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FOREWORD

Events in the Pacific Command during 1978 not only revealed the dynamic
nature of the Pacific-Indian QOcean environment, but also illustrated the need
for continuous evaluation of U.S. diplomatic, .economic and military policies
in the area. Perhaps the most significant event was the announcement by the
President that the United States would recognize the People's Republic of
China on 1 January 1979. Although Tong expected, the announcement was never-
theless a shock to a long-standing ally--the Republic of China on Taiwan.

The military strength of the Soviet Union and its ability to project
military power throughout Asia and the Pacific continued to increase in 1978,
Although Soviet policy underwent little change, its pressures seemed greater,
more diverse and more sophisticated.

Europe may receive priority in the military planning of the Soviet Union,
but an objective observer in the Pacific could see a relentless expansion of
Soviet military programs in the Far East, where about one-third of all Soviet
forces are deployed. In Africa and the Middle Fast, the revolution in Afghan-
istan, unrest in Iran, and growing influence in Ethiopia and South Yemen
provided the Soviet Union with a strategic position astride the southern
approaches to the Suez and adjacent to major oil fields in the Middle East.
From this position, the Soviet Union has an increased potential to exert mili-
tary pressures and political influence in the world's largest oil-producing
area and to interdict commercial sea lanes from the Persian Gulf which are
vital to us and our allies.

In view of this steady emergence of the Soviet Union as a world-wide
power, it was particularly reassuring that the year ended with the successful
renegotiation of our military bases agreement in the Philippines. Continued
use of these bases is a vital component of forward deterrence in the Western
Pacific and they enhance our ability to react to contingency situations in
Southeast Asia and the Indian Ocean.

Measures were also taken in 1978 to bolster the Northeast Asian link of
our forward defense posture following the 1977 announcement that U.S. ground
combat forces would be gradually withdrawn from South Korea. We worked
closely with the Koreans to improve and strengthen their armed forces and,
as an indication of U.S. intentions, conducted the largest command post and
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field training exercise ever held in South Korea. This exercise demonstrated
our ability to augment rapidly the combined U.S.-Korean in-country forces
with U.S. units in the theater and from the continental United States. In
addition to the realistic and valuable training gained, the exercise was also
a signal to allies and potential adversaries that the United States is intent
on remaining a major Pacific power.

This signal was especially welcome to Japan, whose constitutionally- .
mandated defensive military posture is the basis for its primary reliance
upon a security relationship with the United States. Encouraging signs have
emerged that Japan is willing to accept greater political and economic
responsibilities for regional leadership, while public dialogue on defense
matters has become more audible. Japan continues to be very sensitive to
the nuances of U.S. foreign policy, whether actual or perce1ved

As recorded in previous editions of the CINCPAC HiStory, the continued
forward presence of U.S. military forces will be seen by many countries in .
the Pacific Command area as a measure of our determination and commitment to
help maintain stability in this vast area. While military forces are only
one component of our national power, it is the military component that must
be strengthened and soon, if we are to maintain the stature of the United
States in the world community as a Pacific power. :

SNy SES NP 4

'  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 presérves 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. Annex B of the 1976 history was the terminal nistory of the U.S. Military
Assistance Command, Thailand. Annex E to this (1978) history is the terminal
history of the U.S. Taiwan Defense Command covering the period 1 January 1978
to 30 April 1979. The designations of Annex A (MACY), Annex B (MACTHAI) and
Annex E (TDC) are reserved to facilitate future research and reference. The
histories of U.S. Forces Japan and U.S. Forces Korea will retain the designations
of Annexes C and D respectively. The Annexes are included only for those
copies retained at CINCPAC or forwarded to the JCS. Further distribution of
those histories is the prerogative of the subordinate unified commander.

The 1978 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.
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Chapters II, VI, IX, and X were written by the undersigned. Pauline K.
Tallman wrote Chapters I, III, IV, VIII, Section III of Chapter XI, and super-
vised the physical layout of the product. Chapters V, VII and Sections I, II,
and IV of Chapter XI were written by Eileen 0. Behana, Historian Trainee. The
index was a joint effort and the glossary was compiled by Mrs. Behana.

The manuscript was typed by Shirley A. Streck and Dolores A. Romine. Thé
Navy Publications and Printing Service, Pacific Division, Pearl Harbor printed

and bound the volumes.

{ CARL 0. CLEVER
Command Historian
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CONFIBENTIAL

CHAPTER 1
THE STATUS OF THE COMMAND
SECTION I--THE PACIFIC COMMAND
(sl PACOM assigned strength changed only slightly in ]978;.as shown in
the tables below. Principal increases were in the Navy and Marine Corps

forces,

sy A comparison of military strengths by Service follows:!

1 January 1978 -3 December 1978 Change

Army | 53,208 .. 53,424 + 216
Navy 155,030 157,406 +2,376
Marine Corps 70,126 73,263 +3,137
Air Force | 40,074 , 39,450~ ' - 624
Total 318,438 - 323,543 _ +5,105

Major areas of concentration of military personnel and their dependents in
1978 and the amounts of change from the year before are shown in the following
table. ’ - '

~ Military . Dependents
31 Dec 78 Change 31 Dec 78  Change
Guam 9,042 + 275 11,875 - 77
Hawaii 42,984 + 249 87,663 - +2,601
Japan 43,432 -1,122 33,104 ~3,401
Korea . 41,950 +1,754 15,948 +3,205
Philippines -~ 13,581 - 876 19,809 -3,960

(U)  The following charts and tables show PACOM command arrangements and
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 1978, unless other-
wise indicated. The chart showing the CINCPAC staff organization is on the
inside of the back cover.

- . - Sk M RS S A4 e 0 A Y S G Al s e e . o -

1. Strengths were derived from the Force Status and Identity (FORSTAT) report,
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SECTION II--THE CINCPAC STAFF

Key Personnel Changes in 1978

Commander in Chief Pacific

(U) Admiral Maurice F. Weisner, USN, continued ‘to serve as CINCPAC through-
out 1978. In August his appeintment was extended until the summer of 1979,
As Executive Assistant to CINCPAC, COL Andrew L. Cooley, Jr., USA, replaced
COL E.L. Trobaugh, USA, on 24 August.

Chief of Staff

(U} LT GEN M.L. Boswell, USAF, assumed the office of Chief of Staff
effective 1 July, replacing LT GEN Leroy J. Manor, USAF.

ICA Adviser and Deputy Political Adviser

(U} Mr. Gunther K. Rosinus, FSI0-2, became the International Communications
Agency's Adviser and Deputy Political Adviser on 31 December, replacing Mr.
J.T. Pettus.

Joint Secretary

(U) COL Francis W. Ethun, USAF, became Joint Secrefary on 1 August, re-
placing COL Alan Coville, USAF.

Director for Personnel

(U)  On 8 June BGEN Andrew P. Chambers, USA, replaced BGEN James H.
Johnson, USA, as Director for Personnel. General Chambers also replaced
General Johnson as CINCPAC's Inspector General.

Director for Operations

(U)  MAJ GEN William J. White, USMC, became Director for Operations on
1 April, replacing MAJ GEN Norman W. Gouriley, USMC.

Deputy Director for Plans

(U)  BGEN H. Norman Schwarzkopf, USA, replaced BGEN J.R. Sadler, USA, as
Deputy Director for Plans on 11 July.

UNCLASSIFIED
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Surgeon

(U) RADM D. Earl Brown, Jr., MC, USN, became CINCPA
reptacing RADM G.E. Gorsuch, MC, USN.

UNCLASSIFIED
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KEY CINCPAC STAFF PERSONNEL.

M.L. BOSWELL WILLIAM E. MC LEOD
LT GEN USAF MAJ GEN
Chicfl of Saflf Deeputy Chicf of Sialf

oo wE s

LED J. MOSER GUNTHER K. ROSINUS ALFRED J. LYNN
FS0-1 civ F§10-2 civ o
Pulitica) Aibviser Internationsl Communications Chiel. {(Hfiee for Public
Apvncy Adviser and Axsociate antt Covernmental Affuirs
POLAD ’ : :
g
J e
FRANCIS W. ETHUN ANDREW P. CHAMBERS
L USAF BGEN USA
Juoint Serretary Lireetor fur Iersonncl

and Inspector General

UNCLASSIFIED
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ARTHUR 8, MOREAL,
ADM
Director for Logistics
and SBecurity Assistance

M GLENN L. QGADDIS
S S IUBAFR sC

Direetor for Comirtiunications-Dita Cemptroller

Processing

UNCLASSIFIED
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GARDINER M. HAIGHT

CAPT JAGC USN

ROY F. LINSENMEYER
GS-18

Chief, Ressarch and
Analyiis Office

Stafl Judge Advocate

W.K. MARTIN
CAPT

Crypuwlogic Adviser

O.T. WADDLE
| USAF

Commander, Intelligence
Center Pacific

FIED

N\

'D. EARL BROWN, JA,
nc

RADM USN
Surgeon
RICHARD U. 5COTT
USN PL 313, G8-17E

Director AROP

JAMES P. BROWN .
8$-15

Manager, Defense Audit
Service, PACOM Region

UNCLASSIFIED
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AUTHORIZED STRENGTHS OF CINCPAC STAFF DIRECTORATES

1 January 1978 31 December 1978°
OFF ENL. Civ TOTAL l-'DFF ENL | CIV TOTAL
CINCPAC 6 | 6 0 2| 5| 1% 0 22
Inspector General 5 3 1 9 5 .2' 0 7
Chief of Staff 3 2 4 g 3 1 4 8
Deputy Chief of Staff 2 a 1 3 2 0 1 3
Office for Public and

Governmental Affairs 14 10 10 34 4 { 10 10 34
Joint Secretary 7 38 13 58 7 “k 40 14 61
Personnel Directorate 17 15 N 43 17 17 10 a4
Intelligence Directorate 37 69 7 113 37 2l 7 115
Operations Directorate 59 61 | h : 171*;' 101 57 12 170
Logistics and Security fﬁ -

Assistance Directorate 60 21 .06 [ 97 61 21 6|7 98
Plans Directorate 22 | 26| 9 | @ 8 | 25 s | e
Communications-Data Pfﬁcessing - : o _

Directorate . 29 15~ 10 54 29 15. n . 55:
Comptroller 4 0 9 13 3 o | 8"\ v  Lj1j:
Staff Judge Advocate 4 3 1 8 4 3 :'1*L' | B
Surgeon 3 3 1 7 3 3 1 7
Research and Analysis Office 2 0 9 N 2 0 g N
Total 113 739 343 |- 28] 13 737
Afrborne Command Post N 1 | W 1 m
PACON ADP Systems Support Group | 26 s | = 104W\_;,;‘25_' 45 | 3 102
Intell1gence Center Pacific s |13 | s 5 | 1091 - 34
Miscellaneous Units 4 7 1P 24 : .5'i ] 13 22
Sub-Total e | ge | s as | s | 205 108 482
GRAND TOTAL 515 481 218 1,214 56 486 217 1,219

a. Headquarters CINCPAC FY 78/79 Joint Table of Distribution approved by JCS 1317222 Jan 78.

b. Three General Schedule, ten local wage rate.

UNCLASSIFIED
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SECTION IIT--COMMAND AND CONTROL

Commanders' Conference

Periodically the Chairman of the JCS convened a conference of the _
unified and specified commanders and the Service Chiefs. The 1978 conference
was held at the headquarters of the Strategic Air Command 13-15 November, and
was attended by the Secretary of Defense. Admiral Weisner presented his _
thoughts on PACOM area interests and the "Swing Strategy," a subject discussed
in greater detail elsewhere in this History. Quite a bit of the time was
addressed to Exercise NIFTY NUGGET, a JCS-sponsored, biennial, worldwide Command
Post Exercise that had been conducted in October. Other subjects included
strategic command, control, and communications; the strategic balance and SALT;
regional discussions regarding Europe, the Middle East, Africa, the Atlantic
Command, Korea, and Latin America; command relationships; and the defense pro-
gram and budget for the years FY 80 to 84.7

Unified Command Plan Boundaries

(U) The Unified Command Plan, published by the JCS, was the basic charter
of the unified and specified commands. It was based on decisions made by the
President and the Secretary of Defense. It outlined the areas and responsibil-
ities of the various commands. Revisions to this plan, therefore, were the
means by which commands were formed or disestablished, by which geographic
boundaries were set, and by which basic missions were ass1gned The last change
to the plan had been effective 1 May 1976,

(8L At that time the boundary between the Atlantic and Pacific Commands
had been moved westward, from 62°F to 179FE, giving CINCPAC responsibility for
the entire Indian Ocean. Besides that ocean, the enlarged command included
the Gulf of Oman and the Gulf of Aden, excluding the Malagasy Republic. It
included the Seychelles, Mauritius, and Maldives. A1l Tand areas of the
Middle East and North Africa, as well as the Red Sea and Persian Gulf, remained
in the European Command Area. Africa south of the Sahara and the Malagasy Re-
public remained unassigned in the Unified Command Plan. (The JCS retained
responsibility for unassigned areas; the CINC of the Readiness Command, when
directed by the JCS, was responsible for contingency planning, joint task force
headquarters, and forces for the conduct of operations in unassigned areas. )2

(S) In 1976 the JCS had forwarded a study on an assessment of U.S. military

- e gy Y o - 8 e o o e e e

1. JCS 715973119547 Jul 78 (EX) (N GDS-84; Point'Paper Synopsis, CINCs'
: Conference, 13-15 Nov 78, n.d. (U).
2. CINCPAC Command History 1976 (¥S(FRD), Vol. I, p. 33.
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interests in Africa south of the Sahara and asked for comments by the unified
and specified commanders. One question was whether the area should be assigned
to a unified or specified command, and, if so, to which command. CINCPAC's
first choice for such assignment was the Readiness Command with the European
Command second choice. He did not believe either CINCLANT or CINCPAC should
be assigned the area, citing existing commitments, lack of current responsi-
bility for any part of the African continent, and the absence of significant
traditional ties between countries in already assigned areas and the countries
of Sub-Saharan Africa.l

TS\ On 15 May 1978 the JCS asked the CINCs of the Atlantic, European,
Readiness, and Pacific Commands for their evaluation and comments regarding
whether Africa south of the Sahara should be assigned to a unified command for
planning only or for normal operations, whether planning considerations and
options identified by the JCS in a paper dated 1 May were appropriate and
complete, and an appraisal of each command's ability to assume responsibility
for the Africa area either for planning only or for normal operations.2

TS\, CINCPAC forwarded his reply on 3 June. He repeated his earlier posi-
tion that the area should be assigned to a unified commander for normal opera-
tions. Such an assignment would “provide for full capability for intelligence,
planning, and operations. The potential for major world power conflict is
increasing in Sub-Saharan Africa and warrants emphasis beyond planning only,
Potential for U.S. involvement will increase as long as Soviet Union and Cuban
interests are served by their presence in the area. Restricting unified command
participation.to planning only unnecessarily limits flexibility and adequate
intelligence collection."3

¢S4, CINCPAC believed that rather than considering the huge area of the
Sub-Sahara as an entity it should be recognized as a diverse region of dissim- -
ilar cultures, political goals, and economies. Appropriate scenarios should
be developed for employment of military force. Soviet involvement was proceed-
ing at a fast rate, and the ability of the United States to respond in the fu-
ture would be dependent upon the thought devoted at this time to planning for
specific countries. “Soviet intentions dictate that our planning capability
not be self-limited to broad conceptual planning but include sufficient country-
peculiar operational constraints to provide a basis. for suitable and effective -
military operations.”
1. CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TS/RRQ), Vol. I, pp. 145-157, which also

contained some general information on the area and a map.

2, JCS 2350/151812Z May 78 (W, GDS-86.
3. CINCPAC 032256Z Jun 78 (%, GDS-86.

~SEEREY
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(Sis CINCPAC recommended that responsibility for either planning only or
normal operations for the area not be assigned to CINCPAC, as he had stated
the previous year. He listed his reasons:|

PACCM area of responsibility presently largest of uni-
fied commands; present commitments tax available resources;
lack of current area responsibility for any part of the
African continent; no substantial ties between presenti
assigned countries and those of Sub-Saharan Africa:

(b) (1
(@

CINCPAC continued that recent events ‘in Zaire involving French, =
British, Belgians, and other Europeans pointed out the necessity for coordina-
tion with European nations in African operations. "Such coordination could
more readily be effected on a continuing basis by a command other than the
PACOM, Whichever command is assigned Sub-Saharan Africa should have the capa-
bility to rapidly coordinate with Western European nations whose interests are
involved," CINCPAC concluded. ' '

When the CINC of the Atlantic Command replied to the same JCS questions
he had recommended, among other things, that all of the oceans around Africa
. be assigned to a single unified commander, CINCLANT, by moving the LANTCOM/
[ PACOM boundary eastward. The JCS asked for CINCPAC's comments on this recommen-
dation.2 : |

[ G&l CINCPAC did not agree, noting that the 1976 change in boundary had .
been made to reduce the ambiguity of muitiple command arrangements, a concept
CINCPAC believed was still valid. CINCPAC said that the rationale of the 1976
boundary change had highlighted the need to deal with the Indian Ocean as an
entity. It allowed the National Command Authorities and the Defense Department
a focal point that would concentrate on political and military problems peculiar
to that area. It had eliminated one CINC from the area, which simplified area

T R e mr e o - - - - - R L e T e e e

1. Ibid.
2. JCS 2818597 Jun 78 (5&, GDS-86, which cited CINCLANT 1912542 Jun 78.
SECRETL
| 23




o)

SECRET—

coordination requirements. CINCPAC said that closure of the Suez Canal would
require Tengthy transit around the Cape of Good Hope by U.S. Naval Forces to
the European Command's Middie East area of responsibility. Closure of the

canal would also require PACOM forces for Middle East contingency operations.
Even if the canal should remain open in a conflict situation, augmenting PACOM
naval forces still almost certainly would be required. CINCPAC noted that

the Soviet Indian QOcean presence was primarily naval, and the majority of those
forces transited to and from the Indian Ocean through the PACOM area. A U.S.
Naval presence in the Indian Ocean under a single unified command provided
greater responsiveness and flexibility in reacting to Soviet naval initiatives.!

CINCPAC noted that JCS guidance stated that command organization on
a geographic basis was the most commonly used method of command organization
for implementing strategic. plans of the JCS. . CINCPAC believed that the Indian
Ocean as a geographic entity was clearly a more practical basis for planning
than "oceans around Africa," as had been suggested by CINCLANT! '“Plac1ng
entire Indian Ocean under single unified commander is best w: y
‘\‘tral1zed direction of forces and, effective cdordination with.a

INCPAC noted that steaming distances”™"
from those support facilities were less than half the distance from the U.S.
East Coast or the Mediterranean via.the Cape of Good Hope. Assignment of the
Indian Ocean to one unified commander also fixed responsibility for continuing
operations. . CINCPAC noted the deployment of three Indian Ocean task groups a
year, one of which included a carrier, and the continuing P-3 maritime air:
patrols.

TS CINCPAC said that NATO's dependence on Middle East oil was matched or
exceeded by the dependence of Asian friends and allies of the United States on
that source. A significant factor in the PACOM nations' perceptions of U.S.
resolve to remain an Asian power was CINCPAC's continued exercise of primary
responsibility for protection of their vital Indian Ocean sea lines of communi-
cation. "Assignment of Western Indian Ocean to another un1f1ed commander . (with
primary responsibility to NATO) would, in the eyes of Asian nations, convey a
weakening U.S. national resolve in Pacific/Indian Ocean. A 'remote’ military
command would be less responsive to needs and concerns of Pacific allies."

{S). CINCPAC noted that existing Command Arrangements Agreements among
CINCLANT, CINCEUR, and CINCPAC were sufficient to support any contingencies
in the Western Indian Ocean. Moving the boundary would require complete re-

T R S s e L e e M S T S e e W A SE R T M A NN Em A P AR S e W E W e T M TN W R R R W ki T e S S WD e R AR e e

1. CINCPAC 041115Z Jul 78 (M GDS-86.
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negotiation of those agreements, a lengthy and unnecessary task. It would also
require significant revision to the Radford-Collins agreement.

(3{ Moving the boundary would also split responsibility for the busiest
corner of the Indian Ocean, the intersection of the Persian Gulf-Cape Town,
and the Red Sea-Singapore sea lines of communication.

CINCPAC provided a number of other specific reasons he believed the
boundary was best left alone. He concluded:!

CINCPAC clearly does not agree with recommended change
to LANTCOM/PACOM UCP boundary and as noted in.../his 3 June
message to the JCS.cited earlier/ believes that requirement

~ for planning and operations in Sub-Saharan Africa can be
accomplished without changes to the UCP boundaries. '

(V)  There was no change to the Unified Command Plan in 1978.

Department of Defense Organization Studigs

(U) Deputy Secretary of Defense Charles W. Duncan; Jr., chaired a steering
committee that had general direction over a number of studies of the organiza-
tion and functions of the Defense Department that had been ordered by President
Carter in 1977. One of the studies was under the direéction of Richard C.
Steadman, a former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
Security Affairs and head of President Carter's Defense transition team, who
was in 1978 a member of a New York investment firm. - His report concerned the
National Military Command Structure and was referred to as the Steadman report.
A second study was ertitled "Departmental Headquarters," and was under the
direction of former Navy Secretary Paul Ignatius, who had just taken over as
head of the Air Transport Association when he was asked to conduct the DOD
study. A third study, an-assessment of Defense Department resource management,
was directed by Donald B. Rice, President of the RAND Corporation; this was
not expected to be completed until 1979. A fourth study was added in September
1978. This was -a review of Defense agencies and was directed by MAJ GEN
TheodorezAntonelli, USA (Ret.); this study was also expected to be completed
in 1979,

(U)  Mr. Steadman met with CINCPAC, CINCPACAF, and the Deputy CINCPACFLT N
on 22 and 23 March. Discussions covered a broad range of topics related to

U S T N M G e PR O U g e G e G S A R G e S W SR A G D N SR A A Y A s A R N G G G M R A e

2. 3564 HistSum Dec 78 (U); JCS 4152/280042Z Jan 78 (&, GDs-84; JCS 7821/
201354Z Nov 78 (%), GDS-84.
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organizational and command relationship issues. (He had visited the head-
quarters earlier, in December 1977, at which time he had been provided a
PACOM planning overview brief, an orientation brief, and a command and control
demonstration. Discussions with CINCPAC staff planners had followed. )]

(U} Both the Steadman and Ignatius studies were submitted to the Secretary
of Defense on 12 July. CINCPAC was sent copies of both reports and asked to
comment on them. He considered responses from his component commanders and
the U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group in the preparation of his response.

(U} The material that follows will concern first, the. Steadman report,
and then the Ignatius report, with the conclusions of those reports followed
by CINCPAC's position on those conclusions, followed by the JCS position.

Both studies had agreed that the Defense Department was well managed; CINCPAC
therefore believed that a major reorganizaticn should not be pursued until
there was conclusive evidence that such a reorganization was needed,?2

( Steadman recommended that the JCS should review the Unified Command
Plan at intervals not to exceed two years. CINCPAC thought that specified
periodic review was unnecessary and could result in change for change s sake
The JCS agreed with Steadman, however. _

(b{ Steadman recommended that unified and Spec1f1ed commanders be se]ected
on the basis of highest qualified with consideration to mission and forces S
assigned, rather than Service affiliation. . Nobody disagreed. -

The report recommended that the CINCs' mi]itany-diploMacy rote ‘should’ -
be an important consideration in Unified Command Plan organization and functions.
CINCPAC strongly agreed, noting that the existing system met recommended cr1-f
teria. The JCS also agreed.

bq\ Steadman said there was no need for the unified commands to cover the
world.™ CINCPAC agreed, but noted that he believed that Sub-Saharan Africa -
should be assigned to a command for normal operations. (This subject is
addressed in more detail elsewhere in this chapter.) At first the JCS noted
that they agreed with Steadman, but they Tater began examining a]ternat1ves.

Steadman recommended examination of the components to identify re-
dundancies in personnel and logistics, and asked if it was feasible to con- .
solidate. CINCPAC advised that those functions were examined on a continuing
basis on areas that supported the unified commander. Any consolidation should

..——-————nc---_-_-—-u_...---——-——--_—n———...a-----——-_—---———---——--——-u.-—-——-—---l--

1. J564 HistSum Dec 78 (U).
2. 1bid., CINCPAC 090313Z Aug 78 (B, 6DS-84.
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take into account unique Service requirements and missions. Also, reduction
in component staffing could lead to a matching increase in the staffing of
the unified command in order to perform administrative, as opposed to opera-
tional functions, being performed by the components. The JCS said that major
military headquarters had already been reduced to the minimum levels consis-
tent with operational requirements, but that they would watch for further
opportunities for more efficient operations.

(BQ CINCPAC strongly supported the study's finding regarding the CINC's
overview responsibility for regional Security Assistance Programs. His role
in rendering military judgment on regional defense issues was inherent in
discharging regional security commitments. In carrying out the security
assistance task, CINCs played a key role as spokesmen for strategic defense
interests with reg1ona1 countries.

(U) Next in the Steadman report were a number of conclusions regarding
the PACOM specifically.

(B  Steadman recommended that the PACOM should retain jts existing asSigned
areas and responsibilities. Both CINCPAC and the JCS agreed.

(%) Steadman recommended that planning, practices, and attitudes regarding
crisis or wartime command arrangements for U.S. Forces Korea should be flexible .
to permit alternative arrangements to include the existing command organization,
direct command by Washington, or a combination of the two. Where organizational

decisions could not accommodate those alternatives, they should be made in

favor of the assumption that there would be a unified command reporting directly
to Washington. CINCPAC agreed, in general, but noted that existing arrange-
ments were satisfactory and should be retained. Through the United Nations
Command and the Combined Forces Command there were already provisions for
direct reporting to the JCS. ~CINCPAC believed that the creation of a Northeast
Asia or Korean unified command would fragment current PACOM theater-assigned
forces and reduce PACOM's war-fighting capability.

CB{ Steadman said that the Army component should not be reinstated unless
a convincing argument was made that this would be demonstrably more effective
than existing arrangements. CINCPAC strong]y disagreed with this recommenda-
tion, and said it could have been stated in a more positive light. CINCPAC
outlined a number of reasons why he believed that early action was needed to
restore his Army component. The JCS agreed with the view that the command
structure should change only if there was significant management or command
and control improvement. But the JCS went on to review the Army's plans and
subsequently supported the idea of reestablishing the Army component. As
discussed in more detail elsewhere in this chapter, however, the Secretary of
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Defense did not approve the organizational change recommendation of the Army,
permitting only the consolidation of two headquarters agencies in Hawaii
(U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group and U.S. Army Support Command Hawaii) into
what was to become the Army's Western Command. '

(B  Steadman recommended that the Readiness Command should have greater.
Naval and Marine forces participation in its joint training exercises. CINGC-
PAC agreed, but noted that an increase in exercise requirements could not be
supported within existing operating levels, funding, and PACOM exercise
commitments. The JCS agreed, also noting asset and funding limitations.

() Also regarding the Readiness Command, Steadman believed that command
should be given a broader, more active role in developing joint doctrine for
all forces. CINCPAC agreed, but noted that all unified and specified commands
nad unigue considerations pertinent to their areas of responsibility. Problems
varied because of the nature of crises, the forces available, and differing
geography, and were best handled at Service component level. CINCPAC believed
that primary responsibility for all joint doctrine development should remain
with the JCS,

(™ Regarding management of crisis or wartime situations, Steadman bé- a
lieved that the chain of command to be used should be clearfy enunciated at

the outset, 1If any element was to be by-passed, it shou]d,remain'fully in- .
formed of developments. CINCPAC agreed, but he also believed that any by-

passed levels of command should be provided a channel to introduce recommendan -

tions into the decision process.

(8), Steadman recommended that the role of the CINCs bé'eXhanded_fq,iﬁ-.\f

clude a participating voice in determining requirements of the forces under . .

his command. CINCPAC believed that changes in the role of the CINCs and the.,
Chairman of the JCS in the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System. should
be approached with “considerable caution." While they should provide jnput
and have strong influence regarding force levels and thus generalized input .
on resource allocation, program and budgeting analysis should be left to the
Services. Increased analytical requirements for the unified commands would
require more staff personnel with special skills, which would also mean an .
additional staff layer. CINCPAC said that one area for improvement was the
development of a feedback loop from the Services to the Secretary of Defense
and the Chairman of the JCS. After receiving Consolidated Guidance, the
Services could comment on their ability to do the Jjob within the resource
constraints imposed, The JCS agreed that the CINCs should be active partici-
pants, and believed they were increasingly active already. The quarterly re- .
ports from the CINCs to the Secretary of Defense‘and the European Command.'s
Master Priority List were examples they cited. The CINCs were also involved
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in various documents in the Joint Program for Planning. The JCS believed,
however, that all CINCs should develop a submission similar to the Master
Priority List of the European Command. There was general agreement between

CINCPAC and the JCS that the CINCs should not get into programming and budget-
ing analysis.

{8}, Steadman said that the Secretary of Defense should designate the Chair-
man of the JCS as his agent to supervise the CINCs. CINCPAC agreed that the
Chairman's role in representing the CINCs' views to National Command Authority
decision makers might be expanded. He said, however, that existing relation-
ships between CINCPAC and the Chairman worked well and did not require formal-
ization, He did believe, however, that a formal role for the Chairman in
the decision-making process was desirable. The JCS agreed that the roles of
the JCS and its Chairman should be enhanced with respect to the CINCs. A
Defense Department directive should be reviewed with a view towards permitting
them a more active role in assuring the combat readiness of U.S. Forces world-
wide. Also such a directive could be amended to formalize the existing role
of the Chairman as an interface with the Secretary of Defense in transmitting
orders and instructions to the CINCs. The JCS stopped short of full agreement
with Steadman, however. They noted that Section 142 of Title 10 of the U.S.
Code prohibited the Chairman from exerc1sing military command over the JCS or
any of the Armed Forces.

Steadman recommended that the Services, the JCS, and the Office of
the Secretary of Defense should conduct an in-depth review of readiness
capabilities reporting. CINCPAC was not convinced that the existing system
needed major revision, although more standardization among the Services in
Force Status and Identity Report (FORSTAT) reporting would be helpful. In
addition to the FORSTAT, narrative non-standard reports were also useful, CINCPAC
said, in assessing levels of joint readiness. Many factors affecting readiness
were not quantifiable in a standard sense, and thus reports attempting to do
so could be misleading. The JCS concurred with the Steadman view that definite
improvements were possibie and the issue was being studied by the Defense De-
partment's Readiness Management Steering Group. Also several JCS studies were
under way to improve their ability to articulate readiness information
and identify limitations. One related action was Exercise NIFTY NUGGET, wh1ch
is also discussed elsewhere in this History.

T8  Steadman said that the Chairman, supported by the CINCs, should be
given a formal role in resource allocation planning and decisions. CINCPAC
believed that changes in the role of the CINCs in the matter of planning, pro-
gramming, and budgeting resource allocation should be approached with consid-
erable caution, as he nad discussed above. The JCS believed that the Chair-
man, supported by the CINCs, should have an expanded role in resource alloca-
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tion planning decisions. They believed that an appropriate role for the JCS
should be at the macro-management level, rather than from a detailed analysis
perspective. They might focus on high areas of risk associated with existing
and projected force capabilities to execute national military strategy, estab-
lish the degree and relative importance of each big area, and recommend
priorities in resource allocation.

(bi‘ Steadman recommended that the Secretary of Defense, his deputy, and
selected key assistants should regularly review existing military operational
planning. CINCPAC disagreed with this recommendation. It was highly doubtful
that sucn an advisory group could accomplish more than the Service Chiefs.

It would result in two, perhaps competitive, sources of influence, neither as
powerful as the existing dual-hatted Service Chiefs. There was a risk of
"“fractionating” existing Service cooperation, reversing the current joint
approach to operations and advice. Much of the progress toward unity of
action accomplished since 1947 would be jeopardized. It imposed yet another
layer of review, analysis, and interpretation. Revision of the National
Security Act would be required. The JCS agreed with Steadman that there was -
a requirement for a review of broad operational planning concepts to.assure - -
consistency with policy guidelines and to keep officials in the Office of the
Secretary informed as to operational capabilities. Overview briefings and .
ensuing dialogue should satisfy the requirement, the JCS believed.

6L The Ignatius report had been concerned primarily with the Defense
Department's decision-making processes. It had recommended using - the Armed
Forces Policy Council, as it had been chartered, to offer the Secretary regular
and frequent advice on the formulation of Defense policy, restricting member-
ship to civilian and military statutary authorities. CINCPAC believed that

this seemed to run counter to the Council's role as originally chartered, which .

was to offer regular and frequent advice in the formulation of broad defense '
policy. The study implied, CINCPAC believed, that the Council should become
more involved in specific military Service policy and subsequently monitor
that policy implementation. This function, he believed, belonged with the .
Military Services. The JCS concurred with Ignatius, noting that stricter
enforcement of the directive that outlined the organization and functions -

of the Council could result in production of more useful advice to the Secre-
tary. : '

8%  Ignatius proposed establishment of a Planning Office under the Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy. CINCPAC disagreed, He said that the Under
Secretaries appeared to be given too much to do, particularly the Under
Secretary for Policy. Charging him with the business of reviewing military
plans imposed yet another layer of review, analysis, and interpretation.
Establishment of a new and separate planning office with responsibilities in

GONFIDENTIAL-

30




rr

L

~GONFHBENFHAL—

contingency planning was inconsistent with the stated aim of the study, which
was to reduce layers of staff review and approval. "Military planning is
properly developed to achieve military goals, although recognize that political
coloration may be added at highest levels during decision process. Contingency
planning should remain responsibility of uniformed military." The JCS, however,
in disagreement with CINCPAC, strongly endorsed creation of a Policy Planning
Officer under the Under Secretary of Defense (Policy). :

Ignatius encouraged a continuation of the effort under way to reduce
headquarters military staffs by greater dependence on subordinate commands,
particularly in the materiel area. CINCPAC said that such recommendations
were "always appealing,” but noted that reductions of that nature could some-
times encumber subordinate commands with increased work loads that detracted
from their.ability to perform their basic military missions. Any proposed
reductions should be carefully reviewed in that light. The JCS also agreed,
but believed that there were practical limits to further reductions. Any
further reductions should be carefully weighed for their overall impact and
the degradation of functional capability.

gef Ignatius recommended establishment of a formal role for the Service
Under Secretaries oriented to common liaison functions with the Office of the
Secretary. CINCPAC believed that however the Service Secretariats were finally
reorganized, the logistic element of each Service should be generally uniform
in title and scope of responsibility. “In previous reorganizations this has
not always been the case." The JCS deferred on this subject to the Service
Secretaries.] ' -

(U)  When the Armed Forces_Journal reported on the Steadman and Ignatius
studies in its August 1978 issue, it described the teams that performed the
studies as a "refreshing contrast" to the mammoth 1970 Defense Blue Ribbon
Panel, which had hundreds of recommendations. Steadman and Ignatius offered
only a few recommendations (Ignatius exactly 13). The Journal quoted “one
student of reorganization" as saying that the Defense Department implemented
perhaps 100 of the Blue Ribbon Panel recommendat1ons, “all of them except the
ones that were important.“2

Army Command Relations in the PACOM

&) In 1973 the former Army component command of CINCPAC, the U.S. Army
Pacific (USARPAC), had recommended through Army channels that it, USARPAC, be
disestablished., CINCPAC repeatedly voiced his serious reservations about the

Ibid.
2. Armed Forces Journal International, Aug 78, p. 8.
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capability of the proposed new Army structure to discharge its responsibilities.
Nevertheless, on 31 December 1974 USARPAC was disestablished and in place of

an Army component command in Hawaii there was a CINCPAC Support Group. This
was, at the time, a 145-man field operating agency of the Department of the
Army, which provided Tiaison, advice, assistance, and coordination authority

on PACOM Army matters to CINCPAC, CINCPACFLT, and CINCPACAF. It was respon-
sive to CINCPAC's directive authority in the field of logistics. CINCPAC
exercised operational command of the 25th Infantry Division, located in Hawaii,
through the Commander, CINCPAC Support Group.l :

(U) The transition had been well planned and was well executed. Much of
that success had been attributed to the positive attitude of all concerned
and the fact that action officers had worked on the reorganization. Also,
in its first year the CINCPAC Support Group had performed well in crisis
situations, such as the last days of Phnom Penh and Saigon and the refugee
center on Guam. "The fact that this unique organization was workable notwith=
standing, CINCPAC stitl believed in the requirement for Service component
commands in the PACOM."2 . : '

™. The CINCPAC Support Group also came to hold the opinion that the Army
in the PACOM should be reestablished as a single Major Army Command, a compo--
nent command. In mid-March 1978 the CINCPAC Support Group commander briefed =~
CINCPAC on the plan and CINCPAC indicated his support for the concept.3 -

(83 The plan, which was called Pacific Phoenix, Phase I, to be implemented
on 1 October 1978, was to involve activation of USARPAC as a Major Army Command
(MACOM} by consolidating the assets of Headquarters, U.S. Army Support Command
Hawaii and the CINCPAC Support Group to form Headquarters; USARPAC. Missions
of the new headquarters would be consolidation and realignment of existing
missions of those two headquarters, less installation support. It would be
responsibie for matters outside the jurisdiction of Japan~and Korea, but would
be capable of assuming responsibilities for centralizing Army functions within
the Pacific or assuming added responsibilities from the Eighth U.S. Army as
the drawdown in Korea progressed. - ‘The CINCPAC Support Group role in Tafwan _
would continue, as would relationships with MAAGs and Missions. '

(6) Phase II would subordinate U.S. Army Japan to USARPAC. Concurrently,
Headquarters IX Corps would be withdrawn from Japan and integrated with the
headquarters in Hawaii, if this was considered appropriate at the time.
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1. CINCPAC Command History 1974 (FSARRD), Vol. I, pp. 63-80.
2. CINCPAC Command History 1975 (FS/FRBJy Vol. I, p. 34.
3. J564 HistSum Dec 78 ¥, DECL 1 Jan 87.
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Y& Phase 1II was to be subordination of the Army in Korea to USARPAC.
Consideration was to be given to consolidation of Headquarters, Eighth Army
with Headquarters USARPAC in Hawaii.l

As part of the staffing process the Department of the Army asked for
CINCPAC's comments or objections to reestablishment of USARPAC. Also as part
of that process, the Army retransmitted to CINCPAC a Tengthy message from the
CINCPAC Support Group that provided additional rationale for approval of the
plan. That rationale included a number of thoughts. There should be the same
component headquarters in peacetime as in war. The PACOM should be viewed as
an entity rather than an amalgamation of fragmented areas with emphasis (at
that time) on Northeast Asia. While the current primacy of interest was in
the Japan and Korea area, there were other areas in the PACOM that were poten-
tial flash points. Disestablishment of USARPAC had become widely regarded by
senior officers as a mistake. Reestablishment of an Army headquarters in the
Pacific was consistent with the resurgence of U.S. interests and emphasis on
the Pacific. CINCPAC had attempted to use the CINCPAC Support Group as an
Army component, but the group did not have the authority, command, or resources
to be completely responsive to CINCPAC reguirements. The peacetime nicety of
exercising “"componentship" through negotiation and coordination with other.
Army MACOMs was unacceptable in war and had severe disadvantages during peace.
Phase I could be accomplished within programmed FY 79 personne] resources.
Finally, the Army noted, CINCPAC supported the reestablishment of an Army
component- at the earliest possible opportunity 2 '

TS). CINCPAC advised the Department of the Army directly that he “strongly"
supported the reestgb]ishment of USARPAC in Hawaii. CINCPAC_said:3

Reestablishment of USARPAC headquarters clearly in best
U.S. national interest. MWould provide significant benefits
to PACOM and in my opinion would be benef1c1a1 to U.S. Army.
Inter alia it would provide:

..Adequate U.S. Army representation PACOM wide inclu-
ding contingency planning purposes and, very importantly, it
would enhance Army to Army relationships with other fr1endly

-~ and allied nations.

1. Ibid.; J564 Point Paper T6), 14 Jun 78, Subj: Pacific Phoenix-CSG Study
on Army Reorganization in the Pacific (U), and its enclosure, the Executive
Summary of the CSG study (U), GDS-86.

2. HQDA 161840Z Jun 78 [S), GDS-86; HQDA 1621562 Jun 78 (SQ, GDS-86, which
retransmitted CORUSACSG 1523007 Jun 78.

3. CINCPAC 230044Z Jun 78 (%, GDS-86.
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... Increase overall operational efficiency, especially
in transition to and conduct of general war.

...Visible indication to America's friends, allies and
potential adversaries of continuing high Tevel U.S. interest
in the Pacific area.

(U)  CINCPAC kept the JCS informed during this whole period by providing
copies of his communications and retransmitting Army messages.

PQ% On 26 July the Honolulu affiliate of CBS-TV queried the Commander of
the CINCPAC Support Group regarding reactivation of USARPAC. The essence of.
his response was that the matter was being studied by the Department of the

Army. T :

?SQ On 26 July the Army's Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations advised
Army Commanders in Japan, Korea, and Hawaii of the intention to have the plan .
briefed to a Department of the Army Select Committee on 3 August, recommending
approval. The message noted that no changes in the current MACOM status of .
either Eighth Army or U.S. Army Japan were warranted at that time. He soligited
the comments of those two commands, -

Coincidentally, at about this same time, comments were being prepared. -
at CINCPAC headguarters on the National Military Command Structure (Steadman) -
and Departmental Headquarters (Ignatius) studies. (These organizational
proposals are addressed in greater detail elsewhere in this chapter.) One of
the studies' recommendations dealt negatively with the proposal .to reestablish...
USARPAC. CINCPAC objected to the negative cast of the recommendation and
strongly supported reestablishment in a message on 9 August.3

TSQ The Army's Select Committee, chaired by the Army Vice Chief of Staff,
mel on 3 August and approved the reestablishment of USARPAC effective 1 October
1978, contingent upon reflecting a definite timetable when the U.S. Army Japan
would move under USARPAC. The Army asked CINCPAC for his comments on the re-
vised plan. The several revisions concerned ] October 1978, 1 April 1979, and
1 October 1979 as options for subordinating U.S. Army Japan to USARPAC.. The
existing USARJ/IX Corps title was to be retained and the U.S. Army Japan was
to continue as an Army component to U.S. Forces Japan. The three-star IX
Corps billet was to be retained in Japan. These were to preserve the momentum

1. SSO Hawaii 300515Z Jul 78 (Th {BOM), GDS-84 or upon public release.
2. SS0 ACSI DA 262300Z Jul 78 (S) (BOM), GDS-90. :
3. CINCPAC 0903132 Aug 78 (%), GDS-84.
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in bilateral planning and similar relations with the Japan Ground Self-Defense
Forces. |

(U) The Army sent a similar message to Army commanders in Korea, Japan,
and Hawaii outlining the revised plan, soliciting comments, and noting some
additional uni-Service management considerations relating to the selection of

options.2

(S) CINCPAC requested COMUS Japan's comments on the revised plan. COMUS
Japan had no objection to the Army's plan, but expressed his concern about
the possible impact of personnel reductions at Camp Zama that could occur as
a result.  His position was that any sizable withdrawal of U.S. Army personnel
would raise questions in Government of Japan circles about U.S. intentions and
the strength of commitments under the U.S.-Japan treaty.3

CINCPAC relayed. these concerns to the Department of the Army, deferring
to the CINCPAC Support Group on timing, dates, and uni-Service matters. The
CINCPAC Support Group commander's response to the Army supported the USARPAC
concept and recommended subordination of U.S. Army Japan to USARPAC on' 1 October

1979.4 : . :

(U). On 20 October 1978 the Support Group advised CINCPAC that the Secretary
of the Army had approved and signed the Pacific Phoenix study. CINCPAC's
Executive Assistant advised that CINCPAC would “weigh in" if the study got in
trouble during staffing in the JCS and the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
On 24 October the Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations asked CINCPAC to
do just that.5 : ' '

¥l CINCPAC responded with a message to the Chairman of the JCS (with a
copy to the Secretary of Defense) in which he "most strongly" recommended
reestablishment of USARPAC. CINCPAC's rationale was as he had stated in his
23 June message to the Department of the Army, noted above. He added comments
about the desirability of the reestablishment, which would provide directive
and management authority vested in a single commander with resultant management
efficiencies interacting with CINCPAC and his Air Force and Navy component
commands. Also, there would be demonstrable improvement in CINCPAC's operations
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1. SSO ACSI DA 0718567 Aug 78 (W (BOM), GDS-86.

2. SSO ACSI DA 080150Z Aug 78 (BOM), GDS-86.

3. SSO CINCPAC 110213Z Aug 78 (8 (BOM), GDS-86; AFSSO 5AF 1202357 Aug 78 (,3’5
(BOM), GDS-86.

4. SSO CINCPAC 1520187 Aug 78 {8&) {BOM), GDS-86; SSO HAWAII 1418247 Aug 78 (8]
(BOM), GDS-86. . S

5. SSO ACSI DA 2422197 Oct 78 (8) (BOM), GDS-84.
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and war-fighting capability, wherein the Army would function in an efficient
manner in relation to the unified command. It would provide a single Army
authority, focused on the Pacific area, dealing with total theater political-
mititary perceptions and strategy, and translating those into coherent plans,
responsive readiness programs, and realistic, sharply focused training of
theater-oriented ready forces. ]

(63— The Secretary of the Army approved the proposal on 16 October and the
question moved to the Office of the Secretary of Defense. In the office of
the Assistant Secretary for International Security Affairs, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for East Asia, Pacific, and Inter-American Affairs, Michael H, '
Armacost, was briefed on 31 October. It appeared, however, that no decision
would be made by the Secretary until he had completed a Pacific trip. By this
time the planned activation date for USARPAC had been slipped three months,
to 1 January 1979. The Secretary of Defense visited both Korea and Japan in
November, accompanied by the Assistant Secretary for International Security
Affairs, David E. McGiffert, and Mr. Armacost.2

(&), COMUS Korea advised CINCPAC that the Secretary had seemed disinclined
to support the Army's proposal, while COMUS Japan noted that the issue was not
raised. At talks at CINCPAC's headquarters, both Messrs. McGiffert and Armacost
seemed favorably inclined, with some reservations, but the Secretary did not
seem convinced, His objections appeared to center around going back to deing
things as they had been done during the Korean and Vietnam wars. - Also, he had -
difficulty in seeing a good operational role for USARPAC in view of -the with- -
drawal of ground combat forces from Korea and no Army cumbat-forces in the
PACOM (except Hawaii). One of his fundamental questions was what combat forces
would USARPAC command.3

(U) A 21 November message from Deputy Assistant Secretary Armacost to
Admiral Weisner alluded to their conversation on:the subject. and noted that .
indications were that all of the Services supported reestablishment and that
the JCS as well as the International Security Affairs position papers would
reach the Secretary during the early part of the week of 27 November.4

The Secretary of Defense announced his decision on 26 December. He'

did not approve the proposal to reestablish USARPAC, saying he was not convinced
of the need to do so. He said that there may be substantial benefit in the
T. SSO CINCPAC 280155Z Oct 78 ¥, (BOM), GDS-84.
2. J564 HistSum Dec 78 T&), DECL 1 Jan 87, o
3. Ibid.; SSO Korea 091113Z Nov 78 (®y (BOM), GDS-84; SSO Zama 090615Z Nov 78

(), (BOM), GDS-84; J564 Talking Paper, 17 Nov 78, n.s. (U). :
4. 0SD 212342Z Nov 78 (U) (BOM).
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consolidation of the two headquarters in Hawaii, the U.S. Army CINCPAC Support
Group and the U.S. Army Support Command, Hawaii, and he approved such consoli-
dation. The commander, however, was to be retained at the two-star level. He
did not approve the realignment of the U.S. Army Japan "at this time. "

(U)  The Department of the Army provided all concerned with an announcement
of the Secretary's decision on 28 December. Three functions were anticipated
to be performed by the new headquarters. It would function as the Army's
MACOM for Army units and installations in the Pacific, less Korea.and Japan.
It would serve as the Army component commander of the PACOM responsible for
matters not currently assigned to Army components of subordinate unified
commands. It would command and support assigned and attached active and reserve
units, installations, and activities.?2

(U) The Army's plan for detailed development of the revised Army command
structure was expected to be completed by mid-January 1979. (The new command,
which became the U.S. Army Western Command (WESTCOM}, was not activated until
23 March 1979. It was staffed by personnel from the CINCPAC Support Group and
some members of the U.S. Army Support Command, Hawaii, which continued to exist
as a separate command, subord1nate to the Western Command. )

U.S. Forces Japan Organizat1on Structure

0On 13 April the JCS tasked CINCPAC to rev1ew the merits of a imemorandum
from the Deputy Secretary of Defense that proposed a fresh look at the U.S. -
military organizational structure in Japan to determine if it needed some modi -
fication in view of Japan's growing strength and the evo]v1ng v, S -Japan secu-
rity re]at1onsh1p Specifically, the request was to:3

o Determine ways to increase our capability to engage
more actively and directly with key players in defense coop-
eration, that is, the Ministry of Foreign Affa1rs, the Japan

- Defense Agency, and the U.S. Embassy.

e ODetermine if greater equality in U.S. Japan defense
relationships could be achieved by moving COMUS Japan and
certain key USFJ headquarters elements from Yokota Air Base
to downtown Tokyo.

- —------_-_---_-n—-----—---aw-—-—---—-‘-u———---ﬁ-—--&h--mu—n-—— -

1. SECDEF Memorandum for the Secretary of the Arnmy TSQ\ 26 Dec 78, 'Subj: Army
Command Structure in the Pacific (U}, DECL 21 Dec 84

2. HQDA 2823257 Dec 78 TS), GDS-86.

3. JCS 3877/131617Z Apr 78 {S), GDS-86.
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® Determine if COMUS Japan would have more time and
flexibility to concentrate on bilateral matters if we ceased
dual-hatting COMUS Japan as Commander, 5th Air Force.

e Consider alternating the three-star COMUS Japan billet
between the Air Force and the Navy to reflect an increasing
need for bilateral naval coordination.

(U)  CINCPAC tasked his component commands, the U.S. Army CINCPAC Support
Group, and COMUS Japan for their comments and recommendations, ]

The Commander of the U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group favored relocation
to downtown Tokyo. He did not believe COMUS Japan should be dual-hatted. He
believed COMUS Japan should devote full time to the critical aspects of bila-
teral matters and interface with the U.S. Embassy. Also, he said, "Dual-hatting
COMUSJAPAN places one individual in a position to strongly influence the out-
come of tri-Service matters in favor of uniservice objectives." He believed
incumbency should be rotated among all of the Services, not just the Air Force

and Navy.2 _ _ , ;

LST’ CINCPACFLT replied that the existing Navy initiatives and relationships
were active, growing, and producing positive results, and he did not support
changing them. He did not support relocation because of the cost and manpower
constraints. He also said that the force level preponderance of the Navail
service in Japan provided rationale for rotating the three-star billet or making
it a Navy billet, but it was doubtful if the Navy could provide a three~star- .
admiral, either permanently assigned or rotational, In light of continuing
pressures to reduce the number of flag and general officers it did not appear.
prudent to initiate a change that would increase the number of such billets in
Japan, 3 o ‘

LS#" CINCPACAF favored the status quo. He said that informal discussions
with the USFJ staff indicated no problems in actively participating with members
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Japan Defense Agency, or the U.S. Em-
bassy. He opposed the relocation to downtown Tokyo because of political issues,
costs, and manpower requirements. He saw no problem in the dual-hatting of
COMUS Japan and noted that the Chief of Staff was a full-time rotating billet
(Army and Navy).4 .

