwith the
U.S. It is presentlyunclear to what extent the U.S. can usefully exert
leverageon these matters during negotiations,though it appears that the
JCFS considersthem legitimatesubjectsfor negotiation. Senator Salii
noted at Koror that furthernegotiationson termination"must includethe
detailed proceduresfor the exerciseof the right of termination..."but
suggestedthat:this question should be deferreduntil agreementhas been
reachedon the remainingissues of financialand economic assistance,the
durationand terms and conditionsOf the leases of military base rights
and the details of a follow-onmutual security pact.

B. Survivabilit_of U.S. DefenseResRonsibiILitiesand Authorit_

It was tentativelyagreedat the Koror talks in April, 1972, that
U.S. defense responsibilitiesand authority in Micronesiawould survive
any terminationof the free associationrelationship. At that time it
was agreed that survivabilitywould be covered in a pre-negotiatedmutual
security treaty which would enter into effect upon terminationof free
association. Subsequently,during the Washington talks in July, 1972, the
two delegationsinformallydiscussedthe possibilityof a compact provision
which would state that, in the event of terminationof free association,
all provisionsof the compactrelating to U.S. defense responsibilitiesand
authority (Title Ill and its annexes)would remain in force.

The length of the survivabilityperiod has not yet been discussed
with the Micronesians,although the Presidenthas previouslydetermined
that the defense relationshipshould survive for a minimum period of fifty
years beyond any termination of the compact.

From the practical and legal point of view, the simplest and best
arrangement would be a specific provision within the compact providi.y
the Title III of that document and its associated annexes, would survive
any termination of the compact for a specified period not less than fifty
years.

• • mm •e • • e• • ••• ••
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The il'dn_th_i"_ur'v_l_;ii';y_viii_'b br issue in the negotia-• p 1D • . • •

tlons. The _c_gpe_.1.a_§.w_l:l.Ql'ob_l_:balI__,Ik_R_ provisionr)ffifty or
more years of survivabilityand may counterwith an offer of five to ten
years. At an informalmeeting with AmbassadorWilliams in June JCFS
ChairmanSalii said that resistancehas been building up within the Joint
Committeeto the very conceptof survivability.

C. Conclusionsand Reconlnendations

I. It is possible,but by no means certain, that by using the
financialand other negotiatinglevers availableto it, includingperhaps
an independenceoption, the U.S. can obtain Micronesianagreement to a
moratoriumon unilateralterminationof ten to fifteenyears*.

. 2. It will be hard for the U.S. under any circumstancesto win
Micronesianacceptanceof a fifty year period for survivabilityof U.S.
defenserights followingany terminationof the compact of free associa-
tion. Micronesiansacceptanceof even a shorter survival period will
depend largelyon the extent to which the U.S. is prepared to use such
negotiatinglevers as, above of finance,and possibly an independence
option.

3. Since the President'sPersonalRepresentativehas not yet had
an opportunity_ to test in negotiationsthe combinationof a fifteenyear
moratorium period and survivabilityfgr fifty years authorized in his
instruction,he should make a determinedeffort to win Micronesian
acquiescenceto that formulawhen the negotiationsmove to consideration
of the termination/survivabilityprovisionsof the compact. However, he
should have the flexibilityto negotiatea ten to fifteenyear moratorium
period in order to maximize prospectsfor Micronesianacceptanceof
adequate defense survivabilityprovisions**.

4. If the President'sPersonal Representativedeterminesat any
Point in the negotiationsthat a fifty year survivabilityprovisionhas no
chance of acceptanceby the Micronesians,he should be prepared to ask for
new instructionson this point and to make appropriaterecommendationsre-
garding the lengthof survivabilityand, if necessary,on the length of the
moratorium period.

_VV_:l)c.'t,c,rtm¢,'zl (_fl_'f(:n_,cdi_'agreesw_h this concZusion. It belieues _at
_)_/.heb,_r_a,.J"mlu_l;l_ttleevidence i8 available, there is a reasonable
l)_n_sibiLitythe _:cronesiansmay agree to a moratorium of 15 years.

**'rlzeDepa_,_n,'_tof Defense and the Offiae for Micronesia_Status Negotia-
_iono objee_ _.(_the recommendedreductionof the present U.S. posi_on
cal.Zingfor a fig'_een_ear moratoriumperiod. It i8 in the U.S. interest
to h_,assured of a mini_ of l_ Lears access to this strategicarea and
_he necessaryBase rights. Any lesserperiod in their opinion defeats the
unde_Z_jingrationalefor free association. Fifteen years is in itself a

_e.. .... .. .............
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J_h,Jrtperiod _t . i s tween the U.S. and
Micronesia. Any short,_rperiod erodes the whole concept and jeopardizes
the overall se.:._rityarrangements. If a shorter period proves necessary
the U.S. should ree_zmine the goal of free association; perhaps an
alternate arrangement would be mor_ desirable under the new circumstances.
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A. Securitv Council. Article l of the TrusteeshipAgreementbetween
the U.S. and the Security Councildesignatesthe TTPI a "strategicarea"
as providedfor in Article 82 of the United Nations Charter. Article 83
of the Charterprovides that all functionsof the U.N. relating to strategic
areas shall be exercisedby te_e--SecurityCouncil assistedby the Trusteeship
Council. These articleswere specificallytailoredto cover U.S. concerns
with regard to the TTPI, the only "strategicarea" under trusteeship.

B. TrusteeshipCouncil. The TrusteeshipCouncilwill probably remain
reluctantto assume a role in the Status discussionsor to be drawn into
discussionsof what status is appropriatefor the Micronesiansor of what
constitutesthe proper definitionof "free association"or any other status.
Rather,the Councilwill continueto place emphasis on U.S.-Micronesian
agreementand acceptabilityto the Micronesianpeople. The Councilwill
not, however,disregardU.N. views, such as GA resolution154l, or prece-
dents establishedin other cases. Therefore,the closer that the free
associationcompactcan come to meeting the standardsof 1541 (which the
United states has frequentlycited as a counterweightto the more far-
reachingU.N. DeClarationon the Granting of Independence- Resolution1514)
the stron and more helpful the endorsement to be expected from the _,4_CounciI.

C. Terminationof the Trusteeship

In the nine previous cases of trusteeshiptemination, the adminis-
tering authorities sought and received United Nations General Assembly
approval before temtnation. Australia clearly plans to seek U.N. GA
approval of its temtnatton in the near future of the trusteeship agreement
covering New Guinea.

There is no basts in the U.N. Charter or the Trusteeship Agreement
for distinguishing the postttve aspects of United Nations practice with
respect to temtnatton procedures for strategic and non-strategic trusts.
Article 15 of the Trusteeship Agreement affords the United States a veto
over amendmentor temtnation of the agreement and would allow us to
pre¢lude passage by the Security Counctl of resolutions changing or ending
the agreement over U.S. opposition Th ther four Securi

Coun 1 members also have veto powers _tl_
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The U.S. has already stated that tt would wish to have observers

from the TrusteeshipCouncilat the time of the plebiscite. Consideration
of actual language for the questionsto be included in a plebisciteand
the manner in which the referendumis handledwill requirenegotiation
with the Mlcronesiansand some consultationwith the TrusteeshipCou,_c1¢.
In general, and act of self-determlnatlonshould, if it is to satisfy
prevailingsentimentwithin the Trusteeshipand Security Councils,offer
an opportunityto choose between a relativelyunqualifiedform of inJepen-

dence and a(:clp(a_ce_( _e _ot_a_t,e,dIta.t.u.sa_reement, as discusse_in
Chapter II)..of,._s_t!d)j .. !'." : " : : • •
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The characterand conditionsof an ultimateact of self-determination

for Micronesla -- includingparticipationby appropriateU.N. observers --
will be a subject for consultationswith the Micronesians,and with the
U.N. TrusteeshipCouncil.
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For the purposeof this study, the term "transition"is intended to
denote the processof increasingself-governmentfrom the present time
until terminationof the trusteeshipand Micronesia'sentry upon a new
polit£calstatus. The. term is not intendedto include proceduresfor
holding a plebisciteor the actual terminationof the trusteeshipwith
the United Nations, but rather the processes (e.g., constitutionalconven-
tion) by which Micronesianswill be taking over the reins of government.

The InteragencyGroup preparingthe presentstudy stronglybelieves
that so-called"_ransitionalsteps" in political,administrativeand
financial matters should have the end purpose of a smooth and orderly
changeoverfrom trusteeshipto association,with the continuedprovision
in the meantime of those services and programs for which the United States,
as Administering:Authority,has assumed responsibility. The study finds no
reason for major institutionalchangesmerely for the sake of change during
this period,but rather, recommendsthat wherever possible alterationsbe
made directly from the presentorganizationalstructureinto that which
will be used by the future MicronesianGovernment,avoiding irrelevantand
unnecessaryintermediatesteps.

Although there has been s_ne discussionof transitionin the course of
negotiationswith the JCFS, the subjecthas generallybeen put off because
of lack of agreementon the essentialelementsof the future status itself.
Nevertheless,the President'sPersonalRepresentativesuggestedstrongly
during the Koror round of talks that the Congressand peopleof Micronesia
get on with the task of decidingwhat the internal structureof their
future governmentwould be throughthe procedureo_ a constitutionalconven-
tion. The JCFS concurredin this suggestionand submittedto subsequent
sessionsof the Congressof Micronesia legislaturefor a Constitutional
Conventionas well as a Commissionon National Unity and an Office of Micro-
nesian GovernmentalTransition. The Congresshas not yet enacted this
legislation,therebymaking future progress in the area of transition
rather difficult. At the same time,however, the Congresshas adopted
resolutionsand passed legislationwhich would serve to increase self-
government in Micronesia,without the advantageof a constitutionalblue-
print. Further, several vocal members of the Congressof Micronesia have
suggested far-reachingchanges in the Administration,designed particularly
to increase the role of the Congressof Micronesia. i

Finally, it should be noted that the JCFS, although unsuccessfulin
getting a constitutionalconventionbill through the Congress,has itself
undertaken to draft a proposed constitutionfor the future governmentof
Micronesia. This draft is not yet public,but reportedlyis based opu,
relationshipof free associationwith the U.S. and suggests a high degree
of decentralizationfor the future centralgovernmentof Micronesia. It
should be noted that such a scheme would establisha Micronesianconstitu-
tionalstructurefar differentfrom that suggestedby the Congressof
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Micronesia Ini_,_le_sl_ti_ _i_a_p_si_edit_:da_'_for increasedself-
government in:@Ic'_sla:,. ;IcaoT_l_ng,IFylIn nfo_T_g'_owardself-government,
the U.S. must carefullyconsider the possible conflictbetween the nature
of the constitutionalstructureproposedby the JCFS, and pressuresfor
increasedexercise of centralizedauthorityby the Congressof Micronesia.

With respectto movement toward self-government,it is concluded for
several reasons that this should continue and where possibleeven be
accelerated,keepingin mind as noted above, the necessityto have changes
in the present administrativestructurebe consistentwith and relevantto
the ultimate constitutionalgovernmentof Micronesia. First, the U.S. has
a legal and politicalcommitmentto assure that the leadersand officials
of a futureMicronesianGovernmentare thoroughlyexperiencedin all areas
of governmentat terminationof the trusteeship. Similarly,it is in the
U.S. interestthat the new MicroneslanGovernmentbe reasonablystable and
effective; the greater the self-governmentprior to terminationof the
trusteeship,the more likelywill be such stabilityafterward.

Finally,a high level of internalself-governmentwould almost certainly
encouragegreater responsibilltvon the part of Micronesia'sleadership,
while also focusing their energies and attentionon internal problemsand
away from status issues. Further side-effectscould Very well be an
increasedMicronesianawarenessof Micronesia'sneed for associationwith
the U.S., and acceptanceof the concept that Micronesiacan have meaningful
self-government and associationwith the U.S. at the same time.

