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PREFACE

North Korea’s ballistic missile program, the Theater Missile Defense
(TMD) debate, and ongoing discussions concerning South Korea’s
next-generation combat aircraft have combined to heighten aware-
ness of the critical importance of aerospace power. In an effort to as-
sess these and other related issues, the Air Power Program (APP)
based at the Center for International Studies at Yonsei University, to-
gether with Project AIR FORCE (PAF) at RAND and the Pacific
Century Institute, coorganized the Second International Air Power
Conference on the theme, “Emerging Threats, Force Structures, and
the Role of Air Power in South Korea,” June 11-12, 1999, in Seoul.

The collaboration with Project AIR FORCE at RAND and the Pacific
Century Institute began when the Air Power Program hosted the First
International Air Power Conference in June 1998. Building on the
progress made during the first conference, the second conference fo-
cused on the Republic of Korea’s (ROK’s) desirable force structure in
the 21st century, the role of air and space power in shaping future
deterrence and defense missions, the ballistic missile threat in the
current and emerging strategic environment and options for
responding to it, and private and public sector collaboration on long-
term development of air power. The conference brought together a
diverse group of experts—from academia, think tanks, relevant
government ministries and agencies, and the services—and their
interaction contributed significantly to the quality of presentations
and discussions. This volume is a compilation of papers that were
delivered at this conference.

i
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We are pleased with the outcome of the conference and the high-
quality papers compiled in this volume. The papers represent cut-
ting-edge research analyzing emerging security trends, potential
strategic threats, and optimal force structures for the ROK. This new
thinking is of particular importance because throughout the Cold
War, South Korea’s strategic mind-set was dominated by the im-
peratives of land warfare. Indeed, so long as South Korea continues
to confront a major military threat from the North, it can ill-afford to
downgrade its ground forces or to ignore critical land-based mis-
sions. But in the long-term, particularly in the post-unification era,
Korea must give serious consideration to the development of a new
national security strategy and concomitant military doctrines. In this
respect, the findings in this volume will have critical implications for
Korea’s national security, defense planning dynamics, force structur-
ing modalities, and air defense modernization programs well into the
21st century.

On behalf of the coorganizers, the editors would like to express their
sincere appreciation to the cosponsoring institutions—the Center for
International Studies at Yonsei University, Project AIR FORCE at
RAND, and the Pacific Century Institute. We also thank the leading
scholars and experts from Korea and abroad who served as paper-
givers, chairs, and discussants for their outstanding contributions.
The conference would have not been possible without the generous
support and encouragement of key individuals. We would like to ac-
knowledge the contributions of Mr. Spencer S. Kim, president of
CBOL; Mr. Kenneth Tuggle, president of the Pacific Century Institute;
General Chun-taek Park, Chief of Staff of the ROK Air Force; General
Ronald Fogleman (ret.), former Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force;
General Chi Ryang Chang (ret.), former Chief of Staff of the ROK Air
Force; Major General Yun-joo Kim (ret.); and Major General Sung-
kuk Park. Dr. Byung-soo Kim, president of Yonsei University,
Professor Pyung-Gil Chay, dean of the Graduate School of In-
ternational Studies, and Professor Jong-ryn Mo, director of the
Center for International Studies, have shown their personal interest
in, and support of, the conference.

The editors would also like to acknowledge the efforts of Dr. Chung-
min Lee, Dr. Han-kyu Park, Dr. Sung-hack Lim, Col. Tong-hak Kim,
Lt. Col. Sung-pyo Hong, and Major Byung-chull Kang, who were in-
volved in the project from its planning to the final stages. In addition,
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numerous students and staff at the Center for International Studies
and the Department of Political Science offered their assistance, for
which the editors are most grateful. Dr. Lee and Major Kang deserve
special commendation for their pivotal role in making the confer-
ence a success. We are also grateful to Ms. Rachel Swanger at RAND
for her hard work in turning these conference proceedings into a
wonderful edited volume.

Finally, the editors hope that this volume will make a small contribu-
tion toward the enhancement of air power studies in Korea and serve
as a symbol of continuing cooperation among the Air Power Program
at Yonsei University, Project AIR FORCE at RAND, and the Pacific
Century Institute.

Natalie W. Crawford, RAND
Chung-in Moon, Yonsei University

PROJECT AIR FORCE

Project AIR FORCE, a division of RAND, is the Air Force federally
funded research and development center (FFRDC) for studies and
analysis. It provides the Air Force with independent analyses of pol-
icy alternatives affecting the development, employment, combat
readiness, and support of current and future aerospace forces.
Research is performed in four programs: Aerospace Force Develop-
ment; Manpower, Personnel, and Training; Resource Management;
and Strategy and Doctrine.
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Introduction

AIR POWER: THE 21ST CENTURY CATALYST FOR
PROGRESS, CHANGE, AND PROSPERITY

General Ronald R. Fogleman, USAF (Ret.)
Former Chief of Staff, USAF

“Location, location and location. . . . The three most important
attributes of any piece of real estate in establishing its worth also
loom large in the history and potential of a nation.”

LOCATION—TRANSPORTATION AND CIVILIZATIONS

Throughout history civilizations have been constrained and/or de-
fined by their transportation infrastructures. For this reason most
population centers first grew along rivers and seacoasts. With the
coming of the Industrial Age, manufacturing complexes and the ac-
companying population centers sprang up along the full lines of in-
terior rivers and streams. So long as the world’s population could be
contained and sustained in these regions, the traditional means of
surface transportation, boat and roads, were adequate to service
these cities. As man’s knowledge of the world expanded and vital
natural resources were discovered in far away corners of the world, a
patchwork of transportation nets was put into place. Much of the
impetus for canals and railways in the 19th century came from this
dynamic. In the 20th century, particularly after the mass production
of the internal combustion engine, national highway systems sprang
up in the form of European autobahns, British motorways, and
American interstate highways. Following the Second World War,
commercial aviation moved to the fore and a system of international
airways and airports helped shrink the globe.
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The trend toward globalization in worldwide economies and the
pressures of a world population looking to live and work in all parts
of the world will lead to another fundamental change in transporta-
tion. Time will be of the essence. While this movement has been un-
der way for the past 50 years, in the opening decades of the 21st
century it will accelerate. The 21st century will be the aerospace
century—with all that will mean to global intercourse in the eco-
nomic and international affairs arena.

Another movement has been getting under way during the last half
of 20th century. For most of the century, Americans, and much of the
world, have been focused on Europe. America fought two world wars
that had their origins in Europe. As we approach the close of the
century, once again we see the world focused on a European con-
flict—hopefully this is a mere sideshow, a diversion of the interna-
tional community’s attention from what is destined to be the real
area of focus for the 21st century—Asia. In short, for Americans the
20th century was the European century—the 21st century will be the
Asian century—the move is already afoot.

LOCATION—TIMING AND TRENDS

The combination of these macro trends—a coming aerospace cen-
tury combined with a century in which Asia will come to be the
center of attention for the family of nations and their international
structures—offers an unparalleled opportunity for Asia—and for
Northeast Asia in particular,

Unfortunately, much of the focus on air and space power for the 21st
century will continue to be on military applications in support of na-
tional and international security interests. At the same time we
should not overlook the tremendous opportunities that will come
from commercial endeavors—to include the vast potential for the
national and regional economic growth and stability. It is the pur-
pose of this introductory chapter to examine the history, potential,
and promise of aviation in both its military and commercial
dimensions in Northeast Asia.
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LOCATION—AND THE CHANGES IN THE NATURE OF WAR

Air and space power will revolutionize warfare in the opening
decades of the 21st century. Some will want to resist this basic
truth—but to do so ignores the larger lessons of history. The history
of warfare has been marked by a series of inventions and applica-
tions, “Ideas and Weapons,” as my old professor Bill Holley of Duke
University used to say, which revolutionized the nature of warfare on
an irregular but frequent schedule. The discipline of the Greek
Phalanx combined with a thrusting weapon dominated the ancient
world—only to be supplanted by the mobility of the Roman Legion.
The invention of the stirrup took man on horseback from being a
means of transportation to being an instrument of mass and shock
on the battlefield when a mounted warrior was able to stay mounted
while wielding a thrusting weapon in the form of a lance or saber.
This combination was eventually neutralized by the long bow with its
ability to allow a foe to stand off and deliver projectiles capable of
bringing down the horse and penetrating the armor of the rider. This
development was further enhanced by the introduction of gunpow-
der. From this invention came the whole array of personal and siege
weapons of the Medieval Period.

Likewise, the transformation of navies from dependence on wind
and sail to steam along with rifled guns and iron-clad vessels in the
19th century marked another major change in the nature of war. The
first victory of an Asian fleet over a European fleet occurred in 1904
when the Japanese fleet exploiting the revolutionary nature of its
ships defeated the Russian fleet. Great fleets were to dominate mu-
nitions expenditures throughout the first half of the 20th century and
were clearly recognized as the “Coin of the Realm” for great power
status.

With the advent of World War II we saw the next great revolution in
military affairs as the aircraft changed the nature of warfare—forever.
World War II began for the United States with a surprise attack by an
armada of sea-based aircraft against the American Pacific Fleet as
well as major shore-based facilities on Hawaii in December 1941.
The war ended in August 1945 with another attack from the air when
a single U.S. aircraft dropped the second of two atomic bombs
against the Japanese homeland. Those bombs, dropped from lone
B-29s, brought to a close the most horrific war ever inflicted on
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mankind and negated the need for an invasion of the Japanese
homeland that would have resulted in casualties predicted to
approach the one million mark. In between these events we saw the
aircraft carrier replace the battleship as the center piece of any great
power fleet.

Just as the use of air power ended World War IJ, it ushered in a new
era and a new kind of international conflict which became known to
the world as the Cold War. From 1948 to 1989 two different ideolo-
gies, Communism and Democracy, struggled for the hearts and
minds of the people of the world. It was a conflict dominated by air
power in the form of a nuclear deterrent force comprised of inter-
continental bombers, land- and sea-based missiles, and eventually,
space-based reconnaissance intelligence and communication sys-
tems. Throughout the Cold War, large standing armies and navies
were still necessary to meet the threat.

The two centers of Communism were the Soviet Union and China.
To respond to the challenge from the spread of Communism, the
western world decided on a simple strategy called containment. It
was a wonderfully simple strategy. A ring of bases was built around
what was perceived as the Communist Empire. Any attempt to
spread communism would be resisted—by force if necessary. It was
this policy that brought United Nations troops to Korea in 1950 to
fight a three-year war, that gave us the current structure on the
peninsula, a Democratic south and Communist north.

Globally there is no longer an ideological argument about the merits
of Communism versus Democracy. Communism has been totally
discredited. Yet in East Asia we are living and working with residual
nations ascribing to the Communist ideology. This situation provides
both a challenge and an opportunity as we move into the
21st century—the Asian century.

Just as the impetus and challenge of World War II brought air power
to the forefront of military operations, a series of events in the last
decade of the 20th century has come together to once again change
not only the nature of warfare but also the nature of economic inter-
course between nations of the world. This movement is sometimes
called a Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA). It encompasses the fol-
lowing: an explosion of computer power, with capacity doubling
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every eighteen months and becoming ever cheaper, giving the world
unheard of processing capability for a variety of applications. At the
same time the miniaturization of digital electronics combined with
other revolutions in information technology when integrated with
traditional characteristics of air and space power; speed, range, flex-
ibility, and presence will once again fundamentally change the
nature of warfare in the opening decades of the 21st century. The
ability to find, fix, track, target, and engage with precision anything of
consequence anywhere on the globe in near real time will change the
nature of warfare. As we have seen in the nineties, air power has
already become the first to fight among the arsenal of land, sea, and
air forces. It will come to dominate warfare in the 21st century as the
phalanxes and legions did in the Ancient World, as naval power did
during the Age of Discovery and the dawning of the Industrial
Revolution. Land and sea forces will still be important, but their
structures will have to be dramatically altered to remain relevant and
effective. Nowhere is this any more important than in Northeast Asia.

LOCATION—AND THE FUTURE IN ASIA

In the United States a distinguished group of scholars, politicians,
and military experts have been commissioned by the Secretary of
Defense and Congress to determine the security needs of the nation
in the opening decades of the new century. The National Security
Study Group, also known as the Hart-Rudman Commission, is
charged with thinking comprehensively and creatively about how the
United States should provide for its national security in the first
quarter of the 21st century. The group has prepared five working
papers to serve as background material for the senior advisors and
panel staff members led by retired Air Force General Chuck Boyd.
One of these papers, entitled “East Asia,” looks at the Korean
peninsula and examines future relations between the United States,
Korea, China, Japan, and other countries of the region. The paper
presents alternative futures derived from current trends and possible
events.

Some observations from this paper include the following:

East Asia contains not only upwards of a third of the world’s popu-
lation, but also hosts what is widely taken to be the most likely
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major future competitor for the United States, China, one of its
most critical allies Japan, and one of its most intractable problems,
Korea. East Asia’s importance to the United States is likely to grow
between now and 2025, whether due to this region’s strengths or its
problems.

Among the assumptions used in the paper are:

No major interstate war has occurred within the region through
2025.

Populations in the region age. Since 1995, the number of 15-64 year
olds per person 65 years and older has changed as follows: China
from 11 to 6, Japan from 5 to 2, Indonesia from 14 to 8, South Korea
from 12 to 4, North Korea from 14 to 6. . . . The limitations of extant
social security systems to deal with significant aging trends are
significant. . . . Japan has had to raise its pension tax substantially to
stay solvent, thus depressing capital investment and economic
dynamism generally.

There is far wider access to regional and global communication
grids and news media throughout the region. As a result expecta-
tions have risen steadily. . . . Citizens aspire to better public services,
including those having to do with education, environmental quality,
crime control, medical care, job training, and others.

More than half of the region’s population lives in cities, up from
thirty-five percent in 1999, placing great strains on basic societal
functions and enormous pressures on governments to improve
public services and infrastructures.

China is the focus of greatest security concern for the status of the
region. . . . It has focused far more on economic development than
military modernization.

Japan has a modernized self-defense force and can act on its own in
potential conflict scenarios. But it has not acquired nuclear
weapons. Forward stationing of U.S. forces continues under a U.S.—
Japanese bilateral agreement, but at critically reduced levels.
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A unified Korea has a more modern conventional force, maintains a
bilateral security agreement with the United States, and participates
regularly in joint security exercises with the United States for
humanitarian, search and rescue, peacekeeping, and defensive
purposes.

No nuclear weapons, long-range missiles, or U.S. troops are present
on the peninsula.

The paper also examines alternative scenarios that for Korea evolve
in one of two other ways:

Korean unification has occurred, but through war or a collapse of
North Korea rather than through peaceful and deliberate agree-
ment. The result is political instability, economic distress, and social
turmoil of unprecedented proportion. The country retains the
weapons of mass destruction capabilities of the North. Some U.S.
forces remain in the South to help stabilize the domestic situation,
but their future is uncertain.

Korea remains divided, although economic interaction has in-
creased, gradually, but significantly over recent decades; North
Korea has nuclear weapons. U.S. forces remain in South Korea.

NOTE: The entire paper is available on the Internet at:
WWW.NSSE.GOV.

“East Asia” is a very well-written think piece. In virtually all of its al-
ternatives the potential of air and space power as a unifying and
stable force is very evident. Nowhere is this more evident than in
Korea. In divergent scenarios of either peaceful normalization/
unification or North Korean collapse from nonmilitary forces, air and
space power will be critical to a successful transition.

LOCATION—AIR AND SPACE POWER IN THE
NORMALIZATION/UNIFICATION PROCESS

The past fifty-six years have seen two vastly different societies de-
velop on the Korean peninsula. In the South, a modern, highly devel-
oped world class nation has built its reputation on the industrious
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nature of its people and their desire to be part of the international
community. A key to the success of South Korea has been the South’s
investment in modern transportation and telecommunications sys-
tems. In the North, the absence of a modern transportation infras-
tructure, particularly roads and ports, will greatly complicate any
unification/normalization process. This situation will put a premium
on airlift for the movement of goods and people.

For military reasons, North Korea has made a significant investment
in airfields throughout the country. These airfields will serve as the
primary means of opening up the country and providing materials
while ports, roads, and railways can be modernized and built. The
near total lack of a communications network to support domestic
activities and access to global markets and media will present a
unique opportunity to make a fairly rapid transition to a space-based
communications assets while the more traditional fiber optics and
wire systems are installed and upgraded.

In any effort as large as the reunification of the Koreas one of the
major resource limitations will be trained and readily available man-
power. A source of manpower to assist in unification might well be
found in a restructured military force where the combined total of 1.9
million men and women of the North and South Korean armies
would certainly not be required. If the full potential of air and space
power were used as the centerpiece of a post-normalization/
unification military structure, in excess of one million persons
should be able to be demobilized. The remaining joint force would
be a more balanced and rational force given the domestic situation
and likely relationships with neighboring countries.

Finally, as unification and stability return to the Korean peninsula
the full potential of its geostrategic location can be realized. With
one-third of the world’s population in East Asia, the central location
of Korea as a major air and commercial center should be readily ap-
parent to investors and commercial interests. Using a thousand-mile
radius—(approximately 2 hours by air)—the capitals of the major
East Asian nations, as well as the major Asian city of Russia, fall
within this circle.

If Korea is to reap the full potential benefits of air and space power to
facilitate normalization/unification of the peninsula, planning and
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investment must begin now. Contingency planning for access to air-
fields in the North should already be under way. Modernization
plans for both military and commercial sectors should reflect priori-
ties based on the new realities of the changed nature of warfare and
commercial intercourse—not traditional investments in outmoded
forces and equipment. Airspace and airfield allocation and utiliza-
tion plans must be revised to facilitate commercial initiatives de-
signed to exploit the geostrategic location of Korea. The design and
planning for a complete communication system to facilitate the
transition to normalization/reunification should already be done.

As the papers that follow in this conference will show, this will not be
easy. While we think about tomorrow, we must live in the present.
The near-term challenges of threat assessment, force modernization,
theatre missile defense, and overall defense planning in an improv-
ing but still weakened economic situation may appear to be a
daunting task, but symposia such as this represent a very real first
step.

I want to commend the organizers and supporters of this second
International Conference on Korean Air Power for their foresight, vi-
sion, and contributions to peace and stability in East Asia.




Chapter One

POTENTIAL THREATS AND POLICY RESPONSES OF
THE MAJOR POWERS

Jung-Hoon Lee

INTRODUCTION

When given the choice between a tense military situation and
peaceful economic prosperity, many will invariably opt for the latter.
The problem is, most nations perceive that some degree of military
security is essential for their political and economic well being.
Therefore, there will always be attempts made by governments to
raise the military stakes as a necessary evil to pr?)tect national inter-
ests, be they economic, political, territorial or religious. For many
nations, the more important those national interests become, the
greater their need for firmer defense measures. In regions fraught
with historic enmity and distrust, as may be the case in Northeast
Asia, such a tendency may be even more pronounced. The question
posed against this background is What is the cost of raising the mili-
tary stakes for national or regional military security?

The United States, for example, regards theater missile defense
(TMD) in Northeast Asia as a necessary means to deter ballistic mis-
sile threats to U.S. forces in the area. The cost of this particular U.S.
strategic design is China’s anger and the precipitation of, as the
Chinese see it, an unnecessary arms race. Now, what then is the cost
of not implementing TMD? The proponents of TMD would argue
that the cost is the continued vulnerability of U.S. allies in the region,

11
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especially Tokyo, as well as U.S. forces in Japan and South Korea.
But, raising the military stakes to enhance security may very well
prove to be counterproductive, especially as the stakes may be
escalated incrementally. On the other hand, for a nation to lower its
guard against possible threats, without fundamental trust or an es-
tablished security mechanism, is a difficult proposition, be that na-
tion the United States, China, Japan or one of the two Koreas.
Finding the right mix of deterrence and cooperation is therefore a
major security task that lies ahead in Northeast Asia. Until then, it
may not be easy to see a significant reduction in the military stakes
being raised in spite of the obvious costs, both financial and security.