—-_--q.—-—-—_-_-----——---——'—..a._————-.———-—-.--_——q---n-—-—u.-——---.---

1. CINCPAC 1419107 Apr 78 P&}, GDs-86.

2, CDRUSACSG 2523357 Apr 78 £S5, GDS-86.
3. CINCPACFLT 290147Z Apr 78 (SY. GDS-86.
4. PACAF 030400Z May 78 TSy, GDS-86.
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quarters because of costs and manpower. He listed the principal meetings that
invoived U.S. and Japanese; most were very infrequent and the daily USFJ staff
division liaison/working visits involved a 15-minute helicopter flight from
Yokota to Tokyo. COMUS Japan noted that as a matter of information, and

prior to this study of the matter of a move, the subject had been raised in-
formally at the Embassy as an aftermath of a visit by the Deputy Secretary of
Defense. At that time both the Political Counselor and the Ambassador had
expressed in similar terms the view that such a move would be inappropriate
and inadvisable. The ability of the existing staff to handle the total ‘range
of subjects of mutual U.S.-dJapanese interest in a "timely, creative manner”
had presented no difficu
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He outlined a number of the specific construct1on
an personne requ1rements and estimated costs of relocation.]

OQL' CINCPAC considered al] of these inputs when he prepared his reply of
6 May." He opposed the proposed change in either location or organizational
structure for the Japan command. First he pointed out that existing utilized
channels, forums, and other official and informal exchanges at all levels pro-
vided for an effective U.S.-Japan defense relationship. Examples were the
daily staff liaison/working visits mentioned by COMUS Japan; the working
breakfasts of COMUS Japan and the Chairman of the Joint Staff Council; the
bimonthly meetings of the USFJ and the Japan Defense Agency, Joint Staff Office;
the Security Consultative Committee; the Security Consultative Group; and
CINCPAC exchange visits with the Joint Staff Office. CINCPAC described the
coordination of defense issues among key officials from USFJ, the Embassy, and
the Japanese government as “effective and responsive." He said, "Substantive
bilateral planning is in the offing, and this should lead to further dialogue
which will impart to the Japanese a sense of active U.S. commitment to our
security partnership with Japan. CINCPAC will continue to promote ongoing
multi-level talks/cooperative efforts with the Japanese."2

(S}, CINCPAC continued that relocation to downtown Tokyo would enhance
geographic accessibility to Government of Japan and U.S. Embassy facilities.
Increased accessibility, however, was not the solution to the problem of con-
vincing the Japanese that they did, in fact, enjoy parity with our a111es in
1. COMUSJAPAN 270728Z Apr 78 (53, GDS-86.

2. CINCPAC 0622307 May 78 {S), GDS-86.
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Europe and elsewhere. "They will perceive'an improvement in equality of:ﬁhéﬁr
status in all aspects of their security relationship with the United States -
only in a comparison with other nations with whom we have a security relation-
ship."

(% A move to downtown Tokyo would create major problems as well. The
movement of key USFJ elements would require an 80 percent increase above the
current manpower authorization. Relocation and new construction costs for
headquarters and support facilities would be an estimated $90 million. Housing
and schools would not be available initially and the 2 to 3-hour commute from
Camp Zama or Yokota Air Base on a daily basis would be an unacceptable burden
to assigned personnel. :

(%] CINCPAC commented on dual-hatting of COMUS' Japan. He said the arrange-
ment had not prevented timely handling of expanding bilateral relatjonships
with the Japan Staff Office, Japan Defense Agency, and Japan Self-Defense .’
Forces. It was doubtful if any of the U.S. Services could provide an additional
three-star officer to fill a new COMUS Japan billet. In any case, however,
rotation of the USFJ Chief of Staff promoted even-handed espousal of Service
interests. The existing composition of the USFJ staff provided for the
application of a range of skills, experience, and competence to handle problems
of all Services. Existing USN-Japan Maritime Self-Defense Force coordination,
which was active and growing, insured effective bilateral naval coordination.

(¥ CINCPAC concluded that "any gains to be realized from these proposals
are substantially outweighed by the disadvantages within existing manpower and -
funding constraints and pose exceptional practical difficulties in implementa-
tion."1 . . _ : .

(U)  CINCPAC heard nothing further on the subject in 1978,

CINCPAC Command Center Modernization

(€] As discussed in previous editions of the CINCPAC Command History, a
new and larger Command Center was to be constructed to improve facilities for
current operations and accommodate other planned system improvements, The
modernization programs concerned buildings 4 and 80 and required relocation
of some tenants of those buildings during the reconstruction work. By 16 August
most of those moves were complete, except as noted below. The public bid
opening was held on 17 May 1978. The Teval Corporation was awarded the con-
tract with a low bid of $2,877,643.2

-.....---.-..----———-—-_-—----—-.------..—---—-....——------——-u-..-—a—_—--—-—----—-———q-—n--u

2. CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TS#RRD), Vol. I, p. 30; J34 HistSum Aug 78
(&), REVW 31 Aug 98.
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(U) Tests of the Pacific WWMCCS Regional ADP Center had not been completed
by the end of the year, resulting in another delay in the movement of nuclear
support personnel from Fort Shafter to lower floors of the Command Center not
affected by the alterations., The move had been originally scheduled for 12
October, but would be delayed until 1979, 1

081 On 21 December four members of the Command Center Operations Watch
Team relocated to an interim .command center facility immediately adjacent to
the regular command center and were to operate from that location for the
duration of the modernization program. The four were the Duty Director of
Operations, the Surface and Air Operations Officers, and an enlisted clerk.
Previously, on 2 November, the Emergency Action Officer and NCO of the Watch
Team relocated to the Alternate Command Post at Hickam AFB.2

(U} - The new Command Center was scheduled to be comp1éted during July 1980
and at the end of the year was moving along on schedule.

(U) A Project Manager's Office had been created in the Headquarters to
be the CINCPAC single point of contact for the modernization project, effective
6 November. The office was staffed by representatives of the Operations,
Intelligence, and Communications-Data Processing Directorates. The office was
headed by J330.3 ' ' '

PACOM Crisis Action Information Distribution System

. One of the features of the modernized Command Center was to be the
PACOM Crisis Action Information Distribution System (PACAIDS). CINCPAC, his
immediate staff, and the Command Center Watch Team were physically separated
from the functional groups that supported them during crises. Those functional
groups were the Operations Planning Group, the Logistics Readiness Center, the
Nuclear Operating Center, the Intelligence Center Pacific, the Emergency Action
Booth, the Joint Reconnaissance Center, and the offices of the Directors for
Intelligence and Operations. In order to pass information from one group to
another it was necessary to employ messengers or use telephones, There was
considered to be a danger that individual perceptions of the crisis situation
would be different, amplifying ambiguity and interfering with the decision-
making process. This would be true also in the modernized Command Center, and
1. J330 HistSum Dec 78 (U).
2. J3321 HistSum Dec 78, DECL 31 Dec 84; CINCPAC 200227Z Dec 78 (%, DECL

31 Dec 84,

3. J330 HistSum Dec 78 (U).
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PACAIDS was sought as a remedy, ]

(8)  PACAIDS was a video and audio distribution system that used a matrix
routing to interconnect users. It was to be assembled from “proven, off-the-
shelf" equipment. CINCPAC and his Battle Staff would receive visual information
on cathode ray tubes and large group displays. An assortment of input and out-
put devices located throughout the headquarters would allow the interchange of
information. Those. devices would be located among the supporting functional
groups listed above. The input devices included Visual Information Processors
associated with the Honeywell H6060 WWMCCS ADP Processor, UNIVAC 1652 alpha-
numeric terminals associated with the PACOM Data Systems Center, a Vector
General graphic terminal, a Naval Environmental Display Station terminal,
existing commercial television sets, television cameras, and action officer -
briefing consoles. The output devices were to be integral parts of the system
itself. Two large group displays were to be located on the front wall of the
Command Center. They were to consist of two 13' x 11%' screens and associated
rear view projection devices capabie of displaying images and digital infor-
mation received through the new system. The screens would also be capable of
projecting transparencies. A control console in the Command Center would con-
tain small TV monitors to preview information available within the system.
According to directions from key staff officers, the proper displays would
be shown on the large screens. It was expected to be a major advancement in
the ability to present all of the crisis action organizations with the same-
picture of all of the information available,? o

N w7 Security of information on the Tink from PACAIDS to the Intelligence

o) Center Pacific was studjed, and on 21 November the Navy's Telecommunications

(®_ command confirmed thatbcou]d be made available to CINCPAC for .

«j‘encrypting that IPAC Tink, but the eariiest availability date was the summer
ii |i80I On 13 December CINCPAC advised the Navy of the acceptability of the

(U} Funding continued to be a problem. The original funding request had
been submitted in 1975 at the same time the modernization construction project
was submitted, but delays in the technical analysis and cost estimate process,
and subsequent delays in JCS validation, had left the system lagging behind o
completion of the Command Center. 0On 15 December CINCPAC lTearned from the
Naval Electronic Systems Command that $1.4 million of the $1.735 million that _
had been requested had been funded. On 23 December CINCPAC requested full-
1. CINCPAC Ltr Ser S78 of 24 Feb 78 (%, Subj: PACOM Command and Control -

System Master Plan (U), XGDS~3, DECL 31 Dec 08,
2. Ibid.
3. J330 HistSum Dec 78 (U); J3 HistSum Aug 78 (S), REWW 31 Aug 98.
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PACAIDS FY 78 funding (Other Procurement, Navy funding) from the Chief of
Naval Operations.]

Crisis Action Procedures

(U)  The JCS implemented new time-sensitive operation planning procedures
on 8 September tc support the crisis action system portion of the Joint Oper-
ation Planning System. These planning procedures and reporting techniques
replaced the use of the Deployment Reporting System in time-sensitive operations.
The new JCS directive was SM 725-78. Upon direction of the JCS, the CINCPAC
staff and PACOM subordinate units would use these procedures during the course
of action development and execution p1anning phases of a crisis.Z

(U) See also the discussion of Exercise FORCE LIST 78 in the Operations
chapter of this h1story

Joint Interoperability

(U)  With the increased emphasis from Washington on interoperability and
the PACOM awareness of the need to insure effective command and control for
joint and combined operations, the CINCPAC Command and Control, Communications,
and Computers (C4) Working Group established a committee to study and address
interoperability questions. It acted as CINCPAC's focal point to review all
documents and programs on the subject and developed specific recommendations -
for the C4 Executive Steering Committee on the role PACOM should play and the
actions the command should take in order to support actively the programs de- '
signed to improve theater interoperability. The committee's membership inclu-
ded representatives from four divisions of the Operations Directorate; the
Intelligence, Logistics-Security Assistance, Plans, and Communications-Data
Processing Directorates; and the Airborne Command Post.3

AirbornefCQmmand;Po§t A¢tiv1tiesJ

(U) CINCPAC's Airborne Command Post maintained the ground alert status
that -had-begun-in Januavry 1970, prior.to which it had maintained a continuous
airborhe alart for: édme years. The CINCPAC Airborne Command Post was called
BLUE EAGLE

GRovmDED LIKE
“MRolie pphe

There were four EC-135C aircraft assigned to the operation, with two
or three mission-configured aircraft available for service at any time, and

A T 8 A 45 S T G T S e O S SN P S Sy e ek T G Y e T S A S ST P A e e o

. J3321 HistSum Sep 78 (U).
3. J341 HistSum Nov 78 (U).
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with one non-mission configured aircraft available for aircrew training. . Air-
craft returned periodically to Tinker AFB, Oklahoma, for depot maintenance.

(6% There were two kinds of training exercises throughout the year, BLUE
EAGLE TWO was an alert training exercise in which the aircraft taxied to a
runway hold area; BLUE EAGLE FOUR was an exercise that launched the aircraft
on a local flight. For each the standard of completion was to be less than
15 minutes. The 51 BLUE EAGLE TWO and 36 BLUE EAGLE FOUR exercises conducted
in 1978 were all within the 15 minutes allowed; only six exercises all year
took over nine minutes. No exercises were conducted in February.l

Typicaily, also, the five Battle Staffs deployed to the Western Pacific
area, with about two of the staffs going out each month. The more routine
desloyments stopped at Andersen on Guam, 0Osan in Korea,.Ypkata andKadena in)
Japan, and Clark in the Philippines. In 1978 certain Airborne Command Post
deployments included stops at Taipei Air Station on Taiwan, Elmendorf and
licChord AFB in the United States, Kunsan in Korea, and Richmond Royal Australian
Alr Force Base in Australia.2

(8), Among the four Tocal sorties flown in the Hawaiian orbit afea‘in Apri1,
one sortie was flown in support of Exercise POLO HAT78-2sand another in support
of Exercise ELITE TRQOPER 78.3 - ‘

18)  Distinguished visitors throughout the year included 'senior CINCPAC
staff officers and various officers from Hawaii and Washington agencies, some_
of whom: deployed with the aircraft. = InsSaptember thesde dietitnyituligs o¥di8p¥ -
included. the {Japanese Defense. Agency Command Center-Overséas SHuly Tash sRd¥ =
the Navy's Monterey Post-Graduate School for Telecommunications Tour Group,4

(U) In September work commenced to accommodate the temporary relocation
of the CINCPAC Command Center Emergency Actions facility to the airborne ground
unit for the duration of the Command Center renovation program.5

IS)  There were five specific ABNCP modernization propgsals on which sqme
action was taken in ]1978. First was the CINCPAC Airborne Command .Pest :Qpes
tions Ground Facility WWMCCS Interface. WWMCCS was the Worldwide Military
Command and Control System, which had been under development for many years.

1. ABNCP HistSums Jan, Mar-Dec 78 CSQQ DECL 31 Dec 84.
2. ABNCP HistSums Jan-Jul 78 (8¢ DECL 31 Dec 84; ABNCP HistSums Aug-Dec 78 (U).
3. ABNCP HistSum Apr 78 (¥, DECL 31 Dec 84. N |
4. ABNCP HistSums Feb-Jun, Aug 78 CSL, DECL 31 Dec 84; ABNCP HistSums Sep,

Oct 78 (U).
5. ABNCP HistSum Sep 78 (U).
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The JCS had validated Required Operational Capability 6-75 for this interface
in October 1976 and had recommended the use of FY 77 funds. Modifications to
the WWMCCS ADP software needed to transmit updates were determined to be too
complex. A compromise solution called for the installation of a remote line
printer in the Airborne Command Post ground operations facility, which would
allow direct receipt of major changes and constitute a significant improvement
in data handling for the Single Integrated Operation Plan. In response to a
CINCPAC memorandum of February 1977, the WWMCCS Project Management Office had
proposed acquisition and installation of a remote line printer (Model 300T)
at the Airborne Command Post. The equipment had been ordered before the end
of 1978, but operational capability would be dependent on equipment delivery
and software development.] .

{SL, In October 1976 the JCS had also validated a Required 0perat1ona1 .
Capability (ROC 7-75) for a CINCPAC Airborne Command Post WWMCCS ADP Interface.
Cancellation of the Improved Emergency Message Automatic Transmission System,
Phase 111, however, had forced acceptance of an interim procedural solution.
The Worldwide Airborne Command Post was asked to develop a long-range solution.
Representatives from the Air Logistics Center at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma, con-
ducted a fact-finding and site survey in October 1978, Results were expecte b»(d
to be published early in 1979,

‘advised on 21 November that the SAC requirement only partially fulfilled his
Airborne Command Post ADP interface. He suggested refinements to the system
in that 21 November message and in another message on 22 December,2

(U) Expansion of the Airborne Command Post's ground-air UHF communication
system had been validated as Required Operational Capability 8-75 by the JCS
in April 1977. PACAF, in December 1978, had recommended Government Furnished
Equipment to satisfy the requirement. The Air Force was determining how best
to meet CINCPAC's needs, but full operational capab111ty was not expected to
occur before FY 81.3

TSL Airborne Command Post communications upgrade was the subject of CINCPAC
Required Operational Capability 12-76. On 8 November 1976 the JCS had directed
the Air Force to develop preliminary estimates and Technical Analysis and Cost
Estimates in consultation with the other Services, the Defense Communications
Agency, the National Security Agency, the CINC of the U.S. Readiness Command,

1. 93411 HistSum Dec 78 ), DECL 23 Jan 81.
2. J3411 HistSum Dec 78 TS), DECL 23 Jan 81, which cited CINCPAC 2105477 Nov
78 and 220035Z Dec 78.
3. J3411 HistSum Dec 78 (U).
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and CINCPAC. These TA/CE had been completed in February 1977 and the JCS had
validated the requirement on 27 March 1978, Operational capability, however,
would be dependent on the availability of the VINSON/PARKHILL communications
equipment, which was estimated to be in the fall of 1979.1

(U)  The fifth modernization proposal concerned a long-haul secure voice
requirement for the Airborne Command Post. The requirement had been submitted
to the JCS in July 1977, but was subsequently returned with rio action. CINCPAC
submitted a reclama in November 1978. The JCS acknowledged the reclama on 5
December, reaffirming that the requirement would be satisfied by one of several
development programs, but that no program would be initiated to address this
requirement specifically. The capability would not be available before 1983.2

o o e e e o e o o o e A - e e -

1. J3471 HistSum Dec 78 {, DECL 23 Jan 8I. . S
2. J3411 HistSum Dec 78 (U), which cited CINCPAC 170450 Nov 78 and JCS 0514327

Dec 78.
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SECTION IV--U.S. FORCES AND BASES OVERSEAS

Forces and Basing in Korea

(U)  President Carter had promised as a candidate to withdraw, eventually,
U.S. ground forces from Korea. The plan involved nearly 32,000 troops and
covered a period of four or five years. Early in his presidency he announced
that he was proceeding with plans to withdraw the forces, despite some protests
from the military community. The first 3,436 ‘troops were actually withdrawn
by December 1978, although the planning actions for further withdrawal actions
that had taken place during 1977 were slowed in 1978,]

CSL On 21 April 1978 President Carter publicly announced a slowdown of the
withdrawal of the first increment. The JCS provided the essentizls of the
modification on 25 April and requested answers to several questions, including
refinement of the units to be withdrawn. The Presidential modification directed
the withdrawal of 2,600 "non-combat" personnel by 31 December 1978; withdrawal
of .one combat battalion of the 2nd Infantry Division in December 1978 and re-
tention of the other two combat battalions of the brigade until 1979.2

S :"i CINCUNC subsequently, on 9 May,lprovided refined data on the changed :
withdrawal schedule for ‘the first increment and also refined earlier responses

to the questions that had ‘been addressed. He was -able to-meet:the general

_guidance by. identifying 3,386 manpower spaces to be withdrawn by 31 December
1978, and 2,614 spaces for 1979.  The refinement included the equivalent of
‘one- combat battalion 1n the 1978 package, but st111 reta1ned the cr1t1ca1 anti-

‘-4---—1-'1-—--_- ------------------------ A e o v o Sy T S S e e o

1. CINCPAC Command. H1stony 1977 (TSTFR99 Vo] 1, pp. 41-54; J03/74 Chrono]ogy.

T De¢ 78 (U).

2. JCS 6844/2500012 Apr 78 CSQ GDsS-86.

3. CINCUNC 270930Z Apr 78 {3, GDS-86; CINCPAC 2801242 Apr 78 CSQ, GDS -86;
CINCPAC 2904352 Apr 78 (%), GDS-86.
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tank assets by forming two provisional TOW companies, |

fSQ CINCPAC again supported CINCUNC to the JCS; he also requested a more
specific period (the month and year) for completion of the 1979 element. This
date was needed to facilitate the required planning.2

On 1 May the Secretary of Defense testified before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, He said the main points he wanted to stress were as
follows.  Korea policy and programs had been the subject of exhaustive review
with ali appropriate senior officialsg of the United States participating. - The

nothing in the planned ground force withdrawa) changed that. - He asked for
“Pprompt Congressional action to allow the transfer of capabilities to the

Koreans. "South Korea and our other friends in the area will be reassured

(U)  See the Security Assistance chapter of this hi;tonxjfor-1978;a§fﬁﬁh§;

{5 Related: to further drawdowns,‘h0wever,iwa5Taisenate_amend_ nt
addressed U.S. policy on Korea, It;evolyed-out;df;one.Sénatﬁﬁi
duce an amendment strongly critical of the: President's
a4 compromise effort designed to-avoid: cond '
still ‘reassuring the skeptics and stress

\ dent assessments dt'each,stagéﬂof&the
“'\Tthe_ame-nﬂment said that prior to any {

};képor't"’to the Congress’on the effect of
serving deterrence in Korea, the reacti

- q———---q—-—----—-q-—--m-nu-—---u— bl T R g maymugrmy

1. CINCUNC 0900507 May 78 (%, GDs-86. L T R
2. CINCPAC 1000392 May 78 (Y, GDS-86. | .
3. SECDEF 3001527 Apr 78 (%), GDS-84.

4. SECSTATE 189479/2720427 Jul 78 (8), E.0. 11652: w/a.
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0y On 12 October, following Presidential approval of FY 79 Security
Assistance legislation on 26 September, the JCS authorized CINCPAC to withdraw
the remainder of the 1978 increment (called Increment IA).  They requested a

revised timetable for units identified for withdrawal in 1979 (Increment 1B).
Consideration was to be given to the legislative requirements for a report to
Congress 120 days prior to initiation of the 1979 withdrawals.

___-----....._--...----.__---—---—_---—u-—-_-qn------——u.—-—-—'--..-n

JCS 757971022312 Aug 78 (89, GDS-86.
JCS 7954/121355Z Oct 78 (S), GDS-86.

. CINCPAC 042056Z Nov 72 (Sy, GDS-86; J532) HistSum Nov 78 (. DECL 31 Dec 86.
. JCS 4684/07]7]52 Dec 78 Sy, DECL 4 Dec 84. - ' |
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(U) - On 20 December the Commander of the U.S. Eighth Army {COMUS Korea)
advised CINCPAC, ‘the JCS, "and the Department of ‘the Army that there was.. some
confusion about what.actually constituted -the 6;000-space first' increment, so
he provided a detailed 1ist in order for all to use the same data. It con-
cerned a total of 2,048 divisional and 516 non-divisional people for a grand
total of 2,564 in Increment IB. Thus, by the end of 1978, Increment IA had
consisted of 3,436 spaces, Increment IB would consist of the 2,564 spaces,
and ‘there were 27 more miscellaneous spaces released, for a first increment

grand total of 6,027.]

:§'~ & Congress, procedures #6r the KRG JSMA
orea manning, réstoration of Army equipment, reentry forces and War Reserve
Materiel for the 2nd Infantry Division, aircraft co-assembly, first increment

SN G e S e - S i R D AS ) e D A A v e S AR oW W D e o -

1. J5321 HistSum Dec 78 (U); CDR USAEIGHT SEOUL 200616Z Det 78 (U).
2. J5312 HistSum Sep 78 5}, GDS-86, which cited CINCPAC 124406Z Sep 78.
3. J5312 HistSum Dec 78 6}, DECL 4 Jan 85; SECDEF 1416392 Nov 78 (U).
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procedures for the transfer of equipment, and future trends. It was anticipa-
ted that the group would meet quarterily.!

Residual Force Structure

TSQ CINCPAC considered the comments of his component commanders and the

TN SR M S e e R e s A8 frw b W A T i i e S e -

1. J5312 HistSum Dec 78, DECL 4 Jan 85.

2. CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TSAERD}, Vol. I, p. 49.
3. J5321 HistSum Feb 78 ($3, GDS-86; COMUS Korea 0809587 Feb 78 PS{, GDS-86.
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U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group when he prov1ded his thoughts to the JCS on
28 February.]

TSh. CINCPAC prefaced his message with the comment that COMUS Korea had
formulated his recommendations based on "economic factors, reentry capabilities,
and.Iogic " CINCPAC emphasized that although Army spaces could be furtherre-
duced 1t is extremely 1mportant that we avo1d structur1ng an organizatibn

in wart1me “
functions and the Petroleum D1str1but10n System-Korea
_specific proposa]s in the fields of intelligence, ¢¢
portation.: He recommended that: the Army retain
‘Procurement Agency, the. Defense Pr 15pos
Support "Agenty, but that. ¢
\ résidudl . ceiling

‘x

s?

Lo

& asked COM_”ﬂKorea for. his views
decision and to initiate a study of the ]og1st1c
COMUS Korea replied that the final decision need:not be made unt11 the with-
1. J5321 HistSum Feb 78 TS, GDS-86; CINCPAC 280009Z Feb 78 (sqe XGDS 2.

2. Ibid.

3. JCS 5403/101332Z Jul 78 fﬁle GDS-84,

~SEERET
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drawal of the second increment was completed. He said that the logistic support
function would be better defined as increments one and two were completed,

and would allow for further refinement., By then the command restructure would
be completed. Also, the intelligence and communications units would be down

to near their residual force levels which would permit further evaluation of
their missions,]

(8) CINCPAC supported the COMUS Korea view and rationale and stated again
that it was important to avoid reduction in size of a residual force that
could only perform in peacetime and did not provide a nucleus for expansion
in wartime.2

fSQ On 10 October COMUS Korea provided the results of his reexamination
of the logistic support function, noting that it was doubtful that all logistic
and support functions could be accomplished if the residual package was required
to take any further major reductions. He did identify some 88 spaces that met
the criteria established by the JCS, but transfer to civilian contractors would
require high skill levels, be costly, and might not provide support during
hostilities. CINCPAC supported COMUS Korea's recommendations in a message of
4 November. He said the residual force levels outlined by COMUS Korea in
February were the realistic minimum required to provide adequate logistic
support to the Army residual force without adversely impacting on contingency
reSponse capabi]ities 3

thdrawa1 Offset heasures

(U) As out11ned in the ]977 H1story, a number of offset measures were
studied to soften ‘the impact of the withdrawal of ‘ground forces. The U.S..
Secretary of Defense told a press’ conferénce on 10 November 1978 upon his
return from Seoul that the United States had partially compensated for the
withdrawal by augmenting our air capability. He noted the arrival in November
of 12 F-4Ds (the 497th Tactical Fighter Squadron). The aircraft were stationed
at Taegu Air Base.%

The homeporting of U.S. Navy ships in the ROK was studied as a means
of tangible reaffirmation of the U.S. commitment. In January 1978, however,
CINCPAC advised the JCS that while homeporting would provide additional ships
in the area where a contingency was 1ikely to occur, there wou]d be significant
1. J5324 HistSum Jul 78 T[Sy, GDS-86, which cited COMUS Korea 180200Z Jul 78.

2. 1bid., which cited CINCPAC 192035Z Jul 78,
3. COMUS Korea 1023057 Oct 78 §$\ GDS-86; CINCPAC 042203Z Nov 78 (%Y., GDS-84.
4. CINCPACAF 230145Z Jul 78 C&l, GDS-84; ADMIN CINCPAC 111940Z Nov 78 (U}.
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costs and disadvantages associated with the idea. He mentioned the lack of an
adequate logistics and communications base; inadequate dependent support facil-
ities, particularly housing; a lack of U.S. Navy training facilities to support
homeported units; reduced operational flexibility for employment of homeported
forces in the remainder of the Western Pacific and Indian Ocean area because

of time-in-homeport requirements; and increased personnel instability because
of short tour lengths for unaccompanied personnel (who would likely comprise

a larger than normal crew proportion because of the limitations of dependent
support facilities). CINCPAC believed that the disadvantages outweighed the
benefits and recommended no further action on homeporting, but he did support
continuation of U.S. Navy port visits.]

(‘SQj On 7 March the JCS requested a study of alternatives to homeporting
and delineated a Tist of possible alternatives to be considered, After soli-
citing inputs from his component commands and COMUS Korea, CINCPAC's response
addressed the individual JCS alternatives and then recommended that the scope
of the study be narrowed to three: P-3 operations at Pohang Air Base, Naval
Gunfire Support (NGFS) Range development, and a tactical air bombing range
(KOTAR--Korea Tactical Range). On 2 May the JCS approved narrowing the scope
of the study.Z

(!Q‘ CINCPAC provided guidance to CINCPACFLT, who addressed the P-3 and
NGSF issues, and to CINCPACAF, who addressed the KOTAR. PACAF had previously
worked on a low-key basis with the 314th Air Division in Korea to develop con-
cepts for an instrumented tactical air bombing range. : ' )

On 2 September CINCPAC forwarded the results of the study to the JCS.
CINCPAC believed that the P-3 initiative was not cost effective within = -
CINCPACFLT's estimated usage rate of 50 days per year. CINCPAC recommended
that the issue be reevaluated after completion of the on-going U.S. Marine
Corps tactical air beddown construction at Pohang in 1979, as costs for the P-3
initiative would be reduced considerably then, ‘ ’
1. CINCPAC 110900Z Jan 78 {8y, GDS-86. ‘
2. J5325 HistSum Sep 78 ($), GDS-86, which cited CINCPAC 0622012 Apr 78; JCS

7806/022013Z May 78 (S), GDS-86.

3. J5325 HistSum Sep 78 (¥, GDS-86.
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(U) Exercises in.Korea, an important offset measure, are discussed in the
Operations chapter of this history.

{sY The study of ROK requirements for surface-to-surface missiles which
took place in U.S. agencies in 1978 is addressed in the Security Assistance
chapter of this history under the subject Joint Study Proposals.2

Combined Forces Command

ISY A ROK-United States Combined Forces Command (CFC) was activated on
7 November 1978, the culmination of years of planning. For some years U.S.
planning had considered an alternative command arrangement to the United Nations
Command, but in 1977 that thinking was changed and the new command was developed
as a compensatory measure in response to President Carter's announced program
to withdraw the U.S. ground forces over the following five years.

T The planning that had been under way in 1977 continued at an accelera-
ted pace into 1978. Year-end recommendations of COMUS Korea and CINCPAC con-
cerning Terms‘of Reference, structure, command relationships, and milestones
triggered several issues that required clarification and solution prior to de-
velopment of a JCS position and subsequent recommendations to the Secretary of
Defense.
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1. 5325 HistSum Sep 78 (), GDS-86, which cited CINCPAC 020132Z Sep 78.
5312 HistSums Jul 78 (S, GDS-86, Oct 78 T, GDS-86, and Dec 78 S, DECL
5 Jan 85. ' L - |

3. CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TS/FRD), Vol. I, pp. 58-63; COMUS Korea
0909007 Nov 78 {®), GDS-84.
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One concerned the means by thch the United Sfates would cohfﬁ§1'6k
constrain the ROK in the temporary absence of the CINCCFC,-=CINCPAC;ddyised

the JCS on 21 January that he saw little chanceﬁof'imprudént ¢commitie 1¢; 

'f Wou _ ~ed witn the U, ST A
sentations to the ROk Government, Finally, there would als, 8 3
officer in command of U.S.'ForceS'and-rQSponsibie for regiewmng;

and Service of ‘the CFC Chief of Staff and each Assistant Chidf of Staff | :
tion. There was also 4 question of the use of the word “forces" in the command
‘title. COMUS Korea provided information in this regard on 17 February, with
CINCPAC's concurrence following on 24 February, COMUS Korea advised that.the
rank and nationality of the Chief of Staff had been agreed to at the Security
Consultative Meeting held in July 1977. The rank, nationality,_and branch of
Service of each Assistant Chief of Staff and Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff
had been developed by a ROK-U.S. Activation Committee, Consideratiops}inc]yded
nationality and Service balance, institutional expertise of the ROK, and, for
the U.S, billets, use of existing U.S. Forces Korea personnel authorizations

to the extent possible. COMUS Korea Cautioned against changing nationality

of the billets as Korea had already designated principals and deputies. The
word "forces" in the title had been a quid-pro-quo item; it wWas considered 3
non-substantive jssye.2 : ' '

T&l The third matter was lingering concern by the Joint Staff regarding_.“
the Service affiliation of the Assistant Chief of Staff, (-5, the Plans billet,
CINCPAC and comus Korea had previously (in 1977) recommended that the biljet
be designated a U.5, Marine Corps 07. Accordingly, the Director, Joint Staff
requested CINCPAC's personal views on the Service affiliation of that officer,
and any other comments concerning the new command he considered appropriate.
CINCPAC, on 1 March, supported the idea of a U.S. Marine Corps 07 as the ACofS,
C-5. He also expressed concern over the rank of the Deputy Assistant Chief of ‘
Staff, C-6 (Communicatfons-E]ectronics). COMUS Korea had recommended a u.s,
Army 06 for the billet; CINCPAC recommended that the billet be upgraded to g7
and Service affiliation be changed to U.S. Aip Force to better balance U.s.
Service participation, CINCPAC supported the previous COMUS Korea recommenda-

. - - n-—u.——-.----..—-q._-_--——-q—--_—q-—n—————--— n--u——m——--n—--—-aq---_--m-

1. J561 HistSum Jul 78 {3, GDS-86; CINCPAC 2122027 Jan 78 (%), GDS-86.
2. J561 HistSum Jui 78 » GDS-86; COMUS Korea 2212012 Feb 78 (qu GDS-84;
CINCPAC 2403237 Feb 78 (u).
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1. CINCPAC 0121157 Mar 78 (8, GDS-86.

—SECRET-

tion that the Air Component Commander be a U.S. Air Force 09. (Page 62 of the
CINCPAC Command History for 1977 shows the proposed structure plan to include
Service affiliation and grade of the CFC staff.)]

Meanwhile, planning for the physical facility that would house the
CFC continued. On 8 February COMUS Korea informed CINCPAC and the Chairman
of the JCS that according to Minister of National Defense Ro Jae-hyun, President
Park had approved a plan suggested by the ROK JCS to build a CFC headquarters

building on Yongsan Compound, which was the site of the UNC/COMUS Korea/Eighth
U.S. Army Headquarters.

& The ROK envisioned that con=-
struction on the new headquarters would procee - day and night to insure early

availability of the building. CINCPAC expressed approval of the concept in

the presence of the Chairman of the JCS during a visit by the Chairman to
PACOM headquarters in mid-February.2

’The-groundAbreaking ceremony had been scheduled for 12 May. The U.S,
Secretary of Defense had approved the proposed. command structure with several
reservations, -and had taken no action to.implement the activation plan unti]
the plan was cleared with the ‘Congress. '

| The JCS advised
that -the Office of the Secretary of Defense would transmit a briefing on the

CFC to appropriate Congressional committees, which satisfied the requirement

for consultation. Therefore, announcement of the CFC could be made in Korea,

and ground breaking for the new headquarters could proceed as scheduled.3 £ .7 .
_ Preaxing g . g procee NN

(U) The public announcement was‘prépared'for-re1eaéé'on'8 May. Itzcon-

. tained ;heffOIIOwing_mission_statgmgnt:4

e B e - -
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J561 HistSum Jul 78 1S), GDS-86.

2
3. CINCUNC 0913452 May 78 (Y, GDS-86; JCS 4102/0921467 May 78 €€), GDS-84.
4. COMUS Korea 2901507 Apr 78 (U) :
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indicated a need to modify the Terms of Reference. ]

- tionships had been discussed at length. . The ROK understood and accepte

" turbulence in determining and coordinating costs' for "dual- hatted&

SEERET-

..To deter acts of aggression against the Republic
of Korea and, in the event that deterrence fails, to defeat
an armed attack.

FS+ In another earlier event, on 20 January COMUS Korea had indicated he
intended to clarify the legal relationship between the UNC and the CFC through
an addendum to the proposed CFC Terms of Reference. However, after a careful
review of the legal and functional aspects of the issue, COMUS Korea concluded
that an addendum was unnecessary. On 4 April CINCPAC agreed, and assumed that
COMUS Korea would initiate action if subsequent CFC operational exper1ence

‘W

(Y In one of the COMUS Korea messages regarding 1ega1 reTationsths?f
COMUS Korea had advised that, during negotiations with the ROK, - CFC~UNI

need for CINCUNC prerogatives in matters pertaining to the Armistice. - COMUS
Korea had-said that the UNC must remain an identifiable: entity, visibly -capable
of carrying out its truce-keeping missign. The Armistice Affairs Division,
the UNC Liaison Group, and the UNC Rear would be retained as d1stinct1y UN-
elements having no direct relationship with the CFC.2

(™ Regarding funding for the CFC, on 25 January CINCPAC advised the
Department of the Army that the PACOM interposed no objection for. the Army
to assume funding as an exception to Defense Department Directive 5100.3.
CINCPAC noted that the CFC was not a subordinate unified command, but a command
that reported directly to Nat1ona1 Command Authorities. The majority of the
U.S. military on the ROK-U.S. military and civilian.staff would: be Army
personnel. CINCPAC believed that funding by the Navy would. -cause u"*

areas ‘and in administering the rights and.benefits of UNC/USFK/Eighth?A .
civilian employees transferring to the CFC' (from Army to Navy rolls). CINCPAC
therefore requested that the Army take appropriate act1on to assume funding
responsibility for the CFC 3 L :

- Y 0 - T T - ---—-q—-?.u---ﬁqhhquniauuh

1. COMUS Korea 200150Z Jan 78 (S}, GDS-86; COMUS Korea 220918Z Mar 78-($),.
GDS-84; CINCPAC 040420Z Apr 78 (C), GDS-B4 CINCPAC 150419Z Apr 78 [%),
GDS-84.

2. COMUS Korea 220918Z Mar 78 (&, GDS-84; CINCUNC Seoul 1604552 Jan 78 &)
(EX), GDS 371 Dec 87. :

3. CINCPAC 250302Z Jan 78 {'S), GDS-86.
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//’5;6 CINCPAC, on 7 June, requested that COMUS Korea address the reservations

of the Secretary and provide comments and recommendations. COMUS Korea's reply
of 10 July indicated that it was clear to the ROK that the role of the Deputy .
Chief of Staff did not extend into the UNC or the CFC Air Component structures. C?)
L?{ COMUS Korea said. that preliminary indications concerning the adequacy
of the Terms of Reference, structure, command relationships, and other aspects
of the command following Exercise ULCHI-FOCUS LENS had been generally adequate.
(See the Operations chapter of this history for a more detailed account of the
exercise.) Specifically, however, in ULCHI-FOCUS LENS the flow of information
to subordinate comman: ic]

v
ey

Intelligence support was adequate. The need existed for a secure conference
facility at TANGO. The addition of a U.S.07 to the intelligence staff would
be helpful, Lastiy, there was an urgent need to fill U.S. shortfalls in
manning.3

Qﬂf - COMUS Korea's message also noted that withdrawal of a U.S. 07 position
from the 2nd Infantry Division to offset the addition of a U.S. Marine Corps

.07 was best accomplished during the second increment drawdown, in light of
. .the modification of the first increment schedule by the Administration in

Washington.4
$21/ CINCPAC concurred in the COMUS Korea response.5

The number of flag and general officers for the commands in Korea was
the subject of continuing study. The position of the Assistant Chief of Staff

'C-5 was-to be filled by a U.S. Marine Corps brigadier general. On 17 May the

Commandant nominated an officer to fill that billet and CINCPAC supported the
1. J561 HistSum Jul 78 [, GDS-86, which cited JCS SM 438-77 of 23 May 78.

2. CINCPAC 070325Z Jun 78 (S, GDS-86; COMUS Korea 100600Z Jul 78 TS), GDS-86.
3. 1Ibid.

4. Ibid.

5. CINCPAC 150T17Z Jul 78 (), GDS-86.
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nomination. COMUS Korea wanted that Marine officer present for duty in time
to participate in Exercise ULCHI-FOCUS LENS, so Brigadier General Thomas R.
Morgan was subsequently assigned and reported for duty in mid-June.‘ nE
(5% There was some confusion about the grade of the U.S. Forces J=3. - The
JCS had advised that only seven of the proposed eight general officer spaces
would be approved for the two Korea headquarters in their FY 79 Joint Manpower
Programs. In order to fill the deputy C-2 slot with a U.S. Air Force 07, the
Deputy J-3 position was downgraded to 06, Since the major general position
in J-3 was transferred to C-3, COMUS Korea was left for a time with no general
officer in the J-3 position. This was rectified by General Vessey dual-hatting
the 08 as both the C3 and the J3. When the Secretary of Defense had approved
the C-5 position in May he had added the caveat that the additional space must
be offset by at least one decrease during the early part of the withdrawal
("specifically, do not wait until the end of the ground combat force with-
drawal"). CINCPAC strongly supported COMUS Korea's request that the JCS pursue
with the Office of the Secretary of Defense the adding of a general officer to
UNC/USFK/EUSA headquarters.?Z ‘

(U)  The request was subsequently dénied_by-tHeASecfétary o*EDgféﬁséiti;

(8%, On 18 May COMUS Korea had recommended that the first meeting of the
ROK-U.S. Combined Forces Command Military Committee be held in conjunction with
the 11th Security Consultative meeting, which was scheduled for 26 and 27 July
in San Diego. On 14 June the JCS requested amplification of objectives and
anticipated results of such a meeting. They suggested that if the plenary
session was held it be a low-key initial organizational meeting. The military
committee was composed of the Chairman of the ROK JCS, the Chairman of the u.s.
JCS, an additional representative from the ROK, CINCCFC, and CINCPAC.  CINCPAC
agreed that the first meeting should be procedural. The JCS approved the idea
of the meeting and scheduled it for the morning of 28 July. During that first
meeting, Strategic Directive No. 1 was signed, providing CINCCFC with guidance
and authority to activate the Combined Forces Command.3 :

TSy Following the SCM, the U.S. Department of State advised that it had

formally concurred in the CFC arrangements as set forth in the Terms of :

Reference for the Military Committee as agreed at the 10th SCM. “

1. CMC 172226Z May 78 (%), GDS-84; COMUS Korea 2209302 May 78 » GDS-84;
CINCPAC 261919Z May 78 (%Y, GDS-84. '

. COMUS Korea 150930 Sep 78 (U); JCS 8604/202241Z Sep 78 (¥], GDS-86; CINCPAC
232410Z sep 78 (S), GDS-86;,CINCPAC 290316Z Sep 78 QSfB DS-86,

3. JCS 9974/140132Z Jun 78 (@, GDS-84; ADMIN CINCPAC 170207Z Jun 78 (g;f GDS-
84; J5113 HistSum Jul 78 (U); JCS 3330/181922Z Jul 78 (U). S
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(U)' The offfcia] ceremony mark1ng the act1vat10n of the CFC- was held’
7 November:. President -Park sa1d he réendered his “heartfelt comp]iments to

‘the: government off1c1a15 and m111tary officers of our two: countries for their

endeavors. ‘through close ctooperation, to solve the difficult problems attendant
on the: format1on of this.command." He commented on the withdrawal of U.S.

; forces, which he noted had begun, saying that forming the command in such Cire
cumstances . clear]y demonstrated ‘that "“our two countries are firmly decerm1ned
.. to detér another war on the Korean. Peninsula no matter how adverse the situation
-and conditions are." Secretary of Defense Brown: represented the United States.
In his’ remarks he said.the United -States recogn1zed our. own' respons1b111t1es
" for deterring.war on the Korean Peninsula. “You may be assured that we will

continue to shoulder them. We shall couple the phased withdrawal of U.S. ground
combat troops with efforts to strengthen ROK forces thereby preserv1ng a favor-
able balance of power on the Peninsula."2

(U)  General John W. Vessey, Jr., USA, became the first CFC commander on
activation day.

(8} Japan had been interested in the activation of this command. On 17
August U.S. Forces Japan had presented briefings to both the Japan Defense
Agency and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Questions had centered around the
CFC's relationship to the UNC and parallels to NATQ. MOFA officials welcomed
confirmation that the UNC role would not be diminished. At the conclusion,
they expressed complete satisfaction with the scope and candor of the briefing.3

United Nations Command Rear {Japan)

e e el T T T T Y . .y

1. SECSTATE 235976/191230Z Sep 78 U39, GDS-86.
2. COMUS Korea 0706507 Nov 78 (U).
3. AMEMB Tokyo 15008/210517Z Aug 78 {03y GUS-84.
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s  The‘Phi]ippineé-assigned an‘officer'tolUNC”Réar;‘arffvjﬁgffﬁfhéFéh.
Discussions with Australia were also under way, however, AuStralié“ﬁeCided
not to assign an officer to the UNC Rear.4 ey

On 28 August the Chief of the UNC Liaison Group for France (in Japan)
delivered official notification to the Commander of UNC Rear that “the French
government vould not request accreditation to the UNC in Japan of that officer's
replacement. The expiration date was 3 September 1978, the day the newly
assigned officer assumed the duties as Armed Forces Attache in Japan. No ex-
planation was provided.5 ~ - '

Forces and Basing on Taiwan

(U)  Shortly after President Nixon's 1972 visit to the Pebp]e's Republic

---—-—-—---—-n--—---—.—.-—--u—-—-—-u---—-—-_--—-u—----—n_—---------——--—--'u-ﬁ--

1. SECSTATE 014651/190053Z Jan 78 (Y, GDS-84.
(2. AVEWB Seoul 804/3102597 Jan 78 (), GDS-84, . .
3. - AMEMB Tokyo 1868/020851Z Feb 78 (8), GDS-84} AMEMB Tokyo 3694/070848Z Mar
78 (8), Gus-84. - - S
4. AMEMB Seoul 1272/150832Z Feb 78 (T3, GDS-84; AMEMB Seoul 243172705597 Mar 78
(&% &DS-84,
5. CINCUNC Seoul 060600Z Sep 78 08), GDS-86.
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“of any factors that would prevent accomplishment of the reduction as directed,

SEERET ~NOT RELEASABLE TO-FOREIGN NATIONALS

of China, and the Shanghai Communique at that time, the first steps were taken
to withdraw U.S. Forces from Taiwan. The communique affirmed the ultimate
objective of the withdrawal of ail U.S. forces and military installations from
Taiwan, and the progressive reduction of forces and installations "as tension
in the area diminishes,"!

(U) On 15 December 1978 President Carter announced that the United States
and China had agreed to establish formal diplomatic relations on 1 January
1979. The joint communique issued at that time said that the United States
recognized the government of the People's Republic as the sole legal government
of China, indicating that diplomatic ties would be ended with the Nationalist
Government of the Republic of China on Taiwan. The communique added that

_within that context, the people of the United States would maintain cultural,

commercial, and other unofficial relations with the people of Taiwan. All
U.S. Forces would be withdrawn by 30 April 1979, and the Mutual Security Treaty
was to be terminated by the United States effective 1 January 1980.2

FSMNOFORN)  Major force reductions had begun earlier in 1978, however. On
18 May the JCS advised that "highest authority" had directed that the Defense
Department military and civilian presence be reduced to a ceiling of 660
personnel by 1 October. Department personnel assigned to the Army Technical
aroup or Nationa) Security Agency activities or attached to the I!.'S. Embassy
(including the MAAG) were exempt from the ceiling. The 7602nd Air Intelligence
Group and 500th Military Intelligence Group detachments were rot exempt as had
been previously requested by the PACOM. JCS guidance provided the basis for |
reductlon decisions.

or any personnel actions, such as termination of replacement flow, that: could.
be requ1red of SerV1ce military personnel centers to assist-in reach1ng the
ceiling. 3 ‘

(s) CINCPAC followed up the JCS tasking with a message to COMUSTDC, desig-
nating him as the coordinating authority for U.S. personnel reductions and re-
questing several actions by TOC.

" U v P A A SR s A M R D A TR S YR W R S G GS G R N A T e e e A o -

1. CINCPAC Command History 1972 (TS/RRQ), Vol. II, p. 611.

2. J03/74 Chronology Dec 78 (U).

3. J133 HistSum Jun 78 (B GDS-86; J5323 H1StSum Jul 78 (54‘ GDS-86; JCS
6939/1918457 Hay 78 {S), GDS-86.
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for War Reserve Munitions storage, aerial port operations and security, and
administrative services; current strength and strength projected for | October;
the status of Naval Medical Research Unit II relocation; the impact of reduction
over a &;-month period; recommended action by Service military personnel
centers; and factors, if any, that could delay accomplishment of reductions

as directed.]

(3{ COMUSTDC's response of 27 May deleted the NAMRU II spaces, retained
the Armed Forces Network, Taiwan radio station, and increased residual medical
personnel from 8 to 15. CINCPAC saw a problem in the total reduction of NAMRU
I1, as it had been included in the 660 ceiling. (A rather detailed discussion
of NAMRU II's facilities and operations was included in the 1977 CINCPAC
Command History.) He requested that COMUSTDC reexamine unit personnel strengths
to provide for retention of the unit. The PACOM also stated that the incréase
in hospital manning could be difficult to Justify because of the projected
Defense Department population and the availability of indigenous medical ser-
vices. COMUSTDC responded on 30 May with a revised projection and provisions
for the retention of NAMRU II.2 : :

CSQ When CINCPAC had designated him as coordinating authority, COMUSTDC
strongly recommended that CINCPAC and the JCS delegate to him the authority
to task on-island commands and units to perform tri-Service common lse functions
such as chaplain, military security police, veterinary, contract schools, etc.
He said that the sensitivity and unique requirements with regard to implémenting
the realignments would appear to him to be adequate justification for this’
special, temporary authority. He -acknowledged that such authorization would
. reguire careful coordination, and decisions would be subject to review by
KSQigher authority,3 = S e e R

¥

in the Washington arena required for the approval of COMUSTDC's request would’
be too lengthy for feasible use within the time constraints. As an alternative,
CINCPAC proposed that any Service issues that could not be resolved by TDC as
coordinating .authority be forwarded to CINCPAC, with complete details op all

of_the factors involved and CDMUSTDC's;prOposed actions.4

{STNOFORN)  On 2 June CINCPAC provided the JES with the
1. CINCPAC 200341Z May 78 (%Y, GDS-86. ,
2. COMUSTDC 2701487 May 78 (5%, GDS-86; CINCPAC 2722017 May 78 (S), GDS-86;

COMUSTDC 3013322 May 78 (N, GDS-86. :
3. COMUSTDC 2610077 May 78 (Y, GDS-86.
4. CINCPAC 2721277 May 78 {S), GDS-86.
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to meet the 660 ceiling by 1 October and reported that he envisioned no diffi-
culty in doing so. He also requested maximum flexibility in distribution of
manpower spaces within the general guidelines established by the JCS. The
JCS reply of 9 June concurred with CINCPAC's proposals and authorized CINCPAC
to approve adjustments in the end strengths within the 660 ceiling with the
concurrence of the component or Service concerned, ]

(N Shortly after receiving the first notice from the JCS of the 660-person
ceiling, CINCPAC had recommended an immediate freeze on all personnel assign-
ments and a hold on all personnel currently on PCS orders destined for Taiwan.
He recommended that personnel actions and assignment instructions regarding
the Taiwan drawdown be accomplished directly between the Service personnel
centers and COMUSTDC. On 26 May the JCS implemented a personnel freeze on all
personnel destined for Taiwan.2

(™. The reductions to the 660 ce%]ing were completed by 1 October. Per-
sonnel were as shown on the accompanying chart. The lease on the NAMRU. I1
facilities was extended to 14 October 1979.3 ' :

(S).  In September the JCS had requested CINCPAC's review and comments on
an initial draft of Consolidated Guidance Study Number 9: Taiwan's Military
Requirements in a Post-Normalization Environment. CINCPAC agreed to the
general conclusion that the United States should continué to provide military
equipment support. He also provided general and specific comments on particu-
lars of the study, underlining the point that the validity of the study was
weakened by its failure to address the detail of how to continue to provide
security assistance to a country with which we had no formal political rela-
tions. That was on 6 October. The study was returned to CINCPAC from the
JCS again on 13 November for further comments. Previous CINCPAC comments had
been well received by the JCS and specific points commented on by Admiral
Weisner appeared in the fina] version of the study. CINCPAC provided his
comments on the final draft on 25 November, On 1 December the JCS forwarded
the paper to the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security
Affairs, but the President's 15 December announcement of normalization placed
the study in an undetermined status at the year's end.4 '

GS+NOEDRNL The President's 15 December normalization announcement raised

_-—qu———--—_—-_-._-——-q—----na._————----qu-u—_-..._---.—-----.--—--..---—..q._———---qn—--

1. CINCPAC 0202067 Jun 78 (33, GDS-86; JCS 6101/0917362 Jun 78 (59, GDS-86.

2. J133 HistSum Jun 78" (™M, GDS-86; CINCPAC 2222277 May 78 (SQJ GDS-86; JcCS
4505/2600372 May 78 Sy, GDS-86.

3. COMUSTDC 3001362 Sep 78 (SY, GDS-86; AMEMB Taipei 06687/0308582 Oct 78
(6), GDs-84. - : o

4. J5311 HistSum Sep 78 (S), GDS-86; J5311 HistSum Nov 78 (U), which cited
CINCPAC 2503067 Nov 78; and J5311 HistSum Dec 78 (u).
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Military Personnel--Taiwan!

