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FOREWORD

Since World War i1, US military planning has tended to view
the world as separate rather than related regions. In 1980, how-
ever, a new administration espoused a more activist and unified
defense policy, and supported a buildup to counter what it per-
ceived as a growing Soviet threat, manifested in such scattered
areas as Afghanistan, Central America, and Poland. In this con-
text, planning for a globa! conflict acquired an urgency unknown
since the last world war.

Colonei Stuart L. Perkins, US Army, questions whether the
United States has sufficient military forces to implement its de-
fense strategies through the middle 1980s. Colonel Perkins iso-
lates a major problem, that of reconciling competing demands
for US land combat forces around the world. He compares
through fiscal year 1987 those forces already programed with
deployment strateqgies aiready determined, then suggests sever-
al options for de'ploying our ground forces in a worldwide con-
flict. All the military options posed in this book would require diffi-
cult political decisions involving allocations of limited resources.
To deter conflict through strong defense, our strategy and forces
nevertheless must be brought into better balance. Studies such
as the one at hand concretely spell out the implications of our
strategic planning and move us closer 1o better, wiser use of sol-

diers and equipment. i J

Richard D. Lawrence

Lieutenant General, US Army

President, National Defense
University
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PREFACE

Planning for global war is an art that has been aliowed 1o
atrophy in the United States since 1945. Until recently, milivary
siafls carried out most operational planning on the basis of dis-
crete regions, within a superlicial global paradigm. First the con-
centration was on Western Europe, then on Vietnam, and since
1978, on Southwes! Asia. Cther requirements have been treated
cyclically as crnises arose. This comparimented planning style
has been rainforced by a national propensity for concentiating
only on immediate problems, with Government policymakers giv-
ing insufficient aliention o long-range possibilities.

in late 1880, however, the Poligh Crisid diverted attention
trom Southwest Asia, forcing the military planning community 1o
pive mora atlention lo multiregion requirements. Now, planning
for & woridwide conthict is central to the Reagan administration’s
military stralegy.

Sudgetaty compelition is the central and mos! visible activ-
ity in Washingion. Because planning for mission accomptish
meni with existing rescurces is nol direcily reiated 10 these
budgetary matiers, it 18 not publicly touled. This study is an at
tempt 10 stimuiate public discussion about the employment of
conventional loices, | hope (0 1he same extent 10 which peopls
are debating the employment of strategic nuciear forces. in addi-
tion, | Liope the study will encourage similar etioris on the use ol
US Air Force and Naval torces in a worlgwide contiict.

Depariment of Delense planning ftor  fiscal years
1883-1887, including the liscal year 18683 budget submilted in
January 1962, proviced the Latest programing information avaik
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1 PREFACE

able aboui the size and capability of the Army and strategic mo-
bility forces. The torces programed for liscal year 1987 were
used to evaluate the administration's military strategy. The
administration’s views and those of key individuals within the De-
tense Depariment were derived from all available public state-
ments and documents. | drew heavily on congressional hearings
on the fiscal year 1982 budget. (Hearings on the fiscal year 1983
budget had not been published when the research was compiet-
od)

A study of this scope has necessarily involved numerous in-
dividuals. It is impossible to acknowiedge everyone. However, |
especially appreciate the advice and assistance provided to me
by James E. Tyler and Army Lieutenant Colonel John D. Bergen,
Office Secretary of Delense. Air Force Lieutenant Colonels
Charles W. Seifert and Robert J. Isaak. Marine Corps Lieutenant
Colonel Wiliam R. Mart, Army Lieutenant Colonel Donald W.
Boose, Air Force Colonsl Davig S. Minton, and Navy Captain
John §. Ekstrom-—Qrganization of the Joint Chiefs of S1alt. How.
ard Rudnick, Defense inteiligence Agency; Colonel John R. Lang
1y, Lieutenant Colonel Douglas B. Campbell, Lieutenant Colone!
€. Ward Smith, Lieutenant Colonel Robert A. Watlers, Major
James T. Hill, Major Richard T. Schaden, and Lieutenant Colone!
William 7. Norman-—~Army Statt, Army Lieutenant Colonel Eg-
ward C. Morai (Ret) and Lieutenant Coionel Daniel H. Simpson,
Nationa! Guard Bureau, Colonel Maithew P. Cautield and Lieu-
tenant Colonal Thomas L. Wilkerson—He .gquarters Marine
Corps; Dr. John Child. American Universily, Air Foice Colone!
Antonio Lopez, inlor-Ametrican Defense Board. Dr. Steven L.
Canby. civilian contuliant, ana Marine Corps Lieutenant Colonel
Thomas V. Draude. National War College. Finally, | wani to thank
the members o' the Nationat Defense University Research Di-
raciorate, especially Colonet Frederick 1. Kiley. USAF, lor su-
perb suppor!.

STUART L. PERKINS
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1. US DEFENSE POLICY

for the conduct of a war as it ensued. Military forces are

maintained, but comprehensive planning for their use has
been wanting. Because democracies see military power as a
necessary evil and assume wars are {0 be of short duration, they
tend to avoid sirategic planning. This tendency is particularly
pronounced in the United States.

I ® HE UNITED STATES has rarety had a coherent strategy

THE RELATIONSHIP OF FORCES TO DEMANDS

Historically, this US propensity for disengagement from the
realities of world affairs—strategic detachment—has not been
disastrous because the oceans acted as barriers o threats from
abroad and the country was blessed with nonthreatening neigh-
bors. In the nuciear era, however, national defense has taken on
an entirely different character. All nations are vulnerable, to the
extent that the very idea of national sovereignty is in question.
Even US geographical advantages have been essentially nulli-
fied; the United States has taken on the characteristics of a con-
tinental power. For example,

1. US foreign policy is increasingly anticipatory or precau-
tionary, as if neighboring states were hostile.

2. Like a continental power, the United States is more con-
cerned about the specifics of the status quo; that is, the country
seeks to maintain current balance-of-power arrangements.

3. US domestic and foreign policies are now interwoven.’
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Nevertheless, US policy vacillates belween Wilsonian idealism
and Bismarcian realpolitik, inhiditing or even preventing long-
term planning and programing 10+ gelense.’ This cycie has pro-
duced a division between policy and sirategy on the one hand
and forces and other resources necessary for implementation on
the other. This dicholomy has been termed the strategy-force
1 mismatch. Because modern wartare permits no time for signiti-
cant preparations once a contiict occurs, agherents of a strong
detense argue for immediately availabie forces that maich the
demands ol the stated national military strategy.

The American poople are unaccustomed 10 living with a
constant threat t0 their sutvival, but Such a threat is the nature of
things in the modern age. The Soviet threal continues 10 expand
reientiessiy. Yot the Reagan administration’'s etforts 10 Dolster
defense hinge on (he success of domestic economic programs
which undergird continuing public SuUPPOTt fof increased detense
spONCing. Jus! as impOrtant, countering the Soviet threat de-
DAnds on the COODRIALION and active support from US allies and
friengs abroad, particularly in Europe and Japan. This meshing of
policies iiustrates the continental nature of the US detense pre-
agicament. |l is Derhaps more trug than in 1776 for Bonjamin
1 Frankiin that "we must aii hang 100ethet. or assuredly we shall
all hang separately.”

The major impetus for tha current US detense Duildup is the
need {0 SUDDOI! NALIONS! POLCY with B QeNLING Militaty CapARIlty.
Yet elemenis that have been Chatacierized Dy James R. Schies-
INOS! B3 SAING "MOIR! ViFiue in Wedk Mmilitary foree’ * quig i the
United Siaies. 1 is nOl en0ugh 10 demongtiale & mulitary need tor
NCIOa500 delense Capabilities. The needls mus! be Clearly ang
DubliCly 8t titulated—indeed. s0id

THE CURRENT AND PROJECTED SITUATION THAOUGH
FISCAL YEAR 1987

Any eCussIon Of NAtONSI SACUINY ISSUBS. DRILCUIBYY M-
tary sitaiegy. Must 1ako INO ACCOUN the INCiEABING COMPIQLITY
of modeimn lile, the Mie:Cependence of NaLONE. And the sxpand
ing military capability of the Soviet Union. The Soviets’ capabulity
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to influence events woridwide is growing. Not all turmoil is Corn-
munist inspired, but the world will continue 10 experience insta-
bility and the Soviet Union will continue 1o exploit that instability
wherever the opportunity arises. Yet the United Stales has
wilnessed and acquiesced in what former Sacretary of State
Alsxander M. Haig, Jr., has descrided as '‘perhaps the most
compiete reversal of global power relationships ever seen in a
periogd of relative peace.”" *

Some compatisons show that the USSR has gained at least
marginal strategic superiority® But the danger is not so much a
strategic nuclear contlict as it is potential Soviet coercion of the
United States and its aliies during a crisis. Many exparts contend
that the military gap is 5o great that, even if ali the current pro-
grams are implemented, the United States will remain interior
throughout the entire decade. According 10 some estimates,
even annual increases ol 14 percant in gefense invesiments
would not correct the existing imbalance until the 1980s ¢

The Soviet theater nuclear forces opposile Western Europe
and Southwest and Northeast Asia provide full coverage against
every potential opponent in areas adjacent to the USSR. The So-
viels' conventinnal capability is massive, particularly in ground
tforces, enabling them to threaten control of any lang batlie in
Eurasia. Unlortunately, US vita! interesis overseas lie largely on
the periphery of the Eurasian landmass. Although the US Navy
remains superiar, the Soviels have a growing naval capability
that may soon include a large aircratt cairier, (hus reinforcing a
Soviet trend to build forces for projecling power beyond the Eur-
usian continent.

The Soviels aiso have numetous well-armed surrogates and
allies throughout the worid. Nortn Korea, Cuba. Libya. Ethiopia.
South Yemen, and Vietnam are sirategically situated and armed
10 signiticantly influence activilies in a generat war.

NATIONAL DEFENSE POLICY AS SEEN BY THE REAGAN
ADMINISTRATION

The Reagan administration believes ihat the United States
is in & prewar situation not uniike the 19308 and that it is impor:
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4  USDEFENSEPOLICY

tant to act decisively 1o prevent a major conflict.’ This perception
stems trom the Sovie! threat which, as manilested Jirectly in Af-
ghanistan and indirectly on the periphery of the United States. is
becoming more omingus. The adminisiration does not seek 0
overemphasize the military dimension of national security but
seeks to promote recognition of the worldwide scope of Soviet
military capabilities. Moreover, this massive military power has
been turned to political advantage. For the foreseeable future,
the Soviet Union remains the only country thal can threaten gi-
rectly the securily of the United States.

Restoration of the credibility of US power is the key to US
defense policy. The administration believes that it must work 1o
mold an environment that furthers US interests; to this end it is
supporting a more activist and anti-Soviet approach on a global
scale. In recognition that the Soviel global threat cannot be
countared unilaterally, the Uniteg States is working with a broad
range of individual states, downplaying internal limitations on hu-
man rights, for example, while seeking to deveiop regional count-
ers 1o Soviet imperialism.

The administiation believes that, if teft unchecked, Soviet
military power could paralyze the West. The Kremhn is applying
Sun Tzu's maxim: ' To subdue the enemy without tighting is the
acme of skill.”” The Soviets realize that military power has great
ulility as latent force; they know that it does not have to be em-
ployed direcily to have significant effect.

The challenge to the United States is {0 develop a consen
sus about the Soviel threat and to muster suppurt for dealing
wih if. The basic goal (8 peace with treegom. Peace is nol seen
as an end in itsalt, rathes, the objective 8 lite of a certain quaity.

Although the Soviet threal is seen as real. some observers
beliave that the Soviet Linion 18 in 3 hisloric decline. A potential
aanger poinied up by proponents of this view is that the Kremiin
wili seek 10 exploil a concocied external threat and will engage in
furthes military actions. thereby diverting altention from internal
pioblems.

Because the Soviets are aggressive, US poliicy and strategy
ate olien reactive. But the United Siates mus! aiso be diepared

o et el g \!&’&Aﬁmmw " ey AT e
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to exploit available strategic warning, to mobilize rapidly, and to
deploy the requisite forces wherever the threat develops. As a
resull, the administration is emphasizing force readiness and im-
provement of the industrial base.

The United States is unlikely to close the gap in the
US-USSR canventional forces soon; correctives probably lie be-
yond liscal year 1987. For now, the emphasis is on increasing
the capabilities of existing forces and expanding these forces as
quickly as possible in conjunction with overall national economic
requirements. The emphasis is on deterring the Soviets from de-
veloping the ability to fight and defeat the enemy.

The United States does not intend to match the Soviels nu-
merically, particularly with land forces. The object will be coun-
tervailing power not tied to 12 wars or any other such measure.
The United States must be prepared to confront the Soviets in
Southwest Asia, Europe, Northeast Asia, and Southeast Asia—
even in Africa and Central America, though probably not in the
last two regions in a general war. Any US-Soviet confhict is con-
sidered likely to spread very quickly. The primary focus overseas
1S NATO, with the security of the Persian Gult seen as integral to
the defense of Europe.

The United States intends to confront the Soviets wherever
they menace vital national inlerests and those of its allies. To this
end the Detense Depariment is developing programs that permit
the United States 1o meet woridwide threats simuitaneously; it
must be able 1o conduct multiregion operations without curtaiting
military capabilities in any critical region. But the planned force
buildup will nol apply equally to all services. As Secietary of De-
tense Weinberger has stated, ''Our primary instrument to project
our military power to distant, but vital, regions ramains the
Navy.”*

in view of the propensily of the Soviets to emphasize the
role of military power, the danger ol nuclear war remains very
real. There is convinging evidence that the Soviets have never
ceased 10 believe that nuclear war could be fought and won.
Some US planners consider arms control not only insufticient for
curbing the massive Soviel capabilities, but possibly an obstacle
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to getting on with the required catchup effort—this, notwith-
standing the political importance of the arms control process il
self. Current US defense policy requires nuclear forces capable
of—

1. Deterring strategic strikes on the United States and its
allies;

2. Deterring large-scale conventional attacks;

3. Preventing coercion with nuciear forces against either
the United States or its allies;

4. Limiting damage. in the event of nuclear war, by main-
taining an enduring war-fighting capability.

The administration’s activist, anti-Communist policy also re-
quires another capability—the ability to coerce the Soviets (or
any other opponent) in a crisis. This raises a major philosophical
argument—the need for nuclear superiority. Indeed, in the view
of former Secretary of State Haig, the acceptance of a goal of
less than superiority, such as essential equivalence, has been
debilitating to the Nation.® The need for a strategic war-fighting
capability has been difficult 10 articulate because a significant
element of US sociely has opposed building any nuclear war-
fighting capability. Because of the severe reaction at home and
overseas to the administration’s early open discussions of nu-
clear war-fighting, public statements later shifted to emphasize
deterrence. But defense programs indicate that a capacity for
nuclear war-fighting remains a central objective: '"The melody,
if not the policy . . . is changing.” '° The United States is building
a nuclear war-fighting capability ''for deterring or prosecuting a
global war with the Soviet Union.” " Such a countervailing ca-
pability through a strategic exchange that entails defeat of the
enemy requires, in my judgment, de facto nuclear superiority.

Countering the massive Soviet threat reguires the support
of the entire free world; co. active security is the obvious answer.
It is neither possible nor desirable for the United States un-
ilaterally to counter the Soviets worldwide. To this end, arms
sales (foreign aid in general) are an integral part of the combined
defense effort envisaged by the adminisiration. The object is to
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US DEFENSEPOLICY 7

buttress those states that oppose the expansion of Communist
influence and to promote support for US policy. Qur security in-
terests and the need for mutual support dictate that the United
States continue its commitments to Europe and its support to
those countries outside Europe that are important to US policy
objectives.

United States defense policy is not, as has been argued,
designed to avoid extensive new commitments.’? indeed, the
internal dynamics of the policy require the opposite. The admin-
istration is eager to demonstrate reliability to US allies and
friends, and to portray a revitalized national will to the Kremlin.
Extensive US commitments to Egypt and the steps taken to as-
sist the Sudan in 1981 demonstrated reliability to US friends; '
the Libyan incident in the Gulf of Sidra, also in 1981, illustrated a
revitalized national will. If the United States continues such activ-
ities in the future, however, it may overextend available re-
sources." The danger is not in selective engagement but in
unlimited involvement wherever Soviet activities or gains are dis-
cerned. This desire to counter avery perceived Soviet move is
exacerbated by the ambiguity surrounding the question of which
interests are vital,

Qur allies and friends are not enthusiastic about suct: an ex-
pansire, activist policy to counter the USSR worldwide. They
sometimes condemn a US propensity to apply military medicine
to what they perceive to be politico-economic problems. Further-
more, their perception of the threat is less alarmist. One can see
that Soviet miiitary power has already undercut the resolve of
many Western countries and other potential allies throughout the
world:

1. In Europe, only the United States, among NATO allies,
has significantly increased its defense etfort. The allies are lag-
ging on defense programs agreed to even before the Soviet inva-
sion of Afghanistan,

2. in the Middle East and Southwest Asia, the threa! is be-
lieved to come from Israel or a neighboring state; neither super-
power is welcome.

T wmtmanintia LY A S bW el e e v
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3. InJapan, the defense budget remains below 1 percent of
the gross domestic product.

4. in China, defense spending has been cut, and the coun-
try is reducing the size of its defense establishment; Beijing is
unlikely to become involved in a US-Soviet conflict.

5. In Africa, the United States is seen as a reactionary
backer of white-ruled South Africa, not as a support of majority
rule.

6. In Latin America, real sociceconomic problems rather
than Communists are seen as the causes of unrest.

THEISSUE

With this background on the sirategy and forces relation-
ship, the projected military situation, and the defense policy of
the United States, we can examine in detail current US military
strategy for the period through fiscal year 1987 and the Army
combat forces (and sirategic lift) projected 1o be available to im-
plement the strategy. We can also expect that the normal ten-
sions within a democracy between national security needs and
social welfare will be further strained in the 1980s by the reces-
sion now plaguing the Western economies. Thus, it is important
to seek allernatives for the most effective use of the military re-
sources available {0 the nation. After we review US Army force
utilization by examining the current US military strategy for a
worldwide conventional conflict, we can then consider the op-
tions for better using Army forces to accomplish US strategic ob-
jectives and speculate on implications for other forces. ours and
foreign.
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2. USMILITARY STRATEGY

strategy as '‘the art and science of employing the armed

forces of a nation to secure the objectives of national
policy by the application of force, or the threat of force. 't That is,
military stralegy involves the use (employment) of existing capa-
bilities as distinct from ‘‘strategy’” ang '‘nationa! strategy.”
which subsume the development of rasources (including military
forces) as well as their use.

The Joint Chiefs of Stalt (JCS) includes a recommended
military strategy in the Joint Strategic Planning Document (JSPD)
that is normally submitted annually to the Secretary of Delense.
The JCS seeks to have the recommended military strategy in-
cluded in the annual Delense Guidance, which provides guid-
ance for the next 5-year lorce planning and deveiopment cycle
for the military services. But the military strategy in the JSPD is
not directly related to operational planning or actual employment
of forces. S0, in the one instance that a general military sirategy
is prepared, it is lor the wrong purpose.

in keeping with their legisiated responsibilities to provide for
the sirategic direction of the armed forces, the JCS normally pro-
vides annual strategic guigance for the empioyment of assigneg
(existing) forces to the commanders of the unilied and specitied
commands and the Commanger, Rapid Depioyment Joint Task
Force (RDJTF).*

J OINT CHIEFS OF STAFF Publication 1 defines military

* The RDJTF was upgraded on 1 January 1983 to Unitied Com-
mand for Southwest Asia; the Commande:, RDJTF 15 now Commander
in Chief, US Central Commang (CINCCENT).

R L oy Y
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10 USMILITARY STRATEGY

And. as for the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan, although
the plan responds to guidance provided by the Secretary of
Detense, such as in the now-outdated Policy Guidance tor Con-
tingency Planning. neither the Secretary nor anyone in OSD
reviews il

Qul of this seeming confusion over stralegy and its use or
misuse, two schoals of thought have evolved within the defanse
establishment, the “'one strategy’ school, and the ‘‘multiple
siralegies’ school.

Proponents of the one strategy school argue that the JSPD
strategy is the only valid US military strategy. thal any deviations
lrom it are rigk equations, that to articulate a si:ategy that ac-
comphishes the task with current forces would undermine staled
requirements for additional resources; and that it is neither pos-
sible not desirable 10 lay out @ “"Diuepninl’’ lor war-lighting with
availabie resources.

Proponents of the muliipie sirategies school argue that the
United States should have an array of strategies. one each for
the planning (JSPD). the programed (budge! constraingd) force.
and the current lorce. The mulliple sirategies proponents aiso ar-
gue that the planning stiategy, somewhat circumscribed. entails
fotce requirtements that may never be achieved. that planners
and policymakars must gitterentiate between force planming and
force empioyment, ang that the United States mug! have a
sirategy for employment of curent iorces Some pundiis in thig
latter sChool even argue for a Munimum-nsk 1orce (UNCoN
strained) sirategy. The Navy ana the Air Force normally aghere
10 the one strategy school, but the Army, sometimes joined Ly
the Maring Corps. 1ails i the multiple Stralegies camp.

Some contusion also exiate ovet just what US naliona! 3e-
Cutity pokicy 18, but contrary 10 what ine gaalies say, the POICY 18
ol Gihicult 10 ungerstand. Unfortunalely, therg 18 no broad
based National Consendus On Meresis arg objectives from
which sirategy should be derived. Thus, each ncoming agmus.
1134oNn arhcyulates its views anew and bulds a policy lramework
10 Suppal them. (The lack of continuity 1s well rilusttaled by the
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US MILITARY STRATEGY 1"

abrup! shifting about when Ronald Reagan succeeded Jimmy
Carter ) Moreover, each administration finds it politically advan-
tageous not 1o be too explicit and thereby create a target for its
antagonists. This ambiguity frustrates some analysts and
bureaucrals.

The Reagan administraiion has provided a defense policy
that sets forth in general terms the administration’s perceptions
of national interests and objeclives. However, a core of opposi-
tion remains within the Government, a so-cailed network, which
views the world differently and opposes an activist anti-Commu-
nist policy. in a country where the national motto could be Qut of
One Many, it may never be possible to secure broad consensus
on a national security blueprint. Aithough ideally it is desirable to
have an agreed, precisely hewn framework, in reality, construct-
ing such a framework will remain a perennial problem.

The administration does not want to provide potential adver-
saries with details of national strategy. Nor do the authorities
want {0 articulate a rigid conceplual structure that would stultity
thinking angd distract from reality.* Thus, stated broadly and in
line with policy, the focus of US stralegy is on containment of the
Soviet threat on the Eurasian landmass, particutarly in three
major regions: Western Europe, Southwest Asia, and Northeast
Asia. (See tigure 2-1 ) Containment on Eurasia. rather than mari-
lime superiority, therelore, is the true core of the US military
strategy for globai contlict. Although there may be contingencies
involving other regions in the tuture, no maiof US Army formation
would be available for employment outside the three areas of
concentration withoul degradation of capabilities in the more
critical regions.

