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Members and Friends of the Korea Defense Veterans Association, 

We are already at the midpoint of 2021 and slowly emerging from the challenges of COVID 19.   KDVA is very thankful for the Alliance, our 
Veterans, our members, and our supporters.  We are one team that is dedicated to supporting the ROK-U.S. Alliance and our Veterans.  This 
is a tremendous effort that is carried by our growing number of members and supporters.  

I am excited by the increasing ways for KDVA to connect to Veterans and supporters.  We do this in several ways.  At the KDVA Member 
Portal on our website where members can find other members (https://kdva.vet/membership-portal/); we have a KDVA Facebook page 
(with over 24,250 followers) (facebook.com/kdva.us/), a Twitter account (twitter.com/kdvavets), and an Instagram account (instagram.com/
kdvavets).  Our website also provides resources for our members and supporters (https://kdva.vet/korean-war-memorials/).  And KDVA 
has several ways for our Veterans to share their stories of service in Korea, ranging from the Korean War, to the little-known “Korean DMZ 
Conflict” of the late 1960’s and through the decades since.  We have the “I Know a Korean War Veteran” campaign, “Korea 101” series, “Alliance 
101” series, and the new “From My Service in Korea, I Learned …” series.

One of the best stories about the importance of every single Veteran’s impact on Korea is recounted by Maj. Gen. Michel M. Russell, Sr., the 
former USFK J4, CFC Deputy C4, UNC Deputy U4, and Commanding General, 19th Expeditionary Sustainment Command.  In his story for 
our series “From My Service In Korea, I Learned …”  Maj. Gen. Russell said:

“My wakening to what an ironclad alliance means happened while traveling, in uniform, on an extremely fast train from Seoul to Daegu.  A 
party of five elderly Korean women sat in front of me, and shortly afterwards, offered me some of their food. I politely declined but they 
insisted I accept their gift. Through my interpreter, one woman explained that she wanted to give me the food gift as repayment for a 
U.S. Soldier’s lifesaving gesture to her when she was a young girl during the Korean War. This Soldier found her starving on the street, and 
selflessly gave her half of the apples he was carrying that day.”

To hear how Maj. Gen. Russell’s story ended and to hear more stories from other veterans go to https://kdva.vet/from-my-service-in-korea-
i-learned/.  And if you would like to provide your own story, you are very welcomed to send them to kdva.myserviceinkorea@gmail.com.  
By the way, joining KDVA at https://kdva.vet/join-kdva/, means you can get everything emailed directly to you as soon as new releases are 
made available.  

Coming this fall, KDVA will be looking to open Local Chapters in the United States and virtual Common Interest Groups from anywhere.  We 
need your participation to make these work.

KDVA connects with Veterans, think tanks, and professional organizations to collaborate on events, webinars, projects, and articles.  If you 
think of an organization that KDVA should consider partnering with, please let us know at contact@kdva.vet.

Thank you for your passion and support, for our Veterans and the Alliance.

Vincent K. Brooks
General, U.S. Army (Retired)
Chairman and President 

I N T R O D U C T I O N
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REGULAR MEMBERS:

-  Former and current U.S. military & DOD personnel of U.S. 
Forces Korea (“USFK”), Combined Forces Command (“CFC”), 
or the U.S. Embassy in Seoul.
-  U.S. military & DOD personnel who meet the requirements 
for the Korea Service Medal (“KSM”) or the Korea Defense 
Service Medal (“KDSM”).
-  Korean Augmentation to United States Army (“KATUSA”) 
Veterans.
-  Retired ROK Military personnel who have served in or been 
assigned to one of the following for at least three consecut-
ive months.
    -  United Nations Command (“UNC”).
    -  CFC Headquarters and its components.
    -  ROK Embassy in the United States.
    -  Other ROK–U.S. Combined Commands.
    -  MND, JCS, and/or Service HQs.
-  Former and current ROK government civilians of CFC and 
USFK, if ROK law or regulations do not prohibit. ROK and U.S. 
distinguished personnel who are dedicated to strengthening 
the ROK–U.S. Alliance.

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS:

-  Adult supporters of the ROK-U.S. Alliance.
-  College students who are interested in the 
U.S.-ROK Alliance.

HONORARY MEMBERS:

-  ROK & U.S. distinguished personnel who are 
dedicated to enhancing ROK-U.S. Alliance.
-  Former and current U.S. and ROK government 
interagency personnel who directly worked or work on 
ROK-U.S. Alliance topics.

No need to reach for 
your wallet to pay 
membership fees ... 
just click here for free 
membership! 

www.kdva.vet/join-kdva
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KDVA 
MEMBERS

-  Part of a premier professional organization.
-  Help strengthen the important ROK-U.S. Alliance …   
    that you helped build and continue to serve.
-  Honor and remember those who have served in 
    Korea.
-  Networking and access to experts and experiences
    found nowhere else.
-  Mentor and mentee opportunities.
-  Staying in touch with those who served with you in
    Korea.
-  Opportunities to participate in forums and events.
-  Opportunities to volunteer in leadership positions.
-  Opportunities for internships.
-  Opportunities to be published.
-  Opportunities for community service.

BENEFITS 
FOR OUR MEMBERS

http://kdva.vet/join-kdva
http://www.kdva.vet/join-kdva
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Upon graduation from high school in 1960, I enlisted in the U.S. 
Army because I wanted to go to Germany. One of my teachers 
had recommended that I apply to attend the six-month German 
language course at what was then the Army Language School 
in Monterey, California. Having done very well on the language 
aptitude test as part of my in-processing, I formally requested the 
German course at the language school. Toward the end of my basic 
combat training, I received a letter stating that I was accepted but 
to my surprise and disappointment, it was not for German but the 
year-long Korean language course. 

Our class was divided into two sections and my section consisted 
of only six soldiers which meant that each of us would receive the 
focused attention of our instructors. We attended class six hours a 
day and had three native Korean teachers who took turns teaching 
us. It was a very intensive course that required us to learn a great 
deal of new vocabulary every day and memorize dialogues in the 
evening in preparation for the following class day. We not only 
learned to speak and comprehend Korean but also to read and write 
both the phonetic-writing system, called Hangul, but also around 
1500 Chinese characters, called Hanja or Hanmun. But Hangul 
was fairly easy to learn and by the end of the second week all of 
our required reading material was in Hangul. However, learning to 
read and write Hanja was much more challenging. As the course 
progressed in intensity, we even began to dream in Korean. By the 
end of the course, we had a sufficient grasp of the language on 
which to further build vocabulary and grammar, and interact with 
Koreans to improve our listening comprehension.

Upon graduation, I received orders assigning me to a U.S. Army 
intelligence unit in the Republic of Korea. My trip to Korea was as a 
passenger on a troop transport ship and it took sixteen days before 
we arrived at Inchon. Because of tidal differences there, among 
the largest in the world, we spent much of our arrival day waiting 
for the tide to rise sufficiently so our ship could actually reach our 
debarkation point. In September 1961, just eight years after military 
armistice ended the fighting period of the Korean War, there was 
still a great deal of war damage among building in Seoul. During 
most of my eighteen month tour, I lived and worked in quonset 

M Y  I N T R O D U C T I O N  T O 
K O R E A

huts on a military base in Yang Pyeong Dong, in Yeongdung Po 
division of the city. Today there is no trace whatever remaining of 
that base.

In order to better understand the objective of the intelligence work 
on the North Korean military I was involved in, I set out to learn 
about Korea’s recent history and especially the Soviet origins of 
the North Korean army and why the U.S. became involved in the 
Korean War. I did a lot of reading, research and talked to many 
older Koreans and Korean War veterans. The more I learned, the 
more I appreciated the importance of my small role in the defense 
of a free ROK. 

Upon completion of eighteen months of service in the ROK, I 
returned the U.S.  My next assignment was as an instructor training 
Korean course graduates bound for Korea specific Korean language 
terminology related to their duties in the ROK.

By Homer T. Hodge, Major, USA, Retired

Our Veterans and Supporters
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Over the next sixteen years, I completed the Japanese language 
course at the, Defense Language Institute followed by a tour in Japan 
performing intelligence operations related to the defense of the ROK; 
graduated from the Field Artillery Officer Candidate Course; served a 
tour in Vietnam; served in special operations, artillery and instructor 
assignments and was officially designated a Foreign Area Officer for 
Korea. 

Upon retirement from the Army in 1980, I began a 31-year career in 
intelligence operations and analysis primarily focused on North Korea. 
From 1983 to 1987, I served once again in the ROK, including two years 
in the Office of the Special Advisor to CINC, CFC/UNC.

My years of reading, study, and intelligence analysis of North Korea 
convinced me that Pyongyang’s strategic objective has always been 
and continues to be reunification of Korea under the complete control 
of the Kim-family regime. The primary obstacle to achieving this 
reunification is the ROK-US Mutual Defense Treaty and the defensive 
posture of the forces of the United Nations Command and, from 
November 1978, Combined Forces Command in the ROK. North 
Korean propaganda to the contrary notwithstanding, the very large 
conventional forces, and missile and nuclear weapons development is 
to achieve reunification by whatever means. 

A unified Korea under the current Pyongyang regime would be a 
totalitarian state with severe individual restraints and without the 
freedoms and economic comforts of today’s ROK. As I continue to 
follow the Korean situation since retirement, it remains clear to me 
of the need for the Mutual Defense Treaty and the Combined Forces 
Command.

I should add that, in 1975, the Army did finally fulfill my wish to serve 
a tour in Germany.
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PERSONAL REFLECTIONS, 70 YEARS 
LATER, OF THE CHOSIN (CHANGJIN) 
RESERVOIR By MCMA Member Col Warren Wiedhahn, USMC (Ret), National President, The Chosin Few

Our Veterans and Supporters

In October 1950, after a very successful Inchon landing and liberation 
of Seoul, we back-loaded aboard ship and sailed north to the port of 
Wonsan, North Korea. 

After circling for days because the port was laden with Russian mines, 
we were greeted upon landing by an unceremonious sign on the beach: 
“Bob Hope Welcomes Marines to Wonsan.”

It appears that during our boring hours on the ocean, the ROK Army had 
recaptured the port city. All was not bad: we enjoyed a good USO show 
before boarding trucks and heading into the mountains. The road (goat 
trail) soon gave way and “shanks mare” became our means of egress. The 
next few weeks we were “relatively” unopposed, since the main North 
Korean Army had been cut off at Inchon and its members were being 
captured and killed in the Pusan Perimeter. We received some sniper fire 
from the hills, but that was quickly suppressed.

On November 10, the Marine Corps’ birthday, our leaders did their 
very best to give us a piece of “Birthday Cake.” Later, on Thanksgiving, 
November 26, they provided a cold piece of turkey and mashed 
potatoes. By that time the temperature had dropped to 30 – 40 below 
zero. However, we had “warming tents” at which every couple hours we 
could gather to get some relief from the freezing weather.

An interesting “lesson learned” was that if we took our rifles into the 
tents the metal perspired. When we went back outside, they instantly 
froze and became inoperable. (Who wants to be a Marine with a frozen 
rifle?)

Early on the morning of November 27 a fellow Marine and I were on 
a listening post atop a mountain with a long valley below and another 
mountain to the west. I had recently read a letter from home in which 
was enclosed a newspaper clipping that read: “MacArthur says Marines 
will be home by Christmas.” Suddenly we heard whistles, bells, and 
bugles, amplified in the clear mountain air. We wouldn’t be home by 
Christmas.

I remember my buddy asking, “What in the hell is that?” We soon found 
out, as the mountain top to our west erupted with initially over 100,000 
Chinese soldiers attacking us with rifles blazing! The Peoples Liberation 
Army (PLA) had entered the war, as Chinese leaders said they would, if 
we attacked north toward the Chinese mainland.

The “Rest of the Story” is written in the history books like “Breakout” by 
Martin Russ and “On Desperate Ground” by Hampton Sides. We did fight 
our way to the sea and evacuation from the harbor of Hungnam, but not 

without suffering the loss of thousands of good men, some of whom are 
still buried in the formidable mountains of North Korea.

Upon reflecting on the “Frozen Chosin,” I call attention to some generally 
unknown, or misunderstood, facts:

First: Although this was primarily a 1st Marine Division operation, led 
by WW II veteran MajGen O. P. Smith, USMC, we were “reinforced” by 
members of other branches of the U. S. armed forces, in addition to British 
Royal Marines and brave ROK soldiers. In fact, the current secretary of “The 
Chosin Few” is an Army soldier who, while in “Task Force Drysdale,” was 
captured and spent the rest of the war as a Chinese POW!

Second: Some of the unsung heroes of “Chosin” were the chaplains, 
doctors, and Navy corpsmen (known as medics in the Army). The “fighters” 
story has been told many times and the seventeen Medals of Honor 
earned at Chosin are testimony to their valor, sacrifices, and dedication.

Chaplains
I don’t recall their names, but since there are “No atheists in foxholes,” and 
regardless of faith, we prayed at every opportunity. We prayed for good 
weather, we prayed for survival, we prayed for our families, and we prayed 
for each other. Our chaplains were right near the front lines hearing our 
confessions, consoling us, and giving last rites to the fallen. God bless 
them, one and all!

Doctors, corpsmen and medics
There is not enough time or space for me to praise what they did to 
administer to the wounded in that unbelievable freezing weather, 
especially in the early days when no means of medical evacuation was 
possible. I specifically recognize the infantry company corpsmen who 
were on the front lines, undergoing the same enemy fire as the Marines.

