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This study is to evaluate the main role of the USFK, the process and the progress
of negotiations between South Korea and the United States regarding the USFK’s
relocation and the major challenges encountered. Also, in this study the possibilities
and roles of central and local cooperative development are reviewed, focusing on
the major roles of the USFK and the negotiations on its relocation to Pyeongtaek.
National security and the USFK relocation policies are no longer exclusive
propositions for the central government. To readjust the strategic ROK-U.S.
alliance and ensure smooth the USFK relocation to Pyeongtaek, the opinions of
the local residents have to be taken into consideration. Apparently, the USFK
relocation directly involves changes and readjustment of the ROK-U.S. alliance
and the U.S. military power at the national level, and it is considered as an issue
closely connected with the development of the local community in Pyeongtaek. It is
expected that ultimately this study should contribute to the review of the Cooperative
Governance between the central and local governments or civilian and military
cooperation according to changes in the roles of the USFK relocation.

Keywords: strategic ROK-U.S. alliance, USFK relocation, national security,
civilian and military cooperation, cooperative governance

Introduction

The Republic of Korea-United States (ROK-U.S.) alliance during the post-Cold War
era has been aiming to build a strategic alliance, rather than an ideological one, in order
to serve the interests of both countries. This aim to achieve a strategic cooperation also
brings into consideration several factors, including the prevention of war on the
Korean peninsula, deterrence of North Korean provocations as well as the changes
occurring in the security environment, the political and economic development in
the Northeast Asian region and the democratization of South Korea. A strategic
alliance between South Korea and the United States also indicates cooperation by both
countries to address global and regional conflicts, maintain harmonious relations and
maximize the interests of the allies. By helping in the resolution of North Korea’s
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nuclear issue for world peace while equally protecting the interests of South Korea
and the United States the strategic alliance also helped support the objective to unify
South Korea and North Korea and to maintain the peace on the Korean peninsula. The
Global Defense Posture Review (GPR), which was conducted by the United States
after the terrorist attacks in 2001, also held the ROK-U.S. alliance in a favorable
light in evaluating and defining its defense strategies and military postures. The GPR
resulted from an idea that overseas deployment of the U.S. Armed Forces within the
framework of the Cold War dynamics makes it difficult to address new types of
security threats, such as terrorism and regional conflicts, in an efficient manner.1

At present the ROK-U.S. alliance is being transformed into a strategic alliance,
while at the same time, a new security agenda is being expanded on a global level.
The security agenda includes Peacekeeping Operations (PKO) in international conflict
zones, promoting cooperation for counter-terrorism, with regional security policies
with focus on current national and military issues, as well as highlighting the importance
of ‘comprehensive security’ to promote national interests.2 This also emphasizes an
issue regarding non-traditional security issues or low politics, aside from other military
issues being encountered. South Korea and the United States also strive to maintain
and develop the alliance through the relocation plans for the United States Forces in
Korea (USFK), by transitioning wartime operational control and by addressing the
USFK reduction issues. Adjustments to the command structures under the alliance,
such as transferring wartime operational control, remain under discussion as part of
a plan to improve equality in the ROK-U.S. alliance.3

In this context, this study is to evaluate the main role of the USFK, the process
and the progress of negotiations between South Korea and the United States regarding
the USFK’s relocation and the major challenges encountered. Policies covering security,
the military, and the relocation of the USFK can no longer be considered as the
exclusive responsibility of the central government. The relocation of the USFK involves
the readjustment of military power by the United States, which is an issue that is
directly associated with the changes and readjustments seen in the ROK-U.S. alliance
as well as in the development of the community where the U.S. military troops are
stationed.

A number of relevant studies have already been conducted on the USFK relocation.
However, it remains necessary to investigate the effect of the USFK relocation policy
on the ROK-U.S. alliance and national security at the local level. The relocation of
the USFK is part of a national security agenda that can be considered as a contributing
factor to the development of the local government as this involves the return of land
and facilities occupied by the USFK. This study is also to deduce future development
plans by assessing the major issues and problems based on a survey of local residents
on their awareness regarding the USFK relocation and the need to deploy the U.S.
military forces in South Korea. Determining the sources of conflicts and the elements
of the agenda will serve as an important factor for the successful implementation of
the relocation policy as well as for the strategic development of the ROK-U.S.
alliance in the short term. A discriminant analysis of the policy compliance of local
residents will be undertaken based on the results of a questionnaire survey conducted
on local residents of Pyeongtaek after the implementation of the Special Act for
Support of Pyeongtaek. In addition to Pyeongtaek residents, the questionnaire survey
also includes residents of Gyeonggi Province and other areas where U.S. military
forces are stationed.
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Enhancement of the ROK-U.S. Alliance 
and Process on the Relocation of the USFK

Alliance, as defined by Stephen Walt, refers to “a formal or informal arrangement
for security cooperation between two or more sovereign states.”4 J. R. Friedman also
defined alliance as a “mutual interest on the expansion or maintenance of the status
quo toward the territory, population, strategic support, risk of war, consideration of
military intervention and presence of one or more actual or potential hostile countries.”5

Alliance can also be described as a treaty between two or more countries to provide
military support against common enemies. It is also necessary to mutually protect and
sustain respective national interests as well as cope with the changes in the security
environment and strategic contexts to achieve a successful and effective alliance.
Accordingly, it can be safely stated that forming alliances and maximization of military
power is an important factor in a country’s survival and in the maximization of
national interests.6

