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FOREWORD

On October 18-20, 2001, the 16th Annual Conference of the Council on
U.S.-Korean Security Studies was held in Washington, DC. Created in 1985
by retired generals Richard Stilwell of the United States and Sun Yup Paik
of the Republic of Korea, the Council’s aim was to initiate a conference that
would bring together top scholars and practitioners on the most important
issues facing the two countries and their important bilateral alliance. Since
then, the Council has successfully hosted an annual conference, alternating
every other year between meetings in Seoul and Washington.

Although begun as an idea with a relatively small scale, in 2001 the
Council hosted one of the largest meetings ever, bringing together over
50 presenters and discussants and several hundred participants. Due
to the terrorist attack on the World Trade Center the preceding month,
the planned participation of high-level U.S. government officials was
curtailed. However, those attending the conference heard from many of
the leading experts on Korean, Northeast Asian, and U.S. foreign policy
issues and problems. Major speakers included the Republic of Korea
(ROK) Ambassador to the United States, the Deputy Director of the Korean
Peninsula Energy Development Organization (KEDO), and the U.S. Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Asia and Pacific Affairs.

The unexpected attacks just 1 month prior to the conference caught
everyone by surprise, not the least the authors. Thus, the papers did not
capture adequately an assessment of the actual and potential impact of the
terrorist attack on U.S. foreign policy, its implications for the two Koreas,
and its probable effects on China and Russia. There were suggestions that
the attack would have major effects, but few details about what those would
be, which was understandable with so little time having elapsed since the
attack. On the other hand, papers such as Victor Cha’s stressed that in
important ways much had not changed: U.S. commitments had not been
shifted or weakened; the U.S. ability to militarily uphold its commitments
had not been affected; and the solidarity of the ROK-U.S. alliance again had
been demonstrated through South Korea’s strong support for the war on
terrorism.

The terrorist attack may have contributed to some extent to a broad mood
of uneasiness, even outright concern, at the conference. Some authors, such
as Tae Woo Kim, noted the stagnation or stalemate now existing in North-
South and U.S.-Democratic Peoples” Republic of Korea (DPRK) relations.
There was consensus as articulated by Nicholas Eberstadt that North Korea
had not made serious progress in either relationship: it had yet to install a
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significant reform program, making only modest economic improvements
and none that reflect an easing of the structural problems in the economic
and political systems. Most importantly, North Korea had not opened up
to the outside world.

Interestingly, unlike previous conferences, there was no concern about
a collapse of the North with its myriad of unfortunate consequences.
Instead, recent developments were taken mainly as evidence that the North
lacks any serious commitment to reform, to engagement, and to opening
up to the world, which is why the North is neglecting the opportunities
offered by the Sunshine Policy and the Bush administration’s offer to
resume negotiations, and why the North did not respond effectively to the
opportunity raised by the 9/11 incidents to deepen engagement with the
United States. However, this was not a unanimous view. Some participants
suggested the Bush administration was still not serious about talking with
Pyongyang, and that the North really has made a significant commitment
to change but that we are expecting too much too soon in this regard. In
response, the pessimists carried their criticism further, suggesting that the
Sunshine Policy has actually had a corrosive effect in South Korean politics
and that the United States has not demanded sufficient reciprocity from
Pyongyang. In short, one element captured in the conference papers was
not just that engagement was not working but that it was too costly.

Some papers such as Tong Whan Park’s and Jin Young Chung’s also
expressed concern about the state of the alliance. To be certain, some
analysts, particularly the government speakers who offered the official
view from each country, emphasized that the alliance and the larger U.S.-
ROK relationship are quite sound. They cited the very high caliber of the
alliance forces, the excellent level of cooperation and consultation within the
alliance, the reciprocal support each government has offered for the other’s
major efforts in the past year: on engagement, terrorism, and economic
recovery. But others saw public support for the alliance as likely to wane
in the United States if the alliance was not refocused and public support
for the alliance continuing to drop in the ROK due to a string of complaints
about the U.S. military presence. In addition, there is growing sentiment
in some quarters that, with the United States as the only superpower and
North Korea very much weakened, the alliance was now much less about
defending Korea and much more about goals and purposes of each of the
two governments that may be increasingly divergent. They cited the clear
disagreements between the Bush administration and President Kim Dae-
Jung over the Sunshine Policy. Others, such as Miong Sei Kang, argued that
regional trade blocs, particularly the U.S. interest in developing one in the



Americas, could drive a wedge into U.S.-Korean economic relations in the
coming years. Their overall point was that the alliance lacks deep roots,
particularly as the generation passes on that personally experienced how
and why the alliance came into existence and the shared sacrifices it has
entailed.

The papers also expressed a somber mood about the environment
in South Korea. Speakers disagreed in assessing the South’s economic
situation. Most saw the state as still too deeply involved in running the
economy, the economic reforms as too limited, and the future bleak in
terms of economic growth, with the ROK facing increased competition
from China’s low costs and Japan’s advanced technology. Many of the
authors referred to President Kim as a lame duck with well over a year
left in his term, and felt that the sharp domestic political divisions in South
Korea had produced some paralysis on important matters.

Finally, there was considerable pessimism expressed about the future
of the Agreed Framework and KEDO, which oversees its operation. At
the time of the conference, it was unclear how North Korea was going to
meet its requirements under the Nonproliferation Treaty and the Agreed
Framework and be sufficiently transparent and cooperative about its
nuclear programs. If it did not, then either the Agreed Framework or the
standards it is supposed to uphold would collapse. Offsetting this potential
outcome were KEDO’s continued efforts to move the project ahead, even
with significant delays. At the time these papers are being published, the
situation has become far more serious, with the entire Agreed Framework
apparatus in disarray.

The participants were very grateful for the strong support the conference
enjoyed from the Korean Association of International Studies, the ROK
Ministry of National Defense, the Federation of Korean Industries, the
Korea International Trade Association, the Korea Chamber of Commerce
and Industry Hanwha Group, the Hae Sung Institute for Social Ethics and
Korea Line Cooperation, Korean Airlines, and The Heritage Foundation.

BALBINA Y. HWANG PATRICK MORGAN
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PART I: SETTING THE STAGE






CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION:
THE ALLIANCE CHALLENGED

Donald W. Boose, Jr.

The principal focus of the papers collected in this book is the
Republic of Korea (ROK)-U.S. alliance and the challenges it faces
from tensions within the alliance, the effects of the alliance partners’
interaction with North Korea, and the economic pressures that affect
the alliance.

These papers were presented at the 16th Annual Conference
of the Council on U.S.-Korea Security Studies in October 2001.
Because of the elapsed time, the reader could be tempted to think
that the events since these papers were presented have overtaken
the arguments of the presenters. This is far from the truth. Each
of these papers reflects the enduring historical forces, geopolitical
realities, and national interests that affect Northeast Asia, the Korean
peninsula, and the ROK-U.S. alliance. The descriptions of the alliance
mechanisms, the Armistice machinery, the Agreed Framework,
and the economic imperatives that affect the alliance thus have
continuing value. The policy recommendations are still germane
and worthy of the consideration of those to whom the future of the
alliance is entrusted.

At the time of the conference, the prevailing tone was cautiously
optimistic, although the challenges were severe. Soon after President
George W. Bush entered office, he had announced that U.S. policy
toward North Korea would be reviewed, a process that brought
most of the on-going dialogue between the United States and the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) to a halt. During his
March 7, 2001, summit meeting with ROK President Kim Dae-jung,
President Bush supported President Kim’'s engagement policy and
the 1994 Agreed Framework, but expressed skepticism of the North
Korean leader and stressed the need for “complete verification”
in any future agreements with the North.! Many in South Korea
believed that President Bush had demonstrated lukewarm support
for President Kim and, in spite of U.S. statements to the contrary,
concluded that there was a cooling in the ROK-U.S. relationship. On



the other hand, a January 2001 agreement that allowed the ROK to
build missiles with ranges and payloads up to those permitted by
the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), the conclusion of
an investigation into the killing of South Korean civilians near the
village of No Gun Ri during the Korean War, and the revision of
the U.S.-ROK Status of Forces Agreement, increasing ROK ability to
prosecute American soldiers under Korean law,? all helped to defuse
public criticism of the United States.

While U.S.-DPRK dialogue was generally moribund, there were
some contacts between the United States and the North throughout
2001, and South-North dialogue proceeded fitfully. In the wake of the
cataclysmic terrorist attacks against the United States on September
11, 2001, sympathy for the United States temporarily overshadowed
anti-U.S. feelings. South Korea offered support and North Korea
condemned the attacks. Thus, by the time of the October conference,
there seemed to be some grounds for optimism, although some of
the conference participants raised concerns about North Korean
actions and intentions and noted the underlying tensions between
the alliance partners and within South Korea itself.