The United States mainiaing a tlexible strategy of counter-
vailling powe:r which, although designed to permit strikes
wherever the Soviets are vuinerable, basically means mainte-
nance of a capability to respond in kind 10 aggression. Because
of an acknowledged nuciear inferiority, conventional forces play
a greally increased role in the strategy. In my judgment, the
nuciear optlion is not a viable war-lighting allernalive, excep! in
tegponse 10 Soviet tirgt use of to a direct threat to US nationa!
sutvival,
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Figure 2-1. Containment Strategy
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Having ruled out any fixed sizing parameters for strategic
planning, e.g.. 1%z or 2 wars, US military strategists now prepare
to respond wherever national security is threatened worldwide.
The United States wil! concentrate its forces 1o defend the areas
considered most vital, exploiting the principle of mass colleclive-
ly with its allies and friends.

Priorities for the commitment of forces mus! be established.
whatever the ievei of defense spending. Although many ob-
servers now recognize the tutility of trying 1o spread US forces
thin enough to cover all reqions on the globe,* there is a contra-
dictory US defense planning emphasis on exploiting the unique
capabilities of USiWestern forces in areas of greatest Soviet vul-
nerability—'horizontal escalation.””* At the same tme, the
United States will not nacessarily limit its response to regions
chosen by the aggressor. The strategy calls tor the nation to be
prepared for a worldwide war of unlimited duration, in a conven-
tional, chemical, and nuclear environment.

The Reagan adminisiration is working 10 improve the US
ability to raspond 1o Soviet aggression, which as staled earlier, it
assumes may quickiy escalate to global conflict. Since the
United States is already well antrenched in Europe and Korea,
military stalts are now concentrating on the third vital strategic
zone overseas. Southwest Asia. The United States seeks 10 in-
crease its military presence there to enhance its abilily to re-
spond rapidly to aggression. Because of both the distance from
the area and the limiled resources in Southwes! Asta, US strate-
gisis plan to deploy quickly forces based in the continental
United States 10 the area of likely conflict to join any forces lor-
ward-deployed in the region. Although some Army forces, parti-
cularly the rapidly deployabie units, will be among those dis-
patched early on, the emphasis will be on naval (and air) power.

The United States will pipject military power 10 those re-
gions where the states have relatively weak delenses, particuiar-
ly where only the United States can provide credible opposition
to a Soviet incursion. This strategy thearetically represents a sig-
niticant change in regional priorities, away {rom primary concen-
tration on Western Europe. Indeed. resources, particulatly
ground and air power, are being substantially realiocated to the
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RODJTF, which is intended primarily to protect Southwest Asia.
Through tiscal year 1987, the administration is developing no
new land forces 10 support the expanded commitments entailed
by Southwest Asia. Further, the increased requirement for stra-
tegic lift may also entail diversions from the European reinforce-
ment mission. Detending US vital interasts adjacent to the Soviet
Union with limited resources is not easy.

But maintaining distant forces is part ol a strategy of for-
ward delense which seeks to avoid fighting on the beaches of
Massachuselts or Calitornia. While political constraints within
NATQ mute discussion of this subject, President Reagan did
state that we are in Europe "'because that NATO lina is our tirst
line of defense.” ¢

! Unfortunately, this qverseas orientation has blurred the

4 meaning of national defense. Consider, for example. that even

] while the nation allocales ovar $200 hillion a year !or delense,
i ] the continental United States is essentially undetendabie! In
b : addition to strategic missiles, a manned bomber could probably
] attack any target in North America without detection.” In the con-
5 text of a global war, however, the US military presence overseas
& 3 18 designes 10 engage the enemy as far irom the US homeland as
possibie. Thus, in the missile era, the forward detense concep!
) has validity. Since the Soviets achieved nuclear parity in the late
i 1970s. a war may now be won of 08t with conventional forces in
distant iocales. Hence, aithough there may be some altrusman
the US giobal stratagy, US reasure is being civerted overseas
for nationai detense, broadly cetined.

The military sirategy lor the employment of lorces 1o
vatious theaters overseas is a pretiminary schame of action de-
veloped lor planning purpnses in the event a crisis develops, the
actual situation will determine wnere torces are deployed. Since
the initiative lies with the Kiemiin, forces could be employed in a
mannet {a: dilferent than postulated in mitlary sirategy.
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CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES AND THE WESTERN
HEMISPHERE

Because there is no apparent, significant ground threat to
US nationai territory per se, Army torces concentrate on protect.
g US vital interesis overseas—tha forward defense. In the
event general war resulls. Army responsibilities in the conti
nental United States wouid be limited 10 civil delense support, so
NG mMajor units are permanently assigned ¢ continental US-
based missions. Units awaiting deployment are available for
temporary use by the Commander in Chiel, Uniteg States Readi-
ness Command (USCINCRED) for tasks that may arise. After all
initial deployments are completed. ai least one ot two infantty ai
vigions may be available in the continental United States as stra-
legic raserves untii mobilization generates néw unis.

Quiside the continental Umied Stales, a brigade 15 pesma-
nenily ‘ocated in Alaska and one brigade 18 permanantly located
in Panama for defenge of the canal. Forces are aiso avadabie tor
contingencies which might require reinforcement of Alaska or
Panama.

NATO AND WESTERN EUROPE

One of the permanent lixtures in US oelenge policy 18 the
commiiment 10 NATO and adherence to the NATO slrategy of
fiexiDi@ response The emphasis 15 on detarrence, bul contrary 10
the thelofiC. 1e8D0NSE 10 AQQIESSION 1§ not automatic. Each Al
ance member is 10 1ake “such achion as il deems neceossary.  *

In ihe event of war. NATO strategy would depioy wepiace
10/Ces 10 theit (especiive Qenetal detensive posihons and con
auct a ciract detenge. Eatier, Ing I0CUS Wik 0N Cperations on the
Eurasian landmags. with all 0iher acivibies, nChakng nNaval opet:
aLons, seen as suppoitive. But as US stralegy lakes on a giobal
focus, Conteal Eutope Decomes mefely anothet agiunct 10 8 pr-
marily masitime siralegy. 1 8 nOL at ail Cleat how thg shilt in 10-
Cus wilt enhance contamment ol & coOnbnental pOwesr at the
nng-Gorman Doiger, Dul an uNMIEtakabie Gwerkion trom @
NATO-centered shrategy nar occutted

. .
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Direct defense seeks to minimize loss of terrilory on the
European continent. The sirategy does not permit trading signiti-
cant space 1ot lime, hence 3 classical mobile delense is ‘uled
out. In Europe, one tinds not only a lack of geostirategic depth but
also an understandable anlipathy among the West Germans to
give up territcry, sven temporarily (This is not 1o deny the Bunde-
swehr’'s recognition of the beil-like guality of 3 modern delensive
system")

A capability tor escCalation is impCriant for detetrence, but
the West no ionger possesses a crecdible opticn for nucioar tirst
use. Thus President Reagar's slatement in tate 1881 about mit:
ing 3 war, even a nuclear war. to Europe was a siatement of
strategic reaiity. Ingeed, that view tully accords with the lieuble

response strategy.” Unfortunately, aithough the United States
may have long viowed theater nucioar 1orces as “usable,” to the
Europeans they wete ang remain Only part of ‘he deterrence
squation. The European Alles never support the concept of ac-
tuatly fighting a bmited nuclear war in Europe.

The NATQ sirategy of tiexible tesponge retiects a caretully
worked Oul COMPIOMISe’ that was accepied only after years of
US pressure 10 shift away rom massive retatiation '’ Stralegists
in ihg Uruted States envisage war in Europe as & potentiatly
“limited’ thaater confhet, Dut the Alhes view il 35 "genaral’ and
“strateQic.” ! Al the same time 1hat the United States locuses
on wartighting, the Allet emphasize oeerronce DECauUse they
fOALZ0 INAL @1thet & NIOIONGED CONVENLIONAL Wit Of & theatet nu-
clear contiict would destroy Eutope ' Strategy of ihe United
Slates seeks 10 hnit & wat 10 Eutope, and US ieaders conlem.
plate continued 'JS-Soviet hostiited  Europe shouid De lost
Withorawat trom Eutope would not end the contict

T0 DR sute, NALOIM INtRIASIS— HATNDY TGN CONCein aDOW
the seciridy of US eriory—also molivate the Alles who, tor
theu Gwn Wig1ests. wanl the Uniled Siates involved in any Euro-
pean confiict. For ihe Unitad Siates. parn of the value of hawng
Sies 15 10 DML IESISIANCE 10 SO0IEIRION ShOMH G & SHAIOGIC
NUCIent ExChange.* Thug, 10 maintam sOhdarity. ali parhies have
Shiied (O an " 1NPOSING Musaum of Miiiary melaphors.”
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Although massive retaliation has been abandoned, the
Europeans have never accepled the requirement to develop a
fully capable conventional defense. Indeed, they beiieve that an
eftective conventional defense would undermine deterrence by
decoupling the US strategic force from the deterrence eguation
in Europe. NATQ authorities never intended to eliminate reliance
on strategic nuclear deterrence by developing conventional cap-
abilitias that could repel a major Warsaw Pac! invasion. Respon-
sible parties on both sides of the Atlantic understood all along
that domestic political and economic realities would limit the ex-
tent of conventional defenses.

The United States, however, has continued to press the Al
lies over the past 20 years, particularly since the mig-1970s, 10
take steps to provide for an eftective conventional defense. Yet,
former Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR), General
Andrew Goodpaster seems (0 have accepted conventional de-
tense only as an "intermediate’” capability."

More recently, as the Soviet threat has grown and detente
has become jaundiced, the United States has increased pres.
sure with initiatives to enhance conventional capabilihes: the 3
percent solution; the Long-Term Defense Program; the so-called
Phase | angd Phase I} measures belore and alter the Soviet inva-
sion of Alghanistan; the burden sharnng increase, ang the
coercive warnings about the shift of US resources 1o Southwest
Asia.' To some observers, it ali smacks of throwing money at the
probiem."* The Allies will continue 10 focus on the nuclear ele-
ment, hoping 10 secure delense “on the cheap -——plss ca
change, plus ¢ 'est ia meme chose.

The US Army 15 assigned two corps sectors in West Ger.
many, organized with (wo armored and two machanized divi-
sions and two armored cavalry regiments. The other majot US
ground force commitment is an Allied Forces Central Europe
raserve corps, of which one armored and Iwo mechanized
brigades are lorward depioyed. The SACEUR has siated a re-
quirement for 10 US divisions to be in Europe by M + 10 days
{(or D-Day)." This requitement is the basis for the POMCUS
{prepositioning of materiel conligured 10 unit sets) objeclive of
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18 US MILITARY STRATEGY

six division sets of equipment, to nermit the rapid deployment of
six divisions 1o join the lour now in Europe.

Upon a decision to reintorce NATQ, toliow-on Army unils
would fiow to Europe. These forces would include all the remain-
ing continental US-based reserve torces, less probably one or
two givisions 1o be relained temporarily as a strategic reserve.
Thus. without a sSimuitaneous Persian Gult contingency and with
two Infantry divisions in the Pagitic. some 20 to 24 US Army (and
Matrine Corps) divisions (plus separate brigades and regiments)
could eventually be located in Europe ® Pacific-based ''swing”’
forces also could be deployed there.!' (As will be seen, the US
Army continues to focus 118 resources almos! entirety on one the-
ater, with forces dual-commutied for tasks outside Europe.)

The NATQO requirement coopts not only the bulk of US
combat forces but essentially alt the available strategic arhit
and sealift, supphes, and equipment. More balanced atiocation
of forces tor planning 18 inherent in the evolving global strategy.
but despite the warnings, no reductions 1 US 1and force commt-
ments to NATO have actually been made. Iin tact, lormal US
commutments 10 NATQ have been increasing even as the need
was being recogmzed 10r diveriing some torces for use in South-
west Asia.

in 1981 SACEUR proposed a contruversial Rapid Rewnforce-
ment Plan unger which some US Army divigions woulo 0s made
avalabie tor pianming to reinforce the NATO flanks, primarily in
the Mediterrangan. Wrale the Army has carned out tapid remns
torcoment exercises i the Mediterranean reg:on in the past. no
mfrastructule @xisls 10 support any major (S Army forces that
migh! geploy theta Fuither, any mawe reintorcement of the
tianks would weaken the aiready tenudus posilion in the critical
Central Region. | betieve thal the Unied States views ine NATO
tiarks as economy-ol-force regions. the Rapia Reintorcement
Plan, theretore. was opposed within the Army higraichy—Qquitd
justitiably, in my judgment. Nevertheiess, the United Siates ap-
proved the plan in 1982
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US MILITARY STRATEGY 19
SOUTHWEST ASIA

The administration views the region from Turkey to
Pakistan, including the Horn of Africa, as a strategic entity.
Recognizing the difficulty of unilateral action there, the Reagan
administration originally sought to gain regional support by
building a *'strategic consensus'’ against the Soviet threat.?2 Al-
though the consensus did not evolve, the administration still
hopes to develop an integrated regional defense, particularly air
defense, against Soviet and Soviet-supported penetrations. (This
is the regional slice of the globai military strategy.) The object is
not o secure formal ailiances or to establish a large-scale US
force presence, but rather to help states in the region, principally
Egypt and Saudi Arabia, in resisting Soviet-inspired threats and
to promote general cooperation. Such cooperation wouid not
only enhance delerrence; it could reduce requirements for out-
side forces. However, part of the rationale for the earlier
strategic consensus was to promote a milieu that would facilitate
rapid deployment of the RDJTF.

The administration believes the Soviet threat has shifted
irom Europe to Southwest Asia. in this case US military strategy
lor Southwest Asia in a woridwide war focuses on maintaining
continuous access to Persian Gull oil by preventing Soviet con-
irol of the oil, either directly or indirecily. The US response to
Sovie! aggression in Southwest Asia, according 1o President
Reagan, will be automatic—a unilateral efforl, if necessary.
Although ailied and friendly nation support would be needed in
Southwaest Asia, only the United States is capable of providing an
etlective military response to a Soviel incursion there. However,
the United States continues to encourage allied participation in
planning for the delense of the Guit oil resources and expects
the Europeans and the Japanese to provide some assistance.

Despite the announced US poiicy, the Uniled States might
nol be invited to intervene in Southwest Asia to counter a Soviet
invasion. In any case, the task would be extremely difficult be-
cause logistical capacitly in the area is limited; the air lines of
communicalions are 7,000 miles long, and the sea lines of com-
munications are 8,000 (Suez open) to 12,000 miles iong. Upon
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20 US MILITARY STRATEGY

receipt of strategic warning, assuming an early decision to mobi-
lize and deploy forces, the United States would rapidly deploy a
balanced force to Southwest Asia 1o ptace in the path of the ex-
pected Soviet invasion force. This is a form of “preemptive
deterrence.”” # Major Army forces would come in behind naval
and air forces deployed earlier. The object would be to establish
a situation in which the Soviets were forced to decide on a histor-
ic encounter between US and Soviet forces.” Some authorities
consider the size and nature of the US torces for this task as
relatively unimportant.

In contrast to operations in Europe where a sophisticated
infrastructure exists, in Southwest Asia the United States would
initiate operations with only a smalt Army contingent, a naval
presence, an Air Force element, and equipment from maritime
prepositioned ships located at Diego Garcia. The force would
rely for support on the ""mobility triad"" of airlift, sealift, and pre-
positioned equipment. Although sustained land operations re-
quire large support bases, no such bases are likeiy to be avail-
able early on. Egypt has oftered the use of Ras Banas, and the
United States is quietly seeking support ''facilities’ closer to the
Guif region. Without nearby support facilities, effective ground
operations will not be possible * This limitation is significant be-
cause, as in Europe, the threat is land oriented; preventing Soviet
control of the oil requires going onto the Eurasian landmass and
occupying blocking positions well inland to inhibit Soviet move-
ment to the Gulf. The JCS believe this action requircs balanced
multiservice forces.? The Army has a significant role in counter-
ing the highly mechanized and armored forces of the Soviet
Army.

As in Europe, the advantage lies with the Soviets. Indeed
the West's ability to prevent a strong thrust south is highly ques-
tionable. Therefore, US global strategy dictates consideration of
worldwide escalation. It should be noted, however, that the
administration appears lo be backing away from the "auto-
matic'' aspect of horizontal escalation.”

Although the United States views any US-Soviet confronta-
tion as having global implications, the United States does not
necessarily seek to expand a conflict that may originate in
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US MILITARY STRATEGY 21

Europe, at least not with major ground forces. But the nation’s
leaders will consider horizontal escalation of any Soviet confron-
tation that begins elsewhere—confirming the NATQ Allies’ worst
fears. Thus, in my judgment, a contradiction in US strategy exists
regarding ground forces. On the one hand, US strategy seeks to
limit any European conflict, concentrating the damage in one re-
gion; on the other hand, the United States would seek allied as-
sistance in any major confrontation that begins outside Europe, a
conflict the United States may join without seeking allied advice.
In a contlict that begins initially in Europe, in all probability no
major Army forces would be held back for operations eisewhere.

The RDJTF is not supposed to be considered a nuclear trip
wire but rather a deterrent force—a ''signal.”’ The near-term out-
look for a successtul defense in Southwest Asia is pessimistic,
but US vital interests dictate making a major effort to counter a
Soviet incursion, even though the force may be deployed and fail
to stave off disaster. Great uncertainty remains about whether
nuclear weapons would be employed in the region.?

Operations in Southwest Asia are highly sensitive to the
timeliness of decisions to mobilize and deploy. Upon receipt of a
warning, the President couid call up 100,000 reservists under his
authority, and later probably declare partial mobilization. | be-
lieve that full mobilization is unlikely until a Soviet invasion oc-
curs. As stated earlier, successlul deterrence is contingent on
placing US forces between the Soviet units and the Gulf, prefer-
ably before the invasion.? Such rapid deployment would require
coopting practically all available airiift and sealift; even then,
ships will not arrive in the Gulf until the fourth week after
M-Day.* The Army has task-organized light force packages for
rapid deployment by air, with equipment and heavy units follow-
ing by sea (some 90 percent of the total raquirement). Currently
the Army could deploy a corps headquarters and combat units
drawn primarily from three divisions 1o Southwest Asia.*' (The
82d Airborne is the Army’s most rapidly deployable division )

Callup of Reserve Component forces is necessary to carry
out this deployment.* Indeed, the size of the Army force package
is limited by support capabilities, but the Army does plan to ex-
pand the Rapid Deployment Force-Army (RDF-A) in the future.®
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22 US MILITARY STRATEGY

This expansion will entail building a full expeditionary force be-
cause of the lack of support facilities in Southwest Asia.

As the deployment time for US forces decreases, deter-
rence increases, thus the RDJTF may be predeployed to an inter-
mediate support facility. Assessments differ on how rapidly Army
units can arrive in the Gulf region. Lieutenant General Robert C.
Kingston, Commander, RDJTF, has stated that a brigade could
reach the region in three to four days, with the combat elements
of a division in place in less than two weeks. In a 1980 command
post exercise, it took 169 days to close the entire RDJTF

If Saudi facilities are not made available, the RDJTF would
probably deploy to Egyptian and perhaps Omani facilities. The
administration is programing a buildup of Ras Banas in Egypt to
provide the deploying forces a place to rest and prepare to stage
forward into the Southwest Asia and Persian Gulf region. But Ras
Banas is too far from possible operational areas, so efforts con-
tinue 1o secure agreements for closer facilities. The Saudis resist
being drawn into planning for the RDJTF and have even pres-
sured Oman to reduce its role in such planning.*

It is not clear where the forces would deploy in a crisis be-
fore the Ras Banas facility is completed. Oman is a possibility,
but general support facilities being established in Somalia and
Kenya perhaps could serve as intermediate sites. Israel is an-
other, albeit unlikely, alternative. All these peripheral facilities
are a significant distance from the operational area. The bulk of
the US strategic lift would be occupied deploying torces from the
United States. Thus, movement forward from intermediate bases
would probably be accomplished with intra-theater airlift and a
few C-5 aircrafl,

Army forces have some supplies aboard the ships in the
Near Term Prepositioned Force at Diego Garcia. The equipment
will be available in the event a benign environment exists and
port tacilities are available. The Near Term Prepositioned Force
could link up with Army forces outside the operational area. i1
hostilities were already joined, the Marine Corps might have to
make an amphibious assaull in the Guit region to clear port facili-
ties. In any case, a support team has to Join the ships before the
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equipment is serviced and off-loaded. Barring combat losses,
Army forces wouid secure their supplies by using "local indig-
enous vehicles, road march, Near Term Prepositioned Force
vehicles, shuttle, or similar means.”” Other ammunition and
equipment flowing into the operational area by sea would be
those currently earmarked by NATO.%

Apparently, current intentions are to occupy positions in the
Southwest Asia and Persian Gulf region and to seek to deter So-
viet movement toward the Gull.*" US forces wouid seek to coun-
ter any Soviet efforts to penetrate US positions. While it is not the
intent of this paper to ¢ritique US military strategy. the reader will
note another contradiction. Forces ‘n EQypt or forces dispersed
to prevent Soviet control of area oilfields would not necessarily
deter or inhibit Soviet penetration into northern Iran. Indeed. es-
tablishing defenses which leave northern iran uncovered could
iead the Soviets to draw an analogy 10 events that foliowed the
famous speech of then Secretary of Slate Dean Acheson on 12
January 1950, in which the US defense perimeter was delined,
leaving Korea outside, ond war ensued. Furthermore, | believe
that accepting the loss of northern lran probably would only fore-
stall the inevitable.

But the.United States faces serious problems in that. at
least through fiscal year 1987, ingulficient resources will be
available to adequately protect securily interasis in Southwes!
Asia. Because a response o Soviet aggression in the region is
deemed necessary, the potential for escalation is high. Former
USCINCRED Genera! Voiney F. Warner betieves that the United
States shouid be prepared to accept (he loss of an Army division
and a Marine brigade 10 prove !0 the Soviets they cannotl act un-
chailenged. But currently, policy 10 avoid a contlict that the
United States carno! win would counsel against a direct ground
response 10 major Soviel aggression in Southwest Asia.

One great advantage exists in Southwes! Asia—geostirate-
gic dapih. The United States is apparently building a capability 10
delend in the region, but in the interim, steps in the event deter-
rence fails are unciear. The overall giobal situation will be as-
sessed (0 delermine the exient of the commitmen! that can be
made in Scuthwest Asia.

d
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The French and the British will probably provide some allied
maritime support for the defense of Southwest Asia, and the
United States will probably seek ''show the fiag" activities by
other nations 1o promote an allied effort. Bul Turkey is unlikely to
support any operations that do not involve NATO;™ and other US
allies are uniikely to expand their defense effort signilicantly 10
secure Persian Guit oil. Accepting these realities, the United
States seeks 10 have the NATQ Allies and Japan do more in
Europe and Northeast Asia, respectlively. However, the United
States also will continue its efforts to secure broader support for
defense of Paisian Gult oil.

if the Soviets occupy northern lran, a stalemale is possible.
it the Soviets conduct a major buildup and continue south, pene-
tration 10 the Gult aiso is possible.* Soviet lorces could reach the
Guit from Aighanistan in tive days.