The origin of alliance results from efforts to develop abilities necessary to resist
threats from common enemies, thereby contributing to increased security. Once an
alliance is formed, constraints to one’s freedom to act and dependence on the alliance
offset the shared security interests and joint ownership of material and human resources
between or among participating countries. In general, two types of alliances can also be
identified, including symmetric alliances and asymmetric alliances. The symmetric
alliance refers to the alliance between countries with similar strengths while asymmetric
alliance refers to a partnership where the difference in gains and losses for participating
countries are uneven and the obligations and expectations are asymmetric.7 Since
alliances are political in nature and face constant changes, an alliance is inevitably 
readjusted depending on the changes in the political power of participating countries.
Several factors determine the cohesiveness of an alliance, including the efficiency,
political and social support of the allies’ citizens, institutionalization of security and
military cooperation, mutual recognition of national interests as well as political values
and shared threat perceptions.8

The ROK-U.S. alliance, which has been formed under the Mutual Defense Treaty
signed by South Korea and the United States on October 1, 1953, can be characterized
as a bilateral and asymmetric alliance as well as a military one. This form of alliance
differs from the multilateral and asymmetric alliances formed in some countries.
According to the historical background of the alliance, the ROK-U.S. alliance has been
based on Article 2 of the ROK-U.S. Mutual Defense Treaty, which also provides a
basis for political consultations. The combined defense forces of the two countries
resulting from the ROK-U.S. alliance have contributed to deterrence and maintenance
of peace on the Korean peninsula for half a century. The combined defense system has
also supported South Korea to develop and promote liberal democracy and capitalism
in a secure and stable environment.

Based on this perspective, the reduction of the USFK stationed in the country is
determined to be one of the important issues related to the readjustment of the ROK-
U.S. alliance in the post-Cold War era. After the Korean War, the number of troops
in the USFK reached hundreds of thousands. However, it has been gradually
decreased since the 1970s and maintained at around 35,000 to 37,000 deployed 
soldiers. Details of the relocation plan and the reduction of troops in the USFK have
been drawn up based on the GPR conducted after the 9/11 terrorist attacks in 2001.



In line with the GPR, the USFK reduction efforts have been developed that include
the relocation of the U.S. ground forces deployed near the border to bases on the
civilian front, such as Pyeongtaek and Osan. On June 24, 2004, the United States
also recommended that the deployed troops in the USFK be reduced to 12,500 by
2005.9

South Korea has conducted negotiations with the U.S. government on the sched-
ule for the reduction and the scale of adjustment for the USFK in consideration of
several important factors, including the nuclear threat from South Korea, the build-
ing up of South Korean military power, national security issues as well as the sym-
bolism of the USFK deployment. A three-step reduction plan has been formulated
resulting from these negotiations and focusing on the 2nd Infantry Division of the
United States by the end of 2008. The plan to reduce the USFK to 12,500 has been
scrapped as a result of the transfer of wartime operational control and due to the
security situation on the Korean peninsula in April 2008. The two countries also
agreed to maintain 28,500 soldiers in the USFK.10

The key effects of the deployment of the U.S. military forces in South Korean
society and the military can be determined as follows: First of all, the USFK has 
significantly contributed to the development of a social safety net as well as to the
nation’s economic development by reassuring foreign investors and reducing costs
related to security and defense. The Korean military relies heavily on the USFK in
several areas. Cooperation with the USFK is considered to be important since South
Korea incurs substantial costs to equip itself or enable itself to participate in a war or
independently defend itself against external threats. South Korea’s military intelligence
division is identified to be the sector that has the highest dependence on the USFK
in terms of national security and defense. The USFK provides the Korean military
with significant strategic and tactical information, which is important in enhancing
the latter’s military intelligence capabilities. As an example, the Korean military
relies on the USFK for North Korea’s signal intelligence (SIGNIT) and on the use of
imagery intelligence (IMINT). Secondly, the U.S. forces deployed in Korea also
serve as a tripwire against a potential invasion by North Korea. Substantial defense
costs will be incurred to develop military intelligence capabilities as well as initial
response capabilities in the event of surprise attacks from North Korea. Economic
implications are also seen in relation to the deployment of the U.S. troops in Korea,
including the creation of new jobs and economic impact on the communities where
the U.S. troops are stationed. The deployment of the U.S. troops also gives other
countries and foreign investors the impression that South Korea is a stable country.
Thirdly, it allows South Korea to counterbalance the military intervention from major
powers, such as China, Japan, and Russia, during or after the unification process.
This also contributes to securing national interests of the two countries, providing a
deterrence to the arms race, and maintaining the balance of power in Northeast Asia.
From this perspective, dramatic change in South Korea or withdrawal of the USFK
might likely result in an intensive arms race in Northeast Asia, which could lead to
regional instability.

Barry Buzan pointed out that “The state provides a certain degree of security to
individuals, but its price appears in the form of raised threat.” This statement implies
that a threat factor to security is strong enough to affect the individual security and
that conflicts between personal security and national security are inevitable.11 The
dilemma between personal security and national security is duly observed in the
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relocation of the USFK. The results of the questionnaire survey conducted in 2001
on local residents in Dongducheon, Paju, Uijeongbu, and Pyeongtaek where the U.S.
troops are stationed demonstrated the dilemma that local residents are facing with
regard to the relocation of the USFK.12

The primary reason for relocating the USFK to Pyeongtaek has been the readjust-
ment of the U.S. military bases stationed in South Korea, including those located in
the areas of Dongducheon and Uijeongbu. The relocation plan mainly involves the
transfer of the 2nd Infantry Division in the two areas mentioned based on the Land
Partnership Plan (LPP) as well as the Yongsan Relocation Plan (YRP). The relocation
of the USFK has gradually progressed after prolonged negotiations between the two
countries. The adjustments being discussed in terms of the responsibility and authority
of South Korea’s United Nations Command (UNC) and the relocation of the USFK
to Pyeongtaek are being undertaken in line with America’s GPR. This also indicates
adjusting the scale of the USFK and transitioning its military forces from being
fixed troops into mobile troops in an effort to contribute to deterrence on the Korean
peninsula and to allow it to quickly intervene in the war zone as needed.