Post-Conference Events: Continuity and Change.

In the months immediately following the conference, hopes
were raised further with indications that the South-North dialogue
was reviving and that contact between the United States and the
DPRK was about to resume. However, during his State of the Union
address on January 29, 2002, President George W. Bush reflected
the skepticism of his administration toward the north by including
North Korea with Iraq and Iran in what he called an “Axis of Evil.”
In spite of further statements by President Bush and other members
of his administration that the United States remained prepared to
negotiate with North Korea, the immediate effect of his speech was
to raise North Korean hackles and bring the incipient moves toward
dialogue to an abrupt end. The speech also aggravated those in
South Korea who saw the United States as an obstacle to Korean
reconciliation.” While prospects for U.S.-DPRK dialogue were set
back, the operation of the Korean Peninsula Energy Development
Organization (KEDO) (the multinational organization established
to carry out the provisions of the 1994 U.S.-DPRK nuclear Agreed
Framework) continued throughout the year, as did much of
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the South-North dialogue, including ministerial and economic
meetings. The course was not smooth, with several of the meetings
being abruptly cancelled by the North Koreans and with periodic
naval clashes in the West (Yellow) Sea. Nonetheless, the cautious
optimism of most of the conference participants seemed justified
until the Autumn of 2002, when a series of events shook the South-
North dialogue, the U.S.-ROK relationship, and KEDO.

During the first week of October, James A. Kelly, the U.S.
Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs made
his long-anticipated visit to North Korea. Two weeks later, U.S.
officials said that during the visit, Kelly’s North Korean interlocutors
acknowledged the existence of a clandestine uranium enrichment
program and, according to Kelly, declared the 1994 Agreed
Framework “nullified.”*

On October 25, the Korean Central News Agency reported
comments by a DPRK Foreign Ministry spokesman, who accused
the United States of hostile intent against North Korea, exemplified
by the “Axis of Evil” speech, nuclear threats, and failure to make
good on its obligations under the Agreed Framework. Under the
circumstances, he said, the DPRK could not ”sit idle” and was
“entitled to possess not only nuclear weapon[s] but any type of
weapon more powerful . . . so as to defend its sovereignty and right
to exist” in the face of the U.S. threat. Nonetheless, the spokesman
said, the DPRK was prepared to seek a negotiated settlement if the
United States recognized DPRK sovereignty, assured the DPRK of
nonaggression, and did not “hinder the economic development of
the DPRK.”® The United States announced that it was willing to talk
to North Korea, but only if the DPRK renounced its nuclear weapons
program first.°

Thus, the situation reached an impasse and, although South-
North ministerial talks took place in October and economic talks and
other dialogue and contacts continued in November, the revelation
began a dangerous series of moves and countermoves, amid strong
rhetoric on both sides.

On November 6, the DPRK announced that it might end its
freeze on missile tests.” Eight days later, the KEDO Executive Board
issued a statement of condemnation of North Korea’s “pursuit of
a nuclear weapons program, which is a clear and serious violation
of its obligations under the Agreed Framework” and announced
that heavy fuel oil shipments would be suspended, beginning
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with the December shipment.® On November 29, the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Board of Governors adopted a
resolution deploring the DPRK’s public claim that it is entitled to
possess nuclear weapons, declaring that claim to be “contrary to
its obligations under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty” and
insisting that “North Korea urgently and constructively cooperate
with the IAEA in opening immediately all relevant facilities to IAEA
inspections and safeguards and [urging] North Korea to give up
any nuclear weapons program, expeditiously and in a verifiable
manner.”® North Korea rejected the request for inspections.'

On December 11, President Bush released a “National Strategy to
Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction,” reiterating the U.S. policy
reserving the right to respond with overwhelming force, including
conventional and nuclear capabilities, to the use of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) against the United States, its overseas forces, or
its allies. While this document did not name North Korea, it is clear
that the DPRK was among those referred to as “the world’s most
dangerous regimes.”*

On the same day that the President released the WMD strategy,
Spanish and U.S. forces intercepted a North Korean cargo ship
transporting missiles to Yemen. The Yemeni government insisted
that the missiles had been purchased legally and the ship was
released, but North Korean rhetoric escalated even further, with
accusations that the United States was engaged in piracy.'

On December 12, North Korea announced that it intended to
restart the Yongbyon and Taechon reactors, the issue that had
precipitated the crisis of the summer of 1994 and led to the negotiation
of the Agreed Framework. The putative rationale for restarting the
plant was that North Korea had a critical energy shortage due to
the suspension of oil shipments by KEDO and lack of progress on
the light water reactors being built in North Korea pursuant to the
framework agreement. It seems more likely, however, that the move
was intended to put pressure on the United States to resume talks."”

As these events were taking place, the ROK-U.S. alliance came
under increasing strain in the face of anti-American demonstrations
prompted by the acquittal of two soldiers who had accidentally
crushed to death two Korean school girls under the treads of their
armored vehicle on June 13, 2002. The acquittals served as a focus
for long-simmering unhappiness with American actions and the
aggravations caused by the presence of large numbers of U.S.



soldiers in South Korea. The anti-American turmoil and outrage
was reflected in statements by both presidential candidates in the
campaigning then underway and led to calls by President Kim Dae-
jung for further renegotiation of the Status of Forces Agreement.'
This message was delivered to U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald
Rumsfeld by ROK Minister of National Defense Lee Jun at the
annual Security Consultative Meeting in December 2002, although
the joint communiqué diplomatically referred only to Minister Lee’s
“keen interest in improving the implementation of the Status of
Forces Agreement,” while, “Secretary Rumsfeld listened carefully to
Minister Lee’s explanation.”®

In the December 19, 2002, ROK presidential elections, ruling
Millennium Democratic Party candidate Roh Moo-hyun defeated
conservative opposition leader Lee Hoi-chang. President-elect Roh,
a 56-year old human rights and labor lawyer, had previously been
critical of U.S. policies, calling for continued engagement with North
Korea and revision of the Status of Forces Agreement. However, the
initial contacts between Roh and U.S. President Bush were cordial,
and the new president-elect quickly indicated his strong support
for the alliance. The new year began with the ROK President-elect
identifying “peaceful settlement of the ongoing North Korean
Nuclear Crisis” as his top priority and U.S.-ROK-Japan consultations
on the appropriate response to the North Korean actions.'

The nuclear situation continued to escalate as North Korea broke
the seals on the previously sealed spent plutonium fuel rods at the
Yonbyong reactor, disabled the monitoring cameras, brought in
fresh fuel rods, and ejected the International Atomic Energy Agency
on-site inspectors."”

Clearly, the situation in Northeast Asia has changed in many
ways since these papers were presented. Yet, there is continuity in the
fundamental dynamics of the alliance, in the issues and challenges
facing the alliance, and in the various forums and mechanisms
through which the alliance works. Even with the unexpected “wild
card” of the North Korean nuclear revelations, our commentators,
writing a year before that event, were generally accurate in their
identification of the crucial issues, potential points of crisis, and
likely broad course of events. It is worthwhile reading their analyses
in the light of the actual circumstances since the conference.



Challenges and Proposals: The View from October 2001.

In his chapter, Professor Victor Cha argues for the value and
relevancy of the U.S.-ROK alliance in the post-Cold War world, even
after the eventual reunification of Korea, with the assumption clearly
held by most of the conferees that reunification, when it comes, will
be under the ROK. Not only does the alliance have enduring value
for the security of both nations, he insists, but it is also grounded
in shared values, a fact that is often unrecognized by Americans.
Professor Cha warns that the alliance could dissolve, to the detriment
of both nations, and recommends actions by both parties to rethink
the alliance’s rationale, emphasizing the mutually-shared ideals of
freedom, justice, and democracy.

Dr. Jin-Young Chung examines the alliance from the perspective
of the cost sharing that symbolizes the balance of the relationship
and reflects other, deeper, issues. Dr. Chung suggests that debates
on cost sharing provide a forum not just for the discussion of alliance
support, but for more far-reaching dialogue on the future purpose
and nature of the alliance. He proposes strengthening the alliance
by developing through this dialogue a new vision of purpose to
assure its continuation after reunification, as well as the replacement
of the current system of constitutional processes with automatic
guarantees of wartime assistance, and other actions to assure a more
equal partnership.

Professor Tong Whan Park examines the U.S.-ROK alliance in
terms of its relative costs to the United States compared to the costs
of having no alliance, the costs of the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the
costs of the alliance to the ROK. He concludes that the alliance is
advantageous for the ROK, and even more advantageous for the
United States in terms of political, economic, and military security.

