MGW 2010

Unification NEG

Joe Behm


Unification Frontline 1/2
The youth do not want unification despite government commitment. 

The Times of India, 2010

(The Times of India: War without end still overshadows Korea 60 years on, June 24, 2010, http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/rest-of-world/War-without-end-still-overshadows-Korea-60-years-on/articleshow/6084785.cms, accessed June 25, 2010, TS)

<North and South are each officially committed to reunification. But younger generations of South Koreans increasingly see their neighbour as a foreign country, an object of pity, scorn or indifference. 
A poll released last November showed 56 percent of South Korean respondents of all ages believe reunification is necessary – down eight percent from two years earlier. 
“More than half the people regard North Korea as part of the nation to reunify with, but the younger they are, the lower the ratio gets,” Lee Sang-sin, a professor at Seoul National University’s Institute for Peace and Unification Studies, told Yonhap news agency. 
“There is a growing idea among younger people that North Korea is a separate, foreign nation.” >
The youth of SK do not care about NK.
Wiggin, Global Post, 2010
(Teke, Tuscon Sentinel: Many South Koreans indifferent about North, June 3, 2010, http://www.tucsonsentinel.com/nationworld/report/060310_northkorea, accessed June 25, 2010, TS)
<Usually Shin In-young and her friends don't think about North Korea and its pudgy, reclusive strongman who dons retro sunglasses, abhors airplanes and may have ordered a surprise attack on a South Korean warship. But when pressed for their views on their pariah-state neighbor, Shin's age group has some things to say that might come as a surprise to the average Westerner.
A 23-year-old Yonsei University journalism major, Shin says North Korea doesn't bother her much.
"I have never taken their provocations as threats because none of them have ever changed my life," she said.
Shin and her friends represent a demographic inside South Korea that is mostly indifferent to the bellicose rhetoric and saber-rattling that characterizes the North's foreign policy approach.
"The average South Korean university student is simply not interested in North Korea," said Brian Myers, who is director of the international studies department at Dongseo University in Busan, South Korea, and wrote a New York Times Op-Ed on the matter.

Just take his current North Korean affairs seminar as an example, he says: Only four students chose to enroll in the class.>
Unification Frontline 2/3
NK-SK relations are too poor. 

Korea Times, 2010

(Korea Times: NK Threaten to cut all relations with South, May 26, 2010, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/06/120_66513.html, accessed June 25, 2010, TS)

<North Korea said Tuesday that it will cut all relations with South Korea and will have no contact with the Southern authorities during the remaining tenure of President Lee Myung-bak.
In a statement issued by the Committee for the Peaceful Reunification of Korea, the North vowed to sever all communication links with the South and expel all South Korean personnel from the inter-Korean industrial complex in the North's border town of Kaesong.
The North also pledged to freeze and dismantle the Consultative Office for South-North Economic Cooperation in the Kaesong Industrial Zone while completely suspending the work of Panmunjeom Red Cross liaison representatives.
The statement went on to say that Pyongyang will ban South Korean ships and airliners from passing through the North's territorial waters and air, in addition to starting an all-out counterattack against the South's anti-North psychological warfare.
"The Committee for the Peaceful Reunification of Korea formally declares that from now on it will put into force the resolute measures to totally freeze the inter-Korean relations, totally abrogate the agreement on non-aggression between the North and the South and completely halt the inter-Korean cooperation," said the statement carried by the North's Korean Central News Agency.>
Reunification is too costly and dangerous. 
Beck, Pantech Research Fellow at Stanford University, 2010
(Peter M., American University and Ewha Womans University, WSJ: Contemplating Korean Reunification – The North Could Collapse More Quickly Than We Think, January 4, 2010, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704340304574635180086832934.html, accessed June 25, 2010, TS)

<There are three plausible scenarios for a Korean reunification. One would be sudden and bloodless like what Germany experienced. The worst would be a reunification marked by the kind of violence Vietnam suffered. The third is somewhere between the first two and akin to the chaotic post-Communist transitions of Romania and Albania.

