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Abstract 

 

 

 Alliance means rather they share the same enemy than their good friends. This paper 

provides the view about this issue in Korea, especially the United States Forces Korea 

(USFK). It tries to analyze the relationship between USFK and the United States of America. 

Are South Korea and USA good alliance? It is supported by two minor research question 

which aim to find out the reason how USFK’s reductions gone through in past 50 years and 

how the history of U.S. foreign policy got changed especially in South Korea.  

 

This paper used one case study with specific time line and events to provide the basic 

understand of USFK reductions within the framework of conflicts between U.S. 

administration and South Korea ministration. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

1. Introduction 

 

 

 <Table: The value of USFK (source: Ministry of National Defense of South Korea)>  

-it’s financial values are more than 20 billion dollars and back up military values are about 25 billion dollars.- 

 

After the Korean War, the perspective of the United States on the Asian region had 

changed. Especially the geographical and political perspectives of the Korean Peninsula, 

which was only a periphery of Asia, had changed the most. Before the war, in Western 

society Korea was considered as a small country located between China and Japan and was a 

nation with that value, nothing more and nothing less. The Korean War that broke out in June, 

1950 was only a small incident in the international viewpoint, considering the fact that the 

terms Korean Conflict and Korean War both were recorded. Considering the political 

symbolism the Korean War held, however, both Korea and the U.S. did not deem it as a mere 

internal conflict in a nation. During the Korean War, the U.S. aided South Korea’s 

democratic government and, making tremendous sacrifices, together fought against North 

Korea supported by China and the Soviet Union. The war in a small region, which could be 

considered as an internal conflict in a nation, was actually a battlefield of power politics 

between liberal democracy and communism, which were the ideologies of the U.S. and 

China-Soviet Union, respectively. During the Cold War era, to the U.S., Korea conveyed the 



role of ‘buffer zone’ that stopped the spread of communism in Asia. To guard the liberal 

democracy, the U.S. gave full economic and military supports to Korea, as other American 

Allies. In the same context in which the U.S. provided the economic aid to Germany for the 

European Recovery Project during the Cold War, South Korea received political, economic, 

and military aids from the U.S. And Korea became the ‘show case’ that represents the most 

clearly the conflict between communism and liberal democracy in Asian region. 

 The USFK (United States Forces Korea) is the symbol of South Korea-U.S. alliance. 

It based upon the law that came from ‘South Korea-U.S. Mutual Defense Agreement’, which 

made from ‘mutual interest’ after the Korea War. Still thus, In 1950’s, U.S, and South 

Korea’s states are so much different than nowadays. At that time, South Korea had been 

through huge war and destroyed their infrastructure, on the other hand, The U.S. carried the 

most powerful supreme status both economically and militarily. Though it was called the 

‘mutual defense treaty,’ the relationship between the U.S. and Korea was only the unilateral 

protector and protectee relationship, but the U.S. entered into a pact in the name of the 

‘mutual defense treaty.’ The Question is WHY U.S. made ‘South Korea-U.S. Mutual 

Defense Agreement’? and WHY they always wanted to withdraw their military forces? 

Even though entered into an agreement with the mutual consent, the Korean and American 

governments have always experienced conflicts since the beginning of the alliance. Clearly 

South Korea wanted ‘South Korea-U.S. Mutual Defense Agreement’ mainly security-

survival- reason, but also get political support. At that time, South Korea government 

couldn’t survive without U.S. support-both military and economic reasons-. Both after the 

Cold War and 9.11, U.S. foreign policy got changed dramatically. From the ‘South Korea-

U.S. Mutual Defense Agreement’ till today, total process of USFK reductions were 5 times, 

Among these conflicts, three happened during the Cold War, one occurred in the beginning of 

the post-Cold War era, and the last happened after the 9/11 terrorist attacks. Can these five 

attempts for reduction and withdrawal be addressed in interconnected flows? The review of 

USFK and U.S. foreign policy case studies will allow analyzing the relationship with U.S 

foreign policy and USFK.  

To get the most important characteristics in USFK issues, author has decided to 

narrow down two major variables: U.S. foreign policy and South Korea-U.S. alliance. There 

are lots of researches have been done in the area of USFK and Korea history, however, 

dealing USFK issues with America foreign policy is not a common in this study.  

 



 

1.1 Problem formulation 

 

Even though the long history of U.S.-South Korea relationship, there is not so many 

research data about overall structureof U.S.-South Korea alliance with objective look. Since 

the beginning of U.S.-South Korea ally, there had been had full of ideological conflict 

between America government and South Korea government. Most of studies are turned to 

ideological showdown. A lot of researchers started this issue with unbiased mind but finished 

with pro-con discussion about America without coherent background. 

 To analyze the series of USFK reductions, variables could be addressed 

 1. U.S. Grand Strategy toward South Korea. 

 2. South Korea-U.S. alliance 

 3. Korea government’s foreign policy 

 These approaches make the research more diversifiable. However, in the limitation 

of this paper(lack of time and data), it is heard to deal with every variable. Based on this 

condition, I will focus mainly on America foreign policy toward South Korea. 

 

America Security Policy change - Cold War, after the Cold War, after 9.11 

Time Cold War After the Cold War 

(Former Bush~ 

Clinton) 

After the 9/11 

Security issue Expansion of Soviet 

Union and 

Communism 

-Expansion of 

WMD 

-Regional conflict 

-Degeneration of 

democracy in post-

communism 

countries 

-failure of U.S. 

economy 

-Asymmetric threat 

from terrorists 

-Expansion of 

WMD 

-Arising of China 

Policy Containment and 

deterrence 

Intervention and 

expansion 

Preemptive war and 

prevention 



Main features and 

contents of policy 

Communism 

domino theory 

Liberalism domino theory 

Regional level- forward deployment  Global level-quick 

deployment 

Treat-based Strategy Skill-based Strategy 

( Li-Young Kim, 「Korea Foreign Policy and International Politics」, 「The Change of America Security 

Policy and USFK Policy/ South Korea’s Reaction: Cold War agreement and desert~ and find new agreement for 

the new era, (Seoul, Sung-Sin Woman University Press 2005)  

 

Previously presented table shows the representative changes in Security Policy of the 

U.S. However, this table is not proper model to explain the relationship that has changed for 

60 years between ROK-U.S. Alliance and the withdrawal of the U.S. forces in Korea. Clearly, 

the changes between the Cold War, Post-Cold War, and 9/11 are substantial. It is true that 

these had the biggest effect on American foreign policies, especially on military alliance. 

However, a different frame is needed to demonstrate the characteristic the U.S. 

Administration showed in each withdrawal period and the common ground in ROK-U.S. The 

main theme for this essay is ‘Alliance’ and it is very important concept in IR study. In this 

essay, the main analysis is placed on realism’s view of USFK. Therefore this paper would 

cover the realism theory’s definition of military and alliance background. Author has decided 

to formulate the paper with fallowing time-line: The six reductions after the ROK-U.S. 

Mutual Defense Treaty—first reduction in the Eisenhower administration, second reduction 

by Nixon Doctrine in the Nixon administration, the total withdrawal plan in the Carter 

administration, fourth reduction as the part of the package amendment plan in the Bush 

administration after the Cold War, and the fifth reduction by Global Defense Posture (GPR) 

after 9/11—are examined for each administration era. The important foci of the current study 

are the backgrounds of reduction in each administration, their differences, and the 

transcending common conclusion: the reductions. 

The analysis variable is the U.S. foreign policies and ROK-U.S. relations in each 

time period, and their common results are conflicts, disagreement, and reductions. 

  

 

 

<60 years, 5 times, WHY? Are they different? > 

9 different  

U.S. administrations 

5 Reductions 

Conflicts between SK-U.S. 



 

The last reduction is based on GPR that the aim of this strategy is to make U.S. 

overseas forces more flexible and to meet the requirements of a changing security 

environment. New security challenges and changing operational needs demand new 

approaches and measures
1
.  

 

 

1.2 Delimitations and useful definitions 

 

Over the past several decades, the Republic of Korea has achieved a remarkably high 

level of economic growth, which has allowed the country to rise from the rubble of the 

Korean War into the ranks of the Organization for Cooperation and Development (OECD). 