PACIFIC REGION

in the entire Pacilic region, US Army combat forces are like-
ly 10 be involved to only a limited degree during a general war. in
the sra of containment, the Pacitic has been considered an
sconomy-ol-loice region. particularly for lang toices. By and
large. under the current administration, this Siralegic perspec:
live continues. Combined planning o the delense of Japan stilt
eveives under ihe Mutual Detense Treaty “ Eigewhere in the
Pacific region. ihe Uniled States remains commilied i0 ithe go-
fense of Korea. a unilateral 1982 declaration regarding the se-
curity of Thailand (teiniorced by President Reagan in Oclober
1981), and the ANZUS Treaty.

Kores could De rapidly rentorced in a wotidwide Crigis, but
primatiy with air and naval torces and l0gistical support.* The
focus o air and naval lorces in the PaCitic extends back 10 the
Nixon Jocirine announced in 1960, derived liom a recognition
thal national resources are limided. and that the United Siates
NEECen 10 JOVRIOD 8 DOlCY that the Public would SUPDOFt Ovet the
iong ierm. The Nixon Dociring also manitested a desie 10 avoid
involvement in anothet major Asian Iand wat, thus it further (e
forced the primacy of Eutope. (Inletesiingly, the Nixon Docline
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was not applied to NATO directly.) Clearly the intent was to
downpiay the role of ground forces outside Europe, particularly
in Asia. Even today, in the context of a worldwide war, US re-
gional objectives on the Asian continent are limited. Therefore,
early reinforcement or resupply of lorward-depioyed forces there
in the event of a global conflict is unlikely.<

In the Pacific, the US Army maintains the 2d infantry Divi-
sion (seven maneuver battalions) in Korea, and the two-brigade
25th Infantry Division as well as the 29th Separate Infantry
Brigade (National Guard) in Hawaii. if a global crisis were to de-
velop, some lorces could be deployed elsewhere as part of the
so-called ‘'swing’’ sirategy.® In the event of a c¢risis in Europe,
the Commandger in Chiel, Pacific (CINCPAC), could be directed to
redepioy selected forces to the Atiantic ang European theaters.
While most attention is given 1o naval elements, the “'swing"
package includes Army and Air Force forces as well. These rede-
ployments are not automatic, the decision (o redeploy and the
designation of forces will be made as the situation develops.
Thus, the Army’s regional major combat presence could consist
of at leas! one 10 (wo divisions.

In view of his interest in the eventual reunification of Korea,
Kim ll-sung would possibly expioit the chaos of a worldwide war
by invading South Korea, pressure from China notwithsianding.*
Thua, any major land operation in the Pacitic region will probabily
be fought in Korea as part of the overall US Eurasian contain-
ment strategy. That is, the United States is bound to delend
Korea by a Mutual Delense Treaty, and being parly 10 the 1853
Armigtice Agreement (which South Korea is nol), the United
States has a legal responsibility 107 peace on the peninsula. The
United Nations Command is ihe organizational entity that carries
out the armistice responsibilities.

The 2d Infanity division, currently positioned north of Seout
across the main approaches from the north, is in strategic
tesarve for the 8th US Army. One batiation is just south of the
demiiitarized zone (DMZ) near Panmunjom. The division, particu-
larty the batlation near the DMZ, wouid be quickly invoived in any
contlicl. it is this combatl presence. well forward, between the
North Korean forces and Seoul. thatl enhances delerrence on the
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peninsula. Since 1974, the defense concept has been 1o fight
and defeat the enemy north of Seoul, reinforcing the role of the
2d infantry Division. Thus US combat forces will probabiy re-
main in place for some time to come.

OVERALL STRATEGIC VIEW

The foregoing presentation of US global strategy by region
points up the continued primacy of European defense, at ieast
for Army forces. One of the dilemmas our policymakers face is
that the war may—indeed, is likely to—~commence outside
Europe: in Southwest Asia, Korea, or elsewhere. Such a situ-
ation could be happenstance; more ominously, it could be a feint
seeking to draw oft US forces from a more vital region. Unfor-
tunately. as the reacting force, the United States may march to
the sound of the guns as if the engagement were the “only game
intown.” Inthe event a conflict breaks out in the Western Pacitic
or even Southwest Asia, it will be necessary 1o exercise tremen-
dous national resolve not to deploy large numbers of forces
there. in Southwas! Asia, particularly, and in view of perceived
and vital interests there, this restraint will prove very ditticult.

The United States uitimately seeks 10 be able 10 engage the
Soviets simultaneously in several theaters to fulfill the contain-
ment strategy—ironically, in every case except with Army
torces, the key to Eurasian containment.* in view of this ex-
peclation, we must examine US Army capabilities to meet the
postulated US military strategy for global war.
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3. FORCE CAPABILITIES

HATEVER THE CAPABILITIES of its military forces,
US national will to ensure survival of our nation-state
and way o! life must underpin defense expenditures
or the defense etforts may be wasted. Although condemned by
many, the negatively synergistic effect ol a weakened national
will and low defenge expenditures is, in fact, perversely iogical,
particularly so in view Of similar trends among the allied nations
without which a contlict with the USSR cannot be successtully

engaged.

US ARMY FORCES MISSION

The US/Allied policy of deterrenco with respect 1o the inte-
rior of the Eurasian landmass points up the continued require-
ment for viable ground forces and ultimately, as the 1882
Falkiand crisis has confirmed, ground forces must occupy and
dutend territory. But the US Army manitests US national exper-
ience and culture, not the perceived US national role in the
world. The United Siates has the fifth-largest Army in the world,
behind those of China, USSR, Vietnam, and India~—100 smali 10
accomplish the required inission, in view of the woridwide Soviel
threat.

Conlrary 10 some perceplions, ihe Aimy's (ole 18 no! direct
defense of US (erritory.! As noted iri chapter 2, that role is de-
ployment of forces overseas 10 engage in forward detenss as far
from the Unitod Siates as possible.

Since the NATO-Warsaw Pact contlict is the most demang-
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ing. the focus of these defense elforts is on Europa. But while
Army planners continue 10 emphasize NATO, they are also look-
ing at regians of most probable contlict. The increasingly global
nature of the threat challenges the United States to meet raquire-
ments culside Europe without degrading the collective capabdil
iies of NATO. The Army's Active Component must be prapared
10 meel thieats 10 NATO and eisewhere and hoid while the Re-
serve Components (Army National Guard and Army Reserve)
mobilize and deploy 10 reintorce. Unfortunately, because the
Army has not been modernized over the past two decades, and
because its basic structure needs strengthening, the Army's abil
ity 10 accomplish the assigned mission is in question.

Following the euphotic early months of the Reagan adminis.
tration when it had appeared that defense spending would be
open ended, the perennial fiscal and political realities reap
peared. dictaling establishment of tough priorities. The Army
subsequently has concenlraled on mOGRINIZIng its existing force
instead of adding needed force structure. Indeed. no significant
inCreases in eng-silrength are expecied betore fiscal year
1087-88.

While pointing up deticiences, it is important to note that the
US Army is raady 10 join Dattie, albeit for imited duration. But, it
needs to be fieshed out Io sustain combal. The lorward-depioyed
forces are manned. sQuUIDDSd. and mission ofignied. What thoy
iack are irained and 1eady reinforcemenis, sirategic litt, war re-
$01ve B10CKS, and & SUPDOItive indusitial base.

in view of the gemonstrated inability 10 pradict the satting
and nature of future wars, the United Siates needs broadly fex
ile forces.’ The Reagan adminigiration's defense Dudget in
creases (supplemenials) tor tiscal year 1081 and fiscal yea
1082 only partially cotrecied the serious deticiencies ihat exist
in the Army.* However the inCreases did place the Army on the
oM couise.

The US Army faces formidable tasks. First. it contronts an
enemy that has more than 180 divisions. is Capable of operating
on multiple tronis simullaneously, and has interior knes of com-
munication. Sscond. it must cope with a politically motivaied
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sirategy in the main theater (Europe) that dictules relatively sta-
tic operations well forward. Thirg, the United States is short of
strategic mobility. But one senses salt in the air over any repont
that the seemingly insurmountable task on the continent argues
for transier of Army resources 10 another service * Al the nation-
al level, except in 3 Crisis, the defense equation is not usually
one of ability at the moment, but of building 3 capability cver
time, while 1acioring inlo the eQuation allied support for a coliec-
tive effort.

Force stcuciure. In a global strategy. force reQuirements, in
theory, have no LPPE! limit guring pianning. But, in reality, re-
SOUICE limitations have GiCIaled concentration on w0 Majot
Eurasian contingencies—detenss of Westein Europe and peo-
tection of access to Pergian Gyl oil * Proviging the whetowitha!
even 1ot these areas of main concern is anothet question. in.
deed. if 3 genretal wat wese 10 begin outside Eutope, the intent 10
teduce support tor NATO is undersiood. Since the sirategy
pDlaces unusual 1EHance on 3 Larpe 1eserve contingent, mobiliza-
1on is crucial. Yot planners appeat reiuciant 10 Ouesiion the val-
ue of iarpe. H-eauIDDRd teserve fcCas in & EChADIORICE 800
that permits nitishon of Massve attacks with liftle of NO MODI-
230N, DUL DRICEDLONS 316 WNPOILANT, ANG it 1§ the 10l Of the na-
tional leadets 10 pregare 10 Moel the tull specitum of posaidie
OBLS. CONSISEING DOLHICH 19alilgs=—=I0r8iON 31T COMBEHC.

The task 1§ 10 StruCiute the Asmy LorCe 104 1a0ID QEDIOYMeNnt
fot e European Daltiehield and 10 provid? mole discrels force
DACKaQeS §O¢ recuutements oulside NATO. The Army & thionng
et Litie CONBNGENCY LDICes 1o rapid SepIoYMent 10 A0y eav-
1onment 10 counter scphistitaleg apponents that may have &
Droad range of BiMOteG vehCIaS. AVLRIMNOE WRBDONS, 8N 1aC-
ticel mobility. Uniottunaiply, !he Army’'s authoHzag sirength is
not suiticient 10 ACCOMPLSA MU wige M1idy Of MISRION (ORI
menis. The 24-0neion force (18 active 81y B 1eserve) & termpd
the minmum prudgent ioice, yel the Active Componant situtiure
negvily relieg on “round-oul” units irom the Reserve Comoo
nenis.

Groatet use o 1950IVE 1GUNO-OUL UNIS I8 UNDe! CONBICNS-
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ation. Even the Rapid Deployment Force-Army has a National
Guard round-out unit. Yet, in a crisis, the Army does not plan 1o
dapioy the round-out unit concurre~tly with its Active Component
pariper. Although the round-cut unii is being upgraded 1o permit
simultanecus deployment, the ad hoc arrangement filis out the
divigicn with an Active Component unit, thus calling into question
the round-out concept.*

Considering the likelinood of minimum mobilization time,
the Army must provide the resources 1or its reserve forces and
an integral part of the US ground torces. Uniike the Air Force, the
Army historically has never fully supporied the Regerve Compo
nents. Yet the Volunteer Army was adopted with the understand-
ing that reserve forces would be calied up in the event of a crisis.
Today. the Resarve Components provide two-thirds of the total
Army logistical Support and nearly one-haif of the combat units.
The Total Army concept must be a reality.

The nature ol the threat in likely contingency areas outsice
Europe and the slated requirement for all Army forces to be
adapiable to the NATO battietieid mean that the entirg Army
force structure must be highly tiexible. The Army usually as-
sumas that combat forces are fungibie, that they are capable of
being depioyed 10 any region of the world and conducting eftec.
live oparations.’ If toices are assumed (o Be interchangeadle,
woridwide. muitiple commanders can use the same units tor
planning purnoses. ak 3 1esull, shoritails can be masked until a
ctrisis develops. Bul, in my judomant, major Army unils, partic.
vlatly mechanized ang armoted ones, ate not fungibie—it
immediate combat eitectiveness is crucwl. Denial of inter.
Changeability, though, even 01 hedvy units, posos dithicuities,
Ay forces would De packaged ang oriented for specitic re-
olons. As & resull, Ing much-iouted Qloba! Hexibility would be
citcumscrined. Furtheimore, as non-NATO comingency requite:
menis expand, format US commitmants 10 NATO would probably
have 10 De re0uced.

The Army should squarely (ace the issue of inierchangeabi
y. A unit will be fully eftactive in 8 desent environment only it it
CONCONIALNS 10tally 0 that mission. It a unit ig 10 De prepated 10
figh! in Germany's Fu.ua Gap. it shouid not be diveried 10 desert,
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arctic, or jungle training. The issues here surround critical re-
sources: training and stafl planning time, regionally specific
doctrine, and ditfering materiel and maintenance requirements.

This mission-specific proposal also poses serious ditficul-
ties for light divisions. The 82d Airborne Division is the only divi-
sion based in the United States that is manned, equipped, and
trained for immediate deployment. Thus the division is alerted for
practically every crisis, wherever developeg. Yet the division is
part of the RDF-A, uniquely under the operational control of the
Commander, RDJTF,; it should be concenirating solely on the
Southwaest Asian mission. As the situation is, the division must di-
vert some of its time to other missions.

Of perhaps greater consequence would be the actual em-
ployment of an RDJTF-committed force outside Southwest Asia.
in the event of a foliow-on ¢rigis in the primary area, chaos would
reign. Yat, if a crisis were to evolve tomorrow in Timbukty requir-
ing a ground force, the 82d Airborne Division would probably be
committed. (If asked for an alternative, one might recommend
the US Marine Corps or the French force d'intervention.) A 24-
division force will be incapable of supporting the administration’s
global strategy in all regions simultaneously.

The Army is modernizing its forces through a program
called Army 86, which encompasses examinatior of the divi-
sions, corps. and echelons-above-corps. The program svoived
from studies o! the 1973 Arab-Israeli war experience, the evolv-
ing Soviet threat, and the need 0 update the (orces structure 10
exploit new doctrine and new equipment *

A structure is designed for the European battieiield, the new
heavy division (Division 86) will have 10 battalion divisions. Simi.
lar studies are underway for the infaniry, aitboine, and air as
sault divisions, with the proviso, as stated previously, that they
be useable in both NATO and non-NATO envitonments.

The number of Army combat units will not significantly
change during the 1880s. Early plans 10 rever! the Tih infaniry
Division (iwo Active Component brigades) to cadre sialus have
been rescinded, but the Active Componeni-Ressrve Component
mix in the Army 86 study is still being developed. Whiie plang fot
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two new Active Component divisions have been dropped, consic-
eration is being given 10 Organizing two additional Reserve Com-
ponent divisions, using existing brigades.®

One of the Army's force structure probiems concerns its
“tail"—its support capability. In 1875, with pressure from Con-
gress, the Army converted numerous personnel support tasks to
combat tagks, providing 8 politically more palatable “tooth o
tail”" ratio. This move dictaled increasing reliance on the Euro-
pean Allies for host nation support. Aithough the Army opposed
this action, national leaders deemed this loss of flexibility ac-
ceplable because, until recently, secutity concerns focused al-
most totally on European delense after withdrawat from Vietnam.
The Army does support the host nation support concepl. How-
ever, when concern was raised about Persian Gult oil and a
global sirategy evolved, the Army found its organic support capa-
bility emasculated by overreliance on European host suppart
concepl. The Army had lost the capability for conducting iarge
scale operations outzide Europe. Furthermare, the NATO Allies
nave not provided all the required hos! nation support for Europe;
thus, even in the main theater, serious shorifalls mant. And muych
of the existing support is performad by civiliang who probabiy
would evacuate the area in a crisis."™

Operations in Southwest Asia on the scale envisaged will
require a massive support structure. indeed, the Aty will have
1o resurrect the Expeditionary Force concept and to pian 1o
iransport literally everything recuired to the region. Critics will ar-
gue that countries in the region should provide much of this sup-
pott, as in Eutope. but sxcept in a few cCategories, this is uniikely
10 happen. Thus. not onty limited host nation support but also the
lack of pormanent operating bases diciale that the Army take
sieps 10 enabie il 10 fight without significant outside support. Ot
the 3'A Givisions thal sre aliocaled for pianning in the sustere
environment in Southwest Asia, ine Army now has the capability
(with Reserve Component aupmentation) 10 suppoit only ge-
leciod forcas. with some shorilalis, until & sea line of communi
cations ig establighed.

Materiel. The Army has only about hall the equipmeni
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needed to field the currently understructured force, and much of
what it has is outdated.” While the Air Force and Navy began
modernizing during the 1970s, the Army used the immediate
post-Vietnam period, drawing on the Arab-israeli war exper-
iences, 10 do intense research and deveiopment. In view of the
tramendous advances in quality which the Soviet forces have
made during this period, the Army need for modernization has
now reached critical proportions.'?

Rapid modernization is essential if US forces are to survive
on the modern battlefield. In the next five years, the Army ex-
pects to introduce more than 20 new major systems and several
hundred minor ones; this is the wellknown "'bow wave' of mod-
ernization efforts that will reach a crescendo in the 1980s. The
bill will approach $240 biilion, of which only 33 percent was pro-
gramed through fiscal year 1982." For example, the Army is
short more than 183,000 trucks (1 % to 10 tong each); it shouid
spend more than $25 billion during the next two decades for
trucks alone. indeed, General Frederick J. Kroesen, Commander
in Chief, US Army Forces, Europe (CINCUSAREUR), has told the
Congress that most of the wheeled vehicies in Europe are so
“‘old and obsolescent’’ that they would not be functional in a war-
time situation. As The Economist reports, ‘it will take money by
the bucketiul'’ 1o make the US Army a modern, sustainable fight-
ing machine.*

It is easy to see why modetnization, in my judgment, is sec-
ond only to manpower as a major Army problem. As a result of
continuous deferrals—including one in the fall of 1981, reducing
programed procurement of crilical equipment—the Army has
bean constantly falling behing, and the bill keeps going up. Part
of the probiem is the mandated use ol politically motivated infia-
tion factors for budgeting purposes, but the real problem lies in
the establishment of balanced priorities among the Services
within the Defense Department. In addition, a number of produc-
tion delays have escalated cosis. However, less efficient produc-
tion n\ay be necessary (0 develop and maintain an adequate
industirial Gase."*

Clearly. correctives 10 the backiog in Army requirements
are several yaars away. In the meantime, as one US Army gener-
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al in Europe stated, the leadership will be *‘managing poverty.” *
The top priorties—the M-1 tank, Bradiey Fighting Vehicle, Pa-
triot, and the Advanced Attack Helicopter—are clear because
they provide the greatest force multiplier effect, but other impor-
tant needs keep surfacing. For example, the modernization effort
significantly increases overall fuel and ammunition require-
ments, putting greater reliance on technology. Clausewitz-like
“friction” always diminishes expected performance.'” Moreover,
as General Donaid R. Keith has said, '*Technology won't save us
if we don't field it.”" *®

One serious drain on Army resources is POMCUS—prepo-
sitioning of materiel configured to unit set—that is, equipment
forward deployed in Europe for US divisions. Filling and main-
taining these stocks drain Army doliars and reduce global flexibil-
ity. The Secretary of Defense has directed establishment of Six
division sets of POMCUS equipment in Europe. While shortages
exist, the first four division sets are essentially in place. Facilities
for the last two are being completed, and fill was to begin in fis-
cal year 1983. Even though the Congress looks askance at ex-
panding this program, the administration continues to push it
because of the apparent political problems involved in reversing
agreements with the Allies. The Army maintains that fill of
POMCUS must be considered in the context of overall service
needs."

The problems associated with POMCUS are these: (1) The
equipment is more readily available for use worlidwide it posi-
tioned In the continental United States. (2) POMCUS storage
sites wiil be an early target, so the prepositioned supplies are
only useable before a war breaks out. (3) Ironically, POMCUS in-
creases airlift requirements because of the surge in troop lift the
scheme assuimes. (Admittedly, fast sealift would not negate the
need for alrlift for troops.) (4) The Warsaw Pact has such a pre-
ponderance of combat power that the improvement in force ra-
tios which POMCUS provides to NATO would be quickly lost. (5)
More important, strategic lift Is now not sufficient enough to rap-
idly deploy the force. Navartheless, the Army still plans to add
the remaining two POMCUS sets to enable the United States to
meet its commitment for a 10-division force in Europe by M+ 10
(D-Day)®
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Notwithstanding the major emphasis placed by the Chief of
Staff in recent years on the Total Army approach,?* the materiel
situation in the Reserve Components is abysmal. The current
Army leadership has made a major effort to reduce the inequity
in treatment between active units and those in the Reserve Com-
ponents. indeed, the General Accounting Office commended the
Army for its Total Army approach to management.? But the Army
bureaucracy stili does not fully support the Total Army concept.
A cursory check finds that an anti-Reserve Component bias con-
tinues to exist.

As an example, whether active or reserve, every unit re-
quires a certain amount of preparation before deploying over-
seas. In the case of Reserve Component major combat units, the
Army Staff employs a NET (not earlier than) formula to calculate
availability: Mobilization Station Arrival + {(Training Weeks
—3) x 7] + 4. This means that closure time at the mobilization
station, reauired training time {to reach C-2 status),* and prepa-
ration for overseas movement (POM) time are added together to
determine the earliest date and time a reserve unit can deploy.

For active units, no formula is employed; they are assumed
to be available on M-Day. Yet, active units require predeploy-
ment training; they also need POM time for processing, packing,
crating. and the like. This difference in caiculating active and re-
serve unit availability is critical because the data are used 1o de-
velop latest arrival dates in operation plans that alsoc determine
unit resourcing; that is, later arriving units have a lower priority
for equipment. It would appear that the Army applies more sttin-
gent criteria for deployment to reserve units.

Reserve Component forces are caught in a circular argu-
ment: latest arrival dates based on capabilities, but because
these dates also determine resourcing, reserve forces can never
improve theitr capabilities to achieve better latest arrival dates.

* The JCS Readiness Reporting System categories are as fol-
lows: C-1, Fully Combat Ready, C-2, Substantially Combat Ready;
C-3, Marginally Combat Ready, C-4, Not Combat Ready; C-5, Not Com-
hat Ready due to Reequipping, Reorganization, Product improvement,
or Replacement Training Unit.
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36 FORCECAPABILITIES

(Admittedly this issue is far broader than just hardware.) One
finds a lack of logic regarding the entire issue of unit availability.
While the Army Staff computes Reserve Component unit avail-
ability for major combat units, it considers all the nonmajor com-
bat and support units as available on the date required by the
supported theater commander, regardiass of component.

Sustainability. To the leadership, sustainability is the Army's
weakest area. Indeed, some units are cannibalizing selected
items just to keep operating in peacetime.? if one were to use
Program Evaluation and Review Techniques (PERT) on the prob-
lem, the critica! path would usually lead to a paucity of stocks. In
Europe, for example, CINCUSAREUR does not have stocks on
hand to support sustained combat operations.z

The worldwide shortfall in resources is not simply a function
of ammunition (of which NATO requirements are 80 percent of
the Department of the Army program}. The shortages extend
across the entire spectrum of supplies, spare parts, and major
items of equipment. The requirement to stage available supplies
forward.early on In a crisis will further exacerbate an aiready se-
rious shorifall in strategic lift which, in turn, is vuinerable o inter-
giction. Furthermore, a gap is expected between exhaustion of
existing stocks after D-Day (D) and new production (P) after mo-
hilization. There is no D-Day to production {D-P) capability in the
US system for most vital items. This expected gap points up the
dynamic relationship between existing stocks and the civilian in-
dustrial base capacity. While il seeks 10 expand stockpiles, the
Army is pressing for improvements {o the industrial base.