Any one of these outcomes would be expensive. The North's economy is in shambles. It collapsed in the 1990s amid a famine that likely killed hundreds of thousands of people. Fixing the economy will require new infrastructure, starting with the power grid, railway lines and ports. This alone will cost tens of billions of dollars. Few of the North's factories meet modern standards and it will take years to rehabilitate agricultural lands. The biggest expense of all will be equalizing North Koreans' incomes with their richer cousins in the South, whether through aid transfers or investments in education and health care.>
Unification Frontline 3/3
Unification could cost $1.5 trillion.
Beck, Pantech Research Fellow at Stanford University, 2010
(Peter M., American University and Ewha Womans University, WSJ: Contemplating Korean Reunification – The North Could Collapse More Quickly Than We Think, January 4, 2010, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704340304574635180086832934.html, accessed June 24, 2010, TS)

<Even the best-case German model will cause South Koreans heartburn. Despite the $2 trillion West Germany has paid over two decades, Bonn had it relatively easy in the beginning. East Germany's population was only one-quarter of West Germany's, and in 1989 East German per capita income was one-third of the West's. The two Germanies also had extensive trade ties.
North Korea's per capita income is less than 5% of the South's. Each year the dollar value of South Korea's GDP expansion equals the entire North Korean economy. The North's population is half the South's and rising thanks to a high birth rate. North and South also barely trade with each other. To catch up to the South, North Korea will need more resources than East Germany required if living standards on both sides of the peninsula are to be close to each other.

More than a dozen reports by governments, academics and investment banks in recent years have attempted to estimate the cost of Korean unification. At the low end, the Rand Corporation estimates $50 billion. But that assumes only a doubling of Northern incomes from current levels, which would leave incomes in the North at less than 10% of the South.
At the high end, Credit Suisse estimated last year that unification would cost $1.5 trillion, but with North Korean incomes rising to only 60% of those in the South. I estimate that raising Northern incomes to 80% of Southern levels—which would likely be a political necessity—would cost anywhere from $2 trillion to $5 trillion, spread out over 30 years. That would work out to at least $40,000 per capita if distributed solely among South Koreans.>

A2: Unification 2/4
SK thinks reunification should happen but it would prove to be an economic burden. 
Lee, senior research director, 2006(Cheoleon, The Gallup Organization: Implications of the Reunification of the Two Koreas, October 12, 2006, http://www.gallup.com/poll/24949/gallup-world-poll-implications-reunification-two-koreas.aspx, accessed June 24, 2010, TS)
<When South Koreans were asked in a Gallup World Poll conducted this summer if the two Koreas should be united, the majority (67%) said yes. However, South Koreans also believe -- perhaps learning from the German unification -- that reunification would impose a heavy burden on the South. More than half (56%) of South Koreans said there is more for their country to lose than to gain if the two Koreas become united, while 36% said the South has more to gain.>
Unification will fail – the economy of the new Korea would destabilize the region.
Lee PhD. In Goverment, University of California, Los Angeles  06
(Chae-Jin “A Troubled Peace U.S. Policy and the Two Koreas” The Johns Hopkins University Press, pg 8-9 jb, sob)
Even though the neoconservative leaders in the United States prefer to see regime change in North Korea, it is conceivable that the U.S. government will en​counter several serious problems in the event of absorption of North Korea by South Korea. Extrapolating from the experience of German unification, the United States fears that keeping a viable Korean economic system afloat after unification will be too expensive and that its economic interests in a unified Korea could suffer as a re​sult. Another serious concern is that a precipitous unification of Korea may have a destabilizing effect on the balance of power in the Asia-Pacific region. A RAND Corporation study concluded that the unification process in Korea would prove far more tumultuous in the region than German unification did in Europe: "The emer​gence of a unified, economically strong Korea could lead to a new era of competi​tion ... centered on the possible advent of intense economic and diplomatic rivalry with Japan and the revival of historical suspicions toward China and Russia. Insta​bility would become all the more likely if a unified Korea saw the need to obtain a nuclear weapons capability."' Whereas Germany after unification was firmly an​chored in and integrated with the European Union and NATO, a unified Korea is likely to be a freestanding entity with no effective structure of regional economic integration or collective security. It is also possible that a unified Korea even under Seoul's leadership might adopt an excessively nationalistic international outlook, an unstable foreign and military policy, a protectionist economic posture, or an au​thoritarian political system, all of which would counter the traditional goals of U.S. policy in Korea. If, however, North Korea succeeds in dividing, weakening, and ab​sorbing South Korea by means of a shrewd and effective united front strategy, it would, of course, present a grave challenge to U.S. interests not only in Korea but also in the region as a whole.21
A2: Reunification 3/4

