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Introduction

With the signing of the Paris Peace Accords in January of
1973, the long and agonizing American involvement in Vietnam
came to a close. It also marked the end of South Korea's first
foreign military venture. as nearly 40,000 troops were brought
home within the next sixty days. On March 23, 1973, the last of
the Korean troops returned, carrying with them the pains and
memories of 5,000 comrades killed in combat during Korea's
nearly ten years of direct involvement in the war.l At the
height of its involvement in 1969. the Republic of Korea (ROK)
had over 50,000 troops and 15,000 civilian iaborers and
technicians deployed in the Republic of Vietnam.? As estimated
by the Far FEastern Economic Review, taking into consideration
the annual rotation policy, 308.000 troops and 100,000
civilians had seen service in Vietnam by March 1973.3 The
troops had been deployed in five increments starting in
September 1964 with major combat troop deployments in late 1965
and late 1966.% The story behind their deployments can be
found by examining the poiitical and military exigencies of the
war from the American pefspective, Korea's own political and
economic factors and ambitions, and the development of U.S.-ROK

relations and U.S. policies since the May 1961 coup in Korea.

- - ——

Footnotes for this section begins on page 19.




The Vietnam War also had a significant impact on U.S.-
Japan rnlations in the 1960's. The factors pertinent to this
development were the evolving bilateral economic relationship
and the U.S. design for Japan as the power center of communist
containment in Asia, which was highlighted by forceful U.S.
efforts to normalize realtions between Japan and Korea. This
period also marked the emergence of Japan as a true economic
superpower. Japan's top two priorities at this time were
continued economic growth and prosperity and the restoration of
Okinawa and the Ryukyus Islands to Japanese sovereignty.

Many liberal critics of the Vietnam War have characterized
the Korean soldiers as ”meréenaries,“ "hired guns,"” and "rented

 As radical as these labels are, they are actually

troops."
quite close to the truth in simple economic terms, because the
economic gains by many of the individual Korean participants,
and to the nation as a whole were clearly large. However,
characterizing Korea's involvement in Vietnam in purely
economic terms ignores the significant military and political
factors involved. The priorities for General Park Chung Hee
after the May 1961 coup shifted from an initial search for
political legitimacy to a guarantee of Korean security,
accompanied by a quest for economic prosperity and regional
political influence. As a leverage against the U.S. and

domestic opposition in Korea, the Vietnam War gave Park the

means to achieve these objectives.




The year 1965 was an epochal year for many reasons. In a
series of decisions between April and July of 1965, President
Johnson made the fateful decisions to commil the might,
resolve, and reputation of the United States to the survival of
South Vietnam. This decision set in motion the compelling drama
of the U.S. troop escalation in Vietnam. which eventually
reached over one-half million men and women in 1967 with
deliberations for another 200,000 in 1968. This Vietnam policy
had its most telling impact on American domestic affairs, but
that was to come later, particularly after the Tet Offensive in
early 1968. Johnson's escalatory decisions had an immediate
impact on U.S. foreign policy. especially toward Korea and
somewhat less so towards Japan.

The breakthrough in the seemingly interminable and
controversial struggle for a Japan—-Korea normalization treaty
also occurred in 1965 and the treaty was initialled on June 22.
The ratification processes in both Japan and Korea were wracked
by violent demonstrations. But already. Korea had been drawn
into Vietnam and became an integral part of President Johnson's
efforts to internationalize the war: Korea had become an
integral part of the military plans drawn up by the U.S.
command for intervention in Vietnam. The seeming coincidence of
the ratification of the Japan-Korea normalization treaty by the
Korean National Assembly, and the passing of bill of consent

for the deployment of the first Korean combat division to




Vietnam in mid-August, it turns out, was not a coincidence at
all.