Another problem concerns the proper assumptions 1o use
regarding the stocks and consumption rates of the NATO Allies.
The Office of the Secretary of Delense's assumptions regarding
allied stocks and consumption rates are more optimistic than the
Army deems prudent. A iongstanding disagreement continues
within the Alliance over consumption rates and stockage levels.
(The reader wiil recall the Allies’ beiief that an effective conven-
tional defense undermines deterrence.) Since no acceplable
agreement has been reached, the United States continues to use
national (higher) rates to compute its requirements. The United
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States, in reality, is providing stocks for the NATO Allies. This
practice is directly contrary to the intent of the Congress, which
permits peacetime stockage only for South Korean forces.

While steps t0 enhance interoperability may be laudatory
militarily, these same steps facilitate the wartime dispersal of
stocks prepositioned ostensibly for US troops. Thus, even il the
Army meels its approved stockage objectivas, the supplies may
prove inadequate because of shared use.® This is an important
issue, the Army Staff has estimated that it sufficient US stocks
were on hand to ofisel expected allied deliciences, terrain loss
could be reduced by half. But this stockage burden should be
piaced squarely on the Allles.

For Southwest Asia, the Army has limited quantities of sup-
plies, ammunition, and water for a small force aboard the ships
in the Near-Term Prepositioned Force at Diego Garcia. Supplies
and equipment earmarked for NATO will have to be used in any
conflict in Southwesl Asia, further exacerbating an already
critical supply situation in Europe—the more vital region. Addi-
tionally, supply flow will be a problem becauss limited logistics-
over-the-shore capabilily exisis in the structure. However, the
Army is aggreasively pursuing the ability 1o supply operational
units without using pori facilities.®

One other burden impinges on the Army. In addition to haw
ing been assigned to conduct sustained operations with large
forces, the Army has the mission of proviging common getvice
suppott to lorces of the US Air Force ard Marine Corps as nec-
e3sary. Also. in 1981, the Ofiice of the Secratasy of Detense di-
recled the Army {0 provide water for alt KDJTF forces deployed
10 Southwest Asia.

Doctrine. A raw doclrinal concept for war-lighting calien
the Air-land Batile undergicds all of the madeinizslion eftorts.
The concepi is designed 10 counter the posti*Aated Soviet threat
and to expioit the capabilities of a modern army. Focusing on the
Army’s most difticult military lask-~European deler v —the Air:
iand Battie concep! envisages concurrent bal.d e
echelons. and provides specific ime-distance snc¢ -~ ‘orce-
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slice responsibilities for brigads, division, and corps com-
manders. Authorities expect that \the war will be fought on an
“inegrated battiefield” encompassing conventional, chemical,
and nuciear operations simuitaneouly.”

\
\

Manning and training. in my judgment, manning, the meet.
ing of personnel requirements. will be the major Army challenge
in the years ahead. For fiscal year 1982, personnel cosis con-
sumed 48 percent of the Army budget (inciuding retirement,
clairns, and housing). While this figure seems high, it's important
to remember that the Army is manpowr intensive and that
trained and motivated people are more essential than harg-
warg.®* i

Above all, it will take years for the Army to recover from the
social engineering iniliated by Clitiord L. Alexander, Jr., Secre-
iary of the Army during the Carter auministration. Within the
Army higtarchy, dissatistaciion with Alexander's policies was ap-
parently widespresd, as evidenced by tha numerous policy re-
versals under (he new administration in 19617 These ate
weicome changes because the availabilily of irainad, qualified
ManpoOwet in the required numbers remains the Achiliss hee! of
US military strategy in ihe 1980s.

The authorized Active Component end-strength (780,000 in
fiscal year 1982) is insulticient 10 supooHt the cutrent structure,
lot alons the improvemenis surrounding Army 08. Notr will the
projecied increases adequaiely support the modsernization efion
of the cutrent struciure (see table 3-1). injeed, the end-sirength
dips by 10.000 in fiscal years 1983 und 1904, jeopardizing the
MAmy's program for the 1980s.

Weighed against requitemenis the Active Componanis con
tinue 10 sulfer setious manpowet deficiencies primarily from
congirainis on end-sirength. in the curren; struciure. fous Active
Component divisions have only two brigades. and many required
SUPDOrL UNitS are NOt HrgaNized. At One lime, numerous platoons
g Crows ware 190uCed 10 2010 Sirength thioughou! the Army,
Although this situation has now been esseniiaily correcied, the
1018t Airborne Division (air assault) and RDJTF unit had 27 pls-
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Tabie 3-1. Active Army End-strength Estimsted tor Fiscal Year
1981 and Proposed for Fiscal Years 1982 to 1987

Fiscal Year Army End-strength
1981 780,000
1982 780,000
1983 770,000
1984 770,000
1985 785,000
1986 799,000
1987 815,000

Source: US, Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Hearings before a
Sudbcommittee of the House of Appropriations Committee, pt. 9, 97th Cong., 1st
cess.. 1581, p. 36,

toons at zero strength as recently as 1881. The Army wili prob-
ably have some units at zero strangth through fiscal years 1983
to 1684.%

i the original overail mogernization plan had been imple-
menied compietsly, including the organization of Division 86 and
the building of a structure for viabie organic support capability,
the etfort would have broken the current 16-Givision Active Com-
ponent structure with the strangth ceilings authorized. But other
factors~-such as disapproval of the Army's request {0 increass
its authorized civillan strength—impinged on the modernization
plans. Recognizing that not enough spaces were available to
carry oul the moderization and reorganization program, the
Army Statl revised Army 86 plans in iate 1881, In order 10 retain
16 divisions, the staft reduced the comprehansive support struc-
ture originally envisaged. in other words, the Army'’s structure te-
mains heavily oriented toward mobilization. The crucial question

is whather the Army will have the completle organic support
capability requited 10 conduct operations in an ausiere environ-
mant on ghort warning. It not, barring & signiticant increase in
end-sirength, the better option might be to sliminate two Active
Component divisions, if their retention undermines the support
structurs,

Although inadequate, authorized strength goals were mel in
1981, and quatity did improve, with 81 percent of the new person-
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nel holding high school dipiomas. The Army intends to support
the volunteer concept as icng as the personnel requirements in
quantity and quality can be met. Costly inducements will be nec-
essary to secure the special skills and quality required. The Re-
serve Components continue o suffer from personnel shortages,
about 70,000 as of 30 September 1981: the Army National
Guard was 93 percent filled and 35,000 short, and the Army Re-
serve was 87 percent filled and 35,000 short.

The Army has a mobilization strength of 450,000 soldiers
from the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR). The strength is now
205,000, so there is a shortfall of a quarter of a million soldiers.
Perhaps more importantly, the IRR personne! available do not
have the required skills needed for mobilization. During the Nifty
Nugget Mobllization Exercise in 1978, only 17 percent of the en-
listed personne! in the IRR had the skills required by the com-
mitted forces—primarlly combat, armor, and infantry. While the
IRR strength Is increasing, the skill array remains a serious prob-
lem. In that same 1978 exercise, it was necessary 1o break up
Active Componaent and Reserve Component units to meet the re-
quirements for filier personnel. Indeed, in any actual contin-
gency, the same action would be taken, at least with units from
the Reserve Components.® Thus, 24 maneuver divisions prob-
ably will iot be available for commitment. Thig is a critical issue,
for the theater commanders pian on receiving these forces as in-
tegral combat units 10 be committed as maneuver slements in an

already tenuous situation.

A lack of adequate medical surge capability further exacer-
bates the liller problem. The Army has only 18 percent of its war-
time operating rooms, and it is short 3,500 doctors. Currently,
according to John H. Moxiey, 111, former Assistant Secretary of
Delense for Health Affairs, “tewer than one in 10 wounded
United Stales servicemen would receive surgery for his
wounds'’ in Europe.™ It would be worse in Southwest Asia: the
seriously wounded would die and a rapid evacuation policy
woulid furthey strain an atready overtaxed strategic iift.

While distasteful to some, the draft may need 10 be rein-
stated in the mid-1880s. The adminisiration remaing oplimistic
that thig step can be avoided, but the dollar cos! of the volunieer
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i

system appears prohibitive. Moreover, military pay is not remain-
ing competitive with wages in industry, assuming economic re-
! covery.® The shortage is not just in active riflemen; the Army
i must find people to meet its special skill requirements for both
the Active Components and Reserve Components, to fill out a
F 3 targe mobilization base and to meet requirements for highly qual-
3 itied personnel such as medical doctors.

I

i

% Training. The commander's priority is training, focusing on
g ; unit readiness. The modernization effort will make the training
" _ problems more complex and more expensive in the 1880s, even
5 ¥ though the Army continues 10 emphasize the most cost-effective
training possible while seeking quality results.

To enhance cohesiveness and readiness and {0 reduce unit
: 7 turbulence, the Army is adopting the regimental system and unit
; rotation. In addition, in 1981 a Cohesion, Operational Readiness
: i and Training (COHORT) test was initiated that keeps a company
- together from its inception at a training center through the entire
initial enlistment of the troops. The Army plans to expand this
concept to permit battalion rotations between bases at home and
overseas.®

initial enlry training has been extended to eight weeks to
provide time 101 repetitive instruction and 10 add training in com-
munication, land, navigation, and opposing forces. A 1982 GAO
report questioning the validity of the additional training nolwith-
standing. the axpanded training time is needed. But all required
iraining will still not be presented at the training centers. unit
cadre will continue to provide initial training on many important
subjecis. Bul because of an Army-wide shoriage of experienced
3 noncommissioned officers, providing this training remaing a seri-
ous probiem lor units. For instance, a 1981 GAO report found
that soidiers In units are nol receiving instruction on all critical
subjecis.®

Other related problems will ramain through the 1980s.
Training will continue to be cyclic because of other. sumetimes
: insidious, requirements for unit lime; for example, diversions for

housekesping will be ever present, particularly since incresses
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requested in the Department of the Army civilian strength were
disapproved.

Readiness. Readiness is a function of force structure, ma-
teriel, doctrine, manning, and training. The readiness goal of an
Army unit is a function of its mission. It is neitner atfordable nor
realistic to keep all Army units 100 percent raady. Thus all units
are not provided with the resources to achieve a C-1 rating. The
forwarg-deployed units in Europe and Korea, and some units in
the United States, particularly RDF-A units, are generailly mis-
sion-ready. In the personnel category alone, the other Active
Component and Reserve Component units would require 30,000
10 40,000 men to be teady for deployment.*

The Army could support an RDJTF geployment with a por:
tion of the Presidential callup ot 100,000 personne! from the Re-
serve Components. Bul, while some units are in exceilent
condition, the Reserve Components, by and large, do not meel
an acceplable readiness standard. As a rule of thump, the Army
Stalf congiders Reserve Component units available tor deploy-
ment after M + 30. (The NET [not earlier than) formula mentioned
eariier is for detailed planning.)

in 1880, 6 of the 10 Active Component divisions in the con-
linental United States were not combat ready, now 9 of the 10
are in acceplabie condition.’ Though they appear 10 be ready,
however, even forward-gepioyed units sufler from years of neg-
lect. in Europe, some of the Allies question the reliability of some
US units.* Significantly, the issue is not one of leadership of
moraie; it is one of giving the Azmy (he proper resources 10 &C-
complish its assigned mission.

1t will ba costly and lime-consuming 10 correc! the inequi-
ties of the =181 compounded by Lhe exigencies of the moderniza-
tion effort, For exampie, only one division was projectad 10 raise
its equipment C-rating from C-3 to C-2 beiween 1981 und
1963.” Even this change Assumes that resources cutrentlty pro-
gramed wili be provided on scnedule. Barring a great influx of
resources. including personnet, there is no magic formula for im.
proving readiness.
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STRATEGIC LIFY

The subject of strategic mobility is a frustrating one for the
Army. Although it cannot conduct it8 mission without such lift,
the Army has very little direct influence over the programs of
other service decisions that significantly atfect overal! availshil-
ity of strategic lilt, such as prepositioning of Air Force equipment
in Europe.* Essentially, the Army seeks t0 meet the unit Gelivery
dates stipulated by the theater commanders through a combina.
tion of forward-ceployed unils, prepositioned equipment, and
rapid depioyment of reinforcement based in the United States.
With the forward-depioyed units in place, and POMCUS improve-
ments underway, the major issue 107 (N6 Army regarding inter.
theater movement involves the adequacy oOf availabie strategic
airlift and sealift.

Here one 1ings & contradiction in Army planning. While the
NATO scenario traditionalty is considered the most demanding
fo: Army lorces and thus Iramaes the Army structute, that scenar.
i0 is nOt what the Azmy desires for strategic lift planning. Meeting
the NATO 10-givision D-Day (M + 10) tequirement, assuming six
divigion sets of POMCUS. demands less strategic lift suzoe than
the Southwest Asia scenario ' This is 30 because the shorttall in
Southwes! Asia occurs in all Calegoties of carQo capacity. not
troopiitt. (Distance is anoiher tactor) It the national focus re-
maing on NATO for programing. ihe sirategic bit will be inade-
qQuate. The pictute tor European detenge is tutiner skewed when
altied airtift and sealilt are laciored into the NATO equation. 1o
ducing vigidie US lift requirements.

Sitategic mobility 10¢ the Army is & 3eri0us DIODIeM, One lor
which N0 sarly COIRClives eist, Darticuiatly n Ouiside airhilt ca
pacity ang fast seslift. Right nOw, e Aty COIO Say. wAth the
Ma:ine Corps. that “we have more hight than we have . . . ferry
available. #

One of the ambarassing issuss within the Department at
ODelense is e tailure 10 telale ihe size Of e lorce i¢ be moved
with si7aiegic kit availability # The Otlice of the Secretary of De-
tense should coordnale the size of the Army lorces (and the
other sarvices' 10rCos Lacking OraNIC siaiegic mobilily! and the
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amount of strategic airlift and sealift procured. As pointed out fof
the Senate Subcominittee on Armed Services, sarious shortfalls
exist in the required ground forces to implement the national mili-
tary strategy. There the thrust should not be on tailoring the
Army, as President Eisenhower proposed, 10 accommodate
available airlift and sealift, but on inCreasing the iift.«

Currently, the Army builds forces to accomplish the ground
combat mission and than presses for the strategic lift necessary
for rapis deployment. Aithough the Air Force and Navy consider
Army needs, strategic airlift and sealift tall well behind other per-
ceived Alr Force and Navy requirements in competing for budget
dotiars. The Joint Chiets of Staft have authority to mandaie a bak
anced efiort. Indeed, the Joint Chiofs’ assessment of military
plograms--ihe Joint Program Assessment Memorandumm—is
utuatly prepared so as not 10 1ank One service's program ahead
of another's. The Astessment memorandurm addressss the need
for move strategic lift, tor example, without ranking that raquire-
ment 3gaingt Others. such as atiack carrigts.

Although airiift is essential, 1ha Army ig highly interested in
sealift tor non-POMCUS-related deploymaents. indeed, whan the
firgt 10 ships close into 3 Persian Guit port, they detiver more
CarQo than ait the airlitted catgo Oeliveres for 8 month! Airiilt
consumaes signiticant amounts ol tust (more than § tons ior each
Cargo ton delivered during the 1973 war, and adequate aerial
tanket SUPOOY! ig NO avaliadie.* Thus, sealift will account for
mote than 90 percent of total tonnage delivered in a lutute Crisis.
The Army is iooking lowatd (a3t sealift and limited prepositioning
of equipment to enhance a gioba! tignibility.* However, tha need
1emaing 107 BATILIONS! OULBIOE Aiflift capability.

Airlift. Uniorunaiaty, the strategic aitkit picture will not gig-
nificantly change until lawe in fiscal year 1086. Al presant, the
Mitary Airlitt Command (MAC) aperations! foice consists of T0
C~3As and 234 C-1418y. In time ol Crigig, this tiee! is reiniorced
by the Civit Resecve Air Figgt (CRAF), which Can providie some
430 nirctatt phased in oves time. the Commanger in Chiet ot the
Military Aisift Command (CINCMAC) may cat up some 52 s
ceaft (siage 1) 10 mesi peacetime requitemaents. the Secrelary ol
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Defense can add some 56 {stage i) for minor contingencies; and
the President, after declaring a national emergency, can add
some 322 (stage 1) (figure 3-1).

The organic MAC aircraft and CRAF stage | can, hypothet.
ically, deliver a mechanized division to the Persian Gult in about
22 days.” This assumes that all availabla airlift is allocated to
that single task; that the intermediate bases with langing rights
ang fuel are available (minimum tanker requirements), that gver-
fight rights are granted. that tha CRAF aircralt are available
without delay; and that the bulk of the aircraft are operalional. In
the event of a conflict, none of these assumptions may be ralied
upon.

in any major crisis with the Soviet Union, the United States
will undertake cettain activitius wor.dwide, necessitating global
allocation of available lift. In my judgment, the Joint Chiels of
Statf probably should not aliocate more than 70 1o 78 percent of
available airlilt to any one task, for plarning other woridwide
needs and prority regions may change as the crisis evoives.
Furtharmore, landing and overflight rights are not likely 10 be
available 10 fully support a Southwest Agia contingency—note
the 1973 Arab-israell war experience; thus ihe reguirement for
signiticant tanker suppor! is ~alid.* Moreover, authorities must
activate tha CRAF resources early on, otherwise, they may ar-
rive late and in fewer numbers than expacied. As yet, tha CRAF
has never been aclivated. MAT now uses the aicralt on a con-
tract basis.® In a crisis, as tho numbers cailed up increase. com-
thercial requitements may compete 1or the same rescuices. in
add'tion, many civil aviation pilots are in tha Air Force Reserve
Component. However, civii avislion crew fatios indicate that
pilot availability shouid not be a problem.

Finally, the condition of the MAC aircraft is an issue. The
C-5 is the Only aircraft capabie of handiing outsize cargo. (See
figure 3-2.) The curtent C-5As are undergoing wing moditication
that will be compieted in June 1987, in the interim, thair aliow-
able cabin load has been 1educed (o1 peacelime operations.
While designed to lift two 50-ton lanks, the C-SA prpbably would
do 80 only in an actual emergency. uniess the wing modification
were complete.
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Because of crew limitations and shortages in spare parts,
the current C-5A and C-141A aircratt can maet only 62 percent
of the surge and 52 percent of the sustained flying hiour objec-
tives for the current fleet.*® This tailing will be corrected in liscal
year 1985. In addition, normal maintenance requirements mean
that only about 63 C-5As will be available to initiate deployment.
Over a 180-day period, some one-third probably will be lost, leav-
ing about 47 C-5As. This study focuses on the C-5 inventory, be-
cause (he maost serious airlilt problem is outsize capabitity. If the
CRAF is cocurted, passenger litt appears 10 be generally ade-
quate.” The C-141 (Mode! B) stretch program has reduced the
shortages in oversize capability by increasing potential cubic ca-
pacity to the equivalent of 80 additiona! C-1415.%

But another problem looms large~—tanker availability. The
615 KC-135 tankers in tha fleet were procured for the Strategic
Air Command (SAC) and not for strategic deployment of other
forces in any crisis with the USSR, the Commander in Chief,
Strategic Air Command (CINCSAC), should have tfirst call on
these resources 10 suppori the Single Integrated Operational
Pian (SI0F). Yet, the entite flget is insufficient 1o rneet aill SAC re-
quirtaments, which amount 10 about 1,000 tankers ** The prolil-
eration of refuelable resources and the expanding need to use
tankers for sirategic deployments and tactlical operations
exacerbate this shortfall. in a crisis, the national command
authoritias wiil be faced with a serious probiem, choosing be-
tween supporting the SIOP and rapidly deploying a lorce cver-
seas for deterrence.

And finally, ail ihese resources would not be avallabie for
early deployment o! Army forces. For example, selected Air
Force units will prabahly have a higher priority sarly on in 8 ctisig
in Southwes! Agia.“

Considering all thase factors. the current strategic airtift
capability (with programed enhancemaenis) meets iess than one-
hall the overall requirements belors sealift closes. A 1981 con-
gressionally mandated mobility study found that strategic i
capabilities were sariously delicient in all major scenarios involv
ing NATO ang Southwest Asia. The than-programed improve:
monis would have enabled meeting just one-half the lilt
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Figure 3-2, US Current Airlift Alrcratt
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requirements. (Twenty percent of the material to be moved in the
tirst 15 days of a major crisis is outsize ) %

Many analysts saw the CX advanced airlifter as the needed
panacea; indued, the Army supported the program. But the Air
Force Chief of Staff and others have pointed out that the CX
alone cannot make up for the shortfall. The Defense Department
has decided to expedite corrective action and to purchase 50
C-58B aircraft and 40 more KC-10 cargo/tankers, in lieu of the
CX. Unfortunately, in addition, further improvements to the CRAF
are to be deferred.s

A Lockheed Corporation representative reported that, if an
October 1982 contract date i1s assumed, the first squadron (16
aircraft) of C~-5Bs could be available by the end of fiscal year
1986. A production capability of 2 aircraft per month would pro-
duce 40 by the end of fiscal year 1987, and 50 about mid-fiscal
year 1988.57 Together with the KC-10 aircraft (which, incident-
ally, have a large cargo capacity), the C-5B aircraft will improve
the US strategic airlift capability by roughly 100 percent by 1989.
itis unfortunate that CRAF improvements are ceasing at the very
time the CRAF is becoming mora important and many aircraft in
the current CRAF fieet are nearing retirement (20 percent of the
fleet). | expect this program to be revived.®® Even with the revised
program, shortfalls will exist. Indeed, the 1981 congressionally
mandated mobility study recommendsd an increase in airlift ca-
pacity of 20 million ton-miles per day. To meet this requirement
would entail the addition of up to 120 C-5B aircraft over existing
capabilities, more than twice the number now programed.®® In
addition, with the Army's reorganization and equipment moderni-
zation program, Army airlift requirements wili continue expang-
ing. Outsize equipment will increase by 60 percent, so that 50
percent of the Army’s major items will be outsize by 1986.% Airlift
will never be able to meet these lift requirements.

For this reason, the Army believes the immediate priority
shouid be fast sealift. Even with 100 additional C-§ aircraft, more
than two weeks still would be required {0 deploy 8 mechanized
division to the Persian Gulf by air.*' Delivery of large units with
organic equipment by airlift is just not a realistic option, particu-
larly considering worldwide requirements and competition
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among the services for the same {ift. In addition, balanced sus-
tainable forces must be projected into the region, a further miti-
gating argument against all-airlift support.

Sealift. The view of sealift is distorted. Although the majorily
of tonnage is indeed moved by air during the first 30 days of a
crisis, wnen time is extended, the critical role of sealift manitests
itseif. (See figure 3-3.) Experience indicates that more than 90
percent of overall tonnage will move by sea in any major contin-
gency. Indeed, the Chief of Naval Operations advised Congress
that “without adequate and reliable sealift, literally none of our
military plans is executable.” In the Persian Gulf, as stated
earlier, arrival of the first 10 ships equale roughly a full month o!
airlift.»

