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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF THE'UNITEﬂ STATES ARMY COMMAND AND CONTROL
ORGANIZATION IN THE PACIFIC THEATER: WORLD WAR II TO 1983,
by Major (P) John L. Buckley, U3A, 109 pages.

This study examlnes the need for reorganlzing the United
Statez Army command and control structure in the Pacifle
theater both to meet peacetime requirements and to ensure an
effective transition to war. The 1lnvestigation 1s focused
on an analysis of historical experience, contemporary issues
in the theater, and the results of the five most recent
studies on the subject. The study postulates a detalled
reorganization proposal, beginning with the establishment of
a Northeast Asia Command.

Conclusions treveal that reorganization of the Army structure
must be done In a jolnt context and must accemmodate the
sensitlvities and complexities of both military and
pelitical requirements, The current structure, although
workable, is not optimal to ensure a transition to reglonal,
theater, or global war. Should an effective remedy not be
applled before the coutbreak of hostlilities in the region,
the price of translition will be expensive in both time and
resources. That remedy should be in the form of a Northeast
Asia Command.
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CHAPTER I
-INTRODUCTION

There are difficulties in
arriving at a single command,
but they are much less than
the hazards that must be faced
if we do not do this . . . .
ngeral George C. Marshalll
THE PROBLEM
Throughout the history of United States milltary
invelvement iﬁ the Pacific theatgr, fhe command and coentrol
'structure has beeh 2 focal p?int bf sonstant concern,
eriticism, and prop. Ls for réérganizatian. The military
communlty has generally based ts consideration of variocus
reorganization alternatives on strategy, nilitary doctrine,
and the imposition of clear 1ineé of ecmmand authority.
However, the implementation of complex ahd broadly—-baged
revrganizations to accomplish military objectives has been
fraught with difflculty: solutions to the problem either
conflict wilth political realitlies or infringe on parochial
service interests. |
Political considerations are paramount, and

e e
therefore the civilians responsible for meeting Unlted

States' polltical objectives retaln ultimate authority. Any

reorganization of the military command and control structure



without regard to political considerations is neither

pronitious nor feasible. A case in point was an intended
T e

reorganization of the Army structure in the Pacific in 1978.

The plan, called Project Paciflc Phoenix, had been approved

for implementation after exhaustlive study, The

reorganization methodology involved a three~phased operation

eventually lrading to the reestablishment of a8 major Army

command (MACOM). This command recelved the designation of

Headquarters, U.S. Army Western Command (WESTCOM), and its
it e et

purpose was to operate as the Army component command to the

T e et

Commander~In-Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC). The establishment of

WESTCOM was only Phase I in what appeared to be a

straightforward change in Army command and controel

procedures in the theater. Phases II and III involved tne

eventual subordination of two other MACOMs (Headquarters,

U.S.Afmy, Japan and Headquarters, EighthtLS._ﬁrmy) to U.S.

Army Western Command. Although WESTCOM was established as

gE———

scheduled during Phase I, strong political objJections came

at the eleventh hour to defer for an indefinjite period the
oz

subordination of ¢the other maJor Army commands. The

political rationale for deferment stemmed from the possible

édversa impact on the governments of Japan and South Korea

i

should they perceive the reorganlization to imply a

diminished U.3. resolve to fulfill regional gggg;}ty

obligations. This very reorganization effort has been the

e
focus of several major studles, at a rate of almost one per



year, since the time of original deferral. This
reorganization effort will serve as the central toplc of
this thesis.
The military structure in the Pacific region bears
‘the fundamental responsibility to ensure a viable command
and control capabllity to meet peacetime requirements and
simultaneously to manage the effective transition to war,
- The principal task 1&g to develop an organizational structure
which meets the needs of the military and also accommodates
valld political considerations.
Mllitary requirements are basiec. The organization
must provide a single commander of a specified force in a
designated geographical region. Additlenally, that
commander must poéseSS sufflcient authority ang resources to
ensure accomplishment of the mission. Simply stated, that
means’ unity of command and cledrly defined lines of command
and control.
Political considerations, however, are more complex:
they can both i1lluminate and obscure other fundamental

i1ssues. Because polltical realitlies are paramount, a not

itary service (Army, Navy, or Air
—w‘-‘—-_h- .
orce), or commands within a service, 1s to disguise a 1\3\

vested parochial 1lnterest as a major political concern. In
o

fact, 1t is often impossible to discern the difference. For

——

example, during World War II, Admiral Chester Nimitz and




- leneral Douglas MacArthur openly disagreed over the
appropriate ..litary strategy for the Pacific theater. As
both commanders independently pursued separate courses of
action, they alsc competed for ﬁhe same scarce resources.
In some instances, presidential decision was required to
break the deadlock over resource allocation. The schism
between MacArthﬁr and Nimitz effectlively blocked unificatiocon
of the Paciflic theater throughout World War II. How much of
the rift was valid political conslderation, and how much was
the result of parochial interest and Army-Navy service
rivalry, will probably never be accurately assessed.

Parochial interests in the Pacific continue to]

dominate the scene evén today. ‘The three major Army

commands in the Paciflc region a-e often'embroiled in

argument over lines of authority and optimunm
T ——...______._______"__—-.—ﬂ-——"-— -3

reorganlzational alternatives, Each command Justifies its
B i PRI

——
position with reference to "the needs of the Army" ani to
'-_______“_.___.___‘-

the vroallitical c¢linate. Again, 1t 1s often difficult to

asceviain the difference between vested interests and valid
pﬁlitical constralints.

In thé final analysis, political considerations
fsissoclated with the Paclfic command and control structure
must ensure that all commitments of the Unlted States are
'‘ulfilled both in terms of perception and actuality. At the
3ame time, to overfulfill the commitment may have an adverse

impact on reglonal stabllity. The fine line hetween meeting



security obligations and iInterfering with the political
status quo must accommodate the national interests of the
United States while simultaneously conforming to the needs
and perceptions of U.S. allies. In this regard the Paciflc

naticns are .particularly sensitive. A revised command and

control structure which appreclably a the current

organization may result 1n a perception of reduced U.3.
\ ———r— .
d n mmitment to some alllies and an elevation 1in

b goeyaron T

priority of others. The "bottom line" is that any change in

tHEEFEZIFIE~E;;;;;;‘;;E—;ontrol structure must meet not only
military requirements, but must also avold upsetting the
politleal status quo.

This discussion serves to underscore the diversity
and complexity of some of the key factors which must be
considefed in the process of reorganlzing the military
command and control structure in the Pacilflec arena. The
development of an optimal comnmand and contrel structure to
meet the need-s of the future is clearly a formidable task by
any measure. One must be able to differentiate political
and parochial considerations, ahd to assign a proper weight
to those consliderations, all the while keeping the threat in

perspective.



PURPOSE

The purpose of this thesis is to review the
organization'arrangements in the Pacific theater from World
War II to present, to analyze the findings and conclusiens
of majJor stud;es pertaining to pending reorganizatlonal
alternatives for the Army in the Paciflc, and to postulate
in adequate detall the optimum organizational-structure for
the U.,S5. Army in the Paclfie¢ theater, “he postulated
command and control structure‘will fully correspond with
unified command considerations and be sensitive to regional

political implications.

BACKGROUND

Although Chapter Il of ¢this document provides a
detailed history of command and contrel in the Pacific
theater, a brief summary of the majJor recorganizational
efforts in that arena is appropriate at this point. The
purpose of providing this information 1s to give the reader
an appreclation of the magnitude of past ragfganizations and
the difficulty associated with implementing lasting changes

in the command and control structure.

Interservice rivalry and parschialism have

g

historlcally characterized the. Paciflc military structure;
P FabR Al e

o ———

however, those problems were particularly prominent

immedlately prig: to, and during, World War II. The

R —

organizational problems of the Pacific theater had long been



recognized as a serious deficlency, but unification of the
Pacific command aﬁd control structure was not seriously
addressed until after the outﬁreak of World War II.2 The
rift between Admiral Nimitz and General MacArthur over
miiitary strategy and resources only served to exacerbate
existing problems and delay corréctive meas2res. Enactment
of the 1947 National Security Act was the first tangible

5 d unifying the theater under a single commander.?

As a result of the 1947 Act and the tziﬂiigignﬁF;om

world war to a military cccupation mission, the unified and

component commands inltiated maigg_;ggxxanizatieaﬂff'The

magnitude of reorganization from 1941 to 1947 can best be

appreciated by reviewing some of the changes in varlous Arnmy
headquarters during that pericd ({2e chronolegy at Appendix
‘1).4 It must, however, be recognized that the U.S. Army did

bkl

QEEﬁEgve a monopeoly on reorganization and the impact of

structural change was amplified in direct proportion to the

vast number of military headquarters in the Paciflec region

- at that time.
Unfortunately, the years followlmg 1947 saw no
appreclable reduction in éommand and control recrganization

efforts. The "cold war" over democracy versus communism

continued to heat up for the next three years. In June

e e e e

1950, that 1ideological schism erupted Ilnto open warfare on

the Korean peninsula.3 Reorganizaton was again necessary to
s.___...._-—-—'-—_"-"“‘-“_'-‘hﬂ-——

meet the tactical and logistical needs in the regiorn and to



continue concﬁrrently the occupation and reconstruction in
Japan. Although the 1953 United Nations' armistice
agreement ended the large scale open conflict on the Korean
peninsula, the uneasy peace in that area, coupled with U.8.
regional interests and defense commitments, necessitated the
retention of a forward deployed U.5. military forece in South
Korea.

Ty 1956; the Secretary of Defense had directed major

et R ———————

changes in the Pacific unified command structure and

reorganization was once again in progress.” By early 1960,

R

the United States was involved in conflict in Vietnam and

the command and control structure in the Pacific was again
reorganized to meet reglonal security and support
requirements. The large buildup of military forces
ne.essary to conduct operations in Vietnam and to support
t.-se operatlions from outside Vietnam also entalled
axtensive manpower increases in Army headquarters throughout

the Pacific theater. The unwieldy "tooth-to-c¢ail" ratios

which had been allowed to defr-—e_lop during the 1960s had to be

reduced to meet the fiscal and manning constraints which

.

W
accompanied the conclusion of U.,S. involvement in Vietnam in

the 1970s. The Pacific command and control structure was

once agaln in the throes of major reorganization. To

appreciate fully the magnitude and frequency of

organlzational change from 1950 to ‘the present, the reader
Ml ottt



8l ould review the chronology at Appendix 2.7

This appendix
is a continuation of the summary of organlzational changes
experienced‘ﬁy some of the U.S. Army headquarters in the
theater during that period.

Although  the summaries of Army recorganization

efforts (Appendices 1 and 2) are directed primarily at the

Army 1in Japggj extengive reorganization was also ongoing in

Korea, Vietnam d Hawaii, It 1s also important to

remember that the other service components and
joint/combined commands were simultaneously involved in the
implementation of major reorganization plans. These surveys

reveal that the Army in the Pacific has been in a constant
e T T e

state of organizational turmoll as command and control
Nai Lurmo--

e i ————

relaticnshlps have be n altered to me=t each crisis. One

e

might question how the Army in the Paclfic finds time to
accomplish its primary missons in the wale of such turmoil

and asscciated confusilon.

METHODOLOGY

The pericd under consideration will »un from World
War II to the present, This time span 1s important because
it includes the years during which the Pacific Ocean area
retained special strategic interest for the United States.
The activation, ma‘ntenance, and contlnued assessment of

major military headquarters in the region, the political and
e ———— e e,

economic emergence of America's Pacifie allies, the
%

—




frequency of conflict in the reglon, and inereased Soviet
activities are all major trends which have developed since
World War II. Each of these factors plays a significant

part in determining the QEEE?e role of U.S5. forces in the

T ———

Pacific theater.
' The nature of the protlem and avallable sources have
determined the underlying research methodology and manner of

presentation. As the study unfolded, a basie four-step

approach emerged to govern research and explanation, That

approach was: 1} to define the problem in all of its
ans AS

ramifications; 2} to explain what resolutions to the problem
various actors and agencles have sought more remotely since

e i,

World War II and more proximately siice 1978; 3) to distill

FT———
from the various attempts at ra:soluton fundamental

pfinciples which would seem appropriate to any attempt at

(,.--'"'0—-—--*"""-"—'_

reorganization in the Paciflc; and 4) to apply those
ook 2 el Sy

principles, or maxims, in a suggested plan for a workable
B

reorganization that would address the problem as it has
L T — s
evolved since World War II.

This approach is bullt on an analysis that 1s part

historical in nature. Related primary and secondary
regsearch materials form the “oundation whileh supports an
ldentification of the problem and the varlous attempts to
resolve it. 0f speclal interest iz a serles of major
reorganizational studies undertaken by various 1nstitutions

since 1978. Each of these studies has assessed the

10



difficulties of current command relationships 1n detall, yet
each has recommended a different course of action. A
significant part of the research in this thesis has been
devoted to ascertaining which parts of these studies retain
validity and which parts reflect false assumptions and
interests, It is on the basis of this analysils that the
author suggests q‘éolution that would seem to meet the major
¢riteria for reorganization while avolding the worst
shortecomings c¢f past efforts and plans. This general
approach has governed thesis organization.

' Chepter I outlines problems with the current Pacific
command and control structure and provides a briefl
background on the reorganizatlon turmoil experienced in the
theater since World War II. The purpose of providing thisl
information is twofold: first, the reader must understand
the problem. That problem, simply stated, is that the

present command and control structure neither delineates

clear lines of authority/responsibility, promotes

ceerdination/cooperation, nor does it facilitate an

effective tra in the joint service

environment. Second, the background information affords an

*—.\_-—\ )
introduction toc some of the exogenous factors wpich both

contribute to the exlsting problem and serve to complicate

———
resolution of key issues. Some Oof the factors addressed are

political considerations, interservice rivalries, the

]

11



parochlalism of protagggists, and finally the magnltude of

reorganization plans implemented since World War II.

Chapter I 1s both an introduction for readers unfamillar
with the 1ssues and a refresher for those who have some
knowledge of PACOM command and control problems,

After thls intreoduction, Chapter II provides an
explanatlion of how and why the situation evolved to its
present form. Chapter II also makes clear the need for
"unity of command" in the Pacific and assists the reader in
differentiazting between the principle of "unity” and the

—— e e,
concept of "centralization." Contrary to popular belief,

"

EEg“Eg;mghgggrngt_synonamnus. Chapter ITI analyzes the i'lve

most recent studies dealing with command and ¢ontrol 1In

PACOM in light of contemporary lssues. It also explains how '
each study falled to consider elther principles or key
issues essential to successful implementaticn of 2a
‘reorganization. On the basis of the first thre= chapters,
Chapter IV presents a synthesis in ths form of maxims, or
rules, which have pro%en to be central to resoluiion of the
problem. Chapter V then applles these maxims to develop a

workable conclusion to the research question.