Post-Cold War Northeast Asia is still filled with many question
marks: What will be the shape of the new regional order? Who will
play what roles in the realignment process? Are the dynamics of the
bilateral relationships as they exist today fluid or stable? Are there
new threats emerging in the region unforeseen during the Cold War
period? Does the U.S. military presence serve as a safety valve damp-
ening the impact of a sudden unleashing of regional emotions and
projections of power, or is it the main source of tension in the region?
The questions are endless, but as yet, very few answers are on the
table. The main problem is that there exists in the region overlapping
threat perceptions and conflicting military postures resulting from a
complex set of factors, including historical memories of the hege-
monic traits of regional actors.

Since East Asia has never really experienced a genuine growth of
modern international relations, an understanding of the finite deter-
rence structure is crucial in forecasting the future pattern of regional
security in a region fraught with numerous potential flashpoints. In
the long-run, two key variables of finite deterrence in Northeast Asia
may be, on the one hand, the spectre of Japanese militarism and the
future of her regional and international role, and on the other,
China’s enhanced military profile and her emerging hegemonic
ambitions. In the more immediate sense, however, there are three
developments that require preventive measures if they are not to
pose a major threat to the region’s stability. They are: 1) the TMD
discussion pitting the United States against China; 2) the U.S.-Japan
Security Guidelines, again placing the United States and China in
opposing camps; and 3) North Korea’s nuclear and missile threats
and their implications for the region’s security balance. This chapter
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will focus on these three current developments, arguing the obvi-
ous—that they represent the most immediate potential threat to the
region’s security. A discussion will follow on the significance of the
United States’ role in Northeast Asia, given Washington’s substantial
influence on the shaping of the region’s political/security landscape.
But first, this chapter will turn to a brief discussion on the possible
future course of Japan and China, a factor that will, in the long-run,
be more important than any other factors in determining the security
environment of Northeast Asia.

THE SPECTER OF JAPANESE MILITARISM: MYTH OR
REALITY?

The Gulf Crisis of 1990 and the ensuing debate on Japan’s participa-
tion in international peacekeeping operations brought into sharp fo-
cus the perennial question of Japanese militarism. The common fear
among Asian nations was that Japan might use the Gulf Crisis as a
springboard for further involvement in international security mat-
ters, which, in turn, might pave the way for her re-emergence as a
military power. Against the background of a gradual erosion of vari-
ous restraints on Japan’s military potential—such as the scrapping of
the one percent ceiling on the size of the defense budget; undermin-
ing the arms export ban by way of high-technology goods exports;
allowing (albeit tacitly) transit visits by U.S. nuclear-armed ships
contrary to the stipulations of the three nonnuclear principles;
blurring the offensive and defensive arms classification; and widen-
ing the general scope of Japan’s defense activities by broadening the
interpretation of what constitutes a “threat” to Japan’s security in the
high seas—many Asians regarded Japan's enhanced international
role as another major step that would eventually bring Japan closer
to full militarism.'

Alarmists also point to Japan'’s progressively improving Self-Defense
Forces (SDF) capability as well as her large defense budget. Japan’s
recent purchases of the new Patriot surface-to-air missile system, an
escort ship with the AEGIS system, F-15] fighters, E-767 AWACs,

'For a fuller discussion on Japan’s peace cooperation debate and Asian reaction to it,
see Jung-Hoon Lee, “Japan’s Search for a Regional Role,” The Oxford International
Review, Vol. I, No. 3 (Summer Issue, 1991), pp. 40-43.
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type-90 battle tanks, the Harrier-class fighters (AV8B), etc., on top of
the continuing development of the next-generation FSX fighter are
reasons for neighborly concerns.” As a note, the new National
Defense Program Outline announced in November 1995 called for
upgrading the SDF’s overall defense capability, which coincided with
the establishment of the new Defense Intelligence Headquarters in
January 1997. But of even more concern is Japan’s large defense
budget. In the US$40-50 billion range for over a decade, Japan’s
budget has consistently far exceeded that of other Asian countries.
Also worrisome to some observers is Japan’s substantial plutonium
stockpile, which is targeted to reach roughly 90 tons by 2010. With
both reprocessing and delivery capabilities, a “nuclear” Japan is
deemed by many as a matter of simple choice.’

Another factor undermining Japanese pacifism and arousing Asian
suspicion is the growing rightist movement in Japan. Japan’s in-
creasing sense of self-confidence brought on by her sustained eco-
nomic growth, especially in the 1980s, seems to have had the effect
of, among other things, fostering a revival of nationalism. High-level
remarks vindicating Japan's wartime efforts or colonial policies have
become conspicuously more frequent. In March of 1995, the mayors
of Hiroshima and Nagasaki even went to the extent of likening the
1945 bombings of the two cities by the Americans to Hitler’s genoci-
dal killings of the Jews." The broader implication of this incident is
that Japan is trying to portray herself as the victim of the war, not the
perpetrator of it. The former Murayama government’s inability to
adopt, amidst resolute Diet opposition, a resolution that would have
made official Japan’s anti-war and “apologetic” position is pointed
out as yet another example of Japan’s growing rightist tendency.’
Against this backdrop, the Japanese government’s earlier bid to be-
come a permanent member of the United Nations Security Council
was received with mixed emotions. While acknowledging the gains of

®Research Institute for Peace and Security, Asian Security, 1994-95 (London: Brassey's,
1994), pp. 130-33.

*For discussions on Japan’s plutonium stockpile, see International Herald Tribune,
14 April 1992; “Fuel for Controversy,” Look Japan (April 1993); and The Japan Times, 19
May 1993.

*International Herald Tribune, 16 March 1995,
®Korea Herald, 19 March 1995.
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placing Japan in an open but tightly monitored international organi-
zation, many Asians have opposed such a prospect considering it in-
appropriate given Japan's continuing reluctance to come to terms
with her past.

The fear of renewed Japanese militarism is an old one, but the fact
that it is being highlighted more in the post-Cold War period is a tes-
tament to the settling in of the finite deterrence structure in East
Asia. To put it differently, the growing Japanese assertiveness is a
manifest example of an emerging indigenous security-political dy-
namic as the region edges toward a security complex system. With
most Asians still gripped by the indignant memories of Japan’s past
aggression, Japanese militarism stands out as representing one of the
most serious threats to the region’s security in the long-run. If Japan
is to blossom as a bona fide member of the international community,
she must therefore initiate a genuine process of region-wide
reconciliation.

CHINA RISING: A RETURN TO THE OLD WORLD ORDER?

Another main feature of finite deterrence in East Asia is what appears
to be the “awakening” of the regional colossus, China. The combina-
tion of China’s rapidly rising defense budget, force modernization
effort entailing major arms purchases, and blunt power projection in
the South China Sea are raising serious concerns among the smaller
and major powers alike as to Beijing’s intentions and long-term ob-
jectives in the region. The outstanding territorial disputes China has
with a host of its neighbors—in the main, Taiwan, Japan, Russia, the
Philippines, Malaysia, and Vietnam—certainly adds to the urgency of
the situation. To the concerned neighboring states, the argument of
“econophoria,” that China’s continuing economic needs in terms of
foreign capital, investment, technology, and markets can subordi-
nate its military/political ambitions, is fast losing credibility.® In the
past, what made a Sinocentric world order readily acceptable to the

®Gerald Segal presents this school of thought and emphasizes the importance of
Japan’s role in tying China into a “web of international economic interdependence.”
Using this as a base, he suggests the possibility of region-wide dialogue for greater
“transparency and confidence.” See Segal’s article, “China’s Rising Challenge,” in
Japan Times, 3 April 1993.
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“lesser” states was the absence of the modern notion of nationalism
and sovereignty. Today, one can hardly expect the same from the still
lesser in terms of size and military-economic status, but now fully
sovereign, states with distinct national security interests. Sinocen-
trism in the 21st century is an anachronism that the region would
rather not have to deal with.

But, as evidenced in the Spratlys, China seems to be testing the wa-
ters by setting up garrison posts and territorial markers in order to
see just how much she can intimidate her neighbors into accommo-
dating her will.” China’s cavalier treatment of the legal basis of her
territorial claims and also of her neighboring states’ sensitivity sug-
gests that this giant of a nation is not quite completely over her old
habits of doing business in the region. Regional fears about China are
of course not helped by the secrecy surrounding her defense budget
which ranges from the official 1997 figure of about US$7.5 billion to
as high as US$50 billion as estimated by the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency.® Whatever the accurate figure may be, China’s
recent purchases from Russia of twenty Su-27 fighters, four Su-27
bombers, and four Kilo-class patrol submarines indicate Beijing’s
seriousness in acquiring sufficient military capability to back her
bold posture in the region. The focus of China’s military buildup has
been on its long-distance operational control, particularly centered
on its air force and navy. Much attention has also been paid to the
development and improvement of its strategic weapons. In particu-
lar, China has paid keen attention to the accuracy, range, mobility,
firepower, and other capabilities of its missiles. Referred to as a
“creeping expansionism” by one Japanese security expert, China’s
growing assertiveness seems to have gone well beyond the bound-
aries of self-proclaimed self-defense.’

TMD

Turning now to the three more immediate potential threats in
Northeast Asia, TMD and its implications will be discussed first. As

"Rodney Tasker, “A Line in the Sand,” Far Eastern Economic Review, 6 April 1995.
®Nayan Chanda, “Fear of the Dragon,” Far Eastern Economic Review, 13 April 1995.

’Masashi Nishihara of Japan’s National Institute for Defence Studies quoted in Ibid., p.
25.
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discussed above, TMD, as specific as its military function may be,
carries with it quite substantial political ramifications. This is so be-
cause TMD is viewed by Beijing as a blatant anti-Chinese policy by
the United States and her friends aimed at encircling China. In
China’s eyes, the causal link between TMD and North Korean mis-
siles (especially in light of the missile/satellite incident of August
1998) camouflages the real intent of TMD—to threaten Chinese, not
North Korean, security. Beijing argues that U.S.-led TMD in Asia is
unnecessary because the Chinese missile force—the target of TMD—
is “peaceful” in its intents and purposes. The United States, on the
other hand, argues that TMD has been necessitated as a result of
China’s concentrated efforts to improve its offensive missiles system,
both qualitatively and quantitatively. From the U.S. perspective, with
improvements in China’s SRBMs (DF-15s and DF-11s) and MRBMs
(DE-21s), TMD, with its defensive characteristics, is more than justi-
fied. What the completion of a series of nuclear tests prior to signing
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) in September 1996 and
the development of a whole range of ballistic missiles means is that,
China, within the next decade, will possess a modern strategic and
theatre nuclear capability. When this happens, China wants to make
sure that its capabilities are credible, meaning not rendered
ineffective by a successful TMD network between the United States,
Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan.

Determining who is more to blame is like asking the question which
came first: the chicken or the egg? The obvious problem is that, irre-
spective of who is to blame, Chinese missiles and American TMD of-
fer a breeding ground for a major arms race, possibly heightening the
military tension in the region and beyond. Many analysts believe that
China may opt for a rather drastic countermeasure if the United
States’ TMD-related support for Taiwan arouses tensions across the
Taiwan straits. Although TMD—especially in the form of either the
Army’s Theatre High Altitude Air Defense (THAAD) or the Navy’s
Theatre Wide (NTW) system—is long-term-oriented strategic plan-
ning,' the political controversy surrounding the issue has arisen as
one of the most destabilizing factors in Northeast Asian security. Yet,
with no effective mechanism to control such a development, the

1gtephen A. Cambone, “The United States and Theater Missile Defense in Northeast
Asia,” Survival, Vol. 39, No. 3 (London, Autumn 1997), pp. 66-84.
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region may have to bear the consequences: the price the region has
to pay and will continue to pay for an unmitigated threat perception.

U.S.-JAPAN SECURITY GUIDELINES

From Beijing’s point of view, the new U.S.-Japan Security Guidelines,
in conjunction with TMD, is a blatant challenge to China’s security.
Beijing perceives that the United States is putting up roadblocks on
China’s path to become a legitimate major power in the international
community. Amidst such charges, in April 1999 the Lower House of
the Japanese Diet passed legislation that would improve Japan’s
military cooperation with the United States. As specified in the new
U.S.-Japan Security Guidelines announced in September 1997, the
bills make allowances for Japan to do more to back U.S. military
actions in contingency situations in the surrounding areas. In time of
belligerency, Japan would be able to send ships to evacuate civilians,
supply fuel and spare parts, to allow U.S. forces to use airports and
other facilities, and conduct rear-area search-and-rescue operations
for U.S. troops. This, however, does not mean that Japan is now free
to project its power.!! The “Peace Constitution” is still intact and
technically the new guidelines do not allow Japanese forces actually
to fight alongside U.S. troops.

The introduction of the Guidelines for U.S.-Japan Defense
Cooperation in New York on 23 September 1997 has been received
with mixed emotions. On the one hand, the Guidelines are expected
to strengthen the existing U.S.-Japan security ties, thereby contribut-
ing to a more stable security environment in East Asia. On the other
hand, alarmists point to Japan’s expanded military role which could
eventually lead to Japan’s remilitarization, an unsavory development
given Japan’s past record as an imperialistic power. Whatever the
verdict, the Guidelines are generally perceived as a milestone, with
the potential to reshape the political-military landscape of the region
as a whole. Immediately at issue is the question of how to step up
Japan’s military role in situations in areas surrounding Japan, includ-
ing possible contingencies on the Korean peninsula. China, mean-

"Jung-Hoon Lee, “U.S.~Japan Guidelines and the New Security Order in Northeast
Asia,” Strategic Studies, Vol. V, No. 2 (Seoul, Korea Research Institute for Strategy,
1998), pp. 96-112.
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while, believes the Guidelines allow for a possible Japanese interven-
tion in a contingency in the Taiwan straits. Officially, the Guidelines
are designed to strengthen Japan's rear area support to U.S. forces in
operations. This would necessitate Japan conducting such activities
as minesweeping, surveillance, and intelligence gathering. Although
restricted by the “peace constitution” when it comes to force de-
ployment, the Guidelines seem to clear the way for Japan’s military
activities on the high seas as well as in international airspace. This, of
course, is where the focus of the debate lies.

Against the backdrop of China’s emergence as a major power, the
North Korean nuclear threat, and more immediately the Okinawan
rape incident, the United States and Japan made the decision to
commit themselves to build a more specific and balanced system of
military cooperation. China, nevertheless, has expressed clearly its
belief that the Guidelines are a joint U.S.-Japan effort to expand their
hegemonic ambitions while isolating China. The Chinese foreign
ministry has officially stated that U.S.-Japan interference in the
Taiwan straits amounts to a violation of Chinese sovereignty.

South Korea, on the other hand, has argued that given that the spe-
cific guidelines are within the rigid framework of the U.S.-Japan
Security Treaty, there is more to gain than to fear. The South Korean
government is therefore encouraged, through diverse channels of
dialogue, to make every effort to join the U.S.-Japan cooperative
scheme, rather than shy away from it.

DEALING WITH NORTH KOREA

North Korea’s recent nuclear brinkmanship brought to the fore the
spectre of region-wide nuclear proliferation, adding a new dimen-
sion to the meaning of regional security—or rather, insecurity.
Having raised the level of tensions in the Korean peninsula to new
heights, the impasse over North Korea’s nuclear weapons develop-
ment program was broken by the landmark agreement signed be-
tween the United States and North Korea on 21 October 1994. This
agreement temporarily set aside the possibility of a military show-
down, but the whole turn of events clearly signified the emergence of
North Korea as a key component of the region’s finite deterrence.
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Historically, Korea never posed a threat to anyone. If anything, Korea
only figured in the region’s power politics either as China’s buffer
against Japan or as Japan’s continental springboard. As such, the
notion of this traditionally docile, if not weak, peninsular state now
posing a major threat of its own—although limited to the northern
half—is not a historically embedded feature of the regional dy-
namics. But be that as it may, North Korea has successfully maneu-
vered its nuclear card to enhance its position in dealing with the
major regional powers, especially the United States. Just consider
North Korea’s gains in exchange for its nuclear cooperation. For
agreeing to freeze and eventually dismantle its suspected bomb-
making capability, North Korea gets two light-water reactors worth
US$4 billion, 500,000 tons of heavy oil supply every year until the
promised reactors are completed, a deferment of up to five years of
special inspections of two undeclared waste sites (the original source
of contention), and also a delay in the shipment of the 8,000 spent
fuel rods."

Although not realized yet, possible political gains for North Korea are
even more significant. For one thing, the prospect of diplomatic
recognition from the United States and Japan would not only boost
North Korea’s international standing, but also contribute toward
Pyongyang'’s long-held political goal of detaching South Korea from
her two closest allies. As a byproduct, subsequent economic assis-
tance from these two countries, on top of large sums already being
provided by South Korea by way of the Hyundai Group, can also re-
verse the trend of negative economic growth experienced since 1990.
But perhaps most important of all is the possibility of linking the nu-
clear accord with the larger issue of replacing the armistice agree-
ment of 1953 with a peace treaty. If agreed to, this will inevitably lead
to the gradual withdrawal of American troops from South Korea,
leaving Korean affairs to be handled by the Koreans themselves.
Given Pyongyang’s long-held “liberation” objectives, the withdrawal
of U.S. troops is an unsettling proposition that could lead to greater
volatility rather than a peaceful reunification.

"For the full text of the U.S.-North Korea agreement, see “The U.S.-DPRK Nuclear
Agreement,” Diplomacy, Vol. XX, No. 10 (25 October 1994), pp. 18-19.
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North Korea is a destabilizing source in East Asia not only because of
its nuclear threat, but also because it can serve as a competing
ground for the regional powers harboring hegemonic ambitions, that
is through the medium of Korea. For instance, in view of the in-
evitability of the U.S.—China rivalry to become the new regional bal-
ancer of power, it may be in the United States’ best interest at least to
neutralize the North Korean factor. If Japan were to jump into the
picture and try to move ahead of everyone by precipitating the nor-
malization process with North Korea to facilitate the entry of its
monopoly capital into this untapped market, this would have a simi-
larly destabilizing effect throughout the region. As unlikely as these
scenarios may be, they attest to North Korea’s important position in
the calculation of the region’s security. Besides, as mentioned in the
previous section, wars fought for supremacy over Korea were not un-
common in the not-so-distant past.

One might say that North Korea has raised the military stakes on the
Korean peninsula to enhance its security through its nuclear
weapons and missiles development programs. On the other side of
the spectrum, South Korea has done just the opposite—that is, it has
tried to reduce the military stakes—in order to woo North Korea to
agree to improved inter-Korean relations. The current South Korean
government, through the medium of its “sunshine policy,” has em-
barked on an open-ended policy of engagement by voluntarily
granting a healthy dose of compromise and reconciliation. Some
conservatives argue that South Korea may in fact not be raising
enough military stakes to complement the compromises being
made. To these critics, diplomacy is not only about promoting
goodwill. In order for diplomatic efforts to be successful, it is argued,
there invariably has to be a balanced mix of goodwill efforts and
credible threats. The more intense the conflict/tension in need of
resolution, the greater the need for such a mix. The big question
about the sunshine policy is: “where is reciprocity?” It should be
added that the ongoing four-party talks together with the KEDO ne-
gotiations have done little to redress the problem at hand. One of the
reasons for Perry’s recent Pyongyang visit was to grope for ways to
break the impasse that has frustrated many, especially on Capitol
Hill.