Unfortunately, available ship botloms cannot meet global
requirements sither, and very little of the shipping is either rapid-
ly available or capabie of fast-transit. Moreover, t00 few tankers
are available to support petroleum, oils, angd lubricants require-
menis for the air bridge * The Military Sealift Command (MSC)
has some 131 ships, one-hall of which are under contracl. Under
MSC command are 66 ships (33 tankers, 33 dry cargo) dispersed
throughout the worid. Backing up the MSC is the National De-
fensa Reserve Flaet (NDRF) of 150 ships_ with an average age of
35 years. The age of the seafarers who would crew these ships
was 5aid t0 average 50 to 53 in 1881.% While the NDRF is poten-
tially available in 60 days (a “rosy’’ projection), 32 of thu ships,
called the Ready Reserve force, have been refurbished and are
avallabie in 5 1o 10 daye. Six are in the ""enhanced’’ Ready Re-
serve force and are available in five days *

Angther poo! of shipping, those ships in the Sealilt Readi
ness Program, includes about 170 dry cargo ships and 25
tankers, all commercial bottoms subsigized by the Governmen!
and hypothelically avaiiabie for amergencies olher than mo-
bilization. Thage rasources are aiso dispersed worlgwide. To se-
cure these resources probably would requite a minimum of 20 to
45 oays, but they would be phased in for military support under
directive of the Maritime Administration. One obgerver has
called the Sealilt Readiness Program shipping a '‘non-asset, as
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illusory as a Hollywood set.” “ Alse, the Sealift Readiness Pto-
gram activation authority has never been implemented; 10 8o 50
would be highly political angd might involve lengthy litigation,
even though the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 was made more
binding in late 1981.% In addition, there is also a Voluniary Tank-
er Agreement under which commercial resources might be
made availabie 10 meet military requirements, but these ships
are available through other means, such as the Sealit Readiness
Program,

Finally, upon Presidential prociamation, the United Slates
has requisitioning authorily over US-owned, loreign-registered
ships. in this category are some 236 dry cargo ships, of which 15
have military potential, and 159 tankers, 54 of which are militarily
useful.* For NATO support operations, the Allies have agreed to
make available some 800 ships 10 mest US lift requirements. The
United States expects to usa about 420 of those ailied ships.
the Pacitic, South Korea is making some shipping available to
suppori Xorean contingencies.

From all the alorementioned sources, more than 1,000
ships could be avadable for a global contlict, an indication of a
snortiall of TU to 80 percent of projecied requirements. Wartime
losses would further exacerbate the problem. For compar:son,
on the eve of World War 11, the United States had almos! 1,400
merchant ships; t0day iess than 500 US snips remain with mili-
tary ulility * Specific ship plots and contiguration requiremaents
aiso turthet Limit fiexibility. It has been estimated that up to 6,000
ship &/1ivais 8 month would be required 10 sustain NATO opera
tions alone, including support for US and athed forces. Ang
“thundering J03ses’’ will occur.'* Moreover, as stated sarlier,
operations in Southwost Asia would be an even more pIOdigious
1ask than teintorcing NATO.

Severa! initislives are underway 10 maat these require-
ments. Fust is the SL-7 program. Eight of these high-speed (33
knots, however, probabie Sustained 10D speed is 2B knOts) ships
have been purchased and 30me are being at leas! partially modi:
tied 1o roll-onioi-0it configuration (0 enhance their utility-—for
exampie. 10 catry Army tanks. The conversion shouid be com-
pleie in fiscal yoar 1684. Thied 10 five of thess ships can deliver
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a mechanized division to Southwest Asia in 11 t0 12 days, or can
c1055 the Atlantic to Europe in 3% days. These ships will be a
“'dedicated surge force’” positioned at US ports for immediate
use.”

The Near-Term Prapositioned Force program is being ex-
panded with four additiona! ships from the NDRF tor ammunition
prepositioning. The Navy is acquiring a chartered SEABEE barge
cariier to transport outsize equipment, Also, a Maritime Preposi-
tioning Ship program is underway for the US Marine Corps that
should ease compatition for other resourcas. Finally, the Navy is
expanding the Ready Reserve Farce to 44 ships, with the “‘en-
hanced” siice going up to 14 ships which are to be avallable in 5
days.”? Howaver, all these efforts will be oliset somewhat by a
1982 decision to reduce operating subsidies for US shipping,
which will preciude further Sealift Readiness Progiam acces-
sions except for charters.”

Strategic mobility. Major improvements are underway in the
sirategic mobility arena. Bul even with the enhancements plan-
ned, US sirategic airlift and sealift is now and will remain insuf!i-
ciont through fiscal year 1987 10 mee! requirements for a
worldwide war. While the available lift may appear sulficient in
numbers 1or NATO operations alone, current resources are in-
adequaie 10 meet early surge requirements, which are the koy to
deterrence. This situation is further clouded when woridwide
needs are factored into the equalicn. The security o Europe and
Southwest Asia are "inextricably linked,"' 50 resouirces adequate
for just one region will be inadequate to deter or fight in the
larger context.

ALLIED SUPPORT

As was slated in chapter 1, collective security is the only
realistic response o the massive threal posed by the Soviet
Union and its allies. That conclusion notwithgianding, the Army
has been undersiandably reluciant 1o rest success in battle on
the periormance of non-US participants. The QOilica of the Secre-
tary of Delense, particularly during the Carte: agministration,
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gave increased attention to a collective defense effort for both
threat and budgetary reasons. Yet, the allies in NATO and North-
west Asia have not fulfilled expectations, and the current world-
wide economic mataise makes any significant improvements on
their part uniikely for the toreseeabie future.

The dilemma for the Army can be set squarely: in the event
conflict occurs in a vital region overseas, the Army must move
mitlions of tons of supplies and organize a complex support sys-
tem within the theater. Civilian authorities have not permitted the
Army to organize the requisite support structure—the ""tail”’ —to
¢do the job. Instead, the Army has been forced to focus on com-
bat units while civilian authorities renegotiate with the allies for
the requisite logistical assistance-—host nation support. in some
cases, the support is available, but in many cases the allies pro-
vide only vague “‘agreements in principle.”” Thus, a serious sup-
port gap exists.™ To an Army p:anner dealing with life-and-death
issues, informal agreements or sentiments of ‘‘reasonable as-
surance’’ are unaccepiable. The required support must be avail-
able or defenses will fall. Mutual support arrangements that
unbatance the Army force structure sericusly inhibit, if not pre-
vent, employment of the force in regions whera significant host
support is not available, as in Southwest Asia. The Army should
be suspicious of host nation support, whera such eflorts under-
cut the Army's ability to protect US vitai interests woridwide. !n a
crisis, nationsl interests prevail.

Ground combat forces expectations. Tha Allies carry a sig-
niticant responsibility for the gefense ol Europe. Of the eight for-
ward corps in the central region, three are West German, one is
British, one is Dutch, one is Belgian, and only two are Amarican.
Bul this picture is misleading. Muct. has been made of the fact
that the Europeans now provide some 20 percent of the land
forces. Should it be any other way for the defense of home tersi-
tory? i aiso is olten forgotien that the Uniied States is NATO
territory. Moreover, the 90 percent figure applies only to the
peacotime premobilization posture.™ Olten in mobitization, ths
relative participation of the United States and its alhes changes
significantly. The defense of Europe !s clearly predicated on
combat reinforcements from the United Stales.
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it has been said that NATO is a medium for defending
Europe with US leadership, manpoy ar, and materiel assistance.
The use of these coliective capatilities outside Europe is another
question, for as pointed out by Major General Richard C. Bow-
man, NATO is not a “global conlederacy.”” ™ The limitation on
the use of collective defense capabilities applies to US security
relationships worldwide.

In view of the severa political (and economic) restraints and
threats to security in their own regions, the NATO Allies are un-
likely to provide any significant ground forces to oppose the So-
viets in Southwest Asia. The situation among the Southwest
Asian states 's equally constrained, peihaps more so0, because of
their political diversity and the comparative weakness ot their
armed forces. Thay cannot be expected to oppose directly Soviet
units alone. But their support, potentially including remnants of
the iranian forces, wouid be critical in countering a Soviet inva-
slor.

in Northeast Asia, the situation is different only in degree,
when it is viewed through the prism ¢f US stiategy. The Japan-
ese Sell-Defense Force provides for the defense of yapan, with
the United States assisting primarily in 1actical air power. The
same is true in South Korea where US ground 10rces ara not re-
auired lo defend against Norih Korea. Against Japan, the Soviets
would have to launch a major airborne/amphibious assault while
they were disiracted in other thealers, in Korea, China cou!d be
expecied 10 oppose the diversion there 0! Soviet troops. In any
case, significant US ground reinforcements are not available for
the Pacific ragion in a global contflict.

Service support. The issues of ailied suppon lor US forces
have naver been fully aired because ol ine sheer magnitude of
the task and !ts political sensitivity. The matier is usually tackied
piecemeal. Indeed. the United States is reluctant 10 press its ak-
lies for what is really required. As the aituation stands 1oday and
through fiscal year 1987, in the event conllict ensues, much
essantial suppor! will not be available. The gap is 80 wide that it
could not be closed in a few years, even if political agreements
were consummated —a highly doudtiul event.
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in NATO, the US forces must operate under “reasonable
assurance” in regards to the avaiability of host nation support.
To demand fully consummated agreements is geemed unreason-
able. Army logisticians are caught between US budgel-dasad
directives to cut the ‘tail"’ and wary allies who will not commit
themselves to provide the support required to sustain US forces
in a conflict. For example, t'e Army is snort seven engineer bat-
1alions for its two lorward-deployed corps in Europe. The allies
have agreed 10 provide 'some’ of the required supoort for re-
pairs and damage contral.”

But the allies are making a major contribution through host
nation support arrangements for a broad array of actlivilies.
Many bilateral agreemants commit certain atlies to divarting sig-
nificant resources 10 support of US focrces. West Germany, for
exanipie is planning to dedicale more than 9C,000 reservisis to
provide iagistica! support 1o US units. This said, however. signiii-
can! requircments reniain outstangding in the areas of “decon
tamination, engineering suppOrt.  maintenance.  materel
handling, medical, personnel. FOW Randling, security. services,
transporiation, wartime stationing. airfield damaga repair, air
base security, facilitias, transporiation and vohicie support.” The
same is true {or support of the lines of communication in Eurcpe.
It may b politically prugent 10 say that “the prospect . . . is en-
couraging” of that “there had been & significaint break-
through.” ™ But 1he resources involved are 30 greut that the
aliies will not provige tham in any reasonabie timelrame. For e
ample, Wes! Germany is vety positive about meeting US reguire-
ments. but a recent West Garman Detense Military report
pioiected an inexorable gecling in the Fodera! Republic’'s ability
10 meel its Own needs over the next 20 years.™ This tension on
the Bonn government (o expand its own delense capabilities ang
10 provide financisl support tor othet US requirementis in Europe
cioarly is exacerDaled by pressuré irom the United Stales ang
Othar ailieg.

It is hard 10 put & good face On the NO3! RALION KUNDOIL is-
sue. The United States cutrently plans 10 deploy forces intd
Europe far in axcess of what may be reasonably supported witn
the current and piojecieo (thwough tiscal year 1687) support
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structure. As CINCUSAREUR, General Frederick Kroesen has
stated that the Army lorce now in Europe 'lacks sufficient sup-
port forces to guarantee its staying nowe:.” Furthermore, & con-
flict in Southwest Asia would necess.tate drawing on the combat
SUPPOT! units now in Europe.

While 1acilities are available in Kenya, Somalia, Oman, and
Egyp! 1o support US forces, no formal host nation support agree-
ments exist in Southwest Asia. The RDJTF is examining what
might be available and will submit requiiemenis for considera-
tion by politicai authorities. Right now, and for soma time 10
come, US forces deploying to that region wiit have (¢ transpor!
literalty everything required. even refingd tuel—coals to New-
castie! The requitements for desert tighting are mind-Doggling.
Take ground ransport: Rommet required 350 tons a day. inchud-
ing water, 15 SUpPOrt ORG MOLoTZed divigion over 3 300-mite sup-
ply route. In addition o the division's organic lransport, the
German Army High Command estimated a nesd for 1,170 ajdi-
tional trucks 10 transport 1he reQuired supplies {or the one divi-
sion* The United States must be able o support a number of
Afny Givisions Over distances exceeding Rommel's. in view o
theit vidnaratudily, pipaiines and aircrght will not ehminate the
ground trangporiation probiem. Ang this Sludy addresses only
Army combat fotces. When the entire j0in! forces ate faciored
inlo the equation. one Can unde:stan, why the ROJTF ig over
220.000 personnat!

THE MISMATCH WITH STRATEQY

Only a holiglic view permits One 10 CLERIVE the Complowty
o! the Asmy. InCreasing Reserve Component Capabibties teduce
Active Component tasourcd AHOCRLIONS, ACQUIING NEW DEIENA-
nal must De wWeighted Agnst reteniion of the oid, combal-atiac:
tive units Mmay not be usetul it ingutficient sitalegic mobiity s
avpilable, IDe0HEd MOCGEINIZALON OGS INCIEEROE Man
DOWEL. FC10a50d (13INING rAQUITES SOLGUME nuMbEtS O Ltanad
MNCOMMISHONS0 VIHCEIE. M INCISASO0 MANDOWR igvels may
nOt be ellgctive it equipmeni and ammunition ievs Q0 down.
The Army ig ke 8 house of Sa10s. One N Sysiem 1§ contingent
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on many others. it one system or supporting unit falls out, per-
haps by congressionai or national command authorily directive,
the entire organization may be atlected.¥ indeed, the Army's
oveorall doctring for the future is contingent on the new organiza-
tion and modern systems becoming oparational in a imeiy man-
nef.

The administration hus available for its use an Army with its
torwarc-geployed ferces and most of ite Active Component con-
tinantal US-Dased divisions trained and ready 10r cambal, albeit
tor a limited period. The other Active Component divisions are
i0ss ready, ang the Reserve Component reinforcing divisins are
even less 80 Dy tiscal year 1987, the modernization efior: will be
welt underway. But, aithough firepower will be significantly in-
Creasad and the force will have greatly improved susta:nability,
the Army will still be unable to cafty out the nalional military
strategy. Many of the units, particularly in the Reserve Compo-
nents, will 3till have outdated equipment—even though reliance
on the Reserve Components will be increasing. The units across
the board wiil b 3t varying stages in the modermzation process,
faglng the tension and frusiration 0! Manpowe! shortages and
trysng 10 COope with the new goctnng which 15 predicated vn &
highty moctarnized ang property manned 1o1Ce.

Sharttalis exist in entire Army gwvigion siices. Review of con-
gressional testimony and inlormgtion eisased on the Detense
Guidance 10t fiscal yaars 193488 parmits us to nfer that the
Army Planring Foece, that force requited 10 cutty out the strat-
ogy with “reasonabie asswrance’ of success, exceeds 30 Gwh
sio7s. The cutrent 24.Ghegion 1OFCE 13 NG Munimum egsenta!
force geemwe adequate Only for deterrence. not 1o hghting 3
global war ®

Equally sarious i3 Ihe inabiity of the Unitea States to deploy
(ADWIY & MOt 10150 10 ANy DOISPOL. DAITICWatlY outside Europa,
s weghening oeterrence angd placing US vital interests in 0o0p-
#1dy. The Jucigion to purchase C-58 aircratt and SL-7 shups will,
by the mig- 19608, provide NG £A0ADILLY 10 HEDIOY MOt BIVISINS
1Ay . & Major step tocward But compating requitemonts o1
ihis Wit and the posSIbIlity Vi SEMEANECUS GIODAI raquirdMents
Dul INGEL iIMPIOVEMAnLS iN0 & MOE MOUeS! P13DECUVE
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Finally, the United States can count less on its allies at the
very time when cohesive combined action is required. At present
the first line of defense in any region of the world is supported
essentially by US resources. Since containment of the Soviets on
the interior of the Eurasian Continent depends on etfective allied
support, some abrupt, il not coercive, measures will be required
to jar the Western allies—and Japan—out of their lethargy.

In sum, one finds a holiow Army, but a dynamic organization
well on the way to recovery, il adequately supported. But, the
Army must ruthlessly review requirements and the resources
available, and then it must recommend the commitment of its
combat power to tha most critical points in meeting the Soviet
threat. The next step is to consider options for better employing
available Army combat forces in a worldwide war scenario.
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4. STRATEGIC OPTIONS FOR
US ARMY FORCES

T SHOULD BE CLEAR !rom the previous chapters that the
Linited States seriously lacks the wherewithal—it is shornt
more than 3 few Army divigsions, among other things—io ful-
tili the US military strategy. The principal need, therefore, is to
provide the resources necessary to builg the required military

i . capability. Even assuming the requisite national will ang con.
1 gressional support, this buildup would take time-—perhaps a
I 1 Gecade Of more afler the Gucision 10 40 30, uniess the nation de-

- cided to mobilize.

] The requirement is for a fully manned and modernized
Army, boih Active and Reserve Components, organized as an ex-
peditionary torce that is fully sustainabie for as iong as ihe So-
viots can fighi, and backed oy tha requisite strategic mobility to
Oeploy tapidly the iorce 10 any Lroudie spot woiidwide. Only thus
can the United Sates hope o contain the Soviels on the intetior
of the Eurasian Continent and have delerrence endure. Unlorty-
nately, ihe agminisiration apparently has no intention of buticing
up the Army 10 accomplish this vilal mission. it thus becomes
nacessary 10 look for aptiong for further rationatization of the
planned use of svailabie Army combat forces (0 maximize their
polential in ihe most Ctilical theaters.

The nation will have 10 deal with this shortigl in resources
by congucting thealer OpDerations sequentially, ai isast as re-

. pards major Asmy force commiiments. Higioricaily, the sequen-
lial conduct of operations has not been unuguai for & GeMOCIacy.
; In World War II, the European healer received initial emphasis;
. - m L . .‘
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attention shifted to the Pacific only after V-E Day. it is often for-
gotten, however, that significant rasources were employed in the
Pacific during the 1942 to 1945 period. For example, there were
21 Army divisions in the Pacitic theater on V-t Day, the Army
had grown to 83 divisions worldwide during the course of the
war. Also, more naval forces were employed in the Pacific than
in the primary Atiantic-European theater.

While the need to consider sequential theater operations is
generated largely by the ghortlall in resources, the global impact
is blurred, if not higden, by the untoward emphasis still placed on
single regions. For example, USCINCEUR, Commander of the
RDJTF, and CINCPAC could consider the use of the same units,
supplies, and equipment. Further, ali theater commanders draw
on the same strategic mobility resources. The need for detailed
examination of a worldwide confiict—muitiregional planning,
ang manitest, the impact of having the same forcas avaitable for
planning 10 several theaters—muyst be constantly emphasized.
For, despite the new emphasis on global conflict, under the pres-
eni system more reasoned mulliregional planning still may occur
only at a time of internationat crisis.

How such operations will be carried out in the face of an
enemy with mose than 180 land civisions that can fight on sever-
al fronts simultaneously is not clear. Once forces are engaged in,
say. Southwes! Asia, it would be virtually impossible (o disen.
gage those forces and relocate them (o Europe. Moreover,
strategic mobility resources would aiready be severely taxed
meeting mulliple intertheater requirements trom the United
States. thereby making & major intracontineniat relocation above
the Eurasian periphety highly unlikely. Thereiore, empioying
majot forces in the Porsian Gult early on in a conflict may guar-
antee lailure of defenses in the more vilal region—Central
Europe. if, alternatively, all the torces were depioyed to and en.
gaged in Europe. no significant lorces would be available for
oihei theaters, the “vital”" nature of Persian Gult 0l notwilh-
standing.

Military sialts must provide o4 the concantration of existing
fotces at all vital locations on the Eurasian continent with the un-
dersianding thal, once depioyed, they probably will not radeploy
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elsewhere, at least in the first few months of a conflict. To do this
necessitates ranking US interests worldwide and, in view of the
resource shortfall, being willing to expose regions of iesser im-
portance to destruction or occupation if other allied or friendly
forces are unavailable of if they fail to sustain a defense.

Consider the following six options for geographically reori-
enting available land combat forces to concentrate better
against those vital regions most susceptible to major Soviet
ground invasion. The first option addresses forces for the most
racently added task—security of Persian Guif oil. But, because
the strategy-force mismatch now primarily relates to meeting al-
ready deficient force requirements for NATO and simuitaneously
supporting major operations in Southwest Asia, the remaining
options will consider how to make Army combat units available
to meet these dual regional requirements while taking into ac-
count the needs of less important regions and allied-friendly na-
tion capabilities worldwide.

OPTION 1. FORMALLY REDUCE THE US ARMY FORCE
COMMITMENT TO NATO

The NATO commitment now coopts the majority of the US
general purpose forces, particularly in the Army. Therefore, if
ONng assumes no increase in Army forces Lo meet global require-
ments, iis to the NATO commitment that one naturally looks for
lorces to meet additional tasks such as the defense of Southwest
Asla. Other services have aiready taken this step. To meet indian
Ocean defense requirements, for example, the Navy down-
graded one aircrafl carrier as a NATO resource ang withdrew it
from full-time commitment to the Mediterranean in 1980. Inas-
much ag the conventional balance tavors the East, particularly in
land forces, no Army units can be withdrawn from NATO without
turthet degrading European defenses. Therelore, allied capa-
bility and will to offset any US force reductions are key consig-
erations. Straight away, it is important to note that the issue here
is not one of reducing the US forces now deployed in Furope. Re-
ductions contemplated in this option are from those US Army
forces based in tha continental United States but commitied 1o
reintorce Europe In a crisis.
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As pointed out earlier, the Army now has four divisions and
six brigades or regiments forward deployed in Europe. (One, the
Berlin Brigade, is not committed to NATQ.) An additionat 15 divi-
sions and 18 brigades or regiments are formally committed to
NATO (that is, in the "‘assigned’’ or "“earmarked'’ category). As-
suming that there are six sets of division equipment in POMCUS
and that the United States can deploy rapidly two heavy divisions
with their equipment by sea, the Army should meet its 10-division
D-Day (M + 10) commitment. The forces considered "*available”
for deployment elsewhere inciude the 14 divisions in the United
States (of which 9 are committed formally to NATO beyond the
initial 10-division force).

Any major force commitments outside Europe necessarily
will reduce the forces available for NATO, as some contingency
forces are aiso allocated to NATO. Thus, because the United
States currently can deploy units drawn from the 3% Army divi-
sions allocated for planning to Southwest Asia, the US commit-
ment to the Alliance has been reduced already, de facto if not de
jure. The Alliance has been on notice since April 1980 about US
intentions to deploy major forces to Southwest Asia.' it would
appear prudent and politically important to report this ptanned
degradation to NATQ officially in the annual Defense Planning
Questionnaire (DPQ). It is politically expedient—but deceptive—
to argue that these forces still might go to Central Europe, be-
cause the likelihood of a war beginning there is very low indeed.
Moreover, some of the allies informally have suggested placing
the ROJTF forces in the DPQ “'other forces’” category (ihat is,
torces that might cooperate with NATO at some fulure time).

