UC Berkeley

UC Berkeley Electronic Theses and Dissertations

Title
The Political-Economic Explanation for the US-South Korea Alliance’s Cohesion

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/65v7m717

Author
Lee, Manseok

Publication Date
2023

Peer reviewed|Thesis/dissertation

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Diqital Library

University of California


https://escholarship.org/uc/item/65v7m717
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/

The Political-Economic Explanation for the US—South Korea Alliance’s Cohesion

By

Manseok Lee

A dissertation submitted in partial satisfaction of the
requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
in
Public Policy
in the
Graduate Division
of the

University of California, Berkeley

Committee in charge:

Professor Daniel J. Sargent, Co-Chair
Professor Michael A. Nacht, Co-Chair
Professor T.J. Pempel
Professor Karl VVan Bibber
Professor Andrew Reddie

Spring 2023






Abstract

The Political-Economic Explanation for the US—South Korea Alliance’s Cohesion
by
Manseok Lee
Doctor of Philosophy in Public Policy
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Daniel J. Sargent, Co-Chair
Professor Michael A. Nacht, Co-Chair

This dissertation investigates the dynamics of cohesion within the US—South Korea alliance, a
long-lasting but asymmetric defense partnership, and aims to answer the question: What factors
drive changes in the alliance’s cohesion? While enduring alliances are often viewed as cohesive,
this study demonstrates that changes in cohesion can occur even within long-lasting alliances,
necessitating an examination of cohesion dynamics separate from alliance durability.

Two main arguments are presented. First, changes in the US-South Korea alliance’s cohesion were
influenced by the interplay of international and domestic political-economic factors. The study
argues that, in some cases, domestic constraints may outweigh international factors like shared
threats and strategic interests in shaping the alliance cohesion. Second, in asymmetric alliances,
the strategic interests and political-economic situation of the major power (the US) had a more
significant impact on the alliance cohesion than the minor power (South Korea). Furthermore, the
strategic interests and political-economic situation of the US, a major power, influenced not only
its alliance policy but also the alliance policy of South Korea, a minor power closely monitoring
the US situation.

An in-depth historical case study of the US—-South Korea alliance during the 1960s and 1970s is
conducted, a salient period characterized by significant changes in the alliance’s cohesion. | select
this period because it effectively demonstrates the inadequacy of existing literature focusing on
threats and interests and validates the main arguments of this study. The study analyzes how
evolving threat perceptions, strategic interests, and domestic political-economic developments
contributed to changes in the alliance cohesion. It offers valuable insights into the driving forces
behind these changes and the complex interplay among them, ultimately enriching our
understanding of alliance dynamics. This study contributes to the existing research on the US—
South Korea alliance and holds potential for further expansion into a general theory of alliance
cohesion in asymmetric contexts.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

This study is about the cohesion of the United States (US)-South Korea alliance within the
framework of asymmetric relations, in which one ally possesses significantly greater military and
economic capabilities and takes on a larger share of defense roles.! | seek answers to the
following question: when the two countries are situated in asymmetric relations, what explains
the changes in their alliance’s cohesion?

Stephen Walt posits that enduring alliances are cohesive, as their longevity often correlates with
higher degrees of institutionalization, domestic support, dominant leadership, and ideological
solidarity.2 However, this explanation has its limitations, as there have been cases where a minor
power, despite being in an existing alliance, pursued its own nuclear deterrent due to concerns
about being deserted by its major power ally. Furthermore, there are examples of long-lasting
alliances where a minor power sought to hedge or form alliances with other prominent powers,
or when the major power ally withdrew its assistance from its minor power counterparts. These
instances indicate eroding cohesion within an existing alliance, suggesting that changes in
cohesion may be relevant to, but not synonymous with, alliance durability. Consequently, it is
crucial to study alliance cohesion dynamics separately from durability. This is of great
importance because cohesion is linked to an alliance's effectiveness in deterring external threats
and defending against them if deterrence fails. An effective alliance is not solely defined by its
durability, but also by its cohesion. As such, an approach that equates durability with cohesion
may be insufficient in informing appropriate policies.

The importance of this subject is manifest in the US-South Korea alliance case. The US-South
Korea alliance, which began in 1953, celebrates its 70th anniversary in 2023. In fact, along with
the North Atlantic Alliance (or North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO]), which was
founded in 1949, it is one of the longest-lasting alliances of the post-war international system.
The US-South Korea alliance’s longevity provides evidence of its effectiveness and utility.®
However, as discussed above, duration alone does not ensure the success of an alliance as a
national security strategy. Indeed, despite the US—South Korea alliance’s overall achievements,
Seoul harbors concerns about its reliability during potential crises on the Korean Peninsula,
particularly in terms of whether the US would actively intervene and defend South Korea in the
event of a major conflict.

11 define alliance cohesion as how effectively allies are able to coordinate their goals and strategies toward attaining
external goals, such as deterrence and defense. Ole R. Holsti, P. Terrence Hopmann, and John D. Sullivan, Unity
and Disintegration in International Alliances (Lanham: University Press of America, 1985), 16; Patricia A.
Weitsman, “Alliances and War,” in Oxford Research Encyclopedia of International Studies, ed. Renee Marlin-
Bennett (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 11.

2 Stephen M. Walt, “Why Alliances Endure or Collapse,” Survival 39, no. 1 (1997): 158-170.

3 For example, Stephen M. Walt, “Why Alliances Endure or Collapse,” Survival 39, no. 1 (1997): 156-179.



Such concerns are evident in the current debate regarding South Korea’s pursuit of nuclear
weapons.* Due to North Korea rapidly expanding its nuclear capabilities and adopting an
aggressive policy regarding the use of nuclear weapons, a critical question has resurfaced in
South Korea: would the US be willing to risk San Francisco in order to protect Seoul? In other
words, South Koreans are uncertain whether the US would uphold its security commitments if a
war were to occur on the Korean Peninsula, especially since North Korea’s intercontinental
ballistic missiles are capable of targeting the US mainland. This uncertainty has prompted a
mainstream discussion in Seoul advocating for South Korea to develop its own nuclear deterrent
to counter North Korea’s threats rather than solely relying on the US security guarantees.

This is not the first instance of such an occurrence. During the 1970s, South Korea, due to
concerns over potential US disengagement, sought to develop its own nuclear weapons. This
underscores that even with the alliance’s durability, the level of cohesion within it is subject to
change. Therefore, there is the need for a more comprehensive examination of the US—South
Korea alliance, with a focus on the underlying dynamics that influence its cohesion as a defense
partnership.

The Definition

A defense alliance is formed with the intention of the signatories fighting together against
common threats in order to ensure their national security. The efficacy of such an alliance hinges
not only on its mere existence, but also on the assurance that in the event of an attack on one
member country, the other countries will intervene decisively and provide robust support. If
doubts arise concerning the commitment of alliance members to providing such assistance during
a crisis, the affected countries may pursue alternative security measures or seek to forge new
alliances. It is essential to recognize that such expectations also influence potential adversaries’
behavior, as confronting a united and cohesive alliance is far more challenging than attacking a
solitary country that lacks external support. Consequently, the anticipation of a unified and
forceful response to aggression against any member of an alliance serves as a potent deterrent to
hostile actions. This suggests that an alliance’s success is contingent on its degree of cohesion—
that is, the ability of its members to effectively align their objectives and strategies in pursuit of
the alliance’s goals rather than merely its longevity. A highly cohesive alliance is more likely to
maintain its resolve during a crisis, rendering it an effective instrument for ensuring national
security. Conversely, an alliance that exhibits weak cohesion may lose members due to them
seeking alternative strategies beyond the confines of the alliance.

