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PREFACE

This work is & modest attenpt to analyse the
security relati&ne between the Republic of Korea and the
United States of Ameriéa, While the emphesis has deen
: givan to the decade of 197@3, a8 brief historical backe
ground of the fattors that were responsibdle for such a
relatidnship has nlso been highlighted in the introducstory
chapter, In the second chapter it has been shown how the
ROK perceives itg security environment and the role of the
United States therein, The response of the United States
to such a perception of thé ROK has been digcussed in the
third ohaptaf. Also in this.chapter attempt has been
nade to understand the undo?currents‘or the US policy
toward ﬁhé ROK durlngﬁtha 1970s for, this was the ﬁoat
turbdulent period as far as the security relationship detween
the two countries was concerned, In the fourth chap ter,
the range and intensity of the interactions in the security
sphere between the ROEK and the US, as it extated during
the 1970s, has been examined, fho last chapter carries
the concluding remarkua'

in preparing this dissertation I have received
invaluable help from my supervisor, Mr, H,R. Krishnan,
Asslistant Piofcsaor of Koreén,stnaies. Centre for East
Asian Studies, Sohool of Internationel Studies, JEU, New
Delhi, 1Indeed, dbut for his guidance and encouragement,

4% would not have been possidle for me to undertake this
worke. |
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Library, New Delhij and Mmerican Centre Library, Hew Delhi,
Their Go-operation made my v¥ork easy.

I also wish to thank my friend Jitendra Mishre for
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In 1882, when the Koreah—A&eriéaﬁ Qreaty of Peéce;
Amity, Commerce and Navigation wes concluded, most Anericans
‘knew little about the “Lan& of the Morning Caln", .
Similarly,vthe_Koreans, ignorant about the USA t111 the
middle Qf’ﬁhe igth eentﬁry, had developed an unfavourable
‘image of the USA, especially ‘whﬂen the Américan marines
attacked and routed the Korean garrison on Kanghwa island
in 1971, and thus succeeded in teking a punitive action |
against Korea'a.aegtfaying the "Gemeral Sherman®, an
American trading ship, and attacking her crew ouf of
Mmis&nderstanding".é' As a result the Koreans had
rebuffed in 1880 the repéated Ameficén attempts to
setablish treaty relations,? so that the industrislising
USA's need for market and raw materials could be met.
Finglly, the Chinese succeeded in persuading the Koréans'
to sign a treaty with the USA, Because it was the Chinese
who 1mpar.ted the initial favourable image of the USA as
a country which had been fair znd just toward the Far
East.3

The then Korean ruler, on the other hand, realised the
'imposgibility of withetanding these Vegtern pressures., He

believed that "if one nation stands isolgted and slone it
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will (be) bereft of sl) usiﬁtama and give rise to
enenity on the part of all other wmttiﬁa..... (en@)esene
it will begome the bﬁﬂm of gmﬁt‘al attack, and then it
will be defeated, snd at least ruined, snd then its
repentance will be grest indeed®,®

However, the Treaty, apart from guaranteeing the
Us certain mmial privileges, reads "If o%he# Power
desls un jﬂ_:stiiy or oppressively with either government,
the other will exert their good offices, on being informed
of ﬁiae ﬁas& to bring ahout sn amiceble srrangement, thus
scheving their friendly feelings®.®

The Koreans rather early in their treaty reistions

~ with the USA "ceme to labor under a misspprehension that

_ the US had made a comnitment to defend Korea's independence
whon it signed the treaty with Korea™, The strong sympathy ~
of the americans who worked in Korea, esmpecially the trs |
Army Advisory Group of Hores (KMAG) « & semi-offiatsl
military assistancae wnit of the US which operated from 1868
to 1896, the year when this military school was abolished
by the crapaaeuﬁ - holstered this mié;mdgmﬁandmg*

In the mesntime, the US policy of "non-involvement

in Forea" came to be replaced by a pro-Japanese policy of
the Foosevelt Administration, For, the outbresk of the
Russo-Japanese war in 1904 on the guestion of supremacy
over Korea changed the situation drasticslly,  AS Jspan

emerged the vimr:% the wer, President

Roosevelt



sent Secrestary of ﬁar/ William Heward Teft to Tokyo and
goncluded the "Taft Kastura Memorandum® on 29 July 1508.
Tt gave the US support to Jupan’s colonization of Kores
in return for Japan's tenmﬁi&t-im of any smbition i:ownrda
the Mipmuea.? Having no inkling of this “secret
aqrmm€“3-8 the Koresn emperor sent ‘& "secret lettex® to
the Americen President in October 1905 requesting him to
come to his reseue in accordande with the clauses of the
Treaty,as Jepen hod made Kores s protectorate,” The emperor
subsequently found out that President Rovsovelt wss not
interested in the matter, Similar was the American attitude
when Korem was annexed by Japan in 1910,

In 1919, President Woodrow Wilson enmeiated his femous
*Sourteen Points” which enphasized the concepts such as
"sel f-determination” &nd *self.rule”s but they wors never
spplied in gese of Koren, Rathar, when the mxw %rm
nationaiists, now enthused with Wilson's pronouncement, met
st San Francisco and decided to send a éfel&éatim to Parts
Pesce Conference to sppeal ¢ Wilson to help Korea become
1nc1epanda;w. they were not given tho passports on the gromnd
that they, being Koresns and hence subjests of Japan, should
obtain them (pascports) from Jspan,l® |

The JiEkedeisical American attitude towsrd Kores can
be attributed to the faot that Koreas, from the beginning,
had been seen by the US in terms of “i:mdc“‘r hut the trading
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righte were séurificed o Japan with the sole purpose of
not getting entengled in any confilet in this part of the
world end thue kesping the Philippines (an Auvericen protoce
torate) immme ta Japsnese designn, Such a samario psrsise
ted &111 Japan attasked the US in 1941, Throughout &l
phese years, oniy the Americen "ideals snd ideas”, thanks
£0 the Korean Churshes mmé Christisn organigstions, that
contributed poasttively e the FKoresan nationaiiom,
After the cutbreak of the World War I, and the

Mmerican perticipation in 1t, the necessity of evolving
¢ somevhat definite imz& which would involve the
eclonies under the &meae rule, #as feit by Franklin

D, Roosevolt. At Cairo in 1943, the US, slong with its war-
time alltes, Great Britain and China, dicoussed sbout this
aspest, With regard to Korea, “the aforessid three grest
Fowers mindful of the enslavemant of tho people of Kores,
are m:r;ima& that in due course Korea shall become f£rae
and indspendant®, M

| The uge of the phrase "in due course” in the aforesaid
Joint stetemont at Cairo ioplied that the US still gave
1ittle attention to future political implisations of the
problem, Xorea was not simply important to the US. “Thus
the independencs (0f Korea) was promised almost as an |
- after-thoughts the scotusl aim was the punishment of Jepm".n
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But Kores did figure prominently in the "general
context"'3 of americsn thinking regarding the post.wsr
disposition of former colonial areas. The essentiasl
question was one of power and gontro) who would get #M
eolonies? The US found the snawer in the idea of the
Great Fower tmaﬁm&ipﬁ &t "the golonies would be glven
to the powers in trust wntil such time a8 they wers deemed
ready ta' handle their own affairs, Multilateral intore
national hodies would replece unilatersl cplonialism, and
the colonies would be started on the rosd to independences, |
however slowly and maauy%m

In 1ine with the abhove belief, acaording to Cardell Hull,
President Roosevelt had suggested to the British Forcign
Zearetary, Anthony EBden, on 27 Mareh 1943 the idea of placing
Kores under an internctionel trusteeship.’> Later in 1548
at Yalta, Roosevelt proposed to Stalin to agespt the idea
of trusteeship for Korea under four powers: Great Britain,
China, the USA and the Ussa,'® stelin, it 1e reportss,
asked Roosevelt why a trusteeship should at all be set up
in Forea, if the Koreans could produce a satisfactory
gévernment of their dwnm. Roosepelt, therefore, hed to
explain that in the Fhilippines, where the US had an oppors
tunity to gain experience of colonial matters, it had takem
the Americans about fifty vears to prepare the peopia for
sel f~government, and that in the light of this exparience,
he envisaged for Korea a period of trusteeship extending
from twenty to thirty years to prepare the pecple for selfs



-government, Stalin, thereupon remarked that the shorter
the period the hetter, 2 |

The trusteeship had"s peculisr Americen ring to 1¢,
Trusteechips would place a friendly émmét on the inter.
ests of the powers and end the w&miﬁ- systom of unilutorsl
explottation®,’® A spirit of psrtnership would preveil,
The world's resourses would be open to all, Dut “unlike
& eariier ers of Americen involvement in Asis, 8 new
involyement in Asia, & new ‘open door' would not sfmply
maintain an entry for a weak America in s world of pover
pelitics, Now the US would -ajma#ge the most powerful nation
in the world and could well expect to dominate the intere
natfone) arrangements of this sort® 7

The US wanted to achieve its supremscy in trusteeship
arrangementsy but the method of attaining so was the use
of force by a de-fasto memne in an stmosphere of trust ond
cogperation. Thus, ss early ss March 1944, sz:ake Depurtment
plenning envisioned Americen cocupotion of Korea and noted
the icportance for American post-war aims of Zaeriesn
participation in vhatever military operationc took plase

in Korea., It argueds “The ocaupatiecn by the US of a major
part in clvil effairs and &n an internationsl supervision
of an interim government would bhe greatly facilitated hy
the participation of the US in auch military operations as

take place in and around Korea®, 20



. The exphasis in the above argument was on the
“omatim first, trusteeship later", And this exactly
happmed as far as the subseguent activities of the USA
in Kores were concemed, The USSR hed declared war against
Jepan on 8 August 1945. The Soviet forces immediately
arcived in ¥orea on 12 August 1545, and the Japanese
surrendered,

_ Soon after the coming of the Soviets, Xorea was divided
at latitude 38° north into Soviet and Americsn occupation
gones, although the American troops landed i{n Xorea on 7
saptmer 1945, nearly one month sfter the Soviets came,

The divistion of the peninsula was mainly an Anerican
deaision, that too of its war department, At sh important
session ;(State-mrﬁxavy Cowordinating Committee (SWNCC),
held on 10«11 August 1945, the decision was taken, The
decision was mainly military in mtan;ﬂ' although it was
not totally bereft of political purpose (two-third popula-
tion of Kom 1ived in the Scuth; South had an emsy access
to the Pacifie ~ ell these might have influenced the
American decision), But no political designs had boen clearly
spelt out, The divieion of the peninsula wes never the
subject of digcussions smong the war-time leaders, "It was
proposed to 1imit the Soviet occaupation of the whole penin.
sula since the USA could not send sufficient forces to
reéceive the Jepanese surrender any further ﬁorth" ,-_2_2



As mentioned earlier, the American troops, under
General R, Hodge, landed in Korea in September mm wa&,
to ecaept the Japanese surrender. the

—only, General Hodge, before his departure,wss given &
draft directive which “explicitly steted gh_a’.fe:’ he was to
remove the Jopsnese adninistrators, though 'mm-ing for
the time the genersl struature of the government®,>d
General Mac-Arthur, the Supreme Conmender of the Allied

 Poraes in the Pacific had “all powers of government in
¥orea yested in him until August xs&qu BECE , :
y Thus General Hodge
was to work vader the instructions and gummaq of Moe mhu?.
, mmer, Mao-Acthur 4id not giv& any swpport or advice
to Genersl Hodgs,?5 e fact that Gemeral fbdge 41d nok
ge!: any other m::, at Lesst till mid-October, again
indicated that the USA had not yet a mature policy toward
Korea, On 17 Ostober, &4@ Washinaton tmam&te’i detailed
and gomprehensive statemont of mz.ie? to mizttary in the
southern hau.% ™his urgtd “the prnqmssivt elimination of
all vestiges of Japanese control over Korean econcmic and
political 1if£e%. Such sgencies as the police *wiil be
progressively purged of wndependable and undesirable
elenents and in particulsr of Japanese and Koreans who
collaborated with the Japanese®, This also authorized

the oceupation to encourate democratic parties sand ¢to
abolish “thoss whose sativities are inconsistent” with the



m&rmﬁ and nbjwti@s of poliay but mmﬂy
stated “you {Hodge) will not extend officlsl rest
to, nor utilize for political purposes, any self-styled
. Foresn provisional govemnment®, Finally, Hodge was ordered
to establish the greatest possible uniformity in edminis.
trative practices with the Soviet forcea in the porth, so
that unification later would not prove difficult, ‘
The intorval between the landing of the Americsn
troops and a definite policy regerding what to & during
the “osaupation” pericd ieft the military officers in
Korea to apply their own sxperiences at home (the USA)
experience emorging out of a hetervgemous soclety being

gnition

run by the principles of accommudation of diverse inteoronts «
to an altogether different "Koresn r.se‘tctmg"% of which they
were kataﬁl‘:l? mmm‘ant of, A country marked by its intense
eentrality and ngalgyg Korea in 1945 wae well set for
self-rule, A Conmittee for the Preparation of Koreen
Iﬁmﬁmaa {CPKI) had been formed on 15 August 1945
through the 1eadership of Lyuh Woon-hyang, Ihder ite auspi.
aes, losal “Peoples Committoes® quiékiy spraead throughout
the country, On 6 September, local committees' represenw
tatives end national leaders met in Seoul wnd crganized
a m%im group called “the Korean People’s Republia®,
Left to themselyes, theses committees could hove produced
stable polity. But it was not to be., When OGmeral Hodge
amm,‘ the conservative Msﬁ&a misgulided him about
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the People’s Republie and the commumist influence thersin.
In fact, the majority of the members were of Loft incli.
nations; but they wers not guided by the outside forces
{mainly the USSR) as the Americans lster thought them Lo
be, ' | ,
! However, General Hodge outlawed the "Republic®
on 12 December 1948, and sstsblished, instead, US military
government in Korea tﬁsmén;).za But, this, it should be
noted, was done by himself, without any instruction from
Washington.?? The experiment, therofore, was named by
some acholars as "%etatim; mn ‘end BError®, 30 Confron-
ted with & strange langusge end wunfamiliar culture, snd
with no initial conception of the intensity of the Koremn
desires, the Américans were foraed €6 rely upon limited
wmowiedge, ingenuity and common sense,

However, it will be mnfeir to say thet the poliey
mekers in Washington were not bothered sbhout Kores at il
Thay indeed were: Sdwin M, Martin, the then Chief of the
Division of Japenese end Koresn Economic Affairs in the
State Department, saids

anee KOXeOR won 't have much of the direot

effect on our economy ... although we 4id

have a very extensive commercs with hexr

before the Japanese moved in 40 years or so

age., But 4f we can gettle the Koresn cuestion

quickly end fairly through the cooperation

of great Powers, it will remove & potential

frouble spot and contribute greatly to the

peace of Asia, And that might wean & lot ...

because® a peaseful Asia is essential to the

increased world trade that will meaxn mors jobs
for the Americana, 31 '




/

Thus one can say the USA had a policy but not a
‘wmmlu'ga one tawm mm 8o far. This con be explained
by the fact that the US, a&&hpugh doternined to play an
important rolwe in postewar Asia, ¥ns of the mim that
while solving %y ﬁ%‘w\m&m. tha USER, mg mh&m,
should be tam into confidence, The oold war, “in fact,
had not started then,?> slthough mutusl susploions prevaiied
between the USA and the USSR,

it is againm: thin mkgmmd that =t the Moscow
Congavende held on 27 Dezcnher 194’5., the m&. the USSR
and the UK nade a Mamﬁfm on Yoree.d b was agrosd
that there vwnm e an"%f; w ﬁt pmviama gt&mmmts and
Joint Conmisaion ms&atmg of the reprasentatives of the
US commend in Southern Xores and the Sovist wommend in
~ Northern Korea, After éonsulting the Korcsn 'wmemﬁie
parties and orgenisationa™, the Oommissfion will moke
recommendations (regarding the ymﬁimal avernment )
which would be presented for the consideraticn of the
gﬂvmen&s of the USSR, China, the UK snd the USA prior
to a final desiscion by the two covernments representod in
the foint commission. Finally, the foint aomrmlosion, with
the participation of the now eatablished praviastonal
Korean govermment would put forth proposels for the joimt
censiderstions of the UYA, the USSR, the UK snd China, for
the working out of an agreement concerning & four-power

tmateeahip of orea for a period of up to flve gears,



Besidea this, there would be an early conference of
the US ahd the USSR for the elaboration of measures
establishing permsnent ceordination in administrative
economic matters in the two halves,

The americen attitude toward the USSR stiffened
‘whent the "cold war® confrontations, particulerly in
Burope, became intense day by day in 1946, This, now,
made the US suspicious of the USSR in Fores too (and the
vice.versa), In the Joint
_held in adcordance with the agreement reached at Moscow,
this mutual suspicion was reflected most importantly in
the following issues, B |

First was the provision in Mossow Agreement of
consulting the Korean demparatic p'm_iea' and organisa.

ommission meetings, which werse

tions before the Comnission meking any recommendations

to the four Powers for setting up A& provisional governe
ment, Deadlock resulted from differences hotween the

USA gnd‘ the USSR on which Korean peliticsl groups would

be consulted, Becauss, the military govermnment by this
time had allowed hundreds of groups, irrespective of
membership to be registersd as political organizations,
some of which were far left, the rost being the moderates

\

and extreme rightists. That too, some of the groups wers

D
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supporting the trusteeship propossl and sems were apposing.
Whereas, the US backsd the moderates, Mossow maintained a
rigid stend that those who opposed the trusteeship ides
should be excluded from the consuitations, I Ameriom
opinion, there was no point in debsting 1ike thﬁ# as the
finsl) settlement regerding the “trusteeship™ rested with
_the powers who had sgreed to the Moscow decision, The |
 then Secretary of State Byglﬁem_ therefors, said thet the

. xerm opposition to the tmumhip plan gould.not &m
used aﬂ an exesuse for exclusion ‘grom mazﬂ&aﬂmm :
&wmr. tha USA tried to biing about a gormpromiae on

this point, The USSR agreed to the idea at the beatnning: >’
but 1t rematned stubbom about it in the subsequent neotias
tiona. -

The second igsué on which thﬁ deadlock arose, snd
this was a later awalammt. was about withdrawsl of the
foreign troops from Kam, 1t 18 mperi-:miz to note here
that Stalin, from the beginning, was not that enthusiastie

~ sbout the prolonged staying of foreign troops on the

Korean soil, For, in North Korea, in any oase the Soviet
troops had encouraged the loeal arrangement (committeesn)
that were established soon after 15 August 1945, They,
thus, were confident that even after their departure,

the friendly attitude would preveil, But for the americens
in the South the situation was quite Aifferent, They wented
that the withdrawal (altl/\wgh they 41d not give a sleonr mﬂg
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statement to this effect) of foreign trovps should beo
preceded by ¢he slection of a “non-commmist® government, *®
This would, the USA thought, bs the proof of America’s *will®
and the resolve of the entire "Free ﬂéxﬁ.&’am

when the sforesaid differences assumed serious dimen-
aions, the US, in Soptember 1947, asked that Korea bo put
on the TN sgenda, The USSR attempted to blogk the dise
cussions of ¥orea in the W on the grounds that it fell
- wnder bbssggu mamﬁa and that was why like other “peace
tresties®, did not fall within the jurisdiction of the ws, 0
However, the US with the majority support mmmaged to form
United Nations Temporsry Comnission on Fores (UNTCOK) in
Hovember 19@%“ It woe supposed to facilitate and
expedite the participation of the slected representatives
of the Korean people to consider the Korean guestion and
~ subsequently estsblish an independent a@m&vy frew £rom
| ~ the presence of any &r&im cm. The UN Genersi

Assembly recommended the Emeling. of the elections in

Korea to a Neticnal Assembly whish should convene and
form a National Govermment which, in consultation with
the Commission, teke gyer the fimctions of the governmant
from the military somnands of Horth snd South Korea and
arrange with the cocupying powers for the complote withe

drawal from Forea of their armed formes as early as
practicable and if possible within ninety days,
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The Commission which became “eontzoversial®”®? was
refused entry in North Xores and thus was unable to
carry out its "mandate” of observing nation-wide elections,
As a result, the majority of the WTcox®® decided on
9 Pebruary 1948 to refer back to the WN, where the
question was debated by the Interim Committee of the
General Assembly, The Interim Committee deaided that
the UNTCOK should ¢o ghead and observe the elections
“in such parts of Korea as are sccessible to the
Ge—iuten'c“

In accordanc® with the above resolution, the UNTCOK
“observed" election in southern half of Xorea on 10 May
1948, Later, the convening of an assembly of the eleated
representatives took place., This assembly was transformed
to "Natiocnsl Assembly”, Subsequently in July, the "Cons-
titution of the Republic of Korea"*® was adopted snd soon
after Syngmon Rhee® was installed as the President of the
Republie.

On the other hand, at Pyongyang in Horth Korea, the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) was proclaimed
on 9 September 1948, %

In December 1943, debate followed in the UN General
Assembly on Predictable® lines as far as the recognition
of the ROK and ¢h® DPRK was conCerned, Finally, the
Assembly adOpted, On 12 December 1943, the resolution
on Korea sponsored by the US-Austrslia-china (Roc),%7
It declared that there has been established a lawful



government over that part of Korea where the UNTCOK was
able to observe the QX%Q@G; end that this was the
only sugh government in Kores. It resommented the
otecupying powers' early withdrawal, It gave birth to
tnited Natfons Commissicn on Korsa (UNCK) £or lending
ita good offiges to bﬁnq shout the wmiflastion of

wrea and the integration of sil security forces; sesking
the facilitation of the removal of ogonomic and soofal
barriera; being .avafleble for obssrvation end consuls
tation in further development of the represmtative
governmenty and bbsmt&m' of the wﬂth@m of ocaupying

forcen,

The U8 recognised the ROK aftor the shove resolutios
was passed by the UN General Assembly, The US till today.
recognizes only this government,

_

we 80 "ﬁ mva sesn two importent considerastions by
the United m with regard to %rea. First was the
pe_tsuit of &mﬁa intereat in a peaceful gnd cooporative
atmosphera (this was the aim tiil 1945). GSecond was
uaepzag/\mﬁ”&xa the Soviet Union in chesk, But
with the intensification of the ¢gold war, the second
msﬁd_eratm ovarwasighed the first,

All this, however, did not mean that the USA did
consider the Republic of Kores (ROK) to be vital enough
for its security. This gen be substantisted by the
following facts.,



On the inauguration dey of the ROR {18 August 1948),
Seneral Mac Arthur pointed out the yirtuss of the "free
world®, He said: |

Yot in this hour, as the forges of

righteousness advance, the triumph 1s

dulled by one of the great tragedies of

eontemporary history ~ an artificial

barrvier has divided your lend, This

barrier must znd will be torn down,

Nothing shall prevent the ity of gour

pevple as freed wmen of a fres nation, 48

It is true that the Americon troops remained longer
than the Russians in the peninsula, But it was mainly due
to the reguest of the then government of the ROK, Ibwever,
by 20 June 1949, the US had withdrawn &ll its troope, Only

. A - ot o
& US Military advisory Group remamgﬁ.g again, byf-\!:he native
governnent ‘s regquest, .