Changes providingfor such increasedself-governmentshould,however.,
be such as to lead to increasedblicronesianresponsibilityand authority:
(a) in areas which will not threatenU.S. security interests;and (b) in
areas which are not likely to be in conflictwith the characterof a
future MicronesianGovernment. Possiblechanges to be considered for
early implementationinclude: (a) increasedbudgetary responsibilityfor
the legislativebodies of Micronesia;(b) increasedlegislativeparticipa-
tion in appointmentsin the executiveand judiciarybranches; (c) limitation
of executiveveto authorityin areas not directly affectingfundamentalU.S.
interests;and (d) continued,rapid "Micronization"of policy-makingpositions
in the TTPI administrationup to and possibly includingthe Deputy High
Commissioner.
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• AND OI3PEeIIVE_]_I_.MICRON_SIA"_I) JU_T:I_IGATIONFOR

• MILITARY LAND REQUIREMENTS

I. U.S. Strategic Interestand Objectives

a. The securfty of the U.S. interestsin Asia depends in large part,
on U.S. ability to maintain its influencein the Pacific Ocean area. Such
influencewill be requiredas long as U.S. military forces must be moved
through, under, or over the area, are required to function in the area;.
and, as long as it is necessaryto deny to the enemy positions from which
attacks of any kind may be launched against the United States, its posses-
sions, or its allies. Our base system in the Pacific is an amalgam of key
locationsprovidinga U.S. presencewhich assists deterrenceto aggression
and facilitatesexploitationof the mobility of U.S. Forces to rapidly
reinforceallies if deterrencefails.. Controlof any portion of the area
must be denied to potentialenemies. The cost of lives, time, and
resourcespaid by the United States in World War II to secure control of
the islands in Micronesia is a directmeasure of the vital need to estab-
lish and maintain unquestionedU.S. controlof this area.

b. U.S. interest in Micronesia is based in part upon its military-
strategic value. The area providespositionsof potentialmilitary value
for the defense of Hawaii, Guam, the Panama Canal, Australia, New Zealand,
Japan, and of the U.S. sea LOCs through the Western Pacific,and into the
Indian Ocean. The area is also a zone of transit, the continuedcontrol
of which is basic to the fulfillmentof U.S. Asian and Pacific security
commil_nentsand protectingU.S. interests. The islands in the Pacific
area are importantsites for the networkof transportand communications
facilities essentialto the maintenanceof normal contact between the
United States and the countriesof Asia and Australasia.

c. The value of the area to the United States has been enhanced con-
siderablyby recent developmentsin military and space technology. The
progress of the U.S. earth satelliteprogramhas also increasedits
significance. In the interestsof its longer range military and space
programs, the USSR will be attentiveto any politicaldevelopmentthat
offers hope of developingits own power structurein Pacific area.

d. There are presentlydiscerniblefactors, includinga deficit in
the U.S. balance of payments and growing politicalpressuresagainst U.S.
bases in some countries,which may result in some additional limitations
and restrictionson the use of l;heexisting Far East bases. It is con-
ceivable that a continuingU.S. military presence in some of the countrie:s
may be restrictedseriouslyor jeopardizedby the local politicalenviron-
ment. Should future circumstancesresult in continued limitationand
restrictionson the use of existingbases on foreignsoil, use of Guam
and the TTPI could well become a critical considerationin effective

_"military operations in the Western Pacific.
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e. In view of the developingPRCnuclear capability,Guam and the
TTPI can be expected to become of increasingstrategicimportanceto the
United States...A.s:(:_e.PR(th._ai}.evp.l,_sI.th_e_nay,be a requirementto

adjust the U.S._l_o}_u_e_ prp.v:.ide:an'_dttio_._l'di.s_ersalof military _,
forces on terri:.torJ).un_ICr.¢(mlbl:e_oU,_'..c_ntrol.,...

2. Specific Considerations

a. By nature of their location,across the lines of communicationsto
existing Western Pacificbases, the islandsof the TTPI provide potential
fallback sites for our present forwardbasing posture. Together with
Guam, these islands could fulfilla wide range of requirementsthat could
develop under various contingencies. The isolationof some of these
islands and their sparse populationmake them ideal sites for weapons and
other equipmenttesting programs,space launch,recovery,telemetryand
control stations,underwatersurveillancetest operations,trainingareas,
and bases for appl_cationof future technologicaladvances. The basic
national strategy for the East Asia/WesternPacificarea envisionsU.S.
forward deployed forces, togetherwith the military forces of our allies
in the area, providinga deterrenceto potentialenemies,and a capability
if deterrence fails to defend as far forwardas possibleuntil reinforce-
ments arrive. Imp)icit in this forwardstrategy is the requirementfor
forward bases for U.S. land, sea and air forces as well as logistic,
communicationsand intelligencefacilities. These forwardbases can be
located in allied countries,on U.S. territoriesin the Western Pacific,
or in areas that will be politicallyassociatedwith the UnitedStates.

b. IncreasingRelianceon "Hard Bases":

(I) Assuranceof Availability

(a) Several factorssuggest that contingencyplans be pre-
pared for the loss of U.S. bases on foreignterritory. Mmong them are
the changing characterof our alIlances,and the politicaluncertaintyin
many of the countriesin Asia, both of which could make any U.S. military
presence in Asia tenous that is dependentupon foreignbasing rights.
Thus, U.S. bases in allied countriesmay be termed "soft" as a reflection
of their vulnerabilityto host nationwithdrawal/restrictionsof basing
rights, and politicalpressure for reducingthe foreign (U.S.)military
presence in their country.

(b) Forwardbases on U.S. territory,and on territoryover
which the United States exercisesovereigncontrolor that which is politi-
cally associatedwith the United States are not as susceptibleto political
pressures or constraintsas those in a foreignnation. The use of these
"hard" bases, however, is subject to nationaldecisionson such issues as
Congressionalappropriations;the acquisitionof land for base develop,lent
and expansion; and the types and sizes of forces to be based there. Other
aspects which may favor the use of territoriesor areas that are politically
associatedwith the United States.,are the opportunityto acquireor retain
options for prospectivemilitary bases, and the ability to obtain reentry
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rights where r es o ared with commercial *"
enterprises."Tlfer_e5pfi'dn__r'e"g_eral_y _i_ficultto obtain in foreign
countries.

(c) In summary, the assuranceof availabilityof bases over
which the United States is sovereignor in areas that are politically
associatedwith the United States is generallygreater than on foreign
soil, althoughsome obstaclesmay still be present. This fact suggests
that Micronesiashould remain associatedwith the United States and that
increasedefforts should be directed toward acquiringbasing options in
Micronesiato insure that the United States is able to maintain a forward

defense posture in Asia in the event that basing of U.S. Forces in allied
countriesbecomes untenable.

(2) Other Advantages. Maintenanceof an adequate forwardbase
structurein Micronesia providesa number of importantadvantages:

(a) U.S. as Pacificpower. U.S. military bases in the
Western Pacific serve as a convincing demonstrationof U.S. intent to
remain a Pacific power, and to maintain sufficientforward deployedmili-
tary power to fill U.S. commitmentsto its allies and protect U.S. interests
in that area. The existenceof these bases also serves as a tacit reminder
to other Asian powers that the United States exercisessovereigntyover
"territoryin the Pacific Basin, hence it is a residentWestern Pacific
power -- a geographicalneighbor to the Nationsalong the Asian littoral.

(b) Balance of payments. Increaseduse of bases on U.S.
sovereignterritoryor in areas that are politicallyassociatedwith the
United States and concomitantreductionof forces deployedon foreignsoil
would substantiallydecrease the balance of payments in Asia. A significant
percentageof U.S. military foreignexpendituresthus saved would be
redirectedinto the economiesof the United States and Micronesia,both
throughexpandedbase developmentand the impact of U.S. Forces on the
local economy.

(c) Politicalmobility. U.S. Forces based in Micronesia
will have immunity from foreign'basing constraints. Therefore, in the
event of furthererosion of currentbases they will provide the political
mobility and operationalflexitkilityessential to a strategy that requires
freedomto maneuver,even though these bases are not as strategically
located to potentialobjectiveareas as present forwardbases.

c. Were unfriendly powers to achieve footholdsin the TTPI, the
United States would be faced with essentiallythe same situationthat
existed in Cuba during the early IgSO's,only this time be powerless cu
control it. For example, such footholdcould provide unfriendlypowers
with refuelingbases, missle control stations,submarinebases, and other
military facilitiesdetrimentalto the interestsof the United States. The
TTPI in unfriendlyhands would presenta formidablethreat to the security
of the United States, and the military value of U.S. installationson Guam
would be largely neutralized.
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d. Japan i%i__ d a_ n e nd greaterefforts
are being made to project this power and influenceinto the TTPI and
elsewhere. U.S. strategy and actionsshould work toward insuring that
Japan develops appropriatelyin harmonywith U.S. security interests.
However, this should not precludeprovisionfor alternativesshould
Japanese interestsprove inimicalto U.S. interestsin the Asian-Pacific
area.

e. The strategicimportanceof the TTPI was recognizedby the U.N.
Security CounciliN 1947 when it was designateda strategicarea. This
importancehas increasedas the United States has been called upon to dis-
charge its obligationsas a Pacificpower. As politicalpressuresgrow
to restrict or eliminateU.S. use of bases and facilitiesin the Far East,
the importanceof _ermanentU.S. military controlof the TTPI becomes
increasinglyevident.

f. The TTPI and Guam are so locatedas to permit surveillanceand
defense of the major air and sea lanes from the United States to USSR
(Asia), to the PRC, SoutheastAsia, and the SouthwestPacific. Submarine
and surface ships patrollingthe PhilippineSea can be supportedlogisti-
cally, eliminatingthe requirementto return to Hawaii, approximately
2,500 miles more distant. These locationsare well-suited for monitoring
Soviet and PRC submarineactivities. The potentialexists at Tinian,
Saipan, Babelthuap,to build airfieldsand other strategicmilitary
facilitiescapable of supportingmajor operations. These areas have been

'_'_ subjected to detailedanalyses as they relate to U.S. post-Vietnamdefense
posture, and minimum military land requirementsto support U.S. basing
options and strategicinterestshave been developed. Should the stationing
of major PACOM Forces in SoutheastAsia, Okinawa, and elsewherebe further
restricted during the post-Vietnam,told-and long-rangeperiods, pos-
sible future use of the TTPI includes,but is not limited to, the following:

(l) Pala_ Islands

(e) Of the island groups in the TTPI, the Palaus possess
perhaps the greatest potential for possible future developmentof a logis-
tic, cantonment,airfield,manuever area and harbor facilitystrategically
located because they are almost 800 miles closer to the South ChlnB Sea
and the Indian Ocean than the Marlanas. Within 1,500 miles from the
Palaus are Oklnawa, Talwan, the Philippines,Australia,most of the South
China Sea, and almost all of the Indonesianarchipelago. This radius
e_compassesvirtuallyall of the LOC's between Japan and Australia.
Because of their proximityto SoutheastAsia, the Palaus are the most
desirable alternateor fallbacklocation for U.S. bases in event of loss
of base rights in the Philippines. A U.S. base in the Palauswould pro-
vide continued access to the increasinglyimportantSouthwestPacific
area, as well as constitutea key defenseoutpost on the western fringe
of Micronesia.
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_bi i_'n_°_dir _ide'_r_ni iheiiii_i_nce and the need for _"
a continoency.l_.S--Clavyb_e anU" a"JofntS_r¢@ce"maneuver area in the
Palau District it is appropriateto consider the extent and role the
existing Philippine base complex plays in supportingNavy and Marine
mission requir_nentsand national policy in the area.