There is, of course, no danger in engaging the North. In fact, engag-
ing the North is quite welcome. The problem is, it is not quite as
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“risk-free” as the advocates of the sunshine policy claim. As pointed
out by James Baker in assessing Clinton’s engagement policy toward
North Korea, “appeasement,” as it was referred to, falls into the trap
of rewarding without merit, while encouraging bolder and more ag-
gressive demands and behavior from the North.

Does the sunshine policy then ensure an acceptable outcome in the
end? This remains to be seen as the policy is conceived of as a long-
term process. While waiting for results, however, some adjustments
can be made to deal with its criticism. First, every effort has to be
made to revive the December 1991 Basic Agreement reached be-
tween the two Koreas. This means fundamental issues such as
CSBMs, telephone line exchanges, a liaison office, divided family re-
union, etc., should be dealt with in the larger context of the basic
agreement instead of through the medium of the Four Party talks.
This would be necessary to return the diplomatic initiative back to
South Korea, the most direct party involved in the peninsular talks.
Second, a new forum for discussion beyond the Four Party talks may
be appropriate to include Russia and Japan as formal members of
dialogue. Here, Russia’s earlier efforts to compel North Korea to join
the NPT in 1985 and Japan’s economic leverage in normalizing rela-
tions with North Korea should be taken into account. Third, South
Korea must thus muster multilateral pressure on North Korea to re-
spond positively to the sunshine policy. It should be remembered
that North Korea is quite capable of making compromises when
push comes to shove. As shown in December 1991, North Korea,
when concerted external pressures are applied, will opt for reconcili-
ation instead of turning hostile as many suspect.

CONCLUSION

The revival of Japanese militarism, China’s ascension as a malignant
regional hegemon, together with the debates over TMD and the U.S.—
Japan security guidelines as well as North Korea’s nuclear and mis-
siles brinkmanship all show the precarious nature of the next East
Asian regional security system. As it happens, the U.S. presence in
the region has thus far prevented an escalation of multi-layered and
latent military tensions among regional actors. From this perspec-
tive, the United States has played the role of a credible regional sta-
bilizer preventing, along the way, Japanese militarization, China’s
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hegemonic ambitions, and of course North Korea’s military adven-
turism. There is also the negative view, as purported in the main by
China, that regards the United States as the main source of threat
and tension in the Northeast Asian region. Here, TMD and the
Guidelines are raised as cases in point.

Whether raising the military stakes is necessary or not really depends
on the circumstances under which they are being raised. It suffices to
say that they usually incur large costs. In the Northeast Asian region,
where conflicting national interests arising out of historic suspicions
are more common than not, the tendency to raise the military stakes
is likely to continue regardless of the costs. In the absence of a func-
tional regional security architecture, the region may have to cope
more with the question of how best to dampen the effects of military
threats when raised, instead of eliminating the stakes given the
complex dynamics of each country’s security perception and out-
look.




Chapter Two

DEFENSE PLANNING IN AN ERA OF UNCERTAINTY:
EAST ASIAN ISSUES

Paul K. Davis

INTRODUCTION

Defense planning is largely about developing capabilities and op-
tions for the mid and long term. A fundamental element of such
planning is accounting for uncertainty. This essay reviews basic con-
cepts for planning under uncertainty and relates them to U.S. na-
tional security strategy. It then addresses East Asian issues, including
potential changes in the East Asian strategic environment and the
implications of the revolution in military affairs (RMA)—for both the
United States and regional allies, notably the Republic of Korea
(ROK).

BASIC PLANNING CONCEPTS

The Baseline Paradigm for Much Defense Planning

As background, consider a common but naive planning paradigm
that can be found in organizations worldwide and in defense-
planning organizations specifically (Figure 2.1). The concept is that
one begins (top left) by assessing the threat and characterizing the
related requirements for defense. Then one develops options for
dealing with the threats, evaluates the options to find the “optimum”
strategy, and proceeds to implement that strategy. This is what might
be regarded as a mathematician’s preferred approach. It is compara-
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Figure 2.1—Naive Planning Model

ble to the engineering problem of being given “requirements” for
some system and then developing a system to meet those
requirements.

Although seemingly straightforward, this planning model is insidi-
ously inappropriate for anyone charged with strategic planning. First,
it narrows thinking by focusing unduly on specific threats rather than
recognizing the full range of challenges that military forces serve.
Second, by treating threat and requirements as something
accomplished first and then handed over to analysts, it encourages
planners to imagine that someone (the intelligence community?) can
accurately characterize “the” future threat and related requirements.
Even worse, the usual tendency is to deal crudely with uncertainties.
To some extent, such planning was perhaps defensible in past
decades, but it is rather obviously a misfit with today’s needs, not
only for the United States, but also for South Korea. Although for the
time being North Korea is an immediate, ominous, and somewhat
understood threat, South Korea's planning for the longer term re-
quires a different focus (Republic of Korea, 1998; Moon and Lee,
1999).
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A Better Planning Model

A much better general model is suggested in Figure 2.2.1 This model
starts by recognizing that, although many aspects of the future secu-
rity environment are reasonably predictable, uncertainties are large
and pervasive. Thus, instead of focusing on “forecasting,” which
tends to be little more than extrapolation, we should proceed on
multiple tracks. Yes, we should do the extrapolation, characterizing
the “no-surprises” future. And, yes, we should sketch the basic,
“core,” elements of strategy applicable to that no-surprises future
(bottom left of Figure 2.2). But there is much more to be done.
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Figure 2.2—An Improved Strategic Planning Model

Lsee Davis (1994, Ch. 4). The methodology stems from work done by the author and
Paul Bracken in the late 1980s. For a short survey of strategic planning methods, see
Davis and Khalilzad (1997).
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In addition to dealing with the no-surprises case, we should explicitly
identify “branches” and “shocks.” Branches can be thought of as
“scheduled uncertainties”-—uncertainties that one knows about and
that will arise and resolve themselves more or less at a predictable
time. For example, what will happen to North Korea is an uncertainty
with this character. We are well aware of the uncertainty and about
possible scenarios for North Korea’s unraveling or stabilizing, and for
eventual Korean reunification. In this case, we can behave as though
the uncertainty will resolve itself within, say, the next ten years. And,
as indicated in the second item along the bottom of Figure 2.2, we
can develop relatively detailed contingent substrategies to deal with
the more likely scenarios (including war). Whether we actually
accomplish this contingency planning is another matter, but doing
so is at least possible and desirable.2

Continuing rightward along the bottom in Figure 2.2, we see refer-
ence to the concept of an environment-shaping strategy. This com-
ponent of strategy is extremely important because, ultimately, the
principal role of military forces in peacetime is to work together with
other aspects of security strategy to greatly reduce the likelihood of
future wars. By far the best way to “manage crises” is to avoid having
the crises in the first place. And, in favorable circumstances, nations’
engagement can encourage development of enough shared values
and interests—including respect for international norms—to help
significantly in this respect. Environment shaping, then, is not about
hegemonic coercion, but rather about engaging other nations in mu-
tually respectful and productive ways. For the United States and like-
minded nations, this includes promoting liberal democratic princi-
ples, but it also means trade, military cooperation, and bilateral and
multilateral political efforts.

The last item in Figure 2.2 is developing a hedge strategy to help deal
with shocks. In some respects, shocks are the most interesting uncer-
tainties. Human beings often are in what psychologists call a state of
denial about how truly uncertain the future really is. One symptom of
this is the chronic tendency—even of sophisticated policymakers
and academics—to give short shrift to what are believed to be un-

2See Han (1999) for discussion of why such contingency planning is needed with re-
spect to how North Korea collapses, withers away, or integrates peacefully with South
Korea.
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likely events—not only to ascribe to them low probability, which may
be reasonable, but essentially to ignore them, which is not. Even
worse, it is common to denigrate those individuals who believe that
such events are more likely than conventional wisdom would have it.

As Figure 2.3 reminds us, however, if we have a set of individually
unlikely events, the probability of at least one of them actually oc-
curring is sizable. Further, if we have underestimated the probability
(e.g., assessing an event with 30 percent probability as having only a
10 percent probability)-—something we are apt to do because of
deeply rooted cognitive biases—then we will quite probably be sur-
prised by what happens. Even with only three such events to worry
about, the probability of at least one occurring would be about
65 percent.

Figure 2.4 lists some of the many historical shocks of the last few
decades. These should reinforce the reality of shocks and encourage
humility. None of these momentous events was expected—nor even
taken seriously as a possibility by governments. Fortunately, shocks
can be positive as well as negative, as illustrated by President Sadat’s
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Figure 2.4—Historical Shocks That Encourage Humility

peace mission to Israel and the peaceful unification of Germany that
occurred after the Soviet Union collapsed.

The admonition, then, is to pay attention to allegedly low-probability
events and to develop hedge strategies for dealing with them. These
cannot be developed in detail or funded lavishly, but laying ground-
work for dealing with them if they arise can pay high dividends.
Preparations should include thinking about potential opportunities,
not just potential disasters. Finally, note that by hedging against neg-
ative shocks a nation often is able to reduce their likelihood. The ob-
jectives of general deterrence and foreign relations are served when
potential aggressors know that their potential targets have the ca-
pacity to build defenses rapidly.

The Central Role of Adaptiveness

A corollary to the emphasis on the significance of shocks is that ex-
pectations should be lowered regarding the value of detailed plan-
ning: in fact, the likelihood of detailed plans proving valid over the
long run is low. Nor can we rely upon environment-shaping efforts to
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be successful: too much about the international security system is
chaotic.3 Success in the long run will therefore be associated with the
ability to adapt as necessary to what actually transpires. That is, what
matters is adaptiveness and this applies very much to defense
planning (Davis, Gompert, and Kugler, 1996).

It is useful to distinguish sharply between two kinds of adaptiveness:

1. Operational adaptiveness is having flexibility and robustness of
forces at a given time:

— Flexibility to be used in different ways and different pol-mil
scenarios

— Robustness to assumptions about scenario details (e.g., warn-
ing time)

2. Strategic adaptiveness is the ability to change military posture
quickly and easily over time in response to shifts of geo-strategic
environment or national strategy:

— Quickly enough to meet challenges

— Easily in terms of budget and assured effectiveness

The basic concept here is that a nation should want its military forces
to be operationally adaptive so that, at any given time, it can deal
with a wide range of contingencies and situational details. It should
also want a posture that can be shifted gracefully as the strategic
environment or national strategy changes. Here “quickly” might
mean within a few years, and “easily” might mean with relatively
small effects on overall defense budget (1-10 percent, not 25-50 per-
cent).

If a nation takes seriously planning for adaptiveness—rather than for
some particular notions about specific environments, threats, and
situations—then the effect is profound. The very nature of planning

3The term “chaotic” is apt here, since the international security system is what scien-
tists call a complex adaptive system, one attribute of which is that developments can
be exceedingly sensitive to a variety of very small events. Historians who write as
though the events they describe had been inevitable are often doing a great disservice
to their readers. See Alberts and Czerwinski (1997) for related discussion, including the
paper by James Rosenau.
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changes from a tedious process of extrapolation and justification of
the status quo to a more creative assessment of potential needs, an
uncertainty-sensitive assessment of the relative merits of program
alternatives, and a change in language. “Best estimate cases” become
something to be viewed with suspicion, and capabilities that would
be useful in a wide range of situations and scenarios become attrac-
tive. Acquisition of systems also changes. Instead of attempting al-
ways to maximize the buy of some system to bring down its unit cost,
or of buying systems or forces that would marginally improve a na-
tion’s current defense capabilities against current enemies with cur-
rent doctrine, it may be willing to pay a premium for the benefits of
small-scale experiments with advanced systems and doctrine, exper-
iments that would assure the ability to procure or buy the needed
systems and use them effectively if needed. This, of course, runs
counter to the preferences of bean counters, accountants, and bud-
geters—and sometimes current generals. But it makes for good
strategy.

The Defense Program as a Portfolio of Investments

One more “big concept” is particularly useful: the idea of viewing the
defense program as a portfolio of investments as shown in Figure 2.5
(Davis, Gompert, and Kugler, 1996). Although developed for the
purposes of U.S. planning, the same structure can be applied to
other nations and to alliances. The basic picture is that defense
planners should think of themselves as investing in several classes of
activity. Balancing those investments (i.e., balancing the portfolio)
requires a mixture of analysis and judgment; decisions on how to do
so should be revisited regularly. This approach stresses operational
adaptiveness (first branch), strategic adaptiveness (third branch),
and environment shaping (second branch) rather than the myth of
one-time decisions, much less one-time optimal decisions.

A version of this construct has been adopted by the U.S. Department
of Defense. Indeed, the strategy of Respond, Shape, and Prepare
Now, as indicated at the bottom of Figure 2.5, is now at the heart of
U.S. national security strategy, not just defense strategy. The ideas
were first articulated by DoD in the 1997 Quadrennial Defense
Review (QDR) (Cohen, 1997), but have subsequently been developed
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in defense reports, the defense planning guidance, and responses to
strategy by organizations such as the National Defense Panel (1997).

Nor is the strategy one of merely relabeling old concepts.# DoD’s
strategy departs sharply from cold-war paradigms and has been
marked by new attitudes about what should determine overall force
structure and posture. Naval forces, for example, now have an ex-
plicit top-level role by virtue of the shaping mission and their special
capabilities early in conflict. They are seen as even more valuable
than before. Another change is recognition that the number of major
Army and Air Force formations needed in the active force is justified
by shaping activities and the lesser contingencies and conflicts of re-
cent years. It is not necessary to worry about two sudden major the-

4Many of the ideas had long been present implicitly in U.S. planning, and some had
been explicit in the statements of policy by Secretaries Cheney, Aspin, and Perry.
However, actually using these ideas as an organizing principle for managing the de-
partment is new and significant. It has changed the structure of discussions and is
changing the measures by which programs are evaluated. The lead for this work has
been the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Threat Reduction, Dr. Edward
Warner, and his senior staff.
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ater wars to conclude that the United States needs its current struc-
ture—although, significantly, the number of people and platforms in
major formations will and should drop over time as the United States
substitutes technology for labor (Davis and Kugler, 1998).

The Respond Component and Capabilities-Based Planning

The Respond component of strategy (left side of Figure 2.5) is closely
related to capabilities-based planning, an approach that avoids
dwelling on any specific threat, but rather seeks to assure the exis-
tence of military capabilities adequate to deal effectively with a wide
range of contingencies (including wars), and to do so in diverse op-
erational circumstances (Davis, 1994; Ch. 4). This approach is sensi-
tive to issues such as Achilles’ heel problems (e.g., dependence on
warning and vulnerability to mass-destruction weapons) and so-
called “asymmetric strategies” of opponents. Indeed, one conclusion
from extensive RAND capabilities-based analysis is that U.S. success
in mid-term major theater wars would likely depend more on pres-
ence and rapid deployment of “high-tech” capabilities than on num-
bers of divisions, wings, and battle groups (Davis, Hillestad, and
Crawford, 1998; Bennett, Twomey, and Treverton, 1999). This also
has important implications for resource allocation, especially when
using resource-allocation methods developed for portfolio-style
analysis (Hillestad and Davis, 1998).

Environment Shaping

The shaping component of U.S. strategy is discussed in a variety of
sources (e.g., Institute for National Strategic Studies, 1998) and will
not be elaborated upon here, despite its importance and its empha-
sis by the author for more than a decade. Instead, let us turn to
strategic adaptiveness—what DoD calls “Prepare Now.”

A DEEPER LOOK AT STRATEGIC ADAPTIVENESS

Determinants

So far, the DoD has interpreted “Prepare Now” primarily in terms of
“transforming U.S. forces” for the challenges of future warfare—even
though the United States currently has no “peer competitor,” not
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even a regional peer. Doing so would, in the DoD’s terminology, ex-
ploit the opportunities of the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA).
Let us defer discussion of transformation and the RMA until later in
the paper, however, and turn instead to a broader view of strategic
adaptiveness. Some of the broader issues are particularly relevant to
Asia. '

Recalling that strategic adaptiveness is the ability, quickly and at rea-
sonable expense, to adjust to changes in environment over time,
Figure 2.6 suggests that many factors contribute—including, perhaps
most importantly, a nation’s industrial base and economic health.

Figure 2.7 suggests that strategic adaptiveness has four major com-
ponents, corresponding to the ability to adapt to new assessments
regarding: (1) the international security environment; (2) military
technology; (3) the realities of cost, performance, and organizational
behavior; and (4) national priorities as reflected notably in the de-
fense budget and policies regarding degree of engagement (e.g., mili-
tary operations other than war).
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A few subtleties are worth further elaboration. Military developments
are shown here under both the first and second component. If a
threat emerges in the form of, say, a large force structure and appar-
ent bad intentions, that would be part of a changing environment. So
also would this component include the challenge of increasingly
plausible manpower-intensive conflicts. If the nature of warfare be-
gins to change as the result of technology (e.g., adversaries with long-
range accurate missiles), however, that is covered in the second
component.

The “realities” component covers a number of different challenges.
For example, weapons and forces may prove much more (or less) ex-
pensive than initially projected; and their performance may prove
much worse (or better) than projected. As examples, consider that
the cost of precision weapons has dropped substantially in recent
years, but the feasibility and cost of ballistic missile defense (BMD) is
still a major uncertainty.

Moving to organizational issues, we may find that it is much more
difficult than expected to introduce new types of weapons, systems,
and forces because of doctrinal difficulties or organizational resis-
tance. Or the changes might be much less difficult to accommodate.
Examples of resistance that come to mind to an American include
the tenacity with which the major nations going into World War II
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held onto battleships after they were no longer sensible and the
resistance to large-scale purchase of unmanned aerial vehicles
(UAVs) by the United States and most of its allies. Organizational
resistance can be fierce.

Historical Adaptations as Proof of Significance

The reader might ask whether this is making much ado over very lit-
tle. Strategic adaptation is a nice concept, but how important is it?
Figure 2.8 suggests the answer by showing historical examples of
how, in fact, the United States made major strategic adaptations over
time—most of them quite unanticipated a decade before they began.
These included development, in the years before World War II, of
carrier battle groups, and forces for armored warfare and amphibi-
ous operations. In the 1950s, the most dramatic shift was a mis-
guided tilt toward a strategy of massive retaliation and dependence
on tactical nuclear weapons. Also in the 1950s, the United States rec-
ognized that the strategic nuclear balance depended sensitively on
the survivability of its delivery systems such as bombers, not just on
their lethality. As a consequence, the United States shifted away from
forward basing of strategic bombers. In the 1960s and 1970s, NATO
evolved its strategy to one of flexible response and a forward con-
ventional defense. This happened gracefully, from a historian’s per-
spective, although it took the better part of 25 years.

Deferring until last discussion of the Rapid Deployment Force,
Figure 2.8 also mentions the development of stealthy aircraft, which
rendered obsolete a Soviet investment in air defenses that would
probably cost several hundred billion dollars in today’s currency, but
that has also proved invaluable in regional conflicts of the 1990s.
And, of course, in the wake of the Cold War’s demise, the United
States sharply reduced its force structure, closed bases, and adapted
to an utterly new strategic environment in Europe. Finally, Figure 2.8
mentions the ongoing enlargement of NATO—a strategic adaptation
with potentially profound long-term consequences.’

SNATO’s enlargement will avoid ambiguous security relationships that could undercut
deterrence in some future crisis with Russia, but could also have negative shaping
effects by providing fodder for ultra nationalists in Russia. If enlargement occurs now
and years go by with NATO posing no threat to Russia, however, it will be difficult for
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A Case of Special Relevance to Planning for Adaptiveness. Returning
to the item deferred from above, consider that during the period
1979-1981, the United States began a major adaptation that gained
relatively little attention at the time, but that had large effects a
decade later. It illustrates many points relevant to today’s world in
which threat-based planning makes no sense.

