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Invasion Frontline(1/2)

1. Military presence provides the deterrence which prevents a North Korean invasion
Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03 (David C., Sept. 03, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “International Relations Theory and the Second Korean War”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 47, No. 3, Date accessed: 5/18, JH & BH)

Ever since the first Korean war in 1950, scholars and policymakers have been predicting a second one, started by an invasion from the North. Whether seen as arising from preventive, preemptive, desperation, or simple aggressive motivations, the predominant perspective in the west sees North Korea as likely to instigate conflict. Yet for fifty years North Korea has not come close to starting a war. Why were so many scholars so consistently wrong about North Korea's intentions? Social scientists can learn as much from events that did not happen as from those that did. The case of North Korea provides a window with which to examine these theories of conflict initiation, and reveals how the assumptions underlying these theories can become mis-specified. Either scholars misunderstood the initial conditions, or they misunderstood the theory, and I show that scholars have made mistakes in both areas. Social science moves forward from clear statement of a theory, its causal logic, and its predictions. However, just as important is the rigorous assessment of a theory, especially if the predictions fail to materialize. North Korea never had the material capabilities to be a serious contender to the U.S.-ROK alliance, and it quickly fell further behind. The real question has not been whether North Korea would preempt as South Korea caught up, but instead why North Korea might fight as it fell further and further behind. The explanation for a half-century of stability and peace on the Korean peninsula is actually quite simple: deterrence works. Since 1953 North Korea has faced both a determined South Korean military and, more importantly, U.S. military deploy-ments that at their height comprised 100,000 troops as well as nuclear-tipped Lance missiles. Even today they include 38,000 troops, nuclear-capable airbases, and naval facilities that guarantee U.S. involvement in any conflict on the peninsula. While in 1950 there might have been reason for confidence in the North, the war was disastrous for the Communists, and without massive Chinese involvement North Korea would have ceased to exist. Far from exhibiting impulsive behavior after 1950, North Korea's leadership has shown extreme caution. Given the tension on the peninsula, small events have had the potential to spiral out of control, yet the occasional incidents on the peninsula have been managed with care on both sides. The peninsula has been stable for fifty years because deterrence has been clear and unambiguous.

Invasion Frontline(2/2)

2. There’s no impact – the likelihood of nuclear war extremely low

Korea Times 09

(“South Koreans Indifferent to NK Threat” June 3, 2009 Accessed on 6/22/10 AW GW)

North Korea is determined to prove its nuclear capacity to the world and inter-Korean relations are at their worst in recent years, but South Koreans are seemingly indifferent to what some perceive as signs of serious military confrontation on the Korean Peninsula. 

Despite extensive media coverage of the North's May 25 nuclear test, coupled with a series of short-range missile launches, life is business-as-usual for most Koreans. 

That is because South Koreans are now quite used to threats from the Stalinist state, according to Prof. Koh Yu-hwan of Dongguk University in Seoul. 

"Sensitive reactions from the Korean general public have been scarce, because the Korean Peninsula has been divided for a long time and threats from the North are a common issue. We have always been subject to some form of danger from the North," Koh told The Korea Times. The 1950-53 Korean War ended in a truce, not a peace treaty, leaving the two Koreas technically at war. 

"Despite recent nuclear developments, South Koreans still maintain a strong level of faith in their country's capacity to contain the military crisis involving the North," he said. 

Also, indifference to the North's military threats is in part due to an established South Korean perception that the North is not in a position to start a war, the professor said. 

"The probability of a war is minimal. North Korea will not start a war they cannot win. They know that any further provocation will be met with massive retaliation," Koh added.

