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ll\ wiidsmThe draft of PRM-45 recently pravided by State for 0SD review
omits or does not adequately emphasize important considerations for
future ROK defense programs. I believe these areas should be.included
in the issues to be reviewed by the June 7 SCC and forwarded to the
President|for decision. .

|J\ whimPRM-45 examines the withdrawal of the 2nd Infantry Division from
Korea as a result of the intelligence community's re-estimate of the
North Korean ground order pf battle. Not only are North.Korean ground .
forces abput 70% stronger than we believed at the time of PD-18, there
is some possibility that the United States would have to introduce sub-
stantial ground reinforcements in a war to prevent defeat of the ROK.
This willlremain true through 1985 if ROK force improvements proceed
as presently planned. There is no reason, however, why South Korea--
with twice the population and already three times the' GNP--cannot
eventually match the defense effort of the North.

. 4 .
"sESePrimarily because’l believe that it will help to deter a war, I
support a) substantial delay in the planned withdrawal of the 2nd Divisio
during this period of adjustment. However, strengthening the ROK ground
forces must be one of the highest-priority goals in our common defense
efforts. | Moreover, given the very tight constraints on U.S. Army man-
power, .it| is. important that we eventually acquire more flexibility in
the use of the 2nd Division. No matter what its peacetime. location, it
should be| eventually programmed for contingencies throughout Asia,
including| the Persian Gulf, and not only in Korea. :
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wlMdmDRM-U5 notes several "critical deficiencies® in ROK forces and
sketches jsome corrective measures, but +t ignores or excludes almost
all means| to accomplish the measures:

iment No.

- The PRM fails to.make any connection hetween a U.S. decision
to delay or stop ground force withdrawals and a ROK decision
to do more to strengthen its own ground forces. I believe thag
before giving the ROK lpr Japanese) govermment a ceiment

to delay or stop- the ¢»ound force withdrawals, the 3o ' ,
should seek a commitmeht from the ROK to do more thas it o
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now plans to strengthen its ground forces. Moreover, we
should emphasize that expensive projects, such &s F-16
purchases or aircraft co-assembly, to improve ROK capabili-
ties in afr and naval forces, where the U.S. can most easily
f111 the gap, should receive much* lower priority than
urgently needed gr0und force 1mprovements

PRM also argues for the position made by the Ambassador
endorsed by General Vessey that ROK defense spending
uld not be increased significantly. However, according
0SD ‘and CIA economic analyses, ROK defense spending
1d be increased from the projected level of about 5.5%
at least 7% with 1ittle effect on ROK economic growth
standards of l1iving. While recognizing that the poldtical
1th of South Korea is clearly a U.S. interest, we must also
something to improve the military balance on the. beniﬁ
reduce the demands on scarce U.S. Army manpower. Th
nomic burden on Korea can be eased by U.S. and, even more
ropriately, by Japanese assistance.

mgon.:-oghﬂm‘ﬁ

PRM suggests that if the 2nd Divisfon stays in Korea,
credits and IMET funding for Korea can be reduced.

lysis of ROK needs suggests the opposite. The planned
credits of about $250 million and IMET funding of about.
million annually for the next few years support the present
Force Improvement Plan, and will be needed whether or not .
2nd Infantry Division stays in Korea. In fact, some
reases in FMS might be needed to cushion the fmmediate

act of the surge in ROK defense spending that we shou]d
recommending.

PRM does not consider ways that Japan could contribute

ROK defen8e, such as ‘those we suggested in the recent PRC
k-up book on the Consolidated Guidance. Since defense of

th Korea helps protect Japan's interests, Japan should pay
ie of the cost (perhaps indirectly). The U.S. should use
decision to increase its planned contribution to ROK
ense--such as stopping the withdrawal--to elicit a Japanese
tribution

11y, the PRM does not consider the indirec¢t cost of

paring another U.S. division for non-NATO conflicts,

. shguld the 2nd not be withdrawn and configured as current1y A
: progragmed. .

U '(-S-)’I believe that it is possible to remedy the most serious defi-
cfencies tn ROK grourid forces and to bring the proje;ted 1885 North to
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South firepower ratio of ground forces in Korea down from more than 2:1

to 1.5:1] Although only sketchy ROK cost data are available, tentative
estimates indicate that the package would cost a total of §8 billion in
1979 dollars in the period 1981-85. Increasing the ROK defense allocation
from -the|present 5.6% to about 7% of GNP would generate roughly $5 billion
during 1981-85 (assuming 5% real GNP growth as opposed to the better than
10% annual real growth that South.Korea has achieved since 1972). The
remaining-$3 billion needed by the ROK could be shared equally by the

U.S. and|Japan. . i

tiﬁﬂ' Some of the argument over 1mpro¥ing ROK ground forces seems to center
on whether the ROK can increase its defense expenditures substantfally in
the next|year or two. However, the real target for a substantial get well
program is later than that. In fact, production constraints will preclude
any significant equipment increases before 1982. However, it is important
that we get agreement on a 5 or 6-year ROK improvement program as part of
any decision to delay withdrawals.

b~ In addition to p]acihg greater emphasis on ROK force improvements,
the PRC should also consider: )

- Early U.S. Air Augmentation. To make effective use of the very )
1imited warning available, the United States should adopt a policy of
conductipg "responsive exercises" to augment our air forces on early

" warning {indicators. Also, to make the U.S. tacair contribution more

effective in the particularly crucial early days of a war, we should
consider| increased peacetime stationing of U.S. air forces in Korea.

- War Termimation Policy. The understanding that an allied counter-
offensivie would stop at the present DMZ weakens deterrence. In discussing -
the posslible need for U.S. ground reinforcements--which is much greater
now than we thought it was in 1977--we should make it clear that U.S.
reinforclements would have the capability of ending the war on terms
more favorable to the defense of Seoul than the existing DMZ. Although
we will jobviously want to emphasize our expectation that deterrence will
to work, rather than what happens if it fails, I think that we
strengthen deterrence and reassure the South Koreans by noting
North would place its .own territory at risk if it attacked the

Russell Murray, 2nd

Russell Murray, 2nd
Assistant Secretary of Defense
Program Analysis & Evaluation
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