Today, South Korea is the United States' seventh-largest trading partner and is the 15th-

largest economy in the world.
2
 

  The delimitation of the paper makes this more focused and more clear. Limiting the 

focus to reduction of the U.S. forces in Korea from the whole spectrum of U.S.-South Korea 

alliance is because it is the most visible results among interactions during the 60 years of 

ROK-U.S military alliance. Simply describing the history of U.S. forces in Korea would only 

remain as simplified organization of history. By concentrating on six reductions in 60 years, 

the main object the author tries to convey can be more clarified. Of course, there are ten-year 

time gap between the Cold War and Post-Cold War eras, and between Post-Cold War era and 

9/11. By exempting this process in the middle from delimination, it is difficult to comprehend 

the historic flow. Moreover, domestic political circumstances in Korea were not properly 

considered because the focus was on the American administrations, not Korean government. 

However because what the current paper attempts to examine is the foreign policy of the U.S. 

administration, only the position of South Korea in relation to the U.S.-South Korea alliance 

is minimally described in mentioning Korean government. This study will explore one state’s 

military issue as a foreign policy concern. However, it focuses on the foreign policy of the 

partner nation that entered in the mutual defense treaty, not on the corresponding nation. 

Since this study is focusing on realism, especially neorealism’s view. Analysis level would be 

                                                 

1
 United States of America Department of Defense, 2004,  

2
 Background Note: South Korea, U.S.. Department of State, July 7, 2011(searched in August 03, 

2011http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/2800.htm) 



naturally, international system level. 

 

 

2. Theory, Methods and Empirical Material 

  

2.1 Theory 

 

2.1.1. Realism/ Neorealism 

  

Realism in foreign policy assumes that each states government desires greater 

economic and military strength. Its main idea like power and polarity are loosely formulated 

and its conditions of rage are left undefined. It counts on a process similar to natural selection 

to shape the behavior of units. Its more closely look like an unfalsifiable ideology than it does 

a scientific theory.
3
  

 Classical realism has displayed a fundamental unity of thought across a span of 

nearly 2500 years. The writings of its principal proponents are concerned about the questions 

of justice, order, and change at domestic, regional and international levels. Classical realists 

have holistic understandings of politics that stress the similarities, not the differences, 

between domestic and international politics and the role of ethics and community in 

promoting stability in both domestics.
4
 

 Most realists have a straightforward answer to the problem of order: effective central 

authority. Governments that defending borers, enforcing laws and protecting citizens make 

domestic politics more peaceful and qualitatively different from international politics, 

Survival depends on a state’s material capabilities and its alliances with other states.  

Survival depends on a state’s material capabilities and its alliances with other states.
5
 For 

classical realists, all politics is an expression of the same human derives, and subject to the 

same pathologies. They see mire variation in order and stability in within domestic and 

international system than they do between them, and explain it with reference to the 

cohesiveness of society domestic or international and the channels into which it directs 

                                                 

3
 Timothy Dunne, Milja Kurki, Steve Smith, International relations theories: discipline and diversity, (New 

York, Oxford University Press, 2007) 
4
 Idib. 

5
 Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979.) 



human drives.  

 Morgenthau’s insists all politics is a struggle for power that is ‘inseparable from 

social life itself’.
6
 In many countries, laws, institutions and norms direct the struggle for 

power to ritualized and generally acceptable channels. In the eighteenth century, Europe was 

‘one great republic’ with common standards of laws, cultures, and manners
7
. In that time, 

‘fear and shame’ and ‘some common sense of honor and justice’ induced leaders to moderate 

their ambitions.
8
 The sense of community was crashed by the French Revolution, and only 

superficially restored on its outcome. All ideas bUSFKe down in the 20th century when the 

major powers became separated by ideology as well as by interests.  

 Morgenthau recognized the same similarity in domestic politics. In strong states like 

UK and the USA, norms and institutions quiet the struggle for power but, in weak states like 

Nazi Germany and Stalin’s Soviet Union, they broke down. Politics in these latter countries 

was bit violent and unconstrained as in any period of international relations. For Morgenthau 

states and the identities are the most critical determinants of order, at home and abroad.
9
 

 Hobbes’s text also gives some idea of realism and foreign policy. Through Hobbes, 

foreign policy is not something subsequent to the state or the interstate system, but integral to 

their constitution. Foreign policy is not a bridge between two distinct realisms, but something 

that both divided and joined the inside and the outside, the state and the interstate system .
10

 

  Neo realism contains the most essential elements in common with realism 

previously mentioned. Neoclassical realism is a subschool within realism that seeks to rectify 

this imbalance between the general and the particular. It accepts from neorealism and its 

descendents the basic utility of thinking of thinking theoretically about the international 

system as distinct from the internal properties of states.
11

 They seek to recapture the 

grounding in the gritty details of foreign policy that marked classical realism, while also 

benefiting from the rigorous theorizing that typified neorealism.
12

 For them, the question is 

                                                 

6
 Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, (New York NY: Alfred A. 

Knopf, 1948.) 
7
 Ibid, pp. 159-66. 

8
 Ibid. 

9
 Tim Dunne, Milja Kurki, Steve Smith, International relations theories: discipline and diversity, (New York, 

Oxford University Press, 2007) 
10

 Ibid, 58-93.  
11

 Gideon Rose, World Politics-Neoclassical realism and theories of foreign policy-, Volume 51, Number 1, 

October 1998, pp. 144-172. 
12

 Steve Smith, Amelia Hadfield, Tim Dunne, Foreign Policy –Theories, Actors, Cases-, (New York, Oxford 

University Press, 2008) 



‘which realist theory is the most useful for analyzing issues of foreign policy at a given place 

and time?’ Neo realism put an emphasis on that how the analyst adopts the context in 

applying a theory and how consistently a theory explains a case. 

 

2.1.2. Words definition  

 

 By considering how a person understands international politics and by giving a 

definition to the word in realistic perspective, realism and its core that the current paper is 

based on can be approached.  The three common core conceptions that realism carries are 

the following. 

1) Groupism: To survive at anything above a subsistence level, people need to 

unityprovided by group solidarity. Today the most important human groups are 

nation-states and the most important in-group identity is nationalism.  

2) Egoism: self-interest ultimately drives political behavior. Although certain conditions 

can facilitate self-sacrificing behavior, egoism is rooted in human nature. 

3) Power-centrism: Power is the fundamental feature of politics. Key to politics in any 

area is the interactions between social and material power. As the Kenneth 

Waltz(1979: 186) put it, “The web of social and political life is spun out of 

inclinations and incentives, deterrent threats and punishments. Eliminate the latter 

two, and the ordering of society depends entirely on the former-autopian through 

impractical this side of Eden.”
13

 

 These assumptions lead to an identifiably realist approach to foreign policy. An 

orientation to the most powerful groups at any time, a tendency to question the ability 

of any state’s foreign policy to go above power politics, and a inclination for looking 

beyond rhetoric to the power realities that realists expects nearly always lie beneath 

policy. These conceptions represent a basic realist position for foreign policy analysis. 

Searching for the power positioning, what the group wants, and the international relationships 

operating in clashing interests.
14

 Preparing for the current study, the author discovered that 

approaches to ROK-U.S. alliance and the U.S. foreign policy is the most properly explained 

based on this realistic foreign policy perspective. Moreover, it was also realized that new 

                                                 

13
 Ibid.  

14
 Tim Dunne, Milja Kurki, Steve Smith, International relations theories: discipline and diversity, (New York, 

Oxford University Press, 2007), pp.58-75. 



realism Hegemonic stability theory based on realistic thoughts is suitable for explaining the 

viewpoint and action of the U.S in perceiving world order and Asian regional security. 

 Hegemonic stability theory: it builds on the observation that powerful states tend to 

seek dominance over all or parts of any international system, so fostering some degree of 

hierarchy within the overall systemic anarchy. It seeks to explain how cooperation can 

emerge among major powers, and how international orders, comprising rules, norms, and 

institutions, emerge and are sustained. The theory’s core prediction is that any international 

order is stable only to the degree that the relations of authority within it are sustained by the 

underlying distribution of power. According to this theory, the current ‘globalization’ order is 

sustained by U.S. power and is likely to come undone as challengers like China gain strength. 

 

2.2 Method 

 

 Since this study’s main aim is put on the relationship between military and 

international relations, it is important to use explanation about case study to find out how the 

realism’s view affect on Korea-U.S. relationship over 60 years. In this manner, this paper 

would draw more focus on a qualitative analysis rather than quantitative method. It provides 

a deep set of knowledge about the specific issue with time-line. 

However case study has so many shortcomings, especially in this case, the data is 

unrandomized and partial correlations are infeasible, since data volumes are too small.
15

 In 

addition, lack of independent cases and impossibility of controlling the variables are also 

huge defect on this study. 