Alliance cohesion is particularly important for weaker countries involved in asymmetric
alliances, wherein the minor powers depend on the security guarantees provided by their major
power ally. The major power, given its robust military and economic capabilities, is likely able to
address any threats in its vicinity; thus, even if the alliance falters during a crisis, the major

4 Ankit Panda, “Seoul’s Nuclear Temptations and the U.S.-South Korean Alliance,” War on the Rocks, February 3,
2023, https://warontherocks.com/2023/02/seouls-nuclear-temptations-and-the-u-s-south-korea-alliance; Ramon
Pacheco Pardo, “South Korea Could Get Away with the Bomb,” Foreign Policy, March 16, 2023,
https://foreignpolicy.com/2023/03/16/south-korea-nuclear-weapons-military-defense-security-proliferation-npt.



power’s fundamental national security, such as protection against an invasion of the mainland,
will likely remain relatively unharmed. By contrast, the minor powers that rely on the major
power within the alliance face heightened risks to their national security if the alliance proves
ineffective during times of crisis. The potential ramifications of this situation for the minor
powers may include the loss of sovereignty, prompting them to be more sensitive to changes in
the alliance cohesion than their major power counterpart. Therefore, if the weaker countries
perceive a low level of cohesion within the alliance, they might resort to self-reliance measures,
for example, the pursuit of nuclear weapon development. Conversely, strong cohesion within the
alliance will bolster its deterrence against threats, leading to the weaker countries adopting an
alliance-reliant policy, such as deeper integration.

The Debate

At the heart of the debate lies the question that if alliance cohesion is susceptible to change, what
factors drive the changes in the level of cohesion. General theories on alliance cohesion have
mainly focused on the aspects of shared threats and benefits.® In other words, a heightened threat
level leads to increased alliance cohesion, as alliance members strive to protect their core
strategic interests, such as national security, by enhancing the deterrent effect of the alliance. The
contributions of member countries to defense capabilities should correspond to their perception
of the threat and interests. As a result, alliances facing shared threats and interests will exhibit the
highest levels of cohesion.

Based on the same logic, scholars who have studied the cohesion of the US—-South Korea alliance
have primarily approached the issue from the perspective of shared threats and benefits. For
example, Bruce Cumings analyzed the historical origins of the alliance, focusing on the Korean
War and its aftermath.® He argued that the alliance was mainly driven by the US’s strategic
interests in containing communism during the early Cold War period. His view implies that the
US’s strategic interests played a pivotal role in forging the alliance’s cohesion, as a lack of
strong interests might have led to the US’s disengagement from the alliance. Similarly, Terence
Roehrig focused on the US strategic interests to explain changes in the US—South Korea alliance
relations.” Meanwhile, Victor Cha highlighted the mutual perception of external threats between
the US and South Korea within the alliance relations, suggesting that the alliance has been

5 For example, George Liska, Nations in Alliance: The Limits of Interdependence (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1962); Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations; Waltz, Theory of International Politics; Stephen M.
Walt, The Origins of Alliance (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1990); Stephen M. Walt, “Alliance Formation and
the Balance of World Power,” International Security 9, no. 4 (1985): 3-41; Robert G. Kaufman, “To Balance or To
Bandwagon? Alignment Decisions in 1930s Europe,” Security Studies 1, no. 3 (Spring 1992): 417-447; Patricia A.
Weitsman, Dangerous Alliances: Proponents of Peace, Weapons of War (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press,
2004).

& Bruce Cumings, The Origins of the Korean War: Liberation and the Emergence of Separate Regimes, 1945-1947
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981).

" Terence Roehrig, From Deterrence to Engagement: The US Defense Commitment to South Korea (Lanham:
Lexington Books, 2006).



sustained based on their joint objective of preserving regional stability against potential North
Korean threats.®

However, this study’s historical research finds that the general theories—which argue that
alliance cohesion is a derivative of shared threat perceptions and interests—are inadequate in
explaining why the cohesion of the US-South Korea alliance has changed over time. The history
of the US—South Korea alliance reveals that, in some cases, international factors, such as threats
and interests, were less important while domestic constraints within the US and South Korea
become more important, leading to changes in both the countries’ alliance policy and the
alliance’s cohesion.

The Argument

To the question of what explains the changes in the US—South Korea alliance’ cohesion, this
study presents two arguments. First, the interplay of international and domestic political-
economic factors affected the changes in the US—South Korea alliance’s cohesion. As key factors
that change alliance cohesion, threats and strategic interests always have a significant impact on
countries decisions with regard to their alliance. However, even in situations where shared
threats and strategic interests exist, a deterioration of the economic situation and weakening
domestic political support can bring about changes in the alliance policies of member countries.
When the economic situation worsens, countries must allocate resources considering the
priorities of strategic interests, and the distribution of resources requires the support of domestic
politics, particularly the consent of their congresses. Consequently, even if the strategic situation
does not change, alliance cohesion can change due to shifts in the economic situation and
domestic political circumstances of alliance members.

Second, in the asymmetric alliance relationship, the strategic interests and political-economic
situation of the US, a major power, have a more significant impact on the alliance cohesion than
the situation of South Korea, a minor power. This is because, in a situation where South Korea
heavily relies on the US to achieve its security, a reduction in US engagement in the alliance
would weaken the alliance's deterrent effect and could lead to a failure to achieve South Korea’s
security. For the US, the alliance with South Korea is a matter of choice for gaining strategic
interests. In contrast, South Korea is always in a position to test the credibility of the US security
commitment. As a result, the strategic interests and political-economic situation of the US
influence not only its alliance policy but also the alliance policy of South Korea, a minor power
closely monitoring the US situation. If the US faces a situation where it would be better to
choose a disengagement policy, South Korea, as a minor power, would choose a self-reliant
policy such as nuclear weapons development rather than waiting for a situation where it is
abandoned by the US and fails in national security. This could result in the erosion of alliance
cohesion.

8 Victor D. Cha, Alignment Despite Antagonism: The United States-Korea-Japan Security Triangle (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 1999).



These arguments highlight often-overlooked mechanisms that influence alliance cohesion in
asymmetric alliance contexts. As a result, this study provides valuable contributions to the
existing body of research on US—South Korea alliance studies. Furthermore, it holds the potential
to be expanded into a general theory of alliance cohesion, particularly if the mechanisms are
tested and validated through additional asymmetric alliance cases.

This study conducts an in-depth historical case study on the US-South Korean alliance in the
1960s and 1970s as the periods marked by clear changes in the US-South Korea alliance’s
cohesion and effectively demonstrated the inadequacy of existing literature focusing on threats
and interests and the validity of main arguments of this study. During the early 1960s, several US
administrations discussed reducing the number of American troops stationed in South Korea. In
response, Seoul deployed combat forces to Vietnam in an effort to prevent the US withdrawal,
which resulted in the suspension of the US troop withdrawal. However, the 1970s saw renewed
efforts with regard to troop withdrawal under the Nixon administration, and President Carter
even advocated for the complete withdrawal of ground troops from Korea. These developments
coincided with changes in the US foreign aid policy toward South Korea as well as alterations in
the combined command structure. All these events indicate changes in the US—South Korea
alliance’s cohesion during this period.