RESEARCH QUESTION

What 1s the optimum organizaticnal siructure for the
U.S. Army in the Pacific theater to ensure an effective

transition to the most probable wartime footing?

12



DELIMITATIONS

Al+*hough much of the scope of this thesls has been
alluded to in preceding pageé, it is worthwhlle to state
explicitly the preclse limitétions of the study. The period
examined from a historical perspective runs from World War
II to the present. The search of relevant material on the
subject 1s confined to the major reorganization studieé
which have been published since the last substantial
reorganization effort begun by the U.3. Army in 1978.

Although 1t 18 necessary to discuss the
organizational strﬁctures of the unified commsand
headquarters in PACOMQ and 1ts ﬁir Force and naval

——

components, thess discussions are targential 1in nature and
et rep e

only to the degree required to develon a point pertaining to

——————————— e

the impact of a change in the U.S. Army structure.

While cost is a major conslderation asscclatzd with
any reorganization effort, a comparative cost analysis of
various optlons 1s beyond the intended scoupe of thils study.
Thﬁ impact of cust 1in terms of manpower or dollars will not
be addressed. ,

The future roles and missions of Headguarters, IX

——

Corps, in Japan, have heen the subject of constant study and
STy o eereT Y —

de:ate over the past decade; however, the thrust of this

paper 13 at the level of_Egigg_&ggz_ggmgggg_gng_aggye. Any

mintion of Headquarters, IX Corps is intended to clarify

cemmand relationships which currently exist, and should not

13



be interpreted as a recommended solutlon to the IX Corps

i1ssue. The scope of the Ii_porps issue transcends the

nature of this thesis, and should be regarded as a separate,
. L

although related, matter which merits further analysis.
The primary constralint 1s securlty classification.
Although much of the literature review involves classtfied

e,
documents, only those aspects which can be published in an

unclassifled format have been used. It 1s not expected that
i - "

this caveat has detracted from the findings, or,QiEEEEEP‘d

the valldity of the conclusions.

ASSUMPTIONS
The primary assumption 1s that the U.S5. Army cannot,
and wlll not, participate in future confllicts on a

unilateral, single service basis. The wars af the future,

as described in the Jnified, Command Plam and current
combined arms doctrine, will be prosecuted &y the service
components of the unified and subordinate umfifled commands

in &. joint context only.

DEFINITIONS
The majority of terms used in this study are

standard U.S. Army terms feund in Army Regulation 310-25 or

JCS Pub 1. In an attempt tc circumvent misinterpretation,
and to facillitate reading, pertinent definitions are

provided in the bedy of the text, as appropriate.

14
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CHAPTER 1II

HISTORICAL ANALYSIS: PACOM COMMAND AND CONTROL
(WORLD WAR II TO PRESENT)

WORLD WAR II

The hilstory of United States military involvement In
the Pacifiec theater has been marked by conslderable
consternation and debate regarding the optimum command and
control organization required to perform peacetime functions
and to manage effectively and efficiently the transition fo

war, * Immediately prior to World War II, service |

parochiallsm ruled supreme: management assumed the form of!
e e i e T TSR

cooperatlion rather than-command and control authority.

("._"‘-“———-_
While the major service component headquarters in the

Pacific area‘enjoyed the benefits of autonomy and assoclated

advantages, serious deficiencles stemmed from decentralized

effort and lack of unification within the theater. It was

noet until outbreak of World War II that any

significant attempt was made Lo unify the commands in the

r—h—-m-..‘__‘_‘_ o —
Pacific. In z meeting with the British Chilefs of Staff on

Christmas Day 1941, the U.S5. Army Chief of Staff, General

16



George C. Marshall, made nis position on unity of command
1

very clear:
I am convinced that there must be one man 1in
command of the entire theater - - air, ground, and
ships. We cannot manage by cocperation. Human
frailties are such that there would be an emphatic
unwlllingness to place peortions of troops undern
another service, If we made a plan for unified
command now, it would solve nine-tenths of our
troubles. There are difficultles in arriving at a
single command, but they are much less. than the
hazards thaf must be faced 1f we do not do
this - * - L

Up to.this time the Paciflc theater had been divided
inte several different geographic areas with correspondingly
different uniflied commands. General Marshall stressed
unification of the entire Pacific theater under a single
commander. The 1ntent was to provide a foca. pelnt for
command and control of all U.S5. forces and asséts in the
theater. Although unification of the theater, as envislioned
Sy deneral idarshall, was clearly an imporsant issue, the
gehesis of the command and control problem lay in another
setlof issues. Much of the command problem during World War
II stemmed from service rivalry and parochialism within the
various service componehts of the unifled commands.

By April 1943, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had
promulgated JCS Directive 263/2/D which specified unified
command procedures for U.S. Joint Operat10n5.3 The JCS
directive was intended to provide a basis for centralised

command and control by the unified commanders. The degree

17
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George C. Marshall, made his position on unity of command
\ _

very clear:’
I am convinced that there must be one man in
command of the entire theater - - air, ground, and
ships. We cannot manage by cooperationr. Human
frailties are such that there would be an emphatic
unwillingness to place portions of troops under
another service, If we made a plan for unified
command now, 1t would solve nine-tenths of our
troubles. There are difficulties in arriving at a
single command, but they are much less than the
hazards thaf must be faced il we do not do
this . . . .

Up to this time i:he Paclific theater had tpeen divided
into geveral different gecographic areas with correspondingly
different unified commands. General Marshall stressed
unification of the entire Pacific¢ fheater under a single
commander. The intent was to provide a foceal polint for
command and control of all U.S. forces and assets in the
theater. Although uhification of the theater, as envisioned
Sy General [larshall, wau clearly an impor+ant issue, the
genesls of the command and control problem lay Iin another
set of 1ssues. Much of the command oproblem during World War
I{ stemmed from service rivalry and parochialism within the
varlous service'components of thy unified commands.

By April 1943, the Joint Chilefs »f Staff had
promulgated JCS Directive 263/2/D which specified unified
command procedures for U.S. Joint Operations.3 The JCS
¢directive was intended to provide a basis for centralized

iommand and control by the unifled commanders. The degree
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to which the directive was observed, however, variled wildely
among the unlifiad commdnds. In a letter to the War
Department describing the command philosophy espoused by the
unified commander of the South Paclfic Force, the Army
component commander (Lieutenant General Millard F. Harmon)

wrote:

Admiral Halsey stressed the principle of a single
force. He emphasized to all services and to all
‘senlor commanders that the misslion of the South
Paclfic Force was to defeat the Japanese forces,
that no single arm or service had a preponderance
of interest in this mission, and that all arms and
services musf_:,. be welded into and fought as a single
force ., . . . '

From the moment of his assumption of command,;}

The thrust of Admiral Halsey's comments were clear;
however, the ‘execution of that philosophy was a distinctly
different matter. In the same letter to the War Department,
Lieutenant General Harmon stated:

No real air organization existed and 1t was /
necessary for me to augment General Twining's
scaff by transfer from my own headguarters
and from units within the area. There was no Air
Force Service Command . ... ASs a ¢onseqguence, it
was necessary for my headquarters to carry much of
the administrative and supply burden for the
Thirteenth A%r Force over a considerable period of
time . . . . .

The dichotomy betwe=n phllosophy and execution is
obvious, and history 1s replete with examples of a similar

nature.

18



POST WORLD WAR II

The problem in 1944 was twofold: firsc, the

necessity to unify the Pacific theater under one commander;

and second, the need to claprify 1 authority,
responsibllity, and command relationships among the

components of the unl s. The first problem was

initially addressed only after Japan's surrender in 1945.

As a consequence of recommendations developed during the
war, "the National Security Act of 1947 unified the armed
forces under a single Department of Defense."® 1In the

meantime, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had begum reorganizing
i e,

R S

the unified commands in the Pacific through the promulgation
-~ - T ————
of JCS Directive 1259/27. The dlrective became formally
T T T

effective on 1 January 1947, and established three
SRS AR e

S ——

regionally oriented unified commands in the Pacific:

Commander-In-Chief Far East (CINCFE) - General MacArthur;
. e
Commander~In-Chief Pacific (CINCPAC) - Admiral John Towers;

. T i,
and Commander-In~Chief Alaska (CINCAL) - Llestenant General

Ruegg. The Chilef of S U.S. Army, was designated the
executive agent for the Far East and Alaska Commands, and

the Chief of Neval Operations as the executiwe agent t'or tue
.....-.-——"—_-_-_-“-‘_—— c]

Pacific ﬂ.mand.7 The second problem, that of clarifying
authorlty, responsibility, and relatlomships of the

component commands, awalted satisfactory resolution.

19



As the war effort wound ddwh, international
attention flocused on economic recovery, recoﬁstruction, and
the occupatiop and administration of the defeated nationﬁ.
In the Pacific, the ortentation was-primarily on Japan, and )
to a lesser degree, Korea, Aleng with the new neacetime
mission came new command relationshipa and organizations to
accommodate the requirements of administration and
occupation.8 Although the unified commands remained stable,
reorganization within the unified commands was dramatic,
pafticularly in the Par East Command where General MacArthur
had been charged with establishing a democfétic government

in Japan.

KOREAN WAR

Although World War II hid been brought *to a
s'tceesgful conclusion, conflicting ideologicél coﬁmitments
to communism and democracy found expressiocn In the form of a
"eold war." The cold war heated up in June 1950 when
Cbmmunist North Korea attacked south of the 38th paralilel
ipdl;he United Naticns, under its new charter, came to the
21d of the Republic of-Korea.g By 7 July, a Unite. Nations
Ccmmahd under General Douglas MacArthur had been formed as a
geparate unified command of Unlted Nations forees under the
direction of the United States.lo While the unified and
cumponent command structures In the Pacific were destlned to

¢1ange 1n the future, the establishment of the United

20



Natlons Command intrcduced a new factor into the command

relationships equation which would further confuse <he

l1ssue. By mid July 1951, Korean Presidcnt Syngman Rhee Qbaskﬁ

e
asked General MacArthur to assume control of Scuth Korean
e
forces in addition to the Unlted Nations forces already

commanded by MacArthur. Control of South Korean-ground

forces was subsequently passed from General MacArthur to

Lieutenant General Walton Walker, Commander, Eighth U.S.

Army. In essence, & Combired Forces Command, alchough not

formally designated as such, had in fact been established.

—t

In June 1951, a Soviet delegation speaking on behalf of
el At

Communist China and North Korea, proposed to the United

Nations that a cease-fire be ordered and that armistice
negotiations be 1nitlated. After almost two years of
. negotiation, deébate, and cease-fire violatlons, the
armistice agreement was signed in PanmunJom on 27 July 19&3,
ASimultaneously, the Commander—In-Chief, United Nations
Command (CINCUNC) was given responsibility for the
observance and enforcement of the agreement. From a U.S.
perspective, a more significant devzlopment saw CINCUNC

charged with responsibility for the external deflense of the

Republlc of Korea. That responsibllity was made non-

transferable from U.S. hands as long as the agreemenﬁj
11

The die had now heen cast: any

remained In effect.
future reorganization of the command structure in the

Pacific would be tied to the United Nations' armistice

y 21



agreement, The U.S. military community had lost its
authority to initiate unilateral reorganization efforts
which would alter the United Nations role of the senior U.S.

Army commander in the Republlc of Korea.

POST KOREAN WAR

Within the Far East Command, the organizations,
missions, roles, and command relationships of the component
and subordinate commands remained in a constant state of
change. Changes were 1nit1a1iy necessary to support the war
effort In Korea, and later, to oversee the armistice \
agreement and uneasy peace in that country. Change also 7
facilitated the continued reconstruction of Japan and the
adminigstration of 1its government. By 1956 the
reorganization movement gathered momentum, but the focus was

e

now at the unified command 1evg}. The U.S5. Secretary of

Defense had directed the disestablishment of the Far East

Command and corcered that the unified command -
responsibilities assigned to Far East Command be transferred

— . 12
to the Commander-In-Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC). The

disestablishment of CINCFE was intended to settle sever
{EEEEg#;g_ggg_Ea:_Easz_:_EaglilQ_ansas:

- resolve the problems of divided responsibllities

for U.S. miggigﬂg which were not readily divisible by

geograpnic areas. >

22



- provide command and ccatrol of limited U.S. forces
' ' 14

responsible for contingencies in a widespread area.
A —————— . =

-~ ¢larify command and control of bhageg and

[ .

logistical facilities within the Pacific theater.

As the 1956 reorganization stﬁdy developed, the U.S.

military cdmmunity began to grapple with the problems of

p— e i

gpraveling the complicated command stru@gpre.which had been

establlshed to meet U.3. obligations in'Kbrea. Brigadier
General Davi& W. Gray, Director of Operations, ODCSOPS, was
able to forecast in a2 letter to thg Commandant of the
Command and General Staff College that CINCUNC would be

e
retained as a separate major command, headed by the senlor

U.8. Army commander in Korea. He :lso stated that "Due to
the peculiarity of the United Natiors.Command, which has no
parallel arransement'ﬁnder éhe military establishment, the
Executivé Agency to whom CINCUNC will bhe résponsible has not
heen determined.“16

By 1957 the unified command and control structure In
= o220 R B

éhe Pacific theater had beggn_;gﬁgggg&iige. T™he Commander-
In—Chig{L#&;ggggk also designated Commander, Alaskan NORAD
Region, began to orchestrate the efforts of subordinate
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Maving headquarters in Alaska.
As CINdAL he was responsible to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
for the "security of Alaska, and for the support of forces’
of other unified and specifled commands operating through,

or within Alaska. As the Commander, Alaskan NORAD
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Reglon, he was also assigned responsibility "for early
warning of alr attacks against the North American continent

and for the ailr defense of Alaska."18

With Alaskan Comman ocused on the Continental
United States and the Far East Command aholished, the

Pacific area was finally taking shape as a unifiled

organization under a single commander.