The first reason the United States should make a formal
change in its commitment is for clarity ol purpose: to leave
these RDJTF forces committed to several contingencies is 10 en-
gage in a “mirror game."' Ever since NATO was established. US
attempts lo encourage significantly increased allied defense ef-
forls have been a signal failure. indeed the allies have made im-
provements, but to underscore a point made in chapler two, they
have no intention of building an effective conventional defense
capability. The commitment of the US strategic nuclear system
is. ot course, a major obstacle. Anpther impediment, in my judg-
ment, is the high lavel of US general purpose forces commitied
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to European defense. Morecover, in view of the potential for short
warning, it is impossible to move more than 15 divisions across
the Atlantic in time to influence a decision. A former US ambas-
sador to NATO reported that it was ludicreus to predicate the de-
fense of Europe on reinforcements from the United States. It is
possidie that a formal reduction in the US commitment might
shake the allies out of their lethargy ? If not, there is no real ioss.
since many of these reinforcing units would not be in Europe any-
way i a conflict had, in fact, occurred lirst in Southwest Asia.

With a population base of 222 million, the United States
maintains an active duty force of 2 million. The allies (axcluding
Spain), with a population base of 350 miilion, maintain 3.2 million
soidiers in unilorm. The United States and ailiad ratios of military
forces 10 population are reasonably close for Active Component
forces. In gross terms, without facloring out requirements out-
side Europe, the United States provides 39 percent of the aclive
forces among the NATO Allies. For reserve forces, the United
States provides only 19 percant of the overall total, but a utility
comparison is striking. With 805,000 personnel, the US Army Re-
sarve Components provide eight divisions and 30 brigades or
regiments, o which seven divisions and 24 brigades or regi-
ments deploy to Europe. With 2.1 million (less United States)
ground force resarves, the allies produce only two additional divi-
sions (equivalent).’ Even aliowing 1or rear sred security and other
support requiremants, (he ailies could organize and equip many
additional combai units. indeed, one of the Long-Term Defense
Program measuies invoives 1he ailies doing just that.*

So. after mobilization, the US Army eventually provides
aimos! hall the combat divisions (equivalent) in NATO even
though the allies are operating from a population base that is
farger by 100 million. Apologisis lor the allies in and out of uni-
form have cloutied 1 picture by consianily pointing out that the
allies now provide 90 percent of the ground toece in Europe.*

Indeedt, the Europeans have purposely not organized their
tese/ve forces inio units. To 4O 80 might Creale an eltective con:
ventional defense thal would, in their view, weaken deterrence.
The allies also are concerned thil exceusive pressurson Euiope
10 form resefve unils Mighl underming the aclive force structure
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in cerlain countries. And, longstanding bias against reserve
forces, in general, among US personnel aiso poses an obstacie.

One finds the same general situation when examining de-
fense expenditures. In 1979, with 38.6 percent of the NATO
countries’ population, the United States provided 58.2 parcent of
the total delense expenditures. Of all the allies, only Wes!
Germany exceeds this population percentage in defense spend-
ing.’ The United States provides more than S0 percent of the
total NATQ defense expenditures. even though the NATQ Allies’
gross domeslic product exceeded that of tha United States by
$435 billion in 1979.¢ Overall, the United States spent 5.2 percent
of its gross domestic produc! for detense in 1979, as opposed 1o
3.4 parcent for the allies. As with the manpower compariscns,
the conciusion is clear. Equity dictates signiticantly increased
delense spending on the part of the aliies. Yet here again, the al-
lies’ apologists often obscure this isgue by pointing 1o declining
US defense spending (as a percentage of national output) in the
19708, or skew the allied etiorl, for example, by factoring oul
Canada *

It appears, then, that the manpower and ‘reasure are avail
able within Alliance resources, not onty to organize combat unils
10 replace US divisions, Dut ais0 10 increase overall conventional
force capabilities. The ailies should take these steps posthaste,
US actlions notwithstanding.

To separate the curtent ROJTF trom tormal NATO commit.
menis, the US Army force commitiment would have 10 be
reduced by only one division in the near term. Thus, the replace-
ment impact on ailied rasources is not great. Over the tive-year
period. the United States could withdraw two mote divisions,
thus permitling the allies t0 phase in their assumplion of these
respongibilities. The units involved would not detract trom the 10
divigion M + 10 lorce. but could be diawn trom later-Ceploying
divisions thal may not signilicantly influence the ouicome of ihe
battle. {See ligute 4-1.)

After o temporary dip 1owatd the West when the initiat 10
US divisions atrive and il we employ data avaiadie in December
1980, we ting that ihe projecied massive Soviel Duildup Quicky
returng the Soviel advaniage st about +.7°1 in the Warsaw Pact's
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88 STRATEGIC OPTIONS FOR US ARMY FORCES

favor. (Anything exceeding 1.44:1 is considered unfavorable to
NATO: anything over 1.62:1 is unacceptable.)® Although NATO
has made some absolute improvements, the relative advantage
of the Warsaw Pact continues to grow." (Thus, the larger NATO
detense problem, which is outside the context of this study, is far
broader than allied replacement of five US divisions.)

A common argument usually offeted by civilian strategists
is that US forces and supplies in Europe are “half-way (o the
Gult.”" i is hard 1o imagine thal the United States would draw ary
signilicant lorces and equipment from Europe to prepare 10 en-
gage the Soviet Union in Southwest Asia. Such a move 10 under-
mine NATO defenses in Europe at the peak of a major crisis with
the Soviet Union would be in neither the US nor the collective Al-
liance interest. indeed, in view of the 1973 Arab-israeli war expe-
rignce, the allies would express considerable opposition to such
diversions. Thus, etfor1s now to rationalize the US commitment
to NATO would permit better planning for the gtobal war case.

Another positive etfect of reducing the llow of US reintorce-
ments 10 NATO would be reduction o! the gale of the required
Eutopean inlrastruciure, supplies, and equipment for US torces,
now woelully underfunded. Support costs 107 19 divisions are not
ingignilicant.

All the discussion s0 far begs the question. How vital is
Western Europe 10 the United States? I Europe is indeed the
most vital US interest overseas, should forces be diveried trom
NATO to othar ragions? While these issues are more Guestions of
policy than strategy, they relate to ihe issue at hand. A policy that
expands giobal commitments, wilthoul expanding the Army
forces 10 meel Ine naw raquiremants, forces the issue of global
prionties inio vary sharp reliet. For military sirategists. risk equa-
tions must be made regionalty and giobally, ang they must con-
side: diawing down capabilities in some ragions 10 provide at
least 3 modicum of capability in Other vilal areas. Even though
the security ol Westemn Europe is @ vilzt US interost, some re-
duction in the US Army force commiment to NATO merils
sefious congideration by our political authorities.

The worst alternative would b 10 continug the cutrent
muliiple-tasiung of forces 1o¢ the global war case. Tmg siluation
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poses no incentive for the allies to face squarely tive current in-
adequacy of existing conventional forces. The units involved
dilute precious training time trying to be preparec for vastiy dif-
ferent environments. Effective planning for woridwide war is in-
hibited, and critical decisions for deployrents are deferred until
a crisis is at hand. Clearly, something must be done. The rermain-
ing options suggest ways to make forces available from other
global regions to permit the United States to meet force requira-
ments for Southwest Asia while mitigating the impact on NATO,

OPTION 2. CONCENTRATE ARMY ON ITS NATO MISSION
AND REASSIGN ITS RDJTF MISSION
IN SOUTHWEST ASIA

The primary responsibility for the RDJTF ground force mis-
sion could be assigned to the US Marine Corps. Assigning an all-
Marine Corps lorce to Southwest Asia could permit the Army to
concentrate on the NATO mission. Indeed, the Senate Appropria-
tions Commitiee has suggested to the Secretary of Defense that
the Marine Corps form the core of the RDJTF. The commiltee
notad thal "'the traditiona! role of the US Marine Corps and its
current force struciure have baen designed as one appropriate
to quick response to crises around the world."” *?

Brigadier General Philip L. Bolle (Retired) recommended a
division of responsibilities— specialization—~lor the Army and
the Marine Corps. suggesting that the Army concentrate on
NATO and the Marine Corps on non-NATO contingencies. He
recognized, however, the need o make the Army responsible tor
rerinforcing the Marine Corps torces for sustained operations.™

Such specialization woulg greatly facililale the planning
task and iraining requirernents for both services. Considering
current plang to employ forces drawn from the 3% Army divi-
sions allocated for planning and 1% Marine Amphibious Forces
{MAF) in Southwes! Agia in the near larm, the Marine Corps
could indeed offsel the loss of Army combat loices, perhaps with
some degradation in mechanized and armor capabiiity. The
Army’s NATO comimiiment would not have 10 ba diminished.

Two of the four (three active, one resorve) Marine Amphi.
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70 STRATEGIC OPTIONS FOR US ARMY FORCES

bious Forces are committed to NATO; thus, this option would en-
tail elimination of US Marine Corps commitments to European
defense. But a de facto reduction in Marine Corps commitments
to NATO, simiiar to that of US Army Forces, has already oc-
curred.” The 7th Marine Amphibious Brigade (MAB), at Twenty-
Nine Palms, California, i the initial force that could deploy to
Southwest Asia; indeed it is 7th MAB's equipment that is aboard
the Near-Term Prepositioned Force at Diego Garcia. A
composite or Air Force would follow by sea. ! the present
strategy is fully implamented, only one composite MAF would be
left from the NATO-oriented force, and that with no amphibious
shipping, at least early on. Thus, this option would eiiminate only
the remaining land-bound MAF Irom the NATQO commitment.

Availability of the other Marine Corps forces remains 1o be
examined. These lorces include the 1l MAF which, although
traditionally focused on Korea, could b2 made available tor
operations in the Persian Gull. These forces are all trained for
operations in Southwest Asia. Now, while the three active MAFs
provide roughly the same firepower as the Army-Marine Corps
package now consgidered for Southwest Asia, the Marine Corps
also has a reserve divigsion—the 4th Division-Wing Team (DWT).

Apparently suftering from the same antireserve bias as the
Army, the 4th Marine DWT lacks equipment and personnel; thus,
it cannot form a tull-iedged MAF. This division is used to aug-
ment and reinforce the three active divisions. Afier a8 periogd ot
preparation and training, the residual force is available for de-
ployment a8 a MAB (brigade-size core) with austere organic air
support. This taclical alr degradation would not necessarily be
critical in Southwest Asia, as the Air Force could piovide the re-
qQuigite tacticat air support, although perhaps less efficiently than
would be the case with organic resnuices. Nor wouid the delay in
availability be a greater problem than already exists, lor ihe
paucity of strategic lift already dicisies late gdeployments fof
many units.

To sum up the lorce piciure, 3% MAFs couid be made avail-
able for deployment t0 Soulhwest Asia by eliminating st US
Marina Corps support 10 NATO and South Korea. ™ In view of the
severe limilatiory on the force that would be available in NATO
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STRATEGIC OPTIONS FORUS ARMY FORCES 71

and the lack of demonstrated need in South Korea, this would ap-
pear 1o be a reascnable alternative. But some Army reinforce-
ment, at least one division, is required t0 enhance the immediate
deterrent ellect and 1o bolster delense against a mechanized
and armored attack. The Marine Corps needs heavy units,
armored or mechanized, lor reinforcement. Thus, it would be
prudent to withdraw a mechanized division trom NATO and re-
place it with 3 light division.

Focusing solely on Southwest Asia for general war would
give the Marine Corps a specitic mission, something many
Marines have long sought. The Marine Corps iraditionally has as-
sumed responsibilities worldwide. As Francis J. West, Jr., Assis-
tamt Secretary of Defense (Internationa! Securily Affairs), has
stated, ‘It is difficult to discuss the Marine Corps in tarms of 3
central threat.”” ' This lack of specific focus poses ditfic.ities tor
organization and (raining, but supporters of a globat orientation
point up the flexibility gained by such a doliberate nonspeciahiza-
tion. As the Navy Secretary said, *"The fleubility, resdiness, ang
the “strike force’ characier of the Marine Corps represents the
epitome of the global operation 0! maneuver wartare.” '

A heavier Marine Corps orientation 3iso ‘wou'd anhance tha
ROJTE s torcibie eniry capability (assuming increases ir amohid-
ious lifl). Al present, Army forces must atiurne a benign anviron-
menit for initial Geployments (notwithgianding a limited brigade-
size parachute drop Capability), sven the 7ih MAB equicment
aboard the Near Yerm Propositioned Force raquires tanign efvi-
ronment {or delivery. (Ivieed, Marings iake exception 10 Caling
the NTPF a "‘Force.”') Maring Corps control would change the
chatacter of the pianning and preparations, porhaps inciviing
the congoligation now i the Pacitic {if not the incian Ocesn) of
essenlially all avaiable amphibious stupping. One mght even
argue for a fioat MAB in the indian Ocean region in place of the
smalier Marne Amphibious Unit. Such planning aiso would un
oeigitd programs 10 InCiease ine US 2mphidious asssuit CaDS:
Dulity which s now serously deficient. Currently, wik: the US
capability of Litting 1 ¥y MAF 18 toulsd, " the Mare Corps would
e hard pressed 10 CONGUCT 8N AMPNDIOUS 1ANCANG With Ihe &s-
saul echaion ol 3 MAF, (v with 8 Bingie MAB aQuipped il Sus-
tmned Operations. In addition, the Sieel of 81 ships pOleniaily




-t Amen

e ey s <

RS e T W gl

T RN A S G g s

Y

s e e

P
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available for amphibious operations is declining because re-
placements are not being built rapidly enough.

Advocates of global flexibiiity might argue that if this valu-
able asset were concentiated in one theater, the Soviets would
be rétieved of the requirement for planning 10 counteract Marine
Corps forces eisewhere. Bul 1IR3 facts 00 nOt bear ou! this view,
in the evant of a US-Soviet crisis invoiving the Persian Gult, se-
lected Marine Corps forces may be depioyed i the GuH via all
available amphibious Shipping. Upon arrival, the torces might or
might not conduci an amphidious assault. During this critical
period of approximately 30 to 45 days. no amphibious tift would
bé avaiiable tor use sisewhere. Regardiess of Commander,
KOJTF needs. the amphibious ships could not be redepioyed 10
another theater without 8 long, siow trangit (al this slage. one as-
sumas the Suez Canal would be closed), and the naval escort
lorces would not be availabie in the early weeks afier D-Day.
Once the United States is sariously engaged with Soviet forces in
any mngie theater. the ides of global flexibility for Marine Corps
fcrces doss not hold up if tapid 1esponse is part of the equation.
Moreaver, the Commandet. RDJTF would presumabiy fight hard
10 retain the amphibious lift in the Guil area 10 enhance his Hexk
bitity.

Statt oificers at Maring Corps Headquarters argue ihat
Mating Corps units ghould bo empioyed in support of the nave!
campagn—that it is wiong 10 weigh two allernatives. NATO or
Southwest Asia. both ol which imply miguse of Manne Cops
capabititios. This i3 & valid gocining! caticism, byl ihe national
military sirategy alteady Congiders INe empioyment of sigrticant
Marine Corps resources in Southwes! Asia On 8 susiaingd basis
03NS SOt 107CaS.

The ODNOMN LRS! CONSIINEALION NRIE DIGINE wnth NG 19COG
nNHOn that et ate 3% MAFS availabie, Dul SMmphiDious hift 1o
only an assault achelon MAF. Huw are ihese iorces o be
AMPIOYed in 3 workivside wir? it is hardly likely that in 3 generai
Wi with vital SeCurity IMOrests in jeOpaIdy vy combal lorces
would D8 kent ol of achion awaing the astival of ampDOUS
shipping. The paucity of amphibious it and Army fesOuICes
means hat the Maring Compe very likely would be musused n 3
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major conflict. There are indeed some missions in support of the
naval campaign, such as island or choke-point security, that do
not require amphibious lifi. But these missions would tie up the
Marine Corps forces much as the Southwest Asia commitment
does. Thig is the reason the Marine Corps seeky early Army relief
from such tasks as island security. This study deals with the
realities of the strategy-force mismaich, not docirine. we should
point out that although it may be desirable, permanently employ-
ing Marine Corps forces misuses their capabilities. There is
some truth 16 this point, but in 2 nip-and-tuck global confiict, ait
forces will be smpioyed 10 accompligh national objectives. in
Korea ang Vietinam, Marine Corps forces were employed inland
for sustained nperations exactly as the Army was.

The political impact resulting trom the temoval of Marine
Cotps torces from Noitheas! Asia is annther issue. in the satly
313008 Of 3 WOrithwiGe wal, Japan would be under heavy pres-
sure from the Kremiin and the Wast, thus the poasibiiity of 8 ney-
irai Japan (and China) cannot De discountied.' Al thig critical
uncture, it will be important tor ihe United Siates 10 maintain a
militaty presence in the Westen Pacific. pariicularly with naval
torces. It the majority of the Pacitic Floet's surface 101Ces were
occupied eisewhare, it would be dificult 10 provide suth a
presence. al least in the satly weeks of the wat. it the 1tl MAF
lorces tedepioy 10 Southwast Asie. the US ground combat pre-
ance would be anchored by the 20 inlantty Division in Korea,
which ig nOt necessarily DeICevad a3 & 1eQIONAI Sirategic force.
it will thus DR highly desitabie 10 recovet @ significant naval
presence in the Wesiarn Pacilic as soon as pOSSidIe.

The mos! se:ious probiem with this oplion is Marine Corps
organization. A MAF ig simply notl 0tganized anG equioped 0!
SUS1AINGG ODEIALIONS ACAING! & SODNISLICAIND Mmechanized lorce.
Building & sironger, vet mobile, antiaimor Capabilily any ey
1abhshing & MOI@ enduring I0QISHCS! KUNPOT! CHPADITY WOuld D
1OQUIEC (Army reinioicements notwithaianing). But this issue.
#Qain. ig 1ar 188! than OPe/aLions in Southwes! Asia. Many po-
tontial enemy foices wollidwide now have mechanited and
armde 1orces. thus, ihe Maring Corps has recopnized and has
aieady taken SWODS 10 InCrease its firepOwet and enhance s
anlitank capability.

R s e o,
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The main issue here is one of degree. The Marine Corps wilt
always give primacy to rapid deployment that affects the nature
ot its organization and equipment. The idea of ‘'heavying up'' is
unacceptable to Marine Corps authorities. The Corps seeks to re-
tain a tie to the amphibious assault, which since the Korean War
emphasizes air-transportable equipment and the helicopter as-
sault.® Clearly, the Marine Corps does not want to become
another land army. Although rapid depioyment and heavier
forces create a serious dilemma, it is not insurmountable. The
Army is dealing with the same issue, for neither the Army nor the
Marine Corps now possesses an adequate capability.' This op-
tion suggests concentrating the Southwest Asia ground defense
effort primarily in the Marine Corps.

OPTION 3. REPLACE THE 2D INFANTRY DIVISION
IN KOREA

The option of withdrawing a US Army unit from South Korea
would not necessarily involve a reduction in US ground forces,
but would potentially change the type of forces and perhaps
cause a relocation. Indeed, after visiting with North Korean
jeaders, including Kim ,-sung, Representative Stephen J. Solarz
concluded that ''in the absence of a significant reduction of ten-
sions in Korea and/or the establishment of an acceptabie and in-
digenous baiance of power betwaen the two Koreas, it would be
a mistake to withdraw our forces from South Korea.' # The issue
is whether the United States can afford to leave a much-needed
Army combat unit in a region of lesser priority for deterrence
when serious risks exist in more vital regions.

The United States clearly intends to remain a Pacific-—as
opposed to an Asian—power; East Asia and the Pacitic form an
integral security region in the US global security matrix.* The na-
tion will maintain some presence in, and capacity to operate on,
the Asian Continent.

At the same time, the United States views Europe and
Southwest Asia as more important to its national security than
Korea or Northeast Asia in general.? Thus, regional adjustments
should be supportable if they enhance the US position in other
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more importan! areas—ihareby improving the US position vis-a-
vis the Soviets globally-—without significantly degrading the US
position in Asia. iImprovement of overall giobal flexibility should
enhance US security.

Since 1971, the only US ground troops stationed near the
demilitarized zone (DM2Z) in Korea have been one battalion of the
2d Infantry Division 10 provige support for the Military Armistice
Commission Headquarters area and a small detachment with the
United Nations Command Infantry Division, strategically posi-
tioned between the DMZ and Seoul and the only remaining US
ground combat lorce in Korea. Only 30 kilometers from the DMZ,
the capital city is practicaily within North Korean artillery range.
In 1950 Seoul was seized by the North Koreans in only thres
days, 50 the requirement for major ground troops north of Seout
is obvious.

The US role in Korea is an excellent manifestation of the
Nixon Doctrine unde’ which the South Koreans provide the bulk
of the military manpower, backed by US air, naval, and logistical
supporl.® Since the departure of the Tth intaniry Division in
1971, the 2d Infantry Division has been in strategic reserve. The
South Korean Army has improved over the past decade, and the
role of the US ground force has come to be viewed by some ob-
servers as primarily one of deterrence.® Understandably, this
view is disputed by some current and former US Army leaders in
Korea. Notwithstanding such objections, a 14,000-strength divi
sion is quantitatively insignificant compared o the half-miliion
South Korean ground forces, which are backed by a reserve
force of 1.1 million. Moreover. South Korean authorities stated in
1970 that, with proper assistance, by 1975 their country could
handle its own defense. Again, in 1975, President Park stated
that in four o five years South Korea would be able 1o delend if-
sell without US support.?’

in a time of crisis, the major outside need is for US air and
naval forces and logistical support. Some additional US Army
forces might be deployed to Korea in a unilateral contingency, as
practiced in the Team Spirit exercise series. But such deploy-
ments in a worldwide conflict would require degradations eise-
where. However, elements of tIi MAF could stage forward to
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Korea from Okinawa ang Hawaii as part of the naval force.
whether this move would actually take place would depend on
the situation at the time. Now some of these Marine Corps lorces
are also committed to Southwest Asia, but conceivably, the divi-
sion could be available lor reinforcement of Korea partly be-
cause the forces would not arrive en masse; however, they have
no viable mission early on.

Furthermore, in 3 global conflict, regions with higher priority
would coopt all the strategic airlift ang sealift, including amphibi-
ous shipping. Na US strategic litt would be available to move the
Marine Corps forces forward to Korea. Korean airlift and sealilt
could be used, bu! the Kareans have sutficient amphibious ship-
ping to move only 2,500 personnel, a batltalion landing team.
Even undger the best conditions, these torces would dribble into
Korea. This problem could be solved by stationing il MAF in
Korea permanently.

Because the most serious ground force shortfall woridwide
is in US Army forces, stationing the requisite Marine Corps
forces in Korea permanently would permit relocation of the 2d in.
fantry Division, thus making it available for higher priotity re-
quirements in Southwest Asia or Europe. The current 2d infantry
Division organization is unique, the resull of peninsular geog-
1aphy and evolutionary force reductions. Its three brigades in
cluge only seven battalions: two armored, two mechanized, and
three infantty; in addition, an air cavalry squadron is availabie
that could be used as a maneuver unit. Thus, a light Marine am-
phibious force of six battalions might provide more firepower
than the Army division, especially with the MAF's organic tac-
tical air element. indeed, the most pressing immediale reinforce-
ment requirtement in Korea is {or tacticat air support.