Furthermore, the 1960s and 1970s offer valuable case studies for understanding the influence of
international and domestic political-economic developments on the US-South Korea alliance’s
cohesion. During this period, a détente occurred between the US and both China and the Soviet
Union at the global level. At the same time, the US and South Korea faced significant regional
challenges, including the Vietnam War and tensions with North Korea. This complex interplay
of global and regional events provides a rich context for analyzing how evolving threat
perceptions and strategic interests affect an alliance’s cohesion. Moreover, this period was
marked by considerable political, economic, and social changes within both the US and South
Korea. Indeed, in the US, the Civil Rights movement, anti-Vietnam War protests, the balance of
payments crisis, and the collapse of the Bretton Woods system all significantly impacted the
political and economic landscape. For its part, South Korea experienced rapid industrialization
and economic growth but faced political instability due to the dictatorship of Park Chung-hee.
Therefore, examining the US-South Korea alliance during the 1960s and 1970s can provide
valuable insights into the driving forces behind the changes in the alliance cohesion as well as
the complex interplay among them, ultimately enriching our understanding of alliance dynamics.

Structure of the Research

The remainder of this study unfolds in the following sequence. In Chapter 2, this study will first
provide a comprehensive examination of the key concepts related to alliance cohesion, which
will serve as a foundation for understanding the topic. Following that, this chapter will present
the key arguments that drive this study. Subsequently, this chapter will discuss the research
methods and design that have been utilized in this study. This will include a detailed explanation
of the approaches and data collection methods employed.



In Chapter 3, the study examines the process by which the US-South Korea alliance was formed.
This chapter discusses the alliance’s beginning in 1953 as an asymmetric alliance, with strategic
interests, domestic political support, and economic factors being crucial considerations when the
US decided to establish it. This chapter also provides background information concerning the
upcoming discussion of the US—-South Korea alliance’s cohesion by discussing its components.

Chapter 4 focuses on how the Cuban Revolution and the reassessment of the global strategic
environment shifted the US focus to Latin America, leading to the subsequent debate over troop
withdrawals from South Korea. It then discusses the change in the alliance’s cohesion while
South Korean troops were participating in the Vietnam War. The analysis considers the impact
of the shifting geopolitical landscape on the US—South Korea alliance and how both countries
navigated their respective strategic goals and interests during this period. Finally, the chapter
discusses how the Blue House Raid and the Pueblo Incident of 1968 affected the US calculation
of the risk associated with an alliance with South Korea and rekindled the debate over troop
withdrawals.

Chapter 5 explores the most critical moments in the US-South Korea alliance’s history from
1969 to 1974. Thus, this chapter examines the changes in the alliance’s cohesion, with a focus on
the negotiation concerning the withdrawal of US troops stationed in South Korea following the
announcement of the Nixon Doctrine. It also examines the episode during which the Nixon
administration promised to provide military aid to help South Korea modernize its forces,
although the US was unable to fulfill this commitment due to congressional opposition. Finally,
this chapter discusses how these developments led to South Korea’s sense of insecurity,
increased risk of abandonment, and pursuit of nuclear armament.

In Chapter 6, this study discusses the process whereby US strategic interests refocused on East
Asia following South Vietnam’s collapse in 1975. While President Carter advocated for the
complete withdrawal of US ground forces from South Korea, this study examines the process by
which opposition from Congress and the military prevented this policy from being implemented.
This chapter also discusses how the US-South Korea alliance’s cohesion was restored, which
involved overcoming crises and emphasizing the alliance’s resilience and adaptability in
response to the changing strategic landscape.

Chapter 7 concludes this study by summarizing the patterns identified by means of historical
research. In particular, this study discusses the limitations of mainstream theories, which
primarily emphasize balance-of-power dynamics (i.e., the external threat hypothesis), the
alliance security dilemma, and the public goods problem. This chapter then demonstrates how
considering both international and domestic factors can provide a more comprehensive
explanation. The interplay among these factors offers deeper insight into the dynamics within the
US—South Korea alliance. Lastly, this chapter discusses the academic and policy implications of
the present study, highlighting its relevance for policymakers and scholars interested in alliance
formation, maintenance, and transformation.



Chapter 2. Alliance and Cohesion

In this chapter, | delve into the intricacies of defense alliances, specifically focusing on the US—
South Korea alliance, and the concept of asymmetric alliances. This chapter begins by clarifying
key definitions, such as ‘defense alliance’ and ‘asymmetric alliance,” and then proceeds to
explore the notion of alliance cohesion, discussing how to measure alliance cohesion in real-
world cases. Through an examination of the US-South Korea alliance’s cohesion levels during
the 1960s and 1970s, | formulate a central research question: what factors contributed to the
changes in the alliance’s cohesion during this period? While existing theories, primarily rooted in
balance-of-power frameworks, offer some insights, their emphasis on external threats and
strategic interests may not fully capture the nuances of the US-South Korea alliance. As such, |
raise the possibility that domestic factors could play a significant role in the alliance’s cohesion
dynamics. To assess the validity of these threat and interest-focused theories and explore the
impact of domestic factors, this chapter embarks on an in-depth historical investigation of the
US—South Korea alliance.

Defense Alliance

An alliance represents a formal agreement or partnership established between two or more
parties, such as countries or organizations, with the aim of working together toward achieving a
common goal or objective. In the case of alliances among countries, the forms can vary
depending on the motivations of the participants, the extent of their commitment, and the level of
institutionalization involved.

In an effort to clarify the different forms that alliances can take, Melvin Small and David Singer
categorize formal alliances into three types.® First is a defense alliance, in which the signatories
pledge to intervene militarily on behalf of any member that comes under attack (e.g., NATO).
Second is a neutrality or non-aggression treaty, in which the signatories pledge to remain neutral
or to not attack each other (e.g., the Hitler—Stalin Pact'®). Third is an entente, in which the
signatories agree to consult with each other in the event of military contingencies (e.g., the
British—French Entente Cordiale of 1904!!). Among these three types of alliances, defense
alliances are considered especially useful tools for countries because achieving national security
without support is challenging in the anarchic international politics, where no supranational

® Melvin Small and David Singer, “Formal Alliances, 1816-1965: An Extension of the Basic Data,” Journal of
Peace Research 6, no. 3 (1969): 257-282.

10 The Hitler—Stalin Pact (also known as the Molotov—Ribbentrop Pact) was a non-aggression treaty signed between
the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany on August 23, 1939.

11 The Entente Cordiale was a series of agreements signed between the United Kingdom and France on April 8,
1904. The agreements aimed to resolve lingering colonial and diplomatic disputes between the two states and
improve their relations, which had been strained for many years. They covered a range of issues, including colonial
expansion in Africa and the establishment of a conciliatory diplomatic relationship.



authority exists to prevent the use of violence by one state against another or to enforce promises
made between countries.!? As the US-South Korea alliance takes the form of a defense alliance,
it serves as the central focus of this study.