This adaptation was the development of what was then called the
Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF), which later became the
U.S. Central Command (US CENTCOM). The adaptation was to the
observation by the U.S. National Security Council in 1977 that
Persian Gulf oil had become an extremely important security inter-
est, but was located in a region of inherent instability. To paraphrase
loosely from a 1979 DoD study led by the author, “In this region, no
one can even say with certainty who will be the enemy of whom ten
years hence.”® Notably, in retrospect, the report did highlight the

future Russian nationalists to frighten the Russian people into seeing an enemy that
does not exist.

6This was “the Wolfowitz report,” prepared under the general direction of Paul D.
Wolfowitz during the Carter Administration. Wolfowitz later served as Ambassador to
Indonesia and Under Secretary of Defense for Policy.
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plausibility of Iraq invading Kuwait, but it also considered a broad
range of other scenarios such as Soviet invasion of Iran and various
smaller-scale contingencies. Most important, the report’s sober view
was that the United States had virtually no military capability to deal
with events that might arise in the Gulf. There was a vacuum—one
that had developed since the British had withdrawn from East of
Suez. .

What made this problem especially challenging was the absence of
any one specific, credible threat or threat scenario upon which to fo-
cus, no specific enemies, no specific or highly credible threat scenar-
ios, and few defense obligations (something that may seem relevant
to strategic thinkers in East Asia today). To skeptics of that era, it
seemed that the DoD was inventing threats when it considered pos-
sible Persian Gulf contingencies. From a strategic planning perspec-
tive, however, what the United States needed to do was develop
broad and flexible capabilities as a hedge against a range of possible
conflicts. Not too much capability, since defense budgets are always
constrained, multiple claimants for the marginal dollar always exist,
and excessive capability could be threatening to other nations—but
enough to be significant and enough to create the basis for further
expansion if the need arose—i.e., enough to facilitate strategic
adaptation if it became necessary.

In fact, it did become necessary—primarily because of Soviet military
activities on the periphery of Southwest Asia from December 1979
through the mid 1980s. By 1990, when the Gulf War began, the

_United States had a competent command for the region, arrange-
ments for regional access, regional prepositioning, maritime prepo-
sitioning, and much improved strategic mobility. No one in 1998 was
expecting war with Iraq, and few were expecting it even in 1990, but
the United States had a substantial capability for dealing with con-
tingencies. When the time came, it proved its value. To anticipate
points taken up later, some of the most important features of that
preparation included a decade’s activities with regional states—
activities that included military cooperation and exercises, port
visits, and access arrangements. Had those activities not taken place
well before there was an immediate crisis, the outcome might have
been much more unpleasant.
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Implications. All of this discussion has been to one purpose: to
demonstrate that uncertainties are serious and ubiquitous and
that—despite the cynicism of those who see politics and organiza-
tional factors as precluding rational behavior of governments—good
strategic adaptations are real and feasible. In some cases it is easy to
imagine the consequences if such adaptations had not occurred. The
Japanese might have won the Pacific War, the NATO alliance might
have disintegrated had it stuck to pure dependence on nuclear deter-
rence, and Saddam Hussein might now control half the world’s oil.
To end with a political-level example, we might ponder how different
East Asia would look today had the United States not begun engaging
China during the Nixon administration.

Potential Strategic Adaptations in the Years Ahead

Against this background, let us now consider some of the strategic
adaptations that might be necessary in East Asia in the years and
decades ahead. To set the stage, consider some of the branch points
and shocks that characterize our uncertainty. Figure 2.9 provides one
such list. It focuses on negative shocks, although the more general
methodology emphasizes that positive shocks are also quite plausi-
ble (recall the collapse of the Soviet Union and peaceful reunification
of Germany).

What kinds of U.S. adaptations might be plausible, depending on
events and on allied preferences? The range of possibilities here is
quite large and some of the possibilities are at first nonintuitive. It is
interesting to note, for example, that in the wake of the Soviet
Union’s collapse, many believed (as did the author) that U.S. allies in
Europe would find it natural to thank the United States for her many
years of assistance, but then request that U.S. forces go home. That
would also have seemed natural to the United States, and would
have been quite comfortable politically. Upon thinking about the se-
curity environment, however, Europeans concluded that they
strongly preferred that U.S. forces remain in Europe. To be sure,
there was a substantial drawdown, and the character of the residual
forces is quite different from the force structure there in, say, 1987,
but it currently appears that the U.S. presence in Europe is there, if
not permanently, at least for the long-term What, then, will seem ap-
propriate in Asia if the North Korean problem goes away?
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¢ Geopolitical
— North Korea disintegrates
— China expands nuclear arsenal and threatens neighbors
— U.S. sees perimeter of strategic interests expand in S. Asia
— Allies ask U.S. forces to leave (Japan, Korea)
— Japan “goes it alone” militarily
— After bad experiences, U.S. backs away from engagement
- Ultra-conservative Russian government emerges

» Technology and realities of cost, performance, and organizations
— Inexpensive countermeasures to U.S. precision-strike
— Continued technical or economic failures in BMD
- Large-scale proliferation of long-range missiles and chemical/biological
weapons
— Vulnerability of air bases and concentrated, localized forces

* Economic
— Continued serious shortfalls in investment

Figure 2.9—Potential Forcing Functions of Change

Speculation on such matters is fraught with danger, but the following
assumptions appear worth pursuing—as more than “mere” hypothe-
ses, but certainly not as confident predictions. They apply to the era
after the North Korean issue resolves itself if that occurs gracefully,
without creating new problems. The assumptions essentially de-

scribe a possible future. They are:

The United States continues to have very strong interests in the
Asia-Pacific region.

Most Asian nations (and perhaps even China) wish the United
States to continue its role as stabilizer.

All Asian nations are reluctant about having U.S. military forces
in their own nations, insistent on establishing their own com-
mand and control systems, and especially leery of U.S. ground-
force presence. The principal exception is a Japanese willing-
ness—in the larger context of defense arrangements—to permit
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continued U.S. stationing of ground forces in Okinawa. Japan
also permits a continuing Air Force presence and, possibly—de-
pending on technological developments—Army units associated
with ballistic-missile defense.

Korea sees herself as a middle power with no immediate threat,
despite the massive presence of China on her border. Korea sees
the need to develop a substantial, modern defense capability, but
no need to prepare overtly and in detail for defense against
China.

Korea wants to develop a substantial “defensive defense” that
would pose no threat or provocation, plus modest power projec-
tion capability suitable to Korea playing a role in international
peacekeeping operations. Korea recognizes the need under this
strategy to transform her forces using appropriate versions of
“RMA technology.” She wants her modernization efforts to dras-
tically improve the viability of her ground forces in future conflict
(more survivable, maneuverable, and lethal), and to assure the
ability to procure or build her own even more advanced systems,
and use them effectively, if the need arises. By and large, how-
ever, she sees herself able to use middle-level technology and the
character of her own geography and terrain to assure a substan-
tial self-defense capability. That is, she will settle for a moderate
form of deterrence suitable to a middle power with a great-power
neighbor.”.8

Korea sees great value in a continued security relationship with
the United States—with the United States serving as a source of
technology and expertise, and as the ultimate more-or-less off-
shore balancer. Further, after giving the matter deep thought for
some time, she sees great value in having the United States be
able to assist in a hypothetical future crisis—not only with Air
Force and Naval forces, but also with rapidly deployable “RMA”

“Some of these aspects of deterrence theory are discussed in Appendix J of National
Research Council (1997).

8In principle, such a deterrent would include at least some retaliation capability—
whether centered in air forces or missiles with greater range than South Korea is per-
mitted under the current missile regime. Such a capability will likely be important if
North Korea remains on the scene and hostile. Such retaliation capability would be a
much more dubious proposition with respect to China.
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ground forces that could provide significant capability them-
selves and, more important, leverage the effectiveness of Korean
forces. Korea does not want to depend on such assistance; nor
does she believe it necessary if she modernizes her forces ade-
quately; and nor does she expect the United States to commit to
a defense against China that might be seen as an insulting con-
tainment strategy. However, Korea sees the option of U.S. rein-
forcement as a valuable hedge—one that could be turned from
hedge capability to something more refined and exercised if and
only if the need arises.

Korea also sees long-range U.S. precision fires and C4ISR as ex-
tremely important as a hedge against the possibility that Korea’s
tactical air forces will prove too vulnerable.

Thus, Korea greatly values medium- and long-range U.S. Air
Force and naval air power (for both strike and C4ISR), Navy
missiles, U.S. space-based capabilities, and the integrative quali-
ties of the U.S. global command and control system. Consistent
with that, Korea values frequent or continual presence of some
U.S. naval and air forces in Korea itself.

Because a purely off-shore balancing role is recognized by all, af-
ter considerable discussion, as militarily difficult and unattrac-
tive for the United States, Korea, Japan, and other regional
countries agree to arrangements providing suitable regional
naval and air-force bases, and suitable access arrangements
more generally. This includes arrangements for suitable missile
defenses if needed.

Increasingly, the military relationships among the United States
and East Asian states are those of cooperative partners engaging
in peacetime activities ranging from humanitarian assistance to
UN-Sponsored operations. There is a good deal of military-to-
military interaction and many joint exercises with no threat in
mind and no “containment-style” alliance. In the rosy scenario
of the future, China is a frequent participant. Nonetheless, the
virtual capability for coalitions to form as needed is evident—
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especially by virtue of efforts to assure sufficient interoperability
with the United States.®

Against this highly speculative background, Figure 2.10 itemizes
some of the many possibilities for strategic adaptation. It is, of
course, only one future. Still, it provides concrete examples of what
might be considered seriously in the years ahead.

In this future, aerospace forces, not just air power, loom large. This is
so because of the critical role of C4ISR (whether accomplished by
manned aircraft, unmanned aerospace vehicles [UAVs], or satellites).
Also, there is an important role for advanced naval and ground-force
capabilities: effective warfare will prove to be distinctly joint warfare.

RANDCF152-10

Rethink, with East Asian partners, desired nature of U.S. presence
Reduce or remove regular U.S. air and ground forces from Korea
Establish additional naval home port(s) in East Asia

Establish network of active and potential regional air bases
Increase planning for naval-centric operations

Develop rapid deployment capability of Army and Air Force BMD
Extend Air Force rapid expeditionary capacity

Expand medium and long-range Air Force capabilities

Expand use of space

*

Enhance allied capabilities as needed with appropriate-technology systems
(e.g., short-range PGMs and C*ISR, counter-artillery systems, tactical
mobility systems, chemical/biological protection)

* Engage routinely with all Asian militaries; cooperate as partners, multinational
humanitarian and security operations

Hone ability to “link” U.S. and potential-allied systems effectively in times of
crisis (e.g., link partners to U.S. infosphere)

Figure 2.10—I1lustrative, Speculative U.S. Adaptations in Asia

9Some authors foresee a future in which China is the “continental” power and the
= . e . p

United States is the “maritime power.” That construct needs to be updated to reflect

the role of aerospace forces.
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Transforming Forces and the RMA

A central factor in future U.S. capabilities is U.S. success in
“transforming the force.” Many of the goals were laid out several
years ago (Joint Staff, 1996, 1997), but transforming the force to re-
flect both the opportunities and necessities of the RMA is quite diffi-
cult.10 The DoD concluded after its QDR that it needed a long-term
strategy for doing so. That developing strategy has been discussed
increasingly in official documents. Late in 1998, the United States
identified the U.S. Atlantic Command as the lead agent for joint
experiments and other important matters related to transformation.
U.S. ACOM, in turn, has been standing up an appropriate staff and
developing concepts and plans for a multiyear effort. Among the
lessons learned to date—in the view of the author—are!l

e Change is facilitated when the national leaders define stressful
operational challenges for the professional military and then re-
quest (and insist on) proposed solutions that can be competed
against each other with analysis, models and simulations, and
field experiments.

¢ Field experiments are an engine of change because available
technology is such that senior-officer participants using that
technology become advocates as well as problem solvers.
Because so much of the technology is visible in everyday life, its
adoption is less stressful than it might otherwise be.

e Despite the several years of discussion since DoD’s Joint Vision
2010, a huge gulf still exists between visionary notions express-
ible in viewgraphs and concrete and workable operational con-
cepts. Achieving the latter will require years of research and
analysis, including substantial empirical work, and including ex-
tensive use of multiresolution families of models and games. This

10For a broad range of discussion on the RMA and related matters, see Joint Staff
(1996); Joint Staff (1997); Davis, Gompert, Hillestad and Johnson (1998); Hundley
(1999); Isaacson, Layne, and Arquilla (1998); Rosen (1991); Barnett (1996); Cebrowski
and Garstka (1998); and Defense Science Board (1998).

HEor recommendations regarding strategy for force transformation, as well as for de-
tailed suggestions about analytic methodology drawing on models and games, see
Davis, Gompert, Hillestad, and Johnson (1998) and Davis, Bigelow, and McEver (1999).
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comprehensive work should guide major field experiments; not
vice versa.

* Although “RMA technology” such as precision fires, advanced
surveillance, and networking have extraordinary potential, they
also have major limitations—especially with respect to opera-
tions in rough terrain, urban sprawl, or bad weather.
Understanding these matters and the associated risks requires
sophisticated analysis based on experiments, high-resolution
simulation, and more aggregated simulation suitable for ex-
ploratory work across diverse situations (Defense Science Board,
1998; Davis, Bigelow, and McEver, 1999).

* Early notions that precision fires could substitute generally for
men on the ground were foolish. However, such fires can some-
times devastate attacking forces—making invasion difficult if not
impossible.12 In other cases, they can greatly leverage the ca-
pabilities of relatively small maneuver units—if those maneuver
units are configured properly (Matsumura, Steeb, et al., forth-
coming).

¢ Static defenses and infantry with little maneuver capability are
becoming obsolete, but new concepts for infantry are emerging.

A fitting end to this essay may be the observation that many of this
author’s conclusions are consistent with those of Korean authors
who strongly believe that Korea should transform the very nature of
its forces in the years ahead, with aerospace forces playing a central
role. Interestingly, such a transformation could contribute to peace,
arms control, and transition if North Korea continues to exist for
quite some time (see especially Jee, 1999). This is an important mat-
ter because, indeed, unification may rot occur soon.13 It is surely not
in South Korea’s interests to defer transforming her forces while

12Interestingly, expositors of air power “theory” often mention this key mission
grudgingly if at all. Instead, they emphasize classic attacks on fixed targets in the
strategic rear, which they claim will be decisive. To this author’s eyes, empirical sup-
port for this notion is very weak and the related theory is even more so because the ef-
fects of such attacks are so situation dependent. In contrast, the ability of modern air
forces to devastate invading ground forces has been clearly demonstrated.

13566 Moon (1999) for a volume devoted to North Korean transition issues. Much of
the discussion suggests that no one should expect unification soon.
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waiting for that unification. Instead, it should probably begin that
transformation now. That is especially so when one considers how
current forces are becoming obsolete and how long it will take to de-
velop an independent Korean capability for the post-unification era
when it does arrive. If so, then it will be important to lay the basis for
long-term Korean-U.S. cooperation to facilitate that transformation.
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Chapter Three

GOING INTO THE “UNIFICATION TUNNEL”:
STRATEGIC AND MILITARY IMPLICATIONS

Dr. Yong-Sup Han

INTRODUCTION

As South Koreans watched the former Soviet Union disintegrate and
East European communism collapse in the early 1990s, they were full
of expectations that Korean unification would soon be realized. The
anticipated collapse of North Korea and the unification of the Korean
peninsula have yet to materialize.

Instead, North Korea has turned out to be too resilient to collapse.
This phenomenon can be explained by the peculiar circumstances of
North Korea and the unique situation on the Korean peninsula. But
North Korea’s capability as a state has shown steady decline, and
unless Pyongyang manages to stave off collapse, Korean unification
will continue to remain a clear possibility. Inducing unification, then,
will hinge on policy and strategic measures.

A variety of issues will arise in the course of unification involving
political, diplomatic, military, economic, social and cultural conse-
quences. Although a majority of South Koreans see unification as an
economic problem, it will be an even more serious military problem.
The Korean peninsula is subject to an acute danger of warfare.
Military tension is higher here than almost anywhere else in the
world. Therefore, the most pressing issue will involve eliminating this
state of military confrontation and successfully controlling any con-
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tingencies under manageable limits to reach a peaceful unification
ultimately.

Therefore, much attention is paid to how unification will unfold.
Unification itself will be the single, most shocking event to occur in
the strategic environment of the Northeast Asian region in the 21st
century. It will bring with it a range of issues that will pose new chal-
lenges for South Korea, the United States, China, Japan and Russia.
These should be addressed in the process of unification. At this stage,
nobody can tell for sure how long the unification tunnel will be or
how dark it will become inside the tunnel.l

Among the various scenarios for Korean unification, three have been
widely discussed. The first is unification through a step-by-step pro-
cess of reconciliation, cooperation and peaceful coexistence. This is
the unification formula that South Korean government wants to im-
plement. A second scenario involves unification by occupation fol-
lowing armed hostilities that have been initiated by the North. The
third envisions unification by absorption, with the South assuming
control after a collapse of the North, a scenario that is brought about
by one of two secondary scenarios. The first posits the sudden col-
lapse of the Kim Jong Il regime as it fails to resolve economic diffi-
culties in the North and then is toppled by a military coup or
widespread turmoil. The second supposes a gradual deterioration of
the Kim regime culminating in an ultimate collapse amidst a worsen-
ing economic crisis. In the event of the former, the Pyongyang
regime may turn to China for help, or a coup or civil instability may
escalate into Yugoslavia-style internal strife. Finally, it is also possible
that national division may linger on without any tangible movement
toward unification.

Inter-Korean military relations and unified Korea’s relations with
major powers will be determined by which unification scenario ac-
tually takes place. If the two Koreas reach a stage of peaceful unifica-
tion after a phased reconciliation leading to cooperation and peace-
ful coexistence, inter-Korean military relations will likewise be
marked by reconciliation and cooperation, through such measures

1Chung Min Lee and Jonathan D. Pollack, Korean Unification: Scenarios and
Implications (Santa Monica, CA: RAND DRR-1722-A, 1998). This report is an excellent
case to analyze full implications of Korean unification scenarios.
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as confidence building, personnel exchanges and greater trans-
parency. Military capability could be maintained at much lower lev-
els than now through phased bilateral disarmament. After peaceful
unification, the maintenance of a military force capable of coping
with regional threats would be adequate. Even in this event, how-
ever, North and South Korean forces will not be able to integrate on a
one-to-one basis. As seen in the case of Yemen, the integration of
military forces of previously divided countries on a one-to-one basis
is problematic, as such integration harbors the seeds of future dis-
putes.

If the second scenario takes place, in which North Korea wages war
against the South but eventually loses to the South Korean and U.S.
combined forces, military integration could be attained with the least
potential for future conflict among the given three scenarios.
However, this does not mean that unification under this scenario is
desirable. The political, economic, social and cultural damage
wrought by war can be so devastating that unification by war and the
resulting absorption of North Korea’s military must be the least likely
or most undesirable scenario.

The third scenario concerns the absorption of North Korean forces
following the collapse of the Pyongyang regime. In this case, there
arises the question of how and when North Korea’s military might be
absorbed. Germany’s experience with integration provides a possible
clue. However, application of the German case to Korea requires
certain discretion due to differences in the state of military con-
frontation, experience, historical background and military strength
as well as differences in the security policies of other countries in
their respective regions.