Korea reunification bad – destabilizes Asia, increases Asian rivalries, and risks nuclear war
Lee, Professor of Pacific Basin Studies and Government at Claremont McKenna College, 2006 (Chae-Jin, “A Troubled Peace: US Policy and the Two Koreas” pg. 286, jb)

Even though the neoconservative leaders in the United States prefer to see regime change in North Korea, it is conceivable that the U.S. government will en​counter several serious problems in the event of absorption of North Korea by South Korea. Extrapolating from the experience of German unification, the United States fears that keeping a viable Korean economic system afloat after unification will be too expensive and that its economic interests in a unified Korea could suffer as a re​sult. Another serious concern is that a precipitous unification of Korea may have a destabilizing effect on the balance of power in the Asia-Pacific region. A RAND Corporation study concluded that the unification process in Korea would prove far more tumultuous in the region than German unification did in Europe: "The emer​gence of a unified, economically strong Korea could lead to a new era of competi​tion ... centered on the possible advent of intense economic and diplomatic rivalry with Japan and the revival of historical suspicions toward China and Russia. Insta​bility would become all the more likely if a unified Korea saw the need to obtain a nuclear weapons capability."' Whereas Germany after unification was firmly an​chored in and integrated with the European Union and NATO, a unified Korea is likely to be a freestanding entity with no effective structure of regional economic integration or collective security. It is also possible that a unified Korea even under Seoul's leadership might adopt an excessively nationalistic international outlook, an unstable foreign and military policy, a protectionist economic posture, or an au​thoritarian political system, all of which would counter the traditional goals of U.S. policy in Korea. If, however, North Korea succeeds in dividing, weakening, and ab​sorbing South Korea by means of a shrewd and effective united front strategy, it would, of course, present a grave challenge to U.S. interests not only in Korea but also in the region as a whole.21
Korean reunification bad – bolsters proliferation in asia 
Cha, associate professor of government, winter, 2002
(Victor, “Focus on the future, not the north”, The Center for strategic and international studies and the Massachusetts pg. 96 , jb, sob)
Korean unification certainly might generate a range of alternate scenarios, but given current and past geostrategic trends, this estimate of how events might transpire is most probable. What is striking about this scenario is how heavily it weighs against U.S. interests. If the United States has the will to remain an Asia-Pacific power after Korean unification, then it has no interest in being pushed out. Moreover, this situation is not in the region’s interests. An older, weaker, and isolated Japan that does not want to be considered the last U.S. military colony in Asia might finally choose greater self- reliance for its security. This decision would provoke balancing reactions in China and Korea that would degrade the region’s security as tensions, armaments, and the almost-certain prospect of nuclear proliferation rose.

A2: Reunification 4/4

The PRC seeks to avoid the unification of Korea
Gomà  2k6

Daniel, author in the Asian Survey.  “The Chinese-Korean Border Issue: An Analysis of a Contested Frontier”.  Published by the University of California Press. Http://www.jstor.org/stable/4497212 Accessed: 18/5/2010   M.H.  And S.H.