Park, having become an elected civilian president in late
1963, had ostensibly gained legitimacy from the U.S., but he
faced the two enormous challenges of insuring Korean security
and sparking economic development and growth. The key to both
was a successful relationship with the U.S. and Japan. Having
matured within the Japanese colonial period, even serving as a
Junior officer in the Imperial Army, Park was a Japanophile.
The Japanese model of economic development was both comfortable
personally and seemed fitting for Korean development. In
contrast to President Rhee (Syngman Rhee), who had hated the
Japanese, Park's priority was the normalization of relationship
with Japan. Although he had t¢ maneuver skillfully, and at
times, forcibly around the emotional domestic opposition to the
treaty., the ratification was a personal triumph for Park and
his vision for Korea.

If the treaty was his objective, the dispatch of combat
troops in support of the U.S. policy in Vietnam was one of the
key supportive means for achieving that objective. While doubts
lingered in Washington as to Park's effectiveness and true
motives, even deeper suspicion remained with the Korean people.
Part of this distrust had to with domestic political
legitimacy, which the 1963 elections did not fully satisfy, but

by 1965, the treaty had become the focal point of suspicion and




opposition. Compounding the complexity of the situation was the
decline in U.S. military and economic aid to Korea. As a result
of a policy review conducted early in the Kennedy
administration. U.S. objectives in Korea were changed to
emphasize economic development. Kennedy's concept of the
containment strategy that had been pursued since it was
originally formulated in 1947 was called "Flexible Response."
Its vision of countering communist threats at all levels and
locations required a large increase in the defense budget.6 A
fallout of this requirement was a reduction 1in the U.S5. aid
program world wide. The consequence of the Kennedy policy in
Korea was an even greater reduction in military aid than
economic aid. Deliberate considerations were made by the U.S.
to reduce the Korean armed forces, overwhelmingly supported by
U.S. aid, by as many as 100.000 men. This prospect naturally
created tremendous anxieties among the Koreans and Park faced
as they were with a hostile and well armed northern neighbor.
Park was able to minimize the reduction in military aid in 1962
and 1963 by convincingly linking Korean military security and
Korean political and economic stability in the minds of U.S.
policy makers. But real reductions finally were implemented by
1964. One must remember, however, that 1964 marked an important
transitional yvear in America's Vietnam policy that led to the

troop escalations of 1965.




Park's interest in Vietnam began much earlier and can be
traced in the documents to his meeting with Kennedy in November
1961 at which the two men discussed the de*eriorating situation
in Vietnam. After that meeting, Park dispatched his right-hand
man, Kim Chong Pil, on a seminal fact finding mission to
Vietnam. In early 1962, Averell Harriman received a direct
offer to send troops to Vietnam when he visited the Korean
Prime Minister. Because the Japan—-Korea normalization treaty
negotiations had not yet progressed far enough to use the troop
issue as a leverage against domestic opposition, the motivation
for the offer can only be explained by something else. One must
keep in mind that Park remained an unknown and suspect figure
in Washington at this time. He was still ruling with a junta
and was under enormous U.S. pressure to hold an election and to
restore civilian rule. Part of that pressure was generated with
threats to cut off aid. Park faced a crisis of legitimacy and
acceptance with the Kennedy administration. The only possible
motive for the troop offer in early 1962 was to accelerate U.S.
acceptance of his regime as legitimate even without civilian
elections. However, this was not to be since Vietnam was not
yet a critical issue for Washington. In 1961, the last thing
that Kennedy was contemplating was escalating the war in

7

Vietnam with combat troops. The Korean offer was not taken

up, but it probably was not forgotten by Harriman, who later




played a prominent re¢le in Johnson's efforts to obtain "More
Flags" for Vietnam.