Negotiations and Utilization of the Relocation of the USFK

The negotiations on the relocation of the USFK between South Korea and the United
States have been undertaken in the context of the following background.13 First of
all, there was a demand for the consolidation of all the U.S. military bases scattered
across Korea. Large-scale military garrison and training facilities were located primarily
in the Seoul Metropolitan Area and the border, raising public concerns. This, in turn,
brought out the need for a decentralized movement of the U.S. military bases. Plans to
relocate the U.S. military bases have also been evaluated to address civil complaints
and to allow for the efficient management and operation of the U.S. forces with the
return of land grants and consolidation of the U.S. military bases and training facilities
scattered across the country.

Secondly, changes in the awareness of the U.S. military presence and the need
for conflict resolution in the areas where the U.S. forces are deployed have also been
noted. Growing anti-American sentiment triggered by the deaths of the schoolgirls
in 2002 was one of the internal changes noted in South Korea. In view of the internal
changes in terms of awareness of the U.S. presence and the changes in the U.S. global
strategy, the U.S. government also accepted the requirements outlined by the South
Korean government in order to maintain and strengthen the ROK-U.S. military
alliance as well as to secure a stable environment for the deployed U.S. troops.

Thirdly, the efficient reorganization of the U.S. military bases has been called
for due to democratization and economic development of South Korea. This is to
help lower the public’s resistance to the U.S. presence in the Seoul downtown area
as a result of rapid urbanization and as a way to restore national pride. In addition,
the U.S. soldiers have started to avoid being deployed in South Korea due to the lack
and deterioration of facilities in the U.S. military bases in the country. To resolve
these issues, South Korea and the U.S. government started discussions on the USFK
relocation plans based on mutual understanding and cooperation to achieve efficient
deployment of the U.S. military bases in the country (See Table 1).14



The LPP has been developed in November 2001 by the Korean minister of
National Defense and the the U.S. Secretaries of Defense, respectively, in an effort
to consolidate the U.S. military bases located across the country. The LPP has
obtained congressional approval in October 2002 and subsequently, the U.S. govern-
ment announced in April 2003 that the U.S. troops deployed to the north of the Han
River would be transferred to the south of the river. The announcement was made at
the 1st Future of the ROK-U.S. Alliance (FOTA) meeting, which signaled the start
of the official discussions on the realignment of the U.S. military bases in Korea.
The discussions particularly include the relocation of the 2nd Infantry Division of
the U.S. Army as well as the Yongsan U.S. military base. By May 2003, the two
countries had agreed on an earlier relocation of the U.S. military base in Yongsan
and to redeploy the 2nd Infantry Division after careful examination of the South
Korean situation during the ROK-U.S. summit talks.

South Korea and the United States then entered into an Umbrella Agreement (UA)
and an Implementation Agreement (IA) in July 2003 to replace the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) and the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) signed in 1990
as the legal basis for transferring the U.S. military bases during the 10th FOTA
meeting (See Table 2). The UA particularly pertains to the transfer of the facilities
and the U.S. troops deployed at the Yongsan military base to Pyeongtaek by the end
of December 2008. Moreover, the two countries agreed to redeploy the 2nd Infantry
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Table 1. Background to the USFK Relocation

Main Issues

• To ensure stable stationing environment of the USFK through the consolidation of U.S. military
bases

• To promote balanced development of the country through efficient utilization and development
of the land returned from the U.S. armed forces stationed in Korea

• To strengthen national security and build a future-oriented security alliance through readjust-
ment and enhancement of the ROK-U.S. alliance

• To inspire national pride through liquidation of foreign military bases in downtown Seoul 

Table 2. Yongsan Garrison Relocation Agreement (UA/IA)

Conclusions from the UA on the principles, sites and costs related to relocation of Yongsan
Garrison and congressional ratification (December 9, 2004)

• Transfer of nine U.S. military bases in downtown Seoul to Pyeongtaek

• Donation of facilities and land of more than 1.7 miilion m2 (420 acres) for relocation to
Pyeongtaek

• Provision of sites [more than 82,000 m2 (20 acres)] for the residual forces of Yongsan 
Garrison and protective duties

• Implementation of joint investigation of environmental contamination and the remediation
process

• Costs related to construction, design and planning of the facilities shall be borne by the
requestor of relocation

• C4I equipment not available is replaced with substitute equipment within the budget of
US$9 million 
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Division in two phases. In the first phase, consolidation of the existing main bases in
Dongducheon and Uijeongbu would be undertaken until 2006, focusing on the U.S.
military bases in the north of the Han River. The seconds phase involved the relocation
of the main force unit to the south of the Han River. Moreover, the two countries also
agreed that construction of facilities and donation of the land for the redeployment of
the USFK would be made available until 2008.

South Korea and the United States also signed an agreement in July 2004 for the
relocation of the Yongsan Garrison during the 11th FOTA meeting. The purchase of
the land to be used in Pyeongtaek and the process for the relocation of the U.S. military
base had been undertaken at a later period. The special legislation of support for the
areas where the U.S. forces were deployed had been drafted and submitted to the
17th National Assembly. In addition, new organizations had been established in
Pyeongtaek, Gyeonggi Province, and the efforts of the central government pushed
forward the detailed plans for the relocation. The two countries were able to reach a
final agreement on the relocation of the Yongsan Garrison on October 2004 in the
10th and 11th FOTA meetings after over 10 years of delays and discussions. The
development plan for the Pyeongtaek relocation site, which requires an investment
of around 18 trillion won (US$17 billion) been finalized with the enactment of a
special law on support for Pyeongtaek in December 2004. The construction of the
U.S. military base in Pyeongtaek had started in November 2007. However, the move
to relocate the USFK to Pyeongtaek was changed in early February 2011. Under the
revised plan, the relocation of the Yongsan military base will be conducted in 2015
while the redeployment of the 2nd Infantry Division is scheduled to be completed in
the first half of 2016.