Within the Pacific Command, component services
continued reorganization in an effort to conform to the new
unifled command structure. iﬁlﬁ;ﬂf}i_iﬁizi_fhe U.5. Army
established Headquarters, U.S. Army, Pacific (USARPAC) in

Hawall as the Army component commander to CINCPAC. USARPAC

exercised command and control over all U.5. Army forces in

- ——

the Pacific theater. The subordinate elements at that time

—
included the U.3. Army, Hawali; Elghth U.5. Army, Korea;

e —————

'U.S. Army, Japan; and the U.S. Army Ryuku Islands/IX Corps
_/__,__.-———-""""_""‘——-—-——-—— —
19

in Okinawa.
f—_ﬂ_‘—

VIETNAM CONFLICT

By 1950 the United States had become involved in a

small military assistance mission in Socuth Vietnam. By

1962, U.S. involvement had lnereased substantially.

Headquarters, U.S. Military Assistance Command, Vietnam

(MACV) was established in Salgon in February 1962 and was

e et P e e s

designated a separate subordinate unifled command reporting

through CINCPAC to the Jolnt Chiefs of Stafgﬁo In 1965,

. 24



1369

U.S. Army, Vietnam (USARV) "was placed directly under

USARPAC for command, while remaining under the operational
% -—-""'_'_—.-'_—-_"—

command of MACV for the duration of the conflictﬁal At

i
this time, General William C. Westmoreland commanded both

MACV at the subunified command levél and USARV at the Army
component-command level. As the Commander, MACV he also

exercised operational control of Air Force, Navy, and Marine

forces through their senlor commanders. The variety and

I

complexity of MACV missions required the 1incremental

establishment of an intricate command and control structure.

Although the structure was conflusing, 1t apparently worked
well for General Westmoreland. In an after—action report he
stated:

although the lines of authority ran to me in
several different ways, I was able to provide unilty
of command for the entire American military effort
in South Vietnam, and also to give my personal
attention to the entire range of advisory, combat,
and support activi&ies embraced by our compitment
te South Vietnam.

Alr Force and naval operations weire particularly complex

—

with CINCPAC controlling missions north of the Demilitarized

Zone angd MACYV ccntrol south side. On

the surface such an arrangement appears to be unworkable

—_—
when dealing with limited assets; however, the [lexibility
e st sttt

éEEEEEEEE_BffcINCPAC made these arrangements far less rigild

25



than they would appear on a command and contrel diagram.
General Westmoreland went on to say:

In an emergency and upon my request, CINCPAC would

. divert all necessary alr and naval capabilitiles to
priority targets selected by me. When the enemy
mounted a major offensive in the area of the DMZ,
Admiral Sharp {(CINCPAC) passed to my control all
alr operations in the southern panhandle of Neorth
Vietnam, beczuse thls area was in fact part of the
extended battlefield. . . . On other occasions alir
operations in South Vietnam were curtalled for
short periods in order to add to the welght of the
effort against high priority targets in the north.
This arrangement permitted full agg effective use
of our air and naval capabilities.”

General Creighton W. Abrams replaced General
Westmoreland in 1968 and found the command and control

arranzZements to be less responsive.

VIETNAM DRAWDOWN

After the military wlthdrawal from Vietnam, the U.S.

Arny bhegan to assess the layering of large headquarters

which had been allowed to take place during thé Vietnam era
when manpower was not a eritical issue. Along with
retrenchment came the realization that the large command and
cortrol structure and the Vietnam-oriented logistilcal
support bases in the Pacific were’costlx in dollars and

manpower. Emphasis shifted to the reduction of manpower

——

spices and ways to improve the "tooth=to—t21l" raties which

delracted from the avallabllity of manpower in combat units.
General Abrams, who had commanded U.S. forces in

Scuth Vietnam for much of the conflict perlod, had wiltnessed
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firsthand the problems associated with reporting through and
relying on a higher headquarters gecgraphlcaliy removed from

the scene of conflict. He was appointed the U.3. Army Chief

of Staff in 1972 and found himself in a position to

el

influence the U.S. Army command and control structure with

which he had dealt for several years. A recent study
oo =l

conducted by the U.S. Army War College, Strategic Studles

Institute (SSI), comments that:

S —

U§AE£AQ~maauiuﬁﬁﬂépliﬁh&lﬁg_gé_QggngELiﬁlgs
with the Eighth US Army (EUSA) In Korea and
Army, Japan {(USARJ), concurrently established as
MACOM's, USARPAC's disestablIshment. ., . . with the
ostensive purpose of saving manpower spaces. In
Fhet, A SEVINGEvr-oVer 300 spaces resuited from
changes assoclated with the reorganization.
Nonetheless, interviews have convinced the study
team that the declslon resulted at least partially
from a conviction that headguartes In Hawall would
gg,ﬁg;mﬁa_:nﬁngtﬁing“rafﬁ??“fﬁan a directive role
n future wars. It was envisioned as the beginning

a move toward future establishment of a more
responsive zgperational headquarters in NEA and
SEA . . . .

Headquarters, USARPAC was replaced by two smaller

headquarters located in Hawail; U,S. Army GINCPAC Support

——————— e,

Group &andaU.S. Army Support Command, Hawaii? CINCPAC

Support Group was designated a Department of the Army Fleld

———

Operating Agency with the mission of providing liaison,

advice, and asslstance to the Commander-In—Chief, Pacifiec.’

U.5. Army Support Command, Hawaii, a FO@§f0 t, was

designated the senior Army headquarters im Hawall and was

responsible for the command and support of assigned and

attached FORSCOM elements in PACOM.27 U.S5. Army, Japan and
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Eighth U.3S. Army in RKorea were separate MACOMs and did not

fall under the purview of U.S. Army Support Command, Hawail.

THE PRESENT SITUATION
- Shortly after this reorganization, U.S. Army CINCPAC
Support Group began to express cpncérn that the Army in the
Paciflc did not have an equal volce in Joint matters because

there was no real U.S5. Army com tcommand to CINCPAC.

Additipnally, there was cqgiigerable staff friction between

U.3. Army Support Command and U.S. Army CINCPAC Su

Group. Projects as simple as coordinating an itinerary for

aeEJELnggx_EEBQEEEEP.Person)'to visit the 25th Infantry.

Division became major staff féaﬁs‘in view of the prevailing

frigtion.

Again, the Army studied the couamand relations in

' PACOM, and reorganization was in full swing by 1979. On 23

March 1979, Headquarters, U.S. Army Western Command
w-.._________

(WESTCOM) was activated to fill the void that CINCPAC
el Netalalih g
Support .Group said had been created by the disestablishment

~ of USARPAC 1in 1974, WESTCOM was formed by combining CINCPAC

Support Group with elements f~om U.S. Army Support Command,

and was Initlally commanded by a Major Qanral. During this

phase of the reorganization the WESTCOM commander still

lacked rank parity with the other service c¢component
— —

commanders of CINCPAC; in fact, he was also outranked by the

_other two MACOM commanders in Japan and Korea. %® In terms
28
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of an equal voice 1n the joint arena, little had really been
accomplished. '

The resurrection of USARPAC, 1in the form of WESTCOM,

was only the first step in a three-step process which would

Eyentually subordinate USARJ and EUSA to the new Army
J e e PR e L

component in PACOM. - At the end of the reorganization

process, scheduled te take place over several years, WESTCOM

would have the full command and control authority of an Army

qQmEEEEEEﬂ;g;&4n+¥FL&Q_ggﬂg§g~. The status of WESTCOM as

the Army component for the Paciflc theater was clearly

contingent on the execution of all three phases of the
reorganization plan. As mentloned earller, the
reorganization did not proceed as planned due to last minute

political intervention. The CINCPAC Terms of Reference,

Awhiclh define the responsibilitlies of compofient and
subordinate unii'ied commands, defined WESTCGM as "the US
Army Component Commander to CINCPAC (less the geographical

areas of Japan and Korea)." Thils geographical caveat 1s not

included in the responsibility statements which address the
—/\ T e e i
air and naval components of CINCPAC. It is thils truncated

——

authority which has become the focal point of Army interest
\-_—_'-— _—_'-'-\-——__-’____,_._.____
in PACOM since 1979, Occasional excursions by WESTCOM to
\_____\‘ )

circumvent thiz caveat have been met with strong resistance

by the Army commanders and staffs in Korea and Japan.

29
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It should be noted at this point, however, that the

responsibility ZTor WETT ' ttempts to dabble In the

affailrs of the other Pacific MACOMs must be QEEFEa*wtth~

&ggquarters, Departmgﬂﬁ_gg_ghe,Anmy_LﬂQDA). Although 1t is
not within the purview of HQDA to promulgate "Organization

and Functions Manuals" for MACOMs outside of the continental
United States, it is ciearly incumbent upon Department of
the Army to delineate, in writing, specific missiqns,
responsibilitieg, and lines or.authoricy!coor&inatidn for
its subordinate MACOMs. Certalin actions, or in some cases
inactions, by HQDA in the past havs only served to aggravate
the already tense relationships between the Pazific MACOMs.
LSpecifically, Department of the Army has:

= published Army Regulation 10~1 which ocutllnes the

et T

organization and functions of Headquarters, WESTCOM. No

such DA promulgated regulation exists for [ g
such, there 1s no clear ti etween the respomsibilities of

the three Paciflic MACOMs.

-~ allowed Department of the Army Operating

Instructions for the Pacific (DAOI-PAC) to expire. Although
this document was designed spgcifically to delineate the.

army-to—-army relationships in PACOM, 1t explred shortly
- — .
before the activation of WESTCOM, and there have been no

————

attempts by HQDA since then to update those 1mstruct£9§§.

- given taclt approval of several W@gﬁgomfaﬁtions‘

which infringe on the responsibilitles and tnitiatives of
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the other Pacific MACOMs. Specific examples are the USARJ

e e —

Initiated bilateral exchanggmggtivitigg,nhinh_g;ghgggg}nely
briefed to visitors by WESTCOM as a part of WESTCOM's
Pacific Armies Liaison and Exchangq_igﬂggzl_zzggzgm; and
USARJ initiated bilateral exercises which are similarly

R

briefed by WESTCOM as a subordinate part of their

e

training/exercise program. A visitor who wventures no

e i,

further 1into the_;gcific than Hawaii (the location of

‘WEsTCOM headquarters) is likely to depart with the
impresslion that WESTCOM is, in'iact, USAﬁPAC by another
name, and is fully regponsiblg fﬁr orchestrating the
activities of the other Paclfic VMACOMs, regardless of
geographical caveats. |

While Pquect Pacific Phoenlx was preparing to

revamp the Army command structure in the Pacific, another

reorganization was in progress Iin Kored, the activation of

a - orces Command. Although there 1s some

dlsagreement cover the number of "hats" the CINC in Korea
ol s e
his paper, he wor

really wore, for the purpose of this paper, he wore four:

CINC Unlted Nations Command, CINC Combined Farces Command,

Commander U.S. Forces Korea, and Commander Eighth U.S. Army.
‘"he most significant aspect aiscclated with the actlvation
»f Combined Forces Command (CFC) is that the authority of
JINCCPFC excteeds the authority of the Commander, U.S. Forces,

Korea., fThis creates a "situation where a U.,S.. general
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officer has operational control cver another nation's

t‘orces.“27

CINCCFC recelves operational guldance and strateglc
direction from_ . the = 111 Committee

establisiped by the CFC 'Strategic Directive 1'
QIN%gﬁgméif the Senignwﬂshmgggggkxvpfficer assigned
teo_Korea) communicates ectly with the US
tionai Co d anH'THﬁE?EFi‘Authority (JCS plus
e NCA) of the United States on_binational
matters, The exiastence of these direct
communications channels and & broad continulng
mission requiring executlion by significant forces
of two or more services and necessitating single
strategic direction havgaresulted in a de facto
unified command in XKorea.” ’

The establishment of a direct link from the commander on the

D s e T S

ground to the National Command Authorlty has created much

uncertainty regarding the role of CINCPAC during conflict.

It would appear that CINCPAC will bscome & supporting

commander to CINCCFC. An article in Defense/8Bl magazine
points out this uncertainty with the following narrative:

While the JCS Pub 2 has remalned basically
unaltered since 1958, there have been ccntinual
chansasﬁin_aggggﬁlnﬁhazﬂ%gggges, resulting from
experlence 1.1 the Vlietnam War and irom a numbter of
crises., Among these crises were US intervention
in the Dominican Republic in 1965, the Middle East
- Wars of 1967 and 1973, capture of the Pueblo 1in
1968, and evacuation of American personnel from
Saigon 1in 1975, selzure of the Mayaguez the same

Year nd the Korea tree cutting incident of
1976.2%" ‘ | |

The activation of Combined Forces Command further confused

the already compllicated command structure In Korea, and

additionally reduced the Jlatlitude of the U.S, military

authorities to alte PACOM.
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The command and control structure In PACOM now

nonsists of CINCPAC with three component commands ‘although

the authority of the Army component has geographic

limitations) and two subordinate unified commands; one in
p——————— . e —

'Korea (U.S. Forces, Korea) and one in Japan (U.S. Porces,

Japan). Reporting to each of these subordinate unified

ey, -

commands are a series of service compbonent commands, most of

which oversee the operation of several smaller headquarters
"of thelr respective services. Appendix 3 provides a

_detalled explenration of current command arrangements in the

Pacific theater. A thorough comprehension of these

arrangements 1s essentlial to understanding both the
reorgani;ation alternatives discussed in the next chapter

and the conciusions provided in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER III
REORGANIZATION STUDIES: 1978 TO PRESENT

The previous two-chapters have outlined the
frequency of reorganization efforts in the Pacific
{(primarlily U.3. Army oriented), and to a lesser degree have
emphasized scme of the military and political considerations
which have preclpitated the constant alteration of command
relationsnips in the theater. This chapter focuses on the
current piroblem and solutions to that problem offered by
various study recommendations since 1978.

Wihen one considers the adminlstrative effort,
manhours, and cost assoclated with the conduet of a major

reorganization study project, the resources allocated to

.

study Pacific command relationships since 1978 have been

'staggering. Most of the studlies have involved travel from

?E;‘Uﬁited States to several Pacifilc countries by twoi:r
more study team members. Thnose study'projeets ﬁhich were
mandated or contracted by government officialsfagencies were
alsc preceded Ly a requlrement for the headquarters involved
to provide supr vt and assistance. More significantly, each
of the final studlies has been reviewed by the headquarters

involved, and extensive comments (often the scale of

"counter-studlies") have been staffed, prepared, and
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forwarded for consideration or, as 1s generally the case, in |
rebuttal.