Nevertheless Beijing was very concerned by the South Korean legislators' actions because these were the first to tackle the Gando issue at a parliamentary level. China is also worried about the border issue because of potential political upheaval if the peninsula were to be reunified. A united Korea would probably be stronger in its demands and not so easily affected by foreign pres-sure. Until now, the Chinese leadership has been able to cool North Korea's territorial claims using the lever of aid to Pyongyang. 

The unification of Korea would seriously damage Sino-Korean relations 

Gomà  2k6

Daniel, author in the Asian Survey.  “The Chinese-Korean Border Issue: An Analysis of a Contested Frontier”.  Published by the University of California Press. Http://www.jstor.org/stable/4497212 Accessed: 18/5/2010   M.H.  And S.H.

However, a unified Korea would not be subject to these conditions. It would defend its own national interests against all odds, and its nationalism would be further reinforced, affecting China's stance on the border issue. This new Korean state, stronger politically and economically, would retain North Korea's contentions about Paketusan, Shindo, etc. In this scenario, the pressure will come from the entire Korean nation. No longer dependent on China, a unified Korea would defend itself more forcefully against the PRC, and Sino-Korean relations would be negatively affected. 

Unification is not seen anywhere in the near future
Sheen, assistant professor and director at the Graduate School of International Studies, 
Seoul National University, 2009

(Dr. Seongho, research fellow at Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, M.A., B.A., ex-assistant research professor at Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, The International Spectator, Vol. 44, No. 2: To Be or Not To Be: South Korea’s East Asia Security Strategy and the Unification Quandary, pg. 53-54, June 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)
<Despite its alleged criticism of its predecessors’ engagement efforts, the Lee government does not want to see the collapse of North Korea either. Interestingly enough, the Lee administration does not mention unification in any official documents. For example, the official government policy guideline, One Hundred Government Policy Tasks, does not talk about unification at all. Speaking of inter-Korean relations, the policy guideline discusses a variety of matters including solving the nuclear issue, aiding North Korea’s economic reform, addressing humanitarian issues such as expanding family reunions, the return of South Korean abductees and prisoners of war.44 Nor do the five priorities of the Lee administration’s national agenda include unification: a government that serves, a dynamic market economy, active welfare, a human resource superpower, and a mature global state.45 With only one five-year term to serve, the Lee government does not see much possibility of unification within its tenure. Instead, it sees solving the nuclear issue as a major North Korea initiative.>
Turn: Reunification

Turn - A unified Korea would still desire the U.S. military troops they are needed  

Mitchell, senior fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS, 2003
(Derek, “A Blueprint for U.S. Policy Toward a Unified Korea”, The Washington Quarterly • 26:1 pp. 123–137, accessed at http://muse.jhu.edu, KK/EL)

Arguably, Korea’s interest will continue to lie in the retention of its alliance with the United States following unification. Despite some frictions, the alliance has served to help preserve Korea’s essential freedom of action and to facilitate its historic political and economic development over many decades. Maintaining an alliance with the United States will also help preserve the U.S.-led, alliance-based security structure in East Asia that has served as a stabilizing force in the region, hedged against the rise of an aggressive regional power, and protected Korea from becoming the political if not military battleground upon which the major Asian powers have historically sought regional advantage. Indeed, a unified Korea will need the stability and reassurance engendered by its alliance with the United States more than ever during the many years of transition following unification, particularly under collapse or war scenarios. 

A unified Korea also will arguably have a substantial interest in accepting a U.S. military presence on the peninsula following unification. This presence would serve as a key component of continued alliance relations and the overall U.S. regional military presence to preserve stability throughout East Asia. Korea’s continued hosting of U.S. forces would sustain the special relationship between the governments and armed forces of both sides, facilitate their coordination of regional strategy, and continue to serve as a deterrent to others seeking advantage on the peninsula.