In principle, the one requiring the relocation should be responsible for the relo-
cation costs for the USFK. During the negotiations for the relocation in March 2003,
the two countries agreed that the cost for relocating the Yongsan Garrison should be
borne by South Korea while deployment costs for the 2nd Infantry Division will be
handled by the United States. This agreement was in accordance with the principle
of “cost has been borne by cause providers” as stipulated in the LPP and the YRP,
which were approved by the National Assembly in December 2004. For the relocation
to the Pyeongtaek military base, a cost estimate was developed based on the basic
design requirements presented by the United States according to the Master Plan
(MP). South Korea announced the final cost for the relocation project amounting 
to 8.894 trillion won (US$8.1 billion), which represented 60 percent as compared to
the 5.341 trillion won (US$5.1 billion) estimated for construction and land acquisi-
tion costs in December 2004. The reason for the increased budget is that the project
support costs, such as interest expense and costs for residents’ compensation, had
been included. These costs were excluded when the initial cost estimates were made.

Table 3. The Cost for the USFK Relocation to Pyeongtaek (2011)

2011 2004

Construction cost 5.341 trillion won (US$5.1 billion)
4.447 trillion won
(US$4.1 billion)

Business support cost 3.86 trillion won (US$3.5 billion) –

Total project cost 8.894 trillion won (US$8.1 billion) –



The additional costs included in the higher budget are as follows:

a) Construction costs – The construction costs included are 13 percent higher,
increasing from 4.447 trillion won (US$4.1 billion) in 2004 to 5.341 trillion won
(US$5.1 billion). The increased construction cost included costs due to inflation
amounting to 587.1 billion won (US$536 million) and accounting for less than 3
percent. Reserve funds were also reflected in the increased construction costs.

b) Business support costs – The costs for business support surged gradually as several
costs related to the relocation of the U.S. military base and the compensation for
local residents had been increased after the enactment of the special act of support
for Pyeongtaek city in 2006.15

The business support costs for the relocation of the Yongsan Garrison to be shoul-
dered by South Korea can be itemized as follows:

a) Support costs for Pyeongtaek city – The costs amount to 1.1 trillion won (US$1
billion).

b) Cost of environmental remediation projects – This cost item amounts to 300 billion
won (US$273 million).

c) Costs of facility demolition – This cost item amounts to 250 billion won (US$228 million).
d) Cost of relocation complex composition – This cost item amounts to 100 billion won

(US$91 million).
e) Moving expenses – This cost item amounts to 100 billion won (US$91 million).
f) Financial/administrative costs – This cost item amounts to over 890 billion won

(US$813 million).

The total business support costs including the cost items above amounted to 3.86
trillion won (US$3.5 billion) or 1.6531 trillion won (US$1.5 billion) of which had
already been allocated (See Table 3). The total business support costs also included
an increase of 600 billion won (US$548 million) due to an interest of 490 billion
won (US$447 million) from loans to finance business support activities.16

In accordance with the negotiations for the revision of the LPP and the relocation
of the Yongsan Garrison completed in the 10th FOTA meeting on July 23, 2004, the
area for the U.S. military bases amounting to 243 million m2 (60,041 acres) had
been reduced by one-third to 76 million m2 (18,943 acres). The agreed reduction
also led to reduction in land grants to the USFK by 66 percent and lowered the num-
ber of U.S. armed forces stationed in Korea to only 47,000. It was also determined
that the operational structure for the USFK bases would be comprised of two hubs in
Osan/Pyeongtaek and Daegu/Busan districts, respectively, and three bases at the
Yongsan base. The residual core facilities and the training center will be situated to
the north of the Han River and in the Osan air base. The union training center was
established north of the Han River due to the U.S. troops stationed on the Han River,
and some troops from the 2nd Infantry Division had also been deployed alternately
in Pyeongtaek. In line with the GPR formulated by the United States, the bases
located in the Osan/Pyeongtaek areas will serve as the Main Operating Bases
(MOB)17 for the U.S. troops deployed under the ROK-U.S. alliance. These may also
serve as permanent bases while performing independent military missions and pro-
moting security cooperation with other countries.

The relocation of the USFK to Pyeongtaek is significant since the results and the
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process are based on the mutual trust between the two countries. In addition, a stable
foundation to push forward the projects had been set up by MP. The military bases
found in the Pyeongtaek area had been established by Japan during World War II.
These have been used as U.S. military bases for more than half a century after the
liberation. At present, there are two U.S. military bases operating in Pyeongtaek,
including a K-55 airbase (Songtan) and a K-6 army base18 in Camp Humphreys in
Paengseong. The headquarters for the 7th Air Force is located at the K-55 military
base. This site plays a pivotal role in the U.S. Air Force and serves as an “immigration
office” for the U.S. forces and their families. In the near future, it is expected that
the USFK headquarters, the United Nations Command (UNC) and the Combined
Forces Command (CFC) will be stationed in Pyeongtaek. Tens of thousands of U.S.
troops, along with their families, as well as army officials with U.S. citizenship are
expected to reside in the area once the Yongsan Garrison is relocated and the 2nd
Infantry Division is redeployed in Pyeongtaek.19

In January 2006, the ownership of the land in the relocation site had been trans-
ferred to the Ministry of National Defense, and works to prepare the site for facility
construction, such as land surveys and geotechnical investigation, were conducted. In
the same year, the South Korean government also drew up the MP and conducted a
cultural heritage indicator survey and an environmental impact assessment on the
relocation site. Work on the foundation had also been undertaken starting 2007.20

According to the relocation plan finalized by end of 2004, a total of 3,490,000 m2

(862 acres) will be added for the K-55 base, which allocated 640,000 m2 (158 acres)
for the Osan air base, and for the K-6 or Camp Humphreys, which as a total of
2,850,000 m2 (704 acres) at its Pyeongtaek base. The scale of the U.S. military bases
when the relocation is completed after 2015 is expected to reach a total of 4,430,000
m2 (1,905 acres) which will be composed of the existing K-6 base with 1,510,000 m2

(373 acres) and new site with 2,920,000 m2 (722 acres). As for the USFK base in
Pyeongtaek, 86 percent thereof is expected to be occupied by the 2nd Infantry Divi-
sion and the Yongsan U.S. military base will use the remaining space. In June 2010,
the USFK has also changed its name from the USFK Command to the U.S. Korea
Command or the U.S. KORCOM. It also prepared several detailed plans for imple-
mentation in April 2012.