Professor Kyudok Hong traces the history of United Nations
involvement with Korean security, with an emphasis on the U.S.-
led United Nations Command (UNC). In its quest for a U.S.-CPRK
agreement that would lead to the removal of U.S. forces from Korea,
North Korea has attempted to abrogate the Armistice Agreement and
has called for the disestablishment of the UNC. But Professor Hong
argues that both the Armistice Agreement and the UNC are valuable
mechanisms that contribute to the security of the United States and
the ROK, as well as to the effective working of the alliance.

Professor Jeongwoon Yoon describes the various agreements,



forums, and structures through which the ROK-U.S. alliance
operates. After explaining the content and value of the many forums,
he provides policy recommendations to improve these mechanisms.
He suggests increased emphasis on mid to long-term issues, a
clearer division of labor between the bilateral Security Consultative
and Military Committees, the establishment of standing offices
for on-going discussion, and the active participation of the ROK-
U.S. Combined Forces Command (CFC) leadership in the security
deliberations of the committees. He then describes the various
combined and multinational exercises carried out by the two nations,
providing policy recommendations for increasing the value of these
exercises. He proposes short notice exercises at varying times of the
year and greater emphasis on interoperability. He also recommends
exercises based on scenarios in which the United States is engaged in
military operations elsewhere in the world when a crisis breaks out
in Korea in order to test the U.S. ability to respond to simultaneous,
widely-separated contingencies. Finally, he argues that, so long as
North Korea refuses to engage in substantive confidence-building
and arms control efforts, the practice of curtailing exercises in order
to avoid jeopardizing dialogue should be discontinued. Professor
Yoon then explains the structure and roles of the ROK-U.S. Combined
Forces Command, which is the integrated headquarters for the
defense of Korea and the conduct of bilateral military operations. He
recommends that CFC focus on its deterrence role and be prepared
to adapt to changes in the international security environment. He
also argues that CFC needs more effective options for countering
the rising tide of anti-U.S. criticism and North Korean propaganda
designed to divide the allies.

Professor Nicholas Eberstadt introduces a note of caution. He
examines the evidence in the months prior to the conference that
North Korea was beginning a process of reform. His close reading
of North Korean political, economic, and military statements and
actions lead him to conclude, however, that, far from reforming, the
Pyongyang leadership had remained steadfast in its policies and was
using the South Korean “Sunshine” policy of engagement to attempt
to drive a wedge between the United States and the ROK.

Professor Taewoo Kim examines the divergent views within
the South Korean populace and leadership concerning North
Korea and U.S. Forces in Korea. He uses the term “liberal” to
describe those who work from the basis of Korean ethnic identity,



favoring active engagement with the North, downplaying the North
Korean threat, seeking reconciliation, and viewing the presence of
U.S. forces in Korea as intrusive, unwelcome, obnoxious, and an
obstacle to reunification. He applies the term “conservative” to
those who see the North not only as a counterpart in negotiation
toward reunification, but also as a dangerous, threatening, and
untrustworthy neighbor. The conservatives, while not uncritical
of U.S. actions contrary to Korean interests, value the alliance as
both necessary for security and a reflection of shared values that
transcend ethnic identity. Professor Kim expresses concern that this
“South-South ideological conflict” was having a corrosive effect,
threatening the social fabric and national cohesion of the South and
undermining the alliance, thereby jeopardizing ROK security. He
argued that this dire outcome could only be averted by dialogue
and mutual understanding--reconciliation within South Korea as
a prerequisite to effective interaction with the North to achieve the
reunification and peace that are the goals of both “conservative” and
“liberal” Koreans in the South.

Professor Haksoon Paik provides a very thorough discussion
of the 1994 Agreed Framework and the Korean Peninsula Energy
Development Organization (KEDO), which he sees as a successful
mechanism for engaging North Korea. Professor Paik argues that
KEDO provides a useful precedent for international engagement
with North Korea, a conclusion that remains valid even if the nuclear
confrontation that began in October 2002 results in the end of KEDO
as currently constituted.

Professor Miongsei Kang examines the trade situation
confronting the ROK, noting that the pattern of trade has shifted,
with less dependence on the American market for Korean exports.
Nonetheless, the United States remains the second largest trading
partner, after China and Hong Kong, as well as an essential element
of Korea’s security. While the relative proportions of Korea’s trade
have changed, the country has also come under increasing pressures
through “regionalism,” as Professor Kang calls the growth of
regional economic trading arrangements, such as the European
Union and the North American Free Trade Agreement. Malaysian
Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad has proposed an Asian trade
bloc from which the United States would be excluded, but Professor
Kang argues that Korea is best served by open trade arrangements.
He notes that the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum



provides a mechanism for addressing trade and other economic
issues without the constraints inherent in participation in regional
preferential trade arrangements.

Professor Kyu-Ryoon Kim delineates South Korea’s foreign
direct investment (FDI) policies in the context of what he calls the
“Asiatic mode of economic development,” based on an export-
oriented development strategy. The ROK has many economic
advantages of geography, high quality labor and management, a
strong industrial and research base and infrastructure, and a rapidly
growing information technology sector. The ROK Government has
built on this foundation with policies that encourage and facilitate
foreign direct investment. Nonetheless, Professor Kim suggests that
South Korean firms may not be making the most of the opportunities
available to them for FDI. Furthermore, while South Korea has
weathered the Asian financial crisis of the late 1990s, that crisis
raised questions about rapid economic growth and the government’s
role in economic development. The attitudes and actions of North
Korea and the state of South-North relations also affect investment
and growth. Professor Kim calls for a rethinking of ROK policies
and consideration of whether moderate and sustainable economic
growth and multilateral cooperation may not be the best pattern for
the future.

Economic cooperation is essential to the process of South-North
reconciliation and was a key element of former President Kim
Dae-jung’s “Sunshine” policy of engagement, which decoupled
economic cooperation from political issues. Yet, as Professor
Joseph A.B. Winder explains, there have been many obstacles to the
development of South-North economic links. Nearly all of them can
be attributed to the North Korean leadership, whose attitudes and
actions have been incompatible with the norms of modern commerce
and industry. The two Koreas have negotiated a framework for
economic cooperation, however, and, even during the tensions that
resulted from the October 2002 revelations concerning the North
Korean nuclear program, economic talks continued.

Enduring Realities, Persistent Challenges.
Collectively, these papers set forth the structure of the alliance,

provide useful background information, and place the alliance in
its political, social, and economic context. They provide a basis for



understanding and dealing with current and future challenges to
peace and security in Northeast Asia.
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CHAPTER 2

AMERICA’S ALLIANCES IN ASIA:
THE COMING “IDENTITY CRISIS”
WITH THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA?

Victor D. Cha

The bilateral security relationship with the Republic of Korea
(ROK) has been one of the most successful U.S. post-war alliances
in terms of levels of interoperability and attainment of security
objectives. However, as with other alliances forged in the Cold War,
there are increasing questions about its resiliency in the post-Cold
War era. Some have argued that the absence of a principal enemy
for the alliance (i.e., the end of the Soviet threat or the future end of
the North Korean threat), would by definition mean an end to the
alliance itself. Others have debated such an outcome, arguing that
adjustments in the rationale as well as the components of the alliance
can guarantee its resiliency.!

While the question is right, I argue that the answers are more
complicated and multi-faceted. First, it is by no means certain
that the end of North Korea will equate with termination of the
alliance; there are both empirical and theoretical justifications for the
continuance of the alliance after the threat is gone. Second, in the
present and future, an alteration in the rationale and adjustments in
components of the alliance on the ground are critical and requisite
to future resiliency. However, focusing solely on these issues instills
a false sense of confidence in the alliance’s longevity and obscures
a deeper conceptual obstacle to alliance resiliency, its normative
underpinnings. This factor is given short shrift in other analyses,
yet I believe it is critical because the true test of alliances in the post-
Cold War era is not merely their continuation in peacetime but the
domestic support for fulfilling of these commitments in wartime.
The likelihood of the latter is greater when the allies have a strong
normative link. Otherwise, confidence in the alliance’s longevity
today and in the future could be shattered when the effort to activate
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alliance commitments comes up empty.
The Past and Present Success of the Alliance.

Formed in 1953, the alliance with the ROK was America’s
quintessential Cold War relationship in Asia. There wasno preceding
history of interaction (aside from sporadic and minor commercial
exchanges in the 1800s) on which to draw, no common values as a
frame of reference. In fact, the United States knew virtually nothing
about Korea when it received the Japanese surrender in the southern
half in 1945, and knew only marginally more when it committed to
defend the South in 1950 as a bulwark against communism and a
front line of defense for Japan. Korea’s value to the United States
was never intrinsic and always strategic (i.e., keeping it out of the
adversary’s camp). In spite of this, the alliance later blossomed into
one of America’s most successful and vibrant bilateral relationships
in East Asia.