In sum, the strategic and military implications of unification differ
greatly depending on which unification scenario unfolds. Therefore,
this paper will deal with each unification scenario separately to draw
out the strategic and military implications of each selected scenario
starting from unification through gradual integration, and then ex-
amining unification through armed conflict, and unification through
absorption following North Korea’s internal collapse. The continua-
tion of the status quo frequently referred to as “muddling through”
will also be briefly mentioned to cover all possible cases.
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UNIFICATION THROUGH PHASED INTEGRATION?

South Korea's strategic goal is to achieve unification through peace-
ful means. The United States fully supports this goal. Other major
powers surrounding the Korean peninsula also support peaceful
unification. Peaceful unification requires systemic convergence be-
tween the two Koreas, which is a long way from the current situation
of military confrontation. The two different systems will have to be
integrated with each other first in the economic, and later in the po-
litical and military realms. For the two systems to converge, a phased
approach is required to elicit cooperation instead of confrontation.
Significant among the components of this process is arms control.

In particular, North Korea’s numerical superiority in conventional
forces and its weapons of mass destruction are the most serious se-
curity problems that must be tackled in order to ensure a smooth,
gradual integration. As of 1998, North Korea maintains superiority
over the South in terms of the quantitative strength of its armed
forces with some 1.16 million troops, or 1.7 times the South’s
690,000.3 In major offensive weapons as well, the North dominates
the South by approximately 2 to 1. North Korea has 1.7 times as
many tanks as the South, twice as many artillery pieces, 1.3 times as
many tactical fighters, and 1.3 times as many armored personnel
carriers. In addition, in 1993 and 1994, when the North Korean nu-
clear question emerged as an international issue, North Korea de-
ployed large numbers of improved 170mm self-propelled guns and
240mm multiple rocket launchers to forward positions close to the
demarcation line. This was apparently meant to threaten South
Korea’s security while calling for nuclear negotiations with the
United States. The supremacy of the North's offensive weaponry and
the forward deployment of 60 to 70 percent of its arsenal, along with
Pyongyang’s anticipated blitzkrieg warfare strategy, continue to pose
a serious threat to the South.

North Korea’s military threat to the South also includes the North’s
development of long-range missiles and its significant stockpiles of

2Yong—Sup Han, “Unification and Inter-Korean Military Integration,” Korea Focus, Vol.
6, No. 5, (September/October 1998), pp. 34-45.

3Korean Ministry of National Defense, Defenise White Paper 1998, p. 303.
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chemical and biological weapons. Pyongyang possesses SCUD-B and
-C missiles with ranges of 300km to 500km, and has completed de-
ployment of its 1,000km-range No Dong I missile. In fact, the North
began in the early 1990s to develop the Taepo Dong I and II as long-
range ballistic missiles, with ranges of 2,000-2,500km and 4,000—
6,000km, respectively. The development of the Taepo Dong I is
complete, while the Taepo Dong Il is expected to be operational and
deployed by 2000. The North’s steady development of long-range
missiles seems intended not only for export to the Middle East, but
also to ensure the security of the Pyongyang regime. North Korea’s
nuclear and long-range missile development programs will continue
to threaten both South Korea and the stability and peace of the re-
gion.

As the two Koreas approach unification, surrounding countries will
be concerned about the presence of 1.8 million troops total on the
peninsula. The sheer size of the post-unification combined armed
forces would be so enormous that neighboring countries will not
welcome Korean unification without appropriate arms reduction
measures in place well ahead of the event. Even within a united
Korea such a large force could be problematic. There is grave con-
cern over how quickly North Korea’s huge military can be integrated
into the South’s and whether retiring North Korean military officers
can adapt to civilian life. Some analysts believe that it is probable
that at least some unexpected incidents such as the development of
local insurgencies or terrorist organizations will occur.

As long as North Korea maintains over one million troops and their
surprise attack doctrine, South Korea’s security concerns will not be
mitigated and unilateral reduction by the South Koreans prior to
unification is unlikely. However, if North and South Korea are able to
unify following some initial stages of eased military confrontation
and peaceful coexistence, answers to these questions can be worked
out step by step over time. If unification is achieved following stages
of reconciliation, cooperation and peaceful coexistence, the number
and extent of unanticipated problems that may arise will be much
less than in the case of an abrupt collapse of the North, as the armed
forces of the two Koreas will be able to gradually get accustomed to
each other. Therefore, to identify what North and South Korea
should do in military affairs under phased unification, it will be help-
ful to apply “backward mapping.”
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For instance, assuming that unification will be achieved by 2005,
then at least some form of reconciliation and cooperation should
begin now, with a system of peaceful coexistence attained in the next
three to five years. To promote reconciliation and cooperation in the
military realm, there should be agreed-upon measures, including a
direct hot line linking the military authorities of both sides to discuss
military issues and emergency situations. Confidence-building mea-
sures should also be instituted. Arms reduction measures including
pulling forward-deployed forces back to the rear area should be
implemented.

One such channel for military talks is the North-South Joint Military
Commission (JMC) that was created on the basis of the Agreement
on the Composition and Operation of the North-South Joint Military
Commission, which went into effect on May 7, 1992, but has since
become a dead letter. The JMC should discuss and embody details of
the non-aggression provision stipulated in the auxiliary agreement to
the “North-South Accord on Reconciliation, Non-aggression, and
Exchanges and Cooperation,” which the two Koreas concluded in
February 1992.

Concrete issues that the JMC should address include ending direct
military confrontation, renouncing the use of force against each
other, and establishing practices of resolving bilateral disputes
through peaceful means. In addition, the two sides should promote
confidence building by mutually controlling the production, de-
ployment and operation of each side’s military forces, while creating
norms, procedures, systems and practices for phased disarmament,
culminating in the introduction of a peace regime. In such a case, the
role of the military in influencing North-South relations will decline
in favor of the development of political and economic cooperation.

However, should inter-Korean military confrontation remain serious
with North Korea rejecting North-South disarmament, the issue of
full-fledged arms control will have to be handled through the ongo-
ing Four Party talks. South Korea and the United States have already
agreed to resolve arms control and confidence-building issues at the
Four Party talks. North Korea will also be obliged to seek resolution
of military issues at the Four Party talks once it finds it impossible to
effect disarmament through direct talks with the United States.



Going into the “Unification Tunnel”: Strategic and Military Implications 57

Over the last fifty years, South Korea has achieved democratization
while reducing the weight of its military in domestic politics and the
economy. In the North, however, the military has played a pivotal
role in maintaining tight control over the entire country. Moreover,
in view of the fact that the North Korean military is known to have
taken the initiative in perpetrating terrorist acts and threatening all-
out attack against the South during the transitional periods, promot-
ing phased arms control to bring the North Korean military under
political control will be key to the realization of any gradual integra-
tion between the two Koreas.

Therefore, phased arms control is very critical to ensuring security
and stability on the Korean peninsula in the process of a gradual in-
tegration. Other than conventional weapons and military manpower,
North Korea’s weapons of mass destruction (WMD) are critical to the
success of the gradual integration process between the two Koreas.
As witnessed in the case of Perry’s visit to North Korea, the United
States takes the lead to resolve the issue of North Korea’s WMD. The
United States is cautiously optimistic about the prospects of North
Korea’s concession on its WMD programs if the appropriate price
were going to be paid to Pyongyang. Without resolving North Korea’s
WMD problems first, it would be much harder to resolve the problem
of North Korea’s conventional military problems given the current
U.S. policies.

According to the South Korean government’s plan, promoting co-
operation and exchange between the two Koreas beginning with the
economic sector will be conducive to inducing North Korea to re-
spond to South Korea’s request for conventional arms control later.
That is why the South Korean government addresses confidence
building and arms control in the Four Party talks while promoting
economic cooperation with the North through the inter-Korean
business-to-business contacts.

In the process of arms control on the peninsula, it is inevitable that
the issue of U.S. troops be raised. As long as North Korea insists that
the issue of U.S. troops should be addressed in the arms control talks,
the issue of U.S. troops will not be exempted from the talks. A recent
episode in Seoul involving the issue of changing the status of U.S.
forces seemed to raise the issue prematurely. However, the issue it-
self should be raised in the process of arms control talks that may in-
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volve the United States, and South and North Korea. Therefore, pol
icymakers and experts should be prepared to address the issue in the
context of overall security on the Korean peninsula. Yet, it is not cer-
tain whether the issue will be discussed in the Four Party talks be-
cause the United States seems to be reluctant to allow Chinese
involvement in the issue of U.S. troops.

UNIFICATION THROUGH ARMED CONFLICT

Even while North Korea is experiencing desperate starvation and se-
vere economic difficulties, North Korea’s military goal of achieving
unification through violent methods shows no change. To that end,
North Korea is adding WMD to its existing arsenal. Occasionally, the
North threatens the South and the region with missile tests and mili-
tary intrusions.

South Korea and the United States under the banner of their com-
bined forces will ultimately defeat North Korea in the event of an
armed attack. However, the consequences will be dire. Therefore,
when there are warnings about limited or all-out attack, the primary
objective of South Korea and the United States will be to deter the
possibility of war to the maximum extent. However, should deter-
rence fail, South Korea’s objectives will be to limit the range of con-
flict to the local area in case of a limited attack, and to counterattack
and drive out North Korean armed forces in case of an all-out attack
according to the South Korean-U.S. predetermined combined war
plans, finally achieving unification by force. In managing the war, it
is important to separate the Kim Jong Il leadership from North
Korean residents so as to punish only those responsible for North
Korea's initiation of war.

South Korea’s domestic policy will be to manage the early indicator
and warning system from the beginning of the crisis in close consul-
tation with the U.S. and Korean Combined Forces Command.
Responsive measures will be taken only in consultation with the
United States. South Korea may opt to enter crisis bargaining with
North Korea in a face-to-face negotiation. Before the crisis, it is very
important for South Korea and the United States to communicate
with the North Korean leadership their solemn resolve that the two
nations and the world would never tolerate any war initiation by the
North. If a war breaks out, South Korea and the United States would
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fight until they accomplish unification because a war criminal should
not be allowed to escape retribution. In this case, the revitalization of
the UN Command and multinational forces under the banner of the
United Nations will become important to prevent North Korea’s ally
from helping North Korea.

It is also important for the United States and South Korea to make it
clear to China that China must not support a war initiated by the
North. The South Korean Government would not be alone in per-
suading China not to support North Korea. By recounting the history
of the Korean War of 1950 to the world, South Korea should mobilize
legitimate support from the entire world to punish North Korea.

In regard to the combined operational plan between the United
States and Korea, it is necessary to revise when and how to counter-
attack North Korean armed forces. Shortening the time from the
attack to the counterattacking is crucial to deterring North Korea’s
attack. If the defense budgets of the two nations are allowed to de-
crease over time, it would take more days to start counterattacking.
This might give the wrong signal to North Koreans particularly when
the North Koreans are likely to use military options against the South
as a means to get out of a hopeless situation.

In an all-out attack, Japanese logistical support for U.S. forces would
be very critical to implementing war plans to the maximum effi-
ciency by taking advantage of the revised U.S.-Japan Guidelines for
Defense Cooperation. However, Japanese support should be limited
to logistical support inside and around Japan and should not consist
of any entry into South Korean territory or its territorial sea so as not
to provoke China in such a crisis.4

In combating the North Korean armed forces, it is also important for
the United States and South Korea to come to terms as to how far
they will pursue the North Koreans and who will take the lead in do-
ing so. Concerning this matter, views that the United States should

41n this connection, it is very interesting to observe Korean attitudes changing about
Japanese support in time of a North Korean attack as shown in the recent public
opinion poll conducted by RAND and the joongang Ilbo in March 1999. See
Norman D. Levin, The Shape of Korea’s Future: South Korean Attitudes Toward
Unification and Long-Term Security Issues (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 1999).
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not cross the present Military Demarcation Line do not make sense.?
Those views can potentially send wrong signals to North Korea.

Just as unilateral actions on the South Korean side are not acceptable
to the United States in the case of a North Korean all-out attack, so
U.S. actions to hasten to end the Korean War will not be acceptable
to South Koreans. The two allies should show North Korea their re-
solve that a second Korean War initiated by North Korea should be
punished with severe penalties—unification by force.

UNIFICATION THROUGH ABSORPTION BY SOUTH KOREAS®

Red lights on the impending North Korean collapse have been
turned on since 1996. In 1996, the former Commander of U.S. armed
forces in Korea warned that North Korea was entering the fourth
stage and was ultimately approaching collapse.” The former U.S. CIA
Director also added that North Korea would collapse ultimately,
leaving only the question as to when and how the North would col-
lapse. The former South Korean President Kim Young Sam held the
belief that the North probably would collapse during his term. On the
whole, however, the impending collapse scenario received more
support from abroad than from within South Korea.

Since the defection of Hwang Jang Yop, the collapse scenario has lost
popularity and saliency because as one of the most high-ranking in-
siders of the North, he strongly refuted the reliability of the collapse
scenario. According to him, the North Korean regime is too resilient

5Caspar Weinberger and Peter Schweizer, The Next War (Washington, D.C.: Regnery
Publishing, Inc., 1996), pp. 1-98. The authors allude to the point that in case of a
Korean War, the United States might end the war being afraid of Chinese intervention
and expansion of war into a regional war at the time when it regains the Demarcation
Line.

6Yong-Sup Han, “Managing the North Korea’s Collapse Scenario,” in Kyong-Won Kim
and Sung-Joo Han, Managing Change on the Korean Peninsula (Seoul: Seoul Press,
1998), pp. 71-80.

Nicholas Everstadt, “Hastening Korean Unification,” Foreign Affairs, March/April
1997, pp. 77-92.

7According to General Luck, North Korea will go through seven steps: resource deple-
tion, prioritization, local independence, suppression, resistance, fracture, and re-
alignment. North Korea is assessed to be in the fourth stage. Chosun Ilbo, March 31,
1996.
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to collapse. He suggested four reasons to support his argument:8
(1) The military is so cohesively united around Kim Jong Il that it is
impossible for any military coup to occur; (2) Their militant domestic
control and tight control over the inflow of external information can
detect any kind of grassroots resistance movement immediately; (3)
Interestingly enough, North Korean intellectuals believe that the
North Korean political regime is fairly stable relative to its South
Korean counterpart, and; (4) The leadership has a strong belief (no
matter what misperception and miscalculation North Koreans re-
tain) that the North can defeat the South in a war, thus enabling
them to find an exit route from collapse even in the worst case.
Others add two more assumptions to the ones noted above: North
Koreans are accustomed to severe extended famine, and are ex-
tremely obedient to the Kim Il Sung and Kim Jong Il heir regimes.
Therefore, the North Korean regime has succeeded in controlling
without any noticeable resistance and will do so in the future, too.
These views are widely supported by Chinese and North Korean
leaders and experts.

However, those who strongly believe in a North Korean collapse ar-
gue against those who do not. They suggest six points in their coun-
terarguments: (1) The Kim Jong Il leadership has no ability to turn its
economy around;? (2) North Korea will collapse as a result of rapid
reform because a substantial amount of foreign assistance will only
be given contingent upon North Korea’s systemic change; (3) The
worse the economic problems become, the more defectors and frac- .
tures within the leadership will occur; (4) The legitimacy of the Kim
Jong 1l leadership will be in danger due to strong and wide-ranging
resistance once the general population recognizes the bankruptcy
and hypocrisy of the Juche ideology; (5) As people’s resistance be-
comes organized, a military coup or other type of revolution from the
top will take place, and; (6) Change in the political and economic
systems will precipitate the end of the state ultimately.

8Hwang Jang Yop, “Chosun Affairs,” Chosun Ilbo, April 22, 1997.

9Kyung Won Kim, “No Way Out: North Korea’s Impending Collapse,” Harvard
International Review, Vol. 18, No. 2 (spring 1996), pp. 22-25.
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Although collapse is thought to be the least likely scenario,!0 this
section handles unification through absorption by the South after a
North Korean collapse. Herein, the collapse scenario can be divided
into two sub-scenarios: implosion (internal collapse) or explosion
(external military attack). Since the military attack scenario was ex-
plained above, the internal collapse absorption by the South that will
follow will be analyzed in this section.

By the term “collapse,” I refer to the case in which the North Korean
regime and state system breaks down within a fairly short time span.
North Korea’s internal collapse can take place as a result of two
cases: a military coup or a revolution from the bottom which may
bring about internal disorder and instability, the impact of which will
go beyond North Korea’s borders. Millions of refugees and possible
conflicts of interest among South Korea and outside powers will fol-
low. Prolonged internal conflicts may result as was witnessed in
Eastern Europe at the demise of the Communist system.

Nevertheless, a military coup is very unlikely in North Korea as long
as the present relationship between Kim Jong Il and the military con-
tinues. Instead, a palace coup may occur in the process of North
Korea’s radical economic reform, which the military hard-liners may
oppose strongly. However, a military coup might end in failure like
the aborted coup attempt in the former Soviet Union in August 1991.
Therefore, the only way in which a military coup might succeed is if
grassroots resistance spreads out on a national level.

Despite the small chance of popular resistance, a case where the Kim
Jong Il leadership fails to provide a minimal level of subsistence to its
populace is imaginable. In that event, if the outside world provides a
substantial amount of economic assistance and the North Korean
regime is required to accept a wide range of reforms, the situation in
North Korea might become uncontrollable, thereby resulting in col-
lapse. Even in this case, such events would not happen without a
massive information campaign against the North Korean leadership
regarding its acceptance of external assistance including massive as-
sistance from South Korea. This means that South Korea and other
governments should take actions to flood external influence and in-

107he Samsung Economic Research Institute, Korean Unification Scenarios, October
1996.
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formation into the North in the process of radical reform such that
North Korea will lose control over its society. Then, people’s
expectations will rise, ultimately toppling the regime.

In the internal collapse scenario, it is very important for South Korea
and the United States to limit their objectives so as not to cause mis-
understanding and misperception on the North Korean side, which
might cause North Korea to attempt a preemptive strike against the
South. In managing the implosion scenario, South Korean objectives
would be to confine North Korean instability within North Korean
borders, to help restore stability in North Korea in a timely manner,
and to make every effort to deter North Korea from considering going
to war.

To achieve those objectives successfully, the South Korean govern-
ment will need to take measures to reduce the deep-rooted aspira-
tions for unification among South Koreans because demands from
the South Korean populace for immediate unification might com-
pound the problem to an inextricable degree. It would be more ad-
vantageous for the South Korean government to announce that it not
only wants the North to restore stability as soon as possible, but is
also willing to provide diplomatic and economic assistance to help in
this effort. However, South Korea should continue to remind the
North Korean leadership that human rights and democratic values
should be respected throughout the entire crisis, in efforts to prevent
massacres within North Korea like those that continue to occur in
Kosovo. In addition, South Korea should not take any military ac-
tions against North Korea unless attacked by the North. This would
help to limit the crisis within North Korean borders.

Throughout the entire crisis, South Korea should seek collaboration
with the United States in managing the crisis. Organizing and run-
ning the South Korea-U.S. joint crisis management team would be
the best option. In this regard, organizing a joint team on the politi-
cal level is as critical to successful crisis management as on the mili-
tary level given the fact that the leadership of the two nations has of-
ten exhibited differences concerning how to manage crises on the
Korean peninsula in the past. Trilateral cooperation among South
Korea, the United States, and Japan is also a requirement in manag-
ing the crisis. In this connection, establishing UN forces which in-
clude the participation of all countries surrounding Korea will be
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necessary to stabilize North Korea as well as to address their security
concerns.!1

South Korea and the United States should undertake joint measures
to prevent China’s intervention into a North Korean internal crisis. It
has often been pointed out that China would likely intervene in
North Korea if they were asked to do so by the North Korean leader-
ship. Some Chinese rejected this case outright when they were ques-
tioned about such a scenario saying that there are no pro-Chinese or
anti-Chinese factions whatsoever in the North Korean military. If po-
litical turmoil in North Korea takes place, it will be more difficult for
the Chinese to intervene because China maintains a policy of non-
intervention in other nations’ internal affairs. Nevertheless, U.S. and
South Korean preventive diplomacy with China during times of
peace will be more than relevant to effectively deter China from in-
tervening in the North Korean crisis.