While it 15 axiomatic¢ that the elements of power in
the Pacific reglion are dynamic, there 1s some doubt that the
degree of change haé been sufficient to warrant reassessment
on the scale witnessed since World War II, or even sSlnce
1978. That 1s not to say that military and political
leaders sho&ld adopt a policy of "neglect"” or "stagnation”
in the Paclfic region; however, 1t is to say that a decision
"not to decide" or to "pliecemeal the solution™ only
unnecessarlly exacerbates the frictibn;‘uncertainty, and
turmoill which already exist in Paci?ic cdmmanﬂ and cohtrol
relationships.

In genceral, each of the mijJor studies conducted
rince 1978 has presented vali& facts and detailed
assessments of current problems and conslderatlions. In
general, the same facts, problems, and conslderations are
duplicated in each of the studies. The situation has been
reviewed so many times 1in what appears to be a never—-ending
study process, that the military headquarters in the Pacifle
and other agencles would be hgrd pressed to uncover new data
which would suddenly lead to a panacea.

Although the plethor: of studies conducted since
1978 generally agree in substance, conclusions and
recommendations differ widely. Followlng is a review of key

points made by each of the five major studies since 1978:
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: WIAK?
STUDY 1 ~ PROJECT PACIFIC PHOENIX (P3): | PUV¢yN

Thls study was sponsored by the Department of the
Army, Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations and was published by
U.8. Army CINCPAC Support Group in March 1978.1 While the
study made many recommendations regarding the transfer of

functions and facilities in PACOM, the principal thrust of

the study was tb reestablish USARPAC and to return to the

commnand and control structure which had existed prior to the
dlsestablishment of USARPAC In 1974. At least that was the
thrust in the Jjoint context; 1in the Army-only environment,
the recommended changes were far more substantlve.

Although the proposed structure would have been
functional, it could only be expected to operate as
marginélly as it did prior to 1974. From an objective
viewpoint,{the major reason the proposal failed was "bad

timing." Beglinning in 1974, the Tuited States militar

began a massive long-term incremental troop reduction in the
‘m

Paciflic theater. In 1977, U.S. troocp reductions in Korea
‘-..____‘_.__--'_

, . )
were 1nitlated and, by the time the P3 study appeared in

1978, America's major Pacific allies were acutely attuned to
the potenti act _that U.3, withdrawals would have on

regional security. The establlshment of an Army component

command in Hawail, almost 3,500 miles from Northeast Asia,

et et

to replace a major Army command headquarters being withdrawn
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from Korea did little to demonstrate U.S. resoive and
commitment ﬁo any Pacific nation, particularly Korea and
Japan.

When the political and military atmosphere of 1978
1s compared with the environment 1n the Pacifie today, one

finds that there are several factors which have changed
e e

appreciably over the past five years. When the U.5. fully
intended to wlthdraw troops from the Republlic of Korea, the
concept of combining Headauarters, Eighth U.S. Army with the
new Army component command in Hawail may have indeed had
merit. With no ground forces in Korea, an Army headquarters 7
on the Korean peninsula would be difficult to Justify,
particularly in viéw of congressional pressure to reduce the
layering of unnebessary headquarters in the theater. The
obvious solution, g1Vcn.that ground combat Porces would \
‘leave the peninsula, was to move Headquarters, EUSA to |
Hawail. This would permit personnel space savings bny
merging Headquarters, EUSA with the new Army <component, and

would also demonstrate to the Republlc of Korea that EUSA

had not really abandoned the Pacific altogether. Another

consideration in the 1978 time frame was that U.,S.-Japan

bilateral military activities were of 1ittle import. Until

1978, 1little overt progress had been made in bilateral

training and contingency planning; however, the embers had
T —tay — -

SR ——)

hQEE;EEEEEEﬁEnd the kettle was sufflclently warm to interest

both U.S. and Japanese statesmen; ergo, the eventual
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political 1nterveﬁtion which s¢ .. ned Project Pacific
Phcenizx. . '

Since 1978, both of these factors, which were major
considerations in Project Paci!flc Phoenix, have changed.
The plan to withdraw U.S. troops from.Koreﬁ was abandoned
and'tLS.—Japan bllateral military cooperation has expanded
significantly. One can l-glcally conclude that the initlal
rationgle for implementing Froject Paclfic Phoenizx,

execluding parochial interests, has been overcome by events.

—— | —  — ——p————cy - A——— tr—

the Army's Future Role 35]%&3 Pancific:

This study was done by Colorz2l Ward M. Lebardy and
published in June 1978. This was.an individual study
pﬁoj;at written as an article for publication ard 1t to some
extent reviewed the economic, nolitliecal, and miiitary
interests of the United States in the Pacifie theater. The
author clearly outlined the sensitivities of our allles
regarding the withdrawal of U.S. ground forces from Korea
aﬁd Asian percéptions of our E.ropean interests.at the
expense of islan reglonal sedufity. Colonel Lehardy made
2

five specific recommendations:’

1 - Reestablish USARPAC.

2 - DQE}gnate three divisions as "Pacific—orienteg"

frces.
-ﬁ‘-—n——'
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3 - Establish ' for IX

Corps. ,
T

b - Exenci9e—Ea91zin_ngnzznsanné—plana_gn_aﬁik:uu&zua
bagis.

5 - Increase the use of small, elite training teams
. B SN
where indigenous f m. ‘
Although Golonel Lehardy devoted a major portlon of
his study to political sensitivities and the significance of

3 his

a U.S. ground force presence in the Pacific,
recommended command and control structure essentlally

paralleled the P3 study. That 1s, he advocated

'2

reestablishing US C. As was the c¢ase with Project'

Paciflec Phoenilx, the establishment of USARPAC, troop
strength reductlion in Korea, and the assoclated
subordination of the U.S5. Army headquarters in Japan and

Korea would only serve to diminish the military signifilcance

of Northeast Asia.

The recommendation to resurrect WSARPAC presents a
unique dichotomy when compared with the other
recommendaticns of the Lehardy study. The scope of country
and reglonal contingency planning conducied 1iIn the theater
iz limited almost exclusively tolJapan and Korea; therefore,
Lehardy's recommendations relative to camtingency planning
focus on Northeast Asia by default, The need to designate
"Pacific—oriented" forces, to establish a clear mission for

IX Corps {located in Japan), and to exercise contingency
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plans rrequéntly all give the illuslon of 1Increasing the
Importance of Japah and Korea. If the reestablishment of
USARPAC contravenes a demonstration of UB.5. resolve in
Neortheast Asia, one might conclude that Colonel Lehardy was
suggesting that the U.5. attemp® =n appease Northeast Asian
concerns with some sort of t..de.off: specifically,
although the strength of U.S5. ground forces in the region
would be reduced, the U.35. could replace it w;th a
"perception” of renewed interest. The hard facts are that
the 1llusion of renewed interest is a poor substitute for
irn-place ground combat forces which sérve as a "trip wire"

for reglonal defense.

STUDY 3 - U.S. STRATEGY IN NORTHEA/T ASIA:

Like Project Pacific Phos:nix, this was also a DA

' DCSOPS sponsored study. The study was conducted by Stanford

Research Institute (SRI) in Palo Alto, Californla and was

[ am——e

“published in June 1978. The final report consists of a
\"-__r—'—-..._
basic unclassified study with an Annex which is c¢lassifiled

:SECRET. The basic study provides an excellent assessment of

the confluence of power ln Northeast Asia and of the

natlonal interests and objectlves of the involved nations.

The substantive recommendations of the study are contained
in the classified Annex. '

Although the classified data will not be
incorporated in this document, the 3SRI study is significant

k2
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not only because it presents the first formal opposition to
resurrecting USARPAC but also because it focuses on the
strateglc significance of Northeast Asia.. Additionally, the

study does not reflect self-serving interests and blased

opinions,
The command and control recommendations 6f the SRI
.
study vary greatly from the recommendationis presented in

Project‘;;:;FIE#;;;;nix and in Colonel Lehardy's study. The
SRI study team carefully and methodlcally analyzed
contemporary lasues and other factors which have altered the
elements of powér in Northeast Asla over the past decade.
Based on that analyslis, the study concludes that

alizat " the U.S. Army in Hawaii would be

detrimental to U.S5., and ally interests in the region. The

—
study provides a clear focus on the emerging significance of

Northeast Asla and the 1mportance for the U.S. to maintaln a
e i e et

balance of power in the Northeast Asian region which

complements U.S. securlty objectives in the Pacific basin.

STUDY 4 -~ THE ROLES, MISSIONS, AND RELATIONSHIPS OF PACIFIC

COMMAND HEADQUARTERS:

Based on a July 1979 request by Congressman Joseph

P. Addabbo, Chalrman of the Subcommittee on Defense,
\-'—'-—_'-__“-——c-

-Committee on Appropriatlion, House of Representatives, the

Government Accounting Office (GAQ) also studied command
~ Jbinald
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relationships in the Pacific. The study was published in
1980. 1Its justification was that the Subcommittee had
T

been informed that with new—eemmumtrattiens,
Washington offizial types of decisions,

further out in the Pacifie.
contingency operational trol

Cco Far Eas ‘
appear that the role of the Commander~In-Chief,
Pacificqis questionable and, possibly, a peacetime
luxury.

Although Congressman'Addabbo had specifically
o]

emphasized the pdssibility of saving perscnnel spaces and

reducing overlapping functions, the potential ramifipatiohs

W
of his question addressesd a much broader 1ssue: the very

ﬁ----T_

existence of the unified command structure in the Pacliflic

theater. The detai ed analysis required to satisfy the
e e 3

Congressman's doubts necessarily extended the scope of the
study to Iinclude the subordinate unified and component

commands of CIMNCPAC. Because GAO had reviewed the Navy and
coaues daY o< LAl

Alr Force components only a short time prior to the
Subcommittee query (Paclific Fleet Headquarters in Febpruary

1977 and Pacific Alr Force Headquarters in February 1979)

P————

—'N—-*-'—‘-‘_"ﬁ-
the present GAQ study focused primarily on PACOM

Headquarters, the subordinate uniflied commands, and on the
Army 1in the Pacifiec. In addressing each of these
headquarters the GAC made three key observations:

1 - The role of CINCPAC had gradually decreased
T —

since 1947;
RSN

4y
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2 - The role of the suiordinate unified commands had _
inerementally increaged;

3 = The merits . of ' resurrecting USARPAC are

questionable.
P P ]

The GAO study team found *hat the role of CINCPAC
—_—

had changed appreciably as a result of the introduction of

e ——— —re
technology, the transition from grant ald security programs

o S
to forelgn military sales, and a gradual Increase in the

ggiponsibilities/sque of operaticnal invelvement of the

subordinate nnifie . In sum, the peacetime role of

CINCPAC had been gradually reduced and the wartime roie had
e — —

e

_Dﬁggmg_ﬂaameuha:_xagge."5_ The GAV study concluded that the

"ehanging world conditions and ongoing reevaluations of

natiocnal strategy ralse questions as to whether the current
Pacifle command structure 1is the most effective one
to meet emerging oroblems {l.e., contingencies, war,
et:c.)."6 Specifically, the role of CINCPAC had changed from ]
"orosecuting the war" to "support and coordination.”

Regérding the q;§lhizgg;gﬁzzgfure in the Pacirie,

the GAOD reporﬁ waﬁJggually explici@: Althnugh the detaills
of the GAQ analysis, coneclusions, and recommendations on the
Army structure remain classlflied, the study team strongly
recommended that the Secretary of Defense @553;“;;;;;;;—:;;
p;BE“Eﬂd cons of the need for a Paciflie~wlde component
headquarters for the Army in Hawa:l.i."7 The GAO study

strongly warned that the reestahbhlishment of Headquarters
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USARPAC, or any form of Army centralizationiin'Hawaii,
brought with it "potentially adverse political

ramifications."8

STUDY 5 = ARMY ORGANIZATION IN PACOM:

This was g_g;nﬁz—Pepert—pnepared by a team from the
Strategic Studles Institute (851), U.3, Army War College,
based on a study directive by the DA DCSOPS. Thé report was

ublished in 1982, bringing the DCSOPS-directed studies on
Army command and control 1n the Pac¢ific to a total of threé
‘since 1978. This report carried with 1t a clear caveat:
This 1s a draft report ..., and as such 1t does
not reflect the official position of the Army War
College or approval of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Operations and Plans, or Department of the
Army, The findings of this report are not to be
construe%,as an official Department of the Army
position. -

Although the SSI study in its draft format does not
represent the official positimm of the Army War College or
Cepartment of the Army, the dep:h of the review 1s exc
only by the GAO report and the content probably surpasses
that of the SRI study in terms of command and control
analysis. While some protagonists fall to recognize the
political significance assoclated with the reorganization of
something as seemingly insignificant as the theater Army
command and control structure, the SSI study portrays the

vivid realities which must be considered.
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The Army organization in PACOM must, at the same

time, be supportive of US diplomatic efforts in the

area. The impact of the statloning of Army florces,

conducting exercises in the region, and location

and authority of Army headquarters on the

perceptions of friends and potentlal adwersaries
" must be recognized.

The Army's principle challenge, then, 1is to
provide an organization in PACOM which is able to
fulfill requirements across the spectrum .of
conflict while supporting {IS diplomatie efforts |
both now and in the f'uture.1

The significance of this study is twofold: first,

(4]

it addresses the strategic Importance of Northeast Asia
vis-a-vis the rest of the Pacific theater, and second, it
recognizes the expanding operational role of the subordinate
unified commands in PACOM, particularly in Kerea.

Regardling Northeast Asla, the SSI study team stated

Traumatic though 1t may be, it must be accepted
that significant 1interests and military power}
rightfully reside in Northeast Asla. Power and
Influence, at least as concerns the Army, must be
shared between command and contrel axes gentered on
both Hawail and Northeast Asila.*

This statement is significant for at least two reasons: the

———

stage is belng set to consider the possiblility of a2 formal
m .