I. The Navy's real estate holdings in the Philippines
(Subic Bay, Cuba Points and San Miguel) total over 41,800 acres. Training
areas available and areas which can be used for Marine training and
maneuver exceeds 70,000 acres in total acreage. The major activities
located there includea naval base, a naval station,a supply depot, a
ship repair facility,a magazine, and a communicationsstation. To man
the complex requires 1,3OO officers and men and 1,300 civilians. The mag-
nitude of operationsand support services is thus considerable. During
]972, the supply depot received759,206measurementtons of material for
distributionto fleet and local units, and the ship repair facility per-
formed an averageof 4,495 man days of productionwork per day on Pacific
Fleet ships. The piers at the naval base are capable of supplyingshore
generatedelectrical power, fresh water and fuel. There is sufficient
room for nesting of destroyertype ships, and thereare 120 anchorage
available. The naval air stationaccommodatesand supports an antisubmarine
patrol squadronwi;thnan P-3 aircraft,a carrieronboard delivery (COD)
squadron with ]5 aircraft,varying numbersof transientaircraft,and, as
required, a carrier air wing. Dependingon the area used, training
exerCies of at least up to MAU/BLT size and larger,dependingon arrange-
ments made between the U.S. and PhilippineGovernments.

2. These Philippinebases play an important role in
supporting the U._. military forces employed in carryingput U.S. policy
and providinga presence which contributesto maintaininga regional
balance of power in the SouthwesternPacific area. If use of all or part
of these bases were denied to the United States without a possible fall-
back base in the region,the United States would be unable to adequately
support forces afloat and U.S. SouthwesternPacific allies because of the
extreme distances involved. It must be rememberedthat over 95 percent of
all support for the Vietnamwar was providedby ship. Therefore, it is in
the national interestand necessary under the strategyof forwardbasing to
have an option for anotherSouthwesternPacific naval base and Marine
maneuver area should circumstanceswarrant.

(c) In consideringall aspects associatedwith possible
_ocations for a future contingencysupport base, the Palau district was
detemined to be the only locationpossessingthe potential for possible
future developmentof even a limltedforward supportbase. Because of
the strategic location of Palau, a ship at normal transit speed woulu
reduce by four days the time requiredfor a round trip to the South China
Sea and the Indian Ocean if that ship could use the Palaus rather than
Guam or the Marianas. As stated previously,a radius of 1,500 miles from
the Palaus encompassesa major portionof the South China Sea, while a

A similar arc from the Marianas does not reach beyond the Philippines.
This difference is especially significantfor at least two reasons:
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forces are mogt,econ_c_,l.l_,_mQ]_yA¢_hen a:r_as_$"operationsare within
1,200 to 1,500 m1_es of logistic supportbases. Beyond that distance,the
number of required combatantand replenishmentships rises sharply;

2. P-3 antisubmarinepatrol aircraft are effectively
employed within operating radiusof 1,500 miles.

(d) The ability to stage from the Palaus also permits
defenseQf Guam and Tinian and avoids complete concentrationof military
facilitiesin the Marianas,which would limit flexibilityand increase
risk.

(e) The physicalcharacteristicsof the Palaus are equally
important. Malakal Harbor is an excellent "harborwithin a harbor".
There are additionalsupplementaryanchoragesnearby. Babelthuap's
large area, terrain,and sparse populationpermit its use without signifi-
cant interferencewith the island's residents. If necessaryduring wartime,
military facilitiescould undergo emergencyexpansionon Babelthuap. These
attributescannot be duplicatedelsewherein the TTPI west of Guam.

(f) The minimum requirements,as describedin Secretary
Laird's 9 September 1971 letter and reaffirmedby SecretaryRichardsonon
28 March 1973, will provide, at best, only a partialhedge against loss
of existing bases and training areas or unsatisfactorylimitationon the
use of thse bases. This risk was accepted in recognitionof Micronesian
reluctanceto part with land and the attitude of many Palauans toward the
United States. However, these requirementsrepresentthe absoluteminimum
basing optioRswhich prudence dictatesand are considerednon-negotiable
minimums.

(g) It is apparent that the Palauans are concernedabout
U.S. plans for installationson their islands. The Palauan'sinterest
in these plans is appreciated. Their queriescan best be answered by
explaining that the exact time and natureof develop_nt of facilities is
dependenton many variables,includingthe future of other Pacificbases,
politicaldecisionsconcerningU.S. Forces in Asia, and relativepriority
of military constructionprojects elsewherein the world.

(h) The Navy has no plans for early developmentin the
Palaus. However, dependingon the degree of stabilityOf U.S. basing and
force levels in the Western Pacific the followinghypotheticalminimum
and maximum conceptualdevelopmentsequencesmay be useful for informa-
tional purposes.

I. Minimum contingencydevelopmentwould probably
consist of the foTlowing:

- _. Initially,ship visits may be expected in
•---MalakalHarbor.
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facilitiesand the joi_t-useairfield.

c. The Navy will also assist in developmentof a
master plan for civilian developmentof the island. These plans would
be developedby Navy and local representativesto take advantageof Navy
experienceand expertiseand to insure that the requirementsof both
users (civilianand military) are adequatelyprovided for and are
compatible.

_d. Airfield constructionwould follow. Upon
completionof the runway,patrol aircraftcould be staged from the airfield
at the rate of severaleach month.

e. If circumstanceswarrant, options may be exer-
cised and minor constr_ctionundertakenon the three sites. This could
include administrativeand living facilitieson Babelthuap for possibly
20 to 50 men, certainsupport facilitiesat the airfield and an adminis-
trative building at Malakalharbor. It is also expected that a minimal
cantonment and storage facilitiesfor POL and ammunitionwill be constructed
on Babelthuap.

2. If the need arise for a significantrelocationof_
WESTPAC base faciITties,or if there is a major increaseof Naval forces
in the area, the followingexpansioncould be envisioned for the Palaus.

a. The use of Malakal Harbor and Komebail Lagoon
for a fleet anchorage_roccasionaluse by up to lO to 15 ships).

b. Placing a tender and floating dry dock in
Malakal Harbor for maintenanceand repair of submarines and destroyers.

c. Comp]etingland fill in the 40-acre area in
Malaka] Harbor analcont'ructionto provide for alongsideberthing and
bunkeringand for ]ogisticand administrativefacilities. '

d. Expansionof storage facilitieson Babelthuap
for additionalpreposiTionedwas reservestocks of POL and ammunitionand
operationalstores.

e. Constructionof a communicationsfacility at
the Babelthuap site.

f. Expansionof administrativeand personnel
support facilities (quarters,offices,madical facility,warehouses,
sales outlets, recreationfacilities,etc.) for up to approximately
l,000 miIitary personnel.
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and maneuvers.

h. Constructionat the airfieldof up to approxi-
mately lO0,O00square _ards of parking apron, constructionof a hangar
and aircrew alert facilityand ancillarybuildings (e.g., line shack,
GSE facility,wash rack, etc.).

i. Operatinga patrol squadron (nine P-3 air-
craft) or detachment(_wo to size P-3s) from the airfield and occasional
use by carrier air wing aircraft (intermittentpressenceof up to
approximatelylO to 30 aircraft).

3. For the constructionof the Joint'use airfield, the
Navy is amenable t_ participationat Airai or another site. The intent of
the Navy's contributionof up to $g million is to insure that the airfield
meets its requirementsfor flight activityand that there is adequate area
provided for Navy facilities,as describedin the developmentscenario,
and a reasonabledegree of future expansion,if needed.

4. Some of the facilitiesfor the support of ships will
be located at some'distancefrom MalakalHarbor. This division was
necessaryin order to overcome the problem that Malakal Harbor is the
only suitable protectedharbor, but 2,000 acres of land near the harbor
to,accommodateOOD munitions safety criteria is not likely to be available
for Navy use. In addition, the unloading,loadingand storage of ammuni-
tion and POL are well-suitedto an isolated location. The disadvantages
of use of this remote site must be accepted in order to provide an approp-
riate site for some functionswhich should be distant from population
centers. Three alternatesites have been selected,one of which will be
negotiated for with the Palauansduring the U.S. land survey team visit.

S. It may be suggestedthat all support facilities
for ships be col_oTatedat the single 2,000 acre site on the West Coast
of Babelthuap. However, this proposal fails to recognizethat the use of
Malakal Harbor is critical to an effective support facility in this area.

a. Malakal Harbor is the sole site which provides
adequate shelteredanc_-orageand berthing. Protectionfrom wind and sea
is present in virtuallya fullcircle. In contrast,the lagoon on the
West Coast between the barrier reef and the islands is open to winds from
the southwestthrough the northwestand winds from these directionsexist
about 20 percentof the time. From July through October the wind is from
these unsheltereddirectionswell over 50 percent of the time. The con-
ditions in the anchoragearea in the lagoon are describedas troubles_.,_
with west winds and untenableat time during strong northwesterlywinds.
As the Palaus are in or near the "typhoonbelt", it is also noteworthy
that, there are many instanceswhen moderately high winds from a typhoon
skirting the islandsmake the lagoon unusablewhile Malakal Harbor remains
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adequatelyshe_e_ed.:._[_esei_e_ors.:a_iimp:e"r_a_'foreven infrequent _"
transientship use, but they are crucial in selectinga site where
destroyersand submarinescan Best alongsidea tender, for locating,a
floatingdry dock, for berthing service craft and boats and for the
constructionof a wharf or pier for alongsideberthing,bunkering,repair
and services,

b. The proximityof Malakal Harbor to the polula-
tion center and the pro-lbablesite of industrialgrowth is also important.
Koror and its environswould provide the civilianwork force for the
support facility,fresh produceand other commodities,the advantagesof
at least some measure of urban developmentand would eventuallyprovide
supplementalindustrialsupport. The boost to the economy and infrastruc-
ture of the Palaus provided therebyShould be of tangiblebenefit to the
residents.

c. MalakalHarbor is unmatchedwest of Guam for
the proposeduse. Its value warrants the effort which may be required
to assure access,anchorageFights and to obtain the 40-acre site.

(i) The Departmentof the Navy desires to cooperate fully
with the Palauans in selectingsites which are mutually agreeable, in
insuringthe compatibilityof military and civilian facilitiesand in
protectingecologicaland sociologi'calinterests. The Navy is convinced'
that by working and planning togetherthat, with little inconvenience,
the Palauans will benlfit from economic growth,and expanded infrastructure,
improved harbor and airportfacilities,and from the assistancethat can
be provided In their communityplanningduring the developmentof
facilitieswhich future.needsmay dictate. Options for acquisitionand
use of required basing options is importantto the Depari_Bentof Navy and
they are hopeful that the forthcominglanddiscussions can serve to apprise
the Palauans that these are provisionsfor long-termcontingencydevelop-
ment, reduce their apprehensionsabout an undesirableor inordinate
mi]itary presence and assure them of U.S. intentionsto plan with them for
future developmentso as to avoid adverse impact on their plans, their
environmentand their people.

(j)..Justificationfor.a 30|000 Acre Maneuver Area on
Babelthuap

I. The Depar_ent of Defensehas expressed a minimum
requirementto hav_ an option to maneuver/trainingarea on 30,000 acres
of Babelthuapas a contingency.optionto provide training/maneuverareas
in the future should circumstancesdictate.

2. Currentlyapprovednational strategy call for 2/3
Marine Amphibious Force to be deployed in the Western Pacific as part of
the PACOM forces postured to meet mutual defense commi_ents and to respond
to contingencies.
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i;" i t_i n b of training readiness
for WESTPAC forwar_deployedMarine forces for commi_ents and contingen-
cies makes it mandatorythat sufficienttraining area be available for
utilization. Babelthuap,sue to its centrallocation in the Western
Pacific, size and terrain,is the only area in the TTPI which can help
satisfy this requirement.