If a crisis in North Korea develops into an uncontrollable situation, it
will be necessary for the United Nations to intervene according to
their peacekeeping and enforcing mechanisms. In this case, the
South Korean government will be required to explain fully the ratio-
nale to the Korean populace.

THE STATUS QUO AND MUDDLING THROUGH 12

Most observers inside and outside South Korea predict North Korea
will continue to muddle through in the short to mid term. According
to research by the Korea Institute for Defense Analyses, most experts
believe that North Korea will continue to maintain the status quo for
the next five years.13

Upavid S. Maxwell, Catastrophic Collapse of North Korea: Implications for the United
States Military (Fort Leavenworth, Kansas: United States Army Command and General
Staff College, 1996).

12Marcus Noland, “Why North Korea Will Muddle Through,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 76,
No. 4 (July/August 1997).

13Korea Institute for Defense Analyses led a joint research to assess prospects for
North Korea’s change in 1997, and the author took the task to develop future scenarios
for North Korea. It was predicted that, within the next three to five years, North Korea
will survive. However, more experts predicted that, in the next six to fifteen years,
North Korea will collapse.
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Although North Korea’s economic indicators have already reached
the crisis level, it is very difficult to tell whether North Korea is on the
verge of collapse solely based on economic indicators. It will take
several more years to see whether some political and military indica-
tors are also changing from a normal to a crisis level. The food crisis
will be resolved with external assistance for the time being. The mili-
tary successfully controls the internal situation. Civil society is so un-
derdeveloped that it will take much longer to see any substantial re-
sistance developing. However, most experts believe that North Korea
will approach collapse within six to ten years if North Korea does not
accomplish substantial internal reform. Unless North Korea chal-
lenges the outside world with a second long-range test firing or with-
draws from the Geneva Agreed Framework, the outside world will
continue their engagement policies. Whether North Korea will suc-
ceed in reforming its political and economic system hinges on their
ability and determination. However, it will take a long time for North
Korea to turn its economy around while maintaining domestic sta-
bility. The supremacy of the military over other sectors will continue.
Thus, muddling through is the most likely scenario for the short and
mid term.

The strategic and military implications for the muddling through
scenario are that South Korea and the United States should not risk a
fundamental change in their current policies. Their deterrence and
defense strategies should be reiterated on a regular basis to prevent
North Korea from contemplating use of force or threat to use force.
Contingency planning is also required to hedge against the uncer-
tainties arising from North Korea’s uncertain future.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

North Korea is going through changes, however small. Although the
outside world is pursuing more reforms and openings in North
Korea, North Korea is experiencing changes starting from a con-
trolled opening toward more substantial change. Without change,
North Korea simply cannot hold the country together any longer. If
the combined engagement strategy of South Korea and the United
States works, the gradual integration scenario will unfold. Then,
South Korea and the United States should utilize all the channels to
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the maximum extent to induce North Korea to take corresponding
steps for reform and opening.

From a strategic and military perspective, South Korea and the
United States should propose concrete measures to reduce tension
and increase cooperation in the military realm. Arms control and
substantial arms reduction including the pulling back of North
Korean forward forces should be implemented. To accomplish
peaceful unification, gradual arms reduction measures are required
in tandem with U.S. force reconfiguration. Whether substantial arms
reduction measures will be discussed and agreed upon in the Four
Party talks is not certain yet. The U.S. and South Korea’s current
policies show that the United States is engaging North Korea to re-
solve North Korea’s WMD problem while the Four Party talks address
the conventional weapons problem. Dividing the military issue into
WMD and conventional arms and approaching North Korea sepa-
rately depending on the issues will not only make it more difficult to
achieve the stated goals, but will make it difficult to calculate the se-
curity benefits from the negotiations with the North. In addition, un-
der this dispersed approach the price North Korea will extract for
concessions will tend to increase.

Therefore, it is necessary to design a more integrated approach in
terms of channels as well as substance. South Korea and the United
States should design a more comprehensive and integrated approach
to address the totality of the security threats posed by North Korea
now and in the future.l4 The economic benefits North Korea could
get from the outside world should be closely linked to the security
costs that North Korea is required to pay. Above all, it is necessary to
more closely integrate the South Korean sunshine policy and the U.S.
engagement policy to achieve a more desirable outcome from en-
gagement with the North. Approaching the issues of WMD and con-
ventional arms control through a single channel would be more ef-
fective in terms of tension reduction with less of a price being paid to
North Korea.

14Richard L. Armitage, A Comprehensive Approach to North Korea, U.S. National
Defense University Strategic Forum, No. 159, March 1999. See www.kimsoft.com/
1997/armitage.htm.
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To accelerate the gradual integration process, South Korea and the
United States should step up their efforts to reduce tensions on the
Korean peninsula mainly by persuading North Korea to draw down
its forces. To do so, South Korea and the United States should orga-
nize a combined team at the governmental as well as at the expert
levels to develop arms control strategies and measures that enhance
security and confidence building on the Korean peninsula. Until the
two Koreas reach an agreement to reduce tension on the Korean
peninsula, South Korea and the United States should maintain their
current deterrence and defense strategy and robust military readi-
ness to deter North Korea.

Although the chances for North Korea’s collapse are not great, we
need to prepare for those contingencies. Otherwise, North Korea
may exploit our lack of preparedness. Despite our efforts to reduce
North Korean military capabilities, the chances that North Korea
might provoke a crisis still remain high because Kim Jong Il rules the
country based on support from the military. Because North Korea is
well aware that South Korea, the United States, China, Japan, and
Russia do not want to escalate a crisis into a war, North Korea will
likely exploit our willingness to maintain peace and stability on the
Korean peninsula by threatening to go to war as a means to receive
more concessions from the external world, as was witnessed in the
nuclear crisis of 1994.

To prevent crises, we need to establish regular channels for dialogue
between the two Koreas because such interactions could help pre-
vent or reduce crises by lessening misunderstanding and mispercep-
tion on the North Korean side as well as enhancing confidence and
security between the two Koreas. In this regard, the Four Party talks
are relevant to resolving the future crises smoothly. This forum con-
tributes to deterring North Korea from going to a war in the event of
crisis because China is a party and can play a constructive role in dis-
suading North Korea from taking unilateral actions through regular
contacts with North Korea, the United States, and South Korea.
Furthermore, the Four Party talks not only contribute to building a
peaceful regime on the Korean peninsula but also to taming Chinese
policy and attitudes to coordination between the United States and
South Korea in crisis management on the Korean peninsula. The
latter would help restrain China from intervening in a Korean crisis.
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Should a crisis break out, it is important for South Korea and the
United States to take joint measures that had been previously agreed
upon. It is very important for the two nations to prevent misunder-
standing and to minimize their conflicts of interest. Thus, it is critical
for the political and military leaders of the two allies to conduct
peacetime exercises to manage crises effectively in the interests of
the two nations. Certainly, effective military-to-military exercises
have been conducted regularly but nothing equivalent has occurred
on the political level. As we experienced conflicts of interest in the
race toward the Yalu River during the Korean War, and in subsequent
crises such as the USS Pueblo case of 1968, and the Korean Tree
Crisis (Murder on the DMZ) of 1976, it is very important for the two
allies not to take unilateral actions at the time of crisis.1> As was wit-
nessed in past crises, there have been major differences in the analy-
ses and policies of the two countries. Therefore, it is very important
for the two nations to reach consensus on a political level as well as
on a political-military level on how to handle a future crisis on the
peninsula. This will include clarifying the following points: when to
start counterattacking the North Korean armed forces, how to coun-
terattack, how far the U.S.-South Korean forces will go in retaliation
against the North, who will go first and how far North will he go?

To prevent North Korean military efforts to exploit differences be-
tween the two allies, the United States should reaffirm its strong
commitment to South Korean security on a regular basis, especially
when North Korea is believed to be entering the process of collapse.
The governments of the two nations should consult on their policies
toward North Korea not only to prevent a crisis but also to manage
more effectively the North Korean problem during peacetime. A
strong U.S. commitment would absolutely reassure North Korea that
U.S. resolve is firm and consistent in supporting South Korea in spite
of American policy to improve relations with the North. It would also
reaffirm that South Korea is an unchanging ally, thus preventing
North Korean misperception or miscalculation that the United States
might adopt a neutral stance between the two Koreas.

15Richard G. Head, Frisco W. Short, and Robert C. McFarlane, Crisis Resolution:
Presidential Decision-Making in the Mayaguez and Korean Confrontations (Boulder,
Colorado: Westview Press, 1978).
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If collapse occurs, the U.S. role in deterring Chinese intervention into
North Korea is very critical. The United States was successful in pre-
venting the intervention of other powers in the German unification.
It will be required to play a similar role on the Korean peninsula. As
such, an active U.S. diplomacy is expected to prevent direct inter-
vention by Russia, China and Japan in a North Korean scenario. It is
also important for South Korea and the United States to facilitate
multilateral consultation on security issues in a five-nations forum
(without North Korea if North Korea rejects participation) or in a six-
nations forum (with North Korea’s participation) as a way to help re-
solve the future crisis on the Korean peninsula effectively. This is es-
pecially relevant to finding out the effective means for humanitarian
aid necessary for rescuing refugees at the time of crisis.




Chapter Four

CONCEPTUALIZING POST-UNIFICATION DEFENSE
CHALLENGES AND STRATEGIES

In-Taek Hyun and Woosang Kim

INTRODUCTION

During the Cold War, the bipolar structure of world politics and
policies of extended deterrence pursued by the two superpowers
provided a basic stability in Northeast Asia. In the post—Cold War
period, this stable security order appears vulnerable. Potential
sources of instability include: North Korea’s nuclear weapons pro-
gram and continuing aggression against South Korea, which make
the Korean peninsula one of the world’s most volatile flash points;
China’s dissatisfaction with the existing regional security order,
which Beijing sees as being created and dominated by the United
States and its allies; Japan’s continuing difficulty in dealing with
either its past history or its current financial crisis; and Russia’s
ongoing domestic turmoil and mismatch between its self image and
current international status.

This chapter examines several different long-term regional security
environments, based on potential changes in the distribution of
power among the main regional actors and their strategies to secure
their national interests, and explores the security threats each might
pose to a unified Korea. The chapter first identifies four alternative
scenarios for the regional security environment in the early part of
the 21st century—power transition, hegemonic stability, balance of
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power, and “bandwagoning”—each of which would pose its own
challenges to a unified Korea.l It then discusses which of these alter-
native scenarios is most likely. The chapter concludes by assessing
the implications for Korean defense strategies after unification.

ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS
Factors Affecting Future Environments

According to theorists of international politics, differential rates of
growth among the main actors in the regional system lead to changes
in the distribution of power among them. Internal development
through industrialization, socioeconomic and political moderniza-
tion, and technological innovation produces changes in the relative
capability of the major actors.? A redistribution of power can also
occur through external realignment. Alliance formation is a classic
way nations can augment their indigenous capability.3 As a major,
fast growing actor increases its capabilities through internal devel-
opment and alliance formation, it often challenges the dominant
power in the system. Conflict becomes particularly likely when a re-
visionist power is growing fast and challenges a declining, status quo
power.4

1For more details about these four scenarios, see Woosang Kim, “Power Transition
and the 21st Century Northeast Asian Security Structure,” Strategy 21, Winter 1998, pp.
224-252; Woosang Kim, “Korea and the Northeast Asian Security System in the 21st
Century, presented at the international conference, “Future Strategic Cooperation
among the United Sates, Japan, and Korea for Searching Peace in the Korean
Peninsula,” organized by New Asia Research Institute, Okazaki Institute, and Pacific
Forum CSIS, Sheraton Walker Hill, Seoul, Korea, April 22-23, 1999.

2Robert Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1981); A.F.K. Organski, World Politics (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1958); A.F.K.
Organski and Jacek Kugler, The War Ledger, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1980).

3Woosang Kim, “Power Transitions and Great Power War From Westphalia to
Waterloo,” World Politics, Vol. 45, October 1992, pp. 153-172; Woosang Kim, “Power,
Parity, Alliance, and War from 1648 to 1975,” in ed. Jacek Kugler and Douglas Lemke,
Parity and War (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1996); Woosang Kim and
James Morrow, “When Do Power Shifts Lead to War?, American Journal of Political
Science, Vol. 36, November 1992, pp. 896-922.

4Gilpin (1981), Organski (1958), and Organski and Kugler (1980).
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A number of studies have suggested that the growing economic
power of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) will eventually result
in its catching up with the United States and produce a power tran-
sition between them. There are many reasons for this prediction.
China has maintained a very high growth rate for more than a
decade. Its fast-growing economy has also fueled a massive arms
build-up. By the years 2020 to 2040, according to The Economist,
China’s economy will be about 40 percent larger than that of the
United States. Including other factors like “long-range military
power, efficient foreign policy machinery, public support for vigor-
ous foreign policy, and material interests abroad,” China is the only
potential power that can challenge the United States in the existing
system.>

However, this view of China as a potential regional hegemon is not
universally held. Some suggest that the PRC’s power is in fact still
quite weak and is likely to remain so for years to come. The internal
power struggle since the death of Deng Xiaoping, moreover, is not
yet settled. And contested sovereignty issues like Taiwan and Tibet
are nowhere near being solved. The growing economic gap between
the inner and coastal parts of China is another politico-economic
problem that will be very difficult to solve.b

To be sure, Russia’s stabilization and potential growth and Japan’s
continuous economic growth and military build-up could provide
other kinds of power transitions. But China’s potential economic
growth and impact make it the most conspicuous potential chal-
lenger. This analysis, therefore, gives most weight to the PRC’s po-
tential in identifying alternative scenarios for the future regional se-
curity environment. It also assumes that Korea is unified and that
the United States maintains its current economic conditions. A key
factor at the systemic level, therefore, is whether the PRC grows
faster than the United States, Korea, and other Asian countries.

5John Naisbitt, Megatrends in Asia (London: Nicholas Brealey, 1995); Joseph Nye,
“China’s Re-emergence and the Future of the Asia-Pacific,” Survival, Vol. 39, Winter
1997, pp. 65-79; The Economist, October 1, 1994, p. 4; The Economist, January 3, 1998,
p. 18.

6Nathan and Ross (1997).
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A second factor affecting future regional security environments is
each actor’s national interests, goals, preferences, and will. Starting
with the United States, two types of foreign policy can be identified: a
policy of internationalism or of engagement; and a policy of
“splendid isolation.” Historically, the United States has pursued one
or the other of these broad policies. Since the United States became
the region’s dominant power, however, it has pursued a policy of in-
ternationalism.

According to a 1996 report by the Commission on America’s National
Interests and a separate report by the Center for Strategic and
International Studies (CSIS), the “vital” national interests of the
United States in the region include the following: preventing the
emergence of any regional hegemonic power; containing the prolif-
eration of weapons of mass destruction, particularly nuclear but
chemical and biological weapons as well; controlling the spread of
missile technology; and ensuring continued military, political, and
commercial access to and through the region.” These interests sug-
gest that the United States will pursue engagement, or a broad policy
of internationalism, in the years to come. Recently several leaders of
the United States, including Secretary of Defense William Cohen,
have confirmed this and indicated their willingness to maintain a
forward military presence in Korea even after unification. Having
said this, one never knows when this policy may change. A change in
the regional security environment as drastic as China’s overtaking
U.S. regional dominance, for example, could compel Washington to
reconsider its policy of internationalism.

In the case of China, its foreign policy is based on two main sets of
principles: the “one China” principle; and the five principles of
peaceful coexistence. Though the “one China” principle has been
honored by most of the countries in the world, China is not satisfied
with recent changes in the relationships between Taiwan and other
major powers. The United States, Russia, Japan, and South Korea are
all improving their unofficial ties with Taipei. The PRC is particularly
unhappy with the explicit U.S. support for Taiwan, which it claims
violates the “one China” principle. Such views reflect China’s

7Zbigniew Brzezinski, Lee Hamilton, and Richard Lugar, “Foreign Policy into the 21st
Century: the U.S. Leadership Challenge,” (Washington, D.C.: The Center for Strategic
and International Studies, 1996).
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broader unhappiness with the existing regional order. The strength-
ening of U.S. ties with Japan, and Washington’s public statements
about maintaining a forward presence in Korea and Japan even after
Korean reunification, contribute to China’s dissatisfaction. The PRC
fears being “squeezed out” by the United States and its allies. In this
sense, U.S. leadership and active engagement in the region repre-
sents one of the most important factors contributing to China’s dis-
satisfaction with the existing regional security system.

Japan and Russia could also become dissatisfied with the regional
order. Japan, for example, is not a “normal” state—in the sense that
it is constitutionally prohibited from possessing full-fledged armed
forces. Although the Japanese do not seem ready to revise their
constitution, there always remains this possibility. In fact, the recent
Japanese “National Defense Program Outline” provides for a
strengthening of Japan’s power projection and anti-missile defense
capabilities and an increased role for the Self Defense Force in UN
peacekeeping operations. For its part, Russia is also dissatisfied with
the current economic and security conditions in the region. One
good example can be seen from recent complaints by Russian leaders
about the exclusion of Russia from the “Four Party talks” on Korea.
More broadly, Russian leaders have often expressed dissatisfaction
with the lack of respect they receive from other major powers.

There are qualifications in both cases, however. Japan’s becoming
either a “normal” or a “re-militarized” state will be heavily influenced
by U.S. willingness to remain engaged in the region. As long as the
United States maintains its engagement policy through its strong al-
liance with Japan, Tokyo is not likely to change its current policy
drastically. Similarly, unless the United States loses its current domi-
nant position and gives up its policy of internationalism, Russia’s se-
curity activities in the region will be restricted. Therefore, the choice
the United States makes—whether to maintain a policy of interna-
tionalism or revert to isolationism—will have a critical impact on the
future regional security environment. For this reason, this chapter
gives most weight to the potential U.S. roles in identifying alternative
scenarios for the future regional security environment.
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Identification of Alternative Scenarios

These factors—the potential for a major change in U.S. policy and
China’s potential for successfully challenging the United States and
achieving regional dominance—constitute the core variables around
which the scenarios are constructed. Table 4.1 indicates the different
combinations of each of these variables and the resulting four
alternative scenarios.

If the United States maintains its current “internationalist” foreign
policy of active engagement in Northeast Asia, forward deployment
of forces, and military alliances with the regional powers, there are
two possible scenarios, depending on the prospects for the PRC. The
first, resulting if the PRC fails to catch up to the United States in na-
tional power, is a strengthening of stability based on U.S. regional
dominance (“hegemonic stability” scenario). The second, resulting if
the PRC does succeed in catching up to the United States, is a power
transition between the United States, a declining status quo power,
and the PRC, a rising revisionist power (“power transition” scenario).

As long as the United States maintains its hegemonic status through
a preponderance in power over other potential challengers and its
policy of internationalism, the Northeast Asian regional system will
be very stable based on U.S. hegemony. In this case, the United
States will establish and maintain systemic order through economic,
political and security-related public goods, while securing its vital in-
terests through the existing regional order. Japan will be a satisfied
power, since it sees the existing order as assuring Japan its full share
of benefits. Korea will be satisfied as well because the U.S. sphere of
influence will promote stability throughout the region.