3. Reduction of troops will lead to an invasion, empirically proven

Nam, Associate Professor of Political Science at Inha Uni-versity, 2006

(Chang-hee, “Relocating the U.S. Forces in South Korea: Strained Alliance, Emerging Partnership in the Changing Defense Posture”, Asian Survey, Vol. 46, No. 4, July-August 2006 accessed at http://www.jstor.org/stable/4497196, KK/EL)

Withdrawal or reduction of U.S. military forces have historically played a significant role in the dynamics of ROK-U.S. relations and security on the Korean Peninsula. Many older Koreans believe that the North Korean invasion of the 

South in 1950 was related to the full-scale withdrawal of U.S. forces in 1949. 

The relocation and reduction of U.S. troops-amid the acute ongoing tension over North Korea's nuclear affairs--would significantly change the security environment on the peninsula. The Grand National Party, the largest opposition party, and some security specialists question the timing of the realignment in light of widely shared concerns about North Korea's dangerous "nuclear black- mail diplomacy." By ending the role of forward-deployed U.S. ground forces as a "tripwire" along the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), the Pentagon is seeking a different war-fighting posture for the ROK-U.S. combined forces. This unprecedented move on the part of the USFK is heading in a direction that challenges the half-century-old alliance between the U.S. and ROK, but the action also simultaneously promotes a new partnership between the two countries. This paper analyzes how the realignment of the U.S. forces in Korea has transpired since the February 2003 inauguration of the Roh Moo-hyun administration both from a domestic standpoint and also in the larger strategic context of military transformation. It also assesses how much impact a change in the deployment of U.S. forces is likely to have on security and peace on the Korean Peninsula. Special attention is given to examining the emerging partnership between the U.S.and ROK amid the strained alliance relations resulting from the changing defense posture.

Deterrence key to prevent Invasion
A North Korean threat still remains

Cha and Kang 04 (Victor D. Cha and David C. Kang, Victor D. Cha is D.S. Song-Korea Foundation Chair of Asian Studies at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University and David C. Kang is director of the Korean Studies Institute at the University of Southern California, Summer 2004, Political Science Quarterly, “The Debate over North Korea”, pg. 232, JSTOR Database, 05/18/2010, JB and ZB)
Victor Cha believes that the threat posed by North Korea still remains and that although Pyongyang has been rationally deterred from attempting a second invasion, there still exists a coercive bargaining rationale for violence. In his view, the North undertakes limited but serious crisis-inducing acts of violence with the hope of leveraging crises more to its advantage, an extremely risky but also extremely rational policy for a country that has nothing to lose and nothing to negotiate with. Moreover, Cha is skeptical as to how much Pyongyang's intentions have really changed. Cha sees the October 2002 nuclear revelations as strong evidence validating hawkish skepticism of North Korean intentions. In light of these activities, his support of engagement is highly conditional (that is, only if the North Koreans return to the status quo ante); other wise, the United States and its allies would be forced to pursue some form of isolation and containment of the regime.  

US troops vital to deterring a North Korean invasion

Kim, writer at Asian Affairs, 2004

(Jinwung, Asian Affairs, “Ambivalent Allies: Recent South Korean Perceptions of the Unites States Forces Korea Winter 2004 http://www.jstor.org/stable/30172590)
The most important factor to influence South Korean views of the USFK has been the presence of hostile North Korea beyond the DMZ. North Korea constitutes a threat to South Korea's survival. Pyongyang's provocation of the Korean War and its continued threat to invade the south have justified the U.S. military presence and made the American withdrawal a taboo subject, a policy that existed even before the Korean War. On 13 October 1948, immediately after the ROK was established, a quarter of the members of the ROK National Assembly introduced a resolution calling on the United States to remove its troops from Korea. But the public mood in South Korea shifted after the outbreak of the Yosu-Sunch'on Rebellion. On 19 October 1948, two thousand troops of the Fourteenth Regiment of the South Korean Army, instigated by the Communists, rebelled at the port city of Yosu as they were about to embark for Cheju-do to suppress the uprising on the island. The troops seized control of the city and the nearby rail junction at Sunch'on. The rebellion finally ended on 26 October, but it unsettled the South Korean public, undermined confidence in their security forces, and increased the likelihood of an overt North Korean military assault across the 38th parallel. A tremendous wave of anxiety swept the country. Many of the same politicians who had sponsored the resolution demanding that American troops leave now clamored for temporary halting of the withdrawal.
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No Impact – US deterrence solves
Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03 (David C., Sept. 03, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “International Relations Theory and the Second Korean War”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 47, No. 3, Date accessed: 5/18, JH & BH)