4. A presentand continuingproblem,with respect to
training is obtainTngsuitable areas. Those availablefor Marine Corps
use are being degraded throughencroachment,restrictionsand/or denial
to a point that in the future, they may not be totallyor partially
available to support the required training. Further, politicalpressures
have made it more difficultto scheduleand executeamphibiousexercises.

- • 5. The size of the area is dictatedby the requirement
to provide sufficie'ntmaneuver area for the largestunit anticipatedto
utilize the area. Currently,it is anticipatedthat training exercises
up to a Marine _phibious Brigade (MAB) level will be conductedon
Babelthuap. A notionalMAB, consistingof a ground combat element, an
air combat element, a combat support element,a combat service support
element and naval supportforces, numberingapproximately11,200 personnel
would probably be the maximum size organizationto utilize this area.

6. Based on the notionalMAB, the requirementfor a
maneuver/training_rea is actually70,560 acres (computedon 6.3 acres
per man; ref: _ 101-10-I). Training/maneuverscan be successfully
accomplishedwith some degradation,however,on less than half (30,000
acres) of the required acreage,e.g., by further reducingeither the
scope of the exerciseor the task organizationof _he notionalNAB.

(k) If basing rights on foreignsoil were revoked, U.S.
bases in the Palaus and in the Marianas 800 miles to the northeastwould
in effect form a i_or_arddefenseperimeteraceoss the mid-latitudes,and
would constitute the western most baiing posture achievablein the
Western Pacific. The Palaus proximityto the Marianaswould permit the
base complexes in the two island groups and mobile forces from both areas
to be mutually supporting.

(1) Although the strategicvalue of a fallbackbase in the
Palaus is widely recognized,planningfor this base has been accorded
lower priority than developmentof a military complex on Tinian. As has b
been noted above, _he Marianas lack the geographicalproximityto the
Southwest Pacificand land area which the Palaus provide, consequently
neither Tinian nor Guam is an acceptablesubstitutefor a military
complex in the Palaus.

(m) [.tis thereforeimportantthat U.S. base requirenents
in the Palaus be recognizedand that appropriateaction be taken to
reserve the required real estate as a hedge against loss of existing
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plan must be tailored to provide support for the highly mobile forces
which will constitute U.S. forward military presence in Asia in the
future.

(n). U.S. intent to avoid future involvementin a land war
on the mainland of Asia is apparent. Nevertheless,as stated in the
Nixon Doctrine,the United States is committedto support its allies.
Hence, the focus ol_ attentionis shifting to forwardsupport bases, mobile
protectionand presence forces, and to the protectionof the vital lines
of communicationwhich llnk U.S. allies and U.S. supportbases with each
other, and with the rest of the Free World. The Palaus' proximityto U.S.
allies in the SouthwesternPacific, and to the Indian Ocean and Western
Pacific LOCs which converge in the Indonesianarchipelago,is a strategic
a(Ivantagewhich is unmatchedby any other area in Asia over which the
United States exercisescontrol. For the future securityof U.S. interests
in Asia,it isessential that the United States obtain an option to
establish a forwardbase in the Palau IslandsWhich could serve either as
a fallback from the Philippinesor as an additionalbase to meet as yet
unforeseen circumstances.

(o) Ocean areas and islandssuch as the TTPI are being
increasinglyimportantto mid- and long-termU.S. strategy. Previous
considerationof the importanceof oceans and islandshas been primarily
in relation to maintainingair and sea lines of communication. In the
future, the growingeconomic value of the resourcesavailableand exploit-
able from the oceans will increasetheir importance. In addition,as
pressures increase againstU.S. presencein forwardallied areas, greater
reliancemay have to be placed on use of U.S.-ownedor controlled islands
to insure continuedprotectionof U.S. security interests. U.S. national
policy should insure the continuedunfettereduse of the TTPI for both
military and economic purposes.' The United States should seek positively
to reveese any trends toward terminationof U.S. interestsin the area.

(2) Marshall Islands. Of particularsignificanceis the value
of the Marshall Islands to the researchand developmentprogramsof the
Deparl_Bentof Defense. KwaJaleinis the location for both operational
and research and developmentmissle tests, penetrationstudies, and
tests of ballisticmissle defenses. The requirementfor the use of
Kwajalein in the researchand developmentprogram is expected to continue
for the foreseeablefuture. U.S. investmentin facilitieson Kwajalein
are extensive and there is no suitablealternativepresentlyavailable.

(3) Marianas Islands

(a) Bases for strategicair, tacticalair, Navy air ASW
patrol squadrons,missles, airlift, nuclearaed conventionalweapons
storage, POL, communications,maintenanceand supply, port facility,Army
depot supply and maintenanceunit, and Marine forces,possibly to 14AFlevel.
Additionally,an aerial bombing range could be accommodated.
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(_>. _mam._ :the.w.e_leromos_c:of_._-_(e_ritorialbases in
the Pacific. S_t_alegitf_rce)._bdthBrS{2_'an_SB_s| are based there, as
will be general:_uJpos_al:_s._h _l_en_a_._iOre. However, popula-
tion pressure and economic developmentin Guam sharply limit the land on
the island availablefor any future significantexpansionof current U.S.
military facilities.

(c) The Departmentof defensehas identifieda requirement
for a U.S. military complexon the islandof Tinian. This complexwould
provide a relocationsi_e for the strategicforces and activities
previouslysituatedon Okinawa prior to its reversion;would support the
surveillanceand Defenseof Micronesia,and the lines of communicationin
the Pacific; and would preservea fallbacklocationin the Western Pacific
in the event U.S. base rights in Japan, Okinawa, and Taiwan were terminated
or unduly restricted.

(d) The Marianas Islandsare well located strategically.
Mainland Asia is easily within range of strategicaircraft operatingfrom
the Marianas. Forces based there are well situated for protectionof the
Central Pacific LOCs and the increasinglyimportantLOCs between Australia
and Japan. Because of their distance from mainland Asia, theMarianas are
less vulnerableto attack from the continentthan more western U.S. bases.
However, this distance is somewhat disadvantageouswith respectto the
radius of action and closure time of U.S. Forces based in the Marianas area
having to respondto a crisis on the mainland or in the offshore islands'
of our East Asian A11ies. Also, because of their dlstance from the
extreme reachesof SoutheastAsia, forces based in the Marianas could
provide only a marginal degree of protectionto the vital LOCsand choke
points between the Indian and PaciflcOceans.

(e) In summary, retentionof existing bases on Guam, and
acquisitionof additionalbases in the Marianas are Importantto the
maintenance of an adequate forwarddefense posture in the Western Pacific
in the 1970's. However, a military base structure in the Marianas could
only partiallycompensatefor loss of existingbases in East Asia.
Detailed justificationfor the Marianas Districtbasing options are
contained in the parallelstudy on the Marianas District.

3. Summar_

a. The security of the United Stateswill continue to depends in
large part on U.S. ability to monitor and control,as necessary,the sea
and air space of the Western PacificOcean area and to meet and counter
Communiststrength in the forwardAsian-Paciflcregions. The TTPI, under
close politicalassociationwith the United States,would contribute to
the accomplishmentof these objectives.

b. It is essential,becauseof the cessationof hostilitiesin
South Vietnam, that redeploymentof U.S. Forces insuresa military force
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"" : "."""posturewhich w_l.'-I "t:raPl_:a'n_Ja i e to fulfillAsian
and Pacific com_i'i_egt_o""F.or:_i,s,'relsoan_the pp,si:.hostilitiesposture
of U.S. Forces would be enhanced significantlyby the option for military
bases and associatedfacilitiesin'the TTPI.

c. The United States should continue to oppose any major loss of our
presentPacific forwardbase structure. However, if the intensfying
politicalpressurescause future denial or cartailmentin the use of our
forward bases, the TTPI provides the only real estate,with the exception
of Guam, on which the required capabilityto project U.S. power into the
Western Pacificcould be based. CurrentU.S. controlof the TTPI, favor-
able balance of paymentsconsiderations,and potential for U.S. sovereignty
and/or jurisdictionoffer the possibilitiesof long-termstabilityrequired
for planning of a base structure.

d. Kwajaleinwill remain strategicallysignificantin view of its
importanceto DOD researchanddevelopment programs.

e. In addition to the strategicimportanceof the TTPI for future U.S.
military development,the location and expanse of the TTPI make it
imperativethat we continue to deny these islands to possible enemies.
The TTPI in the hands of unfriendlypowerswould presenta formidable.
threat to the security of the United States. In particular,the vulner-
ability of Guam, surroundedby the TTPI, would be significantlyincreased.

f. DOD has repeatedlyexpressedthe view, both to the Presidentand
to the Congress,that the TTPIIs essentlal to our national security
interests.
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Interests and:..Oh:)ec'_i_e_:i_._ier'o_e:si__¢_d:,Justification for

Military Land Reauirements"

The Defense Department°s annex on the strategic importance
of Micronesia, _nd on defense land requirements in those islands,

addresses: (a) the strategic location of the islands; (b) the
importance of denial of military access to the area by other
powers; (c) the Palau land options; (d) defense land require-
ments in the Mariana Islands; and (e) the continuing need for
the Kwajalein missile range complex. State concurs in the
importance of continuing access to Kwajalein, and will, in this
.paper, address only briefly the issue of basing requirements in

the Mariana Islands. Consequently, the following comments
relate primarily to the overall strategic importance and denial
issues and to the Palau options.

General. The Department of State believes that the relative

importance of Micronesia to the security of the US and to US
security co_m_itments in East Asia is overstated in the Defense

anncx nnd tends to reflect outmoded strategic concepts. An
exal;ipleis the statement in the DOD annex that the World War II
expenditure of lives, Lime and resources in the islands "is a
direct measure of the vital need to establish and maintain

unquestioned US control of this area." If this standard is to

apply, the US should never have relinquished "unquestioned
control" of many other World War II battlegrounds including,
for example, the Philippines, New Guinea, and North Africa.

There are other assertions which State would challenge.
For example, it is difficult, except through the most remote
linkage, to relate the TTPI to the defense of the Panama
Canal and the continental United States. In the Defense Annex

it is claimed that the TTPI is a zone of transit, the continued
control of which is basic to, the fulfillment of our bilateral

tre;Ities with Japan, the Republic of Korea, the Republic of
Cllina, nnd the Republic of tlzePhilippines. In reality, the
normal gre_,t c£rcle tr_;nsits from the continental United Status

to these countri_.s pnss well to the north of the TTPI, the islands
of whicll have pl:Jyed no significant role whatsoever in any of
the several crises .,;inceWorld War II (i.e. Korea, Taiwnn StraitS,

Vietnam) which have affected these bilateral relaEionships.
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SECRET 2.

i: :;::ii:ii!;Further, it is"st'  ea _e'Isla'nds" e t sites for
the network of transportation and communication facilities
essential to the maintenance of normal contact between the US
and the countries of Asia and Australia." In fact, there are

no such sites anywhere in Micronesla, (other than a few

LORAN stations), and most of those elsewhere in the Pacific

.Islands (e.g. Samoa and FiJl) are of declining importance.
Only Guam even remotely fits the above description. It is
also stated that "the value of the area to the US has been
enhanced considerably by recent developments in military and

space technology." Aside from our activities on Kwajalein,
we know of no technological developments in the fields of

military, space, transportation or communication technology
that would support these assertions.e

State does agree that it desirable to maintain denial
of military access to Micronesia by other powers. However,
Defense's assessment of the possibility and risks of such
qccess seems to us to be exaggerated, particularly with

regard to the point that an independent Micronesia might
result in foreign military access to the area. Defense's
concern does not appear to take into account the following

. factors:

-- If Micronesia should opt for independence and reject

any US military preseqce (together with the financial induce-
ments that would attach to that presence) it is highly un-

likely that the Micronesians would then invite or accept a
PRC or USSR military Presence.