W
ified command in Northeast Asia; and the ‘term "power" has
heast Asla;

——

. been 1introduced in the context of command and control

B e ]
arrangements. It is this very concept of "power" that has
historically nurtured the seeds of parochlafism thrbughout
PACCM, Unfortunately, these seeds have often grown into

major obstacles which impede progress,
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The 3SI conclusions, relative to the expanding 1role
of the subordinate unifiled commands in PACOM, parallel the
findings of the 1980 GAO repért; however, the significance
of this trend 1s explained by the SSI team in far greater
detail. The study concluded that:

The crux of the 1ssue 13 how warfare in the Pacific
is to be directed. If the command and control
structure will be as publicized {(through PACOM),
Army organlzation in the Pe .1fic should be
centralized, and centralize. now. . . . But the
game holds true wilth the lines of command an

control assumed by <*he study team. Since th

Pacific will have dual channels of operationa

guldance and strategic direction flowing from
Washington, the Army headquarters in Korea should
not be gybordinated to the Army headquarters in
Hawaii.l s

To emphasize this point, the study team alsc stated
that "centralizaticn fails to recogﬁize the reality of a de
facto unified command in Korea. This recognition is

wmportant for proper transitloning and the conduct of

1
L1

war.
In the end, the SSI study provided four
recrganization alternatives and detalled the advantages and
¢isadvantages of each course of action. The four "MACOM
alternatives" were: 14 T
1~ Decentralized {essentially maintaining the

2 = Sybordinate USARJ to WESTCOM (the status of EUSA
e X —

would not change);
\..________..-—-——--
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3 -~ Redesignate USARJ as EUSA (Rear), and
—_—'_'\-.__—-‘—"/-M

subordina to EUSA in Korea;

§ = Centralized (this entalls the resurrection of

USARPAC in th COM as originally proposed by
Project Pacific Phoenix). |

Alternative 3 focuses on command and control
relationships betﬁeen USARJ and EUSA and is therefore the
onl& alternative which recognizes the emerging importance of
Northeast Asla; unfoertunately, 1t too fg;;i,ahnn&—ef
addressins the real problem. Assuming that the U.S. Army

—_———

could be an independent variable in the defense equation,

alternative 3 1s the logical stopgap to the compounding
e e el

R
command and control problems of the Army in the Pacific.

Unfortunately, this is a false assumption, the U.S. Army is

>

not an autonomous body in matters of national Zefense. In

accordance with the Naticnal Security Act of i937, the

‘Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, the Unified Command
Plan, and a variety of other documents at the national
level, the U.8. Army, and everylother service component, is
intended to operate as an integral part of the Joint
military structure.

Although the facts presented 1ln the SSI study

support the essentiality of integrated operations 1n the

Joint envirbnment; the reorganization altermatives outlined
//by the study team conspicucusly avelided confronting the

Joint issue. The only apparent rationale for this appreoach
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is that any reorganization which would alter the Jjoint

structure in PACOM would also transcend the "scope” and

"limitations" of the DA DCSOPS study directive.

Department of the Army study directive speciflcally stated
that "recommendations must be feasible and suitaﬁle for
implementation beginning in 1982.“15 Any recommendation (or
alternative leading to a recommendation) directed at
modifying current unified command procedures would require
extensive analysis by the entire clvillan and mllitary
leadership community and would ultimately manifest itself in
the form of Congressicnal mandate.

clearly an effort which would not have been feaslble for

Therefore,

implementation ln the DA DCSOPS specified time span.

of the five studies reviewed:

The

it was

The followling table summarizes key aspects of each

STUDY PUB§§g§ED SPONSOR CENTRALIZATION
P3 1978 DA DCSOPS YES
Lehardy 1978 Individual YES
SRT 1978 DA DCSOPS NO
GAC 1980 Congressional NO
.SSI 1982 DA DCSOPS NO
(draft)

which were both published in the same year (1978). one might

In censidering that DA DCSOP3 sponszored two studiles

50

EETR O P

)



conclude that even the ﬁepartment of the Army was beginniné
to doubt the wisdom of centrallzation in Hawaill. Ir
centralization had become doubtful in 1978, and if political
concerns had étopped centralization‘in 1979, then by mid
1982 (in the wake of the GAO and SSI study recommendations)
cbservers should have concluded that céntralization was a

dated concept.
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CHAPTER IV
THE MAXIMS OF REORGANIZATION

Regardless of the initiatives eventually adopted to
1mp£ove the command and contirol structure in PACOM, there
are several fundamental considerations, or mazims, which
will ultimately determine the success or fallure of any
given course of action. The first maxim is:

- UNITY OF COMMAND IS ESSENTIAL. The significance

of this "principle of war” was as clearly unéerstood by

L in the 19th century as it was by General George

Clausewitz
C. Marshall in 1941 when he expressed to the British Chilefs
" of Staff the need for a single commandér in the Paciflic
theater. Unfortunately, the importance of that principle,
as 1t applies to command relationships in PACOM, has at
times been obscured by the fog of parcchialism and self
interest. "Cgﬁffiiigggign," as suggested by the P3 study,
should be more appropriately conslidered a single method of

— e

achleving "unity of command." It is clearly not the oﬁi}
MM

method, probably ng the best method, and does mot embody 1in
' 2
"

a single word the salient aspects of "unity of command.
A review of the major studles outlined in Chapter
IIT shows that the last three conducted (SRI, GAO, and SSI)

all disagree with the concept of a centralized Army
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coaponent headquarteré in Hawaili., Although the study
publlshe by Colonel Lehardy does indeed recommend
centralization, the facts présented in hils study more
accurately support a "decentralized" Army command and
control structure 1in PACOM. That then leaves the
recommendations of Project Pacific Phoenix to ttand on their
own merit; and it 1s the very merit of that study which is
questionable!

A8 mentioned earlier, the recommendations of Project
Pacific Phoeni: were implementer in.part,-ih 1378. Thas
action led to the ectablishment of WESTCOM in March 1979.
Although P3 was a DA DCSOPS sponsored siudy, it was in fact
published by J.S. Army CINCPAC Supyort Group at Fort
Shafter, Hawall. CINCPAC Support Grour was also the
headquarters which.had earlier'expfessed concernm that the
Army in the Pacific did not have an equal voier in jJoint
matters because there was no "real” U.5. Army component to
CINCPAC. When CIﬁCPAC Support Group forwarded its proposal
to increase the authority and expand the responsibllitles of_
its own headquarﬁers as the Army component to the unified
command, the initiative had little to lose, but a great deal,
to gain. Since the disestablishment of USARPAC in 1974,
CIN PAC Support Group had the mission of providing "liaison,
advice and assistance to CINCPAC, his staff and the PACOM
Servylce component commanders regarding US Army matters of

coilcern within PACOM."3 In addition to these
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responslbilities, U:S.Army_CINCPAC Support Group was also
assigned to assist CINCPAC "in the preparation of CINCPAC
Plans and prepare the US Army plahs to support CINCPAC
contingencies for areas not witinin the geographical-area of
a Pacific MACCM or which transcend MACOM areas." 4

With that as a mission, no one questioned the need

for CINCPAC Support Group to exist, and its future (in terms

of the status quo) was never at stake, The question then

arose over what would bte galned by elevating CINCPAC Sd%port
Group to component command status? The answer given by
CINCPAC Support Group was that the new arrangement would put
tlie Army on an equal footing with the otker two service
componenty 1in fhe Pacific and would provide centralized
unlty of command; stripped of its military vernagular, the

L_____._...
phrase actually means "prestige" and “power.” As a

- - —

compenent to the unified command, CINCPAC Support Group
could logically expect to be endowed with the same degree of
influence and authority held by Headquarters, USARPAC when
1t was the Army component to CINCPAC., In thls regard,
CINCPAC Support Group would be elevated from a Department of
the Army Field Cperating Agency (FOA) to a full major Army
command (MACOM). As the new component to CINCPAC, and as a
MACOM headquarters, CINCPAC Support Group could expect the
other tws MACOMs in Japan (USARJ) and Korea (EUSA) to become

subordinate,. With the expanded area ol 1nfluence and
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increase in command and control responsibilities, the next

"logical step in the process would bhe to upgrade the rank of

the commander, incrementally, to four-star General: that
would also ensure parity with the alr and naval components %:%aﬁ
to CINCPAC. Surely the commander of U.S. Army CINCPAC be%€;$b@

Support Group must have consldered those possibllities when

he initiated his reorganization proposal. ¢ bﬂ‘zrﬁ
Parochial interests in this c;se are clear: CINCPACl h&f»Mﬁvyw
Support Group stood to gain in all a}eas. But what about 7 “;w‘ N
Eighth U.5. Army in Xorea and U.S. Army Japan? CINCPAC N H)@ywl_i
Support Group had no monopoly on pardchialism§ EUSA and ( %;;?fﬁsﬂ
i -

USARJ stood to lose their_MACOM'status as they became 4o |
subordl- ite to the-new Army cémrpnent to CINCPAC. From
self Iinterest perspective, USARJ and EUSA were faced with
possible sgstaff reductions (hoth in numbers and rank ]
structure) and a downgrading in the rank of the EUSA and
USARJ commanders. More importantly, loss of MACOM statﬁs,
along with the transfer of MACOM responsibilities, would
preclude direct dialogue between EUSA, USARJ and other
MACOMs, not to mention Department of the Army,

The decision to 1mpos= an additional reporting 1ayer'
(WESTCOM) hetween the other two Pacific MACOMs and the "rest
of the Army" carried with i several negative aspects. From
an operational perspective, any addlitional layer in the
command channel would encumber and diluté commﬁnications

essentlal for staff cocordination and rapld decisions, Thils
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consideration was particularly vital in view of the

resurgence of bllateral contingency planning which was

beginning to take place in both Korea an. Japan.

Representatives from the United States and Japan had Ja;%

signed the 1978 Defense Guldellnes, and for the first time

ever, military to~military bilateral planninghggggived

authorization. The next few years would prove that the

T s

ablility of the USARJ staff to coordinate directly with

Department of the Army and other MACOM staff representatives

markedly enhanced responsiveness of the U,S. Army in Japan.
e

A similar sense of urgency began to emerge in Korea at about

the same time. The J System (JOPS)

had evolved from the use of "notional" forces to actual

units which would be available to¢ support speciflce

contingency operations. As the Army ataff in Korea began to
AR
restructure the Time-FPhased Force Deployment Lists (TPFDL)

e ———

which supported anticipated contingencles, direct

coordinatlon and responsive decilsions by a varlety of Army

agencles outslide Korea was essentlal. The speed of

coordination between EUSA and representatives from FORSCOM,
DA, and cther Involved MACOMs-allowed an expeditious and
efficlent translition. This same coordination would become
even more critical during an actual crisis.

Operational consideration 1s only one major facet

which militates against "layering" the Army command and
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control structure in PACOM, A second, and equally as

important consideration, 13 the lmpact on U.3. allies. The

P —
Japan Ground Sell Defense Force (JGSDF) Headquarters,

located in Tokyo, is the equivalent df”ﬁeadquartera,

———

Department of the Army in Washingtoh, D.C.; each 1s the army

headquarters in thelr Ve countries. Although the

JGSDF 15 equivalent to DA, ita direct counterpart for
M‘*"—— et e s e 81

is Headquarters, USARJ. As a MACOM commander, the

it ———

Commanding General of USARJ has beern vested with the
m

authority to represent the U.S. Army in Japan, and to make

Ff‘”ﬁEzﬂhions on behalf of DA which support U S. Army

obJectives in that country. For declsions beyond his
— T

purview, the USARJ Commander 3serves as a direct
T —

communications link between the JGSDF and the U.S. Army

i

infrastructuge. Although this system has proven

ki

exceptlionally effective for aspeed and accuracy of

information exchang=d, the real merit of the syatém 1s that
1t recognizes and accommodates the positlon of the JGSDF as
a co~equal partner in defense matters with the U.3. Army.
This is extremely 1mportant to the progress of millitary-to=
military relationships between the United States and Japan.
While these are all valld considerations, their
degree of 1importance remalns theoretical until proven

B e S .
otherwlse; therefore, the impact of viclating these

considerations 1s difficult to measure, and even more
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difficult to "sell." As a result, parqchial interests tend

to become the first line of a rather elE;I;;_E;EEHEET”"““i>

While parochial issues in Hawail centered around

"prestige" and "power"” (in a varlety of forms), parochialism

in Japan and Korea issued from "command survivability."

EUSA and USARJ countered primarily with political

considerations‘(some valld and some ﬁot), while CINCPAC
Suppbe*aFEUF'espoused the merits of "ﬁnity of command."
The arguments on both sides were strong; however, as
mentlioned earlier, 1t was difficult tp determine the
valldity of opposing viewpoint; because much of the
potential impact was theoretical. _‘ |

History 1is replete with efidencg and philosophies
supporting "unity of command"; lowever, fhe impact of
politieal_considerations at any gilven point along the time
spectrum is an intangible ractor, The situation favored
CINCPAC Support Group's proposal to centralize. An
agdggigggl_géﬂglgig_fg_fgsA and USARJ was the death of

General Creighton Abrams, who was largely responsible for
et Sy

the Q}sestablishmgnt of the centralized Arm;ﬁﬁ;é&qﬁarﬁé;s
Qgﬁﬁﬁfﬂgl_inﬂlalﬂéﬁ As & result, the military opponeuts of
centralization counted one less asset. When all contenders
emerged from the dispute, ti¢ reorganization proposal 6f
CINCPAC Support Grcup had wen! Or had 1t? Clearly the

victors had falled to difrerentiate_centralization fggﬂ
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unity of command, but what about the political
considerstions? This leads to the second maxim:

- POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS ARE PARAMOUNT. The

impact of political considerations on Project Pacific
Phoenlx makes 1t almosat axiomatic that changes 1In command
relationships must be informed by political objectives.

More significantly, any such pro . - rly by a

single service, must be carefully coordinated within the
\______,_,--'———"-—7‘."

T — e

joint arepa (from JCS through the subordinate unified

commands), and must receive the full support and assistance
T — e -

of the U.S. State Department. In the end, the U.S.

——

Ambassadors of affected nations will be the 1inchpins of

succeas. Embassy staffs moniter politlcal develeopments and

will ultimately be charged with "testing the waters" and
explaining to hosﬁ nation governments the rationale and
impact of a military restructure, Percepuions invoiving
"balance of power," U.S. resolve to defense commitments,
impact on regilonal stability, and "signals" to allled and
belligerent nations wili differ widely and differsnces must
be addressed with absolute resolve. In this regard, falilureo
was the price pald by the proponents of Praject Pacifie
Pheoenix.