Such an exchange in forces would enable senior US ¢
sionmakers 1o address the issue of where (0 slation the US
ground lorce. Political authorities have long been concerned that
placing US ground tr00ps between the DMZ and Seoul would
make US involvement in any conflict automatic, eliminating any
opportunity for national-level consideration. I{ is, of course, the
very placement of the 2d Infantry Division that enhances deter-
1ence on the peninsula. And other US personnel remain in the
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DMZ; about 200 US personnet who might not be withdrawn early
on in a crisis are involved in supporting the joint security area.

While a smalt US lorce is required in the DMZ to support the
joint security area, it might be desirable to locate the main body
of the Marine Corps force in P'ohang, well to the south of Seou!,
with South Korean marine forces. This relocation would signiti-
cantly enhance the training opportunities for the US units. US
Marine Corps forces on Okinawa have been experiencing in-
creasing constraints on their training, something they would not
obtain in Korea. The 11l MAF units now aageriy seek opportunities
1o deploy forward 10 Korea for training. Even il the torce were to
occupy the northern facilities vacated by the 2d Infantry Division
(the cheaper alternalive), they would still be able to conduct
training far superior 1o that available in Okinawa. Also, South
Korean matine units are stationed in the North on the Kimpo Pe-
ninsula, near the 2d infantry Division tacilities.

Locating the replacement forces south o! Seoul might al-
fect the deterrence equalion, but not allogether negatively over
the long term. The likelinood of not engaging US ground troops
{other than United Nations Command and Military Armistice
Commission support lorces) immediately could iower geterrence
(aithough. a smali US Marine Corpa force would probably be near
the DMZ). But the change would serve to drive South Korea 10
seek independent capabilities more quickly. As tormer Premier
Kim Chong-pil stated in 1972, 'The US troops now stationed in
ouf couniry wili return home sooner of later. This means that we
must delend our country through our own sirength. ' #

Historically, the reversal of the Carler withdrawal plan will
probably be seen as a temporary ebbing in the iong-lerm ground
force withdrawal from Korea. Placing the Marine Corps force
south ol Seoul could be viewed as a “'next step’” on the slow
withdrawal process. Regardiess of Reagan adminigtration state-
ments to the contrary, the Koreans see such a withdrawal as
inevitable.”™ |f the move s made gradually and it it is propaerly
coordinated, Japan would likely support it as well. But the with-
drawal issue exceeds the timelrame of the option under consid-
eration here and is only directly related to the baging option.
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Without question, under this option the Marine Corps forces
focated in South Korea would be less fiexible, but as we have
seen, mobility resources are inadequate 1o give these forces
globai Hexibility anyway. Moreover, the battalions in Korea would
probably operate there on a rotational basis, thereby ensuring
that all forces receive periodic amphibious training.

As for the question of financing, some cost sharing with re-
gional states might be worked out, although direct Japanese fi-
nancial support for military activitias in Korea would have to be
avoided.®' Such support would help to olfset the grumbling in
Congress about defense burden sharing. Moreover, there might
be a reduction in the US presence on Okinawa uniess the 2d In-
fantry Division were relocated there.

Since this study conceing Army forces, the focus in this op-
tion is on making the 2d intantry Division available for require-
ments of higher priority. In other words, the issue is whether the
United Slates can afford to leave the division dispositioned
where it i§ not needed for detense while dalense of more vital in-
terests hangs in the balance. One couid argue that the il MAF
force is available 10 deplov eisewhere (as in the previous option).
But Marine Cops forces are ie3s capabia of handling a direc!
controntation with Soviet mechanized and armored unils in other
regions than they are of operating against North Korean forces in
terrain lass suitable for mechanized operations. Moreover, were
the P'ohang basing option {0 be selecied and a crisis occur, with-
drawing the eniire force lor deployment eisewhere (even oper-
ationally within Korea) would be iar easier than disengaging the
2d Infantry Division trom ils forward positions. In the midst of 3
major crisis, however, particularly il contlict were to break out on
the peninsuta, the South Korean Government would undoubtedly
oppose the withdrav-al of any combat forcos trom Korea. The So-
viets may encourage Kim il-sung 1o attack for exactly this put-
puse-— (o tie down US resources.

The potential benefits, notwithstanding the withdrawal of
the 2d infantiry Divigion {rom Korea, would precipitate serious po-
litical undercurrenis in Northeast Asia, particularly in Korea. The
sengitivity demonstrated about this issue essentially preciudes
any major changes without political damage.
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OPTION 4. RELY ON STATES IN THE REGION FOR
GROUND FORCES IN SOUTHWEST ASIA

Another option for reducing commitments for US Army
forces in Southwest Asia is 10 rely on states in the region for
ground forces. Requiremnents for US forces 10 counter a Soviet
incursion in Southwes! Asia are the greates! polential drain on
the NATO commitments. As we have seen, if an emergency de-
velops in Southwes! Asia involving 3 serious Soviel threat, the
United States is now considering the depioyment of Army forces
drawn primarily {rom the three divisions allocated for pianning in
the region. I such a contingency were 10 precede a direct threat
10 NATQ, these forces would not be available for deployment to
Europe. Moreover, it is undesirable 1o divert more than token
European-oriented combat units, US or ailied, away trom Central
Europe while NATO remains inferior 10 the Warsaw Pact.

in (he event the United Slates were to rely on states in the
region for the bulk of the ground force, it would be reasonaple to
expect that the tull spectium of US Air Force, Navy, and Matine
Corps torces might still be deployed to Southwest Asia, and that
US-sponsored command and control and logistical support
woulg be provided. Without such support, detense against a So-
viet invasion would be impossible in any case. Furthermore,
regardiess of the primacy of its involvement, the United States
naturally seeks the wides! possible support for, and participation
in, operations against Soviet forces. i selecied regional states
were 10 provide all or even a portion of the required ground
torcas, and thereby reduce US requirements, the impact on the
girect delense of Europe would be recuced. (i is undersiood that
any operations outside Eutope wiil atlect NATO to some degree
because, at minimum, logistical suppott would be diverted from
thai region )

Operating alone, military units from regional states cannot
directly contiont Soviet lirst-hne umis successiully. But with the
requisite 1raining and modern equipment, US tactical support,
ang the advaniages of rugged lerain, selected regional unig
might be abie 10 perlorm reasonable effectively. The perform.
ance of the mujahedin in Alghanisian against Soviel torces is in-
structive in this regard.
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Since il is close by and has an army of 470,000 (17 divisions
and 19 additiona! brigades), Turkey would appear 10 be a likely
candidate to provide forces for operations in lran against a So-
vie! invasion. ¥ (Some of these units are understrength and poor-
ly equipped.) However, as was pointed out in chapter 2, Turkish
authorities have ruled out participation in such a conflict, except
as part ol NATO. Moreover, in @ NATO-Warsaw Pact contlict,
Turkey would expect 10 be fully engaged defending its own terri-
tory on NATQ's southarn flank. Thus, we must look eisewhere for
potential repiacements for US Army divisions.

Yable 4-1 depicis other potentiat regional sources fo!
ground combal units. The most distant country, Egyp!. is a possi-
bility. With 10 divisions, Egypt might be willing to aliocate a por-
fion of these forces for operations in lran if provided strategic lift
and supporied logistically by the United States. But the expecied
Sovie! control of the Eastetn Mediterranean migh: emboiden the
Libyans to act against Egypt. in concert with Soviet naval oper-
ations. Thus, soma Egyptian forces would be required to defend
along the Libyan botger.

Considering the Libyan threat (an army of 45,000, organized
inlo 12 armored and 24 mechanized infantry Dattalions, a nation-
al guard battalion, and 2,800 main batile tanks) > the Egyptians
would probatily want 10 retain at least halt of their army divisions
8! nome. Thus, planners Covid count on Ong armored, one
mechanized, and three infantry divisions from Egypt as being
available tor oparations in iran. Moreover, whilg heavy unils are
desirable in lran, infaniry divitions ate Mot easily and rapidly
dapioyed. The distance invoived is the same as lor US lorces
that wouid use Egyptian bases. Major officiencies would result it
even a portion of the plannad deploynient of US units 10 the re-
gion from. tha continental United States were not (equitey

In May 1081, Sauck Aralia, Kuwai, Bahrain, Jutar, the
United Asad Emirates ang Oran formed the Guit Cooperation
Council, a coliactive vegicnal defense systam. The council is saxd
1o inciude 3 joint military sitike torce, a collectlive air detense
sysiem, ang 3 joinl military command. ™ Although domestic vio-
lence and threats from the Isiamic revolution in iran contributed
10 estsbiishment of the councll, it wae also a responge (o the So-
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Table 4-1. Poleniial Sources for Regional Ground Combet Power

Country Amym Major Army Combet Farmations
Eavp! Divisions: Jarmored
2 machanized
S infantry
10 brigades
United Atab 40,000 About 4 brigades (equivalent)
Emirates
Banhrain 2.300 1 intantry Dattation
1 armored cattier squadror
Kuwait 10,000 3 brigaces (equivalent)
Oatar 9.00¢ 1 armored Datialion
4 intantiry Datislions
Oman 11.500 About 4 drgades (equivalent)
Saudi Aradia 35.000 G brigades
Jorgan 50.000 Divigions: 2 armoted
2 mechanized
1 brigade
tan 150,000 Owigiong: 2 armored
& miantry
4 brigades
rpq 210.000 Divisions 4 armored
4 machanieed
4 maintenance
agcional brgades
istael 450.000 Oivisions: 11 armored
55 brigades
Pakigtan 420,000 Divisions: 2 armored
1§ ioantry
S brigades

Sousci  IInanong Ingtinee v Sirategic Siugies (HSS). The Mitary Balance
1087-87 London AR 1081} passm

Yot
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viel invasion of Alghanistan. Thus, the regional states share a
common interest in countering the growth of Soviet intluence in
the region, notwithstanding their desire to downplay lies with the
United States. Therafore, the member states might be willing to
cooperate in planning to counter a Soviet incursion into lran, per-
haps in conjunction with planning to counter the threat posed by
Khomeini.

in the absence of an immediate external threat, the United
Arab Emirales migh! provide one division (equivalent), with only
ight armored vehicies, tor lranian operations. These forces are
primarily controlied by Abu Dhabi, But analysts do not consider
themn 10 be an effective tighting torce, and internal turmot in the
United Arab Emirates makes any external deployments highly
unlikely. Although some observers are ogtimistic about the fu-
tyre of this collective, others are passimistic to tihve point of pre-
dicting that the United Arab Emirates will be one of the hest Gul
siates to succumb to radical pressures.® Theretore, no United
Aradb Emirates units are considered available for operations n
iran.

Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatat. and Oman together might provige
ancther division equivatent. But Bahrain and Qatar have very im.
ited military capabilities, and Baheain, in particular, harbors a
signiticant ragical element in its scCiety. Hence it might be better
not {0 PIOMOle & Major conventionat force buildup in these two
countries, the only ones in the region NOt Caught up @ the arms
race (although Banhrain contracied tor s Hiest j@1 highter i eatly
1982} % Kuwait has only one armored brigade with “even a tpken
military capability against & nation liks lraq o 11an ' Bacause
Kuwait 18 primatily concorned aboul the lrady thieal, it 18 ynidely
that any Kuwaiti forces would be made avatabie tof operations
i Iran. This leaves Oman, the only country other than l1ag and
tran with forces that have combat experience Omar io:rcos are
weil supporied and ale advised by some 600 Brtish military per-
sonnel. However, it is likely the Sullan will focus on the Ihreat
from South Yamen, which has an army of 22,000 organized in 1
armored brigade, 11 cagdred infanity brigades, and 1 cadred ma.
1ing brigade ¥ Thus, among these remaung Guil states, it would
nol be prudent (o pian o any combal formations ot lraman
operations.
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Saudi Arabia would probably best concentrale available
combat forces on interior defense, particutarly the oiifieids,

s» : guarding against possible incursions from iraq and South Ye-
.A ‘ men. Thus, only a token Saudi force should be counted on for
s combined operations in lran.

The naxt major source ol ground combat power is Jordan.

However, like EQypt, Jordan would be concerned about immedi-

ate territorial defense, in this ingtance against Syria. The Syrian

J Army consists of 170,000 men organized into four armored angd
S WO mechanized divisions and four additional brigades.® Thus,
3 assuming the Syrian threal persists, Jordan would want to keep
3 most of its combat tormations at home. One Jotdanian mechan-
| ized division mighi be made available for Iran, and if Israel were
3 ; 10 position itg torces against the Syrian boider, a Jordanian ar-

E moted division might be made avsilable.

3 raq could be a prime source Inr ground forces, notwilh-
s1anging the destruction of several divisions in the war with iran
in 1982 However, 11aq’s political alignment canno! be deter.
mined now. thus, no lragi forces are faciored ino Ihe current
2QUALION a3 Daing - ivaiable to operate against Soviet lormations
in lran. i a Sovie! vasion were to cause iraqis 10 shift ghgnment
to the West, liag divisions would add signiticanily 10 the detense
elion. However, lran wouild n0t be expecied (o permit the depioy-
ment of ira forces on iranian terntory. Although the lraq lorces
petiouned poorly in sustained 0perations aganst itan, they have
gainad impotian! COMDat experience * Undoudledly, US 0gis-
HCa SUDPOIE woulkd De required, bul the Lirited States would ex-
pationce groat ditficully in heiping thoae AMIONS equipped with
Soviet Dioc materiel.

- e :”m»‘uv

G B T T e e
»

o 1ran probably woull 0pPOse & Soviet invasSion with Not onily
the reguiar 1o/ces shown in tabie 4-1 bul aiso i1s 400.000 re-
serves and 75,000 paramiitary forces.* Thus, although lran's
PATLCIDANON has nOt been facinred iNIo Iig EQUANION, it 15 DORS!:
{ Die that it mught SOLCH OULSINe ASSISIANCE NG COODETALE iR & d6-
fense efiort. in view of the US logisiical relationshu that existed
with the shah, it would be somewhat easier for the Uruted States
10 SuppO!t Iranian iorces equipped with US materiel than 10 sup-

port othets in the (eQION, Such as H1ag.
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The potential sensitivity o! the Arab-israeli situation pre-
cludes the pianned use of Israeli ground combat formations out-
side that nation's borders. This is unfortunate, as they are the
elite force in the region. These forces could, howeve:, be used
indireclly. as indicated earlier, 10 ““free up’ Arab units. Israeli for-
mations also could be pocied as a sirategic reserve for a “'last
ditch” defense when regional sensitivities might be disregarded.

Finally, Pakistan appaars to be the other major regional
source of ground ‘orces. indeed, some Pakistani units are ai-
ready in Saudi Arabia. Bul employment of Pakistani forces
against the Soviets in lran would undoubtedly precipitate Soviet
strikes against, and perhaps an invasion of, Pakistan. Such an
outcoma wouid be a highly undesirable one, cons:dering the Jitti-
culty the United States wouldl exparience in heiping 10 detend
Pakisian in a worldwige war. The best option wouid seem to be to
encourage Hakistan to see 10 its own national gefense. Thus, no
Pakistani lorces are considered available for operations against
Soviet forcas outsioe Pakistan.

in summary, six divicions —five Egyplian, and one (possibly
two) Jordanian—might be &vailabie to be employed agains! a So-
vig! incursion in the region, in lisu of US Army units. Moreover,
tranian and lragi units might cooperate. With US command ang
conirol, training, geployment assisiance, and tacticatl air and lo.
gistical suppeost, togethet with US Maring Corps units 10 Doister
the ling, thase reQional formations mught be able 10 0perate rea-
SOnably weil. PiIanning for SUCH COMDINGC uperahions wauld neip
10 solidily US-Arab relations and signficantly enhance the US re-
Qlonal position. indeed, if 2 sufticient prehostilitios sirategic con:
sengus ware reached, plarvang for such a combtined defenge
would it the US pOsItion invrieasurabily. Further, such planning
for Iand Gelense naturally ioliows and cornplements cufrent US
eftons (o develop & segional a: defense.

Untortunately, any esrly consensus ahout the Soviet threal
18 untiely. © Thus, coOperative delense eiforis should focus now
ON INIATEGIONA! IMUALS, & DORILION IHe REAGAN AAMIMSITJLON AD-
PER 10 b shilting to aiteady ** Concentrating on the initate-
QIONa: threai iomoves the necessily 10 Dress for an anti-Soviet
SHA1O0IC CONSONSUR SAG (3NOS. ONCElY, 16 siuft attention irom
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israel. (However, some accommudation in the Arab-israeli dis-
pute over Palestine is essential fur stability in the region.) This
new locus does not mean that previous US effors should be
dropped, but rather that US aclivities directed against countenng
Sovie! influence should be given (ess yisibility.

Focusing on the intraregional probliem is dangerous. With
the RDJTF Headguariers as the primary planning agent for the
region, it may appear that the emphasis is shifting to US inter-
vention planning. But this shift may be counterproductive. The
ROJTF will be forever lainted 3% a US force d'intervention. Thus,
the US leadership mus! be sophisticaied and maintain low visibil-
ity. US involvement shouid be tied 1o regional defense efforts.
One cbserver has wisely counteiod a ~looser posture,’’ nol tying
ourseives to any particular regpme

One sensitive aspect of using regional forces for the roie
contempiated is that the support and parucipation are desyable,
whether of not US Army torces are gepioyed 10 the region. In the
nedr torm although the Army i3 considenng the deployment of
torces drawn from the 1Y) divisions allocated tor planining, re-
gional lorces could compietely offset US Army formations n
numbers and pernaps in tirepowet (considenng the type of units
10 be gepioyed) if Noi in quality and rehabihly. Adritiechy, in & cri-
S8 1t May D dosirabie 10 deploy & US Aimy ghvifion rapidly 10 the
region fof Ceterrent purposes. But i woulkd NOt seem necessary
10 gepioy foliow-on US Army combal 107maidns, assuming re-
glonal siates would supoant the concept. With the 826 AdDorne
Drvigion (winch i3 not commilied 10 NATO) as the lead glement,
no degradation of the lormal US Army conumuiment 10 NATO
wOould appear 10 be NECetsary.

it s wnpoHant 10 nole Mat the mission i these fo/ces
would be 10 nterdCt and Diunt the mOvement Bouth of Foviet los-
mations. Like the US forces, Inese 10rcos would prmarily serve
10 deter & Soviet itvasion and if thal were 10 1ail would countes
the anack and seek 10 issuade the Soviets from contimang
south Such operations, INCIuGING delaynyg ACHONS, A7e MOY@ in
e with (OQIONA! Militaty CaDaADHISS Dacked by US tupport

It may DO OSSN 10 secule SuppL! 1om Jagan angd trom
Europoan alhes 10 Ginance the upgradng of seieciod teguonai
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forces for the role conternplated. If such a program were undar-
taken, regional forces could offset the out-year projection for US
Army lorces.

Oftering British, French, and possibly US military advisers
10 the regional armed forces involved in the postuiated combined
detense Manning couid serve ar & suppoiting initiative. The op-
tion offers an excetient opportunity lor increasing allied invoive-
ment in the Southwest Asia defense effort. In addition, certain
countrias in the region have a role 10 play in mililary assistance.
in the past Egypt bas provided acvisers 10 North Yemen. Jordan
is now agwising Oman's internal security forces. and Saud
Arabia has consiOered replacing US advisers with represents.
tives trom Turkey ang Pakistan “ The United States should sup-
port these highly lautiatory iniliatives. They permit the United
States not oniy 1o maintain a low visibility D! to coopt selected
siates into the regional defense effort, e.g.. Turkey. In combina.
lion with the gveviously mentionod secunty assistance pro-
grams, these activities shouid expand the Weslen presence in
the region thereby enhancing US intiuence. Moteover, n the
trarnework of an overall globa! strateqgy, this concept 13 antirely
1n accoed with the US policy of exploiting aihed and othes inendty
capabiitios

This tion Carties a polential danger. Because the most
probabie threat 10 tegionpt siabilily 8 internal unrest 1ather than
SOviel aGOTESSION, GXPENCNYG Ihe mMulitaty I0ICES in Ihe region
may Rave & JeslabUIng ntiuence * APOUGH the ODHIOR WOuld
fren US Army lorces to concentiaie on NATO. excessive mitilary
dusichup within Douthwest Ais CONG precipitaie the vety cnais
e United States seeks 10 avoig But I reguonal arms race 1s al-
ready UNOBIWRY, 3N it wOLld Sem 13 Do in the Wes! 3 interest to
seek 10 inlivence military Gevelopmanis in the region  Only mod-
o3 t0/Co QOIS SOl DO DIOMGIS, NOWEvVE!, 10 DOISIY Wesiein
NIQrERLS WG NOL LNTEIMINNG THe Cul1ent MOBCUM O S1abkity
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OPTIONS. DO NOT RETAIN US ARMY COMBAT UNITS
IN THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Access 1o the Panama Canal 1s no longer considered vital
because the largest warships and tankers can no longer make
the transit. The current buildup n US naval forces lurther re-
duces its importance. The canal does, however. remain impot-
tant to the US economy and national security, particularly in a
woridwide war; thus, security of the canal is a key i1ssue. Never-
theless, the issue must be considered and the nsk evaiuated
relative 10 other regional requirements.

The US Army is now responsibie for the lang defense of the
Panama Canal. (If requesied by Panama, the Army could aiso as-
sume responsidility for security of the new oil pipetine that trav.
1388 the country } The threat 10 the canal includes potential air
strikes trom Cuban aircratt (refusied in Nicaragua) and Soviet
submarings, but the main land challenge is sabotage o small
guetrilia teams. The ground force problam is etsentially one of
loca! sacurity around specilic koy points, such as dams, the nar-
row Cana!l DaSEIQES. and the locks. Thase Doints are critical be-
CaLSE ING eQuIDMENt if ONI-OI-a-kIN, any $610US JAMAQYE wWOuid
pe ditticuit 10 repais. Replacement parts for the locks would have
10 be tabricated. If 2 ship wete sunk it one Of tha narrow pas.
53008, Soveral daYS WOUld De requifed 10 Claat the route

For Canal delense. the 1934 Intantty Brgade i3 permanent.
ly stationed in Panama. The Drgade is organzed with one mech
anized ang two inlaniry DaltAlions. One intaniry Dattalion has One
2iDOMNE-QUALIINY COMDAany. in & mar Crigis, the 1830 Brigade
could be joined by othet 10/Ces, the Army has yet anoihet umt 10
cated w» the Catibbean region, the §20 Separate Intaniry B
pade. Puerto Rucan Nationsi Guasd.

Whth Panama itgait, The only nGigencus ground force is the
Guaraia Nationa!, 10 ritle companies. Thees of INese companwes
ODeIale i1 1K vicinity o ihe canal. The Uniioy Siates has tong
sought 10 expand the Guarted NBUONS! IO 3 MOre 1AGIONM
S1MY OIGANLZALON —SOMEENMNG that COuld DE MOLe IMpPOriant as
the e2p8C1e¢ United Siates 3008-tute n 1999 draws cioser But
the Guarcha NaLONS! ig DIMatily 8 DOLCH, ang Only secondilily
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a military, organization. The Panamanian authorities appear re-
luctant to reorient the organization that undergirds Jovernmentai
authority.