Even though so many flaws are scattered in qualitative case study, it is worth to dig 

in. Stephen Van Evera, the author of the “Guide to methods for students of political science" 

16
states that case study should be able to give generalized specific explanation where the 

phenomenon is being caused. The main goal of using realism’s approach is to achieve deeper 

understanding of the relationship changes in South Korea USFK and the U.S. foreign policy 

area. The case in this study and the theoretical base are only the frameworks that are 

necessary for deeper understanding of this subject. Research data would be the most common 

way in this study. When it comes to case studies, it allow to gives validity to particular events 

                                                 

15
 Van Evera Stephen, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science, (London: Ithaca, Cornell University 

Press, 1997) 
16

 Ibid. 



or history records. 

 

3. Analysis 

3.1 Background 

 3.1.1. U.S. Grand strategy after 1945. 

 

After the World War II, fundamental goal of the U.S. national security has been the 

global influence, that is obtaining and maintaining supremacy. The basic task for the U.S. 

foreign strategy is maintaining the supremacy, which defines and manages the characteristic 

of the world order, and this is the ultimate goal of the future diplomacy of the U.S. The 

military strategy of the U.S. keeps to the point of such goal.
17

 

When the Cold War hit its stride after the World War II, the security strategy of the 

U.S was characterized as ‘containment and deterrence,’ which meant protecting allied nations 

under the American influence from the expansion of communism and against the Soviet 

Union. Formulized by George Kennan who was famous for so-called ‘The Long Telegram,’ 

the containment theory became the foundation of world perception and strategy. Kennan’s 

claims finally concretized in 1947 as ‘Truman Doctrine.’ Truman Doctrine was the 

declaration of blockade globalization to protect all regions of the world including the West 

and the Middle East from the threats of the Soviet Union and communism it was supporting. 

And the atomic deterrence strategy with its terrifyingly destructive power—so-called balance 

of terror—became the representative force measure that supported the containment strategy. 

Such Cold War internationalism or anti-communist internationalism gradually weakened 

from the late 1960s to the early 1970s. Upon strategic arms limitation talks (SALT1) in 1972, 

the symbol of the U.S.-Soviet détente, Cold War internationalism weakened further and, the 

division of the public opinion due to the Vietnam War, the opening-up and reform of the 

Soviet Union, and et cetera all complexly coincide and resulted in the dawning of the post-

Cold War era. 

 Through his speech at West Point, Bush mentioned that minority groups and small 

groups can bring critical damages to the world great powers. Depending on persistence and 

blockade of the Cold War era is useless when it comes to terrorist organizations. To deal with 

                                                 

17
 Young-Sup Han (ed.), Self-Reliance or Alliance?–Korea’s Security and foreign Policy in the 21

st
 Century-

 ,(Seoul, ORUEM Publishing House, 2004), pp159.  



terrorism, it is required to take aggressive and forward-looking foreign policies, such as 

active preemptive strikes, preventative interventions, holding nuclear weapons, and active 

promotion for foreign policy toward rogue nations.
18

 

 The profit concept based on military strength, which was considered as the 

most important means for the survival of a nation during the Cold War era, had expanded to 

interests in the comprehensive national or global security during Post-Cold War era. The 

fundamental perspective for the U.S. security strategy started to be discussed once again. 

When the Soviet Union as the greatest threat diminished, the role of the U.S. in the world 

order was reconsidered and since then numerous methods have developed that related 

America’s global strategy for foreign policy and grasp the idea of it.  

 

To understand the U.S.’s foreign policy on Korea and ROK-U.S. conflict, the U.S. 

range concept is useful. That is, the upper and lower limits of acceptableness for the U.S. in 

Korea. The U.S. foreign policy on Korea was not in the level of meeting the demands of the 

extreme-left in Korea or North Korea government and, though the U.S. accepted 

anticommunism or authoritarianism rule, it was not up to the degree where it causes the 

collapse of the system by triggering rapid resistance or the institutionalization of fascist 

dictatorship. Soon the U.S. maintained the policy that rejected all institutionalization of the 

left communist system and the right fascist system and the range of the U.S. existed as the 

insurmountable limitation to both the ruling power and the opposing power of South Korea. 

 

3.1.2. History of US-South Korea alliance and its meaning 

 

Emergence of today's concept of Korea and U.S. alliance got framed after the 2nd World 

War, with the U.S. military stationed in Korea, the U.S. military served the Korea War. After 

the Korean War, Korea and the United States made Mutual Defense Agreement. 

 ‘The South Korea-U.S. Mutual Defense Agreement’ was signed at October 1, 1953 in 

Washington and came into force in November 18, 1954. Through this agreement, the official 

alliance between United States and South Korea got established, and they put the U.S. troops 

in South Korea territory for their agreement that common defense for South Korea.  

                                                 

18
 “President Bush Delovers Graduation speech at West Point,” Remarks by the President at 2002 Graduation 

Exercise of the United States Military Academy, West Point, (New York, Office of the Press Secretary, June 1, 

2002.) 



In addition, 'The South Korea-U.S. Mutual Defense Agreement' is the bottom line of the 

law for U.S. forces in Korea and South Korea-U.S. combined defense system. It offers the 

basis for 'Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) ' and the government, and military official 

security after that it military-related follow-up agreements. Under these relations, the 

association between two countries has been expanded to economic exchange and civilian 

cooperation arena. The meaning of Korea-America alliance is over a simple military alliance, 

share the value that liberal democracy and market economy, and develop to bilateral, regional, 

and global comprehensive strategic alliance.  

The growth of Korea economy has brought the necessity of reciprocal and mature alliance 

relations and extension of Korea’s portion of defense cost division. South Korea-U.S. 

Alliance is stably maintained than ever. It contains the war and assures the peace until there is 

achieved peace unification on Korean peninsula by security partnership relations of two 

countries. It could also contribute to not only security of Korea but also stability of East Asia 

region when Korea and U.S. consider the threat at random, dynamics between surrounding 

powerful countries, geopolitical position of Korean peninsula where the interest of continent 

and the sea powers are entangled. 

 

3.1.3. The Establishment of the USFK-U.S. Combined Defense System 

 

The USFK-U.S. Combined Command Defense System has been formed which based on 

three factors; the South Korea-U.S. Mutual Defense Agreement which was signed on 1953, 

Security Consultative Meeting (SCM) and Combined Forces Command (CFC). The System 

has been changed to follow the role of Korea and U.S. with the transformation of the Korea-

America alliance circumstance.  

The early 1968, the infiltration operation of North Korean armed communist guerilla
19

 

and affair that USS Pueblo was kidnapped to North Korea
20

 brought the tension on Korean 

                                                 

19
 South Korea was showing a state of panic because the North Korean armed communist guerilla had carried 

out an infiltration operation and attacked the Presidential residence on January 21, 1968. One of the North 

Korean guerillas was captured as alive and he defected to South Korea. When there was a press conference, he 

presented they got mission that the assassination to South Korea president. (Gyeong Hyang Journal, 1968) 
20

 There was the affair that North Korea kidnapped American naval intelligence vessel, USS Pueblo on January 

23, 1968. In the vessel, there were 6 naval officers, 75 soldiers, 2 civil. The one soldier was died in the process 

of North Korea’s capture and the others was arrested and detained. U.S. and North Korea had a closed-door 

negotiation. America admit their violation the territorial waters of North Korea and officially apologize and 

North Korea sent back the survival crewmen and one body. (Hwang Byeongmu, 2001 p.231) 



peninsula. Hence the necessity of evaluation of Korea security situation and consideration a 

countermeasure, two countries agreed holding an annual meeting of the Minister of National 

Defense and the Secretary of Defense to intimate consult about the security cooperation. 

(Yoon 2007 pp.34-35) Following their agreement, there was held the first Korea-America 

defense ministers’ conference on May 1968 and extending conferences since 1971 which 

named SCM. (Ministry of National Defense 1998 pp.90-91) SCM receives delegation of 

'National Command and Military Command Organization' of both countries and conveys 

strategic guidance to Military Committee (MC) which is hosted by two countries’ Joint 

Chiefs of Staff.  