Assigned
Unit ' 31 May 78 1 Oct 78
Taiwan Defense Command 90 80
Detachment 1, 13th Air Force 15 15
U.S. Army Communications Command, Taiwan 236 146
6217th Air Base Squadron 234 156
2129th Communications Squadron 59 50
Air Force Contract Management Center 47 43
U.S. Naval Hospital, Taipei 50 15
Naval Medical Research Unit Il 26 20
Special Intelligence Communications 15 13
Detachment 4203, U.S. Air Force Office of
Special Investigation 4 3
Naval Investigative Service 3 2
Detachment 3, 7602nd Air Intelligence Group 4 4
U.S. Army Project Management Detachment - 5 5
Headquarters Support Activity, Taipei 105 73
Naval Broadcast Service 9 3
Branch Dental Clinic : 13 0
U.S. Navy Commissary 17 4
OLH 603rd Military Airlift Support Squadron 8 3
OLG 6055th Air Postal Squadron 25 15
Defense Property Disposal Office _ 6 2
Defense Fuel. Supply Center : 1 1
U.S. Army Finance Office : 7 v}
Detachment T, Naval Courier Service ‘ 7 0
Military Sealift Command Office 3 1
Subtotal : 989 654
Exempt Units : X o
Military Assistance Advisory Group 16 ' 9
U.S. Embassy ' 33 23
DOD Special Representative 33 28
U.S. Army Technical Group 50 30
(Taiwan Defense Command J63) 2
Subtotal : 132 92
Grand Total 1,121 746

1. COMUSTDC 3109597 May 78 [\ GDS-86; COMUSTDC 300136Z Sep 78 t51¢ GDS 86.
Note: At the end of 1972 there had been approximately 8,000 U.S. Forces
assigned in Taiwan.

SEERET

66




SECRET

a number of questions in the military community concerning on-going programs.
Certain of these will be addressed below. Right away, however, on 17 December
COMUSTDC forwarded his OPLAN 506X for the orderly withdrawal of U.S. Forces

on Taiwan. After review by the CINCPAC staff, the component commands, and

the U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group, CINCPAC forwarded the plan to the JCS,
recommending approval, with certain recommended changes. These changes inclu-
ded designation of COMUSTDC as the single on-island commander for coordination
and control of withdrawal actions instead of his proposed assumption of Opera-
tional Control/Administrative Control; establishment of a three-phase, 120-day
withdrawal schedule, and retention of certain intelligence assets until the
last phase. The JCS approved the plan as modified and further directed that
actions on unresolved issues be held in abeyance and that all Defense Depart- -
ment personnel and designated equipment be withdrawn by 30 April 1979. CINCPAC
forwarded that approval and the plan was to be effective 1 January. CINCPAC
further noted that additional modifications would be necessary as more defini-
tive information concerning personne! and materiel disposition became available.
He ?1rected COMUSTDC to incorporate and publish appropriate changes expeditious-
ly.

(SQ On 20 December CINCPAC had designated COMUSTDC, effective immediately,
to be'the single on-island military commander for coordination and control. of
withdrawal actions of all DOD personnel and activities. He directed COMUSTDC
to insure that all communications on withdrawal actions were provided to -
CINCPAC and other interested commands.2 :

(U)  On 21 December the Secretary of Defense suspended. movement of all
Department. personnel, dependents, and their effects to Taiwan. PCS movements
from Taiwan were to be determined by the individual Services in coordination
with COMUSTDC based on operational need. In response to this message, the
Chief of Naval Operations asked if Navy personnel could continue to be sent.
to Taiwan to join deployed ships or mobile units during port visits. The
Secretary suspended this procedure effective 1 January 1979.3

(&  The Secretary of State provided directions for relations with Tajwan
officials after 31 December, directing the discontinuation of all official
relationships with Republic of China embassies and their personnel, although
informal relations could continue. Official calls were to neither be paid nor
1. J5221 HistSum Dec 78 (%, REVW 29 Dec 98; COMUSTDC 1708007 Dec 78 ()

(BOM), REVW 16 Dec 98; CINCPAC 2703457 Dec 78 Sy, REVW 22 Dec 98; JCS

2299/3017457 Dec 78 (B, DECL 28 Dec 84; CINCPAC 302203Z Dec 78 (§Q, REVW

29 Dec 98. '

2. CINCPAC 2023367 Dec 78 (3, REVW 20 Dec 86.
3. SECDEF 8947/211346Z Dec 78 (U); SECDEF 1176/282120Z Dec 78 (u}.
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received, although social and other unofficial contacts could continue.
American officials were directed to continue to treat diplomats from Taiwan
with "all due respect and courtesy." CINCPACFLT had asked the CNO about the
policy regarding passing honors between U.S. Navy and ROC Navy ships, and the
acknowledgement of salutes from ROC merchant ships. He recommended that such
honors continue to be allowed, The CNO, after checking with the State Depart-
ment, said that no change in procedures was required, and that until further
notice appropriate passing honors should be rendered.l

T6L. A concept plan for the relocation of NAMRU II from Tafwan to the
Philippines had been approved by the CNO on 9 September and concurred in by
CINCPAC on 8 December. The original concept plan had targeted 14 October 1979
as the date for the agency to leave Taiwan. That date was moved forward to
1 May as a result of normalization, and on 28 December 1978 the Secretary of
State requested that the Ambassador in Manila begin negotiations with the
Government of the Philippines as soon as possible.2

S), Ship visits to Taiwan ports following the normalization announcement
came under study. Visits had been scheduled over the Christmas period and
again over the New Year holiday period. The Chief of the General Staff, _
Admiral C.C. Soong, had advised COMUSTDC that he saw no problem with those of
the Christmas period, but the ships were moored at buoys rather than dockside
at the Admiral's request and liberty was restricted to the first night after
arrival. The Admiral had reservations about the New Year period, however, as
that coincided with the day on which the United States broke dipiomatic rela-
tions. In view of that situation, CINCPAC advised the JCS on 23 December that
the New Year visits had been cancel]ed through normal PACFLT-SEVENTH FLEET
channels.3

T8y On 21 December the Ambassador advised of a meeting between Admiral
Soong and COMUSTDC and passed along the views expressed by the Admiral, which
COMUSTDC described as "unrealistically optimistic,” but which showed the im-
portance the ROC military attached toc a continuing military relationship with
the United States. The Admiral had stated that his government desired to main-
tain the Status of Forces Agreement throughout 1979. He expressed a strong
desire to retain some U.S. military presence in Taiwan following 1 May 1979.
He beljeved this was necessary in order to provide sufficient and appropriate
1. SECSTATE 327074/300259Z Dec 78 (&), GDS 29 Dec 84; CINCPACFLT 2320512 Dec
78 (8%, DECL 19 Dec 84; CNC 2921207 Dec 78 (8., GDS-84, :

2. SECSTATE 325633/280237Z Dec 78 (&), GDS 27 Dec 84.

3. AMEMB Taipei 08545/200932Z7 Dec 78 (S, GDS 20 Dec 84; CINCPAC 2300172 Dec
78 (N, DECL:31 Dec 79. :
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liaison in matters concerning the Mutual Defense Treaty.!

Admiral Weisner had not visited Taiwan since he had become CINCPAC,
which was in August 1976. Visits by high-ranking U.S. officers had been
discouraged. A request in July of 1978, for example, was turned down by the
Secretary of Defense,?2

(U)  The Admiral finally got there on 27 December. The President had sent
a delegation led by Deputy Secretary of State Warren Christopher. Admiral
Weisner and his Director for Logistics and Security Assistance, RADM A.S.
Moreau, Jr., USN, were in the party, as were other State Department officers
and Mr. Mike Armacost of the Office of the Secretary of Defense {International
Security Affairs). The party flew from Honolulu on Admiral Weisner's plane,
arriving in Taipei on the 27th. The motorcade, en route from the airport to
the Grand Hotel, was surrounded by a mob of young people who assaulted the
cars. Described in the press as "the most violent youth outburst ever ex-
per1enced here," the youths pasted mud, splashed paint, threw eggs, placed
national flags on the limousines, stepped on the roofs and hoods of the cars,
and broke the glass in several. The front and back windows were shattered in
the car in which Admiral Weisner, Admiral Moreau, and COMUSTDC, RADM James B.
Linder, USN, were riding. About halfway along the route the officers departed
that car and took a taxi to the TDC Command Center. Deputy Secretary Christopher
was in a car with Ambassador Unger; they finally got to the Ambassador's resi-
dence. 3 There were no personal injuries except some cuts from the breaking
glass. :

The President said that he wanted the mission to be a success, but
onty if it could be carried on safely. If not, the party was to return to the
United States. Admiral Weisner later noted that he was glad the decision was
made to remain because the talks were important to both sides and he believed
it was necessary that they be held at that time.4

(U)  The talks were held, although several times demonstrators gathered and
en route to one meeting COMUSTDC and his Chief of Staff were accosted by a
group of about 100 who closed around thejr vehicles and kicked the sides and
beat the windows. The Christopher party departed Taiwan as scheduled, without
any further harassment.5
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1. AMEMB Taipei 08602/211115Z Dec 78 {&J, GDS 21 Dec 84.

2. JCS 2415037 Jul 78 (S\. {BOM}, GDS-86.

3. AMEMB Taipei 08765/281136Z Dec 78 (&Y, REVW 27 Dec 98 COMUSTDC 2723087 Dec
78 (N, DECL 84.

4. CINCPAC 300212Z Dec 78 () (BOM), REVW 31 Dec 86.

5. CINCPAC Significant Events Log, 27-29 Dec 78 (%), REVW 28 Dec 98.
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Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands

(U) For many years the status of negotiations regarding the political
future of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands (TTPI), a territory that
had been assigned 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 a hedge against the loss of other U.S. bases in the PACOM.

(U)  The United States and the Northern Marianas had signed a covenant in
1975 to form the Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas at such time as the
trustee agreement between the United States and the United Natlons was termin-
ated, schedu]ed for 1981.

(U)  For the other islands, negotiations were still in progress. The U.S.
President's personal representative during 1978 was Ambassador Peter Rosenblatt.
Early in January he met in San Diego, California with the heads of the politi-
cal status delegations of Palau, the Marshalls, and the Congress of Micronesia.
One purpose of the meeting was to set the stage for the next full p]enary ne-
gotiating session, the second was that the U.S. delegation presented a draft
U.S. Free Association agreement for cons1derat1on by the M1cronesians 1

(U)  Another informal meeting was held in Hilo, Hawaii, 7 to 9 Apr11 this
time involving Ambassador Rosenblatt and the heads of delegations from Palau,
the Marshalls, and the Commission on Future Political Status and Trans1t1on
(CFPST). The objective of those talks was to obtain agreement on the definition
of the status of free association being negotiated. To this end, the United
States presented eight principles that incorporated maJor changes in long-
held U. . p051t1ons The major points were:2

® Micronesia would be internally self-governing.

® Micronesians would have full responsibility for
their own foreign affairs except in areas deemed by the
United States to involve U.S. defense or security responsi- -
bilities in the area. ' ‘

e Micronesia would have the right to unilaterally
terminate the relationship with the United States at ‘any
time.

e The United States would have full responsibility

o e e e A B e e

1. J5124 HistSum Jan 78 (U).
J5124 HistSum Apr 78 (U).
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for defense and security matters in Micronesia for 15 years,
even if the agreement were unilaterally terminated. U.S.
land, harbor, and operating rights were also provided for.

(U} Palau, the Marshalls, and the United States delegations signed the
principles without reservation. The CFPST signed "ad referendum."]

(U) A letter from the full CFPST removing the reservation was immediately
forthcoming.

{8l A United Nations-observed referendum on the Constitution of the Fed-
erated States of Micronesia (CRFM) was conducted on 12 July. The fragmentation
of Micronesia was confirmed. Yap, Truk, Kosrae, and Ponape adopted the CRFM,
while Palau and the Marshalls voted to go their separate ways. As a resuilt,
the Congress of Micronesia, which thus represented only the central four dis-
tricts, asked for a delay in the negotiations until they had had time to fully
consider the U.S. proposal. During July Ambassador Rosenblatt visited all
six districts and he had found them gearing up for hard bargaining on economic
issues. He feared that their opening bid would be substantially more costly
to the United States than he was authorized to agree to, or that Congress
would ever approve.?2

(U) A 10-day session of the second round of renewed status negotiations,
the 10th round since 1969, convened 23 September in Saipan. The talks quickly
bogged down on two major issues: foreign affairs and dispute resolution,3

FG{ tarlier, in Hilo in April, the United States had redefined "free
association” to include total foreign affairs responsibility for Micronesians
except where U.S. security interests were involved. This was perceived by
the Micronesians as carte blanche "veto" power for the United States. Further,
they pointed out that they must be signatories to treaties in order to be
"fully responsible for their foreign affairs." The U.S. position was that as
a less than independent entity, they could not sign treaties. It was believed
the United States could i11 afford to recognize the precedent because this
country would not want other less than independent entities (such as the
Palestine Liberation Organization) signing international treaties.4

(8. Micronesian fears about what the United States might undertake in
Micronesian waters and atolls in the name of "security" had caused them to
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seek a dispute resolution mechanism that would have some third party, -such as
U.S. Federal Courts, arbitrate any disputes, including security, that might
result from the Compact of Free Association. The Department of Defense would
not accept arbitration in security-related issues.]

(EQN New talks were expected to resume in Hawaii in January 1979. In
preparation for those talks, a new draft compact was prepsared and was circula-
ted to CINCPAC for comment. The draft provided for U.S. activities in Micro-
nesia to be subject to applicable U.S. laws (as though the activities were
conducted on U.S. soil), allowed Micronesian access to U.S. courts to insure
U.S. compliance with said taws, and placed U.S. defense activities ‘in Micro-
nesja under.a CINCPAC-chaired joint committee for dispute resolution. 0On 12
December CINCPAC substantially concurred with the draft and provided some
technical change recommendations.?2 :

Land Surveys and Usage

(U}  While these negotiations continued, other ongoing actions were in
progress with the Marshalls, Palau, and the Northern Marianas. On 13 February
CINCPAC's Plans Directorate had hosted a working session with the Land Survey
Task Force from the Office of Micronesian Status Negotiations enroute to
Kwajalein and the Marshall Islands. Representatives from the CINCPAC staff
and Service agencies involved in military land use agreements attended. The
task force was composed of representatives from the State, Defense, and Interior
Departments, the JCS, and the Office of Micronesian Status Negotiations. Its
charter was to investigate, on location, the status and conditions of all
existing U.S. military land use agreements, in the Marshalls and Kwajalein
Atoll 1in particular. The task force spent the week of 14-20 February in the
islands and returnet to Washington to draft a proposed single-document land -
settlement for use in conjunction with on-going status negétiations.3 '

{6),  CINCPAC repeatedly stated the military land requirements on Palau
in 1978, as he had earlier. He considered Palau second in importance in this
regard only to the Northern Marianas. He outlined specific needs on 13 April
to the JCS and elaborated on them in April and May. In September the Admiral
again reiterated the increasing importance of Palau requirements, expressed
his concern regarding the status of required actions, and requested speedy
resolution of the financial aspects of the problem. He favored leases over
iand options, "because we can get them cheaper now than later, and they will
provide us a much stronger position in the long run.” He noted that in Palau,
1. 1Ibid.

4 HistSum Dec 78 (®), GDS-84; CINCPAL 120343Z Dec 78 §), GDS-84.

4 HistSum Feb 78 (U).
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particularly, the United States might have trouble with the proposed economic
package because of the high Palauan expectations.]

(U)  The Northern Marianas and the United States had signed a covenant in
1975 to form the Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas at such time as the
Trusteeship Agreement for Micronesia between the United States and the United
Nations was terminated (with a target of 1981). The covenant provided for
creation of a constitution and administrative separation for the Northern
Marianas. On 9 January 1978 that constitution had become effective and a new
governor (Carlos Comacho) and legislature had been inaugurated. 2

(U)  The covenant provided the United States with two-thirds of Tinian
Island, a small land area plus harbor rights at Saipan, and all of Farallon de
Medinilla Island, for military use. Such rights were to be secured by a 50~
year lease (extendable an additional 50 years at no cost) upon payment by the
United States of approximately $20 million. There was, in 1978, approximately
$23 million in the USAF Military Construction Program of FY 80 in the Office
of the Secretary of Defense for approval for this purpose.

(U)  The covenant also provided that all U.S. land use and occupancy agree-
ments in the Marianas became void on 9 January 1978. Prior to that date the
U.S. Navy had used Farallon de Medinilla as a bombing and gunnery range and
Tinian for U.S. Marine Corps amphibious exercises. To providé for continued
use of Farallon and Tinian, the U.S. Navy concluded an interim (no cost) use
agreement, effective 9 January 1978. The agreement was consummated between
the Navy and Governor Comacho without referring the issue to either the
Marianas legislature or the land board. The interim agreement provided for
continued land use until budget action was completed in the U.S. Congress for
the $23 million.3

™ In September 1978 the Marianas land board and legislature found out
about the interim agreement following an announcement of a B-52 bombing exer-
cise on Farallon that appeared in the Pacific Daily News. The board and
legislature objected to not having been consulted, and the newspaper described
the subsequent debate in the legislature as an “uproar," but they later made
1t clear they had no intention of interfering with U.S. operations. To smooth
the waters, the Navy negotiated a second interim agreement with the legislature,
the land board, and the governor all party. Under the agreement the Navy would
1. CINCPAC Command History 1977 CTS#EB?%, Vol. I, p. 77; CINCPAC 1300307 Apr
78 {S), GDS-86; ADMIN CINCPAC 1506577 May 78 (t¥, GDS-84: J5127 HistSum
Sep 78 (%), GDS-84; CINCPAC 260413Z Sep 78 (%), GDS-84.
2. J5124 HistSum Oct 78 {6, GDS-84.
3. Ibid.
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pay the Northern Marianas Government $25,000 annually for rights on Tinian
and Farallon,]

Military Civic Action Teams

(U} The Trust Territory Military Civic Action Team (CAT) program provided
small (9 to 13 men) engineering teams to districts of the TTPI for vertical
and horizontal construction tasks, such as road building or improvements,
small building construction, etc. The program was funded jointly by the TTPI
Government and the Defense Department, with Defense paying all military
salaries, CONUS support, new team site facilities, and a portion of equipment
depreciation. The purposes of the program included accomplishment of engineer-
ing tasks that normally could not be accomplished with the resources available
to district public works departments or within district budgets; provision of
on-the-job training in construction and heavy equipment skills to district
citizens; provision of some medical assistance and training; and the fostering
of good will between the citizens of the TTPI and the U.S. military.2

(U} In 1978 there were three teams deployed. A nine-man U.S. Air Force
team moved early in the year from Fefan Island to Tol Island, both in the Truk.
Lagoon. A new 13-man Navy team was introduced to the Yap District in January,
and a second Navy team, this with 13 men also, had been deployed early .in .
1978 to Babelthuap Island in Palau (from Kosrae). A1l were involved in road
building in 1978.3 : -

(U)  Each year CINCPAC was required to provide a program analysis and
recommendations for the following fiscal year. This review required a =~ :
recommendation to continue the exemption to a Defense Department regulation
that would otherwise not permit the Services to pay the cost of CAT member
salaries. In 1978 the JCS asked for an expanded report on secondary tasks
that the CATs could accomplish. CINCPAC's Representative to Guam and the
TTPI furnished the requested information on 17 August. 4 ~

(U) Earlier, on 28 July, CINCPAC had recommended a one-m&h.increasenin
the size of the team on Truk. The move to Tol Island had resulted in.a long,
overwater haul for all logistic, administrative, and morale/health support.

e e e e e T e R e e e

1. Ibid.; CINCPAC REP GUAM 190110Z Sep 78 (b* GDS-84; CINCPAC 0422222 Oct 78
™, GDS 84.

2. J5124 HistSum Aug 78 (U),

3. J5124 HistSum Mar 78 (U).
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CINCPAC supported the requirement for an extra man to maintain and operate a
small boat to provide better logistic support.]

1. CINCPAC 280239Z Jul 78 (U}; CINCPAC 250217Z Aug 78 (U).
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CHAPTER 11
THE THREAT
SECTION I-~-IN THE PUBLIC DONAIN

The Soviet Threat

(U)  The thrust of newspaper and magazine articles, speeches, and con-
gressional testimony regarding the threat to the United States invariably
concerned the Soviet threat and, during 1978, these public discussions con-
tinued to address the relative strengths of the two nations. Most of this
public discussion concerned either the global threat or the Soviet threat
to the West. The West was usually defined as the NATO countries and the
North American continent. There were some exceptions to the emphasis given
to the NATO threat and, as in past years, the chief proponent of the view
that the Soviet threat was a global threat was CINCPAC, Admiral M. F. Weisner,
In a mid-1978 Strategic Review magazine article, Admiral Weisner discussed
the vastness of the Asia-Pacific area and the imperative that the vital
national interests of the United States in continued access to the foreign
commerce and strategic raw materiels in that part of the world be protected.
The Admiral conceded that the Soviet Union probably continued to assign
priority to Europe in its military planning; however, an objective observer
in the Pacific could see a relentless expansion in Soviet military programs
in the Far East. Almost one-third of all Soviet Forces were deployed to
the Soviet Far East. The Soviet Pacific Navy had shown a marked improvement
in mobility, range, and armament and routinely deployed ships to the East and
South China Seas, the Philippine Sea, the South Pacific, the Indian Ocean, and
waters adjacent to the U.S. West Coast. In the Indian Ocean there had been a
steady buildup in the number of Soviet ships. This buildup had continued
against the background of Soviet involvement in Ethiopia and South Yemen.

When .the U.S.-Soviet negotiations for naval arms limitations in the Indian
Ocean began in June 1977, Russia had only 14 ships in the Indian Ocean. Since
that time, the daily level had risen to as many as 30 ships, including 12
combatants.! '

(u) In this article, Admiral Weisner acknowledged that the People's
Republic of China (PRC), North Korea, and the Socialist Republic of Vietnam
(SRV) were regional Pacific powers, rather than global. However, he noted
that the forward basing posture of U.S. Forces in the Asia-Pacific area was
1. Strategic Review, U.S. Strategic Institute, Washington D.C., Summer 1978,

"The U.S. Posture in Asia and the Pacific: The View from CINCPAC," by
Admiral Maurice F. Weisner, USN.
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at its lowest ebb since 1941, numbering only 140,000 U.S. military personnel
stationed west of Hawaii. The Admiral noted that any evaluation of the threat
in Asia and the Pacific was complicated by the fact that the threat took many
forms. In addition to the nuclear {strategic) threat, there was a possibility
of a worldwide conventional conflict with the Soviet Union, perhaps flaring
from an outbreak of war in Europe. In that situation, there would be a struggle
for control of the vital lines of communication {LOC) throughout the Pacific
and Indian Ocean areas. In Tight of the steady growth in Soviet naval forces
in the Pacific Command area, and the corresponding minimum levels of U.S. for-
ward deployed forces, it was Admiral Weisner's opinion that the United States
would find it difficult to protect those important LOC--there would be only

an even chance of keeping them open in the initial period of conflict. - "There
were," stated Admiral Weisner, "some deficiencies in the U.S. force structure.
to be rectified if the U.S. Forces mission in the Asia-Pacific theater was to
be preserved." The United States needed more air and naval forces to cope -
with growing Soviet capabilities. Also needed were improved anti-submarine
warfare systems; better strategic airlift; improved long-haul, secure command
and control systems; and rapidiy deployable light ground and airborne strike .
forces. Reférring to his “even chance" opinion, Admiral Weisner. stated that,
"...like any commander, I would 1ike a better-than-even chance of defeating
the opposition...."] '

(U)  As he had in previous years, CINCPAC stressed in the foregoing article
that the credibility of U.S. strength and resoive was dependent in large
measure upon the forward basing posture of U.S. Forces. If U.S. Forces were -
to function properly as a deterrent, much depended upon the perception, by
friend and foe alike, of U.S. strengths and resolve. It was perhaps sighifi-
cant that Admiral Weisner's article in the Strategic Review was quoted and’
commented upon by Japanese newspapers. They noted his statement that U.S.
Forces were at their lowest level since 1941 and his recommendations as to . -
the strengthening of air and naval forces to cope with Soviet military force.

It was also noteworthy that the Admiral's "even chance" opinion. regarding the -

security of LOC in the Pacific area became, in .the Japanese commentary, “a
difficult job."2 : =

(U)  Although the above article was not published until mid-1978, there
was ample evidence throughout the year of growing concern regarding the
relative strengths of the United States and Russia in newspapers, wire service

reports, and periodicals. Early in January, a military affairs writer discussed

problems in the U.S. Navy ship building program and noted that the Pacifiec -
Fleet was smaller than the Atlantic Fleet because the latter had been.given

T e e o e T g e 48— WA e

2. COMUS Japan 180605Z Aug 78 (U).
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priority for the NATO commitment. The Atlantic Fleet Commander was quoted

that the Atlantic Fleet and allied navies at their present sizes would get

“an awful bloody nose" in keeping the sea lanes open and moving troops and
cargo to Europe. Postulating that the Pacific Fleet was the Atlantic Fleet's
prospect for reinforcement, the writer cited the Pacific Fleet Commander's
argument that the European war would be global, with Soviet Pacific naval forces
in action, The Pacific Fleet Commander {Admiral Hayward) stated that the
Soviet threat in the Pacific was centered around an estimated 100 Soviet sub-
marines and various anti-ship missiles on ships and bombers. At the Same time,
the Atlantic Fleet Commander stated that the Soviet Atlantic Navy had more

than 100 submarines, also supported by surface ships and aircraft. Admira)
Hayward was quoted as saying, "the number (of ships) is heading down to 464

in the entire Navy, and it has yet to turn around." Admiral Weisner was quoted
as saying, "it was once said that the fleet which had 976 ships in 1968 would
‘bottom out' at 500, but based on the continuous downward revisions I've
stopped saying what the real figure will be,")

(U) It was also in January that a national wire service cited a government
study which not only conceded that neither the United States nor the Soviet
Union would win a nuclear war, but indicated that America and its allies would
have trouble winning a conventional weapons war in Western Europe or the Far
East. The government study was alleged to represent a comprehensive study of
the military threats facing the United States and the adequacy of the Armed
Forces in dealing with them. In the Far East, according to the article, the
report stated that Soviet naval power might be able to cut economic and re-
supply lines to Japan in case of a conventional war. The study also, accord-
ing to the article, voiced concern over the abiTity of the Soviet Union to
threaten Western oil supplies by stopping tankers at sea or by directly
attacking the producing nations in the Persian Guif. Late in January, several
news articles discussed a “"secret master plan" and a “thick document" which
Secretary of Defense Harold Brown allegedly forwarded to the Service Chiefs
which directed them to structure their forces to stop a Soviet blitzkrieg in
Europe and put out a brushfire war in a place 1ike the Persian Gulf. One
article stated that Brown's guidance labeled a Soviet thrust against NATO as a
full-war, and a flare-up in the Persian Gulf as a half-war. Another article.
alleged that the document submitted by Brown revealed that defense planners were
uncertain whether U.S. military forces could deal effectively. w1th a crisis in
the 011 ~producing Persian Gulf reg1on

1. Baltimore Sun, 14 Jan 78, “Number of Navy Ships Continues to Dec]1ne," by
Charles Corddry, cited in ADHIN CINCPAC ALPHA 88/0419312 Jan 78 (U).

2. New York Times, 6 Jan 78, dateline Washington (UPI), cited in ADMIN CINCPAC
ALPHA 135/0618492 Jan 78 {U); Honolulu Advertiser, 27 Jan 78, dateline
Washington, cited in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA 103/271856Z Jan 78 (U) Associated
Press Dispatch, 28 Jan 78, dateline Washington, cited in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA

122/281957Z Jan 78 (U).
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(u) Early in February, news dispatches began the discussion of the presen-
tation by Secretary Brown to the Congress of the annual report on U,S. military
posture. Basic to these news articles was the citing of alleged testimony by
various military and civilian officials. In one of these articles, Brown
supposedly had voiced concern to Congress about the readiness of U.S. Forces
to fight a short, intense war in Europe. The posture report allegedly dis-
closed that the Soviet Union was expected to begin flight testing two new
types of intercontinental missiles and to unveil the prototype of a new
intercontinental-range bomber,!

(U)  Shortly thereafter, the weekly newsgram from the Chief of Naval
Operations (CNO) discussed Secretary Brown's posture statement, which high- .
lighted the need for improvements in anti-submarine warfare forces antj-air
warfare effectiveness, and anti-surface warfare capab1]1ty as major objectives
for U.S. naval forces during FY 79 through FY 83. The Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS), General George S. Brown, was quoted as stating, "while
the U.S. Navy's capability to project and sustain sea-based power and the
quality of its attack submarine force are superior to the Soviet Union's,
current U.S. capability to control the essential sea Tanes, versus the Soviet
Navy's capability to deny the use of these Tanes, is more difficult to _'
assess...." One week later, the CNO weekly newsgram quoted from the testimony )
of Navy Secretary W. Graham Claytor, Jr., and CNO James L. Hol]oway, III.
Secretary Claytor stated that, “today, my professional naval advisers tell me
that we and our allies are probably ab1e to contest successfu11y for all sea
lanes and areas vital to our interests, but only with severe. Josses, and, in.
some areas, with less promptness in engaging than we would 11ke eent Admira1
Ho]?oway stated that, "...today the Navy is capable of carry1ng out. its
mission and tasks within the national strategy. “However,, the United States -
Fleet currently possesses this capab111ty with only a slim margin of superiority
over the Soviets in some scenarios involving the most vital national interests
of the United States. Furthermore, this risk evaluation refers on]y to the
present. If current trends are aT]owed to continue, the balance of mar1t1me
superiority could tip substantially in favor of the Sov1ets in ten years..

(U}  In mid- -February a wire service d1spatch quoted from, Admiral we1sner s -
speech to the Southern Center for International Studies that "Soviet force
levels and capability trends are disturbing...and if we do not substantially
increase our Navy ship building programs, the balance will tip in their favor
in the next decade. We must therefore begin now to build the forces necessary
to retain our current, though marginal super1or1ty " 0n.10 May 1918 when
1. -UPI Dispatch, 2 Feb 78, dateline Wash1ngton, cited in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA

21470219147 Feb 78 (V).
2, CNO 0417154Z Feb 78 and 1110387 Feb 78 (both u).
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Admiral Hayward relinquished command of the U.S. Pacific Fleet (to become CNO)
he defined the term "marginal" during a speech aboard the carrier USS KITTY
HAWK. He said, "...today in the Pacific, the principal margin of difference
between the capability of the Soviet Pacific Fleet and your Pacific Fleet
resides in the powers and capability of our carrier battle groups...."]

(U)  Later in May Secretary of the Navy Claytor defined the "margin" some-
what differentiy. Speaking in Washington D.C. to a National Security
Industrial Association group, he reportedily stated that the U.S. Navy was
superior to the Soviet Navy in anti-submarine warfare capabilities despite
the numerical advantage in attack submarines enjoyed by the Soviet Union.
Stating that the submarine posed the single most dangerous threat to U.S.
Tifelines at sea, with the power to cripple those 1ifelines quicker and more
effectively than any other threat, the Secretary stated, "...our ability to
defend against enemy submarines thus takes on a Tevel of national and inter-
national importance to all of us in the free world."2

(U}  In a June 1978 speech before the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations,
Defense Secretary Brown reiterated the Administration's support for a strong
defense establishment and rejected reports that the Administration was,
"...allergic to defense in general and to the U.S. Navy in particular...." In
the context‘of the FY 79 budget, Secretary Brown enumerated the specific
missions to be accomplished by the U.S. Navy and listed the existing and
planned Navy capabilities during the next five years. These capabilities,
stated Brown, "...belje statements that we are neglecting the U.S. Navy or
conceding some ill-defined superiority to the Soviet Navy." Nevertheless,

Brown stated, "...all of us recognize at the same time that if inflation is. .
to be curbed, federal spending must be controlled." He favored the construction
of another carrier but felt that the Navy would be better served with a con-
ventional carrier and the five additional frigates which the extra money.

could buy, rather than a nuclear carrier only. In response to the continuing
buildup of Soviet forces, the Secretary stated that the U.S. option was to

outdo them in efficiency. He stated, "...the Soviet military sector not onty
enjoys a growing income; it has become an increasingly sophisticated and dis-
criminating consumer. MWe in Defense could use more of those qualities our-
selves."3
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1. UPI Dispatch, 10 May 78, dateline USS KITTY HAWK, cited in ADMIN CINCPAC
ALPHA 19/101830Z May 78 (U); UPI Dispatch, 16 Feb 78, dateline Atlanta,
Georgia, cited in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA 31/160206Z Feb 78 (U).

2. CNO 271539Z May 78 (U).

3. CNO 1015347 Jun 78 (U).
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(U} In an October interview with the U.S. News and World Report, the new
Chairman of the JCS, General David C. Jones, was reported to have said that
the mititary advantages once enjoyed by the United States could shift to the
Soviet Union by the 1980's. He noted that, a number of years ago, U.S.
military spokesmen had noted that the trends were adverse in relation to the
advantages enjoyed over the Soviets. "...Now, the advantages are disappearing,"”
In answer to a question regarding the military trend, General Jones stated
that, at this point, we have a balance in general, but adverse trends continued
in the strategic field and in much of the general-purpose field. He stated
that there was a clear danger that the United States would become number two
behind the Soviet Union in the 1980's, and noted that the Soviets were spending
substantially more than the United States on defense. Jones stated that the |
United States had generally underestimated what the Soviets were going to do,
and they had moved faster than expected, not only in numbers but also in '
quatlity. HNoting that the Soviets were spending about 11 percent to 13 percent
of their gross national product on defense, Jones said that if the Soviets
were to be convinced that a continued buildup was counterproductive, the
United States must increase its defense budget.!

(U) ~ According to a news article on 20 October 1978, Admiral Thomas B.
Hayward, the new CNO, told interviewers that he and his staff were trying to
reassess, "the global nature of the Soviet naval threat and the global re-
quirements of our Navy, in order to influence those who have a respons1b111ty
for Tooking at national security in its totality--to appreciate the role that
the Navy ought to play in that totality." Hayward stated, "from the standpo1nt
of acceptability of risk...I think our Navy should be stronger than it is
today." It was also in October that General Alexander M. Haig, Supreme _ '
Commander of NATO, stated in an address that the Soviet threat had shifted
from being continental and Eurasian to global in scope; at the same time
the Soviet Union had increased its defense ‘spending about 4-5 percent per year,
or approximately 15 percent of its gross national product During a press
conference General Haig was quoted as saying that, “"we have éntered a period in
which we are no longer worried about force balances in NATO Europe but more
about peripheral areas such as the Third World." ‘On the same day MaJor General
John K. Singlaub (retired) alleged that for the past fifteen years the United
States had engaged in "gradual unilateral disarmament carried out behind a
diplomatic disguise labeled detente." Discussing the gquestion of militavy
equality or parity General Singlaub stated that, "...the fact is that parity
or equality was reached at least five to eight years ago...." Singlaub also
reportedly stated, "...the result of our policy of gradual unilateral disarma-
1. Chicago Sun-Times, 23 Oct 78, "Fear Soviet Military Advantage by ‘80 §," .

dateline Washington (UPI); U.S. News and World Report, 30 Oct 78, "America's

Military Edge Over Russia is Disappearing” (both U}.
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ment is that we are now in a positidn of military inferiority. The degree or
extent of that inferiority is subject to honest differences of opinion, but
not the fact itself."]

(U)  Shortly after his retirement as Chief of the Naval Reserve, Vice
Admiral Pierre E. Charbonnet, Jr., stated that one of the biggest mistakes
made by the U.S. Defense Department planners was trying to guess Russian
intentions rather than their capabilities. He said, “...I'm sick of this
worrying about intentions because we've never correctly guessed intentions
of anybody I've ever known. That goes from Hitler to Castro. We're never
right!" He maintained that planners were ignoring the fact that there was a
Pacific Ocean and that the United States would be fighting Russians or an Iron
Curtain in the Pacific. He stated that any war would be a worldwide engage-
ment because the Russians had access to all oceans and an excellent, expanding
Navy. Another retired officer, former chief of Air Force Intelligence Major
General George Keegan, accused the Central Intelligence Agency of being
intellectually corrupt and of allowing a pro-detente bias to blind Americans
to a massive military buildup in the Soviet Union. Keegan reportedly stated
that most Americans were unaware of the military inferiority of the United
States to the Soviet Union, which country, he claimed, had used detente to
launch an advanced arms buﬂdup.2

(U)  In December during a demonstration of Army, Navy, and Air Force
Precision Guided Munitions (PGM) at White Sands. Missile Range in New Mexico,
Secretary Brown reportedly stated that, "we are not second to anyone in
military capability, but as long as Soviet military expenditures continue to
increase at a rate of four-five percent a year, it is necessary to take advan-
tage of PGM technology." Brown said, "we are outnumbered by our adversaries
in tanks and artiilery...and even in aircraft, we have the balance somewhat
against us...the technology gap has narrowed and closed, and in some cases even
reversed...." It was also in December that retired Air Force Lieutenant
General Ira C. Eaker, in an article regarding President Carter's purported
displeasure with the political intelligence he had received, concluded the
article with the apparent non-sequitur that, "...today we are in diplomatic
retreat around the world because of our declining military power. Tomorrow
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1. San Diego Union, 20 Oct 78, "Sealift May Be Backbone of Europe's Defense,"
by Drew Middleton, dateline New York (New York Times News Service); and
the VFW Magazine, Oct 78, "Defense First" (both U).

2. The Officer, Nov 78, "Admiral Charbonnet Has Say Following Retirement,"
by Rear Admiral John B. Johnson; UPI Dispatch, 13 Nov 78, dateline Groton,
Connecticut, cited in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA 121/131935Z Nov .78 (both U).
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cur survival will be in jeopardy for the same reason. "l

(U}  The foregoing random selection of opinions regarding the Soviet
threat revealed differences in the relative position of U.S5. Forces, such
as "inferior" and “second to none." However, U,S. officials and active and
retired military were not alone in the discussion., One civilian writer, in a
piece which added a third element of economics to the political and military
confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union, stated that the .
Soviet Union was, "...a super power able to intervene worldwide at times and
places of the politburo's choosing." The author based his thesis on a state-

ment that the West faced three congruent dangers. The first was the inexorable

Soviet military buildup which continued in all areas. The expensive foreign
policy ambitions of the Soviet Union...were supported by the conventional and
strategic military resources of a global power. The second danger postulated
by the author was the geopolitical insecurity of the Persian Gulf and the
Indian Ocean "energy lifelines" of Japan and the West, lifelines which could
be cut by the Soviet Navy, disrupted by a Cuban Foreign Legion, -or imperiled
by coup d'etat and insurgency. The third danger enumerated by the author was
the prospect that the NATO citadel could be weakened from within by subversion,
propaganda, and popular front coalitions which could tilt toward Moscow on
foreign policy, economic and security issues. -

(U)  Another opinion, but with a certain parallel to the retired military
officers' opinions, was that expressed by two former Defense Department '
officials. Their article in Orbis, a journal of international affairs, was.
described in a 1 December 1978 news release. According to the news article,
the two former officials warned that the nuclear balance of terror was no longer
in balance but seriously lopsided--so much so that in a confrontation with the
Soviet Union the United States would seek an escape hatch as the Russians did.
in the Cuban missilée crisis of 1962. This alarming picture of the thermal
nuclear balance reflected the former officials' views of the m111tary impli-.
cations of the second United States-Soviet treaty to 11m1t strategic arms
(SALT 11).3

(U) There was a proliferation during the year of public media articles )
and papers concerning the merits of the SALT Il negotiations, both pro and con,
1. Aerospace Daily, 14 Dec 78, "DOD Aims Precision Guided ilunitions Message

at Soviets, Public, Congress," and Air Force Times, 18 Dec 78, "Why U.S.

Intelligence Is Bad," by Ira C. Eaker (both U}.
2. Enterprise, Sep 78, "Soviet Power- Goa] U.S. Economic Strangulat1on? "

by Frank R, Barnett (U).

3. New York Times, 1 Dec 78, "Study Says Soviet Has Ga1ned Nuc]ear Super1or1ty,
by Drew Midd]eton {(U).
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as well as the increasing Soviet military strength and its meaning relative to
the United States. For example, no less than nine of the twelve monthly issues
of the Reader's Digest during 1978 contained articles of warning against the
SALT II terms and the Soviet military threat in its various aspects. One
example of an opinion differing considerably with all of those expressed

above was that of the Boston Study Group, a Harvard-Massachusetts Institute

of Technology organization, which claimed that the U.S. defense budget could
be cut by $47 billion by the 1980's without endangering security. This group
published a paper which estimated that the typical four-person family could
save one-third of its federal income tax if the defense budget were reduced

to $73 biilion instead of the FY 78 $120 billion. This could be done by the
elimination of manned strategic bombers and land-based missiles. U.S. defense
would then consist almost entirely of missiles from nuclear submarines for
deterrence.]

(U) Against the backdrop of SALT II comments and on again-off again U.S.
weapon programs such as the B-1 bomber, the MX missite, the cruise missile,
the neutron bomb, the TRIDENT submarine-taunched missile, and the nuclear
powered aircraft carrier, there was considerable evidence in the public domain
that the Soviet Union was not standing still in weapons development. At the
end of July a national wire service credited Washington "intelligence sources"
for a statement that the first Soviet sea-based missile with multiple war heads
was operational, thus tripling the number of targets the newest type of Soviet
submarines could attack with nuclear weapons. Again crediting the "sources,"
the wire service report stated that the SS-N-18 missile, with a range of more
than 4,900 miles, was being deployed on new Soviet submarines as these vessels
entered the Sov1et Fleet. Five such submarines had been counted in the fleet
of 62 nuclear-powered missile submarines allowed the Soviets under existing
SALT agreements.2

(U) A1 September 1978 article in a Honolulu newspaper, without source
accreditation, stated that the Soviet Navy was building a massive mobile sea
fortress--the first of a completely new class of large amphibious war ships
with the ability to Tand a complete armored battalion using the ship's own
helicopters and landing craft over open beaches. This was followed toward
the end of the month by a Baltimore newspaper articie alleging that the Soviet
Union continued to install new intercontinental missiles at a rate of about 150
per year. After discussing the strengthening of Soviet forces on the Chinese
border, the article concluded that the Russians had also built up their naval,
marine, and air units in the Far East with the aim of influencing Japanese
1. Boston Globe, 24 Oct 78, "Defense Cut Recommended" (U).

2. UPI Dispatch, 30 Jul 78, dateline Washington, cited in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA

86/301900Z Jul 78 (U).
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policy. The Russians were conducting amphibious operations in the Sea of
Japan.!

(U) A newspaper article in late October stated that Soviet MIG-25 Jjets .
had shot down mock cruise missiles, and that the Russians were installing anti-
aircraft rockets on ships to defend against American cruise missiles. The
article also stated that the Soviets had built a plant to expand production of
BACKFIRE jet bombers, which had been excluded from weapon 1imits in the SALT II
Treaty. According to this article, high-level Pentagon sources said that the
reports, based on information from U.S. spy satellites and other intelligence,
were "essentially correct” although they disputed details and conclusions
drawn from them. The basis of this newspaper article was a report published
by Aviation Week and Space Technology magazine, which Tinked Soviet SALT
concessions to intensive administration efforts to "sell® the agreements in
the United States. The Aviation Week report allegedly stated that the
destruction of the cruise missile by a MIG flying within 200 feet of the ground
had occurred about one week before Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko
waving his hand at U.S. arms negotiators in a SALT meeting, had said, "you can
fly your cruise missiles around the world if you 1ike." The Soviets had bre-
viously demanded that U.S. cruise missiles Taunched from bombers be limited
to a 1,500-mile range in the SALT II Treaty. The report in Aviation Week
prompted a spate of other newspaper articles discussing the alleged anti-
cruise missile capability of the Soviets. A Defense Department spokesman said
that the Administration was confident that the U.S. cruise missile then being
built could penetrate existing Soviet air defenses, and this spokesman, as
well as a spokesman for the Central Intelligence Agency, declined to comment
on intelligence discoveries relating to reported Soviet weapon initiatives.

The Defense Department spokesman denied the accuracy of the Aviation Week _

story, although conceding that the Soviets had probably tested their capab111ty

to intercept a cruise missile.?

1. Honolulu Star-Bulletin, 1 Sep 78, dateline London (no attribution), cited
in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA 54/0121412 Sep 78 (U); Baltimore Sun, 28 Sep 78,
dateline Washington (no attr1but1on), cited in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA
35/2820067 Sep 78 (U).

2. Baltimore Sun, 25 Oct 78, "Military Denies Soviet Ability to Down Missile,"

-dateline Washington (AP); Christian Science Monitor, 25 Oct 78, "U.S. Denies

Soviets Stop Cruise Missiles,"” dateline Washington; Chicago Tribune,

24 Oct 78, "Soviets Strengthen Defenses Against U.S. Cruise Missiles,"

dateline Washington (UPI); Washington Post, 24 Oct 78, "Soviet Turnabout

On Cruise Missile Linked To Tests," date11ne wash1ngton (UPI); Defense/

Space Daily, 1 Nov 78, "Soviets Said To Fail In Cruise Missile Intercept

Tests," (all U).
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(U) In a November 1978 Air Force magazine article, the senior editor
asserted that, at a time when the United States had no strategic bombers in
production or on the horizon, the Soviet Union was manufacturing the contro-
versial BACKFIRE and developing a second bomber which could be even more deadly
against targets in the continental United States. 1In the same issue of Air
Force magazine, another writer referred to the previously mentioned Soviet
tests of the $5-18 intercontinental ballistic missile, and noted- that the SS-
18 had a throw-weight at least seven times greater than MINUTEMAN III's, By
November of 1978 the Soviets had tested the SS-N-18 sixteen times and the SS-
20 two-stage medium-range mobile missile seven times.!

(U) Referring to an October disclosure by Secretary of the Navy Claytor
that a "new and very capable” Soviet amphibious ship had been sighted in the
Baltic Sea, a November article noted the parallel development of a rapidly
growing number of high speed, roll-on/roll-off combination vehicle-and-contain-
er ships capable of transporting and landing large military cargoes by the
Russians. These ships were characterized as "floating garages" which could
Toad and unload either commercial or military cargo without the need of quay
and dock facilities. Regarding the giant amphibious landing ship, the article
noted that this ship was fitted with bow doors and a stern gate which could
accommodate helicopter operations as well as landing craft operating on air
cushions. No Western navy had a similar capability. Another article referred
to a giant floating dock which had given the Soviet Pacific Fleet a new capa-
city to service an aircraft carrier.,  The dock--1,082 feet long and 276 feet
wide--had been delivered from Japanese shipyards to Vladivostok, the main
Soviet Pacific naval base. In the same article it was noted that the f(]é?b/
Russians had completed a third ship of their kUR¥tF-class aircraft carrier
series but, in response to query, Soviet naval sources in Tokyo discounted the
idea of moving one of these aircraft carriers to the Far EFast. They insisted
that the floating dock purchased from Japan was for the use of the large and
growing Soviet Merchant Marine.?2

(U)  In mid-November, in response to repeated requests by reporters for
an update on cruise missile tests, the Undersecretary of Defense for Research
and Engineering, William J. Perry, said that a just-concluded test series
showed that U.S. cruise missiles could penetrate the full range of Russian
defenses. Perry reportedly stated that the $100 billion Soviet air defense
1. Air Force Magazine, Nov 78, ”Sov1et Bombers; a Growing Threat," by Bonner

Day and "Ominous Soviet ICBM Testing," by Edgar Ulsamer; Defense/Space

Daily, 1 Nov 78, "Soviets Test S5-20 Over ABM Range," (a]] u).

2. Christian Science Monitor, 13 Nov 78, “Soviet Amphibious Power Growing,"
by John K. Cooley and Christian Science Monitor, 14 Nov 78, “"More Carriers
For Soviet Fleet? " by John K. Cooley (both U},
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network was totally useless against the U.S. cruise missile. These statements
were picked up by several newspapers and wire services. Over one month later,
Perry was reported to have stated that the Russians had successfully tested

a new "look-down, shoot-down" radar and missile system which could seriously
threaten low-flying United States bombers and fighter planes. He estimated
that the Russians would be able to have an operational system in the early
1980's which would have significant implications for U.S. bombers and fighter
planes, but that the Russians were nearly a decade away from developing a
system that could defend against an attack by U.S. cruise missiles.]

(U) And finally, the Soviet Union was reported to be building two new
submarine bases on the Eastern Coast of Siberia which were. expected to be
used as home ports for the Soviet Navy's new classes of ballistic missile
submarines. This report, crediting "Western intelligence sources" said the
submarines, launching missiles from just outside their bases, would be able
to hit targets in the United States as far away as the East Coast.?

Korean Peninsula

(U)  In October 1978 the United Nations Command {UNC) announced the dis- -
covery of a third North Korean tunnel through the demilitarized zone {(DMZ) into
South Korea. All ROK newspapers on 27 and 28 October gave unusually prominent -
front page and inside page coverage (including photos) and carried editorials
on the UNC announcement. The articles reported at length the dimensions of
the tunnel (including charts showing its location), compared it with the two - -
previously discovered tunnels, recapitulated past efforts by the UNC and:the ROK
Government to uncover other tunnels, and quoted extensively from remarks by -
the senior UNC military representative during a Military Armistice Commission:
meeting. According to the editorials, this newly discovered tunnel and. the:
history of the other tunnels indicated the true intentions of North. Korea,
compared with its often repeated desire for peace. Noting the proximity of
the third tunnel to Seoul, the editorials contended that the tunnel discovery
disproved the contention of those whose said tensions on the Korean: Peninsula
were low. Most newspapers published 27 October remarks by a "Pentagon spokes-

1. Baltimore Sun, 15 Nov 78, “Pentagon Praises Cruise Missile,"” by. Charles
W. Corddry; Washington Post, 15 Nov 78, "Soviet Defenses Would Be Useless
Against Cruise, Pentagon Says," by George C. Wilson; AP Dispatch, 15 Nov 78,
dateline Washington, cited in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA 150/151840Z Nov 78;
Baltimore Sun, 27 Dec 78, "Soviets Test Look-Down Radar to Detect Low-
Flying Bombers," dateline Washington (AP); Washington Star,. 27 Dec 78,
“Radar That Looks Down and The Bombers Future," by John J. Fialka (all U).