U.S. complicity in the fall of Diem in November 19563
morally bound the U.S. to assist Vietnam in finding a better
political solution. But 1964 became the year of '"revolving
door" governments in Vietnam. The Tonkin Gulf resolution
effectively gave Johnson unlimited powers of intervention,
which he was restrained from using by the coming presidential
elections. But when 1t became clear that the U.S. was
escalating its position in Vietnam, Park saw and seized an
unprecedented opportunity. If Korea could become a partner-in-—
arms with the U.S. in Vietnam, providing a significant
proportion of the combat power. he could use this relationsghip
as leverage to gain U.S. concessions to guarantee and even
strengthen Korean security. These benefits would not end merely
by improving Korean security, a prominent role in Vietnam could
thrust Korea and Park into the limelight of regional politics.
Along with such political opportunities would come economic
opportunities. Korea, a nation that had a per capita income of
only $100 in 1965, undoubtedly could benefit from any war
related business.! An even greater plum could be had it
Vietnam could be turned into a righteous national anti-
communist crusade. By emphasizing idealism and ideology. and by
framing the troop deployments as matters of national pride and

honor in repayment for the Korean War "debt." Park could unify




the Korean populace behind him and parlay the resulting public
support to accomplish other goals. This strategy had the
potential to solidify public acceptance of his regime. but even
more importantly, it could undermine opposition to the
normalization treaty with Japan, beacuse of the nature of the
Korean opposition movement. Because Park faced a legitimacy
crisis, opposition to Park and his government had to be
uncompromising. Given that the treaty was the dominant
opposition issue in 1965, the anti-government movement had no
choice but to oppose the troop deployment as well. By marrying
the legitimacy of troop deployments to Vietnam to the average
Korean's sense of national dignity, pride. and honor, Park
could separate his opposition from sources oI popular support.
Consequently, Koreans who supported the troop deployment,
whether out of a realistic assessment of its concrete security,
political, and economic benefits or through patriotism, wound
up acquiescing to the novmalization treaty. The deployment of
Korean troops to Vietnam then, was a prerequisite to the
treaty's ratification.

From Park's perspective of 1965, there was almost no risk
in sending the troops to Vietnam. The possibility of a U.S.
defeat was unthinkable at the time. When Johnson decided to
escalate the war in June and July of 1965, U.S. policy toward
the normalization treaty took a back seat to getting Korean

troops for Vietnam. Conveniently, Park's own priorities changed




to dovetaill with U.S. priorities for his OWn reasons, as
already stated. The treaty issue. however. became so highly
charged that it led to the mass resignation of the opposition
members of the National Assembly, which. ironically, made it
easier for Park to implement his policies. The troop bill was
passed first by the "one party" Assembly on 13 August., followed
by the treaty ratification on 14 August.

The deployment of a Korean division (actually two-thirds
of an Army division and one Marine brigade) in October 1965
meant that over twenty percent of the U.S5.-Allied combat power
in Vietnam was Korean (nine out of forty-four battalions, of
which one was Australian) even though in absolute numbers, the
U.S. force was nearly nine times as large (184,300 to 21,000)
due to the huge logistical command established in Vietnam.?

Japan's position toward the U.S. policy in Vietnam was
equally tempered by domestic reasons. Prime Ministers Ikeda
(1960-1964) and Sato (1964-1972) placed economic growth and
prosperity at the top of their agendas. The key to Japan's
export oriented growth, of course, was the United States. Under
Ikeda, Vietnam had not been a major iséue, but a number of
trade disputes had arisen which continued into the Sato era.
What was important tg the U.S., however, was the American
strategic vision of Japan's role in Asia and the central role
to be played by a Japan-Korea bloc. Consequently, the U.S.

brought extraordinary pressures to bear on Japan and Korea to




get the normalization talks moving. The pressure was especially
on Japan to make concessions. The talks progressed and the
U.S.-Japan bilateral trade relationship continued to thrive.
The intent here is not to make a case for normalization of the
relationship between Japan and Korea as the dominant causative
factor for the growth of U.S5.-Japan trade, but to point out
that it was one of the matters in which Japan made concessions
in order to guarantee the health of that trade relationship.
When Sato became the Prime Minister in November 1964, the
U.S5. was on the verge of implementing its escalatory policies
in Vietnam. Sato continued to place primacy on Japan's economic
relationship with the U.S5., but he also made the restoration of
Okinawa to Japan a politizal do—or-die issue. Consequently,
when the American escalation in Vietnam began with the bombing
campaigns of spring 1965 and caused a significant anti-war
reaction im Japan, Sato professed support for the U.S. Vietnam
policy. He also pushed on the normalization treaty partly out
of his own personal conviction that the treaty was necessary
and partly due to U.S. pressure. The key breakthrough came when
Sato's Foreign Minister Shiina made a public apology for
Japanese colonialism in Korea. The anti-treaty movement in
Japan, initially fragmented, coalesced when Korea decided on
the troop deployment. In contrast to the right wing opposition
to the treaty in Korea, which emphasized the redomination of