A2: US-Korea Reunification
A unified Korea would cut its relations with the US

Mitchell, senior fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS, 2003
(Derek, “A Blueprint for U.S. Policy Toward a Unified Korea”, The Washington Quarterly • 26:1 pp. 123–137, accessed at http://muse.jhu.edu, KK/EL)

Korea, however, will likely seek greater independence in its overall relationship with the United States. Unification may bring about a resurgence of Korean nationalism and self-confidence commensurate with its growing national strength and increased international prestige. As a result, the new Korea will likely seek a more equal bilateral relationship.

A united Korea will likely aim to avoid acting in any way that might give the impression that it is siding strategically with either the United States or China against the other. Korea’s future development will depend greatly on good relations with and between its traditional ally and its sizable neighbor.

Korea’s substantial economic and security interests in the United States and

China ensure that antagonizing either side would only be detrimental to Korean progress. Perhaps above all else, the United States can expect Korea to seek to retain maximum flexibility in its foreign policy and to avoid the appearance of being tied too closely with the policies or attitudes of either side in any U.S.-Chinese rivalry, including over Taiwan.

Economic strains due to unification means that Korea would not support U.S. troops

Mitchell, senior fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS, 2003
(Derek, “A Blueprint for U.S. Policy Toward a Unified Korea”, The Washington Quarterly • 26:1 pp. 123–137, accessed at http://muse.jhu.edu, KK/EL)

Considering U.S. policy toward a unified Korea not only requires assessing future U.S. interests, but also anticipating what potential obstacles to the achievement of U.S. regional interests could arise. First, financial burdens inherent in the process of unification will likely constrain Korea’s ability and possibly its inclination to support the U.S. troop presence and alliance obligations. Regardless of the method of unification, the financial and social cost of Korean unification on South Korean society will be enormous. In this environment, host-nation support for maintaining U.S. forces on the peninsula will be highly controversial, if not politically difficult to sustain. Similarly, the unified Korean military will focus on internal challenges such as civil defense and civil reconstruction, constricting for some time its ability to work with the United States on regional operations.
A2: Reunification leads to withdrawal

U.S. troops will remain in a unified Korea to substantially assist with problems

Mitchell, senior fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS, 2003
(Derek, “A Blueprint for U.S. Policy Toward a Unified Korea”, The Washington Quarterly • 26:1 pp. 123–137, accessed at http://muse.jhu.edu, KK/EL)

The Korean people must handle the process of unification on the peninsula themselves. Particularly in a war or collapse scenario, however, the challenges to domestic security in the aftermath of unification may be substantial. Despite the high quality of Korean personnel, such turmoil may prove overwhelming for Korean capabilities. The United States will have substantial interests in ensuring that the peninsula is stable and under sufficient police control to prevent the emergence of a haven for transnational crime including terrorism, narcotics trafficking, counterfeiting, and WMD proliferation. The United States should be prepared to organize and provide assistance to Korean civil authorities as requested by the Korean government, perhaps in conjunction with regional or UN forces. Such assistance might take the form of transport, construction, engineering, refugee repatriation, or other public safety initiatives.
South Korea prefers North Korea as a separate identity
Sheen, assistant professor and director at the Graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University, 2009

(Dr. Seongho, research fellow at Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, M.A., B.A., ex-assistant research professor at Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, The International Spectator, Vol. 44, No. 2: To Be or Not To Be: South Korea’s East Asia Security Strategy and the Unification Quandary, pg. 52, June 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)
<Preventing North Korea’s collapse quickly became an important security policy objective in the subsequent administrations. The most obvious case in point was the ‘Sunshine’ policy adopted by former President Kim Dae-jung. Calling for inter- Korean reconciliation and cooperation, he made it clear that South Korea did not intend to absorb North Korea.39 Instead, South Korea would help North Korea with economic recovery and reform so that North Korea could sustain itself in the long term. Eventually, the theory goes, this practice of inter-Korean reconciliation and cooperation could lead to a gradual and peaceful unification of the two Koreas.40 The subsequent Roh Moo-hyun government likewise took on the ‘no collapse and no absorption policy’ of Kim Dae-jung. From the very beginning of his presidency, Roh made it clear that he preferred peaceful coexistence of the two Koreas over the sudden collapse and subsequent unification of North Korea. Political unification would come after a long, gradual period of economic and cultural integration.41 >