My good friend Navy Doctor Stan Wolf (recently deceased) told me 
personally that the hardest choices he ever had to make in his life occurred 
during triage, when he had to decide whether a badly wounded Marine 
could live without more advanced medical attention. Those badly wounded 
were placed outside the Aid tent, a chaplain was called to administer last 
rites, and the Marine froze to death.

I’m very proud to be President of such a proud and distinguished group of 
men as the Chosin Few, especially on our 70th Anniversary!

Semper Fidelis and “Continue to march to the sounds of the guns”.
Published in The Chosin Few, 4th Quarter 2020. Reprinted with permission 
of the author.
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A-805 was located about halfway between Camp Walker and 
Camp Henry, which were several miles apart. Camp Henry housed 
our mess hall, PX, enlisted club, and various administrative and 
support offices.

My daily life was, for the most part, routine. We were very short 
staffed and worked long hours, with little time off. Our “routine” 
was occasionally interrupted by reports of North Korean insurgents 
reportedly in our area. We had various restrictions, mobilizations, 
and “war games” which were coordinated with the United Nations 
Command in our area.

This increase in North Korean violence continued through all of 
1967 and was mainly occurring in the area close to the DMZ. This 
changed on Monday, June 19th. Four policeman and a civilian 
were killed in a shootout with North Korean insurgents in Daegu, 
where I was stationed.

It was after dark when I got off work and returned to my barracks. 
I was tired and looking forward to getting some sleep, after a 
long day. I knew things were about to change, when our company 
commander showed up unannounced and called everyone to the 
first floor meeting room. He explained the events of the day, and 
ask for volunteers, to be sent immediately to secure a remote 
mountain signal site, outside of Daegu. About ten soldiers and I 
were selected. 

Early the next morning, we loaded a deuce and a half truck with 
our personal items, along with rifles and ammo. Keep in mind that 
none of us had much combat training, beyond what we received 
in basic training. We were a make-shift, thrown together group.

The mountain road we traveled on was badly washed out and in 
extremely poor condition. Our driver did a great job of navigating. 
We were all concerned a few times, that we might go off the side 
of this steep terrain. It was a rough ride.

As I recall, we stayed at the remote mountain top site for several 
days, and then returned to our regular duties. There were no 
incidents of direct engagement on our position.

Looking back, we were doing the best we could, with what we 
had, but we were “winging it.” We put together an action plan, and 
probably could have held our position for a short time. One thing 
is certain, help would have been a long time coming. We had no 

By: Russell L. Cormican 

From the end of the Korean War (1953) through October 1966, only 
six U.S. soldiers were killed in South Korea. That was about to change.

In November 1966, while President Johnson was visiting South Korea, 
the North Koreans ambushed a United Nations patrol in the DMZ and 
killed six Americans. Military historians now refer to this time period 
from November 1966 through the end of 1969, as the DMZ Conflict, 
or the Second Korean Conflict.

The same month this escalation was occurring, I graduated from an 
intense six-month, Signal Corps School, which also required a Secret 
Security Clearance. Along with a number of other graduates, I was 
immediately sent to Korea.

I took several planes, from Fort Monmouth New Jersey to Fort Lewis 
Washington. I then traveled to Kimpo, South Korea, with brief stops 
in Alaska and Japan.

Upon arrival in Korea, I was processed in at the ASCOM Replacement 
Company, then took a train south to Daegu. My barracks were located 
in Camp Walker, and I worked at Daegu Microwave/VHF, located at 
the A-805 Army Airstrip.

Our Veterans and Supporters

DAEGU SOUTH KOREA 1966-1967:
THE SECOND KOREAN CONFLICT 

1966-1969
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U.S. combat units or air support in our area. Sometimes it is better 
to be lucky than good.

This may have been a trial run for North Korea, as more of 
these isolated radio sites soon came under attack. Shortages of 
manpower, equipment, and training made these sites vulnerable. 
Apparently, it was not uncommon to do what we did, that is, 
to quickly assemble a task force with whatever manpower was 
available, to protect these sites. The personnel shortages in Korea 
were due to the priority given to Vietnam and the NATO efforts 
in Europe.

The military communications systems of 1967 were primitive by 
today’s standards. They were primarily VHF and Microwave Relay 
sites. If one site were knocked out, it would severely damage the 
entire system. To use an analogy, think of a bicycle chain. If one link 
is removed, the chain is useless, and so is the bicycle.

After the Daegu firefight, things began to change rapidly. General 
Bonesteel (Commander of all U.S. Forces in Korea) called in a 
Special Forces Team from Okinawa. Suddenly, we had numerous 
members of this highly trained group working in Daegu. They were 
a pleasure to work with and reassuring to have around. They were 
used to train Korean Soldiers and Police, and to engage the enemy 
if necessary.

We also began to get additional manpower and other resources. 
This was a big relief and helped us have better working conditions.

During my 13 month deployment to South Korea (1966-1967), there 
were 22 American Soldiers killed in action and dozens wounded. 
An additional 72 soldiers died from non-combat causes. During 
the entire time, from the end of the Korean War in 1953 up until 
today, this time period from 1966-1969 was by far the deadliest for 
U.S. troops. That’s why it is referred to by military historians as the 
Second Korean Conflict.

I often pray that a permanent peace agreement will be reached 
and that the reunification of Korea will begin. I know it will happen 
some day, and I would love to see it in my lifetime. Koreans are 
wonderful people. I went where I was sent by my Uncle Sam, and 
have always felt honored and proud of my service to the citizens 
of Korea and America.

*Some information and verbiage, was taken from various internet 
sources and articles titled, “ The Korean War That Almost Was” by 
Mike Coppock, and “We Were Soldiers Too, The Second Korean 
War, The DMZ Conflict” by Bob Kern.
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By Sarah (Bo Young) Jeong)

The Korean War and the ROK- US alliance do not garner the attention that 
they deserve, and the Veterans who built the alliance garner even less 
attention. The ROK-US alliance is a very special one that is fundamental 
to security in the Asia-Pacific region. The Alliance’s primary goal is to 
defend South Korea from external threats, as the Korean War has been 
ongoing for 70 years. This article is not a comprehensive timeline of 
the alliance and should not be understood as one. Instead, the article 
serves to add a human touch to remind the audience how the alliance 
has evolved through the veterans who lived through the dangers, 
rather than simply summarizing events of the ROK-US alliance over the 
decades. These personal stories entwined historical and political events 
offer a magnified, in-depth view of the dynamic relationship between 
South Korea and the United States. 

1966 – 1969 

Soon after the Korean War, the United States became mired in the 
Vietnam War from 1955 to 1975. During the Vietnam War, some US 
volunteers were sent to South Korea instead. Many believed they were 
lucky to have been sent to South Korea, which was true if they were 
stationed in Seoul, the capital of South Korea. But some were stationed 
at the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ). Shadowed by the Vietnam War, a few 
people remember the Korean DMZ Conflict from 1966 to 1969.

On November 2, 1966, North Korean soldiers infiltrated the DMZ and 
“ambushed a United Nations patrol comprising seven Americans from 
the 2nd Infantry Division and an accompanying South Korean.”1 This 
ambush by North Korea began the “Korean DMZ Conflict” or the “Second 
Korean War,” lasting through 1969. What is not well known is that U.S. 
President Lyndon B. Johnson and the First Lady was in Seoul for a state 
visit on the same day as the North Korean ambush. This is very symbolic; 
North Korea was most likely aware of President Johnson’s visit and 
threatened his safety by antagonizing the US presence in South Korea 
during his goodwill trip to South Korea.2 

In addition to this incident, North Korea decided to take advantage 
of the Mutual Defense Treaty, signed between the United States and 

South Korea after the armistice. South Korean President Park Chung 
Hee sent tens of thousands of South Korean troops to aid the United 
States during the Vietnam War. Seeing this, North Korea thought this 
was the perfect time to attack South Korea knowing that the United 
States prioritized supporting Vietnam more than South Korea during the 
1960s. The Pentagon did not hide that South Korea was “third in line for 
troops and material after Vietnam and the U.S. commitment to NATO in 
West Germany.”3 More importantly, North Korea had fought against the 
United States as a communist country from 1950 to 1953 and wanted to 
help the people of Viet Cong win against the United States.4 

Former DMZ Veterans, 1st Lt. Creighton Hooker (Ret.) and David 
Benbow, remember the lack of proper equipment and manpower 
when they volunteered to go to South Korea in 1968. According to 
Mr. Benbow, there were only four to five helicopters in all of South 
Korea. He also highlighted the lack of Starlight scopes, which were 
early passive scopes mainly used for “observation, [especially] from 
towers to scrutinize enemy activity.”5 U.S. soldiers stationed at the DMZ 
felt prepared for a North Korean assault despite being equipped with 
M-14s rather than newer M-16s. As a company commander, Hooker was 
supposed to have four junior lieutenants instead of one. Fortunately, Mr. 
Benbow remembers that the junior officers were very capable.  Lack of 
manpower was one of the reasons why Mr. Benbow went back to being 
a rifleman at the DMZ instead of staying as a company clerk in Charlie 
Company. 

1968 marked the height of North Korean aggression. North Korean 
forces attempted an assassination of South Korean President Park 
Chung Hee by trying to infiltrate the Blue House in January 1968. 
Fortunately, North Korean soldiers failed to assassinate Park, but the 
incident left South Korean authorities jarred. Not long after the Blue 
House raid, North Korea crossed a line by capturing the USS Pueblo on 
January 23, 1968. The USS Pueblo was patrolling the North Korean coast 
when it was intercepted by North Korean patrol boats.6 Thus, U.S. forces 
stationed at the DMZ supported patrols in the area by either manning 
foxholes or observing enemy movements from mini towers. 1Lt. (Ret.) 
Hooker and Mr. Benbow vividly remember staying up in the mini towers 
and foxholes from 4 pm to 7/8 am everyday with no rest and no down 
time due to tensions in the DMZ. 

The Generational 
Evolution of the 
ROK-U.S. Alliance

Our Veterans and Supporters
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Mr. Benbow also remembers 1968 as the worst. He returned to the United 
States after 16 months of service at the DMZ. Afterwards, he suffered 
from nightmares of his time in the DMZ. Mr. Benbow believed that the 
reason for the continuous nightmares was related to a tragic incident at 
the DMZ where his buddy was killed. One night in 1968, Mr. Benbow was 
assigned to stay in a foxhole instead of going on his usual patrols with 
fellow soldiers. That night, North Koreans ambushed the patrol group, 
and one soldier was killed. He felt guilty that he was in the foxhole instead 
of patrolling with his unit because he felt that he could have helped them. 
Due to this dreadful incident, Mr. Benbow kept dreaming that his patrol 
unit had left him because he could not find his rifle. He finally stopped 
having these nightmares when he reunited with the patrol unit many 
years later in the United States. They told Mr. Benbow that it was not his 
fault their buddy had died. That night, Mr. Benbow had a dream that he 
found his rifle, went on the patrol, and killed the same North Koreans 
who had killed his buddy. And he no longer had the same nightmare ever 
again. Mr. Benbow felt that he was forgiven from his guilt of being absent 
when his buddies needed him. 

To many, the “Korean DMZ Conflict” is just a historical event, a date in the 
timeline of the ROK-US alliance. But history comes to life through these 
personal stories. 

2008 – 2011 

My next interviewee (hereafter labelled Field Artillery officer) was 
stationed in South Korea from 2008 to 2011 and from 2014 to 2019. 
He served in Camp Casey, Yongsan, Osan (with the 7th Air Force), and 
trained in the southeastern city of Daejeon during his eight years in South 
Korea. Like the DMZ Veterans from 1966 to 1969, his experiences in South 
Korea were fraught with tensions due to North Korea’s belligerent actions 
towards the South Korea. The firefights between North Korean and U.S.-
ROK soldiers in the DMZ evolved into international attacks in the 21st 
century aiming at not only the U.S.-ROK forces, but towards South Korean 
civilians as well.

On March 26, 2010, the ROKS Cheonan, a patrol ship, was “torpedoed and 
then sank” killing forty-six sailors on board.7 South Korea, the United States, 
the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, and Sweden jointly investigated 
how the ship sank, and on May 20, 2010, these nations concluded that 
the ROKS Cheonan “was sunk as a result of an external underwater 
explosion caused by a torpedo made in North Korea”.8 However, North 
Korea denied any involvement in the attack. South Koreans had barely 
gotten over the sorrow of losing the Cheonan sailors when North Korea 
shelled Yeonpyeong Island on November 23, 2010, “home to about 1,600 
civilians and 1,000 soldiers” and 75 miles away from Seoul.9 

Field Artillery officer in an artillery brigade in South Korea during these 
tensions. Naturally, the ROK-U.S. alliance was on stand-by in case of 
further potential provocation. Despite the tensions, he felt confident in the 
close bond between the United States and South Korea. The Field Artillery 
officer emphasized that the ROK-U.S. alliance was “forged in blood” and 
“advanced in trust.” He marveled at how South Korea is the only ally that 
reinforces the U.S. military by creating a program like the KATUSA, the 
Korea Augmentation to the US Army. The KATUSA program was created 

to strengthen the U.S. Army by including South Korean soldiers. Field 
Artillery officer remarked that the alliance remains stronger than ever 
because of all the hardships that both countries have endured. 