Korea by Japan, the left wing Japanese opposition stressed that

10




the treaty would maintain the division of Korea and result in a
further division between the East and the West in international
relations. Sato put off introducing the ratification bill to
the Diet until the violent demonstrations in Korea. which led
to martial law in Seoul. had died down. The bill was ratified
in November and the instruments exchanged in December.

By the end of 1965, U.S. policy in Vietnam was going out
of control. Troop reinforcements were formulated and approved
to justify the initial decision in July to commit combat troops
to gain victory in Vietnam. As casualties mounted., troop
deployments gained a momentum of its own and. in the end.
objectives were defined by the means. It was the beginning of a
path on a downward spiral at the end of which lay American
defeat and withdrawal. Secretary of Defense McNamara. in
December 1965, estimated that 200,000 additional troops, on top
of the 180,000-plus already in Vietnam, would be required for
1966, and that a further 200,000 would be necessary in 1967.
Even then, he noted to the President, victory could not be
guaranteed. Addtional Korean troops, on the order of 25,000,
were an integral part of the new U.S. military plan. The plan
would require more than doubling their numbers in Vietnam. But.
as in the earlier deployment, numbers alone do not convey the
significance of the Korean force. The new force envisioned for
Vietnam by the end of 1966 would contain seventy-nine U.S.

battalions, two Australian battalions and twenty-one Korean
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battalions. Thus, Koreans would comprise approximately twenty
percent of the U.S5.-Allied ground combat force, even though the
total Allied to American troops manpower ratio would still be a
ratio of about one to nine to the total U.S. force. The
discrepancy between the combat force and total force ratio was
due of course to the enormous logistical tail provided by the
U.S. for all combat units, U.S. and Allied.

As early as when the deployment of the first Korean
division was being discussed between Washington and Seoul in
June 1965, Park signaled that he was willing to send a second
division to Vietnam. When the U.S. opened the subject of a
second division in late 1965, the Koreans were very willing,
even eager to comply. However., the demands made by Korea for
the deployment and the concessions made by the U.S. to those
demands later would be severely criticized by American liberals
as a contract to hire mercenaries for the war. That the
commitments made in early 1966 by the U.S. in return for the
second division were extremely "profitable" for Korea is
unquestionable. But Korea's demands must be seen in perspective
with the American concessions for the first division, which
were oriented entirely toward strengthening and guaranteeing
Korea's national security. Since these protective measures
remained in effect for the duration of the Korean deployment to
Vietnam, there was relatively little of a military nature that

Korea could seek in return for the second division deployment
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other than marginal increases in military aid and further
statements to reaffirm the guarantees. The second divisional
agreement should be seen as an extension of the first such
agreement. in which Park saw his opportunity to make economic
demands. The war never became the divisive social issue it
became in the United States. There is even today an unspoken
understanding that it helped the security and economic posture
of the nation, and the families of the soldiers. who earned
bonuses for their service. The legacy of the war in Vietnam 1is,
in Korea, radically different from its impact on the U.S..