What instesd the USA did was that in line with the
Vendenborg Rasoi‘aﬂmw {providing econcmic and security
assistenae to "free” dountries 5o that & poasible ’at&uaﬂm
conducive to commmism, could be kept away), it inaugurated
& "Military Assistancge Aid Programe® in 1949 for thmnso
On 26 Jenuary 1950, & Mutual Assistenge Agreement was |
signed betwean the two eswntries. All this Americen
wilitery assistance provided “"to preserve intermal security,
prevent border raids, end incuersions from the north, deter

armad attack from North Koresz®, 51

A



St111, the American security assistance 6 the
ROK>? was being repestedly cut by the US (so also the
. military help) due to the realiszetion that bigger amome
would complicate the stmospheore in the peninsuls which
was undergoing “coistent snd sizeskle armed olpshes end
porder incursions between the morth snd south® > in 1949.
Tuis was reyealed by the Sonth Koresn Defense Minister
when ha oaid in October 194903% |
If we hod cur own way, we would, I am sure,
have starged up alresdy, Bubt we hed o
walt wtil they (the Americans) are resdy:
They keep telling us 'Not', *no’, 'not,
wait’, 54 | |
Similarly, the US Joint Chiefs of Staff cpined that
Xorea was not essential for the pecurity of the u&m
Furthor, Zeneral Meo Arthur m é newapeper interview
traced an Amerioon line of defense which left cut Korea
on the sspuwmption that in an all out war, 1t would be a
 strategle 1isbiisty".5® mso in his femous specoh of
12 January 1950, Ssaretary of Staste Desn Achoson left the
ROK outt of the Merican vital defense perimeter, He saidy
{americen) defense parimeter runs aleong the
Mentians o Japan end then goes to RyuckyuS,...
The defonsive perimeter rms from Ryuckyus to
the Philippines izlsnd..,. %o far as tho military
security of other aveas in the Pacific 18 cone
agrned, it must be clear that no person cn
muarantas these arens ageinst military atinok.
Should such an attack occure.,. the inttial
reliance must be on the people attacked to
resict Lt and then upon the cormitnments of the

entire oivilized world under the Charter of the
tnited Nations, 87 ' :
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If we teke the aforesaid facts into account, what
everges is thot the USA wanted, and that was why it helped,
the ROK to be strong to cheek the tide of octmmunism but
not ttffgg m'éag:x to wndortake an adventurist course of

 sction o latnch in assault on North Kores, It wanted
the ROK to be powerful encugh to defend itself but not

ki \anyone,
ittt yond,.
vi

It wes only after the outbresk of large-ecele fighting
on 25 June 1950 that tha U8 evolved 5 conorele skrategy |
toward the ROK wunder the hypothosis that the major responsi-
mility for the North Koremn attack rested with Moscow, Gven
pefore the wor started, B F. Dulles (who, at that time
was the Special Consultant to the State Deparbment entrusted
with the task of working ool a W&Q treaty with Japan), had
‘Buspected the Soviet hond in cresting trouble when he sald
in Sesul on 19 Jme 19501

%, ..You {South Korgans) enéounter a new menace,

that of Sovlet gomuunism ... (which) has selged

in its cruel embrace the Keremm poople to the

north of the 38th parallel and .... 30¢Kks by

terrorism, fravdulent propegmida infiltration

and inditement to alyil unrest, %O afevble and

digeredit your new Republic®,. 58

This suapicion was confirmed, the U8 thought, by the
outbreak of the wer, Prestdant Trumm in his statement on
the war saldi »

The attack upon Rores makes it plaia beyond al)

doubt thet the communism has passed beyond the

use of suhvorsion to gonguer independent nations
and will use armed invapion and war, &9



To face the sitvation, President Trumen mad2 &
number of desisicns, the wost importent of them being
that the United States must seek the intervention of
the thited Nationsz, A specisl meeting of the Sesurity
Counefl was selled, The Councll adopted twn reselutions,
on 28 snd 27 Zume .1?3558;. respéctively in vhich it sondemed
the aggrassicn of the North, mads en aspeal for the withe
drawal of 4ts troops, end asked member states to help mest
the aggression vnder the lesdership of the ‘:!wa

President Triman also ordered the Soventh Fleet to
atart from the Philivpines end Okinaws for Saseke in Jepan
and report to the Commender of the US Haval Foroes, Far
Base, for uperationsl control., He elso authorised Mac Arthur
to use US mva& and air fameﬁ m the ¥Far ﬁnat in susport
of the roK,5% |

By its mil &taz«y meagures, iféha us ;ﬁamwea ito firm
commitment %o the AOK in the var, It, however, decided to
ﬁzak& the war as *limited® s ;aassib&sa I, from the very
begloning « Truman made this very clesr B2, Gesided not to
provoke %U’SSR and giva t%"\e(m a pretext to join the war,
It also amzm to respegt the borders snd keep oﬁ’f the
territories of mainland China, so that military adtion
might not extend to those ereng, |

Tue moet important of a1} the reasons that can be
attributed to such an Americen sction was that the US
thought that “the Soviets wished to avoid sn all out
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| confrontation with the a&e but the Koresn otteck by
prony, miqht have been designed to divert Ameriemn
attention and resources to Rores in order to maks aome
other ares {obviously Burope) mure wulnersble to a Soviet

(T DissT ‘j
i 355.03305195
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moya™ ;63 ™hic assumption p@i:simtm% even after the Ghinese
- emtered the var in ilate m 3‘356.64

Sk ttz&a : gsgwgatim wat sharply dn amtzra&?; with
‘that of General Mae Arthusr who sugoested, pfteyr the Chinese
got inyolved in the warg:; for aapending the thestre of the
operation by *{1) ewsonding a blockade of the coast of
Ciina, {2) lewnching air ond navel bomba
industey, (3) izsf’mg fﬂzmém H&i}ii‘@ia‘i.iﬁ% reils forgements in

dmonts of Chinese

Korss, end (4} using the ¥otionalist trocps %o lawsh
“, 66 At &
result sharp differences srose between Moo Arthur mmd

divemimary ettacks on the mairland of Chinw

President Trumen, who now was lopking for o spesdy end of
the var, Mee érthur was cecziled and negm:iaf:w@ to eénd
. the war started,
~ Thue it 1e gquite clear that Korvan war was "1 :Lm&f:m“
£rom the point of view of the :;,é, Its iaveivenent in the!
conflict wes designed ¢o demonotrste to the communists the
insdvissbility 0f an sdyenturisy course of aotion in anla.
It was the demonstration of the willingness of the US that
it "would fight a wer in the Far Saot only L7 ite sdvere

saries provoked it to do so®, and that it “wouid resort bo
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Seen from the South Xoremn opvernment's point of
viow, the war was very crucisl ss it was & question of the
survivel of the politiesl system, For ensuring this susvivel, |
Synomes Mhee, the fhon Precident of the ROK exploited pery
wall the war precduced mitustion - the intwmncificstion of the
cold war and the primar

y goncern of the U8 ¢o preserve thé
mity and integrity of i%s aa..tie& md €7%ends, but at the
sams time not to essalate war and thus avold the partici.
pation of the USSR and China, |

Rhee tnfiuenced $ho eonduat of the US tn various
waya’._.m Ho agked for the assistance, mainly the military
aid, Thiz was promptly supplied, |

Rhee colled for acoperation. On 1S July 1950 he
wreote to Mag Arthurs “In yiew of ﬁiﬁz’e Join? wmilitary «effore
of the UR on hehslf of the ROK ... I am happy to assim
to you command authority over al) iend, ses sné air force
of the ROK durine the psriod of the gontinuntien of the
present hostilities,,.,*"° It demonstreted, thus, that
the ROK was more willing to sccept the leadership of the
U8 and thersby nringing fn%e & positien o influence the
dmerican polioy in genorzl, This $n eny cose would have
heen ineviteble, DBut by woving before his hend wes forced,
Rheo mensged to establish ¢loSc zapport with Mae Arthur
whigh zubsequently paid ﬁiv&ﬂmﬁi;
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~ Stmilarly, Rhee bargeined vigorously with Dwight
6. Eisonhower for getting the security commituments, His
diplomacy included the refusal to cooperste with the US
’zn the war efforta (when the US sterted negﬁfgiemma} by
pMlling out the ROK fameﬁ J tw!;‘a N gommand and
threatening the US that the ROK wulé continue the f£ight
elone and therefors the US should withdraw from its (ROK)
territory.%® Rhee also demanded that the *US showld
establish a buffer soneé along with Forean-Chinese-Russian
borders®, thereby meaning “a buffer strip on the north side
of Korea (the entire peninsula) be esteblished, supervised
and maintained by the UN command until permanent peace wes
esteblished in the Far Bust®,’® |

Although wnrealistic md empty threat, 21l these

were a worth-while mming by Rhee, For, thé main
¢onoern of the US wes whether the ROK would forwe the
US into & larger eonflict with the Chinese, The US, thus,
to avoid such a possibility, wanted to dissuade Rhee by
assuring him that the U3 would not renownce its efforts oy
all peadeful means to effest the unification of Korea (it
should be noted that Rhee was insisting that the war had
provided the proper nmx‘é‘mity to wmnify, by force, the
gountryl)s that it “was prepared promptly, at the aonclusion
of an acceptable armistice to negotiate with him {(Rhee)
‘a mutual defense treaty slong the lines of the treaties
heretofore made betweeni the US and the Republie of Philfe
ppines, the US snd the Dominion of Now Zealand”; snd that .



*the US Qovemnent, subject tv reguisite Congressional
appropristions, would gontinue economic aid €0 the ROK
to permit restoration of its devasted land”, n

It is sgainst this background that the Mutusl Defense
Treaty'? between the ROK and the US wes signed on 1 October
1953 and that came into forge after the mﬁiﬁi&aﬁi@ﬂ n
both the cowntries on 17 November 1954,

The preamble of the Treaty deslares the parties’
aommon interest in mailntaeining peace in the Facific area
and their intention to depend on bilateral collective
defense until dompleting a “comprehensive and effective’

regional socurity system in the area,

Secretary m; ¢g caid before the hearings of the
Senate Foreign Relstions Committee on 3 Janusry 1954 that
“It is doubtful that Koreen war would have broken out Lf the
communist aggressors had known in advanco what the US snd
the W would 4o, They misgaleulated”, e Thus, according
to the U3, the major purpose of the tmﬁy was to prevent
shy reneval of communist aggression based on miscaloulation
a;mi» give to the ROK a formal guarsntes of America's _
commitment in the svent of possille external aggression
in the future, |

Article 3 18 the “core” of the Treaty. It declares:

Baeh party recognizes that an armed attack

in the Pacific area on aither of the perties

in the territories now under their respective
administrative control, or hereafter recognised



by one of the parties as lawfully brought

under the administrative control of the

ond safoty end deciores that it would gt -

vith T¢s conctitutionl processes,

The.fact that ROK actuslly aontrols half of the
Korean tervitory was reflected in this Article and wee
subsequently clarified by Dulles during the hearhnga§'
He sald that the treaty “"dlearly does not spply to
territories which are not now under the administrative
aontrol of either aOmtry,...® ® Thus, an armed attack
by the ROK ¢n North Forem does not obligate the US %o
Qﬁﬁo»tﬁ»ﬁbzmaf's\aa&iéﬁanam%; |

- “Constitutional processes”are other important
subjects covered in the Article 3. _Agcording to the
US interpretation, the term implies that the use of
‘armed forces (by the US) will be decided upon by the
Congress and the Exa&aﬁ&v@ jainﬁiy.?ﬁ' But it is pot
-ﬁgcaaaafy to geot ﬁﬁmgfwastahal apgzbﬁai'ﬁbzkthe digpoaml
or deployment of existing troops within the territory of
a party to a defenge arrangement the US is participating
in*, 70

In csse of armed attack, the prollem of obligations
ogcurs. As far as the USA 1is concerned, two principles
govern its obligations, The £irst is the Rio Treasty
formula that "an atteck on one is considered an attaak

agatnst e;l”.V? Thiz means the "sutomatic" involvement
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©f the US in a confliat to which her slliance partner
is a party (BATO 4s an exmwmplae of such typel.

The second is the "Honroe Doctrine Formula® which
implies that “any armed attack sgoinst any of the parties
will be considered dangerous to the peace and sefety of
others" and "in Ehs wmt of such &n sttack each party
would sct to meet the commen danger in socordence with
its constitutional processes®,”® Al treaties exoept
those based on Rio-pact patierns, are of this type as
the Senate was concerned that the treaties of the NATO
type might force the US to make war without the spproval
of the Congrese®, , | '

Thus, the ROK-US Mutual Defenso Treaty makes use
of the Monros formula. As & result the nature of the
actions to be taken in the case of ah eventual eonfliot
on the bhasis of the treaty obligations will bHe dependent
upon the Congressional desision, And, the Congress will
take the desision by E.akim‘vg iﬁw aéaame the nation's
interest at the given point of tims and the nature of
the case, Hence the obligations are political rather
than the legal,

vIIX

Howevar, the menesuverbility that the US has in
its treaty commitments ¢o the ROK was never ecpplisd til}
the end of the 1960s. The US support for Koresn seeurity
was being affirmed from time to time through the foint
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Mmigﬂesm isgued aﬁaﬁ the Presidential mestings

{of ROK and the US) of 1965, 1966, 1968 end 1569 wnd
none of them extended the US commitwent originally
stated in the Tresty, Eoth the countries in all these
mestings resffirmed the utility of the Treaty, It was
also agreed (always) by the US that it womld ctntinue to
naintain “powerful forges in Xorea ab the regquest of the
Koroan giwemmmﬁ * and gsmiﬁé Narger US assiatince to
m% the Xorsan defense efiort”.

All these foint communiques, it should be made clear,
m'ada' no c&vmmimmt to the mx as for ss the maintensnce of
the US forces of sny kind in the ROK or thelr duration
was congerned, The US, howover, 4614 agree, as the joint
 communiques reflected, that the ROK would be atasulted
before eny substential reduction of the numbder of the
srmed forces in the ROK took place, |

G the other hand, throughout the sixtics, the US
provided huge milita&y‘ag& other eeonomie assistance to
the ROK, This is evidmeod from the £act that the US bore
as late ag 1970, 40,1 per cent (in the provious yesars the
ratio was much higher) of total defense budget of the ROK,
apart £rom apmdmg' a huge sum for the aaintenance of ita
m tmapa in the peninsuls ~ the estimation of the
oxpense of 1060, 1969 and 19570 taken togather amoimted

to 2,099,316 wmilifon dollars,®?



Broadly, three factors mattered to the Americen
poliey makers as far as the USA's military commitment to
' the ROK was concerned, First, in the late 19508, "changes
in the nuclear balance of terror between the two super
. powers” had ushered in an era of nuclear étal emate and
thus diminished the nuclear strategic significance of the
USA's perimeter bases ringing the Soviet Union and China,
but “not their conventional military significence”. 82 ,
For the US, the new era of 1960s would be one of pr@aﬂng
for "limited war", a fact reflected emncste'taly in 1959
w’ith the start of the joint tacticeal exer;zi,ses (including
the usé of nuclear weapons) between ‘the US Pacifie forces
and the “client® military establishments in .the region
which included Korea, 7The value of the ROK was now

Secondly, t;he ROK was '@ms;ider;d to be vital for:

the security of i?apan?gs

On the other hand, American

- bases in Japan were most advantageous for the strategic
outer-line operations in the Korean peninsula, a fact
which was oleverkyy reflected duﬁng the Korean war. The
point 1s that the US interest aimed at somewhat, as we
will see in the coming chapters, strategic integration
of both Japan snd the ROK, This was put into concrete
shspe by the normalization of relations between the ROK
and Japan in 1965, thanks to the US pressure, and later
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in 1969 in Sato-Nixon joint communique which interlinked
the security of Japsn and the ROK.M |
The third factor was the Indo-China e¢onflict and
the' participation of the ROK in 1‘&.85 The latter played
a "mercenary® role to fulfil the objectives of Américajs
Asian policy. The US requested and the ROK dispatched in
1965 ite troops to Vietnam to fight the communists, Of We
w reasons for the positive response of the ROK, impor-
/\.t:ant was its motive to strengthen the allisnce with the
US, There were several aspects of this line of thinki.ng.as
Some desires were dirszcted to the specific issues in the
US-ROK security relationship. For example, hope arose
tﬁat "Seoul might be able to obtain a long sought change
in the mutual security treaty, namely, a NATO-type clause
which would bind the US to respond automatically {as in
the case of NATO) in case of aggression®, '
Thero was also the concern, and it was more important
to the ROK, that the US might transfer some of its military
units in the ROK to Vietnam. Thus the ROK's participation
in Vietnam was to forestall such mérican transfers,
Besides, many potential and financial bemefits,
including the military assistance to modemise the ROK
forces « the ROK bargained with the US for it - were in

the offing as a result of its involvement in ?iatmam.ﬂ,ev
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out of the analyéis that ﬁe have made so far,

two points emerge. Firgt, a concrete strategy for the
allisnce bedween the USA aﬁd the K was given‘onlyy
éfier the outbreak of the Korean war in the sense thaf
.nowabnwards'the_EOK figured prominently ih the'secuiity
imtereéts of the Usvand Japan; Seen from the ROK's
point of view,.the political structure of the State was
conditioned by the fact of American military occupation
soon after the end of the World War II. .The tuling
circies since then started depending upon the American
commi%ment férAthe gecurity of the WK and this happened
to be a major pillar of their foreign and se¢urity
policy. |
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CHAPTBR' IX
BOURITY PERCEPTIONS OF THE HOK DURING THE 1970S

1

Bationeol security may be defined as the condition
of freedom of a nation-state so that it Lg in a position
{has capacity) to withstand challenges to its owm "i’ferr&-
_té’rial integrity and politicaml and socio-economic order"J

The degree of the security is relative because it
depends upon the threat perception of the government
leaders of the threatened state, The perception is
vpartly based on ob;’ectwé censi&eratibna‘ox its own and
its onemles' capabilitiea, The ofhez- part of the percep-
tion rests on "“the personslitieg of the leaders and morale
of the ;people“;a _

| The very}act that the perceptién/ ig made by the

people in power - and once in power, the people want to
be in it contimiously - the gecurity of a state has the
domestic factors attached to 1t., The domestic challenge
to the "regime" Can be pergeived as a security threat,

' Becondly, the absence of an external threat, be it
physical or ideological (hence gecurity), might have deen
due to «~ and this is partienlarly true in the past-vorld
¥ar II period - the deterrent effect of the alliance,
either bilateral or collective, to which a astate belongs,
particularly when 1t is weaker one, So any disorder in
thig alliance framework causes & security concern to the
menber of the aliiance. On the other hand, if e nation
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state 18 not tied with eny alliance, then in its

external action, it pursues "tension reductng“3 diplow
méey to remain secured, Thug security is a maaér»eompanaut
of the foreign policy of a state,

Thizdly, in the sbeence of either the assistance or
the “effectivenesa” of the alliance or in the face of &
“dipiomatic iaalaxion“, a}nation;atato relien on its own
regources to mobilize its military strength to a very
high degreo, Thus gecurity is linked to the defenae
(military) policy of a state, | |

In summary, the security of a state is dependent
" upon the "trioclogy" of deﬁestiewpuliey, foreign policy
and € military policy. For maintaining the security,

a state stands to undertake the following meaauraa.4

First, it has to maintain the territorial integrity
of the state and its politicel, economic and social
order, | | ‘

Secondly, it has to identify major challenges and’
threats (their types, levels and intensities) and the
formpg of appropriate action, both initiatory and res.
pongive, to ensure adequate defense,

Thirdly, it has to undertake, as a continuing acti~
| vity, to maximize its capability (power) to maintain
iteelf through external asction (alliancéttiens&on rcducing
diplomacy) and internal action (mobilization of human and

mnaterial reaoureeeiq
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In the ROK, the military has been exoreising tre-
mendous a.nflagneﬁ over the state's polity, I¢ has bo.e‘n'
ruled since 1961 (May), firet by the Army men up to 1963,
and then by the "Army men in civilien clothes” (we will
see it now)." As the analysie of the factors ieading o
the heralding of military rule in the HOK are beyond the
ken of thip etudy, suffice will it be to point out ‘that
Syngman Bhee, the first President of the HOK was over-
thrown from power by a students' movement in April 1960,
 Soon after, a constitutional government (Second Republic),
headed by Yun Po-son as the Pregident and Cheng Myon
as the Premier, was eatablished;s This regimne was
short-lived as o succegaful military eoup' took place
againgt it on 16 HMay 1961,

Park Chungehee, the brai,n behind the coup and the
then Brigadier-Ueneral, pledged that the junts would
"precreate the country by eradicating all eorruption ,
end eocial evil, by promoting a fresh morale by rejuvenating
the nationel spirit and by attaining self.supporting
eeonamy".6 Upon completion of {ts mimeions, he promised
to turn over govermmental control to “"clean congeientious
civilians” and return to military duties,”

The .';unta"a direct rule laeted almost two and half .‘
years. In 1963, it sponsoved a new constitution and

hekped create Koreats Third Republic.a All of the junta's



" leaders did not return to the barracks beecauge of the
consequent elections to the National Agsemdly and
Presidency held in 1963 (Octoder-November), Ingtead,
many of them retired from sctive military service %
emerge as civilian politicians, General Park, as standard
bearer of the junta.created Dempcratic Republican Party,
‘became Prosident in 1963, To strengthen his position
further, Park in 1972 (December) introduced another
conpgtitution (Yushin), | Thisc made “"the election of the
President indirect in order to prevent the divigive
tendency attendant upon the direct election of the
President™? Like this, Park served in the capacity of
the President until his assessination in 1979,

Park was never popular among the students, intellete
tuals, politicians without military background, church
’1;;3&@2-3, gte, for his auﬁmmtaﬂ;nam.w People's dis.
enchantment with him was reflected in 1971 Presidential
elections when the opposition candidate Kim Dae~Jjung came
very close to viﬁ"f\’tho Presidency,

It vas the military in which Perk had the strongeat
power base, Before going into details, let 1t be pointed
out; paradoxical although it seems, that Korea has a
poor history about the influence of the army in the mciety.
Civilien supremacy had been there always,

Even during tho Japanese colonial regime, resistemce
- %0 the rule came from the drave guerrillas, but no Korean
army worthy of the word extated from 1907 until 1946.”
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Therefore, Oeneral Hodge, during the ocoupation period,
tried to oreate a Korean military defense unit, Mt the
policy.makers in Washington eonsidam the pros and cons of
the proposal, Pinally, the State-Var-Navy Coordinsting
Committee { SWNCC) deecided thét the proposal for a Korean
Army be poetponed until the 'jvoi‘nt Gemm;sa&en (USA-USSR)
ne»gotiations were held;;‘z The reason for this thinking

" was not to do anything that might annoy the Russians

plus lack of equipment, booka, training and the ﬁns.ngn %5
on the part of the American pérsonnel to stay with the
job", 13 |

On the other hand, an slternative plan called the
“Bamboo mm"“ wag prosented, This enviscaged constubulary-
type police reserve established on a "fixéd«post-cemp-— siation"
basis under the Bureau of Police, The ‘plan‘was to send
out a US Army training team of two ° fficers and four
enlisted men to each province where they would select
initial activation and training areas and begin recruiting
and organiging. 4e the difficulty in the implementation
vas the language barrier, English schools were also %o
be get up. ‘ _