His perspective on the ROK-U.S. alliance was eye-opening because he 
emphasized that the alliance is stronger, not weaker in spite of the time 
passed. Field Artillery officer reminded me that like any relationship, the 
alliance has gone through its rough patches. The alliance withstood 
North Korean threats, South Korean dictatorships, economic hardships, 
and more. The alliance remains strong because the foundational 
aspect of the alliance has not changed:  the U.S. and South Korea stand 
together in the face of danger through the incredible motto, “Katchi 
Kapshida” or “We go together.”

2014 - 2019 

2014 to 2019 were more politically turbulent than militarily for South 
Korea and the United States. The conservative South Korean President 
Park Geun Hye was impeached, ushering in the current progressive 
President Moon Jae In in 2017. At the same time, the United States was 
experiencing a dialogue of “fire and fury” between President Trump and 
North Korean Leader Kim Jong Un. Lt. Col. Sean Morrow remembers 
these escalating events during his time in South Korea as the 
Commander of the United Nations Command Security Battalion in the 
Joint Security Area of the de-militarized zone (DMZ). While preparing 
to take command of the UNCSB-JSA, senior Army leaders told him to 
mentally prepare for war when he took command at Panmunjeom. 
But, the rhetoric shifted in early 2018. A series of unexpected events 
occurred, starting with North Korea’s participation in the 2018 Olympics 
in South Korea and President Moon and Chairman Kim’s summit in 
April 2018. President Trump and Kim Jong Un met in Singapore in the 
summer of 2018, leading to a repatriation of remains of U.S. troops 
from the Korean War – a major event for those troops’ families and 
for the United Nations Command. After this historic moment, the 
Comprehensive Military Agreement was signed between the two 
Koreas. With UNC in the lead, the three nations jointly removed all 
weapons and land mines from the Joint Security Area. This significantly 
reduced tensions and was a critical step towards increased engagement 
in Panmunjeom.10

This was a gigantic step towards closing the gap between the 
South Korean and North Korean soldiers. In an effort to follow the 
UNC Commander, GEN Robert Abrams’ guidance to build trust and 
confidence in the Joint Security Area, Lt. Col. Morrow tried to have as 
much interaction with North Korean soldiers as he could. UNC sent 
soldiers of every rank, race, and gender over the demarcation line to 
engage with North Koreans. They mostly discussed business, but LTC 
Morrow also remembers a funny encounter with a North Korean Officer 
who told him, “I dream about Johnny Walker and Marlboro cigarettes.”11

Lt. Col. Morrow’s job as the UNCSB-JSA Commander was to secure 
Panmunjeom during diplomatic dialogues and keeping a space open 
for dialogue at any moment. The UNC interactions with North Korean 
soldiers indicate that not only is dialogue between parties significant, 
but personal relationships are crucial as well. The soldiers of the 
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United Nations Command were able to show the North Koreans what 
a strong, diverse, and democratic Army looks like. UNC and the Alliance 
are hallmarked by strength and skill, and by understanding and a certain 
confidence to engage. 

Another memorable moment for Lt. Col. Morrow was when Dr. Bernice King, 
daughter of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., traveled to Panmunjeom and spoke 
with the ROK and U.S. soldiers of UNC. During her visit, Dr. King taught the 
troops that talking to the enemy is the first step towards peace. Even though 
the JSA and Panmunjeom have a history of heightened tensions, the United 
Nations Command has moved the JSA closer to a place for dialogue. Lt. Col. 
Morrow was stationed at the JSA from 2018 to 2020.  He and his troops, 
both ROK and US, experienced many historic moments. They demilitarized 
the JSA; engaged in over 40 unprecedented interactions with North Korean 
soldiers; hosted the historic 2019 meeting between President Trump, Kim 
Jong Un, and President Moon; and learned from Dr. King about peace – all 
at what was once called one of the most dangerous places in the world. 

Bonds with South Korea did not end after these defense members returned 
to the United States. Mr. Benbow told stories about his time in South Korea, 
allowing his children to be familiar with South Korea. His favorite children’s 
book is called When Spring Comes to the DMZ, which is a heartwarming 
story about how the younger generation is able to reunite North and South 
Koreans. He also read it to me during our interview! 

Coincidentally, one of Mr. Benbow’s daughters married a half-Korean man, 
making his grandchildren a quarter Korean. The Field Artillery officer met his 
wife in South Korea. Lt. Col. Sean Morrow’s sons fondly look back at their time 
in South Korea and ask when they will move back to South Korea. Another 
defense member in his 20s has a marriage license from South Korea, since 
he and his fiancée did not want to wait to legalize their marriage. All in all, 
the defense members carry a piece of South Korea with them.

I have been fortunate enough to hear these stories through my interviews. 
I wanted to convey the same kind of emotions I felt when hearing these 
anecdotes and how the alliance has come such a long way. Alliances come 
in all shapes and sizes, and the ROK-U.S. alliance is complex, deep, and 
capable at the same time. The alliance feels distant especially for those who 
are not involved in the security field in anyway. However, we must never 
forget that it is people who make up the alliance. The story continues on, 
as the alliance is alive. 
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David (Doyeon) Kim, Language Specialist 

at Eighth Army

Assignments: 
Formerly known as Lieutenant Kim at:
- Interpretation Officer, ROKAF Air Force Operations Command (AFOC)
   (2017~2019)
- Interpretation Officer, ROK-US Combined Forces Command (CFC)
   (2019~2020)
- Language Specialist, 8th Army (2021~)

I was commissioned as a ROK Air Force Interpretation Officer, making me a 
member of the esteemed AFIOS (Air Force Interpretation Officers’ Society) 
in December 2017. Following general training and education courses 
for interpretation, I served at the ROK Air Force Operations Command, 
supporting planning of combined air training events, such as Max Thunder, 
Vigilant ACE, and Red Flag Alaska.

It was my privilege to PCS (Permanent Change of Station) to Yongsan the 
next year at CFC (Combined Forces Command), where I supported the 
writing of CFC operational plans and other combined, joint documents 
spanning military and political issues. Closing my three-year mandatory 
duty as a 1st Lieutenant, I found my next position as a Language Specialist 
at the Eighth Army, where I currently enjoy a variety of translation duties.

Working with KDVA has been an opportunity to utilize and further my 
expertise and experience with the ROK-US Alliance. In particular, I 
remember how the action officers who I worked for coped with friction 
points. ROK officers and U.S. officers alike, were constantly pressed by their 
superiors. It gave me sort of an insight into what it is like to work, and to be 
a man who earns his family bread and butter. I wonder what that all has to 
do with the ROK-U.S. Alliance, but the collage of memories of people who 
form the particles of the Alliance is what still invokes appreciative emotions 
from time to time.

I understand through my past service that the Alliance has its hardships; but 
we must continue our long-held faith that working towards shared goals 
and objectives, we continue to build upon the spirit of our predecessors 
and ensure the stability of the peninsula and the globe.
. 
I’m happy to be still serving both militaries and also for KDVA which supports 
the Alliance with its efforts to remember and educate the heritage of the 
ROK-U.S. Alliance through various channels and events. Also a reminder 
that AFIOS (Air Force Interpretation Officers’ Society) is, and will continue 
to be, a valuable asset to these efforts.

Thank you, KDVA, and let us stay strong:  “We go together!”

Our Veterans and Supporters
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 By: Mr. Kyung Jun Moon

Seeing is believing. This idiom, or rather its underlying message, is so close 
to truth that it is found across space and time. Every time we hear it, we 
remind ourselves of the significance of having firsthand experience and 
putting that experience to practical use. This does not necessarily mean 
that all experiences elevate us to the realm of truth. Many studies in social 
sciences, for example, show that our perception is far from perfect and 
tragically prone to fallacies. One may view the same thing in a completely 
different way from someone else due to his inherently limited capacity to 
perceive reality as it is. For example, different words are used to indicate the 
same color. Optical illusion is another example. The same color may look 
different depending on what colors are placed next to it. 

Nonetheless, experiencing something firsthand is still one of the most 
powerful ways that shape one’s values. Once people have accumulated 

enough firsthand experiences and those experiences are shared by many, 
people begin to take it to be truth.

I majored in Political Science. During my undergraduate years, I learned 
many aspects of international relations, including foreign and security 
policies concerning the Korean peninsula. My initial impression about the 
word security was that it was just a part of the curriculum in my studies. That 
impression evolved as I joined the military as a KATUSA. During my service, 
I had many occasions to experience the ROK-US alliance (the “Alliance”) 
up close, which occupies a significant place in international relations. Most 
importantly, I got to be more than just an observer; I got to be an active 
participant in the unfolding of the evolving geopolitical landscape through 
the Alliance. 

When I first joined the military, there were not many opportunities for 
me to see the Alliance nor security in action. I was just one of the typical 

Firsthand Experience: The 
most effective way of promoting 
the ROK-US Alliance

Security and Strategic Topics
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private KATUSAs – a private KATUSA who is always nervous and struggles 
to fit in with his American battle buddies. This all changed when I got 
drafted to participate in the Key Resolve as a translator/interpreter. My 
job was to translate confidential documents and assist interpreter officers 
with their interpreting and briefing at a command post in the Combined 
Forces Command (“CFC”). After I spent the first two chaotic weeks on 
secondment, one Korean master sergeant came up to me and said “Do 
you see the interpreting officer giving the briefing? From now on, that’s 
what you gotta do.” 

My mind went blank. The briefing was full of military jargons just flying 
over my head. I could not understand the briefing even in Korean, let 
alone in English. It was just overwhelming. But then I reminded myself 
that I was there to do my job, which was to serve as a bridge between 
American and Korean soldiers in the CFC, and that there was nothing 
I could do to change that. With no delay, I started jotting down every 
acronym and military jargon that was flashing on a display panel in a dim-
lighted command post. And whenever I could, I grabbed anyone there 
who seemed not too busy, and asked them to clarify the meanings of the 
terms and acronyms that were not clear to me. I asked over and over again 
until I got the meaning completely; I was that determined to do my job 
right. That was how my first day at the CFC went, which mostly was driven 
by my survival instincts.

On the second day Major Lee, who was wearing shiny golden Jump Wings 
on his chest, gave me my first translation assignment. I assume that he 
gave me the assignment because he liked my doggedness. He offered to 
help with my translation and training, saying he would give feedbacks on 
my translations. I felt lucky and grateful. He also was so kind as to bring me 
a military terminology list, which was written in both English and Korean. 
With his help, I began to accommodate myself to my secondment duties. 
What led me through the next chaotic three days was my survival instincts. 
I began to see the bigger picture of the drills and the exercises and got the 
hang of military terms that once were elusive. I also got to see firsthand 
Key Resolve wargames at the command post and finally got to do my first 
briefing. 

The wargame going on at the command post was as if it were a real war. 
The display panel was showing a constellation of satellite imagery, which 
was followed by shouts of people giving orders with a sense of extreme 
urgency. This was the first occasion where I saw the Alliance in action. 
Later, I got promoted to be a Senior KATUSA, after which I travelled around 
the country serving American and Korean leaderships on many areas of 
cooperation between our two countries.

From the international political point of view, the Alliance is maintained 
only when the two allies’ mutual interest is secured. For example, South 
Korea benefits from the Alliance as it can mobilize its ally’s strategic 
assets and highly-skilled personnel at low cost through having the USFK 
stationed in its territory, let alone the Mutual Defense Treaty’s deterrence 
against North Korean aggression. For the U.S., the Alliance is beneficial as 
the USFK serves as a deterrence and buffer against aggression from China 
and North Korea; the Korean peninsula has immense geostrategic values 
in the US Indo-Pacific strategy. 

Even on the non-military front, the Alliance’s values cannot be 
overemphasized: it provides stability for South Korea’s financial market 
(currency valuations, for example); FDIs continue to flow into South 
Korea, which is remarkable, given that South Korea is technically still 
at war. 

The diplomatic rhetoric Ironclad Alliance is uttered with almost no 
exception at every major event held by the Alliance. Presidents (or 
other official figures from both countries) often say that expression. 
The expression Ironclad Alliance is rather plain and obvious. Then 
why state the obvious? Let me answer that question with my personal 
experience. 

Thanks to my military service, I had the privilege of experiencing the 
Alliance at first hand. For me, this alliance is not some abstract entity. 
I had opportunities to closely observe various aspects of the Alliance 
including diplomatic protocols and military drills. This extraordinary 
experience enriched my understanding about the Alliance and a whole 
variety of security and diplomatic issues. This experience also shaped 
me as who I am now – Diplomatic, Security, Defense Project Manager 
at Konrad-Adenauer-Foundation. 

Too many people define security in a narrow sense, viewing it just as 
a branch of politics. Maybe it is not too strange for us Koreans to view 
security that way because there has been no full-out war since the 
Korean War. We have taken for granted this absence of war, (or peace 
through a balance of power in academic terms) achieved by countless 
unseen sacrifices of many people that have served the Alliance.
 
Security politics is a field where issues of economy, diplomacy, and 
technology are all intertwined. It involves intense competitions, 
negotiations, and a discourse about how to protect national interests. 
Thus, more people, not just those who hold office, should care about it. 