The establishment of USFK-US Combined Forces Command (CFC) on November 7, 

1978 was possible because there was an suggestion and discussion about the necessity of 

building USFK-U.S. combined command system in 9
th

 SCM on May 27 1976. (Seo 1988 

pp.84-89) The agreement that was come from the MC between two countries’ chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs was based on the CFC. CFC is the organization that is authorized 'National 

Command and Military Command Organization' of both countries to decide major policies 

and guide instructions for running the USFK-U.S. Combined Defense System. In addition 

CFC implements the role of combined joint military conducting institution. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



<Picture 1> The Structure of the USFK-U.S. Combined Defense System 

 

 

 

 

 

 (Korea Ministry of National Defense, viewed 26/December/2010) 

 

3.1.4. The Role and Contribution of USFK 

 

USFK is the core of the South Korea-U.S. alliance, guarantees peace on Korean peninsula 

and implements the role of strategic ‘stabilizer’ and ‘balancer’ in East Asia region as a 

member of the USFK-U.S. Combined Defense System with Korea armed forces. It is 

organized into five; the Eighth U.S. Forces, USFK Navy Command, USFK Air Force 

Headquarters, USFK Marine Corps headquarters, and USFK Special Operations Command 

headquarters. USFK are supporting and contributing South Korea’s security in terms of four 

kinds. 

First, the mission of USFK is implementation of early warning mission that detect the 

sign ahead of time through the operation of advanced information assets. For containing the 

war on Korean peninsula, the grasp usual enemy’s movement should be help to detect its 

intention in advance, to reduce the warning time to prepare in case of emergency, and to 

National Command and 

Military Command 

Organization 

 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Korean Armed Forces 

National Command and 

Military Command 

Organization 

 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

U.S. Armed Forces 

Allied Commander 

USFK-U.S. Military 

Committee (MC) 

Military Cooperation 

Alliance Headquarters 

Land, Sea, Air Forces 

Combined Marine Corps 

Combined Special Forces 

 

       U.S.        Korea 



diminish the effect of enemy’s surprise attack. 

Second, USFK keeps and develops preparedness through combined exercises and training 

between Korean armed forces and not only CFC but the level of each subordinate unit. 

Additionally, Korea military improves the ability of war planning by learning the latest tactics 

and military doctrine through joint working, cooperation of the operation system with USFK. 

Third, USFK plays a key role as reinforcements for the U.S. in the emergency. When 

South Korea receives full-scale invasion from the outside, USFK as a member of the USFK-

U.S. Combined Defense System responds to the invasion with Korean army and 

reinforcements would deploy immediately from U.S. mainland and support a coalition. 

Forth, USFK has contributed not only military strategic level but economic dimension. 

U.S. forces stationed in South Korea have contributed directly and indirectly that brought the 

effect of reduced defense spending and overall revitalizing investment by getting rid of 

security uncertainties.
21

 

We could more focus on the direct effect of USFK on the military strength and 

employment. USFK which have been stationed in Korea have deployed 47 stations 

throughout the nation with the central place on Yongsan, Seoul and approximately 27,500 

combat troop with the Eighth U.S. Force and combat air force group as a main force. There 

are not only 61 thousands American troop but also roughly 21 thousands forces are working 

for Korean defense mission and USFK in the marginal states. It means virtually 80 thousands 

American armed forces have been put to defense Korea and it help to reduce of Korea’s 

military expenditure.  

 

Military strength and employment of USFK 

Separation Officials Soldier 
Total 

troops 

U.S. 

civilian 

Korean 

employee 
Total 

The Eighth 

U.S. Force 
2,972 19,908 22,880 1,171 7,923 54,854 

Et cetera 551 3,045 3,596 404 887 8,483 

Subtotal 3,523 22,953 26,476 1,575 8,810 63,337 

Air Force 885 7,259 8,114 154 903 17,315 

Navy 83 223 306 1 101 714 
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the Marine 

Corps 
32 43 75 - - 150 

Department 

of State 
13 24 37 665 447 1,186 

Total 8,059 53,455 61,484 3,970 19,071 146,039 

     (USFK Resource Management Fact Book. 2006; Korea Service Corp. 2007) 

 

Additionally, inside of the American Army base, there are including family 

dependants (3,970) of the soldiers and Korean employee (19,071). If we calculated whole 

population on USFK it would over 145,000 people. In case of Korean employees, if there is 

no USFK they should be relocated to Korea’s labor market so, the forces of USFK cause the 

effect that decreases Korea labor’s opportunity cost. The total personal expenditure (as of 

2000) to them is 3,117 hundred million won and Korea bears the expense 2,120 hundred 

million won (69%). (Lee, Si-young, Tae Jun Han 2000 p.113) What if USFK withdraws from 

Korea and Korea replaces it to Korean armed forces to maintain present level defense 

capacity, the wage and extra pay for army should be charged to Korea government.  

 

 

3.2. New Look Policy – 1
st
 Reduction of USFK 

 

 In the view of the international level the U.S. held, Cold War fixed due to the 

Korean War. In the perspective of national level the Korean government held, the Korean War 

was all about survival. Due to this difference in perceiving the problem, conflicts were 

inevitable.  

 During the Cold War era, a tug-of-war between Korea and the U.S. over the U.S. 

forces in Korea can be expressed as an asymmetry between abandonment and anxiety of 

entrapment.
22

 South Korea after facing security threats from North Korea was concerned 

about being abandoned by the U.S. with withdrawing the U.S. forces in South Korea, and the 

U.S. was afraid of being entrapped in the crisis of the Korean Peninsula because of the U.S. 

forces in Korea. At last, an asymmetry between abandonment and anxiety of entrapment 

established the South Korea-U.S. relations in the Eisenhower administration. The position of 

the Eisenhower administration can be understood more clearly through a “New Look” 
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policy.
23

 Under the circumstances, South Korea’s anxiety for abandonment cannot help but 

to be raised if the U.S. evacuates the U.S. forces in Korea.
24

 Though there were conflicts 

between Korea and the U.S. on various issues, it was Korean government’s reality, in which it 

could not bring forward independent opinions even on the problems about its national 

security because even maintaining a government was difficult without help from the U.S. 

 After the Korean War and as Cold War world order developed, the U.S. strengthened 

aiding West Germany and Japan. Then Korea and the U.S. entered into “Minute Agreement” 

in 1954. Through the mutual defense treaty, the U.S. not only drove a wedge in North Korea’s 

yet another reckless military attempts but also established a legal basis for the U.S. forces to 

be stationed in South Korea.
25

 It was agreed upon that 750,000 troops be stationed in Korea 

with the command of military operations be regulated by the UN commanding officer. This 

was because the Eisenhower administration was concerned with unwanted conflicts from 

additional costs for the U.S. forces in Korea. After the War, though it was Cold War period, 

the U.S. entered into one-on-one military treaty to protect Korean democracy but was pulling 

out of the matter at the same time. 

 Considering the essentials in the New Look policy of Eisenhower administration, the 

discord of the Eisenhower administration meant more than reduction of the U.S. forces in 

Korea. Reduction of the U.S. forces in Korea was the core issue as to estimate the success of 

the New Look policy. Most of the policy documents of the U.S. published in the 1950s 

defined reduction of the Korean military forces as one of the important matter in policy. Less 

than a year after both governments signed on a historic document, the Eisenhower 

administration declared that the Korean forces should be reduced through National Security 

Council vol. 5514.
26

 After finalizing the reduction of the U.S. forces in Korea in 326
th

 NSC 

conference, Eisenhower said, “Finally the New Look policy took its place.”
27

  

 Even though Eisenhower administration faced problems such as the New Look 

policy not being perfectly fulfilled due to the fact that the circumstances in the Korean 
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Peninsula and the world order not being matched
28

, and not being able to find alternative 

political power against the Rhee Syngman administration that opposed America’s New Look 

policy in the Korean Peninsula, which just entered cold peace after the war—Rhee rejected 

the U.S. proposal, which was Japan-centered policies on East Asia regional security and 

economy, due to his anti-Japan sentiment from the Japanese colonial history and because of 

this, the Eisenhower administration planned to assassinate Rhee but it was never delivered 

into action—the fact that Eisenhower viewed the U.S. forces in Korea and South Korea with 

the perspective of considering East Asia regional security never changed during his term.  

 

  

 

3.3. Nixon Doctrine – 2
nd

 Reduction of USFK 

  

In 1968, Nixon was elected as the 37
th

 president. When Nixon faced the world as the 

president, the U.S. was encountering numerous challenges. The problems such as relatively 

weakened national power in the late 1960s, the spreading of criticisms for the Vietnam War, 

the rise of the Soviet Union, and France withdrawing from NATO could be considered as 

challenges to hegemony and leadership of the U.S.. 

 Under these circumstances, Nixon appointed Henry A. Kissinger as a 

national security adviser, the political scientist of Harvard University who was an expert on 

international realism, and began political experiments. Kissinger proposed secret diplomacy, 

power nation-centered diplomacy, threats through nuclear arms, and withdrawal of the U.S. 

troops in Vietnam and Korea, as the methods to maintain the strategic superiority and 

leadership of the U.S. in international politics.
29

 

 In March, 1969, the U.S. announced National Security Decision Memorandum 48th. 