However, ﬁe training that was given was insufficient
and even in it the traditional Japanese techniques remained
intact.'s By the time of Korean war, only Ae-ixfeeu out of
the HOK's sixty.seven battalions hed gone through the
battalion stage of training, and none had gone through
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the regimental training, “"Hot until 1955 did a Korean
clan with firat-rate officer training graduate".m

It 4o during the KEorean war that the army's

ascendancy began, It became the most important source
of Anerican iunda. Ite connection with politice constantly
increasged in aueﬁ forms as an alliance between the
Defense Minister, the Chief of e Staff and the
Chairman of the yuling Liberal Party,'’ “The mocending
spiral rose from 1:951 on, to the highest i-eabhes of the
'gtaﬁtec. From it came much of the politics of thoee
%‘ears. Hhee realized that the war.swollen army, no longer
geparable from politics, must be employed, He had
created neither faetionaliem' nor corruption, btut he was
skilled in using them to estadblich firm controls, His
strateay wae to prevent the sccretion of sny eingle
faction or leader in control, His tactic was to play

the chief army groups off against each other by
encouraging their struggle for the Chief of Staff and
other key positions. His technique was to use corruption,
its investigation end punichment, as the periodic means
ot etfeﬁmg changes”, '8 o

Syngman Bhee, during the later part of his regime
incressingly manipulated army'? to deliver the soldier
vote for tlie goverment through the technque ¢ited above,
The rapid reshuffling of the Chiefs of Staff roawakendd
2 "pattern® of intense competition for that position
and encournged close relations between politicians and



generals, This aroused strong dliecapproval in the lower
ranks of the military,2® It formented the plans for a
military coup wﬁieh subsequently got fereatméd by the
the students' revolution., However, one rates the plem,
what 18 important is that the reaction of younger group
agoinpt a dipgoredited “pattern®™ had much to do with | the
coup's eapaeity to gain acceptanee auffi.exent for survival,
'fhe "1nevitabiuty"of which its leadership g0 o ften :a;:-e‘)ls:e"‘iL
lay (id) not in the faults of the civilian rvegime that
preceded 4t, i’aulty as they were, but 4n the war-propelled
rise 0f the military and the dicciplined imericane

2%

supported ingtitutions that accompanied it, These made

the Korean army an uarivalled holder of skills, managerial
faehniquea. epeeialiaatién, and newly acquired ways of
bullding end maintaining ingtitutions..... Having ecquired
in Xorea, for the first time since the thirteenth century,
a position as the mopt dominent organization, the army ibund
ample grounds for dissatiagfaction,... 4As important as the
army's size and its self-imposed'saviour from destruction'
image were the surface tensions generié to many armies but
here found with Korean acutencss the waretime army had been
a Rhaldder of extremely repid fulfilment for the smditiona
vho lacked other privilege; now this ladder was blocked

at the very time that frustrated ambition could combine
with national sentiment, The coup hed ambivalent ccores

to settle®, a2



;ﬂince then a country with eucbl ¢ long tradition
of civilian rule as Kores has been under the influence
of the nilitary, Although the military rule in the strict
aense of the tern, ended, as alreédy no ted, 4n 1963, the
strong grip of the armed foreces; either directly or
indirectly, over the RK's polidy has yet to be slaskened, 23
This domestic setting of the HK - military rule in
disguise - 1o higlﬂy important while studying the RK's
gecurity problem, This is in keeping with our earlier
discuscgion on the concept of gecurity that internal
éhallense t0 a regime can Be perceived by the rulers as
a security threat, Park's vegime, due to its very nature,
could not have been very secure, '.Ehare.faro, Park sought
%o emphasize the point, for its survivel, higs regime wes
"indigpenaable” in the face of the on-going threat that
‘ihe state faced, Heedless to ssy that often these 'threats®
were "manufactured, explained and finaglly sold ".25

IIXI(A)

Historically, Japan, Russia and China had tried ¢o
keep Korea in their regpective sphere ¢f influence for the
sheer fact that Korea under any of the other two wowld
pose as a threat toc its own vital interests, including
physical security. This was proved true when Korea becane
a colony of Japan, On the other hand, from Korea's point
of view, its immediate pecurity environment$ wae conditioned
by the designs of Japan, China and Bugsia,

%3



The aforesaid historical setting and its relevance
{(or irrelevance) cannot go unnoticed while discussing
the ROK's security ‘pamvegtwn. In addition, and this
is more important, a quélitaﬁvé change had taken pi e
in the environment after the FOK came into being, Korea
wes divided into two halves - both following dianetrically
oppoeite soclio-economicepolitical orders, Secondly,
China and Ruseia (Soviet Uniom), as far es FOK wae
concerned, were akin to North EKorea ideologically,
thiraly, ﬁ:e’ sustenance of the Seoul regime {(hence the
political structure) depande& upon the support proviied
ty the US, As a rresult beth JOE and the US later becane
the alliance partners, To put the_ae thinga di fferently,
the effective eeaurity of the ROK meant the cautious
guarding, with the support and help of the USA, againat
the "hostile" Horth Korea, China and the Soviet Union,
The allisnce with the USA was equally 1‘mporﬁant' for
taking care of a possidle, not probable,Japancse menace
as Japan vas closely tied with the US, Otherwise, Japan
414 not pose a tthreat! to ths HOK devsuse of a number
of changes introduced during the postewar years,

However, toward the end of the pixties perceptible
disturbances were noticed in the HOK's security (from the
FOK's point of view), Efforts had been made for bringing
about a detento betweon the USA and the USSR (who so far
had been trying to weaken each other as much and as fast



43

as possible), Another but equally remarkable developmentd
concerning the rapproachment between the US and the
communiat China waes on the cerds, All these made the
FOK @ reevaluate ita security environment,

We need not trace here the factors reaponaibla for
Rnarman policy change as the coming chapter will be o
fully devoted for thise purpege, VWe will point out only
some conerete fmerican actions that had repercussions on
ROK's sscurity yereept&ona. |

In 1969, President Mchard Fizon declared at Guam
and this became famous as H:lxnn Doctrine - that hence—
forward the U8 would gra&ually reduce its military .
pressure in Asia, It was further clarified that the
US would provide nuclear aetérzse oniy %o 'moee' nations
vhich were involved in a total war to which either
communist ehina or the USSR was a party, Known otherwise
as the mucy of "de-imericanigzation®, 26 Nizon doctrine
implied, as we will see 1n_ the next chap ter, basicelly
two thimga\. They were the selfwreliant defense by the
Anerican Asian allies and regional security alliance
with leading nations in respective regions pmying. a
pivotal role in North East Asia, Keeping with this line,
the US, as late as 1969, made 1t clear that 1t would
reduce Lits troops level to one combat division of 20,000
men in the ROK by June 1971, %7 |

Thus by the early 1070, the rulers in the ROK saw
a scenorio in which the American involvement in, or
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attachment with their state wes under a shadow of &;mbt.
To put it differently, the effectiveness of the slliance
with the USA was apprehended by the South Koreana,
Therefore, 1t will be proper, given this background, to
£ind out how the ROK perceived the PRC, the USSR and
North Korea as far as its security was concerned, 2

Sino- American rapproachnent was seen in HOK as
the result of the two countries' intention to contain
the"Soviet expanstonien” 22 But the FOK rishtly sesessed
thet in one area both the USA and the PRC agreed to
disagree, That was on the Eope}an question, The PRC
continued (t1ll today) its poliey of supporting and
recognizing the DPEK only. Tmie in the joint communigue
153@ - after Presi.éent_ Hixon vigited China in 1972 at
Ehanghal, China stated that "it fimly supports the
eight-point programme for tné peaseful unification of
Eorea put forward by the m’m« that "it atands for the
abolition of the United Nations Commission for the
Unification and Rehabilitation for Korea“.%

Similarly, when the PRC wap sdmitted to the UN, its
delegate in his matden address, it was emphasized by Park
Chung-hee himgelf several timea,si, recaphasiced his country'e
 position that it supporte the North Korean approech for
the ‘reunitication of the peninsulsa, 52
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Two reasons were attributed to such a Chinese
attitude, o> First, Ching did not want % discontinue
its support to North Korea as this ection would teke
that state cloger %o Momcow, Seoondly, Beijing's advocacy
of the liberation of Taiwen ‘and Eyengang‘é policy toward
the ROK were :m enAmngrata@. | .

However, the EOX d4d not consider China as hostile
towards it as it 414 in 19508, Park Chung.hee admitted
it when he said that North Eorem might not get the ready
support from communist China to its -blan of “forciblva
communi zation™ of the ROK becausge of the pesce mood
between the US and comauniet China, >+
For China would get muitsrily involved in another Xorean
war, as was the casé in 1950, as that would mean a setback
to the normalization process with the US which because of
- 1ts treaty commitments %o thzs WK, would not set idle,
Thus, the ROK perceived that the PRC, although unfriendly
(or would continue to be) was not hostile to the HOK as
fer as its physicsal existonce was concerned,
| The USSR was feared by the FOK becauge of the
former's idea of Asisn collective security,>” Mthough
the concept was not free from ambiguity, it was important
%o mark the gpeech of a Soviet delegate on Korean Questiah
in the 20th UN General Assembly in December 1974. He
eald:

The strengthening of security in Asia on a

31 the mtates e Ln keoping Vit she spapdt

of times and interosts of the peoples of that
great continent, Therefore, the Soviet Union



will contime to support the positive

efforte of Asian countries geeking

reliable solutions to the problems of

peace and security on that continent, There

is no doubt that a settlement of the

Korean problem would moke an important

contribution Yo improving the situstion

not onkg in the Far East btut in Asin as a -

Although the plan fb:&ggllecttve gecurity 4id not

o oo &
meet much success, thet Soviet position on Korea 'did
not change throughout the seventies substantially.
Rather, in 1975 the Soviet Union declared very explicitly
4tas support of Horth Korean demand for the withdrawal of
foreign troopss '

A1 these were geon in the HOK as the attempt
{Soviet) to destabilize the political and eocial status
of the Eorean peninsula, It was argued’® that Soviet
plan for an Asian colleective security wae different in
nature than ite iden of ¢ollective security in Europe,
It was to legitinize its control over territories
it had under i¢s troopse during the world war II that
Hoscow predicted its "eollective security concept of
inviolability of its political ard territorial vested
rights in BEuwrope’s In Asie, "the same principle ip
nsed to reject the territorial c¢laims of communist
China and Japan, Communist China wishee for status quo
based on the continued militery presence of the US in
Asia, though teking an exceptional stand with regard to
Korea, In‘the same vein, despite i¢s profenascd

. P ' »
interests in detente and collective gecurity, Soviet
. N



Union doss not secem to favour the stebilicing of the
politi¢a1 and social status of the Korean peninsulag
it rather'tends to regard Korea ae a possible arensn for
.anti—imperialist movament“gjg

Thus, seen from the énx‘s‘point of view, both the
PRC and the USSR, despite thelr rivalry, supported,
in&ependently-althoughfi?brﬁh Korean approach towards
the solution of the Roream problem, Bat, they wanted
to avert a development, at least in the 1970s;, that
 may lead to en all out clash with the US, The US.USSR
detente for the Soviet Union and Sino-American normalie
zation for the PRC geemed to have been of considerable
importance to the policy makers in Moscow and Peking,
But what was feared in the JOK was that 4n a situation
in whigh North Korea attacked the South, the Soviet
Union and communiast Ghiﬁa, though (isastisfied, might
not ¢ome against Rorth Korea openly-4°

4s far ag Japan was concerned, it was the only
country in the region with which the HOK had been
maintaining diplomatie rolations aince 1965, As has

he. .
been pointed out aarlier,Axixon doctrine implied the

importance of the regional alliances under the leadership

of gtrongest power in the region in faciang the securitly
threats to the countries of the region., 1In the North
Fagt Asian context, Japan was t0 plaey the leadership

role,



But the ROX had serious reservations about Japan
playing the leaderchip role., First, the historicel
faotor, 1,8, Japen‘'s inhumen colonial policy which had
a devastating effect on Korea, could be attributed to
auch» an attitude, Seocondly, the HOK leadership recoge
niged the fact that Japen had become a power on the
begis of Lits economic strength, éherefore, Japan, to
protect its expanding econcmy -~ maw material in the
countries which pmvidé them, the markete that are
available in the countries belonging to the surrounding
region, and moet importantly trade foutes ~ would have
to strengthen its self.defenge forces, Bat this,
according to the South Kareans;“z 4id not mean that
Japan would be éxyeateé. ,% promptly respond to the US
request for military intervention in case a friendly
regine was threatened, For, the bagic goal of the
Japanese reinforcement of military power was to protect .
its own economi¢ interests, Thirdly, Japan, it was
argued, was constrained by its own constitutional
fremework to launch a military programme strong -ymugh
to come militerily to the rescue of the ROK, R S '
and this was the most important consideration, Jepan,
although according to the SatoeNizon communigue in 1969
belicved in the integration of the security of Japan
and the BOK; pemeiveaé,:threst not from North Kores, dut
from ite communist aeighboura.ﬁ On the other hand,



51

Japan gave sufficient hinte fha:t it believed in the
concept of "two Koreas" thereby meaning t-;ae internstionali-
gation éf the existing arrangement in the penmanlaa“
Besides, if Japan made inroad into the ROK militarily, doth
the PRC and the USSR would be slarmed due to higtoricel
reasons and therefore would show more concern sbout the
peninsula, Thig, in effeot, would worsen further the
security environment of the ROK.

13

Iix(B)

Ho other gtate than liorth Korea 4id bother s much
the rulers of the IOK during the 1370s from the seourity
point of view, Understandably, bothk the ROK and IPRR
(North Korea) based on the conflioting ideclogies as they
wore, never failed to emphasize the fact that ,??05‘0\%
represented the whole nation, In other words, both the
regimes maintsined (are maintaining $1ll today) the stand
that the division of the peninsula back in 1945 was unresl
and hence needed to be corrected, but under their res.
pective terms, The official declarations of both the
states made this clear in unsnbiguous terms. What was
important here was t'hé modalities of the reunification;
for both Seoul and Pyongyeng had mutusl suepicions about
whether the reunification process would de violent or
peaseful, Although, they advocated the peacoful means - this
ve would seo in deotalls in the later gection of this chapter -
the element of doubt about violent, 1.,e. forceful or military,
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means for attaining the goal (unification) persisted
very much in the minig of the rulers of the ROK: In

the following pages we would narrate the "events" that
led to such suspicions, thether they woré gemﬁa or not
‘would not be our concern as our purpose is to gee how the
HOE perceived the threat, although fevw worde would de
said about this toward the end of the chapter,

At the outset 1% should be very ¢lear thatigou%h
Koreans were of the opinion that North Korea could not
launch an attack as what it did in 1950 because of
three things,4> They were the $110-US repproachment,
the ESA-U%R éatén*ké and above g1l the Sino~Soviet
rivalry. In thie situation, North Korea could not
expect as it 4id in 1950, the pupport from either the
PRC or the USSR, As a result, it was argued, North
RKoren, ingtead of a big-scale war,feo-ddsvupt would
attempt a limited attack or guerrilla type war ¢o
dierupt public order and gecurity in the Sputh.
Heverthelese, Seoul 4id not exclude the possibility
' 46 1¢ was argued?? that North Kores
would certainly carry out total war if it thought it
would occupy the South before the USA intervened in

of an allw-out war.

the war, Therefore it was pointed out that the WK
mupt be on guards both ageinst limited (guerrilla) war
and total war,



We now would see what were congidered to be the
“The- )

aggrespive desigas of North Korea. : . glrst was the
naﬂ:m»ox the very idoology that Horth Korea profesaed
to believe in, i.e¢, conmuniem, Here we quote a Ministeyr
in the Parxk's government, He said:

Communigm is rich with sll sorts of

rhetorice and theorien. But its strategy

is fundamentally baged on & philosophy of

strongth through hatred,,,. only, Wien

they (conmunists) are inferior in strength

in comparison with their rival forces 4o

they seek coexistence or dialogues

Thug sowexigtence or dialogue (North Korea was

advocating for dialogue to achieve unificos

tion) i2 never an end in 4tgelf but just a

moang of selfedefense to earn tinme 33 gain

a rolative superiority of gtrength,

Once superiority attained, attack would be launched,
This was exactly what was meant by well.known Chinese
compuniat tactic as expreosed in the slogan, ‘"?alk,
Then Attack, and Attack, Then Taik",%3

Secondly, ascording to the HOK, Horth Kores had
not renounced the option of foreidle unification of the
peninsula., This became obvious from the broadcagt by
Radio Pyongyang on 3 July 1972, on the eve of the
announcement of the historic South-Korth Joint communique
of 4 July., The broadcast said:

“(a) Unification of the fatherland can dbe

aschieved only after the withdrawal of
American troops and victory of the

revolutionary forces of the people's
democrascy in the South,

{b) Unification of the fetherland is
possible only when ociroumstances to a
successful revolution in the South,...



(¢) Unification.... can be attained only
when,,.., revolution (is) carried out
%mughout Koresa under the banner of _

]

(4) Unification of the fatherland may de
achieved by both penceful and node
peaceful means; revolution in the South
can be carried out only by violent
means”s 50 I
These represented, the argument went, the basic
. position that the communists had been maintaining since
1955 by not ruling out, thus communizing by "a war of
national liberation®,

Thirdly, 1o lese & man than Kim +lepung in his
visit to Beijing (Peking) on 15 August 1975, enid at a
banquets ‘

if the revolution takes place in South

Korea, we, as one and the same nation, will

not just look at 4% with folded arms but

will strongly support the South EKorean

peoples I1f the cnemy ignites war ,

recklessly, we shall resclutely angwer

it with war and completely destroy the

eggressors, In this war we only will

loge the military demarcation line gnd

will jJoin country's reunification. 51

Thus Kim's trip %o Beijing reaffirmed North Korea's
revolutionary strategy towards the HK, it was argued,

e

Fourthly, according to Aﬁmuﬂ. goverment, several
incidents took place in the late slxties and the early
geventies which manifested Horth Korea's confliocting
attitude, The US submarine Pueblo was seized in January
1968 by the Korth Koreane;\sa In the same year, Rorth

Korea hed a plot, unsuccessful though, to “assassinate®



President Park, 53 Similarly, the North Koreang shoet
down, over international waters, an §C«121 recannaissance
air plane on 15 April 196‘9954 In the early 19708, Seoul
pointed out that the North Korean eﬁns.e’ce Anfiltrated
different politicel parties and government offices in

the ROK to ingstigate factionaliem and distrust, thereby
 taking sdvantage of the latest dissontent among the
populate which betame apparent in mams uprieings in 1971‘55
In the years 1976 amd 1977, according to?%ou}. regime,
there were many intrusions by lorth Korean armed forces
into the demilitarized gone, 56 The most important of all the
Horth Korean provocative actions and the conseguent prepared.
ness, it was alleged, was the discovery of three NHorth
Koresn dug underground tunnels in 19?3 - each capable of
moving a regiment ei’ troops through it in the &pace of
an hour constructed under the IMZ, Search for theee
tunnels wae sparked by infomation from s North Koresn
defecter a.zi 1974, 51

Foally, 1t was aez?io'uﬁli apprehended, as Park Chunge
hee said as late as 1972, that North Korea was ready to
launch en attack on the South, He said:
LTS ook o he et o 2o
AT R AR
gation, I think that the variocus eptimaotes
nade by ug wvere correct, ap has been
verified by the recent remarks of Tokyo

Governor Minobe before foreign newemen in
Tokyo upon his return from the recent visit to



Pyongyangs«ss He (Minabe) is not fronm

the Liberal Dempcratic Party, He is from
the Socialist Party or the Communiat

Party, At any rate, he ig from an
opposition party, who was invited by

Kivn/ Il-pung ané wes accorded warm hoepitality
in dorth Korea, Despite this, upon his
return from North Korea, he said from what
he had seen in Horth Korea that frankly
communist Noyth Korea has already completed
its preparation for wvar, and he was under
the inmpression that war is in progress,

Qur consolidate estimagte of tho situation
during the period is in accprd with hies
remarks, 58 :

Interestingly, the HilitaryBalance published from
London in ite iseue of 197374 surveyed that on the

bagis of the population of the respective countries,
the percentage of srmed forces in DPHE was greater
then that of the HOK (470,000 armed forces, out of the
population of 15,000,000 in IPRK; whereas the matio in
the BOX being 633,500132,665,000)s In 1973 the defense
budget of the DPRE showed at 2620 million compared to
HE's 84?6 million despite the faot that the estimated
GNP of the ROK in 1972 ($9.3 billion) was nearly three
times that of the DPERK (83,5 billion)@% Mscording
to the SIPR] 1t was found out that ti1l 1970, at least,
' Rorth Kéréa apeu‘i: mors money in defense than South
Kor‘ea.so | |
In such a scenario drawn by the Seoul regime, in
which the threat from North Korea loomed large, communiat
China and the Soviet Union still gave credibility to
Kim Iluau#g and ‘Ameriaén comal tment to the HOK disappointe
ingly wes in doudt, the policy options of Park Chung.hes
are worth finding out,
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Park Chung-he¢ reancted to the situation by
adopting a policy which aimed at two different but
contradictory ends (aﬁ leagt it appeared to be 80),

On the one hand, the peemingly weskening American
connection made him realize the uncertainty of the
poasidle option of contridbuting mryths.ng to further
the intensification of the hogtile environment in the
peninsula so as to make the situation for him to bring
about a reunification of the nation vhich contimued to
be the most emoptionsl iesue for tiza- leadership in both
the South and the North to exploit most for "its
auwiv&l"; Therefore, as a realistic approach to

the national unifiocation, vhich ol the authorities
on Korea agree to be inaeparama while analysing the
security problems of the ROX (DREK too), the South.

Korean goveranent, through President Park's declaration

on 15 August 1970 for peaceful uniticat&onm

that South Korea and Rorth Xorem epproach unification
in such a way pe to contend the superiority between
the two different aystems through conditional open
eompetition, 1t was significant in the gense that

it suggested the possibility that the poliocy for uni. -
fication of Korea might be drasticelly transformed as

» Proposged

the circumstances would require in the future and that
1% conditionally defined North Korea as the contending

opponent,

57
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The importent consequence of this approach wese
the South-lorth (EKorea) Red Cross Representatives®
meeting (a link for gradugl contact and conversation
between the two halves of the peninpuls) in Auguast
1971, 62 This was followed by several rounds of meetings
which wntﬁ.mud' $i1l 28 Auguet 1973 « when the procesgs
came %o & hslt,“ the reason being the well-known
aacusatmna by the South about the subversive acttivie
ties of the ﬂorth‘“ Bat wvhat was more important wag
the fact that henseforvard the ROK in its major
foreign policy gmmmeemems adwvocated, at lenst, for
negotiations rather than the confrontations with the
DPEK, To counter the significant diplomatic wictories
of Horth ":Koréa in the pérma between 1973 to 1975 -
membership in the ¥rld Heslth Organi zation ( WHD),
gemmg ixm. tation to gartiexpate 28 an observer on
the Korean debate in the UN G&neral Aspembly, giving am
invitation 0 American journslists end Japanese businesns~
men to visit the %atess « the ROK went up to swport
the US stand, conditional although, of the dissolution
of the UN Comnand on the completion of slternagtive
arrangemente, 66

Similarly, the HOK proposed “the admiesion of
- the HOK and North Kores to the UR as an interim meagure
pending the unification of Korea ... {a8) a realistio
proposal designed to elimiana tension bdetween South
~and North £orea and promote éeac-e and gecurity on the
Eorean peninsula”, 61



1V (B)

mxé maintaminé the cautious epproach fox a

rapproachment with North Korea in the 19708, Park Chung.
hee on the other hand, emphasized on the defense prepared.

neas,

He spaid:

We do not menn to push Horth for armed
unification or to provoke g war, but :

siuply to take such mezsures as are

necesgary for the protection of our own

lives and freedom ... {there is) no sinister
in thig ... Of course, no one can tell .