The security motive for the Korean deployment was given
further emphasis when the U.S5. requested a third division in
late 1967. The records show that Park was reluctant to go along
with this deployment, in contrast to his eagerness to agree to
deploy the first two divisions. Part of the reason for his
reluctance may have to do with the fact that there was not much
more the U.S. could offer his country. but a more compelling
reason was the increasingly aggressive posture shown by North
Korea throughout 1967. Although records are lacking for the

Korean Army. the following was reported by the U.S. forces in
10

Korea:
Year Number of Incidents Casualties
1964 unknown none
1965 unknown 2 wounded
1966 unknown 6 killed

1 wounded
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1967 274 16 killed
63 wounded

1968 378 11 killed
54 wounded

The increasing threat seemed real. To make matters worse, only
one new Korean division had been raised to replace the two sent
to Vietnam. The deployment of a third would undoubtedly impinge
directly on national security. After months of negotiations,
Johnson finally promised additional materiel and training
assistance to increase the capability of the Army and the
Police, and Park reluctantly agreed to send a "light division"
to Vietnam. Park's and the Korean people's worst fears seemed
close to realization when in January 1968, a North Korean
assassination attempt was made on Park's life, and North Korea
seized the USS Pueblo. The offer to deploy a third division was
withdrawn. The threshold of adequate security unquestionably
had been crossed.

Japanese Prime Minister Sato's policy of supporting the
U S. in Vietnam paid off in U.S. concessionary positions on
several sticky economic and political issues. By 1968, he had
secured the return of part of the Ryukyus chain and had a firm
commitment for the return of Okinawa at the earliest possible
date. The importance of Okinawa to the war effort made an
immediate return untenable, but the U.S5. was aware that it was
a critical bilateral issue, because Japan had become important

to the war effort as a logistical supply and transit point. For
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that reason, it was essential that the Japanese government
remain pro-U.S. on the war. because the mutual security treaty
of 1960 had clearly stipulated that Japan had veto power over
the use of Japanese bases to directly support a war. Historian
Thomas Havens has suggested that Sato subtly used the anti-war
movement in Japan. which never really threatened the rule of
his Liberal Democratic Party, to gain U.S. concessions on trade
and Okinawa by implying that the movement could topple his
cabinet and bring in a more hostile government.

The failure of U.S. policy in Vietnam, apparent by 1968,
eventually led to strains in U.S. relations with Japan and
Korea. Nixon's.Guam Doctrine in 1969, the withdrawal of troops
from Korea in 1970, the demise of the Bretton Woods system in
1971. and the U.S.-China rapprochement in 1972 all contributed
to more tumultuous U.S.-~Japan—-Korea relations. By the early
1970s, Japan was well on its way toward becoming the second
largest economy in the world and was actively involved in
assisting not only Korea but other Asian nations as well. Sato
was able to pull off one last coup when Okinawa was returned in
May 1972.

The benefits that Japan reaped from the war are
conservatively estimated at over $6 billion. By 1966, Korea had
a new confidence in its capacity to play a role in regional
politics and in the status of its security posture. Korea began

to set a blistering pace in economic growth which placed it
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among the ranks of the "economic miracles.'" Underlying it all
were the still relatively unblemished U.S. security commitments
toward the two countries. The "loss" of Vietnam perhaps
strengthened those commitments.

Vietnam and the policy pursued by the U.S. in Vietnam
played an essential role in the emergence of Korea as a
regional political and economic power. They also enhanced
Korean security, which allowed the country to focus more of its
energies on economic and political initiatives. Japan also
registered significant political and economic gains as a result
of the war. The new relationship between Japan and Korea
eventually led to the biggest trading relationship in Asia,
with each becoming the second most important trading partner
for the other (the U.S. being first for both).

If palpable gains can be observed for Japan and Korea as a
result of Vietnam, can we say that they were at the expense of
the U.5.? Regarding U.S. pelicy toward Japan and Korea. the
answer is clearly "no." U.S. objectives had been achieved,
although perhaps at a pace faster than was intended. The
catalyst for these changes was the war. Japan became the
bastion of the anti-communist bloc in Asia, a goal pursued by
U.S. policy planners since the end of World War II. Korea
became intimately entwined economically with Japan: the two
countries together forming an indomitable foil to Soviet and

Chinese influence in Northeast Asia. Economically and
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militarily. Korea became self-sufficient. and this was the
ultimate U.5. goal 1in Korea.