The construction site for the relocation project is divided into three zones, including
the following:21

a) Parcel # 1 – This is referred to as Zone 1, with a total area of 830,000 m2 (205
acres). Construction of this zone is based on the order by the USFK in March
2007. Seohee Construction has started construction work.

b) Parcel # 2 – This is referred to as Zone 2, with a total area of 8,120,000 m2 (2006
acres). Construction of this zone is based on the order by the Ministry of National
Defense in May 2008.

c) Parcel # 3 – This is referred to as zone K, with a total area of 450,000 m2 (111
acres). The construction of this zone is based on the order of the Ministry of National
Defense. Construction work for the zone has been started by Hanjin Heavy Industries
& Construction in November 2007.

During the site preparation that commenced in July 2009, a total of five districts had
been divided, with three zones to be managed by South Korea and two zones to be
controlled by the United States.22 According to the survey conducted by the relocation



center in March 2011, 38 percent of the work to prepare the site has already been in
progress. The survey also showed that 41 percent of the construction work for the
infrastructures needed, such as the roads and railways, were also under way. All con-
struction work is scheduled for completion in 2013.23 An environmental remediation
project is also currently being conducted, focusing on 17 locations in 47 bases. This
represents a 76 percent completion rate, with the project scheduled for completion
by the end of 2012. The construction of the major facilities had been issued by the
end of 2010.24

By the end of March 2011, the site preparation is already nearing completion
before the building construction work begins. Embankment work to raise the standard
height by one to two meters was conducted at the site of the U.S. military base before
the construction of the structures begins. The cost of embankment work is estimated
to amount to 300 billion won (US$274 million) to 400 billion won (US$374 million).
South Korea takes charge of the embankment work of zone K. As for the construction
for gas facilities, 51 percent of the work is already completed. The sewage treatment
plant is also expected to be completed in August 2012 while the railroad to be used
for transporting military equipment is scheduled for completion in December 2013.25

At present, site preparation for Zone 1 (Parcel 1) and zone 2 (Parcel 2), which
has the largest size, is in progress. The progress of the construction work for Parcel 2
is at 45 percent for the United States and 55 percent for South Korea. After site
preparation for Zone K is completed, construction for residential and special facilities,
including hospitals, schools and apartments, as well as military facilities, including
runways and communication centers, is expected to start. South Korea and the United
States plan to complete the construction of all facilities by the end of 2015. In addition,
the Pyeongtaek base is expected to operate as a military base in 2016. Once the relo-
cation is completed, the number of people stationed in the military base in 2016 is
expected to reach 44,370. The facilities scheduled for construction include five hospital
buildings, 82 buildings for family residences, 89 buildings for welfare facilities, 85
buildings for headquarters and administrative facilities, five school buildings and 33
buildings for maintenance facilities.

Effects of the USFK Relocation and the Local Residents’ Awareness

The South Korean government enacted a “Special Act on Support for the USFK
Relocation” for the purpose of launching the USFK relocation projects, supporting
migration measures and protecting local residents in Pyeongtaek and Osan areas. It
also enacted a “Special Act on Support for Pyeongtaek” passed by the National
Assembly at the end of February 2004, which is referred to hereinafter as “Special Act
for Support of Pyeongtaek City,” for implementation from April 1, 2005 to December
31, 2014.26

The “Special Act for Support of Pyeongtaek City” outlines the support and obliga-
tions for the USFK relocation project, support guidelines for the establishment of
long-term comprehensive development for the city and the creation of special accounts
for the USFK relocation. The Special Act also addresses the removal of regulatory
barriers, deregulation and other measures to provide support to the surrounding areas of
the USFK military bases. The Pyeongtaek regional development plan as incorporated in
this Special Act is already in progress. In terms of the investment to be allocated,
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around 1.1 trillion won will be invested to expand the U.S. military bases, which will 
be comprised of bases in Anjeongri and Camp Humphreys in Pyeongtaek. The South 
Korean government also plans to invest a total of 18.8 trillion won (US$17 billion)
in Pyeongtaek for the construction of high-technology areas along the Pyeongtaek 
harbor.27 It is also expected to invest 18.8 trillion won (US$17 billion) in 89 businesses
covering nine sectors, including agriculture, manufacturing, urban development, traffic
volume, and tourism by 2020. Large-scale employment and regional economic
development are expected once the surrounding commercial areas are developed.28

The establishment and expansion of 61 high-tech industries received permission
under the Special Act. The Pyeongtaek regional development plan has also been
finalized through consultations with the Pyeongtaek, Gyeonggi Province and other
relevant central departments on December 6, 2005. Under this master plan, substantial
investments are planned including 16 businesses covering four sectors, including 
the creation of a high-technology industrial complex, development of tourism in
Pyeongtaek, promotion of an advanced agricultural complex and the maintenance of
the areas surrounding the U.S. military bases. Pyeongtaek city has been planned to
be developed into a strategic hub and a city center of conservation and development as
well as a city of global culture and education. It is expected to lead regional innovation
and facilitate the development of a global trading center. Pyeongtaek city is also
expected to attract domestic and international enterprises with the expansion of its local
port. Under the development plan, Pyeongtaek would be promoted as an international
hub and an international cultural exchange city. It aims to attract foreign institutions
and universities in its effort to become a city of culture, arts, and global education (See
Table 4). It is necessary to conduct a survey on the local residents’ awareness, which
affects relocation policies, to help establish medium-term and long-term measures
for the relocation of the USFK. The purpose of the survey is to help develop and
establish regional development plans after the characteristics and level of awareness on
the subject matter among the local residents are established. It aims to determine the
prioritization of countermeasures regarding the USFK relocation in policy formulation.