Across a range of criteria that determine the functional success of
amilitary alliance, the U.S.-ROK alliance has done well.? The alliance
enabled the stationing of what is now some 37,000 U.S. troops
directly at the point of conflict on the peninsula, which provided the
South with an unequivocal symbol of the U.S. defense commitment
and deterred the North with its tripwire presence. The two militaries
represent the classic example of an alliance operating under a joint,
unitary command (the Combined Forces Command or CFC) with
a common doctrine, as well as with a clear division of combat roles
practiced through frequent and extensive joint training. While there
have been some negative civil-military externalities associated with
the stationing of U.S. forces, overall host country support for the
alliance has been and continues to be strong. Arguably the United
States and ROK have evolved into ideal military allies, far more
workable and efficient together than the U.S.-Australia alliance or
U.S.-Saudi Arabia partnership and paralleled only by NATO and
the U.S.-Japan alliances.’?

The U.S.-ROK Alliance’s Place in the Region.

Throughout the Cold War, the U.S.-ROK alliance, while focused
on peninsular security, also constituted an integral part of a larger
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security triangle in Northeast Asia with the U.S.-Japan alliance.
Despite the historical antagonisms between the ROK and Japan, the
United States sought to strengthen the cohesion of this triangle and
effectively treated the two alliances as strategically complementary.
U.S. ground forces in South Korea were as much an extended
frontline of defense for Tokyo as for Seoul. The U.S. Seventh Fleet
and Marine units in Japan provided rear-guard support for the
ROK. This relationship was spelled out in 1969 with the Nixon-Sato
Korea clause (and Prime Minister Eisaku Sato’s National Press Club
speech) in which Japan acknowledged that ROK security was crucial
to Japan and, therefore, would allow the United States unlimited
access to bases in Okinawa (post-reversion) to defend the South.*
In exercises as well as actual maneuvers during the Cold War,
the two essentially comprised one integrated unit in U.S. defense
planning. U.S.-ROK military exercises regularly employed bases
in Japan for logistic support; U.S. tactical air wing deployments
rotated frequently between Japan and Korea; and air and naval
surveillance of the North was operated out of bases in Japan. In
addition, Seoul and Tokyo conducted periodic exchanges of defense
officials, developed bilateral fora for discussion of security policies,
and engaged in some sharing of intelligence and technology.’
While the triangle was driven during the Cold War by the
task of deterring Chinese and Soviet communist expansion on the
peninsula and in the region generally, the post-Cold War linkage
of the two alliances has as its primary focus a North Korean
contingency. Stemming from a potential collapse or aggression by
the North are coordinating roles for the Japanese Maritime and Air
Self-Defense Forces (MSDF and ASDF) in and around the peninsula
with regard to wartime logistics and activities like minesweeping,
anti-submarine warfare, maritime patrol, search and rescue, refugee
processing, and noncombatant evacuation. The catalyzing force for
greater integration of the U.S.-ROK alliance with Japan was the Nye
initiative® and the new U.S.-Japan defense guidelines, which not
only better delineated the respective roles of Washington and Tokyo
in a military contingency, but also highlighted the need for greater
communication and coordination between the CFC in Korea and the
SDF in Japan. Since its inception, the U.S.-ROK alliance, and indeed
the U.S.-ROK-Japan triangle, had to contend with its place vis-a-vis
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Washington’s relationship with China. When the latter was bad,
there was no question of the former’s place in the region. However,
improvements in Washington-Beijing relations always raised a
degree of ambiguity and insecurity among the Asian allies about
U.S. intentions. During the Cold War, these ranged from concerns
that the United States was downgrading ties with Korea and Japan
(partly motivated by trade tensions) and elevating those with China,
to fears that the U.S. reconciliation with China was motivated not by
the success of the Cold War alliances but by their perceived failure.”
In the post-Cold War era, trepidation arose again in Seoul and Tokyo
regarding the Clinton administration’s “strategic partnership” with
China.

Two distinctions require highlighting with regard to this
problem. First, such concerns about China have often been couched
in terms of a potential fracturing or erosion of the convergent
interests that have traditionally undergirded the U.S.-ROK and
U.S.-Japan alliances. However, rather than being symptomatic of an
alliance breakdown, these concerns are simply symptomatic of an
alliance. Fears of abandonment are an inherent part of any alliance
relationship and particularly salient in asymmetrical relationships
such as those with Korea and Japan.® If anything, abandonment
fears are a sign of a healthy and vibrant alliance--indifference would
be more symptomatic of an erosion. Second, the notion of a grand
U.S.-China condominium that undermined Korean and Japanese
security interests overlooks the fundamental difference between
a “partnership” and an alliance. The U.S. alliances with the ROK
and Japan are not only among the most successful but also carry the
most indisputable symbol of commitment--troop deployments. This
is easily taken for granted, as it has been an established and integral
component of the alliances since their inception; nevertheless, it
is an unmistakable sign of who is the primary ally and who is the
“partner.” Finally, convergent rather than competing views between
these two sets of relationships on core issues like nonproliferation
and maintaining the peaceful status quo on the peninsula are more
prevalent in the post-Cold War era, reducing the sort of zero-sum
tradeoffs perceived during the Cold War.
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The Future Rationale and Components.

With regard to the future resiliency of the U.S.-Korea alliance, the
key question is whether the alliance can survive the end of the North
Korean threat. The stated policy of both Washington and Seoul is
that the alliance and U.S. military presence will continue in the post-
unification era.” However, political pronouncements about this and
the groundwork to achieve it are two separate matters. Resiliency
will require adjustments in both the rationale and components of the
alliance. Foremost is a reorientation of the alliance’s overall purpose
toward the promotion of broader regional stability.!® The primary
rationale would no longer be deterring the North Korean threat, but
would entail three different but related objectives. One purpose of
the alliance would be to prevent dangerous power vacuums from
forming on the peninsula. As the experience of the late 19th and
early 20th centuries showed, whenever Korea has been unified, such
vacuums have been an invitation for major power competition and
war. Second, the U.S.-Korea alliance would remain an important
political symbol of U.S. forward engagement as a Pacific power,
which, in turn, would be key to ameliorating security dilemmas
between China and Japan. As has already become clear in the
post-Cold War period, Tokyo supports the U.S. presence as a check
against China’s rise in the region; and Beijing implicitly supports
the continuing U.S. presence as it views Japan’s future intentions
with suspicion. Moreover, this amelioration effect would be weaker
without the U.S.-Korea alliance. In other words, cutting the U.S.
presence in a post-unified Korea but keeping a token presence
in Japan is not likely to achieve the same effect, as Japan would
remain uncertain of the U.S. commitment (given events in Korea),
and China would have heightened suspicions due to Japanese self-
help security behavior. A third purpose of the alliance would be
to reassure a reunified Korea of its security, thereby preempting
rash turns to self-help behavior that might be destabilizing in the
region (e.g., nuclearization, ballistic missile development). The flip
side of this same coin would be for a continued U.S.-Korea alliance
to play a “binding” role on a reunified Korea that, replete with
resurgent nationalism, might otherwise engage in arms buildups
and provocative behavior toward Japan.

In addition to revised alliance rationales, adjustments in specific
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alliance components on the ground are necessary. These include
changesin the composition of U.S. forcesin Koreaas well as alterations
in cost-sharing arrangements, the CFC structure, and base locations
to be more amenable to host country complaints." A reconstitution
of U.S. forces would largely follow from the reorientation of the
alliance’s rationale to regional security. For example, given the
alliance’s current mandate (deterring and defending against a
northern attack), the overwhelming majority of the 98 U.S. military
installations are Army. A regional security mandate would mean
substantial upgrading of air and naval presence and mobile rapid
reaction capabilities at the expense of traditional ground forces. For
example, the future U.S. force presence might no longer consist of
two full brigades, prepositioned Army and Marine equipment (in
Korea and Guam), and an infantry division ready to be flown in
from Hawaii; instead, it might be 10-15,000 troops largely air and
navy-based, a small contingent of ground forces south of the 38th
Parallel and substantially less prepositioning.

Regarding the CFC, operational control has been a delicate
sovereignty issue for the two governments. Operational control
traditionally belonged to the United States until December 1995,
when peacetime control (as well as the position of Senior Member
of the United Nations (U.N.) command component of the Military
Armistice Commission) was transferred to South Korea. A post-
North Korea, diminished-threat environment would bolster a
united Korea’s desires for wartime operational control; however,
this faces two obstacles: (1) the lack of adequate Korean intelligence
capabilities (which Seoul wants the United States to provide);
and (2) U.S. reluctance to concede wartime operational control in
any theater. Most likely, an alternative arrangement would need
consideration, similar to a NATO-type combined control system
in wartime or a U.S.-Japan system of independent control but with
specified guidelines about roles and expectations for cooperation.

