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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Security Assistance includes the sale or grant of
defense articles, services and training, and the making of
financial and commodity grants (87). After World War II
these various elements of Security Assistance emerged as
primary instruments for the conduct of United States foreign
policy. 1In that respect, U.S. security assistance developed
as a major vehicle for achieving U.S. national interests and
objectives, collectively known as foreign policy. The Mili-
tary Assistance and Sales Manual (MASM) states that the
reason for U.S. security assistance is '". . . based upon the
tenet that the security and economic well-being of friendly
foreign countries is essential to the security of the United
States [92:Part I.A-1]." This is the underlying principle of
American foreign policy statements beginning with the Truman
Doctrine and the Marshall Plan, and continuing through the
Nixon Doctrine and Ford Policy.

There are three broad policy areas which are implic-
itly concerned with the principle of security assistance as
it is expressed in the MASM--political, economic and military.
Scholars of international relations acknowledge a complex
interdependence between political, economic and military
issues when they try to deduce the effects and explain the
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ramifications of foreign policy of sovereign states. A
taxonomic division of political, economic and military
issues cannot be precise and, indeed, may be impossible.
However, this research will address issues which have in-
fluenced the formulation of U.S. security assistance toward
South Korea,1 recognizing that those issues are generally
composed of political, economic and military considerations.
The Korean peninsula is a focal point of East-West
relations. The formulation of U.S. security assistance to
the Republic of Korea must consider the foreign policy
objectives of Asian nations in general and, specifically,
the strategic interests of the Soviet Union and the regional
concerns of Japan and China. Each of these powers has vested
political, economic or military interests in Northeast Asia
and the Korean peninsula.
China and the Soviet Union have borders with North
Korea and provide it with military and economic aid; the
United States continues to maintain military forces in
South Korea; Japan has extensive investment ties with
South Korea [36:1].
Each country is determined to protect its interests, and each
of them is a potential source of conflict. In light of these
complex interrelationships, it appears imperative that the
elements of American security assistance to the ROK be

exercised and developed through great care and prudent policy.

In view of this multiplicity of interests of these major

1Republic of Korea (ROK), South Korea and Korea will
be used interchangeably throughout the thesis.
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powers, the course of security assistance in the ROK has
definite implications for shaping the future global power
structure.

East Asia Regional
Relationships

The stability of East Asia is contingent upon the
policies and actions of world powers whose interests lie there.
The concerns of four major powers converge on the Korean penin-
sula. The United States has been an ally of the ROK since the
end of World War II. Japan has developed economic interests
in both North and South Korea. The peninsula forms a buffer
between Japan and the two major Communist powers of the Peoples
Republic of China and the Soviet Union (60:36). These rela-
tionships are, therefore, subject to change as the major

powers seek to further their respective interests.

United States interests. The power relationships in Northeast

Asia are a primary concern of the United States. The ultimate
justification for the United States' defense commitment to the
ROK is embodied in these relationships. '"For the United States,
the central issue in these power relationships is the future
role of Japan [50:17].'" Japan perceives its role as a demo-
cratically governed, economically successful, relatively un-
armed and non-nuclear power, independent of foreign domination.
United States interests are to ensure the continued development
of such a future.

In terms of conventional military pcwer, the value of
the U.S.-Japan security relationship lies in the Pacific. So
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long as the sea lanes are kept open, Japan's industrial base
and skilled work force provide a base for military operations
second only to the continental United States (50:17). This
advantage is a key to the ability of the United States to
maintain a truly worldwide logistical capability. Therefore,
if it is to retain this logistical flexibility and prevent a
struggle for hegemony in East Asia, the United States must
seemingly commit itself to a long-term major military involve-

ment in East Asia and South Korea (51). The two driving

forces toward this end seem to be: (1) the U.S. treaty commit-

ments to Japan; and (2) Japanese national interests rely
heavily on continued U.S. presence and assistance in South

Korea (51:17-20).

Japanese interests. Several events of recent history have in-

creased Japan's concern for its own national security (78:7):

1. President Carter's decision to establish diplo-
matic relations with the People Republic of China and termi-
nate the U.S. defense treaty with Taiwan (1 January 1979).

2. A subsequent Vietnamese victory in Cambodia.

3. Rebellion in Iran and the overthrow of the Shah
in February 1979.

These recent events combined with the American fail-
ure in South Vietnam may have contributed to the dangerous
perception that the United States has adopted a policy of
retreat from foreign involvements. Such a situation would

cause consternation in a country that is forbidden by
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constitutional lawz to maintain armed forces, and has relied
heavily on the Mutual Security Act of 1951 and the 1954 Mutual
Defense Assistance Agreement established with the United
States (28:100; 25:12). For these reasons, Japan has viewed
the U.S. resolve to support the ROK as a measure of the
credibility of the American commitment to the U.S.-Japan
treaties.

Should Japan perceive a reluctance on the part of the
United States to support these treaties, then a split would
most likely develop, leaving Japan several options (50):

1. As an adequate substitution for the U.S. pres-
ence, attempt to acquire a nuclear arsenal from the United
States;

2. Develop its own nuclear capability;

3. Fully mobilize and again develop a first-class
military capability; and/or

4. Substitute a Soviet or Chinese arrangement for
the one with the United States.

In addition to concern over national security, Japan
has substantial economic interests that rely heavily on a
strong U.S. presence in the ROK (12:46). The American ihflu-
ence has diminished the risk of conflict in Northeast Asia.
This relative stability has secured a favorable climate for

Japanese trade and investment in South Korea. By the end

zArticle IX of the Japanese Constitution forbids
Japan to maintain armed forced or a war potential (28:100).
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of 1972, 379 Japanese firms held a $160 million capital in-
vestment in South Korea. By the end of 1978, Japan's second
most important export market was the ROK3 (7:36). Therefore,
so long as the region remains stable, Japan can continue to
develop trade with South Korea and possibly develop economic

inroads to the Peoples Republic of China as well (9:11).

Peoples Republic of China interests. The primary interests

of the PRC in Northeast Asia lie in four areas (28:43):

1. To strengthen its position relative to the
Soviet Union by refining relations with Japan and the United
States;

2. To ward off the establishment of a strong Soviet
foothold in North Korea: the threat being the presence of
Soviet forces near Chinese industrial centers in close
proximity to Korean borders;

3. To discourage the militarization of Japan or
permit a climate which would necessitate Japanese militari-
zation;4 and

4. To prevent a Japanese-Soviet partnership from
developing. The result would be virtual encirclement of

China by the Soviet sphere of influence.

3By comparison, in 1978 forty-one percent of Korea's
imports came from Japan versus twenty percent from the United
States (7:36).

%China remembers the war with Japan in 1894. Japan
won easily and gained possession of Formosa, the southern tip
of Manchuria and the Liaotung Peninsula with the important
seaports of Port Arthur and Dairen (86:8).

6
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Soviet interests. The primary objective of Soviet foreign

policy in recent years has been detente with the United
States (12:39). However, as evidenced in the Middle East,
detente has not stood in the way of the pursuit of important
Soviet objectives when specific opportunities arose. The
Soviet Union has viewed the presence of American forces in
South Korea as the '"anchor' that maintains American influ-
ence in Northeast Asia (9:57). For that reason, the Soviet
Union would likely feel some degree of temptation to increase
its influence in the Korean peninsula, vis-a-vis the PRC and
Japan, in the event of a significant withdrawal of U.S.
military support of South Korea (9:21). There are two major
objectives the Soviet Union might attempt to realize under
such circumstances (9:21):

1. Counter the PRC's increasing influence over North
Korea. This would demand stronger support for North Korean
political, economic, and military policies. A possible per-
mutation includes the advocacy of war against South Korea.

2. Attempt to discredit the U.S. commitment in Asia.
This measure would play on Japan's perception of abandonment
by the United States. The Soviet Union would, in all likeli-
hood, '"court'" Japan to substitute a Soviet relationship for

the American one.

Statement of Justification

The Korean peninsula has been a focal point of East-

West relations: the four major world powers--the United




States, Japan, China and the Soviet Union have extensive
foreign policy interests in the region. Although the United
States has been traditionally oriented toward Western Europe,
national leaders have recognized the increasing value of

North Asia and the Pacific Basin to America's national objec-
tives. The Nixon and Ford Doctrines have directed a trend
toward more specific objectives in Korea to support a regional
policy of balance.