The prevalent perspective considers a defense alliance to be an instrument for integrating
countries’ capabilities in relation to addressing a common threat, a view that is closely related to
the balance-of-power theory. For example, both Hans Morgenthau and Kenneth Waltz argue that
alliances are formed in response to changes related to the overall distribution of power, while
security concerns are the main driver of alliance decisions.!* Moreover, Morgenthau claims that
alliances are a matter of convenience rather than principle, while Waltz posits that countries will
enter into alliances with almost anyone if the structural pressure is sufficiently strong. However,
due to focusing solely on capabilities, their theories are unable to adequately explain why
balancing alliances are rarely formed. They cannot, for example, explain why many countries
choose to form an alliance with the US rather than to balance against the US. To overcome this
deficiency, Stephen Walt argues that countries seek balance against the most threatening country
rather than the most powerful country.** In other words, countries form alliances in response to
perceived threats to their national security, with the aim being to aggregate resources and
military capabilities so as to counteract such threats. Walt also emphasizes that when countries
consider threats, they take into account not only relative power, but also geographical proximity,
offensive capabilities, and intentions.!®

The capability-aggression perspective on alliances assumes that allies value one another due to
the military support they can provide in times of crisis.'® According to this perspective, alliances
serve as a substitute for domestic sources of military power through increasing the likelihood that
allies will send their military forces to defend one another. This expectation of allies’ military
assistance and intervention is intended to deter potential aggressors from attacking a member
country. Should deterrence fail, the massing of the allies’ military forces enhances their capacity
to defeat a threat during a time of armed conflict.!” Thus, countries seek allies with relative
strength rather than forming alliances with weaker countries, as relative strength implies that
member countries will be better supported during times of crisis and that the alliance will have a
greater impact. The greater a country’s relative capabilities, the more desirable it is as an ally.
This type of alliance is known as a symmetric alliance because all the allies receive security-
related benefits.8

12 Stephen M. Walt, “Alliance in Theory and Practice: What Lies Ahead?”, Journal of International Affairs 43, no. 1

(1989): 1-17.

13 Hans J. Morgenthau, revised by Kenneth W. Thompson, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Peace and

Power, Brief Edition (New York: McGraw Hill, 1993); Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Long

Grove: Waveland Press, 2010).

14 Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliance (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1990).

15 Also refer to Walt, “Alliance in Theory and Practice,” 1-17.

16 For instance, Morgenthau, Waltz, and Walt.

17 Michaela Mattes, “Reputation, Symmetry, and Alliance Design,” International Organization 66, no. 4 (2012): 683.
18 James D. Morrow, “Alliances and Asymmetry: An Alternative to the Capability Aggregation Model of Alliances,”
American Journal of Political Science 35, no. 4 (1991): 904-933.



Asymmetric Alliance

In contrast to symmetric alliances, asymmetric alliances are formed between countries with
unequal military capabilities, political influence, and economic resources. As a result, in an
asymmetric alliance, one country may play a significantly greater role than the other—that is,
one country may be more reliant on the other for its national security.*®

Imagine an international system in which there are no alliances and every country depends only
on its own military capabilities for its national security, which increases as its national
capabilities increase. The major powers in such a system would be more secure than the minor
powers due to their stronger military capabilities as well as greater economic capacity to build
further military capabilities in the future. Of course, some major powers may be less secure if
their vital interests are significantly threatened by particular adversaries, whereas some minor
powers may be more secure if their interests are not threatened due to them being located in a
benign strategic environment—that is, an environment in which there are no rivals or challenges.
In general, however, the minor powers are likely to have lower levels of security if they face
strong regional rivals and competitive geopolitical circumstances. Such a situation would create
a set of problems for the minor powers, such as increased uncertainty, the potential for
militarized disputes with rivals, and the transaction costs associated with trading with other
countries. As a consequence, the minor powers may wish to form alliances with the major
powers in an attempt to enhance their security.?® In other words, the minor powers may be
incentivized to form asymmetric security alliances with the major powers due to lacking
sufficient capabilities to ensure their own national security without the assistance of the stronger
countries.?!

Yet, being protected by a powerful country (or patron) is not a simple matter, as a weaker
country (or client) must pay a price to form an alliance with a major power. This implies that, in
order to form an alliance with a major power, a minor power must sacrifice a portion of its
autonomy—the so-called “security-autonomy tradeoff.”?? This is the cost a minor power must
pay to form a defense alliance with a major power. A country’s autonomy can be defined as the
extent to which it seeks alterations in the status quo, demonstrates external self-assertion, and has
the ability to decide its own policies.?® The more a country is able to change its status quo in
relation to other countries either diplomatically or militarily based on its own decisions, the
greater its autonomy. In the field of international politics, autonomy is important because it helps
to ensure that countries have the ability to act in accordance with their own interests and values
rather than being beholden to external actors or forces. In other words, countries with low levels

19 Yaechan Lee, “Riding the Ride: Assessing South Korea’s Hedging Strategy through Regional Security
Initiatives,” The Pacific Review 35, no. 5 (2021): 3; Victor D. Cha, “Abandonment, Entrapment, and Neoclassical
Realism in Asia: The United States, Japan, and Korea,” International Studies Quarterly 44, no. 2 (2000): 265.

20 David A. Lake, Hierarchy in International Relations (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2011), Ch. 5.

2l Cha, “Abandonment, Entrapment, and Neoclassical Realism in Asia”; Benjamin O. Fordham, “Trade and
Asymmetric Alliances,” Journal of Peace Research 47, no. 6 (2010): 685-696; Morrow, “Alliances and
Asymmetry,” 904-933; Kevin Sweeney and Paul Fritz, “Jumping on the Bandwagon: An Interest-Based Explanation
for Great Power Alliances,” Journal of Politics 66, no. 2 (2004): 428-449.

2 Morrow, “Alliances and Asymmetry.”

2 Morrow, “Alliances and Asymmetry,” 908-909.



of autonomy are more likely to be susceptible to external pressure and influence. In this regard,
in practice, a country’s autonomy may determine whether it can independently possess offensive
forces and military plans as well as whether it can independently pursue coalitions with other
countries or engage in conflicts with adversaries.?*

In the context of asymmetric alliance dynamics, the security-autonomy tradeoff refers to the
situation in which a minor power may have to choose between enhancing its national security by
giving up some degree of autonomy or maintaining its autonomy at the cost of potentially
reducing its national security. For example, a minor power may decide to remain non-aligned
and so maintain its autonomy, although in doing so, it may endanger its security by not having
access to the protection and support afforded by an alliance with a major power. By contrast, a
minor power may decide to join a defense alliance with a major power in order to enhance its
security. However, in doing so, it may have to surrender some of its independence in relation to
foreign policy and military operations.

A minor power’s strategy for attaining security through forming an alliance with a major power
is not without risk. For instance, if the major power proves unwilling to fulfill its security
commitments to its minor ally, then the minor power will be more vulnerable to external threats
due to having given up some of its independent capabilities in an effort to achieve national
security via the alliance. Thus, in asymmetric alliance dynamics, a minor power generally faces
greater fear of abandonment by its major power ally. When joining an asymmetric alliance, in
essence, a minor power must weigh the benefits of increased security against the costs of
decreased autonomy.

The situation is different for major powers. Regional threats generally have a greater impact on
minor powers due to their geographical proximity, intentions, and capabilities, whereas major
powers may perceive such threats as less severe and find themselves relatively less impacted. As
a result, major powers may establish asymmetric alliances with minor powers due to strategic
interests stemming from the partnership rather than in response to local threats. That is, while the
minor powers in asymmetric alliances mainly pursue security interests, the major powers have a
range of interests that drive them to form alliances with weaker allies.?® For example, once its
regional security goal is achieved, a major power may seek to establish balances of power in
other regions in order to prevent the emergence of hegemonic powers and potential challengers
to its status.?® In addition, the protection of globally stretched economic interests is a crucial
objective for major powers, as such economic networks sustain their military capabilities and
power status in the long run. Doing so should also protect vital resources and transportation
routes, meaning that major powers must secure key strategic locations within each region. All

24 |ake, Hierarchy in International Relations, 2.