This study attempts to tell this story in detail from 1961
to early 1966. It is a story of success: for the pursuit of
Korean security. prosperity and influence; Japanese prosperity:
and ultimately American security policy in Northeast Asia. It
is perhaps, one of the few '"successful' consequences of the
Vietnam tragedy.

The shortcomings of the study arise from the nature of
available sources. The U.S. perspectives are covered in great
detail, largely from primary archival material., much never used
before. Readers may question the need for this coverage of the
Vietnam decision making in Washington, but its inclusion is
necessary to show both the evolution of U.S. policy and its
closely related effects on Japan and Korea.

Some Korean primary sources have been used, but no
Japanese primary sources were. The author's failure to use more
of these sources reflect his own shortcomings as well as the
difficulties of obtaining Japanese and Korean documents. Part
of the gap caused by a lack of Japanese and Korean decision
making documents is filled by U.5. material. U.S. participants
in decision making or negotiation sessions with the Japanese or
Koreans almost always filed a written account of the meetings.
It is possible to glean from them some sense of what the

decision considerations were for Japan and Korea.
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I hope that this study will fill a gap in historical
research in an inadequately examined period and provide a fresh
perspective on the Vietnam War. A note of gratitude is due to
the staff of the Kennedy and Johnson Presidential Libraries for
their untiring assistance and efforts to open up relevant
documents and providing leads. Appfeciation is extended to
Professors Wagner, Iriye, Eckert and Khong for their advice and
suggestions. Also, a very deep note of thanks to Dorman Walker,
a friend of long standing, who took time from his busy law
practice to review the entire paper. Finally. a special note of
intellectual debt to another friend, John Newman, a fellow
soldier and also a scholar. Without formative early discussions
during Sunday morning runs with John in 1988 and 1989, this

paper may never have been finished.
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! For a detailed breakdown of redeployment dates. see Hanguk
Yongam [Korea Yearbook] 1966 (Seoul: Hanguk Yongam FPyonchamhoe.
20 March 1966)., p. 219. On casualty figures. see. Kyung Suk.
Park, 7T7a I Han {Korea (Vietnamese slang)] Seoul: Dongbang
Munhwawon. 1987). Volume 11, p. 309. The number of the actual
casualties sustained by the Korean forces in Vietnam is
difficult to ascertain. The official figures as published in
Won Yol, Chung, Mekong Kang un Jung Un Handa [The Mekong River
Testifies] (Secul: Bumsuh Chulpansa., 1973)., p. 497, which has
as its source the Kukhoebo (National Assembly Reports), shows
the final casualty figures as 3.844 killed in action., 8,344
wounded in action and 3.738 non—-combat casualties. T7a I Han is
an eleven volume history of the Korean forces in Vietnam
written by a retired general who was apparently given access to
previously classified government documents. Because it is of a
later date and seems to have a more authoritative source, I
have chosen to accept Park's figures. In addition to 5,000
killed, Park lists 11,000 as the figure for wounded. My
confidential and non-attributable conversations with Korean
officers in 1982 who had served in Vietnam clearly revealed the
confusion created by official secrecy concerning casualties.
Personal estimates by these officers ranged from double to, in
some cases, twenty times the official figures. A Korean
diplomat in a recent (March, 1990) frank discussion suggested
that the official figures probably left out any casualty which
might even remotely be construed as of non-combat causes,
therefor. casualties due to accidents. suicides. diseases. etc.
were left out. The official figures do show 3,738 non-¢combat
casualties:; however, based on the reservations to report actual
casualty statistics shown by Korean participants (some being of
senior grades), the final figure could be far higher than the
15,926 total as announced by the Ministry of National Defense.

2 The 50,000+ figure from U.S. News & World Report, 12 January
1970, p. 24. The 15,000 figure from Se Jin Kim, "South Korea's
Involvement in Vietnam and Its Economic and Political Impact,"
Asian Survey, Vol. 10, No. 6 (June 1970), p. 519.