Why did deterrence not fail in Korea? The U.S. deterrent made a North Korean attack useless. Analysts in this respect have generally missed the forest for the trees, for although analysts often refer to the "U.S. tripwire" and deterrent posture, they continue to ignore the deterrent and focus instead on force-levels, terrorism, or subversion by the North (H. Kim, 1990; Tow, 1991). Yet how can the Korean peninsula be stable when continual streams of scholars, diplomats, and politicians call the Korean peninsula a tinderbox? The reasons adduced by scholars as to why they worry about North Korea's intentions are attributes, and little mention is made of the situation within which North Korea must make decisions. Analysts argue that North Korea started the Korean war in 1950, and that North Korea has perpetrated a number of terrorist attacks, and therefore they are aggressive. The important point is that full-scale war is not now an option for the North, nor has it been since 1950. The U.S. deployment in South Korea makes deterrence robust and the chances of war on the Korean peninsula are remote. North Korea, for all its bluster regarding the South, has never directly challenged the central balance of power. Although tension is high on the peninsula, North Korea's military-both conventional and missile systems-exist to deter the South and the U.S. from becoming too adventurous. Decades of animosity and mistrust on both sides makes negotiation and communication difficult. Implicit in U.S. policy of the 1990s has been an expectation that North Korea will engage in unilateral disarmament. This implicit U.S. policy has demanded that the North abandon its military programs, and only afterwards would the U.S. decide whether or not to be benevolent (Huntley and Savage, 1999). From a realist perspective, it is not hard to see why the North has had problems with this. Although North Korea's missile program is part of their deterrence strategy, the main source of deterrence against the South is the artillery that holds Seoul hostage. And although North Korea wants to join the community of nations, they do not intend to 
relinquish their sovereignty or self-determination. As one North Korean diplomat (Nautilus 
Institute, 1999) noted: "The Agreed Framework made American generals confident that the DPRK had become defenseless; the only way to correct this misperception is to develop a credible deterrent against the United States." In addition, North Korea has indicated a willingness to negotiate away its missile program in return for improvements in its security with the United States. 

U.S. still needed in North East Asia to deter conflict

Manosevitz 03

(Jason U., Graduate student in the Department of Political Science at George Washington University, Asian Survery, VOl. 43, No.5 Sep.-Oct. 2003, “Japan and South Korea: Security Relations Reach Adolescence” pp. 801-825 http://www.jstor.org/stable/3557858 Accessed on 6/22/10 EL/KK)

The international community should expect to see Japan and South Korea cooperate on a range of security activities, now that their security relations have reached adolescence. Direct military relations provide a "safe haven" for basic security cooperation, aloof from remaining quibbles over historical issues. Information exchanges, limited joint activities, and security dialogues create a measure of stability through transparency and confidence building that has not been witnessed in the region for quite some time. This leaves the puzzle of whether greater stability in Japan-South Korea relations could lead to a decline in the need for American attention to the region's security needs. I do not think so. Japan and South Korea still need security treaties with the United States to deter major conflict. With Japan and South Korea managing their day-to-day security interests, it is possible that they will seek greater influence in how the United States plans and provides leadership to avoid a regional hegemon and major conflict.