Cost-sharing calculations are likely to be readjusted in a revised
alliance system. Until the early 1970s, the United States covered
all costs for maintenance of the security presence in Korea. In the
early 1980s, the ROK committed to share maintenance costs for
joint facilities (up to $45 million/year in 1989), and by the early
1990s, increased its contribution to one-third of total base costs (up
to $300 million/year by 1995). By 1998, the ROK share had risen to
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$399 million, but in 1999, in the wake of the financial crisis, the two
countries negotiated a new multi-year Special Measures Agreement.
Under this agreement, the ROK contributed some $333 million in
1999, and the contribution rose to $391 in 2000.'2

The United States currently occupies 78.6 million pyong [1 pyong
= 3.954 yards, ed.] for 36,272 troops. This amounts to .23 percent
of total South Korean land (30 billion pyong) and 40 percent of
metropolitan Seoul (183 million pyong).”® The percentage, location,
and terms of land for the U.S. base presence are likely to undergo
change in a revised alliance. The precedent for this was set in June
1990, when the two governments agreed to the staged relocation
of Yongsan out of central Seoul to Osan and Pyongtaek, including
headquarters for U.N. Forces, U.S. Forces Korea (USFK), CFC, and all
supporting troops). After completion of an initial phase (relocation
of the Yongsan golf course) in March 1991, the plan was postponed
indefinitely with the North Korean nuclear crisis, and since then
disputes have arisen over the costs of relocation (originally to be
borne by the ROK government), estimated in 1990 at over 2 trillion
won. Adjustments in the terms of land usage are also likely. Relative
to Japan or the Philippines, the ROK provides more exclusive land
use rights to the United States without compensation to the private
sector or does not hold the United States accountable for damages
(56 percent of the total land usage is granted for exclusive use by the
United States).

Additional Factors for Alliance Longevity.

The preceding issues are important and highlight facets of the
relationship that will eventually require attention as the alliance
remakes itself.'* The discussion, however, has not advanced
substantially beyond this point. Analysts and well-wishers pay lip
service to the above recommendations, couching the entire exercise
in urgent phrases like “now is the time to reestablish ROK-U.S.
relations for the 21st century,” or calls for a “restructuring” of the
alliance “beyond the North Korean threat.”"® I raise two additional
avenues of inquiry to push the discussion further. First, contrary to
conventional wisdom, the resiliency of the alliance is overdetermined.
Despite all the efforts at re-thinking rationales and revising
components of the alliance to avert future erosion, objectively
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speaking, the conditions on and around the Korean peninsula are
ideal for continuation of the alliance in the short to medium term.
Second, because alliance well-wishers focus their attention only on
its rationales and components, and because this will, in fact, appear
successful, given the already favorable conditions for alliance
resiliency, what is being missed is an understanding of the alliance’s
normative base. This base is critical because it is linked to the true
test of the alliance’s resiliency, domestic support for activation of the
alliance commitment.

The Defense and Insurance Rationale.

In spite of all the trepidation about post-threat disintegration,
a number of factors favor U.S.-ROK alliance longevity. History
has shown that alliances are more likely to thrive when they face
a persistent threat, are defensive in nature, have limited “exit”
opportunities, have host-nation domestic support, and/or develop
institutional linkages.'® First, ceteris paribus, defensive alliances
last longer than offensive ones. Offensive partnerships tend to
be short in duration. They are motivated by joint acquisition of
a maximum gain after which the partnership speedily dissolves.
Defensive alliances are also motivated by a specific goal, but it
is loss-prevention rather than gains-acquisition. The former is
inherently a stronger rationale for alliance resiliency because the
benefits of continuing the relationship (i.e., insurance) outweigh
the costs.” The U.S.-ROK alliance will clearly enjoy both of these
conditions for the forseeable future. A defensive alliance (with the
one exception of the rollback policy during part of the Korean War),
envisioning an “insurance policy” as its rationale is easy to imagine.
Moreover, any hard thinking about the modalities and requirements
of “insurance” has been postponed as North Korea’s combination of
intransigent behavior and periodic unexpected pliancy provides an
unquestionable rationale for the alliance now."®

Preventive Defense Rationale.
The more “institutionalized” an alliance, the greater the likelihood
of its survival. The prime example is NATO, which has evolved

into far more than an instrument of Western deterrence. It has
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spawned such a variety of subsidiary organizations and transatlantic
networks of former officials, intellectuals, journalists, and analysts
that its livelihood is ensured by the very symbols and institutions of
cooperation it has created.” While similar institutions are lacking in
the U.S.-ROK case, the alliance has provided the only U.S. security
presence on the Asian mainland, and has become an embodiment of
U.S. influence and commitment as a Pacific power. It will still be in
the U.S. interest to discourage the rise of a hegemon in the region,
a goal that also suits Korea. Operationally, the alliance is integral
to the operations of the U.S.-Japan alliance for any contingency in
Northeast Asia. From the ROK perspective, the security relationship
buttresses the trade relationship and has provided other hard-to-
quantify but significant benefits in terms of regional political stability
and secure markets.”® In short, these factors provide a “preventive
defense” rationale for alliance longevity — the benefits substantially
outweigh the costs, and the costs of maintaining these arrangements
are substantially less than having to re-create them in the future.”

The Impact of Multilateralism.

Multilateral security designs are more likely to complement
than supplant the bilateral alliance. Multilateralism’s growth in the
region has been rapid, but while the ROK has been actively involved
in a number of initiatives,” this does not suffice as its foreign policy
template. This was made starkly clear at the time of the Asian
financial crisis when the primary facilitator of the ROK’s economic
bailout was not the multilateral bodies, but the United States, based
on the security rationale. Multilateralism also tends to accord less
with Korea’s strategic culture which, throughout modern and pre-
modern history, has tended to view security as best achieved either
through unilateralism and self-imposed isolation (e.g., the pre-
modern “hermit kingdom”), or through intense bilateralism vis-a-
vis China and then, later, the United States.??> Multilateralism’s role,
much to the desire of both Washington and Seoul, will be alongside
the alliance, complementing it when necessary. Perhaps more
relevant for the alliance than multilateralism in the future are ad hoc
policy coalitions or “minilaterals.” More limited in membership
than broader multilateral groups and pragmatically designed to deal
with concrete problems, minilaterals offer a more opportune venue
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in which the bilateral alliance can operate.*

The Effect of Unification on Alliance Resiliency.

A common cause for alliance breakups after the threat is gone
are fears of abandonment at the government level and host-nation
opposition to the alliance among the general public. The common
assumption is that the U.S.-ROK alliance will suffer from these
debilitating dynamics after North Korea is gone, leading to a great
deal of mistrust and uncertainty between Seoul and Washington.
Regarding host-nation civil-military relations, most assume that
Korean domestic opposition to the alliance will be fierce.

However, a closer look at the prevailing conditions leads to a
different conclusion. Abandonment fears lead to alliance abrogation
only when alternative security or “exit” options exist (e.g., either
the abandonment-fearing ally seeks out new allies or internally
builds up). If such options are not available, abandonment fears can
counter-intuitively lead to a cohering of the alliance.” Undoubtedly,
Korean unification will be accompanied by concerns in Seoul about
U.S. retrenchment; however, the likely response to this will be
reaffirming rather than junking the relationship. This is because the
alternatives are not attractive. Historical animosity toward Japan
and uncertainty regarding Chinese intentions rule out these parties
as security providers. The self-help option is expensive and not
feasible given relative power disparities in the region; moreover,
Seoul has always considered the United States to be the only honest
broker in the region. Unification is thus likely to bring continued
rather than waning enthusiasm for the relationship with the United
States.

Related arguments are relevant at the level of domestic politics.
By any reasonable calculation, unification will be an extremely
costly and difficult process for the Korean people.” Economic and
social integration will be accompanied by a great deal of dislocation
in both the north and south. And as the German case showed, no
amount of policy foresight or economic pliancy can ensure a smooth
transition. The prospect of having to foot new security costs in
addition to unification-related ones will not be an attractive prospect.
In an ideal world, renewed nationalist pride would prompt Korea
to venture outside the protective umbrella of the United States. In
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a pragmatic one, however, the alliance offers Koreans an anchor of
stability in what is certain to be a time of great change.”

Thus, well-wishers will see their aspirations for a resilient U.S.-
Korea alliance validated. This will partially stem from the revisions
in regional security rationales in combination with adjustments in
cost-sharing, base location, command structures, and composition
of forces. In addition, as the preceding conceptual section shows,
certain objective conditions already weigh in favor of the alliance’s
residual continuity in the short-medium term. While this is a positive
outcome, its very success discourages any additional thinking about
a critically neglected variable for alliance resiliency, the normative
underpinnings.

