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FOREWORD

The Pacific Command covers an area of more than 100 million square miles,
or roughly half of the earth's surface. Our military mission continued to be
deterrence of aggression against U.S. interests or those of our allies and
readiness to respond if deterrence fails.

In this vast area there were many potentially destabilizing events in
1977. A U.S. helicopter was shot down by North Koreans; a People's Republic
of China pilot defected to Taiwan; border fighting continued between Cambodia
and Thailand and between Cambodia and Vietnam; armed insurgent activity contin-
ued in Burma, Thailand, Malaysia, and the Philippines; military forces assumed
active control of the governments in Thailand and Pakistan; and violence and
riots occurred in Bangladesh, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka.

Other events directly related to U.S. interests included the announcement
of the phased withdrawal of U.S. ground combat forces from Korea, economic
discussions with Japan regarding the trade deficit of the United States,
initiation of Indian Ocean arms control negotiations with the Soviets, and the
discussions with the Philippines on a revised military bases agreement.

Despite these events, there were encouraging signs of greater stability
and interdependence within the Asian-Pacific region. The mutual security
treaties with Asian-Pacific countries are impertant components of our national -
policy and interests. We have bilateral defense agreements with Japan, the '
Republic of Korea, the Republic of China and the Philippines, the tripartite
ANZUS Treaty with Australia and New Zealand, and the multilateral treaty with
the countries of the Manila Pact, which includes Thailand. Subject to our
constitutional processes, these treaties commit us to come to the aid of these
allies if they are attacked. Joint and combined exercises with some of these
nations tested the readiness of U.S. Forces, refined joint operations, and
emphasized our continuing presence as a Pacific power.

In 1976 the PRC and USSR initiated diplomatic and economic overtures
toward some island nations in the South Pacific. During 1977 the United
States initiated political, diplomatic and economic efforts to offset the
Chinese and Soviet moves. Discussions centered around possible aid to Western
Samoa, Fiji, and Tonga in particular. The U.S. Government also supported and
encouraged cohesive economic and political actions by the Association of South-
east Asian Nations (ASEAN) which would promote regional strength and stability.
Discussions between ASEAN and Australia, New Zealand, Japan, and the United
States during 1977 revealed that regional economic cooperation is both possible
and desirable.
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One of the most critical economic and strategic interests of the United
States involves the uninterrupted flow of o0il through the Indian Ocean to the
industrial economies of the Pacific and to the European community. During
1977 the Pacific Command continued periodically to deploy naval task groups
from the Pacific to the Indian Ocean to supplement the U.S. Mideast force
normally deployed in the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf. Soviet use of ports,
airfields, and other facilities in Somalia was terminated in November when
their support of Ethiopia prompted eviction by Somatia. The extent and
direction of Soviet involvement in the Horn of Africa was unclear as the year
ended, but their naval presence in the Indian Ocean was expected to 1ncrease.

Negotiations for a revised U.S.-Phi1ippines military bases agreement
continued in 1977. Discussions at the diplomatic level and between military
officials found common ground on certain issues, but there are Substantive
issues yet to be resolved. The Pacific Command continues to stress the
importance of our bases in the Philippines to support our forward basing
posture and to protect vital sea and air lines of communication.

Any future action to alter our military posture should be weighed in the
context of its potential impact on area stability. Except for the situation
on the Korean peninsula, the United States does not have a classical military
threat scenario in the Asian-Pacific region--that is, with opposing forces
facing each other across some line or boundary. Therefore, our forward basing
posture influences the perception of U.S. power and U.S. resolve. This percep-
tion of U.S. power is important in reassuring our friends and detering potential
enemies from actions inimicable to the interests of the United States and our

allies. |
M‘xﬁ‘-ﬁe&--—lﬁ

”
© M. F. WEISNER
Admiral, U.S. Navy
Commander in Chief Pacific
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PREFACE

The Joint Chiefs of Staff require the Commander in Chief Pacific to submit
an annual historical report that will enable personnel of the JCS to obtain a
comprehensive understanding of the operations of Headquarters CINCPAC, the
problems faced by the headquarters, and the status of the Pacific Command from
the viewpoint of the CINCPAC. The report also preserves the history of the
PACOM and assists in the compilation of the history of the JCS, to the extent
that the impact on the PACOM of major decisions and directives of the JCS may
be evaluated by the JCS historians without detailed research into PACOM records.

This history describes CINCPAC's actions in discharging his assigned
responsibilities, and his relationships with U.S. military and other governmental
agencies. It records his command decisions and policy positions, but does not
cover the detailed activities of his component and subordinate unified commands,
which are properly treated in the histories of those headquarters.

The 1972-1973 historical narrative of the Military Assistance Command,
Vietnam was the terminal history of that organization. It covered the period
from 1 January 1972 until the disestablishment of the headquarters on 29 March
1973. The identificatiun of the MACV history as Annex A to the CINCPAC history
will be retained to facilitate future research. Annex B of the 1976 history
is the terminal history of the U.S. Military Assistance Command, Thailand.

That designation will also be retained. Histories of the U.S. Forces Japan,
U.S. Taiwan Defense Command, and U.S. Forces Korea continue as Annexes C through
E respectively, and are included only for those copies retained at CINCPAC or
forwarded to the JCS. Further distribution of those histories is a matter for
the subordinate unified commanders.

The 1977 CINCPAC history is published in three volumes, consecutively
paginated, with the glossary and index for the entire work placed at the end
of Volume III. Comprehensive notes on sources and documentation may be found
in the 1972 history. Briefly, message traffic footnoted in this history other
than General Service (GENSER) is followed by the abbreviations (BOM) or (EX)
as appropriate. BOM is the acronym for "by other means" and EX is used to
denote "special category-exclusive" messages. Those CINCPAC messages cited as
ALFA messages are staff information transmissions to CINCPAC while he was away
from the headquarters. Titles of documents cited as footnotes are unclassified
unless otherwise indicated.

Chapters II, IX and XI were written by the undersigned. Pauline K. Tallman
wrote Chapters I, III, IV, Sections 1 and III of Chapter X, and supervised
the physical layout of the product. Chapters V, VI, VII, VIII and Section II

UNCLASSIFIED

vii



UNCLASSIFIED

of Chapter X were written by Major Stanley E. Henning, USA. Section IV of
Chapter X was written by Eileen Behana, Historian Trainee. The index was a
joint effort and the glossary was compiled by Mrs. Tallman.

The manuscript was typed by Shirley A. Streck and Rita J. Houston, The
Navy Publications and Printing Service, Pacific Division, Pearl Harbor printed

and bound the volumes. s

CARL 0. CLEVER
Command Historian
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CHAPTER I
THE STATUS OF THE COMMAND
SECTION I--THE PACIFIC COMMAND
PACOM assigned strength continued the declining trend that had begun
in 1969. This was before the beginning of the withdrawal of U.S. ground forces
from Korea that had been announced by President Carter. It was expected that

forces would be further reduced in the years to come.

)
461' A comparison of military strengths by Service follows:

1 Januafy 1977 ~ 31_December 1977 Change

{ Army 53,787 53,208 ' - 579
Navy 164,613 155,030 -9,583

Marine Corps 71,982 70,126 -1,856

l Air Force 43,570 40,074 -3,496
[ Total 333,952 318,438 . -15,514

Major areas of concentration of military personnel and their dependents in 1977

[ and the amounts of change from the year before are shown in the following table.
Military Degendents
| 31 Dec 77  Change 31 Dec.77  Change
Guam 8,767 -1,758 - 11,952 +2,269
Hawai i 42,735 -1,539 85,062 = - 462
l Japan 44,554 -4,468 36,505 -2,119
Korea 40,196 + 478 12,743 -2,719
I Philippines 14,457 - 393 23,769 +1,233

) (U) The following charts and tables show PACOM command arrangements and

I relationships, key personnel, further details regarding personnel strengths,

‘ available forces, and the disposition of forces throughout the PACOM. The

date of information on these charts is as of 31 December 1977, unless otherwise
indicated. The chart showing the CINCPAC staff organization is on the inside
of the back cover,
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1. Any minor discrepancies would reflect the change to use of the FORSTAT
reporting system effective 31 December 1977.
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COMMAND RELATIONSHIPS IN PACOM
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SUBORDINATE UNIFIED COMMANDS AND CINCPAC REPRESENTATIVES

UNITED NATIONS COMMAND AINSTED STATES FORCES KOREA Assistant Chief of Staff/J3 CAPT Lawrence PHILLIPS, JR. USN
c dev ta Chet/C. & GEN Joha W. VESSEY, JR. USA  Amistant Chief of Stafl/J6 coL Lynn W. WIEGAND USA
Deputy Commander LT GEN Charles A. GABRIEL USAF  Public Alfaira Officer/002 * LCDR Neil B. THOMPSON USN
Chief of Staff MAJGEN  Robert C. KINGSTON USA Lewal Officer/J7 CAPT James E. TOMS USN
Special Asst/ROK Mditary Affairs and
CHJUSMAG-Korea MAJGEN  Harry A. GRIFFITH UsA
Secretary Joint Staff coL Franklyn S. NELSON USA O AR O IO een
Commander Hq UNC (Rear)/Secretary UN Commander LcoL Donald T. MATTIS USA
Jt B4 and Deputy UN Representative coL Joseph R. RUTKOWSKI USA
Chief Protocoi Section LcoL Phillip A, LEE USA
Assistant Chief of Staff/J 1 coL. Paul E. RAABE USAF Ml T Tt
Amixtazt Ohief of Staff/J2 coL Jack A. DODDS USA CINCPACREP GUAM/TTPI and
Amixtac Chief of Staff/J3 MAJGEN  Richard L. PRILLAMAN UsA COMNAVMARIANAS/COMNAVBASE
Assistant Chief of Stafi/J 4 BGEN Franchs J. TONER Usa GUAM RADM David S. CRUDEN USN
Assistan Chief of Staff/J5 CAPT Sherman W. TURNER USN Chief of Staff and Alde CAPT Charles H. CROSS USN
Awmixtan Chief of Stafl/J6 coL James L. YOUNG UsA R N AR
Chief Avwmistice Affaire Division and Commander 3 Air Division MAJ GEN Hilding JACOBSON USAF
Secretary UNCMAC cou Kenneth A. KLEYPAS USA
seeses e CINCPACREP PHILIPPINES
Commander Naval Forces Keres RADM ‘Warren C. HAMM. JR. USN CINCPACREP PHIL/Commuander US, ven
UNITED STATES FORCES JAPAN Naval Buse, Sublc Bay/COMUSNAV PHIL  RADM Huntington HARDISTY s
Comaander/Commander 6 Alr Force LT GEN Gearge G. LOVING, JR. USAF CReficrSuelandiAks T i CAMERON L
Chief of Staff MAJGEN  OtisC.LYNN USA
Secretary Jotnt Staff coL Leub H. BUEHL 111 usMc Commander 13 Air Force bl e P o
Amistant Chief of Staff/J1 . CAPT Keith C. SPAYDE, JR. USN . .
Asmistant Chéef of Staff/J2 coL Richard A. HATCH USA
Amistant Chief of Sta(/J3 coL Samael K. DIZER USAF Cli= G SRS
Asalstant Chief of Safl/J4 coL Bruee A. TRUESDALE usMC CINCPACREP/USAF Liakon Officer/ -
Assistant Chief of Staft/35 coL Raymond DEITCH UsA US Defeme Represeniative coL Fack L. DETOUR USAF
Amistan? Chief of Staff/J6 coL Paul J. JOHNSTON USAF
Chief Okinawa Area Field Office LCOL Robert G. WHALEY UsMC CINCPACREP ALEUTIANS
* F " R RO E SR E e
c e e e By USA CINCPACREP/CO NAVSTAADAK CAPT Noel MELVILLE USN
Commander Naval Fe f { 5 « JR.
om aval Forces Japan RADM Thoms» 8. RUSSELL. JR USN CINCPACREP INDIAN OCEAN
UNITED STATES TAIWAN DEFENSE COMMAND CINCPACREP/COMIDEASTFOR RADM Samue! H. PACKER. 111 USN
Commander RADM James B. LINDER USN
ko ooeN gty _Usap CINCPACREP JOINT STRATEGIC TARGET PLANNING STAFF/STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND
Assistant Chief of Stafl/J2 oL Water A. MERRITT USAF CINCPACREP JSTPS/SAC CAPT L. G. VALADE USN

Source: Command Digest, 15 Feb 78, p. 8

A314ISSYIINN



0314ISSVIONN

U. S. MILITARY ASSISTANCE ADVISORY GROUPS
FAR EAST REGION - KEY PERSONNEL

MILITARY ASSISTANCE ADVISORY GROUP CHINA JOINT U.S. MILITARY ASSISTANCE GROUP, KOREA
Chief CAPT Ace F. TRASK USN Chief MAJ GEN Harvy A. GRIFFITH USA
Chiet. Teaining Section MAJ Leighton P. SHIFLETT USAF Chief of Staff CAPT Warren W. ERIKSON USN
Chief, Army Lagiics Section LCOL Edwurd C. ROBINSON USA Assisiant Chief of Staff/Plans and Programa CcoL Richard E. LITTLE USAF
Chiel. Navy | ogiztics Section CDR Robert H. RANDALL USN Amistant Chief of Siaff/Development and
Chiel. Air Ferre Lagistics Section 1coL Jeveph F. MELICHAR USAF Acquintioa CoL Elwood J. HEIN USA
Awintent Chief of Stalf/Logirties <oL Allen C. LIVENGSTON USA
Secretary Joint Staff coL Francis J. CALVERASE UsA
Seator Army Asststance Officer CcoL Comtantine J. BLASTOS usa
MUTUAL DEFENSE ASSISTANCE OFFICE, JAPAN Seaiur Avmy Amistance Officer CAPT Derwin T. LAMB USN [~
Chief coL Richard A. MILRURN USAF Senlor Air Assistance Officer coL Blliy D. PATTON USAF =
Deputy Chief MR. C. Lawremee O'NEILL CIv Senlor Marine Assistance Officer COL Bruce M. MacLAREN USMC o
>
JOINT UNITED STATES MILITARY ADYISORY GROUP, THAILAND OFFICE OF D&FENSE COOPERATION INDIA (ODC) (7]
Chiet CoL Aaren E. WALKER USA Chief L.CcoL Armts J. KUPLINS USAF (7]
Kxecvtive Offteer LcoL Downeld M. MOORE USA —
Chiet Joimt Sevadoe Division CDR Lawreace L. BRUTON USN -
& cot. 5. & S —
b ,.‘,""‘, o o dehn G. HAYES il OFFICE OF DEFENSE REPRESENTATIVE PAKISTAN (OORP) m
CINCPACPUIREPTHAL CAPT Jahn F. DUNN USN USDRP col. Richard F. GIBRBS USAF o
Chiet Alr Parce Dividon CcoL Chartes K. ROSE, 111 USAF
Stafl Joxdge Advocate MAS Gary L. ANDERSON tIRA
UNITED STATES DEFENSE LIAISON GROUP, INDONESIA
J0INT UNSTED STATES MILITARY ADVISORY GROUP, PHILIPPINES Chdef COL Withem W. TOMBAUGH UsAa
4 BGEN -James H. MAPP USA Neputy Chief coL Francis J. SCIPLES USAF
Chief Gruund Farees Divison €OoL Herber H. RAY USA Chief Army Divialon LcoL Donnie D. PEARCE USA
Chief Divikan. CDR Cari N. SHIPLEY USN Chief Navy/Marine Diviston CDR Charies G BASSETT USN
Chief Aly Ferce Divisica coL Thewwn H. MAUS USAF Chief Alr Force Divisien icoL Gevald E. BOHCHOUX USAF
Chlef Jolnt Flams 3nd Pregraoe Divisen coL Jamwy R, GOVER USA Chiet Plans and Pregrams Divislon LcoL Geerge R: GRIGGS USMC
2 Marine Corpn Lo Joba T. GARCIA USMC Chiel Commrpuriicatings: Eleciranics Division LeoL Robert D. DUNCAN USA
Chief Persoune) and Adale Divisen(AG. ;... 1.000. Febcumy' P, SORIANO USA Chief Persennrl and Administrative Diviston MAJ John §. ROTTY USA
Source: Command Digest, 15 Feb 78y p. 8. .. _ " e . s
i ——n —— ——
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PACIFIC COMMAND PERSONNEL - SERVICE - CATEGORY - COUNTRY

ASSIGNED AS OF: 31 DECEMBER 1977

NOTE: Effective 31 December 1977 al military figures will be derived from the FORSTAT reporting system.

Source:

Cmnmand:Digest, 15 Feb 78, p. 23.

COUNTRY GRAND MILITARY U.S. CIVILIANS LOCAL HIRE CIVILIANS DEPENDENTS
TYOTAL | voTaL | usa usw_| usas | usmc | rovae ¥ usa usn | usar | yswc | rotraL | usa USN | USAF | uSMC | TOTAL | Usa USN | usar | usmc
AFGHANISTAN s 14 5 2 7 g
ALASKA (ADAK) s 1w 1002 | Bk 3az 1 z0 20 1474 1431 10
AMERICAN SAMOA 0 ] B ] 7 =
AUSTRAUIA 1.7886 505 R® 232 WT LS “ 12 2 229 B 229 %2 [ L) 529
BANGLADESH ] ) 2 7
RURMA 20 13 3 ] 2 [ - 5 T . a
REFURLIC OF CHINA 3.70n T 297 26 | am " i e —at Vawn [T ) >0 Tize 2 E) aaz 5]
MEGO GARCIA 1250 1847 1316 1 a 3
ENEWETAK [ w34 “z iz " ol
GUAM 26003 | Ri67 36| 4727 | a5 @ | sue 6 | 407 1041 254 254 11.952 129 | emit I 72
HAWAN 15¢.107 4£.9315 17.532 10517 6358 ASER 2,29 S 12,995 ExI1} 1.257 £} 14 R5.062 TATIN 5.5 7 1880 9,735
HONG KONG &7 ED s 1 s 1 : 30 12 7 n
INDIA 2 [ 3 1 1 20 1 1 s s 19 [ 13
INDONESIA 215 7 22 i 19 1t 2 3 19 19 122 40 21 58 3
JAPAN/RYUKYU 1SLANDS 109.916 44.554 2,392 7086 13.007 21.649 4.72¢ 1.089 1.R14 1475 11 24.127 5.602 9968 5.567 299% 36.505 5456 19.562 17380 3.137
JOHNSTON ISLAND 112 108 79 120 2 2 ' 1
KOREA 76124 0.196 e 279 LY 4] a2 IIJll:l Lasn k13 a7 21.902 19,140 18t 25N 12,743 9,782 @2 2.508 41
MALAVSIA vz 1 T2 ] ] 9 3 [ [
MABSIALY. ISLANDS 3.701 22 22 1wy | 18T San sax 1231 | taaa
MIMYVAY [RLAND 1.722 LY 06 77 37 4 4 35 335
NEPAL 10 I 3 7
‘W ZEALAND 38 196 2 176 " G 5 5 26 25 n < s 2
»3 ™ 6 i 12 (E4 K 7 W 4 3 29
58590 13457 n 5075 NAR2 e a2 540 69 19.452 14421 4192 1an 23.769 43 HETRR 12,691 247
GAPURE 9 0 4 2 7 b 5 5 15 I3 a0 a 15 21
SRI1ANKA [ e 3 E
THAILAND amw ) ] 2 42 2 - " 2 3 169 &1 20 sz 5
WAKE ISLAND L] L] 2 6
EMBARKED
WESTPAC zant | = 2| 250w 1774
MIDPAC EASTIAC wrtes | A2aed szr: st
PACOM CONUS FORCES 0.106 704008 562 Aa.844
TOTAL 00 321 BREREL] X.0AN 155000 0n7e 0026 17991 LR LY 19 e 6.30 A\ PO BR.MNL 26200 na 212 A6.29 Jeal 96 1323
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CINCPAC, COMPONENT & SUBORDINATE UNIFIED COMMAND STAFF PERSONNEL

1Y

crare ARMY NAVY usmg USAF MOTARY ‘é,i .f.,?é’ 2‘[\, '2,] ch':ﬂ\:L
OFF ENL OFF ENL OFF ENL OFF ENL OFF ENL
CINCPAC 131 74 11| 21 29 13 | 139 | 101 | 410 | 309 142 861°
USACSG 36 16 36 16 58 110
CINCPACFLT 159 | 150 159 | 150 41 350
CINCPACAF 402 | 400 | 402 | 400 249 1,051
COMUSJAPAN 13 4 8 3 6 1 12 9 39 17 28 8 92
COMUSKOREA g0 | 9 | 35 54 10 ] 58 66 | 183 | =220 64 25 492
COMUSTDC 10 8 17 18 3 1 14 8 44 35 | 1 7 97
JCRC . 2 3 4 1 2 2 4 10 2 16
GRAND TOTAL 272 | 200 ] 330 | 350 | 48 | 17 | 627 | 586 1277 | 1157 595 0 3.069
( . l...;lndu uu- Airborwe Command Powt and the Antomatic b.; .l'.rweninl Systems Soppect Growp. i _ )

Source: Commawd ‘Pigest, 15 Feh 78; p: 24,
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MILITARY ASSISTANCE ADVISORY GROUP PERSONNEL
ASSIGNED STRENGTHS BY SERVICE & CIVILIAN CATEGORY

03

1

' ARMY NAVY usMC USAF TOTAL
CATEGORY MHLITARY USCIV |TOT US PERS| LOCAL HIRE
OFF ENL OFF ENL OFF ENL OFF ENL OFF ENL

MAAG CHINA 2| o 2| o 0 0 2 - 1 2 9 8
ODC INDIA 0 1 0 0 0 (1} 1 0 1 1 1 3 5
USDLG INDONESIA 11 5 4 5 2 0 8 5 25 15 3 43 19
MDAO JAPAN T 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 6 0 5 11 5
CHJUSMAGKOREA 37 9 18 15 6 1 28 | 15 89 | 40 35 164 46
ODR PA KISTAN 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 S 2 ] 7 7
CHJUSMA(;}‘.PHIL 16 2 4 3 1 0 6 2 26 7 9 42 6
CHJUSMAGTHAI 6 | 1| 7 s | s ok ull o 1o | 22| 8 67 3t

|  TOTAL 84 29 38 | 29 12 1 61_7 1 29 195 s.s. sa- 346 127

Source: Command Digest, 15 Feb 78, p. 2_5.., )
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MILITARY PERSONNEL ASSIGNED STRENGTH IN PACOM

AS OF: 31 DECEMBER 1977

( Effective 3) December 1977 all mititary {h\xm will be derived from the FORSTAT reporting system

nt

MARINE TOTAL
ARMY NAVY CORPS NAVY & MC AIR FORCE TOTAL
TOTAL FORCES '
ASSIGNED® 45,921 154,344 67.605 221,949 29,696 297,566
Ogé’lfé‘gg';ﬁ'}%gﬁﬁ“ 7,287 686 2,521 3.207 10,378 20,872
: PE,T‘SO(T,Q,';,';’L";;T;}:JOM 53,208 155,030 70,126 225,156 40,074 318,438
* Forces d PACOM rurty

57 T ee Farces physiealle lockted inPACOM area but it asssigned PACOM

Source: Command Digest,-15 Feb 78, p. 22.
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AVAILABLE FORCES

ARMY

NAVY/MARINES

AIR FORCE

OPCOM TO CINCPAC

I Army Headguarters

2 Curie Headquartess

2 Infantry Divisiuns

1 Air Defense Brigade w 12 HAWK Batteriex
& Separale Aviation Companies

2 Numbered Flects

6 Attack Carriers
16 Cruisers

&3 Destrove rigR!
1S Sultmmar e (R0
33 Submarines (SS/SSN)

32 Amwhibious Warfare Ships

6 Carvier Air Wings

30 Fighter; Attack Sqdn

19 Reconngissance/EW (Unitx

7 Early Warning Usits

9 Carrier ASW Sqdn

4 LAMPS Sqdn

12 Patrol Sqdn

6 Tanker Deiachments

1 Light Photo Sqdn

3 EC-136Q VLF ReATITAC AMOY

) 7 b

2 Marine Amphibious Foree HQ
2 Marine Divisions

2 Marine Aircraft Wings

3 Fizhter; Attack Sadn
]
2
1

-

Phote/Reconnaiwance Sadn
Tanker Sqdn
Obrervation Sqda

5 Heliconter Sqdn

2 Force Nervice Support Group

9 SOSUS Statiom ~
1 Naval Special Warfare Geoup

e

2 Numbered Air Forces

3 Air Divisions

I Compasite Wing

I Tactleal Airlilt Wing

3 Tactical Fighter Wings

1 Aeromed Airlift 8qdn

2 Tactical Air Support Sqdn

t Tactical Reconnaismsance Sqdn

1 Special Operations Sqdn

8 Taclical Fighter Sqdn

2 Tactieal Airlift Sqdo

1 Airborne Command & Controt Sqdn
1 Tactical Fighter Trainlag Aggremor Sqdn

IN PACOM BUT NOT OPCOM TO CINCPAC

1 Engineer Group
1 Signal Brigade
1 General Support Graup
I Heavy Bost Ca
USASA Units in the Pacific
. Army Nationa) Guard Unit<
1 Infantry Brigade
“Army e Units
1 Infentry BuitaFoun
1 Civil Affairs Group
1 Engineer Construction Battalion
| Corps Headquarters (AUG)

10 Dentroyers {Naval Reserve Teng)
9 Minc Warfare Ship« (Naval Reserve Trng)

2 Amphibious Warfare Ships t(Naval Reserve Trag)
‘56 Auxiliary Shipx
1 Fleet € amposite (perations Reads Group

1 Air Division (SAC)

2 Stralegic Wings (SAC)

1 Air Refueling Squadron (SAC}

1 Romher Squadron (SAC)

3 Strategic Reconnaissance Detachment {(SAC)

| Weather Reconnaixsance Squadron (MAC)

I Text Group (AFSC)

1 Tactical Fighter Squadron (Air National Guard}
Air Forve Security Service Units (AFSS)

Air Force Communications Service Units {AFCS)
1 Air-Sea Rencuc/Recovery Squadron (MAC)
Air Weather Service Units (MAC)

Source: Command Digest, 15 Feb 78, p.