In view of the importance of American-Korean relations
in maintaining regional balance, it is significant that events
since 1975 have caused discernable.changes in that relation-
ship. Causative factors in 1975 alone include: the fall of

3 Consti-

the Saigon Government, renewed support for the Yushin
tution by a majority of the South Korean people, South Korea's
Force Improvement Plan including the objective of developing
nuclear weapons if the U.S. nuclear umbrella is withdrawn,

and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee's re-examination
of U.S. foreign policy including our overseas basing posture.
In addition, national debate continues regarding President
Carter's decision to withdraw major combat elements of the
U.S. Army 2nd Division, as well as the cost and nature of

compensatory measures to the ROK Government to maintain peace

and stability on the peninsula.

SYushin, meaning revitalizing reform, is the rallying
phrase of the South Korean political system. It is comparable
to such U.S. political expressions as Roosevelt's New Deal or
Johnson's Great New Society.




Security assistance to South Korea is a major ele-
ment of U.S. regional influence. An understanding of the
issues which influence security assistance, and the contri-
bution of security assistance to regional balance is necessary

if America's national objectives are to be achieved.

Problem Statement

A need exists to identify the political, economic
and military issues which have influenced the execution of
American security assistance to the Republic of Korea since
1975, and to assess the contribution of security assistance
to political stability, economic stability and growth, and
the strategic military balance in the Korean peninsula, as
well as regional stability in Northeast Asia with a focus on
the future role of security assistance in American-ROK

relations.

Research Design

Primary documents used to research legislative poli-
cies and to ascertain the sense of Congress were the published
hearings, reports, and bills of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee and the House of Representatives International
Relations Committee. Key documents included: the October

1978 Fraser Report, Investigation of Korean-American Relations;

the International Security Assistance Acts of 1975-1978; a
report prepared by Senators H. H. Humphrey and J. Glenn,

entitled U.S. Troop Withdrawal From the Republic of Korea; a

report to the U.S. Senate entitled United States Foreign
9
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Policy Objectives and Overseas Military Installations, pre-

pared by the Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division,
Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress; and the
Congressional Reports of the Korean Influence Investigation/
Inquiry. Also used were interviews with staff personnel of
the Department of State, Bureau of East Asia and Pacific
Affairs, and the Department of the Air Force including: the
Director for Operations of the International Programs--Asia
Office; and the Office of East Asia, Pacific and Inter-
American Affairs--East Asia and Pacific Region--Northeast
Asia, Assistant for Korea.

Supplemental sources included the Far Eastern Economic

Review which provides an accurate source of current views and

events of Korean relations and developments, the Congressional

Quarterly Almanac which provides an annual summary of major

legislation, the Congressional Record which gives a detailed

account of considerations and contentions of debates on both
floors of Congress regarding issues that have affected
Security Assistance Policy and Legislation, and the U.S. Code

Congressional and Administrative News which provides a com-

pendium of Congressional and Administrative policies and
enactments. Additionally, the research drew from studies in
published and unpublished reports from both military and civil-
ian educational institutions, copyrighted publications and
books by authorities in the areas of Political Science,
Political Economy, U.S. Foreign Policy, and Asian Affairs.

The research effort concentrated on identifying and

10




isolating, from the aforementioned sources, the variables
that have had a correlation to, and have therefore influ-
enced, the formulation and/or execution of American security
assistance to the Republic of Korea. Further effort was
concentrated on identifying the primary taxonomic nature
(political, economic, or military) of these variables. The
desired outcome of which will be a more concise conceptualiza-
tion of the types of political, economic, and military con-
siderations that have affected U.S. Security Assistance to
the ROK from 1975-1979; and that these considerations and
their relationships may be used to develop and exercise
American security assistance to the Republic of Korea in the

1980s.

Limitations and Assumptions

Research regarding the formulation of United States
security assistance was limited to information available to
the general public. Therefore, basic to the research is the
assumption that influencing issues and the intent of security
assistance can be ascertained from official records of the
legislative review process, bills, laws, enactments, and other

official and unofficial statements of policy.

Research Questions

1. What political, economic and military issues have
influenced the execution of American security assistance to

the Republic of Korea from 1975 to 19797

2. What contribution has security assistance made to:

11




a. political stability in the Republic of Korea?
b. economic stability and growth in the Repub-
lic of Korea?
C. strategic military balance in the Korean
peninsula?
d. regional stability in Northeast Asia?
3. What will be the future role of security assist-

ance in American-ROK relations?

Plan of Presentation

Security assistance to the Republic of Korea is a
multifaceted issue with influences that pre-date the 1975 to
1979 time frame selectpd for this research. Thus, in order
to preclude the interpretation of issues and events out of
their historical context, the earlier chapters focus on his-
toric and general events that have influenced U.S.-Korean
relations and security assistance. The later chapters focus
on specific issues and present detailed discussion of their
influences in the 1975 to 1979 time frame on U.S. security
assistance to the ROK. The issues and events are organized
as follows:

Chapter 2 - presents the pre-1975 evolution of U.S.
involvement in Korea and the U.S. foreign policy developed
by Presidents Nixon and Ford for the Pacific arena and South
Korea.

Chapter 3 - develops issues and events from 1975 to

1979 that have shaped American-Korean relations and influenced

12




American security assistance to Korea.

Chapter 4 - identifies the political issues that
have influenced U.S. security assistance to the ROK and the
significance and extent of those influences.

Chapter 5 - identifies the economic impact of U.S.
security assistance to Korea with emphasis on the changed
nature of U.S. security assistance since 1975, including
some specific programs that enhance Korea's security.

Chapter 6 - identifies the military issues that have
influenced U.S. security assistance to the ROK with emphasis
on regional and peninsular stability.

Chapter 7 - addresses the research questions and
provides the authors' conclusions drawn from the information

in the preceding chapters.
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Chapter 2
BACKGROUND

U.S. Foreign Policy

The fundamental goals of United States security
policy with respect to Asia in general, and the Republic of
Korea in particular, are expressed in what is generally
termed the U.S. Pacific Doctrine.6 On July 25, 1969 on the
island of Guam, President Richard Nixon declared a new
American policy in the Pacific which became known as the
Nixon Doctrine. His doctrine was guided by three principles:
partership, strength, and a willingness to negotiate (88:167).
With respect to our role in Asia, Mr. Nixon interpreted these
principles to mean

We should assist, but we should not dictate

we . . . will keep the treaty commitments that we have
. . but . . . we must avoid that kind of policy that
w111 make countries in Asia so dependent upon us that
we are dragged into conflicts such as the one we have
in Vietnam ([51:296].
This policy was responsible for the 1971 withdrawal of Ameri-

can ground forces from the ROK (15:69) under the premise that

South Korea must prepare to assume a greater share of its own

6The term U.S. Pacific Doctrine refers to the Ameri-
can foreign policy in the Pacific region. Nixon's U.S.
Pacific Doctrine is more popularly referred to as the "Nixon
Doctrine," while President Ford's U.S. Pacific Doctrine is
known as the '""New Pacific Doctrine."

14




defense burden.

The Nixon Doctrine was the principle basis of U.S.
security policy in Asia until the announcement of ''The New
Pacific Doctrine'" by President Gerald R. Ford in Hawaii on
December 7, 1975. The new doctrine embodied the three prin-
ciples of the Nixon Doctrine. Additionally, it realized and
placed increased emphasis on the criticality of Asia to
American political, economic, and military strategy (51:398-
401). Mr. Ford conceded America's preoccupation with Western
Europe, and that emphasis of our Asian commitments was required
in order to maintain world stability (51:399). In view of
these observations, President Ford announced his '"'New P§cific
Doctrine'" which specified the following six points (51:399-401):

1. American strength is.basic to any stable balance
of power in the Pacific;

2. Partnership with Japan is a pillar of U.S. strategy;

3. Normalization of relations with the Peoples'
Republic of China is desirable;

4. The U.S. has a continuing stake in the stability
and security of Southeast Asia;

5. Peace in Asia depends on resolution of outstand-
ing political conflicts; and

6. Peace in Asia requires a structure of economic
cooperation reflecting the aspirations of all the peoples in
the region.