As shown in Table 4, more than half of the local residents gave a positive evalua-
tion on the impact of the U.S. armed forces on regional security. However, they
demonstrated a reserved or negative attitude toward the impact of the U.S. military
presence on the local communities. The survey shows that local residents agreed that
there is a need for the USFK to help in achieving national security but revealed a
different perspective when it directly affects their interests.29

Based on the results of the survey on local residents’ awareness in Gyeonggi
Province in March 2006, it was found that a majority (or 51.7 percent) of the 
respondents believed that the ROK-U.S. alliance has been weakened over the years.
Moreover, 52.1 percent of the respondents to the survey in Gyeonggi Province also
believed that the direction of the changes undertaken under the ROK-U.S. alliance 
is not desirable. In addition, the results of the analysis of the opinions on national
unification conducted by the Institute for National Unification in 2005 showed that
the anti-American sentiment of residents in Gyeonggi Province was slightly higher,
at 56 percent, as compared to the national average of 50.3 percent. However, this
average remains low as compared with that of Gwangju, Jeollabuk Province,
Gyeongsangnam Province, Daegu, Ulsan and Chungcheongnam Province.30

Also based on the survey results obtained in April 2006 when conflicts between
the USFK and local residents on the location of the USFK to Pyeongtaek had been



most severe, 30.2 percent of Pyeongtaek residents identified the inhibition of the
educational environment due to the influx of vulgar culture of the United States and
a military campsite town as the top indicator of a most negatively affected area due
to the relocation of the USFK to Pyeongtaek .

The results also showed that complaints regarding “limitation of exercise of property
and land use” had decreased but unfavorable views on the “social and cultural environ-
ment” had increased. The rate of occurrence of crimes committed by the U.S. soldiers
was significantly low in the Pyeongtaek area as compared to those from the regions
where the U.S. military forces are deployed, including Dongducheon, Uijeongbu,
and Paju. Only 11.1 percent of the respondents answered “Yes” to the question
“Have you, your family and neighbors ever suffered any damage from the USFK?”
A total of 43.3 percent responded positively to the question on the presence of the
USFK in Pyeongtaek, with 34.5 percent responding negatively. In addition, more
residents or 42.9 percent in the Paengseong area, where conflicts related to the USFK
relocation were most severe, responded negatively (42.9 percent) as compared to the
other residents at 33.9 percent, However, there was no significance difference found
when comparing their responses.31

A survey focusing on public opinion on the USFK relocation was conducted in
early September 2006 among 300 residents of Pyeongtaek. It was conducted after
the policies to relocate the USFK to Pyeongtaek had been finalized and the Special
Act for Support of Pyeongtaek City had been enacted.32 In this survey, samples have
been selected using random allocation in terms of regions, gender, and ages propor-
tional to the population. The survey instrument used has six demographic questions
and 20 questions that include arguments for and against the USFK relocation. Sam-
pling error was set at 95 percent while the level of reliability has been set at 5.7 per-
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Table 4. Overall Opinion about the Effects of Relocation of the USFK on Regional Communities

Total Dongducheon Paju Uijeongbu Pyeongtaek

Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
responses

Ratio
responses

Ratio
responses

Ratio
responses

Ratio
responses

Ratio

Very good 
impact

28 2.3 10 3.2 5 1.7 2 0.7 11 3.7

Some positive 
214 17.8 60 19.5 44 14.8 35 11.7 75 25.5

influence

No significant 
501 41.8 120 39.0 135 45.3 117 39.0 129 43.9

impact

Some adverse 
impact

315 26.3 81 26.3 67 22.5 109 36.3 58 19.7

Very bad 
134 11.2 34 11.0 42 14.1 37 12.3 21 7.1

impact

No response 8 0.7 3 1.0 5 1.7 – – – –

Total 1200 100.0 308 100.0 298 100.0 300 100.0 294 100.0

Source: Gyeonggi Research Institute, A Study on the Integration of the USFK and Regional Community (Seoul:
Gyeonggi Research Institute, 2001), 116.
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cent. In addition, 53 percent of Pyeongtaek residents expressed their approval for the
USFK relocation based on the results of the questionnaire survey conducted on
Pyeongtaek residents from October 16 to 23, 2003. Furthermore, 37.8 percent of survey
respondents also showed negative comments toward issues relating to the USFK
relocation, including the redeployment of the Yongsan U.S. military base and the
2nd Infantry Division. This can be compared to the results of the 2006 survey, which
showed that 55.5 percent of the respondents answered positively and 37.6 percent
expressed disapproval of the USFK relocation.33

In terms of compliance with government policy, it was concluded that the enactment
of the Special Act for Support of Pyeongtaek City had a positive effect on the
approval by the local residents for the USFK relocation. High approval rating for the
relocation was also seen due to the expectations of economic development resulting
from the regional development plan as indicated in the Special Act. However, there are
still concerns about the increase in crime incidence, educational concerns and environ-
mental problems. It is also recommended that the disapproval ratings obtained
should not be ignored to prevent conflict and division among the regional community.
This should be done although the number of residents in favor of the USFK relocation
is relatively higher in the Pyeongtaek area as compared to the others. Accordingly, it
is necessary for the local government to formulate policies and establish institutional
devices to resolve conflicts as well as achieve regional unity.34

A survey on the awareness for the enactment of the special laws for the USFK
relocation was also carried out as part of the government’s communication and publicity
efforts. The results showed that 66 percent of the Pyeongtaek citizens were unaware
of the enactment of the special laws. The low level of awareness regarding the special
laws indicates that a problem exists in the process of policy communication by the
government. Furthermore, low awareness of special laws that directly affect regional
development as well as the residents’ lives may lead to repercussions resulting from
the lack of awareness of important policies. It can also highlight the issues regarding
the reliability of government policies and could serve as a barrier to achieve policy
objectives. With this analysis, indifference by the local residents to the policies is
also a challenge that needs to be addressed.