The detail was the reduction of one infantry division with 20,000 troops. This decision by the 

American authorities was not notified directly to the Korean government. Not until it was 

July 6
th

, 1970 that the U.S. officially notified the Korean government through Ambassador 

                                                 

28
 Original plan was 50% reduction, however, because of 1957’ satellite, 1959’ Cuba crisis, it ended with 9% 

reduction. 
29

 Jeremi Suri, “Henry Kissinger and American Grand Strategy”, Fredrik Logevall and Andrew Perston(eds.), 

Nixon in the World: American Foreign Relations, 1969-1977, (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2008), pp.67-

80. 



Porter.
30

 

 July 25, 1969 in Nixon Doctrine, the limit of application contained Vietnam as well 

as Korea. In the standpoint of the U.S., foreign policy on Asian region cannot be individual 

but rather in the global level. Though the issue of reduction was discussed again in the 

Johnson administration, it was delayed due to compensation for agreeing to dispatch troops to 

Vietnam. During those times when the existence of the U.S. forces in Korea symbolized the 

national security of Korea, the Park Chung-hee administration sensitively responded to the 

plan for reduction and withdrawal of the U.S. forces in Korea as the national security threat. 

 In August, 1969, Nixon and Park were in a summit meetings in San Francisco, in 

which Nixon met Park during his vacation period without any reception procedure. Even 

though Nixon told Park about no intention to for reduction or withdrawal, on 11/24/1969 

Nixon proposed to Kissinger a plan to make half the number of the U.S. troops in Korea. Park 

requested that the plan be delayed until 1975, considering the period of economic growth of 

Korea but in June, 1971, 20,000 troops evacuated. The important part was that 20,000 troops 

stationed at the forefront of the demilitarized zone (DMZ) evacuated. Turning over the 

defense duty of the regions near DMZ to Korea was only due to the importance of force 

employment efficiency for the U.S. After the kidnapping of Pueblo and the 

Chengwadae(South Korea President House) Attack of the North Korean guerrillas, there was 

a growing distrust against the U.S. government and Nixon’s military reduction further 

damaged the relations—this was the time during when the tension among South, North Korea 

and the U.S. was at its peak since the truce.-
31

 The ‘Cold War agreement’ established 

between Korea and the U.S. after the armistice of the Korean War began to collapse when the 

U.S. formed partnership with China, which was the enemy during the Korean War and tried 

to draw back from the Vietnam War since the early 1970s. 

 There are many other evidences for the U.S. as the supreme nation using 

Korea as the means to maintain regional security, not considering the characteristics of Korea. 

Though withdrawing from Vietnam, the Nixon administration wanted improved relation with 

China not to threaten Asian regional security. So drawing China into the international stage 

and starting communication and interchange were planned as the solution. For example, in a 
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closed-door negotiation on July 9
, 
1971, Kissinger mentioned that it was possible to evacuate 

all American troops from Korea to improve relations with China. And from these negotiations, 

détente began with Nixon’s visit to China in 1972.  

 The Nixon administration tried to regain the U.S. leadership and re-obtain Asian 

regional security through Nixon Doctrine and Ping-Pong policy. However, because the Nixon 

administration viewed Asia with the perspective of world police, it did not comprehend the 

independent characteristic that the Cold War in the third world retained. The U.S. believed 

that Asian regional peace could be brought through an amicable relationship with China, 

separate from this, China and the Soviet Union did not have strong influence on North Korea 

or Vietnam and they did not even have the intention to do so. The détente could not bring the 

easement of the Cold War between South and North Korea. The U.S. did not acknowledge the 

fact that improving the relation among China, the Soviet Union and the U.S. does not lower 

North Korea’s attack.  

 In the viewpoint of South Korea, the relations among the power nation were not 

related to balance of power in the Korean Peninsula. On top of that, China had even more 

different perspective for North Korea than the U.S. Because North Korea was an allied nation 

in the past, China did not impose restrictions, continuing the aid or remaining inattentive. The 

improper viewpoint of the U.S. further prompted Korea and provided the reason for 

excessively driving the independent national defense. The Park administration declared the 

Yushin constitution for domestic governing after the Nixon administration’s military 

reduction and started the development of nuclear weapons. This in turn brought conflicts with 

the U.S. The nuclear arms development program was discontinued after five years by 

America’s obstinate persuasions and threats. It was the year of 1976. With the emergence of 

the Carter Administration in April 3, 1975, third reduction of USFK was brought about 

 

 

 

 

3.4. Different Foreign Policy, Same Results – 3
rd

 Reduction of USFK 

 

 The issue of third reduction was raised in 1975 when Carter had elected. As for the 

world, Carter wanted the U.S. “to provide the standard of dedication for courage, sympathy, 

hope, human rights, and freedom,” and asserted the human rights policy as the core of moral 



diplomacy. Carter administration carried the opposite characteristics from those of the Nixon 

administration. Not only they were affiliated with different parties—Nixon and Carter were 

from the Republican and Democratic Parties, respectively—but also they had different 

political ideologies. Nixon was the typical realist, whereas Carter had the strongest idealist 

inclination among all U.S. presidents. Regardless of their ideological inclinations, however, 

they all experienced conflicts with the Park administration of South Korea and implemented 

military withdrawal. What would be the reason behind this?  

 Carter’s foreign policy in regard to the Korean Peninsula showed different aspects 

from the realistic perspective of the Nixon administration of the past. He believed that 

cooperation became more important than military capacity due to the diversified world from 

the increase of codependency. He also believed that Northeast Asian security environment 

surrounding the Korean Peninsula would be stabilized through the enhancement of the U.S.-

Chinese relations, and realized the decreased necessity to prioritize the blockade of 

communism as in the past. Such thinking shows different aspects with the previous 

administration’s perspectives, which viewed the Korean Peninsula as the frontline of the Cold 

War and put security comprehension before ethical considerations. However the results, that 

is the military reduction, was the same. Through ‘Presidential Review Memorandum’ and 

‘National Security Committee 13th’ on 1/26/1977, it was commanded to composite a 

preliminary plans for USFK reduction. After that, the schedule for pullout was declared on 

May 5, 1977 through ‘Presidential Directive / NSC 12
th

.’ This indicated the altered security 

interests.  

The main objective of USFK reduction plan was the same as that of the Nixon 

administration. The U.S. became avoidant of involvement due to the aftereffect of the 

Vietnam War. Though Carter carried the perspective of necessity for assertive role 

performance in the new world order, at the same time he was concerned with the possibility 

of entrapment.
32

 The reasons for the reduced scale of the military reduction were, first, the 

CIA report of 1978, which indicated North Korea’s stronger military forces than the initial 

estimation and that they were in forward stationing to the North of DMZ.
33

 Second reason is 

that, the cost for relocating the 2
nd

 USFK infantry division and transferring their equipments 
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to Korean military was expected to be 1.5 to 2.4 billon U.S. dollars, so military reduction in 

large scale was not continued. 

 The common cause for a rising tension in South Korea-U.S relations in the 

1970s was, of all things, the leaders of both nations carried different angle and method in 

perceiving the world order. Nixon and Carter’s foreign policies fundamentally took an order 

of establishing principles for world strategy, applying these principles to Asian regions, and 

correspondingly establishing policies on Korea.
34

 Therefore, the policies on Korea were not 

drafted with considerations for distinctiveness of the Korean Peninsula but decided based on 

the general doctrine of diplomacy without direct relation to Korea. the Park administration, 

however, wanted the U.S. foreign policies to be established in consideration with the unique 

circumstances of Korea. Of course, that hope and desire always came back with 

disappointments. For example, though Nixon doctrine mainly reflects the American concerns 

and interests in pulling out from the Vietnam War, when this was also applied to Korea, 

USFK reduction took place and South Korea-U.S alliance faced conflicts during this process. 

Moreover, the Carter administration’s moral diplomacy and human rights policies were 

established not for Korea at first but due to the public criticism in the U.S. for foreign 

intervention policies after the Vietnam War. Because the principles established in such ways 

were applied, the U.S. experienced conflicts with Korean government. In addition, though 

détente was global tendency in the 1970s, the relations between South and North Korea were 

still dominated by the rigidity of the Cold War ideology.  

The divided responds of Korea and the U.S. to North Korea’s threats were also the 

important element in South Korea-U.S. conflicts surrounding USFK reduction.  