The Ford policy had implications for South Korea with
respect to American interests. It affirmed the importance of

15




Japan to American military and economic strategy, dictated a
continued U.S. interest in the maintenance of peace and sta-
bility in the region, and it specifically reaffirmed the
American position that any settlement of the Korean situation
without the active participation of the Republic of Korea was
out of the question (51:400). The doctrine seemed to assure
that the United States would remain militarily, economically,
and politically committed in its support of the Republic of

Korea.

U.S. Involvement in Korea

U.S. involvement in Korean affairs is the product of
a complex set of political-military developments. The United
States was the first Western nation to recognize Korea's in-
dependence when the American-Korean Treaty in 1882 was negoti-
ated through the good offices of China. "Li [Hung-chang]
negotiated for Korea but failed to get into the treaty a clause
describing Korea as 'a dependent state of the Chinese empire'
[25:614] .

Recall that Japan occupied the Korean peninsula from
1910 until 1945. Japan gained undisputed control of Korea by
defeating the Chinese in the Sino-Japanese War (1894-1895)
and by defeating the Russians in the Russo-Japanese War that
was concluded by the Treaty of Portsmouth in 1905 which recog-
nized Japan's '"paramount interest' in Korea and ended Korea's
contact with other powers (25:553-557,618).

Before the Treaty of Portsmouth had been signed in
September, a secret agreement between the United States
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and Japan had been concluded. This Taft-Katsura Agree-
ment of July 1905 provided that the United States would
approve of Japanese suzerainty over Korea in return for
a Japanese renouncement of '"any aggressive designs what-
soever on the Philippines." By 1910 the Japanese felt
sufficiently secure in their strength and position in
the Far East to annex Korea outright. Thus, from 1910
to the conclusion of the Pacific War in August 1945,
Korea was an integral part of the Japanese colonial
empire [58:1].

During the years of war with Japan, the American
attitude of self-determination for Korea began to crystalize.
This idea was expressed at the '"big three'" meeting in Cairo
on December 1, 1943, where Roosevelt, Churchill and Chiang
Kai-shek indorsed the position that "in due course Korea
shall become free and independent.'” The phrase "in due
course'" indicates the uncertainty of the Allies regarding how
Korean self-government might be achieved (25:883).

The war with Japan ended in 1945 and the U.S. pro-
posed that the Soviets and Americans accept the surrender of
Japanese troops in the Korean peninsula north and south of
the 38th parallel, marking the beginning of U.S. involvement
that continues to the present. United States military forces
were not able to occupy the peninsula to prevent the Russians
from entering Korea from the northeast on August 12, 1945,
U.S. military forces did not enter Korea until September 8th
(32:12-14). Thus, the proposed dividing line was not an ad-
ministrative convenience, but rather strong political objec-
tives were involved.

As a second best, [the U.S.] proposed the division

of the task [acceptance of Japanese troop surrender] on
a territorial basis, hoging in that way to prevent Soviet
forces from occupying the whole of Korea. . . . It
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appears to have been motivated by certain specific poli-
tical objectives: (1) to prevent the occupation of all
of Korea by Soviet forces, which was considered unavoid-
able in the absence of such an arrangement; (2) to place
the United States in as strong a position as possible to
implement the promise of Korean independence; (3) to
provide for the security of Japan and of United States
forces during the period of the military occupation of
Japan; and (4) to limit the area of Communist control
[32:13-14]).

During the initial period of occupation, U.S. mili-
tary authorities were acting without clear guidance on policy
(32:53). However, their overall objectives were:

(1) the establishment of an independent and sover-
eign Korea free from all foreign domination and eligible
for membership in the United Nations; (2) insurance that
the national government so established should be a
democratic government fully representative of the freely
expressed will of the Korean people; and (3) assistance
to the Koreans in establishing a sound economy and ade-
quate educational system necessary to an independent
democratic state [32:53].

Aside from the unclear guidance on policy, the
American side was faced with additional problems. U.S. troop
presence in Korea was unpopular because it contradicted the
American tradition of rapid demobilization. Also, prior to
the occupation, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had advised that
"from the point of view of military security, the United
States had little strategic interest in the maintenance of
troops and bases in Korea [32:28]."

Cooperation never actually existed between the two
military zones, and finally General Hodge, the United States
Commander, ''recommended that the unification of Korea be

considered at a higher level [32:16]." The Council of Foreign
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Ministers7 meeting in December 1945 in Moscow provided for
the creation of a U.S.-Soviet Joint Commission charged with
"“implementing the Cairo Declaration's objective of a free
and independent Korea 'in due course' ([32:16].'" The U.S.
and Soviet representatives on the Joint Commission encoun-
tered stalemate after stalemate. The

U.S. and [Soviets] began to favor and support
Koreans within their respective zones who shared their
outlook, and gradually two different social, political
and economic systems took root . . . [41:170].

Throughout the negotiating period, lack of understanding on
the American side of problems facing Korea heightened frus-
trations toward Soviet demands.

United States policy in Korea and the record of
Military Government had come in for much criticism, not
only from Koreans and Americans, but from other countries
outside the Communist world [32:27].

Issues before the Joint Commission became insoluable
and the meetings were adjourned on May 8, 1946. Finally, on
September 17, 1947, the United States referred '"The Problem
of the Independence of Korea'" to the General Assembly of the
United Nations.

If bringing the question to the United Nations was
viewed in Washington as a way of making possible the
reduction of the American military commitments, it hardly
made sense to think simultaneously in terms of increased
pressure on the Soviet Union to accept an essentially
American program [32:41].

Nevertheless, the resulting United Nations (U.N.) resolution

7The Council of Foreign Ministers was the group of
allied foreign ministers tasked with resolving issues arising
from the Second World War (33:686).
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called for elections to be held throughout the peninsula to
constitute a representative government. From the beginning,
this resolution was bound to be rejected by the Soviets
because the

population of Korea, estimated in 1950 to be close to

30 million, was then roughly divided in the proportion

of two to one between Korea south of the 38th parallel

and northern Korea [32:8].
The Soviets refused to cooperate with the election plan, so
United Nations representatives agreed to observe elections in
the South Korea zone on May 10, 1948. The U.N. team reported
that the elections had been relatively free and open, and the
establishment of the Republic of Korea followed with Syngman
Rhee as the elected President in July 1948 (4:170). Elections
were held in the North on September 9, 1948 under Russian
supervision, and the new regime was proclaimed the Democratic
People's Republic. The United Nations recognized the Republic
of Korea in the south as the legitimate government of the
Korean people in December 1948.

In January 1950, Secretary of State Dean Acheson
identified primary American interests in Asia to be centered
on Japan and the island chain lying off the coast of Asia.
Conspicuously, this area of primary interest did not include
Korea and may have contributed to the events that followed:
North Korean forces crossed the 38th parallel into South
Korea in June 1950 (11:53-54). Suddenly the ideological con-
flict of the '"cold war" assumed new dimensions. '"President

Truman saw the invasion [of South Korea] as a coordinated
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shift by the Communist powers from subversion to war to
advance their aims [4:141]." During the hostilities, the
United States suffered 142,000 casualties. South Korean
casualties were estimated at 300,000, North Korean at roughly
520,000 and Chinese at perhaps 900,000 (25:885). Truce talks
began in July 1951 and finally resulted in an armistice on
July 27, 1953. The President of South Korea, Syngman Rhee,8
voiced fierce opposition to signing the armistice agreement
because it would result in continued partition of the Korean
nation.
A Mutual Defense Treaty between South Korea and the

United States and promises of large-scale economic aid

were deemed essential to overcome Seoul's objections to

the armistice agreement. Thus, as part of the extension

of the American policy of containment beyond Europe,

obligations were undertaken which involved a far-reaching

pclitico-military commitment. . . [4:172].