A unified Korea would desire the U.S. military
Mitchell, senior fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS, 2003
(Derek, “A Blueprint for U.S. Policy Toward a Unified Korea”, The Washington Quarterly • 26:1 pp. 123–137, accessed at http://muse.jhu.edu, KK/EL)
Arguably, Korea’s interest will continue to lie in the retention of its alliance with the United States following unification. Despite some frictions, the alliance has served to help preserve Korea’s essential freedom of action and to facilitate its historic political and economic development over many decades. Maintaining an alliance with the United States will also help preserve the U.S.-led, alliance-based security structure in East Asia that has served as a stabilizing force in the region, hedged against the rise of an aggressive regional power, and protected Korea from becoming the political if not military battleground upon which the major Asian powers have historically sought regional advantage. Indeed, a unified Korea will need the stability and reassurance engendered by its alliance with the United States more than ever during the many years of transition following unification, particularly under collapse or war scenarios.
A unified Korea also will arguably have a substantial interest in accepting a U.S. military presence on the peninsula following unification. This presence would serve as a key component of continued alliance relations and the overall U.S. regional military presence to preserve stability throughout East Asia. Korea’s continued hosting of U.S. forces would sustain the special relationship between the governments and armed forces of both sides, facilitate their coordination of regional strategy, and continue to serve as a deterrent to others seeking advantage on the peninsula.
 

 
U.S. troops will remain in a unified Korea to substantially assist with problems
Mitchell, senior fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS, 2003
(Derek, “A Blueprint for U.S. Policy Toward a Unified Korea”, The Washington Quarterly • 26:1 pp. 123–137, accessed at http://muse.jhu.edu, KK/EL)
The Korean people must handle the process of unification on the peninsula themselves. Particularly in a war or collapse scenario, however, the challenges to domestic security in the aftermath of unification may be substantial. Despite the high quality of Korean personnel, such turmoil may prove overwhelming for Korean capabilities. The United States will have substantial interests in ensuring that the peninsula is stable and under sufficient police control to prevent the emergence of a haven for transnational crime including terrorism, narcotics trafficking, counterfeiting, and WMD proliferation. The United States should be prepared to organize and provide assistance to Korean civil authorities as requested by the Korean government, perhaps in conjunction with regional or UN forces. Such assistance might take the form of transport, construction, engineering, refugee repatriation, or other public safety initiatives.
 
NK Policy: SK – Unification
SK strained about unification – econ damage.
Sheen, assistant professor and director at the Graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University, 2009

(Dr. Seongho, research fellow at Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, M.A., B.A., ex-assistant research professor at Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, The International Spectator, Vol. 44, No. 2: To Be or Not To Be: South Korea’s East Asia Security Strategy and the Unification Quandary, pg. 57, June 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)
<If and when it should come to unification, South Korea will have to work closely with the United States, while trying to assure the Chinese that Korean unification will not work against their strategic interests in the region. This can be done in the context of a Northeast Asian multilateral security mechanism. No one knows how and when the process will begin. Yet, at the end of the day, unification will be up to the Korean people. And the choice to unify should come from both the South and the North. South Korea’s current emphasis on peaceful coexistence rather than sudden unification reflects Seoul’s growing confidence with respect to an impoverished North Korea as well as the increasing public sentiment that ‘‘many South Koreans are satisfied with peace without unification, hoping to avoid the full costs’’ of absorbing 28 million hungry North Koreans ‘‘by making more modest payments of assistance’’.54 According to a recent survey, more than eight out of ten South Koreans think unification is an important national agenda. However, almost the same percentage of people are against immediate unification. As for the cost of unification, opinion was split with 55 percent saying they are willing to bear whatever cost, while 44 percent are not.55>

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.