-- Micronesia is not the only strategic Pacific island

grouping. If independence invites an inimical foreign mili-
tary presence, then the barn door is already open in the
Pacific Islands. Fiji, Nauru, Western Samoa, and Tonga are

independent. They will be followed within a few years by
Papua-New Guinea, the Solomon Islands, and the Gilbert and
Ellice Islands. There has been no sign of interest by

third powers in using these areas for military purposes.
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SECRET 3.

-- While iiei_".i:r_.a_is:_n:!_i_°ti_: Ji_otiating ob-
jective and a factor arguing for a Micronesian political
relationship with the US. denial can be achieved through
other means. One alternative would be establishment of (_through
the UN or other means) Micronesla as a neutralized area.
Another would be to proclaim and enforce denial to the area

unilaterally. The language of the trusteeship agreement on
the strategic importance of the area could be cited as

sanctioning such a policy.

-- There is no evidence to suggest that the PRC would
have any real interest in developing bases in Micronesia.t

The PRC has never shown interest in the establishment of

military bases on other than Chinese claimed soil. Moreover,
it is doubtful that it will possess the naval capabilities
for the foreseable future to exploit Micronesian bases.

-- Micronesia would not appe._r to offer to the USSR any

quantum increase in military capabilities not already avail-
able from the Soviet land mass or the Kuriles. For example,
the latter offer better missile sites to threaten Hawaii or

Pacific Sea lanes than do most islands in Micronesia. Further,
we consider it highly questionable that the Soviets would
press for the development of facilities of marginal military
utility in Micronesia when such action would clearly involve
a challenge to US strategic interests as enunciated in our
publicized objective of denlal. However, assuming the worst,
it is difficult to see how Soviet bases in Micronesia would,
as a practical matter, "neutralize" US installations on Guam.
Given tile relative sizes of the Soviet Pacific Fleet and the
US 7th Fleet, a hypothetical Soviet base in Micronesia would

seem more subject to "isolation" or "neutralization."

Defense Land Requirements. Other than Kwajalein, the
only defense [and requirements are for options in Palau
agoinst future contingencies, and in the Mariana Islands.
State comments below l,lrgely will be confined to the issue of

the relative importance of the Palau options.

P,_]_u Opt.ions. The decisions that will flow from NSSM
171 may offect decisions on the Palau options. In these
.ircumstances, State believes that a final decision on the
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in the context of that study. However, since the Department
of Defense has argued the importance of the Palau options in
its annex, the Department of State's views are set out below.

The NSC Under Secretaries Committee, in its major
Micronesian status study dated March 19, 1971, agreed that,
while priority should be accorded the Marlanas in securing

basing options, Palau options were "highly desirable." Sub-
sequently, former Secretary of Defense Laird informed Am-
bassador Wlllia_s by letter that the Palau options were no
longer "highly desirable" but rather were "essential."
Former Secretary of Defense Richardson, in a letter dated
March 28, 1973 to the President's Personal Representative,
described the Palau options as "irreducble or non-negotiable
minimums." The Department of State believes that, on the
contrary, recent developments in East Asia and the Western

Pacific suggest that the options, while perhaps still
desirable, are even less relevant to US security requirements
than in 1971. State's reasoning is as follows:

I) The significance of the Palau options should relate
directly and most importantly to the character and level of
existing and potential threats to the security of the Ug and
of its friends and allies in the Western Pacific. The im-

provement in PRC-US relations, the phase-out of US involve-
ment in the Indochina conflict, the declining likelihood of
a new conflict in Korea, a general improvement in the self-

defense and self-reliance capabilitles of most of our Asian
friends and allies, and the general movement toward detente

in East Asia, all support the view that the potential for
conflict thnt _ight involve the US is lessening.

2) Apart from the changus in the security environment
noted above, the Department of State believes that the assump-
tions that lic behind Defense's assessment of the importance
of the PaJ.au options are open to challenge. The assumptions are
discussed below.

3) Defense's starting point in assessing the Palau options
as "essential" nppenrs to be the assumption tha_ existing bases
and rights elsewhere in the Western Pacific, but especially in

iii!:!::: ':::i• • • BOB •e
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the Philippines, are politically insecure or otherwise in-
sufficiently viable. State believes that there is little

reason to question the viability of that base structure in

the foreseeable future, provided the US exercises prudence

in dealing with these countries (primarily the Philippines

and Japan) on basing matters. Philippine bases probably

require only basic accommodations to Philippine sensi- "
tivities to remain viable. These would include some mone-

tary quid p._ _ for the bases, but less annually than we
are considering as a quid for the right to undeveloped real

estate in Palau. The new MBA negotiations thus can assure

continuing viability. Most certainly this is a cheaper and
more cost-effective course than construction Of new bases in
Palau.

4) The political situation in the Philippines has never

been ideal and probably never will be. There have, however,

been at least as many favorable developments there in the

past few Years as unfavorable ones. Thebaslcally favorable
Jisposition of the Filipino citizenry toward the US and the

apparent new sense of direction of the Philippine Government,
are important factors contributing to pro-Americanism in

the Philippines, and to the viability of our base structure

in that country. At present the long-term prospects for

American bases in the Philippines are good to excellent. The
Philippine Government seems prepared to assure us of continued

tenure for as long as our security relationshipwith the

Philippines last. For the forseeable future any Philippine

government will want to maintain good relations with the US.

5) Major base construction in Palau would occur, accord-

ing to the Department of Defense, only in the event of loss

of major bases elsewhere, but primarily in the Philippines.

However, closure of US bases in the Philippines or elswhere
would probably be accompanied by a commensurate reduction in

US defense commitments and basing requirements in the Western

Pacific. The US is unlikely to be called upon to assist in the

defense of nations that have expelled US bases from their
territory.
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. e s e Philippines,
it would appear that minimum US defense re'qui'_ements, including
basing for the protection of sea lanes and lines of communi-
cation, could be met from Tinlan, Guam, and Okinawa. In

terms of meeting future DOD requirements An the "vital LOCs
and choke points between the Indian and Pacific Oceans" the

liability of a putative loss of the Philippines would be
mitigated by the continued ability of U.S. forces to operate
from Thailand (essentially Sattahip and Udapao) and the
possible future deployment of Navy homeported elements at
Fremantle, Australia.

7) It is difficult to conceive in practical terms of

basing arrangements in Palau providing a significant or
necessary contribution to the defense of Hawaii and the US
mainland as DaD has stated.

8) Defense statements regarding the importance of Palau
to the credibility of a US deterrent to aggression are over-
stated. Given the geographic location of Palau, it is un-

likely that any contemplated bases in Palau would appreciably
enhance the credibility of the deterrent capability Of the
United States. Our Asian allies probably would not perceive
US forces in Palau as being si_niflcantly more relevant than
those in Guam or Hawaii.

9) More specifically, we consider that the strategic
rationale for Palau is credible only if a clear and persua-
sive Southeast Asia mission for US forces deployed there can
be identified. We. do not consider that such a case has been

effectively m_de when set against the usual advantages posited
in favor of forward depl.oyment. The deterrent effect, the
tripwire effect, the quick reaction potential, and the effect
of reassurance to allies would be lost in a redeployment to
Pnl_,u from japan or the Philippines. In terms of the political
advantages to be gained, therefore, resources which might be
devoted to securing the Palau options would be better employed
in insuring continued US access to already established bases
in the Philippines. If the annual cost of securing land options
in Palau were applied instead as a supplement to the $17 milliondmmh

in MAP assistance we have been providing recently to the Phili-

pp|,les as n tactit....._ _ _ for Philippine bases, our tenure• • • • • • •e
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in the Philippines would be made even more secure and the

possibility that bases in Palau might be required could
probably be eliminated.

i0) While present Marine Corps training areas on

Okinawa may be subject to future political pressures for
reduction, we do not find Palau an attractive alternative

'politically or militarily. Analysis for NSSM 171 showed that

Marine time phased deployment requirements to Korea and SEA
can be met from Hawaii or CONUS. There are also other forward

deployment and training options for the Marines in the Philip-

pines and Korea. Finally, marine training requirements in
the TTPI should[ be capable of accommodation on Tinian where the

DOD paper identifies as part of the base development plan a

requirement for "a Joint Service maneuver and training area."

Ii) Indian Ocean or South China Sea operations, if nec-

essary, and in an extreme emergency, can be mounted from

bases in the threatened countries asking for US assistance.
It is difficult to imagine_ for example, that Thailand would

ask the US to conduct operations in its defense without

providing bases from which US forces could operate. The same

is true of Australia, the Philippines, Japan or Korea.

12) A primary Defense Department Justification for the

Palau land options has been the assumption that Palau, under

a suitable settlement, would provide a politically secure

area for the construction of facilities to replace those in

less politically secure areas. Political reporting from the
area, however, has indicated a certain reservoir of anti-mili-

tary base feeling in Palau and an overall situation probably no
better than that in the Philippines. Indeed, it is possible

that the Palauans, following sufficient arm-twisting, could

technically meet US land requirements with option agreements--

but with no intention whatsoever of ever permitting actual
construction of US facilities. " Such an action would be fully

consistent with Palauan culture and negotiating tactics. In

these circumstances, the utility of the Palau options could
be virtually nil.
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13) The ability of the US to construct bases at some
indefinite period in the future will depend not on paper

agreements negotiated now, but rather upon the receptivity
of the Micronesian and Palauan governments and people at the

time the US might seek to construct such bases. Whatever may
be placed in writing now, and whatever may be paid for option
rights, the fact remains that it would be difficult to construct
and operate bases in the face of a hostile environment. In
these circumstances, there would appear to be little reason to
press negotiation of the options if they clearly will be
politically or financially costly to the US. In this regard
Defense's distinction between "hard" and "soft" bases has

little validity. Political pressure can be just as damaging to
our domestic base rights as it is in foreign countries. Witness
the Navy's forced departure from Calebra Island in 1975.

14) With regard to the hoped for political security of
a close relationship with Micronesia (including Palau), the
Micronesians will be able to terminate their political relation-

ship wLth the US at any time after a moratorium period (of yet
undetez-mined origin, but no more than ].5years). It is in-
tended that Micronesian-US defense relationships, and land
options and leases, would survive termination of the political
relationship. However, surviving rights, whatever the termin-
ology, would have no greater political security than those
which exist under treaties with other nations--and which the

Defense Department considers to be inadequate.

15) In the above regard, the Department of State has
serious reservations with respect to the argumentation advanced
by the Defense Department on "hard" vs. "soft" bases. Lateral
]everage on "soft base" host nations can be effective only if
the alternative basing option is credible and will be invoked
by the U.S. For instance, the fiscal resources and indigenous
manpower requirements to relocate our current base structure
in WESTPAC to the TTPI are formidable, a fact we must assume
is known to our base rights hosts in the Philippines and japan.
Thus, we must recognize that our threat to vacate existing
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"soft bases" is one we will only exercise at" a point when the

conditions imposed on our use of such bases, as well as the quid

required for retaining them, becomes intolerable.

16) In claiming that: the Palau options are essential
and irreducible minimums, the Department of Defense assumes

that these "requirements" can be met, and does not address
the issue of what course should be taken should it prove

impossible to obtain the options under satisfactory financial,

political and other conditions. In the Department of State's

view, the "denial" requirement and retention of Kwajalein

are our only important defense needs in Micronesia. Protection

of these requirements can best be served by an amicable
Micronesian-American relationship. Refusal to continue to

negotiate and implement a free association arrangement (because

of an inability to achieve the Palau options) could threaten
these more basic interests and requirements. Most certainly such

a situation would lead to major pressures for Micronesian

independence. The argument that the status quo can and should
be retained in order to provide for the Palau options by another

route is unrealistic. The basic need for a change in the

present political relationship with Micronesia has been seen
by successive administrations for some years. The course now

taken in the status negotiations is essentially irreversible.