Following the armistice, U.S. troop levels were

rapidly reduced from 200,000 in 1953 to below 60,000 in 1960.
"The only long range goal of the United States aid during
reconstruction [1953-1957] was to establish within Korea a
strong military force . . . [35:54]." Robert R. Nathan
Associates prepared an economic study in 1954 at the request

of the United Nations Reconstruction Agency. The Nathan

study recommended a five-year period for developing '"economic

8Three Korean names in this thesis use the Western
convention of given name first because the American press had
popularized them in that form: Syngman Rhee, Tongsun Park,
Hancho Kim. All other Korean names are introduced in the
traditional form with the family name preceding the given
name: for example, Park Chung Hee.
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self-sufficiency'" and called for '"'new capital investment
projects which tended to duplicate existing North Korean
facilities [35:47]." The United States did not support the
plan because it was inconsistent with the policy goal of a
unified Korea and it was eventually shelved and never imple-
mented (35:47).

Total United States economic aid, including commit-
ments to the United Nations Reconstruction Agency for the
period of reconstruction, 1953-1957, exceeded §$1.5
billion. . . . Aid had accomplished reconstruction of
war damaged facilities and provided a minimum industrial
framework of electrical power generation, transportation
and communications [35:53].

Despite the progress of economic recovery, President

Rhee's government was subjected to increased criticism for
authoritarian rule, corrupt practices of manipulating aid
funds, and awarding contracts for political reasons.

One month after Rhee was elected to a fourth term,
mass rioting broke out which the army refused to suppress.
The United States exerted pressure on the government to res-
pond to popular demands for reform. President Rhee responded
by resigning in April 1960. A new constitution was enacted
that made the Presidency an honorary office and place author-
ity in the hands of a Prime Minister responsible to the
National Assembly. In July 1960, a new administration was
installed under the control of the Democratic Party led by
John M. Chang (25:882-886).

Chang pledged widespread reform. However, his
effectiveness was negated by feuding factions within his

political party, and he, therefore, failed to eliminate
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political malpractice, arrest growing economic instability,
or prevent Communist infiltration from the north. Finally,
on May 16, 1961, the Democratic Party government was brought
to an end by a skillfully executed, bloodless military coup
d'etat. "The military revolutionaries simply claimed that
they were more capable of achieving the same social and eco-
nomic goals than . . . any other leadership [94:29]."

A governing military junta established an economic
planning agency to plan and coordinate all economic policies
and programs. The following year, the junta introduced cur-
rency reform by replacing the Korean hwan with a new currency,
the won, with an exchange rate of 130 won to the U.S. dollar,
compared with the former rate of 1,300 hwan to the U.S. dollar.

A national referendum in 1962 adopted a new constitu-
tion and laws governing political parties and elections. The
Democratic Republican Party, led by Park Chung Hee, assumed
control of the government after relatively free and open
elections were held in October and November of 1963 (94:30).

The country gradually developed a presidential

system which provided a promising mixture of strength

and stability combined with popular participation--and
a fair measure of civil liberties, which benefited all
but the very small minority on the far left [4:173].

As political stability began to shape events, the
Park government demonstrated its commitment to economic
development by emﬁérkjng on the first of a succession of
economic development pians that have aided South Korea in
achieving the most rapid rate of growth in gross national

product (GNP) of any nation in Asia (24:113). The Rhee
23




regime had been criticized for poor economic performance
during the 1950's in contrast with rapid growth in the North
during the same period (4:173). In contrast, the GNP growth
rate during the First Five-Year Economic Development Plan
(FFYP), 1962-1966, was an impressive 9.4 percent (54:200);
and although the FFYP cannot be credited with much influence
over actual events during the period, it did serve the
important functions of laying out a number of policy direc-
tions and encouraging investment programs (54:197).

Following the FFYP, South Korea's Second Five-Year
Plan (SFYP), 1967-1971, was much more sophisticated than
previous planning efforts. It became the first installment
of a long-range plan extending to 1981, and a succession of
annual overall resource budgets used to adjuét the plan
(54:198). Economic momentum continued with an annual GNP
growth rate for the SFYP period of 11.9 percent (54:200).

As South Korea began to adjust to the influence of
economic prosperity, politico-military events evolved which
altered American-Korean relations. First, '"through .
the 1950's and until 1969, South Korea played a dominant rolz
in the U.S. strategy of containment [68:4].'" However, the
myth of monolithic Communism toward which this containment
policy had been directed crumbled in the reality of the
"escalation of the Sino-Soviet dispute from rhetoric to armed
confrontation along the Sino-Soviet frontier [8:12]." Second,

the gradual shift in American attitudes and policy
toward Asia stemming from Vietnam set in motion a series
of changes in the nature of the international environment
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in East Asia [4:175].

In 1965 when the United States first committed com- 1
bat troops to Vietnam, South Korea agreed to send 2,000 1
regular troops as '"advisors'" in January. Combat divisions 1
of 15,000 men and 21,000 men were sent to South Vietnam in
August 1965 and March 1966. This was an important commitment

to the U.S. government which ''needed to demonstrate that

G

other non-Communist nations were interested enough in South

Vietnam's fate to sacrifice lives [15:53]."

Only the Koreans made a commitment substantial
enough to provide proof. From 1966 through 1973, South |
Korea maintained a force level of about 50,000 in
Vietnam, a large commitment for a country of only 30
million [15:53].
Korea's involvement in South Vietnam allowed them
to demonstrate their determination to join in the resistence
against Communist aggression elsewhere in Asia and receive
the benefits of additional payments from the United States
which were a plus for the economy. At the outset, President
Johnson committed the U.S. to deliver §$150 million in develop-
ment loans.
[The] loan component of Johnson's commitment marked
a turning point in Korean-American relations and a major
shift in U.S. thinking. It was a sign of the successful
economic momentum created in South Korea since 1962 ‘
[14:169]. .
When additional Korean troops were deployed to Viet-
nam in 1966, further commitments were made by the U.S.
Development loans were extended to include an additional §25
million in 1967 and 1968, and through 1970, $44.8 million

was provided to support two Korean '"replacement'" divisions
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in South Korea (14:175).

Vietnam earnings made a significant contribution to
Korean economic growth in the early years (1966-68) of parti-
cipation. The Agency for International Development (AID)
estimated that the foreign exchange earnings of Korea from
1966 through 1972 totaled $925 million. The expanded busi-
ness opportunities for Koreans led a former AID official to
describe Vietnam as the "E1 Dorado'" of Korea--a place to
make a quick fortune (14:175).

While American attitudes and policy toward Asia were
evolving, events in and around the Korean peninsula shocked
Koreans into questioning the strength and resolve of the
American commitment. The U.S. began negotiating with the ROK
for an additional 11,000 Korean combat troops in the fall of
1967 along with a corresponding aid package. About the same
time, North Korea began a dramatic increase in border provo-
cations. Infiltrations caused 131 deaths in 1967. On
January 21, 1968, a North Korean commando team ''came within
800 meters of taking Park's life [15:55],'" while attempting
a raid on the Blue House, the Presidential Mansion in Seoul.
The event seriously affected ROK confidence in their security
and anti-infiltration capability. The ROK government wanted
to respond with force, but the United States was opposed.

The failure of the U.S. to respond to what, from a Korean
perception, was a provocation of the most serious order was
met by a visible change in attitude among Korean officials.

Two days later, on January 23, the intelligence ship
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U.S.S. Pueblo was captured by North Korean forces.

In Washington and at the American Embassy in Seoul,
the Pueblo incident quickly overshadowed the Blue House
raid. This time the United States responded with urgency.
Recapturing the ship was out of the question--aircraft
had not been able to reach the ship's position in time,
and when they did, the Pueblo had already been towed
within North Korean territory. However, 350 American
warplanes were flown into South Korea without prior
approval by the Seoul Government; the carrier U.S.S.
Enterprise was positioned off the North Korean coast;
and President Johnson activated over 14,000 Air Force
and Navy reservists as a military backdrop to diplomatic
efforts [15:56].

The ROK Government viewed the taking of the Pueblo

as a side issue. Their paramount concern was state security,
and "100,000 people demonstrated in Seoul on January 31 [15:
56]," demanding U.S. and United Nations assistance to prevent
further North Korean raids. "This gap between American and
Korean perceptions caused Korean leaders to begin rethinking
the relationship with the United States [15:57]."