The Normative Foundations of Alliance Resiliency.

The durability of an alliance is not defined merely by the
prolonging of its material structures. The ultimate measure of
resiliency is domestic willingness to fulfill alliance obligations in
time of need. This was a foregone conclusion during the Cold War
when the line between adversaries and allies was clear and battles in
the periphery were equated with those in the core. This is far from
the case in the post-Cold War era.

The American public has traditionally exhibited ambivalence
for international commitments. The Chicago Council of Foreign
Relations found, for example, that only 61 percent of the general
public support an activist U.S. role in world affairs in the post-
Cold War era, a level of interest only marginally better than in
the immediate aftermath of the Vietnam war.?® “Public disinterest
in international affairs is pervasive, abetted by the drastically
shrinking media coverage of foreign events. Majorities of 55 to 66
percent of the public say that what happens in Western Europe,
Asia, Mexico, and Canada has little or no impact on their lives.”?
While 80 percent of the public considers protecting American jobs a
“very important” goal of the United States, only 44 percent believes
the same for “defending allies’ security.” Moreover, the polls
consistently found that Europe is perceived as a more important
theater than Asia.* Thus, it is not U.S. physical engagement in Asia
but “psychological” engagement that constitutes the critical test of
alliance resiliency--Congress and the American people’s willingness
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to use the U.S. forces deployed in the region. As John Mueller has
argued, the United States is generally accepting of engagement and
the deployment of forces abroad in peacetime even if the costs are
substantial. However, what the public is not tolerant of is the loss
of American lives. Once U.S. soldiers start dying, the American
cost-calculation becomes extremely stringent, demanding clear and
unrefutable benefits for such sacrifices.® This nicely sums up the
alliance resiliency dilemma in Asia: for a variety of reasons related
to markets, U.S. leadership, and convenience, support for the United
States to remain in Asia will persist up to the point where conflict
breaks out.

A key determinant of alliance resiliency is the degree to which
shared identities underpin interaction. By identity, we mean the
degree to which alliances are grounded in commonly held norms,
values, beliefs, and conceptions of how security is best achieved.*

[W]hen an alliance either reflects or creates a sense of common
identity . . . [t]hen the entire notion of an individual “national
interest” becomes less applicable. If elites and/or publics begin
to view their own society as inextricably part of a larger political
community, then members will find it difficult to conceive of
themselves as separate and will see their interests as identical
even if the external environment changes dramatically.*

Alliance identity can exist a priori based on similarities in regime
type, religion, or ethnicity (e.g., the Anglo-American alliance).
Common identities can also be constructed over time between unlike
regimes through a wide range of economic and social interactions,
development of elite networks, and high levels of communication.*
In the latter case, alliances become institutions of socialization where
constituencies in both countries develop common standards and
expectations of conduct. Most important, the type of commitment
that emerges from shared alliance identities is fundamentally
different from those that lack this component. The decision to help
the ally in the latter case is based on a cold calculation of the overlap
in interests. In the former case, the decision may have as much to
do with promoting certain commonly shared values (even if there is
comparatively less overlap in interests). At the extreme end, shared
identities may lead to an emotive attachment and loyalty to an ally
irrespective of the issue at-hand.”
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The Task for U.S.-ROK Alliance Resiliency:
Constructing a Shared Identity.

The importance of identity factors for post-Cold War alliance
resiliency does not bode well for the U.S.-ROK alliance. The alliance
had no a priori-shared identity, and instead was formed around
two utilitarian goals: deterring a second North Korean invasion
and safeguarding Japan.* Korea does not register in the average
American mindset. When asked to quantify feelings of affinity
for countries on a scale of 0 to 100 (above 50 being a “warm”),
Americans rated South Korea, a longtime ally of the United States,
below “neutral” (48) and only two points above China. By contrast,
Britain and Canada were rated 69 and 73 respectively.” In the most
telling sign of the absence of American “psychological” engagement
in Korea, a clear majority of the general public were against the use
of U.S. troops to repel a North Korean attack. This was in spite of the
nuclear crisis in 1994 and a prolonged period of exposure to Korea
stories in the media.®

These discrepancies should alarm alliance-watchers of a potential
disaster down the road. A reconstituted U.S.-Korea regionally-
oriented alliance, while appearing outwardly resilient, would
probably garner even less American support than at present. The
inability of Americans to “identify” with Korea and Koreans could
ultimately make the alliance a hollow shell.

The pressing task is therefore not only to deal with pragmatic,
material alliance management issues, but also to lay the ideational
foundation for the alliance in the post-Cold War era. As noted
above, shared identities can be constructed even where they do not
exist a priori. Several steps appear necessary. First, U.S. officials
must make deliberate efforts to frame the relationship in normative
terms that resonate with the average American (i.e., not just with
specialists). Statements like this one by former Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense Kurt Campbell are a step in the right direction:

. . . the security alliance between the U.S. and the Republic of
Korea is more than treaty commitment — it is a close, mutually
beneficial partnership built on a shared stake in democracy and
free markets. Our alliance is an essential element of the strategy
for achieving our long-standing security goal: a non-nuclear,
democratic, and peacefully reunified Korean peninsula.*
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Former Ambassador Bosworth's statements offer similar attempts
at reconstructing the alliance in ideational terms:

The third element of our relationship is philosophical — our
shared commitment to democratic values and democratic
practice. As Korean democracy has developed strongly in recent
years, democracy has become in a real sense the cement of the
overall relationship.*

Moreover, such statements before wider foreign policy audiences
help construct an image of Korea as the successful embodiment of
market democratic ideals in a region where skepticism about such
ideals still remains. The November 1998 Clinton-Kim summit, while
framing the relationship in its traditional anti-North Korean context,
also put forth images of an alliance grounded in shared values of
liberal democracy and free markets.* Similarly, President Bush in
March 2001 spoke of the alliance’s strength in deterring North Korea,
but also in terms of its deepening and “comprehensive” partnership
that ranges out to extraregional issues beyond the peninsula.**
While the former is important now, constructing the latter image is
critical for the long-term. In a similar vein, the establishment of the
Democracy Forum by the two presidents to promote and strengthen
democracy in East Asia also creates important symbols of Korea that
resonate with values rather than just security threats.

Second, there was no better opportunity for remaking the alliance
in normative terms than under the South Korean administration of
Kim Dae-jung. Kim was undoubtedly the most well-known Korean
chief executive in American elite and public circles in the post-war
era. His life history resonates with American ideals of freedom,
justice, and democracy. His suffering as a martyr for these causes
has been anointed by many American leaders. Critics of Kim found
these assessments troubling; however, Kim’s past gave him the
credibility, in American eyes, to promote the bilateral relationship as
a reaffirmation of mutually-shared values in a way that no previous
Korean leader could have.* The opportunity was lost, however, and
the Bush administration must work with the new administration of
Roh Moo-Hyun. While early 2003 is a tense time on the Korean
peninsula, circumstances may actually prove conducive to
constructing a new shared identity for the alliance.

Third, the ROK could resuscitate certain images invoked during
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Ronald Reagan’s reaffirmation of the alliance in the 1980s. After a
period of difficult relations during the Carter administration, when
Washington criticized ROK human rights violations and called
for troop withdrawals, the ROK encountered a renewal of alliance
ties under Reagan. What is of use today from this period is not the
Cold War rhetoric but the images of Korea as a reliable and loyal
U.S. ally. More so than any other Asian power, the ROK directly
supported U.S. policies — a front line state throughout the Cold War
and a willing partner in Vietnam when the United States needed
allied support. The conceptual objective would be to cultivate an
American appreciation of the alliance per se, rather than as derivative
of Japanese security.

Finally, through activities outside the purview of the U.S.-
ROK alliance, Koreans can also demonstrate shared principles.
For example, the ROK has been an active participant in U.N.
peacekeeping operations (PKO) and other multilateral activities,
especially after being admitted to the U.N. in 1991. These sorts of
activities resonate with the American public. Polls find that only
19 percent of the public disapprove of U.S. participation in U.N.
peacekeeping, while over 50 percent actively support it.*

Conclusion.

The future resiliency of the U.S.-ROK alliance is far from
determined. This paper does not argue that efforts to rethink the
alliance’s rationale in the post-threat era are a valueless exercise.
Nor does it argue that alliance identity is the solution to every
problem. Diagnoses of the alliance tend to ignore redesigning its
rationale. This is unhealthy because what appears to be a resilient
and renovated alliance for the 21st century may in fact prove to be
hollow when Americans see no reason to fight for or in the name of
Korea. The chances of avoiding such an outcome are greater with
proactive efforts to remake the U.S.-Korea alliance on the basis of
shared norms and values.
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CHAPTER 3

COST SHARING FOR USFK IN TRANSITION:
WHITHER THE ROK-U.S. ALLIANCE?