Table 4.1

Four Scenarios

U.S. Policy PRC Prospects Scenario

Internationalism  Failure of challenge =~ Hegemonic stability
Success of challenge  Power transition
Factors
Isolationism Failure of challenge = Balance of power
Success of challenge  Bandwagoning
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In this “hegemonic stability” scenario, the United States will see its
alliance with Japan as beneficial to maintaining regional order and
will keep it. Washington will probably not maintain its alliance with
Korea, however. The PRC and Russia will still be dissatisfied powers
in the region. Since U.S. power is preponderant, however, the re-
gional system is expected to remain in a state of equilibrium.

If, on the other hand, the PRC successfully catches up with or even
overtakes the United States, then the “power transition” scenario will
materialize. In this scenario, the United States will try to protect its
sphere of influence in the region and maintain the existing security
order despite its relative power decline. The United States will also
want to strengthen its military ties with both Japan and Korea and try
to overcome the challenge from China. For its part, the PRC will be
dissatisfied with the status quo, since it will have grown to full power
after the existing regional order was established and the benefits
were allocated. China, therefore, will try to change the status quo
and rewrite the regional security order in its favor. In this kind of
situation, a major war between the declining status quo power and
rising revisionist power is highly likely. This power transition
scenario suggests increased military and political roles for Japan and
Korea—the principal U.S. allies in the region.

The above two scenarios are plausible only if the United States
adopts a policy of active engagement in Northeast Asia through for-
ward deployment and military alliance with regional powers. But,
what if the United States decides to change its policy from
“internationalism” to “isolationism?” This would lead to two other
scenarios. One, labeled “balance of power” above, obtains if the PRC
fails to catch up with the United States in national power. In this
case, three more or less equal powers—the PRC, Japan, and Russia—
will check each other’s aggression or territorial ambitions by forming
temporary alliances and other balance of power mechanisms. That
is, the threatening country will provoke others to align against it.
Although the United States will remain the strongest power in the
system, it will be involved only minimally in regional politics.
Instead, as long as vital U.S. national interests are not threatened, the
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United States will pursue a policy of “splendid isolation”—essentially
the policy Great Britain adhered to during the 19th century.8

The balance of power scenario suggests that the United States will
not keep its military alliance ties with Japan or Korea. Unless any
one great power tries to break the status quo, the United States will
remain uninvolved. Only when the regional status quo and its na-
tional interests in the region are threatened will the United States
play the role of “balancer.” In this kind of situation, Japan will not
rely on the United States for its security protection. Instead, Japan
will increase its military capabilities and change its constitution to
become a “normal” state. Three powers—Japan, the PRC, and
Russia—will compete against each other for influence in the region.
The territorial disputes over islands in the South China Sea, the
Senkaku or Diayutai islands between China and Japan, and over four
northern islands between Russia and Japan will also be major
destabilizing factors. Korea may remain as a “buffer state” in be-
tween these three competing great powers. In the balance of power
scenario, the regional system is in a state of equilibrium. But it will
be a very unstable one, since tipping the balance over in one’s favor
could mean a war among great powers in the region. In this
scenario, heated competition between the PRC and Japan would be
expected.

The “bandwagoning” scenario is one in which the United States
adopts a policy of isolationism and the PRC becomes as strong as the
United States in its national capabilities. In this scenario, the PRC
would emerge as the regional hegemon. The United States, instead
of balancing the PRC’s rapidly increasing power through tightening
its existing alliance relations, would sever its alliances with both
Japan and Korea and accommodate China’s regional hegemonic
status. The more the emerging regional hegemon provides special
treatments to the United States, the more likely the United States is
to adopt an appeasement policy toward the PRC. Other small and
weak neighbors of the emerging regional hegemon will “bandwagon”
as well, since they will be the first victims of the rising power’s
potential expansionism.® Korea, because of a lack of capabilities to

8Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1973).
9Stephan Walt, The Origins of the Alliances (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1987).
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stand alone, will also bandwagon to the threatening power. The
stronger the PRC becomes, the more likely Japan and Russia would
be to appease it. Since most of the remaining powers are likely to
accommodate the PRC’s regional hegemonic status as well, war is
less likely. In this sense, the regional system is expected to be more
or less stable. U.S.-Japan ties, the U.S.-Korea ties, and the triangular
ties among the United States, Korea, and Japan are least likely to be
maintained in this scenario.

THE MOST LIKELY SCENARIO

All four scenarios seem plausible. Which one is most likely? One way
to answer this question would be to analyze the future of U.S. policy
and the status of Chinese power in this region.

By all criteria, the United States has been and is a major player in this
region. Since the advent of the post-Cold War, however, a prolonged
and heated debate has arisen among both students and practitioners
of American foreign policy over what direction U.S. policy should
take in the future. One answer some provide is toward isolationism.

Applying their revisionist views to U.S. defense policy in Northeast
Asia, for example, Johnson and Keehn maintain that U.S. military en-
gagement in this region is not in the interest of the United States.
Northeast Asia is the most economically dynamic region in the
world. Given this reality, continued U.S. military engagement has
become a primary source of instability—both because it ensures the
continuation of ongoing conflicts and because it prevents the re-
gional states from taking steps to solve their own problems.1?
Moreover, they argue, continued U.S. military engagement is unwise
because it prevents the nations of the region from assuming the full
costs of their own defense and keeps the United States burdened
with these unnecessary expenses.

In similar fashion, Layne argues that in a multipolar world, which is
inevitable, U.S. efforts to prevent the emergence of new powers like
Japan and Germany is counterproductive: Such efforts only expedite

10¢halmers Johnson and E. B. Keehn, “The Pentagon’s Ossified Strategy,” Foreign
Affairs, July/August 1995.
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the rise of new great powers, while increasing the likelihood that they
will adopt “balancing behavior” against the United States after their
emergence. For these reasons, Layne urges the United States to
“adjust to the inevitable emergence of new great powers” and follow
“a policy of strategic independence” by assuming the posture of an
offshore balancer.!1 He asserts that the United States could rationally
adopt buck-passing strategies that force others to “go first,” so that
emerging great powers could be contained by others without the
United States having to risk direct confrontation.

Such revisionist arguments are replete with unexamined hypotheses
and misunderstandings about international realities. They thus re-
quire more careful scrutiny. Johnson and Keehn’s argument for
disengagement simply begins and ends with assertions. It merely as-
serts that new conditions exist and the withdrawal of U.S. troops
from the Asia-Pacific region is therefore warranted. Quite contrary to
their assertions, however, U.S. allies in Northeast Asia are not free-
riders at all. They actually have increased their contributions sub-
stantially, reducing the net costs incurred by the United States. Since
the mid-1980s, both Korea and Japan have shared huge defense costs
for the U.S. troops stationed there. In fact, former U.S. Defense
Secretary Les Aspin, in his hearing before the U.S. Congress, dis-
closed that the level of South Korea’s cost sharing was 78 percent of
the total stationing costs. In the case of Japan, it was 76 percent.
These figures were much higher than that of Germany, which was
only 33 percent.

Moreover, the U.S. government, in numerous reviews of its overseas
deployment, has decided to maintain a presence in the Northeast
Asian region. It is difficult to believe that a military presence would
be maintained if it was clear that such a policy was not in U.S.
strategic interests. Even more important is the fact that the contin-
ued U.S. presence in East Asia has significantly contributed to re-
gional stability and peace. Thus, it is questionable whether U.S.
withdrawal is a sound policy—let alone one that will be realized in
the post-unification era. It is certainly possible that changes will be
made in the size and nature of the forces that the United States has

11Christopher Layne, “The Unipolar Illusion: Why New Great Powers Will Rise,”
International Security, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Spring 1993), pp. 45-47.
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stationed in the region, depending on the evolution of the situation.
Even in this case, however, important adaptations will be made in
the way the U.S. military presence in Northeast Asia is managed to
ensure its effectiveness and viability.

Layne’s arguments are similarly misleading. First, the post-Cold War
East Asian system is not a multipolar system, in the sense of two or
more relatively equal powers competing with one another. It is
rather close to a system of American hegemony. Moreover, it is one
thing to say that the overwhelming preponderance of U.S. power
might not be sustainable; it is another thing to say that the rise of
Japan and Germany as new great powers is unavoidable. The
desirability of Japan and Germany becoming new great powers is
even more problematic. Such an assertion is both ahistorical and
unrealistic. The voluntary decline of U.S. hegemony, which Layne
advocates, would simply inspire an unnecessary power transition in
the region, creating in its wake a power vacuum and major
instability. The withdrawal of U.S. power, moreover, would critically
undermine alliance relationships. Thus, if the would-be challengers
are not benevolent, which they neither are nor can be by nature, the
post-unification international situation, especially in the Asia-Pacific
region, will be filled with threats, skepticism, and fear. This would be
serious enough to alarm most countries in the area.

These revisionist arguments represent a form of isolationism. The
withdrawal of the U.S. military power would pose a high likelihood of
a major power vacuum in the region—not only a power vacuum but
a severe power struggle between potential hegemons trying to fill the
gap left by the withdrawing power. This would produce instability
and, at worst, war in this region. History shows this well. The power
vacuum in the late nineteenth century, for example, led to a major
war between China and Japan.

Contrary to the arguments of the revisionists, the United States is
now pursuing a policy of deep engagement in this region. It has sus-
tained alliances with both Japan and South Korea. In particular, it
has stepped up its security relationship with Japan through the new
“Defense Guidelines” of 1996. This reflects the U.S. view of the U.S.-
Japan alliance as the most crucial axis for regional stability. Thus,
while there may be some adjustments in U.S. strategy in the new se-
curity environment, they are not likely to be revolutionary.




82 Emerging Threats, Force Structures, and the Role of Air Power in Korea

The status of Chinese power in the post-unification era is the second
way to answer the question about the most likely future scenario.
China certainly has the potential to become a would-be challenger to
U.S. dominance. At present, however, China is neither a rising hege-
mon nor even a rising challenger. China is now a sort of reluctant
supporter. To be sure, China has the ambition of becoming a major
power in this region. The question is whether it will attain a “rising
hegemon” status of the sort that can compete with the United States
in the foreseeable future. At best, this is a possibility, not a probabil-
ity. It is not easy for China to reach even the status of the former
Soviet Union in the next two decades or so. The end of the Cold War
tells us that even the former Soviet Union could not challenge the
United States. On this point, Wohlforth offers an interesting
interpretation. Explaining the post-1989 transformation of world
politics, he argues that during the Cold War the Soviet Union never
reached a hegemonic status. It was a declining challenger, but not a
declining hegemon.12 Thus, system change could be possible
without hegemonic war.

The main point is that the presence or absence of a “rising hegemon”
is the key to any power transition in this region. The main question
is whether China can assume this status or not. This will be a
daunting task, at least over the next two decades. Indeed, China will
have difficulty even reaching the status of a “rising challenger” for a
variety of reasons:

¢ While China has nuclear weapons, it is not a military power like
the United States and Russia. China’s conventional military
power is far behind that of both countries, even though Beijing
has considerably increased its military capability since it
launched its defense modernization program in the early
1980s.13 China has no blue-water capability, for example, and
hence only limited ability to project conventional forces beyond
its borders. China lacks mid-air refueling capabilities. Airborne
early warning capabilities are poor. It is known that China pro-

L2william C. Wohlforth, “Realism and the End of the Cold War,” International
Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/95), pp. 91-100.

13The Military Balance, 1998/99.
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cured just one A-50 for its airborne early warning in 1997.14 That
is the country’s only airborne early warning system. Along with
airborne early warning, C4I and surveillance are crucial for ef-
fective air operations. In these areas, China has many miles to
go. To be sure, China has modernized its combat aircraft. It has
produced the J-10 and license-produced the SU-27s. For the
SU-27s, China procured 26 SU-27s from Russia and agreed on
license-production with Russia. But even with a massive military
build-up plan, it will take many years to acquire advanced air
power.

China’s technology, both military and commercial, is also far
behind that of the advanced industrialized countries. Future
military power depends largely on technology. In an era of dual-
use technologies, there is no difference between commercial
technology and military technology. A superiority in the com-
mercial sector transfers into one in the military sector.
Technology is also the most important factor in the “revolution
in military affairs” (RMA).15

Although China’s economy is one of the most rapidly growing in
the world, it is to a great extent dependent on the United States.
The growth power of the Chinese economy certainly appears
formidable. Thus, optimists on the Chinese economy predict
that, in terms of GNP, it will exceed the U.S. economy by 2020.
This is plausible but, at present, only a hypothesis. Itis question-
able whether a dependent economy like China can exceed the
United States, even if only economic factor is considered.

China’s domestic politics is also a major concern. China main-
tains an odd amalgam of a market economy and a Communist
political system. A market economy, by its nature, blossoms in
commercial liberalism. A Communist political system hinders
this from happening. How, and until when, can China maintain
this odd marriage? A possible result is domestic political insta-
bility. A second and third Tienanmen Square incident are always

14paul H. B Godwin, “From Continent to Periphery: PLA Doctrine, Strategy and
Capabilities Towards 2000,” The China Quarterly, June 1996, p. 478.

15 awrence Freedman, The Revolution in Strategic Affairs, Adephi Paper 318.
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possible, negatively impacting China’s vibrant economy and po-
litical stability.

For these reasons, even though all four scenarios are conceivable, the
first scenario—“hegemonic stability”-—is most likely.

KOREAN STRATEGY FOR THE POST-UNIFICATION ERA

What should Korea’s strategy and role be in the post-unification era?
Korea’s strategy should fit all the scenarios, even though one is more
likely than the others. The Northeast Asian international system in
the post-unification era will still be complex in nature. On the one
hand, the system will not likely be in an extreme state of flux, unless
the United States completely withdraws in this region. And war will
not be likely, even though there will still be rivalry among the re-
gional powers—especially between China and Japan. But this rosy
picture of a peaceful Northeast Asia is only one possibility. The role
of international institutions in providing regional peace and stability
is not likely to increase rapidly. Economic interdependence in this .
region will continue to be growing, but it alone will not be able to re-
solve differences and diversity among Asian nations.

Given this situation, Korea’s strategy should be four-fold. First, a
unified Korea should not and will not pursue an expansionist policy.
It will still be the smallest state in Northeast Asia, because the objec-
tive imbalance in size and population will continue even after unifi-
cation. A unified Korea will be far from being a major regional power
according to most measurements of power. Its population will be
growing as a result of unification, but it will have many political and
economic problems. Sustained economic growth only seems possi-
ble in a very successful economic integration. Political integration is
not an easy task. Massive social problems are also difficult barriers
to overcome. Thus, the primary goal of a unified Korea will be
domestic stabilization. On the basis of domestic stabilization, a
unified Korea’s basic policy objective should be to play a
constructive role for a stable Northeast Asian order.

Second, in doing this, the role of the United States will be crucial, be-
cause any regional balance of power depends on the United States.
American isolationism, if it were realized, would change the whole
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climate of Northeast Asia’s regional order. In order to maintain sta-
bility and peace, Korea should support active U.S. leadership and en-
gagement in this region. This will remain a firm policy guideline for a
unified Korea. The United States should play an appropriate role for
stability and peace as an honest broker or benevolent balancer. Even
if a unified Korea is the smallest state in this region, the importance
of its location is not trivial. It is positioned in the middle of Northeast
Asia, especially between the two regional rivalries of China and
Japan. Thus, a unified Korea could play a constructive role for stabil-
ity and peace.

Third, a unified Korea should maintain its alliance with the United
States. It would also be in the common interests of both Korea and
the United States to maintain U.S. forces on the Korean peninsula in
order to maintain regional stability. Therefore, a purely “political al-
liance” without a U.S. military presence is not desirable. In the post-
unification period, the major objective of the alliance should be to
enhance regional stability and peace. The level of American forces in
Korea will depend largely on the situation at that time. Either the rise
of Chinese hegemonism or the presence of hyper-nationalism would
increase the number of American forces stationed in Korea. On the
other hand, Chinese democratization and the development of effec-
tive multilateral security mechanisms would diminish the size of the
American military presence. In either event, the Korea-U.S. alliance
should be a lynchpin of the post-unification environment. In this
sense, we need strategic interdependence. Strategic
interdependence needs close cooperation among allies to adjust to
the new environment. The United States will locate itself at the
center of gravity. U.S. allies will share the burdens.

Fourth, one of unified Korea's basic strategic objectives is to remain
non-nuclear. A unified Korea will never pursue nuclearization. This
does not mean that a unified Korea will rapidly decrease its conven-
tional military power, however. Rather, a unified Korea should have
an appropriate amount of military power. As a result of unification,
many assume that Korea’s military power will naturally increase.
Actually, any such increase will be minimal at best. While the
current North Korean military power is formidable, after unification
most of the North’s weapons will be useless. A unified Korea should
remodel its military power, abolishing nearly all the North Korean
military power. Even so, Korea’s conventional military power will be
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much weaker than that of its neighboring countries if current trends
continue. Table 4.2 below shows this well.

South Korea’s military power, in terms of critical military forces, is far
behind that of Japan and China. A unified Korea’s power projection
capability is not likely to grow rapidly. Military personnel, if the
North Korean personnel will be simply added to that of South Korea,
will be over 1.5 million in the post-unification era. But, Korea
doesn’t need such a large efrmy. It is only a burden, but not an asset.
Rather, Korean military power should be stepped up in terms of
quality. Most of North Korea conventional weapons, except some

Table 4.2
Military Balance
Military Force ROK Japan China
Defense expenditure 14,732 40,891 36,551
(1997, US$)
Air force 88 F-16C/D 59-F-1 400 Q-5
195 F-5E/F 110 F-4Ej 1,8001-6/B/D/E
130 F-4D/E 194 F-15/D] 500]-7
150]-8
46 SU-SK/UBK
120 H-6
300 H-5
Airborne early 14 E-2C
warning 4 Boeing E767
(AWACS)
Navy
Destroyer 5 9 18
Frigates 33 48 35
Submarines 6 16 63 (Strategic 1,
Tactical 62)
Strategic Missile None None 1000 ICBM
Forces 100 IREM/MRBM

SOURCE: The Military Balance 1998/1999; Hand Book For Defense 1999, Japan, 1999.
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advanced aircraft,'6 are outmoded and thus useless. Moreover, the
weapons systems of the North and the South are totally different.
Thus, they are not interoperable. Because of this, even after
unification, Korea’s military power will not be improved greatly.
Rather, Korea will have to pay huge costs for destroying outmoded
and useless weapons systems.

A weak Korea will not help bring about stability in this region.
Instead, a stable and strong Korea could play a constructive role for
regional stability. As a bridge between Japan and China, it is desir-
able that Korea have somewhat reasonable military power. In par-
ticular, Korea should focus on critical military forces. These consist
of three important elements: advanced weapons systems, C41/BM
(command, control, communication, computers, intelligence, and
battle management),17 and skill.18 Advanced weapons systems in-
clude advanced aircraft and ships, various smart bombs, and sophis-
ticated missiles. Currently it is believed that skill or training and
technology is one of the most important military powers. Among
these elements, priority should be given to the build-up of air power.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has examined post-unification scenarios and Korea’s
strategy. The chapter described four different scenarios: American
hegemonic system, regional balance of power system, power transi-
tion, and bandwagoning.

Among these scenarios, even though all four scenarios are plausible,
the first is most likely. The United States, unless it voluntarily with-
draws from the region, will remain as a hegemon or at least the first
among equals. China might challenge the United States, but its
power will remain very limited for at least the next two decades.

16North Korea has now 30 MiG-29 and 35 SU-25.
171 awrence Freedman, op., cit., p. 12.