American perceptions were outlined by President
Richard Nixon as the framework for a new foreign policy at
Guam in 1969 that would "bring an end to an era of contain-
ment and open one of negotiation [68:4]." The new foreign
policy became the Nixon Doctrine and was, in reality, a
recognition of the '"disintegration among the Western Allies
and the concomitant diminution of America's ability to influ-
ence [68:5]."

President Nixon's "era of negotiation'" immediately
affected Korea in the form of a unilateral U.S. troop with-
drawal of 20,000 men. The reaction to the Nixon Doctrine
proclamation and perception by Seoul that South Korea might
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soon have to ''go it alone" were the stimuli which caused the
Park government to initiate a five-year military force
modernization program in mid-1970 (90:1065). The plan called
for U.S. support ir the form of $1.5 billion in military aid,
sales on credit and transfers of excess defense articles,
including sizeable quantities of armor, artillery, combat
aircraft and anti-aircraft weapons (26:76).

Although publicly labeled a '"'modernization' program,
it was designed to fill gaps in specific areas rather
than turn the South Korean Army into a truly modern
force by Western standards [4:174-175].

South Korea also established the goal of self-sufficiency in
basic weapons production to support its objectives of mili-
tary force modernization. The United States agreed to trans-
fer technology and permit licensing agreements for the manu-
facture of such items as M-16 rifles and 105mm and 155mm
artillery pieces (95:1078). In addition, Vice President
Spiro Agnew announced during a visit to Seoul in August 1970
that the U.S. would send 54 F-4 jet fighter-bombers to South
Korea and supply the Korean Navy with special planes equipped
to spot North Korean night raiders (77:65). Thus, extensive
commitments on the part of the Nixon Administration gained
reluctant ROK acceptance of the withdrawal of U.S. troops.
However, Congress viewed the administration's support for the
ROK military modernization effort as part of the annual
security assistance legislation, and not as a five-year pack-

age. Political issues arose during the modernization period

that resulted in limited appropriations for military assistance.
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An additional problem, from Korea's perspective, was
that Congress changed the nature of military assistance
to all countries from direct grants to direct sales of
military equipment, with credit arrangements to be pro-
vided through Foreign Military Credit Sales (FMS) as
necessary. The Korean Government believed that the mod-
ernization plan had been predicated on grant assistance;
now it was being asked to shoulder a large portion of
the defense burden through purchases or credit arrange-
ments.

The ROK had also assumed that modernization assist-
ance would be in addition to the regular military aid
of approximately $130 million in yearly grants. This
was not to be the case, and the annual amount for the
program remained a matter of some contention between the
two countries [15:69].

Partially as a result of the changing nature of military
assistance, Congress did not fulfill the administration's
modernization commitment until 1977, two years after the
scheduled completion date. Year-by-year funding for the
modernization program is shown in Table 1 (15:70).

Before the implications of the shift [in American
foreign policy] had been analyzed and adjusted to, the
Sino-American rapproachment [beginning with Doctor
Kissinger's visit to Peking in July 1971] took place.
This could be interpreted as giving top priority to a
classic balance-of-power approach of seeking accomoda-
tions with adversaries, leaving once-close allies to
fend for themselves. . . . Since neither the Nixon
Doctrine nor the approach to China was preceded by
adequate diplomatic discussions with our allies, their
initial--and sometimes lasting--reactions were to inter-
pret these moves in the worst possible light. . .[4:175].

The Sino-American talks gave rise to concern by
Koreans on both sides of the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ). The
South Korean Red Cross proposed to the North Korean Red Cross
that representatives of the two organizations meet to discuss
ways of improving contacts between families separated by the
division of Korea. The first bilateral meeting of the repre-
sentatives of the two countries since the 1950-1953 Korean
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War was held in Panmunjom on August 20, 1971.

With alliances shaky and diplomatic events changing
daily, a world economic crisis pressured the U.S. to take
defensive protectionist measures. In August 1971, President
Nixon announced a New Economic Policy which, among other
things, suspended full convertibility of dollars into gold
(effectively dismantling the post-World War II monetary
system) and imposed a 10 percent surcharge on all imports
into the United States. Nixon's New Economic Policy was not
directed at Korea. However, it had a significant impact,
since Korea looked to the U.S. for 50 percent of its export
market (14:181-200). '"Press reports state[d] that the U.S.
surcharge resulted in a drop of about $30 million in South
Korea's exports during August [1971] [77:67]." This was
followed in September by U.S. demands that South Korea
restrict its exports of noncotton textile goods or face
mandatory quotas. In the wake of U.S. protectionism, the
ROK Government imposed import restrictions of additional
commodities in an effort to improve the balance of payments.

On December 6, 1971, President Park declared "a

state of national emergency'" because of rapid changes
in international situations, including the recent
admission of China to the U.N., its effect upon the
Korean peninsula and the various fanatic moves by North
Korea Communists [77:69].
The emergency declaration was legitimized by the Natieonal
Assembly by passage of the Special Measures Law for National

Security and Defense which granted the President extraordin-

ary powers to control prices, wages and rents for a specified
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period, mobilize human and material resources for national
defense purposes, evacuate specified areas, ban outdoor
assemblies and demonstrations, prohibit the publication of
articles "affecting national security, leading to a split
of national opinion, or promoting the confusion of social
order,'" and restrict strikes (77).

Slow economic growth, a massive trade deficit, and
inflation continued to plague the Korean economy, and Presi-
dent Park elected to issue an emergency decree in August
1972 imposing drastic economic recovery measures: a three-
year moratorium on private loans, new inflation controls,
and a devaluation of the won to 400 won to the U.S. dollar.

As the situation worsened, President Park declared
martial law on October 17, 1972. U.S. Ambassador to South
Korea Philip Habib expressed strong U.S. disapproval of the
imposition of martial law. However,

Japan's recognition of China [during Premier Tanaka‘'s
visit to Peking on September 25] . . . may well have
been the final straw which convinced President Park
that his best defense against external enemies lay in
a fortress state--hence the move toward open authori-
tarianism [77:73].
The Korean Government promulgated three special laws pro-
viding for an interim government until constitutional
government could be restored following a constitutional
referendum. The new Yushin Constitution was voted in on
November 22. Under the new constitution, the President

would be more than a chief executive; he was the "arbiter

among the administrative, legislative and judicial branches
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of government [77:75]." The President also possessed a
constitutional basis for dissolving the assembly, overruling
the courts and taking necessary emergency measures in the
name of national security.
The Yushin Constitution severely restricted the civil
rights of Korean citizens. "In 1974, Congress legislated a
specific limitation of funds for Korea because of Park Chung
Hee's worsening record on human rights [15:70]."
There had been many anti-government demonstrations
during the 14 year rule of President Park. But in 1974,
the situation seemed to be somewhat different from pre-
vious years. This time, the protest movement was joined
not only by high school and college students, reporters,
writers and opposition politicians, but also by a large
number of Christians--both Protestant and Catholics--
constituting approximately 12% of the population.
Furthermore, the dissenting activities and the repres-
sive countermeasures of the government received wide
publicity abroad, especially in the U.S. [39:35].
President Gerald Ford visited Seoul in November 1974
and pledged continued U.S. assistance and, thereby, demon-
strated that '"overriding foreign policy interests would
compel the U.S. to reckon with the existing Korean govern-
ment regardless of the latter's internal policies [39:38]."
Although South Korea appeared to be turning away
from a Western democratic model, under the Yushin Constitu-
tion economic progress continued through the Third Five-Year
Economic Development Plan (TFYP, 1972-1976). Despite economic
recession in Japan and the U.S. in the wake of o0il shortages
resulting from the Arab-Israeli war, GNP continued ''growing
10 percent a year, with a 15 percent surge in 1976 [74:171]."

Planning became more decentralized with greater emphasis
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placed on efficiency and equity of resource allocation (54:
198). The goals of the TFYP included rapid development of
the rural economy, increased agricultural productivity
leading to self-sufficiency, an increased share of exports
in world trade from 0.3 percent to 0.8 percent, and the
development of heavy and chemical industrial capability.