10.
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DEPLOYMENT OF NAVAL AIR & SHIPS UNITS
WESTPAC

KADENA

IWAXUN? ADAK ke e
. B vMan AVR M * TAMF VPDea 1) 3P 0

HAMS (1) 8 OV-10A vi'?.,’" e ctac ) 3'33..'." 18 A-4M . L
HMH D 29 CH-53D . VMA (AW) (1) 12 ASE
HMM (1) 18 CH46D VMFA(2) 2 Fu
HML (1) L OPAH VMFP Det 1) ¢ RP4B

. 14UHaN VMAQ Det (1} 4 EABA
VYMGR (1) 12 KC-K0F

MWHS 1) s C¢-1110

ATSUGH
VQDet(1)  (EP3IR

BARBERS POINT

HSL 11y € SH2F

VC (1} 1 A4E
2 SH3G
5 TA4)

3 PIB

VP {4)

AGANA

9 EA3B
¢ EP3B
4 EP3Y.
I EC-1%9Q
1P3A

1 TA3R
VP Det (1) 3 P38

KANEOME

HAMS (1) 4. TASF
HMH () 11 CH-53D
RMM &) 22 CH46
MML Det (1) 7 UH-IN
VMFA (2) 2 FUJ

Yoy

LLEH]
VRC M

DIEGO GARGA ° d
- am &
S| ~Rotsten,
w/Parent Usit
¥ SEVENTH FLEET - WBSTPAC
2 CY w/Alr Wing 5 Ceruioere
4 VF Sqdn 14 DovwyeryFrigsies
6 VA @ Sabmartwes
Spcelal Mhslon Acft & AMPHIB

TOTAL: 45 SHIPS
170 FW AIRCRAFT
45 HELOS

Source: Command Digest, 15 Feb 78, p. 16.
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.
19 TASS

08AN (Kores)

B 314 AIRDIV

§t COMPOSITE WING
TFS

33 ARES {MAC)
SRW De1 (SAC)

DEPLOYMENT OF MAJOR AIR FORCE UNITS

24 F4E
38 OV-10

3 HH3E

18 F4D
18 F4D

U ey~ . ~ ~ S-S,
YOXOTA (2o} SHEMYA
5 AP HQ SRW Det (SAC) 1 RC.135
475 ABW
S TAS 1€ €130

r_ HICKAM {Hawall)
PACAF HQ

15 AW

199 TES (HANG) 18 F4C
CADENA {Oinsws) / €594 TEST GP (AFSC) 9 C-1308
312 AIR DIV 33 ARRS (MAC) 5 HC-130 $ NC-130H
18 TPW 5 HE53 3 RC130P
TPS 16 F4D 376 SW (SAC) ” & HH-53C )
61TFS 18 F4C 2 SRW Det fSAC) 38R P \
26 TFS I8 F4D 3 RC-136M
12TV 18 P4D 203 ARS(HYYNSAC) 15 KC-35 WHEELER (trwas)
16 TRS 18 RF4C 228 AIR DIV
t so8 4 MC-)30E 22 TAS » 028

s ARCEK 4 EC-135C/

'ANOEABEN (Guam)
3 AIR DIV (SAC)

4 B-52D
7 KC-138
€ WC-1m

Source:

Camnand Digest,

15 Feb 78, p. ‘19.
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SECTION II--THE CINCPAC STAFF

Key Personnel Changes in 1977

Commander in Chief Pagific

(U)  Admiral Maurice F. Weisner, USN, served 'as Commander in Chief Pacific
throughout 1977 except for'a few short periods, as follows. General Louis L.
Wilson, USAF, CINCPACAF, was des1gnated Acting CINCPAC from 12 to 14 January
and again from 30 March to 6 April. Admiral Thomas B. Hayward, USN, CINCPACFLT,
was designated Acting CINCRAC for the periods 7 to 11 May,‘ and 3 to 14 September.
As Executive Assistant and. Aide to CINCPAC, COL Edward L Trobaugh USA,
replaced COL Maurice 0. Edmonds, USA, on 8 June.

Director for Intelligence

{U)  BGEN John B. Marks, USAF, replaced BGEN Doyle E. Larson, USAF, on 19
January.

Director for Operat1ons

(V) MAJ GEN Norman W. Gourley, USMC,. rep1aced MAJ GEN Frank C. Lang, USMC,
on 1 March.

Director for Log1st1cs and Security Ass1stance

(U)  RADM Arthur S. Moreau, Jr., USN replaced RADM Hugh A Benton ‘USN,
effective 12 May.

Director for Plans

(U) RADM D.B. Shelton, USN, rep]aced RADM w1111am R. McClendon,’ USN on
15 August. | i \

Director for Communications-Data Processing

(U) BGEN Robert F. McCarthy, USAF, repTaced BGEN Charles E. W1111ams Jr.,
USAF, on 8: Februaty :

Comptroller -

(V) CAPT Glenn L. Gaddis, SC, USN, rep]aced'CAPT Bobby L. Hatch, SC, USN,
on 15 June.

UNCLASSIFIED
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UNCLASSIFIED

KEY CINCPAC STAFF PERSONNEL

LEAROY J. MANOR WILLIAM E. MC LEOD
LT GEN USAF MAJ GEN
Chief of Staff Deputy Chief of Staff

¢ .5

-r‘ Yo —

~ Y :
St BT
Vv !

LEO J. MOSER ALFRED J. LYNN ALAN COVILLE

F80-1 cw GS-15 cwv coL USAF

Politica} Adviser Chief, Office for Public Joint Secretary

and Governmental Affairs

JAMES H. JOHNSON JOHN B. MARKS NORMAN W. GOURLEY
GEN USA BGEN USAF MAJ GEN UsMC
Director for Personnel Director for intelligence Director for Operations

and inspector Generat

UNCLASSIFIED
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ARTHUR S MOREAU, JR

RADM

HOBERT F. MoCART
BGEN e

HY

G E. GORSUCH
RADOM MC

USN

" USAF

USN

UNCLASSIFIED

D B SHELTON
RADM USN

F-ITSE

GLENN . GADDIS
CAPT SC USN

ROY F LINSENMEYER
GS-16 Civ

UNCLASSIFIED
17

JACK R, SADLER
BGEN

Ewengtt Dhirmetie - -

GARDINER MyHA'GHT /.
CAPT JAGE USN
S daove A s

RICHARD V. SCOTT
PL 33, GS-17€

Vhreer Abe-

Usa

civ



SECRET
Surgeon

(U) RADM G.E. Gorsuch, MC, USN, replaced RADM Robert G.W. Williams, MC,
USN, on 9 August.

Political Adviser to CINCPAC

Mr. Leo J. Moser, a Foreign Service Officer (Grade 1) with the Depart-
ment of State, served throughout 1977 as the Political Adviser to CINCPAC. With
the departure of his deputy, Mr., Maurice N. Gralnek, in July, the State Depart-
ment eliminated the official position of deputy. This was required &s a part
of a "sizeable trimming of positions worldwide," the Secretary of State had
advised CINCPAC. Under Secretary Philip C. Habib, in a message to CINCPAC, had
said, "A11 of us who have served in EA [East Asia] and its posts share the high
value you place on the political advisors' contributions to the command." With
the arrival of a replacement CINCPAC adviser from the State Department's U.S.
Information Agency, Mr. James T. Pettus, on 19 September, this officer was
placed in the office of the Political Adviser, where he served as both_USIA
adviser and de facto deputy to CINCPAC's Political Adviser, Mr. Moser.

Operations Directorate

(U) Effective 5 January the Airborne Command Post began operating as a
separate entity reporting directly to the Director for Operations. ~Formerly
the ABNCP had been designated J331. The ABNCP continued to have a Separate

Joint Manpower Program document.3

—— Dt e B Y D D e T D N D G WP ED " WD WD WD e T v D Y GG We D D D ED A Gy D D % D D e D GD W G e T G D D D DGR GD G @S BPAE GP D @D GD GD Gb WP @ @b PO UD S @ B e =

1. SECSTATE 032726/122318Z Feb 77.
2. J2 Memo/S65«77 of 30 Sep 77, Subj: Annual Review of Goals and Accomplish-

ments.
3. CINCPAC Bulletin, 5 Jan 77.

SECRET
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AUTHORIZED STRENGTHS OF CINCPAC STAFF DIRECTORATES

1 January 1977 31 Decemper 19771
OFF ENL CIv TOTAL OFF ENL CIv TOTAL

CINCPAC 5 17 0 22 6 16 0 22
Inspector General 5 3 1 9 5 3 i 9
Chief of Staff 3 2 4 9 3 2 4 9
Deputy Chief of Staff 2 0 1 3 2 0 1 3
Office for Public and

Governmental Affairs 13 10 1N 34 14 10 10 34
Joint Secretary 7 39 12 58 7 38 13 58
Personnel Directorate 18 17 13 48 17 15 N 43
Intelligence Directorate 37 66 7 110 37 69 7 113
Operations Directorate 99 60 1N 170 99 61 1N 171
Logistics and Security ¥

Assistance Directorate 61 21 18 100 60 21 16 97
Plans Directorate 52 26 9 87 52 26 9 87
Communications-Data Processing

Directorate 30 14 10 54 29 15 10 54
Comptroller 4 0 9 13 4 0 9 13
Staff Judge Advocate 4 3 1 8 4 3 1 8
Surgeon 3 3 1 7 3 3 1 7
Research and Analysis Office 2 0 9 1 2 0 9 11
Tota | s | 21 | w7 | a3 | s | s | m3 | 739]
Airborne Command Post | m | e | e w0 | |
PACOM ADP Systems Support Group2 26 46 34 106 26 45 33 104
Intelligence Center Pacific 108 139 58 305 108 139 58 305
Miscellaneous Units 5 J 9 26 40 4 7 133 24
Sub-Total - 172J202119 """" @ [ e e [T
G0 TOTAL | 313";'255 """ 236 | 1,23 | 515 | 41 | 218 | 1214
______________________________________________ ! [ WO S IS "N

1. Headquarters CINCPAC FY 78 Joint Table of Distribution approved by JCS 4772/021321Z May 77.
2. Approved by JCS 5936/282103Z Jul 77.
3. Three (3) General Scheduie, ten (10) Local Wage Rate.

UNCLASSIFIED |
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SECTION III--SENIOR OFFICER RANK STRUCTURE

Flag-General Officer Requirements Studied

(U) A recurring subject of study concerned justification for the grades of
billets to which flag and general officers were assigned, in the PACOM and
worldwide. Efforts continued to reduce the number of such positions. The mat-
ter was studied twice in the PACOM in 1977, first in April.

(U) On 1 April the JCS requested specific information concerning general
and flag officer and supergrade civilian positions falling under CINCPAC con-
“trol, so that a response could be prepared for the Secretary of Defense concern-
ing a proposed reduction to existing authorizations. Two plans for reduction
were addressed: a three percent cut and a five percent cut.

(U) The 22 flag and general officer and 1 supergrade civilian authoriza-
tions in PACOM (as of the end of FY 78) were considered as a whole. The three
percent alternative reduced three military positions, one each in FY 79, 81,
and 83. The five percent alternative reduced five military positions, one each
in Fiscal Years 1979-1983. The one civilian space was not affected under either
alternative.

(U) The final recommended order for reduction was:1

Chief, MAAG China -

Chief of Staff, COMUSTDC -

Deputy Director for Plans, Hq PACOM

Director for Personnel, Hq PACOM

Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff for Operations, COMUS Korea

(U) Later in the year the Defense Department had been directed to submit a
comprehensive report with the Congressional FY 79 authorization request that
identified the required numbers of general and flag officers and provided justi-
fication for deferring, in whole or part, statutory reductions included in the
FY 78 Appropriation/Authorization Act. The Office of the Secretary of Defense,
therefore, directed a billet-by~-billet review of all such positions projected
to be f117ed by the end of FY 78. The material that follows addresses in
considerable detail the study conducted in the PACOM in October and November.
Specifics regarding flag and general officer billets on Taiwan are addressed in
a separate account, which follows this discussion.2

. D D D D D S e Y D Dy S e G G R R S AR G e Gp D M G R D U G e G P D G N D G W SR e D G5 SE T G b R TG M e A b S S D T R D Y R TS G A o

1. J132 HistSum Apr 77, which cited JCS 012047Z Apr 77 and CINCPAC 1520152

Apr 77.
2. FLDSUPPACT WASH DC 031943Z Nov 77.

UNCLASSIFIED
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On 4 November the JCS requested information on a number of topics:
individual general and flag officer position profiles, an organization/activity
analysis for flag and general officer positions, and an overall justification

for all such positions.]

(U)  On 19 November CINCPAC provided his response to the requirement for
articulating the general philosophy that lay behind the allocation of positions
at such ranks. Admiral Weisner said that the mission of the PACOM was weTll
documented. "During my tenure as CINCPAC, I have used a number of forums to
amplify this mission and explain its importance in supporting and advancing the
national policies and interests of the U.S. In so doing, the vital roles played
by components, sub-unified commands, and Security Assistance organizations have
been strongly and continually reemphasized. Therefore, believe all'concerned
are aware of the environment in which key military leaders and staff officers

operate in PACOM, "2

(U)  Over the years, CINCPAC continued, the PACOM mission had remained ba-
sically unchanged. U.S. force presence in the Pacific had diminished, however,
while the threat had grown in size and complexity. The commensurate number of
flag and general officer positions in the PACOM had been reduced in earlier
drawdowns. For his headquarters, for example, the authorizations had been re-
duced from 14 in 1972 to 10 by 1976. The flag billet in the Joint U.S. Military
Advisory Group in Thailand had been eliminated, and the CINCPACAF position had
been reduced from general to lieutenant general. "Now in the face of the grow-
ing threat, the continued need for strong, mature leadership provided by flag/
general officer personnel in key positions clearly exists." This was true, he
said, not only in maintaining the PACOM's capability to respond to direct aggres-
sion against U.S. interests and in meeting security commitments in response to
aggression against allies, but also in maintaining our vital presence ‘in the
Republics of Korea and China as well as continuing our key Security Assistance

Programs.

(U) The Admiral noted that, in a peacetime environment, perception by one
nation of another became a vital ingredient in promoting and protecting secu-
rity. Individuals assigned as flag and general officers "must be of proven
quality and capable of sound judgement." He said they must also "possess
broad background, education and training to enable them to dedl with issuies and
problems which transcend the complexities of military science and econbmics to
include key foreign policy considerations.” Secondly, he said, and of no less
importance, was the efficacy and representational values those key positions
conveyed in terms. of U.S. commitment to overall U.S. interests in the PACOM
1. JCS 4059/041846Z Nov 77.

2. CINCPAC 192050Z Nov 77.
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area. Incumbents of key positions dealt with their counterparts of the allied
nations, who were normally of equal or higher grade. Any grade less than a
flag or general officer, CINCPAC said, would de-emphasize the U.S. commitment
and place the individual and the organization he represented in "an untenable
position."

(U)  CINCPAC briefly outlined the increased Soviet threat to U.S. interests
in the PACOM, noting that about a quarter of their forces were deployed in the
Far East. "Soviet Pacific forces are modern, well-equipped and have been
steadily improved in range, mobility and firepower. The Soviet Pacific Fleet
is now routinely seen in the East and South China Seas, the South Pacific, the
Philippine Sea and the Indian Ocean."

(U)  CINCPAC commented on the reductions in flag and general officer posi-
tions already accomplished. "While we can always adapt to changes and operate
as effectively as we can within the constraints and guidelines established by
higher authority, I do not recommend further reduction at this time. It must
be understood that any significant reductions in flag and general officer posi-
tions presupposes a corresponding reduction in function, forces, and. supporting
staff. Such a reduction viewed in the context of a continued sizable Soviet
presence in the Asia-Pacific area would be perceived by our allies and foes as
further weakening of U.S. commitments and resolve."

¥S) As another part of the study for the JCS, CINCPAC provided an organi-
Zafqbn/activity analysis for PACOM headquarters, the subordinate unified com-
mands in Korea, Japan, and Taiwan, and the Joint U.S. Military Advisory Groups
in Korea and the Philippines. (The position of COMUS Japan was not addressed,
however. This billet was dual-hatted, as others were, but carried in Air Force
channels for the purpose of this study.) Thus, there were 20 flag and general
officer billets, as follows:2

Commander. in Chief Pacific

Chief of Staff, PACOM

Deputy Chief of Staff, PACOM i
Director for Personnel/Inspector General
Director for Intelligence

Director for Operations

Director for Logistics and Security Assistance
Director for Plans

Deputy Director for Plans

Director for Communications-Data Processing
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1. Ibid.
2. CINCPAC 240321Z Nov 77.
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Chief of Staff, COMUS Japan
Chief, Joint U.S. Military Advisory Group, Philippines

Commander in Chief United Nations Command/Commander U.S. Forces
Korea/Commanding General Eighth U.S. Army

Deputy Commander UNC/U.S. Forces Korea

Chief of Staff, UNC/USFK/EUSA

Assistant Chief of Staff for Operations

Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff for Operations

Assistant Chief of Staff for Logistics

Chief, Joint U.S. Military Advisory Group, Korea

Commander, U.S. Taiwan Defense Command

CINCPAC also had one civilian supergrade position, the Chief of the Research and
Analysis Office (J77), a GS-16/PL-313, but the JCS asked that this billet not
be included in the study at that time.

éﬂﬁ CINCPAC next outlined the significant changes in the PACOM since 1964,
a périod that had witnessed both intensive and evolutionary changes in terms of
military requirements and the scope and magnitude of responsibilities within

the PACOM. The year 1964 saw the beginning of the buildup in Southeast Asia in
which overall PACOM strength went from approximately 455,000 in 1964 to a peak
in excess of 1.05 million in 1968. In the post-Vietnam period, U.S. forces had
been drawn down to the 1977 level of approximately 330,000. While the military
strength had fallen below the 1964 level, the PACOM mission had remained basi-
cally unchanged. "On the contrary, the scope and magnitude of the PACOM respon-
sibility has increased significantly as a result of recent developments.” These
included Unified Command Plan changes in 1972 and 1976 that had enlarged the
command. The increasing Soviet threat, as outlined earlier, was repeated.
“Added to these are the new directions in U.S. Government policies, i.e., the
Korean drawdown and the new China policy, and the greatly expanded economic
interests of the U.S. in the Pacific, all of which dictate strong and creative
leadership." =

bézﬁ Those developments had caused a renewed emphasis on the relevance of
mutQal security treaties to the peace and stability in the PACOM and to overall
U.S. interests. Base negotiations in the Philippines remained an open issue.
Such developments and issues impacted upon the day-to-day relationships of key
personnel with Asian allies as well as in the planning of the headquarters
staff. The stature and experience of general and flag officer personnel were
considered to be requisites in maintaining relationships with the allied nations.
Such officers were also able to assess and fuse the politico-milftary implica-
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tions stemming from those developments and issues into coherent strategy, policy,

and plans in support of the PACOM mission.]

Lsf’ CINCPAC was also required to propose a position for deletion in the
event a two or four percent reduction was to be required (at least one such
position). In both percentage cases, for the PACOM headquarters, the reduction
would concern one position, that of the Deputy Director for Plans, which would
be downgraded from brigadier general to colonel, both Army. Such a reduction,
it was explained, would significantly reduce the flexibility of the Director
for Plans, curtailing his extensive travel in order that CINCPAC headquarters
decisions concerning plans and policies requiring general/flag officer attention
not be unnecessarily delayed. Curtailment of such travel, however, would degrade
the maintenance of "those close, personal relationships with officials in the
PACOM area requisite to solidify strategy and policy formulations." Addition-
ally, the Deputy Director served as the senior PACOM representative to ANZUS
staff level meetings; downgrading of the position would signal a 1ower1ng of
U.S. interest in the alliance system.

(U) The detailed profiles on all flag and general officer pos1t1ons were
also provided, for the 20 positions listed above.3

(U)  The JCS request in that regard had contained a number of specifics,
all of which were covered in the profiles. Included were the title and organ-
ization; grade reqaired; whether the position was required by statute, Presiden-
tial executive order, or international agreement; grade of incumbent as of
30 Sep. 77; whether the position was an "assistant to" or a one-for-one deputy;
when a general/flag officer -had first been assigned to the billet; whether the
grade had changed since July 1972; whether the position had been filled since
July 1972 by other than a flag or general officer (other than a rotation gap);
whether the position could be filled by a civilian and if not, why not; how
the work and responsibility would be reassigned if it could not be filled by
a flag or general officer and what would be the effect of such a change on the
accomplishment of national security missions; and a ranking of 16 specific
criteria in the order in which they were most relevant to the grade requirement
for each particular position and a brief description of the application of
those criteria. This information, as explained above, was provided on 24
November.4

(U) A parallel request for flag and general officer information was received
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1. Ibid.
2. Ibid.
3. CINCPAC 240319Z and 240320Z Nov 77.
4, Ibid
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by the PACOM headquarters from the Navy's Field Support Activity in Washington,
but this was cancelled and CINCPAC reported in accordance with JCS requirements.

Grade Structure of Senior Military Commanders on Taiwan

On 25 February the JCS advised that the National Emergencies Act re-
quired that the Navy identify a number of vice admiral billets for downgrading
or elimination. They advised that the billet of COMUSTDC was under considera-
tion for downgrading to rear admiral, and requested CINCPAC's views.2

( On 2 March CINCPAC provided the impact it was anticipated would occur
if the billet were downgraded. CINCPAC first addressed counterpart relation-
ships in peacetime. As a three-star officer, COMUSTDC was treated as an equal
and had direct access to the highest military levels in the Ministry of National
Defense and the individual services. He was also able to exert considerable
influence and leverage in activities and policies of the Government of the
Republic of China (GROC) by virtue of his seniority and expertise. In wartime,
in the matter of counterpart relationships, an experienced three-star commander
on scene would facilitate the rapid assimilation of augmenting forces: Parti-
cular questions of seniority would be avoided where components would be equal
in rank to COMUSTDC as a two-star billet. Upon execution of OPLAN ROCHESTER
(a bilateral plan for the mutual defense of Taiwan and the Penghus £&J) COMUS-
TDC was to assume Operational Control of a significant number of GROC forces--
for example, all air defense forces. As a three-star this would be easy because
COMUSTDC was senior to ROC Air Force commanders and accepted on'a level with
the ROC Chief of General Staff. On the level of relationships with higher ‘com-
mands, a three-star subunified commander enjoyed a larger acquaintenance and
probably wider acceptance of views than would a two-star commander.

In the matter of perceived re]ationships, specifica]]y pert&fhihg'to
the Mutual Defense Treaty, CINCPAC advised the JCS that in spite of the impact
of base closures, force reductions, and the erosion of the U.S. presence on
Taiwan, a strong case had been made to the GROC that U.S. intentions under the
Mutual Defense Treaty were unwavering. Downgrading the USTDC billet would
weaken that assertive position-and could possibly be perceived by the GROC as
a lessening of U.S. resolve under the treaty provgs1ons. CINCPAC recommended
that COMUSTDC be retained as a three-star billet. ' '

A%ST/’ On 12 March CINCPAC provided rationale to the JCS regarding the grade
of 7the Chief of Staff billet, recommending that that billet remain a brigadier
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1. FLDSUPPACT Washington DC 031943Z, 041500Z and 042110Z Nov 77.
2. JCS 3157/250040Z Feb 77.
3. CINCPAC 022156Z Mar 77.
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general. He noted that a brigadier general chief of staff acting in support of
COMUSTDC was given direct access to the highest military and GROC officials.

In this capacity he was able to exert “considerable influence and leverage" in
GROC policies by virtue of being a general officer. The importance of having a
general officer acting for COMUSTDC, in his absence, on sensitive issues was
stressed, for the same reasons that had been outlined by CINCPAC in his 2 May
discussion of the grade of COMUSTDC. CINCPAC continued that the close working
relationships and acceptance of views then being enjoyed by the chief of staff
would be greatly reduced if the billet were downgraded. He did concur, however,
with changing the billet for the Chief of the Military Assistance Advisory Group
China to an 06 upon rotation of the incumbent.

On 14 March CINCPAC provided further rationale for the continued assign-
ment of an Air Force general officer as Chief of Staff, which had been provided
by COMUSTDC. “The most pressing and vital problem for the ROC national defense
is air defense." He noted that until a year earlier there had been three USAF
generals on Taiwan to counsel, train, and assist the ROC air force on air war-
fare matters; only one remained. "As long as the Commander USTDC is_charged
with the defense of Taiwan, he will need the support of an able, broadly ex-
perienced right hand to advise him on the intricacies of the Air Force and air
warfare. In my opinion a general is required to do the job." _CINCPAC advised
that his headquarters concurred with the opinions of COMUSTDC.Z

On 27 May, however, the JCS advised that the President had approved
that the billet of COMUSTDC would be downgraded to 08 and that the billets of
Chief of Staff and MAAG Chief would be downgraded to 06, all upon rotation of
incumbents. When the assignment of the new COMUSTDC, Rear Admiral James B.
Linder, USN, was announced, the public affairs guidance stated that, if queried,
the reduction was to be considered as part of a Department of Defense require-
ment to reduce the number of senior flag and general officers in all of the
Services.3

(U) Late in the year the matter of Service of the MAAG Chief was addressed.
The office had been held by a Navy 06 to provide a higher degree of stability
and continuity during the transition to a reduced size MAAG. In accordance
with regular triennal review of Security Assistance billets in 1975, however,
the position remained an Army billet. With the departure of the Navy incumbent
filling the Army position, it would become an Air Force bi]let, the Service
that alternated with the Army in the manning of that space.

1. CINCPAC 120321Z Mar 77.
2. CINCPAC 142117Z Mar 77.
3. JCS 419172721267 May 77; CINCPAC 141945Z Jun 77.
4. CINCPAC 240106Z Dec 77.
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SECTION IV--COMMAND AND CONTROL

Commanders' Conference

591/ On 22 and 23 June CINCPAC attended a conference convened by the Chair-
man“of the JCS and held at the headquarters of the Military Airlift Command,
newest of the unified and specified commands, at Scott Air Force Base, I1linois.
This conference was attended by the Secretary of Defense as well as the Service
Chiefs and the commanders of the unified and specified commands. At the Chair-
man's request, Admiral Weisner lead a discussion of defense interests and com-
mand relationships in Africa south of the Sahara.!

f;gf CINCPAC noted that Communist successes in the recent past had provided
evidence of a coordinated and aggressive Soviet interventionist policy in Africa.
This situation served to highlight the inadequacy of the U.S. policy of "hands
off--lTow profile.” CINCPAC believed the National Command Authorities should be
encouraged to focus on Africa and develop long-range policy that would enhance
the U.S. position and counter Soviet penetration. Of more immediate importance,
CINCPAC believed, was the need for action to insure that U.S. military activi-
ties were coordinated and carefully orchestrated to obtain maximum benefit from

the Timited resources available.

_ é;d’ CINCPAC also recommended that Sub-Saharan Africa be assigned to a uni-
fied commander. The last change to the Unified Command Plan, on 1 May 1976,
continued previous policy in which that part of Africa and the Malagasy Repub-
lic were not assigned to any unified commander. CINCPAC recommended that such
responsibility be assigned to the U.S. Readiness Command (his first choice) or
the U.S. European Command. A unified commander would be responsible for eval-
uating and making recommendations regarding intelligence collection and pro-
duction requirements; integrating security assistance and other area responsi-
bilities with contingency planning; providing an interface with national mili-
tary leadership; acting as a focal point for national leadership to express
views and to attempt to influence U.S. policy; providing the U.S. point of view
to African nations and promoting friendly relations with the military and their
governments; and coordinating military activities, good will tours, and VIP

-visits to insure the best use of limited U.S. resources. This subject is dis-

cussed in greater detail in the Planning chapter of this history.2
1. JCS 4907/281714Z May 77 (EX); ADMIN CINCPAC 220015Z Jdun 77, which retrans-

mitted as ALFA 061 JCS 212257Z Jun 77.
2. J5131 Point Paper, 16 Jun 77, Subj: Africa South of the Sahara; Defense
Interest and Command Relations.
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Clarification of PACOM Boundaries

The Unified Command Plan revision that had been effective on 1 May
1976 had enlarged the command westward to include the entire Indian Ocean area,
including the Gulf of Oman and the Gulf of Aden. The plan, however, did not
define the geographic extent of those gulfs, specifically the lines of demarca-
tion between the Red Sea and the Gulf of Aden and between the Persian Guif and
the Gulf of Oman. Without knowing specific lines of demarcation, potential
problems could have occurred between the PACOM and the European Command, which
had responsibility for the Red Sea and Persian Gulf. CINCPAC requested that
the JCS verify the lines of demarcation. CINCPAC noted that it was his under-
standing that the Defense Intelligence Agency was the Defense Department agency
responsible for standardization of geopolitical data elements and area identi-
fications. DIA Manual 65-18 of 29 Sep 72 had defined the lines as follows:

® Red Sea-Gulf of Aden: a line joining Ra's Hisn Murad
(12940'N, 43030'E) and Ras Siyan (12029'N, 43920'E).

e Persian Gulf-Gulf of Oman: a line joining Ras Limah
(25957'N), on the coast of Arabia and Damagheh-ye Kuh
(25948'N) on the coast of Iran.!