 

 

3.5. End of the Cold War – 4
th

 Reduction of USFK 

  

Roh Tae-woo & Bush administration 

 

In July, 1989, the time period when Cold War power balance between Rho Tae-woo 

and Bush tilted toward the U.S., the U.S. Congress passed Nunn-Warner resolution, which 

requested reductions of USFK. This idea contained the 10-year reduction plans in three levels 
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for U.S Army and Air forces stationed in Korea, Japan, and the Philippines in East Asia.  

In April, 1990, the U.S. adopted East Asia strategic initiative (EASI), which 

contained the three-level reduction plan of USFK. The reduction negotiations started in 

March, 1988 were officialized when memorandum of agreement and memorandum of 

understanding were signed. For the first time after 1972 Nixon doctrine, in 1992 the first 

level of the three-level USFK reduction plan was completed and 7,000 soldiers—5,000 army 

troops and 2,000 air forces—mainly from the three brigades of the second infantry division 

evacuated, reducing the remaining USFK to 36,000. In the same year, the U.S. Department of 

Defense suggested on reports to the Congress the dissolution of South Korea-U.S. alliance 

based on the evaluation on North Korea. The Roh administration expressed agreement to 

USFK reduction if North Korea’s military threats dissipate and in October, 1991 it agreed to 

the U.S. in withdrawing of tactical nuclear weapon stationed in Korea. If the South Korea-

U.S. alliance was understood as the strategically reciprocal relationship, which was an arms 

race between the South Korea-U.S. combined Forces and, the source of threats, North Korea 

Forces, the changes in South Korea-U.S. alliance in the early 1990 would have viewed as the 

breaking agents to the balance between South and North Korea and would not have been 

pursued. As the evidence for realizing the decrease of North Korea’s threats with the 

dissolution of the Cold War, the annual joint South Korea-U.S. military exercise was 

suspended for the first time. However, in March, 1993 with North Korea’s withdrawal from 

Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), the first North Korea’s nuclear crisis had started. As the result, 

the three-level USFK reduction plans ceased at level one.  

At this time, there was yet another conflict between Korean and the U.S. government. 

The Clinton administration decided on a temporary postponement of North Korea’s NPT 

withdrawal in U.S.-North Korea conference without consulting Korea. Even though the 

sensitive ‘actor’ in national security was South Korea, it was not considered as an important 

‘actor’ to the U.S. government. The Kim Young-sam administration felt betrayed by the 

American government and caused conflicts. In March, 1994 after North Korea’s “inflaming 

Seoul ” remarks
35

, the U.S felt the necessity for a tough stance and proceeded stationing of 

the patriot missile.  

In the Kim administration’s perspective, however, the war itself brings profound 

damages to South Korea, so it opposed to the plan. Even with South Korea’s disapproval, on 
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June 16
th

 a meeting of the U.S. pro-military reinforcement in the Korean Peninsula took place 

and three options were on the table. Though USFK existed for the alliance with South Korea, 

the priority was the U.S. maintaining the world order and regional security. Later, the U.S.-

North Korea conference was continued in peace but as the contrary itself, USFK did not 

always exist for South Korea in the moments of crisis.  

The fact that, even though the Cold War had ended in global level, in the level of East 

Asia it is still ongoing with the Korean Peninsula as the center, and the fact that North 

Korea’s actions especially in regard to the development of nuclear arms could jeopardize the 

security stability of East Asia brought the gap between the U.S. ‘East Asia strategic initiative’ 

and the reality of East Asia regional security. 

The Bush administration attempted to switch the South Korea-U.S. alliance as a part 

of the East Asia regional security alliance. The Clinton administration also continued the 

research on the regional security alliance. For example, a report called ‘A New Alliance for 

the Next Century: The Future of the U.S.-Korean Security Cooperation’ was presented by 

the joint research of Korean institute for defense analysis (KIDA) and the U.S. RAND 

research facility according to the agreement of the 24
th

 ROK-U.S. Security Council Meeting 

on 10/24/1992. This report suggested that it is the most desirable to switch the development 

process of the ROK-U.S. alliance to the maintenance of the ROK-U.S. alliance as well as the 

‘alliance for regional security,’ in which both Korean military and USFK co-contribute to 

regional security and peace in Northeast Asia. Moreover, based on the ‘engagement and 

enlargement’ strategy
36

 proposed in July, 1994, the Clinton administration announced East 

Asia Strategic Report (EASR) in February, 1995.
37

 Its contents were about switching the 

previous mutual alliance to the form of alliance for multilateral regional security. Such switch 

as a regional security alliance was what the U.S. have pursued since the ROK-U.S. Mutual 

Defense Treaty, and it was the blueprint of the U.S. foreign policy for the Asian region 

beyond the changes in system, changes in Korea’s security, and problems of ideology.  

As will be presented in the next fifth reduction, these contents that could be 

summarized into three parts—USFK reductions, USFK becoming the military for regional 

security, and the South Korea-U.S. alliance becoming the alliance for the regional security—

were continually reflected on GPR even after 9/11.  
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3.6. Change of American foreign policy after 9.11 – 5
th

 Reduction of USFK 

 

Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun administration & W. Bush administration 

 

The most important characteristic of the world order after the Cold War ear between 

the Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun administration and The W. Bush administration is that 

it is a unipolar world order with the overwhelming dominance of the U.S. For the national 

defense expenditure, for instance, in 2002 the U.S. alone spent 43 percent of world’s defense 

expenditure, spending more than 900 billion U.S. dollars. The sum of all defense expenditure 

of the following countries after the U.S. such as China, France, Great Britain, Germany, 

Japan, and Russia comes to only two thirds of the U.S. national defense expenditure. 379.9 

billion U.S. dollars that the Bush administration requested in 2004 for the national defense 

budget was ten times more than that of Great Britain or France, and reached twice the sum of 

the defense budget of the 18 countries in NATO alliance except for Central America. The 

most astonishing of all is the fact that this great military strength had developed only with 3.5% 

of GDP.
38

  

 In this chapter, the effect of changes in the U.S. military strategy on the ROK-U.S. 

alliance through USFK would be examined. The essence of the future ROK-U.S. alliance the 

U.S. is designing based on ‘GRP’ is the drastic reduction of U.S. Army in Korea, 

reinforcement of the Navy and Air force, Korea defense’s self-reliance, regionalization of 

USFK, and regionalization of the ROK-U.S. alliance.   

The Clinton administration that already witnessed the end of the Cold War defined the 

strategic objectives of the U.S. on the defense strategy reports as: first, enhancement of the 

U.S. defense, second, reinforcement of America’s economic prosperity, third, global 

democracy and improvement on human rights.
39

 These three categories each represented the 

core interests, important national benefits, and ideology of the U.S. The three strategic 

objectives of the U.S.—that is, security, economic gain, and the spread of democracy—
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spread out with the unipolar system that is centered on the U.S as the background. To achieve 

these goals, the U.S. put emphasis on voluntary global alliance formation beyond unilateral 

interventionism.  

In military aspects, the Clinton administration’s security strategy was ‘shape, respond, 

and prepare,’.
40

 which involved actively shaping the global security environment in favor to 

the U.S., responding actively to all types of threats, and preparing beforehand for the 

uncertain future threats. The global strategic objectives of the Clinton administration were the 

creation of the open and unified world order by the U.S. based on democratic capitalism and 

in this the U.S. took the role of the guardian of the ultimate order as well as the enforcer of 

the new principles. 

In contrast, the security strategy of the Bush administration was based on the security 

principles the neo-conservatives in the U.S. administration had refined since the early 1990s. 

Based on America’s supreme military forces, the new national security strategy was in short 

‘defend, preserve, and extend peace,’ which put emphasis on persistence, blockade, entry, 

preemptive strikes, and forward-looking counter-proliferation policy against rogue nations as 

well as other hostile enemies. In other words, the security strategy of the Bush administration 

reflected the changes in perspective, in which preactive strategy were prioritized over defense 

and counterattack. And as its background, the fundamental philosophy for security was peace 

by force.  

Despite this stark contrast, the reports for the security strategy of the Bush 

administration reflected the essential elements of the Clinton administration’s security 

strategy. Those are followings: Quadrennial Defense Review, which fundamentally rechecked 

the National Defense Posture right after 9/11; establishing department of territorial security; 

creating the U.S. Northern command that would exclusively take charge of territorial defense; 

Nuclear Posture Review; and 2002 the Department of Defense annual report. However, there 

is no doubt that the incident which had the greatest effect on the birth of the Bush 

administration's security strategy was 9/11 terrorist attacks. This is because after the threats of 

terrorism, the perspective of global security had changed. Here the difference between the 

Bush administration and the Clinton administration emerges. 