All of the planning goals were met or exceeded (91:191-192).
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Chapter 3

EVOLUTION OF EVENTS SINCE 1975

Introduction

It was noted in Chapter 1 that uncertainties regard-
ing U.S. dependability have remained for many non-communist
governments around the world in the aftermath of America's
Indochina defeats. 1Indeed, since President Carter elected
not to renew the U.S.-Taiwan Mutual Defense Treaty at the
"end of 1978, and the U.S. was, at least to expectant allies,
unwilling to provide assistance to the Shah of Iran, poli-
tical commitments became weak reeds to many U.S. allies
unless they were backed up by visible support such a security
assistance aid, economic aid, or in the most sensitive cases--
for example, NATO and Korea--continued military presence.

Trends in U.S.-Korean relations weré volatile in many
respects from 1975 to 1979. This chapter will present the
evolution of events since 1975 and provide a perspective of
significant events and occurrences in U.S. security assist-

ance to the ROK.

Human Rights

The single, most important issue which appeared to
impede harmony in U.S.-ROK relations was human rights. In

an attempt to quell American opposition to his human rights
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policies in the Yushin Constitution, President Park held his
national referendum vote in February 1975. The support pro-
vided by the Korean people in that vote was perceived by
President Park as a strong mandate from the nation, and he
called for a "pan-national political system based on national
harmony [64:73]." 1In an act of reconciliagion, the Seoul
government released 148 political prisoners. However, the
former prisoners revealed details of cruel tortures employed
by Korean CIA (KCIA) agents which shattered any prospects of
reconciliation between political factions.

In 1976, further dissention of political activist
groups in the ROK resulted in the most pdgiicized human
rights incident: the so-called '"Myong-dong incident,'" or the

"Declaration of Democratic National Salvation" made by

prominent religious and political leaders . . . on the
anniversary of the March First (1919) Independence Move-
ment against the Japanese. The declaration . . . called

for President Park to restore democracy, release some 120
political prisoners, and to resign from office. Shortly
thereafter some 18 leading dissidents were arrested.
There were numerous and serious discussions on these
problems reflected in the Congressional Record. For
example: Senator Kennedy speaking on '""The Repressive
Park Government'" on March 24, 1976, S4143; Senator Mc-
Govern speaking on '"Human Rights and South Korea'" on

May 13, 1976, S7179; and Congressman Fraser speaking on
"South]Korean Abuses Tolerated" on May 18, 1976, E2654
[64:73].

The extensive concern and discussion of human rights
by Congress was not without its effect. 1In 1977, the new
administration of Jimmy Carter dealt with several facets of

American-Korean relations9 including ". . . stressing the

9Two other matters of grave administrative concern
were the U.S. troop withdrawal schedule prepared by Carter
and the alleged Korean influence-buying activities (37:46).
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importance of the human rights question in its foreign
policy [37:46]." In response, as a conciliatory gesture,
the Seoul government released 31 of some 200 political de-
tainees. Additionally, to soothe opposition political
feelings, President Park met with Lee Chul Sung, head of
the New Democratic Party--the first meeting with an oppo-
sition leader in two years. However, political dissent
continued in the form of student protests, and finally,
“. . . major universities in Seoul were closed for several
weeks and many students were expelled or suspended from
school for extended periods [37:54]."

In 1978, as President Park perceived an easing of
tensions with respect to the future American commitment to
U.S. security pledges and the congressional thaw in the wake

of the Fraser report,10

the Seoul government took positive
steps to reduce U.S. criticism of Korea's human rights
record and improve the climate for Carter's visit in 1979.
President Park announced on December 21 a general
amnesty under which his old political rival, Kim Dae
Jung, and 106 other political prisoners . . . were
freed on December 27 [38:48].
However, during his visit to Korea in July of 1979,
President Carter demonstrated his persistence on the human

rights issue. President Carter took a '". . . tough political

10The Fraser report or Investigation of Korean-
American Relations was published by the House Subcommittee on
International Organizations October 31, 1978. It contains
findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the subcommittee
with respect to the nature of Korean-American relations. The
subcommittee was chaired by Representative Donald M. Fraser.
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stand on the limitation of human rights . . . [70:21]" and
". . . turned over two privately compiled lists of more than
100 names of political prisoners . . . and called for an
investigation and their release [81:1]." President Carter's
only public speech was a nationally-televised address in
which he called for Korea to match its '"dramatic economic
progress' with a realization of basic human aspirations in
political and human rights.
The final communique was milder in tone, but it also
made clear that Carter and Park had agreed to differ over
the degree of political and social freedom which was

appropriate to a country facing a constant security
threat from the North [70:21].

-
>

Although the human rights issues received much atten-
tion and publicity during the 1975-1979 time frame, it was
overshadowed by the prominence of the Korean bribery scandal
and attendant security issues. In the period 1970-1976,
Congress came under suspicion as the object of Korean
attempts to influence security assistance and economic aid
legislation through intensive lobbying, cash campaign con-
tributions, cash pay-offs, and trips to South Korea (19:21f.
By 1976, pressure had begun to build to investigate the
Korean lobbying scandal, popularly known as 'Koreagate' or
the "Tongsun Park affair."

Koreagate was the focus of three investigations.

One was conducted by the U.S. Justice Department, another by
the House Committee on Standards and Official Conduct, and a
third by the Senate Ethics Committee. The Koreagate investi-
gations centered around the activities of Tongsun Park.
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However, U.S.-Korean relations were most severely strained
by the lack of cooperation of the Korean government to make
available for testimony Kim Dong Jo, the South Korean
Ambassador to the U.S. at the time.

The atmosphere during the investigations was further
strained by a degree of '"finger pointing'" within the Washing-
ton political structure and the South Korean allegation of
U.S. electronic surveillance ('"bugging'") of the Blue House.

The New York Times and the Washington Post reported that

President Park and senior South Korean officers in Seoul

conceived, organized and directed KCIA activities seeking to

o
-

influence American politics. As South Korea was coming under
severe criticism in the U.S., it was discovered that U.S.
Embassy officials were, or had been, monitoring conversations
in the Korean presidential mansion. South Korea's reaction
was to demand an immediate explanation. However, CIA Direc-
tor Stansfield Turner officially denied in August that such
monitoring had ever been conducted by the United States.
The following year '"former U.S. Ambassador William Porter
confirmed that the U.S. had had a listening device in
President Park Chung Hee's office [67:332]." This admission
of U.S. impropriety, however, did little to deter the dogged
determination of Congressional investigators in subsequent
years.

By 1978, '"[t]lhe influence-buying affair in the U.S.
[had] reached an emotional peak in the summer . . . [67:221]."
U.S. and Korean officials were unable to agree on the question
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of Tongsun Park's return from Korea to testify before the
investigating bodies. As a result,

Immediately afterwards, the House Committee on
International Relations refused even to consider Presi-
dent Carter's request to authorize the transfer of
$800 million worth of weapons to South Korea until
South Korea was less adament about Park Tong Sun's
return [37:49].

The mood of Congress was extremely aggravated when former
South Korean Ambassador to Washington, Kim Dong Jo, refused
to testify before the congressional investigating committee.
In retaliation, angry congressmen voted to cut off §$56
million in PL-480 food aid. But despite congressional dis-
satisfaction regarding Korea's cooperation in the investi-
gation, hearings were brought to an end in August 1978. On
October 29, 1978, the House Subcommittee on International
Organizations issued its final report that "alleged that the

South Korean government had been involved in lobbying

activities in the U.S. . . [38:45]."

Re-unification

While the Koreagate issue served to muddy American-
Korean relations, elsewhere in the political arena attempts
were made to ease tensions between North and South Korea on
the re-unification issue. Although the issue was not on the

11

1976 U.N. General Assembly agenda, Secretary of State Henry

11Kim I1 Sung apparently wished to avoid the possi-
bility of international criticism arising from the DMZ
incident and as a result, 1976 marked the first year since
1948 that the U.N. General Assembly meeting did not include
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Kissinger addressed the U.N. General Assembly on September

30 and called for a '"phased approach to renewed South-North
dialogue which had broken down in 1973. Dr. Kissinger's plan
called for preliminary talks between South and North Korea
with the United States and the Peoples' Republic of China
participating as observers or in an advisory role.

On October 9 at a meeting of the Joint Armistice
Commission, North Korea countered the Kissinger proposal by
suggesting a bilateral peace treaty between the U.S. and
North Korea. American representatives responded that poli-
tical subjects werg'inappropriate for the commission (64:79).
U.S. State Departﬁ;nt officials later rejected the North
Korean proposal saying that no meaningful discussions could
take place without the full participation of the South Korean
Government.