2. Christian Science Monitor, 17 Nov 78, “Two Soviet Sub Bases To Be For
Missiles," dateline Tokyo (U). :
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man"” who had denounced the tunnel as a, "serious and flagrant violation of the
Armistice agreement, "l

(U)  The ROK newspapers also carried front page coverage of remarks
attributed to Washington D.C. newspapers which viewed the tunnel as a sign of
North Korean intentions to wage a southward invasion by secretly infiltrating
its combat troops through the tunnel. It was also in October, in the context
of the announced U.S. ground force withdrawals from South Korea, that ROK
newspapers gave prominent play to a speech by U.S. National Security Advisor
Zbigniew Brzezinski. Brzezinski had reportedly stated that the United States
would strengthen its strike force to secure America's national interest not
only in the ROK but in Persian Gulf countries as well.?2

(U} On 6 November 1978 Secretary of Defense Harold Brown arrived in Seoul
to take part in the activation of the Combined Forces Command (q.v.) in South
Korea. Several newspaper articles covered the Brown visit to South Korea and
discussions regarding the threat to South Korea by North Korea. One article,
for example, stated that the existence of the third tunnel, about a mile long
and extending into South Korea, was first suspected in mid-1978 but not
officially confirmed until 17 October. Ever since the discovery, according
to this article, massive demonstrations had been held throughout South Korea
in a display of national anger at the North. There was speculation, according
to this article, that the South Korean Government would offer the tunnel as
proof that North Korean aggression continued and that the U.S. force re-
duction should be reconsidered.3

(U)  On 16 November a spokesman for Admiral Weisner was quoted in a news-
paper article which compared his remarks to those of retired Major General
Singlaub, who had publicly claimed that the withdrawal of U.S. Forces from
South Korea could invite war. According to this article, the spokesman stated
that any withdrawal of U.S. Forces from forward bases in the Far East, “"would
be perceived as a lack of commitment on the part of the United States." He
stressed that, "massive North Korean forces" were poised within 50 miles of
the DMZ and within 75 miles of the capital city of Seoul. "That's seven
or eight minutes flying time for North Korean bombers." 1In an interview
following his prepared talk, the spokesman conceded, according to this newspaper
article, that many military leaders, “including Singlaub,"” opposed the
withdrawal of U.S. Forces from Korea.4

T S A e e e ek o e e S S e R ok e e e A -

1. AMEMB Seoul 9731/300812Z Oct 78 (U); ICA Seoul 3008007 Oct 78 (u).

2. Ibid. (U). - '

3. MWashington Post, 7 Nov 78, "Brown in Seoul to Reassert Commitment," by
William Chapman, dateline Seoul, Washington Post Foreign Service (U).

4. Colorado Springs Gazette-Telegraph, 16 Nov 78, “Troops Role In Asia Aired,"
by Ed Ashby (U).
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(U)  Another newspaper story about the threat to South Korea by North
Korea in late November discussed the “foreboding" among U.S. and South
Korean generais that the planned withdrawal of U.S. infantrymen from Korea
would bring Communist Tegions down across, "...this most heavily fortified
border in the world." According to this art1cle the continuing military
buitdup by North Korea had widened the Communist lead in tanks, artillery,
and overall fire power, This, added to North Korea's extens1ve defense indus-
try, could enable Kim I1 Sung to invade without the pernission of either
Moscow or Peking, stated the article. After discussing the possible outcome
of an invasion by North Korea, the article claimed that highly publicized
substitutes for the presence of the Second Infantry Division were scoffed
at by South Korean generals. Although twelve additional F-4 jet fighters
had been deployed to Korea (during Brown's visit), a senior Korean general
was quoted as stating that, "it is ridiculous--exchanging twelve jets for an
infantry division." The article concluded that, although there had béen
relatively few border incidents for the past eighteen months, there had been
increased Communist troop concentrations on the DMZ and obv1ous preparations
for invasion. The U.S. journalist authors stated that they had walked through
the third underground invasion tunnel, and asserted that U.S. Army experts
believed that there were at least ten more tunnels.l

The View From Japan

(U)  Early in the year (January), a wire service dispatch reported that -
sources close to the Japan Defense Agency (JDA)} had stated that the Soviet
Union was beefing up its naval forces in the Far East at an unexpectedly
rapid pace. The unidentified sources stated that two of the Soviet's most
modern missiie-carrying warships had been spotted in the East China Sea on
11 January by patrol planes of the Japanese Maritime Self Defense Force. This
same dispatch referred to a Soviet purchase order for Japan's heavy industry -
to build a floating dock with an 80,000-ton capacity. Although this type of
equipment was usually used to repair super-tankers, Japan reportedly was
studying the possibility that the floating dock would be used for Russian
aircraft carrier maintenance.?2

(U) Early in May, Japanese press translations provided by the Conmander
U.S. Forces Japan (COMUS Japan) carried stories regarding the cred1b111ty of
support to Japan from the U.S. Seventh Fleet in the event of hostilities. _5j“;
JDA source stated that Japan could hardly expect support from the U.S. Seventh

1. MWashington Post, 22 Nov 78, "Foreboding On Koreas DMZ," by Rowland Evans
and Robert Novak, dateline Near the DMZ, South Korea (U)

2. Associated Press Dispatch, dateline Tokyo, cited in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA
245/111833Z Jan 78 (U).
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Fleet in an emergency, even for defense, nor could support be expected for
offense, depending upon the NATO situation. This was the result of an analysis
by JDA experts of the JCS Chairman's posture statement to the U.S. Congress
indicating the possibility that U.S. naval forces would be moved from the
Pacific to the Atlantic in an emergency. Another Japanese newspaper article
concerned an interview with a visiting former Assistant Secretary of Defense
in the Nixon-Ford Administration. This former official, billed as a U.S.
strategic expert on Japanese defense, allegedly stated that the U.S. Navy had
no capability to guard Japanese merchant ships in an emergency and recommended
that Japan increase its food and 0il stockpiles and arm its merchant ships.]

(U) On 7 May two Japanese newspapers carried reports from their Washington
correspondents based on visits to American strategic positions on the U.S.
mainland and in Hawaii. According to these reports, the increased Russian
military strength and its menace to Western Europe were stressed by the
American authorities. In the Pacific Command, the increasing strength of the
Russian Pacific Fleet was emphasized. Citing "a U.S. Marine Corps officer in
Hawaii" as the source, the reporters stated that a marine aircraft squadron
stationed at Iwakuni in Japan could be dispatched anywhere in the world. The
American military authorities repeatedly mentioned, however, the need for
prior consultation. One newspaper concluded that Japan would be the most
important base for American military operations and supplies in case of an
emergency in the Korean Penwnsu]a or Northeast Asia. 2

(U) ~ Ignoring a Japanese protest, the Soviet Union Taunched maneuvers off
Northern Japan with an estimated 2,000 air, ground and sea troops taking part,
according to a JDA report on 6 June The agency said naval ships and aircraft,
including transport planes and tank landing ships, were participating in the war
game, which had begun late in May. The exercise had begun after Moscow had
set up-a "danger zone" around Etorofu Island, one of four Northern Pacific
islands claimed by both the Soviet Union and Japan. ~The exercise was expected
to continue for an additional three weeks. About one month later, the JDA
published a "white paper" which expressed concern over the growing military
strength of the Soviet Union and especially the buildup of naval power in
the Far East. Among the assertions in the white paper was that the Soviet
Union had reached a nuclear balance with the United States, and that recent
reinforcement of Soviet naval forces in the Far East had 1ntensified the
confrontation between the United States and Russia. According to the white
paper, ‘the Soviet Union Pacific Fleet comprised 755 ships totaling 1.33 million
gross tons. The U.S. Seventh Fleet in the Western Pacific, according to the
white paper, had 55 ships tota]1ng 600 000 gross tons. Of the 125 Soviet
1. COMUS Japan 0906557 May 78 (U).

2. COMUS Japan 090001Z May 78 (U).
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submarines in the Pacific, according to this paper, 50 were nuclear powered,
while the United States had only five submarines in the Western Pacific. The
paper also associated the withdrawal of American ground troops from Korea
with Japan's national interest. This paper was the most open Japanese
criticism to date of the decision by the Carter Administration to withdraw
30,000 ground troops from South Korea.!

(U)  After Secretary Brown's visit to South Korea in early November 1978,
he also visited Japan. During his visit, extensive press coverage was genera-
ted., Brown reportedly stated, during his visit, that the Soviet Union was.
bolstering its Pacific Fleet and carrying out major increases in the strength
of its air and ground forces in the Far East. In naval power, the augmentation
of Soviet cruiser and destroyer forces and the ant1c1pated basing of . long- .
range naval aircraft in the eastern part of the Soviet Union would give them -
the capability to project more military power into the Pacific. However,

Brown maintained that the United States continued to be the dominant naval
power in the Western Pacific and that Soviet Forces were no match for U.S.
naval and air forces in the area.Z

(U)  About a week after Secretary Brown's trip to Korea and Japan, a
newspaper. article reported the "grave concern" expressed by a California
Congressman in Tokyo that the U.S. Navy might no longer be capable of pro-
tecting Japan's trade routes. The Congressman focused his remarks on what he
described as a need for Japan to bolster jts defense spending. He reportedly
wanted to hear Japanese opinions on the U.S. Navy's capability to, "provide .
the umbrella and the protection Japan has relied on...to protect the sea lanes
that deliver its energy and raw materiels,"3 ' ' I

(U)  The foregoing discussion regarding‘fhe threat in Northeast Asia seemed
to range from viewing with alarm to equanimity. However, the discussion would..

1. UPI Dispatch, 7 Jun 78, date11ne Tokyo, c1ted in ADMIN CINCPAC. ALPHA R
40/071830Z Jun 78 and UPI Dispatch, 29 Jul 78, dateline Tokyo, C1ted in
CINCPAC ALPHA 72/290052Z Jul 78 (both U).

2. UPI Dispatch, 9 Nov 78, dateline Tokyo, cited in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA
85/092011Z Nov 78; Los Angeles Times, 10 Nov 78, "U.S. Reports-Major
Increases in Soviet Far East Forces," by Sam Jameson dateline Tokyo;
Defense/Space Daily, 13 Nov 78, "Brown Says Soviet Forces No Match For -
U.S. in Western Pacific," no dateline; Baltimore Sun, 10 Nov 78, "Saviet
Buildup In the Pacific May Worry Tokyo, But Not Washington, Brown Says,"
by Bradley K. Martin, dateline Tokyo (all U). .

3. Los Angeles Times, 14 Nov 78, "Navy's Capability in Pacific Quest1oned !
by Sam Jameson, d: date]1ne Tokyo; same d1spatch cited in ADMIN CINCPAC ALPHA
150/151840Z Nov 78 (U). _ .
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- be .incomplete without the view of the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) as

H expressed in a news dispatch in mid-December 1978. 1In a paper prepared for

i the Senate Budget and Foreign Relations committees, the CBO was reported to

have stated that the Navy could serve peacetime aims better by shifting one

aircraft carrier from the Southwest Pacific to the Northwest Pacific. The

| budget office reportedly stated that, in light of the growing Soviet naval
strength in the Northwest Pacific, such a deployment of carriers. could assure

! American allies and China of its military protection. Citing the foreign
policy aim of reassurance to Japan, South Korea, and mainland China about U.S.

intentions to counter Soviet expansion in the region, the report was quoted

{' as stating:]

’ ' It is unclear that the deployment of a single carrier
task force in the face of a large and growing Soviet air,
: surface, and submarine capability is sufficient to provide
i such assurance. '
On the other hand, U.S. aims of maintaining regional

' stability in the Southwest Pacific and Indian Ocean and of
[ insuring the free flow of Middle East oil to East Asia might
be met with lower-value forces less capable than the carrier
l task force....

" TS D A S O - e g e e S T R g e A G G A N

1. New York News, 18 Dec 78, "Urge Shift of Pacific Flattop," dateline
Washington (UPI) (U).

UNCLASSIFIED

93 (Reverse Blank p. 94)






SEERETL —NOT-RELEASABLE TO FOREIGH-MAHONALS—
SECTION 1I--SOVIET UNION

The CINCPAC Assessment1

(S N)  As in the classified CINCPAC assessment of the threat for the
previous two years, it differed 1ittle in 1978 from the theme that the Soviet
Union was the only world power with the potential to threaten the United States.
After reviewing the strategic nuclear threat and the strength of Soviet generaT
purpose forces, CINCPAC noted the fundamental change in the balance of naval
forces in the Pacific/Indian Ocean areas. The Soviets had steadily upgraded
their sea control forces in both areas, and the Soviet Pacific Fleet was the
largest of all Soviet fleets. Additionally, it was expected that the new
vertical short takeoff and landing/anti-submarine warfare carrier and BACKFIRE
bombers would join the Soviet Pacific Fleet at the beginning of 1980, signifi-
cantly improving Soviet war fighting capabilities in the Pacific. In a con-
ventional worldwide war with the Soviets, the swing strategy, wherein signifi-
cant portions of the PACOM war fighting capability would be called upon to
support NATO, would reduce Pacific Command forces to a level which provided
no alternative other than U.S. accommodation to the strategy chosen by the
Sov1et Union in the Pacific and increased Soviet optlons for: :

e Attack1ng U. S Forces and bases the PaC1f1c and the
“United- States. : :

- e Providing forces or Tog1st1c support to a North
Korean attack into the Repub11c of Korea.

l Dominat1ng western Pacif1c Ind1an Oceans

¢ Isolating both Japan and the PRC from the United
States.

) Redep]oy1ng forces to the Ind1an Ocean, Persian
‘Gulf, and NATO.

e Denying U.S./allied access to Mideast oil.

The IPAC View

Eé?K In his overall assessment, CINCPAC acknowledged that it was unlikely
that PACOM military forces would engage Soviet ground forces on the Asian land
mass. In specific assessments of Soviet forces in the Pacific by the Intelli-

T S e B S T 4 T - W e S g S A A A A i S S e T O P00 e b

1. CINCPAC 0623307 Oct 78 [S/NOFSRA), GDS-86.
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gence Center of the Pacific (IPAC), the Soviet ground forces along the Sino-
Soviet border were estimated to have reached 45 combat divisions (39 motorized
rifle and six tank) with an estimated total strength of 440,000. Soviet air
force strength in the Far East was estimated to include more than 2,000 combat
aircraft, including about 350 medium and long range bombers, Nearly 1,000
attack ajrcraft were in the region; of these, 45 percent were MIG-23/FLOGGER
and SU-17/FITTER. Soviet air defense forces in the Far East totaled. approxi-
mately 550 aircraft, 60 percent of which were third generation FLOGGERS,
FLAGONS, and FOXBATS. Long range aviation squadrons in the area had steadily
increased the numbers of BADGER G (air-to-surface missile carriers); it was
estimated that there were 98 BADGER G' s in the Far East, including those
assigned to Soviet naval aviation. For the past.three years, the total number
of Soviet naval aircraft had remained at about 230. IPAC anticipated that..

the BACKFIRE bomber would be delivered to Soviet naval aviation in the Pacific
Fleet prior to 1980. The submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) fleet; in
the Pacific was estimated to be some 32 submarines, 1nc1ud1ng 12 YANKEE class -
and at least nine DELTA class submarines. In October 1978 IPAC estimated the
order of battle for the Soviet Pacific Fleet to include 71 major surface com-.
batants (down through fr1gates) and 112 submar1nes (51 were nuclear-powereda‘ﬁq

oviet access to port facilities and airfields in
Somalia had complicated Soviet Indian Ocean operations, but had not precluded
them from maintaining their previous level of presence in the Indian Ocean.
They were capable of maintaining a significant naval presence by basing their
logistic and repair ships at anchorage in international waters. When the
Soviets were expelled from Berbera in Somalia (November 1977), they moved their
floating drydock to Aden in the People’ s Democratic Republic of Yemen (South
Yemen) and had also acquired access to airfields in South Yemen in return for
1. 1Ibid.; IPAC Point Paper {S), 23 May 78, Subj: Overview of Soviet For-e@

in the Pacific (U), REVW 23 May 98; IPAC Point Paper, (S), 5 Oct 78, Subf: *

Soviet Maritime Act1vity in thé PACOM Region’ (U) G0S-86.

SECRET
%

ool g - T - . S ST L ..-_.._._m,ﬁ__f__._,,*.'___




~SEGRET

Soviet arms and economic assistance. In mid-1978 the floating drydock was
again moved from Aden to Dehalak Island, Ethiopia.!

jéj/ One IPAC paper regarding the naval balance in the Pacific between
the United States and the Soviet Union illustrated the difficuity in estimating
relative strength strictly on numbers. IPAC noted that the Soviet Navy was a
sea denial navy, while the U.S. Navy was a sea control navy. The orders of
battie and the weapon systems of the two fleets in the Pacific reflected these
different missions.  The concept of naval balance assumed that the United
States Navy and the Soviet Navy could be compared by counting ships/weapon
systems. IPAC postulated that a more useful way to evaluate the two navies
was the premise that, in a non-nuclear scenario, the United States must keep
open its sea lines of communication (SLOC) to its allies and to potential
battlefields. Conversely, the Soviet Union, as a land power with most of its
potential battlefields on the Eurasian land mass, did not need to keep essential
SLOC open, but only needed to deny or attrite the U.S. SLOC. From that premise,
the relative numbers of carriers or submarines were irrelevent. Having stressed
the different missions of the two navies, IPAC provided a side-by~side order of
battle comparison in which the footnotes were perhaps more instructive than
the figures themselves (see following two pages).2

Southeast Asia

(U) One facet of the Soviet threat in the Pacific which was not entirely
resolved during 1978 involved Southeast Asia, specifically the question of -
Soviet use of the Cam Ranh Bay air and naval base in Southern Vietnam. A wire
service dispatch from Tokyo on 7 June 1978 cited an article published by a
Chinese-American employee of Yale University which alleged that the Soviet Union
had moved into the naval base built by the United States at Cam Ranh Bay. His
statement was published by the Asahi Newspaper in Tokyo, and was purportedly
based on information obtained from prominent Chinese expelled from Vietnam.3

(U)  In November 1978 an interview by a "State Department Soviet specialist"
was published in a Honolulu newspaper. The State Department official reportedly
did not foresee Cam Ranh Bay becoming a staging area for the Soviet Pacific
Fleet:4

-..---.----——..—...——--_-..--..---—..---------——-—_—-.-...._----..---—---—--—--.—_——-—--—-,qu—-

1. lbid. -

2. IPAC Point Paper (S 28 Feb 78, Subj: U.S.-Soviet Naval Balance In The
Pacific (U), REVH 28 Feb 98.

3. UPI Uispatch, 7 Jun 78, dateline Tokyo, cited in ADHIN CINCPAC ALFA
40/071830Z Jun 78 (U).

4. Honolulu Star-Bulletin, 8 Nov 78, dateline Honolulu, cited in ADMIN

CINCPAC ALFA 67/082020Z Nov 78 (U).
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_ Order‘'of,Ba;fple;CompariSQ@T

Submarines SOVPACFLT USPACFLT
SSBN 23 10
SSB . 9 0
SSGN 16 0
5SG 6 0
SSN 12 27
) 43 6
SSR 2 0
SSAG 1 0
Total 1128

-
[£3 ]

Surface Ships

Carriers -0 Gb
Cruisers 8 14
Destroyers/Frigates 55 - - 69
Amphibious Types 18 37¢
Mine Types g1d 9
Coastal Defense Types 127¢ 0
Fleet Auxiliaries g4t 32
Other Auxiliaries N 919 L
Total ‘ , 464 - 167
Naval Air Forces
Long Range Maritime (Patrol/ASW aircraft) 270 _ -0
Medium Range (Patrol/ASW aircraft) 21 129
Short Range (Patrol/ASW aircraft) . 34 106
Medium Range (Bomber/Missile aircraft) 100’ 0
AWACS ‘ 0 33
ELINT/Recon aircraft 19 24
ECM aircraft 8 35
Fighters/TAC Bombers 0 513
Tanker aircraft 27 32
Helicopters 17 181
Total ' 313 1,053
-------------------------------------------------------- hiawh bl b Sl LU LR L)

1. IPAC Point Paper TS\, 28 Feb 78, Subj: , U.S.-quietJNaVaIaﬂalanaeulnr$h§
Pacific (U), REVW 28 Feb 98. Notes are on facing page.
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U.S. Navy submarines, while fewer in numbers, are technoiogically superior
in most areas (quietness, weapons, sensors} to Soviet Subs.

In abstract U.S. carriers have a decisive advantage over Soviet major
combatants in the Pacific, in that the carrier's primary battery (air wing)
outranges a Soviet cruiser's primary battery {anti-ship missiles).

However, this abstract advantage diminishes when the carrier's freedom

of movement is restricted by geography or directed operations.

In an environment where Soviet anti-ship missiles can be brought within
range, the critical factors become ELINT/ECM/ECCM.

U.S. Navy Amphibs are larger and more sophisticated than Soviet Amphibs .

Because of the geography of the Sea of Japan, the Soviets have: (1) the
option of mining straits to deny enemy access to their local waters, or

(2) the problem of clearing enemy mines from such straits to get their

ships out into the open Pacific. Consequently, mine warfare types
constitute a major portion of their Fleet in the Pacific. Many of these are

brown water (riverine) units rather than blue water (deep sea) mine warfare craft.

Coastal defense units are small-range limited types not capable of sustained
operations at sea. They are positioned for close-in defense of important
bases. They are also effective in geographic "bottlenecks" that force
major enemy units to come within range of their weapons. The straits

into the Sea of Japan are an optimum environment for such coastal

-defense types,

Fleet Auxiliaries are those units designed to provide logistics/support.

to naval combatants at sea. U,S. Navy Fleet Auxiliaries are larger than
and technologically superior to Soviet Fleet Auxiliaries. Also ,

the availability of overseas bases (such as Subic Bay, Okinawa, Yokosuka,
Guam} minimizes the number of Fleet Auxiliaries required to sustain the U.S.
Pacific Fleet at sea.

Other Auxiliaries are those that are not designed for direct support
of the Fleet at sea, such as buoy tenders, and salvage and rescue
ships. In order to have true comparability between SOVPACFLT and
USPACFLT, some Soviet Naval Auxiliaries (such as survey ships,
oceanographic ships) were not counted, since similar functions in the
U.5. Navy are performed under civilian contract, or by Department of
the Navy ships with civilian crews.

Because the Soviet Navy lacks overseas bases, having long range TU-95s

is essential to them. For the U.S. Navy, with overseas bases for their medium-
range patrol/ASW aircraft and aircraft carriers for their short-range
patrol/ASW aircraft, the absenge of a long-range aircraft is not significant.

Generally the Soviet Pacific Fleet Air Force is limited because it lacks
aircraft carriers and overseas bases. It is powerful in the northwestern
Pacific and especially the Sea of Japan, but is largely ineffective

in all other areas of the PACOM (especially since their eviction from
Somalia in 1977).

-SECRET
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Hanoi is not about to become a puppet. Vietnam will
not be a vacuum for anyone. The Russians will use Vietnamese
ports if there is an opportunity but they are cautious about
building naval bases because of the expense involved and
because of what happened in Egypt where a 1ot of money and
effort went down the drain.

) In December 1978, after the Soviet-Vietnamese friendship and
ceoperation treaty had been signed {q.v.)}, the U.S. Embassy in Moscow reported
that PRC diplomats had intimated that among the benefits obtained by Moscow
from the recently-concluded friendship treaty was a secret agreement on Soviet
usage of Cam Ranh Bay. The Embassy noted that it was not clear how well in-
formed the Chinese Embassy in Moscow was on the state of Soviet-Vietnamese
negotiations. However, a Chinese diplomat had mentioned that the Chief of
General Staff of the SRV had stayed behind in Moscow after other officials
had left for follow-on military planning talks. The Chinese diplomat {mplied
that Soviet use of Cam Ranh Bay figured heavily in the talks. Although the
Embassy advised that some of the information obtained through the Chinese
appeared to be incorrect, some sources agreed that secret mi]itary\agréements
had been signed in Moscow dealing with the Soviet use of Cam Ranh Bay. This
use was not expected to entail the stationing of Soviet troops. at Cam:'Ranh Bay,
but the Chinese diplomat was reported to have commented caustically that there
were several arrangements under which foreign military bases could be used.
The Embassy speculated that the Chinese diplomat had implied that Cam Ranh
would remain a Vietnamese base, but would be used by the Soviets under the
alleged secret agreement,] :

P e il e e e e T R L e L L e L L L L T X i,

1. AMEMB Moscow 29791/051652Z Dec 78 Te/MRL, XGDS-1, REVW 5 Dec 08.
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SECTION III--NORTH KOREA
Overview

(V) In October 1978 a Directorate for Plans paper noted that the balance
of peace on the Korean Peninsula was a delicate matter which required constant
evaluation. North Korea had concentrated development efforts on heavy industry
with emphasis on military construction. This included domestically produced
tanks, armored vehicles, long-range artillery, and a wide range of ships and
submarines.! .

(S/NOPORN)  Complicating any U.S. actions/objectives in NbrtheastiAsTé te

demonstrate continued support to the Republic of Korea (ROK), in the.face of

the announced withdrawal of U.S. ground combat forces, was the potential Soviet
reaction to increased U.S. naval activity in the Sea of Japan and Pacific waters
contiguous to the Soviet Union. Increased U.S. activity would be met, not

only by strong defensive actions and a harsh propaganda campaign from North
Korea, but by increased surveillance and the presence of Russian combatants
within weapons range of U.S. forces. HMost U.S. Navy operations in Pacific
waters adjacent to the Soviet Union had met with some degree of simulated
strike activity by Soviet Navy aircraft, surface ships, and submarines. The
Soviets-continued to deploy significant weapons platforms in reaction to
carrier operations in the Sea of Japan, and U.S. peacetime aerial reconnaissance
aircraft were frequently (one-third of missions) intercepted and paced by
Soviet fighter;s.2

(ngDFﬁﬁﬁg Early in January the Commander of U.S. Forces in Korea {COMUS
Korea) stressed that the North Korean threat was real and the military capa-
bilities of the North were expanding. He also noted that the Korean Peninsula
was strategically important because of its pivotal role in the regional
balance, and that its position on the globe, rather than just the ROK-North
Korea equation in isolation, was the important factor.3

North Korea Tunnel Detection Qbﬁtf)

T S A G S W e e ww e S T T W TR U L W N R A G B SN W Y S R D el e T R b e o e S Sl T D G T S R D SR AP WD G S G

1. J532 Point Paper (U), 4 Oct 78, Subj: Korean Peninsula Balance of Power (U).
2. IPAC Point Paper (S/NR)., 16 Feb 78, Subj: What Reaction Could We Expect

If We Increased Our Activity In S0J? Can We Not Significantly Step Up

Naval Activity In/Around Korea? What Are The Problems? (U), REVW 16 Feb 98.
3. General Vessey to Admiral Weisner 152/131122Z Jan 78 (% (BOM), GDS-85;

IPAC Point Paper (SyNe), 28 Nov 78, Subj: Military Developments In North

Korea (U), GDS-86.
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JS/NOFQRN). The first. tunnel had been discovered in November 1974 in the
Western sector of the DMZ at approximately 0.5 to 2.5_meters)bepr‘the'sunface
of the earth. The second tunnel had been discovered in March 1975 in the
Eastern section of the DMZ at a depth of 52 meters. This tunnel was about . two
meters in diameter and construction had been through bedrock. After the dis-
covery of the two tunnels, ROK-U.S. detection efforts centralized around the
development of tunnel neutralization teams. Seven suspected tunnel. sites were
identified and the ROK developed and employed approximately 230 seismic .
detectors along the 151-mile DMZ. Approximately 600 personnel manned these .
detectors 24 hours per day. Augmenting the ROK units were U.S. non-manned
seismic sensors, along with drilling programs, the use of cross-borehole radar,
and photography. IPAC considered that the possible uses of such tunnels in=,

cluded the ingress of North Korean Forces into ROK rear areas.2

wer Shortly after the end of the year, CINCUNC informed the Secretary of
Defense that, despite the location of the third North Korean tunnel, the threat
from tunnels under the DMZ was as great as ever. Based upon seismic detection,
it appeared that a branch of the recently intercepted tunnel was being dug and
evidence indicated that the new branch was much farther into South Korea than
the branch already intercepted. CINCUNC noted that the state of the art in
‘tunnel detection continued to be in the experimental stage, and that Tocating
North Korean tunnels was a time-consuming and laborious procedure. He -
acknowledged that the people working on the project had done a good job, but

1. CINCUNC Seoul Korea 260800Z Jun 78 (37N, GDS-86; Acting COMUSKOREA
170930Z Oct 78 1S) (EX), GDS-86,

2. IPAC Point Paper ¥SANE), 3 Oct 78, Subj: North Korean Tunneling (U),
XGDS-2, REVW 31 Dec 08.
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The Infiltration Threat

f;ai’/ Another aspect of the threat from North Korea was the extent of surface
in

ittration into South Korea. One example of such infiltration occurred late
on the night of 27 April 1978. A North Korean agent reported to the ROK
Government authorities that he had been landed approximately one hour earlier
by a North Korean infiltration boat. In response to this information, aircraft
of the ROK Air Force were scrambled to search for the agent boat. In addition,
two ROK Navy vessels were sent to the area. The agent boat was sighted by the
ROK Navy vessels and determined to be a North Korean vessel. An exchange of
fire resulted in the sinking of the agent boat with no survivors. The ROK
Navy reported that the agent boat was a high speed craft and had nine crewmen
aboard. Two bodies were found, along with a quantity of clothing and unidenti-
fied type rockets.2

~ About one month later the ROK Navy sa]vaged the North Korean infiltra-
tion boat which had been sunk on 28 April off the south coast of Korea. "The

'“agent'boat'had.beeh'recovered*from.125‘feet‘of.water,Tn remarkable intact con-

dition. The wreckage consisted of a ten-meter hull approximately 3.5 meters
wide at the beam. The boat had been powered by three Belgium-made 125 horse-
power engines and armed with two rocket launchers mounted with movable brackets
which allowed them to be either concealed inside the gunwhales or hung over the
side for firing. Other weapons found included one AK-47 with North Korean
markings and a pistol with several rounds of ammunition. Additipnal items
included field radios, field rations, common field gear including both cold

and warm weather clothing, navigational charts with North Korean printer’s
marks, a variety of common marine hardware, and a 500mm telescopic camera
lens. Subsequent to this recovery, the UNC Armistice Affairs Division

called for a meeting of the Military Armistice Commission at which charges of
Armistice violation would be repeated. The fact of the boat's recovery, backed
by a display of salvaged artifacts, would be presented to substantiate the

claim that the intruder was, without question, a North Korean infiltration boat.

As usual, the North Korean representatives to the Military Armistice Commission

_—_—_----—_—_—-..-—--..—_-.-..-..-.----—-._-————-n——--—-—_-n—-—-..———-u.———_—_—.—m--—-—-—-_-

1. CINCUNC-CFC Seoul 0808157 Jan 79 rbiu REVW 31 Dec 99, Reason: 1, 5,
2. Osan CCP QOsan Air Base Korea 2800347 Apr 78 (U); COMUS Korea 2808457 Apr 78

(N GDS-86.
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were expected to evade the jssue and deny the charges 1

TE/NOEQRN)  Other incidents of penetrat1on into- ROK waters by Nort fKorean
vessels were reported on 19 May, 27 June, and 7 November..:The 1atte Anfit-
tration attempt, according to the Defense Intelligence. Agency (DIA), ﬁccmvred
along the western coast of South Korea approximately 70 miles southwest of
Seoul. According to reports received by the DIA, two South Korean civilians
were killed by possible infiltrators on 7 November. The deaths were reported
by a Korean woman sometime later and the bodies were found.  Because of the
discovery of clothing and supplies associated with infiltration attempts, the

~ South Korean Army Reserve forces in the area were mobilized on the next ‘

morning and a higher security posture was declared for military and civilian
forces in the area. This incident appeared to have been a sea 1nf11tratlon
effort because of its Tocation. The last sea-related infiltration. 1ncident
had occurred off the southern coast of Korea on 28 April 1978 when the South
Korean Navy sank a suspected infiltration boat, The DIA noted that many of the
incidents reported to represent North Korean infiltration activity had in fact
involved confrontation between the 'ROK and the North Korean Navies after North
Korean fishing boats had strayed into South Korean waters Nevertheless, the
DIA concluded that while overland infiltrators were expected to decrease in
number when winter ground cover became sparse, seaborne 1nf11trat10n efforts
were expected to cont1nue throughout the w1nter months

IR CINCPAC note
infiltration season reached its peak during the summer months and usua11y_,
involved small groups of personnel, perhaps four to six people It usua11y
occurred on an annual basis in mid-year and took place overland across the
DHZ and by sea. The sinking in April 1978 of the North Korean agent boat dis-
cussed in the above DIA report was cited as an example of the problem, Agent
infiltration did not involve large groups of personnel nor assume major pro-
portions,3

Ay

e

7%5? During the eleventh ROK-U.S. Security Consultative Meeting (SCM) in
19 the threat briefing acknowledged the fact that, since the previous SCM,
1. AMEMB Seoul 4142/1705587 May 78 (B, GDS-86. |
2, COMUS Korea 1905457 May 78 (U); COMUS Korea 271600Z Jun 78 gﬁf: REVW
27 Jun 98; AMEMB Seoul 5588/2809057 Jun 78 ;ET ‘GDS-86; DIA 1518/0811012
Nov 78 (B%NE) GDS-84.
3. CINCPAC 08032172 Jul 78 '3$NEl (BOM), XGDS-2, REVW 8 Jul 98.

% " Assessment of North Korean GOB
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the assessed personnel strength of the North Korean army had increased by at
least 20,000, The briefing stated that, during the past six years, a marked
North Korean military buildup had occurred and that there had been a shift

from defense to a clear priority to offensive capability. Other increases in
personnel and equipment, as well as qua]iﬁ!ﬁtive improvements, were highlighted
during the briefing, which also addressed hardened underground facilities for
both personnel and weapons, the North Korean military production capability,
superiority in Air Force and Navy inventories, and the massing of forces which
enhanced the capability of North Korea to attack with 1ittle or no warning.1

- The increase in the North Korean ground order of battle (GOB) cited
in the aforementioned briefing was only a partial indication of the concern
expressed earlier in the year regarding North Korean Army strength. In
January 1978 COMUS Korea advised the DIA of his belief that assessments of the
North Korean GOB were overly conservative and that the time had come for a
complete and detailed audit of North Korean Army strength. COMUS Korea acknow-
ledged. the inherent difficulties in estimating North Korean strength because
of the impact of its closed society and stringent security, and suggested that
this could be compensated for by making use of modeling and extrapolation
techniques to arrive at a reasonably realistic estimate. After detailing the
specific areas which needed attention, COMUS Korea solicited the support of the
DIA in correcting what he considered to be a long-standing deficiency.2

(%;NQSBRNT" In February the DIA proposed a division of labor among the
DefensSe intelligence community to systematically address the concerns expressed
by COMUS Korea. By March COMUS Korea noted considerable progress on the-
multilateral study effort, and considered such studies, both compieted and

in-progress, as likely to close some of the principal analytical gaps on the
North Korean GOB.3 - : :

eﬁﬁgf Early in July (but before the eleventh SCM meeting) the State Depart-
mefit informed the U.S. Embassies in Seou] and Tokyo and CINCUNC that the full
refinement of data and detailed assessments of the North Korean GOB would
probably not be completed before October. Nonetheless, the work to date
suggested that previous North Korea GOB holdings might be incomplete. Accord-
ingly, State advised that upward adjustments in U.S. estimates could be re-
quired. State emphasized that there were no indications that such adjustments
would represent a very recent change in the North Korean force posture. Rather,
the changes appeared to be due primarily to better analysis and information
rather than a sudden increase in the North's forces. In view of the potential

T e e e e e s e S e m e . L E . e " R A e e L e A e e

1. COMUS Korea 0706007 Jul 78 T3, XGDS-2, REVW 7 Jul 98,

2. SS0 Korea 99/100845Z Jan 78 TS} (BOM), XGDS-~2, REVW 10 Jan 98,
3. SSO Korea 918/250118Z Mar 78 SN (BOM), XGDS-2, REVW 25 Mar 98.
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implications of the reassessment in relation to the military force balance on
the Peninsula, State thought it advisable to inform the ROK Government, the
Government of Japan, and the U.S. Congress in a general, low-key manner, of

the possible upward revisions in the GOB estimates for North Korea. On 10 July
CINCUNC informed the Secretary of Defense that he had reminded the ROK Minister
of National Defense of the ongoing North Korean GOB study and had briefed him
as previously agreed during his visit in Washington,] '

LLST As transmitted to CINCPAC by the Department of Defense, the talking
points made by CINCUNC to the ROK Government included the fact that no formal
intelligence findings had yet been made and that the study would not be com-
plete until the Fall. Stressing the tentative nature of the information,
CINCUNC had been authorized to say that there was some evidence that the
North Koreans could have a somewhat higher number of divisions or brigades
than previously estimated, and a correspondingly higher number of people and
greater combat capability. CINCUNC was also to stress the confidential nature
of the information and U.S. concern that such preliminary analysis be misunder-
stood, distorted, or leaked.2 ‘ : :

(S/. By December of 1978 COMUS Korea/CINCUNC was. expressing concern
that Teaks about the results of the North Korean GOB reassessment could occur.
He recommended that he be allowed to approach President Park Chung Hee and/or
Minister of Defense Ro with some indications of the direction that the re-
assessment of the North Korean GOB had taken. He suggested that an early,
fairly detailed briefing be given to President Park which could include the. .
best available data on the reassessment and that he be authorized to brief. .
both ROK officials at an early date.3 . ,

N) The DIA advised that plans for who tells what, to whom, and
when were being formulated on an interagency basis. Findings were at different
stages of completion; all elements of the intelliigence community had agreed,
however, that the retrospective analysis of the North Korean threat showed it~ -
to have been larger in 1977 than had been perceived. The Director of Central: .
Intelligence had briefed the President, the Secretary of State, and other
officials to that effect. The substance of this briefing had also been given:
to the principals of the Korea Review Group in Washington, and a series of . '~
private, face-to-face briefings for the leadership and leading members and
staffers of key congressional committees by the Director of Central Intelli-

100830Z Jul 78 % (EX), GDS-86.
2. 0SD 0817567 Jul! 78 (T%) (BOM), GDS-88.
3. SSO Korea 4704/220814Z Dec 78 (SyNFY (BOM}, DECL 19 Dec 84.
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gence, his representatives, or by the State Department was scheduled. !
/ . N

The State-Defense message stressed that the revised estimates represented a
record1ng of a steady increase in North Korean ground strength over a number of
years and that it was premature to attempt to relate the revised estimates to
broader reg1ona1 security questions such as the program for the withdrawal of
u. S ground forces from Korea. :

' r

-Defense message advised that’efforts
to resolve these differences would continue but that complete resolution was
not anticipated in the near term. In spite of the disagreement within the.
intelligence community on the prec1se figures, they agreed that the North Koreans
were substantially stronger than they had estimated ear11er

- The .Japanese officials’ recgiving. the briefing
expressed appreciation for ‘the prompt notification but, according to the U.S.

--._--_—-——--u_——-.—-—-..__-———-—-.—_n--—----——_-.—-.u—_-—_----...-.—----——........-—---—--..--

1. SSO DIA 2921307 Dec 78 (SANE) (BOM), REVW 29 Dec 98.

2. Ibid.

3. SECSTATE 327067/300000Z Dec 78 (S (EX), GDS 29 Dec 84.
4., Ibid.
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Embassy message, did not appear unduly concerned. The Commander U.S. Forces
Japan (COMUS Japan) informed CINCPAC that the briefing had been presented on
~4 January by COMUS Japan to the Chairman of the Joint Staff and assembled -
principals. . The Chairman also- expressed apprec1at10n for the. promptness of. the
not1f1cat10n as well as. for the information itself, The reaction was non~ i

committal and as 1ow~key as the briefing, stated: COMUS Japan, A’ reaction was
expected to be. s1ow-form1ng and deliberate and heav11y 1nf1uénced by the . degree
of -concern expressed in Seoul and in the washington media, - However, there ATs0
would be recognition that the United States was the key factor:in assessing the
_ balance 1n Korea~-not the relative strengths of the North and South ' =

. FSQ In Korea the ho?iday de.ay apparentlyahad provided t1me for thL
j‘deve1opment f "d,most by CINCUNC--a: leak. ~COMUS Korea advised . CINCPAC
by the time he had drrived at. the. anistry of ‘National Defense to brief -
 Minister Ro-oh 4. Januany. the ‘news of a-leak by the: Army Times had alh‘
~been broadcast on Korean radio. - Morebver, the revised GOB figures had been
passed through another Korean agency to the Minister. Minister Ro had two
reactions to the discussion. The first was one of shock and d1sappointment at
the Army Times leak. The second was a sensible reaction to the study results
He said that, whatever the range of estimates, it was clear that the North
Korean ground forces were stronger than had earlier been estimated. He observed

that"the new 1nte111gence suggested_thatdnar plans should be rev1ewed, th

' : Meanwhi1e, even before the ROK and Japanese off1c1a13fha
been briefed, the JCS had requested CINCPAC to provide his views as to how
the reévised GOB figures would affect the perception of the military ba]ance
on the Peninsula, ‘and how this would relate to the planned U.S. ground force
JQ? withdrawals. CINCPAC passed thé JCS request to COMUS Korea for his asses

k He repli the situation was markedly different from the one befor

1, SECSTATE 2028/0417312 Jan 79 (S$ (EX), which transmitted AMEMB Tokyo 113
of 4 Jan 79 (3% (EX), GDS 4 Jan 85; COMUS Japan 050306Z Jan 79 (W, |

REVW 5 Jan 85.
2. COMUS Korea 0509307 Jan 79 (Y (EX), DECL 31 Dec 84.
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What seemed even clearer was that
deterrence played an even greater rdle in the "balance," and that the planned
withdrawal of the Second Division should be canceled until the balance was
redressed or until other political moves toward a peaceful settlement of the
Korean question were made.l

//,/”‘ External Threat to ROK

FfS?ﬁGEQBﬂ) In August 1978 CINCPAC requested IPAC to prepare an analysis
regarding the threats posed by the Soviet Union and the PRC to the Republic
of Korea during the FY 81-88 timeframe. The IPAC analysis was that the threat
from Russia was not forecast to be appreciably different in that timeframe
than in 1978. Soviet air, ground, and naval forces were the most powerful
forces in the Western Pacific, but would not normally be deployed for action
against the ROK. The more realistic scenario foreseen by IPAC was one of
Soviet "assistance" to North Korea in the form of advisors, technological
support, weapon systems deliveries, air defense services, and stepped up
deliveries of such things as surface-to-surface missiles, surface-to-air
missiles, patrol boats, and new generation fighter aircraft. IPAC did not
consider it probable that the Soviet Union would become comitted on the
ground or in the air with its own personnel.?

e

1. JCS 3089/0223447 Jan 79 (SME) (EX), DECL 2 Jan 85; COMUS Korea 0807102

Jan 79 (N (EX), DECL 8 Jan 85, which cited CINCPAC 0420307 Jan 79,

2. COMIPAC 0900167 Aug 78 {FS/NF), XGDS-2, REVK 9 Aug 98,
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(?NUFGR-H-)._ In summary, IPAC considered the threat of unila €
by €ither the PRC or the Soviet Union against the ROK in the 1981-1988 time
period as substantial but highly improbable. Fore probable was the threat
posed by either Soviet or Chinese assistance to North Korea. The. 1ikelihood
of such assistance would depend on the perceptions by the two powers regarding
their resulting strategic positions if they withheld assistance during North
Korea's attempt at forceful reunification of the Korean Peninsula.?2

O T G S . Y A S e A N = T e i A ) e D e T -
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SECTION IV--THE THREAT TO JAPAN

(TS}  As part of a message from Admiral Weisner to Major General Wolff,
Commander of the U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group, the Admiral advised that
IPAC was updating the threat to Japan. However, the CINCPAC assessment as of
! March 1978 was that the most probable threat to Japan was offensive action b
| the Soviet Union in the context of a U.S.-Soviet Union worldwide conflict.

(S, Initial reports of a Soviet force buildup in the Kuril Islands were
i received in May of 1978 which indicated that four Soviet amphibious assault
ships were operating between the Soviet mainland and the southern Kurils.
Subsequent reports from the DIA noted that, after a lapse of 17 years, the
’ Soviets were redeploying ground forces to the Kuril Islands. A movement of
this type, presumably of men and equipment, suggested an amphibious 1ift as
opposed to an assault training operation. Additionally, Soviet transports
' reportedly conducted flights to Etorofu Island during the same period.

PS{ Information obtained during June 1978 indicated the reestablishment
[ of Soviet ground forces on the two southernmost islands in the Kuril chain.
On Kunashiri Island, tents which could accommodate 1,500 personnel as well as
sufficient combat material for a Soviet motorized rifle company, a tank com-
{ pany, and an artillery battery were reported. Numerous coast watch stations
were located on this island and other watch stations and electronic monitoring
sites were expected to be located on other jslands in the Kuril chain. On
l Etorofu, tents for approximately 1,000 personnel, presumed to be engaged ir
construction activity, had been reported. No combat units or material had
, been recently reported at that location. A Soviet fighter regiment was deploy-
ed on Etorofu and numerous operational air fields were reported on the other
islands; however, there was no significant air order of battle.3

[ PS{ The DIA assessment was that the Soviet ground, air, and naval forces
deployed on the Kuril Islands could be described as token assets and were

: essentially defensive in nature. Nevertheless, and despite the relative

i scarcity of Soviet forces and installations in the Kurils, the Soviet Union

A L o S AR AL ek e e AR i AP T . e e e R A S W A N A S N SR A S R R A e A e A Em e

1. CINCPAC 2403427 Mar 78 T¥S) (BOM), XGDS-3, REVW 24 Mar 98, personal from
Admiral Weisner to Major General Wolff.
H 2. AMEMB Tokyo 10941/150907Z dJun 78 {8}, GDS 15 Jun 84,
3. Ibid.
| _—
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attached strategic, political, and economic importance to the islands. They
served as a defensive barrier to maritime approaches to the Soviet Far East
and insured naval access from the Sea of Okhotsk to the Pacific. The islands
were particularly important to Russia because the Sea of Japan would become’
an enclosed lake if the La Perouse, Tsugaru, and Tsushima Straits were closed.
From an economic standpoint, the Kurils provided one of the world's major
fisheries,l | o S

1. DIA 179071317227 Oct 78 S, XGDS-2, REVW 13 Oct 98.
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Jsist, they could lead to unexpected hostilities.
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SECTION V--THE THREAT TO TAIWAN

The PRC Position

EEZNUﬁéﬁN4- As in 1977 there was little difference in the overall threat

posed by the PRC against Taiwan during 1978. During 1977 the U.S. State
Department, the U.S. Ambassador to the Republic of China (ROC), the Commander
of the U.S. Taiwan Defense Command (COMUSTDC), and CINCPAC were all concerned
over the possibility of incidents arising from the extension of the PRC military
presence into the Taiwan Strait. During 1977 there had been many instances

of PRC air force intrusion into the air space of the ROC. The Ambassador had
expressed to the ROC Foreign Minister the concern of the United States with

the situation in the Taiwan Strait and the strong desire of the United States
to avoid any incident there. In August 1977 the U.S. Embassy in Taipei had

advised the State Department that ROC concern over .the increased PRC military

activity in the Strait, together With the belief in Taipei that normalization
of U.S.-PRC relations might encourage the PRC to apply military pressure against

-_the ‘ROC, had prompted the ROC.to increase the state of readiness of its: forces

on the off-shore 1slands 1

Thxs concern extended 1nto 1978 as was shown, 1ntera11a, by a letter
recelved from Admiral Soong,_the ROC Chief of General Staff by COMUSTDC in
April 1978. In this letter, Admiral Soong again expressed deep concern over

_the PRC air activity opposite Taiwan. The letter “stated that, on 13 April 1978,
WO flights of four PRC fighter ajrcraft had left the Chinese mainland and pro-

ceeded to at least the mid-point of the Taiwan Strait.  On the following - day,
eight PRC fighter aircraft in two flights had approached a ROC routine patrol
mission as close as 15 nautical miles from the ROC aircraft. According to the
Soong letter, engagement was avoided by the exercise of strict self-restraint
on the part of the ROC pilots. The PRC air force flights were labeled deliber-
ate, provocative acts which constituted a direct threat to the security of the
Taiwan Strait, The letter emphasized that if such_incidents continued to per-

CINCPAC advised the JCS that the over-water flights cited

in Admiral Soong's letter had not been corroborated by the U.S, military, but

noted that the possibility of spontaneous incidents increased so long as the
PRC continued to assert its right to fly over the Taiwan Strait.2

A o T g e o T g T i ——— T S - T o B s - -

1. CINCPAC Command History 1977 TYS&RD), Vol. I, pp. 97-101,
2. CINCPAC 0505407 May 78 159, GDS-86.
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Other Threat Indicators

(U)  In August 1977 the Chairman of the Chinese Communist Party, Hua
Kuo-feng, stated the PRC position on Taiwan. Hua stipulated that the con-
ditions for normalization of relations between the United States and the PRC
were that the United States must sever diplomatic relations with Taiwan, with-
draw all its Armed Forces and military installations from Taiwan and.the
Taiwan Strait, and abrogate the MDT. During this same policy statement, Hua
stated that the PRC was determined to liberate Taiwan, and that when and how
that was accomplished was entirely China's internal affair, which brooked no
foreign interference.!

| About one year.later, in August 1978, the ROC Chief of General Staff,
Admiral Soong, visited CINCPAC..

B During this visit, Admiral Weisner.took the ...
opportunity to reiterate the great sensitivity of the United States toward the
possibility of an incident dyring routine air operations in the Taiwan Strait,
Soong acknowledged the awareness of ROC officials of that sensitivity and - . .
stated that he had instructed the ROC Air Force repeatedly in that‘rfegar'd.2 »

T N MAN T R L e e e S e e e S e T S S G e e W MR R EE S e o S e e v SR S AL e A At

1. CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TS/FRD), Vol. I, pp. 101, 102,

2. CINCPAC 0218507 Sep 78 CS& (EX), GDS-86; further discussions in Ch, VII,
LOROP Cameras.
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SECTION VI--SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM (SRY)

(U)  The fighting along the Vietnam-Cambodia border which had begun in
1977 continued and intensified during 1978. In May of 1977 the SRV had extended
its economic zone waters to 200 miles off-shore. The SRV also claimed a 12-mile
"contiguous zone" in addition to the 12-mile territorial zone. There had been
several instances of attacks by Vietnamese gun boats on foreign flag vessels,!