- for sure whether or not Kim Il.gung will

attack us zoon, Bat there does exlgt the
possibility that he will, Or he may not,
which would be the wogt fortunate thing

for us, But gtill, we must be fully
prepared for the wrst. That ie what
nationel defense is, It ig extremely
dangerous and irresponsidle to think that

it 1o unnecessary %o prepare ourselves
against an attack becausge the communists mw
not attack up., 68

The measures that Park Ghung-hee took for improving

the sesurity preparedness included, firet of all, the

nat&.onal emergency in December 1971.69 Fot much 1ater,

he facilitated his "eaup in office" and proclaimed the

SFourth Rapuhlic" on the bapig of the impoged "Yughin

Gonsti‘bution“, whoee most significant emphasis wes on

the indirect election to t‘he office of the President,

4 a result, compared to a period of four years in Uv
office of the President wha at most could remain for

three consecutive termsg, the present constitution

provided ecech for a period of six years in office with

unlimi ted tems.?

C once again, the Fationsl Emergency
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was declared (which remained tS11 1979, the year Park got
re-clected by a typical electoral system 1) in the name
of "uational survi.val“ and ®"political indepandema“ 72

fleedleas te peoint out here that the aforesaid
maasuréa soriougly restrained the dasic humen freedoma,
They left little scope for any political party other than
Park's to operate, And hejye lies the erux of the matter
in the sense that the measures taken might poge gerious
doubts in the minds of the scholars regarding thé credidi.
lity of the threat perceptions, 43 the recent hiptory of
mo st of the developing countries shows that behind the
per@eptﬁ.cn of such imminent threats from the neighdbouring
countries lieg the sole intention w the rule indefinitely -
virtually making oneself s dwtawr « which under the
normal democratic conditions would have been extremely
difficult Lif not impossidle to attain, This further
sidetrocke the mein isgue such as soclow~economie injustice
which the g@neral masses confront with, To put it
: differeatly, prosec‘kion of the gecuri ty threats by a
given leader often ig a disguise for abiicating the
responsibility for the various {11s of a given society
in a given period snd thua consolidates the process of
anthoritarianien,

Thus the sense of the threat from the North was one
of the basic elementes that provided the dbasis for authoe
ritartanien and political suppression in the FOK.
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Many Korssns, particularly in the upper reaches of the
aﬁmed forces, the ultimate source of Park Chung-hec's
power, feared that any process aiming at entente in the
peninsula wbﬁl& greatly excerbate existing politiocal
differences and would lead ultimately to politiend
disarray in the South. There was sufficient underbrush
for political instability in “the maldistribution of
income, rural neglect, the prossures of rapid urbanization
and large-scale corruption to make these fears unien.
standable®, ' |

By ;Q"? 1, 4f one asgesses objectively, the mili tary
balance between the mx and FNorth Korea did not affect
any of them sdversely. Otherwise, the ROEK would never
have pulled out 2¥3 divisions from its defenses and sent
them to Vietnam, Hosgt analyseeu thought that the ROK
on its own could defend (in 1971) o North Korean attack
north of Seoul =0 long as the US provided logisticel
and the air support, Opinion was &ivided on the extent and
duration of a BROK defense unalded ageinst a joint North
Korean Chinese attack, Baut, the South Koreans, as we have
seen, thought it highly unlikely that a DPRE attack would be
supported directly by thé Chinese or for that matter the

Soviet forces, o _

However, the military leadershlp of $he HOK throughout
the 19708 put maximum emphasis upon the military modernization
in the name of "eelta-renance%” As a result one seesn
that in 1979 the "mx spent 2.753_ million American dollars in



the defense outlay, ?X‘,ha year before, i,e, 1978, for
ianstance, 1t had spent 2,560 million am,ars.“ in
1978, the US CIA projected that "the South would in the
future spend about 7 per gent of ite GNP on defense,
Given the larger size and projected future growth of
the Korean economy, the North will have problems
matehing the South's militery expendltures®,!!

Thig asctive militarization of the State yielded
results es late as 1975 when the FOK gained superiority

over or at least equality with @® Horth Xorea.'C The
| JOK meintained the fifth largest army in the worid (in

a total population of sbout 35 million),besides the
reserved forces, The South Koreans had more combat
experiences %han the North Koreans es 300,000 of the
former were experienced combat veterans of the Vietnsm
war, In contrast; the North %rean army hai no combat
experiente gince the Xorean war, While North Kores might
have an advantage in the number of tanks, Southk Korea had
a formidable anti-tank capability.

There were some areas in which the South Xoreans
d4id not have much equipment as they would have liked, such
a8 combat airoraft, which the Horth Koreans possesaed
nore, DBat if one compared the two air forces in terme
of modern high performance air. craft, one found that
South Korea hod an advantaoge (the estimate, of courge, was
made in this particulsr case in 19??) of 200 to !‘53;.?9
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_ Ut
~ This wae because a laerger part of North Korean air forae

econvigted of relatively obsolete aireraft (MiG-15/17/19),
South Korea also hed a substantial advantage in the ability
both to conduct long range offensive attacks deep inside
Horth Eorea (deecp interdiction) and to provide close
support to their troeps. South Korean R.4 Phantoms had
three times the range and three timoe the playload of

the fighter bombers (SU«7£a and the MiG-19%s) in the

North Korean airforce and the South Korean F-5E's had
appmxi#a%sl;’y 50 per ¢ent more range than thosge of

North Korean aircrafts, The SU.7, in Forth Koreas,

which seems %o have héen obtained from the Soviet Union
in responee to the supplyiesg of E.ds to South Korea by

the US are inferior to South Korea's Phantoms in terms

of aize; avionics and p}.-ayloaa.ee ’waever, because of U«
neninal North XKorean advantage inﬁgumfbara of fighters

and South Korean fear of & Horth Korean surprise attack,
the South Koreans bullt large numbers of aircraft
shelters, This greatly diminished the possibility that
the FOK air forces could be destroyed on the ground by

a North Korean surprise attack against South Korean asir
bases, A4s was pointed out in 1973, imerican Senate Report,
"US My Force O0fficere in Xorea Argue that the Digparity
in Fighters and Bombers (Between North and South Kored)

is mors than econpensated for by the shelter programme
since ghelters and not planes then beceme target in case
of a ‘surprise attack%m in short, what wanao,\"military



significence was not the total number of aircreft on
emh pide dbut tholr relative capsbilities and alearly
the FOK had the edgt.

. Besides this, the HOK made substantial effort to
improve its ability to defend itself in other areas as
well, ALl these became possible by means of extensive
purchases through both cash end creiit from the US and
other co‘uh%riea.aa ‘The ROK ;ptweha.saﬁ Barpan anti-ship
migsiles and lsunchers from the US, It aleo obtained
Vallean aathaiwmﬁ gung from the US and pnre&am
Oerlikon radér d}ireeted antieairoreft gung from the
Swise. It received credits from the British to purchase
Vosper fast patrol boats., Finally, the US Army end My
Force promined to stockpile etiuiment and supplies that
weula beaame avm&bu to the WK in time of war, The
:namﬁenanee of these stockpiles by the US reduced the -
need for the ROK to maintoin its own stockpiles and
represented another of the many subsidiee to that gtate..

Iv(¢)

Perheaps, the most important step that the K took
%0 build up its defenge was the attempt to strengthen
ite Ameriocen cormection, Despite the realigation of the
uncertainties from Washington, Seoul did everything to
influsnce the policy makers in the USa, The KK kept on
meistz.ngos;he fact that it was vulnerable to a North |
EKorean attack and therefore it nesded continued Anerican
support, Even for the continued American presence, the



HOK deliberately indulged in many prowcative militexy
exerciges simed at North Korea, The idea behind these
actions was "it would be very difficult for US forces
to withdraw from Korea if military conflict was going
on, "85

Park Chung-hee also saids "South Korea in
pringiple believed that the US military presence was
atill needed and that the withdrawal might be miginter
preted by the ﬁorth as a sign of weakness on the part
of vashington®, Despite this, if the US still considered
to withdrew 1ts troops from the peniunsula then it, Park
demanded, nust compensate for the troop pullwout with
militery aid that would strengthen the local armed toroes.m
In this, Park registered a considerable succees as we
will see in the ¢coming chap ters,

Some Korean sehalaraas pointed out that strate-
gleally EKorea was 80 important that the emerging Asien
Power Balance would be upget if the peninsuls was de-
stabilised, Koree was the "dagger pointed at Jepsn's heart®,
1% was a "bridge®, on the other hand, over which Japanese
militarien exploded sll over the Asian continent, thereby
affecting Russia and China, So American strategy of
entrusting the safety of the HOK to Jepan would be oounter
productive, "It is a stark reality that", 4t was pointed

out, "China and Ruseia would prefer the Anerican presence
on the Qxareau peninsula to the Japsnese",



¥hile emphesizing upon the need for stronger
commitment from the US, the FOK took a calculated risk
of annoying the US a0 me %0 impress 1% regarding the
ﬁanéequeneée of an unfavourable American xesponse, Thig
it 414 vy ylanmn;gf to develop an 13adepena_ent nuel ear
eaﬁ:abilﬁ.ty over the long mes
That the FOK vas (is) & signatory to the Fuolear
Fobwproliferation Treaty (NPT) did mot deter it from
pursuing a policy of nuslear development, Seoul launched
a trial baloon to test the poasible reaction from abroad
% its contemplated plan of developing nuclear weapons, -
Prosident Park sald in sn interview with the Washington
. Poat on 26 June 1975 that Mea country "would do anything
necesgary to énsure its aurvwal including the nuclear

?

veOpONs,.s s if the US nuclear umbrells is withi ram".m

| Thig was not an empty throeat as the FOK had the
capabuit&w to manufascture t‘km. 1t already possessed, by
1975, two reactors in operastion which would produce betwenn
240 to 340 kilograme of plutonium each year, It was
¢aloculated that by 1980 the ROK would have accumulated
some 820 to 1000 kilograms of plutonium "eufficient
enough to produce 200 nuclear bombs 1nit$:a11y, 6 nuclear

bomba thereafter, and 88 nuclear bombs annually by the

year".,aa '

In order to make its potential of muclear development
a reality, Seoul turned to Cannde and France fop the
purchage of a plutonium reprocessing plant (Thig deal
with France was cancelled in January

i,

1976 dues to Asmerican



67

pressure, howvever), Bt the RK very éoon realiced
that 1% had to sucoumd to U3 pressure, since the Us
Congross was expected to ¢ancel the aelling of the US
armsg in relation, 8till, it continued to make headway
toward nuclear cepability. It planned to spread some
$110 million in domestic and foreign currencies duri;ig
the Fourth Five Year Planm, i.e, 1977 %o 1981,%
v

_ The analysis made in the preceding sections
leads us o conclude that unsure of the Bussian and
Chinese behaviour, apprehensive of Japanese usefulness,
and uncertain of American comnitment, the military
poiicy makers of ﬁaé ROK continued to regard North
Korea as the main gource of threat, This thréat, i¢
is importent to note, had nothing %o do with the
phya“al security of the State, | ‘For, North sorea, tiwen
theoretically speaking, remained 'a part of Korea which
Park's regime claimed to repreeeut; S0 the North Korean
threat was alma'brangea as the attempt toward "forcible
comnuni zation™ of the BOK., This assumption had ite domestic
nexus t0o - the suthoritarian but unpopular polity,
However, to meet such a perceptible threat, Seoul embarked
upon & programme of intenpe miutariéation of the mociety,
particularly by spending huge amount of money on modernie
gation of the defense which included the option of



manufacturing nuclear weapons in order to be "self.
reliant™, VWhile so doing, every attenpt was being
made to strengthen as much as 'paaésibla the Amexrican

connettion hy resorting to sll poesible pressurising

tactics, The dependence upon the US continued to
-prenain the nost important pillar of the security
policy of the MK«
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CHAPTER 1IIIX _ _
THE ROK'S SECURITY : THE PERCEPTION OF THE UsA
S |

In the 19608, as wé have seen in the introductory
chapter of thig study, American diplomacy attached special
impc;rtance to the relationship among ite Far Eastern Allies,
notably the ROK, Japan and Taiwan, It worked to strengthen
these rel gtionships by direct political and military ties,
And this was partly responsible for the resumption of
relations between the ROK and Japan with the gigning of
a treaty on the fundamentals of relations and a number of -
agreements in June 1965, |

Deiinite changes, however, in American policy emerged
in the late 19608, President Richard Nixon put forward a
foreign policy concept which aimed at adapting the US world
perception to the changed global ai_tu.ation. The "Nixon
Doctrine®, as this concept came to be called, marked a
new vstagé in the US policy in Asia and with respect to
the ROK in particular, It should be emphasigzed that the
main goals of thig "doctrine® (with various modifications)
laid f‘he‘ bagisg of t'ﬁe politiéal course pursued subsequently
by the Ford and Carter Administrations.

Before describing the "doctrine®, the circumstances
in which it was enunciated should be pointed out. In early
1968, the US had got itself intensely involved in Indo-China
‘conflict, This proved to be a disaster for the policy makers

in ﬁ"‘a-ghington in the sense that Americen involvement proved



not only to be a colossal loss in both human and materisl
terms, but aleo it created a tremendous social stir in
the domestic policy of the US itself., Many Mmericans
 pressurised the govermment to "bring the boye (soldiers
deployed abroad) home™, The "Nizxon Daé‘briné" was, in
fact, the response to the public pressures, Thig demand
for the reduction of MAmerican efforts in the conflict-
prune areas of the world was possible :!.n any of the .
following gwaya,‘ | ’

 First, the US should be willing to accept losses
in vhat was still geen a3 a struggle with the communisgts,
But the Nixon Adminigtration could neﬁsrer accept such

11

defects, |
_Secoﬁdly;. the allies of the Hs'jﬂshould Alderevd-4
do more for their own defense wiﬁ?m;ié depending upon
the US at all, Bat thig was not a p_i‘omising approach
in the Asisn context as these sllies were not capable
of doing so. |
Thirdly, there should be a return to séme version
of the doetrine of massive retaliation, But this made
no senge in the strategic enviromment of the late siities.
Fourthly, the "threats® from the USSR and the PRC
"could be made less", This ;;ossibility offered the way
out, partly by a lowered estimate that both the PRC and
the USSR lacked the required abilities to gain inflnence

| in the Third World (especially after the departure of

7%
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Sukarno in Indonesia and Nasser in Egypt), and partly
by the US recognition that the PRC was less inclined
toward the use of military force than had previously
been thnught.z

In-cencretg termg, this meantrthat the US, by the
end of sixﬁies, was considering seriougly the idea that
the best way to live in peace was to let the opponents
live in peace, This perhaps was in President Nixon's
mind when he saidt "I thinmk it will be safer world and
‘better world if we have a strong'healtky US, Europe, the
Soviet Union, China and Japan, each balancing the other,
not playlng one against the other, an even balance", 3
Thus, the US should not do anything that might hurt ite
‘;oppcnents and it would ezpect the apponents to behave
likewise.

It is against this background thax we should read
the "Nixon dootrine". The doctrine was enunciated dy
President Nixon in his informal remarks with newsmen at
Guam on 25 July, 1969.% He saia (when ssked about the
US military relationship in Asis)s |

I believe the time has come when the vus,

in our relations with all of our Asian friends,
be quite emphatic on two points: One, that ‘
::a:lii %ggpagufﬁ:i;gggl:g:mggmggff%;£§'dggzn::?
except for the threat of a major povwer involving
nuclear weapons, that the US ig going to

encourage snd has a right except that this
problem will be increasingly handled by, and
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the responsibility for it taken by, the
Asian nations themselves, 5

To remove the confusion 'régarding what he said
above, the President in a nation.wide telecast on
3 November, 1969 saids |

-1 laid down in Guam three principles as
guidelines for future imerican policy
toward Asia: First, the United States
will keep all of its treaty commi tments,
Second, ‘we shall provide a shield if a
nuclear power threatens the freedom of a
- nation allied with us or of a nation
whoge survival we c¢onsider vital to our
security, Third, in cases involving other
‘types of aggression, we ghgll furnigh '
military and economic assigtance when reguested
in accordance with our treaty commitments,
But we shall look to the nation directly
threatened to asSume the primary responsie
bility of providing the man-power for its
defense, 6

The implications of the doctrine {in security

' tems) were made further clear by the Defensé Report of
M.R, AI‘saird, the then Secretary of Defense in 1972, It
_saids | |

In defense planning the strategy of Realistice
Deterrence emphasizes our need to plan for

_ optimum uge of all military end related
respurces available to meet the requirements
of Free World Security. These Free VWorld
military and relgted resources which we

call 'Total Force! - include both active
and reserve components of the US, thoge of
our allies, and the additional mili tary.
capabilities of our allies andi friends that
will be made available through locsal efforts
or through provision of appropriate security
agsgistance programmes, 7
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~ This, it was pointed out, was in continuity with

the l,ii_ze advocated by Pr‘esiden{ Nixon that "in our (US) /
relations with all countries we (US) p‘roceaﬂé to give
effect to our (US) new policy of insisting that we have
neither the prescriptions nor the resources for the
solutions of the vprdblemé-ix; which ours is not the prime
national antefest;. ‘Itv ig coming to be widely understood
that we are in the earnesy when we e&y that it is for
" others to formulate solutions to these problems, and
" that our contribution should be viewed as a supplement
%o the application of major resources from those pri.
marily at i’nteﬁ!‘es‘%'ﬂs

Viewing all this, the report identified two types
of conflict in the Third Worid, One termed "thea’(;re
eonfliet"_.wéuld involve Soviet or Chinese attacks on
Third World countries, Turkey, Greece, South Korea,
Taiwan and South East Asia stood as the possible targets.
Under the Nixon doctrine, according %o the Report, the
US would presumably remain willing to play a major role
in determining that type of conflict,’ |

The second form of Third World hostilities, termed
fsub=theatre conflict® raised more complex questions, the
ﬁeport said, The Nixon doct‘rine identified two varients
of sub~.theatre conflict, The first involved attack by
countries such ag North Korea and North Vietnam on US

allies such as South Korea and South Vietnam, Cambodia,
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Laos and Thailand. In these i‘né%ances. the Nixon Doctrine
would favoﬁr the attacked country's defending iteelf |
withon% the aid of US combat forces but would not preclude
the ;molvm#ent of Asmerican forces under gpecial circum.
gtances, The second consisted of insurrections sgainst
‘the established g@#ermnen‘és. In that case the government
involved would clearly be expected to deal with the

ingurgency on ite cwn, wi'th only material help from the
10

Another but significant aspect of American policy
which may be taken note of is the policy of emphasgizing
the need for "Asian YRegiona.lism".,“ Speaking én the
subject, Marshall Gieeg, the then Aecsistant Secretary for
East Asian and Pecific Affairs, eaid on 20 October 1969:

. While the US interests in the ares remain
egsgentially the gameé and our commitmentis
will be honoured, we recognize that there
is change in the mood of the American
peoples They are casutions shout under.
takting new commi tments. They are becoming
somewhat impatient with carrying what many
congider w be a disproportionate share of
burden of military security and economic
agsistance abroad, They are asking more -
and more frequently what other countries
ave doing to help themselves and each
o'ther... « I should cloce with a Special
word on Japan ..»s Japan is now the third
nost economic entity today. Bat these
‘great achievements cerry with them great
respongibilities, And the world is watching
to see the role which Japan will henceforth
play in the development and security of Asia,i2
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Thus the Nizon doctirine maintained all the defensge
commitments that the US assumed early in the cold war
‘and ingleted that the armed forces of the US and its
‘ellies rema.in gtrong, 1t has therefore been criticized,
with some justification, "for over-emphasizing the
importance of military force amd continuing ‘She old :
containment policy in a new guis_e".13 Bat the doctrine
went beyond contaimment in its effcrt to diminigh the
rigk of war and %o ergate, ag already pointed oub in
ti:ebegizming, a network of constructive relationships
with the adveré&ry states, The traumatic experiences
of the Vietnan Mar made it imperative to make a rve-
agsesgament 6£ the containment pé.licy. The emrirbnment
for the change became further conducive due to the Sino-
Soviet split and its far-reaching impact, This objectively
favoured the anti-communiat governnents like the K.
As a result, it was contemplated that the containnent
policy could be sustained even without the intervention
of the US forces, Thie seemed to be the rationale that
prompted President Nixon to say that "while we will
maintain our interests in Asia and the commitments that
flow from them, the changes taking place in that region
enable us to change ‘%he character of our involvemen? "'14

The Asian policy based on the principles of Nizon
doctrine, now we can say, presupposed, in substance, a

new approath to the traditional adversaries in general
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énd Ghina'in particular, on the one hand; and on the
other; loyalty to US allies, which in the far eastern
context would imclude South Korea, Japan and Taiwan,
Thié policy proclaimed unity of America5s Asian allies
- %o be a primary objective and gave Japan the main role-
in attaining it. Japan was expected to carry out the
imerican objectives; that is, %o rely on Japan's
potential in order to share the political "responsibility”
and the burden of military expenditures in the Far East,
_Secondly, a careful reading of Nizon Doctrine makes
one realize the special point of the "growing independent
role® of the allies thereby meaning tﬁax otherwise they
woulé not learn to look after themselves, Nixon pointed
out that a combination of the'prinaiple of replesecing US
military strength by the forces of its allies and the US
readiness to come to their aid in case of a nuclear threat,
and ite loyalty to its tfeaty commi tments, was the key to
an understanding of the ideas by whidh the US intended to
preserve its important role in Asia while withdrawing its
troops from Vietnam and elsewhere.?s
To put it differently, in setting up e military-
political slliance in Asia (eSpecially in the Pacific
area‘s), Anerican policy makers counted on achieving a
"regional balance of power", They prepared the ground
to pr@vent the predominance in Asia of a strong rival
who might threaten American global interests, Nixon

wanted to preserve mul ti-state system to ¢ontrol over
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‘various parts of the region by means of the "nucl ear
umbrella” and the bilateral defense treaties with its
allies, As unity among the Bast Asian =sllies would grow,
the US, it was intended, would relax the "rigidity" of
its bilateral defense treaties, It, then, would assume
the role of a mediator in Asia in future. Therefore,
Nixon repeatédly spoke of the need for Asians to settle
their problems and conflicts themselves, promising aid
if a great power threatened ¢o attack them using nuclear
weape:ns‘%.” .
But thigs "doctrine® arouged disgatisfaction among

the ROK and Taiwan, the smaller Far Eastern allies of the
US. Japan's military weakness outside the US-Japanese
alliance was not the only factor obvious to them. They,
especially, some Korean scholars, associated Japanese
*independence® in Asian affairs with the fairly recent Japa-
-:iese occupation, with the demogagic slogans of the "Greater
East Asian 'Qa-»prosperity Sphere™ with'Japan*s role as the
*elder" brother and so on. ‘L‘ﬁis sugpicion of Seoul(Taipei
too) received a new impetus in-the late 1960s when the
Japanese monopolies began intensive economic penetration
into their traditional “gspheres of influence", although
both the BOK and Taiwan were interested, to a definite
degree, in broad ecomomic contacts with Japan.w