South Korea’s relations with China can be one good example. Although 
China has adversarial relations with the U.S., China remains South 
Korea’s largest trading partner accounting for a quarter of South Korea’s 
total exports. This creates a dilemma for South Korea, forcing to choose 
between the US and China. What should Seoul do to protect its security 
and economic interests at the same time? To navigate this complex 
geopolitical landscape, all members of our society should get together 
and collect wisdom. Big or small, every bit of exposure to the Alliance 
will count and put us on the right track.

About the author
Mr. Kyung Jun Moon served as a KATUSA in the 35th Air Defense 
Artillery Brigade. After his service, he got a Bachelors’ and Masters’ 
degree in Political Science. In 2021, he is working as a Diplomatic, 
Security, Defense Project Manager at Konrad-Adenauer-Foundation.  

Source
Mr. Kyung Jun Moon - the third from the left. Credit: the 35th Air 
Defense Artillery Brigade, the 8th Army.
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Security and Strategic Topics

By Se Young Hwang

This year celebrates the 68-year ROK-U.S. Alliance. The ROK-U.S. 
Alliance began in October 1953, three months after the signing of the 
Korean Armistice Agreement, when both the ROK and the U.S. signed 
a mutual defense treaty. The agreement commits the two nations to 
provide mutual aid if either one faces external attack and permits the 
stationing of U.S. Forces in Korea in consultation with the South Korean 
government. The mutual defense treaty remains the cornerstone of 
the ROK-U.S. security relationship, which has secured stability for South 
Korea for over six decades. Not only has the alliance strengthened 
over time, but the partnership between the two has also widened its 
cooperation to various fields such as politics, economy, social, and 
culture. While the alliance has adapted to changes in the security 
environment during the 20th and 21st centuries, the two states faced 
some challenges as well.  

Against this backdrop, I would like to review some of the historical 
incidents that have impacted the ROK-U.S. Alliance. Specifically, I will 
be focusing on the impact of the Vietnam War, end of the Cold War, 
and the September 11th Terror Attack in terms of dealing with North 
Korean threats. It is because the ROK-U.S. Alliance is fundamentally 
based on the common goal to deter any forms of threats posed by 
Pyongyang and thus it is important to review how incidents have 
affected the alliance in achieving its main objective. I will first briefly 
assess the impact of each historical incidents on the ROK-U.S. Alliance 
and then draw implications for the alliance in the future. 
  
Vietnam War
In 1968, two incidents caused by the North Koreans challenged the 
ROK-U.S. Alliance. The Blue House raid on January 21st, was launched 
by North Korean commandos to assassinate ROK President Park in his 
residence at the Blue House. Two days later on January 23rd, the USS 
Pueblo was attacked and captured by North Korean forces. Different 
perceptions and counter-measures of the two incidents caused division 
in the ROK-U.S. Alliance. South Korea perceived the incident as a North 
Korean preliminary goal of unification by force and so they argued 
that retaliatory measures were necessary. Meanwhile, the U.S. thought 
it was intended to support the North Vietnamese in the Vietnam War 
and believed that South Korea and the U.S. might play into the hands of 
North Korea by taking retaliatory measures. Instead, the U.S. held secret 
negotiations with North Korea to repatriate the crew members. Such 
different views caused mutual distrust at a time when both countries 
should have been on the same page in deterring North Korean threats. 

End of Cold War 
The end of Cold War was the starting point which South Korea began 
to view North Korea differently. During the Cold War, South Korea had 
always defined the North as the “enemy.” Therefore, the U.S. provided 
extended deterrence to South Korea against the North, and South Korea 
played as an outpost in containing Soviet Union. Both countries wanted 
to defend the status quo, meaning they preferred to maintain stability 
on the Korean Peninsula and prevent communist influence. As soon as 
the Cold War ended, this had influenced South Korea’s policy toward 
North Korea. South Korea began to view the North as a “partner” and 
saw the possibility of realizing the long-desired goal of reunification. 
With this changed perception, South Korea’s policy toward North 

Beyond 68 Years of the 
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Korea tended to break the status quo and focused more on rapprochement 
with the North. On the other hand, the U.S. still preferred stability on the Korean 
Peninsula by maintaining the status quo, even though they acknowledged that 
South Korea’s engagement policy could possibly contribute to the stability. This 
was notable during the Roh Tae Woo and George H. Bush administrations. While 
the U.S. didn’t have much interest in having direct dialogue or normalizing 
relations with North Korea other than solving the nuclear problem, George H. 
Bush advocated the Roh government’s efforts for inter-Korean reconciliation. 

September 11th Terror Attack 
One incident that changed a perception on the North Korean problem into a 
stumbling rock between South Korea and the U.S. was the 9/11 attack, signaling 
the weakening of coordination between the two allies. After the 9/11 attack, 
neoconservatives became an influential group in the American foreign policy 
decision making process. The emergence of neoconservatives after 9/11 brought 
some challenges to the ROK-U.S. Alliance. The U.S. shift toward unilateralism 
caused concerns among the allies, fearing that its actions could weaken the 
alliance. South Korea was worried that the U.S. would pull back its defense 
commitments to Seoul. And contradicting viewpoints on solving the North 
Korean problem by South Korea and the U.S. further exacerbated the alliance. 
For example, as the U.S. had put more emphasis on solving weapons of mass 
destruction (WMD) issues since the Bush administration, space for inter-Korean 
reconciliation and cooperation became limited. In other words, inter-Korean 
relations were dependent on progress in solving WMD issues. 

This could be clearly seen during the Roh Moo Hyun and George W. 
Bush administrations. Their viewpoints were starkly different in terms of 
setting priorities between a peace regime and denuclearization. The Roh 
administration believed that building a peace regime would be the condition 
for denuclearization, whereas the Bush administration thought it should be 
the outcome of the process. Although the Bush administration supported 
South Korea’s engagement policy in principle, they believed that tangible 
results were desirable in a bid to advance inter-Korean relations further. The 
Roh administration thought it differently, because it believed that the hostile 
environment must be eliminated first to solve the issue. Their different 
approaches complicated the North Korea nuclear problem. 

It is clear from the three incidents that, in certain periods of time, South Korea 
and the U.S. had different point of views, even though their common goal is to 
deter North Korean threats. South Korea’s priorities were different from those 
of the U.S. This suggests that South Korea tends to view the issue on a local 
level, meaning they would consider their interests and strategic options in the 
context of Korean Peninsula. On the other hand, the U.S. views such issue on 
a global and regional level, and they also view the ROK-U.S. Alliance as part of 
their grand strategy. 

For instance, the fundamental reason behind the disagreement between South 
Korea and the U.S. amid the security crisis caused by the North in 1968 is their 
different viewpoints of the incidents. While South Korea regarded the armed 
provocation as part of North Korea’s strategy to unify the peninsula by force, the 
U.S. perceived it as a means to support the Northern Vietnamese in the Vietnam 
War. As one of the superpowers during the Cold War, the U.S.’s focal point 
was to stop the communist aggression and that is why they had to consider 
North Korea’s action in the context of communist movement. For South Korea, 
not only is it a shareholder to the Korean Peninsula, they were having a fierce 
regime competition with the North during that time. Thus, they had to view the 

incidents from a conflict point of view. 
Then, where do all the dissension come from? It is derived from the 
differences in the status of the two countries in the global order. Both 
countries craft their strategies based on their own environment. This is 
a structural problem that can be hardly solved. As the ROK-U.S. Alliance 
will inevitably face more challenges in the future due to fast-changing 
international environments, it is possible that their dissension could be 
worsened. What is important is to acknowledge the different status each 
has and swiftly move on to resolve their dissension. History shows that 
North Korean policies have worked the best when South Korea and the U.S. 
are on the same page. The Roh government’s North Korean policy was well 
fitted to the U.S. goal of prioritizing stability on the peninsula, and so he 
was able to implement his Nordpolitik policy with full support from the U.S. 
The Kim Dae Jung administration and Clinton administration were able to 
work closely as well since both the Sunshine Policy and Soft-landing Policy 
aimed at changing North Korea gradually. 

In conclusion, close coordination between Seoul and Washington is 
more important today than ever before, given the rising threats posed 
by Pyongyang. South Korea and the U.S. should be able to talk open-
mindedly about their concerns to ensure that each of their strategies 
do not harm the interests of one another. Moreover, they should clarify 
their policy goals, and come up with joint strategies in the process of 
coordination. Once again, close coordination between South Korea and 
the U.S. is so significant that it should not be neglected by present and 
future administrations, when dealing with the North. 
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North Korea: 
A Cyber Power

By Chehun Kim

When people think about potential threats from North Korea, for most 
people the first threat that most likely comes to mind will be its nuclear 
program. And coupled with its long-range ballistic missile program, its 
nuclear capabilities can pose a threat to not only South Korea but also 
the U.S. and its allies in the Indo-Pacific Region, hence the politics and 
media have focused on that combination.

However, there is a need to shift the focus more to cyber threats from 
North Korea. North Korea is gaining ground and starting to tip the 
balance to its favor, and this shift is being masked by key leadership 
meetings and missile development. Despite sanctions, North Korea 
acquired over $2 billion in foreign currency through its illicit cyber 
activities under the direction of the Reconnaissance General Bureau (UN 
Security Council 2019). Needless to say, a lot of the illicit financial gains 
from cyber activities went into the development of its nuclear program 
which undermined the United Nations sanctions. 

The most active threat by North Korea is not its nuclear development, 
but its cyber threats. Nuclear development is ongoing, but it is not being 
actively used. However, the military, companies, media, banks, and 
individuals are being actively hacked by North Korean hacking groups in 
increasing frequency. The nuclear weapons and the artilleries targeted at 
Seoul are a sword that could provide leverage by just holding on to it but 
would not be used under normal circumstances due to consequences. 
Cyber is a sword that could be wielded without consequences and 
provides actual benefits – now -- to North Korea.

North Korean Cyber Infrastructure
Similar to how the "Great Firewall" of China controls internet access, North 
Korea controls its network. However, North Korea took a step further than 
China and isolated itself completely from the internet. Its intranet, or 
isolated network compared to the internet with global connections, was 
started in 1996 and is also known as the kwangmyong which connects 
libraries, research institutes, and other entities (Pinkman, 2017). On top of 
modernizing its libraries, North Korea built "Science Technology Hall" to 
educate its factory works about cyber in 2015 (Ministry of Unification, 2021).  

Domestically, there is not much cyber infrastructure except for government 
programs. The use of smartphones is increasing in Pyongyang but it is 
still limited to elites and the cell network is not national. There are signs 
that North Korea is trying to digitize its government functions. Songbun 
2.0 is their program to track its citizens with more local government 
capabilities to quickly lookup any citizen which increased the effectiveness 
of population control (Collins, 2012). The regime is likely to invest in these 
types of cyber infrastructure to control the population but not likely to 
ease up on access to its citizens. Overall, North Korean cyber infrastructure 
is mostly impenetrable from the outside due to its self-reliance and 
isolationistic policies, and this gives North Korea an asymmetric advantage 
when engaging in cyber warfare (Libicki, 2016).

North Korea Cyber Education
So, how does a state with low computer literacy build an army of hackers? 
Under Juche ideals, North Korea started to focus on technology and 
science targeted at elites beginning in the 1980s. North Korea put focus 
on computer training in schools (Ministry of Unification, 2021). And Kim 
Jung-Un instituted Computer Science and Information Technology courses 
as part of efforts to evolve higher education in these areas (Ministry of 
Unification, 2021). Additionally, North Korea shifted from focusing on 
Russian to English which helped with learning information technology which 
is largely built with English. Along with its nuclear program, information 
technology has become a symbol of the regime's technological prowess.
While the North Korean education system is kicking up its gears, it is not 
enough to train world-class hackers. But it acts like a filtering tool to select 
the best capable candidates. In order to develop them further, North Korea 
partners with Chinese technology institutions. Mirim University trains 1,000 
hackers a year and selected hackers spend their time in one of the top 
Chinese technological institutes (U.S. Army, 2020). North Korean hackers 
are exposed to the latest tools and techniques that may not be available 
within North Korea.
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Enablers of Cyber
How could North Korea with a lack of infrastructure become a cyber power? 
By any measurement, North Korean cyber infrastructure is far behind of 
the world even compared with other underdeveloped countries. However, 
North Korea is able to carry out cyberattacks against the world and able to 
inflict damage to South Korea and the U.S. who have a more sophisticated 
cyber society.

The answer lies with the characteristics of cyber. Cyber actors do not require 
a lot of capital and the bar to entry is low. Cyber has been called "the great 
equalizer" by former NSA Director, Admiral Michael Rodger (Steinhardt, 
2015). While North Korea lacks advanced technology to compete in other 
areas, cyber tools are readily available at consumer markets. All you need is 
a regular consumer-grade computer and internet connection in terms of 
equipment. As mentioned above, North Korea is building up its cyber army 
by educating elites and leveraging technology institutes in China.
Since North Korea is largely isolated from the internet, it needs a foothold 
on the internet to conduct its cyber campaign. North Korean hackers 
conduct their operations in Belarus, China, India, Malaysia, and Russia 
(U.S. Department of Health, 2021). By operating in these countries, they 
can leverage their internet infrastructure and mask their operation to avoid 
detection and attribution. 