4§é€; Two such incidents, involving the same vessel, occurred early in 1978.
On"2-January the SS GATEWAY CITY reported that it had been fired upon by an
unidentified small boat at a position about 44 miles from the Vietnamese Island
of Hon Khoai. The unknown vessel was approximately 44 feet long and was believed
to have been firing small caliber automatic weapons. When the GATEWAY CITY

took evasive action, the unknown vessel pursued for approximately ten minutes.
The GATEWAY CITY received no hits. CINCPAC noted that, although the nationality
of the vessel which had fired on the GATEWAY CITY was unknown, the location
would indicate that it probably was Vietnamese. CINCPAC recommended to the

JCS that the State Department be requested to take appropriate diplomatic

action with the SRV to inquire into and protest these continuing incidents.
CINCPAC also requested that the Master of the GATEWAY CITY be thoroughly de-
briefed iin order to obtain any information which might be useful in the analysis
of such incidents.2 : : o

(U)  On 15 January Embassy officials from the U.S. Embassy in Bangkok dis-
cussed the attack by fire on the SS GATEWAY CITY with the ship's officers.
They indicated that no photographs had been taken of the attacking boat, that
the total number of shots fired was approximately 15-20, and that the weapon
appeared to be a Browning Automatic Rifle as opposed to a fixed-deck gun, The
second mate of the GATEWAY CITY believed that, given the configuration of the
attacking boat and the proximity to Vietnam, it was a Vietnamese vessel. The
officers said they saw no fishing gear aboard the vessel which, at its closest
point, came to within three-fourths mile to the GATEWAY CITY.3

éﬁf’ That information was passed by the State Department to the U.S. Embassy
in Paris, France to be brought to the attention of Vietnamese authorities. An
Embassy liaison officer in Paris was directed to state that this was a matter
for the attention of the SRV in the hope of avoiding any possible future prob-
lems. An appropriate Notice to Mariners, previously issued in 1975, had been
reiterated advising vessels to remain at least 20 nautical miles off the coast
of Vietnam, including the off-shore islands. The State Department directed

1. CINCPAC Command History 1977 (FS4RRQ), Vol. I, p. 115.

2. SS GATEWAY CITY 0210507 Jan 78 (U): CINCPAC 05005]Z Jan 78 TCQe GDS-84.

3. AMEMB Bangkok 1649/1709167 Jan 78 (V).
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that the SRV be told that a warning would be reissued which advised the American
merchant ships to stay 30 nautical miles off the Vietnamese coast. However,
this did not imply acceptance of the SRV stated ocean boundaries because the
United States recognized only a three-mile territorial limit and a nine-mile
contiguous zone. This position on territorial waters contrasted with the

claim of the SRV to twelve-mile territorial waters and an additional twelve-
mile contiguous zone claimed by the SRV as a "zone of control."l

%?f( By what seemed to be a remarkable coincidence, shortly before midnight
on January the same Sealand Incorporated ship, the SS GATEWAY CITY, reported
having been fired upon at a position some 65 miles south of the SRV. The Sea-
land agent in Hong Kong informed the U.S. Defense Liaison Office (USDLO) din,
Hong Kong that the Master had observed tracer rounds from a small boat firing
at a distance of approximately two and one-half nautical miles from the GATEWAY. .
CITY. After this incident, the Sealand company ordered.all of its ships to
remain a minimum of 35 nautical miles from the SRV. However,.the Master of the
SS GATEWAY CITY ordered his crew to maintain a minimum distance of 60 nautical
miles from the SRY; further, the Master ordered the closest point of. approach
for small craft to his vessel be kept at two nautical miles as a result of .
discussions with the USDLO regarding possible fishing boats with trailing nets.
The USDLO noted that both this incident and the previous incident involving. the
GATEWAY CITY had occurred in the same general area and requested amplifying -
information which might reflect a high degree of sensitivity on the part of SRV
nationals or craft regarding this area. 2 .

(U) In response to the request for information, CINCPACFLT advised that
amplifying information was limited. The SRV claimed twelve nautical mile :
territorial waters and enforced an unrecognized additional twelve nautical miles .
as a "search and seizure zone." CINCPACFLT noted that the U.S. yacht BRILLIG,
seized on 12 October 1977, had apparently been within 24 naut1cal miles. of SRV
territory. The BRILLIG was seized by SRV fishing boats with armed civilians
aboard., These personnel could represent an. informal civilian maritime militia.
Such armed fishing craft were believed to augment the SRV Navy in its coastal
patrol functions, but were primarily bonafide fishing boats. However, the _
distance of the GATEWAY CITY from the SRV coast suggested another possibility.
CINCPACFLT ‘noted that firing incidents such as those encountered by the GATEWAY .
CITY had been reported previously in the Gulf of Thailand. It was poss1b1e that'
the merchant ships involved unknowingly disrupted fishing operations and irate
fishermen retaliated with small arms fire. There was no evidence to suggest
that the GATEWAY CITY incidents involved SRV Navy patrol craft, 3
1. SECSTATE 19610/250153Z Jan 78 (¥, XGDS-3, REVW 25 Jan 98.

2. USDLO Hong Kong 010808Z Feb 78 061 and 060700Z Feb 78 (gJ both GDS-84,
3. CINCPACFLT 140300Z Feb 78 (U). :
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On 2 March CINCPAC expressed concern to the JCS regarding the GATEWAY
CITY incidents and their implications regarding the Law of the Sea negotiations.
The JCS advised that the State Department had been made aware of CINCPAC's
concerns and recommendations and that coordination procedures were anticipated
to insure that the Law of the Sea implications were fully considered. On 21
March the State Department acknowledged the concern expressed by CINCPAC but
stated that the Department had no reason to believe that the SRV was under any
misapprehension regarding the U.S. position on coastal state jurisdiction.
With respect to the preparation and clearance of Notices to Mariners and re-
lated maritime matters, wherein claims of off-shore jurisdiction or the recog-
nition of such claims were germane, the State Department advised that both
the Office of the Legal Advisor and the Office of the Law of the Sea negotia-
tions would be involved in the clearance process.]

(U) Another element was added to the SRV threat when, in early November
1978, a treaty of friendship and cooperation was signed between the Soviet
Union and the SRV. This, as stated earlier in this chapter, prompted specu-
lation regarding the future use of Cam Ranh Bay by the Soviet Union. The
treaty followed a steady expansion of Russian support for Vietnam. Moscow had
not only supplied Vietnam with arms for its war with Cambodia, but had also
accused the Chinese of "aggression" in North Vietnam, 2

dﬁf{ Pertinent to the above was a 5 December 1978 DIA report that Vietnam
had received its first major naval delivery from the Soviet Union. Two

PETYA I-class small frigates, each towed by a merchant tug, had arrived off Da
Nang. A Japanese sighting on 22 November indicated that the two vessels were
equipped with only three anti-submarine warfare torpedo tubes vice the normal
bank of five on Soviet naval vessels of the same class. If the frigates re-
mained in Vietnam, reported the DIA, they would be the Targest warships in
Hanoi's inventory, and their acquisition substantially improved the capability
of the gRV to patrol its Tong coastline and to enforce claims to its territorial
waters.

It wasn't until 14 December that the substance of the DIA report was
pubiished in a Tokyo newspaper quoting Japanese government sources. The Tokyo
paper stated that the Soviet Union had supplied two 1,000-ton escort ships to
its new Asian ally as an integral part of their military alliance. The news-
paper stated that the turnover of the two PETYA-class escort vessels was the
1. JCS 5237/110122Z Mar 78 (§), GDS-86, which cited CINCPAC 022211Z Mar 78;
SECSTATE 72077/211422Z Mar 78 (™ GDS-84.

2. New York Times, 8 Nov 78, "Soviet-Vietnamese Treaty May Alter Sea
Strategies,” by Drew Middieton, (U).

3. DIA 2657/0505267 Dec 78 {S¢, REVW 4 Dec 98.
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first indication of bilateral cooperation in naval operations.  Citing

“Japanese defense planners," the newspaper speculated that this could eventually
lead to the development of the former coastal base at Cam Ranh Bay by the
Soviets as their key naval station in Southeast Asia. The newspaper quoted
"Japanese government sources" as stating that American military experts be-
lieved that construction of a refueling depot was underway at Cam Ranh Bay.

_.._--o--------.---_----_-._--—-—-_-—-...u___----—u.q-—_—-——_—-—---———_—_-——

1. CINCPAC 162326Z Dec 78 (™\, DECL 16 Dec 86.
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SECTION VII--THE ANZUS-INDIAN OCEAN AREA

%91’ Neither Australia nor New Zealand faced any immediate threat to
natfonal security from external or internal sources. However, both nations
were concerned that the Soviet Navy could threaten vital SLOC from the Persian
Gulf. Whether this concern by the ANZUS Treaty partners of the the United
States was justified depended to some extent on whether the ANZUS nations con-
sidered France to be an ally. A May 1978 IPAC paper on the Indian Ocean naval
presence revealed that France maintained 11 combatant ships in the Indian
Ocean, the United States maintained three, and Indonesia two. In contrast, the
average number of combatant ships maintained in the Indian Ocean by the Soviet
Union was ten. Obviously, if France were not considered to be an ally of the
ANZUS countries, and considering the limited capability of the two Indonesian
vessels, the Soviet threat of ten combatants against the three of the United
States was a threat to the SLOC. Australia occasionally deployed submarines
to the Indian Ocean, and there were also periodic deployments to the Indian
Ocean by elements of the U.S. Seventh Fleet.]

O
(@

As previously discussed

1s chapter, after the expulsion of Soviet military forces from Somalia in
November 1977, the floating drydock at Berbera was moved to Aden in South Yemen
and subsequently to Dehalak Island, Ethiopia. In addition to the port facilities
in Ethiopia, the Soviet Navy also used ports in Iraq and South Yemen. Shipyard
facilities were available for the repair of Soviet auxiliaries at Singapore,
bunkering rights were available at Port Louis in Mauritius and anchorage and

buoy areas were used in Socotra, Guardafui, the Chagos Archipelago, Coetivy,

the Arab Shoals, and South Yemen.?2

LA SNk T M B G T e e S e e Y W e S TR S S e W S A e S e S e e S RSP e S e A R e T e =

XGDS-2, REVW 22 May 98; IPAC Point Paper, 22 May 78 (T/NGEQRN), Subj:
Indian Ocean Naval Presence and Force Levels (U), GDS-84.

2. IPAC Point Paper, 11 Oct 78 TS%, Subj: Soviet Naval Presence in the Indian
Ocean (U), GDS-84.
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CHAPTER III
PLANNING
SECTION I--NATIONAL LEVEL PLANNING

FY 80 Posture Statement'

FS& Since 1973 the Chairman of the JCS had annually asked CINCPAC to
provide input for his annual posture statement. On 15 September CINCPAC was
advised that work had started for the FY 80 military statement for presenta-
tion to the Congress early in 1979. CINCPAC and the CINCs of all of the
unified and specified commands were asked for their contributions to the
development of "this very important document." CINCPAC was asked for the most
current information and assessment related to the PACOM in areas of U.S.
national security objectives supported, an assessment of challenges to U.S.
security objectives in the PACOM, U.S. force capabilities to counter the.
challenges to U.S. security "today and for the near future," an. assessment of -

“present and near term risks, and other relevant subjects or considerations

appropriate for inclusion in the Chairman' s statement. 1

(U) Contributions were requested and rece1ved from CINCPAC!s component -
commands and the U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group. CINCPAC provided his re-
sponse on 6 October, followed by a supplemental message on 13 October that
addressed PACOM readiness capabilities and requirements, and on. 14 October by
a message that responded to a JCS request for the Admiral's personal views.
These three messages are addressed in some detail in the material that fo]Tows

I'\) .

™y In his message of 6 October, CINCPAC addressed the spec1f1c requests
of the JCS. First, regarding U.S. national security objectives supported, .
CINCPAC noted-that achievement of national security objectives: required not L
only ma1ntenance of the power balance in the Asia-Pacific,area, but also main-_
tenance of a world-wide power relat1onsh1p favorable. to the United States. L
Political and economic power must be used in concert with militanry posture.'t
insure- atta1nment of these objectives, and the w111 to use m111tary pownr,
when necessary, was the dec1s1ve factor.3 .~ : . |

T&i With the forces present]y ass1gned and the: ex1st1ng fdrward base S
structure, the PACOM could support the -national security objectives of securityg
1. JCS 7225/1520157 Sep 78 (3, G084, | | R
2. J5324 HistSum Oct 78 (N, GDS-86.

3. Ibid.; CINCPAC 062330Z Oct 78 (%, GDS-86.
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of the United States, deterrence of aggression, security of sea and air lines
of communication, and protection of U.S$. citizens, property, and interests
abroad. "Force reductions beyond those already planned would significantly
impair our capability to support those objectives, and would cause significant
adverse political reactions in the Asia-Pacific area." To assure the physical
security of the United States and maintenance of stability in the Asia-Pacific
area, the PACOM maintained modern, ready, and well-positioned forces in the
area. “However, continuous erosion of force levels has progressively degraded
overall PACOM capabilities. PACOM is becoming increasingly dependent upon
rapid augmentation to support in-theater units and assets." The key to the
forward deployment strategy, CINCPAC continued, was maintenance of essential
bases in the area. "Forward basing places PACOM forces in position to react
quickly to potential military or political emergencies and thereby reduces.
Tikelihood of such emergencies. Forward basing also serves as buffer for Alaska,
Hawaii, and CONUS and U.S. territories in event of conventional conflict."
CINCPAC believed that the existing basing posture was the minimum threshold for
supporting this security objective and sustaining forward deployment strategy.
CINCPAC continued, "To deter aggression requires a clear and evident warfight-
ing capability, and resolve to fight at any level of conflict. PACOM can .
support this objective only by maintaining a strong, credible, and visible
military capability" in the Western Pacific. In peacetime, forward deployed
PACOM forces signaled significant U.S. interest in the area, demonstrated U.S.
resolve to honor its commitments, and permitted timely and flexible U.S .
actions in periods of increased tension. Should deterrence fail, those forces
provided an initial combat capability in the area and an 1ncreased number of
options for early application of U.S. m111tary power.

f&i‘ CINCPAC next provided an assessment of cha]lenges to U.S. secur1ty
objectives in the PACOM. These challenges are addressed in the chapter of
this history concerned w1th "The Threat ! o _ e

TS%  In the matter of PACOM force capabilities to counter challenges o
U.S. security, CINCPAC commented on the "Swing Strategy " This subject AS .
__addressed in considerable detail elsewhere in this history.




™ CINCPAC noted that another example of a fundamental change was the
balance of naval forces in the Pacific and Indian Oceans. The Soviets had
steadily upgraded their sea control forces in both areas, and the Soviet
Pacific Fleet was by this time the largest of all Soviet fleets. Additionally,
it was likely that their new vertical/short take-off-and-land/antisubmarine
warfare carrier and BACKFIRE bomber would join the Pacific Fleet beginning in
1980, significantly improving Soviet warfighting capabilities in the Pacific.
In conventional NATO war, the Soviets could be expected to initiate action in
the PACOM and provide the United States with a two-front problem. In the face
of this growing Soviet threat, however, PACOM force levels had declined markedly.
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o \,  CINCPAG next provided his assessment of présent and h L{
" He noted that ‘existing military strategy guidance was almost exclusively defen-
sive in nature, and limited offensive guidance was given for PACOM forces 1n
case of a conventional woridwide war with the USSR and its allies. The guid-
ance did not provide an assessment of Soviet vUTnerébilities'along the exten-
sive sea and Tand frontiers that the Soviet forces would have to protect in a
global conflict with the United States. As a result, CINCPAC said, "it fails

\\tidnal1y, U.S. control of the Western Pacific and early offensive action t
\;§§impose major attrition on Soviet naya)l and ajr iti F

Wo ect the
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Republic of China and Japan,
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(SQ Regarding resource competition, CINCPAC said that military strategy
guidance was also the legacy of the period of strictly ideological confronta-
tion between East and West. "Both sides have resisted numerous temptations to
g0 to war over purely ideological differences and 1ikelihood they will abandon
this restraint is small." Conversely, the opposing sides had never had to
deal with competition between themselves for a critical resource, such as oil.
There was a real possibility that the United States (together with its +indus-
trial allies) and the Soviet Union might enter such a competition. Given the
flexibility inherent in its capitalistic system, the United States, and its
aillies, would have an advantage over the USSR. The unwieldy Soviet system
might not adapt to international competition, making recourse to military aggres-
sion or active subversion in oil-producing countries of the Persian Gulf an
attractive aiternative.

08 CINCPAC believed that reliance on Atlantic Ocean lines of communica-
tion to move forces needed in the early stages of a NATO-Warsaw Pact war con-
stituted a risk. He noted that the availability of immediate naval reinforce-
ments from the Pacific essential to protection of those }ines Jeopardized the
successful execution of U.S. military strategy. He believed that efforts must
be made to improve the security of those lines of communication, reduce their
vulnerability, and reduce reliance on them during the initial stages of a war
in Europe. He further believed that increased emphasis should be given to the
forward deployment of additional forces in peacetime, increasing the pre-posi-
tioning of materiel configured to unit sets and pre-positioning war reserve
stocks, and improving the defense of lines of communication to and over Europe.

TS}, CINCPAC addressed ‘Asian perceptions of U.S. activities. -He said that
maintenance of U.S. control of the Western Pacific and early offensive action (?(D
to impose major attrition on Soviet naval and air capabilities in the Far East (b

would significantly affect perceptions of the leadership of the People's

Any further reduction or adjustment of PACOM .
~SEERET™
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force levels would increase adverse political reactions in Asia, since, from
. the Asian perspective, the United States would be “abandoning Asia."

PSL CINCPAC commented on Soviet naval growth, noting that the continued
growth of strength indicated both the desire and capability to project mili-
tary power abroad and compete, if not dominate, on a global scale. This growth
constituted a new dimension of the threat to U.S. and allied interests that
were at the time not being countered by the growth of U.S. forces., CINCPAC
believed that the unanswered expansion of Soviet naval forces const1tuted a
risk. '

The last in the series of subjects the JCS had requested coverage on
concerned other relevant considerations for the Chairman's pesture statement.
Addressing the strategic importance of the PACOM area, CINCPAC noted that
sheer size and population gave the Asia-Pacific area a vital place.in the:
political, economic, and military affairs of the world, and :in . the future well-.
being of the United States. Events of the preceding year had not upset the -
post-Vietnam equilibrium in the Asia-Pacific area, but.the balance was dynamic
and challenges to it arose. Among these were the conclusion of the Sino-~
Japanese Peace and Friendship: Treaty, spreading rifts among Communist states
in Southeast Asia, Communist wooing of members of the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations, and increased Soviet influence in Afghan1stan Mauritius, and
the People's Democratic Republic of Yemen. - : Co

CSQ CINCPAC noted that, unlike western Europe, the Asia-Pacific region
presented :1ittle semblance of homogeneity. ‘Great disparities in national
wealth and industrial ‘development, ancient and unsettled (disputes over land .
and sea boundaries, religious animosities, and communal. f” fans. threatene
to upset ex1st1ng reg1ona1 equilibrium through domestic uprisings.or thrdu
Tocal warfare. ' In either .form, such conf11ct stood a strong chanc“'of engaging:
rival 1nterests of outs1de maJor pawers, s R E

by rég1on
for better:re1at10ns_ﬁw
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and considered a North Korea-China alliance essential.

{ An anti-Soviet tone also marked the Sino-Japanese treaty. The Soviets
reacted in the only way readily available to them: military shows of force to
the north of Japan. Despite strong objections from China and North Korea,

' Japan and the Republic of Korea ratified an agreement on exploiting continental
shelf areas to which all four Tay claim. Tension over offshore rights in
"Northeast Asia fitted the regionwide pattern of potent1a1 conflict over this
issue,

In Southeast Asia the 011 issue was latent in the South China Sea, but
it might eventually embroil the Philippines, the Socialist Republic of Vietnam,
and Taiwan, as well as China. At this time, however, the falling out among the
Communist states dominated the Southeast Asian scene.

'CBQ In the Southwest Pacific, Australia and New Zealand continued to con-
tribute to Southeast Asian security through their defense arrangements with
Malaysia and Singapore. Within the ANZUS alljance they had placed added stress
on the value not only of training exchanges and interoperability, but also on
contingency cooperation in the field of logistics. Their support for new and

- essentially defenseless Pacific Island states had helped keep the feared Soviet

and Chinese penetration of the area at the level of small-scale economic
projects.

(&) ‘Among all of the Asia-Pacific regions, South Asia appeared to be the
least stable. Measured steps toward full diplomatic relations and possible
border talks between India and China were more than offset by the shakiness of
the martial law regime in Pakistan and the still-unpredictable effects of the
pro-Soviet coup d'etat in Afghanistan. New Afgan leaders faced religious and
tribal opposition, and their own hold on power was uncertain. To seat them-
selves more firmly, they might attempt to export such unrest to Pakistan, and
possibly Iran.

TS) In Northeast Asia, which for the purposes of the regional appraisal
consisted of Japan, the Republic of Korea, and Taiwan, a political-military
realignment could significantly alter the global power balance. Local and ex-
ternal powers competed in the area for political, economic, and military influ-
ence. The USSR supported North Korea to further Soviet influence and to pre-
clude Chinese gains. China sought greater regional 1nf1uence at Soviet expense

force withdrawals from Taiwan and planned withdrawals of ground combat forces
from Korea had placed the responsibility for ground defense of those two coun-

~SECRET
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tr1es, while the United States provided the required air, naval, and logistic

CINCPAC then expanded on this regional appraisal with spe-
cific information about the countries of that region, a practice he fo]10wed
throughout this part of his message to the Chairman.

Next he discussed the Southeast Asia region, which, for the purposes
of this message, consisted of Thailand, the Philippines, Indonesia, Singapore,
Malaysia, the Socialist Republic of Vietnam, Kampuchea, and Laos. He noted that.
the People's Republic of China was attempting to counter Soviet moves: in the
region as both countries continued to vie for influence in the area.. Countries
of that region were important to U.S. security interests because of their prox-
imity to vital sea lines of communication between the Pacific and Indian Oceans,
~and because they had abundant natural resources. The Association of Southeast
.-Asian Nations, he continued, had emerged as an important regional organization
whose corporate success had become a major factor in the foreign po11c1es of
member nations.

PSy The region of Oceania consisted of Australia, New Zealand, Tonga, Fiji..
Western Samoa, and other South Pacific islands. CINCPAC believed that increasec
efforts by Australia to guide and assist nations in Asia and the Southwest. :
Pacific should be encouraged. Austraiia offered alternatives for forward U.S5.
bases, communications, and training areas. New Zealand, it was believed, shoul¢
also be encouraged to continue to play an active role in the Southwest Pacific.

T?% The South Asia-Indian Ocean region consisted of India, Pak1stan, and
Diego Garcia. South Asia was important to the United States because of its
common borders with China, its proximity to the volatile and oil-rich Middle
East, its important natural resources, and its facilities that could support
forces used to control adjacent Indian Ocean lines of communication. - The Indiar~
Ocean's strategic importance stemmed from the lines of communication that
transited the area and the several littoral and small isiand states that could
support U.S. military operations in the region. Access to or denial of the
lines of communication in this area also impacted directly on the vitally:
important Atlantic-Mediterranean lines of communication to the Mid-East:.

-SEERET-
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g;f Lastly, CINCPAC provided his projection for the near future.

Likelihood of conflicts involving US security interests,
as well as form and outcome of such conflicts, will depend
in large measure upon degree to which the US and its allies
maintain credible military capability and clear national
determination to apply that capability throughout spectrum
of potential conflicts.

One crit1ca1 factor in stability of Asia-Pacific
region 15 perception of US military power and resolve.
Throughout region,.it is perceived security interest and -
commitment of the US that is absolutely necessary for contin-
ued atmosphere of security. Our presénce is perceived as
stabilizing influence and necessary balance to Soviet Union.
That perception of balance may give Chinese option of defer-
ring achievement of capability to project their military
power over great distances. Without this balance it is also
possible that PRC would be forced to consider less hostile
stance or even rapprochement with Soviets. We will continue
to strive for peaceful evolution and stability in region.
These objectives can be attained if the US maintains balanced
political, economic, and military position of strength and
resolve,

...For the future, Pacific-Asian area will continue to
be aware of dynamic change and unpredictable events to which
the US economic, political and security interests will re-
main inextricably tied to events in this vast region. In
view of increasing Soviet threat in PACOM and expanded role
of our air and naval force in underwriting US commitments
to defense of our allies, demands on PACOM forces will in-
crease. Qur ability to decisively and confident]y meet
future challenges in PACOM will depend, in large measure, on
maintenance of combat ready, forward deployed US forces
throughout the area.

PACOM Readiness Capabilities and Requirements

(V)

He said:

In a supplemental message of 13 October CINCPAC provided information
on PACOM readiness capabilities and requirements, this also for use in the

1
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JCS Chairman’s FY 80 posture statement.

ggf/ CINCPAC's overview was as_fo]]ows:1

..While individual unit read1ness ha's gradua11y 1m-
proved since 1975, continuous erosion of force levels has
progressively degraded overall PACOM capabilities. At this
time, when potential adversaries are strengthen1ng their
theater forces, PACOM has become increasingly dependent upon
rapid augmentation of CONUS-based combat, combat support,
and combat service support forces. Consider it essentfal to
maintain force levels and mix in PACOM sufficient to exécute
national military strategy in conventional worldwide war
with Soviets and to rapidly react to less 1ntense cr1ses and
contingencies in theater.

( CINCPAC outlined the readiness of Army forces and then listed signifi-
cant ‘actions he thought would improve the PACOM Army force posture. These in-
cluded reestablishing the Army component command to CINCPAC, increasing the
strength of the 25th Infantry Division to three active brigades and reorienting
it with a mission to be prepared to reinforce in Korea, developing new and im-
proved electronic warfare capabilities, and upgrading commun1cat10ns systems
in Korea.

{(£) CINCPAC then listed significant actions to improve the PACOM Air
Forcé posture. These included increasing numbers of aircraft to meet expanding
mission requirements and accelerating development and procurement of more ad-
vanced weapons and munitions.

(/9‘5 CINCPAC noted that overall fleet capabilities had continued to improve
over {the previous year. Improvements were attributed to the steady introductior
of new weapons, sensors, and platforms, the soundness of innovative tactical

. o = e e e L S . W TR TR T e M R RN A S M e e e A SN D N S SN D A R W R W R S WD e R T e RS W

1. CINCPAC 1306447 Oct 78 (S, GDS-86.

-SECRET
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concepts, and the high state of readiness of deployed amphibious forces, among
other things. His 1ist of other needed improvements included additional con-
ventional munitions stockpiles to support war plans, retention of experienced
personnel possessing scarce technical expertise, and various improvements in
ships and capabilities. He noted that the PACOM naval force capability to .
counter the Soviet naval threat was constrained by equipment age and inadequate
parts support; funding for ship overhauls, new construction, rework and pro-
curement of aviation components; and qualitative and quantitative weapon
deficiencies. :

€SANOEORN)  Several of CINCPAC's comments in the field ofllogistics con--
cerned pre-positioned war reserve stocks.

He cited other problems with port capability and transfer authority o
U.S. stocks to the ROK.  He listed communications requirements.

(&  CINCPAC said that military personnel remained the key element in .
fulfilling assigned missions and tasks, and that the quality, ability, motiva-
tion, and dedication of PACOM personnel continued to increase. "Our main
concern centers on retention of our highly qualified technicians and leaders
through compiete Service careers. Existing shortages of supervisory enlisted
personnel adversely affect our capabilities in areas of maintenance, training
and operations, thus degrading readiness. Herculean task of significantly
increasing retention requires full support and command attention at all echelon:
commencing with our Congressional leaders." '

[6) Exercises continued to ﬁ]ay a key role in U.S. involvement throughout
the PACOM. They provided an essential vehicle of demonstration .of our politi-
cal intentions and military capabilities.

QFORN)  In.the matter of mobility of PACOM forces, the shortage of
amphibious 3hipping continued, and the shortage of airlift forces “"reduces our
capability to respond quickly to contingencies in the PACOM."1 :

Personal Views

(U) The JCS had also requested Admiral Weisner's personal views for con-
sideration in preparation of the Chairman's FY 80 posture statement. These
were provided on 14 October.2

-— __-—-.-_--...—-—---———-——..-—------—---n——---—-._—--—-----.-.-.-——----——-n-“u——---————

2. CINCPAC 140019Z Oct 78 (EX) (3, GDS-86; J5324 HistSum Oct 78 (%Y, GDS-86.
—StERET NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN KATIONALS
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™S In an opening general statement, the Admiral noted that while addres-
sing the international environment and U.S. military strategy, he believed that
it was most important that the posture statement emphasize the global dimension
of the Soviet challenge to U.S. security. He elaborated that he meant global
in the sense of both peacetime competition for international influence, and
wartime application of military power.

1S)  In the matter of force posture, he believed that efforts to counter
the growing Soviet threat in the PACOM deserved the highest consideration by
national leadership. He said that it was critical that the PACOM maintain its
forward deployed forces at no less than the existing level and retain the capa-
‘bility to rapidly augment those forces. He further stated that any ingrease.
in the force. Tevel.would be viewed as a ‘positive commitment by the United.
States and wou]d go a long way toward boIster1ng the: dec]infng confidence of
u. S Asian allies. SEIT

(5+ Regard1ng PACOM base posture, CINCPAC said that the PACOM ab111ty to
support U.S. security interests in the Asia-Pacific and Indian Ocean areas,
and successfully carry out the many and varied tasks assigned, depended, to a
large extent, on the maintenance of a viable Uu.s. forward bas1ng structure in
the Pacific.

) In discussing pre-positioned war reserve stocks, CINCPAC said that
sufficient in-place war materials represented an essential part of.the PACOM
equation for protection of U.S. security interests in the Pacific. “As you
know," he told the Chairman, "we are curréntly faced with certain shortages
which could seriously affect our ability to generate and employ our forces in
response to a contingency." He then highlighted certain of those shortages.

{80 Regarding logistics readiness, CINCPAC advised that a recent down .
trend in PACAF tactical forces had resulted from increéased and new authoriza-
tions to the war reserve spares kits and base level spares support listing.
Trends for other type forces were generally steady at ‘acceptable levels, but
the data on which the trends were based did not fully consider the chronic
shortages in pre-positioned war reserve materiel.

(37 Admiral Weisner, once again, provided his thoughts on the "Swing
Strategy," which was addressed both in his basic contribution to the posture
statement and in considerable detail elsewhere in this history. Here he noted
that the importance of early offensive action by the United States in the
Pacific following the outbreak of war with the USSR "cannot be overemphasized."

t¥S) Increasing competition for the world's energy resources was of parti-
cular importance to the United States in view of the Free World's dependence

SEORET
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on the continued flow of Mid-East 0il, and Soviet moves to expand their influ-
ence in Africa and the Middle East, moves that could directly challenge y.s.
access to this vital resource. The Admiral provided several actions that the
United States might pursue to assist in offsetting this Soviet influence.

(U}  CINCPAC's closing remarks are quoted:1

In nearly every area of military strength there has
been relative decline over the years in relation to Soviet
Union. This is not to suggest that there have been no
improvements in PACOM's forces and capabilities. Indeed,
programs JCS has supported in past, and moneys provided have
strengthened our military capabilities. Modest increases 1in
combat forces and in readiness, development of several major
weapon systems and other improvements alil contribute to our
military power. However, in Tight of extensive growth in
military capabilities of Soviet Union, it is questionable
whether what has been done is enough to assure security and
well-being of our country in coming years. Without adequate
security, other necessary and desirable programs to meet
national needs cannot be successfully conducted.

0&1 CINCPAC's philosophy as expressed in his contributions to the Chair-
man's posture statement received support through State Department channels in
November. The U.S. Ambassador in Tokyo advised the Department in Washington
that he hoped that those involved in preparation of the statements of the B
Chairman and also of the Secretary of Defense, and other public statements to
the Congress on U.S. military posture and plans, would “keep in mind the impor-
tance of presenting such information in manner which will enhance confidence of
US reliability and staying power in this part of the world." He reminded of
the interpretation by the Japanese of the previous year's posture statement
that the Pacifig_was of vastly lower military importance than NATO to
United States.

2. AMEMB Tokyo 21089/300310Z Nov 78 (¢4, Gps-8a.
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(6 The Ambassador in Manila endorsed the concerns of the Ambassador in
Tokyo. He advised that President Marcos sought c¢larification of U.S. inten-
tions in the region during the visit of a U.S. congressional delegation in
November. He strongly recommended that appropriate reference be made to the
Philippines in the various major policy reports, such as the Chairman's pos-
ture statement. He noted that it had been surprising, because of the major
U.S. military facilities in the Philippines, that that country had not been
mentioned once 1n the Secretary of Defense's 375 -page annual report released
in January 1978.1

(U) The Chairman's posture statement was expected to be released in 1979.

Conso]idated Guidance - "

Conso]]dated Guidance was. the .name of..a naw: plaﬁn1ng dbedment designed
to replace thg fgrmer Defense Guidance, Planning dnd Programming Gu1dance and
Fiscal Guidance. The 1978 Consolidated Guidance was to serve as a guide to
the Services and Defense Department agencies in preparation of the FY 80-84
Program Objective Memorandums. It served as an authoritative statement of the
fundamental issues and rationale underlying the defense program, and encouraged
debate and dialogue on critical national security issues. The new document. was
designed to permit earlier Presidential involvement and enhance the leadership
of the Secretary of Defense by providing earlier detajled fiscal and program-'
ming guidance. On 18 January 1978 the JCS requested PACOM comments on the’
draft Consolidated Guidance FY 80-84, indicating that PACOM’comments would be
used in the preparation of the JCS response to the Secretary of Defense. The'
response was. to be considered by the Secretary in revising the ConsoT1dated _
Guidance before submitting it to the President. The PACOM views were forwarded
to theZJES on 1 February and CINCPAC prov1ded his persona] v1ews a few days |
later.

' TSQ The PACOM rep]y of 1 February noted: that the. Conso]1dated Guidance
was a major departure from the previous ‘approach to- the Planning, Pregrammiﬁg.f
and Budgeting System. In the past the Defense Guidance had provided '
relatively’ stra1ghtforward comp11at10n of: fundamenta1 U.Sa secu ity
defense- strategy,-and related planning guidance It represented~a
element in shaping not only programming guidance but ' also’ tantingan‘
tasks. It.also provided a meaningful defense policy base1in_kto measur
r1sk 1eve1 associated with resource-constrained forces ‘and. programs.
fundamenta1 defense obJectfves and strategy were less c]ear]y define]

M e S S S S S T i T e A A A W R A S He EE e e S e R B e I Em am  PR m

1. AMEMB Manila 21577/060432Z Dec 78 (63, ADS 12/4/83
2. J5324 HistSums Jan, Feb 78 (S), GDS-88.
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new draft and in some cases seemed to be secondary to programming and fiscal
objectives. "Such an approach, over time, could result in fundamental u.s.
defense policy being shaped by budgetary objectives rather than basic U.S.
security interests and defense imperatives."l

(§Q CINCPAC noted that there should have been concise discussions concern
ing the international environment, regional analyses, and assessment of the
threat to the U.S. security interests worldwide, and regional objectives and
policies. Security assistance, an element of U.S. foreign policy and Defense
programs, was not mentioned. On the other hand, some information on the
Services was too specific, encroaching upon Service responsibilities and

prerogatives.

(5Q The entire document was NATO oriented with 1ittle recognition of U.S.
woridwide requirements. With its narrow focus on the Central Front, it was
unduly restrictive in its definition of U.S. interests and objectives in what
would, in fact, be a worldwide war with the Soviet Unjon.

'CSJ The Guidance did not provide a description of the desired outéome of
a global war with the Soviet Union or the totality of military objectives in

such a war.

(S{} The PACOM noted that throughout the Guidance the emphasis was placed
on what could be done with programmed forces without reference to the prior
question of whether those forces were adequate for the protection of vital
national interests, and capable of coping with the totality of Soviet military
power, - ‘ ‘ o

- S ' The Swing Stratedy was addressed in some detail and the PACOM redom
mended that ‘it be reviewed closely. - S o ‘

w———p--‘--——--—.—_—-n--—-_--._----——n-—-—-«.__-———-n-——-——------—-—--————--u_——_

1. CINCPAC 010311Z Feb 78 (), GDS-86. -
2. Ibid. The Swing Strategy is discussed in considerable detail elsewhere in

this History.
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(™. On 10 February the Admiral forwarded his personal views on ‘the draft
Consolidated Guidance. He noted first that he supported the comments that had
been prepared and forwarded by his staff. He said that the Guidance did not
provide an adequate basis for the development of a defense program. His fun-
damental concerns were that in an effort to replace three documents with one,
there was too much under one cover, and it lacked the quality of the three
documents to be replaced. He said that dollars dictated strategy and force
structure without adequate attention to requirements, and the Guidance was .too
heavily oriented toward Europe. He recognized that the goals of Consolidated
Guidance included earlier Presidential involvement and enhancement of the
Secretary of Defense's 1eadershi€, but the draft as a means to achieve those
ends might embody serious risks.

(Y The Guidance emphasized what could be done with programmed forces
without reference to whether those forces were adequate to protect vital U.S.
security interests or to cope with Soviet military capabilities. It tended to
postulate a passive or defensive role for U.S. forces. This could result in
structuring of the General Purpose Forces in a manner that would impede offen-

sive empioyment of U.S. forces and cede the initiative to the USSR.

?§{ The Guidance assumed that Soviet actions would focus essentially on
Central Europe. The Admiral said that it was highly unlikely, however, that
other vital U.S. worldwide interests would not be targeted. . oo oo

"~ He noted that earlier involvement by the President and Secretary of
Defense in defense issues Togically would lead to earlier top-level guidance.
The corollary, however, was that those officials might make detailed
decisions before. key defense issues were: thoroughly /e aiine

- and without a'"good fix" on what the
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1. J5324 Histsum Feb 78 TS), 6DS-86; CINCPAC 100427Z Feb 78 (EX) 1S), GDS-86.
2. Ibid. AN B
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SEGREF NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIONA

.-.0ur Consolidated Guidance, above all, should be
reassuring to our allies and disconcerting to our potential
adversaries, not the other way around. Most important, it
should be based on the best information and professional
expertise available, and should provide clear guidance
that will lead ultimately to a defense. posture that will
protect our security interests everywhere. : ();)

-_—--p-..--——-q'.-—-—-q-.--—-—..--—--..-————---.------—-.uu—-- _____ -
- T foif i Bl . -

1. J532Y BiSESum Dec 78 (S DECL 5 Jan &5

2. CINCPAC 2304057 Dec 78 6§Q!EX), DECL 20 DEC 84.
3. Ibid.
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Defense Policy Guidance

{8} In August the Secretary of Defense tasked the Under Secretary of

Defense for Policy (a newly-created position) to draft defense policy guidance
that would initiate and gquide the FY 81 Planning, Programming, and Budgeting
System/Consolidated Guidance cycle. The JCS advised CINCPAC that a small team
from the Under Secretary's office and the Joint Staff would visit the PACOM to
get CINCPAC's views on military strategies required 1o achieve the PACOM's

~ assigned objectives, and,CINCPAC's_qssessmgnt.of-hOw:PACOM qpfbat'anprgdppa-
bilities, -on haﬂqygnd programmed;qupportéd thosg.sprategie 0 AEE

S.

ded the purpose
tegies and
g and pro-

3

n thqtfvésft the?fééﬁfp%?ﬁdded thcﬁﬁci.fiﬁla.co_d
Policy Guidance under preparation and requested
d the opportunity, indicating that the outline w

onal security goals and objecti
ent of prograns onsol

initiate and quide the FY 81 cycle: .Ma
which were provided on 27 November
. e

J5324 HistSum Sep 78 Cg?;.eDS-as; CINCPAC 1318237 Sep 78 (SY, GDS-86.
)

J5324 HistSum Nov 78 ( DECL 31 Dec 86, Extended by CINCPAC 2720547 Nov
78 for reason 2-301c(6); CINCPAC 2720542 Nov 78 {S), GDS-86.
. -SEGRETF—
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(31 CINCPAC said that the DDPG did not yet provide a basis for translatin
broad national goals and objectives into policy and strategy statements Suffi-
ciently specific to guide the initiation and development of Consolidated
Guidance. The first serious shortcoming was the absence of a reasoned and
comprehensive description of defense policy and military strategy as a basis
for planning or for evaluating and selecting program alternatives that would
shape future defense posture. The result was that policy and strategy tended
to become secondary to fiscal considerations. The revised Draft Consolidated
Guidance had provided a relatively straightforward compilation of fundamental
U.S. security objectives, defense strategy, and related planning guidance.
Those fundamental objectives were less clearly defined in the DDPG.

%81' The PACOM believed that national objectives and policy deserved more
explicit coverage. For example, other enduring national security objectives
were to protect U.S. citizens, property, and interests abroad; to maintain U.S.
access to world markets and resources; to promote stability in the interna-
tional environment; to maintain the United States and its friends and allies
free from coercion; and to achieve U.S. objectives peacefully, if possible.

#)  He noted that the DDPG was almost exclusively NATO oriented, with
little recognition of U.S. worldwide requirements. It was unduly restrictive
in its definition of U.S. security interests and objectives in meeting the
Soviet threat in the PACOM. The focus on the outcome of a single theater
risked distorting planning and provided no basis for assurance that the overall
strategic balance would be favorable to U.S. security interests.

(57 CINCPAC said that the DDPG was interspersed with inconsistencies that
detracted from its stated purpose of providing positive guidance for develop-
ment of the Consolidated Guidance. He provided some examples.

097 The DDPG had implicitly altered or obscured existing military strategy
without providing an explicit statement identifying changes for high-level
consideration. In order to maintain a favorable worldwide power relationship,
the United States needed adequate military strength to use in conjunction with
its allies, to prevent coercion, and to deter aggression at all levels of con-
flict.

L81, The DDPG was almost exclusively defensive in nature and failed to fol-
Tow through on the idea of the global nature of the Soviet threat; it did not
provide an adequate description of the desired outcome of global war with the
USSR. Emphasis was on what could be done with programmed forces without
reference to whether those forces were adequate for protection of U.S. security
objectives, and capable of coping with the totality of Soviet military power.
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Of specific concern was the failure to recognize the advantages that offensive
action against Soviet forces in the Western Pacific and East Asia could produce
in a global war with the Soviets. The importance of the Persian Gulf, Indian
Ocean, and Pacific sea lines of communication had been underplayed.

C?f/ The DDPG stated that although U.S. programming act1ons for short and
mid-terms would attempt to introduce most advanced techno]og1es to give the
United States qualitative improvements, where possible, significant changes in
overall force levels should not be assumed. This suggested that the Soviet
threat, which was steadily growing quantitatively as well as improving qualita-
tively, would only be met with qualitative improvements on the U.S. side. This
established a severe constraint on U.S. force planning. that was likely to pre-
vent development of adequate defense within the bounds of acceptable risk, and
conflicted with the basic U.S. objective of maintaining the balance that was
stated in the DDPG. :

( In discussing mar1t1me superiority, the DDPG did not convey c]ear]y
defined policy, but rather addressed various options for consideration. It
stated, "We need to examine our views on maritime policy with overall objective
of maintaining margin of maritime super1or1ty over Soviet Union." The DDPG; .
it was believed, should give specific recogn1t1on that the principle of mari-
time superiority must include retention and improvement of offensive capabili-
ties of U.S. naval forces because those capabilities provided a most effective
contribution to deterrence. : - S

LST/ The discussion of General Purpose Forces for simultaneous major and
minor contingencies established the importance of not being forced to abandon
a minor non-NATO contingency should NATO war occur. It was equally important,
CINCPAC believed, that, if NATO-Warsaw Pact war commenced first, forces 1dent1~
fied for non- NATO contingencies not be depioyed to. NATO.

LSTI In summary, the DDPG was a “starter” dealing with compiex defense
issues with potentially far-reaching implications. As such, the document, as
well as specific defense policy gu1dance therein, required considerable and
continuing review and adJustment

Joint Strateg1c Planning Document Support1ng Analysisn:

(U)  There were a number of changes in the titles of documents in the Joint
Program for Planning in 1978. The former Joint Strategic Objectives Plan,
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Volumes I and II, was to be replaced by a Joint Strategic Planning Document
(JSPD). This continued to be the JCS mid-range planning vehicle and a major
document in military planning. It was planned to publish the JSPD 60 days
prior to publication of the draft Consolidated Guidance. (Consotidated Guidance
was the new name for the national-level paper that replaced the former Defense
Guidance and Planning and Programming Guidance Memorandum.) The JSPD was to
provide JCS advice on military strategy; a summary of the JCS planning force
levels that could successfully execute, with reasonable assurance, the approved
strategy; and JCS views on the attainability of those forces. The planning
forces would be used as a baseline against which to assess the capabilities

and associated risks of the programmed force to execute the national military

strategy. This assessment would provide the foundation for recommendations on

force planning guidance and changes to the Consolidated Guidance.

(U) _ The JSPD was derived from a two-part Supporting Analysis, which was an .
internal Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS) document. Part I of the Sup-
porting Analysis was reviewed annually and published biennially by 15 March,
taking into consideration the most recently published Consolidated Guidance.

It provided the Services and the CINCs with the guidance necessary for the
development of force requirements, thus replacing JSOP Il guidelines. Part II
of the Supporting Analysis, with annexes, developed force and support levels

for strategic, general purpose, allied and friendly, and support forces, and was
published biennially, concurrently with the JSPD. In odd years both parts of
the supporting analysis were reviewed and updated as necessary.

(U)  These schedules were not always met. Prolonged development of Consoli-
dated Guidance and modification of both the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting
System and the Joint Strategic Planning System had caused changes in the sched-
ule for producing the JSPD for the period FY 81-88.2

(X On 28 July 1978 the JCS informed CINCPAC that Part I of the JSPD
Supporting Analysis (JSPDSA) for FY 81-88 was approved on 5 July. They pro-
vided advance guidance to the CINCs of the unified and specified commands and
the Service Chiefs for them to provide their recommendations. The CINCs would
be asked to provide input on strategy. First, recommended changes to the
national military strategy in terms of scope, geographic region, or additional
considerations. Rationale was to include statements of risk where the strategy
set forth in the draft Consolidated Guidance (then under study; see a detailed
discussion regarding Consolidated Guidance elsewhere in this chapter) was deemed

T R T e e b ) T el e S ) A ek 0 b (o b ) = o o

1. JCS 4929/220027Z Apr 78 (U}. In-early planning, the JSOP replacement was
called the Joint Strategic Assessment Memorandum (JSAM), but this term was
not adopted; the JSOP became the JSPD.
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inadequate, unnecessarily specific, or representing a danger to the protection
of U.S. interests worldwide. Secondly, they asked for major revisions or pro-
posed alternate strategies to the stated national military strategy; these
were to identify the implications of their adoption.1

(U) CINCPAC considered the inputs from his component commanders and the
U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group in the preparation of his reply, which was
forwarded to the JCS on 21 August.2

Lsf/ CINCPAC first addressed global strategy, noting that the guidance
was a legacy from a period in which nearly all Soviet forces had faced NATO.
It ignored the fact that since the Sino-Soviet split [1963], the Soviets had
perceived China as a threat and had massed 25 percent of their total forces
along the Sino-Soviet border. By continuing to emphasize NATO's defense in
Europe (against only those Soviet forces customarily located in Europe), the
guidance did not consider the danger of NATO being confronted by the massive
addition of fresh Soviet forces from the Far East. The rapid relocation of
forces was becoming feasible because of improvements in the Soviet rail lines.
The Soviets lacked only a political accommodation with China to be able to
effect this critical force relocation. CINCPAC believed that U.S. strategy
must influence China, especially in times of U.S.-Soviet crisis, to reject
such Soviet demands for accommodation. o

(#f  CINCPAC noted that ‘the guidance was almost ‘exciusively defensivé in-
nature. Only Timited offensive guidance was gjvgnqurﬁPAqquhfggggs¢inﬁ;he .
case:ofa conventional worldwide war wf%h‘thé'USSR'ahd”its'3171gs§ Because

it did not provide an assessment of Soviet vulnerabilities along the extensive

sea and land frontiers that Soviet forces would have to protect in a a global

conflict, the guidance failed to identify worldwide pressure points that coqu"
be exploited by U.S. forces outside the NATO area to complicate Soviet defen- -

sive planning, reduce the threat to NATO by fixing Soviet forces, compel
inefficient utilization of Soviet resources, and gain strategic advantage for
the United States. |

The guidance did not fully recognize the desirability of the United
States initiating offensive action against the USSR in the Pacific, in the
event of a war starting only in Europe, forcing the Soviets into a two-front
war. :

L?f' In the matter of conventional worldwide conflict with the USSR and
its allies, CINCPAC advised that he strongly concurred that sea 1ines of
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communication to Alaska and Hawaii should be afforded the same high priority
of effort as the defense of North America, the NATO area, and sea lines of
communication across the Atlantic. He noted that in previous editions of the
JSOP the security of lines of communication to Alaska and Hawaii had not been
given the same degree of priority as NATO and the sea lines of the Atlantic.
CINCPAC believed that the United States required a two-ocean capability--in
both the Atlantic and Pacific--to execute strategy in a war with the USSR. He
also discussed support of NATO and the “Swing Strategy."

{S). CINCPAC suggested that the capability of U.S. forces to respond to
concurrent aggression, without the use of nuclear weapons, must continue to be
assessed and associated risks identified.

CINCPAC also pointed out the danger of U.S.-Soviet competition for
resources (such as 0il) and suggested that the guidance should emphasize pre-
parations to deter this type of conflict. CINCPAC then included a number of
specific comments and recommendations in corrigendum format,l

Allied and Friendly Forces

(U)  In the old JSOP, Volume II, Book III had dealt with allied and
friendly forces. The JSPDSA continued to address this subject. In the
material that follows is a recapitulation of the PACOM experience in formu-
lating input for this subject in recent years.Z.

(BQ In the period since October 1975 there had been a modification of
CINCPAC responsibility in regard to Allied and Friendly Forces. The end result
was that CINCPAC had been excused from responsibility for developing “Projected”
forces. This became an exclusive function of the Defense Intelligence Agency.
CINCPAC, however, was required to reinstate 1ists of Allied and Friendly Forces
that could be considered in total force planning. In April 1978 CINCPAC had
been further excused from reporting "In-Being" forces--the order of battle
forces. These decisions had been made following controversies among the
Services, the unified commanders, and the DIA in finalizing order of battle
figures. The decision that DIA figures would grevai] resulted in that agency
alone being responsible for their development.

1. Ibid. _

2. 5314 HistSum Sep 78 (8), GDS-86.

3. Ibid.; See the chapter of this history devoted to The Threat for a further
discussion of disagreements between the DIA and one of the Services con-
cerning North Korea order of battle.
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(b& On 31 March the JCS outlined specific procedures to be followed.
(Unified command input was required not later than 15 May.) The DIA was to
task Defense Attache Offices for in-being and projected force structure data
as part of a submission for the Joint Intelligence Estimate. Those DAOs were
to provide a copy of their submissions to the DIA to the appropriate unified
commander. - For those countries requiring a recommended mid-range objective
force level, unified commanders needed only to submit information on force
structure and recommended mid-range objective forces. The terminology used
by CINCPAC in the force structure input was to be the same as that in the DAQ
submission to the extent possible. During staffing of the FY 81-88 Allied and
Friendly Forces planning document by the Services, the Defense agencies, and
‘the Joint Staff, unified command representatives would have the opportunity to
review and recommend changes to the "in- be1ng“ and "proaected" force data in
Washington, D.C. 1

(&) With the cycle changes in the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting
System, an accelerated JSOP cycle (Tater JSPD) was required; actually the
1978 cycle was over three months eartier than previous cycles. An 8 February
message from the JCS advised of the 15 May deadline and CINCPAC had-to generate
new development milestones and notify the Country Teams to begin JSOP prepara-
tion to meet the accelerated timetable. There was no time to wait for new
guidelines from Washington, which were then projected for March. The CINCPAC
Plans Directorate independently developed new guidelines based on_those of the
previous year. The JCS confirmed this approach a few days later.¢

(U} In part because of this short suspense and the long lead-time neces-
sary for mailing the Secret JSOP extracts to the Country Teams, CINCPAC $taff
officers made quick trips to six selected PACOM countries to’ prov1de guidance
clarification and JSOP preparation help, among other duties. Despite the

short suspenses invloved, all CINCPAC milestones were met and'f011§-coordinated‘

CINCPAC input was forwarded to the JCS in advance of the suspense.3

(U) Guidance from the JCS on the new JSPDSA at this time was piecemeal with

considerable slippage. Because CINCPAC had accelerated to meet the 15 May
suspense, most of the guidance was too late to be assimilated. For example,
JCS guidance for the JSPDSA Part I was not received until August, three months
later than it had been expected, and "In-Being" forces data had already been

R R el el T e e L b T R p—

1. JCS 3731/311533Z Mar 78 Cﬁl GDS-84; DIA 2525/131511Z Apr 78 (8], GDS- 84,

2. JCS 3787/0800452 Feb 78 (U) and 5217/110107Z Mar 78 (U); J5314 HistSum Sep 78.

3. Ibid.; CINCPAC 1tr Ser S179, 4 May 78, Subj: Corrigenda to Volume 11, Joint
Strateg1c Objectives Plan, Book III, Allied and Friendly Forces, for
FY 1980-1987 (JSOP FY 80-87) (U).
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forwarded by CINCPAC to the JCS when instructions were received to exclude
them. ATl of this, of course, reflected the massive difficulties experienced
in adapting the new JSPDSA to the accelerated PPBS cycle. It was anticipated
that these difficulties would be largely resolved in future cycles.l

(V) In late July a CINCPAC staff officer attended an action officers
meeting at the JCS to review the initial draft of Part II, Book III of the
JSPDSA for FY 81-88, following a review of the draft earlier by PACOM head-
quarters, Al1 PACOM-recommended changes had been accepted by the JCS, the
DIA, and the Service representatives, and were incorporated in a revised
draft. :

The primary changes to CINCPAC's draft were the result of implementing
new guidelines that had been developed subsequent to the PACOM submission. The
Security Assistance Projection and almost all references to Security Assistance
were deleted. Close editing had resulted in a more readable document specifi-
cally tailored to force planning and development. In that editorial process,.
some new terminology had been introduced, such as replacing the term Recom-
mended Mid-Range Objectives with "Desired Force Levels (DFL)."