% Terence Roehrig, From Deterrence to Engagement: The US Defense Commitment to South Korea (Lanham:
Lexington Books, 2006), 9-10.

2% John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2001).
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these strategic interests represent important motivations for major powers to form asymmetric
alliances with minor powers at strategic points within a given region.?’

However, a major power’s alliance strategy is also associated with a set of risks. For instance, if
its minor power allies retain high levels of autonomy, a major power’s security guarantee may
create a moral hazard whereby the minor powers have an incentive to engage in riskier actions
than would otherwise be deemed prudent.® Indeed, a commitment that is too strong could
encourage the minor power allies to engage in aggressive behaviors if they have sufficient
autonomy to decide their own policies. Such a situation may increase the major power’s fear of
becoming entrapped with risk-taking allies whose actions could drag it into an unwanted war.
Furthermore, the establishment of an asymmetric alliance with minor powers requires a major
power to take on additional expenses due to its involvement in the security of the minor powers
requiring the use of its resources. For example, it will likely be required to provide military
assistance to deter the minor powers’ regional rivals from using force or to defeat them in the
event of war. Such assistance involves the deployment of the major power’s forces and the
provision of both arms and direct financial support to the minor allies. The cost of deploying and
operating tens of thousands of troops and pieces of equipment overseas is substantial.?®
Moreover, a major power’s troop deployment to a weaker ally would reduce its own strategic
flexibility. This means that when a major power is tied to a minor power as a result of an alliance,
some of its military forces may be unavailable for use in other conflicts, which would lead to
increased costs. For example, if the US military is committed to South Korea, then it may be
unable to respond effectively to conflicts in other regions such as Vietnam, Irag, or Taiwan. This
cost arises because even major powers have limited military resources that must be used
efficiently.

In short, a minor power may form an asymmetric alliance with a major power due to facing
significant local threats to its national security and having only limited ability to maintain
stability independently. Yet, the minor power must consider the risk of abandonment, as it will
be required to sacrifice some of its autonomy and could potentially face increased costs in
relation to securing its national interests if the major power withdraws its support.>® Conversely,
a major power may enter into an asymmetric alliance with a minor power due to strategic

27 John J. Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt, “The Case for Offshore Balancing: A Superior US Grand Strategy,”
Foreign Affairs 95, no. 4 (July/August 2016): 70-83.

28 Keren Yarhi-Milo, Alexander Lanoszka, and Zack Cooper, “To Arm or to Ally? The Patron’s Dilemma and the
Strategic Logic of Arms Transfers and Alliances,” International Security 41, no. 2 (2016): 94; Lake, Hierarchy in
International Relations, 10.

2 For example, according to the Government Accountability Office, between 2016 and 2019, the US spent more
than $34 billion on maintaining a military presence of approximately 80,000 troops and related equipment in Japan
and South Korea. During the same period, Japan and South Korea together contributed more than $18 billion to the
US military presence. If the US alone had been responsible for the entire budget, it would have exceeded $52 billion
over the course of those four years. Government Accountability Office, Burden Sharing: Benefits and Costs
Associated with the US Military Presence in Japan and South Korea (Washington: Government Accountability
Office, 2021), March 17, 2021, https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-21-270.

30 Abandonment is a form of defection that involves failing to make good on explicit commitments or provide
support in contingencies where support is expected. See Glenn H. Snyder, “The Security Dilemma in Alliance
Politics,” World Politics 36, no. 4 (1984): 466; Victor D. Cha, “Abandonment, Entrapment, and Neoclassical
Realism in Asia: The United States, Japan, and Korea,” International Studies Quarterly 44, no. 2 (2000): 265.
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interests associated with the partnership. Nevertheless, the major power must be cautious of the
risk of entrapment, as it may incur costs when maintaining its commitment, lose strategic
flexibility, and potentially be drawn into unwanted local conflicts.3!In all, asymmetric alliances
can be defined by differences among member countries in threat perception, levels of military
and economic power, and interests, which shape the reliance, urgency, and goals of the partners
involved in the alliance.®2

The concept of a defense and asymmetric alliance is particularly relevant to the case of the US—
South Korea alliance. First, it is a defense alliance because it was primarily established for the
purpose of mutual defense and deterrence. From its inception, the primary goal of the alliance
has been to deter North Korea from launching another invasion as well as to maintain peace and
stability on the Korean Peninsula. Second, it is an asymmetric alliance because asymmetry exists
between the two countries in terms of their national power, threat perceptions, and interests. The
US has maintained its status as a global superpower since the formation of the alliance, while
South Korea, despite its impressive economic growth, has remained a regional power in East
Asia. The primary goal of the US-South Korea alliance is to deter North Korea, although the
associated threat is perceived to be more significant by South Korea than by the US due to the
North having only limited capabilities to pose a direct threat to the US mainland. Moreover, the
two countries have different motivations and interests when it comes to participating in the
alliance, with South Korea primarily seeking security benefits and the US seeking strategic
benefits, including South Korea’s location as an outpost preventing communist expansion and its
role as a bulwark of democracy.

Alliance Cohesion

Now that the nature of the US—South Korea alliance has been established, it is important to
consider the concept of alliance cohesion, which is the main focus of the present research. The
phenomenon of group cohesion has garnered significant attention from scholars in the disciplines
of sociology, anthropology, psychology, and international relations, and while each discipline

31 Entrapment entails being dragged into a unwanted conflict over an ally’s interests that one does not share, or
shares only partially. See Snyder, “The Security Dilemma in Alliance Politics,” 467; Cha “Abandonment,
Entrapment, and Neoclassical Realism in Asia,” 265.

32 Specifically, in an asymmetric alliance, one partner may perceive a more significant or immediate threat than the
other. This difference in perception can lead to an imbalance in the urgency or priority each ally assigns to the
alliance. The less threatened partner may be more willing to provide support to the more threatened partner to
counterbalance the perceived threat, while the more threatened partner may be more reliant on the alliance for
security and survival. Moreover, asymmetric alliances often form when there is a significant disparity in military
and economic capabilities between the partners. The stronger partner may provide protection or other benefits to the
weaker partner in exchange for political support, access to resources, or strategic advantages. The weaker partner, in
turn, relies on the stronger partner's military and economic capabilities for security and development, making the
alliance crucial for its well-being. Lastly, differences in interests can also contribute to the formation of asymmetric
alliances. One partner may have broader strategic objectives, while the other may have more localized or specific
interests. The alliance can be beneficial to both parties by helping them achieve their respective goals. The stronger
partner may gain political influence, access to resources, or strategic positioning, while the weaker partner may
receive protection, economic assistance, or support for its specific interests.
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has its own agenda, the following three questions underlie such studies. What factors draw
countries together? What maintains strong bonds? What effects does cohesion have?