Project Pacific Phoenix demonstrated the importance
of including all the participants in the proceedings. There
was é myrilad of politicians and statesmen whose voices

remained to be heard. Lest one forget that the military is
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only an extension of a much larger and mare powerful
political body, fallure to account for politicians and
statesmen caused the Army's independent reorganization
efforts to be indefinitely postponed. 1In reirospect, the
political considerations espoused by USARJ and EUSA must
have indeed been valid. Moreover, these concerns can be
expected to take on even greater significance as U.S.
involvement in bllateral and ccembined planning endeavors
with Japan and the Republie of Korea contiﬁues to increase.
This then leads to the next maxim:

-~ THE WARS OF THE FUTURE WILL BE PROSECUTED ONLY IN

A JOINT CONTEXT. This too is axiomatic in view of current

doctrine and the manner in which recent crises have been
resclved. As mentioned earller, the basis of current
dectrine can be found in the provisions of the National
Security Act of 1947, the Defense Reorganization Act of

1958, the Unifled Command Plan, and JCS Pub 2 (Unifled

Action Armed Forces). From a U.5. Army perspective, the
M

doctrine, guldance, and responsibllities oztlined in the
various nratiocnal and Joint lcvel documesmts have been

synthesized and condensed into a single publication, The
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Department Of The Arhy Manual. This document states that

the Department of the Army
is responsible for the preparatibn of land forces
necessary for the effective prosecution of war
except as otherwlse assigned and, in accordance
with integrated Joint mobilization plans, for the
expansion of the peaceti%e components of the Army
to meet the needs of war.
The statutory role of the Army 13 further defined by the
statement that it 1s the intent of Congress to provide an
Army that 1s capable, in conjJunction with the other armed
forces, of providing for the delense c¢f the United Statesn,
supporting national policiles, ardrimplementing national
obJectives.6 The Army manual acknow?gdges that:
The Armed Forces of the Unlted 3t'ates are orgnanlized
for the performance of milit:i:ry missions into
combatant commands made up ©oi forces from the
various military departments under the opegationazl
command of unified or specifled commanders.’

Simply stated, the Department of the Army 1Las
responsible for providing a combat ready forcte to the
appropriate unified or specified commander, whe will in turn
pfosecute the war to achieve U.S. objectives. In a Joint
environment, the unified commarder 1s the foeal polnt lor
"inity of command," and the respective mililitary departments
provide the support and adminlscration necessary to sustaln
the committed force.

The next loglecal question 1a, how does this apply to

"TACOM? The answer, in view of current command and control

+elationships, 18 somewhat complex: 1t depends on the scope
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of conflict! A conflict isolated to the Korean peninsula
(the moast likely scenario) presents a great deal of
confusion in terms of in«country transition; buﬁ the
situation becomes even more complicated when integrating the
pPlethora of out-of-country supporﬁing commands. Although
some major alterations in command lines are envisioned, the
degree of "absolute" control the CINC in Korea exercises
over commands externél to Korea still leaves room.for
1ﬁprovement. As an example, Headquarters, USARJ if

bt
responsible for the operation of ammunitlon rebulld

—

facilities and the retroleum distribution system in Oklnawa.

USARJ could logically be expected to provide offshore

support to the Army in Korea ag it did during the 1950
i

Korean conflict; however, the degree to which that supporﬁ

would actually be provided, and the associated priorities,

would be best controlled throush g diz&&ﬁ.ﬁamméﬂﬂ;gﬁigﬂﬂi

which currently does not exist. This problem would be
P e I
magnified if the conflliet in Korea became reglonal.

Regional conflict in Northeast Asia 1s the second

moat 11kély'scenario in the theater. If installations in

Japan were used to provide offshore loglistlcal support to a
— ————— -
conflict in Korea, 1t is highly probable that the Democratlc

Peoples Republlic of Korea would geek Soviet asslistance teo

interrupt or sever the lines of communication between the

Republic¢ of Korea and Japan. Soviet intervention, at any

level, would rapidly escalate to regilonal concern, and
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possibly regional conflict., What then of pricrities in
Japan? As the likelihood of regional conflict increases,
the priority of support to Korea could be expected to
decrease as commands in Japan prepared to confremt thelir own
contingencies. Current command relationazhips in the theater
dictate that CIQEEEE, 3,500 miles removed from Northeast

Asia, would be the supported commander during a regional
e —"‘""'""-—'——-—-—_._,’

.conflict. The abllity of CINCPAC to prosecute the war from

Honolulu is questionable, and would likely pesult in a m. ‘or
reé;;;;:;;;I;;:ET;Bmmand and ceontrol arrangements in ti.
midst of a conflict. The routine "frictions of war" would
present enough turmoil without the complicatiansg of self-
inflicted wounds.

The loglcal extension of a reglongl conflict
involving the U.3. and the USSR is eventual escalation to
theater or global war. While these are nmeng the less
likely scenarlos, they are also fraught with the most
seriocus consequences; therefore, they cannot be deleted from
the realm of possibility. Again, current eommand and
control arrangements would need to be altered to meet the

demands of theater . or glebal conflict.

By now, 1t should be c¢clear that present command

relationships in PACOM are workable, but not sptimal, for.

peacetime requlirements., Wartime requirements, howe 3 e
far different. Regardless of the scenario selected (single




country, regional, theater, or global) command and control
gtructures would require altarution to mest anticlpated
requirements. What should be equally clear 1s that the time
to revise the command structure is now, not after conflict
ts imminent, or in progress. The problems in this regard
are not limited to the U.S. Army; they involve the entire
Joint command and control structure in PACOM. The burden of
resoluton lies c¢n jolnt shoulders. The situation must not
be construed to be an "Army only" problenm. Clearly there
are deficiencies in the Army structure In PACOM; however,
they cannot be resolved py the U.S. {rmy aione! The optimal
command and control structure must ficllitate the transition
to war, in a Joiﬁt context, acrous the entlre spectrum of
tartime scenarios. No one 1s better qualified to meet <his
challenge than the unified/specified commanders under the
guldanee of JCS. While some changes 1in the ﬁtructure may be
unavelidable during a transition to war, alterations must be
minimal, and must be planned in excruclating detatl.
iiqually as 1mportant, such transttions must bde the suﬁject
of periodic exercise to ensure tne ayatem'rﬁmains viable and

to reduce the anticipated "frictiona of war."
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CHAPTER V
NORTHEAST ASIA IN PERSIECTIVE

The history of PACOM command and control, coupled
with the facts and recommendations presented in recent
studles, dictates that the future command &and ceontrol

structure in the Pacific meet certain military and political

¢riteria to be effective, In the interest of ciarity and
e,

simpliclity, these criteria are relterated below. In short,
the command and control structure nuat: '

- he addressed in the Joint arena. The issues in
the Paecific theater transcend 'Ar;;HZEGEF"EFSBEems.

“ recognlize the State Department's role of

M
coordination and consensus bullding in nations affected by

the proposed mllitary reorganization.

- establish clear lines of authoerity &and

rqgggggi&i&iff,_and ensure the structure 1s operationally
functional in view of distances, forces iZvallable,
communications, and supporfing logistical resources,

- provide “unctional and credible uEEEZ—EE_tgmmgpd.

At the strateglic level, this common goal equates to
tha ;olitical purpose of the United States amd the
broad straoteglc objectives which flow therefrom.
«+ + o+ In the tactical dimension, . .. coordimation
e+« 48 ... best achieved by vesting a single
tactical commander with the requiaslte avtharity to
direct and to coordinatq all forces employed in
pursult of a common goal.
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= aiove all, recognize the growing streagth and
emerging strateglc significance of the Northeast Asian
nations, and inccrporate thése factors into effective

—-".’_—-_'_-.—_——
-1 rated regional defense planning.
f .
If these observations are kept in mind, the soluticn

to the successful reorganization of PACOM command

— ———

relationships begins to emerge in the form of a Northeast ﬂﬁ?d_/
~Asla Command. It 1s certainly not a revolutlonary concept, \$
ven during the Vietnam war, General Westmoreland
"visualized a 'Southeast Asia Command’ under his command

ll2

with headquarters in Saigon. The rationale for his

approach 1s expressed very well'by‘J.S. Army stre gl=at
Colonel Harry Summers: '
In comparison with the Korean war (especially the
early period) wnere all of the strategic direction
" came from General MacArthur's GHQ Far East Commard,
there was no egulvalent headquarterc for the
Vietnam war. Part of the satrategle direction
{(especially in air and nava. matters) came from
. Honolulu, part came from Washiggton and there was
ne coordinated unity of effort.
In the absence of General MacArthur's GHQ Far East Command,
the concept of a Northeast Asla Command is a logileal
extenslon in a similar reglorn o. General Westmoreland's
virion. In fact, many of the studies discussed In Chapter
II/ have stated that the concept of a Northeast Asia Command
hai merit. More significantly, tEgigﬂgggdias_h&vw—trrhyﬂ
reommended. a more detalled analysis of the concept. It is
SN s

——

ir teresting to note that the first formdl rceommendation to
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consider a Northeast Asia Command was made by the Strateglc
Besearch Instisute in 1278, almost five Years 2go. In the
intervening years, the Government Accounting Office and the
Strategle Studlies Institute have made“ similar
recommendations. Of even greater interest Is the fact that
ne such analysis has been forthcoming as the result of a
QEFEF#Q;EE;WEJEE-Ehalified institution. The obvious
question is why?

T TETamswer ﬁo that question may well revecive around
the dichotenmy of risk-versus—gain. If ¢ne shcots at the
"sacred cow" and fails to hit the mark, he then exposes
himself to the trauma of a devastating counterattack, On
the other hand, L1f one sits 14ly by and watches the "sacred
cow" sink in the quagmilire of confusion, he knows that in
time the animal's own weight will pull it down. In this
case, the risk assoclated with doing nothing is exéctly that

remee

-= nothing. The central 1issue then i3 "time." If one
ey - mamme

belleves that the possibility of confllet in the Pacific

~theater is remote to nonexistent, then the present "do
M_,__%‘_—_w

nothing”" tack 1s an acceptable course, If on the other

hand, one subscribes to the concept that conflict in the

Paclfic theater i1s indeed possible, then it becomes
_ R
necessary to sall a new gourse with a vessel suited to the

reQuirements of war and peace, With reference to the
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possibility of cdnflict, strategist Harold W. Rood put
things in proper perspectivé:
there will be no war., But those who predict war

have statistices on their side; thgse who predict

It 1s not a defect to pray for peace and to hope {
peace everlasting are always wrong.”

A MORTHEAST ASIA COMMAND

Within the boundaries of Northeast Asia, U.S.

military interests focus on troop concentratlions in Japan

and Kerea and the progress ?f PRC ndrmalization afforts

———— =

which could eventually evolve into exranded reglional

relations. These expanded relatidné, given the proper\7
political and ﬁIIIEéry climate*ﬁgguld ultimately Fesult—tma.

. R
regional security coalition., To subsume that area under a
X Meiieraeny. S ——

Northeast Asla Command requires: first, a delineation of

priorities based on the most likely area of confllet;

second, selection of a commander; and third&, the forﬁggibn
of a staff and location of its headquarters.

Area of Conflict: The most likely possibllity for

U.8. troop involvement is a conflict which begins in Korea.

In comparing Korea with other Northeast Asizn countries, the

cbvlious indilcators which poin: to Korea are:

- the hign risk of accident or inciden
hig

North and South Xorea escalating to comfllct due to a

_misunderstanding and the lack of an unbiased third party
Roubisohidbadhdiok b il

qgﬂylgiicatmons forum to expedite resoclution;
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= the ta¢ﬁica1 disposition of military forces in

both North and Scuth Korea, to include the wartime footing

of the general population;

= the high leve.s of sustained defense expenditures

at the expense of badly needed social ami economic reforms
in both North and South Korea; '

= frequent infiltratien—incidents into Scuth Korea

and periodlc skirmishes along the 38th parallel;
'“":75;:7352533333 issue of reunificationlof the
Korean peninsula.

The likelihood of conflict in Korea 1is ever present
and requires no further explanaﬁion. A Korean conflict is
indeed the mbst probable, and the assocclated command
structure must recognize Korea as the first U.3. priority in
Northeast. Asia.

The Commander: From a U.S. perspective, the cholcge

of a single commander is loglcally conflned to selecting one

of the subordinate unified commanders (COMUSJAPAN or

e e

COMUSKOREA) in the region, or introducing a "supreme

commander” to the area, along with associated staff and
mmande!

faclilities. Political considerations and the c¢ost of
w

additional management layering mitigate against the
-—-—l—'-—-‘—.—-7 ‘—-'-_-'-'-'-—-_

introduction of an additional command and control

hga@ggg;;apﬁ. More significantly, from a military

perspective, the Injection of an additional headquarters 1n
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the PACOM structure would only serve to exacerbate the
command and control problems which already plague the
‘region. 7

The obvious answer therefore i3 to select one of the

————

T
exlsting subordinate unified commanders. The COMUSJAPAN

position 1s currently filled by an Alr Force 11eut§ﬁ§3t
general and the qgﬂgﬁigggﬁ_zii;et is filled by a2 U.S. Army
genefﬂiﬂLKEEEZEEEE)' The Eggggggﬂzﬂgf;ghe region, coupled
w;th the threat and forward basing of U.3. ground forces,
dlctates that the future alr-land battle In Northeast Asila
will be orchestrated and prosecuted by the ground force
commander, with air and naval components in 2z supporting

role. While the current rank differentlal betxeen the two

subuniflied commanders could be overcome, the disparf?}

st

petﬁéen air and;ground orientation can be resclved only by a

commander with extensive experience in the Joint arena and
" e ——

e ————

thorough indoctrination in the strategic and tactical
\“‘*

aspects of land warfare.
In essence, the commander selected must provide
unity of command tc "all forces employed in pursuit of a

common goal."5 Clearly the subordinate uniflied commander in

Korea, with hls many responsibilities at mamy levels, 1is
e ——

best qualified to fill the military and political role of a
SN

———
"

single re 1 command es in Northeast Asia.

Headquarters Staffing/Loc1tIon: If we assume that

the Republic of Korea must be the first priority in terms of

T2



U.5. security interests 1in Northeast Asia, and that
COMUSKOREA should be the single commander of 1.3, forces in
the region, the next requirement 1s to address staff
requirements and tie location of Headquarters, Northeast
Asia Command (HQ NEACOM).