On 3 December the JCS advised that the boundaries were as CINCPAC had
identified them.2

MAC Deéignated Specified Command

(U) On 1 February the Secretary of Defense designated the Military Airlift
Command, headquartered at Scott Air Force Base in Belleville, I1linois, a
specified command that reported to the President through the Secretary of
Defense. Other unified and specified commands in 1977 were the Aeros$pace De-

fense Command, the Readiness Command, the Strategic_Air Command, and the reg1ona]

Atlantic, European, Southern, and Pacific Commands.

Command Center Modernjzation Project

As reported in the 1976 Command History, a new and larger Command
Center was to be constructed to improve current operations and accommodate other

------------------------------------------------------------ bl b Dt X DL DD D L e

1. CINCPAC Command History 1976, Vol. I, p. 33; CINCPAC 290245Z Nov 77; J564
HistSum Nov 77.

2. JCS 7865/030120Z Dec 77.

3. SECDEF 7388/012249Z Feb 77.
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planned system improvements. The project was part of the Navy's Military
Construction program for FY 78 and budgeted at $4.2 million. It was expected
that the project would be completed by July 1980. During the construction
phase, the offices of the Directors for Intelligence and Operations were to be
moved to space that had been used by Intelligence Center Pacific personnel and
vacated as they moved into their newly refurbished spaces in Building 20. This
was expected to take place in the late summer of 1978. In 1977 numerous meet-
ings were held with personnel of the Naval Facilities Engineering Command,
Pacific Division; the Naval Shore Electronic Engineering Activity, Pacific;
and architects to define security, public address, communicati?ns, and other
systems that had to be integrated into the architect's design.

One of the problems confronting CINCPAC in the command center moderni-
zation was establishment of space requirements for equipment for two related
projects: command and control communications support of a remote or joint task
force, whether fixed or air-sea-ground mobile, operating anywhere in the PACOM,
and a quality secure voice and record conferencing capability at all major
PACOM command facilities, including those remote or joint task forces wherever
they operated, and the National Military Command Center. By the end of 1977
the secure voice conferencing capability was provided by a digital conferenc-
ing unit. Record conferencing, using the Automatic Digital Network with a_

D 4 teletype terminal, was expected to be accomplished early in 1978,

d}&$ As reported in the 1975 Command History, part of the Command Center
modernization was to be a program called CINDIS. The CINDIS, the CINCPAC Infor-
mation Processing and Display System and Operations/Intelligence Interface, was
described by the Operations Directorate as an "internal capability to receive,
process and distribute information and displays required for dynamic command

and control during both daily routine and crisis operations. System concept of
operations specifies that it be responsive to requirements ranging through
crisis, contingency and nuclear operations and operate in an SI (Special Intel-
ligence) high mode."

) Technical Assistance and Cost Estimate (TA/CE) responsibilities had
been assigned to the Navy. Late in 1976 CINCPAC had advised of his intent to
reevaluate requirements to reduce costs. The JCS endorsed this in-house effort.
In May the study received CINCPAC's approval and the reduced effort, called the
PACOM Crisis Action Information Distribution System, or PACAIDS, was validated

1. J34 HistSum Dec 77; CINCPAC Command History 1975, Vol. I, pp. 50-53.
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by the JCS in August. The Navy had initiated plans to find funds for this pro-
ject, the first goal to be funding for the FY 78 portion (approximately $300,000
to $500,000) of the PACAIDS system engineering design and integration study.
The Navy had obtained $60,000 of excess FY 77 funds and used them to bring the
Naval Electronics Systems Command (NAVELEX) into the project. During October
representatives of that command visited CINCPAC. The Operations Directorate
subsequently prepared a PACAIDS “"concept of operations" to explain the inter-
relationships of the PACAIDS equipment and the command center personnel. It
was to aid NAVELEX in understanding what this headquarters wanted PACAIDS to
do and how it was expected that PACAIDS would be used. That concept was for-
warded to NAVELEX in November, and CINCPAC officers visited Washington in
December to discuss the on-going program. Work continued.

R2DC3

(U) The Command and Control System Master Plan had stated a general require-
ment for an air-sea-land transportable command center for a joint task force
commander and his staff. The Worldwide Military Command and ContrbT: System
(WWMCCS) architecture study had been a two-year effort that resulted in Defense
Department direction to the Services to develop nine capabilities to enhance
joint command and control. One of those tools, which remained under study. .
~throughout 1977, was the requirement for a Rap1d Reaction Depleyabﬂe CoMmand
Control Communication Capability, or, as it was ca11ed RZDCB 2 i e

Automated Message Processing System and M111tary Message Experiment

8&) The Military Message Experiment (MME) was a joint CINCPAC-Navy-AdVanced
Research Projects Agency program designed to improve and speed the handling of
message traffic during crisis or contingency operations for .the Command Center
and associated staff support activities. The MME was expected to sprovide the
"baseline" for the automated message required operating capability that was
another of the CINDIS goals. The MME was to be used for general servicte message
traffic to the Top Secret level. A user of the system would be able to scan,
read, file, retrieve, compose, annotate, and forward messages. -Numerous prob-
lems were encountered with software developments, however. The USC/Information
Sciences Institute "Sigma" software had been selected. The Local Digital Mes-
sage Exchange 1ink to the MME was successfully completed in June and training
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1. Ibid.

——

2. 1Ibid. (The historian has not been able to determine if there is a connec-
tion between this acronym and a popular motion picture of this time, "Star
Wars," which featured two robots: R2D2 and C3PQ).
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of actual MME participants began at that time. The terminal and printer instal-
lation in the Operations Directorate's administrative offices was completed in

late October, but proved to be unsatisfactory. A filter modification was being
desxgned for the term1na] to preclude emanations beyond four meters and provide

A
I

\!

ion" .to Comp'ly. wi th,&ec;Ur1_ty podigy.-. The: costs ‘were about
piit abb_ut ha]f—and-ha}f

Ibid.
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33321 HistSum Jan 77; CINCPAC Command fiistory 1976, Vol. I, pp. 43-44

J340 HistSum Feb 77.

For a discussion of the creation and subsequent de-

activation of the Kunia facility, see CINCPAC Commgnd. History 1976, Vol.

pp. 39-43.
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Airborne Command Post Activities

(U) . CINCPAC's Airborne Command Post maintained the ground alert status
that had begun in January 1970, prior to which it had maintained a contwnuous
airborne alert for some years. The Airborne (ommand Post was.called. BLUF: EAGLE .,
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ABNCP HistSums Jan-Dec 77. )
ABNCP HistSums Oct, Dec 77; J3 BWEBs 12-25 Sep 77, 25 Sep - 9 Oct 77, 10-24
Oct 77, and 5-18 Dec 77; J3325 HistSum Oct 77.

ABNCP HistSums Jan-May 77.

ABNCP HistSums Jan-Dec 77.
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ABNCP HistSums Jan, Feb, and Nov 77.
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V--U.S. FORCES AND BASES OVERSEAS

Forces and Basing in Japan

U.S. bases in Ja

than 125 by 1977. Person
1952, was down to less than 45,000 by 1977. The reductions had been largely in
response. to technological advances, political-military developments in Asia, and
U.S. budgetary constraints. In reducing facilities, the United States had
attempted to consolidate the base structure around a "core" of facilities, which
would allow the United_States to implement the Security Treaty and carry out

contingency functions.

() Certain specific

pan that had numbered 3,848 in 1952 were down to fewer
nel strength, which had numbered aimost 400,000 in

actions regarding forces and basing in 1977 are

described in the material that follows. The sensitivity of planning for changes -
in forces or basing had been a CINCPAC concern for many years. Also, CINCPAC
had sought to achieve a coordinated approach, to avoid the problems generated
by the Services acting unilaterally. This concern had been not only for deal-

ings with the Japanese,
one another for support.

But because the Services were sometimes dependent on

- v - - --_'----------—-----———---u - R B b B B G P T TP D S S D W N G W

1.

2.
3.

J5324 Point Paper, 11
tions in Japan by Ser
CINCPAC Command Histo

Feb 77, Subj: ‘History of Base and'Personnel Reduc-
vices Over Past Five Years (U).
ry 1975, Vol. I, p. 86.
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The closure of Tachikawa Air Base had been anticipated for some time.
In July 1976 the Air Force Chief of Staff had deferred such ciosure from 30
April 1977 to 30 September 1977. The programmed reversion of the base to Japa-
nese control was to be declassified upon notification of the Japanese govern-
ment and public announcement. !

(U) Tachikawa had been part of the Kanto Plain Consolidation Plan, in
which the United States had released major facilities in the area in exchange
for replacement facilities constructed by the Japanese at Yokota Air Base. The
East Tachikawa Air Base had been released in 1973; this was the runway and
warehousing area. The area scheduled for release in the fall of 1977 was the
West Tachikawa Air Base, which consisted of family housing.

L27’ In July 1976 when CINCPACAF had advised CINCPAC of the Air Force approv-
al to extend occupancy of Tachikawa until November 1977 he had requested that
CINCPAC take action to notify the Japanese government. CINCPAC requested that
COMUS Japan provide such notification, but COMUS Japan deferred the notifica-

tion pending completion of local plans for announcing RIFs and unit deact1va-
tions.

{85 On 29 July 1977 CINCPACAF advised of housing shortfalls 4n 3
Plaln area as U.S. _operated facilities reverted to dapan'-w
the housing shortage the A1r FOrce determined that it w

CSAF 0813407 Jul: 76; 05323 Histsum Sep W nt of s o
J5111 Point Paper, 14 Sep 77, Subj: Tachikawa AB (U).

COMUS Japan 060520Z Aug 76.

CINCPACAF 290350Z Jul 77.
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CINCPAC passed the COMUS dJapan recommendation that retention no Tonger
be considered a viable option to all concerned; CINCPAC concurred. -He re-
quested that COMUS Japan continue development of alternate solutions to Air
Force as well as other Service housing problems with the Japanese in view of
their sympathetic attitudes and offer of assistance in connection with the study
of Tachikawa. Reversion took place as scheduled.3

&) Marine Corps personnel and equipment came under study in 1976 and 1977
as the Corps studied various means of reducing personnel turbulence while main-
taining a high state of unit readiness. On 15 February the JCS advised that
the Marine Corps Commandant proposed to depioy WESTPAC Marine Amphibious Units
(MAU) from the 1st Marine Brigade in Hawaii on temporary additional duty in-
stead of drawing from the 3rd Marine Division on Okinawa. The concept was to
deploy one MAU (approximately 1,700 Marines) deploying every six months from
the 1st Brigade to form the 31st MAU aboard Amphibious Ready Group (ARG) ALPHA
shipping. Then one infantry battalion (minus) (reinforced) was to redeploy
from the 3rd Marine Division on Okinawa to the 1st Marine Division in California
to preclude exceeding current force levels in Japan. This battalion would
represent the ground element of the MAU and would be replaced by the rotating
battalion from the 1st Marine Brigade. One helicopter squadron (18 CH-46s)
was to redeploy from Okinawa to Hawaii. This squadron was to represent the
1. CINCPAC 0222527 Aug 77; COMUS Japan 050725Z Aug 77; CINCPAC 102050Z Aug 77;

SECSTATE 190758/120201Z Aug 77.
2. COMUS Japan 070203Z Sep 77.
3. CINCPAC 1518597 Sep 77.
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nucleus of the existing aviation element of the MAU and required assignment to
the 1st Marine Brigade to provide the deployment base for the rotational MAU.

The JCS recognized that the projected deployment "every six months" would likely
be exceeded in the initial deployments because of amphibious sh1pp1ng constraints.
Only the initial redeploying battalion would return to the 1st Marine Dtvision;
subsequent redeploying battalions would return to Hawaii and be rep1aced by lst
Marine Brigade battalions. %

COMUS Japan anticipated no adverse reaction from the Japanese regar,~i
ing the Marine troop movements, provided that the total force. structurej”QME‘ned
~ essentially the same as it had been. . He reitzrated the sensitivity of; | ;
Japanese to unilateral Service act1v1t1es, again recommending the consolidated -
position approach. "Proposals of this nature must be fully explaﬁned to the
GOJ in order to prevent misunderstanding and reduce possible exp1thatTon by, .
the press." He requested that his headquarters bS author1zed to br1ef JapanéséV
officials on the proposed USMC force adjustments.

(Y The initial deployments began in October, as schedu]ed.3 N

fSJ In 1976 the subject of augmenting forces in Europe with two USMC Am-
phibious Brigades was studied, with CINCPAC stating that preparing for such
operations appeared operationally and logistically undesirable. He had re-
quested a change in the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan, but none had been
made in the next revision of that document. In June 1977 the JCS,in response
to a CINCPAC query, advised that there were no existing or proposed plans to
move a Marine brigade from Okinawa to Europe. Consideration was being given in
Washington, however, to basing a Marine brigade in the United Kingdom by shift-
ing one from Okinawa or CONUS. That proposal was being studied by the Joint ..
Staff, the Services, and the Office of the Assistant ﬁecretary of Defense with-
in the concept of NATO long-term defense initiatives. '

In October the Chief of Naval Operations asked CINCPACFLT to comment
on the feasibility and desirability of basing an MAB in the United K1ngdom
For his reply CINCPACFLT assumed that the source of the brigade in question was
the PACOM, and would include all notional equipment and associated amphibious
Tift. CINCPACFLT did not support the proposal, citing the already marginal
capability of PACOM forces to execute national strategy at a prudent level of
risk. "Any further decremental action, particulary the loss of amphibious
forces to support a UK forward based MAB would seriously 1mp1nge upon PACFLT
1. JCS 4118/1518082 Feb 77.
2. COMUS Japan 230747Z Feb 77, 020901Z Mar 77.
3. CINCPACFLT 2204447 Oct 77.
4. CINCPAC Command History 1976, Vol. I, pp. 148-149; JCS 3590/242005Z Jun 77.
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combat readiness and is unacceptable." Such a move would seriously impact on
the Amphibious Ready Group and Battalion Landing Team/MAU forward afloat de-
ployments, completely invalidating existing plans and policies by reducing the
power projection capabilities of PACFLT, and also on the unit deployment pro-
gram, discussed above, which would be infeasible if amphibious shipping were
reduced and Fleet Marine Force units transferred.

CINCPACFLT continued that the political implications involved in re-
moving an MAB would directly affect the Korea withdrawal program, as well as
"perceptions of U.S. allies and potential adversaries in regard to the con-
stancy of our stated commitments to Asian allies." The CINCPAC OPLAN in support
of European contingencies had already identified a requirement for the PACOM
to provide two MABs (one to Iceland, the other to the Azores). "The preliminary
transfer of one MAB to UK would necessitate the drawdown on residual FMF forces
to a level which would virtually terminate all planning for Targe-scale amphib-
ious actions." He continued:1

. The fragmentation of PACOM combat power by transferring
ships and FMF units/equipment to the NATO environs appears -
to be beyond prudent risk. While the primacy of the NATO
theater is recognized, history shows that the PACOM theater
has consistently required the availability of FMF and amphib-
ious forces. The future shows no diminution of the require-
ment for these forces. It is considered prudent to continue
the existing force balance in PACOM, thus supporting those
national objectives encompassed by the ground force withdrawal
from Korea and the visible support of our Asian allies, as
well as maintaining in-theater combat readiness and forces
ready for deployment to NATO. Accordingly, a course of action
which would reduce PACFLT FMF and amphibious forces is not
supported.

(U) No forces were deployed out of the command in this connection in 1977.

Forces and Basing in Korea

(U) In his successful Presidential campaign in 1976, Jimmy Carter promised
to withdraw, eventually, U.S. ground forces from Korea. He planned to withdraw
the nearly 32,000 troops over a four or five year period. The political impli-
cations of this decision are addressed in the Political-Military Relationships
chapter of this history and the measures to strengthen the Republic of Korea's
military forces to counter the North Korean threat are discussed in the Security



SEERET

Assistance chapter. The account that follows will address redeployment plan-
ning, certain withdrawal offset measures, and command arrangements and rela-
tionships.

( A discussion of the early planning took place among senior members of
the PACOM staff and Mr. John F. Lally, Chief Counsel of the House of Represent-
atives Armed Services Committee, in June 1977. That committee was looking into
matters raised by MAJ GEN John K. Singlaub, USA, former Chief of Staff of the
United Nations Command/U.S. Forces Korea, who had been relieved of that posi-
tion by President Carter for speaking out against the withdrawal. In response
to questions from Mr. Lally, the following information was provided.

h&% CINCPAC had first been informed of the withdrawal (other than media
reports) on 2 February 1977, when the Plans Directorate of the JCS informed the
CINCPAC Plans Directorate of impending interagency review (Presidential<Reviéw
Memorandum 13) of U.S. policy regarding Korea. Subsequently various options
were developed and examined by appropriate staffs. Limitations in ‘each were
surfaced, as were improvements needed in the ROK forces to compensate for the
withdrawal. Between 10 March and 26 April these options were examined. PACOM
had not been asked specifically, however, whether the forces should be with-
drawn. The status quo had not been offered as an option. The PACOM had ex-
pressed concern regarding various options, commenting on the timing and 1imita~
tions of each, and pointing out the various risks involved (as will be discussed
later). COMUS Korea had expressed similar reservations regarding the various
options. The announced target was based on options for withdrawal by December
1980, July 1981, or June 1982. It was believed that July 1982 provided the
best option to minimize risks. At the time of this discussion, June 1977, no
detailed plan had been approved. Mr. Lally asked if Admiral Weisner still held
the view he had presented in Washington that North Korea would view the U.S.
withdrawal as a lessening of resolve, and whether a lessening of resolve in-
creased the probability of attack by North Korea. The Chief of Staff had replied
that while he could not provide the Admiral's personal view, North Korea would
have to consider the impact of compensating actions that accompanied the with-
drawal. In closing discussions it was noted that once the decision had been
made, "we must carry out such decisions in best possible way."2

(E% Also in June, the Secretary of State provided rationale for the with-
drawal to embassies around the world. The Secretary's message is quoted:3
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1. CINCPAC 220910Z Jun 77.
. Ibid.
3. SECSTATE 130459Z/070040Z Jun 77.
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(V)

_CONFDERTIAL

...After careful review of U.S. Force presence in Korea,
USG has concluded that a phased withdrawal of U.S. ground
forces over a four to five year period is acceptable and
feasible. The first increment will be withdrawn in 1978.

Our ground force presence in Korea was never meant to be
permanent; its purpose was to assist the maintenance of the
military balance. We believe that by the time the withdrawal
is completed the ROK will have a creditable defense capability
on the ground. U.S. Air Forces will remain in Korea and we
will continue to provide naval and logistic support. Our
treaty commitment to the security of the ROK is, of course,
unchanged. With this commitment and our support we are con-
fident the military balance in the peninsula can be maintained.

...0ur decision to resume withdrawal reflects the “increas-
ing ability of the ROK to defend itself. The ROK economy has
grown enormously in the last few years and the ROK has made
great progress in modernizing its military establishment. We
plan to continue strengthening ROK forces during the withdraw-
al period and will also continue our support for the develop-
ment of its defense industries. We intend that the ROK will
be fully capable of resisting an attack on the ground from
North Korea by the time that we have completed withdrawal.

...The withdrawal will be carried out in a way which will
not lead to instability on the peninsula. We will also assure
Pyongyang, as well as the PRC and the USSR, understands that
our commitment to Korean security is undiminished.

...We intend full consultations on the troop withdrawal
with the ROK and will also keep the GOJ fully informed of
our plans. These consultations began with the recent visit
of Under Secretary [of State Philip C.] Habib and [Chairman
of the JCS] General George Brown to Seoul and Tokyo. Although
the Koreans have well known reservations about our withdrawal,
they have accepted it. They agreed that with appropriate
materiel assistance Korea would be able to assume its own
ground defense. .The ROKG has accepted our outline for ground
force withdrawal and we will continue close consultations on
it.

The view from COMUS Korea's perspective was presented in an interview

with reporters from the New York Times and the Chicago Tribune in August. He
outlined publicly known specifics of the withdrawal plan and the accompanying
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pledge that it would be done without impairing ROK security. There were thus
two parts to the withdrawal: one that it was to be done slowly, in such a
fashion that it did not upset security; the second was to improve the ROK forces
so that in a few years they would be able to do what combined U.S. and ROK
forces could have done in 1977. Asked about the impact of withdrawal on ten-
sions in Korea, COMUS Korea pointed out that North Korea's Kim I1-sung had had,
since the 1953 armistice agreement, a major policy objective of getting the
U.S. Forces out of Korea. The withdrawal had not changed North Korea's goal of
unifying Korea under Kim's Teadership. When newsmen asked about pitfalls of
the withdrawal for both the United States and the ROK, he said there were risks
in changing our policy; obviously there were risks involved in going in any
direction. "Our job, in essence, is to help President Carter's vision of the
future come true, but none of us control all the wires that will assemble the
props on that stage five years from now. Lots of hurdles to jump over between
now and then to have the stable, peaceful situation Mr. Carter envisions. Need
Congressional support for improving the ROK forces. The most unpredictable
element in the whole equation is Kim I1-sung. He's unpredictable--one of the
uncertainties." Asked if the ROK was basically equipped in the summer of 1977
to handle a war by itself, COMUS Korea said that the margin was too close for
him to be comfortable at that time, "No one is suggesting that Korea go_it by
itself today. The margin with the U.S. Forces here today is adequate."

(U) COMUS Korea noted that he had been very concerned about the withdrawal
initially, but that the President had "assumed away" his concerns. The Presi-
dent had listened to him and when he made his public announcement, Mr. Carter
said the United States would withdraw in a fashion that would not upset peace
and security. "So I have no quarrel with that. That's our objective here."
When asked what could be done to allay ROK concern, COMUS Korea said we don't
need more words, we need action. "We will show by our actions--the way we
carry out the program to help the Koreans--that our commitment is solid. The
Koreans had expressed two fundamental concerns: they heard us say we are going
to remain a Pacific power, but they 1ook at what we are doing and our actions
seem to say we're moving the power we have out of the Pacific, that's one
sentiment. The other sentiment they express is whether we are in fact
-.going to take on the difficult chore of helping them with defense needs that
will enable the Koreans to have a force that has the same deterrent capability
that the present combined U.S.-ROK force has. "2

(U) It was thus in this philosophical framework that redeployment planning
began in earnest.
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1. COMUS Korea 040130Z Aug 77.
2. Ibid.
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One matter that had already been decided, however, was the status of
the SERGEANT Missile Battalion. As noted in the 1976 CINCPAC Command History,
this battalion was to be deactivated, the HONEST JOHN battalion was to be
transfered to the ROK, and thus the 4th Missile Command was to be deactivated,
all in the FY 77-78 time frame. On 19 February 1977 the JCS directed that
CINCPAC, in coordination with the Ambassador in Seoul, inform appropriate Korean
authorities about inactivation of the SERGEANT battalion. This had been the
last remaining SERGEANT battalion in the U.S. Army, and had been in Korea for
over 13 years. Other weapons systems had come into use that performed SERGEANT's
missions, without the increasingly difficult personnel and logistics support
for this older system. This action had been programmed well before the 1976
Presidential campaign and had no relation to the President's force withdrawal
plans. The 306 authorized spaces were deleted. There was to be no advance
public announcement of the inactivation, which was completed on 30 May 1977.

Redeployment P]anniqg

685 ,U.S. Forces in Korea in the summer of 1977 were as follows. The Army
had E1ghth Army headquarters at Seoul, the 2nd Infantry Division at Camp Casey,
the 4th Missile Command ,(scheduled:for deactivation.in FY 78) at Camp Page,
the 38th Air Defense Artillery Brigade at Osan Air Base, the 17th Aviation
Group which consisted of six separate companies, and the I Corps (U.S.-ROK)
Group Headquarters at Camp Red Cloud.

(}d’ The Air Forces Korea/314th Air D1v1s1on ‘Headquarters was at Osan Air
Base, as was the 51st Composite Wing, which consisted of one tactical fighter
squadron (24 F-4Es) and one tactical air support squadron (16 0V-10s). The
division's second wing was the 8th Tactical Fighter Wing,- at Kunsan Afr Base,
which ‘had two.tactical fighter squadrons (36 F-4Ds).

L53 The Commander, Naval Forces Korea had his headquarters at Seoul, but
no U.S. Navy combat forces were permanently assigned in Korea.?2

, Total Army strength at that time was approximately 32,000. The first
formal JCS memorandum regarding reductions. was promulgated on 14 May. It
addressed the composition, timing, and impact of four redeployment "packages,"
as follows. Package I called for withdrawal of 6,000 troops by 31 December
1. CINCPAC Command History 1976, Vol. I, p. 57; J5321 HistSum Mar 77; JCS

7359/190008Z Feb 77; CINCPAC 192149Z Feb 77: SECDEF 2403/031758Z Mar 77;

COMUSK 180702Z Mar 77.

2. J5321 Point Paper, 13 Oct 77, Subj: U.S. Forces and Base Structure in

Korea (U). '
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1978; Package II an additional 9,000 by 31 July 1980; Package III, remaining
U.S. ground forces to be withdrawn by either-Decem?er 1980, July 1981, or June
1982; and Package IV, the ultimate residual force.

U?f COMUS Korea's organizations nominated to fulfill the 6,000 requirement
in Package I included two infantry battalions from the 2nd Infantry Division,
a field artillery battalion, a forward support company, a medical company, an
engineering company, an HONEST JOHN battalion; and the conversion of one infan-
try battalion to an armored battalion. These spaces totaled 2,870. Non-divi-
sional units included the 2nd Engineer Group Headquarters, the 44th Engfneer
Battalion, and the 6th Ordnance Battalion, for another 1,071 spaces. Previously
programmed reductions in the 4th Missile’ Command, 4ncluding SERGEANT wﬁ&'H@NEST
JOHN,,.as discussed above, the 51st Signal Battalion, a‘NIKE HERCULES Air Défehse
Artil]ery battalion, and the headquarters and some units of “the 2nd Transporta-
tion Group provided another 2,139 spaces, for a grand total of 6,080.