Lsﬂd In the matter of General Strategic Sensings, Malaysia had been moved
from "Of Interest" to"Important Interest," in accordance with a CINCPAC request.
Also, the Republic of China and Indonesia and Contiguous Waters had been
raised from "Important Interest" to "Significant Interest." Afghanistan
appeared for the first time in the "Of Interest" category.2

(U)  On 16 August CINCPAC advised the JCS of areas of the JSPDSA Part I
for FY 81-88 that required further clarification.3

LST Also, informal exchanges between members of the CINCPAC staff and the . .
Plans people in the JCS indicated that there would be substantive changes to
Part I for the next planning cycle. CINCPAC, therefore, should not develop
guidelines prior to receipt of this guidance. Informal coordination was
expected to continue. In one matter, however, it had been decided that the
projected force levels in the next cycle would be for 1989 instead of 1985,
SO that4direct comparisons could be made between projected and desired force
levels.
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1. J5314 HistSum Sep 78 (t¥, GDS-86.

2. J53/Memo/S40-78, 7 Aug 78, GDS-86, Subj: Trip Report (JSPDSA Review)(U).

3. CINCPAC 1622357 Aug 78 (6., GDS-84. _

4, 05314 Memorandum for Record %9, GDS-86, 17 Aug 78, Subj: JSPDSA FY 82-89;
J5314 HistSum Sep 78 (U).
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{S% On 14 October CINCPAC provided his views on the force planning guid-
ance portion of the JSPDSA, Part I, for consideration in preparation of the

following year's volume. He noted that the overall force guidance in Part I
was basically sound, but he hoped the PPBS cycle would be sufficiently refined

in future years to insure that Part I was published in advance of CINC suspenses.

CINCPAC discussed the potential difficulty posed by the planning guidance for
the development of allied forces. He noted that while the DIA would provide
allied "in-being" and “"projected" force levels, the unified commanders would
develop the "desired" force levels. Information from the DIA would have to

be provided in a more timely fashion by that agency than had been the case in
recent years, however, if the CINCs were to have the necessary planning data

to meet JCS suspenses. Also, it appeared that the CINCs would need to expand
aliied force planning to insure that logistics requirements were also considered
as well as the host nation's support capabilities.l

(™. CINCPAC noted that the JSPDSA had expanded the scope of logistics
assessments required by the unified commands related to "mininum risk" force
planning. This logistics assessment, CINCPAC said, must also focus on require-
ments rather than be constrained to existing capabilities as derived from
existing OPLANS. "Therefore, a whole new body of planning will have to be
instituted by CINCs and component commands. The quality of this planning will
be directly related to timeliness and thoroughness of tasking." :

(SN He noted that Part I for FY 81-88 had tasked several new excursions
hot previously considered. He thought that tasking to assess a direct Soviet
combat involvement in a Korean conflict was questionable, and believed a more
realistic scenario was one of Soviet logistics support to North Korea... In.
addition, that scenario was not addressed in the Joint Strategic Capabilities
Plan; he believed either the JSCP tasking should be changed or the scenario
should be deleted from the JSPDSA. '

(§i He also noted that force planning guidance did not fully recognize
the Soviet threat to Europe and the Pacific. “Significant improvements in
Soviet internal lines of communication, particularly enhancement of Trans-
Siberian and Baikal to Amur River rail 1ines, and qualitative and quantitative
increase in Soviet commercial air fleet provide Soviets capability to rapidly
redeploy large forces between Asia-Pacific and European theaters." Also, the
Soviets had been steadily increasing their forces in both the Pacific and
Indian Oceans.

(N, With parity in strategic forces, maintaining supe?iority in conven-
tional forces and control of strategic territory and bases became crucial during

---—--....,.-._____—_-.—-...._—---—-—--..----—--—-—_--—_——-—-—_-——-_——--——-m—----—_qu-—'

1. CINCPAC 140705Z Oct 78 'S\, GDS-86.
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a4 conventional conflict. . Existing force planning gquidance did'not_address the

strategic importance of the Aleutians and the contributions Aleutian bases mad

to potential surface, subsurface, and air operations against thé Soviets in
Northeast Asia. Seizure or destruction of U.S. Aleutian bases by the USSR
would severely impact on the U.S. capability to counter Soviet naval and air
operations in the Northern Pacific.

()  CINCPAC noted that the existing arrangement of the JSPDSA, Part 1,
incorporated force planning guidance for the JCS, the unified and specified
commands, and the Services in one section. Also, force planning guidance for
the development of “minimum risk forces" and “planning forces" (prudent risk)
was interwoven throughout the guidance. CINCPAC recommended that the guidance
section be restructured to separate "minimum risk" force planning guidance
from "planning forces."

CINCPAC also made a number of specific comments regarding JSPDSA for

‘FY 81-88. As of 31 December, however, the JCS had not yet approved that

document. 1

Joiht Stratggjc'CépabflitiesfPlan 1%6

(U)  The Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) was the near-term docu-

nent in the JCS Joint Strategic. Planning Systemy It addressed the application
of in-being forces and capabilities to tasks and contingencies. The Jscp

(U)  The annual review of the JSCP for FY 80 (Volumes I and II and Annexes
B, C, and J) was completed and comments were forwarded to the JCS on 2 Septem-
ber. The comments had been requested by the JCS for consideration in their
preparation of this document.?2

{TS% * The major issue CINCPAC addressed was the "Swing Strategy." (This
subject is discussed in much detail elsewhere in this chapter.) In accordance

with Defense Guidance, the JSCP directed CINCPAC to prepare a co plete plan
for “Pacific Area Operations Countering USSR Aggression Worldwide,"

b It also directed preparation of a Concept Plan to provide
for PACOM defense and conduct of naval and air offensive operations in the
Western Pacific to exploit Soviet vulnerabilities using only PACOM-assigned
forces and assuming no requirement to redeploy forces in support of the
Atlantic and European Commands. CINCPAC “strongly" believed the PACOM should

.—-——--ﬂ--“ﬂ—-—--uﬁ----—&----—--lﬂ---—--------“---——--ﬂ—----—--n—----h-- ———————

1. Ibid.; J5311 HistSum Dec 78 (v).

———e

2. J5222 Histsum Aug 78 TS), XGDS-3; CINCPAC 0221247 Sep 78 (¥§), XGDS-3.
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be directed to develop a complete plan for "Pacific Area Operations Countering
USSR Aggression Worldwide" under the assumption of no redeployment of major
PACOM forces to the other two commands. The plan should include provisions
for early offensive naval and air operations against Soviet Far East forces:
and bases. CINCPAC said his reasons included, first, that redeployment of
PACOM forces to NATO would cause deployment forces to be lost to both theaters
during transit, expose forces to transit losses, degrade PACOM capability to
execute PACOM strategy, further Jjeopardize the capability to fulfiil defense
arrangements with U.S. allies, and contribute relatively 1ittle to either the
European or Atlantic Command effort in the initial stages of a campaign in
Europe compared to the contributions they could make in the PACOM area.
Secondly, CINCPAC said that the USSR had a global military capability.and. could
probably accept the risk of a two-front war and initiate engagement of PACOM
forces. It was more than Tikely that the Soviets would encourage and support

a North Korean attack against the Republic of Korea in an attempt .to isolate
Japan from its allies, and gain control of the Chinese seaward flanks, Deploy-
ment of PACOM forces to NATO would cede the Western Pacific to the Soviets and
result in a post-war balance favorable to the USSR. CINCPAC continued that,

in any event, U.S. actions in the PACOM should attempt to influence China to
deny accommodation with the USSR during worldwide war, tying down Soviet forces
along the border. Soviet Far East forces redeployed to the NATO area would
decisively alter.the area balance and would negate the impact of PACOM forces

swinging there.

() CINCPAC also proposed that. the JSCP include specific tasking. for the
defense of the Aleutian Islands. He proposed that the JSCP state, "The defense
of Hawaii, the approaches to Alaska, including the Aleutian Islands, and the
LOC's connecting Hawaii and Alaska to the Continental United States will have
first priority in PACOM." This proposal was to eliminate any potential confuy-
sion; Alaska, less the Aleutians, was outside the PACOM area. The CINC of the
Aerospace Defense Command was tasked for the air defense of Alaska including
the Aleutians. The CINC of the Readiness Command was tasked. to provide joint -

- contingency planning for the defense of Alaska other than aerospace defense.!

Consoiidated Guidance Study 8 and the Swing.Stfategl

(gj At every opportunity for a number of years the CINCPACs in turn had
pleaded with the Washington community to change the "Swing Strategy," a plan
to redeploy significant numbers of PACOM forces, ships, and aircraft to

-—-_.-—----._-------—-_——_—--—--.....----u..._———..-..—-—q.-—-——-----...---——-q_--—u------
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reinforce the European and Atlantic Commands in the event of a NATO war. This
was perhaps the single most important subject addressed by CINCPAC in 1978,
and it was addressed repeatedly and emphatically. One vehicle that brought

it to special attention was a study by the Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for International Security Affairs entitled, "Consolidated Guidance
Study Number 8: Asia During a Worldwide Conventional War."

{Fs%. By way of background, the strategy had come into being in the immedi-
ate post-World War Il environment, in which the United States and its European
allies had become concerned with Soviet expansionism in Eastern Europe. The
concept to deploy forces from the Pacific came into being in mid-1947, gained
momentum in the 1950's, and in the 1960's resulted in JCS tasking in the Joint
Strategic Capabilities Plan for the PACOM to develop plans to support NATO
requirements. At the end of World War II the leading trading partner of the *
United States was Western Europe, there was no energy crisis, China was the.
primary U.S. adversary in Asia, nearly all Soviet land and air forces faced
NATO, and the U.S. Navy, which had 15 carriers in the Pacific, was virtually
unchalienged. It was not illogical to develop a strategy to redeploy se]ected
forces from the PACOM to support NATO requirements.

{Ts% 8y 1978, however, the fundamenta] geopo]itica] economic, anﬂ mi]
tary situations. had changed in the Asia-Pacific region. Japan was the led
U.S. overseas. trading partner and trade with Korea had grown by 400 perce:
the previous five years; there was similar growth in other PACOM coluntries.
The region was the source of many critical raw materials imported by the United
States (8 out of 11) The 1978 energy crisis had pointed out the importance.
of Persian Gulf oil to the Western industrialized nations -and the potential
vulnerability of oil sea lines of communication from the Persian Gulf to Soviet
sea control forces. The USSR cha11enged U.S. security objectives worldwide, ;.
The split between the USSR and China had been a major contributor to the main-
tenance of a.U.5.-USSR balance; by 1978 the Soviets were devoting from 25 to -
33 percent of their military establishment to China. In conventional worbdw
war, Soviet: uncertaint1es over Chinese activities could inhibit thé trqnsfe
of Soviet Far East forces and assets to the west. The balance of naval
in the PACOM had changed markedly. The Soviet Pacific Fleet ‘was.the prims
threat to PACOM: forces and by 1978 it was the largest of the Soviet fleets,
PACOM naval strength was down to six Qarriers.z O S i

------- a-n--n--_..-'-.-—--n;-------—--————-n-ﬁ----.—u------.-.---aw—-------‘-u-nvonphw

1. Point Paper book, "Qutline of Comments on Swing Strategy for- Discussio 8
CINCs Conference, November 1978, prepared by J532 (¥8), REVW 30 Nov 98,
which contained much detailed information on this subject.

2. lIbid.
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Availability of the Panama Canal! was an important consideration, and
would have significant impact on the arrival of PACOM forces to the Atlantic
and Europe. The "Swing" would cause congestion problems with large numbers of
merchant ships congregating at both ends of the canal, which caused problems
of ship security and the delay of important cargo. Security of the canal for
transit had become a major problem. If the canal was open, the transit time
from the West Coast {at 15 knots) was 15 days to the Atlantic and 21 days to
Europe. If the canal was closed, transit time at the same speed via Cape Horn
would take 37 days to Europe. Via the Indian Ocean, the time was 54 days.
From Hawaii, transit by the canal to Europe was 26 days; via Cape Horn it was '
38 days. It took 8 hours for one ship to transit the canal; the daily capa-
city was approx1mate1y 30 ships.!

(™~ In June 1978, in response to a JCS request, CINCPAC had cormented on
the importance of the canal and Latin America, which he described as of great
importance to the United States. He considered a stable, fr1end1y Latin Ameri-

\Xa essential to the security of North America. The canal was of s1ngu1ar L
:"strateg1c significance to both the execution of PACOM contingenty.pl '
_for any pltans supporting CINCLANT and CINCEUR.

cont1ngency situations and that the JSCP shou1d be reVised eccordin Y.
repeated this pos1t1on frequently The term "Swing Strate P Y

~=7

.

2. CI CPAC 1905037 Jul 78 18], GDS-86.
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6§% In July 1978 the Chairman of the JCS received a memorandum from the
Secretary of Defense concerning the U.S. response to-the 1978 NAT0O Defense
Planning Review Questionnaire (DPQ). The Secretary said he considered the
1978 proposed response a particularly good effort, and with one exception he
had approved it for formal coordination with the State Department and submis-
sion to the White House. The "one exception" was that he could not agree with
the proposed redesignation of PACOM and Mid-East Force units from "assigned"
to "earmarked." He said that the matter of the Swing Strategy was under study,
but to announce such a change in the absence of such a decision could provoke
a political reaction by European allies that could be highly damaging in light
of NATO's sensitivity to the question of U.S. Navy force posture and planning.
If the United States was intent on making such a change, "we should ensure as
best we can that the rationale is understood by our Ailies before they are
presented with a decision. This need for such an approach to_the question is

~reinforced by the fact that no such decision has been taken."2

(Y Throughout 1978, however, CINCPAC continued to advise that the =~

-Strategy was no longer viable for the United States during a conventional

 worldwide war with the Soviet Union. He said so in his inputs?to the FY 80

Posture Statement of the Chairman of the JCS, the Joint Strategic Capabilities
Plan, the Joint Strategic Planning Do ent, Consolidated Guidance, Defense
Policy Guidance, the.Quarterly Report’ Major Issues and Activitiesy the
November conference of the CINCs of the unified and specified commands, and

at other appropriate times.3 ' ' e ' :

_ 'CS%-- In the deve]bpment of Consolidated Guidance FY 81-85, the Secretary
of De

ense directed completion of a series of studies on germane issues.

-—---.-—--—------—--—---—-—--—----&———---——----m-------ﬂ—-—-—--—ﬂn----——'-----

1. CINCPAC Command History 1967 (TSQ, Group 1, Vol. I, p. 99; CINCPAC Command
History 1968 (%§}, Group 1, Vol. I, p. 107; CINCPAC Command History 1969,
(TSy, Group 1, Vol. I, p. 91; CINCPAC Command History 1970 (TS), Group 1,
Vol. I, p. 109; CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TS%EBD), Vol. I, p. 132.

2. Memorandum, Harold Brown to the Chairman, JCS {8), 19 Jul 78, Subj: US
Response to the 1978 NATO Defense Planning Review Questionnaire (DPQ-78)
(U), GDS-86. .

3. J5324 Point Paper (%), 10 Nov 78, Subj: Swing Strategy (U), GDS-86.
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Study Number 8 concerned Asia during a worldwide conventional war. - The study,
prepared in the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intérnational
‘Security Affairs, was initiated on 14 July, and CINCPAC received a first draft
for review on 28 August.l o S : 2 T

(S) CINCPAC's reply of 9 September focused on his primary areas of concern.
He found the study team's treatment of the Swing Strategy "encouraging” as the
subject needed to be fully discussed in defense planning guidance. He believed
that the discussion was long overdue in light of the growing Soviet threat in
the PACOM and related strategy and force posture imperatives that had evolved
therefrom. CINCPAC recognized the NATO priority, but he said that the swing
had major weaknesses that were detrimental to U.S. security objectives. It
failed to recognize NATO war as global war. It was unlikely that the maritime
aspects of a NATO war would be confined to the Atlantic and Mediterrapean areas,
With two-thirds of the world's population in the PACOM, along with vital sea
lines of communication to critical resources, the Soviet Union would certainly
attempt to dominate the Western Pacific area. Soviet naval and air_farces in
the Far East posed the closest direct threat to the-United States, .

(SY, Other subjects CINCPAC commented about in Study Number 8 were con-
cerned with U.S. objectives and options in Asia, Asian,berceptions, u.s.
options and force analysis, and the role of China and Japan in a conventional
worldwide war between the United States and the USSR. “While it is probably
useful to assess the implications of PRC support in a war with the Soviets,
beiieve it imprudent to count on that support in mid-range strategy planning.
1. 056324 HistSum Sep 78 (3 GDS-86.

2. CINCPAC 090032Z Sep 78 TSy, GDS-86.
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While Sino-Soviet spiit and U.S. normalization actions have changed relation-
ships of major powers, do not believe PRC is now in Western camp.

CINCPAC said more definitive guidance was needed on Korea. A more
precise statement of U.S. goals was necessary to translate general guidance
into specific military plans. Some discussion was required to establish how
the defense of Korea tied in with U.S. global strategy for general war.l

The First Integrated Draft of Study 8 was forwarded to CINCPAC for
review and he provided his comments on 28 October. CINCPAC found it a well-
reasoned assessment of U.S. interests in Asia and a “significant improvement"
over the earlier first draft. He said the study remained seriously deficient,
however, in its treatment of the Pacific and Indian Ocean areas in relation to
the worldwide power balance, and the importance to the United States and NATO
of confronting the Soviets from a position of strength in the Pacific. Further
the study did not give adequate consideration to the destabilizing consequences
in Asia that would ensue from an announced U.S. policy of planned force with-
drawals in the Pacific.?

H&L‘ Regarding the Swing Strategy, however, he was concerned that the major
conclusion of the first integrated draft had been altered from the first draft,
which had stated that “political and military implications of “the Swing Strateg;
are such that steps should be taken to eliminate it." The later draft changed
"eliminate” to "modify," and the study continued to recommend some level of
force realignment from the Pacific to the Atlantic and Europe.

fSl\; CINCPAC noted that it appeared that the alteration of the Swing con-
clusion was accomplished to substantiate the 1978 Defense Planning Question-
naire decision the Secretary of Defense, described above.

N

He recognized the prudence of the Secretary's decision not to
change the NATO force commitment to the surprise of our European allies. Japan
and China, however, had recognized that Soviet military capabilities had to be
countered on a global basis; CINCPAC believed that the European allies also
recognized that it was no longer possible to keep the Soviets in check with a

[—
.
)

bid.
2. INCPAC 2822377 Oct 78 {$). GDS-86.
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coalition of forces constrained to Europe. He said that if the United States
were to begin "now" to alert our European allies to the options that would
accrue to the Soviets as a result of the rédeployment, they would recognize
that PACOM forces could make a greater contribution in the PACOM than 1n the
hazardous transit to Europe and the Atlantic.

(§$ ‘The study's recommendation that the Swing Strategy be discussed with
Asian allies, however, was strongly opposed. The destabilizing impact of
informing our Asian allies and friends that we intend to redeploy major PACOM
forces in the event of global war with the USSR "“cannot be overstated." A
viable course would be a careful, well-reasoned approach to NATO that empha-
sized the necessity to counter the Soviet threat on a global scale, coupled
with a sound military explanation of how PACOM forces could be most effectively
employed in a NATO war by taking prompt offensive action in the Pacific. A
convincing case could be made that a change in strategy was not a change in
commitment.

(§& The study appeared to underplay the importance of Pers1an Gu]f—Ind1an
Ocean lines of communication for oil. An uninterrupted flow to NATO was criti-
cal to a successful offense. Japan was dependent on such oil for its day-to-
day existence. The swing of forces would give the Soviet interdiction forces
essentially free rein in the Indian Ocean, a situation neither Western Europe
or Japan could endure.

(§X- Following a U.S. swing, the USSR could readily redeploy Tong-range
aviation, naval aviation, attack submarines, and surface combatants to strate-
g1c areas where they could be more profitably employed. A major U.S. presence
in the Indian Ocean and Western Pacific threatening their bases and forces:-and
their commercial shipping would deter such relocations.l : :

f&i Regarding the orientation of the First Integrated Draft, CINCPAC
agreed that the United States must plan for and take actions that would retain
the confidence of our Asian allies and friends in peacetime, and gain their
assistance dur1ng .conventional war with the USSR, - The Integrated First Draft
however, basically reaffirmed a "Europe first" strategy, and was unduly restric-
tive in its definition of U.S. interests and objectives in war with the Soviets.
The principal U.S. objective in such a war would be its early term1nat1on on
terms advantageous to U.S. interests. :

{8y The study suggésted that the United States would seek to convince
friendly Asian nations of our resolve in the Far East as an inducement to
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ffort, and CINCPAC concurred.

(SQ CINCPAC summarized by saying that the integrated draft was a better
treatment of U.S. interests in Asia, but it remained deficient in its analysis
of the optimum contribution that PACOM forces could make in a global war.
Finally, the report was seriously in error in its failure to assess adequately
the impact of the Swing Strategy, or discussion of it, upon Asian allies and
friends.l :

{S)  On 2 December the JCS provided the CINCs of the Pacific, European, and
Atlantic Commands, and the Service Chiefs, the conclusions in the Executive
Summary of the ISA Study Number 8. The study noted that there was no simple
solution that would enable all military demands to be met or satisfy all of
our allies. ISA said:2

...The findings of this study indicate that during a NATO-
Warsaw Pact conflict the Swing forces (particu]ar]y the naval
units) would make the greatest military contribution in the
NATO theater. This conclusion is supported by the finding
that the Soviets would probably aveid initiating simul an

ROIO!
A

- The component of" the ‘Swing force with the greatest
military value for NATO is the carrier battle groups. -
Unfortunately, the carriers also. would take the longest time
to transit, and the NATO commanders could make the best use
of additional carriers if they were available when the war :
began. - This study recommends that the US consider adjusting -
its carrier swing. force from three battle groups to two. -
This would allow the US to reinforce WESTPAC at the same time
it was swinging two'battle groups to NATO. Since the US would
be reinforcing in both theaters, it would be politically

R 0 D 0 . L v A kO e 7 Y B o it o o Pl . 6 D D . - A =

1. Ibid.
2. JCS 1844/021543Z Dec 78 (S), DECL 1 Dec 84.
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easier to start the Swing before the war actually étﬁrted;‘
thus, minimizing the impact of the transit time to NATO.

In the final accounting, however, the utility of the
Swing concept will be determined by events....

_ In the DPQ, the U.S. makes a commitment to place speci-
fic forces under NATO command at a set point in the NATO

alert procedures. Given the advantages of flexibility and

the importance of situational factors, this study recommends
that the Swing forces be. downgraged from the "assigned” to the
“earmarked" category in the DPQ.... :

- .. iThe' Japanese“havet
never been to d officially about the wing conceptﬂnbr;h§VE
Lbﬁ they been promised that a given number of carriers would be

deployed in.Asia during:a- worldwide>wap: They are, however,
undoubtedly aware of the Swing concept from informal sources
....Conceivably,. the Japanese. have a]neady-factoredéthe”_a .
possibility of a Swing into-.their defense.calculations In
any. event, tha.Swing issue may-have.to he: faced squarély in
the future,,.

S\ Admiral Weisner sent a personal message to the Chairman of the JCS on
22 December in which he said that despite previous inputs the con¢lusions of
the study remained essentially unchanged, that the Swing Strategy, with some

SECRET™

160




~SEERET

modifications, remained a viable strategy for the United States. He said that
at the November CINCs conference, Secretary Brown had been in general agreement
with the CINCPAC position. While the Secretary's revised views may have not
been expressed in time to affect the Third Draft, CINCPAC was disappointed with
ISA's findings and conclusions. "It appears to me that we are continuing to
move on two diverging tracks with regard to Swing Strategy. I strongly solicit
your support in turning around major conclusions in CG Study Nr. 8 :so that they
are in consonance with the CINCPAC position."l

(U)  CINCPAC sought similar assistance from the Chief of Naval Operati.ohs.2

(S),  The CINC of the Atlantic Command provided his comments on the CG
Study 8 Executive Summary on 22 December, He said the LANTCOM conclusions
based on the study contained two points that should be made clear before he
commented in detail on the findings in the Executive Summary. He said first
that the United States should not reduce the assigned forces that were reported
in the DPQ. - The total of NATO forces already fell short of the capability
that the Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic had determined to be the minimum
required. He thought we needed to strive to attain a position to be even more
responsive to NATO wartime needs.3

(§9 The second point CINCLANT made was that the Swing concept was not
realistic. He said that to base NATO-area plans on augmentation from the
Pacific was to delude ourselves as to our total force posture vis-a-vis the
Soviets. The threat was global and the Swing, though needed, was not likely
to occur. He concluded that despite the cost the United States should purchase

additional forces to make a swing of forces unnecessary.4

{\ The CINC of the U.S. European Command found the Swing Strategy con-
clusions in the Executive Summary "unacceptable, for the most part, because
they are inconsistent with stated US national priorities and would do severe
damage to the NATO alliance." He described those national priorities as a
"Europe-first commitment," and said that he believed changing the DPQ designa-
tion of the "assigned" forces to “earmarked" would prevent their consideration
in USCINCEUR and NATO planning, because their availability and timing would
not be known. This action, he believed, would also be perceived by our NATO
allies as a major change in U.S. maritime priorities and a decrease in our
commitment to the alliance. He concluded that he could not support any recom-
mendation that reduced forces assigned for the defense of NATO. The solution
1. CINCPAC 2200097 Dec 78 (EX) {S), DECL 19 Dec 84.

2. CINCPAC 2301127 Dec 78 (EX) (N., DECL 22 Dec 84.
3. CINCLANT 2200047 Dec 78 IS), DECL 21 Dec 86.
4. Ibid.
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to the problem was the same as that concluded in many other studies: additional
assets were required to do the job properly. If the United States was to coun-
ter the ever-increasing Soviet/Warsaw Pact threat, "we must continue to work
toward acquiring and maintaining necessary force levels.'

At the end of the year CINCPAC received a message from the Joint
Staff, advising that while CINCPAC's initial inputs had not been wholly accepted
by the ISA, the views of all of the CINCs and Services were being consolidated
and reevaluated, and would be resubmitted to ISA, as appropriate. The Joint
Staff was separately reevaluating the Swing Strategy implications in develop-
ment of the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan for FY 80. CG Study Number 8
was not the last word on the Swing concept. The Joint Staff was still working

the prob]em.2

e - o o o e i - T - A o . O e e e i SR SRS S S ==

1. USCINCEUR SHAPE 261235Z Dec 78 (™, GDS-86.
2. JCS 1986/300049Z Dec 78 (EX) TS), DECL 26 Dec 84.
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‘SECTION II-ACINCPAC PLANS

CINCPAC Oneration P]ans

The CINCPAC staff was cont1nuously in the process of preparing, e~ -

PAC‘Operation P]ans [

: e,. usua11y _ R 1ssued y & comhmander to subor i-
nate commanders for the purpose of effecting the coordinated execution of

an operation.
SEGRET
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P. [Menc. o
1ance to the USPS in the event unidn- emp]oyees 1n1t1ated
emphas1ze the1r contract demands 1 . :

‘ '(U) In View' of a poss1b]e walkout by posta] workers,‘o 18 July CIN PA, ¢
“tasked .the U.S. Army CINCPAC. Support Group to. :prepare-a‘plan, desigha;

task ‘force commander, and coordinate act1v1ties ‘0f"all Servj“"

CINCPACAF and: CINCPACFLT were tasked to provide support as re@bired 2

_ '(U) The Commander, USACSG subm1tted the p]an on.; ,July It prov1ded for
ass1stance to the Hono]u]u D1str1ct Western Reg1on on a phased ba51s to

1. J522 HlstSum Jul 78 (u)
2. CINCPAC 1803317 Jul 78 (U).
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reestablish and maintain essential postal services. CINCPAC approved the plan
on 20 July, but it was not necessary to execute it in 1978.1

T 4 D A0 S L e o e e 0w P A o M S O D ooy S o o A A Y

‘1. CINCPAC 1tr Ser.1437 (U), 20 Jul 78, Subj: Approval of OPLAN GRAPHIC HAND

(Pacific), which cited CDRUSCG Ttr S$-21 July 1978 (U).

UNCLASSIFIED
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SECTION'III-~MISCELLANEOUS PLANNING ACTIVITIES

U.S.-Republic of Korea Combined Planning
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1. CINCPAC 1901177 Sep 78
2. JCS 1693/0123247 Aug 77 TS), GDs-85,
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~_with the data and: reiterating his concern for expeditious JCS* Approv

_ (%  On 15 March 1978 CINCPAC provided a revised force Tist as amended by
- comments from his Service component commands and COMUS Korea'and requested
those -same commands!' ‘concurrence. CINCPACAF replied on 17 March, concurri

release to the Koreans. - He considered the JCS guidance a major breakt
-0n" this long-standing issue;and*providgd'the‘pggis;fbfgﬁﬂtﬂﬁig ROK upgra
proposals.  "The abilfty to:coordinate ROKAF/USAF ‘efforts and planning,
. the.ex| i1lingness of the ROK to.upgrade their facili
g aw%]T;greﬁtly-enhanCé*overql1;chbatrreadinés

“April CINCPAC advised the JCS of the concurrence of h

onent . commanders. and: COMUS. Korea on the ‘revised‘notion
increase at destination bas '

om the JCS to release it

- 0101152 Apr 78 (3, XGDS-3; JCS 1667
CINCPAC 280201Z Apr 78 (%), XGDS-3.

4. J5211 Point Paper (S), 10 Jul 78, Subj: Bilateral US~ROK.P1annih§ (u),
REVW 11 Jul 98. ' :

CINCPS Mar 78.
/2613172 Apr 78 {S), GDSfSﬁ;
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n proposed guidance to_ﬁore.cidse]y
The general planning approach was to be

_ integrate CINCUNC and- CINCPAC pilans.
~as follows:?2 o

. <.CINCPAC will respond to JScp tasking and CINCUNC wil]

respond to JCS (other than JSCP) tasking'fbr development of
Plans for defense .of the ROK.

«+.CINCUNC wil? develop the concept of bperations for

defense of the ROK in coordination with CINCPAC and wil? be
guided by notiona]_fgrce‘and’support_data provided by CINCPAC.
Close interface between the respective planning staffs wil]
“be required. TR : o

Pt of operations, command
relationships, and support Planning factors. Given this

harmonization, there should be few questions as to feasibi-
lity of the OPLANS.

- ...The JCS review process for the:CJNcpAcfand_QINCGNCA-'”M?V!ﬁwf-
OPLANS wiTl focus-on_compatibi?ity:of OPLANS for'the{defbnse'_ﬁ;_,
_jof:theqﬂoxiﬁ;., ' TR S

AN - For CINCPAC's ‘unilateral p]anning,,the.JCS;tQSkédihim to develop and
~submit a plan in ‘accordance ‘wi th JSCP*taskfi”-'nd;thé-JOint@Operations‘Planning
System (JOPS) format, release notfonal fe ~tothe UN -85 outlined

ﬂ-—-—--n——h-‘-——-----------&—wn

1. JCS 379570800567 Feb 78 {S), GDsS-86, which cited CINCUNC 0510002 Dec 77
and CINCPAC 0902257 Dec 77. _

2. Ibid.

——--—u-—_-q--—--q-—--u-----u-—--—-.—--. . e o i
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(S} CINCUNC continued that there was clearly a need, ﬁpr CINCPAC review of

the bilateral plan.

essentially the same: procedures that had,

1. Ibid.
z. CINCUNC 1801457 Feb 78 53, GDS-86.
3 JCS 5757/272108Z Feb 78 (TN, GDS-84.
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He'said that his concépt v1sua11zed this as,a, continuous
process in the U.S. channel of communication in olving.COMUS Koreas CINCP

said that procedures for ¥:S. and ROK JCS Yeview 3
K“\p]an would formalize and improve future planning.

- He
I b11atera] _
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SACLANT:

CINCPAC Agreement for the Protection of. Shi ing -

(Q  On 14 March NATO approved Outline Plan 112/212 prepared by the Supreme
Allied Commander, Atlantic and entitled "Protection of Shipping- in South Atian-
tic, Cape an‘d"Iﬁ'ﬂig_n"O_ceiin. Areas 1in Contingency- and War Situations." Ina
message ‘on 28 March the JCS authorized SACLANT to conduct direct Tiaison with.-
CINCPAC to effect mutually beneficial arrangements for protection of shipping

in the Indian Ocean.2

R

1. . _ . :

2. J563 HistSum Dec 78 (%, DECL 31 Dec 84; Js 7505/2822387 Mar 78 (%), GDS-84.

3. CINCPAC 0320597 Aug 78 sy, GDS-86. e R

4. SACLANT 1tr C-831/5711 Ser N-1168, 26 Sep 78, Subj: SACLANT/CINCPAC Agree-
ment for Operations in the Indian Ocean in Support of SACLANT OPLAN 112/212-
78, as cited in J563 HistSum Dec 78 (S, DECL 31 Dec 84. _
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Use of Marine Corps Assets in: Support of NATO

" In October 1977 the Chief of Naval 0perat1ons had asked CINGPACFLT ta;F
comment on the feasibility and desirability of basing .a Marine Amphibiou& fod
Brigade in the United Kingdom. The requirement for & Navy ana]ysis had. origiw‘:
nated from a report from Ambassador Komer to the Secretary of Defense on ways .
to improve the capabilities of NATO. The Defensé Secretary had asked the Navy
for a report, and the interim report had been provided in mid-November. The
final report had been completed in March 1978 and submitted to the Secretary
of Defense on 15 May. On 14 July the Secretary had requested the views of the
Chairman of the JCS and appropriate CIHCs on wh1ch to base ‘his decision.

CINCPAC had previous]y monitored the progress of the proposa] s1nce ‘,E;
the CINCPACFLT. involvement in 1977. People on the staff of the CNO had beljeved
that the proposal would die because of a lack of enthqsiasm by the Marine chps
and the lengthy period of time that the proposal had remained at the §ecretary
of Defense level.

1. CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TS/FRD), Vol I Pp- 40~41 J5325 HistSum

Sep 78 (S~ GDS-86.
2. Ibid.
3. CINCPAC 2901457 Aug 78 (S}, GDS-86.
4. Ibid.
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TS}  On 27 November the JCS advised that no decision would be immediately
forthcoming from the Secretary of Defénse and requested information for an
expanded study. The entire spectrum of strategic requirements of Marine Forces
in Europe was to be assessed. They requested CINCPAC's comments on the expanded
study to include PACOM requirements, threat assessments, political considera-
tions, and priorities of USMC employment.l

{S)  CINCPACFLT provided his comments to CINCPAC on 16 December. He recom-
mended the use of all existing PACOM Marine Corps assets for Aleutian defense
and major offensive operations in the event of a MATO-Warsaw Pact conflict.

He further argued for the study to focus on the worldwlde effective use of .
unique Marine Corps assets. "

T8), CINCPAC provided-his comments to the.JCS:on 17 December. He said that
his earlier exprassed views were germane. - The perspective from. the PACOM. -
remained that NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict was 1w facta. -global conflict with the
USSR. Accordingly, any expanded study that intended to support natichal mili-
tary planning and policy should address the strategic use of Marine Corps .
assets on a worldwide basis. It was necessary, therefore, to determine wh1ch
of the pessible wor]dw1de employment options provided the ‘most advantage in
conflict with the USSR. "He noted that fragmentat1on and separation of. Marine . :
forces from their amphibious 1ift assets reduced the potential impact of the .
existing U.S. advantage in amphibious power proaect1on Also, Marine forces
were best employed as a striking force in an environment conducive to. tqctica]
success and strategic impact. Secondarily, they provided a quick reactinn ,
force that could defend altied assets not otherw1se protected or gain neces—
sary support bases for allied initiatives.3

TSy CINCPAC said that the cost-benefit analyses should 1nc1ude compar1sons
of procurement of additional 1ift capability versus the pre-positioning of
Marines.: Those" &o&t-benefit analyses should include. increases in:Army or A
Force s ”“ﬁ'use of Marines to achieve specific cbjectives.__

14$4;15ﬁ s1b1i '“;royment opﬁions in response to PACOM area 4hréht
prigoritj ahd summarized. First was defense of the A1eut1ans. edrly: -
worldwide conflict: “Next was. early offensive operatfons in:the Northwaqt S
Pacific: -‘There was a requirement to support the Repub]ic 6f Korea in the évent”

-----——----—-u---—-_----——--——---————---—-—--------—---------------------------

1. J5325 HistSum Dec 78 (739 DECL 9 Jan 85; JCS 5045/2720247 Nov 78 fSJ,
GDS-86, ;

2. CINCPACFLT 16?7252 Qes 78 (TSJ DEGL 7 Dec SB/DG/S 7 Dec 80. J5325 HistSum
‘Bae 78" (TS DECL 9 Jan 85, _

3. CINCPAC 172312Z Dec 78 {TS)., DECL 11 Dec 84.
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of either unilateral North Korean aggression or a North Korean aggression con-
current with a worldwide conflict. Amphibious operations might also be
required for re-entry of forces into Korea. Use of Marines in countering a
Soviet sea lines of communication interdiction campaign might be required.
Lastly, with threats other than worldwide conflict, an effective and flexible
U.S. amphibious capability had been historically vital to influencing the out-
come of crises short of all-out conflict. The Pacific theater provided ideal
maneuvering room and objective areas for influencing the world's perceptions
of U.S. intentions, resolve, and capabilities.

) CINCPAC believed that maintenance of an effective and responsive.
(SW Paciflc Marine force was "at this time and for the foreseeable future vital to
5 maintaining a perceived force bala _in. of recent U co
' drawdowns in the Pacific."

T8 CINCPAC said that he provided this position not to diminish, the
importance of the NATO theater, but to provide a background for his recommen-
dations regarding the expanded study of the subject. He recommended that the..
study seek to maximize the advantage of amphibious strike against suvitable -
targets. He recommended that the positive support. of NATO, achieved through
amphibious operations in the Pacific and Indian Qceans, be compared in the
study to NATO in-theater use of Marine Corps assets. Such study "could con-
ceivably demonstrate that employment in the Pacific theater would. be more

supporting of NATO than employment in NATO."

~ CINCPAC concluded that if the aim of the study remained o
enhancement of NATO, the nearly certain conclusion was_that.at -§
\Va highly trained and effective USMC could. contrib te.

L

.

During Exercise NIFTY NUGGET, @ JCS-sponsored biennial Command. Post. .

. (S%xercise”hét@'iﬂﬁocfQQer1928 (discuss
") History), a Marine Amphibious Brigage
- second subsequently to the Azores.

eqrinég¥3g§er.detajn

FEE N ‘tn thi]s
was deploye g3~
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5
The saenar1o used in the exerc1se typif1ed tS;

type of defenSive &lements to be in the Aleutians prior ‘to
lities as"well as highlighting the d1ff1cu1ty of getting forces there.

Perceptions of U.S. Staying Power and Strength in the PACOM

For many years the CINCs had believed in the extreme importance of
foreign perceptions of U.S. staying power in the Pacific and our m11itary
strength. In a number of the CINC's Quarterly Reports to the Secretary of
Defense the lead 1tem had been the _Same: Asian perceptions of U.S staying

8d tne briefings his staf ad developed on PACOM strategic 1ntepests regu-
‘lar press tours and visits, and visits to PACOM countries by flag'and ﬁneral
officers. These countries included the smaller, less~ ~developed “third orld"
nations, and CINCPAC and key members of h1s staff had made ‘many persona] con-
tacts throughout the’ command -

CSQ Ship v1s1ts a traditional means of show1ng the f1ag. should be
broadened, CINCPAC believed, to their full potential. On- =going initiatives
included a cruise to the South Pacific area, similar to the “"Unitas" cruise in
South America; participation by USN ships and the Commander SEVENTH FLEET in
the Coral Sea celebration in Australia; and continued engagement in naval pass-
ing exercises wtth a]]ied and friendly navies at every opportunity.

(S In addition to naval visits, there was a potential for more "show the
flag" type visits for training by Air Force or Army elements. This was being
studied by the CINCPAC staff. '

T W PR e e - - e S0 TR D M G L e - e A W o, - o W o

1. J5325 Point Paper (S\.. 3 Nov 78, Subj: Basing MAB in the UK {(%{; GO5-86
2. CINCPAC 08001Z May 78 {S), GDS-86.

~SEGRET-
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. -CINCPAC continued to support combined exercises aanning
and cited a number of examples. He concluded that those ihitiatives \eke by
no means all-inclusive and the command continued to search for new ones.
"Obviously there also are initiatives which we would like to see undertaken
by other departments and agencies of the U.S. Government." He cited greater
visibility and higher priority to Security Assistance in Asia (although the
trend seemed to be in the other direction), continued visits by senior offi-
cials and key Congressional leaders, and participation of U.S. agencies in
regional seminars, trade fairs, and other such-forums.;l . .+ .. -+ «7a.

B 2 e
i SRR TR SRR

L e N T i RIS LA £ 1 V3 £ R
(Ts% In that same message CINCPAC had outlined.certain options te sdounter
Asian perceptions of arrelative~increaseu1n.Soviettmilitary-stréngth*bjibro-
viding the news media with information about the planned deployment of the
USS NIMITZ (and accelerate its deployment time schedule}, and .the first deploy-
ment of the Fleet's newest amphibious ship, USS TARAWA (LHA-1), planned for
March 1979.3 : W e e

¥

TS An overall evaluation of the views on the military balance between
the East and the West held by foreign military .leadership was the subject of
a study under way in the Defense Department in September. . The JCS asked
CINCPAC's Director for Plans for comments on the perceptions held by the
military elite of principal PACOM countries concerning the regional and globail
fast-West military balance; identification and assessment of U.S. activities

1. Ibid. ,
2. CINCPAC 1204257 Aug 78 (T5%, GDS-88.
3. Ibid.
JOP—SECREF—
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worldwide that could favorably offset such views and an assessment oflpossibie
Soviet counteractions; an evaluation of how specific U,.S. actions in any area
might impact to influence those of the military elite withi

exampies of actions provided by the JCS to influence those

(U} The component and subordinate unified.com
PAC Support Group, and appropriate members of the

TSTNOFORN) |

23 September.

mands and the U.S. Army CING-
CINCPAC staff were consulted.

CINCPAC's Director for Plans forwarded theuPAEOM,fespSnse on (}

{ The overal] evaluation of PACOM perceptions was that th
Power. balance. in East Asia and the P

- Lhe conventional
' Pacific was roughly gauivalent, that.ithe:
theater nuclearn capability was b&TancedifthaﬁﬁthghStrétﬁgiQEhHEJQ@tL§Mpgrjorjty
that the United States had enjoyed in the past had diminished. to a point: where
Défity existed, and: the Soviet mi]itary'capabi]ity was growing at a faster
rate than that of the United States. :

CINCPAC's assessment ‘of Soviet counteraction included:jncreased Soviet
intelligence efforts to determine U.S. intentions, dip]omatic~pressures,'con*
demnation of U.S. activities in international forums, and some increase in .-
Soviet naval and air activities, -~ = o

(

~

/)

(U} In‘dune 1977 the Jcs - retary of
required th i ‘ ] i f

nse had
J

U o

and. ' The Saere
- welcomed. the opport

0 SHOT'L. epOrts” (o o thre pages), dand "CINCRAG.
-‘Three reports had been preparéd iq\1977l4'Qﬁ;ﬁ:u

unity.

T v " - . u—-ap».’.-—-m.--.—--.-—--.-'—-—o.'— —————

- - -

1. 9881 HTE TR, " Sep Y8 (N, GBS-86 1 uCs 3225/212210Z Sep 78 (EX) (%Y. GDs-86.
2. J531 HistSum Sep 78 {S). GDS-86; CINCPAC 2302567 Sep 78 (EX) (S). GDS-86.
3. Ibid. |

4. LINCPAC Command History 1977 (YSFRD), Vol. I, p. 152.

SEGRFT NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIONALS

185



| D e A i o e e, .

SteRE—

(U)  Four reports were prepared in:1978. Although CINCPAC sought to make
each report unique, not just an update of previous reports, some subjects

surfaced more than once throughout the year. Each of the topics addressed is

covered in some detail elsewhere in this History.l

The issues addressed in the quarterly reports in 1978, in random
order, included the foreign perception of U.S. staying power in the Pacific
and Asia, in which CINCPAC had seen improvement; increased Soviet and Cuban
influence in the Horn of Africa area and the People's Democratic Republic of
Yemen; Indian Ocean arms control negotiations; and, as the year ended, concern
regarding: Middle East and Persian Gulf strategy, with concern mounting abbut
denial of Pérsian Gulf oil and concern about . the security of Iran and Saudi
Arabia. . Concerning Japan, the positive change in attitude toward defense
issues was noted; the declining value of the dollar against the yen was having
considerable impact on the PACOM; but the Japanese Diet approved a budget per-
mitting implementation of the labor cost-sharing agreement signed by the United
States and Japan in 1977, with hope for proposed cost sharing on facilities’

construction and maintenance. Also regarding Japan, approval of the recommenda- -

tions of the Subcommittee on Defense Cooperation by the Séventeenth Security
Consultative Committee opened the way to bilateral planning with Japan. Both
the U.S. Ambassador and the Japan Foreign Minister had endorsed the guidelines
and- had ‘proposed studies by the Self-Defense Forces and U.S. Forces concerning
the defense of Japan. Further Japanese Government actions later in the year
finally cleared the way for the Self-Defense Forces to officially endage in
bilateral planning with the United States. N 3

ol

e I - uq......u-ﬁ'.----‘n_—.—-g!-:‘i‘-t-‘-{:‘;;;qd‘&'h-;d“%— -«'4-"—'- Liuwf . u-- -

1. CINCPAC 0702032 Apr 78 (S, GDS-86; CINCPAC 0522467 il 78 (%), Gbs- 6
CINCPAC 0601227 Oct 78 IS). GDS-86; CINCPAC 0623407 Jan 79 (%), DECL

2 Jan 85, R
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™) . CINCPAC reiterated his requirement for a readily available, highly
mobile communciation capability in support of Joint Task Force/Remote Task
Force commanders deployed in possible contingency situations.

&) In his third report in 1978 CINCPAC reiterated his strong feélings
about the "Swing Strategy. ™"

(&)  CINCPAC addressed the desirability of close working and personal rela-
tionships between U.S. and allied middle and Junior grade officers, a condition
that greatly enhanced military cooperation and influenced allied and friendly
national attitudes toward the United States. He believed it was essential to
keep those relationships viable, and was taking steps in the PACOM to improve
contact, with emphasis on combined exercises at the small-unit level.

'Y CINCPAC, discussing the normalization of relations with the People's
Republic of China, said that the Presidential announcement had generated a
wide range of Defense Department-related activities concerning Taiwan. CINCPAC
hoped to insure an orderly and proper transition of PACOM actions that supported
normalization, but at the same time minimize adverse impacts on PACOM readiness
and the welfare of our people on Taiwan.l

Orientation of the 2nd and 25th Infantry Divisions

(SX, On 11 September the JCS advised CINCPAC of an Army-proposed revised
contingency orientation of the 2nd and 25th Infantry Divisions. The Army

-——...._-..__.._......_.._..___-..__-..—-——-—-.-..——-._—-.-._—-...--—-..._--_-_—-.._——.._-._..-.._-.__—-._.-
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proposed -that the 25th D1v1s1on in Hawaii be designated as the prwmary Army
force for-Asian cont1ngenc1es, and to prov1de a re1nforcement capab111ty as

the 2nd Division was withdrawn from Korea The Army had 1ndicated a. requiré—
ment for a heavy d1v151on as. part of a non- NATO cont1ngency force 1 iy

t54~ Army p1ans prov1ded for the mechan1zation of the 2nd Divisfon upgn“a :
its withdrawal from Korea, which would ‘make it capab1e qf sat1sfy1ﬁg thi
requirement, .. - Under those plans .the 2nd’ ‘Bivision, fo]]ow1ng its mec
would.be available for deployment to Korea as well as other non-NA
gency areas as part of a un11atera1 corps.. Additionally, §
to NATQ, depending on its availability. . E1ements of. the
wou1d suffer a readiness degradation during the period of redrgan:
reequipping: The 25th Division was.already. assigned to the P \COM £
gency.. planning for.all situations. except a full- mobi]ization NAT"ton
After withdrawal? of the 2nd. from Korea, the - 25th- would be. thé: on1y rmy. ¢ !
unit in- th& Pacific, so these proposed modifications to U.S. commi tments would
result in a more logical and responsive posture for Army forces, the Army pro-
posal noted - - !

). The realignments would result in a Tight division for Pacific contin-
gencies and a heavy division for rapid redeployment to Asia, other non-NATQ
contingencies as part of the unilateral corps, or for use in a NATO conflict.

It would provide a commitment, real and perceived, to allay security concerns
of Asian allies, provide a rapid reaction capability, and be both a deterrent
force and an initial reinforcement capability for Korea.. The Army also advised
that it was examining the feasibility of adding a third active componentﬁbrigade
to the 25th D1v1s1on The JCS asked for CINCPAC's comments on these proposa1§

{$> CINCPAC considered. the views of the U.S. Army CINCPAC Support Group
when he prov1ded his reply on 22 September. CINCPAC said:

..Concur in DA proposal to reorient 25th ID as primary
Army force for Asian contingencies. - However, if this does -
not occur until after 2d ID has been withdrawn, reequipped, .
and retrained, CINCPAC will have no. Army forces in PACOM for
‘Pacific contingencies during that period.. Therefore, recom-
mend reorientation not be delayed until completion of 2d ID
withdrawal. 25th ID commitment to NATO must be terminated

o AR ek Y A A S S S W A S S g e e e e S S R A e e e e e e A ke T

1. JCS 434971121232 Sep 78 15), GDS-86.
2. Ibid.

3. CINCPAC 2203557 Sep 78 (S3s GDS-86.
-SEGRET
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as soon as politically feasible to reassure our Pacific allies
and conform to DOD consolidated guidance to retain capability
to reenter Korea.

TS, CINCPAC also recommended that Army assets on the West Coast be ear-
marked to augment the 25th during 2nd Division withdrawal and prior to bring-
ing the 25th to fuli strength. - He further suggested that action be initiated
to insure adquate war reserve materials were prepositioned in the PACOM for
the 25th. CINCPAC said that the Army's proposal implied that the 25th Divisi
was an equivalent force although its configuration at that time, only two
active infantry brigades, provided less than a light division for Asian
contingencies. Therefore, he strongly supported creation of a third active
brigade for the 25th Division to maximize the advantages of realignment.l

COMMANDO NEST Program Declassification

- TSI The Air Force had programmed dep]o&ment of three F-15 squadrons to
Kadena Air Base, Japan (Okinawa Prefecture) beginning in FY 79 to replace
three F-4 squadrons.

hd%e; ?