Hotwithstanding the major antagoniemes among America‘'s
far eastern ellies, owing to political, economic and also
historicsl factors, American diplomacy succeeded, in the
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 beginning, in teking an important s‘éep toward entrusting
"'3pecia1 responsibility on Japan for the South Korean
and Taiwan regimes. &he communique issuel after the
talka between Japan's Premier Sato and President Nixon -
on 19—21 November 1969, eaid that the security of the
Korean Republic was ingepsrable from the gecurity of
Japan and the aecurity in the region of Taiwan was also
an exceptionslly 1mpértant factor sé;l‘* the security of
Japan.‘g Actually, this appeared to be a commitment by
,the Japanese government te%e an ally of the US in
supporting South Korean and Taiwan regimes, However,
there was a d;lffefence‘ between the Japanese responsibi-
}1ity toward fhe ROK and its duty for Taiwan, This
he_ca‘me,, gubsequently, obviéus when the Japsnese leaders
explained that if war jbréke out in the Korean peninsula,
Japan was obliged immediately to back up any US military
aeti'ons taken from Japan, even before the UN decided
whether the war in Korea was an act of aggression or not,
whi.le in the event of fighting in the Talwan Strait,
Japan could not but be greatly digturbed by the position
of that state vhich it recognised,20

The reaction of Seoul to the outcome of the meeting
between Rixon and Sato was positive on the whole. It
attempted to go farther by urging the Japanese goverment
to strengthen the system of military cooperation between
Japan and the ROK. ths call was made in a document
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headed: “Problems of Security of the Korean Republic
in the ‘19*{(298",2q which was sent to Tokyo. This
reflected the desire of the ROK to draw Japan into
active work to build ﬁpfa "tripartite defense structure”
(The US~Japan-ROK) as the basis of s future regional
military-political bloe.z_z {(Japan took an evasive stand
on this) | '
_ These efforts to 3raw Japan inte the orbit of
,Amaric’an'paliey_ went hand in hand with other important
undertakings under the Nizon doctrine, They included
a search fér channels for contact with Peking (Beijing)
and thé reduction of American military preaenée from
the area including the FOK. It should be noted here
.t‘hat Beijing had strongly condemned the Sato-Nixon
communique by branding it “US imperialiem's act of
reviving Jepsnese militarism®, so that the Japanese
mili.tari-st forces could p‘lay‘a "major role" in Nixon's
"new Asian policy" of "using Asians to fight Asians", 23
The eame‘-attj.tude was again manifested when Chinese
Premi‘er Chou Enlal visited Pyongyang in April 1970, 24
In October 1969 reports seeped through to the
press that the US was considering the withdrawal of one
division of its troops from the FOK, mot linmking up
their presence with the presence of 40,000 South Korean:
troops in Vietnam, 25 on 6 July 1970, the US mbassador
in Seoul officially informed the ROK of his government's
intention to reduce the number of troops in that country
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by 20,000 men.2® This decision was the beginaing of an
important new stage in Washington's relations with its
far eastern allies. thile continuing to declare its
commitment to the treaties with ite allies, the US
began to ieduce its armed forces from Asia, It was now
a question, for the firgt time, of withdrawing froops |
that were not involved in the Vietnam war, thereby
affecting Asian allies of the 38.27

The White Houge decision evoked open and bitteﬁ
opposition in Seoul., Park Chung-hee regime, as we saw
in the previous chapter, began to prepare public opinion
for the idéa that American troops could not remain in
Korea for ever; and hence the State must toke the
eppropriate measures, | _

There in the USA, eriticiems started coming againgt
‘the administration., It ie more important to mote that
the American intelligentsia was broadly diviaad 1n$q
two groups, one eupportiné the "reduction® (even "with-
drawal®) in the name of "Americen disengagement”, and the
other pointing out the dangerous implications of such a
pclicy and hence rejecting it. This we will see in
_ details when we go tq the "Carter period" because 1t
is during the Presidency of Jimmy Carter that such
Qonxroveray éathered the maximum momentum, Wwhat should
be stressed here is the fact that the desirability of
the Ameriéan presence in the ROK was not questioned all
of a sudden when Carter became President, Right from

N\



89

the time of President Nizon, the talks ebout the
‘"aisengagement® had been there, : |

However, President Rixon did not reverse hig
decision, The plan of the withdrawal of the ground
troops was put through in October 1970, and it soon
became known that the US was recalling the seventh
division that guarded on 18-mile sector of the demili
tarized z"(me.‘28 Thusa, almost the"entire 155-mile
armigtice line between the twd parts of Korea was mw
under the control of the ROK army. This was obviously
the main ide‘a of the troop reduction in the ROK since
the remai‘n\ing mQriean %fbaps were stationed in the
rear and would not go into action automatically in
the event of minor elashes.zg

A% the same time, the stormy South Korean reaction
and Seoul's attempt. 4o put pressure on the US by threat-
ening to withdraw its troops from Vietnam evidently had.
some effect on Washington. At the béginning of 1971,
it was learnt that ?resident Nixon had inpgtructed the
Defense Dép.értment %o pd stpone indefinitely the plansg
for further troops reduction due to the pleading of the
State Department that a speedy second round of reductions
might create serious politicel problems in the K
where Presidential andl_.'?arliamex'xtw elections were
scheduled to be held in the Spring of 1971,°0 The
question of further reduction was not raised againg
until the US presidential election campaign of 1976.
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The second notable aspect of smerican policy
toward the EOK during the Nixon Adninistration was the
American endeavour aiming at creating a peaceful atmos.
' phere in the pen;insuia through diplomatic means, This
was followed by President Ford also, In'eoncrete terns,
this meant that the South Eorean leaders ghould define
spheres in which South and Horth Korea could begin a
dialogue, Althongh the South Korean 1eaders ha& gpoken

of "the inevitability of a future dieﬂ.ague wi.th the
North",! there was no doubt that it was the American
actions (normelisation of the relations with the PRC,
the reduction of troops, poliéy of detente vwhich meant
the peaceful co.existence between the gocialist and.
capitalist nations) and aélvice, besides the rige in
popularity of Kim Iiae;j‘wmg,, the main opposition leader
of the HQK, as was manifested in 1971 presidential
election, which prompted the FOK %o do 8o, This we
have alréady seen in"ché previous chapter, We algo
saw 1ts fooundity as it reéuited in a series of Northe
South dialogues, although in concrete terms they did
not achieve much, But they were important for the fact
that henceforward both the parts of the peninsula
launched uttensiﬁ.e& diplomatic offensives" againgt
each other ingtead of emphasizing wpen ‘the mili tary
resource. To score the diplomatic victory, as we saw

in the last chapter, on 23 June, Park Chung-hee
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unexpectedly suggested that both parts of Korea sghould
become members of the United Nations and Gther inter-
nationsl organi zations, | |

This tactic of Seoul had the Mmerican backing,
‘_In the same month (June), the US Secretary of State
arrived in Seoul for talks and deseribed Park Chung.hee's
statement as promising, 2 All this indicated that the
Nixon Aministration showed,;t?h'e propensity toward the
concept of "two Koreas".

~ Thus on the whole, the U3 policy toward the ROK
during Ni‘::an’é term ef. office could be described ag a
position of continued full support (in accordance with
the defenge treaty) with a simultaneous desire, and this
wags the change, %o encoﬁrage Japanese involvement in the
KK's secnrity and to exert pressure on Seoul to be
more flexible in i.ts relations with the DPRK,
I |

The Watergate scabdal led to the énd of Nixon's
presidency but not the end of most of the principles
underlying the USA's new Par Eastern policy, Gerald
Ford, the Vice-President under Richard Nixon, assumed
the Presidency on 9 August 1974. During his period,
some alterations, as we will see now, were made; but
they 4id not tantamount to a repudistion of the coursge
set up by President Nixon, These weré due to the emerging
political realities that the new Administration faced, |

The crushing defeat suffered by the US (in I1ndoe
Gh;na) resulted in an important change in the emphasis
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rather than the substance of the US Asian poliey., 1In
late 1974, when the communist victory in Vietnam seemed
imminent, Ford had pald a visit to the ROK. There he
told the South XKorean President: "I am here, Mr President,
to reaffirm our frieniship and to give it new life aziﬁ
meaning, HNothing binds nations together closer than té
have fought side by side for the same cause, Two times
vwe have stood together here as well as in Vigtnam, %o
preserve the peace, to preserve the stability of Asia
and the world, We can never forget this", 33

On {1 May 1975, that is, the day af{:er fhe fall of
Saigon, James Schlesinger, the US Defense Secretary,
declared that Western Zurope and South Kores were the
front defense zone after the withdrawsl from Vietnam,
On 16 May 5975, Henry Kigsinger, the Secretzry of State,
also said: "We believe that the defense of Korea and
the‘ eecurity of Korea ig important for the security of
the whole Northeast Pacific .... and it is extremely
important for our relationship with Japan, o

8till another iinportan’e aspect of relations
between the US and the ROK became known in the same
period when the Congress was examining the military
expenditures under the 1976 budget, it was officimlly
announced, for the first time, that ‘the US had stationed
in South Korea 1,000 unité of tactical nuclear weapons
- and 54 aircraft for their delivery, and that parts of
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the nuclear warheads were situated close to the demarcation
line", P 4 few amys later, President Ford reaffimed this
and gaid, in respanse to a question agking whether he would
authoriae the uge of nuclg—ar weapone to stop a North Korean
attack on Soufh.Korea,."i>am saying ﬁ@ have them and they
‘will be used in our national intetest",gs Both the
eomment# were in stark contrast to the long stending
officiel (American) policy of refusing to comment on
the presence of muclear weapons in Asiasm '
The msin features of the US policy in the Far East
were clearly outlined by I’hilip Habib, the Assistant
Secretary of State fo::;s East Asia and Pacific Affairs in
his statement before the 94th Congress (1974-78), They
vere as fonow'sa' - N

: A. Political and Str te i e

» 1e S\lpport i’or the sovereignty and independence of the
vnon-communist nations in the area (North East Asia),.

2. Maintein an equilibrium in the area so as to avoid
hegemony by any major power, o

3. ¥ork to reduce tensiong and to reduce the likelihood
of violeﬁt confrontations between nations in the area,
4. Maintain US commitment in the region, although
these are now more modest than in the past,

In regard to Korea, Habib said; >

", | gontinued tension is 1ikely %o remain for a long
‘time as North seeks reunification on its terms alone,

2. North 1$ undertaking a major effort %o isolate

the South diplomatically, as evidenced in it¢s UN resolution,
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3, The US must maintain a firm ﬁosture under our Mutual
Defengse Treaty commitment,
4., The US will support the North-South dialogue which is
presently at an impagse".,

In this report to the Congress, Habib also stated that

the Administration wanted the Congress to help the ROK in

1ts efforts toward the modernigsation of the defense.?

~ Mr Solarz, a Congress-man gave a suggestion to the
administration which ig being reproduced below for its
high importance; |

As you know (addressed %o Habib) the US
gecond division is degi.oyea north of Seoul,
If a surprise attack took place, there is
real poesibility of our ground forces now
deployed North of Seoul would unavoidably
be involved in hostilities as that is the
traditional invasion route, This will be
perhaps, against our wishes, an fmerican

- inwvolvement ,... {So) Wwhy 4o we not redeploy
the forces we have north of Seoul, south of
Seoul? We could thereby keep our troops in
South Koreas... continuing the deterrent wvalue of
our military presence but not risking our
sutomatic involvement, if a a\n*prise attack
should take place, 41

Habib replied:

Two reasong, First, the deterrent is there to
meke sure that deterrent is credible, Secondly,
in order to move the divieion it would require
a very large outlay of funds,... that people
talk in terns of a half a billion of dollars -
in terms of facilities,... in addition you have
to restructure your defenge posture substantially
at that time and I would say that like you, we
40 not have any indication at this time that an
attack is imminent. One of the reasons 1 think
is because the second division happens to be
there. 42
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Important to mote here is the fact that Habid
clearly differentiated the American goldiers deployed in
the DMZ (de-militarized zone) from the troops stationed
north of Seoul, While apswering a question, he said: "The
troops that are up on the line (IDMZ) are deployed under an
entirely different purpose, They are deployed within the
terms of the armistice agreement and indeed are the troops
thet deal with the armistice area itself, the Panmunjom ares.
This 1s what they are there, Up until 1971 we actually hed
a division deployed on the line., That division was withdrawn
and put into reserve snd no division was put ‘on the line,..
The troops (not division),...( that) ,... are actuslly on the
line, are there not in co:;nection'basicaily with the defense;
they are there in connection vith the armistice agreement
and its enforcement, Under ‘the armigtice agreement our
people are charged jointly with the security of that parti.
eular area® 43 _

The above "Hearing" tha'c we Saw in details makes on&
point unmistakably clear, That ig, the RFOK and its security
vere regardeﬁ by Ford AMministration to be important for the
ptability in North Bagt Asia, the disturbance of which
othenwime would ge contrary to the American interest,

Thie emphasis which Ford, unlike Nimn, gave was, as was
: argued‘ by many, due to the "Japanese factor®, This,

' hawever, does not mean that it was "the" tactor,

~



In the early 1970s, though relations with Seoul
continued {to maintain priority, Tokyo made significant
changes in its Horth Korean posture, Mainly responsibdle
for this was the positive response of a significant section
of the LDP (the ruling party of Japan) and the business
community including both large and medium bdbusiness
- enterpriges to the North Korean invitaticn.44 ALl this
'was in the euvironment of strained relationship between
both the countries due to Kim Dpe~jung incident in 1973
{the famous Korean oppo sition iee;der vas kidnapped from
a hotel in Tokyo by the Korean Central Intelligence
Agency ).

Bat the pro-Seoul elements in the LIP, so far
iying low, exploited the alleged North Korean plot of
killing Park which resulted in the assassination of
hig wife, discov'ery of the underground tunnels supposedly
built by the North Koreans and the axe-slaying of the
imerican soldiers, So in 1974 mi'azawa Eiichi, the
Japanese Foreign Minister said:

In past year or so, there have been

gseveral unhazppy Qdevelopmentg in Japanese-

ROK relations, but the importance of

close Japanese-RJK relations in our foreign

policy has not diminished at all.... Our

Ootforte o improve friendly relstions with

the Republic of Korea. 45

Especially after the cammunist victory in Indow '
China, South Korea's ixﬂportance to Japan as a paychological

and military buffer againgt communi gn loomed large.,
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To face this contingency as well as its overall defense
poéture in the wake of Vietnam, Tokyo substantially
strengthened its security ties with the US in an unprece-
dented Jx‘ir’c of ineetings in 1975. They included Miazawa's
journey to Washing ton ii.t_ May, Premier Mikit*s visit in
August, Schlessinger's trip to Japan and the HOK in
September, all symbolically capped by Emperor Hirofhitd's
historic visit to the US in October.4®
For our purpose let us confine ourselves to only
two meetings (Japan.US) which highlighted the importance
- of the RWK's security., First wag the visit of Miki to‘
the USA in august 1975, Reflecting the LDP's dominant
"pro-Seoul” view, Miki argued that "the security of the
ROK, waich 1nv_'§=urn is necegsary for peace and security
in East ‘Asi'a ineluding Japan'-"M Urging Ford to maintain
current American 'poliey *bowazj& Jeoul so that "delicate
equilibriun® in Korea would not be disturbed, he said,
"We trust t‘herle will be no sudden change in the US
pelicy". 48 |
-éimil'arlys the American and Japanese gecurity talks
durihg Schlesgsingerts visit set the stage for the closer
security cooperation of which the ROX was regarded the

key. Acting on the Self-Defense Agency's (Japan) judgement
that North Kores posed a threat to South Korea and that

"the possibility of limited military conflicts in Korea
has increased in the post-Vietnam period", Japan formally

requegted the US to see that "American troops in South Korea
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be maintained on a long-:term basis”, Japan aleo reassured
the USA 6f "eontinued use of 'theix; ‘-ba.ses" in J'ayan. Wi th
regard to "prior eonsul’cation" in military ‘operat.ions
launched from US bases in 1%, Japan indicated that in
actusl crises threatening ROK's security, it would not
quibbled in aying yés“.‘ 49 \

This Japanese pressure played an extremely important
role in Ford's thinking about the FOK. Henry Kissinger,
the Secretary of State admitted it while saying "if we
abandon (the HOK), it would have drastic consejuences
in Japan and over all Asia because it would be interpreted
as our fina.i withdrawal from Asia and our final withdrawal
from our whole po\st-ma‘r foreign polic:y"ﬁg

Thus the Ford Aministration pursued a policy toward
the ROK _;a;hich could be viewed as "part of a comprehensive
U8 readjustment *t—shroﬁghout Asia to an offshore defensive
posture®,”! Even the famous "Pacific Doctrine"’2 of -Ford
clearly“refleeted this view. ‘F‘ord,, anong other things,
said that American strength was basic to the sgtability
in the Pacific, that parinership with Japan was the pillar
of american policy;' that American interest in Asia depended
upon the resolution of the 'autstanding conflicts which
included the Korean problem and that the solution of the

Korean problem mugt take into account the peace and
pecurity of the peninsula and hence of the FOK to which
the US would continue to be committed, 53
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Sunming up Geégld Fﬁrd!s brief f%esidenéy, we may
gay that the US had a defensive reaction to the defeat
that 41t suffered in Indo-China, Anerican strategic
interests in the Asian Pacific region shifted to North
East Asie. On the military track, the initial phase of
the policy required a strong Japan snd a strong FOK. In
the case of the latter, the US promised all sorts of
agsistance for the military modernisation; and as long
as the process of modernigation wais not over, the US
maintained its steadfast commitment in order to defeat
the anticipated adventuriem by the North Koreans, Hence,
there was the "saber-rattling” in mid-1975 by American
officials (mainly Scﬁlessinger) on the uge of tactical
nuclear weapons in Korea,

However, all this did not mean, as we have emphasised
somevhere elsezmghax Ford deviated from the paﬁh»?ﬁgzggq
by Fixon. Fbr,bfﬂixcn doctrine" did not mean, in concrete
terms, the withdrawal from Asia. 1%, in fact, aimed at
creating an environment in whic¢h the USA could remain in
Asia effectively. Ibrd; like Nizon, was thinking of
withdrawing American ground troops from the ROE, % Dut he,

unlike Nixon, never emphasised upon it, The mechanism of
his policy of withdrewal was "the transfer to the South

Korean goverment, the military ability to céntain the
exigting tension (in the‘peninsula)".sg This had been
made quite clear by the Admiral Noel Géyler in his report
to the g4th Congress,
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- He aai&:
\k-v\ou:)

I 40 not think ,,.. When we can eafely withdraw,

I think we havé to assess the situation as it

exists when the time comes, when we think that

the South EKorean situation is secure go that

an ageression from the North would require

a grave migcalculation, Then and only then,

I think we should withdraw, I think we should

make 1t conditional on that situation rather

than conditional on a fixed number of years,

or the execution and completion of any

gpecific programme, 56

Iikewise, in continuity with Hixon's policy, Ford
Mninistration kept open the option of political efforts
toward the Korean question, Secretary of State Henry
Kigsinger, aédressing'the UN in September 1975, proposed
the conditional ®wtermination of the UN command; mul ti-
lateral negotiations among South Korea, North Korea, the
US and "other members of the Security Council® to find
out newiways t0 preserve ﬁhe armistice agreement; and
full membership for the Korean .gove.ir.nment in the UN
without prejudice to their eventual uaificatiop".s"

| B+ : {0\ |

It is the presidency of Jimmy Carter that created
much of an uproar as far as the relations between the
HOK and the US, partzcularly the security aspects, were
concerned, Before we attempt to dipcuss it at length, i¢
will be better to reflect on the then prevailing opposing
‘views regarding America's "Korea policy".. Thig is important
in the sense that Carter, being a Presidentiel candidate,

would not have been indifferent to all this.
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As we have pointed out earlier, the presence of
Americen troops in the ROK and the resultant security
commi tment had étin‘ed a stroirig'public/controv‘ez@sy in
the US toward tﬁe last.phafse of the Americen involvement
in ,Viefnam. Persons advocating the "change® in the
policy had varied reasons to base their 1og:i:c on; but
we can, for our convenience, put them in an overall
framework, |

To begix; with, it was pointed out that the imerican
commitment to the ROK wag meant to oontain%boviet Union
and China (PRC). But, this containment policy of the
US has logst much of its vigour now. . The "dominant"
theory has been made defunct, it was argued, by its

38 For, Sino-American relations

propounders themselves,
congiderably improved in the geventies, Similarly, the
rivalry with the USSR was no longer the primary pre-
occupation of the USA, Even if the USSR was the main
Vdanger.-, China was taking care of that, at least in Asia,
Therefore, it was emphasised that there was no need for
active involvement in the HOK,

Further, the emphasis was laid upon American debacle
in Indo-China, For, this debacle( the advocates of
"di sengagement™ in Korea thnught) was the result of the
{then prevailing American foreign policy toward Asia.l
The Americens, they argue&,sg must keep themselves aloof
from the Asian conflict, This argument got strengthened

as the sentiment of "bringing the boys home® prevail ed

strongly in the minds of the American public,



One scholar went even up to the extent of arguing
that strictly from the gecurity point of view, America»_;’s
natural defense line was not on the land half-way up to
the Korean peninsula, but in Korean strait, where it
cou.l_d be easily maintained by the US overvhelming naval
power in the Western Pacific, South Korea, in this
éenee, ‘Q:e concluded, was a strategic la.abi.lify,, not an
'assef,- 60 S _ '
| The gecond eaxégugy 62 scholars pointed out that
the American withdrawal from the peningula could not
vitally affect the stability of the region. 1In the
present circumgtances, 1t was pointed out, 'there was
no probability of an attack from the North on the South,
"With the Sino-Soviet disputevgraﬁing'in iﬁtensity,
Pyongyang found itself caught in the cross-fire of
1%s two communist-near neighbours and graduelly
recogni sed ‘that it‘ could no longer count on a massive

outgide support in any new military conflict with the

South, Later, as both Koreas began to confront a resurgent

Japan, Pyongyang saw (hence would realise) that a policy

of indefinite confrontation with the South would only

61

harden the Seoul-Tokyo axig...s" Moreover the strains

imposed by a policy of austere economic national_isn, which

regulted in the curbs in the foreign aids from the fellow

socialist countries, 62

as far as North Korea was concerned, "from a militant

unification posture to a softer line".

appeared to have contributed a shift,



Given the fact that neither the Soviet Union nor
éhina will come to its help if North Korea, for the shake
of argument, attempts to attack the South, then the -
advocates of the withdrawal thought South Korea still
would be in a position to defend itself, Not only did
it have twice the population of its adversary and larger
armed forces in terms of manpower, "but her gross
national product had been growing twice as fast as that
of North Korea in the 1965.75 period®, 63 This trend
waé expected to continue, As a result, there was a
growing conviction among those critics that Seoul was
capable of maintaining a reasonable defense posture viseae
vis the North without l.the presence of American grouad
eombat troops. -