U.S. troops are necessary to the region

Manosevitz, 2003

(Jason U., Graduate student in the Department of Political Science at George Washington University, Asian Survery, VOl. 43, No.5 Sep.-Oct. 2003, “Japan and South Korea: Security Relations Reach Adolescence” pp. 801-825 http://www.jstor.org/stable/3557858 Accessed on 6/22/10 KK/EL)

The thrust of my argument cautions that even though Japan and South Korea have reached a stage where we should expect them to cooperate on some security issues, their interaction is not necessarily fungible with alignment with the United States. Nor can their activities act as a substitute for American commitment to the region.
The U.S. is key to South Korean security and stability – no other nation is willing to pick up the slack.

Sutter, 09 (Robert, Visiting Professor of Asian Studies at the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, “The Obama Administration and US Policy in Asia”, Contemporary Southeast Asia, Vol. 31, No. 2, pg. 194, August 2009 FT, RV)

In most of Asia, governments are strong, viable and make the decisions that determine direction in foreign affairs. Popular, elite, media and other opinion may influence government officials in policy towards the United States and other countries, but in the end the officials make decisions on the basis of their own calculus. In general, the officials see their governments’ legitimacy and success resting on nation-building and economic development, which require a stable and secure international environment. Unfortunately, Asia is not particularly stable and most governments privately are wary of and tend not to trust each other. As a result, they look to the United States to provide the security they need to pursue goals of development and nation-building in an appropriate environment. They recognize that the US security role is very expensive and involves great risk, including large scale casualties if necessary, for the sake of preserving Asian security. They also recognize that neither rising China nor any other Asian power or coalition of powers is able or willing to undertake even a fraction of these risks, costs and responsibilities.

Deterrence key to prevent Invasion

Although the Japanese-South Korean security relations are effective, the United States is still essential to North East Asian security

Manosevitz, 2003

(Jason U., Graduate student in the Department of Political Science at George Washington University, Asian Survery, VOl. 43, No.5 Sep.-Oct. 2003, “Japan and South Korea: Security Relations Reach Adolescence” pp. 801-825 http://www.jstor.org/stable/3557858 Accessed on 6/22/10 KK/EL)

This article argues that Japan and South Korea have reached adolescence in their security relationship, meaning that even with some political issues remaining unresolved, interest in low-level security cooperation is solid, with room to grow. Both defense-official exchanges and the scheduling of a search-and-rescue( SAR) exercise resumed quickly in early 2002, after being suspended in mid-2001 owing to a flap over historical issues. The rebound in security relations testifies to the durability of and increasing desire for limited cooperation. Today's state of affairs derives from an incremental introduction of military organizations into the security relationship during the 1990s. I argue that regional economic dynamics has been a strong incentive for these developments. One implication of this new level in relations is that Japan and South Korea are now better able to handle basic security for themselves, even if their chief security partner-the United States-is engaged else-where. Analysis of present Japan-South Korea relations shows that security cooperation is limited and tightly focused, which has implications for the idea of a "virtual alliance." And it leaves the puzzle of whether stability in North-east Asia might contribute to a decline in the need for American security commitments. A good portion of this article examines the structure of Japan-South Korea security relations. Specifically, this study looks at the development of military-to-military relations between the air forces and the navies. By analyzing the relationship in "political-military" and "military-military" terms, the study sorts out various issues to demonstrate that the goals of coordinating responses to low-intensity crises and maintaining regional stability underpin Tokyo and Seoul's shared security interest. The study finds that a surge in maritime traffic, as well as shared responsibilities created by overlapping exclusive economic zones (EEZs) designated under the auspices of the 1994 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), are driving security cooperation, far more than the ominous threat posed by North Korea. The bilateral relationship may bolster vigilance over North Korea, and even minimize the level of immediate resources that the United States needs to devote to Northeast Asian stability, but Japan-South Korea security relations are by no means a substitute for U.S. commitments to the region. A subtle but long-term nuance here is that Japan and South Korea are assuming some of the region's basic security chores, without attempting to replace the security structure. It is in this sense that their efforts support the non-hegemonic stability the United States has labored for in the region. A lack of formalization of the security relationship, however, leaves both American al-lies with considerable policy flexibility and some strategic ambiguity.
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US presence good – key to stable nuclear order