Table 5. A Survey on Causes of Underdevelopment of Pyeongtaek

Causes Response (%)

Weak industrial base 23.0

Presence of military facilities, such as the U.S. military bases 23.4

Development regulatory restrictions, such as Seoul Metropolitan Area 16.5
Readjustment Planning Act

Lack of medical and cultural facilities 4.3

Lack of secondary and higher education facilities, such as middle 11.6
and high schools and universities

Poor living environment in mountain area (agricultural area) 14.1

Others (Have no idea) 7.1

Total 100.0 



A comparative analysis on the degree of development in Pyeongtaek and other
cities has been conducted to measure the effect of the U.S. military presence on the
development of Pyeongtaek. A total of 31.2 percent of Pyeongtaek citizens had
responded that Pyeongtaek has developed while a majority, or 62.1 percent, of the
citizens stated that the area has not developed as compared to nearby cities, such as
Yongin, Asan, and Osan.35

Based on the survey results, the lack of industrial infrastructure has been cited as
the major reason for regional backwardness. In a survey conducted from June 28 to
July 7, 2004, there were 31.6 percent of respondents who answered “Yes” to the
question, “Has Pyeongtaek city developed more than the other cities in the Seoul
metropolitan area?” while 68.4 percent answered “No.” Based on the survey results
indicated above, military facilities can be considered as a major barrier to regional
development.

As shown in Table 6, the ratio of those in favor of the relocation of the USFK
because of its positive impact on regional economic development and quality of life
is high. However, there are negative expectations in terms of the impact of the
USFK relocation on the educational and cultural environment as well as on the local
image. As a recommendation, it is necessary to formulate and implement policies
that would lessen the negative impact on the educational and cultural environment
by considering the opinions of local residents. It is also recommended that a good
foundation to promote the area as an international city of peace should be developed
in order to eliminate the negative image associated with the city where the U.S.
armed forces are stationed.

The Special Act for Support of Pyeongtaek City has also clearly defined the policy
compliance and compensation for local residents according to the USFK relocation
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Table 6. Responses of Pyeongtaek Citizens to Policy Effectiveness of the Presence and Relo-
cation of the U.S. Military Forces

Areas of Policy Effectiveness Response Ratio (%)

Affected 73.6
Impact on local economy Not affected 24.5
(Activation of economy) Have no idea 1.9

Total 100.0

Positive 42.0
Effect on educational and cultural environment Negative 52.4
(Educational culture) Have no idea 5.6

Total 100.0

Good effect 42.3
Impact on local image Negative impact 55.0
(Local image) Have no idea 2.7

Total 100.0

Good effect 53.0
Effect on regional development and quality of life Negative impact 43.0
(Quality of life) Have no idea 4.0

Total 100.0 
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policy. In order to effectively facilitate the relocation of the U.S. military bases, it is
necessary to smoothly implement infrastructure projects, protect the rights and interests
of local residents and focus on infrastructure-centric support. However, distrust still
exists among local residents toward the regional development plans established
based on the special law.36

On the other hand, results of different surveys conducted in the USFK relocation
areas highlight several major issues about policy compliance and the measures for
implementation. The surveys showed that it is not true that a significant number of
residents only have a one-sided opinion about the USFK’s presence in the country.
Results indicated that Pyeongtaek residents are in favor of the USFK relocation and
have a positive awareness regarding its impact on the regional development. The
USFK relocation is also being seen in a positive light in terms of national security
and development. However, negative awareness is reported for areas related to safety
and development. A negative perception about the relocation policy is noted. Negative
perceptions noted include anxiety about the financial support outlined in the special
laws as well as mistrust of the development plan recommended by the government
for implementation after the relocation is completed. In addition, central government-
led improvement measures and development strategies that are dependent on external
resources raised issues of inequality between regional areas due to soaring land prices
and the exclusion of the local government and residents from policy implementation.
Therefore, the major challenge is to determine the accurate perceptions regarding the
USFK relocation and related issues, accommodate resulting conflicts appropriately
and effectively enforce policies.

A SWOT analysis conducted on the regional development as a result of the
USFK relocation highlighted the need to take advantage of positive opportunities to
improve global image in terms of peace and security as well as attract foreign
tourists and businessmen to the relocation areas. The relocation of the Yongsan U.S.
military base and the 2nd Infantry Division is expected to bring about production-
induced effects corresponding to a GRDP of 6 percent and employment opportunities
for around 30,000 persons annually. Various support activities are also expected as a
result of the relocation. An opportunity to discuss opinions and perceptions with the
local government is also recommended to resolve conflicts related to environmental
issues and noise from the U.S. military bases. On the other hand, the potential for
regional development can be negatively affected as a result of the negative image
associated to the area where the military base is located as well as to the loss of citizens’
residential areas due to land grants awarded. Division and conflicts among the local
residents over compensation benefits are also among the concerns. In addition, com-
plaints from local residents have been received due to the constraints in developing
nearby residential areas, including those military-protected areas. Local residents
also complained about being identified as a military campsite town, which creates a
negative image for their respective communities. Policies that address these issues
and reduce the threat factors indicated need to be discussed and implemented.37

Conclusion

The relocation of the USFK to Pyeongtaek is regarded as a measure that is part of
the strategic alliance being formed between South Korea and the United States to



contribute to the peace and prosperity of the Asian region and the Korean peninsula.
The economic impact due to the USFK relocation led to positive results in various
areas, including the land for the relocation, the construction and operation of the
U.S. military bases, housing, leasing agreements, supply requirements for the U.S.
troops and employment. It is also expected that the effects of the stimulated regional
economy due to the construction of the U.S. military bases should be visible in the
near future. The ripple effects of the stimulated economy are also expected to spread
to items, such as the bases’ operating expenses, consumption by the U.S. soldiers,
their families and employees, as well as to the housing and rental businesses.