Another enabler of cyber activities is the nature of information technology. 
The internet is designed as a platform to share ideas openly without 
attribution. Technologies such as email, encryption, Bitcoin, and vulnerability 
assessment tools are easily available to North Korea to take advantage of. 
During the WannaCry ransomware attack, North Korean hackers used 
email to send malicious files acquired from the vulnerability disclosure 
process and encrypted the target's data, and demanded Bitcoin payment 
to bypass financial sanctions. While attacks we see from North Korea are 
not sophisticated as Russian and Chinese hackers, they are very effective 
nonetheless.

North Korean Cyber Activities
The first infamous cyberattack by North Korea was a hack against Sony 
Pictures Entertainment. The trigger for the Sony attack of 2014 was that 
the movie, the “Interview,” depicted Kim Jong Un's image as unfavorable 
through comedy (Chanlett-Avery, et al, 2017). One of the demands was 
canceling the movie. This is similar to how China tries to protect its image 
by blocking or boycotting movies that have negative images of the Chinese 
government.  

The next big hack was the WannaCry ransomware attack mentioned earlier. 
Now ransomware is very well known, and it is worth noting that North 
Korea was the first to run such a campaign on a global scale. It is estimated 
that over 230,000 computers were affected in 150 countries. This attack is 
focused on generating revenue from its victims. While it seems to have only 
generated a small amount of revenue due to the fact that it was a novel 
attack to many victims, the damage to the global economy for loss of data 
and productivity is estimated at around $4 billion (Kaspersky, 2021).

During COVID-19, North Korea was very active in trying to steal information 
about vaccine development. In 2020, North Korean hackers targeted 

AstraZeneca staff with fake job offers and used social networking 
applications, such as LinkedIn and WhatsApp (Stubbs, 2020). 
Established in January 2021, North Korea’s Bureau 325 allegedly received 
direct instruction from Kim Jong Un to focus on vaccine technology 
(Department of Health, 2021). These examples show that North Korea is 
rapidly adapting cyber as a tool to pursue its national objectives.

Conclusion
Kim Jung Un elevated the importance of cyber. He mentioned cyber 
as an "all-purpose weapon" like its nuclear program and shifted focus 
on education, foreign relations, and military organization to support its 
cyber activities (Ioanes, 2020). If its nuclear program is North Korea's 
main deterrence insurance, cyber has proven to be an active tool to 
pursue its objectives domestically and internationally. Current trends of 
most economy, critical infrastructure, and societal functions depending 
on the internet provide North Korea with a target-rich environment 
to exploit our vulnerabilities with little fear of retaliation. And with its 
own intranet closed off from the outside world and much of its society, 
North Korea provides fewer options for the U.S. and South Korea to 
retaliate using cyber means.
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By Norm Spivey

Enormous resources are poured into the research, development, and 
deployment of national and regional missile defense systems.  Yet after 
70 years, missile defense relies almost entirely on complex technological 
capability best described as hitting a bullet with another bullet. A balanced 
approach to missile defense strategy which incorporates diplomatic and 
economic instruments of power buys the military industrial complex time 
to perfect next generation missile defense system technology.  Before 
considering strategic approaches, one must first understand the context 
driver of our long-standing pursuit of missile defense shields.

Ballistic missiles were introduced to modern warfare during World War II 
and initiated a global race to develop increasingly lethal missile technology.  
The relatively low cost and ease of production as well as long ranges make 
the ballistic missile a strategic weapon system of choice for many nations.  
Ballistic missiles are easy to hide and difficult for an adversary to target 
prior to launch.  Additionally, once airborne, ballistic missiles are incredibly 
hard for the targeted adversary to defend against.  Those nations which 
possess ballistic missiles coupled with a weapon of mass destruction 
(WMD) hold a military means that by its very nature, creates fear within its 
adversaries.  With recent developments in hypersonic and maneuvering 
reentry vehicles, missile capability is even more desirable.  Ballistic missiles 
have almost transcended the military instrument of national power and 
have become a unique coercive lever for some nation’s pursuit of national 
interests.        

Technology has long served as the primary means to counter this 

potential threat. To fully understand the monumental technological effort 
required to establish an effective missile defense, it is worth reviewing the 
complexity of such a system. There are four basic categories to consider 
when employing a means to destroy a ballistic missile.  The first category 
is the phase of flight in which the intercept is to take place: pre-launch, 
boost, mid-course, or terminal.  Second is the location of the interceptor: 
land, air, sea, or space.  Third is the kill mechanism used by the interceptor, 
and the final category for consideration is the type / location of sensors 
used to track and intercept the target.1 

There are numerous challenges for developing anti-ballistic missile systems 
when considering any one of these four categories. For instance, the mid-
course phase of flight is when the threat ballistic missile is most vulnerable 
as it reaches the top of its ballistic trajectory. However, this is also where 
threat re-entry vehicles may maneuver or employ countermeasures to 
confuse targeting systems. When adding this challenge with the numerous 
other considerations, it is easy to appreciate the unique complexity of 
missile defense systems.

Despite these inherent challenges, emphasis remains on mastering 
missile defense capability.2  Considering the successful US Ground Based 
Mid-Course Defense (GMD) system as just one example of many missile 
defense systems, one can see this defensive capability comes with a 
price tag. Estimates vary widely, but GMD has most likely cost over 
$30 billion since inception.  Since the 1980s, it is estimated the US has 
committed nearly $200 billion in non-inflation adjusted dollars towards 
the advancement of a National Missile Defense system.   Again, this is just 
an example of the costs associated with one national level anti-ballistic 
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missile system. There are numerous other tactical and operational level 
anti-ballistic missile systems in development or deployed worldwide.  

Considering only fiscal expenditures avoids the totality of the debate 
regarding the cost associated with missile defense systems. There are 
political costs as well. The United States incurred a political cost when it 
withdrew from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and deployed a National 
Missile Defense system in Alaska.   Withdrawal from the ABM treaty, 
deploying the GMD system, and increasing forward deployed Theater 
Missile Defense capabilities have contributed to the complication of some 
U.S. foreign relations.

In spite of the political and fiscal costs, we must still continue to pursue 
missile defense capability.  The benefits of an effective ballistic missile 
shield far outweighs the fiscal costs or the political risks.  In the future, the 
US and allies may exist under the protective blanket of a fully developed 
and sustainable ballistic missile shield, but in the interim, other strategic 
approaches should complement missile defense strategy.      

A balanced approach of persuasive diplomacy and economic inducements 
while maintaining a credible coercive element may work to convince 
adversaries that the benefits of abandoning ballistic missile ambitions 
far outweighs those of keeping them.  This will take support from the 
international community. Perhaps relooking some cold war era treaties 
such as The Hague Code of Conduct Against Ballistic Missile Proliferation, 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, and Nuclear Proliferation Treaty could help 
sustain positive behaviors or discourage nations from developing ballistic 
missile programs.  

Some suggest targeted economic sanctions are the most effective 
complementary strategic approach to missile defense. The intelligence 
and scientific communities should continue to identify those key materials 
or technologies required for potential adversaries to perfect nuclear 
weapons and ballistic missile programs. Targeted economic sanctions 
will make gaining the resources for ballistic missile programs even more 
difficult and further slow development.     

Implementing a balanced approach to missile defense would undoubtedly 
expend political capital. Some may argue that just maintaining a position of 
strength through overwhelming technological superior military capability 
to deter adversaries until their inevitable collapse is the only acceptable 
approach.  While this approach worked well to help achieve a U.S. cold war 
victory by outpacing the Soviets, times have changed.  

Missile defense capability is a required means within US-ROK Strategy to 
address ballistic missile threats, but missile defense strategy requires an 
appropriate balance of strategic approaches.  For 70 years, we’ve relied 
almost solely on military technological solutions to deter or defend against 
various ballistic missile threats.  Just as the alliance has made impressive 
technological anti-ballistic missile advances, potential adversaries have 
increased their quantitative and qualitative ballistic missile capabilities.  

A balanced missile defense strategic approach should incorporate all 

instruments of national power.  Diplomacy to change behavior and 
targeted economic sanctions to limit potential adversary’s acquisition 
of critical ballistic missile and WMD components are necessary means 
within missile defense strategy.  In the best case, this balanced approach 
may compel an adversary to abandon ambitions to develop long range 
nuclear equipped ballistic missiles.  Additionally, a balanced approach 
buys the military industrial complex time it needs to perfect next 
generation missile defense technology for today’s advanced missile 
threat.     

The views, opinions and biases expressed in this article are the author’s 
and do not reflect those of the U.S. Army or the Department of Defense.

About the author. Norm Spivey is a retired Army Air Defense Artillery 
Colonel and was honored to serve three assignments in the Republic 
of Korea over the course of his military career. He continues to work in 
defense and write in his weekly blog, www.normspivey.com. 
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The ROK-U.S. Alliance’s 
Arms Buildup Against the 
DPRK 

By Manseok Lee

On October 10, 2020, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
(DPRK) held an extravagant military parade to commemorate the 75th 
anniversary of the founding of the Workers’ Party of Korea. Given pride 
of place in this procession were a new intercontinental ballistic missile 
and submarine-launched ballistic missile as well as tactical nuclear and 
advanced conventional weapons, including new-and-improved infantry 
vehicles, main battle tanks, heavy multi-rocket launchers, and short- 
and medium-range ballistic missiles. Meanwhile, the Republic of Korea 
(ROK) has responded by acquiring or developing F-35 stealth jets, KF-21 
indigenous fighters, and Hyunmoo-2/3/4 ballistic and cruise missiles. 
Seeing this phenomenon, experts are highlighting that an arms race is 
being waged on the Peninsula. Some argue that the inter-Korean arms 
race is not necessary and will likely result in the inadvertent use of force, 
which implies that the ROK-U.S. Alliance should both engage in arms 
reduction and pursue diplomatic negotiations. Others claim that the 
ROK-U.S. Alliance should accept the reality of a nuclear-armed DPRK 
and focus instead on arms control measures in an effort to reduce the 
threat, rather than let the DPRK’s military capability continue to grow 
unimpeded. 

Should the ROK-U.S. Alliance cease its arms buildup against the DPRK 
due to the associated arms buildup having become unnecessarily 
overheated and, therefore, likely to lead to an inadvertent war? If the 
Alliance decides to continue its arms buildup, how should it manage 
the arms buildup in order to adequately address the DPRK’s nuclear and 
conventional threats? 

What type of arms race is the ROK-U.S. Alliance engaged in?
There are in fact two types of arms races, and it is important to 
distinguish between them. The first is an action-reaction arms race. In 
this case, a country’s initial arms buildup contributes to the vulnerability 
of its adversaries and thus causes them to react by increasing their 
own strength, possibly leading to unimpeded tit-for-tats. In practice, 
however, the end of an arms race is not always catastrophic. While an 
arms race represents a necessary condition for crisis escalation, the 
actual decision to escalate the situation to the status of war occurs within 
the domain of politics. Importantly, if a state of mutual vulnerability is 
achieved following one side’s deliberate buildup of arms, then both sides 

could lose the first-strike incentive, establishing a strategic balance. I will 
define these dynamics as a deliberate arms buildup.

Many experts warn that the ROK-U.S. Alliance has fallen into a pattern of the 
first kind, namely, an action-reaction arms race. For example, as Pyongyang 
developed nuclear weapons and stockpiled them in underground bases, 
Seoul developed the Hyunmoo-4 short-range ballistic missile, which has 
an unusually large payload (2,000 kg) and is capable of destroying deeply-
buried targets. Not to be outdone, on March 25, 2021, Pyongyang launched 
a new ballistic missile and claimed that the weapon flew 372 miles while 
carrying a 2,500 kg warhead.

There are two major pitfalls to engaging in such an action-reaction arms race. 
One is, as the critics point out, that repeated action-reaction exchanges are 
likely to spark an inadvertent conflict. In particular, if the DPRK fails to catch 
up to the ROK in its arms buildup, Pyongyang could launch a preemptive 
attack to “use it or lose it” before the military balance becomes even more 
unfavorable. The other problem is that the ROK-U.S. Alliance would likely 
fail to cope with the DPRK’s tactical nuclear and advanced conventional 
threats due to focusing too much on the DPRK’s strategic nuclear threats. 
The ROK-U.S. Alliance’s action-reaction arms buildup has devoted immense 
attention and resources to deterring Pyongyang’s asymmetric threats. 
However, we should reflect on whether the ROK-U.S. Alliance sufficiently 
accounts for the DPRK’s new, modernized conventional weapons and the 
ways in which Pyongyang is likely to employ such weapons in the future.
This being the case, I argue that it is the action-reaction arms race that we 
should abandon, not the arms buildup itself. Indeed, the ROK-U.S. Alliance 
should switch to a deliberate arms buildup in order to deter, defend, and 
defeat the DPRK’s overall threat.  

The three approaches to a deliberate arms buildup and their 
advocates
There are three main approaches to a deliberate arms buildup: i) inferiority, 
ii) superiority, and iii) parity. Inferiority refers to cases in which the weaker 
side may choose to remain behind with regard to the military balance, 
while possessing the ability to adopt an asymmetric escalation posture 
and threaten unacceptable damage in order to deter coercion by the 
stronger party. Superiority describes a scenario in which the stronger party 
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acquires and maintains superior military power in all domains vis-à-vis 
its adversary. In this case, the stronger party tends to pursue an assured 
retaliation posture in order to deter the adversary’s military adventurism. 
Finally, parity involves recognition of the adversary as a military equal 
and the acceptance of strategic balance as the status quo. The two sides 
manage the crisis and maintain stability through arms control as well as 
other mechanisms, such as a state of mutual vulnerability.