Even if the ROK was not capable of defending .
1tself and it, as a result, turned communist under Kim
Ilesung, as the proponents of this hypothesis Baid,&
 the US would lose 1ittle, The American anxiety, it was
pointed out, rested upé!ji the apparent belief that the
. North was bound to act as a creature of either?goﬁat
Union or China and that Seoul and Pyongyang could
establish a unified Eorean identity under the auspices
of the major powers. 65 Thus the need for an agreement
stabilizing the relationship of the North and South %o
the satisfaction of Moscow, Beijing, Tokyo and Washington
was etress_e&. ~ Otherwise, it was feared, a withdrawsal
could result in "a vacuum of influence", 66 But thig
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assumption was demolighed on the ground that the great
milttaiy powers in the recent years have proved 1ncapable
‘of controlling the less powerful countries, as was
demonstrated in the case of Vietnam, So a unified .
comnuni st Korea would even be more able and ineigtent
‘than the present North Korean regime on maintaining its
independence of both China and the USSR.67 On the other
hand, it is the threat from fMmerican intervention.thaﬁ
makeé,another eritic pointed out, North Korea's relations
with the USSR and China a‘critical rgctor.GB _

The third category of schalarsiargued for the
Ameriéan vithdrawal on a "moralistic line" because of
the following two reasons. The US is the citadel of
democracy. It therefare,,should support only those
countrieg which respect demécraQy, In e democratic
country there were institutional checks against the
violation of human rights. But South Eorean reg}me
has become suthoritarian and violated the basic human
rights which iuncluded "the tortuie of cruel, inhuman
or degrading tréétment>or punishment; prolonged detention
without charges; or other flagrant denials of the right
to life, liberty and security of the person".69 President
Park declared martial law in 1972 and it became more or
lese a permanent fixture in the BOK's polity. The
previoﬁs conagtitution was suspengea and in its place
the "Yushin® constitut;on.was enforced to enable Park
to continue in office indefinitely, This consgtitution
hag seriously restricted the civil rights and libverties
in South Korea. |
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| Therefore, these critics pointed out that American
backing éould rot help the ROK as far as the fear of a
Horth Korean attack was concerned, For,' 80 long as Seoul
regime hed the loyelty of its people, it would be extremely
foolhardy for the North to attempt to topple the South
with 1ts own limited iaower, ‘even if the South lscked
imerican military support. Vhat South, thus, had to fear
from the North was not open aggression but internal
subversion which only could be tackled 1f there was no
public éiseontentc

Secondly, it was found that some prominent Koreans

were exerting their influence through bribery in the
policy (toward Korea,),'making process of the US, TFor
ingtance, ig thewfamous "Korea Gate Scandal“,7° it was

discovered how Park Tung-sun, a South Korean rice dealer
| was ihﬂuencving the American poliey makers, This view
was further strengthened when Kim Hyung-uk, former |
Ilirectorv of the Korean Central Intelligence Agency and

a self-imposed exile, revealed it to the Anericans,
The Congress wanted to testify it from Park Tung-sun
'himself who now was in Seoul, But exonerating himself
from all the charges, Park Tung-sun refused to testify
before the Congress, 8o vhen the Congress requested

the Seoul govermment to send him to Wachington, the latter
expressed its ingbility to do so. Thus, anti-Koresn
feeling was intensified in the US and meny questioned the
recalcitrant behaviour of a State for which the US had done

go much,
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The aforeaid 'p'oﬁ.nt_is imporfant in the sense that
it made the env‘ironment,’ as vfar as the Amm'ioan publié
- was concerned, conducive ﬂsr those who were demanding the
American dz.sengagement. I*t is against this background
that the debate on the Korean issue in the ?residential
election campaign (1976) should be viewed, Carter kept
in mina the impertame of the war Veterans and their
aependents (V:ietnam war) who eerta:mly disliked the
American involvement in another Asiem war and the investi.
.g'ati-ans‘coneeming-xorea which, if'proved, would create
ditficulties for any President of the US,7'

Carter's predilictions toward the respect for human
rights was another i’actor that conditioned his attitude
toward the ROK. On the other hand, and this is a notable
aspect, Carter's denunciation of the Park regime might
have been & calculated pl"-:tbta win over the support of
Anerican chureh leaders who were quite concerned about
the movments of their fellow church leaders theré in the
ROE. 1t should be remembered that many South Korean church
leaders had formed a C‘ouncil of Human Rights Movement whose
aim, among others, was the restoration of constitutional
: guarantees in the BOK.72 ‘

On 23 June 1976 while campaigning, Carter declared:
"It will be possible to withdraw our ground troops from
South Korea +... It should be made clear to the South
Koresn government that its intezlnal oppressioix is repugnant
to our people and undermines our support for our commitment

»

there “,73
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After being elected, Carter in 1977 attempted to
keep hig election plédges. He announced the removal __
of American troops from South Korea in pha.ses.?4 Over
& gradusl five years period, 1t was decided, most of tﬁe
over 42,000 American soldiers would be recalled elong with
automatic tactical weapons (nuclear), Soon after the PEM
13 (Presidential Review Memorandum), the administrationt's
basic¢ policy document on the withdrawal plan, incorporated
Carter's view and "gtressed that removal of US ground
forces, especially the Second Infantry Division, located
just off the D2, would remove the "trip-wgre" of automatid
American involvement in ground combat if North Korea
attacked”, It also atated that "if US air and naval
forces became directly engaged in resisting a North
Korean invasion, they would be reinforced only with
weapons and ammunitions and not with grounﬁ troops".
A similer view was expressed earlier im PRI-10, an
administration assessment of US global strategy, which
stated that termination of a land-based military presgsure
in Asia would provide the US with "flexibility to deter~
mine at the time whether it ghould or should not get
involved in a local war".75

To explain Carter's policy, two Presidential
envoys, Under Secretary- of State for Political Affairs,
Philip Habib and Chaimman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
General George Brown, vigited Seoul from 24 to 26 May 1977,76
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The same apirit was aleo reﬂected in the twa-day meeting
at Seoul of the annual Securz.ty Consultative Conference
on Korea;, This meeting was attended by US Seoretary of
Defense, Ha;j'old Brown. The ROK, while agreeibné to ﬁne
principle of w'i‘thdrawal' (thia; we have alreadj seen in
the previous chapter), bargained herd for “compensatory
measures prior to withdrawal“
| 48 a resul't, "\the joint communique of 26 July, .
we find the following things: 17
First it was agreed that the first batch of 6,000
Amerwan ground troops wculd leave Korea by the end of
1978. The remaining ground forces will be withdrawn
over a period of five years, |
Second}.y, the US would render Korea prompt and
_ effect:cve military support in gccordance with the Koresow
Gslﬁutual Eefensé ireaty of 1954 in case of a contingency
in Korea. . . |
Thirdly, the Headquarters of Second US div:ie:lon
and two US brigades would remain in Korea until tvhe
completion of the planned withdrawal of YS ground forces
from Korea.
Fourthly, even after the planned withdrawal of
Us giound troops from Korea, US ngval and intelligence
units, communicetion elements and 'lagistic personnel
would_cantinue to remain there,
- Fifthly, the military eguipment in the possession
of the,se?cond ‘33 division would be turned over to the

Korean armed forces free of charge,
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Sifxthly, extreme Anerican foreign military eaies eredits
will be provided to Korez to enhance its dafense~capability.
- I11(B)
~In the above section we reproduced the speech of
Carter which clearly emphas:.zed {in the year 1976) that
Americen commitment to the HOK was dependent upon the
observance of the basic human rights there. But in June

1978. i.e, nearly ti:o yeai-s after Carter gave a speech
'y obd"\‘q—"
which just did not point out Roicd candit:.onﬁ He saids

Peace and ‘stability on the ¥orean peninsula
and in the North East Asia are vital to our
national interest, The nagtion is fully
determined to maintain ite Commitment to
the Republic of Korea .... In announcing my
decigion to withdraw our ground combat
forces from Korea over & 4.5 year period,

I stressed that it was essential to improve
Soz;ghaKorean defenge forcgs so as to
confidently maintain an pdeguate military
bslance on the peninsula., 1 also announced
that we will take other measures te mainbain
the balance, including our air forces in
Eorea in October of this year, 1 also
asked the Congress to gpprove a program to
help atrengthen South Korean military capa-
bilities particularly legislation to
authorise the transfer to South Korea of a
significant portion of the equipment of our
departing ground combat forees, 78

Jimilarly, in a letter to Sénate majority leader,
Robexrt Byrd and House Speaker ‘l‘hbmas O.'Neil, dated
20 July 1978, President Carter stated: "Should circume
stances affecting the balance change gignificantly, we
will assess these changes in ¢lose consultations with
the Congress, the Republ;\.c 0f Korea and other Asian
allies, Vur plans will be adausted if the develcpmente 80

warrant'?.n In the same letter he pocinted out that

-,
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withdrawal should not "followvw a rigid time~téble not
subject to modification in the light of changing circum-
stances”, | | | ,

On 9 February 1979, Carter declared that "right
‘nmow we are holding in abeyance any further reduction in
the US ground combat troops levels from South Korea
until we can assess the new intelligence data oa the
build up of North Korean force levels, the impact of
normalizations with China and the new peace proposal
or digcussion for peace that have been put forward by
South and North Korean governmenxs,ao

Also, tﬁs joint communique that came out after
Carter's visit to Seoul (Carter visited the BOK on 29
July 1979), stated that only the US would maintain e
gtrong military presence in EKorea without making clear
whether such a continued presence would include ground
combat forces.a1

On 20 July 1979, 2 Brezezinski, National Adviser
to President Carter, réad é ¥hite House statement to the
press‘aeclaring that the Presidént had given up plans
to withdraw US ground forces from South Korea by 1982,
According to the ammouncement, withdrawals planned for
1979, 1980 and 1981, totalling over 20,000 men, were
Suapende&. The White House statement also said that
a reassessment of US forces in South Korea would be

conducted in 1981 based on two factors: (1) “the
regtoration of a satiasfactory No rth-South military
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balance} and (2) "evidence of a tangible progress toward
a reﬁucéion of teisipn‘on the peni.mw:l.aa.".»8:2

What do all these mean? What led Carter to change
his mind from an unconditional withirawal to a conditional
one? | ‘ '

Many obsgervers have cited a gingle factor in the
treoé withdrawal suépgﬁsion, It was a new intelligence
estinate of North Eorean military strength which came to
light in January 1979‘éhowihg Horth Xorea to have a
sﬁrnﬁger military force than US intelligence experts A
had previously believeﬂ,aa However, this argument, even if
true, does not provide s convincing case, This only meant
that a North Korean superiority in the peniﬁsula.waa not '
liked hy the US, Bat the real reason was that th’e.'ﬂDK
was too important a country to be neglected, ITo put it
differently, the opponents of the withdrawal ﬁcn.a big
secore by convincing Carter on the importance of the ROK.
Now we will see these arguments in a céncised manner,

The probléh'May be seen from ¥ two angles.
Firsti-it can be viewed in terms of the RKOK in particular,
i,e. the importance of the country ge such to the US,’
Secondly, it can be seen in terms of the KX in general,
i.e. the view of the U3 toward the North East Asia, a8
& whole. _

Viewed from the iifst angle, the ROK was (is) one
of the important trading pariners of the USA.34 The

econonic interactions between the two countries was
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growing stronger day by day. The annual volume of
trade, for instance, between the ROK and the US which
was only 150 million dollars in 1961, grew %0 times
in 15 years to become $4.5 billion in 1976, 85 (the
latest survey made in 1982 shows that the ROK is the
12th largest trading partner of the US.,56) Tne us
private investment, similarly, has been on a constant
increase, For example, the American foreign investment
in 1977 was worth of 6,729 thousand dollars in cash
and 5,068 thousand dollars in capital goods, These
figures in 1978 were respectively 37,155 thousand and
86677 thousand, In 1979 they were $10,079 thousand
and $19?7é thousand, In 1980 they were $49,826 thousand
and $10,527 thousand.®? These figures reveal how
- interested the American investers were in the ROK,
Therefore, had Carter not eha:;gﬁeﬂ his policy about
withdrawal, thig trend of increasing investment woulad
'ha_Ve come to a halt, as no massive American private or
ingtitutional economic involvement in the ROK's
economy would have been possible without the US govern
ment guaranteeing the security of that state.

Hence i1t was quite likely that the Americen
business commmty night ha,ve employed heavy pressure
upon the Carter administration to reconsider the
withirawal scheme., It ig nothing surprising as the
effectiveness of pressure groups in Americen polity
is well-known, It 18 also in thls sense that one can
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say that "the military indugtriel complex" in the USA o

might 'havé pressurized the goverhment as the K, as
will be shown in the next chapter, is one of the major
arméd importers of the US,

Secondly, Carter administration realized that if
the withdrawal polic y w;i—t{%: &;e vigorously implemented
then that would intensify the arms race in the peninsula.
Most importantly, the ROK, being not sure of fmerican ‘
commi tment, would join the Trace in acquiring nuclear
weapons._as Prevention of nuclear proliferation was one
of the most important pronounced poli.cies of Carter.
Hence, in thig sense, the 'American military presence in
the peninsula was an "arms control® measure,

As far é,s viewing the situation in the Asian context
is concerned, we can begin with the strategic importance
of North East Asia to the US, This fact was very much
realised by Carter's predecessors, and hence we need not
repeat it here, We only will point out the arguments
of critics about the dangerous imp‘licafions of Carter's
original policy.

Donald S, Zagoria, an expert on Far Eaet89 feared
that the withdrawal would tantamount to the increasing
reservations of the PRC about the dependability of the
US as a Pacific Power willing and able %o help counter-
balance the growing Soviet strength in the region,

He slso pointed out that from his personal interview
‘with the high Soviet officials, he came to know that the

Russiang regarded Kim Il-sung to be a "hot potato", who,
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if the US4 did not provide the "deterrence" by being

militarily present in the peninsula, would wage a war
and thereby would "suck" them (Russians) into an
‘"involuntary® imoivemeht‘".gc |
‘ The most importent but dangerous implication that
| the..withdrawa’l would have, Zagoria, like many,m pointed
out, was the threat to the gecurity of Japan and the
congequent Japanese behaviour, For, Japan, like the
RZ)K-., believed that North Korea would attack the South.
In that case, the possibility of the ROK becoming
communist could not be r_ule& out, That was why Takeo
Fakuda, the ex-Prime Minister of Japan once told Carter:
"The 40,000 ground forces in South Korea are considered
a barrier to attack from the communist north and a
shieid for Japan and other democratic countries in Aeia".ga

Thus the withdrawal, if continued, '11; was argued,
Jepan would be cautious of its defense., It would doubt
the utility of the mutual defense treaty which was being
naintained and regarded highly by both the USA and Japan.
On the other hand, the ruling LDP would fafce many
- challenges aﬁd there would be a nation-wide call 4in
Jap\ail for rearmzment, A rearmed Japan would destroy
the whole edifice of balance of power in Asia, Besides,
the opponents of withdrawal, argued that it would provide
a big impetus to the advocates in Japan for the country
going nuclear, |

Thug sll these scholars seemed to agree with the
- view that the US slone could fit the role of a guardianx
in the power game played in .quth Eagt Asiaa For, "¢
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is & otark reality of Asian power politics that China
and Russia would prefer the American presence in the
Korean peninsula to the Jdapanese, 0Oiven a choice betyeen
Japanese militarisn and American militarism, the Chinese
and Bussianes would choose the latter any tlma".gj

Taking all the aforeseid factors into consideration
811 the eritics viewed that Carter's intended poliey was
irresponsible. Une of then?® vent to the extent of
concluding that the failure of the postewar policy of
imerican involwvement in In&cm‘(»‘hina was far overweighed
by the guccesses., The successes, apart from being
reasponsible for the high economic growth in the allied
countries, certainly contributed to Ohina's indicating
in 1970-T1 that it too saw advantages in a strong Anerican
military and political presence in Asia,
| It was also arguef that Carter gave no time for hie
erucial decision (scarcely more than a week ai’t‘er he took
office) to be reviewed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
American mili taz‘yi&mt“i;‘é ROK, and even the Stsgte Depertment,gs
% Brezengisgkl, given his strategic views, would have found
it difficult to accept.

Among the American military, the shock produced by
the decision was even greater, General John K, Singlaub,
Chief of the 3taff of the US forces in Korea, spoke up
against the policy in tha' public. He was promptly trante
9¢ Yet, in mid-duly 1977, the
Chairnan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General George Browm,

ferred to ano ther pogt,
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testified before the Congress that Carter's pulle-out

- wasg in "fxiiidamental conflict” with the Chief's recommen
dation thaet only "7000 of the 33,000 ground troops in |
South Korea be withdrawn o#er a period of next five years “,.97

- A8 a result, the Congress rejected Carter's plan by a vote
of "9 to 15,98 o

It was aleo pointed out that unlike the cage in
wor dhave

V:.etnam, neither in the ROK nor in i:he us any publiec
di seontent again_st the continued American military

'pi*esenee in the FOK wam m. in the ROK, there were
no slogans such as "Yankees, go home". Nor even the

main .oppoe.iﬁion partie-s like the N’evé Democratic Party
(.NBJ:)) evei' indicated its opposition to American cu:arm.e«:et'.i.::m'.9“3
There in the US, a CBS New York Times poll of July 1977
showed that 52 per cent of -Shese surveyed favoured reten.
tion of the fmerican ground forces in Korea, while 34 per
cent were in favour of removing them, 190 One year later,

a national public opinion poll conducted by Potomoe
Associates found that 5% per cent favoured keeping US
forces in Korea at their present level orxr incregsing
their size.'®' This suggested, it was argued, that the
AMminigtration misread the American opinion %too,

As far as the question of violation of human rights

was concerned, it was contended by scholars like Robert A,
St::.fé\.’l.apﬁ.azxo102 that South Korea should not be seen as a
Westerxi model liberal democracy, that higtorically it

inherited an indigenous authoritarian culture and that
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South Koreans enjoyed more freedom than their North
Eorean brothers, ' |

It was also pointed oat by the opponents of the
withdrawel plan that the violation of the human rights
became severe in the HOK mainly due to the uncertainty
about the American commi tment to that state.103 For,
the Seoul regime did not want to.enceurage the internal
dissent which it thbught‘td be conducive to the North
Korean design,

111(0)

All the aforesaid criticisms targetfed at Carter
Mminietration were a bit overreaction, This does not,
however, undermine the importance of the fact that these
criticisme played an important role in impressing Carter
as far as the anticipated negative implications of his
policy were eoneerned,

But Carter, concretely speaking, did not deviate
fundamentally from the path already opened up by Nixon,
if Cafter., at ali, deviated from such a.path, then 1t
wae in his more specific and ekplicit remarks and his
linking up the American commitment to the ROK's security
with the human rights situation there, Whereas Nixon
talked of only withdrawal, Carter fixed a specific time
limit for doing so. But the idea remained the seme, i.e,
‘gradual disengagement. Even Ford, as has been pointed

out,1°4 was thinking 0£;ean:4mai#y' in terms of withdrawal,

but realising the importance of the area, he intended +o
pursue a policy of gradual withdrawal without opening it
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in air, Never during ﬁis short ferm, Ford rejected or
even sought a read justment in the "Nixon doctrine",
the main logic behind the‘withdrawél.‘ Carter wasxgoing
to do the same under the name of the so-called "phased
withdrawal', The only new idea that Carter put forﬁh was
the withdrawal of tactical nuclear weapong (we have scen
- it). The Nixnh.doctriné, on the other hand, favoured its
deployment as it provided all its allieé the "nuclear
unbrella®, It is in this sehse that one can say that
the opponents of Carter's policy scored a big point over
him in not enabling the latter to put hig idea into shape.
Otherwise Carter strictly followed the policy of conti
nui ty. | |

At the begimning of 1976, before the Presidential
race got under way, the Brégings Institution published a
book by Ralph Clough, a prominent expert on Far Eastern
105 '

progxamme.1°6 Clough thought that the US had to be given two

questions, which was at once regarded as Carter's Korgén
or more yearsg to come to itself aftgr Indo-China to weigh
its forces and possibiliﬁes, and not to undertake anything
in Korea that might undermine the faith of the allies in
its commitments, After that, he said, the US could examine
the question of withdrawing the nuclear weaponé and land
zefgxm forces while retaining the air force, depending
upon the\circumatances, gnd éeting iﬁ close coopersation

with South Korea and Jépén, and taking North Korea's mood

and policy into account. In the long term, Clough's plan
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provided for *’éhe complete withdrawal of AMmerican troops :
as the result of a relaxation of the tensions between
‘the two Korean sides, Considerable progress between
them, recognition of North Korea and South Korea by
the four big powers {the US, USSR, China, Japan) and
their admission to the membership of the UN,

In fact, Carter's policy during this term; aimed
at the above directions, 1In 1976, %o ensure'that South
Korea did not undermine its faith in the US, Carter
proposed to Comgress a draft bill to authorize the
transfer of about 800 million dollars worth of US-owned
defense articles to South Korean government, Tthie bill
vas known as the Compensatory Aid Bill, 107 What was
more important was that the Defense Secretary Brown
later said: "The Presidentts troop withdrawal policy
in Korea shm;.ld be reviged if the compensatory measures
for withirawal were not spproved by the Congress. n108

Equally significant was Carterts different, rather
lenient, stand taken égainet the ROK in his condemnations
for the violation of human rights, For ingtance, Mark L.
Schneider, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Humen Rights
in hig gtatement before the ﬁouee of Representatives
gaid, when asgked abput the reason for the comparatively
mild_ac’cions taken by the government with regard to
Kored(which only included the American abstentions in

the Asian Development Bank's sanctions of loans to South
Eorea), that there were other major Mmerican interests
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involved in Korea that cut across the human righte
concerns, and that all t‘:hi‘s must be taken into consi-
derations before an integrated plan of actions was
teken, 109
Similarly, Carter like Nixon and Ford continued
to have hopes on a political solution of the Korean
question, That is why Oyrus Vance, Carter's Foreign
| Secretary, once rexﬁarked: "We are prepared to move
toward improved relatio!isvwith North Korea, provided
North Korea's allies fake’ steps to improve relationas
with South Korea."''0 onis M ng);‘;:Kft.aSinger ‘e
plan of the recogni tion of the two Koreas by the four
big powers,

To sum up the us policy approach toward the ROK's
security during Carter Aministration, we may say that
the overalll policy initiated by the Nizon Adminigtration
was maintained, Kowever, there were ¥hze® perceptible
changes in three major areas, They were the specificity
about the fixed period by the‘ end of which the total
withdrawal would take place, interlinking the merican
commitment to the ROK and the condition of the human
rights there, and finally the proposal to remove the
tactical nuclear weapons from the ROK., Indeed, the last
one was a major deviation of the "Nixon doctrine", Bat
all these proposed changes were never put into shape,
Two factors can be attributed to this, First, the planned
"departures"” might have been due to the political expediency
on the part of a Presidential candidate, who, to win the
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election, tried to discredit the Republican Adminigtration
which haﬁ given the Americans the humiliation of Indo-
China debacle, Secondly, Carter met the vociferous
proteasts from the influential intellectuals and most
importantly from "his" own deparfments. There was not

a single element of untruth when one vhite House aide
described the contending forces within the Administration
on the issue in the following wordas: "On one side there

is the President, and on the other sgide there iz everyone

else".111
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CHAPTER IV
THE ALLIANCE AT WORE