17) Nevertheless, the Department of State agrees that

there should be an effort to obtain the Palau options under
reasonable and amicable conditions. For tactical reasons the

US should continue to press that requirement in the Micronesian

negotiations until two other conditions are met:

(a) a satisfactory status settlement with the Marinas (including

US land requirements) has been achieved; and,

(b) a status agreement has been reached with Micronesia which

in all other important areas is acceptable. When these two

conditions have been met, the US should be prepared, if nec-

essary, to concede the Palau options, or at least proceed to

implementation of the new status arrangements without con-

cluding the Palau land negotiations. Talks on these options

could then be.r_s_w4ed, pn..te_-gn_r_a.tionof..the trusteeship, under
• • • • ..5• • • , Y

the genera] qower._f @S. def&ns_..re_pD_s1_i:l_ties. The costs
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for the optio_ I _'e i r (if they can be
obtained at all) when they are not an obstacle to completion
of an accord on the future status of the territory.

18) The tactical timing of a temporary or other dropping
of the Palau options is, however, important. They have been

pressed on the Micronesians as "minimum" requirements. To
back off of them when other and major US requirements have not
been met would tempt the Micronesians (and the Marianans) to
hold out in the hope of forcing US concessions on other and

•more important requirements.

In summary, the Department of State believes that Defense's
assessment of the value of the Palau options to be exaaaerated in
light of the present situation in East Asia and the Pacific.

The origi_al negotiating instructions on this question, which
authorize the President's Personal Representative to forego
insistence on those rLghts as a last consession to gain
Micr0nesian acquiescence to b compact of free association,
more than adequately protect US interests.

Mariana Islands: The DOD paper clearly indicates that DOD
is viewing Tinian as additive to our current WESTPAC basing
structure and intends to proceed with the development of
facilities there without adequate reference to the status of
our current base structure in WESTPAC or to the conclusions of

the NSSM 171 Study. In our judgment DOD should be closely
queried on what may at this time be a redundant base complex
at Tinian developed at considerable cost. This par-
ticularly applies given the relative viability of our current
WESTPAC base structure wi_ere we have little reason to assume

our presence in Jnpan (to include Okinawa) or the Philippines
will be te_m,innLed or significnnt]y altered in the forseeable
future. Con:_cquent|y, a final decisio_ on development of
the Tini_Jn ba:;e comp]ux, as well as Pa].'_ucontingency options,
should ]>_ deferred until it can be considered within the context
of NSSM 171.

There are other inherent weaknesses in the plans for the base

_,_ development plans on Tinian, as we understand them. As an

:." .-:: .....
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example, vehicl_!_h_it_t_o_ a_i_p_i_a_ ship repair
facilities wil_'op_rate _h" _s_" e_Fic_e_l_ on Saipan
or Tinianthan the comparable facilities do now on Okinawa and

at Subic Bay. These two proposals are probably not cost
effective. In fact we seriously doubt that indigenous labor
is sufficient in quantity or potential technical proficiency

to perform the high quality skills now carried out at the
Navy ship repair facility as Subic. As this fact become
increasingly apparent the military may find itself importing
labor from Okinawa, Korea or the Philippines or using U.S.

labor, with consequent antipathy in the Marianas toward the
military as local labor finds itself displaced by imported
labor. The Defense Department's plans for resolving these

problems need to be carefully weighed before any future base
construction in the Marianas is approved•
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Back.ground -- The Department of State, in favoring an
independence option for Micronesia, does not propose inde-
pendence as a status for Micronesia.-To the contrary, State
believes that the present free association course best serves
both Micronesian and U.S. interests. Nevertheless, State
holds the view that au_ early offer of independence is essential
to successful conclusion of an amicable and therefore enduring
free association arrangement, and that the risks attached to
that course are significantly less than no offer of indepen-
dence, or offerance of a highly qualified form of independence.

.°

There are essentially three different but closely related

reasons for an independence option: our legal obligations,
our moral obligations, and political/tactical considerations.

Legal Considerations -- The legal considerations are
straig-_£_-Trw-_r-d' The p_cedents of past trusteeships, :and
the spirit and the letter of the UN Charter and of the Trus-
teeship Agreumcnt require that the Microncsians have an
oDDortllnity to accept or reject independence. For the U.S.
to be able credibly to assert that it has fulfilled its
obligations aS administering authority, it must arrange for
a full and legitimate act of self-determinat_&_ which, by
definition, reuuires an independence option./_

!

Moral Oh] iaat_ons -- We must not ignore the potential
• cost:_o--6_-[|[,_v'il.gto _-_cron_,,:ians their right to reject or

accept that which we insist upon for ourselves -- and for
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others. The pr'].nciple'o'f'self-determination has been a
central tenet of our foreign policy throughout the 20th
century--including today in Vietnam. Refusal by the U.S.
Government to grant meaningful self-determination, parti-
cularly to a peop]e for whom we are .legally and morally
responsible, would reflect poorly on our credibility and
image elsewhere. We should not be sanguine that what ap-
pears to be an isolated and remote issue today will be
So tomorrow:.

Political _ a)_d Tactical Cons._derations -- These alone

force'{_[.]_-yarg_u £or an independence option• Tl%ey are
listed below.

(i) It _s quite clear that only a relatively small,
but very articulate and i,_fluential minority of Micro-

l,nl.,at Lhis 1_ime fn\:oJ's inde.pcndence. An overwhelming_CS '"

majo_'i%y of _'._cro_-c,uian:: either favors association with
orates, or is presently reluct_nt to choosethe IJniLed c,

bct_,',:enassociation and independence in the absence of
i.,:tl_. :_ of each form of status.more .infocr:_at_,",,.,,..on the :[_np.1c "-)n',

Some pzufe): tJ_e st_:tus c_:o ],ending the fu:cther development
of ;._:L,.z o n ;: ._,_-a .,c ..... 1,., lc.s.'.:, . .
Mjc_Fc:e-:ia ],.asgro_,.:n fron, non-existe_)ce to a Significant
an,']serious moven._-_nt during the past five years. That
movement is likely to continue to expand over the next
several years, and in ti;_e, in the absence of persuasive
eou),'['ervailing _rguments On the viability c_ independence,
cou]d become widc:_l_rcad, For t/hat read;on _.-]one it" is
[,ref_,rable to surf,_ce and f_;rce a choice on the independence
guu:;tio** now %,.:]_cnthe numbcrn are oi% our s._de. If _.7_:do
n_,l:, ;_)) i)'*dc]',',.')_f_"nc',.', ophion p._'ob;-blywill in any event be

forced on u._;:in a _ew years by Micro_)csian in:Lt_atives and
on !_cron.:::J_,.)_ter)_:_. On the o(;h_:_-h,n,d, a properly dc_sign(,d
ar,d U.C.. co']t_'c).]_cdind_:pendence opt.i¢)n could not o,_]y
prov.ide a dec.i:.ioH at a i._me _:nd undc:r co):,dJtions favorable
'1._:,u:., but u_,_]_l _,l. so c:ifcctively rc\:e_se present trends
_)'* fav_)r 0.I: /)_,Irl,C.u¢_C)':¢'C....

(2) 3:S a practical matter, the U.S. Govert,ment h'_s
already agreed to _n in6ei:endence option for Micronesia---
t)vcough it:) a__,.r_r.m_:ntt|:at any free association arrange-
mcl,t may bc unJ].at_:rally terminated by eith¢'r party after
]5 y,:,_,_"_(the ;.iicronesian po:_]tion _s th--.t such a moratorium
_hou].d be lJ.mJled to 5 years). The issue thus is not w]:ethe_-

• °

)0- 430S7





SECRET

_ OO OOO • i •: : :. :. • :v_'-.'" : "'" :'"'"• . :..:. :: , _,
• • • 0°

• • • " • : "'" " " • : " : : :
O• ooo • •o• • • O• •O • • • O•• O•

(5) 1_efu_al to provide an independence option almost
• • %

certainly _.;ould result i)_ the CoJ.5_'ess of Micronesia refusing
to endorse a f):'c:eas._oc[ation relation._;hip, and to parti-
cipate in :;ponsorship of an act of self--determination.
Wit bent the. cooperation of the Con.'}ress of _iicronesia
and of district, level le£_dcrship closely allied to the
Congrc:',;, the U.S. C-overnment _:onld have no choice but to
sponsor a "yes-no" plebiscite in circumstances that would
at }-est result in a low aff.i-cmatiw_ vote and a low turnout.

Given %he (d.t,t_ues of the Con_;r_:ss o_ Micrcnesia, it is
quite possible t-bat the Congrc:_s _.:ould attempt to'thv;art
the plebiscite through one o_: a con:bination of the follow-
_ng action._. (a) The Congress could call fox" a boycott
of the plebiscite while appealing its case to the UN. (b)
Altel'nativcly, the Congresn co_id call for a "no" voSe--
probably with a high degree of success, or even for a
write-in independence vote with lesser prospects for success,
(c) Comb:;n,.,_]:.;;[thany of the abuve tactics, the Congress
could unil- ter_.lly dccl_re for i.'.'J6_(:,pendc,nc:eby resol_tion.
In any dl.)_.,_',............"ion of the po,_._;Jbility,of an unilatera','ly
spon:;or(,d vc.::.-no"})].(_)._r:_._ke, it i,,,,'I-},_ _.i..-.n...erc.d_l,au
t].*_'(-'lS\'irO_.':_'*_.!'..'._-]iO1':*<_:',.,I:_2_'I_J);':t U._:• l,;tDgUaC_e, cultural
a,d ..... " .... '". ]. " ...... si ,_ of_._'_" _,'_,,_.,:,_ ,_._<_-_.i_._ :_.;'_;_i_"_;"; •-.' "0I '_ 4-I_-_•. -..., _ _'. C,-'_ ......

the I'l;i¢'J.'<n_"""";). '.,j,' .l._":'"c"':1_':,.);,. ..... ,,... [,nO. %'_:"_bi.tVr" no y;,cans of." cif-
" 0 •

fc'cti%_c.ly 1_:_u:_::;.y-.gt]_::,_(-];'a_.'_'le}::..In a nut,;hell, our
op}'on(:nt's c,:.,u_;.(:o_,tlJ.c.'a::d outs}lout us, and often will
be mor_, li}:<:.l.?to be bclicv_,d Thexe %.ou..,_be few re
{_L._-,..in_';:on t.hc.tleader_;',i[, .in it,; .intemp_utation of the
option.-., who.teas _m %.:ould have to remain vithin thc'.t.ruth

.. wbil_ often p._'e:<entin[,ab._t_.nct conceptz of little or no
meaning to l,'mn_,kticronesians.

(6) Onz ):'eluctance to date to did;cLass independence
has undcr_b_:_c!_._bTi_,led t-l:e_.:i('::,:o:,esiansto believe tb,_t -
the U.S. C_wc:),u,,¢:_twil.1 ]-,ayal_,:out any p_::ice to avoid

.... Y.::',.c.,:_,nc-,.:i_mnegotia to_ m
I'],_:.:, h.;v_, efJ,.,..tiv.'} V _:"._.i_t_:.:; n-,.c_ _:;,'., th:,.c',:t of ind_...-.,.-cdence

-. .... .r_L.., c_)i_,;r2:j:'_('.,._;; .%._.|:_'i, D<'_.c:ot._..ai-j._lQ

th(. fl'('e ;,",'.,.,_c ];.i..ion c(_:,.i_.cL, "'h_,t _:it_.,u-[;.i.:,n. can b,.'
rc,'v(,_-:.: ,_ }.,._: ,.,i_,-_•,1¢:j.9.)_ _. ;;.,}.{ |..;_1_],,, l:ll_.lt|:). ,..,,*._.}-,(2. il_c]e_;_;,}}dc, nc:(:
O}.'L.'; C;:) ,,1)*'| ]}C)._ ;]L.4..D._.•I Ot:t J'}l,'.l _1 |4_ {J rt_7%;:;;._..h i|lll:;t CJ}OC)S@ ])Ctt'C'_:}'l

.; " • • •
a . r_.c 4:._::;(:,C_.i'i.';.C>l, rc.l{l.tJc)ll:.,hj.]) ;:C'iV,_t_1._::|:':'Ot_.'._to h,oth :l..',i¢.ro-
nv:_ia and the L.v.:;.,,-nd i_,,L_,cun.i.ousJndcpen6ence.