One observer has estimated that two military police battal-
ions could handie the canal sacurity task. The “‘presence’’ role
of the 193d infantry Brigade constitutes another issue. indeed,
the role of Army forces is very important throughout Latin Amer-
ica, 80 the presence of US Army forces in Panama carries more
weight with regional authorities than the presence of other serv-
ice forces.*’ It is therefore important that no etfort be made to
withdraw the brigade trom its normal peacetime presence mis.
sion, particularly in the aftermath of the Faiklands crisis. In other
than a generai war, US forces would probably best tullill general
peacelime missions.

In a worldwide war. however, we must question the pry-
dence of deploying separate infantry brigades in the Caribbean
region for low-tisk security tasks while defense of the West's
position in Europe and Southwest Asia hangs in the balance. This
is not t0 argue that the Weaslern Hemisphere is less impor-
tant—ingdeed, it ranks ahead of Eurasia; the suggestion here is to
weigh the risks involved in the several theaters from a globat per.
spective. What are the aiternatives?

Having secured fuil sovereignty over all Panamanian terri.
tory, the government of Panama Certainly wants 10 improve is
national defense capability. However, local authorities have
been reluctant to make the changes US authorities deem neces.
sary. in view of the treaty requirement for a US withdrawal by
the end of the century,* more attention will have {0 be given to
Panamanian defense capabilities during a global crisis, notwith
standing recommandations hetein regarding the wartime rede-
pioyment of the 183d infaniry Brigade. With a popuiation of two
mitlion, Panama has ide Gemographic base 10 supPpoOsl an ex.
panded defense force. Tha major probiem will be financial.

Other siates in Latin America have 3 vesied interes! in de-
isnse of the canal, for they all derive great economic benefi
from a smoothly cpsrating canal. But there is probably no single
international a0ency that would be willing to coordinate canal de-
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fense, and Panama might oppose a proposal for one as interler-
ing with its national prerogatives.

The Rio Treaty does obligate member states to come to the
aid of other signatories in the event of a threat from qutside the
hemigphere. The problem for the United States is convincing
Latin governments that a threat exists. The Organization of
American States is an unlikely possibility; it is not a military alli-
ance. iis organization provides for a delense committee, but by
design. it has never been convened. The history of the Organiza-
tion of American Slates clearly points 10 a continued pofitical
orientation tor that body in the future. The inter.American De-
tense Board does indeed have a planning mission lor the region,
and it has examined the canal defense issue in general terms.
Bul the board, aiso, by design has no implementation body of au-
thority. Any efforts toward better regional defense coordination
will undoubtedtly have o be worked througn US leadership on a
bilateral or setected multilateral basis.

Table 4~2 identilies a number Of polential regional sources,
other tnan Panama, for ground forces 10 tepiace the US brigades
pianned for canal and regionat defense. Venezuela is aiready in-
volved in regional deforse pianning with the United States, tor
example, in early 1962 the Uniled States decided to seli the F-16
AircrElt 10 Venezuela. Unfortunately, Venezueis and Panama
were vociferous opponents of the United States during the Falk.
lands crigis. Yet, the Venezueian Government is very concerned
aboul tha expanding threat from Cuba and has a major defense
impiovement program underway. With the army forces currently
available, Venezuela could easily replace US forces in the canal
secutily role and assume securily responsibilities for critical fa-
cilities in the Antilles chain cutside Puerto Rico. Within the Antil-
les. security is geographicaily compalibie, enabling Venezuela to
organize a coordinated join! air, naval. and pround force defense
eftort in the Antilles subregion. The canat delense role could be
coordinated with Colombia. Developing these interreiated func.
lions wouid De an excelient way 10 expand the delense effor! fot
he entire region.

The next possibitity is Colombia, ideatly suited geograph-
ically to heip defend the canal. The Colombian Army also has
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Table 4-2, Polentiail Participants in s Paname Cansl

Detense Foroe

Active
Country Army Strongth
Venezuela 27,000
Colombia 37,000
Ecuador 30.000
Petu 75.000
Brazil 182.750
Argenting 130.000
Chile 53.000

Major Combet Formations
1 armored brigade
1 cavairy battation
2 mechanized battalions
11 infantry battalions
3 ranger battalions

10 intantry brigades
1 ranger battalion
1 airborne battalion

6 dgivigions (nominal)

1 horae cavairy regiment

1 airborne battalion

1 presidential guard baltalion

10 independent companies (cadre
battalion)

12 divigions (Drigace size)
1 presidential Quard Cavairy division
3 armored reconnaissance squad-
rong

8 divisions

2 infantry brigades
1 airborne brigade
§ jungie battalions

6 armored cavalry regiments
3 infaniry brigades

3 mountain brigades

1 jungle brigade

1 sirborne brigade

T cavalry regiments
24 infaniry regiments

Source: The international Ingtitute for Strategic Studies. The Miltary Baisnce

1081-82 (London: 1SS, 198Y).
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forces extant, fully capable of replacing US forces in Panama
during a major global crisis. Although Colombia would probably
agree 1o provide assistance in defense o! the canal, Panama
might oppose the presence of Colombian forces on its territory,
in view of their history. But such sensitivity could likely be over-
come in the event of a serious threat 10 the canal.

Ecuador and Peru, on the Pacitic side, have forces suitable
for assisting in the ground secutity roles, but neither country is
likely to dispatch forces (0 Panama. Ecuador's primary security
concern is a continuing border dispute with Peru, and Peru must
look to protecting its border with Ecuador and the Bolivian-
Chilean border in the south.* Canal security, although important,
ranks behind these more immediate security problems.

Brazil, Argentina, and Chile all have significant numbers o!
army units capable of pertorming the security role in Panama,
but because Panama is more Central America/Caribbean oti-
ented. il is untikely that these countries would be invited to par-
ticipate in the canal detense role. Argentina, particuiarly, is not
likely to engage in any highly visible planning eftorts over the
near term that involve the United States.

The best alternative embraces aggressively upgrading
Panamanian capabilities tor unilateral canal delense and pro-
moting a collective subregional gefense eflort with Colombia and
Venezuela in a reintorcing role. Colombia would cover the Pacif.
iC side and Venezyela the Atlantic quarter. If the border dispute
between Colombia and Venezuela prevenis such collaboration, a
joint Panamanian-Venezuelan effort is an alternative.* If the ex-
ternal threat increases (perhaps small units intilirate into Pana-
ma directly from Cuba or overiand from Nicaragua), Panama
might call for outside reinforcemants. Such a collective endeav-
of is exaclly the platform needed 10 build up a regionwide
defense. A detanse elfort like this would require signiticant US
military assistance and an agreement providing US logistical
SUppO1L 1O any lorces commitled operationally. However, Pana-
ma would certainly have a veto over the torces selected to par-
ficipate in operations on ils territory.

To make this coliective defense effort hang together, the
United States must maintain a ‘'‘presence’’ in the region and pro-
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vide the wherewithai ang leadership, but three combat infantry
brigages are not necessary for this purpose, particularly during a
wuridwide conflict, Without question, Army forces have a unique
role in Latin America. But many US units, including Army forces,
wouid probably be operating in and staging through the region in
a major crisis, all of which wouid reinforce the ""presence’’ mis-
sion,

: For similar reasons, security must be provided for facilities
in Puerto Rico. In a worldwide contlict, Puerto Rico would un.
doubtedly be a target for subversion ang terrorist attacks. But in
Y view of the more serious situation in Europe and Southwest Asia,
it is not unreasonable to consider passing the iocal sacurity mis.
sion along 10 local police authorities. What may be necessary is
: establishing a militia for the island, similar lo those state forces
organized in the United States during World War il after the Na-
tional Guarg was mobilized.*

A more serious Droblem concerns the threat from Cuba and
the possible need to invade the island 10 remove that threat. in
the woridwide war scenario this study considers, the United

States might very well carry out operations against Cuba. The im-
E portance of this raquirement will have 10 be weighed against oth-
‘. of global demands.* It is 8is0 POsSiDie that regional states could
3 picvide the ground forces (o commit againg! the Casiro regime if
; a land campaign were directed.

The discussion 8o far assumes a compatibility of inleresis

between the United States and Latin America regarding the So-

: viet threal. In fact, Latin American stales are seeking to awoid

involvement in the superpower confrontation.® The Falkiands

crisis created a cleavage that will persist for a long time. Like Ja-

pan, the Latin American glates might remain neutral in the evenl
of global war #

Nevertheless, while “‘deep poverty and political repression
8t home” are more responsible than ideology is for regional
sirite, many Latin American countries do fear the thieat posed by
Soviet-supparted Cuba. The United States must use this com.
mon concern 10 develop a regional defense capability that can
be expioited lor local contingencies and global war. In a broader

i
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context, the adminisiration aiready is considering the use of
Latin American industrial capacity 10 augment limited national
resources during a mobilization. Militarily, regardiess of whether
a8 collective security arrangement evolves, the United States
may not be able to laave critical combat forces in the region dur-
ing a global war.

In ail, the United States could diver! from one to three infan.
try brigades, acclimated to warm weather, trom the Caribbean
region 10 handie more important 1asks. As with the option of rely-
ing on states in Southwest Asia, this alternative is in accord with
the national command authorities' effarts to exploit fully the cap-
abilities of the Allies and other triendly nations. The military as-
sistance and logistical support entailed wouid be a cheap price
10 pay for an evolving regional delense affort that would permit
the United States 10 piay an economy-ol-orce role in the region.

OPTION 6: DO NOT REINFORCE ALASKA WITH
GROUND FORCES

At present the Army has permanently stationed the 172d in-
fantry Brigade in Alaska, along with the famous Alaskan Scouts.
in a major conflict, the United States could reintorce Alaska from
the continental United States. The issue is whether the threat
justifies such reinforcement, that is, whether the reinforcing unit
wouid not be detler empioyed sisewhere.

The ground threat the Soviets pose 10 Alaskan territory is
generally limited to small teams of naval infantty or reguiar army
forces, with limited air support. The Soviels probably would not
seek 10 secure a major lodgment on North America.

The 1724 infaniry Brigade (whose heacquarters are in Fort
Richardson, Alasks) is organized as three infantry battalions (in-
cluding one aitborne company in each batialion). The Alaskan
Scouts, actually the 207th intantry Group (Scout), Army National
Guard, include more than 2,000 personnet organized into five
scoul battalions, each averaging simost 400 personnel. With
tight weapons and special communications equipment, thig force
can covet vast amounts of territory, primarity on fool (like the
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1720 infantry Brigade). Nonorganic aviation assets that can lift a
company are available in Alaska, but this capability is very lim-
ited, given the territory to be covered. However, consideting the
extreme environmental conditions, the limited threat, and the
greater risk in Europe and Southwest Asia these forces would
seem 1o be adequate.

But. the vastness of the region and the fact that it is US terri.
tory support the need for additional ground forces to protect vital
facilities and lines of communications.* The Alaskan oil pipeline
could be especially important if access lo Saudi oil were 10 be
cut oft. From a globa! perspective, however, other theaters are
subject to far greater risks than Alaska faces, s0 reinforcement
of Alaska's defenses seems problematical. Although the United
States might need to make other arrangements in the event the
situation in the Pacific theater deteriorates, particularly in the re-
gion adjacent 10 Alaska * Alaskan reinforcements should be fo-
cused elsswhere.

OVERALL PERSPECTIVE ON OPTIONS

Ciearly, we have options for better using US Army forces in
8 global war, especially for forces countering a Soviet invasion of
Southwes! Asia. if Europe and Southwast Asia are considered
stone, NATO commitmentis must de reduced 10 meet require-
menis for Southwes! Asia. A Southwest Asian focus for the US
Marine Corps. however, would permit the Army 10 concentrate
on European Gefense.

From a global perspective, more than two divisions (equiva:
lent) could be withdrawn or reorientad from Latin America, Alas-
ka, or Korea. This inciudes the one 10 two divisions remaining in
the continental United Staies as a strategic reserve. in addition,
with training and support the states in Southwest Asia could aug-
ment US torces with at leas! six divisions.
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thiat wiil be required in a major crisis. Much of this reluc-

tance 0 tackie the tough questions is due 1o the wide gap
batween strategy and forces, (he result of aliowing the US de-
lense establishment (o atrophy for many years. Bul strategy in-
volves making the lough choices. Ranking the world's regions
ang fully expioiting all available combal power are absolutely
essential lor etlective war planning. I our resources are inade-
qQuate, some important lagks will remain undone because the lim.
ited torces availabje will be commitied 10 regions deemed more

important.

F EW PEOPLE enjoy thinking about the difficult decisions

THE TOUGH CHOICES

All thig points up the need, repested throughout this study,
10 sUpDly the Proper resources 10 the Army 10 fultill its assigned
10\@ in the national security equation. in combat power alone, the
Army 1equites additional forces equal 10 about one-fifth of the
cutrent tolal Army structure. With such a shortiall, the siiuation
will be nip and tuck shouid the nation become invoived in a major
contlict with the Soviet Union,

This does not mean the United States is now fully exploiting
ihe resources available. The reasons for this presumed inetii-
clency are many. parhaps the fundamentsl reason is thal the
United States tends 10 develop only general sirategic guidetines
which permit national lsaders 10 avoid the difficull choices untila
crigis avoives. But without sharp ranking of national security ob-
jectives and the world's tegions, definitive giobal planning is im-
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possible. In this study, using the current military strategy,
enough clear options have been found 10 provide a ramework
against which 10 examine the possible aliocation of the limited
US Army forces available by fiscal year 1987 Indeed, we lound
in some areas perhaps too many forces are being aliocated
while in other more vital regions resources are inadequate.

RATIONALIZING THE GLOBAL VIEW

in chapter 4 a number of options tor rationalizing the use of
available Army combal forces as discrete entities were exam-
ined. From a review of these oplions we may draw the following
conclusions:

t. Current military requirements outside Europe do not in
themselves necessarily dicltate a reduction in formal commit.
ments of Army forces 10 NATO, aithough some reduclion in the
commitment of Army and Marine Corps forces may be desirabdle.
it we consiger the relative importance of the other regions, the
potential toie of the US Marine Cotps. and the relative risks in.
voived, other sources for combat power appear {0 be available
Some unit-for.unit exchanges may be called 1or, such as placing
ail RDJTF torces in the "other forces™” category in the DPQ. It
MAF wers 10 teplace an Army division in the RDJTF, the Army
could replace a NATO “earmarked ' mechanized infantry divi.
sion in the DPQ wilh a light givision, thereby leaving ihe mechan-
ized unit free 10 support the Marine Corps.

The status of US lorces notwithstanding. the Eutopean al-
lies should aggressively 0/ganize and eqQuip new 1eserve combal
units trom the massgive irained Mmanpower pool availabie Regard:
less of the level of US support. the serious shorfall in NATO
telative 10 the Waisaw Pact makes this allied etiornt absolutety
essential. Moreover, because US units beyond ihe 10-ivision D-
Day force cannot reach the European theater 1apidly, European
sources are essential.

The ullimate decision regarding the level of US Army forces
commitied 10 NATO remaing a political one. US Marine Corps
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forces or other forces outside Europe could fulfill non-NATO
tasks. and the United States could curtail or eliminate some of its
less important commitments outside Europe. These actions
would release resources that could mitigate the apparent neces.
sity for the United States to reduce its NATO commitment.
Alternatively, the United States could choose to maintain its
commitments outside Europe at the level stipulated, such a deci-
sion would eventually dictate some reduction in US forces alio-
cated 10 European defense. Some change in US commitment to
NATO may be desirabie if only 1o force the allies 10 recognize
current inequities.

2. For planning a woridwide war, the bulk of US Matine
Cotps forces should be concentrated in Southwest Asia, with a
reduction in the Marine Corps commitment to NATO. Some of
the Marine Corps totrces commitied 10 NATO, including all avail.
able amphibious iift, are aiready being consigered for empioy.
ment in Southwest Asia. The additional potential degradaton 1o
NATO would amount 10 ihe ioss of a Marine Amphibious Force
without sea legs. Presumably, SACEUR would prefer to retain
Army Givisions than to trade them 1ot immobile Marine Corps
units. Marine Corps units now focused on Korea could be o
verted 10 Southwes! Asia; Decause these Pacilic-based units ap-
pear 10 have no signiticant role in Northeast Asia, they would be
better used in Southwest Asia. Furthermore, in a worldwide cti
$is (hese unils would probably get prindity lift ior deployment to
ihe Persian Guit region, but thoy DIODADlY WO NOL NAVE ANy DIt
otily tor US resources tor a reiocation trom Okinawa 1o Kocea.

The concentration of iMarne Corps umts in the Gult region
wOuld ROt compietely eliminate the need for some Army combat
torces there. Elements of the 820 Airborne Diision wiil probably
conlinue 10 S8IVe A5 & QriCk-reaciion toIce. Altet Ing Matines
were established in the regwon, the 82d Airboing Division could
be withdrawn and Nl i SIAINGIC reserve, under control of the
national command authorities. The need temains (o heavy
mechanized/armor forces 10 reniorce the Maring Cocps foima.
tion. Until siates in the region are prepared 10 held such units,
the Army mechanized divigion will D@ 10Quifed 10t 0DraloNs in
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Southwest Asia. Current atiorts by the Marine Corps {0 increase
firepower and enhance antiarmor capabilities notwithstanding,
Marine Corps formations will not be able 10 sustain operations
against Soviet forces without augmentation. The heavy units di-
verted from Europe can be replaced with light divisions, It is, of
Course, possibia that states in Southwest Asia could provide this
axpandad augmentation as well. The yltimate decision on wheth-
er 1o rely on US or regional mechanized and armored forces will
depend on the mission, the readiness of the regional forces, the
political siluation in the region, and the relative priotity of South-
wes! Asia vis-a-vis Europe.

As long a5 the serious shofttall in amphibious hift continues,
the ali-Matine Corps option lor Southwest Asia will have merit.
The Marine Corps will not have the mobility to play the role of a
global sirateqic reserve, atleast through fiscal year 1987

3. The 2d Infantry Division should remain in Korea as long
as US ground forces e requited there. The policatl angd eco-
NOMIC COSS of repiacing the division with Marine Corps lorces
are not worth the candie. Moreover, the Pacitic-based Marnne
Corms units can be better utilized it Southwest As:a (10 telieve
Army units tor Europe;.

The imporiance of the Z2d intantry Division in 1he percephion
of North and South Kotea and itg position betwaen Seout ang the
DMZ tar outweigh the size and relative titepowe! it Diovides. The
Givision's trul IMPOrIance s Politcal and not muilitaty. If, Now:
over, ihe United States wete (0 cOnsige: drawing Own the Army
foice presence in the region, Ing 20 infantry Division could be re-
placed with Mating Corps unils

4. Any itadeoits in US ground torce plannng for Southwest
Asia notwithsianding. the Uniied States should seek 10 buid up
efieciive mechanized and armoied unig withwn seieciod stales
in the region. The dynamics ot the Euope-Souinwest Asia de-
0nse eQuAlIOn are SUCh tha! the Uniled Siates aione wii nevei
Do abie 10 depioy adequate lorces Mo the Persian Guit region 10
effeCtively counier the likely Soviel veat, partcularty without
setioutly degtading the delense of Eutope.

o g L
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The buildup of local ground torces wouid be part of a region-
al defense effort, fully supported by US-allied security assis-
tance, probably including advisers. A US-supported command
and control system, tactical air and naval torces, strategic mobil-
ity, and togistical support are part of this larger matrix. Above all,
the United States should promote this coilective effort as a re-
gional endeavor, and thus maintain low visibility .

It wilt probably be necessary 1of the Army {0 provide the ini-
tial reaction force and pian 10 lield at least one heavy division 10
boister the regional ‘ormations and US Marine Corps units. But
timiting the Army commitment tn One of two SivISIONS COuld per-
mit the Army to sustain its current tormal commitment to NATO
with changes only in the type units invoived.

5. The Army should plan for secunng the Carbbean region
in & global war scenario, but it should not set aside units
spectiically 10 that tagk. igeaity, a8 the units involved now are
acciimated to warm weather, they should be consigered tor em.
ploymen! in Southwest Asia.

Authonities in Pugtio R:icO should Gevelop local secunty
meagsuies. pRrNaps with 3 terHionat miiha. Venezueia, tully sup-
potted by US seCunty assislance. ShoulQ assume responsdiity
o+ securnty missons n the Antiies chain. in the event VengZudia
demurs, Ihe 1egion should be igtt unprotected by mapr US Army
combat foices.

The Panamanian Guarais Nalional, improved with US secu-
fity assslance, should assume responsidility tor Lang detense of
the Panama Canal. A realisiic assesiment of 1he Lask suQQests
thast two sMaii secutity DAILALONS (OF IhG eauiIvalent) Could Nandgie
the postulated threal. It ok nDt necessary 10 rephcate the US
fotce atocated iof geiending the canal

White muitiaienal getense of ™he Panama Canal s peabatiy
not a prudent abjectve, the United States arould éntoutage de-
velopment of a mullilateral force that Could 108p0NY 10 any DO
teniial Cigig tn ihe tagon. It is in this coniest ihat ine Uniled
Siaies should promoie Bgnihicantly increasnd Panamanian and
other regional oetense forces
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6. The United States should continue 10 plan for the rein.
forcement of Alaska in @ major crisis, but planners shouid con-
sider the use of the force involved for commitment wherever
required. For example, it could be allocated to the Strategic
Reserve of the Supreme Aliied Commander, Europe f(in liey of
Marine Corps forces diverted to the Gulf region), perhaps for use
on NATO's northern flank.

In summary, review of the planned use of Army combat for-
mations in a worldwide war suggests that some realiocation of
resources is in orger. This study presents a bleak picture of the
United States as a world power in gecline, having 10 scrub down
every minor unit in seeking to offset the giobal threat posed by
the Soviet Union—and this, in only truly vital areas. To preserve
the West's position in Europe and a foothold in Southwes! Asia,
the United States will have 10 leave some imporiant regions es.
sentially uncovered by US forces. Deciding 10 do this will be gitti-
cult, but the decision is dictated by the existing mismalch
between the stated strategy and availabie forces.

RIS SISO
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CRAF.......... Civil Reserve Air Figet
ODMZ... ... ... Demilitarized Zone
DPQ........ ... Defense Planning Questionnaire
RR............ Indivigual Ready Reserve
JCS ... Joint Chiefs of Staff
JSPD ... ... Joint Strategic Planning Document
MAB. .......... Matine Amphibious Brigade
MAC... ... ..., Military Airlift Command
MAF. ... . ..., Marine Amphibious Forces
MSC........... Military Sealift Command
NET ........ ... not earlier than
NORF..... ... ... National Defense Reserve Fieet
PERT .......... Program Evaluation and Review Technigues
POM. . ......... preparation for overseas movement
POMCUS ... . ... prepositioning ol materiel configured to unit
sets
RDF-A......... Rapid Deployment Force-Army
RDJTF . ...... .. Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force
SAC........... Strategic Air Command
SIOP......... .. Single Integrated Operalional Plan
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