To conclude, several challenges and courses of actions are duly recommended as
follows: Firstly, it is recommended that a plan to stimulate the regional economy
should be put in place to serve as the driving force of urban development. In turn,
this would create employment and attract more people. In addition, financial support
programs as specified in the special laws are urgently needed. The local economy
can be improved by developing commercial areas, such as Pyeongtaek, and creating
employment as a result of the USFK relocation. Policies to revitalize the economy,
including policies on urban development and employment, need to be prioritized. In
addition, in order to improve compliance by the local residents to the USFK relocation
policies, there is a need to implement policies on income, education, housing, and
culture, which can affect the lives of the local residents. This is a way to increase the
satisfaction of the local population affected by the relocation.

Secondly, the substantial benefits expected from creating an educational and 
cultural environment as a result of the relocation and the presence of the U.S. armed
forces should also be provided to the local residents. Gyeonggi Province and the
Ministry of Education, Science, and Technology in Pyeongtaek have announced at
the end of April 2008 that the USFK has agreed to establish 18 schools, including
ones for elementary, middle, and high schools, at the Pyeongtaek military base by
2020. Initially, the USFK planned to establish only four schools but revised its plan
since the number of their families is expected to increase to 14,000 due to the term
extension from one year to two to three years.38

Thirdly, it is necessary to stimulate the regional economy and promote job cre-
ation through USFK-related businesses and organizational activities. This, in turn,
can contribute to the creation and development of an industrial complex for marine
tourism. In the near future, opportunities to increase income of the local residents
and stimulate an influx of population can be obtained through the development of
the tourism industry and the promotion of the west-coast belt and marine industry.
Local attractions with a global appeal that can promote sports tourism can also be
developed through being associated with the Pyeongtaek Lake and the tourist attractions
on the west coast.39 The establishment of international language schools, building a
family-friendly leisure environment and the construction of a military museum for
cultural exchange should be considered to help promote and improve a positive image
for Pyeongtaek as a secured and culturally diverse city.

Fourthly, the legal and institutional system for cooperation between civilians and
the military should be strengthened from the perspective of the central government.40

The cooperation between the central and the local government has a significant effect
on regional development since the issue of the USFK relocation leads to conflicts
between national security and sources of livelihood of local residents. Local govern-
ments are expected to play an important role in conveying regional characteristics
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and the opinions of local residents to the central government. At the same time, they
also play a key role in conveying the commitment of the central government to the local
residents. It should be taken into consideration that for military reserves, development
might be restricted to areas with military protection. On the other hand, a military base
can have a positive impact on the local communities by being a consumer of goods
and services and a provider of equipment and human resources.41

Fifthly, the utilization of the U.S. military bases for families need to be considered
in extending the period of military service and eliminating the factors why American
soldiers avoid military duty in South Korea. To address this, the U.S. government
provides welfare services to American soldiers and their families. This also helps
ensure that combat-ready forces are deployed in South Korea. The government also
initiates efforts to interact with the citizens of Korea through programs, such as the
“Good Neighbor Program” and “Come with U.S.” The United States is also currently
focusing on strengthening the ROK-U.S. alliance by pending additional reduction of
troops in the USFK as well as proposing extension of military service in the USFK
from one to three years.42

In conclusion, a change in the awareness of security threats and in the concept of
national security is required. The USFK relocation policy has been promoted as part
of efforts to develop the strategic alliance between the two countries based on mutual
understanding and cooperation. The consolidation of the U.S. military bases scattered
across the country is currently being conducted in consideration of the importance of
the role and effectiveness of the USFK deployed in South Korea. At the same time,
the USFK relocation policy is actively promoted and enforced under interweaving
purposes for national security as well as for effective relocation of the U.S. military
bases and regional development. The relocation policy is also being enforced to resolve
conflicts within the local communities and address the inflexibility and operational
inefficiency of the current USFK systems. It is also seen as a way to cope with the
changes in military strategies on the Korean peninsula.

As indicated by the survey results shown, the central government’s unilateral
decision-making may not be effective in resolving conflicts and facilitating regional
development amidst the issues related to relocation of the USFK to Pyeongtaek. The
central government focuses on addressing the problems at the national and macro
level while the local governments tend to focus on regional and local issues. These
differences in perspectives and approaches may lead to significant conflict when 
formulating and implementing long-term development policy parallel to the USFK
relocation. To avoid this, their perspectives and approaches in terms of policy develop-
ment should be congruent. It is also necessary to establish a cooperative civil and
military relationship at both micro and macro levels based on community participation
in order to facilitate long-term development and sustain the ROK-U.S. alliance.43

Moreover, the compensation and indemnities to be given should be adequate to
reduce the damages and conflicts encountered in the areas as a result of the USFK
relocation. The elements of the agenda that are directly related to national security and
regional development need to be incorporated in the process of and after completion of
the relocation of the USFK to Pyeongtaek. Cooperative governance at the level of the
local governments and the central government is needed to address regional issues
and conflicts to be faced after completing the relocation. This can further help in
minimizing and managing the repercussions after the relocation. The role of central
government as one of the major players and supporters of the USFK relocation as



well as the role of the local government as a trouble-shooter and a conflict manager
at the community level are roles considered to be most important in the process.
Finally, continued efforts to collect public opinions and the varying perspectives
gathered from the media and NGO groups in a timely manner are also duly needed.
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