COMUS Korea noted that the force could not be identified with "reason-
able precision at this time," as there were many considerations, including' the
nature and places of redeployment, consideration of heraldry, availability of
1ift, decision on armistice maintenance, :and disposition of equipment. ' The same
considerations applied to timing of the moves. -

Regarding impact, COMUS Korea said that the one-third reduction of the
2nd Division would have military significance beyond the numbers alone. The
artillery and infantry battalions removed could not in programmed time frames
be replaced by increased ROK Army capabilities. "Even this initial step upsets
the tenuous military balance." The HAWK withdrawal required ROK/U.S. willing-
ness to accelerate Improved HAWK absorption. Withdrawal of the transportation
capability would require either ROK assumption of the highway transportation
mission or the provision of additional funds to perform the mission by contract.
He also noted, "The perceptions of others of what will be judged to be the
first step down the slippery slope of withdrawal could, if not properly orches-
trated, result in major sacrifices of essential security interests. The impact
on ROK, regional and world wide considerations of the U.S. willingness to meet
challenges to its interests and credibility of U.S. commitments will not be
favorable."_ COMUS Korea next outlined the other three force packages requésted
by the JCS. EOR
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. J5324 HistSum Jun 77, which cited JCSM 216-77 of 14 May 77. .

2. COMUSK 090747Z May 77. (While formal memorandum tasking had not been dis-
patched until 14 May, there had been countless messages on the subject of
withdrawals and this COMUS Korea message was in reply to JCS 2016/061900Z
May 77 and CINCPAC 062211Z May 77.)

3. Ibid.
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(¥¢J COMUS Korea believed a few points deserved further stress. Most im-
portant, he said, "the withdrawals from the ROK specifically, and Northeast
Asia in general, without complete, total, and mutual understandings between
the U.S. Government and the governments of our allies--European as well as
Asian--could create serious international apprehensions concerning U.S. inter-
ests in the Pacific basin." Also, one area that could be exploited to main-
tain credibility and to protect against the burden of militarily supporting
hostilities in the ROK involved the stockpiling of adequate reserves of war
reserve materiel and war reserve stocks for allies in Korea. "One of our
generally recognized planning shortfall areas is just how we would support,
in an adequate and timely fashion, those forces which we are all agreed would
be required over here." He also addressed the effect of the withdrawals on
the local economy, especially the impacts that a perceived loss of confidence
in the future prospects -of the ROK by the international investment community
could have. Such international perceptions could result in loss to the ROK
of investments, credits, contracts, short and long term loans, etc., which could
have immediate and lasting, “perhaps irreparable," effects on the ROK economic
growth rate and gross national product, and, thus, on their ability to fund
the additional military capabilities which they required to offset the loss$ to
the country of U.S. ground forces.

(O As options regarding the withdrawal came under study and several urgent
taskings were received from the .JCS, CINCPAC formed an ad hoc committee, chaired
by a Plans Directorate officer. Other members were from other PACOM staff agen-
cies, the Air Force and Navy component commands, and the U.S. Army CINCPAC
Support Group. The committee provided a means of timely exchange of information
among the various representatives as required.

(S) At this time CINCPAC recommended certain withdrawal offset measures,
such as an expanded exercise program and temporary Air Force deployments; these
are discussed later.3

(SQ. The plan for withdrawal was prepared by the JCS, based on the various
recommendations, and forwarded to the Office of the Secretary of Defense. On
25 August, that office, by memorandum, advised:4

...Ground force withdrawal increments will consist of

6,000 spaces (to include one brigade of the 2nd Division)

by 31 December 1978, an additional 9,000 spaces by 30 June

1980, and the remainder (to include 7,000 divisional spaces,
1. Ibid.
2. J5324 HistSum Jun 77; CINCPAC 182142Z Jun 77.
3. J532 Point Paper, 20 Jun 77, Subj: U.S. Ground Forces Drawdown in ROK (U).
4., JCS 2995/312226Z Aug 77, which cited JCSM-216-77.
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the 2nd Division headquarters and two brigades) in 4 to 5
years. A small residual ground element will remain to pro-
vide necessary support functions.

The JCS had been requested to refine first increment withdrawal timing and com-
position. They requested a 1ist of units (to the Unit Identification Code
level of detail) to be redeployed or transferred (to include separate com-
panies), the associated spaces for each unit, and the timing of the redeploy-
ment or transfer.

(U) COMUS Korea (Commander, U.S. Eighth Army) provided the requested infor-
mation on 15 September. CINCPAC concurred on 22 September with the first with-
drawal increments.

(3% On 7 December COMUS Korea submitted the makeup of his proposed second
withdrawal increment: 4,270 spaces from the 2nd Division and 4,730 spaces_from
non-divisional Army units. This met the goal of identifying 9,000 spaces.

C&; CINCPAC supported the COMUS Korea proposal on 23 December, offering
certat™n comments. The COMUS Korea recommendation had the 2nd Division retain
7,679 spaces upon completion of the second withdrawal increment, exceeding. the
7,000 ceiling established by the JCS in October. This was considered, however,
the smallest acceptable structure. CINCPAC agreed that 7,700 was marginal.
Every combat element remaining would be manned at reduced levels ‘and CINCPAC
believed the two-brigade division "must be a viable organization." He noted
that approval of this second increment would reduce the U.S. air defense capa-
bility in Korea significantly (which might not be feasible while a U.S. ground
combat element remained in Korea). “This appears to be the only way the goal
of 9,000 spaces can be achieved...and still maintain a functional U.S. Army
force until the final withdrawal." CINCPAC noted that there was serious doubt
concerning the feasibility of transferring two Improved HAWK battalions and

two aviation companies to the ROK by mid-1980. The training required was tech-
nical and lengthy and could not begin until the proposed compensatory actions
had been approved. Two Improved HAWK battalions had been programmed under the
Security Assistance program, but only one in 1980; acceleration of the second
was a potential problem area.

(S). CINCPAC noted that inactivation of the 802d Engineer Battalion re-
moved the last U.S. combat heavy battalion from Korea. "No U.S. Army capa-
bility for war damage and airfield repair will be left in-country." CINCPAC
concluded that while COMUS Korea's proposal achieved the directed reduction in
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1. CDRUSAEIGHT 150730Z Sep 77; CINCPAC 222043Z Sep 77.
2. COMUS Korea 071023Z Dec 77; J5321 HistSum Dec 77.
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1980, it might require some adjustments, and "it may be prudent to withdraw
less than 9,000 by mid-1980 to assure accomplishment of then existing U.S1
requirements in-country and to allow adequate time for transfer actions."

(S\. Structure of the Army's residual force in Korea was the subject of a
CINCPAC conference early in December attended by representatives of COMUS Korea,
the Air Force and Navy component commands, the U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group,
the Fleet Marine Force Pacific, the 5th Air Force, and the 314th Air Division.
The recommendations of the U.S. Forces Korea staff concerning Service function-
al responsibilities were analyzed as a preliminary step to structuring the
force. Conference results were summarized in a message on 12 December .2

(Si Two factors were highlighted at the conference. No Army spaces in
Korea were excluded from accountability in structuring the 6,000-space residual
force. Also, functional transfers, while reducing Army spaces, would necessi-
tate space increases in Korea for other Services and Defense agencies. There
were 38 specific functions listed in CINCPAC's report on the conference; also
listed were the various functions proposed for other than Army agencies (in-
cluding medical and dental services, polige protection, commissaries and ex-
changes, port terminal operations, etc.).

(EQ When CINCPAC advised the JCS of the conference conclusions he commented
on the fact that the 6,000-space designated residual force had included ail
Army functions. He recommended, however, that such activities as the Joint
U.S. Military Assistance Group, the U.S. Army Support Group in the Joint Secu-
rity Area and Amistice Affairs, the Defense Attache Office, and "stovepipe"
organizations be excluded from the ceiling. The "stovepipe" organizations
were those elements such as Engineer agencies, the Special Security Command,
property disposal, etc. CINCPAC said that the tasks of those elements fell
outside the realm of the stated mission of the residual force, and their numbers
(491 spaces at the time) reduced flexibility in the development of a viable
force within existing constraints. CINCPAC subsequently added Headquarters
UNC/USFK and the proposed new Combined Command to the requested exemption from
accountability in the 6,000 ceiling. Those organizations, he said, sugported
all U.S. Forces in Korea and should be considered as joint "overhead."

(U) No decision had been reached by the end of 1977.
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1. CINCPAC 230133Z Dec 77; J5321 HistSum Dec 77.
2. J5321 HistSum Dec 77; CINCPAC 122317Z Dec 77.
3. Ibid.

4. CINCPAC 142140Z Dec 77; CINCPAC 300207Z Dec 77.
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(8 Earlier, on 13 July, the JCS had asked for opinions on the sequence
and timing of possible withdrawal and disestablishment actions to provide a
JCS position for the Secretary of Defense prior to the Security Consultative
Meeting. They wanted to know if the Eighth U.S. Army headquarters in Korea
should be withdrawn, and if so, when. When should the I Corps (U.S.-ROK)
Group be disestablished and the command responsibility transferred to the ROK?
What should be the mission of IX Corps? Could the mission of the U.S. company
on the Demilitarized Zone be turned over to the ROK, and, if so,]what was re-
quired to accomplish the turnover and when should it take place?

(S}  CINCPAC and COMUS Korea provided recommendations. COMUS Korea said
the Eighth Army headquarters should not be withdrawn so long as elements of the
2nd Division remained in Korea. Although it would change in size and form as
time passed, "the EUSA HQ and the 2nd Infantry Division symbolize the commit-
ment of the U.S. to the defense of the ROK in the minds of the Korean people."
He also said that the I Corps (U.S.-ROK) Group should not be disestablished
prior to withdrawal of the final element of the 2nd Division. "Removal...any
earlier would sever the U.S. controlied command/OPCON chain to the 2nd Infan-
try Division, and weaken U.S. CINCUNC (or Combined Command commander [see
below]) control in critical western approaches." Regarding the U.S. company on
the DMZ, COMUS Korea noted that militarily the company could be withdrawn and
its mission assumed by the ROK, but there were several.vital factors to be con-
sidered in establishing a position of the subject. The matter had been dis-
cussed for years. "Total withdrawal of the U.S. Forces from the DMZ could be:
adversely interpreted by NK as a lessening of U.S. resolve :and support of the
ROK. This is particularly true at this time when a major concern in the ROK is
the impending withdrawal." Specific arrangements would have to be negotiated
(the ROK was not a signatory to the Armistice Agreement) to preclude the pos-
sibility of a situation in which a non-signatory nation_would have operatfonal
control of forces in the Joint Security Area. Further

...The presence of the U.S. company on the DMZ represents
a major contribution to the peace keeping and armistice main-
tenance mission of the UNC. It, more than any other single
element, is the actual physical manifestation that the U.S.
is committed to maintaining the peace. Practically speaking,
this company provides little capability for war fighting and,
in this capacity, could be replaced by ROK unit. The real ques-
tion to be answered is not whether the mission could be turned
over to the ROK....It is the command's position that the U.S.
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1. JCS 3556/132351Z Jul 77. See the Political-Military Relationships Chapter
of this history for a discussion of the SCM.
2. COMUS Korea 150822Z Jul 77.
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company should be retained on the DMZ until at least after
withdrawal of the first increment is completed.

(&) CINCPAC advised regarding the mission- of IX Corps, which was to pro-
vide a deployable corps level headquarters to perform missions as necessary to
meet worldwide contingency requirements and to provide a planning headquarters
for the development of contingency plans required by higher headquarters. Head-
quarters IX Corps was tasked in EUSA OPLAN 5027 to, when closed in Korea (from
Japan), be prepared to supervise arrival, beddown, and training of forces; thus
they would control and coordinate reception, staging, and initial deployment
of U.S. Army units arriving in theater. Another task would be to assume a tac-
tical mission in support of I Corps (U.S.-ROK) Group, or the First ROK Army, as
a blocking or counterattack force, with priority to I Corps Group. In addi-
tion the IX Corps was included in contingency plans for Europe; need for the
organization was clearly established. Regardless, CINCPAC emphasized that re-
location of the Corps headquarters in the near term was not politically feasi-
ble. "Continued presence of HQ IX Corps in Japan is perceived by GOJ as visible
evidence that U.S. intends to maintain significant presence and capability
(over and above logistic support) to reinforce NEA [Northeast Asia] region if
necessary." .

(8) In still another matter, on 3 November the JCS requested information
on ammunition, material, transportation, and strategy questions related to the
defense of Korea. On 28 Novembéer CINCPAC responded, supporting the principle
of the Forward Defense Concept and pointing out that the alternatives of an
unsuccessful forward defense were unacceptable. The staff provided an estimate
of how long it would take to establish resupply from CONUS: also a position
that the United States should not encourage the Koreans to switch defense fund-
ing from end item procurement to ammunition procurement.2

(U)  One problem in connection with the overall withdrawals was addressed
on 1 July in a personal message from COMUS Korea. He was referring to the
"bombardment" of statements and newspaper articles implying that the presence
of U.S. ground forces in Korea was no longer required. He worried about the
effect of these press accounts on the troops. He said that President Carter
viewed a situation in Korea five years in the future in which the forces would
not be required, but that in the meantime they provided essential war fighting
and deterrent-capabilities to maintain peace and U.S. security interests. He
planned to increase emphasis on troop indoctrination, pointing out the dangers
of war and the requirement for very high standards of readiness. He asked for
help of all the Services and civilian leaders in the Defense Department to
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1. CINCPAC 150337Z Jut 77. _
2. J5211 HistSum Nov 77, which cited CINCPAC 282100Z Nov 77; JCS 1857/030004Z

Nov 77.
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provide "loud, clear, and public recognition that the American Servicema? in
Korea is performing an essential mission in the service of his country."

(U) When the U.S. Secretary of Defense visited Korea for the Security Con-
sultative Meeting in July he also visited U.S. and ROK field units. To the
American troops he said:2

..This is a very important period for the Republic of Korea
and Far East Asia as a whole. That period will certainly con-
tinue over the next several years. We are entering a period,
of over four or five years, in which we will be gradually phas1ng
out the U.S. ground combat forces in Korea.

We are doing so because we have concluded that, over that
period, the ROK--1ts armed forces and its economy--can sustain
the burden..

At the end of that period the U.S. will continue to have . -
substantial Air Force capabilities located here in Korea;. it - 3
will continue to have logistics support providing communicatians. .
and intelligence support for the Korean forces; and it will also
have nearby very substantial units of the Navy's SEVENTH Fleet.

With all this background, however, I'm sure that American
Army personnel in Korea ask themselves, "Well if this is so, if
the Koreans will be able to carry the load, why are we needed
here now?

The answer is that you are here now because it is only
through the process that I have described of gradual transfer
of training capabilities, anti-tank capability, artillery,.
communications equipment, air mobility and tanks, that the
deterrent can be maintained and peace preserved.

What this means is that during this period of transition,
the role that will fall on you will actually be greater.....

(S+ Reentry planning came under study. On 13 July the JCS advised that
they were developing a formal position prior to the Security Consultative.
Meeting on, among other things, retention in Korea of U.S. organizations and
manpower that would support reentry of U.S. ground forces in Korea. They asked
1. CINCUNC/COMUSK 011107Z Jul 77.

2. COMUSK 240856Z Jul 77.
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if such retention was a valid requirement either during the period of the with-
drawal or after the final increment was withdrawn.

(51 COMUS Korea said that retention of a U.S. capability to support reentry
of U.S. ground forces into Korea was "one of the visible means of deterence and
helps assure the ROK and other countries that the U.S. will maintain the abil-
ity to honor its Mutual Defense Treaty commitments." The logistics structure
it was planned to retain in Korea in the residual force, however, was not speci-
fically designed or manned for reentry capability. It did provide the skeleton
organization from which to expand the capability if the need arose. OPLAN 5027
for the Defense of Korea, with its associated Time Phased Force Deployment List,
called for the capability to be maintained. "The capability should be retained
until the ROK armed forces are sufficiently developed so that U.S. ground forc%s
are not required in any capacity for the defense of Korea," COMUS Korea said.

IS The U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group provided thoughts on 2 September.
They fully supported the desirability of showing intent to reenter with U.S.
ground forces, but "it is not realistic to assume that North Korea will provide
us sufficient warning to permit pre D-Day reentry." Questioning feasibility,
they continued, "In view of the fact that reentry units must arrive with their
own support slices and that they arrive only after airpower, units to support
airpower, and other ground combat support, service support, and aviation units,

it is highly unlikely that they would be available in time to affect the out-

come of the battle as it is to be fought within the strategy of the forward
defense concept." Further, "we should not delude ourselves into believing that
reentry will have any appreciable effect on the ground tactical war. This be-
comes even more pertinent if we want to commence deployment following a 'serious
reversal,'" as had been suggested by COMUS Korea. They summarized that nothing
was lost in continuing to plan for reentry, but "we should recognize those
planning aspects which are feasible and/or infeasible so that our leadership
does not accept reentry as a universal or best solution for our commitment to
South Korea. 1In any case we should continue to emphasize actions contributing
to.deterrence and not withdrawing the division (=) until we are absolutely sure
that ROK Army forces are ready."

(5{ On 12 August the JCS asked for further views on the pros and cons to
strengthen the position to plan for reentry. The reason was the Defense Guid-
ance for FY 80-84 was being drafted in Washington. COMUS Korea's reply reiter-
ated his position regarding reentry planning and presented planning alternatives
for two situations, one was prior to the withdrawal of the third increment
1. JCS 3556/140225Z Jul 77.

2. COMUS Korea 150822Z Jut 77.
3. CDRUSACSG 020512Z Sep 77.
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(that is, while two brigades of the 2nd Division were still in Korea), and the
other when only the residual force was in Korea.

It was the PACOM position that planning for reentry was required and
that fense Guidance should be changed to allow for such planning. The deci-
sion was still pending when COMUS Korea provided further thoughts in response
to a JCS request. The forces for reentry would serve to deter attack, or, in
the event of a major reversal during the initial stages of a conflict, to
counter the attacking force and aid in restoring lost terrain. "Reentering
U.S. ground forces must be used as front line combatants," COMUS Korea said.
Rear area security was not a viable mission; protection and security for non-
combatant evacuation was a temporary role for available forces and should not
be a stated goal for reentering forces. JCS guidance had implied that Marines
committed to the ROK would be self-supporting, but Marine ground forces employed
north of the Han River or committed as a stabilizing force (as in the Korean
War) would require extensive support from the U.S. or ROK Army, which would
require expansion of the U.S. logistics base in Korea. CINCPACFLT envisioned
a substantial building of the Marine logistics base at Pohang, similar to the
Danang complex in Vietnam, to support Marines in extended combat ashore, :COMUS
Korea continued. He believed, however, that a second logistics -base was an
unnecessary expense, that the Pusan-Kimhae complex could be expanded to support
all in=-country for&es with the advantage of only one main supply route to ser-
vice and maintain.

?50 The November 1976, Defense. Guidance,was..amended by a memorandum: fronf
the Secretary of Defense on 22 December 1977. It contained the following word-
ing on planning for Korea:3 - i

..Planning for a war in Korea should assume. that Us S gronnd
forces will be w1thdrawn from Korea in accordance with:Presdi-.:
dential d1rect1ves and that U.S. tactical air forces:.and axsmadd
residual ground force will remain in Korea indefinitely. Al 1
though the ROK Army appears capable of self defense without U.S.
ground combat forces, we should retain the capability to redeploy
ground forces if necessary.

It was expected that the next revision of the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
would contain more definitive wording on reentry planning.

------------------------------------------------------------------- LT LT T X

1. 35321 HistSum Sep 77; JCS 4209/122225Z Aug 77; COMUS Korea 300850Z Aug 77.

2. J5321 Point Paper, 12 Oct 77, Subj: U.S. Ground Force Reentry in the ROK
(U); COMUSK 220930Z Nov 77.

3. J5321 Point Paper, 10 Jan 78, Subj: Reentry Planning (U).
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Withdrawal Offset Measures

Early in withdrawal planning study had begun on measures that might
offset the impact of such withdrawals. The JCS said that measures to be con-
sidered should include temporary CONUS and PACOM-based deployments to Korea,
increased significant exercises, and other actions that would demonstrate U.S.
resolve and commitment to the defense of Korea. They asked for CINCPAC's
"unconstrained” views and recommendations.]

( CINCPAC considered the recommendations of his Air Force and Navy com-
ponents, the U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group, and COMUS Korea in preparing his
reply of 17 May. CINCPAC said:2

...Withdrawal of U.S. ground forces from Korea will have
a profound effect upon both allies and adversaries through-
out the Pacific. This pullback will be perceived as evidence
of slackening U.S. resolve to play a decisive role in Asia.
No combination of actions will offset the psychological, poli-
tical, economic, and military impact of our withdrawal, but-
taken together the actions outlined below might soften the
impact.

CINCPAC Tisted four broad categories of actions: military exercises, "quick
fixes," permanent improvements (both U.S. and ROK), and other actions outside
the military arena.

TS)  He noted there were already 52 annual exercises scheduled in the Korean
theater, five of which were "significant." He recommended addition of one
large-scale annual field training exercise similar to TEAM SPIRIT. Of the 47
routine exercises mentioned above, 35 were suitable candidates for upgrading.
He recommended that five of them be upgraded. He also suggested consideration
of at least one additional combined amphibious exercise annually. - He recom-
mended consideration of selected CONUS-based USN and USMC elements, such as an
airborne mine countermeasures unit, Sea-Air-Land teams, underwater demolition
teams, recon units, etc. In combined exercises, he said, participation of U.S.
Forces should focus on complementing rather than duplicating ROK capabilities.
Upgrading public affairs activities regarding exercises could focus attention
of both allies and adversaries on U.S. resolve in the defense of Korea. Also,
a psychological operations program could reinforce perceptions of U.S. commit-
ment.

R L e L P P P P R Y L T T R T L T T Y L L

1. JCS 6784/130005Z May 77.
2. CINCPAC 170540Z May 77.

55



_SECRET

TSQ Temporary CONUS and PACOM-based deployments were addressed. CINCPAC
recommended that F-111 aircraft receive priority deployment,as an all-weather
strike capability was required. He recommended periodic deployments of Tac-
tical Air Control System elements, to offset deficiencies in the Korea TACS.
He recommended aircraft carrier and surface combatant operations and exercises
to increase familiarity with the Sea of Japan, particularly in antisubmarine
warfare and in power projection. He recommended increased U.S. Marine deploy-
ments from the III Marine Amphibious Force; those deployments could be inde-
pendent of major exercises depending on shipping, funding, and facility avail-
ability. Upon development of Pohang (K-3) and Yechon (K-X) Air Bases in
Korea, CINCPAC recommended temporary deployment of USMC tactical air forces
from EASTPAC, MID-PAC, and WESTPAC for training and support of exercises. ' He
also recommended increased B-52 range use in Korea. !

TS). Logistics recommendations included increased war reserve stocks, de-
tails of which he outlined. Increased security assistance was also outlined.
CINCPAC noted that the lessons learned in Vietnam should be applied; "ENHANCE"
or "ENHANCE PLUS" programs would not be "appropriate." He made a number of
specific recommendations. f K

{S\. CINCPAC atso outlined actions outside of the military arena. First
was unequivocal affirmation by U.S. national leaders to the world of the U.S.
commitment to the ROK. Also, emphasis that the U.S.-Korea security treaty re-
mained in effect. He recommended emphasis on the U.S. economic stake in Korea
with the implication that the United States would not abandon this investment
to North Korean aggression. He encouraged building the ROK image of being a
major national power in its own right, through credible publicity on ROK eco-
nomic, military, and technological advances. Also, Japan should be encouraged
to visibly increase its political, economic, and technological activities with
Korea to further demonstrate Japan's interest and interaction with Korea.

(})\ CINCPAC concluded:?

...Recognize that above actions, particularly those involv-
ing additional major exercises, linkage of 25th Division with
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1. On 8 July COMUS Korea advised that Korea had approved $8 miliion in the FY/
CY 78 budget to build aircraft parking aprons, JP-4 storage, 23 ammunition
magazines, 10 ammunition igloos, a munitions maintenance building, 4 re-
fueling points, and utilities access at Yechon with work to start early in
1978. Similar facilities were programmed for Pohang the following year.
(0443 Point Paper, 9 Sep 77, Subj: USMC TACAIR Beddown.)

2. CINCPAC 170540Z May 77.
S}Gkﬁ
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Korea, and increase of air and naval forces in the area will

be highly visible and politically sensitive matters. That is
just the point: we want these actions to be unmistakably evi-
dent to all parties concerned. Also recognize that these
actions would involve very substantial increases in funding for
exercises and materiel investment for U.S. Forces and expendi-
ture of ever larger amounts to support improvements for ROK.
There simply is no cheap way to offset ground force withdrawal.

On 16 June the JCS asked CINCPAC to develop a compensating package,
but considering only two broad offset categories: upgrading or increasing
military exercises and the temporary deployment of CONUS and PACOM-based assets.
CINCPAC's proposals included an increase of deployed exercise forces to demon-
strate reentry capability. Increases were to be phased, starting with increased
deployed tactical fighter units in FY 78, a deployed infantry battalion in FY
80, and an additional brigade in FY 81-83. Significant exercises were to be
increased from five to eight per year. The increase in force participation
was to be concomitant with U.S. ground force withdrawal. Costs would be a
major problem in implementing the recommendations. (The cost was already
approximately $15 million per year.) The FY 79 increase was estimated at an
additional $3.714 million, that amount plus another $11 million in FY 80, anq
by FY 81-83 involve those costs plus a further addition of over $22 million.

Among COMUS Korea's recommendations had been to round out the 314th
Air Division to full strength of at least two standard tactical fighter wings.
CINCPAC concurred, and further advised that the additional tactical air assets
should be provided from CONUS, not from other PACOM assets. A long-term objec-
tive was to increase the 18-UE USAF squadrons in Korea to 24-UE squadrons.
Also proposed was an increase in the number of tactical air control parties to
support ROK Army requirements. In 1977 the JCS did provide an option for an
additional 12 UE éF-4) aircraft in FY 80, when facilities at Kunsan Air Base
became available.

TS)  On 12 July CINCPAC commented on a proposal from the Ist Marine Air
Wing that USMC tactical air deploy from WESTPAC bases to Korea on a regularly-
scheduled basis to increase aircrew tra1n1ng and area familiarization. CINCPAC
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1. JCS 5383/162055Z Jun 77; CINCPAC 252130Z Jun 77; J3522 Point Paper, 7 Sep
77, Subj: Exercises as Korean Withdrawal Offset Measure (U).

2. JCS 2555/012253Z Jul 77, which cited COMUSK 291810Z Apr 77 and CINCPAC
0119572 May 77; J532 Point Paper, 20 June 77, Subj: U.S. Ground Forces
Drawdown in the ROK (U); J5321 Point Paper, 13 Sep 77, Subj: U.S. Ground
Forces Drawdown in Korea (U). J532 Point Paper, 6 Sep 77, Subj: Require-
ment for Additional U.S. TACAIR in Korea (U).
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advised that he appreciated the initiative and intent of the proposal, but asked
that further coordination be held in abeyance because of logistic considera-
tions. This was not intended, hoYever, to stop coordination for on-going or
future exercises and deployments.

Combined Forces Command

FSQ‘ Planning for establishment of a U.S.-ROK Combined Command in Korea
was addressed again in 1977, not as an alternative command arrangement to the
United Nations Command as had been the case in previous years, but rather as a
compensatory measure in response to President Carter's announced program to
withdraw U.S. ground forces over the following five years.