3 Stentzel, James, "Seoul's Second Bonanza," Far Eastern
Economic Review, 30 July 1973, p. 43.

' See Larsen. Stanley Robert and James Lawton Collins, Jr.,.
Vietnam Studies: Allied Participation in Vietnam (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975), pp. 120-131 and
hereafter referred to as Allied Pa-ticipation. ROK troops were
deployed as follows:

Year Organization Strength
1964 Mobile surgical hospital 130
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1964 Tae Kwon Do training team 10

1965 Dove Unit: engineers and support 1,988
forces

1965 Capital division (-) and Marine 18,904
Brigade and support forces

1966 9th (White Horse) Division (+) 23.865
and support forces

1967 Marine battalion (-) and support 2,963
forces

1969 C-46 air crew 12

{Source Larsen and Collins, p. 131)

° See the following for outstanding examples of such
criticisms: The Indochina Story: A Fully Documented Account by
the Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars (New York: Bantam,
1970), pp. 141-143; "'Money for Men," The New Republic, Vol.
165, No. 18 (9 October 1971). pp. 7-9; James Otis. "Seoul's
Hired Guns," Ramparts, Vol. 11. No. 3 (September 1972), pp. 18-
20, 56-57: Frank Baldwin, "“The American Utilization of South
Korean Troops in Vietnam," in America's Rented Troops: South
Koreans in Vietnam {(Philadelphia: American Friends Service
Committee, 1974(?)). pp. 1-15. The Koreans preferred to see
their soldiers as "freedom crusaders" or '"freedom fighters."
Lee, Fun Ho and Yong Soon Yim, Politics of Military Civic
Action: The Case of South Korean and South Vietnamese Forces in
the Vietnamese War (Hong Kong: Asian Research Service, 1980),
p.84.

® The best work on containment is John Lewis Gaddis'
Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of Postwar
American National Security Policy (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1982).

7 see later how Washington may have been deceived as to the
actual conditions in Vietnam at this time by the military.

8 Kim, Asian Survey, June 1970, pp. 521-522.

? A pattalion is an organization of approximately 1,000
infantry soldiers. Although comparing battalions among
different armies is tricky due to relative differences in
doctrine and organization (for example. a Soviet battalion is
about two-thirds the size of a U.S. battalion), a Korean
battalion can be equated to a U.S. battalion since the ROK Army
is largely the product of U.5. advisory efforts and has
replicated U.S. doctrine and organization.

0 y.s. Congress. Senate, U.S5. Security Agreement and
Commitment Abroad, Vol I1I. Parts 5 (Japan) and 6 (Korea).
Hearings before the Committee on Foreign Relations,
91st Congress, 2nd Session, Washington, D.C.: U.S.




Government Printing Office. 1971, pp. 1730-1732.
Hereafter referred to as Symington Hearings.
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CHAPTER 1
1954: Korea and Vietnam -~ A Prelude
1?261: The May 16 Coup

Emergence of a new U.S. policy for Korea
*Kick Start" for the Japan—-Korea Talks

1954: Prelude

Korea's interest and attitude toward the anti-communist
fighting in Indochina can be dated to the earliest years of
U.S. involvement in the conflict. In the early weeks of 1954,
the French operations at Dien Bien Phu were in trouble and the
United States. after assisting the French with b.'lions of
dollars of aid, considered both direct intervention and
obtaining third-nation support to help the French.

At the end of January 1954, Korean president Syngman Rhee
made an unsolicited offer to the U.S. to deploy a division of
Korean troops to Vietnam to assist the French forces. A
visceral anti—communist, Rhee provided two reasons for the
offer. The first to show Korea's appreciation for the help she
just had received from UN forces during the Korean War. The
second was to encourage anti-communism in Southeast Asia. These
two themes would be repeated when the issue of troop
deployments surfaced again in the mid-1960s. It remained the
official rationales for Korea's involvement.