The staffing and locatiﬁn of HQ NEACOM are
inextricably tiled together for sevgral reasons. The
regional threat, "multihatted" responsibilities of the CINC
in Korea, allled perceptions, flscal constralnts, and the
need for unlty of effort are all key conslderations. With
COMUSKOREA as the single regional commander, retention of

the two existing subordinate uniiied commands (USFK and

"—-—-_.; s
USFJ) in Northeast Asia would not b> nre Ideally, HQ
NEACOM w stablished as a t eparate unified command

under the Secretary of Defense. Such an org@nization would

————

hold the following advantages:
- recognize the de facto unified command position
‘currently held by the CINC in Korea.
: = reduce the unwieldy span of conirol currently.
exerclised by CINCPAC,. The o»resent PACOM bhoundaries
encompass "more than 100 millicn square miles'and 70 percent
of the world's ocean area."®
~ provide unity of command through 1ts classic

definition, clarify and simplify command relationships, and

eliminate parochial service rivalries between the service
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components of the existing subordinate unified_commands and
the service component of HQ@ PACOM,

- demonstrate U.S. recognition of the strafesic
significance of Northeast Asla.

~ provide a peacetime organization to meet the most
likely wartime scenarilo —--= conflict in Northeast Asia.

Although. the establishment of a separate unifiled
command would be the first step toward achieving the oﬁtimal

" command and control structure, 1t would also provide the

first formldable barrier to reorganization. From a l

parochial point of view, the exlstence of HQ PACOM has

————
already been challenged by Congressman Addabbo through the

——

1979 GAO study. Recall that the GAO study team concluded
LR fhuilidvduieg

that the peacetime role of CINCPAC has been gradually
reduced and the wartime role has become "somewhat vague."
Further diminution of CINCPAC's.area of cperation or
respdnsibility would only attract additional challenge, and
resistance from CINCPAC would be strong.

Aéide from parochial interests, the larger issue

e

revolves around valid operational considerations. Based on

the apparent U.8. priorities of "NATO first" and "Rapid

e e e

Deployment Force second," there are only limited assets

rémaining for the Pacific theater. At this time, there are

e

insufficient conventional forces and resource« 2vallable to

divide between two separate unifled commanc.. in the Pacific

area. Untll such assets can be made avallable,
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reorganization of the PACOM command and comtrol structure
must accommodate the realities of current constralnts.
However, the recorganization must simultanecusly Iimplement
measures which improve the current structure and will
facilitate the establishment of a new uniflied command when,
and 1f, such forcés do become availlable,

If we must acknowledge that U.S5. strateglc
priorities and limited military resources mitigate against
the establishment of a new unifiled comménd in Neorthéast

Asia, the next best solution would be a single subordinate

unified command.for the reglon. Several considerations,
including the distinction between the "preparation for war"
and the "war proper,“7 coupled wilth the expanded area of
Influence inherited by HQ NEACOM, mean that neither of the

ekisting subordinate unifled commands in Northeast Asia, as

——

-separate entities, are currently staffed or positioned to

meet the increased demands of regional contimgency planning

and war prosecution. ~ The combined efforts of tcth

e

neadquarters, however, as a sin;&g;ﬂg}gﬁﬂgig;ﬁmundgg_ggg

regional commander, could meet the requirenients. The merger

=

of USFJ and USFK would provide the majJority of staff,
. -4-—"'-"—.-_.-""-——-—-‘ :

facilit communicati to form & Northeast Asia
Command,

- - LOCATION: Potential sites for the location of
HQ NEACOM include Hawaili, the Philippines, Korea, and Jag&p.
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When considering Hawaii, the specter of extended lines of
communlcation 18 ever present, The Philippines, located
2,000 miles from Northeast Asla, has the same lines of

communication problems, Locating the strategic regional

———

headquarters on the Korean peninsula, the most likely area
hd M ey S

of conflict In the Paciflc theater, threatens command and

rontrol survivabllity at a time when they would be mont

needed. Colonel Summers summarized the thinking on the

optimum.location of a strateglc regicnal héadquarters by

saying:

During World War II the strategle headguarters for
the conduct of the war in Europe was originally in
London but displaced forward as the war progressed.
The same was true in the Pacifl. where MacArthur's
headquarters moved from Australia to New Guinea to
the Philippines in order to dire:t the war. Durirg
the Korean war the strateglc healquarters was close
by Iin Japan. By comparison, dur .ng the Vietnam war
the so—called strateglc headjuarters,’ Pacific
CQmmqfd, was lccated in Honolulu over 5,000 miles
away.

From a military perspective, the strategilc

headquarters f{or Northeast Asia should be centrally located

‘dn Japan. Purthermore, in the interest of good judgment,

the headquarters must be established before the outbreak of

—

rhostilities to avold the "islard-hopping” ﬁhich would be
recessary to maintain adequate «ommand and control. From a
pollitical perspective, however, locating NEACOM in Japan
hears implications which can only be resolved by the active
yupport and assistance of the U.S. ambassadors in XKorea and

.‘apan. Considering that HQ NEACOM 151 'd provide the
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strateglc direction and guldance for U.S. participation in a

. -
Korean conflict, we reasonably assume that such a racility] }oeoden Y
fey?t

would be placed at the top of North Korea's strateglc target k wal

i

list. Although overt aggression against a U.S. facility on

Japanese soil would have global ramifications, to rule out

the pqssibility would require one of two assumptions:

1l - elther the Comblned Forces Command or NEACOM

would have to maintain "absolute" air superiority; or

2 — one must assume that all belligerents would act

in a rational manner.

Nelther assumption is sufficiently valid to stave off the <:
very real concerns of Japan.
On the plus side, establishing NEACOM in Japan

demonstrates an 1increase 1n U.S. resolve and commitment to

—— X
tpe reglon. NEACOM 1in Japan would also provide the catalyst
for establishing a regional coailtion (U.5./ROK/Japan, and

——

possibly the PRC), the political arnd milltary climate
permitting. These polltical consi“erstions only serve to
emphasize the need for continucus coordination between
military and forelgn service officilals.

- - STAFFING: When considering the multihat
responsibllities of the CINC in Korea and vhe need to
establish and maintain pohesion of U.S. effort in the
reglon, the actual creation of a headquarters staff must

take Iinto account several major consideratlions., Firvt, .
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although the CINC in Korea should command HQ NE&COM located
in Japan, the responsibilities associated with his other|
duties (CINCUNC and CINCCFf) preclude his bhyaical presence
in Japan on a full-time basis, In fact, it 1s envisioned
that the majority of the CINC's time wouid be spent in
Korea. As sugh, HQ NEACOM would be provided with a Deputy
commgnder, in the grade of lieutenant general, responslible
for the conduct of regional contingency planning,
multilateral affairs, and the day-to-day admimistration'of
U.5. forces in Northeast Asia. The CINC in Korea would
provide command and contrel by delineating reglonal planning
guidan¢e, establishing regional military obJectlives, and
retaining direct authority over those matters deemed
appropriate. -

This then leads to the next consideration, regional

coheslion. A reglonal headquarters located in Japan,

commanded by a U,5. Army four-star general stationed in

Korea, provides the o¢ptimal c¢ombination mecessary to
integrate the intricate regional security considerations of
Japan and Korea with overall U.S5. interests and

responsibilities in the area. Routine communication between

the commander in Korea and the headquarters ° Tapan would
‘____'___.-——-—‘-

be assured by providing a small detachment from HQ NEACOM to

—

the CINC in Korea. The primary mission of thst office would
\________—________ :

be to ensure the unhampered flow of secure communications

between the headquarters in Japan and the CINC in Korea.
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Although other staff considerations would be
cqntingent on the magnitude of the combined resﬁonsiblities
of'whnt 15 now USFK and USFJ; 1t is reascnible to assume
that "economies of scale" would negate a staff size larger
than a combination of the current personnel strengthas.

The organization discussed thus far, in the context

of a next best solution, would be as deplceted in Figure 1,

fggure 1.

Proposed Unified Command Structuré

CINCPAC |
| 1 A R
CINCPACRLT CINCPACAF CDRWESTCOM [EEQNEACOM* }  Other
. CINCPAC
‘Reps/LNOs

*Commander wears three hats: CINCUNC, CINCGFRC, Cdr NEACOM.

SERVICE COMPOMENT COMMANDERS

Within the cur ified s ; the

Paclfic, both USFK and USFJ have sepirate air, navii, ond

gEround component commanders., Unification of the reglonal
- __‘_____,_.-——"-'- ————

milttary ntructure negates the nred for two component

commauders from any single military service. A mergier of

compon . nt headquarters from Korea and Japan, simillar to the
merger of the subunified commands, would be necessary. The

diffe; ences in Army, Navy, and Air Force operatiocnal
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requirements, however, impose some unique consideratiohs.
Although a detailed dlacussion of restructure,glternatives
for the alr and naval components transcends the‘scope of
this paper, the postulated reorganization of the U.S. Army
in the region may well have parallel applicabllity to the

other components,

The U.S. Army structure in Northeast Asla currencly’

consists of Headquarters, EUSA and Headquartérs, USARJ/IX
Corps, each with a small number of subordinate commands (See
Appendix 3). Although orienced toeward their respective
geographlic locations, both Army heddquurtebs ¢conduct similar
operational and planning mlasaiongs and bear gimilar
responsibllities as major Army commandn. More importantly,
it is expected that the two commands would provide‘mutual
support and assistance in the cvent of &4 regional crisis.
Thiz expectation ia based on hlstorical precedent and the
geographic proximity of the two commanas. The point of
contention, however, 1lles in the difference between
"expectation" and clear-cu* requirements. As explailned
earlier, a regional conflict would produce “ndependent
priorities which may not guarantee the required level of

mutual support, particularly in a sltuatlon where resources

are scarce. The doctrine outlined in JCS Pub 2 {Unifileqg

Action Armed Forcesn) recognices the obvious dichotomies

inherent in having two component commands of the same
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service and specifically establishes provisions for a single
service component commander,

Clearly there can e only one Army component to HQ
NEACOM. The isasue, however, iz which headquarters should 1t
be, EUSA or USARJ, and where should 1t be located? A

merger, of sorta, between EUSA and USARJ 1s recessary. The

e S

mechanivﬂ n{ that merger, however, require cavTeful

consideration, The relocation of either headquarters may be
Anterpreted, by some, a3 a maniflestation of U.5. policy to
reduce U.S5. Army presence in the reglion. TFurthermore,
physically removiné'the headquarters from elther Japan or
Forea wouid reduce the abillity of the Q.S. Army to
capitalize on the "in-country" expertise and bilateral
relationsa whilch have taken so long to develop. More
signlficently, the abllity of the Aray to accomplish the
diverse range of operatlonal and planning reyulrements In
both Japan and Korea would be curtailed. -To fii:l the void,
such respongibilities would need to be delegated to an in=-
country subordinate command. In reality, however, these
requirements would far exceed the capabllities of either of
the two garrison ¢ommands in Japan, of the 2d Infantry
Division and 19th Support Command in Korea. The solution to

——

‘the dilemma 13 to establish an Arny component with elements

stationed in both Korea and Japan. The same econcept was

effect in lQSF when HQ AFFE/BA was located at Seoul, Koresg

e ——

f,ﬂQ_AEbeﬁﬁﬂfﬁe&¥4_nn_‘;ocated at Camp Zama, Japan (Sece
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Appendix 2). 'the rationale for luecating the primary Army
headquarters in Kcrea, and the "Rear" element in Japan, was
apparently liniked to the military and poi;tical climate that
prevailed in 1955, Japan had surrendered ten years earller
and was well on the way to establishing a new governmental
and‘economic system. The occupation and reconstruction
programs of the United States were alreé@y'beginning to rill
the pages of historylin Japanese text books. A U.3. groﬁnd
force presence in Japan, even in the form of a major Army
headquarters, astrained resources, pafﬁtcularly lnn view of
the situation in Korea. Although the Pahmunjom armistice
agreement hed been signed in July 195:, tensiong between
North and South Korean forces remained high. CINCUNC had
been charged with the enforcement of that agreemant, and
with tho external defense of Korea--the enphasla on ground/l
force capabllity and presence belonged in Kores,

Today's environment, however, is slgnificantly
difrérent. In the context of command hierarchy Lin Korea,

CINCUNC 48 the highest level of comrnnd, and will prosecute <%:
. e — _—

the var effort 1f directed by the lInited Nationa., In the

M

e et et .

abserse of United Nations participarnion, howaever, the United
States may atill finc ttsélr assisting in the defense of the
Republle of Keorea. Under such clrcumstances, ﬁhe war will
be prosecuted In a combined context by CINCCPC. 'n no case/

13 a unilateral U.S5. force expected to defend South Korea
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against external aggression. As such, the role of the U.S.
Army component has changed from one of Yprincipal
protector/prosecutor™ in 1955, to one of providing and
sustaining U.8. combat forces for Combiled Forces Command in
future conflicts. The commitment cf combat forces will
occeur 1in consonance with current contingeney planning
concepts; however, the support mission will reguire constant
planning and attention throughout the "three days of war"
{before, during, and after). Historlical precedence
established during the Korean and Vietnam conflicts
indicates that the logistical focus will be on off-shore
support from Japan. It then follows that the Army component
headquarters should be established in Japan to faecllitate
regional force sustatinability. It does not folloﬁ, hoﬁever,
that the Army headqua:ters should be removed from Korea
where 1t {fulfills a very viable role in orchestrating in-
country support operations, and planning for the reception,
staging, and deployment of U.S. Army forces introduced
during time of ﬁar. |
To meet simultaneously all requiremensts, the Army
component must locate its primary headquarters Iin Japan,
with a forward element deployed In South Eorea. Tae
methodology would involve the appeointment of a single three-
star Army component/MACOM commander, & delireation of
responsibilities and autherity for both eiements, a

significantly strengthened "linkage" between the two staffs,
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and the redesignation, or naming, of the component
headquarters. Yeadquarters, Eighth U.S. Army'enjoys a
history of‘success and respect-in the region as a wartime
headquarters; additionally, the name, EUSA, does not include

any specific "country" association, affiliation, ‘or

preference. As such, the component headquarters in Japan

should be redesignated HQ EUSA/IX Corps, and the element 1in
Korea designated as HQ EUSA (Forward). '
The 1 step in compi ng unification of the

command and control structure in Northeast Asla would be to

establish the bond between NEACOM and EUSA which would be
-._--—‘_—'--_;

necessary to prosecute tggqggxﬁsioned gir-land battle., That

bondage would best beAassured uyﬁdesignatins the Army

ccmponent commander, already located In Japan, as the Deputy
e r————— [

Commander, NEACOM. Although the CINC in Korea would no
P

—————

longer exercise direct command of EUSA, he. would have

operational command, in a Joint context, exersised through

his Deputy Commander. Although the air and naval component
commanders are not considered logical choices to 111 the
position of Deputy Commander, NEACOM, due to their
anticipated mobility during consilict, the XEACOM Chief of
Staff should certainly be from one of the nther services,
Regarding the mubility/availabliity of the Deputy Commander,
N'iACOM, the I1nherent responsibilitlies assoeiated with that
rosition dictate a continuous presence to enswure continuity

«f regional operations.
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SUBORDINATE ARMY COMMANDS

The last area to be addressed 18 the command
relationship of subordinate Army commands to the new Army
component command in the region. In subatance, 1t is
envisioned that little would change. U.38. forces which
currently repbrt to HQ EUSA in Korea, and HQ USARJ/IX Corps
in Japan, wovuld c¢ontinue normal coperations. The
establlshﬁent of administrative, logistical, and operational
procedures, responsibilit;és, and authority wculd ensure
effective coordination between HQ EUSA (Forward) and HQ
EUSA. Such coordination would facilitate the consolidation
and centralization of the informatlion necessary to meet
regional Army requirements. Addliticnally, such procedures
would permit the development of unified positions on matters
pertainiﬁg to Army participation in the Jolnt environment.