X

in the previous chapters efforta have been made to
understand the unjercurrents of the policies adopted by
the WK and the USA toward each other, psrtiocularly in
the security field, To put it differently, it has been
‘geen "how" and "why" the gecurity hae been a significent
determinant in the relations betweon the two countries.
Attempts will be made in this chepter to find out "what"
this relationship is, Our focus will be on the funce
tioning of the "allisnce™ botween the two,

0f the various weys through which the US has been
involved in the field of the WX's geourity, two are
noye important, although between the two there lies a
thin line of sepsration. This sepsration has deen made
ta give eeb@é to both the US and the HOK to justify the
physical preaence of the snericen troops in the southern
half of the peninsula on either of the grounds, The
firet of the two i the United Nations Command whioh was
eatablished on 7 July 1950 under a resolution of the |
Security Council immediately after the outbreak of thé
Korean wer, fThe UN forcoes were formed with the troops
from sixteen eaautriesz The function of the United
Bations Command (UNC) was to conirs)l and scordinate
military operations of the troops from the sixtoeen
ﬁaﬁonmg After the Korean Armigtice Agreement was
pigned in 1953, wost of the sixzteen nations withdrew
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their troops frm Korea, slthough they promipged that
"if thero is a renewal of the armed attack ,... we
should agein be united and gmmpt to resint, uc”a
Thug the UNC in effect and in reality meant (means)
‘the U8 command, as the US has yet to wﬂ.‘tha-raw its |
trocps. ' |

In addition to justifying its military presence
through the UN Command, the US nlso has been tied
militarily with the ROK through the Mutusl Defenge
Troaty,? which was signed on 1 October 1953 snd came
into force after ratification on 17 Hovember 1954, Ve
have discusged the treaty in aeta.s.g.a in the introdut.
tory chapter of thig study, BSuffice to mention here
the 2act that the US is committed according to the
treaty, to render aaa&atanea including the uese a'f
. armed forces, if ﬁ:e Congress ( Averican) so decides to
the HOK when the area unier the adminigtrative control
of the latter, recognised by the US to be legitimate, faces
an "armed attack®, Secondly, the Treaty in its Article
IV granted the U3 "the right ¢o dispoce United States
land, sir and sea forces in amd mbout the territory
of the HOK as determined by mtxtuai agreement, ™

11
The Mutual Defense Treaty (Article II) provides the
K and the US to maintain and develop appropriate mesna
to deter a possible attack and those means inciuding
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*mutual am" like nilitary and finanolal agsistance,

In our ¢ase atuﬁy 1t will be established that the aid
is not mutual as it is the US which elone is the donor
of all aida, Our tasi in the following paragraphe is

% see the pattern of the flow of the aids, particularly
the sﬁnita-r_y assigtance, from the US to the ROK,

In the beginning, the philosophy behind the Uni ted
Stat_ree Hilitery Assiastance ghould be pointed out, | The
basic legislation that authoriged the Hilitary Ascigtance
Programme (HAP) said that the programme was to promote
"eess the peace of the world and the foreign policy,
sesurity, and general welfare of the US vy fostering.
an improved climate of political independence and
individual 1iberty, improving the ability of friendly
countries and international organigations to deter or,
if necessary, defeat communist or conmunist supported
aggreéaian, facilitating arrangenents for individusl
and collective gecurity, assisting friendly countries
to maintain internal gecurity, and -gzreating' an environ.
ment of security and gtebility in the developling
friendly countries essentinl to thelr more rapid sociel,
econo;nia and political pmgreas”.s |

Thus the Hilitary Assistance Progremme (of the USA)
is not an economic aid, It is & programme which provides
military esquipnent and weapons anﬂ training to thoge
sllied and friemily nations which shere the Mmerican view
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a8 to the threet of internationsal communism, These .
. ptates are known as “forward defense ﬁtaxea“ﬁ {1ike
Turkey, Greese, Taiwan, the Philippines and the ROK).
Hore interesting is the fact that military transfer
today is sleo justified in terme of other nationsal
#onaiaem%ana; Delivering arms "helps to balance the
budget, reduce trade deficits, assure full employment,
increase income, create friends and strengthen allience®, !
Thus, the Militery Assistance is sn important aspect or
ingtrument of the overall foreign policy objectives of
the US, It is in tune with the US national-global
interests in general and its defense posture in particular,

The military a:ﬁéeiatanga&m@mg of the US is of
- two types. vptﬁ the miﬂ-ﬁgﬁ@a military aids and grants
had been the m-at common type of transfers, In the cawe
of the BOK, prior %o the beginaing uf the Korean lar, /
most of the Auericesn apsistance had taken the form of
cconomic grants (80 per cent for ecomomic recongtruction
and 20 per cent for military rearnsment); but after the
war, more emphasic was given én[;eeg;ﬁ:g:t::gh :;o:hﬁ on
became ‘50-»593.8

The other type of transfer was foreign military
pales (M8), It ceme into promiuence in the wid-1960s,
The shift from grants ¢o sales could be éxple.ineﬁ by
the changes in the international eavironment, They were
the high coats of maintenance of military forces overseas
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which wag Coneidered to be one of the reasons for the
balance of paymentg problen that the US pufferred from;
the ﬁimn ﬁoafrine vhs.ah projected more arms suppiies
to the sllies and a shared defense burden; and the
1973 Arab-loraeli war and the oil crisis which really
pushed US amla exporis into world prami.nene‘e.g Now,
the arms exporte seemed to be a way out, In this, the
US had a favoursble market andvantage ss much of the
aophisti cated equipment desired by other nations wap
being produced by the US, |

‘The S vas important fyom anothor angle, It
helped in eptablishing & coordinated weapons sybtem of
the US and i4s sllien. 10 The intogration of the weapon
gystens, fit wes fe1t, would avold a situation in which
one nlly has 2 shortage of one item while another would
. have & suéglus, thereby moking the resistance to the
enemy highly vulneradle. In short, the US wented to
have euffieian} information about i¢ts allies’ logistics
o0 as to prepare sdequately the defense network sgainast
ite sdversaries, A48 long as the US had been the major
supplier of weapons %o the allies, the Department of
State hpd the rolatively asdequate information on what
wespons the nllies hed, thelr gquality and quantity.
Therefore, it was recomuended that coordination of allied
logiotics was vital and that it would only be workable
if the US keyt_ up its importance ss8 a major source of
modern weapone, |
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It is egainst this general background that we
ghall see the military transfers from the US to the
FOK. 1In the beginning, 1t should be made clear that
the USA is the largest (rather the dountry) eupplier
of military assistance and goods ta the ROK, The other
notable countriep doing buglness in this field with the
ROK ere Prance, Federsl Republic of Germsny and Italy,'!
On the other hand, 1t was found out in a survey made
in 1975 that the ROK was the second sllied country,
after Vietnam (South), which, during the period between
mide1945 v‘h,o mid-1974, got the maximum amount of imerican
214 whioch included both economic and military aide,
although the latter overvhelmed the former (It got more
oid than Japan, Israel, UK, France, Pskisten, Taiwan
and Bragil),'? | |

Meanwhile, the US military _t‘fmfexa %0 the BOK
have ghown ups and downs, a® will be shown now, reflecte.
ing the intensity of the military situation in the |
- peninsula, American military suppliea to the WK rose
eubstantislly in the second helf of the 1950s.'>
However, in the ﬁrsﬁ; half of the 19608, "the ams
ﬂuv»% South Eorea aav a discernidle slow down reflect.
ing the reduced threat from North Eorea which received
almost no supplies from the Soviet Union during thies
period®, 14 fmerican am was increasingly limited to
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the replaeémgznt and maintenance of the exi sting o
equipnent, aﬁd by 1965, smpunitions, parts, food and
tralning accounted for some 80 per cent of US military
assistance to South Korea, '? o
The direct intervention of the US in Vietnam in

1965 brought a change in ite military aid policy toward -
- the HOK, The armg flow increased sharply for 'twa mein
reasons, They were: “"the resumption of arms supplies
%o North Eoreaz; and the "Bﬁ'gmm.tae of helping South
Koren modernige 1te armed forges in exchenge for Korean
tmepa dispatched to Vietnam®, 16 Thie inerecst was
further sccelerated by the implementation of Nixon
Doctrine, FRurther, Carter Aministration pledged
$1,500 million worth of surplus military equipment and
foreign military eales craaiﬁ in the'eomex‘t of the
proposed withdrawal of the US troope from South Kores,'!

| Subsequently, the US House of Representatives®
International Relations Committee im early 1978 passed
for the HOK the $800 million arms-transfer bills,
$277 million military assigtance for financial year ( FY)
1979.am1 890 million for war reserve stockpiles, as
_requested by the Oarter Administration.'® oOut of these
8277 million, 8275 million were for foreign military
seles credit asoistance, and the rest $2 million were
“for military training aid for Korea (sauth)»vg Later,
the Semate passed the bill too,2



If the pattern of the military assistance is taken
_z.nté ae'ea}mt, then the following ‘poﬁ.ms ghould be taken
mée of, ﬁmﬁ, ‘thexé hag beon a declining trend year by
year of the assistance coming under the HAP %o the IOK,
Ihie can be seen from the following table, 21

Tabdle §

54 1950§ 1971 {1972 '§19’?3  _ 1974* 1975; 19’161 1977 197§ 1979
FY 19703 B % R i P
36_00516§520?61 4703333 298593 319733 77828158921 1047 1528 gﬁom
SR N AN S I S M NS
L .

The éuaden rise in 1979 may be attributed %o Oarter's
rethinking about the military ai.iuatien in Korea, All theve
funde under MAP wére used for providing military equipment
and related services and training, Also included in this
pragramﬁé were transtére to Kbrga; under ssction 3, Pl 91«652
during FY 1971 and FY 1972,%2 |

Seécn&iy, the transfers under the MS progromme went
| on i.mreasiag. for 1nétame, whereas in the period between
F? 1950 and FY 1970, the FMS Agreements amountﬁd to&ﬁ'&em
thousand out of whioch Articles w:;rih of 34333tw¢;;e7 del:.v‘area)
1o FY 1971, equipments worth of £408 thousand were delivered
out of the agreements of 8393 thonéanﬂ made during the year,
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The ratio (in thousand dollars) of the deliveries and
the agreemants ?ﬁa‘ 3&;@ A‘f"},ﬁ?"ﬁ 'TPSRI?‘::‘M“ .In Fy 1972
£t was 370:8731; in FY 1973 it was 13308:96186; in Y
1975 it was 70707:221298; in FY 1976 1t was 1595465 612137;
in FY 1977 it was 176917: 628116; in FY 1978 1% wae
413635: 406613, and in FY 1979 it vas 404225: 252479,
The Foreign Military Sales included the following
categories: Alroraft (including spares) of various types,

>

ghips (iveluding spares), ammunition, missiles (including
speres), vehicles and weapons (including spares),
compunication équipmenta {including spares), other
equipment and mppl;ea, eonstiruction, | repaliy and rehas
bilitation of egquipnment, supply operations, iraining

and technical assistence, special services, books, meps
and pudblications, undefimﬁze& and a&justments.a“

113

It has already been pointed cut that the US maintains
mil:l.iary presence in the R)K. Ue may now see the forms
of this pregence, A

To begin with, there is a very thin 1ine of sepa-
ration, e6 said eariier, between the UNC and other US
forces 88 both are commanded by the same "Commandereine.
Chief", The UNC :.é eomposed almoet entirely of the US
troops plus token forces form a handful o:é othey natione.as
Under on Agreement of 26 HMay 1961, the Commander-inChief
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of the USC has the "operationsl control of the Reputlie
.0of Korea Armed Forces" Yo "Gefend the Republic of Korea
from the communist aggmsss.an“,zs This does not meon
thet Korean Armed Porces are controlled dy the UNC,

The latter can attain this position only in case of

a war eitnatibn, that too when the state is attacked,
Otherwige, the main funotion of the UNC is to maintain
the Armistice Agreement, .Bawevér, it is ensured that
prompt support and aséiatame of both the American and
Korean (ROK) combat forces voul-d be given to the UNC
whenever it gives then. the direativea t@ respond to the
violetions of the ermistice, 2’

Now about the main US combat forces in the HK, In
lsate 1979, almost 41,500 US military personnel (33,000
army, 300 navy and 7900 air force) were in Korea, 28
Before deseribing the -va,rioué eempaneaté {( Army, Air and
Navy), which all these personnel delong to, it is
necossery % point out the fact that thepe military
personnel and the nscéssary military instellations
ghould not be seen in isolation.. while telking of the
'etﬁc.temy of the Anmericen atrb;gth in the BOK, The
overall American military precence in the entire Northe
Saat Asia and the nearby area should be taken into
account, Thig ip especially true of the air and naval
'fercen.zg In a war-operation, the airerafte, for
ingtance, from one bage to agother (situated in Japen,

the Philippines, Hawall, etc,) can be deployed rapidly,
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8o also ip the case of the navy, Let us see the.
scenario in details.

The prinecipal ground force elements are the
Secona Infentry Divisfon (€411 1971, the US had two
divisions - pecond and seventh; but the latter was
withdrewn, as noted in the previoue chapter, during
the Presidency of Richard Nixon in 1971) and two
commend headqusrters (ei.g’hth us 'Amy and the Conmbined
EOE/US Field Aruy whioh ¥ill 14 March 1980 was known
as ‘the Korea-US iﬁwt Aray %rps,-ereated‘ in July 1971 - it
w#as the integration of second UB .1n£gn‘tz;y division and
twelfth South Korsan Amy Garés into a combined comdand
following the withdrawsl of the seventh US Infantry
Diviaien}, the Thirtyeighth véﬁ.r Defense Artillexy
Brigade and the Firet Signal Brigade, The army troops
1ist inciudes a number of other supporting elements -
notably logistic engimez‘; aviation and Lntslligenee‘m
idded to all this is the combined foroes command (CFC)
which was created in 1978 in oxder to increase the
operational efficiencies and their manifestations by the
joint US-BOK foroes to prepare themselves agoaingt an
eventual attack,

Ae far as the Q;mmmd is concerned, the CFC, the
US Zorcee in Kores, the eighth U3 Amy and the UKC are
commanded by the same US Army General, 4s the Commander,
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United Btates Forces, Korea, he has to report to the
@omaﬁdemim@hﬁ.ef, Pacific axid has no operational
control ot the US forces (covering air and navy)
stationed in Eoreas Bt as the Commanding Genersl,
'Ei@fﬁ B8 Army, he has the operational conirol of the
US Armed Porces (only), although he has to report to
the I@ammd,er«ina-chiefi Us Armmy, 2:‘5@1&9‘3'  As regerds
the CFC, 32 heia ’tbhf sugreﬁa. Commander, Hig deputy,
1.0 Beputy,\aFg&;dmmander is a Kor&aa Goneral. But the
Commander of the C¥C, alwyays an American, exerciges
operational ,contmi aver the éﬁ&igned forces through
ground, naval and sir ¢omponeunt commander, The ‘cm
Commender gerves in a dual role as the overall and
ground component Commender, The naval component is
eamman&éﬁ by an Admiral from the HOK and hip deputy ia
a US admiral, The Chief of the Staff of the ¢FC, a US
Mr Force mentens;nt Genersl gerves as the ALr Component
Commnander, Hie depuly is & K Alr Force Lieutenant
Generel, ’ ‘
The unique thing about the CFC is the foct that
most 0of the persounel under the operationsl control of
the CFC are Koresn combat forces olements « the army
and navael components being totally manned by the ROK
forces, eapecﬂ.ally during the peace time. Thus, as the
Commander of the CFC (a US Lieutenent General) and the
Commandey: ‘0f %he combined HOK/US Field Army (another US
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Meutexzént eéineral) + the US military authorities exercige ‘
the operational control over the very core of the KK
arny. .

~A brief reference to the US forces may be in order,
fhe largest gingle unit, with an approximate strength of
13,000, the US srmed Becond Infantry Division is located
primerily at the Camp Casey, about 30 k.m. from the IMZ.
The division mainly ig the eighth irmy Reserve, although
one batialion is located forward at the southern edige of
the mzm provide security for the UN personnel at
Panmunjom (It should be remembered that many Senators,
apg we saw in the previoug chapter, wore concerned with
the battalione "trip.wise® position that "guaranteed®
US automatic™ involvement in eage of Horth Korean attask),
In fact, the criticel areas between the M2 and Seoul
are marked by the deployment of the combined RK/US
Pleld srmy. The other notable military (army)besesy
aréﬁraagn, Pusan, Inchon am,\mf' 359251. 33 _

The HNineteenth Support Brigede and the Second Trans.
port Company support the Seoond Division loglstieally,
being manned nearly by 4,000 personnel, % fhe nineteenth
support brigade provides the mechanieon required to monage
the flow of combat supply to the OK's armed forces fronm
the very ocutset of the hostilities,

She thirty-eighth Alr Defense Artillery Brigade
operates air defense gy etmaa,” the most important of
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which ig the Havk surfaceyto-alr migsiles which provides
thé first line of alir defense againgt prebmpiive attack,
This 48 particularly crucial in the forward areas where
flight time from North Korean air fields Ls toy chort rgr '
interceptor aimréft to respond from nearby airficlis,
Indeed, the Hawk is the first line of air defense asgainet
preemptive strikes on forward comaunications,; enrvallsgncc
and the air defense radars, vhigk are‘genemny on high
ground and particularly vuloerables
| The First Signal Brigade about 3,000 men, maintains
the compuniocations and surveillance networks. It should
ba_ noted here that the US has organized a world.wide
commusications network, celled the Defense Communications
Sy stem (DC8) 36 which utilises even satellites for s’tra%qgm
matteérs that necescoitate secrecy. Through this, the US
has linked both Japan and the MOK, PBoth thess countries
are connected by other mesns elso, thanks to the UB,
The mort important merve connecting Jepan and the KK is
the OH communications system linking Chong Ean (Pusan)
ani Itateukte in Eyuch, Japau.m |

The communications squipmente that are pleced in
the HOK are highly sophisticated and maintained by the -
US personnel oaly. There are no attempts to train the
HOK nationals adequately to operate these installations
(It is not clear, however, from the avatlable literature
vhethor the ROK ever reguested the US for émh trainings),
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If communioations depended on the equipment WK

nationsls could operate, the Commander's ebility to
communicate, and hence exercise command and conirol throulhe
out the theatre would ‘iae eharply curtailed, Moreover, it
is thé surveillance capability of this group on which

the UN command depends for early warning of a buildeup

in the North, The proximity of Seoui to the DMZ makes

an early warning capability vital,

The Eburth'm.ssua Brignde operates surface-to
surface missiles including the nuclear omes capsble of
delivery systema., The US hap been meintaining stock of
tactical nueclear weéapons in the ROK sinee 195&33 ¥hile
detaile of deployments are 'cr:lfmaly guarded pecret, the
2‘0110%#@‘ afpects of deploynent are public kndw-ladge,’g
ts Nuclear warhesde in the HOX number fewer than 1,000,650,

which is 2 reamnéble ee»%s.ma*ee;' 2, They sre held well
south of the INZ to protect the mwaﬁea and aleo
to engure that in the event of hostilitiesn, there would
be time for a presiﬂential: decision regarding their
enploymend, |
~ The nuclear arrangements are as £ol1owes 40

The Tourth Hissile Command, under the Eighth Army
has sergeant missiles with a ronge of 135 kn stationed
at Chuncheon in the central region of the Eorean
peninsulag. The nuclear warheads on this missile are
;ﬁ 100 kno' ton ¢lass (about five times ms powerful as
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the Hiroshima bomb), In adiition, Eolf«?nest John
migeiles with a range of 40 km are positioned north of
Seoul; their warheade are reported to be in the 20 kilo
ton clase, | |

A% Ugan where the Army's Thirtyeighth srtillery
Brigede and the AMlr Force's 314 divieion headquarters
are located, two battalions of the antieaireraft Nike
Hercules and Hawk missiles are d@ioy&,; The Nike warhead
is considered to be from one to ten kilo tons, The Alr
Force is also prepared to launch tactical nuolear attacke
from Fe4 war planes. #Also, 2 total of 60 Phantoms based
at Usan and Kongan have nuclesr capability, Thers is no
doubt that the nuclear bombg are being stored at thepe
bages. ! ’

The US also stations contingents of its Ar Forces
in the MK, %2 It maintains the equivalent of a full eir
wing of R-4C/E tactical fighter airoraft, split between
the Eighth tactical Fighter Wing et Osan, located near
: seéxa-; and the Ffty-first composite tacticsel wing at
~ Kunsan, aobout 160 km further South, These units cen de
reinforced rapidly by the Nineteenth Tacticel Flghter
%ﬁag stationed at Kadena Ar Force Base in Okinawa and
by the First US Merine Wing at Iwskuni, Japan., Carrier
airoraft can be brought into conflict as well, These
combined forces, ftogether with the HOK air forge pose a
formidable challenge to any possible, although mee$ ot

probable, lorth Korean invasion, There are also units in
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Japan which maintain facilities that will support
mnimy operations in Korea, During the Korean war,
these basos served as safe areas for chort.term storage
of meterial destined for Kores; as holding points for
ﬁwm&él being moved vta and from the front and as
ataigmg areas for ‘bam‘bxhg raids,

Conpared to m and Alr Forces, the US naval
presence in the K is negligidle, I1te presence is
largely to sdviee the IOK navy and o coordinate its
operations with the seventh ﬂcﬁat«.w However, it has
been agreed thet in the war time, the Seventh Fleet would
have to aid the FOK navy, particularly by preventing the
North's submarine force ff-:z'dm iﬁﬁar&icting vital shipping,
_é.nd %o ensure a fiow of war tﬁaﬁeﬁal and other imported
supplies to E’u_@an,“

v |
In this section 'a:!’? the chapter, we intend to highe
~ 1ight the operational part of the allisnce,

The functioning of the alliance (strictly in the
gsecurity sense) has been determined since 1368 to & great
extent through the decision arrived at in the annual Défense
Ministers' (of both the FOK and the US) conferences, The
need for such ennual meetings was raised just after the
alleged infiltration of the North Korean command unit in
Seoul to abortively attack the presidential residence
"Hue House" and the seizure of the USS Pueblo in East
Sea by the North Korean navy in Jamiary 1968, However,
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such a practice got institutionalized in 1971 ( February)
with the decieion of the two countries to hold amually |
the security consul tative meotings of Foreign or Defense
Ministers of hoth_ the countriee in the US and the WK
altemately.,‘s Henceforward, these meetings were to be
known as Korea~US Seeurity Conswltative meeting (at the
end of the chapter the 1151'; of 12 éwzh meetings, their
timing, vanue, and the names of the repreaentatives,
between 1968 and 1979 are given),

- That thege security censuitative neetings are very
erusial to the fate of the alliance becomes obvious after
one looks inte the joint communiques of these mea‘bingﬁ.de
Three significant aspects ﬁ:ay be noticed., First, in gll
these meetings, the ROK has pleaded for and the US has
reaffirmed the commitments that are made in the Mutual
Defense Treaty, Secondly, these meetings perceive the
threats to the gecurity ax the ROK aualyai the strategic
balance prevalent in the region at the &iven point of
time, Thindly, on the basis o2 such perceptions, the
follow up actioneg have been decided, These actione, to'r
ingtence, included the detalls of the troop withdrawal
plan or its suspension, the holding of the joint military
oxercises, the quantum of aids and asssistance to ihe given
to the WK, keeping the HDX under the US nucl ear umbdbrells

and the creation or, oxr the alternation in the structure

of the joint militery command (like CF(C),
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 Another notable aspect regarding the functioning
of the slliance is the faot that whenever any orisis-
slituation (rather its perception) has arisen, the strength
and the efficacy of | the pecurity relationship has been
manifested through either the joint -ninitary exercisen
or the radeploymem of the military forces, particularly
that of the USA, |

¥or example, in the é‘i’temam of the Puebly crisis,
.1.@ e, in 1969, a large scale asssult operation was launched
in the FHOK by some 7,000 US and South Korean troops,
including 2,500 U8 soldiers flown from the continental

' {18.47 Enown ap tha' “Oxiemﬁen Yoces .Bm;?ina", it was
conducted to test the US ability to rush its troops %o
the ROK in case of an emergency.