Cossa et. al. 09

(Ralph A. Cossa President of Pacific Forum CSIS, Brad Glosserman Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN (Ret.) Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses, “The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration”, Pacific Forum CSIS February 2009 http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatelFord_US_Asia-Pacific_February2009.pdf Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)

Proliferation threatens U.S. homeland security and regional stability in Asia. Efforts to halt WMD proliferation should include: the pursuit of strategic dialogues with Russia, China, India, Japan, and South Korea; an arms control agreement with Russia that safeguards continued nuclear reductions and holds out the promise of future participation by other states; and the promotion of a vigorous and effective nonproliferation regime and treaty implementation in the Asia-Pacific, focusing on the 2010 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) review conference while exploring the conditions under which nuclear abolition might become possible. For now, continued U.S. extended deterrence to Japan and South Korea remains essential for a stable nuclear order.
No Risk of War
No risk of war – Most common measures agree with us

Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03 (David C., Sept. 03, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “International Relations Theory and the Second Korean War”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 47, No. 3, Date accessed: 5/18, JH & BH)

Thus the most common measures of power in international relations -economic size and defense spending-show quite clearly that North Korea was never larger than South Korea, has been smaller on both an absolute and a per capita basis than the South for at least thirty years, and continues to fall further behind. The onus is on power transition or preventive war theorists to explain the theoretical reasons that lead to the prediction that North Korea-having waited fifty years-would finally attack now that it is one-twentieth the size of the South. In military capabilities North and South Korea were in rough parity for the first two decades following the war, and then the North began to fall behind. Figure 4 shows the number of men in the armed forces from 1963 to 1998. Most interesting is that North Korea did not begin its massive expansion of its armed forces until well into the 1970s. This is most probably a response to its falling further behind the South. But for the past thirty years, North Korea's training, equipment, and overall military quality has steadily deteriorated relative to the South. The South Korean military is better equipped, better trained, and more versatile with better logistics and support than the North Korean military, and some assessments suggest that this may double combat effectiveness (Dupuy, 1990). Although the military has continued to hold pride of place in the North Korean economy, there have been increasing reports of reduced training due to the economic problems. Joong-Ang Ilbo, one of South Korea's major daily newspapers, quoted an unidentified Defense Ministry official as saying that North Korea's air force had made a hundred training sorties per day in 1996, down from three hundred to four hundred before the end of 1995, and that the training maneuvers of ground troops had also been reduced to a "minimum level."4 American military officials have noted that individual North Korean pilots take one training flight per month, far less than the ten flights per month that U.S. pilots take.5 This drastically degrades combat readiness.

No Risk of War

No war – Theories make false assertions

Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03 (David C., Sept. 03, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “International Relations Theory and the Second Korean War”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 47, No. 3, Date accessed: 5/18, JH & BH)

When outright North Korean invasion began to appear unlikely, scholars fell back on preventive war, and then preemptive war, the madman hypothesis, and then the desperation hypothesis as reasons to view the North as the aggressor. Yet for fifty years the reality on the Korean peninsula has falsified these predictions one by one. Deterrence on the peninsula has been strong enough to swamp any other potential causes of war on the peninsula, and continues to be so today. This study has shown that scholars need to be self-conscious in their application of assumptions and causal logic. If a well-specified theory such as preventive war or power transition does not appear to be borne out by the empirical record, scholars should acknowledge this and attempt to understand why. Although North Korea is merely one case, it is an important case and one that has figured prominently in the scholarly literature. Preventive war and power transition theories actually predict that North Korea will not undertake adventurous actions. However, scholars have consistently misapplied these theories to the Korean peninsula. Scholars should pay closer attention to the antecedent conditions of the theories, and also be more self-conscious about the behavioral variables that implicitly carry the bulk of the argument. The literature has focused on measuring power, and less energy has been spent on measuring satisfaction with the status quo. If perceptions and intentions matter, then the theory should explicitly state how these behavioral variables relate to the timing, sequence, and intensity of the preventive motivation. Scholars should not let these variables sneak in and do the heavy lifting.
No risk of Korean War – No basis and purely speculative

Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03 (David C., Sept. 03, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “International Relations Theory and the Second Korean War”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 47, No. 3, Date accessed: 5/18, JH & BH)

These theoretical mistakes have led scholars to consistently overestimate the North Korean threat. If predictions are wrong, scholars should admit as much and attempt to understand why. Social science moves forward from clear statement of a theory, its causal logic, and its predictions. However, just as important is the rigorous assessment of a theory, especially if the predictions fail to materialize. Ad hoc fallback arguments that do not logically derive from the theory are spurious and they should be discarded as such. For example, arguments such as "leaders under stress make risky decisions and Kim Jong-il may still decide to preempt," should be dismissed as the speculation that it is. Exploring why scholars have 304 International Relations Theory and the Second Korean War misunderstood North Korea is both a fruitful and a necessary theoretical exercise.2 This is particularly important with the renewed crisis on the peninsula in autumn 2002. Although many observers view the North Korean weapons program as aggressive, social science theories explain such actions as deterrent in nature against a bellicose United States.
No Risk of War

War exercises key to maintain Korean stability

By Donna Miles American Forces Press Service WASHINGTON, May 27, 2010 Mullen: Exercises Will Aim to Stabilize Korean Tensions http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2010/05/mil-100527-afps03.htm (SH)

– Upcoming training exercises for the U.S. and South Korean militaries following North Korea’s sinking of a South Korean navyship are designed to help in controlling and stabilizing the situation, not to escalate tensions, the top U.S. military officer said yesterday during a visit to Colorado Springs, Colo. Navy Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told reporters at Peterson Air Force Base that the exercises are part of “strong measures” to address North Korea’s sinking of the frigate Cheonan on March 26. The attack left 46 South Korean sailors dead. Mullen called the incident a “blatant act” from an unpredictable North Korea. “It is very clear to all of us that have looked at the evidence” there’s “no question that they did it,” he said. U.S.-South Korean anti-submarine warfare exercises in the planning stages will help to build capabilities to help prevent a repeat attack, he said. These exercises, the admiral noted, will present difficult technical and tactical challenges, particularly in light of shallow operating waters. “[But] it’s a skill set we are going to press on, because clearly, we don’t want that to happen again,” Mullen said. “We don’t want to give that option to North Korea in the future. We want to take it away.” Citing North Korea’s threat to sever all relations with South Korea and its history of cyclical violence against the south, Mullen expressed concern that the Cheonan sinking could be more than an isolated incident. “North Korea is predictable in one sense: that it is unpredictable in what it is going to do,” Mullen said. “North Korea goes through these cycles. I worry a great deal that this is not the last thing we are going to see. “I think it’s important that we are vigilant on this,” he added. Mullen emphasized that all plans regarding North Korea – such as those for any contingencies around the world – include “off ramps” aimed at deescalating tensions. “It’s a part of our thought. It is in everything we do,” he said. “So very naturally, it is part of how we are thinking about this.” He emphasized, however, that this approach doesn’t signal impotence or weakness. “Whatever happens in the future, I think there will be strong measures,” he said. “But they are not designed to escalate. They are designed to control and to stabilize.” The North Korean military has weakened, Mullen conceded, but still has the capabilities to inflict “a lot of damage,” particularly in light of its proximity to Seoul. Meanwhile, Mullen noted strides being made within the South Korean military. Working in close cooperation with U.S. Forces Korea, it’s on a path to assuming wartime operational control of its forces in 2012. “They have a lot more confidence in themselves, and so do we,” Mullen said.