Figure 2 reflects the proposed structure.

MULTIROLE DILEMMA

The staffs of various major headquarters 1in the
Republic of Korea are currently occupled in many cases by
the same individuals. Thils practice 1s generally‘rererred
to as dual- or triple-hatting, 1in some cases more, The
chart at Appendix 4 reflects the degree of dual-hatting
which currently exists between USFK and CFC staff

10

principals. A sinilar sitvation also exlsts with the UNC

starf. To fully appreciate the magnlitude of the
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Figure 2.

Proposed Reorganization of Pacific Thearer

0.5, NCA

Przsident/SECDEF

Strategic Direction==
Operational Conmmandesw
Operatiocial Controlews
Spt & Coordinatione—a
Command

PACOM
.:.('u.)........g(l) 2""——--'—

WESTCOM NEACOM ACC Gee NCC
I et € s TR
: Atr EUSA/ Naval !
| Component IX Corps Component | !
b e -——— (3) :

USAGH _ WM(wm“"J

USAGU | '§ 2d Inf Div |

19th Sapport Cmd

1. Commanded by CINC In Korea; Deputy Cdr is duml-hatted as
Army Component Cdr; HQs located in Japan.

2. Commanded by U.S. Army LTG, alsc dual-hatted as Deputy
Cdr, NEACOM. Army component Deputy Cdr for Japam affairs is
a Major General; HQs in Japan.

‘3. HQs noerates as forward element of Army Corponent Cdr,
and 1s logated in Korea, Operations are supervised by a
Major General, as EUSA Deputy Cdr for Korea affalrs. HQs
exercises OPCON over subordinate units located im Korea, but
assigned to the Army Component Cdr.

b, Although not shown, other service components to PACOM
would remain the same as the current structure.

86

e e e



multihatting arrahgementa, 1t must be understood that the
procedure 1s not confined to 5tafr principals, and in many
instances, staff offlcers have responsibilities to three or
more headquarters. While a dét&iled analysis of the
multihatting dilemma transcends the purpose and scope of

this paper, 1t must be recognized that the proposed command

and control structure (Figure 2) wculd preclude continuation

of the current arrangements. Although there is a
possibllity that certaln of the UNC and CFC spaces could be
filled by residual personnel resulting from the merge of

USFX and USFJ, the detalls would féquire further analysis.

HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY JESTERN COMMAND

While the final structure zould differ somewhat from
tiat postulated in Figure 2, the establishment of a
Northeast Asia Command 1s a marked improvement over the
current Pacific command and control structure. Within the
Northeast Asla region, command and control would be unified
'at a2ll levels, survivabllity and sustalnability would be
enhanced, and the abllity to meet peacetime missions and, as
necessary, transition to a wartlme footing, would be vastly
improved., The NEACOM headquarters, under the coperational
command af PACOM, would be prepared to meet the requirements
of thé full spectrum of conflict in the theater. What the
postulated organization deces not do, however, 1Is fully

address the problems which currently exlist among the Pacifle
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MACOMs. Unless preemptive actlons are initiated in
conjunction with the establishment of HQ NEACOM, the
disagreements and tensicns between the MACOMs of the future
will duplicate the ty paroch in 8
thqrfggiffc Army environment today.

Against this background, a prir-ry realization is
that wE%EE2f_jfﬂﬁi_ﬂéﬁﬁ“é*fﬁiﬁiElf_°°"tr1b“t1°n to the

—_—

—_——

overall military mission in the Pacifie fheater. In

addition to comn tion and coordination at the ed

level, WESTCOM shoulders major mobilization responsibilitles

p—

urder the Army Mobil tion and COperations Planning System

(AMOPS) and conducts essential contingency planning at the
e W

theater level. Additionally, WESTCOM provides Army lialsoen,

i ',S"“-—_..___..___......
assiastance, and support to a hest of friends and allies In
e — L TTT————— T T

the Pacifle~--a functlion which would otherwlse not be
perforned. Although WESTCOM makes a significant
contribution to the overall effort, the "potential" for
contribution far exceeds the current level,

Regardless of fault, current ccordination problems
must be corrected immedlately, whether the Northeast Asia
Command 2zoncept 1is accepted or rejected. Corrective action
must assume the form of clarifying speciflc dutles, areas of
responsibilitles, and limits of authority. The key word is
"specific,” not "general." To begin with, the current area
of responsibility, as defined by CINCPAC, must be restated

to accommodate the subunified responsibilities of NEACOM and
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its component commands, WESTCOM should act as the Army
component command to PACOM, "less tne geographical area of
Northeast Asia." HQ NEACOM would be responsible to PACOM
for Northeast Asia, and the Army component to NEACOM would
answer to the subordinate unified commander on Jjoint
matters, and to HQDA on matters of interest to the "Army
only." WESTCOM rust be divorced {rom the responsibility of
attempting tordevelop the so=-cai.ed "Army position” on joint
matters. In the joint areﬁa, the Army Chief of Starr, in
coordination with the Army Staflf (ARSTAF), develops and
delends the "Arm& position" for JCS., If a new Army poﬁition
is deemed neeessary, 1t may be developed within the theater
of operations, but it must be coordinated with, And approved
by HQDA. It 1s then incumbent upon the Army Staff to welgh
the merits and to anticipate the repercussions of such
positions with appropriate activitles, then to obtain a
decision, and disseminate the results to all <oncerned. The
thrust of these comments 1is that HQDA must hbecome actively
involved. That then 1leads to the nex%t point, the
responsibility of HQDA.

As indicated in Chapter II, the past actions, or
1nact16ns in some cases, by HQDA have only gerved to
aggravate the strained relations between the Facifle¢ MACOMs,

DA must first resurrect the Department of the Army Operating

Instructions for the Pacific (DAQI-PAC) to clarify missions,
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tasks, coordination reaponsibiiities, executive authority,

and a host of other procedures. Second, Departm:nt of the

Army Regulation 10-1 must be reapinded by Bepartment of the

Army, and revised/republished by WESTCOM as the internal
organization and functions manual 1t‘yas intended to be.
Third, The Army Staff must make a céncgrted effort to
recognize the distinction between the two Paciflec MACOMs
(WESTCOM and EUSA) and "put the vight peg in the right hole”

in terms of staff actlens.

~ SUMMARY .

Regarding the possibilfity of successful
reorganization, General George C. Marshall phrased 1t
perfectly in 1941: "There are difficulties In arriving at a
single command, but they are much less than the hazards that
must be faced if we do not do this . .. .":*

| The difflculties of arriving at a singie command in
the Pacific theater have already been explained; The
establishment of a Ncrtheast Asia Command, asmg_ﬂgﬁ_ggggged

— ettty

command, represents the optimsl 3olution; however, this

option 1s unlikely because of current force/resource
_—'—-—.,_._'___-___‘__..

costratnts..and parochial interests,

In lieu of the optimum solution, the alternative

—
rroposal is to establish a single Ysubordirate” unified

« ommand for Northeast Asla, under PACOM. Rowever, that

[ S

iommand must be structured to enable it rapldély to assume
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the role of a unified command should a regional coﬁflict
develop in Hortheaast Asia and should forces be nade
available. Those forces could elther be "chopped" from
PACOM, with CINCPAC asssuming a supporting role¢ or be made
avallable from other sources, with both PACOM and NEACbM as
separate unlified comminda.

Tha poatu.ated conmand and control structure
outlined in this chapter, and depicted in Pigure 2, would
establish a single asubordinate unified command in Northeast
Asia capable of effective and expedltious transition across
the entire spectrum of conflict. In a political sense, the
propesed structure reccgnizes the strategic significance of
Noertheast Asia, and would restore, in some measure, the
credibility of U.S. statements regarding the importance of
Japan and Korea. From a resource perspective, the
organization could likely be structured wit''n currens
personnel sgpace authorizations, thereby clleviating
anticipated congressional objections.

The overriding consideration 1is that sq?ething must

/-—-—-—"'___—‘_‘—-._
hﬁﬁggge, and it must be done soon. The curvent structure

——

nurtures a degree of parochialism that interferes at the

e

-

most fundamental level with mission accomplishment.

_—

Additionally, the existing structure Jeopardlzes the conduct

of a transition to war which would be essential in meeting

the most probable level of conflict in the theater,
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For almost 40 years, U.5, militzcy and political
establishmeﬁta have enjoyed the luxury of deiling with the
frictions or theater and globtal war onlv in a theoretical
sense, Unfortunately, U0 years of reflectios have still not
produced satisfactory results, particulariy in the Pacifiec.
The time to study and reflect hag ended; th= time to ant is

nowl
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APPENDIX 1

USARJ REQRGANIZATIONS: 1941-47

The following information was extracted from USARJ
Regulation 10-1, Chapter 2, and is intcaded to provide a
chronology of the reorganization turmoil-experienced by a

single U.3, Army headquarters (USARJ) from 1941 to 1947:

Jul 1941

Headquarters, U.5. Army Forces in the Far East (USAFFE) was
established at Manila, Philippire Islands,

Mar 1942

HQ USAFPE was evacuated inder’' enemy pressure and
reestablished in Australla. S

Apr 1942

HG USAFFE was reduced-to a nomiaal staff and General
Headquarters, Southwest Pacifi: Arer (SWPA)} was established;
both were commanded by General MacA.'thur.

Feb 1943

Headquarters, USAFFE was expanded to aséume administrative
functions for all U.8. Army forces in the Southwest Pacific.

Jun 1945
General Headquarters, U.S. Army Porces, Pacifie (\FPAC) was
iictivated to replace GHQ SWPA and absorbed the fuactions of

llQ USAFFE. HQ USAFFE remained an active headquarters in name
enly due to statutory reasons.

Aug 1945
HQ AFPAC was relccated to Toky=, Japan.
' Jan 1947

nactment of the 1947 National Security Act redesignated GHQ
AFPAC to GHQ PFar East Command (FEC).
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APPENDIX 2

USARJ REQRGANIZATIONS: 1950-78

The following lnrormétion wag extracted from USARJ

Regulation 10-1, Chapter 2, and 1s a continuation of the
chronology provided in Appendix 1. This informatlion 1s
~intended to emphasize the magnitude of reorganizetion
experienced by a single U.S. Army headquarters (USARJ) from
1950 to 1978:
‘ Aug 1950
Japan Logistical Command established to meet administrative
and occupational functions previocusly performed ™~y
Headquarters, Eighth U.S5. Army (EUSA). EU3A efforts wr re
now directed to the conflict in Korea.

Apr 1952

Headquarters, Far East Command moved from Hibiya, Tokyo to
Ichigaya, Tokyo. HQ USAFFE relocated to Yokohama.

Oect 1952
HQ USAFPFE was redeslignated as HQ, U.S. Army Forces, Far East
(HQ AFFE), assumed tlhe functicns of Japan Logistical

Command, and moved tc Yokohama, Japan. Japan Loglstlical
Command was dlsestablisted.

" Nov 1953
HQ AFFE moved {rom Yokohama to Camp Zama, Japan.

Nov 1954

HQ . "FE was combined with HQ EUSA at Canp Zama and was '’

rede: %nated HQ, U.S. Army Forces Far East and Eighth U.S.
Army (.1Q AFFE/8A).
Jul 1955

The stationing of HQ AFFE/8A at Seoul, Korea was announced.
The headquarters located at Camp Zama was redesignated HQ

AFFE/8A (Rear).
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Jui 1957

As a result cf Secretary of Defense directed changes, HQ
AFFE/BA was discontinued as a combined headguarters. HQ
EUSA remained 1in Seoul, Korea and AFFE missions were
transferred to HQ, U.S., Army Paciric {USARPAC) in Hawail.
EUSA was subordinated to USARPAC and a new headquarters,
subordinate tc¢ EUSA, was formed in Japan. That headquarters
was designated HQ, U.5. Army Japan/United Nations
Command/EUSA (Rear). 'he new headquarters 1n Japan was
assigned responsibility f'or phasedown of Army operations in
Japan.

Mar 1959

The command ln Japan was redesignated HQ, U.S. Army, Japan
(USARJ); UNC (Rear) functions were transferred to a UNC unit
located in Japan; and ZUSA .Rear functions were dropped.

Jul 1959

HQ USAﬁJ was redesignated HQ USARJ/6th Logistical Command
with a mission confined to logist'cal support for the
region. .

Jul 1960

HQ USARPAC in Hawail was reorganize:, and the command in
Jaran was redesignated HQ USARJ as other subordinate
coamands were consgolidated and relocated %o improve command
and control, and to facllitate support »f U.S. operations in
Vietnawm. The z3ame time period saw extensive buildup and
reorganization of the Army structure in Vietnam.

Dec 1974

HQ USARPAC was disestablished and HQ USARJ and HQ EUSA
assumed major Army command (MACOM) responsibilities.

1976-78
A8 a rosult of tle re the WESTPAC plan,
HQ USARJ initiated major reorganization efforts to further
consolidate Army operations in Japan. By 1978, most Army

functions had been transferred from Okinawa and surrounding
isiands to the Kanteo Plain regiun in central Honshu, Japan.

HC. USARJ had merged with HQ IX Corps and had been

redesignated HQ USARJ/IX Corps.
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APPENDIX 4

COMMAND AND STAFP--CFC
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