During the Bush administration, the South Korea-U.S alliance centered on Bush doctrine 

and problems related to North Korea. And the approaches of the two governments to this 
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were greatly affected by the leaders’ philosophy and faith and the system of gains and profits 

of national politics.  

South Korea’s policy toward the North Korea changed dramatically since the beginning 

of the Kim Dae-Jung government. In addition, the U.S. is reviewing its military overseas 

presence, including USFK’s position, which has caused many Koreans to be concerned about 

the U.S. loyalty to the South Korea. It requires the South Korea government to expand its role 

and transform relationships with the U.S. 

The U.S. National Security Strategy requires that “we work with South Korea to 

maintain our vigilance towards the North Korea while preparing our alliance to make 

contributions to the broader stability of the region over the longer term….”
41

The US national 

interests in the Asia-Pacific region and Korea are reflected in the National Security 

Strategy.
42

They may be paraphrased as 1. A stable, peaceful region with free and open 

societies. 2. A prosperous region based on free markets and free trade. 3. A region that poses 

no military threat to the United States. 4. A USFK-US alliance that is vigilant toward the 

North while contributing to the broader stability of the region over the long term. 

The U.S. has designated the following as its four primary defense objectives to apply 

such strategies
43

: 1. Secure the United States from direct attacks. 2. Secure strategic access 

and retain global freedom of action. 3. Strengthen alliances and partnerships. 4. Establish 

favorable security conditions 

To achieve these objectives, the U.S. is securing the capability to 1. Assure allies and 

friends. 2. Dissuade potential adversaries. 3. Deter aggression and counter coercion 4. Defeat 

adversaries. 

On its Northeast Asian axis that includes the U.S.-South Korea and U.S.-Japan alliances, 

the US is seeking the role of a balancer between U.S. alliances and communist countries in 

Northeast Asia. To ensure economic stability in the Asia-Pacific region and prevent the 

emergence of any regional hegemonic power that can directly threaten the U.S. and its allies, 

the US is shifting its strategic focus from Europe to Asia. This shift also reflects U.S. efforts 

to struggle with new security threats including terrorism. Consequently, the US is resizing 

and changing the role of USFK within the framework of its Global Defense Posture Review 
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(GPR) in line with U.S. global military strategies. Meanwhile, the U.S. is trying to deter 

nuclear development by North Korea. In relation to such efforts, the U.S. is attempting to 

resolve the North Korean nuclear threats peacefully by cooperating with regional countries 

within The six-party talks structure.
44

 

Kim Dae-jung’s liberalistic-national security philosophy and Bush’s Christian right-

wing appearance,(or neo-con faith,) clashed and brought frustration and distrust in the 

relations between the two nations. Moreover, as the ‘survival matter,’ the problem of the 

Korean Peninsula was the priority task in the Kim administration, whereas Bush prioritized 

the revenge for the ‘impossible 9/11’ instead of peace in distance. In the aspect of benefits in 

national politics, Kim and Bush had different point of view. The issues concerning North 

Korea did not gain interests and prescription needed and dangerously neglected.
45

 

 

<Progress of USFK Troop Size from 2006 too2009> 

2005:32422/  2006:29477/  2007:28356/  2008:27968/  2009:26305 

(Source: U.S. Department of Defense Annual Reports) 

 

The Bush administration started the planning of military reduction when Roh Moo-

hyun was elected as the president after Kim. From the fall of 2003 to the early 2004, Korea 

and the U.S. had to resolve the core agenda such as USFK reduction, dispatch of troops to 

Iraq, and nuclear crisis in North Korea at the same time. On September 4
th

, Richard Lawless, 

U.S. Deputy Undersecretary of Defense, who came to attend ‘Future ROK-U.S. Alliance 

Policy Initiatives (FOTA)’ officially requested the dispatch of a brigade level of Korean 

troops to Iraq, saying that the situations in Iraq had worsened. The negotiation for USFK 
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reductions was on the table as well. The changes in the U.S. military strategy previously 

mentioned carried global implicative significance. As with the case of Korea, which was in an 

alliance relation with the U.S., strategy for Asia is established by the U.S. military tactics and 

in that range USFK was modified. Now the U.S. started to set its goal as not ‘fight in place’ 

but ‘project power into theaters’ even if the battlefield is far from the base. For this, quick 

movement and deployment in the level of global dispatch beyond regional dimension should 

the replacing concept for regional forward stationing. And to obtain the effectiveness for 

mobility of such deployment, the U.S. demanded other allied nations of legal and institutional 

support for the U.S. military to move smoothly into, through, and out of host nations. Thus, 

for the quick movement and deployment, which allows not combating with stationing but 

moving in for combats, the U.S. demanded to South Korea and USFK for the readjustment of 

the alliance.
46

 

 

The differences in perspectives for viewing the North Korea’s nuclear crisis after 9/11;  

 

The differences in perspectives for viewing the North Korea’s nuclear crisis; the U.S. 

sees it as the threat to global security, where as Korea views it as the means to maintain the 

system for survival. A report presented in a seminar at Center for Strategic and International 

Studies (SCIS) in the U.S. claimed that the most serious challenge to the foundation of the 

ROK-U.S. alliance is the differences in perspectives for North Korea and this was reflected in 

the recent announcement of USFK reduction. The report pointed out that the fear for North 

Korea could not be found among the general public in Korea and when North Korea’s threat 

was no longer the bonding elements for Korea and the U.S., the fundamental reasons for the 

alliance and the stationing of USFK and previously existed suppositions on common 

perspectives on threats cannot be retained. The security problems related to the USFK 

relocation and reduction: USFK reduction suggests the fundamental changes in the future the 

ROK-U.S. joint defense arrangements and correspondingly, the necessity for establishing the 

future vision of the long-term alliance was raised. The awareness for threats in the Korean 

peninsula have been drastically changing since the 2000 inter-Korean summit and especially 

the differences in the perspectives for threats became the main factor of conflict in the 

maintenance of the South Korea-U.S. alliance. Thus, the key element in maintaining the 
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alliance in the future is clarifying the new common objectives for security.  

 

 

 

3.7. For The New Generation 

 

Lee Myung-bak administration – Obama administration 

 

 The day after his election, Lee Myung-bak affirmed his intent to “restore the U.W.-

USFK alliance based on the established friendship
47

” as a primacy anchor of South Korea’s 

foreign policy, suggesting that a decade of progressive rule had aimed at making Korea more 

independent at the expense of its ties with the United States. The relationship with the United 

States has been the traditional foundation of South Korea strategic thinking, based on the idea 

that alliance ties with a distant great power would provide protection for South Korea while 

maintaining autonomy over one’s internal affairs, as opposed to the options of strategic 

independence (usually regarded as attractive, but untenable) or bandwagoning with a nearby 

power, which potentially carries greater costs to national sovereignty.
48

 And this old foreign 

policy back on track in Lee Myung-bak administrarion.  

The Obama administration sent double signals to North Korea in contrast to the Lee 

Myung-bak administration’s pro-American signals, making Korea confused. In the early 

2009s, saying that North Korea had developed ‘several bombs,’ Secretary of Defense Robert 

M. Gates in fact acknowledged nuclear arms possession of North Korea. The U.S. National 

Intelligence Council in its ‘Global Trends 2025: A transformed World’ expected the issues 

with the North Korea’s nuclear facilities and its nuclear capability to remain with uncertainty 

even with the continuous political efforts for the shut-down of North Korea’s nuclear 

program. Moreover, CIA director Leon Penetta and Walter Sharp, commander in chief, 

combined forces and commander, USFK, also acknowledged North Korea’s possession of 

nuclear weapons. In contrast to them and other high-ranking officials in National Defense, 

president Obama and the Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton put emphasis on principles and 

efforts to dismantle North Korea’s nuclear programs. In what direction will this discrepancy 
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inside the U.S. administration lead the ROK-U.S. alliance?  

The irony is that the Lee administration never caused conflicts due to this ambivalent 

attitude of the Obama administration. Rather, the optimistic and conforming attitude of the 

Lee administrion toward the U.S. has intensified the anti-American sentiment in Korea. 

Clearly, the ROK-U.S. relation is not the previously existed special relations due to the three 

factors, which are the end of the Cold War, Korea’s growth, and North Korea’s relative falls. 

To the U.S. relocation of USFK is meaningful when it is useful for war on terrorism, 

preventing the proliferation for weapons of mass destruction, and interrupting China. It seems 

Lee administration fail to understand the new security environment and cling to 1950’s 

relationship between South Korea and U.S. shared. 