Again in 1977, the "Korea question' was not placed
on the U.N. General Assembly agenda. President Park expressed

his support for a "German formula"12 for resolving the '"Korea

rhetorical debate on the '"Korean problem."
". . . 34 supporters of the North Korean regime withdrew
their resolution calling for dissolution of the U.N.
Command in South Korea and the withdrawal of U.S. troops
there. Japan, the U.S. and 19 other supporters of South
Korean positions in the United Nations then withdrew their
agenda item calling for 'constructive dialogue and nego-
tiation toward a peaceful settlement of the Korean problem
and the reunification of Korea' [64:78]."

12The "German formula" refers to the manner in which
the United States and Soviet Union agreed to the permanent
division of Germany into East and West due to inability of
the two powers to devise an equitable formula for unification.
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question.” Considering Korea's success under the first three
five-year development plans, and continued expansion of
international contacts, Park had apparently concluded that
Seoul would win the ideological war and surpass the North in
military strength over the long run.

In 1979, the North Korean stand on the re-unification
issue appeared to soften. Earlier in the year, Kim Il Sung
had given indications, albeit indirectly, that '". . . the
North has given up any designs of reunification of the Korean
peninsula under communism [84:24]." This, combined with
President Park's January 19 call for ". . . a meeting between
South and North Korean authorities at any time, at any place
and at any level [72:16]," appeared to pave the way toward
new diplomatic initiatives. However, North Korea will prob-
ably take a ''go slow'" attitude. The prospect of a slow
North Korean response to re-unification efforts was demon-
strated by North Korea following President Carter's two-day
visit to South Korea on June 30 and July 1, 1979. Carter
and Park released a joint communique offering to open three-
party talks with North Korea on a '"broad range of questions
from person-to-person contacts all the way to eventual
north-south unification [61:1]." On July 10, North Korea's
Foreign Ministry issued a statement '". . . calling the
Washington-Seoul proposal . . .'utterly infeasible' [61:1]."

Several officials said the Pyongyang statement was

an expected first response to the Washington-Seoul
initiative. One body of official opinion holds that
major North Korean movement toward three-way talks, if
it comes, will be depicted as Pyongyang's initiative
racther than as a response to the other side's propo-

sal [61:1].
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Despite U.S.-Korean accords regarding unification,
Carter's human rights policies and the Koreagate investiga-
tions remained sources of tensions between the U.S. and

the ROK.

Security Related Developments

Stability on the Korean peninsula was threatened by
a number of security related developments between 1975 and
1979. The overriding issues for South Korea appeared to be:
1) to assert itself against the increasing threat from the
North, and 2) how to recapture a military balance with North
Korea in view of an impending U.S.;ffoop withdrawal announced

by President Carter in 1977.

Threat from the North. In 1975, Korea's ruling Democratic

Republican Party (DRP), with the support of the opposition
New Democratic Party, accepted two new national security laws
proposed by Park: one placing former Communists under stricter
surveillance, and the other preventing wealthy, privileged
persons from leaving the country with their property. The
National Assembly unanimously passed a five-point declaration
stating a national resolve to crush any North Korean '"provo-
cation or invasion'" and called on the U.S. to demonstrate
through "deeds" its '"firm determination not to commit the
same failure on the Korean peninsula as it did on the Indo-
chinese peninsula [77:87-88]."

On the twenty-fifth anniversary of the start of the
Korean War (June 1950), the ROK 625,000-member armed forces
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were placed on alert. This demonstration of national strength
and unity was followed by National Assembly passage of three
"wartime'" security laws. First, a '"public security' law that
provided for close surveillance of persons previously convic-
ted of violating anti-Communist or other national security
laws. Second, a law was enacted establishing a student
national defense corps and civil defense corps to include
civilian men between the ages of 17 and 50, with an objective
of providing them twenty days of education and training each
year. Third, a defense tax was enacted to collect an additional
$400 million annually. The announcement states that business
would bear the largest part of the tax burden. However,
workers would be required to pay ten percent of their incomes
in defense tax; farmers would pay a tax equal to one-tenth of
one percent of their land value; tax on luxury items such as
jewelry would increase twenty percent and tax on private cars
by thirty percent. A two and one-half percent tax on imports
was imposed, including raw materials for export industries.

The increased revenue from the tax measures insti-
tuted by President Park were to be used to purchase more
weapons systems to shore-up South Korean air, naval, and
ground defenses.

In October 1975, DOD informed Congress of anticipated
sales to South Korea of 60 Northrop F-5E jet fighter planes
and ground support equipment worth about $205 million, Har-
poon antiship missiles and related equipment worth $80.4
million, and 18 McDonnell-Douglas F-4E fighter aircraft for
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$178 million. Additionally, the South Korean Government
purchased Lockheed Aircraft Corporation's complete facili-
ties for manufacturing solid-fuel rocket motors (77:92-94).
In the United States, security considerations con-
tinued to take first priority in U.S.-Korea relations in
1976. During the Ninth Annual U.S.-South Korea Security
Consultative Meeting on May 26-27, a joint communique was
released by U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and South
Korean Defense Minister Suh Jyong Hyun that North Korea
. has continued its military buildup through the
1ntroduct1on of sophisticated modern equipment and
the development of its domestic defense industry with
a view to improving its offensive capabilities>[77:100].
The communique stated that the U.S. had no plans to reduce
the present level of American forces in the Republic of
Korea, and the administration would support efforts to com-
plete the remaining portion of the Korean force moderniza-
tion program in 1977.
Tensions in the Korean peninsula exploded on August
18, 1976 when North Korean soldiers brutally murdered two
American officers and wounded four American enlisted men and
four South Koreans in the joint security zone at Panmunjom.
Cameras in the joint security zone recorded the entire inci-
dent, and the film bore witness that the North Koreans had
attacked without provocation.
American military response was immediate and massive.
Three days later, on August 21, the poplar three which had

been the subject of disagreement in the security zone dispute
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was cut down while 110 American and South Korean soldiers
stood watch. During the tree cutting incident, helicopter
gunships and F-4 Phantoms flew in the area of the demilitar-
ized zone while three B-52 strategic bombers were on-station
farther south. As part of the military response, twenty
F-111 fighters were deployed from Mountain Home Air Force
Base, Idaho, and a naval task force led by the carrier Midway
was dispatched to Korean waters.

The North Koreans requested a meeting of the Military
Armistice Commission on August 21 and delivered a verbal
message from Kim I1 Sung which "regretted that an incident
had occurred in the Joint Security area.'" The North Koreans
proposed that the truce site be partitioned to eliminate
contact between the military units of North Korea and the
American-led U.N. Command. Although the Communist response
was not an apology, Kim Il Sung's message was mild compared
to past incidents, and observers were surprised by the lack
of time required to agree on the division of the truce site
which technically supplements the 1953 truce agreement (64:
74-79). The incident in the DMZ in August 1976 served to
increase the South Korean concern for the troop withdrawal
policy outlined by the new American president, Jimmy Carter,
in 1977. This issue dominated American-Korean relations

until July 1979.

U.S. troop withdrawal. President Carter's campaign pledge

to withdraw U.S. ground troops from Korea did not become U.S.
policy until February 1, 1977 when Vice President Walter
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Mondale told a news conference in Tokyo:

With respect to Korea, I emphasized our concern to
maintain a stable situation on the Korean peninsula. I
cited that we will phase down our ground forces only in
close consultation and cooperation with the Governments
of Japan and South Korea. We will maintain our air capa-
bility in Korea and will continue to assist in upgrading
Korean self-defense capabilities [46:20].

Japanese and Korean officials later revealed to the

13 that '"'consultations"

Humphrey-Glenn investigating team
promised by the President on March 914 were ". . . in fact
sessions in which they were informed of the policy, but that
actual consultations never transpired [46:21]." A U.S.
Embassy official told the Humphrey-Glenn group that ".

they were never asked whether troop withdrawal was the right
policy. Rather, they were asked how it should be implemented
[46:20]."