For at least the last 30 years, the ROK-U.S. Alliance has pursued a 
superiority strategy and adopted an assured retaliation posture vis-à-
vis North Korea. Today, the key problem facing the ROK-U.S. Alliance 
is that the DPRK’s nuclearization and advanced conventional weaponry 
threaten the Alliance’s superiority on the Korean Peninsula. Analysts 
have offered different opinions on what strategy the ROK-U.S. Alliance 
should choose at this critical juncture; I will evaluate each option based 
on the DPRK’s military capabilities and intentions (as revealed during 
the 8th Workers’ Party congress and parades), the agreed-upon values 
of the ROK-U.S. Alliance, and the ROK’s domestic preferences and 
economic resources.

The first option is to pursue a strategy of inferiority, as advocated 
by arms reductionists. In this case, Seoul would undertake unilateral 
disarmament and pursue diplomatic engagements with Pyongyang for 
crisis management. The U.S. extended deterrence and the ROK’s minimal, 
necessary conventional forces would act as deterrents. However, I argue 
that unilateral disarmament measures are unacceptably risky with an 
opponent as malicious as North Korea. It is likely that if the ROK scaled 
back its conventional forces, the DPRK would opt for a coercive strategy 
or even attempt to alter the status quo leveraging its military advantage. 
This would be an unacceptable outcome for the ROK-U.S. Alliance. Thus, 
this option is not in the ROK-U.S. Alliance’s interests.

The second option is to pursue a strategy of parity, mostly advanced by 
arms controlists. In this case, while recognizing the DPRK as its military 
equal, Seoul would limit its conventional arms buildup in order to 
prompt Pyongyang to halt its own buildup and set to start arms control 
negotiations. This approach is favored by those who believe that the 
ROK-U.S. Alliance should accept the reality of a nuclear-armed North 
Korea and focus on pragmatic means of reducing the threat, rather 
than let the DPRK’s military capabilities continue to grow unimpeded. 
However, the potential risk of this approach is that the ROK-U.S. Alliance 
would have to accept the DPRK as a nuclear weapons state and thereby 
expose itself to Pyongyang’s permanent nuclear coercion. This would 
also incentivize other actors in East Asia to develop their own nuclear 
weapons, which would further undermine the global nonproliferation 
regime and regional security. Indeed, it should be noted that arms 
control represents an uncertain and risky option when the adversary is 
as unreliable as the DPRK, with a history of reneging on and subverting 
treaties and agreements. 

The third option is to continue pursuing a strategy of superiority or 
securing superior military capabilities in order to prevent the DPRK from 

achieving its strategic goals in all domains. Such an approach is favored 
by those who think that the ROK-U.S. Alliance should serve as a reliable 
deterrent against any provocation by Pyongyang, considering the ROK 
economy’s sensitivity to external shocks, the importance of the ROK’s 
high-tech industry to the global economy, and the sanctity of human 
life and democratic freedoms. Of the three options discussed here, this 
one presents the lowest risk of war, given the Alliance’s strategic aim of 
maintaining a stable security environment on the Peninsula. Moreover, a 
deterrence-based engagement policy can be used to pressure the DPRK to 
refrain from adventurism, to undervalue the utility of its nuclear weapons, 
and to return to the negotiating table. For these reasons, I suggest that 
the ROK-U.S. Alliance choose this option over the others.

Pursuing superiority in a deliberate arms buildup: What does it 
mean?
What should the ROK-U.S. Alliance do to avoid falling into action-reaction 
dynamics and to maintain superiority on the Peninsula? This analysis will 
conclude by offering the following recommendations. First, consensus 
should be reached among South Korean security experts as well as 
between the ROK and the U.S. regarding their joint strategy in terms of 
the arms buildup against the DPRK and the desired end state. In fact, this 
is easier said than done. However, if this process is overlooked, the Alliance 
will repeat the mistake of returning back to square one.

Second, the ROK-U.S. Alliance’s strategic and operational assumptions 
should be updated to take into account the DPRK’s current conventional/
nuclear capabilities and how Pyongyang will choose to employ them, in 
addition to the current constraints on the U.S. due to domestic politics.

Third, the ROK-U.S. Alliance should aim to enhance its capabilities to 
deter, defend, and defeat North Korean threats. It should pursue damage 
limitation measures for their air bases, naval ports, and key military 
facilities. Also, the ROK should strengthen its ground forces to both enable 
the defeat of any DPRK nuclear and/or conventional attacks and enhance 
Seoul’s credibility in terms of retaliation. Most importantly, it is critical to 
strengthen the credibility of the U.S. nuclear extended deterrence. The 
ROK-U.S. Alliance should also ensure that the U.S. nuclear extended 
deterrence will continue to work following the OPCON transfer to the 
ROK.

Last but not least, the ROK-U.S. Alliance should explicitly and consistently 
link its arms buildup strategy to its approach to denuclearization. The 
Alliance should pursue a deterrence-based engagement policy to pressure 
the DPRK into refraining from adventurism, undervaluing the utility of its 
nuclear weapons, and returning to the negotiating table. The ROK-U.S. 
Alliance should also increase communication with neighboring states to 
guarantee maximum cooperation and coordination among those actors 
who wish to see North Korea denuclearized and stability achieved on the 
Korean Peninsula.
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U.S. FORCES RETURNS CAMPS 
TO THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA

By LTC Byung C. Kim and Lt Col Israel D. King

Since the signing of the Korean Armistice Agreement on 27 July 1953, 
the Republic of Korea has grown into an economic powerhouse1, 
with a military growing in strength and technological prowess.  In 
recognition of the Republic of Korea’s increasing capability to defend 
itself against North Korean aggression, the United States has gradually 
over the decades reduced its physical presence on the peninsula. One 
of the most visible signs of this is the return of land and facilities once 
used by U.S. forces.  These returns have fueled further economic 
and ecological development, with returned land being used for 
purposes as varied as apartment complexes, business, universities, 
parks, and industrial plants. Since 1970, United States Forces Korea 
(USFK) has returned over 93% of the land it at one time inhabited, 
equaling approximately 300,000 acres to the Korean people.  Now, 
with parcels of historic Yongsan Garrison having been returned, and 
with even more in the returns process, we take a closer look at how 
the United States and the Republic of Korea have partnered closely 
through the years to make camp returns happen.

Long before the U.S. began stationing forces in the Republic of Korea, 
the Empire of Japan stationed forces in Korea as part of its occupation 
and colonization of Korea, which formally lasted from 1910 until the 
Japanese surrender at the end of World War II in 1945. During this 
period, Japan seized land to garrison troops, to build its weapons of 
war, and to stage supplies for its efforts to establish by force the 
Greater East Asia Co-prosperity Sphere.   After Japan’s defeat, the 
U.S. military moved into Korea south of the 38th Parallel to supervise 
Korea’s transformation into a fully independent democracy. 

In doing so, U.S. forces utilized many military installations and 
facilities abandoned by the Japanese, to include Yongsan Garrison in 
the heart of Seoul. With the outbreak of the Korean War in 1950, the 
U.S. military presence greatly expanded, as did its physical footprint. 
The number of permanently-stationed troops and acres required to 
host those troops would continue to increase, and the ROK granted 
additional land to the U.S. in order to facilitate the defense of the 
Republic of Korea.  By the early 1970s, the U.S. was controlling 
approximately 328,000 acres of Korean real estate. Now, with the U.S. 
physical presence being much reduced, USFK and the Republic of 

Korea Ministry of National Defense (MND) have worked diligently 
to return land not actively used by USFK. However, the returns 
process involves a number of ROK government stakeholders aside 
from MND, to include the Ministry of Environment (MOE); Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs (MOFA); Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, and 
Transportation (MOLIT); local and provincial governments; 
and sometimes ROK national leaders. Although every site to be 
returned is unique, and the timeline for a return will vary from site 
to site, coordinating and resolving the interests of all involved can 
be very complicated. Thus, it is not unheard of for a return to take 
five years or more.   

The two most significant initiatives contributing to the present 
push for land returns are the Land Partnership Plan (LPP) and the 
Yongsan Relocation Plan (YRP), both of which are being executed 
pursuant to legally binding international agreements concluded 
between the ROK and the U.S. in the early 2000s.  The purpose 
of the LPP is to relocate U.S. troops and installations from areas 
north of Seoul and consolidate them on facilities south of Seoul, 
but principally within the cities of Pyeongtaek and Daegu. The 
purpose of the YRP, on the other hand, is to relocate U.S. forces 
from Yongsan Garrison in Yongsan District in Seoul to Camp 
Humphreys in the city of Pyeongtaek, in order to pave the way for 
the conversion of the Yongsan facility into Seoul’s own version of 
Central Park. With respect to LPP, while some locations are still to 
be returned pending the identification of suitable replacements, 
the relocation effort is largely complete. Conversely, while Camp 
Humphreys has been transformed into the largest U.S. military 
base overseas, only two relatively small parcels of Yongsan Garrison 
have been returned. This is largely due to the need to keep 
infrastructure intact in order to support continued operations by 
entities that have yet to relocate, such as the ROK-U.S. Combined 
Forces Command. However, given that the relocation of the USFK 
Headquarters, Eighth Army Headquarters, Marine Forces – Korea 
(MARFOR-K), and Command Naval Forces Korea (CNFK) have 
all been completed, and the symbolic importance of Yongsan 
Garrison’s return after over 35 years of occupation by Japan 
and 70 years of ROK-granted guardianship to the U.S., the ROK 
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government continues to seek the return of additional parcels 
on an expedited basis.  
 
Today, USFK maintains slightly more than 25,000 acres, a drastic 
reduction from the 328,000 acres it inhabited in the early 1970s, 
and is postured to return a minimum of another 425 acres this 
year, including Camp Red Cloud, which alone comprises 206 
acres.  Furthermore, through close coordination with MND, 
MOE, MOLIT, and MOFA, USFK continues to prepare for the 
return of additional parcels of Yongsan Garrison, in order to help 
the ROK move closer to seeing its plan for Seoul Central Park 
come to fruition.  All stakeholders are working diligently on this 
effort, but it is no easy task.  The SOFA process has many built-in 
steps that ensure both sides’ equities are considered and their 
conditions are met.  Further, ROK and U.S. domestic law play a 
major role in influencing the returns process, in particular how 
funds can be transferred, how work can be done, and how long 
a return has to take. Nonetheless, USFK remains dedicated to its 
commitment to return a minimum of 425 acres, which would 

be the largest return of land to the Korean people since 2007 when 
USFK returned 23 camps totaling slightly over 6,932 acres north of 
Seoul.  

As the ROK continues to grow in military and economic strength, 
USFK’s operational requirements will shift; therefore, USFK’s foot 
print on the peninsula will continue to decrease as US forces 
consolidate south of Seoul.  USFK will continue its partnership with 
the ROK government to return land to the Korean people that is 
no longer operationally needed, while strengthening the Alliance 
between the two countries.  

References:
https://globalpeoservices.com/top-15-countries-by-gdp-in-2020/
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NEUTRAL NATIONS SUPERVISORY 
COMMISSION (NNSC) - A DIFFERENT 
INTERNATIONAL PEACE OPERATION
Mats Engman, Maj Gen (Ret) Swedish Air Force, Distinguished 
Military Fellow, Institute for Security and Development Policy 
(ISDP)

Neutral Nations Supervisory Commission, History and Mission. 
On July 27, 1953, armed hostilities in the Korean War formally ended 
with an Armistice Agreement (AA). It took almost two years of difficult 
negotiations to finally arrive at an agreement. The Agreement was signed 
by the military commanders of the United Nations Command (UNC) (for 
the South) and the Korean People’s Army (KPA) and the Chinese People ś 
Volunteers (CPV) (for the North). A general assumption during the 
negotiations were for the agreement to stop the fighting, separate the 
warring factions, and make way for a long-term political solution on the 
Korean Peninsula. A political solution is still lacking. 

Key features the Armistice established were a de-militarized zone (DMZ), a 
military armistice commission (MAC), and the Neutral Nations Supervisory 
Commission (NNSC). The task of the MAC, composed of the two parties, 
was to “supervise the implementation of this agreement and to settle 
trough negotiations any violations to this agreement.” The MAC and/or the 
senior member of either side was also authorized to request the NNSC to 
conduct special observations and inspections of places outside the DMZ.

In short, the AA established a buffer-zone with restrictions on military 
equipment and activities, gave the MAC (the war-fighting parties) 
responsibility to supervise the Armistice within the buffer-zone, and gave 
NNSC the responsibility to conduct certain tasks outside the buffer-zone 
and assist the MAC, when called upon to do so. The NNSC was not given any 
executive mandate, had no standard logistic and administrative support, 
and was mandated to work on both sides of the Military Demarcation Line.