In March of 1976 the JCS had forwarded a recommendation to the Secre-
tary of Defense containing the details of a proposed combined command as an
alternative to the UNC, but it lay dormant throughout the election year of 1976.
In response to a JCS request in mid-1976 to begin discussions with the Koreans
in this regard, the Secretar; directed that no discussion, even on a close-hold
basis, be held with the ROK. %

" During preparation of Presidential Review Memorandum 13 in the spring
of 1977 the Secretary requested from the JCS an analysis of the advantages and
disadvantages of major alternative command arrangements as part of the planning
option for U.S. ground force withdrawal. Alternatives included retention of
the status quo, a UNC with a combined command, and separate national commands.

COMUS Korea analysis concluded that the UNC with a combined command
was the most viable option. CINCPAC agreed. The JCS concurred and on 11 May
recommended that planning proceed, using the proposal they had outlined in 1976
as a model for the command. The Secretary of Defense approved, and on 9 ane-
directed that the planning process begin with the ROK as soon as possible.

YSQH Planning continued through June and July. COMUS Korea, in coordination
with the ROK military staff, developed refined terms of reference and a basic
structure plan. Following review by CINCPAC, the JCS forwarded the proposal. to
the Secretary of Defense on 21 July with some modifications and changes, .and.
recommended that it be the basis for continuing negotiations with the ROK. The
proposal was briefed at the 10th Annual Security Consultative Meeting held in
1. CINCPAC 122037Z Jul 77.

2. For a discussion of earlier planning see CINCPAC Command H1story 1975 Vol.
I, pp. 101-109.

J561 HistSum Dec 77, which cited JCSM 89-76 of 11 Mar 76.

4. 1bid., which cited JCSM 205-77 of 11 May 77, and SECDEF 091150Z Jun 77.
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Seoul, Korea in July.]

(§i\ Significant provisions of the proposal were as follows. The UNC would
continue as a transitional command to administer the Armistice Agreement until
such time as alternate arrangements would be worked out to either maintain or
replace the Armistice. Regarding the command hierarchy:2

e A plenary military committee consisting of the U.S. and ROK
CJCS, CINCPAC, the CINC of the Combined Command, and an additional ROK
representative would translate Security Consultative Meeting decisions on
strategic guidance from the respective National Command Authorities into
appropriate bi-national strategic direction to be issued, in the name of the
respective National Command Authorities, to the CINC Combined Command.

o A permanent Military Committee consisting of the CINC Combined
Command and the ROK CJCS would remain responsible to the National Command
Authorities and coordinate appropriate guidance and directives for day-to-day
operations. The U.S. representative would report through CINCPAC to the JCS
regarding U.S. Forces, and directly to the JCS on bi-national matters, keeping
CINCPAC informed.

TS  Regarding command structure:

o A U.S. general would be the CINC as long as the United States made
a significant contribution to the defense of Korea. He would also act as the
ground component commander.

e The Deputy CINC would be a ROK general.

o The Chief of Staff would be a U.S. three-star general.

e The Deputy Chief of Staff would be a ROK officer.

e The principal staff would consist of a C-1 (Personnel), C-2 (intel-
igence), C-3 (Operations), C-4 (Logistics), C-5 (Plans), and C-6 (Communica-

tions-Electronics).

e The staff would have an approximate 50-50 mix of U.S. and ROK
personnel.
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1. Ibid., which cited JCSM 319-77 of 21 Jul 77. See the Political-Military
Relationships chapter of this history for a discussion of the SCM.

2. Ibid.
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¢ The command would have three components: Ground, Air, and Navy.
The air component was to be commanded by Commander U.S. Air Forces Korea/Com-
mander 314th Air Division/Commander Korean Air Defense Sector (one person).
The Navy component was to be a ROK admiral, but if the ROK insisted that he
be a U.S. naval officer, the matter would be reviewed after a year with a view
toward designating it to be then filled by a ROK admiral.l

(91 Regarding Operational Control of forces:

e During peacetime, the 38th Air Defense Artillery Brigade and the
aircraft of the 314th Air Division on air defense alert (when not committed to
the Peacetime Aerial Reconnaissance Program) would be under the OPCON of the
CINC Combined Command for air defense purposes.

e In the event of hostilities, OPCON of the 314th Air Division and

U.S. Army combat units in Korea would be committed to the CINC Combined Command,

in accordance with constitutional processes.

e ROK forces assigned at the time to OPCON of CINCUNC would-be
shifted to OPCON of the CINC Combined Command.

Q?; During consultations at the Security Consultative Meeting, the U.S.
Secretary of Defense and the ROK Minister of National Defense agreed to estab-
lish the command prior to completion of the withdrawal of the first ground
force increment, scheduled for December 1978. Both agreed that the military
staff proposal presented during the meeting would be the basis for impiementa-
tion of the command.

C?f In August the Secretary of Defense formally approved the JCS proposal
for the command, with certain reservations. These were:

e U.S. negotiations should insist that one component commander be a
Korean.
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1. The JCS, commenting on COMUS Korea's recommendation that the CINC and all
of the components be U.S. officers, in view of the President's decision to
reduce U.S. presence and transfer greater responsibilities to the ROK, had
requested that further consideration be given to at least making the naval
component commander Navy. CINCPAC recommended a U.S. commander at this
time, with ROK assumption of responsibility at a tater date. (JCS 5991/
161840Z Jul 77; CINCPACFLT 190850Z Jul 77; CINCPAC 190650Z Jul 77.)

2. J561 HistSum Dec 77, which cited COMUSK 270805Z Jul 77 and SECSTATE 2901582
Jul 77.
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e The decision on assignment of U.S. Forces to the OPCON of the CINC
Combined Command was to be held in abeyance until review of the final organi-
zational proposal and consultations with the U.S. Congress. Target date for
establishment of the command was set as 1 October 1978.

98{ Following this approval, the JCS in September and October requested
refined terms of reference, a structure plan, and milestones for establishment
of the command. COMUS Korea, in coordination with the ROK JCS, organized a
ROK~-U.S. Combined Command Activation Committee (co-chaired by U.S. Forces Korea
and the ROK JCS Jbs) to develop an organization proposal.

The organization proposal devé]oped by that committee was received
by CINCPAC on 19 December, reviewed, and forwarded to the JCS on 30 December.
Significant items of the proposal were as follows:

e Refined Terms of Reference.. There were no major changes from pre-
vious TOR proposals. The format changed to reflect mission, functions, and
command arrangements as major headings. It was proposed that the command be
called the ROK-U.S. Combined Forces Command. Functions -of the Deputy CINC
were outlined for the first time. : '

e Structure Plan. As shown on the accompanying chart, the command
element included the CINC (USA four-star), Deputy CINC (ROKA four-star), Chief
of Staff (ROK two-star, Service undetermined). The combined staff was patterned
after a joint staff with C-1 through C-6, as listed above. Staff principal
billets were split three to four between the United States and Korea. The
United States was to provide the principals for C-3, C-4, and C-5, with the
ROK providing for C-1, C-2, and C-6. The Engineer, separate from the C-4, was
to be headéd by a ROK general officer. Manning Tevel during peacetime was ex-
pected to be about 484, with 213 U.S. and 271 ROK. These figures, it was noted
at the time, were to be viewed as "in the ballpark" only, with some refinement
likely following development or review of the U.S. Forces Korea Joint Manpower
Program. '

o Milestones for the program were as follows:
31 December 1977  Approval by the Military Committee (Permanent)
1 January 1978 Begin preparing equipment and facilities

February 1978 Manning cadre personnel (approximately 1 man
per branch and division)

1. 1Ibid., which cited CINCPAC 1tr Ser S617 of 30 December 1977.
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1. J561 HistSum Dec 77, which cited CINCUNC KRA2237/13033OZ Jun 77 (BOM)
2. Ibid.
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Although he did not close the door on the issue, CINCPAC discouraged
a change in USAF command channels at the time, stating, "I believe current USAF
command arrangements in NE Asia are satisfactory. I have reservations about
1n1t1at1ng a change at an early date pending decisions on other off-setting
actions to U.S. ground force withdrawal....USAF tactical units in Koraa can and
- will be chopped to COMUSK in event of emergency. 1 urge we emphasize ‘this
‘point to dispel concern about USAF management 1ink with 5th Afr Forte*tn aapan
-On ‘the other hand, should po11t1oa1 imperatives dictate that this issu
addressed sooner with the ROK, I- believe your proposal (to ‘double-hat: eruty
COMUS Korea) may be a workable concept, although double-hatting the Deplity ©
'CQMUSK could detract .from his primary respensibility as, your deputy', \QINCPAC
concluded by recommending that this issue be raised in genser’ traffdc general
sarvice vice back thannel) in view of the potential ramifications on. Ar. Force
structure in the PACOM. At year 's end the 1ssue was st111 "somewhat !

- In July 1977 however, .the JCS had decided that the Commander 314tﬁ
oy A1r D vision/Commander U.S. Air Forces Korea/Commander Korean Air Defense Sector
) wou]d be the air component commander of the Combined Forces Commahd 2~ e

ﬁ&) COntinuat10n or dissolution of the I Corps (U.S. -ROK) Group wis ‘150
_under study in 1977 .as discussed above, ‘but no actions were- taken.e Thijtsroup
~was a combined command that controlled 12 ROK divisfon-equivalents.: t Was.

; respons1b1e for the defense .of the westarn portion of the DemiTﬁtarized qne,
‘the traditional and most 1ikely approach route to' Seoul. Commanqed by a U, 5.
general  (USA. three-star), it had ‘originally. been considerad a tran$itional:

. ¢ommand, and h&d been scheduled for dissolution as early as 1973, at. which time
it.was to have been replaced by a ROK field army. In'March 1976, ‘howaver, the
'='JCS ‘had recommended that it continue unt{l a favorable milttary and po?dtical
<limate prevailed on the Korean peninsula. As withdrawal planning procoedid
in 1977, COMUS: Korea wanted to retain the I Corps Group in position intil the
2nd. Igfantry Div1s10n was comp]etely withdrawn CINCPAC supported th1s‘pgsi-.
tﬁon : . . . g

% Use of Panama. Qgsgg

- on 28 September the JCS requested that CINCPAC (and the other unffied

~and specified commanders and-Service chiefs) farecast their requiremen;s for

’use 'of bases. in Panama. This survey was to form the basis for ‘an: asséssme‘t_'
:-----—--c------«-A--—u------u---u-------b-—-«-»«&-..«-----------«-nﬁpu-hub--nhhn-.«qpho
1. .bid., which- cited-CINCPAC-1900052 Jun 77" (BOM). SEaT IR 4

2. J561 Point Paper, 13 Oct 77, Subj: Command and Control of USAF Forces in

Korea, which cited JCSM 310~77 of 21 Jul 77.
3. J561 Point Paper, 22 Aug 77, Subj: Dissolution of I Corps (RCK/US) Group.
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concerning the futuye use of U.S. bases in Panama for purposes other than de-
fense of the canal.

(% The only forecast requirements for the PACOM were submitted by CINC-
PACFLT; these were provided to the JCS. CINCPAC also advised that his earlier
assessment of the impact of the closure of the canal remained valid., He pro-
vided the following forecast requirements:2

® A staging base for one squadron of nine P-3 aircraft in the event
USSR submarines commenced conducting Southeast Pacific patrols; the frequency
of patrols and size of the force could not yet be accurately predicted.

e The continuing requirement for ship/shore communications from the
Naval Communications Station at Balboa to support units transiting from and to

West Coast ports from the Canal Zone. Manpower billets were estimated to be
174 military and 59 civilian, ‘

e Repair and drydock facilities in the Canal Zone for approximately
10 ship days per year for voyage repairs. t

Forces and Basing on Taiwan
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1. JCS 8251/282252Z Sep 77.

2. CINCPAC 140020Z Oct 77, which referenced CINCPAC 111837Z Jun 76; J5325
HistSum Oct 77.

3. CINCPAC Command History 1976, Vol. I, pp. 58-65; 35323 Point Paper, 26 Oct

77, Subj: Background and Status of U.S. Force Structure in Taiwan (U).
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- NCPAC 0103362 Apr 77 - : il

. J133 HistSum Jan 77, which c1ted COMUSTDC 1005502 Jan 77, CINCPAC 2220402
Jan 77, and CINCPACFLT 290400Z Jan 77; J133 HistSum Feb 77, which cited
CINCPAC 020211Z Feb 77, COMUSTDC 0908357 Feb 77, CINCPAC 1601142 Feb-77,
DIRNSA 222120Z Feb 77, CINCPAC 240229Z fFeb 77, and COMUSTDC 2509122 Feb 775
J133 HistSum Mar 77, wh1ch cited JCS 081510Z Mar 77.

J5323 Point Paper, 26 Oct 76, Subj: Background and Status of U.S. Force

Structure in Taiwan (U).
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CINCPAC 172019Z Nov 77.
CINCPAC 010640Z Dec 77.

SEGRET

69







JCS 6880/161511Z Dec 77.

SEERET

n




SEGRET

Aircraft Programmed Depot Maintenance

CSL Programmed Depot Maintenance (PDM) facilities provided per1od1c overs-
haul, major aircraft mod1f1cation, and corrosion control for approximately
170; aircraft a year on Taiwan. The Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy ‘had mafn-
.tenance contracts with E-Systems at Tainan and China Air Lines at Taipei. .
Tainan was the only U.S. PDM facility in the PACOM fully capable of depot level
maintenance In December 1977 the manning of the Air Force's Contract Manage»
ment Centers at Tainan and Taipei included 36 military and 35 DOD civilian per-
sonpel. The Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC), the parent: grganizatinn, had
" _gtited that minimum manning to . keep both fac111ties operational was 62 v.s.
;'militany and DOD civilfans. i o _g £

2

n;-_.

’ CSQ “With the force reduction p1anning, the Adr Force had 1n1t1ateﬂ tidﬁg
tb ktudy/aiternat1ve Tocations in the PACOM. . An AFLC ‘survey-team examired 1tica
*;: 'é“ﬂn Korea and Japan._ In his 1 December 1977 message. d1s¢ussed above_

_One impact would be increased do11ar costs., Estim&tes from the A

indjcated $6 an hour for labor in Taiwan and, Kokea , $21 or-$22.an-haur in Jay

an. hOUr An. CONBS. Transportation costs wbuld be greatly 1ncrea5ed be* £
cauyly of the Tony distances . hvolved to. CONUS -a ndrequired tanker. suppb rEfOr
‘the Rircraft (51most $20:mi111on a year each for the?Air Force and the Navy) ?5:

aht. an Start-up costs at &:new:PACOM: Tocation would be very eXbens{ v
0, there'would be fewer. aircraft available. (There was a-$ix-day. tv@nsit
to. GONUS in§tead of one day ‘to. Taiwan, Korea, or Japan.)” PDM in- CONUS wouﬂd "
‘ ase the. PACOM tactical aircraft in the maintenance pipeliné frdm .7 t6"1R -
_pergent. of the: total force assigned.. T?us. PACAF would require 30 ex;ra dirw;”
creft bo maint&1n the ssme force level ¥ ; e

ﬂ_xx;ﬂggisal Rgggarch Unit-Two

'dii iSes. .and medica] problems of - m11itary and humanitarfan significaneeaff
_recommanded control measures for communicable diseases that were ‘endemic’ or
‘epidefmic to specific areas worldwide; and provided medical 1nformation essent1a1
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1. J5323 Point Paper, 28 Dec 77, Subj: Aircraft Programmed Depot Maintenance
(PDM) on Taiwan (U); CINCPAC 010640Z Dec 77.
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to military operational planning. The U.S. personnel were supplemented by 148
Local National employees.

On 22 January 1977 CINCPAC had recommended that NAMRU-2 be excluded
from the ceilings being discussed for Taiwan. The recommendation was based. on
the critical nature of medical research, cost, and the high esteem in which the
Government of the Republic of China held the unit. CINCPAC's rationale was .
based on precedents that had been established with the retention of the SEATO .
Medical Laboratory in Thailand following the U.S. withdrawal of forces there,

and retention of NAMRU-3 in Cairo, Egypt, after suspension of diplomatic rela-

tionstbetween the Un1ted States and Egypt following the 1967 Middle East war.];

The United States had 1nvested over $3 million in NAMRU-2, wh1ch had

" 25,000 animals and the only breeding facility in the PACOM for Rhesus monkeys,'

used in'medical research. They had a computer data base gleaned from over 10

‘years of medical research. Faci]ities had been provided by the ROC, virtually
rent free, but the lease on the building in which they were located was to ex-

pire in October 1978. It was expected to take 12 to 18 months to move to
another location. The unit commander desired to move a major portion of his
research activity to the Philippines, but the Navy's Bureau of Medicine thought
Taiwan better (NAMRU-2 had a detachment in Djakarta and two laboratories in the
Philippines). If they moved, the monkeys would have to be disposed of; inter-
national agreement had halted the acquisition and international transport of
Rhesus monkeys. In his 1 December recommendations to the JCS, CINCPAC had
recommended that planning by the Bureau of Medicine begin immediately to solve
the issue. If the decision was made to relocate, he said that effort shog]d

be made to complete the move by termination of the lease in October 1978.

Reentry

1. CINCPAC 2204492 Jan 77.
2. J5323 Point Paper, 28 Dec 77, Subj: Navy Medical Research Unit-2 (NAMRU-2)

(U); CINCPAC 010640Z Dec 77.
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Ihéi]and

§94/ On 25 March the U.S. Embassy in Bangkok advised the State Department
thaf an Associated Press story datelined Washington had stated that the JUSMAG-
THAI staff was to be reduced from a personneil Tevel of 117 to 40. CHJUSMAGTHAI
advised CINCPAC of the same press coverage. Both agencies noted ‘the difficul-.
ties of this kind of public announcement that had not been made first to Thai
government officials, part of a continuing effort to avo1d “surprises."3

(U) As reported in a Honolulu newspaper on ! November, the number of ad-
visers in Thailand had been cut from nearly 100 to 40. Only a handful of ad-

visers spend time outside of Bangkok, the paper reported, and those worked af
division headquarters or higher. '

”gww

Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands .. ik f -,ﬂféQﬁP

() For many years the status of negotiations regarding the po]itica] f?w
future of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands (TTPI), a tevritony
assﬁgned to the United States in trusteeship by the United Nations in’ 1946 had
been’ of interest to CINCPAC. Support facilities in this.area served as
against the Toss of other U.S. bases in the PACOM. Although at one ‘tims "
tiations had been with all of Micronesia, there was no 1onger any one voic &

- D €5 G s D e B e s T Y S e O Y S e e D ) @ O W A W e o W AP - 0 . o o . .---.auw

1. JCS 3556/140225Z Jul 77. CINCPAC 1503372 Jul 77.
Ibid.

2.
3. AMEMB Bangkok 6474/250415Z Mar 77; CHJUSMAGTHAI 250545Z Mar 77 (EX).
4. Honolulu Advertiser, 1 Nov 77, p. C-1.
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for the TTPI. The United States had agreed to form a Commonwealth of the
Northern Marianas, at such time as the UN Trusteeship Agreement was terminated.
Further fragmentation of political entities continued in 1977,

(V) Talks were held among representatives of TTPI groups and U.S. repre-
sentatives in May, August, and October. The first talks in 1977 were held in
Honolulu 18-21 May with the U.S. delegation headed by Ambassador Philip W.
Manhard and delegations from the TTPI Districts, Congress, and Government. The
purpose of those informal discussions was to investigate an avenue for reopen-
ing formal negotiations on the future political status of Micronesia, which had
been adjourned since June 1976. The outcome of those meetings was agreement
to conduct further multi- and bilateral discussions with Micronesia and those
districts desiring separate informal talks. There was a desire expressed to
conclude the negotiations and terminate the trusteeship by 1981. CINCPAC was
represented by an officer from his Plans Direc?orate and ‘a staff member of
CINCPAC's Representative to Guam and the TTPI.

(U)  Further informal talks were held on Guam in August, after which
the United States named Ambassador Peter R. Rosenblatt as the President's Per-
sonal Representative to the Micronesian Status Negotiations. The United States
also invited the Micronesians to convene the Ninth Round of formal negotiations
on the Island of Molokai, in Hawaii, 24-27 October. The objective of that
round was to be to reach agreement on a two-tiered negotiating framework in
which the United States would negotiate bilaterally with separate districts on
issues unique to.those districts, and multi-laterally with all districts on
issues that would affect all regions. The Molokai meetings would attempt to
reach agreement on which issues and topics would be addressed bilaterally and
which multi-laterally.2

(U) In the Guam meetings in August the United States had agreed to nego-
tiate with three separate Micronesian delegations concurrently. These were
the Palau Political Status Commission (PPSC), the Marshall Islands Political
Status Commission (MIPSC), and the Commission on Future Political Status and
Transition (CFPST) ‘'of the Congress of Micronesia (COM), representing the four
central Caroline Districts of Yap, Truk, Ponape, and Kosrae. {The CINCPAC
Command History for 1968, Volume I, contains a map of the TTPI.)

(U) The formal talks resumed on Molokai on 25 October. While major dif-
ferences of opinion continued regarding status and the degree of centralization
of power, the four delegations agreed that there should be a post-trusteeship

- D = = - D D e G D D D = e D Y S P e D . D G D D ey B TP ED D D T D D D e S D S D G e b G D D D D T A G W D D G D M AR D D D e W

1. J5124 HistSum May 77.
2. J5124 HistSum Sep 77.
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all-Micronesian entity and that "Free Association" would be the objective
future political status for all Micronesia. A1l agreed on another round of
talks, scheduled for early January 1978 in Honolulu.!

(U)  Meanwhile, on 24 October the President (of the United States) approved
the Northern Marianas constitution, which was thus to become effective on
9 January 1978. A newly elected governor and legislature were expected to
assume the reins of power at that time; the U.S. Resident Commissioner on
Saipan woutd no longer be required. The Government of Northern Marianas would
continue under that name until the United Nations Trusteeship Agreement for
the TTPI (of which the Northern Marianas remained a part) would be dissolved.
At that time, the people would become U.S. citizens and the Commonwealth of
the Marianas would begin.

(U) The Covenant to Form a Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas in Poli-
tical Union with the United States proyided for the lease of military lands in
the Marianas. The United States had five years from 9 January 1978 to consum-
mate those leases by paying approximately $20 million to the government of the
Northern Marianas. Such payment would hold two-thirds of Tinian for base and
exercise rights; rights to Tanapag harbor on Saipan; rights to. small acreage
around Tanapag for a war memorial park; and all of Farallon de Medinilla Island
as a naval gunnery and bombing range. Such rights would be secured for 50
years plus a no-charge option to extend the agreement an additional 50 years.3

(U) . " The Covenent also provided that on 9 January 1978 all existing use
and occupancy agreements between the United States/TTPI Goverhment and the
Northern Marianas were void.

(U) On-going operations had included U.S. Marine Corps' small amphibious
exercises (QUICK JAB) on Tinian and the Navy used Farallon de Medinilla as a
gunnery/bombing range on a continuous basis.

(U) The U.S. Navy and CINCPAC were concerned regarding the need for quick
action to budget for the long-term lease of Tinian and Farall on. The Air Force
was executive agency for Marianas lease lands; CINCPAC sought JCS support for:
quick budget action. :

- w D D n e - - 2 - o e D G = . D D - D D N G ED D e G - D O S G P e D D Mk e e e e D D D D e = T S R G D P D D D D W e D e e

1. J5124 HistSums Oct, Dec 77.

2. J5124 HistSum Oct 77; CINCPAC 312113Z Oct 77, which retransmitted Pres1dent
Carter's proclamation.

3. J5124 HistSum Nov 77.

4. 1Ibid.

5. CINCPAC 040425Z Nov 77.
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(U) In the meantime, the agreements regarding operations would cease to
exist on 9 January and the leases could not be consummated until the budget
process, not yet initiated, ran its course. The Chief of Naval Operations,
therefore, authorized CINCPACFLT to pursue an interim agreement with the North-
ern Marianas to allow continued military training operations until the lease
funding issue was resolved. !

Regarding CINCPAC's overall perception of U.S. security interests in
Micronesia and land use requirements in particular, on 30 March CINCPAC had
updated his comprehensive statement in this regard made in July 1975. CINCPAC
advised that he continued to believe the primary objective in the TTPI had to
be to establish a post-trusteeship political relationship that guaranteed con-
tinued U.S. access to the_area and prevent its use for military purposes by any
unfriendly foreign power.

CINCPAC considered the Northern Marianas land options of the highest
importance because of their larger land area, location, and proximity to Guam.
He believed that the U.S. interest had been adequately secured in the Covenant.

Second in importance was the Palau group, which extended deep into the
Southwest Pacific--close to Indonesia, the Philippines, and supertanker routes
from the Middle East to Japan and the United States. Palau was well-suited
for establishment of airfields and port facilities. Exceptionally well-pro-
tected anchorages could be developed. Primary military interests included a
training area on the island of Babelthuap, an airfield at Airai (or construc-
tion of a new runway), harbor development rights at Malakal Harbor, continued
access to the airfield on Angaur, and anchorage rights in the Rock Islands.

If land options in the Marianas and Palau were secured, the Marshalls
were of less importance. Even though there were excellent harbors and air-
fields (at Kwajalein and Enewetak), no large areas for potential military
basing sites were available. "However, if the Soviet Union and PRC political
and economic initiatives in this area expand into military applications, the
importance of the Marshalls could increase accordingly." (The Kwajalein Missile
Range facilities and land-use agreements continued to be of the highest national
priority.)

The Caroline Islands {less Palau) were of lesser importance despite
the excellent harbor and airfield potential in Truk and some potential in
Ponape. If options in Palau and the Marianas were secured, additional military
facilities in the Carolines would not contribute significantly to U.S. military
1. CNO 171554Z Nov 77.

2. CINCPAC 300402Z Mar 77.
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capability. The Status Agreement, however, should provide an option to nego-
tiate at some future date for U.S. naval and land access or basing rights in
that area, should any be subsequently identified, CINCPAC believed.

(EQ CINCPAC also commented on the political status options, but noted that
regardless of what form of relationship was negotiated he considered that it
was essential that the United States achieve the objectives for basing he had
outlined in this message.

(X) CINCPAC had another opportunity to comment on U.S. military interest
in Angaur Island in the Palau group on 17 May in response to a request from the
Office of the JCS on a CINCPACFLT proposal to the Chief of Naval Operations re-
garding continued Coast Guard presence on that island to conduct OMEGA moni-
toring operations. (OMEGA was a worldwide navigation system used by suitably-
equipped ships and aircraft.) CINCPAC supported the CINCPACFLT proposal as it
provided for retention of the Angaur facility under U.S. control after the 31
December 1977 termination of LORAN (Long-Range Navigation) facilities. The
CINCPAC position additionally avoided reversion of the Angaur facilities to
the Government of Micronesia under the use and occupancy agreement while main-
taining U.S. Government control at low cost and with a low military profile.
The rationale supporting that position included the option to use the island
as a contingency position for air surveillance operations and logistic support
to the Southwest Pacific area. Unlike Airai field on Babelthuap, Angaur could
be used exclusively by the military. Long-term considerations included a stra-
tegic military benefit because of its geographic location, maintenance of a
forward defense posture, and a possible fall-back option giving the United
States increased ability to deny military use of the area to other nations.
Should the Palau superport complex become a reality, the Palau Islands could
become a chokepoint vital to U.S. interests.?