For Rhee however, there also was a personal motive in this

Footnotes begin on page 335,
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initial offer. which was characterized by the U.S. Ambassador
to South Korea at the time. Ellis O. Biggs. as '"a burning
desire to mobilize an anti-communist front in Asia under his
leadership and to court U.S. public opinion." Thus., the
principle motive for the offer was a desire for regional
political power. and to make Korea a central player in the
worldwide fight against communism. This, too. would re—emerge
as a dominant theme in later deliberations in Korea.

Although, initially, Rhee's offer was received favorably
by the U.S. Army staff through a feasibility study in February
1954, it was politely rejected by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS) on 1 March of that year. As reasons for the rejection.
the JCS cited the expected operational and logistical
difficulties of supporting a Korean force in a French command
and, more important, a concern that the American public would
question the necessity of maintaining U.S. troops in Korea when
Korea could afford to send a division to Indochina. However.
Washington clearly recognized at that time one Asian nation
coming to the aid of another Asian nation to fight communist
aggression was a highly desirable situation and could lead to
the formation of a viable Asian anti-communist bloc.!

In retrospect, Rhee's offer was a remarkable one.
considering that the Korean War had just ended and
economically., South Korea was absolutely dependent upon the

U.S. But it is highly possible, given Rhee's personal
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ambitions. that he saw the Indochina war as an opportunity for
economic recovery while establishing political points in both

the international and the domestic arenas. This concept of dual
political and economic gains remained one of the main themes of

the Korean decisions on Vietnam in the 1960s.

New Korea Policy

While the Indochinese situation deteriorated further in
1961, South Korea was going through convulsions of its own.
Having as their roots the heavy-handed tactics used by Rhee
since 1945 to consolidate his control over the country, anti-
government sentiments grew until they explcded in 1960 with
Rhee's overthrow. This change was tacitly approved by the U.S.,
which saw in Rhee an increasingly inept and vainglorious old
man holding down Korea's development. The short lived Second
Republic of Chang My5n received U.S. support. but factionalism
and a reluctance to institute needed reform measures led to
Korea's first military coup of the modern era in May 1961 by
General Park Chung Hee. Park was committed to developing
national wealth and power through economic development.
Initially he did not enjoy U.S. support. For the U.5., a coup
by an American-trained army was not only a policy reversal. but
an international embarrassment. Not until Park established an
ostensibly civilian government with the elections of October

and November 1963 would the U.S. commit itself to fully
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supporting the Park regime.2 However. the U.S. would retain
its reservations about Park until he had demonstrated in words
and deeds. his loyalty to the U.S.— ROK alliance through his
support of the Vietnam War and the normalization treaty.

John F. Kennedy's election in 1960 marked the beginning of
a new era in American foreign policy. Kennedy. who was
dissatisfied with the Cold War mentality of the Eisenhower
administration, was determined to change the equation of
international relations. Although the Kennedy administration's
focus was primarily in Europe, a warning from Eisenhower just
before Kennedy's inauguration, that Laos was a hot spot that
needed immediate attention forced Kennedy to examine the Asian
situation. U.S. policy in Asia revolved around containing the
threat of communist Chinese aggression. While Kennedy saw the
need for a new China policy., memories of the Korean War and the
McCarthy era persecutions were still too fresﬁ to allow such a
policy to develop. The narrow margin of Kennedy's election in
November, he felt, didn’'t give him a strong enough public
mandate to implement such a radical change and to battle
against the still strong and influential Taiwan lobby.3
Instead. Kennedy continued a policy initiated at the end of
World War II, under which Japan formed the locus of an Asian
anti-communist bloc. The Korean War forced Korea to become part

of this formula as well, and with massive aid ($3.3 billion
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between 1953 and 1960), which financed 95 percent of the cost
of the Korean armed forces and over 90 percent of her imports,.
the U.5. maintained Korea as a frontier bastion of anti-

communism.‘

A New U.S. Policy for Korea

In the months between Kennedy's inauguration in Washington
and the May 1961 coup in Seoul, as his new administration
attempted to prioritize the extant foreign and domestic issues,
a concerted effort was made to reexamine U.S.'s Korea policy.
It was clear that the Chang Myén government was failing to
implement measures to put