Under these circumstances, what and how much of threats do Korea and the U.S. 

share? What is the limit for Korea to accept the USFK relocation?  

By dispatching Korean troops to Iraq, it participated in the war on terrorism. 

However, Korea people showed substantially little responds in terms of awareness or the 

actual sentiment when the revenge on the terrorist groups had taken place and Osama bin 

Laden was shot dead. More people in Korea even feel attraction rather than sense of threat 

from China. Also, there are many people who perceive North Korea as the object for 

cooperation and tolerance, rather than the threat for nuclear arms development.  

 Primarily, an alliance relationship develops when multiple nations share the 

awareness of the threats. In other words, when two or more nations share common enemy, 

alliance relationship forms.
49

 In regard to this, the ROK-U.S. alliance should clearly go adrift. 

However the interesting part is that Secretary of Defense, Leon Penetta recently put an 

emphasis on no USFK reductions even with the U.S. national defense budget cut.   

 

“The U.S.-Republic of Korea Alliance remains firmly rooted in a bilateral 

commitment to provide mutual security.  …  Thanks to the heroism of U.S. and Korean 

forces, however, the North’s invasion was repelled, and six decades later the United States 

remains fully committed to the security of the Republic of Korea.  Working together, our 

militaries will continue to deter North Korean aggression, and stand prepared to defeat the 

North should it ever force war upon us. It is important to send this signal because North 
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Korea remains a serious threat. “
50

 

 

After his mention, ROK-U.S. Security Consultative Meeting text confirm that South 

Korea-U.S. ‘Mutual’ agreement. 

 

“…..The Minister and the Secretary reaffirmed the two nations’ mutual commitment 

to the fundamental mission of the Alliance to defend the Republic of Korea through a robust 

combined defense posture, as well as to the enhancement of mutual security based on the 

Mutual Defense Treaty.”  

 

There is no telling on what kind of secret diplomacy between the two governments 

but the 60-year-long conflicts in the ROK-U.S. alliance now cannot be observed, at least on 

the surface. It would be too early to compare the current U.S. security strategy for East Asia 

to that of the Bush administration.   

 

 

 

 

4. Conclusion 

 

this thesis, there was attempt to figure out the influence of the change of the America 

foreign policy which was following the transition of the world environment to the Republic 

of Korea and reduction of USFK.  

It was obvious that making U.S. as Korea’s ally was the best choice for South Korea from 

the security point of view. Due to this ally, South Korea could hold back China-Soviet Union-

Japan’s threats efficiently. But it was also both desirable and inevitable choice for South 

Korea. Without United States, it was impossible to get own independence and resolve 

different foreign policies among these power-countries. The key was what kind of relations to 

maintain after entering into the alliance: Eisenhower’s maximum reduction plan, 

assassination plan on Rhee Syungman, the U.S. supports during 1/21 Cheongwadae attacks in 
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the Park Chung-hee administration, America’s spectation at 5/16 Chun Doo-hwan’s coup and 

the Resistance of June, and aid-and-abet and the following support during the IMF crisis in 

the Kim Young-sam administration. Yet the core of the national strategy of small nations 

during the Cold War was the relations with the U.S. in the world order. In the global society 

where the global dominance existed, the extreme choice of pro-America or anti-America 

could not exist. 

 The first to be pointed out is that the emergence of South-North Korean structure in 

1948 was the fruit originating from the U.S. foreign policy. In the perspective of the U.S. 

during the beginning of ROK embellishment, as the director of Northeast Asia bureau in U.S. 

Department of State stated during the Korean War, “We can never be free from all of the 

responsibility for Korea’s past and future. We are involved in all incidents happening in 

Korea,”
51

 the South Korean structure was defined by the two axes of, on the inside, market 

and democracy and anti-communism and elections on the surface. 

The U.S. military strategy had profound effects on Asia’s independent military 

strategy. Especially in the case of Korea, USFK stationed according to the ROK-U.S. alliance 

served a crucial role in the security of the Korean peninsula and the power balance in the 

whole East Asia. Since the stationing in the Korean peninsula, USFK carried out five times of 

reduction or reduction. First of all, the first reduction took place from the establishment of the 

Korean government on 8/15/1948 to June, 1949 and that was the actual full reduction, in 

which all of the U.S. military withdrawal, except for 500 in the military advisory group. The 

second reduction took place right after the Korean War ended and among 320,000 U.S. troops 

participated in the war, all evacuated except for the 70,000 troops of two divisions. As the 

result of the third reduction, the number of USFK was remained at 85,000 troops until 1955. 

The forth reduction involved the seventh division, one of the two U.S. military divisions in 

Korea, withdrawing after 1970 Nixon doctrine. President Nixon had a press conference on 

7/25/1969 before the five-nation tour in Asia and made an announcement of the Guam 

doctrine or Nixon doctrine. The main point of the announcement was the necessity for the 

Asian nations to establish the independent defense system of their own. After the completion 

of the third military reduction in 1972, the number of USFK troops was 41,000. The fourth 

reduction was a partial withdrawal as the part of 1977 full reduction plan by President Carter. 
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Finally, the fifth military reduction started according to the three-level reduction plan based 

on America’s new strategic design for Ease Asia, and the level-one reduction proceeded until 

12/1/1992.
52

 

 The U.S. Grand Strategic keynote for Asia, after the publish of East Asia Strategy 

Report (EASR), involved the basic policy of continuously stationing 100,000 U.S. troops in 

East Asian region and the ‘comprehensive involvement’ beyond simply stationing the U.S. 

troops.
53

 Through such persistent force and stationing of the U.S. troops, the U.S. strategy 

for Asia put emphasis on establishing the security environment in favor of the U.S. 

 With the end of the Cold War, the U.S. Department of Defense transferred the main 

point of the national defense strategy from the global threats originating from the Soviet 

Union to regional challenges and threats.  

The four essential elements in regional defense strategy were:  

11. Strategic persistence and defense; 2.forward deployment; 3. Crisis management; 

4. Reorganization of military strength.  

Here, as to strategic persistence and defense Korea’s regional and political meanings 

were significantly important.   

However, the fundamental reorganization of the U.S. strategy for Asia to Global 

Defense Posture Review (GPR) was inevitable after the 9/11 a terrorist attacks.
54

 The USFK 

relocation plan based on GPR showed a strong aspect of interface with status adjustment of 

the USFJ. In that aspect, the systemic changes of USFK may seem to predict the changes in 

military structure of USFJ. When viewing the whole East Asian region, there is a strong 

possibility for the status of USFJ in the U.S. strategy for Asia to substantially rise. According 

to GPR, the plans for relocating the headquarter of the first U.S. Army corps to Japan, and 

USFJ and the Japanese Self-Defense Forces to share the same base are suggested. Therefore, 

as USFJ being reinforced, the scale of USFK may gradually be reduced and the status of the 

commander, USFK may be downgraded. While attending International Institute for Strategic 

Studies (IISS) 2004 hosted by Singapore, Secretary of Defense, Rumsfeld mentioned that 
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flexibility for the U.S. troops stationing abroad will be enhanced and as for the strategy 

establishment will be regardless of the artificial regional walls. His comments verified the 

fact that the readjustment of the U.S. military stationing abroad was not limited to Korea and 

that it was fulfilled based on the overall strategic design of the U.S.
55

  

Considering this historic flow, though the U.S. defense strategy went through the 

three large changes, the unchanged, commonly important point is the U.S. administration’s 

vision for the East Asia regional security. Since the Eisenhower administration, the U.S. tried 

to establish regional defense structure centering on Japan. During each administration, the 

U.S. minimized its troops in the forefront of South-North Korean circumstances, tried not to 

be directly involved in the war, and negotiated to reinforce regional defense structure 

centering on Japan. These are the common objectives shown in all of the five military 

reductions. 

 

We live 21
st
 century when the cooperation between countries seems natural. 

Nevertheless, on the realistic world, the national interest is on the top priority and the 

collaboration with other countries conducts insides or for national interest such as economic 

and military strength. South Korea-U.S. Mutual Defense Agreement and USFK have been 

possible hence Korea and U.S. shared their mutual interest. 

War-Military issues are not only South Korea but any other countries viewed as 

realism’s lens but, historically, South Korea has not been a leading actor on its own security 

matter. The relation between two countries started on imbalance which was Korea unilaterally 

relied on U.S. because South Korea had Korea War and lost their dependence. From that 

point, this tendency still existence without doubt. 
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