Civic Actions Teams

(U) The U.S. Services had provided Civic Actions Teams (CAT) on selected
islands of the TTPI since 1970. The Defense and Interior Departments shared
costs, with Defense paying all military salaries, CONUS support, new team site
facilities, and a portion of equipment depreciation. Through the Navy, the
DOD also provided administrative, logistic, and equipment support. The Interior
Department, through the governments of the TTPI and/or the Northern Marianas,
reimbursed DOD for costs of team operations to include travel, O&M, per diem,
1. Ibid.

2. J5325 HistSum May 77. The potential development of a major oil transship-
ment port at Palau was discussed in the CINCPAC Command H1story 1975, Vol.
s p. 85.
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and various other specified expenses. Interior, through the District Admini-
stratoT, provided construction materials for CAT projects and medical consum-
ables.

(U)  In 1977 CINCPAC published a new instruction retating to the CAT pro-

‘gram to provide overall program and command guidance. As outlined in that

instruction, operational control of the teams and overall program management
was vested in CINCPAC through CINCPACFLT, the CINCPAC Representative Guam/TTPI,
the 30th Naval Construction Regiment, and the CAT Officer in Charge, on loca-
tion. Command, less operational control, was exercised through Service chan-
nels through the CINCPAC component commands and the U.S. Army CINCPAC Support
Group to the CAT Officer in Charge. The instruction also outlined the objec-
tives of the program, which were to assist the Department of the Interior in
its socio-economic program in the TTPI, to demonstrate concern of the U.S.
Government for basic needs of the local populace by undertaking projects that
were of particular interest to the Governments of the TTPI and the Northern
Marianas, and to maintain a military presence in the TTPI.2

(U)  CAT teams provided engineering construction and advisory services to
the TTPI districts. They concentrated on roads and small buildings. There was
also a medical corpsman assigned to each team who provided vital services to
the local populace. Teams were normally 9 to 13 men, with engineering skills
predominating. They were employed_in a temporary additional duty status for
approximately 8 months, as a rule.

(U)  On 2 August 1977 CINCPAC forwarded the annual TTPI CAT program review
to the JCS. He noted that his representative on Guam/TTPI and his component
commanders agreed with him in strongly recommending continuation of the program
and continuation of Service funding in FY 79. (The cost-sharing nature of the
CAT program required exception to a Defense Department Instruction and annual
justification.) CINCPACREP Guam/TTPI had provided a detailed analysis of FY 78
CAT deployment schedules, with insertion of a CAT on Yap early in 1978 and the
relocation of a CAT on Truk in the summer of that year. It was expected at
that time that the CAT on Kosrae would continue at its existing location with
work projects sufficient for the duration of FY 79. A CAT for Palau had been
discussed but was uncertain. The FY 79 budget included approximately $300,000
per team for funding and logistic support. This had been depicted in the inter-
1. CINCPAC Command History 1976, Vol. I, p. 72; CINCPACINST 11000.1, 29 Aug

77, Subj: Civic Action Team (CAT) Program - Trust Territory of the Pacific

Islands (TTPI).
2. Ibid,
3. J5124 HistSum Oct 77.
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departmental support agreement as a Department of Interior responsibility. The
existing level had been $200,000. The significant increase was due largely to
unanticipated costs for CAT resupply in a change from Service-provided airlift
to surface resupply.

(U) In 1977 the U.S. Air Force operated a CAT on Dublon Island in the Truk
District. The Navy operated a CAT on Kosrae and planned to introduce the team
that was scheduled to go to Yap in January 1978. The team on Kosrae had been
working there for over a year on projects that included roads and they had com-
pleted an emergency airfield. That district did not intend to fund for CAT
operations in FY 79. The district also planned to use the existing CAT camp-
site for new district public buildings. Construction was to begin in January
1978, necessitating movement of the site. As mentioned above, Palau District
had been planning for a CAT, so to avoid building a new campsite on Kosrae
that would only be used a few months, the TTPI government and CINCPAC approved
movement of the Kosrae team to Palau in January 1978 instead of September of
that year. '

1. CINCPAC 020116Z Aug 77.
2. CINCPACREP Guam 152245Z Nov 77; CINCPAC 282057Z Nov 77.
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CHAPTER II
THE THREAT
~ SECTION I--OVERVIEW

(U)  Perhaps the most lucid and perceptive view of the threat in the Pacific
Command (PACOM) was expressed by CINCPAC in unclassified talks before various
official and civic groups during 1977. The following extracts from CINCPAC's

presentation are quoted verbatim: |

* * * * *

(U) Earlier, we mentioned the developing equilibrium
among the four Asian-Pacific powers. Of those four powers,
only the United States and the Soviet Union currently have
the capability to project military power throughout the
region. :

(U) The Soviets have gradually but very deliberately
strengthened their military capabilities on their Pacific
side. About one quarter to one third of their forces are
deployed to the Soviet Far East. Their ground forces are
primarily stationed along the Sino-Soviet border and they
shield the Pacific naval base and maritime headquarters at
Vladivostok and further to the northeast they protect the
airfield complex at Khabarovsk and the Komsomolsk industrial
complex, one of the major industrial areas of the U.S.S.R.
In the past decade the Soviets have modernized these forces
and improved their mobility with the deployment of mechanized
vehicles and helicopters.

(U) Soviet tactical Air Fortes in the Pacific are
based primarily in the area east of Lake Baikal and in the
Vladivostok region. Since the early 70's new generation
fighters have been added with substantially improved range,
payload, avionics, and electronic countermeasures.

(U) Soviet heavy bomber aircraft in this area include
jet and turboprop bombers which could strike targets as

- - -

1. CINCPAC Presentation, "United States Military Posture in Asia and the
Pacific", updated circa February 1978."
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distant as Hawaii from their bases near Vladivostok. Their
medium bomber force may soon be upgraded with the deployment
of the swing-wing BACKFIRE.

(U) The Soviet Pacific Navy has shown a marked improve-
ment in capability in the past ten years--not so much in the
quantity of forces assigned, but in improved mobility, range
and armament. They have demonstrated an ability and willing-
ness to deploy Navy forces and project their naval presence
throughout the region. Whereas ten years ago this naval
force seldom ventured outside the Sea of Japan, today the
Soviet Pacific Fleet routinely deploys to the East and South
China Seas, the Philippine Sea, the South Pacific and the
Indian Ocean. Their Indian Ocean naval presence has increased
substantially since 1968, when they made their first Indian
Ocean deployment. On the average, they keep about twenty
ships there, including about eight combat ships. Until
recently, the Soviets enhanced their Indian Ocean mili tary
operations and augmentation capabilities by the use of the
Port of Berbera, airfields, and other facilities in Somalia.
However, the Soviet presence in Somalia came to ‘an abript
end in November 1977 when the Soviets .chose to back neigh-
boring Ethiopia in its fight with Somalia, thus resulting in
Soviet eviction from Somalia. Though the extent of future
Soviet involvement in the strategic Horn of Africa is now
somewhat clouded, we anticipate that the Soviets might’'nego-
tiate with South Yemen for the use of the Port of Aden and

other facilities which could enhance ‘their support of Ethiopia.

Meanwhile, the Soviets continue to have access to port faci-
lities in Mozambique, with refueling and port visit privi-
leges at several other locations in the Indian Ocean.

(U) Other Communist military forces in the Pacific
include those of the People's Republic of China (PRC), with
the worlds largest ground force, an improving Air Force and
Navy, but Timited ability to project military power over
great distances. The North Koreans have a large:and formid-
able military establishment, with about 75 percent of their
ground forces deployed to within fifty miles of the demili-
tarized zone. And finally the Vietnamese havé: by far the
largest and strongest military establishment in Southeast
Asia. Fighting between Vietnamese and Cambodian Forces

UNCLASSIFIED
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continues, and the Vietnamese may also have as many as
30,000 troops in Laos.

* * * * *

(U) ...We are not addressing the nuclear threat; United
States deterrent forces provide the well-known nuclear ‘umbrel-
la for our allies. But in the case of the non-nuclear or
major conventional threat, the threat in the Pacific Command
area is just not that obvious. One possible scenario is a
world-wide conventional conflict with the Soviet Union,
perhaps stemming from the outbreak of war in Europe. In that
situation, we would foresee primarily a struggle for control
of the lines of communication in the Pacific and Indian Ocean
Regions. With our current forces in the Pacific theater, we
would have difficulty protecting the important sea lines of
communications into the western Pacific. In other words we
would have about an even chance in keeping those lines of
communications open, But again, the threat definition is not
clear-cut and assessments depend heavily on assumptions of
where, when, and by whom hostilities are initiated, as well
as the actions of allies and other nations. So, the point
we are making is that except for the situation on the Korean:
peninsula, we do not have a classical military threat scenario
in the Asia-Pacific region with opposing forces on opposite
sides of some 1ine or boundary. Therefore, we believe ques-
tions relative to our defense requirements and forward basing
strategy should go deeper...what are we trying to deter?...
what are we trying to prevent from happening?

(U) The foregoing analysis by CINCPAC of the threat in the Pacific Command
was made in the context of the important contribution of the forward basing
strategy of the United States to the perception of U.S. power and U S. resolve
as deterrents to the threat.

(U) CINCPAC's view of the Soviet threat in the PACOM could by no means be
considered isolated or parochial. For example, the January 1977 issue of
Foreign Affairs magazine centained an article by Admiral Stansfield Turner, at
that time Commander in Chief, Allied Forces Southern Europe, regarding the
naval balance between the United States and the Soviet Union. He stated ‘that,
as a seagoing power, the United States had moved into a shrinking range of
political options and a higher level of risk. The Admiral gave two reasons for
this: first, the Soviet Union had built up a Navy in reaction to its perception
of the threat from the once-overwhelming armed superiority of the United States
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at sea; secondly, competition had intensified in the United States between
military expenditures and the budgetary demands of the many social programs.l

(U) Discussing the Soviet naval force, the Admiral noted that the Soviet
Navy had begun, in the early 1960s, to acquire a more diversified naval force
which enabled them, during fleet exercises, to rehearse tactics for the inter-
diction of open-ocean sea lanes. In less than 30 years, the Soviet Navy had
developed from an insignificant coastal defense force to one that aspired to
strategic deterrence, naval presence, and sea denial. On the other hand, the
U.S. Navy role, from its inception, had concentrated on the concept of sea
control. According to Admiral Turner, the Chief of Naval Operations had stated
that the U.S. fleets in the Pacific could hold open the sealanes to Hawaii and
Alaska. However, because of shortages of sea control forces and mobile logis-
tics support forces, the United States would have difficulty protecting lines
of communication into the western Pacific. In that connection, the Admiral
postulated that the perception by allies, neutrals, and enemies of the will
and capacity of the United States to control sealanes, if necessary, could tip
the scale of political action in peacetime.?

(U) Former Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird published an article in
December 1977 1in which he charged flagrant Soviet violations of the Terms of
Agreement contracted in the 1972 Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). He
cited such violations as interference with national technical means of verifi-
cation, the deployment of mobile components of anti-ballistic missile (ABM)
systems, the upgrading of anti-aircraft missile systems into ABM systems, the
extensive use of camouflage and concealment, and deliberate encryption of tele-
metry data from a new missile which, Laird stated, could easily be converted
from an intermediate range to an intercontinental range missile. He charged
that the Soviet Union had increased its military spending each year'since the
signing of SALT I. The U.S. intelligence community, according to this article,
agreed that the Soviets allocated at least 17 percent of their gross national
product to military expenditures, in contrast with the U.S. percentage of less
than 6 percent. Laird attributed this Russian deceit and dramatic expansion
of conventional military power to the goal of using the threat of overwhelming
superiority to drive the United States into headlong retreat and 1solat1on from
its vital interests around the world.3
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1. Foreign Affairs, Jan 77, Vol. 55, No. 2, "The Naval Balance: Not Just a
Numbers Game." by Admiral Stansfield Turner.

2. Ibid. |

3. Readers Digest. Dec 77. "Arms Control: The Russians are Cheating.", by
Melvin R. Laird.
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(U) During a press conference in October 1977, Secretary of Defense Harold
Brown discussed the development by Russia of new advanced ICBMs and the deploy-
ment of a fourth generation of ICBMs already in the Soviet arsenal. According
to Brown, this new generation of deployed ICBMs was accurate enough to pose a
substantial threat to the land-based ICBMs of the United States by the early
1980s. The Secretary also stated that the Russians possessed an anti-satellite
operational capability, but that the United States did not yet possess such a
capability.l

(U)  Among the many journalistic and professional comments on the growth
of Soviet armed strength was a monograph published by the Naval War College in
1977. This comprehensive and provocative monograph proceeded from the premise
that the balance of power between the United States and Russia and the stability
of armed strength between east and west were changing in favor of Moscow. The
author analyzed the strategy and doctrine of both countries and postulated means
by which, with currently available forces, the United States could counter Rus-
sian strategy. As part of the author's dissection of United States and Soviet
global military strategies, he noted the Soviet penchant toward the acquisition
of geographic bases in developing countries which conformed to the Russian
strategy of seapower--a worldwide network of oceanic surveillance, combined
with air and naval forces placed for quick reaction. Complementing this net-
work were large numbers of naval oilers and commercial tankers which covered
the seas and operated independently of foreign fuel sources. This minimized
the demands placed on littoral nations which periodically accommodated Soviet
forces and permitted the Soviets to keep their presence low-key, thus avoiding
aggravations that might hazard access to the bases. The author noted the con-
nection between civil air agreements executed by the Soviets and arrangements
for contingency use of appropriate airfields by naval aircraft. For example,
the Russian commercial airline, Aeroflot, maintained regularly scheduled air
service to 77 countries and had established separate agreements with other
States for overflight rights. Since most Russian naval aircraft systems were
compatible with the service and maintenance facilities required by their civil
aircraft, the airfields regularly used by Aeroflot had a support structure in
place which could be used by the Russian naval air forces.

(V) Instructive in this regard was a UPI dispatch from Moscow in November
1977. The Soviet Union had marked its 60th anniversary on 7 November 1977 with
a traditional parade through Red Square, displaying, according to the wire

1. SECDEF 1688/050540Z Oct 77.

2. Monograph, Sea Power in the Balance and Creditability of Western Security,
Admiral Worth H. Bagley, U.S. Navy (Retired), Naval War College, Newport
Rhode Island, 1977, pp. 1, 55, 57.
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service dispatch, an amount of military muscle unprecedented in recent years.
For the first time since 1974 the review showed Soviet Army tanks, including
the new T-72 battle tank which had never before been seen in public. Accordin
to UPI, the military pageant was double the size of the 1975 and 1976 parades.

1. UPI wlre Serv1ce dateline Moscow, cited in CINCPAC ALFA 84/0802352 Nov 77.
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SECTION II--THE SOVIET THREAT

The CINCPAC Assessmentl

: $§LNDFORN7 The CINCPAC assessment of the Soviet threat in 1977 differed
little from the assessment for 1976, except for the continuing qualitative
improvement in Russian weapon systems. The Soviet Union was the only world
power which had the potential to challenge the United States militarily.
Detente between the United States and the Soviet Union, the Sino-Soviet con-
frontation, steps toward normalization of relations between the United States
and the People's Republic of China (PRC), Russian economic progress, and
strategic parity tended to reduce the probability of overt Soviet moves against
the United States. The Soviets were expected to continue to use “detente" as
a means of achieving their potlitical, economic and military objectives as well
as to enhance ‘their position in negotiations with the United States.

(SLNOFORNY Militarily, the Soviet Union was expected to continue to empha-
size the research and development of superior forces. The Soviets placed high
priorities on modernization of their tactical air forces, their anti-submarine
warfare (ASW), their sea control technology, anti-satellite and advanced air
defense systems, surveillance system, and command and control systems.

FORN) A highly effective Soviet naval force was designed to challenge
U.S. control of the seas and was capable in some areas of achieving that goal.
Soviet submarines and aircraft were a particular problem; e.g., DELTA ballistic
missile submarines equipped with a 4,900 nautical mile missile were assigned to
the Soviet Pacific Fleet and more were expected.

_L§LNDSORNT' Continued development and operational deployment of new genera-
tions of aircraft and missiles gave the Soviets the capability to maintain local
air superiority in many areas, as well as the ability to support ground forces.
Tactical air forces were being modernized with new third generation tactical
fighters having significantly improved range and payload, along with improved
Tow altitude/high speed ordnance delivery capability. The potential of Soviet
tactical air forces for conventional offensive operations against U.S. forward
bases in Japan and Korea continued to increase. The Soviets had also developed
improved air-delivered weapons including tactical air-to-surface missiles.
Extensive investments in ground radars and command and control systems, com-
bined with modernization of their interceptor force, improved their capability
in all aspects of air defense. Long range and intermediate range naval strike
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aircraft capabilities had been increased by the introduction of the new air-
to-surface missile systems.

LgiﬂQEDBNT CINCPAC expected the large Soviet ground force to continue its
modernization with new tanks, heavy mobile artillery, helicopters, missiles,
armored vehicles and small arms. Because of the continuing Sino-Soviet border
confrontation, the Soviet Union was expected not only to maintain but possibly
to increase its strength along the Chinese border.

(S/NOEORMT™ In support of political and economic objectives in the Pacific-
Indian Ocean area, CINCPAC expected Soviet naval and long range air reconnais-
sance and ASW presence to continue. Russia was also expected to increase its
capability to interfere with the air and sea lines of communications (LOC) by
establishing its own presence, including port and base facilities, in the area.

(S/NQEORNT  Soviet interpretation of peaceful coexistence and detente.
1nc1uded the support of local armed conflicts, intimidation through dispiay of

mititary might, propaganda, economic pressures, the use of surrogate forces
when appropriate in "wars of liberation", and the threat of nuclear war.

Comparison of U.S.-Soviet For¢g§l

(%Y The most challenging threat to the Pacific Command (PACOM) was believed
by CINCPAC to be a conventional worldwide war with the Soviets accompanied by
a North Korean attack into South Korea. The Soviets probably would accept the

risk of a two-front war, and would engage PACOM forces in theater.. Additionally,

the Soviets probably would support a North Korean attack into the South.

457 Soviet ground forces deployed at the outset of a war in the eastern
part of Russia would be vastly superior in numbers to PACOM ground forces.
However, it was unlikely that direct confrontat1on between United States and
Soviet ground forces would occur.

{$9 Soviet combat tactical assets in the PACOM area consisted of some .
nine hundred and fifty aircraft. Significant numbers of their newest fighters
were deployed to the Pacific theater. In addition, one hundred and e1ghty
bombers were also known to be deployed in the -Soviet Far East. By compar1san,
the fighter/attack aircraft of the U.S. Air Force and the U.S. Navy in the
theater consisted of 180 and 384 respectively. Marine air assets included. 197
fighter/attack aircraft. In addition to the Russian combat aircraft strengths
in the maritime provinces, this force was backed up by some 160 eperational
surface-to-air missile (SAM) sites. Given this threat, U.S. forces would be
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capable of providing for the air defense of U.S. territory and bases and assist-
ing in the protection of vital LOC, but would be hard pressed to conduct exten-

sive conventional offensive operations against the Soviet Far East forces or to

prevent reinforcement of Warsaw Pact forces.

(S\. In the PACOM area, the Soviet Pacific Fleet had some 112 submarines
and 64 principal surface combatants. Soviet naval forces were expected to
attempt to interdict sea LOC and deny local sea control. By comparison, PACOM
naval forces included 6 aircraft carriers, 32 submarines and 80 principal sur-
face combatants. United States naval strength and flexibility stemmed from
its capability to deploy rapidly at least five carriers with 315 fighter/attack
aircraft. The U.S. naval task groups would be subject to attack by Soviet sub-
marines, aircraft armed with anti-submarine missiles, and elements of the Soviet
surface fleet equipped with anti-ship missiles. In such a two-front conventional
war scenario, PACOM efforts to protect essential LOC against the Soviets would
be greatly reduced if substantial PACOM forces were redeployed to support NATO.
In this case, the PACOM could provide protection only for sea LOC 1inking the
Continental United States with Hawaii, the Panama Canal and Alaska.

Soviet Pacific Fleet Dispersal

(SN The Soviet Pacific Fleet was concentrated in Vladivostok and Petropav-
lTovsk. Patterns of deployment included ‘twd YANKEE nuclear ballistic missile
submarines (SSBN) to the eastern Pacific and occasionally one DELTA $SEN ‘to the
Northwest Pacific. Other areas of intermittent submarine patrols included
north ‘of Midway, the Philippine Sea, the east China Sea and the Indian Ocean.
Intelligence collectors maintained patrols off Kwajalein, Guam, the east China
Sea and sometimes Diego Garcia, the Hormuz Strait, and the U.S. West Coast.
Hydrographic ships operated throughout the Pacific Ocean, the Philippines, east
China and Arabian Seas. Although Soviet surface combatants normally operated
in the area of Vladivostok and Petropavlovsk, they also deployed to the Indian
Ocean and occasionally conducted exercises in the Philippine Sea.l

(S) The Soviet Pacific Fleet's powerful force of 77 attack submarines,
armed with cruise missiles and torpedos and backed by 64 principal surface
combatants, posed a significant threat to Japan's sea LOC and to U.S. presence
in Asia. The 32 Soviet ballistic missile submarines were capable of strategic
nuclear strikes against Japan, Korea, Taiwan and the Philippines. DELTA-class
SSBNs were capable of strikes on most of the U.S. mainland from their, homg

watérs off Petrépaviovsk and Viadivostok. The Soviets also possessed inter-

mediate and long-range bombers which posed a conventional and nuclear threat
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to all of Japan and to U.S. forces throughout all of Asia. Far East naval
aviation in particular posed a serious threat to Japanese ports, harbors,
naval forces and maritime LOC.1

(55’ There were many examples of fleet and air activity within the theater
during the year. For example, on 7 January 1977 two Soviet aircraft conducted

intelligence collection missions against U.S. facilities in the Marianas: ksfkands.

The aircraft were spotted by U.S. high frequency direction finding equipment
before they penetrated the Guam air defense identification zone (ADIZ), and

were intercepted and accompanied by U.S. aircraft during their flight in the
Guam ADIZ. The Soviet aircraft were operating without running lights and, in
addition to U.S. surveillance aircraft, one B-52 was airborne.  This had:bean
the first penetration by Soviet aircraft of the Guam ADIZ since 13 May 19788

LQT On 20 December 1976, 30-40 Soviet sailors landed at an atoll in the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, asking if the island had ties with the
United States and if U.S. maneuvers were conducted on the island. In February
1977 the U.S. State Department directed the U.S. Embassy in Moscow to submit
an oral statement regarding this incident to the Soviet Foreign Ministry. The
Government of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands had asked the Depart-
ment of State to invite the attention of the Soviet Government to the unauthor-
ized Tlanding of Russian seaman in the Trust Territory. The Embassy was
requested to express the concern of the Government of the United States regard-
ing such unauthorized landings.3

In June 1977 the Commander of the U.S. Third Fleet was informed by
the Scripps Institute that one of their vessels, conducting bio-chemical ocean-
ographic research north of Hawaii, had been harassed by a Soviet vessel. The
Scripps Institute reported that the Soviet vessel had attempted, during the
night, to retrieve instruments which had been placed in the water by the Scripps
vessel. The Scripps vessel sent a boat to the Soviet ship in an attempt to
resolve the situation; however, with no interpreter, that attempt failed. The
Scripps Institute signified its concern that the instruments which had been
successfully placed in the water and were scheduled to rise to the surface
later in June would be retrieved by the Russian vessel. They were advised by
the commander of the U.S. Third Fleet to obtain photographs and to document all
actions which were considered harassment.4
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1. 1IPAC Point Paper, 16 Nov 77, Subj: The Threat Against Japan and:ilfyS. A&fdn
‘Pos ture.

2. CINCPAC ALFA 65/080436Z Jan 77.

3. SECSTATE 039490/222112Z Feb 77, which cited CINCPACFLT 012100Z Feb 77.

4. CINCPACFLT 240131Z Jun 77, which transmitted COMTHIRDFLT 2323372 Jun 77.
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§§1NOFORN7" In August 1977 the Strategic Air Command (SAC) advised of the
addition of one YANKEE Class Soviet SSBN in the Pacific and two in the Atlant1c
and. 1ts_concern about the permanency of such deployments. SAC postu atéd ‘that
if the, extra deployments were related to a Russian naval alert exercise, con-
ducted from 29 July to 6 August, the extra deployments would appear to be
one-time occurrences. SAC intelligence considered that the addition of two or
three SSBN in the patrol area for the exercise was a realistic SImu]at1on of
SSBN operations in a crisis situation, because the Soviets would robab]y 4
augment the day-to-day force of YANKEES on station during a periog of 1ncreased
tension. However, if the larger force of YANKEES on patrol were maintained, a
change in the Soviet's overall strategic targeting philosphy could have occurred.
Although a shift to greater reliance on submarine launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs) could be a result of a temporary decrease in ICBM capability because of
Taunch site conversions, it was also possible that the Soviets felt the need
for more land-targeted SLBMs even without their temporary decrease in ICBMs.l

Soviet Penetration in the Southwest Pacific

{8Y 1In 1976 growing evidence from diplomatic and intelligence sources of
Soviet and PRC initiatives to establish close diplomatic and economic ties with
the developing States of the Southwest Pacific had caused CINCPAC to request a
staff analysis of the situation. The military value of these island nations
accrued because they were astride or near sea and air LOC not only to Australia
and New Zealand but also to the mid-East. It was important, stated CINCPAC,
that Russia or any other unfriendly power be denied a significant foothold from
which these vital LOC could be interdicted.?

LST The reasons for Soviet interest in the Southwest Pacific were summa-
rized in a paper by the Intelligence Center of the Pacific (IPAC) in December
1977. One possible reason for Soviet interest was the need to exercise the
world-wide presence it perceived as the prerogative of a super power of equal
rank to the United States. Another factor was Soviet competition with China,
since the PRC had diplomatic relations with Fiji, Tonga, Western Samoa, and
Papua New Guinea. Port calls in the area by Soviet merchant and cruise ships
had doubled since 1974. Regular merchant shipping services had been established
with Australia, and Russia had shown interest in establishing the same services
with New Zealand and Papua New Guinea. By the end of 1977, there were between
eight and 30 Soviet fishing trawlers operating off New Zealand. From the mili-
tary standpoint, IPAC considered that Russia needed to acquire global knowledge
of the oceans in order to broaden its options for contingency deploymefits of "
its SSBNs. Moreover, the area covered the southern flank of LOC between the
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1. §SO SAC 112030z Aug 77 (BOM).
2. CINCPAC Command History 1976, Vol. I, Chapter II, pp. 82-88.
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United States and Japan, between the United States and forward bases in the
Philippines, Guam, and the Marianas Islands, and between United States and
Australia and New Zealand. There was also the increase in intelligence col-
lection which could result from the use of Soviet aircraft, merchant and
research ships in the Southwest Pacific.l

(¥J Soviet activity in the Southwest Pacific first occurred in 1947 when
Russia began whaling in Antarctica. Little additional activity, apart from
the establishment of scientific research stations in Antarctica, was shown
until Fiji and Tonga became independent in 1970. Since then Russia had estab-
lished diplomatic relations with Fiji, Tonga, Western Samoa and Papua New
Guinea., IPAC considered that the Soviets would continue to approach the South
Pacific countries, and provided the following recapitulation of Soviet activity

as of the end of 1977:2

Fiji. 1In 1970, and again in 1974 and 1975, the Soviets
reportedly offered economic assistance in return for shipping
and port facilities. In 1971 the Soviets also offered schol-
arships. None of these offers were accepted. In June 74,
diplomatic relations were established. In 1977, the Soviets
reportedly attempted twice to establish a permanent mission
(PRC has had a mission in Suva since May 76 and an embassy
since May 77). The Tatest attempt in late Nov was firmly
rejected by Fiji who claimed it was satisfied with present
conditions whereby the Soviet Ambassador in Australia is
accredited to Fiji. Fiji's suspicions have been underscored
by Soviet dealings with the often disruptive Fiji dock workers'
union.