In December 1977 CINCPAC.had
‘ opriate Japanese officials through the
Embassy that the. program woul classified ‘on 1 April 1978.:. The Japan™
National'Defense Council appro the F-18 as the aircraft for Japan to.replac
their aging,F;104s;-thts;qlsofin.Decembér“1927;3_-_' S e T

requested COMUS Japan .to inform appr

- (8% On-29. March 1978 COMUS Japan advised that the Japan Defense Budget
for JFY 78 would be approved by 5 April 1978 and requested that the declassi-
fication announcement be deferred until at Jeast 15 April. CINCPAC concurred.

L1 On 4 April COMUS Japan again requested that the announcement be délay:
until 29 April because of a local election in Okinawa City (in which a good::
portion of Kadena Air Base was located), which was to be held on 23 April.
CINCPAC, however, was scheduled to appean;before-the'washington.-D;C.gpress
corps, which would provide a good oppOrtgnity to make the F-15 conversion
announcement and not interfere with the Okinawa City mayoral elections. COMUS

- -—-------—-----—_-—-—---——---—--—n——--—_——---——----—---———-g----—------——---—-

1. .

2. CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TSAFRDY, Vol. I, pp. 164-165.

3. COMUS Japan 2901297 Mar 78 T&h, ADS 8 May 78; CINCPAC 310034Z Mar 78 le:
GDS-84,
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'Japan and the U.S. Embassy in Tokyo concurred with the idea and Admiral Weisner

announced the F-15 conversion program to the press corps on 26 Aprii.l

in the engines used in the F-15 and a high accident rate. The Kyodo story
stated that the F100 engine used in the F-16 had major defects that had caused
in-flight accidents at a rate three times higher than USAF standards even
after improvements had been made, and that a similar engine was used in the
F-15, resulting in similar major problems., The American Consul General in
Naha met with the leading anti-base coalition group, and reported. that while
those reformists would draw on the the GAO report to press the theme that the
F-15 was a “defective" aircraft, there would be no problems with other allega-

tions concerning increased noise, . ruclear weaponry, or the "strengthening”" of
Kadena accompanying the F-15 dep]oyment.2 .

defense poijcy-and_what’Was'a*defeh
/ apon, as. the.Fs15s ‘ ‘
hts and-a mideair

(U)  The F-15 announcement also sparked

e o = e e e

--—---—---—..—-—---_—-_-—u.-—--—--—-—---u---q-—-—--

1., 05323 HistSum Dec 78 (S), DECL 8 Jan 85; COMUS Japan 0405252 Apr 78 (BQ,
ADS 8 May 78; CINCPAC 0802247 Apr 78 (Eiﬂ GDS~84 ;- COMUS Japan 1004552
Apr 78 (b}, GDS-84. . _ SR

~ AMCONSUL Naha 2808007 Apr 78 (U); AMCONSUL Naha 0203307 May 78 (U).

- Honolulu Advertiser, 29 May 78, p. D-8 (U). o
ADMIN CINCPAC 1601502 Feb 78 (TS#ERQ), XGDS-2.
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1. J322 HistSum Jul 78 (BYKRD); JCS 2363/082212Z Mar 78 (srsao), xeos 2.

2. CINCPAC 2904127 Jun 78 (TSAERD). XGDS-2; COMUS Kore&& 1003502 Jul 78 (EX)
(TSARRD), XGDS-2; JCS 695173113292 Jul 78 (TS/RRD), XGDS-2; CINCUNC
1302307 Sep 78 (TSAERD), XGDS-2; ADMIN CINCPAC 2900547 Sep 73 (FSAERD) ,
XGDS-2; JCS 1058/071959Z Nov 78 (TSARRD), XGDS-3.

3. COMUS Korea 3106457 Jul 78 (&). GDS-84.
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1. CINCPAC 210120Z Oct 78 (S7PRBY-, XGDS-2.
2. JCS :6851/112251Z Dec 78 (GAERD), REVW 7 Dec 98 Reas 2. :
3. J5132 HistSum Jan 78 (S), GDS-87; CINCPAC TDY MANILA 1001127 Jan 78 (TS),

GDS-89. . o
4. J5132 HistSum Mar 78 (S\, GDS-86; CINCPAC 1423172 Mar (BOM) (SQ, GDS-86.

FORMERLY RESTRICTED DATA —SEGREF—

192




|

L.

TOP-SEEREF ~ FORMERLY RESTRICTED DATA

CHAPTER 1V
MILITARY OPERATIONS

Readiness of U.S. Forces in the PACOM

{U)  CINCPAC provided semiannual reports on the readiness of forces in' the
PACOM.as required by the JCS. The October 1978 report is summarized in the
paragraphs that follow.! . _

o

{S: CINCPAC said that while individual unit readiness had gradually im-
proved since 1975, the continuous erosion of force levels had progressively
degraded overall PACOM capabilities. At a time when potential enemies were
strengthening their theater forces, the PACOM had become increasingly dependent
upon rapid augmentation by CONUS-based combat, combat support, and combat
service support forces, He considered it "essential to maintain the proper
force levels and mix sufficient to execute national strategy in a general war
and to rapidly react to less intense crises and contingencies."

(TS7FRD)  CINCPAC next assessed the capability of -his component commands
to support CINCPAC OPLANs. PACAF units were capable of supporting the missions
assigned by CINCPAC OPLANs. The prepositioning of war reserve materiel -and j
the ability of the logistics infrastructure to mee ~the demands of intense (P
tactical operations continued to improve steadily. (

TSk CINCPACFLT's overall readiness to meet contingency plans continued
to improve. Systematic analysis of the compatibility of forces with expected
missions had brought command attention to a number of correctable problems.
Major fleet exercises had been proving the soundness of innovative tactical

__._----.-—-...-_—--..-_---.--_..---_—_———--q..--..—-...-_-_----u-—-------.-.---—-——u..—----

1. CINCPAC 1402382 Oct 78 (¥S), GDS-88. The.earljer report on this subject
in 1978 was CINCPAC 1611497 Apr 78 TTS), GDS-88.
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concepts such as the Composite Warfare Coordinator and submarine support of
the CVBG (SSN){DS). The CINCPACFLT war game, well into development, showed
promise of supplementing at-sea exercises for testing concepts and fleet
battle plans. The steady introduction of new weapons, sensors, and platforms
had sharpened the fleet's aggressive edge fand heightened the confidence of
commanders at all levels., After listing CINCPACFLT's capabilities in regard
to the four OPLANs listed above, he listed in priority the readiness-degrading
issues facing the fleet. These were inadequate force levels, anti-air warfare,
anti-submarine warfare, mine warfare, and anti-surface warfare,

« (T8) For Army forces, the in-theater conventional. conbat force werg .
capable of performing wartime mzssions using existing assets: ahd'ﬁasbun
The capability to- logistically support OPLANs, however, remained ‘margin
cause of the drawdown of combat service support forces in the PA
tinued shortages in war reserve stocks and operat1ona1 proj’cts stocké

(U) CINCPAC next provided more" detai]ed information'on thhﬁ “f N &
readiness by addressing.the specific subjects-of personne1 in 1]1gence, &
operations and training, communications-electronics, and 1og1st1cs 1

Indian Ocean Operations

T Three routine task groups dep]oyed to the Indian: Ocean in: 1978 as
they had in previous years, one composed of nuclear powereﬁ'%ﬁﬁﬁ%%? At the
end of the year a fourth task group was preparlng to deploy as a result of the
deteriorating situation in Iran. ’

&) The first dep]oyment in 1978 was Task Group 75.1, which consisted of
USS FOX. (CG-33) with Commander Task Force 75 embarked, USS STEIN (FF-1065),;
USS QUELLET (FF-1077), and USS HASSAYAMPA (A0-145). The task group entered
the Indian Ocean on 20 February. FOX, OUELLET, and HASSAYAMPA entered via -
the Sunda Stralt enroute to Australian port visits, STEIN entered inde- -
pendently via the Halacca Strait enroute to a port visit to Colombo,,
The ships called at . ‘variolus ports during the dép]Qyment, 2% fb11ﬁﬁss
visited Fremantle, -Australia and Port Louis-in Mauritius; OUELLE_ f
Fremant]e, Port Louis, Mombasa, Bandar Abbas, and Karachi. "HASSAYAMPA ¥isfted -
Fremantle, Port Louis, liombasa, Bahrain, and Karachi. Exerc1ses included
participation in MERCUB, with Singapore, just prior to the deployment, and
passing exercises with Royal Australian Air Force Long Range Maritime Patrol
aircraft on 2 March and the French frigate COMMANDANT BOURDAIS on 16 March 2

1. Ibid.
2. J313 HistSum Apr 78 (B, 6DS-84.
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On 13 March Commander Task Force 75 shifted his flag to STEIN, and
FOX departed for special operations (RUBY SURVEY) with the Mid-East Force,
commencing 19 March, as discussed elsewhere in this chapter. FOX chopped to
Commander Mid-East Force at 190001Z Mar 78.

(6% On 18 April the task group exited the Indian Ocean by the Malacca
Strait. OUELLET detached on 18 April and proceeded independently to Subic Bay,
while TASSAYAMPA and STEIN proceeded tp Singapore for a port visit 19 to 22
April. _ : S

(S%. CINCPACFLT proposed sending a nuclear:powered task group to’ tha'!
Indian Ocean in the July-August time frame in place of the surface combagant,
task .group that was scheduled. CINCPAC asked for amplifying information, which
CINCPACFLT provided on 11 January. He said that future Indian Ocean deployments
could be accommodated on either a calendar or fiscal year basis, but he con-
sidered it advantageous to schedule a nuclear -task.group during'tha fourth < -
quarter of :FY 78 as:iit would then provide the basis for one éarrier tdsk'ghgip":
deployment into the area each calendar year.. Without this change, there wouTd '
be no carrier deployment into the Indian Ocean during calendar year 1978.°
CINCPAC .agreed, and advised the JCS of the proposed change,2

(S\ Thus, the second depioyment in 1978 was Task Group 77.6, which con-
sisted of USS ENTERPRISE {CVN-65) with .Commander, Task Force 77 embarked,

USS LONG. BEACH (CGN-9}, and USS TRUXTUN (CGN-35),  The group deployed during

the period 13 July to 16 August. USS ‘ROANOKE (AOR:7Y, dbératihyifﬁﬂepéﬁﬂéﬁﬂjﬁyf
provided Mobile Logistic Support Force support. : The task group entered the '~ ™
Indian Ocear via the Malacca Strait.3 B I

(S The objectives of this task group were outlired by CINCPACFLT in -an
April message. The task group was to project the U.S. mititary presénce in-
the Indian Ocean in support of national interests, to conduct a significant
bilateral exercise with Singapore forces, maximize readiness through optimum
training and readiness, provide the opportunity to conduct passing exercises
with the Royal Australian Navy and Air Force, and evaluate logistics support
during sustained blue water operations in the Indian Ocean, including the con-
tribution by rapid, long-range COD aircraft (US-3A).4

{SY TRUXTUN visited Colombo, Sri Lanka, and Cockburn Soundﬁ Australia.
ENTERPRISE and LONG BEACH visited Fremantie, Australia while TRUXTUN was at

e L e G A - S e e T S T G A T Sy T R e e s G A

1

2.

3. J313 HistSum Aug 78 (S), GDS-86.

4. CINCPACFLT 2903187 Apr 78 (., GDS-86.
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Cockburn Sound, and the entire task group visited Singapore at the conclusion
of the deployment. The task group participated in Exercise BEACON SOUTH with
the Royal Australian Navy and Air Force prior to and following those port
visits, and in Exercise MERLION with Singapore prior to their port visit there,
The group exited the Indian Ocean via the Malacca Strait.l

{S> The third deployment began on 15 November, entering the Indian Ocean
via the Malacca Strait, It consisted of USS STERETT (CG-31), USS WADDELL (DDG-
24}, USS BRADLEY (FF-1041), and USNS PASSUMPSIC (TA0-107). The task group
proceeded to Karachi, Pakistan, and conducted Exercise MIDLINK 78 with Pakistan,
Iran, United Kingdom, and Turkish naval forces from 23 November to 7 December

1S}  Upon completion of MIDLINK 78, the JCS d1rected the task group (TG 75 1)
to remain in the Arabian Sea and conduct routine operations until further ad< = -
vised, This tasking was in response to the uncertainties in the Persian Gulf
brought about by the political problems in Iran. Accordingly, passing exercises
with the United Kingdom, Kenya, and Australia were cancelled, as were port
visits to Mombasa, Port Louis, and Mogadishu in Somalia. The task group was
scheduled to depart the Indian Ocean via the Lombok Strait on 7 January 1979, -
but thezships were to remain in the vicinity of the Arabian Sea until further
notice.

On 28 December the JCS forwarded to CINCPAC a deployment preparation
order by direction of the Secretary .of Defense. Because of the internal sita-'
ation in Iran and vital U.S. interests in the Persian Gulf region, a continuing
augmented U.S. naval presence could be required. CINCPAC was directed to = = v
position a carrier task force in the vicinity of Singapore. at the earliest -
feasible time, to be prepared for a possible Indian Ocean-Arabian Sea deploy-
ment. TG 77.7 consisted of USS: CONSTELLATION (€V+64); USS LEAHY {CG-16), USS -
KINKAID (DD»965) with Commander Destroyer Squadron SEVEN embarked, USS DECATUR
(DDG-31), USS SOMERS (DDG-34), and USNS MISPILLION {TA0-105). The estimated"
time of departure from Subic was 30 December with arrival in the v1cin1ty of
Singapore on 2 January.3 : v

RUBY SURVEY

TS] On 28 January the CINC of the U.S. European Command was d1rected by
the JCS to increase surveillance activity in the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden to -
monitor Soviet and Cuban-activity in the Horn of Africa and the south Arabian:

1. J313 HistSum Aug 78 (%, GDS-86.
J313 HistSum Dec 78; JCS 1422487 Dec 78 (EX) (%Y, DECL.14 Dec.86; CINCPAG

11502202 Dec 78 (Y, DECL 14 Dec 86.
3. JCS 7684/280134Z Dec 78 (3, DECL 20 Dec 84; ADMIN CINCPAC 2902232 Dec 78

{s), DECL 28 Dec 84.
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Peninsuia. USCINCEUR was directed to augment the Mid-East Force with one
surface combatant (of the DD/FF class) equipped with Direct Support Equipment.
RUBY SURVEY was the nickname authorized by CINCUSNAVEUR to cover the surveijl-
lance operations.

(S USS TRUETT (FF-1095), a unit of the Sixth Fleet, was the first ship
assigned to augment existing Mid-East Force units. USS LA SALLE (AGF-3), the
flagship of the Mid-East Force commander, was in Naples, Italy, in a ‘state of
Restricted Availability and was not scheduled to return to its normal area of
operations before 15 April. TRUETT chopped to COMIDEASTFOR on 2 February.
This provided two ships to cover the area of interest.!

(3% on 13 February the JCS directed CINCPAC to relieve TRUETT. with USS
FOX (CG-33) on 19 March in the vicinity of the Gulf of Aden. FOX, a Seventh
Fleet unit, was on a routine Indian Ocean deployment in the western Indian
Ocean at the time (Task Group 75.1). Accordingly, FOX relieved TRUETT and
chopped to COMIDEASTFOR on 19 March, as directed. With the return of LA SALLE
on 15 April, Operational Command of FOX reverted to CINCPAC and FOX conducted
port visits in Colombo, Singapore, and Pattaya in Thailand enroute to normal
Seventh Fieet operations.2 |

(S!  USCINCEUR advised that -FOX had provided timely, accurate, and often
unique intelligence information, not available from any other source. An
example of a FOX "first" was its reporting of the movement of a floating dry-
dock, the first indication of possible Soviet intent to establish a support
facility of that kind in Ethiopia.3 | : ' -

©UB-52 Survéflange v -y

__-._--'—-—.----—..u-----————-u--—-—-—-—-—q.n'-—-- --------- u.—-----—.-----...———--———.q.u.

1. J3 HistSum Apr 78 (S), GDS-86. N - e
2. Ibid.; JCS 26417132320 Feb 78 (%), GDS-86; CINCPACFLT 310451 Mar 78 (S),
ADS 30 May 78. - '

3. USCINCEUR 1418207  Apr 78 (S}, GDS=86, .. o
4. 95132 HistSum Jul 78 1S), XaDS 2005; SAc 11855y u] 78 (BOM) (Y ”gggéuﬁoosi
CINCPAC 250402 Jul 78 (BOM) {S), GDS-86; SAC 0800052 Aug"78 (BOM)' (), X605

2008.
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Sea of Okhotsk Operations

gs{ 0perat1ons were conducted in the Sea of Okhotsk from 18 to 24 June by
Task Group 75.2. The excursion provided continued support for the position
that the Sea of Okhotsk was an international body of water with continuing
right of high seas navication and overflight, Secondary objectives were to
evaluate national intelligence systems in support of naval forces operat1ng
in the Soviet Pacific maritime area, gain familiarity with the Sea of Okhotsk,
and enhance task group readiness and training of personne1 in operations 1n-
volving poss1b1e Soviet reaction forces, |

The task group was composed of USS FOX (CG-33) w1th Commander Task
Force 75 embarked, USS STEIN (FF-1065), and USS HASSAYAMPA (A0-145), supported
by VP (Patrol Squadron), VQ (Fleet Air Reconnaissance ‘Squadron), and HSL::
(Hel1copter Anti-submarine Squadron) aircraft.. The group departed: Yokosuka,
Japan on 15 June, entered the Sea of Okhotsk v1a the Proliv Bussol Strait on
18 June, operated as far north as 54954'N/154933" E, and departed the Sea of

Okhotsk via La Perouse Strait on 24 June.2

Lsfl Tne task group did not approach Soviet territory closer than 25 nauti-
cal miles, except that when transiting through an international strait the
restr1ct1on was reduced to not-c]oser—than 12. nautica] m11es. “~J'f ;

g&f’ The operation was. pr1nc1pa1]y character12ed by poor V1sib111ty (fog
69 percent of the, time).and intense surveillance:-and reconnaiSSance by Sov1et
air and surface forces (13 sorties of 26 aircraft. and'1 to 5 surfate “tattie-
tales"). Possible harassment by a Sov1et surface unit was noted on one
occasion on 23 June when KRIVAK 602, :whd

on on STEIN 5 starboard si

487 UrS. warships, both conventionally and nuclear powered, continijs
visit PACOM ports. For many years CINCPAC had sought to have the. visits of
nuclear powered ships treated as any other ship visit, but the visits had be-
come “rout1ne" on?y in certain areas, In other areas political consideratiéns
1. CINCPAC 0620172 May 78 (S, GDS-86; CINCPACFLT 1319182 Apr 78 (SJ GBS 86;

J313 HistSum Jun 78 (%Y, GDS-86. :
2. J313 HistSum Jun 78 (N, GDS-86. :
3. 'Ibid.; CTG 75.2 2403267 Jun 78 (S GDS~86
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continued to hamper or deny such visits, sometimes based on the emotional p¢
Sponse of the residents of those countries. For the first time, nuclear powe
U.S. ships called at ports in Tonga and Sri Lanka in 1978. Certain ship visi
are discussed in the material that follows, by country,

Australia

S~ Nuclear powered ship visits to Australia had resumed in 1976 for the
first time since 1971. Visits by USS SNOOK (SSN-592), USS TRUXTON (CGN-35),
USS LONG BEACH (CGN-9), and USS ENTERPRISE (CVN-65) were conducted that year;
these visits were considered eminently successful and ¢ ducted‘without‘note-
worthy adverse incident. No visits were made in 1977. ' '

On 8 February 1978 the Defense Attache stated that the consensus
in the Embassy was that Australia had moved a long way toward acceptance of
such visits as innocuous and, if not quite routine, at least safe. A proposed
visit by USS QUEENFISH (SSN-651) was expected to be no different. There might
be a few demonstrators and perhaps a wharfside vigil, "but Australia has moved
a good bit further than New Zealand in these matters, and we do not expect any
thing approaching the magnitude or determination of those who 'greeted' USS
PINTADO in Auckland harbor last month." On the contrary, they expected a warm
welcome and a hospitable reception.] _ . -

(8. QUEENFISH visited NMelbourne from 5 to 10 March. The visit saw

only two very limited and completely non-disruptive anti-visit demonstrations.
The American Consul in Melbourne said he believed the visit marked the beginni:
of an era in which visits by such warships would be considered to be relativel:
routine occurrences. The first of the demonstrations had been held as the shif
arrived. The day before its departure approximately 60 protesters appeared at
the pier in an apparent last-chance bid to demonstrate their strength.  In some
scuffles with a more than adequate number of policemen, paint was thrown and
Six were arrested. Departure was uneventful,2 |

(U)  The Commander, Seventh Fieet visited Brisbane during Australian-Ameri-
can Week in May. The celebration was known more generally as Coral Sea Week,
commemorating the World War II battle. The American Consul in Brisbane de-

scribed the American presence as the most impressive in many years, Actually
OKLAHOMA CITY, the Seventh Fleet commander's flagship, bypassed Brisbane, but

- - ——— .----n-——-._-_--.-.__--——_q.—-----.----—___--.—__...,q..._—_--......-..--q..—-—-—---—«--—-

1. CINCPAC Command History 1976, (TS%ERQ),-VO]. I, pp. 189-192; CINCPAC Comman
History 1977 (TS/FRD}, Vol. I, pp. 180-181; USDAC Canberra 0823112 Feb 78
Sy, GDS-86. ‘ .

2. AMCONSUL Melbourne 432571406262 Mar 78 (&), GDS-86.
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called at Sydney, Melbourne, and Fremantle,) “Chip" Carter and his wife Caron
were there and the Seventh Fleet's ceremonial/show band, called the "Far East
Edition," performed in concert and at a dinner meeting of the Australian-Amer-
ican Association. COMSEVENTHFLT and Mrs. Baldwin arrived on 12 May for an
active two and a half days. The Consul in Brisbane said it was the fervent
hope that the next time COMSEVENTHFLT came he would sail up the river aboard
his flagship. "In the meantime, more frequent visits by other Seventh Fleet
vessels would be both welcome and fruitful from the standpoint of preserving
and furthering goodwil1."! :

A visit by USS BAINBRIDGE (CGN-25) to Townsville, Queens]and..ﬁas e
proposed. . When it became known that tug.services might,not;bgqavgi&ibhe,-ntﬂgr

ports were proposed. 'The Defense Attache in Canberra:advised that. th
influenced Seamans Union protested the visit of a nuclear powered.yarship
to any Queensland port, so the situation would be the same for Townsville,
Gladstone, or Brisbane. The Minister for Defence agreed in principle to the
proposed visit, provided BAINBRIDGE anchor seaward of the approach channel to
Townsville Harbour (about eight miles from the port). . The, Commander, Seventh
Fleet-said that such an exposed anchorage was marginal at best.for a recrea-.
tional/goodwill port visit because of the constfaints.and inconveniences. "The
markedly different treatment given an NPW from that of a conventionally powéred
warship is inconsistent with policy of overt equal treatment of ships regardless
of propulsion mode." To acquiesce without exceptional comment on those condi-
tions had undesirable precedential implications, he believed. BAINBRIDGE finally
visited Darwin, which was not in Queensland. Following the visit the mayor of ..
Darwin said that BAINBRIDGE would-always receive a warm welcome any time she
chose to return.?2 : S o o

The Embassy in Canberra, on 6 June, received an urgent query from
Prime Minister Malcoim Fraser through the Department of Foreign.Affairs. - The -
Prime Minister was visiting in New York and wanted to be able to announce : °
publicly visits to Western Australia ports of USS ENTERPRISE (CYN-65), USS
LONG BEACH (CGN-9), USS TRUXTUN (CGN-35), and USS ROANOKE (AOR-7) in August.
The Australians knew U.S. policy was not to announce ship visits mare .than gix

or eight weeks in-advance, but asked ‘that the United States "hend the rules a.

L e

bit insghis, instance in view of the Primé Minfster's Bersonal intarest inc.
announcing the visit while he was in the Unitéd States. The State Department's
reply on 16 June regretted that the authorized spatement'cqu]d'nnt_be-agreeda

e e e e e e e e e e e e e o e e —— e e e

1. AMCONSUL Brisbane 0186/180330Z May 78 (U). . e

2. CTF SEVEN FIVE 0305397 Jun 78 1S), GDS-84; USDAO Canberra. 854/0607357 Jun
78 (8., GDS-86; COMSEVENTHFLT 160558Z Jun 78 {S), GDS-86; AMEMB Canberra
4812/200546Z Jun 78 (S), GDS-86; NOCNA 1208247 Jul 78 (U). . R
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on in time before the Prime Minister's departure from New York for London, but /\
it had been agreed that he could make a general announcement that did not men-
tion specific ships or dates, such as "I am pleased to announce that units of
the United States Pacific Fleet will be visiting ports in Western Australia in
August. Further details will be provided later." The task force did visit
Western Australia in August and the Ambassador said they performed with "great
credit to our country."l ' . A

Fiji

5% Nuclear powéred warships were not yet welcome in Fiji. - During dis- -+
cussions of the possibility of such visits in11976,‘the;Fijirgovernmgn;fﬁhﬂwwf i
expressed concern over safety and indemnity in the event of an accident. The'
Navy wanted to arrange for a visit to Suva in April 1978 and the matter was
addressed by the State Department with Ambassador (designate) Condon in Wash-
ington in February. The proposed visit involved a strategic missile launching,
submarine.2

(8. Former Ambassador to Fiji Selden, assigned as Ambassador to New .
Zealand, offered his thoughts. He said that while the United States had been . .
successful in opening up New Zealand to nuclear submarine visits, the selection.
of an SSBN for Fiji would appear to be "setting for ourselves the most difficult
case in our initial efforts.” He appreciated the Navy's scheduling problems,
but advised we "get our foot in the door" with a potentially less contentious
ship visit, either a surface ship or an SSN. He also noted that the timing
of the visit, just a few days before Ambassador Condon's arrival,:may.not:
"optimum." The State Department, with “great. reluctance," asked th y;

withdraw its request for the April visif,3 -

Ambassador Selden -also noted that on several occasions:he hi
the matter with Prime Minister Ratu Sir.Kamisese Mara, dnd he had nev
negatively, saying that he had no personal objection to such visits an
concerned about nuclear testing in the Pacific. The Prime Mirister was {n ¥z
on 14 June when Ambassador Condon broached the subject with his deputy, Acting
Prime Minister Ratu Sir Penaia Ganilau, who reacted favorably when told that
the customary diplomatic paper requesting official clearance had been sent to
the Foreign Office and was shown a copy. He said that he would see to it that
1. AMEMB Canberra 4308/060220Z Jun 78 (S GDS-86; SECSTATE 7731/1619092'Jun

78 (U); AMEMB Canberra 6410/1504532 Aug 78 (U). -
2. SECSTATE 060833/091903Z Mar 78 (%), GDS-86. _
3. AMEMB Wellington 5145/130337Z Mar 78 CSQQ GDS-86; SECSTATE 074119/2220581

Mar 78 (S GDS-86; CINCPACFLT 2222477 Mar 78 b&l, GDS-86. '
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the clearance would be issued promptly. The Ambassador was concerned about
the alacrity, fearing that the Acting Prime Minister might not have grasped
the significance of the request, so he found ways to repeat several times that
this was a nuclear powered ship. The next day the Embassy received official
clearance from the Foreign Office for USS BAINBRIDGE (CGN 25), a situation the
Ambassador found almost too good to believe.l § o

L

T8  In mid-August the F131 Times pub11shed an art1c1e entft]ed "N Shiﬁ
Will be Allowed to Visit Fiji," which quoted Department of Foreign Affairs
Permanent Secretary Jioji Kotobalavu as 'saying Fiji would eventually" lift the -
ban on visits. The next day the paper reported that church and youth grotips
had reacted negatively to the announcement. In Fiji the Ambassador believed
that this limited public opposition could not even begin to mount the ‘sort of
demonstrations experienced in New Zealand, However, it would ultimately have
to be Prime Minister Mara who would decide whether the "psychological" c11mate

was r1ght for F1Ji to receive nuc]ear powered warships 3

New_Zea1and_

1. AMEMB Wellington 01508/240441Z Mar 78 CSQ, GDS 86; AMEMB Suva 1003/1304302 B
Jun 78 [y, GDS-84; AMEMB Suva 1025/152000Z Jun 78 (S, GDS- 34 S

2. AMEMB Suva 7558/2720002 Jun 78 (D}; GDS-84.

3. AMEMB Suva 2268/160410Z Aug 78 (C#, GDS-84; AMEMB Suva 1501/2120002 Aug 78
(U); SECSTATE 215865/242121Z Aug 78 (C), GDS-84; AMEMB' Suva 8400/1320002
Dec 78 (&), GDS 12-13-84.

4, CINCPAC Command History 1976 {TSAFRA), Vol. I, pp. 192-195; CINCPAC Command

History 1977 (¥S4RRD), Vol. I, pp. 181-183. ' . ﬁ
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(S Following those resolutions, the U.S. Ambassador asked for a visit
by a nuclear powered surface ship. In December 1977 CINCPAC had advised the

““M-Ambassador that the limited number of such craft in the PACOM did not permit

one to be avajlable then for a visit. He said that he understood that a sur-
face ship was preferred, but proposed that a nuclear powered submarine visit
in mid-January 1978. On 23 December 1977 Prime Minister Muldoon announced
the impending visit to Auckland of USS PINTADO (SSN-672).1

(S} The visiting ships in 1976 had been greeted by "peace squadrons"
opposed to the visits. Almost.immediately following the Prime Minister's
announcement a “peace squadron" spokesman called the proposed visit a "grotesque
Christmas present," and declared that their small craft would be out in force
to meet the submarine. He said, however, that squadron members were not opposed
to the people of the United States or to the members of the submarine's crew.2

( A U.S. Navy Communications Unit operated an installation at Christchurch
for the National Science Foundation under the U.S.-New Zealand Antarctic Treaty,
for Project DEEPFREEZE. In the early hours of 10 January the guy wire supporting
the antenna tower was cut, causing the tower to topple and bring down the entire
antenna array. An anonymous caller to Radio New Zealand c¢laimed the attack was
a protest to PINTADO's visit. A similar incident had occurred in 1976. At
that time the Government of New Zealand had paid about $44,000 for the repair
of the facility. New Zealand Defense Forces and police began providing in-
creased protection for U.S. facilities in Christchurch, Wellington, and Auck-
land for the period preceding and during the PINTADO visit.3

(BQ While New Zealand's Opposition Leader sent a telegram of protest to
the President of the United States and anti-visit rallies were held, citizens
also wrote to newspapers favoring the visits and one man sent the U.S. Ambassa-
1. CINCPAC 0621457 bec 77 ('S), GDS-85.

2. AMEMB Wellington 05910/230120Z Dec 77 (SY, XGDS-3.
3. AMEMB Wellington 00115/100524Z Jan 78 (U); SECSTATE (07924/112301Z Jan 78
{ONE.O. 11652: N/A; AMEMB Wellington 00146/110524Z Jan 78 (U).
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dor a check to be used for fresh fruit for the crew of PINTADO, "doing hazardous
and probab]y boring job at times." He said he was as pleased to hear of this
visit "as I was to see a jeep and Sherman roll to a halt outside a prison.camp
in Sout?ern Germany in 1945 - part of General Patton's 3rd Armoured, I be-
Tieve."

+6}— The Naval Investigative Service deschbed PINTADO $ arr1va1 :2

The "Battle of Rang1toto Channel" was over 4n[1ess thanﬁfuhrf
ten minutes with PINTADO, later mooring- uneventful]y pre-: . - '
~cisely on schedule, emerging the. clear: v1ctor from: th ma
‘;Vmelee w1th the peace squadron. :

Ceh There were 78 boats, 1ncludin t
: _:_"Phoenix" which tried to ram PINTADO, S¢ _ 1’ R
~ “hoats managed to penetrate screen and. ‘app uPINTADO'close'T o
aboard. ~One small demasted sail boat with a man, woman with
babe in arms, and dog aboard came alongside PINTADO's bow
and passed down starboard side, while 51mu1taneously a
swimmer from an overturned kayak thrashed about aft of
PINTADO's propeller. PINTADO was forced to turn and back
momentarily in a real test of seamanship, but quickly resumed
her track. Significantly, although the protesters are claim-
ing foul over the New Zealand Police and Royal New Zealand
Force helos, the protesters have not claimed a victory for
the peace squadron They are reported]y frustrated and de-
pressed

wisg . S i Hic L PTRN

] Following a ‘successful six-day. visit, (16 to 22 January)ﬂﬁthe*@mhgsgmﬁﬂm 5
urged”a further’ nuc]gar ﬁowered warship visit’ within the fql Leumggﬁsﬂ days.bo
conSo11date the 'ghins achieved an demonstrate that futyre is1ts wouldk indaed ;
be routine. CINCPACFLT understood and supported the 1dea, but regretted that
no ship was available within that timeframe without causing adverse jmpact on
operational sthedules or requiring excessive dep1oyment length ‘extensions.3.

(5. No subsequent visit was made in 1978. In May the Ambassador requested
that no visits be scheduled until after national elections held Tate in November.
The sh1p v1s1ts were a campa1gn issue, with the oppos1t1on 1eader stating that
1. DAQ Wellington 00171/120333Z Jan 78 (&), REVW 12 Jan 98; AMEMB Nellington

00181/120548Z Jan 78 (&) GDS-84.

2. USS PINTADO 170300Z Jan 78 {S), GDS-86.
3. USDAO Wellington 00424/270123Z (&), GDS-84; CINCPACFLT 2318347 Feb 78 CSQ&

GDS-86.
Tr—f
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if the Labor Party were elected, "We will again close New Zealand ports to
nuclear military vessels." On 25 November the National Party was returned to
office, but with a greatly reduced majority. On 19 December Prime Minister
Muldoon announced the visit of USS HADDO (SSN-604), which was scheduled for the
period 19 to 24 January 1979.1

Seychelles

(8), Mo nuclear powered warships visited the Seychelles in 1978, but the
June visit of a ship from the Mid-East Fleet was warmly welcomed. In March
the President of the Seychelles had advised that the USSR had requested per-
mission to send a "large Soviet warship“ to the Seychelles at the time of the
5 June celebration of the first anniversary of the 1977 coup d'etat in that
country. President Rene asked if it would be possible for the United States
to send a ship at the same time, advising that he would also be approaching
France and the United Kingdom and possibly Australia and India regarding visits
from their ships.2 '

There were no Seventh Fleet assets available for the visit and the
Mid-East Force had operational commitments. CINCPAC advised the Embassy in
Victoria that if the operational commitments of the Mid-East Force were changed,
consideration would be given to sending such a ship. The Embassy requested
that CINCPAC continue the effort and where possible modify deployment schedules
so that the United States would be among the countries with representation.3

(8), USS BARNEY (DDG-6) of the Mid-East Fleet represented the United States.
Following the “Liberation Day" celebration, the Charge d'Affaires described
the event. The United Kingdom, France, the USSR, India, and the United States
sent a total of eight ships. Australia provided a P-3 aircraft which performed
a low-level flyover. Both India and the USSR had. flag officers embarked. From
the outset, the Charge reported, the Soviets appeared to do their utmost to
wear out their welcome. They inconvenienced officials, irritated port officials,
"furnished fireworks which would make small town July 4 display in U.S. seem
like a Cecil B. DeMille production," and upset wreath-laying plans. As with,
past visits, he continued, the "highly individualistic Seychellois were incred-
ulous at sight of regimentated Soviet crew members being led about town by
1. AMEMB Wellington 02309/050312Z May 78 {8), XGDS-3; CINCPAC 060011Z May 78 -
?Sli GDS-86; USDAO Wellington 06203/140411Z Nov 78 (€)_ADS 30 Nov 78; USDAD
Wellington 06945/190439Z Dec 78 (U).

2. AMEMB Victoria 0195/031001Z Mar 78 {€), GDS-84. '
3. CINCPAC 220219Z Mar 78 (T}, GDS-84; AMEMB Victoria 0273/300800Z Mar 78 (&,

GSGDS.
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officers and NCO's.")

T6) He continued that the BARNEY provided sharp contrast. A rock band
from BARNEY, in a stadium concert, played before 4,000 to 5,000 enthusiastic
Seychellois, crew members gave a record blood donation, and a sports program
served to establish a good relationship with the young people. He said that
absence of the unit on this occasion would have been "very unfortunate.“2

Solomon Islands

(U)  On'7 July the Solomon Islands, a British Protectorate, became an inde-

pendent nation. The U.S. delegation was headed by Senator and Mrs. John Glenn.
The British delegation was headed by the Duke and Duchess of Gloucester. Two
conventionally powered U.$. ships, USS HOLT (FF-1074) and USS WHIPPLE (FF—]OGZ),
conducted a port visit to the capital, Honiara, from 5 to 10 July in conaunction
with the Independence Day ceremony. The ships provided adm1n1strat1ve and
communication support as well as billeting space for some of the delegates.
The ships also hosted an official reception and awards ceremony, conducted ship
visits for the local citizens, and participated actively not only in formal
independence ceremonies but also in sports and other re1ated events. The U.S.
Ambassador said:3 -

In an emotion-filled period, I believe Americans
presént at the July 7 independence ceremony will most re-
member the moment the men of the HOLT and WHIPPLE marched .
onto the field with the Stars and Stripes. The only massive
and spontaneous ovation of the several days of ceremonies ‘
greeted them and the effect on all of us wa$ e1ectr1fying
It was apparent that the Solomon Islanders have a special
place in their hearts for Americans. That place may haVe

“been won by previous generations but the officers and men
- of USS HOLT and USS WHIPPLE certainly helped to ensure that _
it will remain for a long time to come.

(U} 1CINCPAC's Operations and Logistics Directorates coordinated air trans-
portation requirements for the U.S. delegation. Transportation consisted of a
MAC C-135 flight from CONUS to Port Moresby in Papua New Guinea, via Honolulu.
A USAF C-130 prov1ded transportation from Port Moresby to Hon1ara, -and then on

1. AMEMB Victoria 0954/120630Z Jun 78 (&, GDS-84. ,

2. Ibid. s

3. AMEMB Port Moresby 1058/110545Z Jul 78 (U); J313 HistSum Jul 78 (U),  AMEMB
Port Moresby 3277/180005Z May 78 (T3 E.0. 11652 N/A.
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to Nandi in Fiji for a return flight to CONUS, again by a MAC C-135. The load-
bearing capacity of Henderson Field at Honiara had precluded use of heavier
aircraft.]

Sri Lanka

TS)— USS TRUXTUN (CGN-35) was the first U.S. nuclear powered warship to
visit Sri Lanka. The visit to Colombo occurred 19 to 21 July, in conjunction
with the deployment of an Indian Ocean Task Group. There had been a long-
standing Sri Lankan government policy against such visits, and there were two
factors that weighed in the government's consideration of the visit. It was
believed that domestic political parties would charge that the ruling United
National Party was being too cooperative with the United States. Secondly,
that Government was chairman of the Non-Aligned Movement, and carefully weighed
actions that could cause its devotion to the principles .of that organization to
be questioned by critics at home or abroad.2

TS> In 1972 the Prime Minister had specifically invited ENTERPRISE (CVN-65)
to visit, but operational requirements would not permit the visit. Also, a
British nuclear powered submarine had called in 1975. The precedents may have
assisted in the negotiations that resulted in clearance for USS TRUXTUN to
visit, The ship did not anchor in the harbor, however Sea conditions prevalent
during the monsoon season militated strongly against use of the anchorage and
the ship remained outside the breakwater. The visit was described as successful.

tS). In the note granting diplomatic clearance for the vist, there. had

appeared a proviso not previously discussed: “provided the ship does not carry
nuclear weapons." A subsequent informal explanation. from Sri Lanka indicated
that the reference was included by a low-level drafting clerk and sent in haste
directly without proper clearance from higher up. The proviso had not been
discussed in connection with TRUXTUN's visit. In subsequent diplomatic negoti-
ations with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs it was agreed that the United States
would continue its policy of neither confirming nor denying the presence of
nuclear weapons on any of its ships. The Government of Sri Lanka would not 4
embarrass the United States by trying to find out if there were such weapons,
1. J313 HistSum Jul 78 (U); HQ MAC 1722007 May 78 (U). :

AMEMB Colombo 2879/231002Z Jun 78 {S), GDS-86; AMEMB Colombo 2920/261045Z

Jun 78 (%Y., GDS-86; J313 HistSum Jul 78 (S), GDS-86. .
3. SECSTATE 164299/281709Z Jun 78 (S), GDS-86; AMEMB Colombo 170600/062105Z

Jul 78 (B, GDS-84; COMSEVENTHFLT 150354Z.($), GDS-86. -
4. AMEMB Colombo 3539/040630Z Aug 78 (8), GDS-86; AMEMB Colombo 4793/1711172

oct 78 (Y, GDS-86.
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P&L In December, Deputy Secretary of Defense Charles W. Duncan, while
visiting the Sri Lankan Secretary for Defense, had expressed appreciation for
the hospitality our ships had received in Colombo. The Secretary suggested
that the U. S. Navy ships also consider visiting Trincomalee. The Deputy
Secretary said it was the U.S. understanding that Sri Lanka did not desire to
open that port to foreign warships, but the Secretary for Defense encouraged
the Navy to consider visiting Trincomalee and estimated "no serious objection.®

Taiwan

(o In anticipation of a visit by a U.S. Navy officer to Taiwan, in August
the State Department advised the Embassy in Taipei that the Department did not
wish to resume nuclear powered warship visits to Taiwan at that time. Such
port visits, as well as nuclear submarine participation in SHARK HUNT exercises,
would run counter to the U.S. Government policy of lowering our military profile
on Taiwan. According to State Department records, the Tast nuclear powered
warship visit had occurred in 1972.2

Tonga

TS} 0n 11 May the U.S. Ambassador to Wellington, New Zealand, advised the
State Department that during a recent visit to Tonga he had discussed the
matter of nuclear powered warship visits to Tonga and that King Taufa'ahau
Tupou IV had readily agreed, "just so they don't discharge any nuclear wastes
into our harbor." CINCPAC proposed to send USS BAINBRIDGE (CGN-25) in July.
BAINBRIDGE was on a South Pacific cruise, and visited Nukalofa in Tonga from
21 to 24 July. The visit was considered very successful and notably advanced
U.S. efforts to open Pacific Island ports to nuclear powered ship visits, The
visit also served to forestall an expected effort by New Zealand's Labor Party, -
should it have been successful in the November election, to close thé ports of -
the South Pacific to such ships and to resurrect the Nuclear Weapons Free Zone
proposal. ‘Tonga became the 48th on the global 1ist of countries or territories
that welcomed the visits of ‘U.S. nuclear powered warships.3 :

Tuvalu

(U) Nine small islands 2,600 miles southwest of Hawaii became the indepen-

S S A e o T D O T P A e S e e e g G e ey e W - - - e e -

1. CNO 091617Z Dec 78 6}, DECL 6 Dec 84.

2. SECSTATE 218923/290115Z Aug 78 {C), GDS-84. SRR

3. AMEMB Wellington 02504/110444Z May 78 (S}, XGDS-3; CINCPAC 202043Z May 78

. 1S, GDS-86; J313 HistSum Jul 78 (S), GDS-86; AMEMB Wellington 03856/250501Z

Jul 78 (8), GDS-84.
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dent nation of Tuvalu on 1 October. USS BENJAMIN STODDERT (DDG-22) was on
hand to fire a 21-qun salute. Mrs. Elizabeth G. Stevens, a personal represen-
tative of the President, headed the U.S. delegation. The British deiegation
was headed by Princess Margaret. {(Tuvalu was a former British protectorate
known as the Ellice Islands). While the United States studied the‘requeﬁtr\
for a U.S. ship to visit for the ceremony, the Secretary of State had added .
his personal support to the Ambassador's request. He said, "I repeated . my
support for ship visits in the South Pacific stressing the political value of
such visits in my July 31 testimony before the Subcommittee on East Asian and
Pacific Affairs of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee....We are preparing
for negotiations in September with Tuvalu concerning ‘the four islands in the
Tuvalu chain to which the United States has a claim. It could help the atmo-
sphere of these negotiations considerably if we are'able to be forthtoming tq

Tuva]u's request for a U.S. ship visit,"l

(6] The JCS also advised CINCPAC of the September negotiations. The De-
fense Department goals in exchange for renunciation of claims of sovereignty
were general assurances of denial of Tuvalu _ for military. purposes-
powers unfriendly to-the Unitegd. and s, der;
‘Goyernient uvalu to re
] h:

14,:the

manding officer, Captain McDonald, advised CINCPAGFLT,
1. CNO 0715337 Oct 78 (U); SECSTATE 021441 Aug 78 (8, E.0. 11652 N/A; 9313
HistSum Oet"78 (U), =~ C ]
JCS6573/091243Z Aug 78 T6), 6DS-84, = S B
USDAO Canberra 1411/250432Z Aug 78 (6), GDS-84; AMEMB Suva 1545/242000Z Aug
78 (QQ, E.0. 11652 °'N/A; USDAC Wellington 8097250432Z (%), ADS 31 Dec’ 78; -

CINCPACFLT 2822507 Aug 78 {€), ADS 31 Dec 78.
4. J313 HistSum Oct 78 (U); CNO 071533Z Oct 78 (U).
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“Found Funafuti, feted same. Forging on to Fiji.»l

Western Samoa

TSl\ When USS BAINBRIDGE (CGN-25) was on her South Pacific cruise in the
summer,” CINCPAC had proposed that the ship call at Fiji, Tonga, and Apia in
Western Samoa. As discussed elsewhere in this section, the call at Tonga was
completed and successful. The calls at Fiji and Western Samoa were not authgr-
ized by the host governments. When the U.S.'Ambassadqr to New Zealand was in

Samoa he found the proposal to call more tentative than‘he'had in Tonga. . Prime

such a visit after a national election to be held in February 1979.2

PONY 'EXPRESS

1. USS BENJAMIN STODDERT 0123307 Oct (U)o T

2. CINCPAC 2020437 May 78 1S), GDS-86; AMEMB Wellington 02504/1104447 May: 78,
XGDS-3; AMEMB Suva 1085/260005Z Jun 78 (6), GDS-84; AMEMB Wellington 5831/
0304387 Jul 78 {6}, XGDS-2; AMEMB Wellington 03856/2505017 Jul 78 {%), .GDS-
84. . . . | | P e

3. CINCPAC Command History 1976 UFSLERD), Vol. I, p. 193; 313 Histsumdan.78
8], GDS-86. o W N
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. '.., CINCPAC 0421092 Jan 78 rsg, 6DS-8 ’PAc 801232 Jan
GDS-84. | '

J313 HistSum Jul 78 (Ei GDS-84; CINCPAC 292]222 Apr 78 (Y., GDS-86.
DIA 302138Z Jun 78 (S, XGDS-2.

J313 HistSum Jul 78 CE%, GDS-84; CINCPAC 142355Z Jul 78 (S), GDS-86.
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1. J313 HistSum Oct 78 {53, GDS-86.

2. Ibid. ‘ :

3. J313 HistSum Dec 78 6&13 DECL 5 Jan 85.
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Ibid. ; .
CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TS/FRD), Vol. I, pp. 199-200; CINCPAC 230250.

Mar 78 (S), GDS-86; CINCPACFLT 220340Z Apr 78 (), GDS-86.

DIA 5168/290043Z Apr 78 (%), XGDS, DECL upon notification by the originato
CINCPAC 070220Z Jun 78 S}, GDS-86.

“StEREF

213



' '7ﬁ‘Meteorolog1ca1 0rgan1zation “The u ¥ Amba5$adar decidec
_in‘the -conversation and suggested that “sdme people here in ‘
-'specu]at1ng that the HYH-S might be 1nvestigat1ng the;are” jf‘ missile

_=ﬁfer gra@ter emphas15‘" While the U.S. Ambassador di
\tche Ch1nese ta]ent for d1ss1mu1at1on, he note

a3 opérataf.ons_ e

- In the 1977 CINCPAC. Command History it was report__ shat ‘CINCPAL -had
- advxsed CINCPACFLT that negotiations for the use of Singapore as aﬂP~3 staging
- base’ showed little chance of 1ncreas1ng U S aircraft presehce 1n\that country
"in.the near future."3 - : ST

PSJ . Things moved much more quickly than had been expected, and the first
P-3s staged through S1ngapore in April 1978. During a visit of Prime Minister

-----—-——--—..-——-.._-—--—....-___----.__-.._---------—-_—---—-----—-—qu-_—---—----——

1. CINCPAC 262012Z Aug 78 [SJ, GDS-86; CINCPAC 162315Z Dec 78 ﬁil DECL 16 Dec
84.

2. AMEMB Suva 300010Z Oct 78 {83, XGDS-2.

3. CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TS/FRB), Vol. I, p. 191.

~SEERET—

214




i
i
|

<SECRET—

Lee Kuan Yew to Washington in October 1977 the two governments had agreed in
principle to the staging of P-3 Orion flights through Singapore, primarily

to improve surveillance of Soviet activities in the Indian Ocean. Prime
Minister Lee had noted that his agreement was contingent on advance consultation
with the Chairmen of Congressional Foreign Affairs Committees. He wanted a
letter from an appropriate U.S. official stating that such consultations had
been carried out to protect himseif in the event that the existing situation
changed and U.S. opinion once again became critical of the U.S. military role

in Asia and of those countries that had provided support.1

{S%. On 13 February the Secretary of State advised the Embassy in Singapore
that the Congressional consultations {(which also included the House and Senate
Armed Services Committees) had been completed and the Ambassador was to inform
the Prime Minister of the U.S. intention to conclude the agreement. The '
State Department text continued that the Defense Department planned an initial
effort of about four Maritime Air Patrol flights per month through Singapore
enroute to the Indian Ocean and envisioned that the frequency might he expanded
at a later date to 8 to 12 flights per month. They would include an overnight
crew rest and a need for support by contract services. Also, some minor
assistance might be requested from the Royal Australian Air Force. "The United
States Government has no plans to station U S. mititary personnel in Singapore
in connection with these flights."2

(. Subsequent diplomatic exchanges resulted in agreement betWeen the
two governments to these conditions by 16 March. 3

In a completely unrelated incident, USS KITTY HAWK (CVA-63) was con-

ducting fiight operations on 12 March when she experienced main propulsion

problems while speeding up to recover aircraft that were aloft. Twelve air-
craft were diverted to Singapore International Airport (Paya Lebar) on an
emergency basis (5 F-14s, 2 A-6s, 1 HA-7, 2 S-3s, 1 EA-3, and 1 E-2). They
subsequently returned to KITTY HAWK without other problems.4

6% On 21 March the U.S. Embassy in Singapore advised of a BBC broadcast
(possibly triggered in part by the KITTY HAWK incident) that stated that the
United States had asked Singapore for the use of International Airport as a
1. AMEMB Singapore 0111/100545Z Jan 78 (&), GDS-84.

2. SECSTATE 037664/132206Z Feb 78 (S9, XGDS-2.

3. AMEMB Singapore 0992/020945Z Mar 78 (S, GDS-86; AMEMB S1ngapore 1241/16091C
Mar 78 [S), GDS-86.

4. CINCPAC 121915Z Mar 78 (Sy, GDS-86; CTG 77.5 121532Z Mar 78 (6}, GDS-84;
USDAC Singapore 130220Z Mar 78 (U).
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staging base for military aircraft covering the Indian Ocean, and alleging that
Singapore was "now taking the bulk" of such U.S. military traffic, rather than
Thailand. Prime Minister Lee, on being shown the transcript, was completely
unconcerned, noting that such reports were bound to happen, it was impossible
to keep the Soviets from 1earn1ng of the flights once they began, and his advice
was simply to "ride it out."!