The history of the NNSC can be divided into three phases. The first phase, 
from 1953 to 1995, consisted of 40 years of classic but limited armistice 
supervision and working as a communications channel between the 
South (UNC) and the North (KPA). The second phase, from 1995 when 
DPRK severed relations with the NNSC and forced NNSC (the Polish and 
Czechoslovakian delegations in North Korea) to leave North Korea and 
until 2010, the NNSC maintained a symbolic presence in Panmunjeom, 
with very limited operational tasks. Poland is still formally an NNSC 
member state, however not permanently represented on the Peninsula 
today. With the break-up of Czechoslovakia in 1993, no successor state has 
been appointed. The third phase, from 2010 to the present, consisted of 
establishing and consolidating contributions to confidence building and 

transparency, in the spirit of the AA. This third phase included an agreement 
between the UNC, South Korea, Sweden, and Switzerland on nine “expanded 
tasks” which were codified in 2016 as NNSC “Armistice Obligations and 
Expanded Contribution in the spirit of the AA.” These additional tasks can be 
clustered into three groups, 
  -  Observe UNCMAC activities in the DMZ.
  -  Education and outreach.
  -  Observe UNC/CFC and ROK exercises.

These new tasks can for now, only be performed on the southern side of the 
Military Demarcation Line (MDL), and most are performed at the request of 
Commander of UNC, the principal guardian of the Armistice in the south. 
Important additional tasks are related to exercise observation, education 
and orientation outreach, as well as the acceptance for the NNSC to work 
inside the de-militarized zone. Because of these additional tasks, the NNSC 
has become much more operationally involved and are now able to also 
contribute to risk reduction, transparency, and confidence building. Stronger 
working and personal relationships between the UNC, U.S. Forces Korea, 
ROK Armed Forces, and the NNSC have also been established. Reports from 
the NNSC in response to the original Armistice-related tasks are sent to both 
sides but for the additional (expanded) tasks, reports are only sent to the 
UNC and to the ROK military. The NNSC does not provide any independent 
reporting to the United Nations.    

Sweden ś Role.
Sweden, together with Switzerland, has fully supported and permanently 
been manning the NNSC in South Korea every day and every hour since 
1953. Sweden was also an active participant in the Korean War, providing a 
field hospital to the UN forces in the autumn of 1950 until the signing of 
the AA. Its participation in the NNSC helps Sweden’s historic, military, and in 
many cases personal relations in South Korea.

Fast forward to today, Sweden has now more than 70 years of active 
and sustained interest and involvement in South Korea and on the entire 
Peninsula.  Capitalizing on this experience, Sweden has over time been able 
to act as a facilitator, mediator, door-opener, and provider of venues for 
formal as well as informal talks between the main parties. 

In Sweden, there is generally wide support among political parties for its 
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contribution to the NNSC. It is very much in line with traditional Swedish 
foreign policy built on independence, respect for international agreements, 
and non-intrusive in nature. The participation in NNSC also gives Swedish 
diplomats and politicians a “seat at the table” and re-enforces the important 
transatlantic link between Stockholm and Washington. Locally the Swedish 
Ambassador in Seoul (as representing a NNSC member state) is regularly 
invited to the UNC Commander’s monthly security and intelligence updates 
for the UNC Sending States.

Looking ahead, Sweden will most likely continue to support NNSC and offer 
its political, diplomatic, and personal networks to the parties, if asked to. 
With its insight and knowledge, recognised “independent political position,” 
Sweden could be an ideal partner in any form of multilateral forum discussing 
de-nuclearization, risk management, confidence and security building 
measures, end of war declaration, and even a possible peace agreement. 

On a more personal note, serving in South Korea and the DMZ was extremely 
professionally and personally rewarding. During my time as Head of the 
Swedish delegation, 2015-2017, we experienced three North Korean nuclear 
tests and some 50 North Korean missile tests, the August 2015 landmine 
accident in the DMZ, and much more. The operational tempo was high, and I 
felt NNSC tasks, especially the expanded NNSC tasks, were very meaningful. 
Interacting with professional and dedicated soldiers, officers, and diplomats 
from contributing nations was another very rewarding experience.   

The NNSC: A “Mission in Being.” 
Today, there is an unfortunate and unbalanced structure and implementation 
mechanism of the Armistice Agreement. On the southern side, there exists 
an organisational structure, manned by professional and dedicated people 
representing many different countries, who, daily, carry out activities, 
on behalf of the international community, to supervise the correct 
implementation of the armistice provisions. This is done in full cooperation 
with the ROK, and the NNSC is part of that structure and mechanism 
providing increased impartiality and independence. On the northern side, 
almost nothing like this exists. North Korea returning to the Armistice 
Agreement and its implementation and verification mechanisms including 
the role of the NNSC, would be an important achievement to further foster 
stability. 

The NNSC could play an active role in achieving this since it still has formal 
arrangements to conduct activities north of the military demarcation line 
(MDL). Currently, this is not possible because North Korea objects to NNSC 
activities north of the MDL. Any changes, therefore, need to be incremental 
and preferably part of a larger diplomatic or confidence and security building 
measures (CSBM) program. A small-scale armistice-related activity, for 
example, could be to allow the NNSC to carry out education and training 
activities related to the Armistice together with the KPA (in line with what is 
currently performed in the south). Another example could be to make NNSC 
reports after observing U.S.-ROK exercises available to a larger audience 
including the KPA. Observing KPA units’ activities related to armistice 
implementation in the DMZ and participating in special investigation of 
potential violations of the Agreement are two additional possible tasks that 
would be even more desirable. All these tasks can be undertaken with limited 
preparation and addition of resources. Understandably, such activities would 

require a different political situation. 

In a post-peace agreement period, the NNSC could also assume different 
roles. One could be utilizing the knowledge and understanding acquired 
by NNSC over the years to support any discussion on risk-reduction 
mechanisms in the border-area. Another could be to modify NNSC as part 
of a peace-agreement implementation mechanism transforming NNSC 
into a United Nations Observer Mission. 

In conclusion, the NNSC today fulfils an important and impartial role 
south of the MDL. The NNSC could with relative minor changes fulfil 
armistice-related tasks north of the MDL and could be an “instrument” in 
a post-peace agreement period -- a “mission in being” at the disposal of 
the parties. 
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WHY SOFT POWER MATTERS
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Soft power is a term coined in the 1980s by political scientist Joseph 
Nye. It describes the influence over another country’s choices by co-
opting with the use of positive association, as opposed to hard power, 
which uses military and financial strength to coerce others1. There is 
also smart power which combines both hard and soft power in a way 
that complements each other. Hard power without soft power will 
likely lead to a much more temporary global influence. For example, 
the United States in its efforts to destroy terrorist organizations 
in the Middle East, focused much more on using brute force as 
opposed to winning over the hearts and minds of average citizens. 
As a result, instead of using soft power to prevent moderate Muslims 
from becoming extremists, this U.S. fixation on hard power became 
unpopular among some Muslims in the region.

Soft power is greatly linked to building a strong national brand that can 
result in profound political and economic advantages as countries, 
companies, and people become interested in what that particular 
country has to offer. This marketing strategy can not only provide 
advantages externally but also internally as citizens feel prouder of 
their country and can lead to domestic benefits, such as an increase 
in domestic travel and consumption of domestic goods and services. 

South Korea’s Soft Power
  
Soft power is a frequent topic when discussing South Korea as Korean 
culture has become increasingly popular worldwide among young 
people in numerous categories such as music, television, film, food, 
technology, beauty, and medicine. Former South Korean President 

Park Geun-hye said, “In the 21st century, culture is power.”  This 
“Hallyu” or “Korean Wave” has not only boosted the country’s 
economy but has gained positive prominence for the country. 

While soft power is not a replacement to hard power, it can act 
as an additional way to gain influence. While South Korea has 
an admirable gross domestic product (GDP) and military, South 
Korea’s neighbors make those accomplishments seem smaller by 
comparison as China and Japan are economic giants; and both 
China and North Korea are nuclear powers. As a result, it is difficult 
for South Korea to compete in the two methods of hard power, 
military and economic coercion. Therefore, the country strategically 
supplements these shortcomings with an influential soft power 
presence. This has allowed for an increase in the global interest of 
Korean culture which has led to the cultivation of people-to-people 
connections. Before K-Pop and K-Drama’s global popularity, the 
average international understanding of Korean culture was quite 
limited, but the “Korean Wave” has created a significant group of 
young people around the world who are eager to learn more about 
South Korea. In particular, this increased American understanding 
of Korean culture is especially important to the ROK-U.S. Alliance 
as South Korea is one of the United States’ most important allies in 
East Asia. Maintaining and appreciating the relationship is crucial to 
America’s future presence in the region. 

1. Nye, Joseph. “The Benefits of Soft Power.” HBS Working Knowledge, 
2004. https://hbswk.hbs.edu/archive/the-benefits-of-soft-power.



THE SECOND 
COMING OF 
THE ARDUOUS 
MARCH
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By John Cha

Kim Jong-un (Kim3) made news on April 8, 2021, when he addressed ten 
thousand WPK (the Workers' Party of Korea) Cell Secretaries. He spoke 
of the ongoing economic hardship and told the Party leadership, “I 
have decided to adopt the harshest ‘arduous march’ policies for the Cell 
Secretaries of the entire Party—starting with the Party Central Committee 
to all the Party organizations—in an effort to lessen even just a little the 
pains our people have suffered. Up to now, they have entrusted and 
followed our Party as their own mother and safeguarded our Party for 
decades, notwithstanding their relentless pain and suffering. The [arduous 
march] is for maximizing the people’s welfare benefits, their material, and 
cultural needs …”

The Party cell secretaries would remember the last time they heard 
“arduous march,” the words that Kim3’s father, Kim Jong-il (Kim2), had used 
in his New Year's message in 1996. They had seen deaths all around them 
from the early 1990s and on, as the unthinkable famine took its toll. 

Hwang Jang-yop, former International Secretariat and mentor to Kim1 
and Kim2, defected to South Korea in 1997 to tell the world about the 
famine that had claimed 3 million lives. These deaths mounted as the food 
distribution system failed. 

All the while, the Party leadership was telling the people not to worry, just 
wait. Good people across North Korea stood by patiently, but the food 
never came. Those who waited for the Party to rescue them died waiting. 
Those who survived consumed boiled tree bark and wild vegetation. 
Others scattered in search of food, and many died at railroad stations and 
in train cars. Mr. Hwang had told me about his conversations with various 
railroad station managers whose main task was clearing out corpses daily.

Given the speech, I would be baffled if I were a cell secretary sitting in 
the Party convention hall. What does the Supreme Leader want me to 
do? He says that the second coming of famine is upon us, and I should 

do everything to keep people from starving, even to sacrifice my own share 
of food. 

The overriding question for the cell secretaries is—how will they share the 
food they don’t have? Following the famine in the 1990s, when people finally 
figured out that the Party had no resource or the will to resume the food 
distribution system for areas other than Pyongyang, they took matters into 
their own hands. They created jangmadang (marketplace) to buy, sell, and 
trade goods necessary for their daily survival. The marketplace prospered 
over the years, and reports of famine dropped off the radar. 

To understand better the marketplace economic implications, here is a 
comprehensive description of jangmadang by Sang T. Choe (2015). The 
Party authorities tried to disband the market a number of times, even as they 
collected rental fees for the stalls. The jangmadang remained intact, and 
North Korea cannot survive without the market system today. 

In June 2020, a disturbing story went around concerning the Party’s failure 
to provide food rations in Pyongyang three months in a row. This story 
foreshadowed serious troubles ahead. Pyongyang citizens had enjoyed 
preferential treatment all along, and their demise meant a far worse 
condition for the rest of the country. At the same time, shelves in the 
officially sanctioned markets grew empty because of the Covid lockdown. 

People had to find a way to survive. They created a “grasshopper market,” an 
impromptu marketplace on streets near the official jangmadang. They call it 
grasshopper because it jumps around at a moment’s notice at early hours 
from 4 to 8 AM. The vendors managed to avoid the officials and their fees, 
enabling them to lower their prices to the delight of their customers. 

The Party officials did not leave the grasshopper market alone. The Party 
deemed the new market illegal and proceeded to put a stop to it. The market 
police rousted the grasshopper marketeers, harassed them, and confiscated 
their goods. 
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According to a recent report by DailyNK, “The desperate vendors reportedly 
laid down on the police station floor and begged the officers to ‘make it 
possible for us to make a living,’ further saying that ‘If you take all our goods 
away and prohibit us from selling them without giving us an alternative, how 
are we supposed to survive?’” The market police said that they were following 
the Party’s orders to purge the grasshopper market. 

Going back to Kim3’s speech, if Kim3 was really worried about the second 
coming of the arduous march, he should have told the cell secretaries to 
help the people who are trying to make ends meet on their own, rather 
than busting them. His speech indicates that he is aware of the Party’s 
incompetence in terms of enhancing people’s welfare. Actually, Kim3 blamed 
cabinet officials for the economic failure earlier in February, stating, “The 
Cabinet failed to play a leading role in mapping out plans of key economic 
fields and almost mechanically brought together the numbers drafted by 
the ministries.” 

I reckon he allowed KCNA, his official news agency, to report the dire 
situation to shift the blame, but he at least let the world know that there was 
a problem. Kim3 may have publicly admitted the Party’s failure early on, but 
his fascination with nukes and missiles does not translate into concern for 
the people. Despite the dire economic situation, his defense spending stands 
at an estimated $10 billion annually, about one-fifth of the GDP. 

So, what does the nuclear program do for the North Korean people? They 
are not too thrilled about the notion that Kim3’s nukes are a source of their 
national pride, according to the micro poll CSIS conducted in 2018 with 
50 North Korean residents. According to the survey, “70% of North Korean 
respondents said the nuclear program is NOT the source of national pride.” 
This poll represents a tiny sample of the population, but the anti-nuke 
sentiment is corroborated by the myriad communication channels inside 
North Korea. 