Jin-Young Chung

Introduction.

United States Forces Korea (USFK) is a key component of the
bilateral security alliance between the Republic of Korea (ROK)
and the United States of America. For almost half a century,
USFK and the Mutual Defense Treaty have been very successful
in achieving key common interests, that is, deterring North Korea
and maintaining peace and stability on the Korean peninsula and
in the Northeast Asian region. South Korea has benefited from
this security arrangement in various respects beyond its primary
objective of deterring invasion. ROK achievements in economic
development and democratization hardly would have been possible
without peace and stability in its security environment. The United
States has also benefited from the forward deployment of USFK in
protecting and strengthening U.S. interests in Northeast Asia.

However, the alliance and USFK have not been exempt from
turbulence. Sometimes bilateral relations have fallen into trouble
due to South Korea’s domestic politics, the two allies” different
views on North Korea, or one party’s illegal lobbying or influence
peddling. The United States unilaterally decided to withdraw
U.S. ground forces or reduce their size significantly in spite of
South Korea’s strong opposition in 1971, 1977, and 1989. The very
success of the ROK-U.S. alliance has also sown the seeds of its
transformation. As South Korea has grown strong in economic and
defense capabilities, the initial imbalance between the two allies in
the allocation of defense burdens and decisionmaking power had
to be modified. Moreover, the breakdown of the Soviet bloc and the
weakening of North Korea have fundamentally transformed the
external environment. The very fact that conflicts have occurred over
sharing the costs of stationing U.S. forces in South Korea reflects this
changing nature of the alliance.
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This essay is about cost-sharing debates between the ROK and
the United States, and their implications for the bilateral alliance. Our
arguments are three-fold. First, ROK-U.S. cost-sharing debates have
occurred in an inappropriate way so they tended to divide the two
allies. When the issue of cost sharing for USFK gained importance in
the security dialogues between the ROK and the United States in the
late 1980s, Americans were seriously considering the reduction of
USFK, while South Koreans began to doubt the American commitment
to the defense of their country. In other words, South Korea was
asked to increase its share of the burden for maintaining USFK just
when the United States was preparing for the reduction of its military
commitment. Accordingly, South Koreans tended to believe that the
United States was taking advantage of the troop withdrawal card for
the purpose of gaining more concessions from its ally.

Second, it is natural that there have been significant differences
over how to measure the two allies” respective shares of USFK costs.
The issues of which costs to include and how to measure them
for calculating host nation support have been especially divisive.
Moreover, cost-sharing debates between the ROK and the United States
have gained importance in another, very unexpected way: They came
to provide each of the two allies with rare but fertile opportunities to
express discontents and demands vis-a-vis the partner on the current
state and future development of the alliance. As a very complicated
process, cost-sharing debates exhibited many subtle and difficult issues
involved in alliance politics.

Third, the question of fairness in cost-sharing debates can hardly
be resolved through the adoption of sophisticated indicators or
measurement techniques. Rather, it is primarily related to how to define
the nature and mission of the alliance itself in the changing internal and
external environment. Now it is time for the Republic of Korea and the
United States to evaluate the state of their bilateral alliance and find a
new vision for the future.

The rest of this essay is composed of four sections. The following
three sections are devoted to support of the three arguments mentioned
above. The last section is a conclusion.

ROK-U.S. Cost Sharing: Background and Trend.

The U.S. forces came to the Korean peninsula in 1945, together with
Soviet forces, to disarm the Japanese army and liberate the Japanese
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colony. Before the establishment of the South Korean government, the
United States governed the southern half of the peninsula through
a military government. U.S. forces left the country in keeping with
the U.S. policy decision to exclude the Korean peninsula from its
defense line in East Asia.

The outbreak of the Korean War in 1950 brought U.S. forces
back to the peninsula as the core part of the United Nations forces
to rescue South Korea. After the cease fire agreement, the ROK and
the United States concluded the Mutual Defense Treaty and agreed
to station substantial U.S. forces in South Korea. This was the origin
of the current USFK (see Figure 1). During the early decades of
ROK-U.S. relations, the United States was the dominant partner
and provided substantial economic and military assistance. It was
believed that strengthening South Korea’s economic and defense
capabilities would make it a bulwark against Communist influence
on the peninsula and in Northeast Asia.
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Century and the Role of the USFK (in Korean), Sungnam: The Sejong Institute, 2001,
p- 28.

Figure 1. The Number of U.S. Troops in South Korea.

37



However, even during that period, South Korea was not a free
rider. South Korea provided free land for USFK bases and supported
manpower through the Korean Augmentation to the U.S. Army
(KATUSA) program and its operation costs. South Korea also sent
combat troops to the Vietham War. In the 1970s, U.S. demands
for South Korean contributions to USFK intensified.! In 1974, for
instance, the United States asked South Korea to provide logistics
support, especially the costs for storage and maintenance of war
reserve stocks for allies (WRSA) and financial support for carrying
out combined defense improvement projects (CDIP). After 1976,
South Korea carried the burden of providing the operations cost of
the Joint United States Military Assistance Group-Korea (JUSMAG-
K). In 1983, South Korea also began to share the operational cost of
the ROK-U.S. Combined Forces Command (CFC).

This trend of increasing cost sharing reflected, in part, South
Korea’'s economic success.? However, it was also during this period
that the United States unilaterally decided to reduce or pull out of the
USFK. President Richard M. Nixon declared his “Guam Doctrine”
and decided to reduce USFK by 20, 000 by June of 1971. President
Jimmy Carter announced his 3-stage plan in 1977 to withdraw USFK
ground combat forces by 1982. In this context, the United States
pressed South Korea to take more of the burdens of USFK, and
South Korea had little choice but to agree.® From the South Korean
perspective, according to Professor Ryoo Jae-Gab, “it was utmost
important to keep U.S. forces in South Korea by all means.”* South
Korea was willing to share the costs of the USFK in order to keep
U.S. forces.

U.S. demands for cost sharing greatly intensified in the late 1980s
and early 1990s.> Two factors were especially responsible. First,
the burgeoning budget deficit was a serious concern in Congress.
Second, the collapse of the Soviet empire led the American people
to expect a “peace dividend” in the form of defense budget
cuts. Accordingly, those cuts became an important target for the
reduction of the budget deficit. The question was: how to cut the
defense budget? One easy solution was reduction of overseas
defense expenditures® because the United States could blame allies
for not cooperating in sharing the defense burden and the post-Cold
War international environment made it possible to reduce overseas
military commitments. The United States could achieve its objective
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in two ways: reduce the absolute size of overseas forces or increase
the allies” contributions to the costs of stationing U.S. forces.

South Korea and USFK were directly influenced by this. From
1986 on, South Korea was asked to directly contribute in cash to
share the costs of the USFK. After a tense bilateral negotiation,
South Korea began to pay direct support for USFK from 1989. In
early 1991, the ROK and United States concluded a multi-year cost-
sharing agreement in the form of the Status of Forces Agreement
(SOFA) Special Measures Agreement (SMA) for the 1991-95 period.
According to this agreement, South Korea was to increase its
contributions to a third of USFK’s won-based costs (WBC), which
meant U.S.$300 million in 1995 (see Figure 2).

While South Korea was pressed to increase its contributions for
USFK, the United States decided in 1989, once again unilaterally, to
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Source: Ministry of National Defense, White Paper 1999 and 2000; Korea Times,
September 9, 2001. The preliminary data for the year 2002 is based on the ROK-
U.S. agreement at the 2001 Security Consultative Meeting. Korea Times, November
25,2001.
Figure 2. South Korea’s Direct Payment for
USFK Stationing Costs (Unit: U.S. $ million).

cut U.S. Forces. According to a new 3-stage reduction plan, USFK
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was to be reduced by 7,000 for the first 3 years until 1992. The second
and third stage reductions were to be made after a review of the
previous achievements. However, the second stage reduction plan
was never implemented due to the North Korean nuclear issue. In
1995 the United States decided to maintain the current level of its
forces in the region. According to the Defense Department’s East
Asian Strategic Report, the United States has vital interests there
and will maintain the forces to defend them.”

Also in 1995 the ROK and the United States completed another
round of negotiations for a multi-year cost-sharing scheme. This
time, calculating South Korea’s contributions on the basis of the
WBC was dropped. Instead, South Korea was to increase its total
contributions by 10 percent per year for 3 years from the 1995 base,
or U.S.$300 million. In South Korea, this was welcomed, as it was
expected to reduce the rate of increase in the contributions.® When
the East Asian financial crisis hit South Korea in 1997-98, the United
States allowed South Korea to pay a part of its contributions in
Korean Won instead of U.S. dollars, which meant some alleviation
of the Korean burden.