TS) Negotiations had been on-going with the Australians; it was hoped
they would provide logistics assistance from the Australian detachment at
Tengah Royal Singapore Air Force Base. When the American Charge briefed the
Australian High Commissioner on the status of the project on 4 April, the
Commissioner had asked that the U.S. State or Defense Department in Washington
contact the Australian Embassy to explain the project and confirm Australian .
logistic assistance. On 19 April the Embassy in Canberra received a note from
the Department of Foreign Affairs confirming Australia's support for the U.S.
P-3 operations. The note said:2

I can confirm that Australian support to the extent of
-the present capabilities of the RAAF support unit. at Tengah
can be provided. It is our understanding that the assistance
sought tc the RAAF support unit at Tengah is limited to.re-
fueling, general ground handling, crew weather briefing and
customs clearance. Please note, however, that the RAAF
support unit does not have the capability at Tengah to pro-
vide crew weather briefing. The RSAF provides this service.
The other assistance detailed above applies to U.S. Navy
P-3 aircraft transiting Singapore en flights to and from the
Indian Ocean area at an initial frequency of no more than
four per month. It is also confirmed that the Australian
support required by the United States may be arranged through
Service-to-Service channels.

TS, On 31 March CINCPAC sent the execute message for the first P-3 flight.
He provided public affairs guidance in a separate message, which stated, in
response to query only, "For many years U.S. Navy and Air Force aircraft have
been making regular flights to areas of the Pacific ‘and Indian Oceans and the
South China Sea. Some of them stop briefly in {¢ountry name) for fuel and
crew rest. Clearance for these flights is always requested in advance from
the Government of (country) which has interposed no objection to them." The
first P-3 flight through Singapore occurred on 24 Apr11, and was considered by
1. AMEMB Singapore 1306/210745Z Mar 78 (T¥, GDS-84; AMEMB Singapore 1314/

2203252 Mar 78 (&), GDS-84.

2. AMEMB Canberra 2954/190652Z Apr 78 (SJ, GDS-86.
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the Defense Attache "a smooth operation."!

Kenya

08 as reported in the 1977 Command History, there had been discussion
regarding the length of stay of the crews of P-3 aircraft in Kenya. CINCPAC
had sought a two-day period of crew rest. To optimize P-3 surveillance time
the flights took place during daylight and therefore landed about sunset. Be-
cause of the elevation of the airfield, temperatures, and take-off weight, an
early morning takeoff was considered prudent from a safety standpoint. This
combination of factors left too Tittle time for rest in a single day.2

{Sl On 6 January 1978 the U.S. Ambassador in Nairobi had advised that the

question had been reviewed and that such aircraft could remain up to but not
longer than two days (two overnights) without adverse political effect.3

First AWACS Deployment to the PACOM

(U}  Two E-3A Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) aircraft deployed
to the PACOM in September, the first such deployment. A wire service described
the aircraft as modified 707 jetliners with a radar “flying saucer® astride
their backs. Its sophisticated radar and computer systems made it the most
expensive piane in the operational Air Force fleet. A single AWACS, the wire
service said, was abTe to watch everything that moved in the air in an area
extending from New York City to North Carolina and dispatch fighter planes to
intercept enemy aircraft throughout that big a zome, The Air Force planned to .
start using the planes on U.S. air defense missions on 1 January 1979, the
wire service report continued, and hoped eventually to persuade Congress to
buy 31 of them at a total cost of $3.8 billion.4

{s) on 28 April PACOM headquarters had strongly supported CINCPACAF's re-
quest for the deployment, noting that this initial deployment was "essential
to refine operational concepts, tactics and procedures."

e e T e S e T P e Y e e A T " e

T. CINCPAC 3104072 Mar 78 (%), GDS-86; CINCPAC 010110Z Apr 78 1S); GDS-86 or
upon release of contingency statement and Q's and A's; USDAD Singapore
0760/270535Z Apr 78 (S}, GDS 31 Dec 86. :

2. CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TS%ERQQ, Vol. I, p. 185,

3. CINCPAC 040110Z Jan 78 (%, GDS-85; AMEMB Nairobi 0274/061320Z Jan 78 $%
GDS-86.

4. Honolulu Advertiser, 1 Dec 78, p. C-3 (U).
5. CINCPAC 2873087 FRpr 78 (S}, GDS-86.
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(U) The two AWACS aircraft were in the PACOM in September to participate
in Exercises COPE JADE CHARLIE and COPE THUNDER. COPE JADE CHARLIE was a com-
bined U.S.-Republic of Korea air defense exercise. The purpose of the deploy-
ment was to develop and test employment procedures and to demonstrate AWACS
capabilities to U.S. and allied officials. The deployment to Korea directly
supported U.S. Government exercise and deployment commitments made at the 10th
and 11th U.S.-ROK Security Consultative Committee meetings. 1

{S%. The aircraft also participated in COPE THUNDER, a U.S. tactical air
exercise in the Philippines, but the aircraft did not land in the Philippines
and that country was not notified of the deployment. The U.S. Ambassador be- °
Tieved that the sensitivity of ongoing base negotiations and the precedent
setting practice of notifying the Philippine government éach time an aircraft
deployed to the Phitippines precluded such notification., The orbit. of ‘the
AWACS would be in internatiornal airspace, but afforded radar coverage of land
and ocean areas covering a wide radius.?2

(8). The aircraft deployed from Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma (552nd
AWACS Wing) and arrived at Kadena in Okinawa on 6 September. All practice .
and exercise missions were flown from Kadena from 9 through 14 September.' The
E-3As did not land in Korea or the Philippines during this period.3

(U) Prior to their redeployment to the CONUS, E-3A static displays were
conducted at Osan Air Base in Korea, Kadena, and Yokota in Japan, and Hickam
in Hawaii. This was to provide maximum visibility of the aircraft to the
media and host country officials. President Park of Korea was among those to
visit the aircraft in Korea. - ' - S

(U) Electronic interference with host country systems was not a problem.

(U) The major significance of the introduction of the AWACS into the PACOM
was the added command and control and air defense radar coverage it provided
in the Korean scenario. :

(U) It was possible that introduction of the AWACS might be delayed fo61low-
ing the discovery of a potential fuel booster pump failure problem discovered
in November. The Air Force was working with the manufacturer to resolve the
problem, the Defense Department announced on 2 December.5

S R e G R G RS G S G R AR e S S S S A e W A W SR S Sk g

1. J311 HistSum Sep 78 (Y, GDS-84.

2. Ibid.; J6 BWEB 14-27 Aug 78 (S9; REVW 28 Aug 98.
3. J311 HistSum Sep 78 {S), GDS-84.

4. Ibid.

5. SECDEF 020102Z Dec 78 (U).
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Six-Month Marine Temporary Additional Duty Deployments

TS~ In mid-danuary 1978 the Commandant of the Mar1ne Corps proposed a
Western Pacific U.S. Marine Corps deployment plan to enhance combat readiness
by providing the personnel required to man assigned WESTPAC air and ground
combat units (battalions and squadrons) through six-month temporary additional
duty deployments of those tactical units from CONUS and Hawaii homebases. The
six-phase evolution was designed to be effected with one increment each fiscal
year. The plan provided an alternative means of meeting personne] requirements
in WESTPAC (frum permaneﬁt change of station) while 1mprov1ng overall U,5. = -
Marine Corps’ readines The: deployment cycles ‘tn each phase were in’ addit1on
to the continuohs dep-qyment cycles that began in each preceding p‘ se, 1

_ﬁ,.‘ﬁff- Phasafone (EY 78) 1nvo1ved the. dgp1oyment of one M&rine Amphibiouy
b (MA U) and s Fw4~3VMFA) s@uqdron’framaﬂawa1ixa :

. ¢ - -aﬂr&r&*ﬁ had” bééh previously
approved) from CONUS to WESTPAC and subsequent re]ocations of Tike units from
WESTPAC to CONUS homebases

- Phase Four (FY 81) was to begin with the deployment of one infantry
battalion from CONUS to WESTPAC and subsequent relocation of a like unit from
WESTPAC to a CONUS homebase. _

(oo o < Phase Five: (FY,B2) was to begin with the dsyloyment of one 1nﬁa”try e
battalion from CONUS ; ﬁe subsequent re1oc of a Tike uni
from ESTPAG 49 =

- Phase S1x (FY 83) was to. begin with the depioyment of “one 1nfanthy
battalion from CONUS to WESTPAC and the subsequent relocatfon of a like unit
from WESTPAC to a CONUS homebase.

1. JCS 2223227 Feb 78 Sy, GDS-86. The Marine proposal was in CMCM 1-78 of
18 Jdan 78.
2. Ibid.

—SEGREF

219



~SEGRET

TS%  The new plan required the Marines to be stabilized in tactical units
that were homebased in CONUS and Hawaii. This stabilization was expected to
enhance the continuity of training and leadership in combatant units, improve
family stability and ameliorate the impact of repetitive 12-month family
separations, and have a salutary effect on morale, attrition, discipline rates,
and skill Tevels, thereby achieving improved uniform readiness throughout the

#arine Corps.

. .‘ L : R Lo o R ‘” i -‘i‘i}"".“-. 5“12.2"‘:,"!':.‘} LTRE!
Uy See the Plans chapter of this history for a discussion of CINGPAC's ~~: ™
objections to redeploying U.S. Marine Corps assets from the PACOM to Europe
to support NATO, : o T : ‘

Operational Tests | . L

CINCPAC 100431Z Feb 78 TSy, GDS-86; JCS 3550/091200Z May 78 TSY, GDS- 86
COMUS Japan 190105Z May 78 (&), GDS 84, :

~StCRET
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in about two months.T

USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN

(U)  The nuclear powered submarine USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN (SSBN-602) became
the first fleet ballistic missile submarine to complete 50 patrois when she =
returned to port at Apra Harbor in Guam early in March. Since commissioning
17 years ago, the submarine had spent more than eight and -a half years sub-
merged (74,571 hours) and steamed a distance equivalent to-circymnavigating -
the globe almost 17 times. The submarine throughout her Vifetime had met
every operational commitment and passed every readiness inspection, according
to the CNO's public affairs office.2 ' AN

‘ 7808, ST
2. CNO 111824Z Mar 78 (U). -

3. JCS 8813/011820Z Feb 78 (LY, GDS-84.

4. CINCPAC 300557Z Jun 78 (DY, GDS-84. o

5. JCS 5115/221308Z Jul 78 (T, GDS-84, which cited JCS 2314157 May 78.
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(6)_ Another facet of exercise planning continued to be of importance in
1978 as it had in previous years. This was the perception of others, both
allied and potential enemy, created by the significant military exercise pro- -
gram. The JCS Director for Operations, therefore, urged that unified commanders
take the greatest care to insure a comprehensive evaluation of both allied and
potential enemy perceptions for each plamed exercise.l - |

(U)‘ Selectéd exercises that took place in the PACOH or in which the PACOM
participated.ing1;78 are discussed in the material that follows. i

AN |
\ (})L . : IVORY ITEM

T I S P 10 A SNSRI LT

—m—
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1. JCS 5625/1914417 Oct 78 T&) (EX), GOS-84, T °
2. CINCPAC Command History 1977 TTS7FROT, Vol. I, p..-212. - .
3. 93321 Histsum Jan 78 (TS5}, XGDS-3, DECL 37 Det 0§,

—TOR—SECRET
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TS\ CINCPAC's.Director for Operations provided his personal assessment of
the exercise to his counterpart in the JCS on 29 April. He considered certain
aspects of the scenario that pertained to the PACOM as unrealistic and proposed
that scenarios for future exercises consider real-world capabilities and proba-
bilities and be designed within those parameters. He noted some confusion re-
garding procedures for transfer of War Reserve Stocks for Allies and recommendec
specific guidance. He also noted certain -inadequacies involving the COMUS Kore:
response cell in Hawaii when part of the exercise concerned Korea. For future
exercises he recommended a scenario that was releasable to the Republic of -
Korea, which would result in real-worid training for actual contingencies as
well as satisfy JCS exercise objectives. During later stages of the exercise
PACOM naval forces had been ordered to deploy to the European and Atlantic

1. ADMIN CINCPAC (ALFA 128) 282151Z Jan 78 (9, GDS-86.

2. J3 HistSum Apr 78 {8), GDS-86.

3. Ibid.
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Commnands.  He reiterated CINCPAC's oppos1t1on to the "Swing Strategy “' e
Communicat1ons security procedures had been greatly improved, but st1}1 more :
secure voice equipment was required. He concluded that the exercise was very
.beneficiai to the PACOM [ S S A A

ey NIFTY NUGGET was 'a JCS sponsored and conducted b1ennia1 COmmand Poot
Exercisa held 10 through 30 October:1978. - . The exercisé Scenario portrayod a
situation. character1zed by worldwide esca1at1ng tensions.’ Because of tho:
ris1ng tensions ‘the. USSR reinforced Central Europe dausing the United S

tg shift to.a nationa1 mobilﬁzation posture. Tengions then led to- a
of conventional host111t1es:1n Europe and a woridwide war at s s

-ment to exorcise and evaluate the command and contro1 yste
ﬁ‘itatﬁons and Shortfails 1n Manpower and Iogist1cs

he -Aib: Force and Navy . components, the U-Sb Army CINCPAC Suq" Y
e subordinate unified cgmmands in" Japan an Taiwan
pa”t‘cipate.z ' AR Bl -

message to PACOM p; ticipan ‘

rainfng raceived was inva1uab1e - He: sa1d that the' successao -Lhi r e
wou1d tome after the problem identification, exercise analysis, and after-
action process that "must take advantage of the va]uable tra1n1ng and lessons

1earned “3'

(U) In his annua] report to the Congress Defense Secretary Haro]d Brown
(according. to the Washington Star) said that "severe shortcomings" had been
d1scovered in the nation's readiness to respond to ‘an attack on NATO forces
in Europe during a simulated full mobilization alert. The exer¢ise was de-
scribed as the largest test of U.S. wartime alert capabilities’ in recent years,
testing the full system of logistics needed for rapid reinforcement of Hestern
Europe--everything short of a call-up of troops--and it "apparent?y resu1ted
in a sizeable strategic snafu,"4
1. CINCPAC 2921427 Apr 78 (33 (EX). GDS-86.

2. J3515 HistSum Oct 78 (%&;.GDS-84.

3. CINCPAC 0721277 Nov 78 (U)

4. Washington Star, 25 Jan 79, (U), "Brown Sees War Readiness Gaps," by John
J. Fialka (U).

~SEGREL
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(8L The CINC of the European Command in his initial assessment told the
JCS that the most significant issues highlighted were the lack of sufficient
forces and strategic airlift to accommodate simulated execution of CINCs' OPLANs.
"This familiar dilemma surfaced early as JCS grappled with the problem of try-
ing to satisfy Tegitimate but competing military requirements of the CINCs."!

[S). CINCPAC's assessment addressed the "Swing Strategy," protection of
sea lines of communication, strategic airlift, defense of the Aleutians, and -
the Panama Canal. He also noted that neither U.S. Ambassadors nor the Combined
Forces Command in Korea had been included. See the Plans chapter of this his-
tory for a more detailed account of CINCPAC's position on the “Swing Strategy."
The logistics support of NIFTY NUGGET in the PACOM is discussed in more detail
in the Logistics chapter of this history.2

STEADFAST 78

(SYNGFORN)  Exercise STEADFAST 78 was conducted from 30 January to 3 Febru-
ary. It was an exercise of staff procedures to implement and coordinate a
variety of Naval countermeasures against Warsaw Pact merchant and naval vessels
in retaliation for interference with Allied ground and air access to Berlin.

-CINCPAC was the director of the Naval Coordination Center, Pacific, which was

designated FREE FLOW. - The FREE FLOW organization was normally comprised of
naval officers from the United Kingdom, France, and Germany, as well as the
United States. During Exercise STEADFAST 78 two foreign officers participated
at CINCPAC, one French and the other Australian. Around-the-clock watches were
manned at the coordination center (a CINCPAC staff conference room} for the
duration of the exercise. At a conference critique held later in February in
Norfolk, Virginia, a CINCPAC Operations Directorate officer recommended that
CINCPAC participate in the exercise every other year.3

Telephone Notification Exercise

(U) A CINCPAC staff telephone notification exercise was initiated by the

CINCPAC Command Center at 1915 hours (local time) on 19 January, a Thursday.

(CINCPAC and his Chief and Deputy Chief of Staff were exempt.) The last staff
directorate was notified at 1929 hours, and other staff elements had all been
notified by 1942. A1l reported their internal notification completion times
to the Command Center. The last notification completion time was at 2058.4

S L S N S e b g R A e e e i O A S e R - et e A S T o e

1. USCINCEUR 050852Z Dec 78 (S, DECL 3 Dec 86.

2. CINCPAC 280206Z Nov 78 (8) {EX), REVW 28 Nov 98.
3. J313 HistSum Feb 78 (SANE), GDS-86.

4. 3321 HistSum Jan 78 (U).
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PORT ARMS

Exercises in the PORT ARMS series also continued during 1978. These
were JCS-conducted readiness increase exercises. They were intended to insure
that personnel were familiar with the publications, procedures, and actions
necessary to attain a higher Defense Readiness Condition (DEFCON). The JCS
directed review of the DEFCON change procedures by initiation of a PORT ARMS
exercise on 9 June at 0959 (local). The Chief of Staff directed staff partici- -
pation in reviewing requirements and a]ternat1ves The exercise was considered
to have gone well.l

FORCE LIST 78

(U)  FORCE LIST 78 was a procedural Command Post Exercise conducted from
3 to 10 May. The purpose was to evaluate the effectiveness of a new force de-
ployment planning and reporting system designed to replace the Deployment Re-
porting System (DEPREP) during time-sensitive and relatively large crisis oper-
ations involving the potential dep]oyment of substantial CONUS-based augmenta-
tion forces.2 . :

S Procedures to be followed were as out11ned in JCS SM 100 77, which
was concerned with -operational planning and reporting procedures to support
the Crisis Action System. FORCE LIST 78 was the first large-scale evaluation,
and the exercise had highlighted several areas in which procedural changés would
be required to improve procedures prior to their scheduled implementation Tater
in 1978. At the completion of the first phase of the exercise CINCPAC had noted
that the SM-100 instructions implied a requirement for more data than was actu-
ally required during the Crisis Action evaluat1on process.3 -

(U) As a result of the exercise, the following requirements were recommend-
ed to the JCS:4 .

- If time permitted, supported unified commanders should have the
opportunity to réview the Preliminary Closure Estimate at the earliest possible
time. Procedures should also be devéloped to expedite the productlon of the
Preliminary Closure Estimate by the Transportation Operating Authorities.

1. CINCPAC Command History 1976 (TSARRD), Vol. I, p. 213; J3321 HistSum Jun
78 (U).

2. J419 HistSum Jun 78 (U)

3. CINCPAC 0600537 May 78 (S GDS-86. _ : .

4. CINCPAC Ltr Ser 1058 of 31 May 78, Subj: Exercise FORCE LIST 78 Lessons
Learned (U); J419 HistSum Jun 78 (U).
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- More definitive guidance was needed on the information required to
support the preparation of the Preliminary Closure Fstimate. This was the
Crisis Action System Force Deployment Data.

~ Guidance for the development of Warning Orders should be modi fied
to provide transportation planning guidance for the Transportation Feasibility
Estimator. o

- Additional automated procedures were required to assist in the
management of the large volume of crisis action data associated with large
force lists.

(U) SM 100-77 was superseded by SM 725-78, Time Sensitive Operational
Planning Procedures to Support the Crisis Action System, on 8 September.
Formal implementation procedures occurred on 10 October when Change 7 to JCS
Publication 6, Volume II, Part 2, Chapters 3 to 10 was published. A revision
of JOPS Volume IV was expected in the early part of 1979.1 :

TEAM SPIRIT 78

(bi\ TEAM SPIRIT 78 was, as TEAM SPIRIT 77 had been the year before, the -
largest exercise ever conducted in the PACOM. It was conducted in Korea and
contiguous waters from 7 to 17 March 1978. Its purpose was to test deployment, -
reception, and employment of Korean and U.S. forces responding to likely con-
tingencies in the Korean theater with fully integrated joint and combined
operations. It involved some 107,000 Korean and U.S, personnel.?2

{6k U.S. participation included a LANCE Battery (+) from Fort Sil11,
Oklahoma (LANCE was a long-range missile system either conventional or nuclear
capable, .but playing in the conventional role only); an infantry battalion task
force from.Schofield Barracks, Hawaii; an EB-57 detachment from Burlington,
Vermont; National Guard Special Forces elements from Utah; plus other forces-
from CONUS. There were also Marine amphibious elements and a carrier task
group from the PACOM, in addition to Eighth U.S. Army .elements, and Air and
Naval Forces, Korea. Deployment of most forces was administratively scheduled
prior to the start of the exercise to minimize costs.

fbi\ The exercise was conducted in three phases, the first of which was a
36-hour indications and warning phase during which the staffs responded with
Defense Readiness Condition changes in preparation for a full-scale attack from
the North. Phase II was a 3%s-day defensive operation designed to test in-

1. J334 HistSum Dec 78 (Uu).
2. J3512 HistSum Apr 78 (M., GDS-84.
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country forces augmented with deploying forces in containing a North Korean
invasion by land, sea, and air. Phase III was a 6-day counteroffensive opera-
tjon. It commenced with an amphibious operation and simultaneous attacks a-
long the Forward Edge of the Battle Area supported by air and naval operations.
Phase I1] followed a simulated 18-day additional defensive period during which
containment of the enemy attack had been successful. Administrative redep?qy-
ment of out-of-country forces followed termination of the exercise.

(T).. TEAM SPIRIT 78, unlike previous exercises in the series, received
widespread publicity through public affairs announcements. A number of Korean
newspaper and television reporters had traveled to Hawaii to deploy with the
25th Infantry Division task force from Schofield Barracks on Oahu. Comments
made to International Communications Agency members in Korea made it clear that
favorable press comment accurately reflected Korean popular reaction to the
exercise. It had provided a definite boost to Korean confidence in the U.S. -
commitment. Several journalists had confided that the ROK Govérnment had asked
the press to tone down coverage to avoid raising public confidence so high that
self-defense efforts would slacken.?2

6L, CINCPAC provided a number of details on the exercise to the JCS early
in May; the information had been requested in connection with an upcoming JCS
Congress1ona1 briefing on the exercise. The information that follows was pro-
vided in that May message : : : :

{6), Deployment and reception of forces was addressed first. "Air augmén-
tation forces consisting of 4,000 personnel and 163 aircraft, and ground aug-
mentation forces with 1,100 personnel, including Special Forces and a LANCE
unit from CONUS and an . infantry battalion task force from Hawaii, arrived on -
schedule and were ready for employment at the start of-the exercise. The ‘
Military Airlift Command and receiving bases did an excellent job of manag1ng
the flow of traffic to prevent facility saturation. The Air Forces from the
Western Pacific and CONUS operated from eight locations in the ROK (Kwang Ju,
Taegu, Osan, Kimhae, Kunsan, Sachon, Yechon, and Pohang} with no 'major support
problems. The capacity to receive and. support deployed augmentation forces had
improved since the 1977 exercise. '

Ground operations were discussed. At the beginning of the exercfse -
all headquarters elements of regiments or brigadés and above, in the -forward
defense areas of the ROK, were deployed to their operating locations. This

|
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1. Ibid.
2. Ibid.; COMUS Korea 230551Z Feb 78 {U}; AMEMB Seoul 3345/2202032 Apr 78 (TN,

REVH 22 Apr 08.
3. CINCPAC 0203032 May 78 (8}, GDS-84.
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was primarily a mobility exercise and provided excellent training in establishing
field command posts and setting up communications. Between 8 and 12 March the
ground forces conducted tactical training in a generally defensive posture,

I Corps Group (ROK-U.S.) and the First ROK Army provided and controlled aggres-
sor forces to oppose the defending units, which initially withdrew under aggres-
sor pressure and then conducted counterattacks to restore lost ground. The

LANCE missile unit was employed very effectively in support of those operations
and conducted simulated conventional fire missions.

(Y. From 13 March to the end of the exercise ground units practiced offen-
sive tactics against the aggressor. Other ground units, which included some
mobilized ROK reserves, were employed during this phase. One highlight of the
exercise was the maneuver of a composite mechanized division made up of a bri-
gade from the U.S. 2nd Division and a brigade from the ROK Capital Mechanized
Division. This composite ROK-U.S. unit was commanded by a ROK general officer.

h&l: That phase of the exercise was considered very successful. It had
involved air drops of equipment and personnel, close air support provided by
USAF, USN, USMC, and ROK Air Force aircraft, and ground maneuver units working
in close coordination with this support.

The U.S. infantry battalion from the 25th Division was put under
Operational Control of a ROK division in the First ROK Army area for the entire
exercise. The unit received excellent training while working with the Koreans,
and identified several areas that needed improvement in their training areas
to better prepare them for the climate and terrain encountered in Korea. The
continuing need for language training, especially military terms, was also’
pointed out. :

8. The air operations effort was increased significantly over the previous
year's exercise. There were more different types of aircraft involved and
many were equipped with high technology systems that enhanced overall operations.
Weapons systems that were especially impressive were the A-6 and F-111 with
their inherent all-weather attack capabilities, the C-130 Airborne Battlefield
Command and Control Center, and Navy E-2Cs that played a major role in main-
taining direction and control over the many ongoing air events. A-6 and EB-57
electronic warfare systems and AC-130 gunships performed a variety of missions
to include close air support and air base and installation defense. The total
number of sorties exceeded the 1977 effort and was accomplished in fewer flying
days, with a per day sortie rate of approximately 680 versus 530. The ability
of the units to maintain high aircraft operationally-ready rates was impressive,
especially for the ROK Air Force, which averaged over 90 percent even during
high sortie surge periods.
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(BQ The air campaign to achieve air superiority went well. Air Forces
Korea (the 314th Air Division) was able to integrate effectively air resources
from the U.S. Kavy and U.S. Marine Corps into this effort. Part of this '
success was due to a much improved command and control interface with elements
of the Navy and Marine Corps. A large part of the air effort, approximately
2,300 sorties, went into providing close air support to the ground maneuver
elements. Not only was good training provided, but techniques ‘and procedures
improved, especially the use of all-weather systems, such as F-111s, A-6s, and
B-52s.

(b{ Training in delivering live ordnance was also provided to the aircrews.
Three different range complexes in the ROK were used for this purpose ‘and live
munitions, including high technology weapons such as MAVERICKs and laser- gu1ded
bombs, were employed using tact1ca1 deliveries.

(BQ During the initial phases of Navy and Marine operations, U.S. and ROK
naval units conducted a combined antisubmarine operation in the Korea Straits
and a mine-laying and mine-countermeasures exercise in Chinhae harbor. Live
naval gunfire was also employed on ranges located in the southern part of the

ROK.

(B  As the exercise progressed, the carrier task group with the USS MIDWAY
(Cv-41) moved into position off Pohang to support an amphibious landing of
approximately 3,000 ROK and U.S. Marines at Tok Sok Ri“on 12 March. After a
successful landing these forces were joined by 4,000 pre-deployed U.S. Marines
and conducted five days of offensive operations against U.S: and ROK Marine
aggressors. This effort was supported by U.S. Navy and ‘U.S. Marine Corps
aircraft from MIDWAY and bases in the ROK. In addition, U.S. Air Force and
ROK Air Force sorties were employed in support of Marine forces to ga1n
operating exper1ence in a different command and control environment. During
the latter stages of the Marine ground offensive, the combined operat1on was _
placed under the command of a ROK Marine Corps general off1cer This provided
a valuable tra1n1ng exper1ence T

(bi; For unconventional warfare operations, Special Forces units from the
ROK and U.S. ground, air, and naval unconventional warfare forces were p1aced K
under the operational control of the Combined Unconventional Warfare Task Force.
This unit was commanded by a ROK general officer who reported directly to’
CINCUNC. The CINCPAC Special Operations Cadre was provided as a U.S. contingent.
Over 1,650 Special Warfare personnel participated. Ground actions centered in
the I Corps and First ROK Army areas, and were prosecuted from a Combined
Special Forces Operating Base at Taegu, an Air Force Special Operations Base

T A ML MR i TR SR e ey S5 e RS v A R G S e e AR A A s i o . N --_—--_-——-un--—-——n---

230




-SEGRES

at K-2 Air Base (Taegu), and a unilateral ROK Special Forces operating base a

‘ Kimpo. HMaritime operations were conducted in the Northwest Islands, Cheju
Island, and the coast from bases at Chinhae and Inchon. Extensive joint and
combined operations were conducted against headquarters, lines of communicati
assembly areas, port facilities, and government and military installations.
The forces received very realistic training and gave internal security forces
and procedures a good test during those events.]

(&%, In the CINCPAC summary message to the JCS on 2 May the overall asses:
ment was that TEAM SPIRIT 78 had been one of the most productive exercises
conducted in Korea. The view was shared by both the ROK military and ROK
government, including President Park. The major objective, to provide combine
and joint training for ROK and U.S. forces, was achieved. The operation of
the U.S.-ROK combined battle staff was considered noteworthy. "It was evident
that they are becoming more capable of planning, directing and controliing
complex operations. This capability will increase as they evolve into the
Combined Forces Command structure where the combined staff will be in continuc
operation. TEAM SPIRIT provided an opportunity to show our constant readiness
and ability and willingness to deploy forces rapidly if necessary to assist
in the defense of the Republic of Korea."2

H

’ Y  Prior to the exercise, in February, Japanese Ministry of Foreign

- Affairs officials instructed their Embassy in Washington to make several point

i to the U.S. State or Defense Departments regarding TEAM SPIRIT 78. . The Japane
: appreciated the demonstration of U.S. determination to live up to commitments
as exemplified by such exercises, but believed that due care should be taken

to prevent misunderstandings that would give rise to doubts among the Japanese

people weaken their faith in arrangements under the U.S. ~-Japan. security

system,

WMo

_ "(U)" One observer of TEAM 'SPIRIT 78 was U.S.. Deputy Secretany of Defense
Charles w Duncan ‘who told a press conference 1n Seoul that he was "extremely

1. Ib1d J363 H1st5um Mar 78 (r\) REVW 18 Apr 98. '

. CINCPAC 0203037 May 78 (Y, GDS-84; CINCUNC 2206507 Mar 78 (S} (EX), GDS-8

3. AMEMB Tokyo 2999/2404127 Feb 78 (S), GDS-86; SECSTATE 048826/2422167 Feb 7
, GDS-84
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231



SEGRET—

impressed” with the readiness and defensive capabilities of both the U.S. and
Korean forces. He_was "conf1dent that together we can deal with any North

Korea aggress1on ol

(U) The ROK Minister of National Defense, Ro Jae-hyun, in a message to the
American troops, noted that the two countries not only gained the benefit of
testing and evaluating joint reaction capabitities on land, sea, and in the
air, but also were "provided an opportunity and illustrative means of demon-
strating our constant mutual commitment to peace and our joint resolve to
abide thereby, especially in a land where the threat to peace remains rea1
and und1m1n1shed n2

(1 As had been the case the year before, p1anning for TEAM SPIRIT 79
began almost as soon as TEAM SPIRIT 78 had been completed.

 ULCHI-FOCUS LENS'78_

For the third consecutive year the Republic of Korea's mobilization
exercise ULCHI, a large-scale command post exercise with limited field training
exercise play, was combined with the United Nations Command joint/combined
command post exercise called FOCUS LENS. The exercise was conducted in Korea
from 23 to 28 June. The primary objective of .the 1978 exercise was to exercise,
evaluate, and improve the proficiency and organization of the ROK-U.S. Combined
Forces Command staff, which was schedu]ed to be officia]]y formed on 1 October 3

The scenario was based on a coordinated land, sea, and air attack by
North Korea, supported by unconventionaI_forces. The ‘éxercise was_conducted’
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1. USIS Seoul 1409507 Mar 78, (U) f

2. CINCUNC 1601452 Mar 78 {U). o

3. CINCPAC Command H1story 1977 FTS#ERD), vol. I, p. 207; J3522 HistSum Jun
78, REVW 30 Jun 98. -
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{8\ " As ‘mentioned above, unconventional warfare forces were part of the

‘exercise, The CINCPAC Special Operations Cadre augmented the ROK Special - -

Warfare staff to form a Combined Unconventional Warfare ‘Task Force headquarter
which was Tocated at Seongnam. Cooperation and exchange of ideas: améng ROK
and U.S. members of ‘the staff was one of the strong points of the exercise.
Interface with the Combined Forces Command staff was good except for periadic
difficulties with communications.2 - o '

FB{ During the. defense phase of the exercise, unconventional warfare
operations consisted of providing defense against infiltration of North Korean
personnel. In addition, unconventional warfare forces. provided information
on enemy activities in areas north of the Demilitarized Zone. .In the offensiv
phase, unconventional warfare forces were employed in North Korea to conduct
direct action missions until linkup with friendly forces. Infittration plans
were developed for land, sea, and air operations. :

A number of unconventional warfare objectives were established for
the exercise and successfully completed. These included to improve combined
command and staff capabilities in the employment and controlling of large-scal
unconventional warfare forces; to improve target acquisition techniques; to im
prove and evaluate unconventional warfare infiltration techniques (air, land,
and sea) and the support systems of deployed unconventional warfare forces; to
test functionally and improve the Combined Unconventional Warfare Policy and
Planning Guide, to include report formats and reporting systems; and to improwv:
procedures and the command relationship between the task force and the Combine:
Forces Command.3 o '

At CINCPAC headquarteré'the'Logistics‘Readiness Center was activatéd
on 22 June to monitor logistics actions. The Logistics-Security Assistance;
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- Ibid.; 9362 HistSum Jun 78 (D G0S-84; ADHIN CINCPAC 2803072 Jun 78 (N),
GDS-86.

2. J362 HistSum Jun 78 {6}, GDS-84.

3. Ibid.
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(U) In a message dispatched jointly from the Director for Operations
CINCUNC/Combined Forces Command, the Deputy Director of ‘the CFC said ‘that both
he and General:Vessey believed ‘that the exercise had been successful in every
way. He said, "We have learned important Tessons that will serve us well in
the future. Most importantly, we have, for the f1rst time, fully exerc1sed
the Cembined Forces Command organization and have proven the concept a success."
He noted that while there was much work ahead to analyze and build on the
lessons learned, there could be confidence that the CFC would provide the unity
of effort necessary to insure success and prov1de the foundat1on for the mutual
defense of the ROK. 2

~ Those 1essons continued to be studied. Prior to the exerc1se the JCS
had requested that the effectiveness of the ROK-U S. comblned command be.
monitored during the exercise and that a general assessment be prov1ded to. in-
clude CINCPAC's views and reconmendations. 3 : \

S\ On 10 July COMUS Korea provided his comments.. He said that pre11m1nary
}D1nd1cat10ns concerning the adequacy of the Terms of Reference, command relation-
"\\Jsh1ps, and other aspects of the command following the exercise were adequate.
\épeciﬁ'caﬂy he listed the following. The flow of information to subordinate
. ommands was smooth and efficient. Non-SI commiinications were adequate: -
1. J419 HistSum’ Jin 78 ($, REVW 30 Jun 98.

2. CINCUNC/CFC MAIN CP TANGO 280504Z Jun 78 (U).
3. ADMIN CINCPAC 0804067 Nov 78 (S, GDS-86.
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'HTSl CINCPAC concurred in the report and agreed that it wou]d be he]pfu]
to have a-U.S. 'general ‘officer (07) on the intelligence staff. He noted. ‘hat
the report shou?d be considered an interim evaluation, but subsequent meSSages

'later 1n the year did not make substantive changes to the conc1u51ons 2

N —

[S 0 NN |

Exerc1ses 1n T wa

. COMUSK 1006002 Jul 78 1Sy, GDS- 86

.. CINCPAC 150117Z Jul 78 (S), GDS-86; the other messages were CINCPAC. 0703152
Nov 78 and COMUSK 130811Z Nov 78,

CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TSKRRD), Vol. I, pp. 208-211.

Ibid.

AMEMB Taipei 6284/140930Z Oct 77 (3, GDS-85; JCS 2520/1212517 Apr 78 (%),
GDS-84.
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:84 CINCPAC 0706452 May 78 (8, (EX) GDS 84 N "
SECSTATE 122734/132326Z May 78 (& (EX), GDS- 84 ADMIN CINCPAC 1802202 May
78 (8), GDS-86; SECSTATE 127416/190006Z May 78 ('39.. GDS- 86 wh’ich cited
STATE 125042/180444Z May 78.

COMUSTDC 3000457 May 78 (&, GDS-84.
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AMEMB Taipei 07063/190347Z Oct 78 ¥S), GDS-86; SECSTATE' 278401/0201322 Nov
78 1S), GDS-86; COMUSTDC 2700207 Dec 78 €s), DECL 31 Dec 86. :
CINCPAC 0301177 Mar 78 (S), GDS-86; JCS 232070821417 Mar 78 1$), GDS-86.
AMEMB Taipei 08523/200132Z Dec 78 ¢8), GDS 20 Dec 84; AMEMB Taipei 00022/
0307227 Jan 79 (S, DECL 3 Jan 85.
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Combined Exercwses Near t ;éw,it,ﬁn‘

Lsf/ A Navy Special Warfare Exercise cond wf '111ppines 1n 1977
had been altered at the last minute when participation by Austra1ian ‘and ‘New -
Zealand detachments had been "precluded by non~availability of dip1om&t1c:_n_f
clearance from the Philippines."2 - e

Q;J/ The same kind of problem occurred'in Fébruahy 1978 TThe INGPAC :
Representative in the Philippines advised that although' ‘he: had ‘conducted ex-
tensive personal liaison with the British Ambassador and the UgS;“Embas g
the Philippines had refused permission for the British, Austra1ian. and
navies to conduct SEA SIAM VII and FRIENDSHIP T exercises ﬁPhi1ippina
ating areas. He forwarded the text of a 17 February note -from t!
of Foreign Affairs, which discussed the 1977 matter, noting that- ‘whil
Philippines had been invited to participat 'in the Spectal’ Narfare Exarci
they only later came to know of proposed participation by Australia and:N
Zealand. The Philippines then denied participation because of - Tack of .
understanding” on the manner. "It is suggested that in simila futir
cises, the prior approval of the Philippine Government be secured by W=
tations are extended to other countries to send naval’ sh1ps ‘to the Ph11ipp1ne, :
This procedure will promote coordination between the Philipptpes and-the ‘United
States and preclude embarrassments to the other countries co erned kL

( Den1a1 of clearance for the British and Austra]ian navies to use
Subfc Bay sea operating areas necessitated cance]Iation of FRIENDSHIP I 4

?)/ The Embassy in Manila advised of further details of 27 February. The

Emb ssy had assumed that SEA SIAM VII was well: clear of Phi]ippine waters as '

1. CINCPAC 060431Z Jan 78 (&), GDS- 84, SECSTATE 007199/111553Z Jan 78 (D},
GDS-84. -

2. CINCPAC Command History 1977 (TS#ERD), Vol. I, p. 213.

3. CINCPACREP PHIL 221010Z Feb 78 (S), GDS-86.

4. CINCPACFLT 2307237 Feb 78 [%), GDS-84.
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the Commander, Seventh Fleet had requested exercise approval from the Joint
U.S. Military Advisory Group Thailand only. The Embassy subsequently learned
that part of the exercise was to involve the use of the naval firing ranges on
the coast north of Subic Bay and that the United Kingdom and Australia had
also been invited to participate, but the Philippines had not. The U.S. Navy
informed the Naval Attaches of Thailand, the United Kingdom, and Australia

in Manila that prior diplomatic clearance from the Philippines would be re-
quired and those countries submitted their notes on 23 January, 27 January,
and 13 February. The Philippine note of 17 February from the DFA followed.
The Embassy recommended that Subic discuss with the Armed Forces of the Philip-
pines at the earliest planning stages, following Country Team approval, all
combined naval exercises that would take place within Philippine territorial
waters; if the AFP agreed that participation by those third countries was
desirable, and that if the Philippines wished to issue the invitations, that
Government would be the party to do so.l

Lsff CINCPACFLT provided some guidance to the Commander, Seventh Fleet and
COMUSNAVPHIL, noting, among other things, the disparity to the territorial sea
limit recognized by the nations involved: three nautical miles for the United
Kingdom and Australia, 12 nautical miles for Thailand and New Zealand. He
comiiented on the "delicate nuances" of different recognized and claimed terri-
torial sea limits of the parties involved and recommended a careful, methodical
approach, as there was no urgency involved.?Z

CINCPAC agreed with CINCPACFLT's approach, but advised that the guide-. -
line regarding courtesy notification for U.S.-only exercises between 3 and 12
nautical miles of the Philippines could adversely impact on Law of the Sea
negotiations. He noted that this was a highly sensitive subject and of interest
not only to CINCPAC but to higher headquarters.3 :

981& CINCPAC concluded that to insure that a U.S. cooperative attitude
with the Philippines was evident during the development of procedures relative
to combined exercise coordination, combined maritime exercises involving third
country forces should be conducted outside the limits outlined by CINCPACFLT
(three nautical miles for Australia and the United Kingdom, 12 for Thailand
and New Zealand).4

CINCPACFLT submitted his proposed procedures to CINCPAC on 3 April.
CINCPAC concurred with implementation of the revised procedures, which included
1. AMEMB Manila 3195/270945Z Feb 78 [$J, GDS-84.
2. CINCPACFLT 1800087 Mar 78 (3% GDS-86.
3. CINCPAC 250325Z Mar 78 (%, GDS-86.
4 Ibid.
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informing the Armed Forces of the Philippines through the Mutual Defense Board
Plans Committee of combined exercises when third countries would be using land
or close-to-land areas and scheduling combined exercises outside the 12 nautical
mile 1imit when possible to avoid diplomatic clearance problems. CINCPAC pro-
vided the reminder that coordinatiun with Country Teams was also required.}

(8 On 13 April the JCS forwarded the text of a note from the British
Embassy to the U.S. Government regarding the exercises, outlining their view
of exercises carried out on the high seas and requesting information from the
U.S. State Department on Philippine maritime limits the United States recog-
nized, more details about U.S.-Philippine agreements, and whether the Depart-
ment had considered Law of the Sea negotiations prior to notification of exer-
cises. The JCS were asked to provide further background on the two exercises
that had been scheduled early in 1978.2 '

Csi\ CINCPAC's reply of 19 April noted that there were two distinct exer-
cises involved, SEA SIAM VII, scheduled for 24 to 26 February, and FRIENDSHIP
I, scheduled for 22 to 26 February. SEA SIAM, an antisubmarine warfare exer-
cise; was conducted entirely on the high seas and involved only Thai and U.S.
Navy units; no clearance from the Philippine Government was nécessary except
for Thai ship port visits. FRIENDSHIP I was a biennial naval warfare exercise
and was to include participation by the British and Australian navies as well
as limited Thai naval participation. Part of FRIENDSHIP I was to involve the
use of Leon Creek Target Area, on Philippine soil, for naval gunfire support;
thus the British properly sought requiréed Philippine clearance. The British
note cited above, CINCPAC said, appeared to view the FRIENDSHIP exercise as
totally a "high seas" exercise, and did not mention shore bombardment. Earlier
efforts by the Commander of U.S. Naval Forces in the Philippines to resolve
clearance problems through the Philippine Navy headquarters had been unsuccess-
ful. Following Philippine refusal for FRIENDSHIP I, Thai and U.S. Navy units
went ahead with SEA SIAM VII. The United Kingdom was offered the opportunity
to conduct FRIENDSHIP I on the high seas, but declined because of the require-
ment to cancel the naval gunfire support portion of the exercise. CINCPAC
again outlined revised procedures initiated as a result of these probiems. He
also commented on some of the Law of the Sea implications of exercises and em-
phasized that the United States recognized only a three nautical mile -Philippine
territorial sea.3

1. CINCPACFLT 0319287 Apr 78 (S}, GDS-86; CINCPAC 1519557 Apr 78 (), GDS-84,
J5123 HistSum Apr 78 (&), GDS-86.

2. JCS 4234/1321447 Apr 78 (C) GDS-84.

3. CINCPAC 192213Z Apr 78 (S), GDS-86.
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Combined Exercises with Australia and New Zealand

TS.  U.S. Forces exercised with the forces of various other PACOM countries,
and combined exercises with the forces of Australia and New Zealand were con-
ducted many times throughout the year. (ertain of those exercises are addressed
elsewhere in this chapter. Some exercise planning was in response to an Aus-
tralian concern over the U.S. Indian Ocean presence and the need to back up
policy statements with innovative, highly visible programs. The JCS had
recommended inclusion of land-based strike air in a combined maritime exercise
with Australia, and CINCPACAF deployed aircraft for various exercises, as
noted below. CINCPAC cautioned CINCPACAF, however, regarding the JCS restric-
tion on not deploying land-based strike forces greater than those deployed on
previous ANZUS exercises. ]

GRAND LEGEND

T8 CINCPAC's Representative in Canberra forwarded a letter from the Aus-
tralian Department of Defense inviting U.S. Air Force participation in an air
defense exercise conducted 2] August to 1 September. This was *the major air
defense exercise for 1978 and involved Australian Army and Navy units supple-
menting the Royal Australian Air Force. PACAF provided four F-5E aircraft for
participation in the exercise.?

BEACON SOUTH

?t$\ BEACON SOUTH was a combined exercise of the U.S. Navy and the Royal
Australian Air Force and Navy conducted off the West Coast of Australia in the
Indian Ocean from 5 to 7 August and agair on 12 and 13 August, with a port
visit between those dates for the nuclear powered task group. It was a war
at sea and maritime ajr superiority exercise and was conducted as participating
U.S. Navy ships returned from a routine Indian Ocean deployment. U.S. parti-
cipants were USS ENTERPRISE (CVN-65), USS TRUXTON (CGN-35), USS LONG BEACH
(CGN-9), and USS ROANOKE (AOR-7). An Australian Navy frigate, HMAS STUART.
and Australian Air Force F-111s participated. The first exercise period was
inbound to Fremantle, a major Western Australian port city, and the second
involved sea maneuvers north from Fremantle. The key objective of the exercise
was to reaffirm the U.S. commitment to South Pacific regional security by not
Timiting, or appearing to limit, our freedom to exercise in Australian and
associated waters.3 '

1. CINCPAC 2523137 May 78 (5%, GDS-86; CINCPAC 0400297 Jun 78‘$§l: GDS-84.
2. 1bid.; USAFLO/CINCPACREP Canberra 1106572 May 78 (u).
3. J3522 HistSum Aug 78 16}, GDS-84.
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CAPTIVE LIGHTNING V

(U)  CAPTIVE LIGHTNING V was a combined air mobility, cold-weather Field
Training Exercise sponsored by the L.S. Army, the Army's CINCPAC Support Group,
and the New Zealand Defence Staff, It was conducted in the Tekepo Training
Area/Burnham Camp on South Island, New Zealand from 1 to 16 September. The
exercise had been scheduled to be held from 25 June to 23 July and an advance
party ‘from the 1st Battalion of the 27th Infantry from Schofield Barracks,
Hawaii, had been deployed at that time. The whole battalion did not deploy
as planned, however, because of an outbreak of hepatitis among battalion
personnel. When 36 men had been afflicted the New Zealand Field Force Commander
was notified of the delay, and the advance party returned to Hawaii. When the
exercise was conducted in September U.S. participation was reduced to 150 men,
a rifle company, because New Zealand was not able to support the exercise in
September at the same level as had been originally scheduled. The U.S. Air
Force supported the exercise with four F-4Es and four KC-1356s. The exercise
was considered successful in its demonstration of air mobility and cold-weather
capabilities.]

(U)  When the exercise had been scheduled for June and.July, it had been
planned to deploy eight F-111s from Mountain Home AFB, Idaho, in conjunction.
with follow-on commitments in Korea. The deployment, called CORONET ROBIN,.
took place as scheduled, from 5 to 20 July.?2

SAND GROPER

TS As mentioned above, the JCS had noted Australian concern regarding
exercises in the Eastern Indian Ocean and Westerp Australia areas. As exer-: -
cises involving land-based strike air and ships were without precedent in this. -
region, there was concern over their probable exclusion in a final Indian Ocean
arms limitation agreement. CINCPAC shared those concerns expressed by Australia
and supported the concept of not limiting, or appearing to limit, U.S. freedom
to exercise in the Western Australian and associated waters. While he was in.
Canberra, U.S. Vice President Walter Mondale had stated that the United States
was totally committed to the ANZUS Treaty and announced that a s1zab1e naval
exercise would take place in October involving land- based strike air f1y1ng
out of Western Australian bases.3 : _

---------------------------------------------------------------------- s o

1. J3522 HistSum Sep 78 (U); CDR25THINFDIV SCHOFIELD BKS HI 230200Z Jun 78 (U);
- CDR25THINFDIV SCHOFIELD BKS HI 270031Z Jun 78 (U}; ADMIN CINCPAC (ALFA 009)
280307Z Jun 78 (%Y, GDS-86,
ADMIN CINCPAC (ALFA 014) 281729Z Jun 78 (U)
3. J3523 Point Paper S\ 15 Dec 78, Subj: Exercise SAND GROPER (U), DECL
15 Dec 86.
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SECRET

242




SEERET

051 The exercise, SAND GROPER, was a multi-threat maritime exercise con-
ducted 22 October to 1 November off Western Australia in the Indian Qcean.
Australia had proposed the specific exercise on 14 March. CINCPAC had regretted
it was not feasible to deploy a carrier task group in that time frame without
adverse impact on scheduled carrier task group commitments, CINCPACFLT would
be able to support the exercise with a surface combatant task group, however,
and with patrol aircraft, provided that exercise dates accommodated their
timely departure for Exercise MIDLINK, which was scheduled from 23 November to
7 December.!

( Prior to the U.S.-Australian scheduling conference 17-20 April the
JCS"advised CINCPAC that he was free to discuss and plan for any type or size
of exercise that we had conducted before, such as passing exercises, COMPASS
77. The United States, however, should not initiate discussion of larger-scale
exercises, such as KANGAROO III or follow-on major exercises in the Yampi area,
or in substantial change in the composition of forces involved, such as an am-
phibious task group or U.S$. land-based strike aircraft. If the subject was
raised by the Australians, CINCPAC was to indicate that large-scale exercises
must be fully coordinated with the U.S. worldwide exercise program and in this
specific case might require high-level approval.Z2

LB{ In June, when CINCPAC was advised that New Zealand desired to partici-
pate in SAND GROPER, he advised the JCS and he welcomed such participation. He
said that the addition of New Zealand forces would make the exercise an ANZUS
event demonstrating the solidarity and cooperation that characterized that
partnership.3 '

gﬂf The following forces took part in SAND GROPER. For the United States
the 'USS KIRK (FF-1087), USS KNOX (FF-1052), ussS LOCKWOOD (FF-1064), and USS
ASHTABULA (AO-S]), pius three P-3 ORION aircraft. U.S. Air Force forces inclu-
ded eight F-4E PHANTOMS, providing a land-based strike air capability, accom-
panied by KC-135 tankers, plus back-up support from C-130 HERCULES transports.
The Australian participants included HMAS SUPPLY, STALWART, TORRENS, VENDETTA,
and SWAN and two OVERON-class submarines, OVENS and ONSLOW. The Fleet air arm
provided eight A-4 SKYHAWK aircraft. In addition, the Royal Australian Air
Force provided four F-111s and three P-3s, plus a substantial back-up with
€-130 support aircraft. New Zealand provided one surface ship, HMNZS CANTERBURY,
a frigate, and one P-3. One of the features of SAND GROPER was the use of
RAAF Base Pearce. Normally a training base, Pearce w