The simple truth is one cannot eat nukes and missiles. Starving people 
would rather have food than nukes. But alas, Kim3’s latest edict for the cell 
secretaries left no doubt what he had in mind—nukes before food. As a god, 
he is prepared to drag people through another round of an arduous march. 
But a second catastrophe must not be allowed. 

Some time ago, the former Vice-Chair of The National Unification Advisory 
Council invited me to lunch at the Seoul Club and asked me, “What do you 
think the Lee Myung-bak administration could do during the year remaining 
in his term?”

I gave him my idea about building warehouses along the DMZ and filling 
them with food in preparation for the eventuality of another famine. I didn’t 
hear from him again. I doubted if he followed up with a feasibility study 
or anything like that. Most likely, he thought that the idea was not flashy 
enough, nor realistic. 

The underlying premise of the DMZ food warehouses is that there always will 
be a need for food no matter what. It is not the be-all, end-all solution to 

Korean unification, but it is one brick in a multi-prong approach to tackle 
the complex problem. 

I had a chance to visit the old Camp Greaves site near the DMZ with a 
group of Korean poets and writers in 2014. Walking around the old 
home of the US 1st Marine unit during the Korean War and viewing the 
abandoned base and empty buildings, I thought of the soldiers who came 
to fight for freedom from halfway around the world. Freedom for the 
people they had never heard of.   

They did something else. Besides repelling the communist invasion, the 
Soldiers and Marines shared food with Korean civilians. The C-ration boxes 
were a godsend, kept a whole lot of people from starving to death. More 
than anything, Korean people remember the G.I.’s act of kindness that 
came with the cans of spam and beans. Hunger pain leaves a lasting 
impression on a person, and the taste of food after days of starving leaves 
an even bigger impression. Those C-rations were not just handouts; 
they were a wise investment in human resources with continuing global 
implications. 

Another thought came to me when I was walking around the grounds 
of Camp Greaves. These old bases would be ideal to warehouse food for 
starving people from across the DMZ, just a few miles away. 

Food and freedom go hand in hand. America has demonstrated that 
these fundamental human rights were a worthwhile investment for South 
Korea and the world in the past. America can and should make the same 
investment for the starving North Korean people.  It's a thought: America 
was born to lead, and leaders must. 

https://www.dailynk.com/english/north-korean-authorities-attempt-crackdown-grasshopper-markets-chongjin/
https://apnews.com/article/world-news-south-korea-north-korea-coronavirus-pandemic-economy-e5c1edf367462e06a22d3c73c63a500f
https://www.cnbc.com/2017/07/20/less-than-one-aircraft-carrier-the-cost-of-north-koreas-nukes.html
https://beyondparallel.csis.org/devils-weapons-ordinary-north-koreans-think-nuclear-program/
https://www.stripes.com/news/once-a-dmz-base-buzzing-with-troops-now-a-place-to-pretend-to-be-one-1.244668
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SOUTH KOREA IS CAUGHT Don’t 
between China and the United States

By Celine Mahne

As the Chinese and American great power competition increases over 
the decades, countries around the world struggle to choose which to 
align themselves with. South Korea in particular is extremely sensitive 
to this troubling relationship as the United States is their security ally 
and China is their largest trading partner. Without the United States, 
South Korea will no longer have nuclear deterrence against North 
Korea (which could possibly lead to a second Korean War); and without 
China, South Korea is unlikely to be able to maintain the high standard 
of living that the country currently enjoys.  The speaker of South 
Korea’s legislature, Moon Hee-Sang, starkly said, “We cannot abandon 
economy for the sake of security, and we cannot abandon security 
for the sake of economy.” Whichever side the country chooses, it will 
have dire consequences for the future of South Korea and East Asia 
at large. As a result, South Korea is attempting to prolong the current 
luxury of not needing to make a firm choice for as long as possible, 
and has clearly stated that it has no desire to become involved in a war 
between the two countries unless South Korea’s own security hangs 
in the balance. 

India and Japan also have complicated relationships with China, 
but what makes South Korea different is that it has far less strategic 
influence in the region. South has to maintain its economic relationship 
with China as it is more difficult for South Korea to become financially 
independent from the superpower. 

There have been several instances when South Korea has been caught 
between the feud, the most recent of which was in 2017 when the 

Trump administration pressured South Korea to allow the deployment of 
THAAD missiles to South Korea to defend against the DPRK. China saw 
this defense system as a threat to its national security and retaliated by 
stopping Chinese tourism to South Korea and punishing Korean companies 
operating in China. This punishment further pushed the ROK towards the 
United States as South Koreans were able to see how China’s promise of a 
“peaceful rise” is not backed-up by its treatment of its smaller neighbors. 

While the relationship between South Korea and the United States soured 
as the former Trump administration called the alliance into question, and 
even threatened to pull out, South Korea is unlikely to align itself with China 
since the ROK is a vibrant democracy and the general Korean public does 
not trust China. With South Korea being a strong capitalist democracy and 
China being a one-party country with a state-controlled market economy 
that perpetually commits human rights abuses, even if the two were to 
become aligned, it is unlikely that the relationship would last long, given 
their extensive differences in almost every category. Additionally, the 
general public in South Korea is distrustful of China and views it as a bully 
due to its increasingly aggressive presence in the region. 

The overall global view of both the United States and China has turned 
negative with Trump’s infamous erratic behavior and China’s growing 
assertive posture, particularly in Hong Kong. However, with the end of 
the Trump administration and the beginning of the Biden presidency, 
the world’s faith in the United States is being restored, especially with the 
juxtaposition between the two Presidents’ reactions to the coronavirus. 
But just being an ally to South Korea, and other countries, is not enough. 
To truly push back against China in the long term, the United States needs 
to find a way to decrease South Korea’s economic dependence on China. 
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By Louis Nelson

It’s now April 6, 2017, and I’ve just returned home from hearing the 
glorious War Requiem by Benjamin Britten at the Cathedral St. John 
the Divine. A thrilling performance by the Cathedral Choristers, the 
Manhattan School of Music Chamber Choir, the Manhattan School of 
Music Symphonic Choir, the Manhattan School of Music Symphony 
Orchestra, and the Oratorio Society of New York, all under the baton of 
Kent Tritle.

What an apt time to hear Britten’s masterpiece as we were recovering 
from news of Syria’s President al-Assad again dropping sarin gas on his 
people, killing eighty and creating untold physical injury to many others, 
infants to elders— people suddenly not being able to breathe, struggling 
to get enough oxygen as their friends and family showered them with 
water to wash away the remnants of this nerve gas.

Britten composed War Requiem in 1961 to consecrate the rebuilding 
of the cathedral at Coventry, England, after the Nazis had destroyed 
it during WWII. The decade in which he created the work was one of 
global unrest with the erection of the Berlin Wall, the Cuban Missile Crisis, 
and the escalation of the Vietnam War, each unfolding in seemingly rapid 
succession; not to mention the Korean War was in a stand-off, hostilities 
having ceased just eight years earlier.

Throughout the concert, I sat transfixed, listening for nearly two hours to 
the choirs and orchestras and the three soloists— soprano, baritone and 
tenor—sing, at times, with the joined choirs; at other times, solo, softly 
and then with passion as the orchestras grew in prominence. Behind 
us, at the far west end of the Cathedral, the Boys’ Choir, composed of 
boys and girls, sung in answer to the main choir standing behind the 
orchestras, extending into the choir area east of the Cathedral central 
crossing.

As I listened, my thoughts bounced, from England in 1940 to what I was 
doing in Europe as Britten was composing the piece, to the significance 
of the Korean War. I looked at the talented members of the orchestra 
seated only fifteen feet away— the twenty or thirty or more violinists 
and violas. All young musicians, mostly Asian— perhaps even Korean . 
. . so removed from the conflicts on the Korean Peninsula and in Syria 
and their aftermath; so removed from all those decisions made in the 
1940s and 50s at Yalta and Potsdam that impacted lives in Korea, Central 
and Eastern Europe, the Middle East, and other parts of the world for 
generations to come. So, perhaps not so far removed. There is much 
evidence each day that the struggle goes on.

I had known, but particularly after this night, music can be a metaphor 
for peace and cooperation. For without it, there is chaos and hatred. It 
is through music and art and painting and design that we are brought 
together to better know one another and enjoy ourselves. No one 
understood this more clearly than George Washington, a great music 
enthusiast— he loved to dance the minuet.

I can still hear the tenor and baritone sing Britten’s closing. The Tenor, 
“It seems that out of battle I escaped/Down some profound dull 
tunnel . . .” He ends, “Strange friend . . . here is no cause to mourn.” The 
Baritone answers, “None” . . . “save the undone years, the hopelessness.” 
Eventually the Baritone says, “I am the enemy you killed, my friend . . . 
as you jabbed and killed. I parried; but my hands were loath and cold. . 
. Let us sleep now. . . ” The baritone and Tenor sing, “Let us sleep now.” 
Then, the Boys sing, “Lord, grant them eternal rest, and let the perpetual 
light shine upon them.” Finally, the Chorus sings, “Let them rest in peace. 
Amen.”

The entire Cathedral was enveloped in silence. When the conductor’s 
arms finally fell to his sides, the audience erupted. I stood with all in 
endless applause and gratitude.

Grateful acknowledgement is made to Louis Nelson for permission to 
reprint previously published material from MOSAIC War Monument 
Mystery Copyright 2021 by 239 Productions.

Louis Nelson
845 West End Avenue
New York, NY 10025
212.866.4935; c203.438.9344
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2020 cannot be explained without the news of COVID-19 and 
how it spread around the globe. In 2021, people’s attention has 
shifted to how vaccines are distributed throughout the world. Even 
though the world has been waiting for vaccines, distrust towards 
the COVID-19 vaccine has been rising. 

The largest event of the year is coming up in Korea. Suneung or 
South Korea’s College Scholastic Ability Test is on the third Tuesday 
of November. On the day of the exam, even airport take-offs and 
landings are suspended so students can hear their language tests 
clearly. Since this exam cannot be postponed despite the COVID-19 
pandemic, we have to look for the best possible solution given the 
circumstances. Koreans are arguing over whether students should 
get the vaccine before the exam or not. 

Although it is undeniable that vaccines can reduce the chance 
of being exposed to the virus, there are doubts about whether 
current vaccines are safe enough. One of the side effects of a 
well-known vaccine, AstraZeneca, is unusual blood clotting. Even 
though blood clotting is seen mostly in younger adults under 30, 

C O V I D - 1 9  V A C C I N E S

the ROK government made a wise decision restricting the use of 
AstraZeneca to older people.  

On May 30, 2021, a mass infection was confirmed in Seoul. 
Thirty-two high school students were diagnosed with COVID-19. 
With another case of mass infection, many are anxious about the 
upcoming exam. To relieve this anxiety, students need to cooperate 
in getting the vaccine. High school students who will be given Pfizer 
vaccines will have reduced risk of being exposed to blood clotting 
side effects.

Vaccinating young children reduces the risk of others within the 
same household getting infected as well. Deaths from COVID-19 
in children have been rare. However, these children can become 
asymptomatic spreaders, unknowingly spreading the virus to 
people around them.  Therefore, it is very crucial that we all get the 
vaccine as soon as possible to end this terrible pandemic. 

By Suji Hong
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Nowadays in South Korea, wearing a mask is mandatory in the public. 
Many say that a facial mask is the best defense against COVID-19. 
However, there are detrimental effects of masks. It is proven that 
wearing masks makes breathing harder. It is also unquestionable 
that poor people are having a hard time purchasing their masks. But 
above all, education and daily lives of children are being disrupted.  

First, children cannot read emotions behind facial masks, negatively 
affecting their emotion recognition skills. Facial expression is a 
powerful communication tool. Although not many are aware of 
this fact, people often send out various wordless signals through 
expressions when interacting with others. We can read others’ minds 
by decoding non-verbal signals. Not being able to observe these 
signals, it is very difficult for younger kids to understand the feelings 
of other people. Unlike adults and older children who can figure 
out people’s feelings just by looking into their eyes, children must 
depend on more verbal communication. 

Second, facial masks hinder children’s development of language skills. 
According to Erin Vollmer of TherapyWorks, “There’s also no doubt 
that being able to see and clearly hear the production of speech 
sounds is imperative in early speech sound development.” 1  However, 

M A S K S  A N D  C H I L D R E N ’ S 
D E V E L O P M E N T

our nose and mouth are always covered. Even adults sometimes 
have a hard time understanding what others are saying with their 
masks on, not being able to see facial expressions. 

Experts say that it will take some time before we can stop wearing 
masks. Although vaccines are available, we need to see a noticeable 
reduction in cases in order to get our normal lives back. For that 
reason, we need extra education at home which is the only place 
where children can see their family’s face without a mask. First, 
parents should show what a smile looks like several times a day at 
home, so children can better understand someone smiling even 
when their mouth is covered with a mask. Second, parents should 
teach their children how to read emotions from peoples’ eye and 
eyebrows. Lastly, it will help children if parents try to communicate 
with their child more verbally as the home is the only place you can 
be without masks safely. This way, we do not have to worry about 
children getting inefficient education due to COVID-19. 

1. https://parenting.kars4kids.org/face-masks-what-happens-when-baby-
cant-see-faces/
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