(7) _.:._nyof thos:_ i_: M_cron.,,.-..ia},rcncntly favoring
Jl:c_cpen(lu_)v..-_do so on tbc. a-;e.;u},:ptJ.ontheft U.S, st_"atcgic

... • .,: .-...:...:
..: --: : : : .'" : :.: . ... ., ... .:::
• • ": : ": : t_:<'_.;': : : • : • • •

II Ill • ••l • q_l"" ' "l_ l "--" I • • Ill tl
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intcrc, sts a e.... "J " in Micronesia are such
that an independent Micronezia will have sufficient levers
on the U.S. to a.s_;ure financial subsidies sufficient to
support independenc:e. In the absence of a U.S. defined

independence optJ.cn which contradicts that position, the
above point of vic-w is persuasive and Js gaining adherents.
This it e::;pecially true within the Congress of Micronesia.

(8) For muck: the same reason, many key leaders and
o£'dinary MicronesJans have thus far bc:en reluctant to

endorse a_:_ociatJ.on wihh tb,_ United States, even "though
• t]_c,ymay bc presc)it]y J.ncli:,_cdagaJn';t independence. To

gain the |_ositiv¢, _:upport o:;-"thJ.s vc:ry large, and critically
. impertant segment of the blJ.cron,zsian popu.lation, a star];

c.entra_t mu:.=t ]:e ),a:[nted, Jutc, rms a,Tvant;:,geous to as-
, socJ.ation, bet_;ce;, free ia::._'_:cJationaud Jndel;e,ndence. This

t...,.oughthe: surfacing of a U.S.._._,:::cionly _"can be, accompl ",-_. "

defined and controlled indel_endence option.

: (9) Indcperclc:nce in ;,_crcnesJa is now a vague and
)'emote concept. .I[',;::dvoc..,c:vl'_.a.,;_.:::n culturally and
politically _.tt._:_c:::jveas .:,mc,ans o_.[p,._.'.'t:?onir,g hard
rlr.,c).:..)o_,,..,'_r_r'_,-\'<'_]_ng,2-_._:):!_I_].ccmu'_:;In<,ntto association,
s'):_oof "_ " """_ ....i_.., t ............, r:f v_,_('i. :,."e inc-v'}_,,_ d_._fasteful A.

distasteful ind<:,r._c,._d_nceoD.Lion wou).c_remove this problem.

(i0) Whatever their Jndividua! p_sitions on Micro-
nesia's fuhu_:¢: political status, Micronesia's leaders agree
that ' • ......" • " -Mlcru,,..._!_ j.,:_en_tlc-0 i.o a cl:oJce between association

and ind_pcnflenc:e. That ._e.e.jt._onis kr:]:en a_. a matter of
" pri_,eip].e " " ".... ,.,'.,,c_pr:ide. Pr.._,_ ,.equire._: [],at they have _ho

op].,ortunJ.t!,,to ¢..c_n.':.[do_:'anC _'_ject, of- the_.r own free will,
inde]>,_r_!c;n<-.....T]:_prir_('._.::ii.,._.r,vol_c:d i.-._so import-_nt that
a,_y I).S. )._f_::;i_]l-o ]',_.,.):_::il.;-1_atrej(.c:tion wo%_.].dwithout

do_fl,t c:(,,-:_'t,::th,.,._.a_:_,}:(,_:;..,-,_;many key le_dc,-rs, especiolly
J.n 1.ha CO':'.,,:"::::,.:l} M:ic:_'_,_..,.'_:.:. Many 0£. the:me leaders are

'"" :u,}>l:O_.["of. ,',:'_'oc._-atior,to
i',(!\'C_';'('_," _.," J-_::': .;;:_'.':'C:" :_.r_ (_.'fOIl-';C ('*_" t]'_;.'t pt-;illcip].e, ;tz_d

• J,_ ti,.,f:i.,j,,.,, o.I. i_],'-., U .," <;¢:r:.i , ,1 of I:hcJr p_.rceJ.x, cd -" _'-,-• • L 3,g*'l t....
.[]111.:_il J...J'l.l:',['.] fO off(,; ¢,n .i:'('cu'end.:,),¢:,__pt-i(.m will ,.:igni-
f._cantlv Jncrea:;c sui,i'.,o_:L_,:(,.... og.ite,t:io** fo:,:"_ndependence
z,l,(lcould brj:_q i_l'_,,utr, s.itu::tJ.on Jn-_,'hic.'hany association
wou.].d have to be .i_.,_onedby i.he U.S. against the will of
much of M._c:,ron¢.:sie'sk¢.y Icu¢lership.

(ii) Our strategic _:nd other ini:erczi.s in Micronesia
wJ.l.] be s_:rve.d an,! protc.ctc."! or,ly i,_ an ;,,:_ic:ablerelation-

• • oO oe • "O ooo • OO0 OO

.-: -0: : • • • : :.: : • : : : :

:i :'i , .....I • • • e@e @e
• • • . '
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ship with tolerant attitudes toward the U.S. on tl_e part /
of Hicronesia's Jeaders. Any futu:ce as_;oc:iation can survive

only %.,'ithgood will 0,% both side._:, particularly given the
num}::er of frictJlon points which will inev.itably be part of
a free assocJation relationship. We must bear in mind that
the key lec:,L!ers_n any future Mic_'onesian Government are
to(lay amo.,:g those espousing either independence per se, or
tbc: principle that Micronesians must be able to choose

freely between aDsoc_ation and independence. Without an
indcpendenc:e option, the st1"ain:5 of our future relation-
sh.ip from tbc:outset _;ould assure that relationship %$ould
be not only unstable but probably also short-lived. Most
certainly the Microncgian Govc'.'Dment leadershi p would be
disinclined to be cooperative in areas of importance to us,

(12) Assuming that no independence option ix provided
and free a;z.sociation is implcmented following a "yes-no"
plcbisc:it_, the United Nations probably will refuse to

eve t,'r_;nat:ion of the trunLc:e._hip uqreemen1._Al-
t|',ough (a:; j.n discu_;sr..d elsewhere, i,n _J,'.;.,icronf.:P,._n"''"
N,:_l_.t..i_ti,.;;_::f;tudy) we could 1:n:i!._:tcral.lydecla)_e that
t]J_,,_g_'c_:._.l._nhi:" re ]on[ic-x o|_;:;ative, j.i-:'ould }"':-considc.rud
a:: .v:,_,:;,:;nJy:__:in force |W tbc,.l};,T. This Jn turn v,_o_,].C_prov_(._;
a l';_l.l:,::[.;._i<,.i:,_t _or ([i::_:{dr:_[ e!c'_'_:l_t."'.:._thin t.;l_-i.one.s.i_:
_:ho could n_:._,taJn p_,:nr_urc on the U.S. _'hrough that body
and other c:[,om,els.

(13) b'o,_t of the a}:gumentn cited above for an inde-
pcn_dcncc ci:tion relate to t]_e [_e:.,i-_.ive¢:ffects and. require-
mc.:i_tsof suchan offer, while alluding to the ri:-;].'.sOf

- no indeI_e,'_('_,:..nceoption. The greatest ri_:k attached to
the: lat_er course is s.imply thut such ac.tion co_,Id render
an aSrsOCi:._"._r,narrangement either unattaJnable cr (if
atta._,-c,d) _nwor];able. .It is _o[_etimes argued that, in
I.}:_,:;ccir_'u_a:-,hances, U,S. i;_tc._."estscan still be protected-

tl_:cm(.;l_cc::t.iuuJng moii_tcnance of the trusteeship agreement,
}-,_,l,n],:;%;iL_ _.mch J.ncr_._:_:/.:dJ.,_t.;r_,a]:T_,]f-_]ovcrr::nent. How-
,v: _, t!_.otco:_r:.:::vr,','.Id_nc,t (it: the f;_,.::of ho.st._]c leader-

• ,';I:ii,)in'i,:,:,v,:, .in ),r;_cLLc:a] _:<,n::_,our ;}_i]ity to ebtnin
;._(_c,:_:,r"i::,the I'_'.]_,_(,r,t.i.oi_:;,_:o_:w_:,_.i::it c]_aw.ir'tn_•
:..i(,_ali_:_ _:.ii]_rc::.:j/,,clto K:.:_j._]ciI:--_.:i::;chwe can _'-e_-ain
_n,,.'l_.ra_'!,:[_,rmn._.::.;L;_tu:=.It world ;.C_,_ttedly as:.'urc
_.,:_,iect._o,, c,{ ou_: "d_,_,:i;,]."r,,qu:_rt.'nent. But hwajalein
a:_(I dc.,,Jn..' (.'.:',_ 1.,o ob_.a_);_.;l u_c';,.r _:1_:," f,,:._ of statUS (in-
c:lv(li_ 9 i_._t:.!,..:r, dencc), s.:hil,., c..'., c,._.:fort to ma.i.nte!n the

":i" ......, .."!ii...!.:!i ......! ii!"-:.i
I

I:
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stal.us quo .in a hostile onvironmcnt would do .no more than

•po:;L-ponc trrmin._tion of the trustecshlp under circumstances
which woulc] ;_Imo:;t certainly r¢::..'.u1"tin.significantly in-

cr(_asc-d p_:(.:,_:ure.;foJ" ._.ndcpend_nlce.

(14} It ._s a]:,-o :u:C.lucd tl*_t time armd onr dove].opment

protlrams in 14icrone.-.Ja will ultimately _'esult In .increased
sc.J,timcnt f(,_-a-,.:E:oc'Jat_on. Th._:; a,ppca_:; cx_r0mo]y _nli_.cly,

:The c,mezgcg:r.:c:and c-:[wu,:ion of _n .independence movc,,_ont in
Mic.,oncsia h_s in fr.¢:t paralleled our incrcascd develop-

" m¢-ntal e.fJo,:ts of t/,e past few yQnrs,- Xt is. difficu).t to

"" SCC how thn U.S. could accomp].i_d% in a few more yea_s, what
it has nDt been abl_ to accomplxsh in the 29 yoars that we

• already have b0en in Micronesiao To the contrary, t/,ere
is e.vezy rea:.:on to beliego th;_t _ny e£fo_-t to impose a°
status qt:o s._.tuation cou).d in fact re s.,],t _.n ,deczea_od

• U.S. oontro] of Z4icrc'a,::;iatbrc:4,gh l_w-.1.ove.l"b_t eff,e.ctive
v.;.olence in th:, c_inlr.,.,.:£_.T),i._:%-_D_I_•f_t the cilltt_ral

patterns of suv,:_';_ di:;tzic_-'..,:,r_ the nt%itados of _,n
i_, ;".-_",_.,......_n: ;,.,-'-_!-.cYc,_ D.,_.. ¢,d_,(::',.,-elNic):une|._ian_ f_.m_l_ar

p)_:;rtj_c_,,,.:,,.t-c:-;.;,).)),.%,,J_,.,,tl•' '_'&'_k:.