Tonga. Diplomatic relations were established in Oct 75.
In Apr 76 and in May 77, the Soviets offered economic assis-
tance including airfield upgrading, fisheries assistance and
provisions of aircraft on concessionary terms. To date,
nothing has resulted from these offers.

Western Samoa. Diplomatic relations were established
in Jul 76. In the same month, the USSR proposed an agreement
which included a fish cannery, fishing vessels and perhaps a
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1. IPAC Point Paper, 15 Dec 77, Subj: Reasons for Soviet Interast in the
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2. IPAC Point Paper, 15 Dec 77, Subj: Soviet Penetration in the Southwest
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dry-dock in return for the use of Western Samoa as a fishing
base. In 1977, the Soviets reportedly offered 50 scholar-
ships; these too were not accepted.

Papua New Guinea. Diplomatic relations were established
in May 76 after more than a year of negotiations. The USSR's
attempts to establish a resident mission in Port Moresby have
been firmly rejected. The USSR has indicated its interest in
economic and cultural cooperations, fishing, forestry, ship-
ping projects and hydroelectric schemes. In mid-Jul 76, a
senior PNG minister visited the USSR. In 1977, the Soviet
Council of Trade Unions reportedly offered funds to the Port
Moresby Council of Trade Unions to establish an activity
center; these were not accepted.

The Africa-Indian Ocean Area

(U) Soviet naval activity in the Indian Ocean had increased since the

first actual deployment in 1968 until 1972. Since that time the Soviet force

level had remained nearly constant. These activities, and the establishment
of Soviet facilities and bases in Somalia, were discussed in several previous
CINCPAC histories. By April 1977 the Soviets had completed construction on a
new airfield at Berbera with a runway exceeding 14,000 feet. This runway was
Tong enough to accommodate Soviet long-range reconnaissance and transport
aircraft. Construction of another airfield at Dafet, about 58 miles northwest
of Mogadiscio, had also been completed. This runway was over 10,000 feet long
and Soviet MIG-21 aircraft were based there. The Soviets had also begun con-
struction of SAM sites at Berbera and at Hargeisa in northern Somalia. Suffi-
cient equipment was available for at least four launch positions at Berbera
and six at Hargeisa. Prior to these developments, only Mogadiscio had SAM
sites. It was estimated that approximately 2,500 to 3,000 Soviet personnel
were in Somalia. About 1,500 of those were believed to be military advisors
and tec?nicians working with the Somalia defense forces down to lower unit
levels.

In April 1977 the JCS requested CINCPAC's views on the subject of
arms control in the Indian Ocean area. In reply, the CINCPAC Director for
Plans provided a summary of U.S. security interests and objectives in the
Indian Ocean area. Regarding the facilities available to the Soviet Union in
the Indian Ocean, he noted that Russian seaborne logistics support was suffi-
cient to maintain the readiness and mobility of the normally deployed Russian
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naval squadron in the Indian Ocean. At that time, the support facilities at
Berbera supplemented the capability and gave the Soviets the potential to
increase the Indian Ocean force levels. In addition to the facilities at
Berbera, the Soviets also had access to airfields at Mogadiscio, Hargeisa,
Chisimaio and Dafet. Limited logistic support, such as fuel and subsistence,
was also available in other Indian Ocean countries, including India, Iraq,
South Yemen, Mauritius, and Sri Lanka. Russia also had a large merchant fleet
which could be used to augment military logistics vessels in support of Middle
East/Indian Ocean operations. The typical Soviet presericg in'the Thdian Ocean
'was comprised of a naval squadron consisting of at least one subiarine, as
many as three destroyers, a small amphibious contingent, and assorted auxiliary
vessels as well as scientific research and merchant ships. On the other hand,
the U.S. Middle East Force, consisting of a flag ship and two rotational des-
troyers, was the only permanent U.S. presence in and around the Indian Ocean.
Task Forces from the PACOM conducted an average of three deployments to the
Indian Ocean per year. In addition, intelligence-gathering ships were occa-
sionally deployed and maritime air patrol/logistics flights were made period-
ically to Nairobi, Masirah, Bandar Abbas, and Diego Garcia. This periodic and
modest deployment of PACFLT naval forces limited sea/air:control capability to
the immediate vicinity of deployed forces except for afr strikes from carriers.
It was impossible for the United States forces to patrol all LOC and choke
points sImultaneously even on the surface and the U S. ASW capability was
lTimited. : '

‘LST’ By November 1977 the Soviet Indian Ocean naval squadron had been
reduced from the normal twenty ships to eighteen. IPAC speculated that this
reduction in number could be related to the U.S.-Soviet Indian Ocean arms
limitation talks. Nearly all Soviet units continued to deploy from the Pacific
fleet bases via the Malacca Strait despite the reopening of the'Sudéz Canal,
which provided a potential route for rapid reinforcement of the Indian Ocean
squadron. IPAC noted that Somalia had ejected the Russiang in retaliation for
their support of Ethiopia, but the loss of access to the Somalian facilities
was not expected to preclude the maintenance of some level of presence 1n the
Indian Ocean.?

JLSANOPURWT_- Soviet naval activities in the Indian Ocean were, of course,
under U.S. surveillance. One.example of such activity involved'a $Oviét ogdr-
ographic research vessel which appeared to be tracking a'U:S. subfierira. ~
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1. CINCPAC 130752Z Apr 77, RADM McClendon to VADM Hannifin (BOM). (The sub-
ject of arms control in the Indian Ocean area is discussed in the Political-
Military Chapter.)

2. IPAC Point Paper, 11 Nov 77, Subj: Soviet Naval Activities in the Indian
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Intelligence sources speculated that the mission of the Soviet vessel was to
lay an automatic buoy station (ABS) adjacent to Timor Straits, so that the ABS
could be used to chart an underwater route into the eastern portion of the
Indian Ocean, as well as to provide navigational assistance to Soviet submarines.
It could also be used to position a vertical/horizontal/bottom sonar array to
monitor U.S. submarine activity. The ABS was believed to have the ability to
collect, store and transmit such data. Although the Russians claimed that the
purpose of the vessel was to study tidal waves, U.S. intelligence sources asses-
sed the activities of the vessel to be unrelated to such an objective. The
Soviet research vessel was observed to be operating in two separate positions
some 200 nautical miles apart and some 50 nautical miles off the south Timor
coast. Both these positions were astride the one-thousand meter bottom contour
line, and had a geographic relationship to the southern exits/entrance to the
strategically significant deep water Ombat/Sela Straits. If the assessment of
the mission of the vessel was correct, it was speculated that Soviet efforts

to monitor traffic into the Indian Ocean which by-passed the Malacca Strait

would be enhanced.l
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AMEMB Taipei 2937/2000087 May 77 and 2647/210345Z May 77.

CINCPAC ALFA 16/201939Z Jun 77 (EX), which passed SECSTATE 142465/2014202
Jun 77. '

SECSTATE 146108/231710Z Jun 77 (EX), which transmitted AMEMB Taipei 3735/
2309252 Jdun 77.

SECRET

99




COMUSTDC 060822Z Jul 77,

J31 Point Paper, 29 Jul 77, Subj: ROC Rules of Engagement.

SEGRET




U e e G e T - O o TT o WP wn e e e G e s m PR e P e e TR e e e e o e O e e s e om T A e B ae

AMEMB Taipei 5077/190507Z Aug 77 (EX).
SECSTATE 198749/200232Z Aug 77 (EX).
UPI Wire Service, dateline Taipei, cited in CINCPAC ALFA 40/140134Z Jul 77.
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.- FBIS Okinawa 2203082 Aug 77. )
. UPI Wire Service, dateline Hong Kong, c1ted in- CINCPAC ALF :
Jul 77.
UPI Wire Service, dateline Hong Kong, cited in CINCPAC ALFA 146/1102122
May 77.
COMUSKOREA 051110Z Jun 77 and 071245Z Jun 77.
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1. DIA 7449/100400Z Jun 77.

2. CINCPAC ALFA 001/201007Z Jdun 77, which transmitted USLO Peking 1235/200359Z
Jun 77.
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' 1201402 May 77: ' -
HQ PACAF 112015Z Jul 77, OSAN AB Korea 1110102 Ju'l 774 3
UPI Wire Service, dateline Washington, cited in CINCPAC ALFA 06.

Jul 77,
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1. CINCUNC 1223/080206Z Apr 77, GEN Vessey to GEN Brown and ADM Weisner (BOM) b
and 1287/1203342 Apr 77, GEN Vessey to GEN Brown and ADM Weisner (BOM) ;.
JCS 1567/212041Z Apr 77 (EX).

2. CINCUNC 3990/190337Z Sep 77, GEN Vessey to GEN Brown and ADM Weisner (BOM).
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"'Novack. Cited in CINGPAC ALFA 44/091632Z Sep 77.

UPI Wire Service, dateline Washington, c1ted in CINCPAC ALFA 56/0702052
Nov 77.

SECSTATE 041849/251659Z Feb 77.

Op. Cit., SECDEF 1688/050540Z Oct 77.
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CINCUNC 081350Z Feb 77.
COMUSKOREA 210448Z Nov 77.

UNCLASSIFIED
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J52 Pomt Paper, 7 Feb 77, Subj: Defigiences of Indigenous Force Balance
Comparison used by Brookings Institute Study "Deterrence and Events in
Korea: The Role of U.S. Forces." S
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J53 Point Paper, 11 Feb 77, Subj: GAO Observations on U.S. Forces in Korea
dated 12 Jan 77. -
Ibid.
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Op. Cit., CINCPAC 080011Z Oct 77.

UPI Wire Service, dateline Tokyo, cited in CINCPAC ALFA 226/140030Z May 77.
UPI Wire Service, dateline Bangkok, cited in CINCPAC ALFA 002/252131Z Jul

77 and UPI Wire Service dateline Samut Sakhon, Thailand, cited in CINCPAC

ALFA 044/271730Z Jul 77.
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73CS 2022/0822057 Sep 77. .
CINCPAC 080011Z Oct 77.



















. JCS 4907/0322477 Dec 76.
. CINCPAC 2422217 Jan 77.
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JCS 3647/131353Z Apr 77.




CINCPAC 1tr Ser S439, 18 Aug 77, Subj: Volume II, Joint Strategic Objec-
tives Plan, Book III, Allied and Friendly Forces, for FY 1980-1987 (JSOP
FY 80-87)(U).
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J5311 Memorandum for Record, 18 Oct 77, Subj: Trip Report (Js0P Rev1ew)(U)
Ibid.

J5 Memo T21-77, 24 May 77, Subj: Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan for
FY 1978 (JSCP-78).




CINCPAC 1102137 May 77.
CINCPAC 030005Z Nov 77.
Ibid.




——

132



SECRET™

SECTION IT--CINCPAC PLANS

CINCPAC Operation Plans

The CINCPAC staff was continuously in the process of preparing, re-
vising, or studying the requirements for planning for many contingenc1es and ;”
operations. Most numbered CINCPAC Operation Plans were the resans1b1]1$y of =
the Plans Directorate, although other staff elements contributed directly wlth:

~specialized input, particularly for detailed functional annexes:to. plans.’ -
Some ‘plans were prepared or revised.by the Operations Directorate, 1n*Wh1ch .

case they were usually promulgated by letter or message. The following 118t ;*
1dent1f1es CINCPAC contingency plans and their status as of 31 December 1977.

CINCPAC Numbered Plans

Date of Issue/

Number Title Last Change

Status/Remarks

5001 PACOM Defense Plan (U) .

5020 Concept Plans for Korean Ch 6,
Contingency (Th 15 Mar 77

5026 Control of Makitime Ch 1,

Under reviéion}i;fo»ﬁe for-
warded for JCS approval follow-
ing review by components/staff. :

Current. CONPLAN to provide
for control of maritime traffic
serving hostile nations to coun-
ter a threat or use by a hostile

Traffic {6) 16 Dec 77
nation against the U.S.
1. CINCPAC P]ans Status Report Ser T6 1 Jan 78; J5 Memo T22-78, 28 Jul 78,

Subj: CINCPAC 1977 Command History, review of.

TSECRET
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Number

5028 ASW and Control and Pro-
tection of Shipping (U)

5031 Pacific Mining

5060 Nancombatant Emergency
and Evacuation Plan
(NEMVAC) (V)

5065 Security of Selected
Personnel and Equip-
ment (U) '

5068 CINCPAC/FAAPAC

Relationships (U)

“eh

_SEGRET

Date of Issue/

Last Change Status/Remarks
Ch 2, Under revision. OPLAN wil}
27 May 75 e rewritten in CONPLAN format to

meet JSCP tasking.

cth 1, (U) Current.
19 Apr 72
Ch 1, (U) Current.
18 Jul 77

+.-£U):Newiblﬁn,cohﬁ1r 8d’. .- Sub
to"JCS in Dec 77.7

(U)'Un&er ré@ision; Estimated com-

3 Feb 77 pletion date Apr 78.

U?{ Under revision.. CONPLAN deldn
eates tasks. and respghsibilitie
‘within PACOM to assist in secur
and. evacuation:of selected crypts
logic personnel and equipment from
endangered areas. :

26 Jul 77

Ch 3,
8 Dec 75

(U) Under revision. CONPLAN provides
for CINCPAC and FAAPAC relationships
in wartime and during national e-
mergencies. It provides for the
wartime control and movement of

all aircraft using PACOM airspace.
Revised CONPLAN completed and un-
der review.

134



Number

5076

5088

5090

5095

5111

_measures

SECRET

Date of Issue/

Status/Remarks

Supplementary Collection 5 Sep 74
Operations Against For-

eign Missile § Associated
Activities (£) PONY EX-
PRESS (U)

Fishery Conservation Zone Ch 1,

Contingency (U) 8 Jun 77
Air Harassment (U) Ch 1,
- 20 Jdan 77

Quadripartite Counter- Ch 1,
27 May 76

21 Jun 76

PACOM REDOUBT (U), Sup-
ports CINCPACINST 3461.1D,
Policies and Procedures
for Processing Formerly
Captured US Military Per-
sonnel Within PACOM..

135

Title Last Change

(y) Under revision. Being updated
and resubmitted to JCS as a
CONPLAN.

(&Y Current. CONPLAN provides for
operations to oppose foreign mili-
tary forces in supporting vessels
fishing in the US fishery conserva-
tion zone without proper permit.

($¥ Current. CONPLAN provides ser-
ies of air harassment options for
PACOM in response to infringement
of basic US/allied rights by hos-
tile nations.

() Current. CONPLAN with naval
countermeasures and reprisal ac-
tion designed to demonstrate deter-
mination of quadripartite govern-
ments of France, Federal Republic
of Germany, United Kingdom, and US
to act in concert to preserve their
mutual rights in Berlin against
USSR encroachment.

(U) Current.




Number Title

5125

5125A

51258

5125C

51250

5125E

5125F

Augmentation/Support
of Other Unified
Commands (U)

Augmentation of USCINC-
EUR in NATO/Warsaw Pact
War 8 (Supports US-
CINCEUR OPLAN 4102)

Augmentation of CINCLANT
in NATO/Warsaw Pact War
TS (Supports CINCLANT
OPLAN 2200)

Support to USCINCEUR in
Event of Soviet Inter-
vention in Arab-Israeli
Conflict (FS)(Supports
USCINCEUR CONPLAN 4224)

Augmentation of USCINC-
EUR in Event of Commu-
nist Aggression Against
Iran (RS)(Supports US-
CINCEUR CONPLAN 4274)

Augmentation to CINCLANT
for Military Operations
Against Cuba TSM(Will
support CINCLANT CON-
PLAN 2348)

I0B-SECRET

Date of Issue/
Last Change

Status/Remarks

Ch 4,
10 Mar 77

CINCEUR

30 Dec 74

CINCLANT
31 Dec 76

CINCEUR

30 Dec 74

CINCEUR
26 Oct 77

CINCLANT
9 Dec 76
Ch 4,

17 Nov 77

Augmentation of CINCLANT

for Defense.of Guantan-
amo {8y (Supports CINC-
LANT OPLAN 2325)

(U) velieted. See above

(U) Under revision. PACOM omnibus
OPLAN consolidates in a single
supporting plan all CINCPAC aug- ‘
mentation and support force re-

quirements identified in JCS-
approved plans of other unified
commands . '

(U) Under revision.

(U) Under revision.

(U) Current. : ‘

(U) Under revision. [

(U) Current.Ch 3:to OPLAN 5125,
dated 28 Jan 77, incorporated new
5125E which replaced the old
5125E and 5125F. '

i i
Pes,
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Date of Issue/
Number Title Last Change Status/Remarks

5125G Augmentation of CINCLANT CINCLANT (U) Current.
to Support USCINCSO (U) 31 Jan 75
(Supports USCINCSO
OPLAN 6500)

5125H Support to COMJTF Alaska COMAAC (U) Current.
for Defense of Alaska 1 Feb 77
(U) (Supports COMJTF Alas-
ka OPLAN 9600)

5125J Augmentation of CINCAD  CINCNORAD (U) Current.
for Air Defense of CONUS 19 Mar 75
(U) (Supports CINCAD
OPLAN 3003)

5131 Operations Order for 8 Sep 76 (U) Current.
Airborne .Command Post 5 60 '

- Groun

5555 Protection of Vessels 2 Jdun 71 (U) Held in abeyance. No updating

Engaged in 011 Survey actions planned until receipt of
Operations on the current JCS guidance.

Continental Shelf (U)

5718 Operations in Inter- 18 Nov 77 (U) OPLAN is at JCS for approval.
national Waters (U)

0200 Disaster Relief Africa 12 Aug 77 (U) Under review. Supporting
South of the Sahara ' CINCPAC CONPLAN to JCS 0200.
sl Approved by JCS 9 Nov 77. Ch 1
to be published Jan 78.
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Unnumbered CINCPAC Contingency Plans

Date of Issue/

Title Last Change

Status/Remarks

Air Defense of PACOM (U). Sup- 29 Dec 75
ports CINCPACINST C3320.2,

Air Defense of PACOM, Respon-

sibility and Command Authori-

ty for (U)

Base/Installation Security (U) 21 May 76
Supports CINCPACINST 5510.12,
Base/Installation Security

During Defense Readiness Con-

ditions and Other Emergency

Situations (U)

Canada-US Basic Security Plan 31 Mar 76
(v) Mcc 100722 '

Civil Defense (U). Supports 11 Mar 76
CINCPACINST 3025.1A, Military
Support of Civil Defense (U)

Civil Disturbance (U). Sup~ 13 Apr 77
ports CINCPACINST 3050.3E, Em-

ployment of Military Resources

in Ewnt of Civil Disturbances

within the PACOM Area (U).

138

e s ‘slratesy”

(U) Current.

(U) Current. Requires commanders
to have security plan responsive
to various DEFCONS and other emer-
gency situations. Plans will pro-
vide for increased security dur-
ing DEFCONS and emergency condi-
tions to protect key faciljties.

and guidance for combined. US-Can-
ada defense tasks for supporting
plans. Names CINCPAC as US plan-
ning agent for Pacific naval oper-
ations. See also MARWESTOP,
above.

(U) Under review. Establishes CINC-
PAC policy, assigns responsibilities
and sets forth guidance regarding
military support of civil defense
under a national emergency invol-
ving nuclear attack on US territory.

(U) Current.




Title

Disaster Relief (U). Supports
CINCPACINST 3050.1 and 3050.2
dealing with employment of
military resources in natural
disaster emergencies, foreign
and domestic.

FORMAL MIST (U)

Evacuation of Aerospace De-
Defense Command Sites in
Aerospace Defense Command (U)

GARDEN PLOT (PACOM)(U)
Cdr, USACSG is CINCPAC
planning agent.

Hijacking of Civil Aircraft
in PACOM (U). Supports
CINCPACINST 3722.2

Joint Task Force 110 (U).
Supports CINCPACINST 3050.3,
Employment of Military Re-
sources in Event of Civil
Disturbance.

SECRET

Date of Issue/

Last Change

Status/Remarks

28 Oct 75
(3050.1)
6 Nov 72
(3050.2)

Ch 3,
25 Jun 76

Modified by
CINCONAD
1921252

Mar 75

8 Mar 77

27 Jdan 77

13 Apr 77

139

(U) Current. '3050.1 concerns for-

~eign relief; 3050.2 domestic relief.

(U) Current. Limited distribution
OPLAN.

(U) Current. Provides agreed CINC-
PAC-CINCAD procedures for emergency
situations involving ADCOM sites/
facilities in PACOM.

(U) Current. Also see Civil Distur-
bance. Provides for organization of
JTF 110 from PACOM resources for em-
ployment in event of directed Fed-
eral military intervention in civil
disturbances in Hawaii, Guam, Samoa,
TTPI.

(U) Current.

(U) Current. See Civil Disturbance
plans.
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Date of Issue/

Title = . Last Change

Space Recovery Contingency 13 Feb 70
(U), CINCPACINST 3730.2A, 21

Mar 77. Supports CINCPACINST

S$3121.10, Manned Space Flight
Contingency Recovery in Paci-

fic Command Area (U).

Ships Subjected to Harassing Ch 6,
or Hostile Action (U). Sup- 4 Dec 75
ports CINCPACINST S3100.4.

Unauthorized Aircraft Land- 15 Jdun 76
ing at US Bases (U). Sup-

ports CINCPACINST S3700.1F,

Policy Concerning Aircraft

from the USSR, PRC, or Align-

ed Countries Landing on Air-

fields where US Military

Operational Units are Based

(U).

140

Status/Remarks

%

(U) Current.

bQ% Current. Provides guidance and
actions to be taken by certain US
ships engaged in sensitive opera-
tions or operating in sensttive
areas. Ships concerned are primar-
ily those operated by MSC and hy-
drographic survey ships when under
CINCPAC operational control.

(U) Current. Annual staff review
to begin Jan 78.
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SECTION III--MISCELLANEOUS PLANNING ACTIVITIES

Africa South of the Sahara: Defense Interest and Command Relations

C§k In May 1976 the Unified Command Plan had assigned CINCPAC responsibil-
ity for the entire Indian Ocean area, putting the countries of East Africa at
the PACOM border. Communist successes in Africa provided evidence of a coor-
dinated and aggressive Soviet interventionist policy. It was the staff view
that the United States needed a comprehensive and well-defined statement of
U.S. national policy and objectives. There were two goals: one was to encour-
age the National Command Authorities to focus on Africa and develop long-range
policy that would enhance the U.S. position and counter Soviet penetration;
the other, in the near term, was to take action to insure that U.S. military
activities were coordinated and carefu]ly]orchestrated to obtain maximum bene-
fit from the limited resources available.

(§{ In December 1976 the JCS had forwarded a study entitled, "Assessment
of US Military Interests in Africa South of the Sahara." (JCS SM-966-76 of
‘13 December 1976.) They requested CINCPAC's comments. As Africa was not part
of the PACOM, perhaps a brief summary of circumstances in Africa at that time
is appropriate. This discussion concerns Africa "south of the Sahara."

(U) A vast area comprised of 37 major nations with a population of 316
million, Africa was plagued by deep-rooted tribal, regional, ethnic, and reli-
gious animosities, economic underdevelopment, a tenuous political infrastructure,
recurring drought and famine, and a Tingering fear of colonialism.

(§{ U.S. interests were varied. Since 1954, 47 nations in all of Africa
had gained independence and comprised one-third of the membership of the United
Nations. It was an arena for big-power competition: the United States, the
USSR, and, to a lesser extent, China. It was an increasingly important source
of raw materials for industrial nations. It was important to have free and
competitive access to its natural resources, some with strategic significance.
U.S. investment was $4 billion by 1976, with 35,000 U.S. citizens there.
African mines yielded the majority of Free World production of six of the most
essential resources required by a modern technological society (chromium,
cobalt, industrial diamonds, manganese, metals in the platinum group, and
vanadium).

There were significant air and sea lines of communication in the area:
the Cape of Good Hope, the 250-mile wide Mozambique Channel, the Suez Canal,
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1. J5131 Point Paper, 16 Jdun 77, Subj: Africa South of the Sahara: Defense
Interest and Command Relations (U).
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and the 20-mile-wide Bab A1 Mandeb Strait between the Gulf of Aden and the Red
Sea. In military matters, the primary focus was on the littoral states. The
United States needed airfields, port facilities, and 1ines of communication
through and around Africa in order to prevent Soviet or Chinese domination of
the region, to promote internal security, to prevent direct great-power con-
flict, to resolve sub-regional conflicts peacefully, to maintain freedom of
transit for Persian Gulf oil to the United States and its allies, to open
economic LOC, to oppose Soviet efforts to create a base structure that would
facilitate projection of power into the South Atlantic and Western Indian Ocean,
to guarantee protection of U.S. citizens, and to insure access to strategic
resources. -

There were a number of troubled areas. In the Horn of Africa a
clash between Somalia and Ethiopia. Angola had continued guerriila activity.
South Africa had Apartheid. Namibia wanted self-determination. In Rhodesia
the issue was majority rule. Uganda was troubled by irrational leadership.

Q?f The Soviet presence was apparent with the existence of a port, airfield,
and missile storage in Somalia, base rights in Guinea, and port and airfield
rights in Angola. Additional facilities were likely in Angola and Mozambique.
The Soviet willingness to provide arms and advisory assistance to virtually
any African country requesting help was a powerful lever. They had privileged
access to resources and a military-political operations base. They had the
ability to quickly deploy air and naval combatants in crisis situations on the
continent. Overflignt rights and base facilities enabled the USSR to project
air power into the South Atlantic and Western Indian Ocean to cover naval de-
ployments. The Soviet (and Cuban) successes and lack of a visible U.S. pres-
ence or stated policy gave the appearance of no alternatives to Soviet influ-
ence or domination. -

Chinese efforts had been limited but effective. China's reputation
was as a non-exploitative aid partner. They aimed at long-term influence, and
were unable to effectively compete with the USSR in the near term. China was
the self-proclaimed third world leader “fighting forces of imperialism."