Similarly, just after the time of the heavy American
bombardment over Vietnam in 1971, ‘onev joint air-~borne
exercige known as "Freedom Veult op eratmn",w was held
to allay any yqssiéla‘ Borth Eoresn thi‘nkingi abput the
slackening of Americen presence in the peninsule becsuse
of its preoccupation in Indo-China, | _

Likewise, when the imerican officers were axe-slayed
in 1976 by the North fK.oreans and subgequently some underw
ground tunnele allegedly bullt by the Forth Koreans below
the M2 were discovered, the decision ¢o hold the annual
Joint military exeroises titled "Team Spirit" was taken,

Let ug oee two guch exercises,
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The "Team Spirit 78" started on 7 March 1978,47
Highly sophisticated missiles like the Lance miseiles, =
nurraeeato‘-suﬁacé missile, capable of carrying either a
| auclear or & highly explosive conventional warhead with a
range of approximately 110 km were used, A total of
62,000 Koreans and 30,300 Americans out of which more than
| 23,000 came from US mainland éaﬁieipated in the exem:l.ée.
Highly sophipgticated planes, some of them being flown from
the US, chowed their might, |

Equelly impreeaive was the naval ezercipe, The
mtaﬁle thing ebout thieg Team Spirit was that all the.
wings (air, navy, army) exhibited together in thef alr,
land and the sea to give a sysbolic warning to the North
Koreans againat their possible "a;dvanm..

e "Peam Spirit 79"°° which started on 1 March 1979
was the most powerful afialls A total of 140,000 Kozxean
and US g:éamd, naval and air foree personnel participated
in the joint and comdbine! operations which were termed as
the ﬁdefansive“ in nature, The Mmerican components included
the Hawaii based 25th divieion, a lance missile unit from
Fort 5till Okla, Seventh Floet war ships, Okima baged
marines and F-111 swepting joint aiveraft,

Apart from this, two notalle joint military exercises
were held in '09‘2'9.,51 They wore: "Cope Jade Charlie®; a
defengive oxercige made by the CFC, and "Combined Anti.
‘Bub-Bxersise® to provide naval forces of the two countries
- with experiences in coordinating air, surface and sub. |
- surface warfere operations, Similarly, when Park Ghuné«ahee
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was assassinated on 26 Gctober 1979, the US gave a clear
warning against any lorth Korean exploitation of the
situation in the ROK, 52 Two US air«borne warning and
control {AWAC) airorafts were dicpatchel to the KK %o
conduct surveillance "of military movement of North Korea
and provide warzﬁ.ng t@ CFC and the UNC, A’Lan, the US
swiftly deployed a powarm deterrent amada around the
R >3

Before concluding this chapter, amther notable
feature of the alliance may ‘b‘é‘note& All the smerican
military installations employ a large numbder of Koreans
in them, They work in guch capacities as clerktypist,
supervieor, key punch operator, mechanic, vehicle
dispatcher, security guard, sentry dog handler and a myriad
of other occupations, 54 Inportantly, avcording to J,A. Wickhanm
Jr,, the then tw{} Chief, it is the Korean agencies which
pa}!‘txéi.paté in the maintenance of the US forces equipment
(although they do not operate -thaan).ss Similarly, the
constructions of the new military ingtallations are

assigned to the Korean contractors, 56

Ia thigs senne, the
presence in Eorea of cubstantial US forces and militery
3;_nsﬁailatiena, not only contributes to ROK'g defense, it

al so gubstanﬁany benefits the ROK's economy.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

| A number of significant conclusions emerge' from
the fbregoin.g study. The deep involvement of the US
does not predate Angust 1945. Its establishment of
official relations with Korea in 1882 can be attributed
to its general overview of the Far East in terms of trading
and commercial relations. But there were not much inter-
actiong between the two countries primarily because the
US conceded to Japan's pre&ominaat' interests in Kores in
1905, Japan, then an emerging imperial power, had to be
won over by doing so., This was in return for Jepan's
restraint toward the Philippines, the ccunm in which
the US had a colonial interest, That was probably the
reason why the US did not support the freedom movement
in Korea after the latter's annexation by Japan in 1910,

Following Japanese attack of Pearl harbour in
September 1941, the US changed its attitude toward Korea.
The US became mindful of the colonial "enslavement of
the Korean people® and gupported their just cause for
independence, albeit, "in due course®, as was clearly
demongtrated in the Cairo Declaration, However, while the
US was keen to delink Korea from the Japanese colonial

yoke, it doubted Korea's capacity to govern itself,
Furthermore, the US wanted to play a dominant role in

world politice in the post-World War II period., It
fo ok - Wor€
wanted Yo asgert its position in = the settlements,
. A
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The applicability of this new American policy
depended on a situstion in vhich the US was in an ixiposing '
| position to have a voice in the affairs of the newly libera~
ted ceuntry.' It was only possible thfough the implemente-
tion of the idea of "trusteeship" in Korea. Bat the
"trusteeship” could not be exclusive privilege of a single
power for, the international scenario in the mid-1940s
had undergone profound changes, Therefore, while mooting
the "trusteeship” plan, the US enlisted the support of
| the great powers, including 'éhe USSR, Great Britain and
China. On the other hand, the attempt toward the estab-
lishment of "trusteeship®” depended to a large extent upon the
nilitary pre;ence‘cf the ‘us .in -Koiea._ " That was why it sent
its troops to Korea on 8 Séptembar, 1945, almost a month
after the arrival of the Soviet Red Army in EKorea and
full three weeks after the defeat and surrender of Japan,
In other words, the USSR alone could have easily enforced '
the surrender of the Japanese forces &n Korea, Against
this background, the 38th parallel was drawn to divide
the country "temporarily" dstensibly for "military purpose”.
Toward the final days of the World War II, the US
‘attitude vis-a-vig the USSR changed from cooperation to
confrontation, mainly due to the developmente in Europe.
It was perceived that behind the spread of "cominunism“,
there was a Soviet hand. This attitude was reflected
in EKorea since 1946, The inﬁenaiﬂc:a‘cion of the mutual
suspicion-and distrust between the US and the USSR mad;
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the "¢rusteeship® proposal, agreed at Moscow, unworkable,
Iaatér, the US, in the name of the UN, succeeded in estab-
lishing the Republic of Korea (ROK) in the southern half
of the peninsula which was under its occupation., The
ROK was not considered to be vital to the security of
the US, however, Besides the traditional economic
interests, the US had also ideological interest in Korea,
It was a question of "Free World" Qﬁx_g "communism®,
Wwith a view to azreé%he po@ibie_ spréa.d of commuz;im,
the US promised to provide the economic and military
assistance to the ROK in accordance with the Vandanburg
regolution in lines with the Marshall Plan directed
towards Europe, |

The outbreak of the Korean war in 1950 made the
US evolve a conorete gstrategy toward the HOK, of which
gecurity constituted the most vital part, The war was
seen as the beginning of the implementation of the grand
communigt" design to expand and thus make the world "red®,
To tackle such a situation, the US, as the undisputed
leader of the "Free World", evolved a concrete strategy
in which the states.arouné the Communist countries,

mainly the USSR and the PRC, would be made the bulwark

againgt the "communist expansion”, Known as the "forward

defense statée“ in Asia, thege 'cc;untries in a circ;ular
form included Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, Thalland, Taiwan

and the RK, In addition, the ROK found a place in the
- US own "forward defense line" in the Par Eagt vhich ran
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from the coast of Alaska through the Aleutian islands

in the arctic North, than Southward, along a chain of
igland bases like Japan, Okinawa, Taiwen, the Philippines,
and finglly Mistralie and New Zealand,

Secondly, by the late fifties when the USSR had
possessed an effective nuclear capability, the US re-
emphasised the importance of the conventional war, It
is in this line of reasoning, it was decided that the
"forward defense" gtates should be made as strong as
 possible in the conventional warfare with the help of
American }traj.ning, mil'itary gupplies and security
assistance (financing the military programme),

The aforesaid poa‘nts,, along with the shock caused
by the outbreak of ‘bhe: Korean war, were the reasong for
the conclusion of the Mutual Defense Treaty between the
US and the ROK in 1954, The treaty was an inst:.tutional
guarantee for the RK's security.

The presence of the Anerican. troops in the RO)K can
be explained by the fact that the troops came to the ROK
(not undivided Korea as was the cause in 1945) after the
outbresk of the Korean war to operate under the banner
of the UN, and thus the coming was"legitimised",
However, it ig a moot point whether the Mmerican troops!
coming depended solely on the outbreak of the war, Bat
once they Came.and stayed, their withdrawal became
politically difficult for, the American presence got



15§

integrated with the other commitments (ireaty and security
assistance) so that any plén fo withgraw the troope was
projected as the abandomment of the ROK by the US by those
eritics vho sincerely valued the necessity and desirability
of the American military presence in the southern half of
Korea, _Hence, the presence of the American troops has been
inextricably interlinked with the American policy toward
i Karea. |
In ﬁhis framework American defense policy toward

fha ROK in the sixties and geventies should be viewed,
‘The'most important change in the Ameriean posture gince ‘
1950 was the-enunciation'of;?ﬁixon ddctrine“ which talked
of the American nuclear guerantee of the gtates attacked

by a nuclear power (the USSR and the PRC); but in case
of other aggressors,‘the dcetrine pointed out, the affected -
states ghould stan& themselves to the occasion in collge
boration, at best, with the immediate regtonal and friendly
power (Japan in csase of the BDK)‘ Also, Nixon promised

to provide the material help to the friendly states for
gaining strength enough to meet the situation, Pt this
did not mean the abdication of American responsidbility
to fhe security of thé friehd;y gtates, This was not a

question of "leaving®; it was a ngtter of properly "living"
in Asia, |
In the context of the ROK, Nixon AMministration

removed one combat division (Americén) from the country,
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Simultaneously, it provided enough assistance to keep the
ROK militarily stroﬁg. ¥hat wag important for Nixon was
to meke the ROK undertake more responsibility for its
defense and thus begin the process which over a pefiod of
time will create s situation in which the South Koreans
themselves would take care of their defense with the least
~ involvement of the Us, He, howevar,L;;Zfi out the withe
drawel plan, | o |

Gerald Ford who succeeded Nixon also followed the
same apyréach¢ Hig administration clearly spoke of the
use of nuclear weapons to maintain the gtability of North
East Asia if the situation so warranted, This was no thing
but the sdded emphasis of that part of the Nixon doctrine
which d4id not rule out the use of nuclear weapons. This
was due to the American debacle in Ihdo~0hina for, vhat
was now needed was the psychological boosting of the X
which feared the occurrence of the Vietnam phenomenon in
the peninsula. However, unlike Nixon, Ford did not stress
uponvggﬁg aspect of American presence in the ROK,

Broadly, Carter, heowewer, followed his predecessorsg'
policy. He, however, sought to introduce certain changes.
The mo gt important was his announcement with regard to
'the withdrawal of US troops from the BOK. The reason
for doing so was understandable in the gense that as a

Presidential candidate of a Party (Democratic) which had

not been in office for the last two successive terms, he
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had to assuage the feelings of a eonsiderablé pection

'of Mmericans who, for different reasons, were advocating
the American withdrawal _fram‘ the ROK. Four basic reasons
were advocated by the critics for withdrawal, They pointed
out that the US should learn lessons from Indo-China
conflict which cost fmerican lives and resources, that
Sino-Soviet rivalry has made a fundamental change in the
security envi‘rgnmeht of the aré¢a, that the ROK itself was
capable of meeting a North Korean threat, and that it was
repugnant to American ideals like observance of basic
human rights to engage actively in a country which reépects
these ideals least.

As pointed out earlier, Carter's policy pronouncements
regarding Korea evoked sharp reactions from many quarters,
Al though, seen beﬁween the lines, he did not even intend to
gevere the Korean connection, the critics mistook him of
abandoning Vme ROK. To put it differently, whereas Carter
_aimed &t changing only certé;;in' aspects of the American
military presenee in the ROK, hig opponents accused him of
undermining the very foundation of such a relationship,
Thus it was argued that the withdrawel would provide the
impetus for another North Korean attack, that China would
have second thoughts about American credibility, and that
Japan would be emboldened to undergo a rearmament (both
conventional aiad nuclear) progremme, thereby shaking the
core of the edifice on which the peace has been built in
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the Far East. None of these'argumen’cs showed how the
withdrawal would mgke a fundamental alteré;tion in the
Apnerican cemmitment to the ROK, unless one assumes thet
the US overall policy toward the BHOEK has changed., Nor
did any of these arguments explain the change that would
result in a situation in which the FOK would be no match
to North Korea withéut the smerican pregence., The latter
point is very important in the sense that it was on this
Agreund that finally Carter suspended hig withdrawal plan,
Except the South Koreans and the fmerican defense personnel
very ;ew Ameriea‘ns' f»euched on this aspect, Most of the
Imerican scholers pointed out the i.mplications of Carter's
policy in the context of either Japan or China or the USSK.
1t is quite possi.ble that their line of thinking
might hgve driven the American policy makers to think more
in termes of the changes that would tske place in the
immediate security environment of the ROK and on the basis
of that justify the reversal of the e;rlier plan to
withdraw the Anerican ground troops. -

Thus, to sum up, seven Amnerican Presidents - Trumaen
to Carter - have pledged théir support for the security of
the ROK. Except for a short periéd - from the spring of
1949 to the outbreak of the Xorean war in June 1950 - there
has been a continuous Anerican military presence in Korea
gince 1945, The US has been discharging the command res-
ponsibilities on behalf of the UN in the ROK since 1950.
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For more than a quarter of a century - since 1954 « the
US and the ROK have been formally bound by a security
treaty. Moreover, the ROK was one 61’ the few countries
that sent substantisl combat soldiers to assigt the US
during the Vietnam war, Additional military co-operation
has tak-eh the form of strong US participation in the
RK's Force Modernisation Plan, ,the greater integration
of the Korean troops with the Ug milita_ry uni ts stationed
in the ROK, and finally the presence in the FOK of
tactical nuclear wespons as well as air and naval forces,
In short, the .\secur.ity relations between the US and the
ROK i’mplires,i ‘broedly, three taings: the conclusion of

- the Mutual Defense Treaty in 1954 which ig still in
férce; the presence of the American soldiers ahd weapons
on the goil of the RKOK; and the masgsive military sales
and assistance that flow from the USA to the ROK. |

| 11

For the ROK, the alliance with the USA is a major
policy concern, Unlike the US which has many such
commitments and thus sees the ROK as one of the many
countries which fall in its general gecurity framework,
the ROK consiéers_ the relationship primarily to be the
guard é.gainst the encroachment of its political system
by its communist ﬁeighbours.

As regards the immediate neighbours, i,e., the PRC,
Nsrth Korea, the USSR and Japan, the ROK has varied
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threat perceptions, It considered some neighbours, which
posed threat, according to it, in the fifties or sixties
%o Vbe'of'not the same security concerns in th.e seventies.
The FOK did not perceive the PRC and the USSR to be
ee‘ﬁétitut;n_g threats themselves, Nor did it seé any
reason for both the countries "instigating®, as in 1950,
North Korea to launch the massive attack againet it. It
consi_der_e& them to be providing the official support to
North Koreavmaim‘ly becauge of the ideological reasons,
and thus remaining indifferent to ‘what North Kore.a did.
- The ‘ROK was concerned with thig indifference on the part
of the USSR and China. Fof, it thought, in an eventual
conflict cauged by North Kol;éa, both China and the Soviet
Union would not come againet it (North Korea), thereby
giving Kim Il-sung the total inaepehdencse to do whatever
he liked.
Thug North Korea was considered to be the biggest

danger to the HOK. Such thinking stemmed from the con.
fiicting ideologies that both the halves of the peninsula
were (are) pursuing and mutuelly unacceptable solutions
that they were (are) offering for the unification of the
coun_fry while at the same time each claiming to represent
I. the nation, | »

Objectively seen, the South Koreans themselves mugt
have realised that the projected North Korean threat was

unreal. TFor, as we saw in chapter II, many South Korean
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scholars have aduitted that a North Korean attack was

highly unlikely 1n the face of Sino«deiet rivalry and

the tremendous growth of the ROK's military strength, a

fact whieh even Park Chung-hee highlighted when he said

that the ROK was capable of tackling any North Korean ’

punitive action provided it (North Korea) was unaided by
either the PRC or the USSR, More importanmtly, all the

* compearisons between North and South Korea would be incémpléte
if one did not take the American presence in the ROK into
consideration. The fact remained that US presence, .that

+oo equipped with somé of the moat sophisticated weapons of
mass destruction, including the nuclear ones (we saw this
in chapter 1V), was very much there; and this certainly
tilted the military balance in the peninsula in South's
favour, ’ | _

| The real x-‘eaéon for projecting the threat from the

North should be seen somewhere else. Primarily, it was
the reaction against.ﬁbe pgrceptible change in American

policy initiagted by ﬁj.xon. The Nixon doctrine and Sinoe -
American fagprochement wére regarded by the ROK leaders
as the beginning of a process which in the end would ¥

tantamount to the sacrifice by the USA of the ROK.

Friendship with China would matter more to the US, In

short, the US-ROK connection would be considerably weakened,

To avoid such a scenario y every attempt was made to

point out the continued relevance and desirability of clase



US-HOK security ties. FNorth Korea's aggresvivences was
highly projected, No country other than the US, it was
argued, could come to the raséuz of the 0K, Even Japan
could not play the mmerican role, 1t was explained, on
the grounds of higtoriesl memory, constitutional limia.
tations of that country, and above all, the gerious implie.
cations that an active Jepanese involvement in the ROK
will have for other Asia# nationg, Thus, 14 was the US
which alone couvld play the role of a guardiaen and thus
prevent the outbreak of a war in North Bast Asia in general
‘and Korea in particular,

Yot another reason for the undue security concem
of the FOK was typical of the alliance between & super
power and a wesker one, The latter need not stress its
weskness to obtain support, but it may exaggerate its
fraility to obtain particular forms of sid, Applied in
the Korean gontext, the EDK congtantly Ploaded for more
US security sesistance for its military modernisation
programme, And it was highly successful as the Us, the
larger ally, still had (has) a vesnted interaest in mgin.
~ taining the regime which wvnlued the US connection so much,
This wae further important vhen the US decided to reduce
the commitment without abandoning it completely. In this
situation, as in the similar alliances, the ROK, the
gneller ally, presced for maximum compensation in return
~ for reﬁuéea'eommxtmnnx. Therefore, it was no wonder whem
Park Chung-hee demanded throughout the soventies propore
tionate US security aesistance to the level of reduced

US troops' presence,
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As & eomllm' to the‘abava point, it can be argued
that the pa&a of the overall modernization depended upon
the level of US involvement in ROK's defense, The lesser |
was the US involvement, the more diversion of money from
the non-military and other developmental projects to the
defenge é-atabliahment.‘ Naturally, the IOK wanted to reverse,
or at leanst halt, this process, o, by pioturising s North
Korean threat, the HOXK aimed to prolong the US physical
presence in the country,.

The threat perception of the KK had internal strings
attached to 1¢t, This was the very nature ¢of the Seoul regime,
The arny men in civilian clothes rule the country, ZThey do
not want to share power with anyone else. Againgt this, when
in 1971 and 1972, the popular aiécontent rose t0 a significant
height, Park regime wanted to distract publie attention and
thereby perpetuste authoritarian rule dy projecting the
outside threat to the very survival of the gtate,

-

The :.nt;areate of four centres of pover are enmeghed
in the EKorean peninsula, They are! China, the Soviet Union,
Japan and the United States. Of the four, it is the US
which is nearly 6,000 niles away from the peninsula,
Therefore, whereas, the other three will always remain
concerned with tho developments in the peninsula due to
‘geo-political considerations, the presence of the Us,
physical or otherwise, in the peninsule depends upon the
political decipion only, Ae a result, the state (or fate?)
of the éeourity relations between the US and the RK 18
contingent on the former, |



168

During the s;efven*t_;ies, many uncertainties about the
American commitment were ﬁhongnt to have appeared, Mt
this was a wrong perception, | Such a perception reete& on
the fact that the reduction or the withirawal of the
'»Sm'er«ie'an grdund vti'ocpis from fhe FOK was seen in isolation
from ;d_{the:" 'c,ommiﬁneﬁts such as the reaffirmation of the
. clauges in ‘Ehe Mutual Defense .’h'ea?y and massive infiow ‘
of us security assis’éanc-‘e. The seventies witnessed the
phenomenal increase in the Us assigstance, both governmental
and private, to the HOK. Kighly moderni sed weapons were
pumped into i:he ROK and quantitatively also they were more
than at any other point of time in the past., It is during
this decade that the near-integration of US and South
‘Ko'i-ean military structurés took place, gnd fiercer joint
miiit:arj 'exereises were performed year by year, | Even,
while talking of the withdrawal it should be remembered
that there were never any proposals to link the withdrawal
of ground troops with US air and naval personnal present
in the ROK. .

This unprecedented rige in the interaction between
the two countries in all respects, particularly in the
gecurity spheré', let aeide the fact (or fear) that the US
growing relations with China will be at the cost of the ROK,
Indeed, the US actions clearly proved that it could do
business with the PRC and the ROK independently. It would
not abandon an established friend to win over a former

enemy .
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The HK remained and gtill remaina an Mportant
eountry to be of vital weoneern to the US global security
framework. By providing the only mainland bases in the
US forward defense line in the Far Esgt (the rest being
'the islaﬁd_s), the ROK has 'provided the scope to the US
to be present on land nearer to the Soviet border. -Besidés.
as a "Pacific Power", and this she has to remain always
as her own security is closely linked to it, the US has
evolved an integrated am:l interdependen@ defense structure
by involving many Pacific Ocean countries, the notable
being Japali, the Philibpines, the ROK, Australis and
New Zealand, '

In addition, the US earmot aasily belittle its
.friendship with the ROK which now, a‘t 1east is a medium
power and continues to move at a rapid pece, Ite economic
reach is now global, and of grow:i.zig importance to such
regions ga'the Middle East and South East Asia, not to
mention the US (FOK being its twelfth largest trading
partner), The ROK meintaing the £ifth largest army in
the world{ Ite military strength exceeds that of Japan,

In fighting capacity, its land forces, as proved in the
| Vietnam war, may well be .compared to that of any other
- nation in Asia,

Ooneiaering ell these, the security relations
between the FOK and the US will remain, as in the past,
very close as long as the present political structure of
the ROK dominated by the military confinues.
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