Despite the importance of these questions, the answers in the case of alliances remain unclear.
One key issue is the divergence among scholars regarding the meaning of cohesion. For example,
Walt conceptualizes alliance cohesion by associating it with the duration for which an alliance
has been maintained. This is because a long-lasting alliance is more likely to be associated with
higher levels of institutionalization, domestic support, hegemonic leadership, and ideological
solidarity.3* However, duration alone is not a sufficient indicator of alliance cohesion because
there are cases in which alliances that have existed for extended periods of time have failed to
achieve their intended purposes. A clear example of this is the French—Polish Military Alliance
signed in 1921 in response to the evolving security situation in Europe following the end of
World War I, which lasted for approximately two decades.®® Yet, despite its longevity, France
was unable to provide significant military support to Poland during the German—Polish War of
1939, highlighting how duration is not necessarily indicative of alliance cohesion.

Moreover, Walt’s conceptualization has only limited utility when examining the relation between
alliance cohesion and alliance effectiveness. In other words, Walt suggests that a longer duration
of an alliance is likely to indicate stronger cohesion; however, he does not explain the
relationship between the level of cohesion and the alliance’s effectiveness in deterring potential
threats and providing defense. For this reason, | adopt a behavioral conceptualization of alliance
cohesion—that is, how effectively allies are able to coordinate their goals and strategies toward
attaining external goals—a definition suggested by Ole Holsti, Terrence Hopmann, and John
Sullivan.® This definition implies that the essence of alliance cohesion lies in an alliance’s
ability to ensure all member countries are pulling in the same direction and to effectively achieve
its external goals.®” A high degree of alliance cohesion can lead to better decision-making, more
efficient use of resources, and an increased deterrent effect. By contrast, a low degree of alliance
cohesion can lead to disagreements and ineffective responses to threats. In the case of a defense
alliance, the primary goal is to deter and defend against military attacks by adversaries. Thus, in
a cohesive defense alliance, member countries cooperate effectively and work together via the
implementation of measures that produce deterrent and defense effects.

Given the above, what are the characteristics of strong alliance cohesion in the context of defense
alliances, where allies effectively coordinate to deter aggression and defend if attacked? |

33 Stephen M. Walt, “Why Alliances Endure or Collapse,” Survival 39, no. 1 (1997): 156-179.

34 Walt, “Why Alliances Endure or Collapse,” 158-170.

% The French—Polish Military Alliance was a mutual defense treaty signed between France and Poland in February
1921. It obligated the signatories to come to each other’s aid in the event of an attack by Germany. The alliance was
seen as a way for France to deter potential German aggression and achieve balance against the German military
threat. However, when Nazi Germany invaded Poland in September 1939, France did not provide military support to
its ally. Not only was the French army not fully prepared to engage in a major conflict, but there was also a lack of
political will among the French leadership to go to war, as they were still haunted by the massive casualties suffered
during World War 1. In the end, France did declare war on Germany; however, by then it was too late to assist
Poland, which had already fallen to the invading German forces.

3% QOle R. Holsti, P. Terrence Hopmann, and John D. Sullivan, Unity and Disintegration in International Alliances
(Lanham: University Press of America, 1985), 16; Patricia A. Weitsman, “Alliances and War,” in Oxford Research
Encyclopedia of International Studies, ed. Renee Marlin-Bennett (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 11.

37 Holsti, Hopmann, and Sullivan, Unity and Disintegration in International Alliances, 16.
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propose there to be five indicators for measuring the level of cohesion. These indicators have
been chosen because they capture the critical aspects of cooperation, commitment, and capability
sharing among allies, which are all essential for a successful and effective alliance. The five
indicators are as follows:

e Formal treaty: The existence of a formal treaty between allied countries serves as a vital
indicator of cohesion, as it represents a clear and mutually agreed upon commitment. Such a
legal document facilitates a common understanding of the alliance’s objectives, member
countries’ expectations, and the related coordination and decision-making mechanisms. A
formal treaty conveys a sense of permanence as well as an intent to adhere to the agreed
terms, thereby fostering trust and reliability among allies.

e Dedication: The degree of dedication, including the levels of military presence and financial
aid, reflects allied countries’” commitment to the alliance’s objectives. A high level of
dedication indicates that allies are willing to allocate resources, invest in infrastructure, and
provide support to ensure the alliance’s goals are achieved. This high level of investment not
only reinforces the bond among allies, but also sends a strong signal to potential adversaries
that the alliance is prepared and capable of defending its interests.

e Burden-sharing: The extent of burden-sharing, such as the equitable assumption of defense
responsibilities among allied countries, is a crucial indicator of cohesion. When
responsibilities are fairly shared, it demonstrates unity and mutual trust among allies.
Equitable burden-sharing also helps to prevent resentment or perceptions of exploitation,
which could undermine the alliance’s overall cohesion and effectiveness.

e Consultative mechanism: The existence of a consultative mechanism for discussing and
coordinating strategic goals is essential for maintaining and enhancing alliance cohesion.
Such a mechanism enables allies to communicate effectively, resolve disputes, and adjust
strategies in response to evolving security environments. A robust consultative mechanism
also fosters transparency and trust among allies, thereby promoting a shared understanding of
each member country’s needs, expectations, and capabilities.

e Military integration: The degree of military integration, including the effectiveness of
command and communication structures, is a vital indicator of alliance cohesion. Effective
military integration allows for efficient coordination of allied forces, enabling them to act as
a unified entity in the face of threats. Such integration not only improves the alliance’s
overall operational effectiveness, but also enhances the level of trust and confidence on the
part of allies in their combined capabilities.

These five indicators are both relevant and significant for measuring alliance cohesion because
they address the key aspects of an effective alliance. Together, they foster a comprehensive

understanding of the cohesiveness of a defense alliance, which is crucial when it comes to
achieving its security goals and deterring potential aggressors.

Research Question

Based on the above discussion, I argue that the cohesion of the US—South Korea alliance is not a
constant factor; rather, it is a variable that changes depending on the situation and over time.
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During the 1960s, the cohesion of the US-South Korea alliance showed a tendency to decrease.
There were several reasons for this. Presidents Kennedy and Johnson considered reducing the
numbers of US troops stationed on the Korean Peninsula and gradually decreasing both military
and economic aid to South Korea. US aid to South Korea amounted to 17.6 percent of the total
US aid budget in 1956, although it decreased to 7.3 percent in 1962, Kennedy’s second year in
office.®® At that time, there was no consultative mechanism within the alliance framework,
meaning that Seoul had no choice but to comply with unilateral US decisions. Meanwhile, South
Korea’s deployment of combat troops to Vietnam, which began in 1965, marked a turning point
in terms of the alliance’s cohesion. As South Korea shared with the US the burden of containing
communist expansion in Southeast Asia, Washington promised not to reduce the numbers of its
troops stationed in Korea while South Korea sent combat troops to participate in the Vietnam
War. During the same period, US aid to South Korea increased from $309 million in 1965 to
more than double that amount, some $799 million, in 1969.%° However, this apparent recovery of
alliance cohesion was hamstrung by the Blue House Raid and the Pueblo Incident in 1968. Seoul
raised concerns about Washington’s lack of an active response to Pyongyang’s provocations,
whereas Washington concluded that due to President Park’s hawkishness and irrationality, any
crisis could escalate on the Korean Peninsula, potentially causing the US to become entrapped in
unwanted and undesired conflicts. As a result, Cyrus Vance, who visited Seoul as Johnson’s
special envoy, recommended that US troops play a “diminishing role” in South Korea as an
aspect of the new US policy direction toward Korea.*°

The 1970s saw a continuation of the situation that had characterized the late 1960s, and it was
also the period in which the cohesion of the US—South Korea alliance faced its biggest crisis. In
1971, Washington withdrew the 7th Infantry Division, one of two divisions previously stationed
in South Korea. For Seoul, Washington’s unilateral decision in this regard came as a surprise.
Indeed, the Nixon administration only informed Seoul after it had already made the decision and
then pressured President Park to agree, stating that the US would unilaterally withdraw its troops
without any complementary measures if Seoul did not do so. Although Washington promised a
significant increase in military aid to assist with modernizing the South Korean military in order
not to upset the military balance after the withdrawal of the 7th Division, the promised aid was
not delivered, except for in 1971 and 1972. Thus, South Korea could no longer rely on US
security assurances and so decided to launch a domestic nuclear program in an effort to obtain its
own deterrent.