President Carter announced his troop withdrawal plan
at a Washington news conference on May 27, 1977 during which
he stated that U.S. troops were not needed because of the
increased economic strength and self-confidence in the ROK
and reduced tensions in the region resulting from improved

U.S.-Russia and U.S.-China relations.

In May, Major General John K. Singlaub, Chief of
Staff of U.S. Forces in Korea, publicly criticized

13The Humphrey-Glenn investigating team refers to
Senators Hubert H. Humphrey and John Glenn and their investi-

gation of U.S. Troop Withdrawal From the Republic of Korea,
published 9 January 1978.

14Official visit to President Carter by South Korean
Foreign Minister Pak Ton Chin.
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Carter's withdrawal plan as an invitation to the North
Koreans to invade the South. When President Carter
subsequently ordered Singlaub home, the President's
withdrawal plan became a public issue ir the United
States. Rising concern and opposition to the plan in
Congress became evident in June when the Senate refused
to pass a resolution expressing support of the with-
drawal policy [37:46].

The Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed to support the
withdrawal decision ". . . if the Mutual Defense Treaty was
reaffirmed, if sufficient military assistance was provided,
and if the U.S. Air Force and Navy remained in Korea after
the withdrawal [46:20]."

In an effort to insure JCS support and reassure
Senate critics, the July 26, 1977 Security Consultative
Meeting (SCM) provided the opportunity for the Administration
“to modify its position by agreeing that the withdrawal of the
final two combat brigades would be delayed until at least
1981, and twelve additional F-4 Phantoms would be committed
to raise U.S. Air Force strength to 72 aircraft. A personal
letter from President Carter was delivered to President Park
which reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to the Mutual Defense
Treaty and continued stability in the Korean peninsula.

Despite President Carter's pledges to President Park,

the Far Eastern Economic Review revealed in an interview

with Richard Holbrooke, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State
for East Asia and Pacific Affairs, that President Carter had
exchanged messages with North Korea's Kim Il Sung through
third parties that explored the possibility of establishing

some form of official relationship with North Korea either
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directly or through Japan without the reciprocal recognition
of the Republic of Korea by Russia or China (69:46). With
this political backdrop, the phasing of the troop withdrawal
and details of the proposed compensation package took on
added significance to the South Koreans.

During the 1977 SCM, U.S. and ROK officials agreed to
negotiate two points of a compensation package: 1) a $2
billion military aid package, and 2) the development of a

joint American-Korean command structure.15

The joint com-
mand structure would serve a transitional function that
anticipated the eventual dissolution of the United Naticns
Command and of reverting operational control of Korean
forces to the ROK military.16
However, the discussed compensation measures did
little to dispel congressional reservations about Carter'’s
withdrawal plan. The report made to the Senate Foreign

Relations Committee by the late Senator Hubert Humphrey and

15"Korean negotiators told Secretary Brown [at the
July 26 SCM] that military assistance should be based
on equipment rather than money. They did not wish to
repeat the confused commitments of the 1971-75 MOD
plan [43:21]."

16

States Forces Korea (USFK), and is also Commanding General of
the 8th United States Army. Under this unique system estab-
lished by the 1950 U.N. Security Council Resolution and the
1953 Armistice Agreement, the President of the United States,
through his military chain of command, has direct operational
control over the entire ROK military forces, except the
Capital Guard.
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Senator John Glenn (46) was highly critical of the troop
withdrawal plan and called for legislation requiring Presi-
dent Carter to give Congress justification before the
implementation of each phase of the plan. Carter's Presi-
dential Determination 12 called for a three-phase withdrawal.
The first phase was to be accomplished by the end of 1978 with
the withdrawal of 6,000 men. However, in April the '"House
Armed Services Committee voted 24 to 12 to prevent a prema-
ture withdrawal of American ground forces from Korea [38:43]."
The Administration reacted with a revised timetable that
"called for the withdrawal of one combat batallion of 800
troops and 2,600 noncombat personnel in 1978 and postponed
the scheduled withdrawal of another 2,600 personnel until
1979 [38:43]."

Congressional opponents of the Administration's troop
withdrawal plan intensified their criticism in January after
military intelligence estimates indicated that the North
Korean Army totaled 600,000 instead of the generally accepted
figure of 430,000, and tank strength was estimated at 2,600
instead of 1,950 (79:16). The Senate Armed Services Pacific
Study Group stated:

The reassessment casts grave doubt upon the validity
of earlier judgments about the nature and stability of
the Korean military balance that formed the basis of the
administration's decision in May 1977 . . . [93:3].

In February, Carter accepted the re-evaluation as

his main reason for suspending the withdrawal of the 2d U.S.

Army Division. Howev. , congressional criticism and foreign
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policy disappointments in other parts of the world combined
to make the apparent policy reversal a political necessity.

Foreign policy analysts say that President Carter's
recent decision to establish diplomatic relations with
China and terminate the U.S defense treaty with Taiwan,
the subsequent Vietnamese victory in Cambodia, and the
continuing turmoil in Iran have created new uncertain-
ties about American capabilities and intentions through-
out the world [77:7].

In May, the Far Eastern Economic Review (FEER)

clarified the origin of the North Korean buildup: the
decision was made ". . . on a political level sometime
around 1969 and actually got off the ground in a big way
around 1972 [73:49].' The political decision appears to
have been made during the same period that American foreign
policy was being transformed by the Nixon Doctrine and events
in Southeast Asia. Thus clarified, FEER went on to speculate
that
it is now considered unlikely that the U.S. will

resume its troop withdrawals in the short term. In

fact, it is likely that Carter will use his visit to

Seoul [on June 30] to make such an announcement

[73:44].
However, the FEER prediction of a Presidential statement

regarding troop withdrawals did not materialize. The final

decisions to freeze the troop withdrawal came on July 20,

1979, when Presidential Assistant Zbigniew Brzezinski announced

that ". . . additional large-scale withdrawals were being post-

poned at least until 1981 . . . [62:3]."

The White House statement said that new reduction in
American combat elements 'should await credible indica-
tions" that a satisfactory military balance has been
restored and a reduction in tension is under way [62:3].
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Security buildup. In addition to the 1978 revision and

subsequent cancellation in 1979 of the troop withdrawal plan,
other U.S. security assistance measures were taken to re-
store the military balance.

The Seoul government announced in mid-1975 a Five-

Year Force Improvement Plan (FIP) to supersede the force
modernization program initiated in 1970. Three specific
measures were adopted as part of the plan:

(1) Increasing the purchase of conventional arms
from abroad, mainly from the U.S.; (2) expanding an
infrastructure of science and technology which, if
necessary, can meet the task of manufacturing con-
ventional weapons; and (3) developing an independent
nuclear capability over the long run [95:1065].

President Park told the Washington Post in June

1975 that if the U.S. were to withdraw its '"nuclear umbrella"
from South Korea, that the ROK had the ability to build
nuclear weapons and would do so, despite the fact that South
Korea was a signator of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (77:
80). The decision to '"go nuclear'" created a significant,
new element in U.S.-Korean relations.

It [has been] reported that to develop nuclear
technology Seoul plans to spend some $110 million in
domestic and foreign currencies during the fourth
five-year plan period (1977-1981) [95:1068].

One example of the U.S. response to the Korean decision to
develop a nuclear capability was demonstrated in 1976.

Seoul turned to Canada and France for the purchase
of a plutonium reprocessing plant. Seoul's deal with
France was cancelled in January 1976, however, when the
U.S. State Department threatened to withhold the Export-
Import Bank financing for a $292 million Westinghouse
power reactor, Seoul realized that it had no option but
to succumb to the U.S. pressure because the deal would
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have jeopardized even the purchase of U.S. arms, since
the U.S. Congress was expected to cancel such purchases
as a retaliatory measure if Seoul did not comply. But
in spite of these obstructions, it is expected that
Seoul will continue to make headway towards a nuclear
capability [95:1068].
In 1978, to strengthen ROK defenses along the DMZ
and around Seoul, the defense ministry announced the '"suc-
cessful test-firing in late September of 'medium and long-
range' ground-to-ground missiles and multiple-loaded rockets
developed with Korea's own technology [38:43]." Adding to
this increased capability, the ROKAF accepted delivery of
15 F-4E Phantom and 39 Northrop F-SE fighters (29:14).
Secretary of Def