28{ The United States had Military Assistance Advisory Groups in Liberia,
Zaire, Kenya, and Morocco. The only other contact was by means of infrequent
port calls, disaster relief operations, military aircraft transits, and train-
ing of African military personnel. In FY 75 the USSR had provided almost

$280 million in security assistance to Sub-Saharan Africa. U.S. support in
Grant Aid and Foreign Military Sales for the same period wa? Tess than $54
million, with another $76 million in commercial assistance.
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LST In the light of these circumstances, the JCS had requested that CINCPAC

review U.S. military, strategic, and intelligence priorities in Sub-Saharan
Africa and consider reorienting the Unified Command structure to provide clear
responsibility for planning in the area. They requested the unified commands'’
comments on restructuring Unified Command Plan lines of responsibility and
methods for obtaining support from U.S. allies, and, based on the foregoing,
determine the need to develop additional concepts and plans for Sub-Saharan
Africa.

§83 CINCPAC provided his reply on 22 January. He viewed the study as a
comprehensive evaluation of factors affecting U.S. policy toward Sub-Saharan
Africa, but he believed that two areas should be expanded. First, if higher
priorities were to be assigned to military interests in the area, he beljeved
that the study should be expanded to address communication-electronic require-
ments. For example, he saw the need for additional transportable satellite
communications terminals to support possible contingency operations. Secondly,
in light of Congressional reaction to attempted U.S. military initiatives in
Angola, CINCPAC suggested that the study include an assessment of U.S: internal
and int?rnational political reaction to increased U.S. military involvement in
Africa.

&Sﬂ In commenting on the study's recommendations, CINCPAC believed that
curfent strategic priorities for Africa south of the Sahara were appropriate
for the countries of the area. In view of the strategic location of and o
conflict potential on the Horn of Africa, CINCPAC suggested that the intelli-
gence priorities for Somalia and the French Territory of Afars and Issas (which
became the Republic of Djibouti on 27 June 1977) be raised. Intelligence ;
priorities for Tanzania, Mozambique, Rhodesia, and South Africa, CINCPAC con-
tinued, should be raised because of the potential for expanded Communist
influence in Southern Africa, which could limit future U.S. access to vital
raw materials. Intelligence priority for Kenya "should be raised because it
is the only Western-oriented black nation on the East African coast," and was
bordered on three sides by leftist-oriented nations. An alternative to
changing intelligence priorities for the area would be to raise priorities of
selected items of intelligence that were outlined in intelligence priorities
for strategic planning 1976-1985.

The current edition of the Unified Command Plan at that time tasked the
CINC of the Readiness Command, when directed by the JCS, to provide contingency
planning, joint task force headquarters, and forces for the conduct of contin-
gency operations in areas not assigned to another unified commandef. Africa
south of the Sahara was such a non-assigned area. While the JCS study had
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1. CINCPAC 220234Z Jan 77.
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suggested that the Unified Command Plan should be reoriented to place Sub-Saha-
ran Africa under a unified command to provide a clear assignment of planning
responsibilities for African contingencies, CINCPAC interpreted the previous
guidance to be clear; no reorientation of the unified command structure would
be required to satisfy the planning requirement.

(Sy If, however, as suggested by the JCS study, the rather general tasking
was not considered adequate to provide the necessary focus on this "increasingly
turbulent area," CINCPAC suggested that the JCS assign area responsibility for
all of Sub-Saharan Africa to a single unified commander. He recommended that
USCINCRED be given first consideration. He offered a number of thoughts, pro
and con. In favor of his recommendation, he cited that as USCINCRED was tasked
under the current plan, assignment of area responsibility to him would simply
implement and expand this tasking and would serve to integrate security assist-
ance and other area responsibilities with contingency planning. Such an assign-
ment would result in less impact on other unified commands whose assets and
planning capability were fully committed to their presently assigned areas.
Also, recognizing that forces for any given contingency had been and would con-
tinue to be drawn from the most readily available source, as directed by the
JCS, it was considered most likely that CONUS~-based forces, available to CINC-
RED, would be tasked initially for Sub-Saharan contingencies.

(§0 On the other hand, such an assignment could detract from the assigned
Readiness Command missions to plan for and provide augmentation forces to other
unified commands and develop joint tactics, techniques, and procedures for
joint employment of forces assigned.

(&) CINCPAC recommended that the CINC of the European Command be given
second consideration for area responsibility because of his proximity to the
area, his existing responsibility for Africa north of the Sahara, the tradi-
tional European-African ties, and the secondary advantage of emphasizing U.S.
interest in Sub-Saharan Africa to other NATO nations. The overriding disad-
vantage, however, was the diminution of CINCEUR's primary responsibility to
his basic mission in the priority area of NATO Europe.

CS) CINCPAC did not recommend assignment of area responsibility to either
CINCLANT or CINCPAC. He cited existing commitments, lack of current area re-
sponsibility for any part of the African continent, and the absence of signifi-
cant traditional ties between countries in already assigned areas and the
countries of Sub-Saharan Africa. He continued:!

.From the PACOM point of view, restructuring lines
of respons1b111ty to place any part of Sub-Saharan Africa
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under CINCPAC would present large scale logistic problems.
PACOM mobile logistics support forces (MLSF) are barely ade-
quate to support current naval deployments. Support for an
additional carrier task group, in the Cape of Good Hope area,
for example, would overtax MLSF assets. Air LOCs to Sub-
Saharan Africa through PACOM are severely constrained by

size and other physical limitations of Diego Garcia, the
logical enroute aerial port. This choke point, coupled with
the lack of adequate aerial port facilities readily avail-
able in the region, makes large scale aerial resupply opera-
tions extremely tenuous. The nearest PACOM ship and aircraft
repair/maintenance facilities are in the Philippines. As a
minimum, it seems that additional MLSF and a regional air
base facility would be necessary if CINCPAC were to assume
responsibility for the area.

...Splitting Sub-Saharan Africa between CINCLANT and CINC-
PAC was also considered and is not recommended for the same
reasons stated above, plus the following: would split re-
sponsibility for an area commonly viewed as an entity, with
associated increase in command relations complexities.

(SY In the matter of allied support, CINCPAC believed that the methods of
obtaining such support could be best developed in Washington, where all poli-
tical, economic, and military facts could be weighed. "In terms of mitlitary
involvement with allies in the African/Indian Ocean region, present relation-
ships with our CENTO allies and the French, who have a visible presence in
the area, should be continued and expanded."

C&) CINCPAC believed that the study was a useful basis for JCS examination
of methods for increasing emphasis on the area and assigning more definitive
responsibilities. He said he would welcome the opportunity to participate in
future acti?ns to develop additional military concepts or operation plans for
the region. '

') The CINC of the Readiness Command recommended that the Joint Strategic
Objectives Plan, Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan, and the Unified Command
Plan all be changed to reflect an increased U.S. interest in the area and to
provide for a clear assignment of responsibility for the area. An alternative
would be formal tasking of USREDCOM to provide contingency planning for the
unassigned areas as currently provided for within the Unified Command Plan.
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685 The CINC of the U.S. European Command recommended that the area be
assigned to him.

(Sﬁﬁ The CINCLANT recommended consideration of reorienting the unified
command structure and suggested that the assignment of the area to a unified
commander "might improve" responsiveness and effectiveness of U.S. Forces and
planning responsibilities. Reassignment of responsibility for the surrounding
ocean areas to CINCLANT would aid in the improvement of NATO receptiveness to
expansion of interest and operations into the African lines of communication,

CINCLANT believed.]

The matter was discussed at the conference of the CINCs and Service
Chiefs convened by the Chairman of the JCS in June, as discussed in Chapter I.

" The matter remained under study throughout 1977; there were no changes to the

Unified Command Plan and Sub-Saharan Africa remained an unassigned area at
the end of December.

Doctrinal Guidance on "Coalition" War

(U) On 24 August the JCS requested views on the need for and publication
of general JUCS doctrinal guidance for the conduct of “coalition" war. CINCPAC's
reply follows.2

- (U) To the question whether there was a need for guidance to address com-
bined/alliance/coalition operations during peacetime, transition from peacetime
to war, or during a general war situation, CINCPAC said that such doctrine
statements were neither necessary nor desirable. "Each major geographical area
of the globe in which combined wars might be planned as a contingency or even-
tually fought is different politically, militarily, and sociologically." The
manner in which both peacetime and wartime U.S. military goals, objectives, and
missions were prosecuted and attained was a function of those differences.
Flexibility to tailor the U.S. approach to each possible major- theater of opera-
tions was considered a prerequisite to success. "Policy/doctrinal statements,
even though broad and general, could conceivably reduce this flexibility. Fur-
ther, generalized guidance of the type suggested would be of little assistance
to the military planner."

(U) In reply to the question whether publication of broad doctrinal guid-
ance would assist CINCPAC or clarify international command issues, CINCPAC said,
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1. J563 Point Paper, 15 Jun 77, Subj: Africa South of the Sahara: Restructuring
of UCP Lines, which cited USCINCRED 121935Z Jan 77, USCINCEUR 161850Z Mar
77, and CINCLANT Ttr 3840 Ser J535/S.

2. JCS 3722/121250Z Aug 77; CINCPAC 242213Z Aug 77.
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"No, unified action doctrine together with guidance currently available and
that reflected in approved operational plans is considered adequate." In
reply to the question of means of promulgating such guidance, CINCPAC replied
that if it were determined that such guidance were needed, publish it as a
memorandum or separate JCS publication, not as part of JCS Publication 2,
Unified Action Armed Forces, as that document dealt exclusively with unified
and joint doctrine of the U.S. Armed Forces. Final]y, he recommended against
further use or adoption of the term "coalition" to describe a combined effort
by allies. The term "combined" as defined in JCS Publication 1 was cons1dered

more appropriate.

Quarterly Report of Major Issues and Activities.

(U) In June the JCS advised that the Secretary of Defense had requested
that each of the commanders of unified and specified commands providé him with
guarterly reports listing the major issues and activities of his command. The
Secretary said that the reports need not be lengthy, two or three pages maxi-
mum. CINCPAC welcomed the opportunity and sent the first such report on
6 July, with an information copy to the Chairman of the JCS. 2

TS) Reports were thus prepared and forwarded for the last three quarters
of 1977 in a continuing series. Each was unique, not an update of previous
reports, although some of the subject matter was of continuing importance and
was the subject of regular reporting. Each of the topics is addressed in some
detail elsewhere in this History. The issues addressed in the quarterly re-
ports, in random order, included the perception of U.S. staying power in the
Pacific and Asia, troop reductions in Korea, Indian Ocean arms control, PACOM
force levels, exercises, Philippine base negotiations, the USSR-People's Re-
public of China penetration in the Southwest Pacific, air and sea lines of
comnunication, the implementation of policy guidelines against the promotion
of arms sales, Law of the Sea, labor cost-sharing negotiations with Japan and
other matters concerning Japan and Taiwan.

CINCPAC Appearance Before U.S. Senate Subcommittee

(U) On 20 January the JCS advised Admiral Weisner that his appearance had
been requested by the Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel of the U.S. Senate
Armed Services Committee to testify on the subject of overseas troop deploy-
ments in Asia and the Pacific, The Admiral thus appeared on 11 March.

Ib1d

1
2. JCS ]684/2115522 Jun and 3783/242306Z Jun 77.

3. CINCPAC 062247Z Jul, 060645Z Oct, and 311047Z Dec 77.
4

JCS 8599/200027Z Jan 77.

162

fm——— B — e

) = —~— o~ e

—




UNCLASSIFIED

(U) In his prepared statement the Admiral noted that he was providing his
assessment of U.S. interests in "this very large and increasingly complex
area," the current situation as he saw it, and a balance of that perception
against the poten?ia] military threat and U.S. capabilities to meet that
threat. He said.

...The primary U.S. interest in the Pacific is peace,
with the kind of stability which permmits continued progress.
It is likewise in our interest that all nations are assured
free and open access throughout the Pacific and Indian Ocean
areas; ,and that no nation is dominant either politically or
militarily, or perceived by others of the region to be domi-
nant there. It would be inimical to U.S. interests and those
of our allies if either the Soviets or People's Republic of
China were seen as dominant in this part of the world. In
a very fundamental sense, peace, stability, and the protec-
tion of our interests can best be achieved if all nations
feel secure from unwanted external influence.

(U) The Admiral outlined our security treaties and increased U.S. economic
involvement in Asia and the Pacific. He then outlined the current situation
in the PACOM as he saw it. He said that as deployed U.S. forces had been
reduced, Security Assistance Programs had "remained important as instruments
of foreign policy that required careful judgment to maintain favorable poli~

- tico-military relationships with recipients." The very necessary requirement

for involvement of the Pacific Command in Security Assistance continued to
increase even as the people for administering and planning those programs con-
tinued to be reduced. "This is a trend I personally find disturbing.”

(U)  CINCPAC addressed the power of the Soviet Union. .He also discussed
the importance of forward deployed forces in response to the tree-cutting
incident in the Korean Demilitarized Zone in August 1976 and the MAYAGUEZ
incident of May 1975. In most such situations, ready availability was every
bit as important as the size or composition of a force that could ultimately
be generated from bases in Hawaii or the mainland of the United States, but
which might not arrive on the scene in time.

(V) CINCPAC outlined the existing situation in each of the PACOM countries
and regions, and for the Communist countries, the USSR, PRC, North Korea, and
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam, he highlighted the military forces in the
1. Statement by Admiral Maurice F. Weisner, USN, CINCPAC, before the Committee

on Armed Services, Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel, U.S. Senate,

First Session, 95th Congress, 11 Mar 77.
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PACOM area. He went on to describe the U.S. forces available in the PACOM.

(U) Calling attention to the expanded area of the PACOM, he noted that
the dynamics of the area also had a significant effect on the size, location,
and organization of our headquarters and forces. He said:

...I am mindful of the fact that generally the United
States does not enjoy the same type of relationships with
most of the Pacific Basin and Indian Ocean countries that
we do with Western European countries. For example, the
degree of mutual political, economic, and military coopera-
tion in the Pacific is drastically different (and varied)
from that found in Europe. The Pacific Command structure
is thus quite different from the NATO/European Command
structure, being built, for the most part, on a group of
bilateral relationships. It is, however, a workable
arrangement for the specific political and military en-
vironment that exists today in this region.

(U)  CINCPAC noted that the forward deployment strategy and associated.
U.S. military forces in East Asia and the Western Pacific was based on the need
to perform three major tasks: defense of the United States from attack through
the Pacific; security of sea and air lines of communication vital to, the sur-
vival of the United States, our alliés, and friends; and, through the mainten-
ance of our presence in the area, the visible expression of our intent, to
honor our treaty commitments, and thus contribute to stability. .CINCPAC
continued:

...In this regard, our forward deployment strategy
is fundamentally based on deterrence. There can be little
argument that a posture which deters aggression is superior
to one which requires deployment of forces from great dis-
tances into a fray which could have perhaps been prevented
by our being there in the first place. In addition we need
a forward deployed posture to face any challenge to us in
the Pacific.

Pacific Command forces presently assigned are capable of
dealing with some potential contingencies. However, any major
contingency would require augmentation from the United States.
We should maintain sufficient forward deployed forces to assure
an adequate response. Without a strategic forward basing
posture, there is no guarantee that augmentation forces, even
if available, could be readily employed.

UNCLASSIFIED
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With regard to augmentation forces, specific Air Force and
Navy units are not predesignated or earmarked for deployment
to the Pacific Command but rather are assigned as needed by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff after a Service determination of
unit readiness, availability and capability. Army and Marine
Corps augmentation forces are also made available by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff for planning purposes. However, no major aug-
mentation combat forces in the Continental United States are
earmarked exclusively for the Pacific Command. Rather, these
forces form the reserve U.S. capability to respond to contin-
gencies anywhere in the world, as directed by national author-
ity. Consequently, other Unified Commanders are also authori-
zed to consider those forces in their planning. The actual
availability of augmenting forces for the Pacific Command will
determine how far forward our defense line can be maintained
and how effective we will be in keeping the lines of communica-
tion open. If a major portion of currently assigned PACOM
forces were withdrawn for any reason--say to reinforce NATO--
the remaining capability would allow us to defend only a smail
portion of the Pacific Theater.

Our present basing structure is based on our minimal needs
for wartime and also supports our peacetime posture. It pro-
vides us the ability to immediately respond to situations which
threaten U.S. interests. Force deployments can be changed to
react to a new situation only if base rights and the base
structure are in-being.

(U) CINCPAC observed that forward deployed forces in the Western Pacific
numbered nearly 50,000 fewer than in 1960. He outlined strengths by Service,
noting that those "personnel continue to be our most important asset." To
continue retention programs that focused on keeping the good people, the
Admiral solicited the committee's support to preclude any further erosion of
Servicemen's entitlements and benefits, which were generally incurred at the
time of their initial enlistment. CINCPAC expressed some concern regarding
the rate/grade imbalance of enlisted personnel of all Services and commented
on the continuing shortage of qualified enlisted supervisory personnel, "which
negatively affects training, maintenance and operational capabilities." The
manning picture of PACOM forces, he said, was generally favorable, although
skill levels of some assigned personnel were less than required. The Services
were well aware of the problem and working on it.

()] In the matter of force readiness, CINCPAC said, "The biggest prob-
lem...is the lack of sufficient funding to permit exercise and routine opera-
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tional activity at the level necessary to assure a high state of readiness."
As he outlined the forces of the various Services, he noted that the forward
base structure consisted of facilities in Japan, the Republig¢s of Korea, China,
and the Philippines, and Guam. He listed the principal forces and bases in

those areas.

(U)  CINCPAC next addressed the role of U.S. forces in complementing the
capabilities of friends and allies in the PACOM. While those friends and allies
were improving their military capabilities, "we should not be overly optimistic,
even over the long term, about their abijlity to substitute for the role that
U.S. forces perform in the Pacific Command. They face the universal problem
of cost, and many others." In the event they were threatened, the United States
would expect them to contribute to the defense of their respective countries
and certain air and sea lines of communication. In this regard, their capabili-
ties would be limited in almost every case to local waters and airspace. "We
want to improve their capabilities by modernizing together with some adjust-
ments in defense levels. Nevertheless, U.S. forces are seen as an essential
complementary adjunct to allied capabilities for the foreseeable future."

(U) CINCPAC concluded his prepared statement with a brief discussion of
the Philippine base negotiations. He said he was "reasonably confident" that
when negotiations resumed a satisfactory agreement would be reached that would
insure our unhampered operations,

Improving U.S. Force Structure in the Western Pacific

(S« In a Tetter to the Service Secretaries of 12 November, the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs stated that, .in mana-
ging U.S. ground force withdrawals from Korea, the United States wanted to
assure that our actions neither destabilized the area nor caused serious ques-
tions among our allies or potential adversaries about our continued commitment.
Considerable concern had arisen in Japan on that score, the Assistant. Secretary
continued, centering around the troop withdrawal from Korea but exacerbated
by the apparent uncertainty about U.S. bases in the Philippines and by normal
U.S. force adjustments that in less sensitive times would draw 1ittle attention.
That agency, therefore, had begun an effort to identify projects'that could be
initiated to stabilize a pattern of U.S. activity, principally in Japan, that
would permit the United States to assert, convincingly, its intention to main-
tain a sustained presence in the Pacific. At the same time, those projects
should be designed to strengthen important defense capabilities. In the two
weeks that followed, the request had been transmitted through Service channels
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to CINCPAC's Air Force and Navy component commanders and the Commander, U.S;zl
Army CINCPAC Support Group.1 (i

@ef On 10 December CINCPAC's Director for Plans advised the JCS that this
headquarters had learned of the study from PACAF. Subsequent informal coordi-
nation with the Office of the JCS had indicated that that agency viewed the °
study as emphasizing facilities improvement. The PACOM view was that larger
issues were involved. "...Some areas included in the OASD/ISA study d1rectivg
include unified command operat1ona1 considerations, such as regional force
adjustments and improvements in operational and logistical efficiency of o
forces. These issues are of such significance that they should also be addres-
sed through unified command channels." He requested, therefore, that PACOM .
headquarters be apprised of milestones and progress of the study in order that
unified commander views might be made available to the Office of the JCS for
consideration.?2 -

GCY The JCS reply of 13 December provided the study milestones as they:;
had initially been proposed, with Service inputs to be analyzed by staff-off
cer-level working groups and a Deputy Assistant Secretary-level steering gr up
prior to submission to the Secretary for decision. It had been hoped that )
where applicable, such decisions would serve as the basis for possible d1s_,-_—s
cussion topics with the Japanese during the January 1978 session of the qu#
committee of the Security Consultative Committee. But the Service inputs h
not been on time and requests for further extension of deadlines were antic
pated. They doubted that any decisions would be made in time for the mid-dJ
ary discussions. ;

They continued that they considered CINCPAC's views on the Service
proposals "a fundamental element" in developing final recommendations. Acco
ingly, they would provide the substance of the Service proposals. as soon as :
they were available so that CINCPAC's views might be considered in the proces§
of developing final recommendations to the Secretary. They agreed with CINC
view that larger issues than facilities were involved, but they thought the
major focus of Service inputs would be concerned with facility improvements.
They regretted the failure to provide background earlier, but "have had no
intention of pursuing this without CINCPAC input and recommendat1ons "3

- -

1. HQ DA WASH DC 011215Z Dec 77, retransmitted from CDRUSACSG as 070215Z Dec
77; CNO 240030Z Nov 77, retransmitted from CINCPACFLT as 160620Z Dec 77,
and HQ PACAF 060400Z Dec 77, referenced in CINCPAC 1022547 Dec 77.

2. CINCPAC 102254Z Dec 77.

3. JCS 4287/132305Z Dec 77.
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JCS 752972023172 Apr 77.
COMUS Japan 0208007 May and 0605357 May 77.
CINCPAC 1420157 May 77.
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1. -Ibid., J5311 HistSum May 77.
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,.'”-f"cmcpAc AR50 A Nov. 7 (BOM), “Which referenced AMENS Toky _ 72‘%7/09@8'
. “Nov 77,

. CINCPAC 2022202 Sep 77.

. JCS 876073117592 Oct 77.
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CINCPAC 062009Z Nov 77.

Ltr, Deputy Director, Regional Programs, Office of the Director, Planning
and Evaluation, Office of the Secretary of Defense to Admiral Weisner,

21 Dec 76, n.s. ; J5311 HistSum Feb 77; CINCPAC 101919Z Jan 77 (EX).
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1. CINCPAC Ttr Ser S101, 2 Mar 77, Subj: Japan's Ground Defense Capab‘lh ty
Study (U). CINCPAC's Research and Analysis Office provided comments and

recommendations on the 0SD (P&E) studies (J77 HistSum Dec 77).

CINCPAC 1402157 May 77.
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774 .CINCPAC 050701Z Nov 77 PACAF 2223001 Nov 77
PACAF’ 17b1ooz Dec 77; CINCPAC 202321Z Dec 77; COMUS Japan 310020Z Dec 775
J5323 HistSums Nov, Dec 77:
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Omega Navigation System

(U)  The Omega Navigation System was a U.S. Navy initiated and funded pro-
Ject approved by the JCS as part of the Master Navigation Plan. Eight install-
ations were needed to provide adequate worldwide Omega coverage: the Continental
United States, Hawaii, Japan, Norway, Liberia, Argentina, La Reunion (a small
French island near Madagascar), and Australia. The authority to negotiate and
conclude Omega agreements had been granted in 1968. The chief negotiator was
from the Foreign Military Rights Affairs office of the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, although he had tra-
ditionally been a Foreign Service Officer on exchange to the Defense Department
from the State Department.
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1. J54 HistSum Dec 77, which cited JCS 232100Z Aug 77.
CINCPAC Command History 1976, Vol. I, pp. 160-161; J54 HistSum Dec 77,
which cited JCS 14172172 Mar 77.

3. J54 HistSum Dec 77.
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CINCPAC Brie ing Team t6 Aus

(U)  A‘series of b1annua1 visits to Austra11a by CINCPAC staff brlefin
teams continued in 1977 with presentations in May and November. ~The briefings
were on unified and specified command organization and on. PACOM commﬁnd, con~
trol, deployment, and responsibilities. Presentations were made dn 9 Novembeﬁ
at the Australian Joint Services Staff College, on 10 November atithe. Aust :
ian Joint Warfare Element at Williamtown Royal Australian Air- Force Base.aahﬂ;:
on 14 November at the Australian Staff College at- Queens¢liff." In-the reque&t
for the May briefing, Air Commodore Egerton, who wis Comhandant of thé Joint
Services ‘Staff College, notified the CINCPAC Representatwve Austﬁa11a, "“You. .
may care to inform CINCPAC that these visits have always begn‘hwgh11ghts of ;
our courses and we sincerely hope that they will continue."
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1. SECSTATE 295470/032341Z Dec 76; AMEMB Canberra 8722/030443Z Dec 76, 2398/
070505Z Apr, and 220218Z Sep 77; J5131 Point Paper, 23 Nov 77, Subj: Omega
Navigation System (U).

2. USAFSO/CINCPACREP/AUST 0501597 and 2602497 Sep 77,; J5131 HistSum Nov 77.
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: CINCPAC 1422102 Oct 77 as amended by CINCPAC 2201402 Oct 77. The earher
“report on this subject in 1977 had been transmitted as CINCPAC 150238Z Apr

77.
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.7 3311 HistSum Aug 77, which cited JCS 4811/271532Z Jun 77,
JCS 187570420542 Jan 77.
J313 HistSum Jan 77; JCS 3896/201950Z Nov 76; SECSTATE 011001/1/180029Z

Jan 77.
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J313 HistSum Feb 77; ADMIN CINCPAC 020310Z Feb 77.

CINCPACFLT 041707Z Mar 77; J313 HistSum Feb 77
J313 HistSums May, Jul 77; JCS 3089/051039Z Jun 77; CINCPAC 051040Z Jun 77;

JCS 3138/051507Z Jun 77.
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J313 Point Paper, 29 Sep 77, Subj: Indian Ocean. Deploymefit {(U)i;!
1121 32 Nov 77.

CINCPACFLT 050027Z Nov 77.
Chapter of this history.

.
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See the Political-Military Relationships

SECRET
176




———————————————————————————— 0 ' 0 g R e O G [ O™ P P G O G PSP U ey T P R R R e e

313 HistSum Jan 77.




SECSTATE 030235/1/]020502 FeB 77 and 063401/1/2220382 ‘Mar 7
SECSTATE 141742/1/222211Z Jun 77; and CINCPACFLT 030440Z Jun 77.

CINCPAC Command History 1976, Vol. I, pp. 188-196.
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1. CINCPAC 240103Z Jdan 76; SECSTATE 056262/0822157 Mar 76; USDAO New Delhi
201215Z Oct 76; JCS 9504/2800082 Feb 76.

2. CNO 2700347 Nov 76.
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J313 Histsun Oct 77; SECSTATE 116870/1/201854Z May 77; AMEMB Canberra

4366/141830Z Jul 77; CNO 062036Z Oct 77, which cited CNO- 120046Z Feb 77.
CINCPAC 102131Z Dec 77.

AMEMB Wellington 4218/160507Z Sep 77.
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4 ; 7Z'Sep 77
AMEMB Welhngton 4284/2102212 Sep 77.
CINCPAC Command History 1976, Vol. I, p. 195.
AMEMB Wellington 4435/281715Z Sep 77.
USDAO Wellington 4394/271744Z Sep 77.
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