All| (9;'_, .,• _|f _)'t(Ii()i*t'||(l|'°.))('(.¢# ,:orr_t?.y .,:tZucturcd and
' 'm _ )l. ' : k)e.._ t I W¢._y tO a_SU)'(o % _UC(_- O S S -

f_).! col:C.]i,::..:o;, a,V,.'iJ,.,p):,i,cnl_;t..;_.n-¢_f.a _t.'.b).o,:fr_c n:=':o-
(::;ation r.lr;:l':ir)PI']'lh. 'J'O))c:e.l'::'(:vt:i.ve.,._o;y lndop:_nd('J)ce

,.u¢._a r,mm:c£" as 'to _,_.ov.ideo),(._on ],_u:.t.).: sl.rt+_.:ti,,cxlJ.i,,'""
" a _:taYJt ;.nJ casJ.ly t,r:.?jv'sto,_icolJt.ra_t v._:[t/1froe a_::_ociation.--

'_:(.) i.h(_ g*'_%;;" _J'_'"l:*" OJ," the" Inttc): s%ntus---z,n'l be tic.ned to
tale _.dv;_ni_;.'(.l,_of p_e:.,:nt scmt.im..':ntIra favor Of nszo_._.otion
w:it.h tht: U.:;. Thc_(, tactical ¢(>nsidozatio|,s are d_scusscd

Char;.r.t,.Y of aD :l_,d,:,:.-.:,:.J:.,',_¢,OT)t.lon -- 'lthoz'e a).--_

• ]"..;"[¢',I[I._",i:.'('(_ ::.n_...._.::(.,;_t'C'_,.,_'.t_);:St',.".,£C_I be col-=J6e_cd
_.Jt|1 I.,.:;,-'.:'_;._ }J':(:_.c.,,',,""....,.,,t (]) An on::_-nL;.dlly ul,_u,;).jfied
_,, "_:(,r:l'_v,.',"l;.,i,:,):_,,',.::,)K:c(,);t_(:nuC_._.,,InU('; Only -'or L|'-e., ,.. o , ; "

i;:_';'_c(:l ,,t:.i,o,:_o:" d._,-::.:,.oy_,,;l:l_:::14_¢:';,¢,n("_ihni¥,dc!._.l;dcncc
n'_: ' %" [ 'm; ' ' ' )n' t ) '%'m" )" '; : I : .im ' < ) ) " _ ' e _ _ _ _ : ; : ;() _2l _'i; :¢,,_'th(' (,)|].ypractic,._]. c),o_cc.
(:') A },.;q);!y,,t,.,)i.i'Jed._;;,],:],";,';:'nc(o).:';.on,which, If ae!optx'd,
w,.,l,, :,,J,'.i_,::[dut,l"L_,::i:-J_;:..e.:_5:;th._,,,;,hcarcfu).ly
t;,:;l_,r_d _:,,,.,;_._,:_._:.(3) A ,._.,:.:;_,-t;'-,:.6_,-_.e.az;s¢_uiat.i.on
o.1,:ic,,_. '.;'l,,.e:,.a.lt(.,,',,._.ives 'a) ,, Oi :.cuS::::,ibelow.
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(1) "Tactical" Zndepondonco Option. A tactical
independence o_n wou • spec_, ca "y designed to
be as unattractive as posslble, and .thus provide a stark
contrast adva4_tageous to free a.qsociation. It would be
essentially non-negotiable and be presented as the only
Independence option available to Micronesia.

• To be of crediblQ tactical use, it cannot be wholly

unqualified. The MIcroneslan leadership would not believe
that we would have no requlrenents whatsoever in an Inde-

- -" pendent Micronosia. The essnntial elements of a tactical
i,,dependence option are as follows:

_ a) It would be an unilaterally offered, essentlallynon negotiable package.

• b) It mllst provide a minimum of levers which the
Micronesians would perceive, a:_ being helpful in assuring
substantial U.S. financial supr_x-t.

c()ndJ.tion (il.tach,,d to indul_ndence wou.1(l be U.S. retention
or Kw_lja.1_._nwith npproprjal:e c_nnat._on. Any inde-
i_ndonc_ opt Jon without this condition would not be credible.

d) Wlth regard t_ denial of foreign military access
to Mi_ronesia, wo would state that the strategic character
of M£czoncsia will not _hange with Independence. Cease-

- quently, while we would have no bases in Micronesia (other
theu_ Kwaja].ein), we would make it clear that we would expect
an Sndepen4kmt Micron_sla to deny mi.litary a_mess to third
power,. We would alsol make It clear that, should a third _
power seek or obtain military access, we would a_t aS
appropriat_ to pro.re:or our natlo, al security.

¢:) Wt. would ,taLc that the utility of th_ Pales options
• t'1¢)w_ l_a:rL.'ly from m_ a._,_u_q)t.lo,,of M/c._o,_e:;]a's political

:,::_(,c.iatJcmwith th(" lln[l:ud States. An in¢]._pondent Micronc:;ia
w(,_].d o_.fc| ,o ,.:_]w_cJaladv£_nta_.les o_¢,r ])resent or other
l)ul._:nL.lalb:,:'i-_l sites, therefore sunl_ oi,t:_ons w_ll mot be
,ouuht, with the &x_rollary removal uf a,,y obligation to

compensat'_.'.Mi.cronesla for rhone options. -.

f) M:ic,',,nosla wo_ld have full sclf-qovornm_nt and
|.)o. rexl_n:_.il)l(, for the (_o_Qd,]9 t of_.._t8 [oroi_4n affairs and
defer,:::(,. 'l'l,_l_%_._wo_ nc_t ,._t a_ "a_mih._r_erial agent for

m-4094
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Alt ho_gh the Depr..rtmont of State l_intains that there
Is no rJignificont risk of Micronesian acceptance of a
tactical 5n¢_el.-.cndr.nceoption (if it is utillzod as suggested
ab3ve), others ma._.ntaln that there is such a risk. In

response., it can be pointed out that i£ Micronesia (con-
t1"u_'y to expectations) accopt(:d the proposed independence
option, within a fairly short period after _ndependonce a
re].aticnshlp would almost be certain to ¢levelop along thc

" lines of the qualified indepc:',.dencc options described above.
' M_uy and po_'h_-ps most Microno:-_ian_ advocating independence

" vi_uali_e a r(:latlonr.hlp simi._.ar to independence option (b}
or (¢') -- not bccau=o ti:r.y¢!e,_ire _uch a rnlationnhJlp with

" tl,_,U. ';., but out of .,;.;_;q,.1.er,,cognJ,hJon of }.;Icrono,,'i_-;n
_.inan,::;_,];,n_'io;'.h,'.;"d¢:vc.]:(q-,,t¢,:_i.alneeds. Xn th_ce c'ircum-
:;t;,n(.:,..r.a;% J,-!(.,_.,:_den;.Micru:,csJ.a %..%)uI(I,Jn State's vJ.r,w,
mcc}. c_:_]y ,..,,,.:_ .. *i :;;..t'.ioj_ :; <%irected at a r(,.latJonship %,h';ch
wou]_': ::.u,,, ,,d, ..;u,:.t(" tl Z ""' ..... " ,':• '" . . [.,...._,¢-._._....• 'i'hj,:%:'o%:Idl_(_a:;,,;.t
)'_C_._C,[.; tJ.t_', (>;",..-..,:_,_-F,,,.:.,..,_):(]..._.'t._OZ_:']_-.;,p "v:}_:J.(.']_WOU].r] )?):ot¢=c|"

OUX" ].,::..[C:it,,.o).,,.,_....:;....but W_i.b the _,avz:nz;_(_..that ti_;:_'.:and
b;,r(.j,'ii_:::.,,O)_v,:.,.,.:iu_:ould 1.,,':o,. elu- aJd_ r_,tl,er th;_n %.,,!th.•

" ' i " + ' "

........... . ...... _ O;_!Jon.--The
• .o,,0o m .... ". . ......

, %):-'"-......: .-.l.... . ........... _ ............... ,.....

only t-o purr_'_c.-," (n) sa£i,e:£_otJon 0_! our legal al)d moral
obli(j;'.tJ.on:_;ant1 (b:) a_st_.r_ early (:onclt,r._ior,of a _,a_is-

_ecto_:y frc:e as_¢,cJ_t_._,n arr_,ngn_z,,;_t. 'J:be_f_otivc, D_ss
of an .i.nd,..[:_'.,l}(Ir.'..,co¢_)'_%':;('::IJn ccrv.ing t]'o::: ._oals WJ._I depend

., gro_:t_:v on t_u:;:,_ i._id%_,ut.[,",r.."o r._:_,_.z¢__ac.xJ.mu_n(J_'_.ct.i.ve--

1)_:.,:" (.;_* p::i":.;[':'.v.%_,l" L._. _':.:o£[ l;u'l_:]),:,,_l:]}',:.'(:n:'Uy'.O i_; t],C: DO:gO-
t.i,',1 ::(':..,_ ";,_,,_ (:_.pi_'].._tc,v¢.,_::_:._'_¢_f £_-,:,.._':_o(:iatlon) the
f('].],__.':,:'..l,.i_h,:..;._.:_;i,,.:,¢.,',_I_.:;jz,lj,,,j,tz!)j[..

]) %';....;,:'..,.,..n_r._i,.,,:.},;":o,:.]u.,t,].::)'_: surfacr.,1 _:_

.'.,,\,,,,,'.(tI ',,u.))-,'..[ .,'o;,*,.I¢,.; NJ.('_(,;._:;.,_," _:l_t:tlSl;C:go[intJon_;.

2) "f_ _..,,:; 1,,, :::.:,: (:.1,._: l'l|:|f, the: ._|)(!_.)_:_nden|:u o].__-J.on
i:. '",, :. . •..... •,1 j.,J.i ;,o;,-i_c.¶, _L __,b] (,

3) :rn c,t,_: '-'"('-'"',,..,v....; ,t..c,_;::;_ fo.v f:,-,,(; n:';:oc.'[ation, t-])c
l_t.ic_.'c,:,. s:;_=,:;; :,,,.,;,_L be: c'onvinc,{.O th_.;:., t.:hJ.].c we: prefer z'=-'.;-

'" "11 _t;:,_:oc:j_:;-j(llj i&,i_::[: l_.C'.'.._t0,,_" m_nlm_m rc{_l;rc.-!;(')Cj, ; ;.Oli_ L,.,
•. ,. ., -.

|.|:'r:::;;:;,d::c,t;'.ca ¢,n,'...;;J.d¢_Oar_,::(;,me"i: n¢!%,antagec)ut: only
c,_.m'";_,]V.. to ";",,-.....r._J(','c,,,_...-.....':'::'""..... W¢._mt,r;t pc):siStcnt]-,: draw
t|,_' ]; "" -

• ].:, v.,,(.,(_-:_e:e_::_._):_n_ _:_ifi%__,%_t_ _i_altex'natJ.ve

•;........... • . ,o-43POgG
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opticn open te Micronesia. In _:hort, we: must wrest from

the _JJ.crones.ians the indepe,,dence the:eat an_ use it on
them. " !

4) One(, a Compact of Free Ac.'/ociation has been nego-

tiate(], that r,)_tion a)_(_ the: .Inc_,cpcr_ci<'nceopi:ion mu,.;t be

put to t)'e ;,_.c_'on_.:si_),public at tl;_.:ea_']J.e:;t pos,.:ib]e
. dot.,:::_n an acL of ;._elf-c:¢:tc'_:minatJon. We nrazt ta]:e advan-

tage uf th,:: l,:,.-e._:cnt._vcienexa].ly f_.vo_:ab.]e .('_entimel_tfor

. a:-]::,)ci;._t_on_._...,_"not ):un the ri:_h of att3.tu_es-"'_ changlng

ov_:_: the next several y_ars.
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