After the fall of South Vietnam in 1975, the US—South Korea alliance’s cohesion gradually
recovered from its lowest status during the early 1970s. First, there was no major change in the
level of US forces stationed in South Korea. In fact, although President Carter strongly pushed
his policy of troop withdrawal, it did not result in a major withdrawal of US troops from South
Korea, except for the 3,600 troops withdrawn in 1978. Moreover, the US continued (and actually

38 USAID, “Foreign Assistance Data,” ForeignAssistance.gov, accessed February 26, 2023,
https://www.foreignassistance.gov/data; Emily M. Morgenstern and Nick M. Brown, “Foreign Assistance: An
Introduction to U.S. Programs and Policy,” CRS Report, R40213, Congressional Research Service, last updated
January 10, 2022, https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R40213.

39 USAID, “Foreign Assistance Data.”

40 “Memorandum From Cyrus R. Vance to President Johnson,” in Foreign Relations of the United States, 1964—
1968, Volume XXIX, Part |, Korea (Washington, DC: Government Publishing Office, 2000),
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v29p1/d181.

15



increased) its military assistance to South Korea in the form of direct aid and loans, foreign
military sales, and the transfer of equipment. In the meantime, institutional features also helped
to strengthen the alliance’s cohesion. The annual Security Consultative Meeting (SCM), which
was formalized in 1971, continued to serve as a consultative mechanism for strategic decision-
making between the two countries, while the establishment of the US-South Korea Combined
Forces Command (CFC) in 1978 allowed for the better integration of military power between
them. Additionally, US assistance further increased the South Korean defense of the Korean
Peninsula, making the alliance into a labor- and cost-sharing relationship. This implied a shift in
the defense posture from the US taking primary responsibility to a labor-sharing system in which
South Korea and the US jointly assumed responsibility. As a consequence, it had the effect of
lowering the cost of US intervention in the event of a crisis on the Korean Peninsula.
Furthermore, South Korea gave up on its aspirations to develop nuclear weapons in 1976, which
stemmed from low confidence in the US security commitment, and decided to rely on the US
nuclear umbrella.

The preceding discussion demonstrates that, during the 1960s and 1970s, the cohesion of the
US-South Korea alliance underwent significant changes. This study seeks to understand the
factors behind those changes and their implications for the alliance. Thus, the main research
question that informs the study is as follows. What were the key factors that influenced the
cohesion of the US-South Korea alliance during the 1960s and 1970s, and how did those factors
interact to shape the changes seen in the alliance ’s cohesion?

Existing Theories

In exploring the dynamics of the US-South Korea alliance’s cohesion, there are three primary
and relevant theoretical strands that provide a foundation for our analysis. These perspectives are
largely grounded in balance-of-power theory and emphasize external threats and strategic
interests as the key determinants of alliance cohesion.

The first theoretical perspective, known as the external threat hypothesis, posits that nations
collaborate to counter challenges posed by foreign powers. As the threat level intensifies,
alliance cohesion increases, as member countries attempt to improve their security by bolstering
the alliance’s deterrent effect. Members’ contributions to defense capabilities should align with
their perception of the threat and interests. Thus, cohesive balancing alliances, characterized by
shared threats and interests, are the strongest types of alliances.**

“1 Related theoretical studies include George Liska, Nations in Alliance: The Limits of Interdependence (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1962); Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations; Waltz, Theory of International
Politics; Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliance (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1990); Stephen M. Walt,
“Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power,” International Security 9, no. 4 (1985): 3-41; Robert G.
Kaufman, “To Balance or To Bandwagon? Alignment Decisions in 1930s Europe,” Security Studies 1, no. 3 (Spring
1992): 417-447; Patricia A. Weitsman, Dangerous Alliances: Proponents of Peace, Weapons of War (Palo Alto:
Stanford University Press, 2004).
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The second perspective, the alliance dilemma hypothesis, also stems from the balancing theory
but emphasizes intra-alliance tensions rather than external threats. It argues that alliance
cohesion depends on the leading country’s coercive potential and its capacity to encourage
cooperation among weaker partners, making this hypothesis particularly relevant to asymmetric
alliances. Members face an alliance dilemma when determining their commitment to the alliance,
with the central concern being fears of abandonment and entrapment. The risks of abandonment
and entrapment are inversely related; reducing one typically increases the other. If a country
boosts its commitment to the alliance to alleviate allies’ fear of abandonment, the risk of
entrapment rises, as this strong commitment might embolden allies to undertake actions that
contradict the leading partner’s preferences during crises. Conversely, if a country reduces its
commitment to minimize entrapment risk, it heightens allies’ fear of abandonment. This inverse
relationship underscores the alliance dilemma’s central issue: a country’s security-enhancing
actions may decrease entrapment risk but create intra-alliance friction by increasing allies’ fear
of abandonment. This perspective posits that the emergence of the alliance dilemma, which
involves concerns of abandonment and entrapment, can potentially weaken the cohesion within
an alliance.*?

The third perspective, the collective action and burden-sharing hypothesis, suggests that a major
power’s reduced contribution to an alliance’s defense capability due to its national power decline
may erode alliance cohesion. To maintain cohesion, minor powers should increase their
contributions (or burden-sharing), or the alliance will suffer cohesion erosion. This hypothesis
assumes that minor powers consistently contribute less than their fair share to the alliance’s
collective security, as they “free ride” on the major power. Despite the unequal contribution, the
major power sustains the asymmetric alliance because the strategic benefits of providing
collective security surpass the economic costs. However, if the major power experiences a
decline in national power and can no longer economically support collective security, it will
decrease its alliance contribution. In this scenario, minor powers must assume a more significant
burden-sharing role to maintain the alliance with the major power, preventing cohesion erosion.*®

While the external threat and strategic interest-focused theories provide valuable insights into the
dynamics of alliance cohesion, they may not fully capture the complexities of the US-South
Korea alliance. Given the unique historical, political, and economic context of this bilateral
relationship, it is crucial to consider the potential influence of domestic political and economic
factors on the alliance’s cohesion. For instance, changes in political leadership, domestic public
opinion, and economic conditions in both countries may significantly impact the alliance’s

42 Related theoretical studies include Glenn H. Snyder, Alliance Politics (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2007);
Snyder, “The Security Dilemma in Alliance Politics™; Victor D. Cha, Alignment Despite Antagonism: The United
States-Korea-Japan Security Triangle (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1999); Victor D. Cha,
“Abandonment, Entrapment, and Neoclassical Realism in Asia: The United States, Japan, and Korea,” International
Studies Quarterly 44, no. 2 (2000): 261-291; Thomas J. Christensen and Jack Snyder, “Chain Gangs and Passed
Bucks: Predicting Alliance Patterns in Multipolarity,” International Organization 44, no. 2 (Spring 1990): 137-168.
3 Related theoretical and empirical studies include John R. Oneal, “The Theory of Collective Action and Burden
Sharing in NATO,” International organization 44, no. 3 (1990): 379-402; Todd Sandler, “The Economic Theory of
Alliances: A Survey,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 37, no. 3 (1993): 446-483; John R. Oneal and Paul F. Diehl,
“The Theory of Collective Action and NATO Defense Burdens: New Empirical Tests,” Political Research
Quarterly 47, no. 2 (1994): 373-396; Todd Sandler and Keith Hartley, “Economics of Alliances: The Lessons for
Collective Action,” Journal of Economic Literature 39, no. 3 (2001): 869-896.
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strength and trajectory. Therefore, a more comprehensive analysis of the US-South Korea
alliance cohesion is warranted, incorporating domestic factors alongside systemic level analysis
to provide a more nuanced understanding of the alliance’s evolution and challenges.