Since 1999 the ROK and the United States have negotiated South
Korea’s contributions for USFK each year. For 2000 and 2001, South
Korea agreed to increase its direct contributions to U.5.$391 million
and U.S.$444 million, respectively. Although the allies have found
a compromise solution so far, many factors have complicated the
negotiations.

U.S. demands for increased contributions have been made during
a declining U.S. commitment to Korean security. The United States
made unilateral decisions to reduce or withdraw its forces while
demanding more for maintenance of USFK. This was a very short-
sighted policy for two important reasons. First, it aroused a very
negative feeling on the Korean side about cost sharing, making the
negotiations controversial and divisive. Second, U.S. policy put the
future of the alliance in a negative light, preventing the allies from
developing a new vision for the alliance. These are the main subjects
of the following two sections.
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Debates over Cost Sharing: A Korean Perspective.

If USFK produces a collective good, both South Korea and the
United States have to pay the costs for its production. Few people in
South Korea flatly deny the need for making a contribution to USFK.
However, there is much disagreement between South Korea and the
United States on how to measure the benefits and costs of USFK and
their allocation. Recent cost-sharing negotiations came to be an arena
in which each party could raise its demands and discontents with
great implications for the future of the alliance.’ In the following, we
pick four broad issues that have been considered most important
from the South Korean perspective.

South Korea’s Fair Share.

Many in South Korea think their country’s contributions are too
heavy."” One of the main reasons is related to the measurement of
South Korea’s contributions, which we deal with in the next item.
Two other reasons are often mentioned. First, South Korea’s relative
burden is heavier than those of the other U.S. allies. According to
research by Dr. Nam Chang-hee, when he was working for the
Korea Institute for Defense Analysis, South Korea’s contributions
as a percentage of its gross domestic product (GDP) and defense
expenditure far exceed those of Germany and Japan.'

Table 1 provides a comparison of contributions by Germany,
Japan, and South Korea. The data in Table 1 are based on the
U.S. Department of Defense report on the allied contributions.
In absolute terms, Japan is an outstanding contributor, the only
country that satisfied the U.S. congressional requirement that the
host country assume 75 percent or more of the costs of stationing
U.S. forces. We can explain this by two factors peculiar to Japan:
it has been constitutionally prohibited from maintaining its own
armed forces; and, compared to the size of the economy, Japan’s
defense expenditure has been very limited.'?

In relative terms, however, South Korea’s contributions have
been heavier. South Korea spent far more resources for defense than
the other two countries. South Korea’s total support for USFK as a
percentage of its GDP and its direct support compared to its defense
budget have been heavier. This is why many Koreans believe that
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Host Country Support | Number | Defense Defense / Total Cost / Total Cost / D.Cost /

($ million) of US. Budget GDP GDP Personnel  Defense
Troops | ($billion) (%) (%) ($1,000) (%)
Direct Indirect Total
Germany | 33.6 |(1344.1 (1377.7 | 68,196 32.89 1.55 0.06 20.2 0.10
Japan 39572 (12239 |5181.1 | 40,244 218 1.03 0.13 128.7 9.38
Korea 3247 | 3972 | 721.8 36,130 11.52 2.84 0.18 20.0 2.82

Source: Department of Defense, Report on Allied Contributions to the Common
Defense, March 2001 and March 2000.

Table 1. Comparative Cost Sharing, 1999.

their portion of the cost sharing is not fair.

Second, South Korea’s support has increased very rapidly.”
According to Nam Chang-Hee, while it increased by 32.3 percent
per year from 1994 to 1997, Japanese support increased only by
5.4 percent and German support decreased by 57.3 percent for the
same period."* As we can see in Figure 2, South Korea’s support
increased continuously except in 1999, when the financial crisis hit.
Moreover, this occurred when the United States planned to reduce
the size of USFK, which made South Koreans feel that their share of
the costs was much heavier.

Measurement of South Korea’s Contributions.

South Korea’s continuous complaints about the United States
in the cost-sharing negotiations are related to the latter’s refusal
to include some of its contributions.” Two important items are the
support of Korean forces to augment U.S. forces (KATUSA) and
the provision of land for USFK bases and facilities. Although the
KATUSA program supports USFK, the United States refuses to
include this cost as a contribution. On the provision of land, the
United States accepted only a very limited amount as a contribution.
As aresult, the U.S. estimate of South Korea’s contributions has been
far lower than the Korean estimate.'

Table 2 compares those estimates for 1997. South Korea includes
all the items the United States includes and then adds others not in-

42



Korean Version American Version

Direct Cash 364.5 | Direct Rent 2.7 2.7
Support Support

Operation & 9.8 Labor 1865  191.3

Maintenance

Logistics 20.5 Utilities 0 0

Facilities 3.4 Facilities 1183 1183

Subtotal 398.1 Miscellaneous 429 60.6
Indirect Facility Use such as Subtotal 3504 3729
Support ranges, etc. 26.5

Tax exemption 153.8 | Indirect Rent 2776 277.6

Support

Manpower support 59.9 Taxes 108.3 108.3

Subtotal 240.2 Miscellaneous * *
Rental Exclusively used 1,557.0 Subtotal 3858  385.8
Support land and areas

surrounding USFK

facilities
Grand Total 2,195.4 | Grand Total 736.2 758.7

Source: Ministry of National Defense, White Paper 2000, Appendix 14; Department
of Defense, Responsibility Sharing Report, March 1999, p. D-9.

Table 2. Differences in Measurement of Korean
Contributions, 1997 (Unit: $U.S. million).

cluded in the U.S. estimate. As a result, there is a big difference,

about $1.4 billion, which means that South Korea’s contributions are

greatly underestimated by the United States."”

Limitations on South Korean Sovereignty and Autonomy.
Recently, South Koreans have become much more sensitive

about the unequal nature of the ROK-U.S. alliance. This sentiment
was aroused by increased USFK-related criminal activities such as
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servicemen’s crimes and environmental accidents and the South
Korean government’s inability to deal with these issues effectively
due to the restrictions of the SOFA. It was in this context that
South Korea tried to link the speedy revision of the SOFA with its
contributions to USFK.'®

Another issue that has attracted much concern and raised
nationalist sentiment in South Korea is the restriction, through
a ROK-U.S. memorandum of understanding, of South Korea’s
freedom to develop medium-range missiles.”” South Koreans felt
frustrated over this especially because it contrasted with North
Korea’s ability to develop and export missiles. The public had great
difficulty understanding why the United States established such a
restriction. As long as USFK is perceived as a hindrance to South
Korea’s national sovereignty and autonomy, the government has
great difficulty in persuading its people to support it.

South Korea’s dependence on the United States for arms and
U.S. restrictions on Korean development and transfer of military
technology also have been the subjects of deep resentment. South
Korea has purchased most of its arms from the United States. Many
Koreans believe this has been the result of American lobbying and
pressure and reflects the asymmetric relationship between the
allies. Moreover, the United States has been very stringent on the
transfer of military technology to South Korea and on granting the
South Korean requests for the export of defense products to third
countries.”

Last, but certainly not least, South Koreans came to be concerned
about rising cost sharing without a commensurate increase in South
Korea’s responsibility and power. South Korea provided U.S.$500
million worth of support for the Gulf War and actively participated
in United Nations (U.N.) peacekeeping operations. South Korea also
took up 75 percent of the costs for the provision of two light water
reactors to North Korea in order to facilitate the implementation
of the U.S.-North Korea Agreed Framework. South Koreans want
responsibility and power-sharing in parallel with cost sharing vis-
a-vis the United States. In fact, there has been a meaningful change:
a transfer of the peacetime operational control of ROK forces
committed to the Combined Forces Command to South Korea in
December 1991. Nevertheless, many South Koreans feel that they
pay the costs of the U.S.-led activities without participating in the
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decisionmaking process. Therefore, there are some who argue that
the government has to link these issues to the level of support for
USFK.*

The Nature of USFK.

Who benefits from USFK? The allocation of costs should be
related to the allocation of benefits. We inevitably confront this
question in the negotiations over cost sharing. In the ROK-U.S.
negotiations, this question is primarily related to the nature and
status of USFK. There has been a broad consensus between the
allies that the primary objective of USFK is deterrence against North
Korea. However, growing voices in South Korean society advocate
other views.”? Some argue that, as USFK basically supports U.S.
interests in Northeast Asia as well as the Korean peninsula, there
is little need for South Korea to support its costs. Another view is
that South Korea no longer needs USFK because North Korea is so
weak that South Korea alone can handl