Research Methods and Design

To test validity of the existing theories and examine the role of domestic factors in the US-South
Korea alliance relations, this study combines inductive reasoning and the applied history method
with a dynamic approach to international relations.

Inductive Reasoning and Applied History Methods

Applied history refers to the practice of drawing on historical knowledge and insights to inform
contemporary decision-making, policymaking, and scholarly research. Moreover, the key
principles of applied history include the use of historical case studies to uncover patterns, the
systematic comparison of past and present situations, and the critical examination of historical
analogies. Through engaging with the past, applied history seeks to illuminate the present and
offer guidance for the future, recognizing that history may not repeat itself exactly but still
provide valuable lessons and insights.** When using the applied history method, inductive
reasoning is seen as a vital approach, as it helps researchers to move from specific historical
events to general insights that can be used to address contemporary challenges and inform
current decision-making. Through identifying patterns and lessons from the past, inductive
reasoning allows applied history to offer valuable guidance on navigating the complexities of
present-day international relations.

The use of inductive and applied history methods is associated with several advantages. First, it
enables researchers to draw on a wealth of historical data and experiences, thereby allowing for a
richer and more nuanced understanding of complex phenomena. Second, applied history
encourages a long-term perspective, fostering an appreciation of the enduring patterns and
processes that shape international relations. Third, applied history promotes a more critical and
reflective approach to the study of international relations due to challenging researchers to
question conventional wisdom and assumptions regarding the nature of international politics and
the dynamics of alliances.

For these reasons, inductive reasoning and applied history has been used in a significant body of
international relations research, including the study of great power rivalries, the evolution of the

4 See Richard E. Neustadt and Ernest R. May, Thinking in Time: The Uses of History for Decision Makers (New
York: Free Press, 1986); Graham Allison and Niall Ferguson, “Applied History Manifesto,” Applied History Project,
Harvard Kennedy School (2016); Harm Kaal and Jelle van Lottum, “Applied History: Past, Present, and Future,”
Journal of Applied History 3, no. 1-2 (2021): 135-154; Niall Ferguson, "Applying History In Real Time: A Tale Of
Two Crises," Journal of Applied History 1 (2022): 1-18.
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international system, and the dynamics of alliance formation and cohesion. For example, Paul
Kennedy’s seminal work, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, employs applied history to
analyze the long-term patterns of great power competition and decline.*® Similarly, Michael
Doyle’s Empires also employs inductive and applied historical approaches, as he first examines
three historical cases to derive general hypotheses concerning the various forms of empires.*
Another example of the use of inductive reasoning can be seen in Charles P. Kindleberger’s book,
Manias, Panics and Crashes, wherein he draws a pattern of financial crisis based on an
examination of the monetary history of the last four hundred years.*’

In this study, the inductive and applied historical approach is employed to analyze the US—South
Korea alliance’s cohesion, with a focus on how historical events, patterns, and processes have
shaped the alliance’s evolution. Through examining key episodes in the alliance’s history, this
study gains a deeper understanding of the factors that have influenced its cohesion, including
changes in the international and domestic environments; the interplay of political, economic, and
strategic interests; and the role of political leaders and institutions. Furthermore, the use of
applied history allows this study to critically assess the lessons and insights that can be derived
from the alliance’s past experiences, which informs our understanding of its current dynamics
and future prospects.

Dynamic Approach to International Relations

The dynamic approach to international relations refers to the study of how the interactions
among key variables within the international system evolve over time, shaped by complex and
interrelated processes. The key principles of the dynamic approach include the recognition that
the field of international politics is constantly changing, the importance of considering both
short- and long-term developments, and the need to examine the interplay among various factors,
such as political, economic, and social forces, in shaping both state behavior and the
international system.*® Such dynamics approach is distinct from the static approach, such as
Stephen Walt’s, which tends to focus on the persistence of certain patterns in international
politics, prioritize specific factors, and analyze snapshots in time.*°

4 Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of The Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500 to
2000 (Lexington: Lexington Books, 1987).

46 Michael W. Doyle, Empires (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1986).

47 Charles P. Kindleberger and Robert Z. Aliber, Manias, Panics and Crashes. A History of Financial Crisis, 5th
edition (Hoboken: Wiley, 2005).

48 Richard Rosecrance, “The Failure of Static and the Need for Dynamic Approaches to International Relations,” in
The Oxford Handbook of International Relations, eds. Christian Reus-Smit and Duncan Snidal (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2008).

49 Specifically, the static approach to IR often assumes that the underlying structure of the international system
remains relatively stable, leading to consistent patterns of state behavior. Moreover, this approach often focuses on
one or a few key factors, such as the balance of power or the distribution of capabilities among states, as the primary
determinants of state behavior and international outcomes. It may downplay or ignore other factors that could also
shape international relations. Lastly, the static approach often examines international politics at specific points in
time, rather than tracking changes and developments over longer periods. It may be less concerned with explaining
how and why the international system evolves.
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Applying a dynamic approach to international relations research offers several benefits. First, it
enables researchers to capture the complexity of international politics, thereby avoiding the
oversimplification that may result from static analyses. Second, the dynamic approach
encourages a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of international relations by
considering the interplay among the various forces and factors that drive state behavior and the
evolution of the international system. Third, the dynamic approach promotes a forward-looking
perspective, as it seeks to identify emerging trends and challenges that may shape the future of
international relations.

The dynamic approach has been employed in various aspects of international relations research,
including the study of power transitions, regional security dynamics, and the evolution of
international institutions. For example, Robert Gilpin’s War and Change in World Politics
adopts a dynamic perspective when analyzing the rise and fall of great powers as well as the
implications of power transitions for the international system.*° Similarly, Barry Buzan and Ole
Weaver’s Regions and Powers employs a dynamic approach to examine the changing security
dynamics in different regions of the world.>* Another example can be seen in T.J. Pempel’s A
Region of Regimes, as the book explains how the interplay among political and economic
factors—domestic institutions, socio-economic resources, and external support—has created
distinctive types of regimes in East Asia.>?

In this study, the dynamic approach is applied to analyze the US-South Korea alliance’s
cohesion, with a focus on how the alliance has evolved over time as a result of the interplay
among international and domestic factors. Through examining the changes in the alliance’s
cohesion that have occurred in response to shifts in the international environment, domestic
political developments, and the evolving strategic interests of both the US and South Korea, this
study develops a more comprehensive understanding of the dynamics that sha