18Stephen Biddle, “Victory Misunderstood: What the Gulf War Tells Us about the
Future of Conlflict,” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 2 (Fall 1996); Daryle G. Press,
“Lessons from Ground Combat in the Gulf: the Impact of Training and Technology,”
International Security, Vol. 22, No. 2 (Fall 1997).
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Despite the PRC’s potential as a rising challenger, it has many prob-
lems to solve in order to become the hegemon in this region.

What should Korea’s strategic objectives be in the post-unification
era? First, a unified Korea must pursue a defensive strategy oriented
to its national survival. It should pursue a peaceful and non-
aggressive policy toward neighboring countries so that it can play a
constructive role in the region.

Second, in order to preserve peace and stability in this region, the
presence of the United States as an honest broker or a benevolent
hegemon is absolutely essential.

Third, a rapid decrease of Korea's military capability after unification
will not help stabilize the region. Rather, a unified Korea will have to
possess an appropriate level of military power.

Fourth, in doing so, a unified Korea should increase critical military
forces such as advanced weapons systems, C41/BM, and skill.
Among these, air power is the most crucial factor.




Chapter Five

CHANGING THREAT ENVIRONMENT, FORCE
STRUCTURE, AND DEFENSE PLANNING: THE SOUTH
KOREAN CASE!

Chung-In Moon

INTRODUCTION

Despite the global diffusion of a “post-Cold War” ambiance since the
late 1980s, Northeast Asia has not been able to escape the lingering
inertia of the Cold War. On the contrary, North Korea has become an
even more dangerous regional spoiler with potential nuclear capabil-
ities and their means for delivery, as reflected in the launch of its
Daepo Dong II missile. Newly emerging tensions between China and
the United States and the ongoing debate over Theatre Missile
Defense (TMD) between the United States and its allies underscore
the strategic instabilities deeply embedded in the region. These in-
stabilities have fostered a new debate in South Korea over the coun-
try’s future military strategy and force structure.

Two schools of thought have dominated the debate. “Softliners,” in-
spired by the Kim Dae Jung government’s “sunshine policy” of
seeking peaceful coexistence with North Korea through cooperation
and exchange, call for a more reserved defense posture and the reso-

LThis chapter was prepared for presentation at an international conference on
“Emerging Threats, Forces Structures, and the Role of Air Power in Korea,” organized
by the Center for International Studies, Yonsei University, Seoul, Korea, June 11-12,
1999. I would like to thank Byung-chull Kang and Jong-soo Chun for their research as-
sistance. Comments are welcome.

89




90 Emerging Threats, Force Structures, and the Role of Air Power in Korea

lution of regional strategic instability through multilateral diplo-
macy. “Hardliners,” on the other hand, criticize the government’s
defense posture as being too idealistic—and even “appeasing” North
Korea. Further asserting that “softliners” seriously underestimate
newly emerging regional security threats in the post-Cold War era,
they advocate a more assertive strategic planning effort and robust
force structure.

What is missing in this “softliner-hardliner” debate is any causal
chain of reasoning linking security environment, threat perception
and assessment, strategies and tactics, force structure, defense
planning, and weapons choice. For force structure, defense plan-
ning, and weapons acquisition are by their nature a function of
overall security environments, threat assessments, and strategies and
tactics. Deliberating on force structure and defense planning without
a sound assessment of shifting security threats and effective formu-
lation of military strategies and tactics is inconceivable (Bartlett
1986). The current debate on force structure, defense planning, and
weapons choice in South Korea, however, appears to pay little atten-
tion to this causal chain of reasoning.

Against this backdrop, this chapter seeks to explore appropriate
strategies and force structures for South Korea by analyzing shifting
regional security environments and threats. The first part of the
chapter examines four scenarios involving alternative future security
environments surrounding South Korea. The second part assesses
South Korea's existing strategies and force structure in terms of a va-
riety of regional and peninsular threats. Part three identifies alterna-
tive strategies and force structures to prepare for the 21st century.
The chapter concludes by highlighting several implications for force
structure and defense planning in South Korea.

II. THE KOREAN PENINSULA AND REGIONAL SECURITY
ENVIRONMENT: STRUCTURE OF NEWLY EMERGING
THREATS

South Korea's security environment during the Cold War was rela-
tively straightforward. Being dictated by the logic of bipolarity, ex-
tended deterrence between the Soviet Union and the United States
was able to maintain strategic stability on the Korean peninsula.
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Inter-Korean relations and subsequent threat perceptions were
greatly influenced by strategic interactions between Moscow and
Washington. As Kenneth Waltz (1979) aptly postulated, the bilateral
alliance ties that were solidified through bipolar confrontation (e.g.,
South Korea-U.S., North Korea~USSR) facilitated the confluence of
threat perception and complementarity of strategic interest among
allies, resulting in unusual strategic stability on the Korean penin-
sula.

Since the end of the Cold War, however, the bipolar structure of
world politics has rapidly evaporated, and the security environment
surrounding South Korea has become more fluid than ever. Table 5.1
conceptually describes four major scenarios—each involving a dif-
ferent regional threat environment for the post-Cold War era—based
on changes in the U.S. security commitment and policies of the ma-
jor regional actors (Kwon and Chung 1998; Chung 1998; Bae 1998;
Defense White Paper 1998).

The first scenario (I), which involves a basic continuation of the sta-
tus quo, is based on two premises: the continuing presence of U.S.
troops in the South; and a continuation of military threats from
North Korea. This scenario also assumes that no major regional actor
engages in hostile military action against South Korea. Thus, the sce-
nario offers a portrait of the current security situation on the Korean
peninsula. As long as the United States maintains its ground (2nd
Division) and air force (the 7th Air Force) units in South Korea, and
regional actors remain neutral or friendly, credible military deter-
rence can be maintained on the Korean peninsula. North Korea
cannot easily prevail over the South, despite its quantitative superi-
ority in conventional forces, adherence to the old revolutionary line
of emancipating the South from American “imperialist rule” by force,

Table 5.1

Security Environment and New Threat Structure

North Korean
Threats Regional Threats
U.S. engagement I II

U.S. disengagement I v
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and potential threats of weapons of mass destruction. And North
Korea's delayed force modernization, questionable combat readi-
ness, backward command, control, communication, and intelligence
systems, and fragile logistics support will become major barriers to
military adventurism. In this environment, therefore, North Korea is
not likely to be in the position to stage an all-out military invasion
(Defense White Paper 1998).

Under this scenario, however, other forms of military provocation by
the North cannot be ruled out. One possibility is all-out or limited
artillery and/or missile attacks. North Korea has forward-deployed
an array of short and medium range artillery pieces and missiles
along the DMZ, which can cover most of the Seoul metropolitan
area.? North Korea could stage artillery/missile attacks under two
conditions. If South Korea, the United States, and Japan abandon a
soft-landing or engagement policy and actively seek a hardline pos-
ture of containment and punishment, thereby threatening its regime
and national security, North Korea could consider the use of artillery
and missile attacks. In the event that negotiations over nonprolifera-
tion were to fail and the United States or South Korea were to under-
take surgical strikes on suspected nuclear or biochemical weapons
facilities, the North could also engage in such attacks in retaliation.

A second possible form of military provocation is infiltration of spe-
cial command forces in the rear areas of South Korea. North Korea
clearly has not yet given up its strategy of communizing the South by
force (Han 1998:77). Recent submarine infiltration incidents, active
covert operations, and unfailing co-optation of pro-North Korean
sympathizers all demonstrate its ongoing commitment to noncon-
ventional warfare. Given this commitment, acute social, political,
and economic instabilities in the South could provide a pretext for
North Korean invasion.

Threats from the North are both real and present. They have not
vanished yet. But threats involving either missile/artillery attacks or
provocation through rear-area penetration are not insurmountable.

2North Korea has forward-deployed SA-5 ground-to-air missiles with a range of
250km, FROG-5/7 ground-to-ground free rockets with ranges of 50-70 km, 170mm
self-propelled artillery, and 240mm multiple rocket launchers (Defense White Paper
1998).
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ROK-US combined forces are able to deter any major conventional
military attacks from the North. If deterrence fails, they can invade
North Korea, demolish its armed forces, and destroy its regime
through a swift transition to war. South Korea’s improving diplo-
matic and economic cooperation with China and Russia should miti-
gate any threats from the regional theater. Japan will not pose any
threats so long as security cooperation among Washington, Tokyo,
and Seoul remains intact.

The second scenario (IT) presupposes three conditions: continuing
U.S. engagement; a Korea that is either unified or at peace with
North Korea as a result of improved inter-Korean relations, whether
through a peace treaty or significant confidence-building and arms
control measures; and the advent of hostile regional actors (e.g.,
China as a regional spoiler, Japan’s remilitarization, and/or the re-
vival of Russia’s Far East military power). Korea will not encounter
the development of this scenario in the immediate future. But in the
medium-to-long term, its possibility cannot be entirely ruled out.

In this scenario, China would be the most critical actor. Several fac-
tors could turn China into a malignant spoiler threatening regional
strategic stability. Overt hegemonic rivalry between Beijing and
Washington, an expanded Japanese role in regional defense through
the new Japan-U.S. defense guidelines, and revival of a cross-strait
crisis and U.S. defense of Taiwan could all drive China toward reac-
tive spoilership. In such an event, Korea, unified or divided, would
have to take a position. Korea’s alliance with the United States
and/or Japan could easily antagonize China, straining Beijing-Seoul
relations. Given the relatively long land border with China and
Korean ethnic presence in China’s northeastern provinces, China
and Korea could become military adversaries. Russia’s Far East mili-
tary build-up will not resume soon, and there might not be any im-
mediate sources of military tension between Russia and Korea. Thus,
the Russian threat may not have to be taken into account in this sce-
nario. Continuing U.S. engagement in the region would mitigate any
overt conflicts between Japan and Korea, but Japan could still pose a
potential threat. Two issues could complicate Japan-Korea relations.
One is the unresolved dispute over Tokdo Island. The other is the
Exclusive Economic Zone and related clashes over marine resources.
Either of these could lead to conflict.
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Scenario II posits an improved security environment for Korea, not
only because threats from North Korea would end but also because
of the continuing deterrent role of the United States. Maintenance of
the Japan-Korea-U.S. alliance system will also serve to deter Chinese
military moves, while preventing any major conflict between Japan
and Korea. But this optimistic scenario could be derailed if a multi-
ple threat structure emerges. If Korea still remains divided, for ex-
ample, North Korea could form a much stronger alliance with China,
posing added threats to South Korea. In this case (i.e., combination
of scenarios I and II), the situation would get worse, further under-
mining South Korea’s security posture.

The third scenario (III) would unfold if the United States were to dis-
engage from the Korean peninsula amidst military threats from
North Korea (Lee, Chun-keun 1998; Seo, Jintai 1998; Cha 1998;
Halloran 1999). This scenario also assumes that threats from regional
actors remain minimal, owing to South Korea’s active diplomacy
with China and Russia. Two conditions could make this scenario
plausible. The first would be a major breakthrough in inter-Korean
relations and establishment of de facto unification through an active
implementation of the Basic Agreement on Reconciliation, Non-
aggression, Cooperation and Exchanges. Reduced military tension
on the Korean peninsula would in turn deprive the United States of a
rationale for its continuing security commitment, fostering a reduc-
tion or withdrawal of U.S. forces from Korea. After U.S. disengage-
ment, North Korea could again become aggressive, returning to its
old posture. The second condition that could precipitate U.S. disen-
gagement would be Balkanization of the Korean conflict. Failure to
resolve the problems of North Korean weapons of mass destruction
and missile systems, for example, could lead to an outbreak of lim-
ited but protracted conflict on the Korean peninsula. While such a
development would ensure a short-term U.S. engagement, any pro-
longation involving large numbers of U.S. casualties would aggravate
public opinion in the United States, eventually forcing its disen-

gagement.

Threats from the North could be mixed under this scenario.
Developments involving inter-Korean confidence building, arms
control, and peace building could remove military tensions on the
Korean peninsula, and threats from the North could be minimal. But
the reverse developments would force South Korea to cope with
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North Korean military threats by itself. Overall force assessments that
include non-military dimensions reveal that South Korea would be
superior to the North. But North Korea’s quantitative advantage and
the offensive nature of its military capabilities would undercut the
South’s overall superiority. The devastation ensuing from protracted
military conflict would make both the North and the South ultimate
losers.

The fourth scenario (IV) resembles late 19th century East Asia, when
finite deterrence based on overlapping dyadic animosities and
domination and subjugation prevailed (Kim and Moon 1997; Kim,
Ki-Jung 1998). In this scenario, Korean unification could trigger U.S.
disengagement from the Korean peninsula. Such a development
would instantly lead to Japan’s remilitarization through amendment
of Article 9 of its Constitution. The transformation of Japan into a
“normal” state with full-fledged regular armed forces could precipi-
tate a fierce arms race with China. Indeed, such an arms race would
be unavoidable—not simply because of past historical memories but
also because of the overall power transition and hegemonic ambi-
tions in the region. While Japan has already amassed the potential for
its regional dominance, it is simply a matter of time for China to
leapfrog into a hegemonic position in view of its economic size and
tempo of technological development. A competition for hegemony
between the two regional giants could also entangle Russia in the
regional security equation.

The ideal way to prevent such a scenario from materializing would
be to form a multilateral security cooperation regime in the region
that can ensure transparency and crisis stability through intra-
regional confidence-building measures. But if this does not work, a
unified Korea, as a middle power, would have three options. One
would be to take sides with the continental power, China, and deter
Japanese military moves. Another would be to take sides with the
maritime power, Japan, and counter Chinese expansion. The third
would be for Korea to try to play the role of balancer. To perform as
an effective balancer, Korea should satisfy one of the following two
conditions: it must have a credible military capability to sustain its
self-defense; or it must realign its international and regional status
by declaring permanent neutrality. None of these options, however,
would exempt Korea from regional threats. Indeed, the security envi-
ronment postulated under the fourth scenario would be a nightmare
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for a unified Korea. The combination of a divided Korea, American
disengagement, and regional strategic instability would be even
worse. In this event, South Korea would have to counter two sets of
threats: one from the North and the other from regional powers.

Examination of these four plausible scenarios for the future regional
security environment demonstrates that the advent of the post-Cold
War order has neither diluted nor resolved South Korea's security
dilemma. On the contrary, South Korea’s security environment can
deteriorate significantly, depending on the strategic moves by the
United States and regional powers. In the short run, it seems likely
that the United States will remain engaged in South Korea and the
region, and threats to South Korea will be confined largely to North
Korea. In the medium and long run, however, South Korea or a uni-
fied Korea could encounter a much more precarious and uncertain
security environment. It might have to be able to deal with multiple
threats from a hegemonic China, remilitarized Japan, and potentially
unstable Russian Far East. In addition, unresolved territorial disputes
(e.g., Tokdo, Mt. Baikdu), the Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZ), and
new disputes over resources, including the continental shelf, and
safety over the sea lanes of communication can all become volatile
flash points for major conflicts in East Asia.

ASSESSING MILITARY STRATEGIES AND FORCE
STRUCTURE

Can South Korea cope with this diverse inter-Korean and regional
threat structure? To answer this question, it is essential to look into
South Korea’s existing military strategies and force structure.

Traditional military strategy in South Korea is composed of three
major elements (Defense White Paper 1998).3 The first is defensive
deterrence through the acquisition of visible combat capability.
Since North Korea is seen as the primary source of military threats,
deterring its military aggression and, if deterrence fails, winning the

3The Republic of Korea has not declared any official strategic doctrines. But the
Defense White Paper, which is published annually, presents a general contour of its
strategic posture. The National Security Council had a plan to publish an annual
president’s national strategy report, but it was aborted due to the Taepo Dong II
launch by North Korea in 1998.
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war has constituted the ultimate objectives of South Korea’s military
strategy. During the Cold War, Russia and China were also consid-
ered additional threats. Since the late 1980s, however, South Korea
has normalized diplomatic ties with both countries and no longer re-
gards either as a potential threat. And although Japan is often por-
trayed as a potential source of threat in the near future, Japanese
diplomatic protests have induced South Korea to delete Japan from
its list of future threats. In this sense, South Korea’s military strategy
can be described as being geared toward deterring offensive military
moves by North Korea.

The second element is coalition warfare through the bilateral alliance
with the United States. Under the ROK-US Mutual Defense Treaty,
the two countries have cultivated a strong bilateral alliance, as ex-
emplified by the formation and operation of the ROK-US Combined
Forces Command (CFC). As the “trip wire” analogy implies, North
Korea’s military aggression will automatically activate U.S. involve-
ment. In the event of a major military conflict with the North, the
United States will be a direct party in two ways: by exercising com-
mand and control of all South Korean forces; and by engaging U.S.
combat forces in immediate defense of the ROK. At the same time,
reinforcements from U.S. military assets in Japan (the 5th Air Force
and the 7th Fleet) and the mainland United States by massive air and
sea lift will further strengthen ROK-US combined forces. It is the
combined forces of the two countries that will generate credible de-
terrent and defense capability against North Korea (McLaurin and
Moon 1989; Lee, Chun-keun 1998).

The third element of South Korea’s traditional military strategy is ac-
tive or offensive defense (Defense White Paper 1998). The concept of
offensive defense goes beyond the traditional notion of quick re-
sponse. If deterrence fails, the combined forces of South Korea and
the United States will shift to a wartime footing, seize the initiative,
and carry the fight to the enemy territory, terminating the conflict on
terms favorable to South Korea. Such a war fighting strategy implies
that any failure of deterrence will be linked automatically to winning
the war and occupying the North, which can expedite the process of
unification. Although U.S. pressures prevent the ROK from adopting
a strategic doctrine of preemptive or offensive deterrence during
peacetime, South Korea will become much more flexible in maneu-
vering its strategy during wartime.
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South Korean forces have been structured to carry out these three el-
ements of ROK military strategy. The most striking aspect of South
Korea’s force structure is the primacy of ground forces. At present,
ground forces account for more than 90 percent of South Korea’s to-
tal military manpower. They have also been given top priority in the
allocation of resources. During the Yulgok force modernization and
improvement program, which was initiated in 1974, more than
50 percent of total investment was poured into the ground forces
(Ministry of National Defense 1995:149-151). The lion’s share of the
Yulgok project has gone to improvement of the operational capabil-
ity of 40 combat divisions, equipment modernization focusing on
armored vehicles and antitank capability, and modernization of ar-
tillery fire power and ground-based air defense. Modernization and
improvement of air and naval power remained largely secondary to
those of ground forces. More important, most commanding posts—
including Defense Minister and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
as well as the strategic planning posts—have been monopolized by
army personnel, furthering the asymmetric development of South
Korea’s force structure (Suh 1998).

The primacy of ground forces was an unavoidable outcome of con-
ventional threat assessments and strategic planning. As noted above,
South Korea has long perceived North Korean threats in terms of all-
out ground attacks across the DMZ, as was seen during the Korean
War. The North’s blitzkrieg strategy has been based primarily on
ground forces in which artillery power and tanks constitute the twin
pillars of attack forces. Furthermore, 60 percent of North’s ground
forces is forward deployed below Pyongyang and Wonsan (Defense
White Paper 1998:38; Lee, Youngho, 1996). Pyongyang'’s strategic
posture and force structure have shaped the primacy of ground
forces in South Korea’s strategic planning. Along with this, the active
or offensive defense doctrine of carrying the war to the enemy’s terri-
tory and terminating the war on terms favorable to South Korea has
offered an additional rationale for the centrality of ground forces.
Neither the navy nor air force can carry out the tasks of penetrating
and occupying the enemy’s territory.

Another salient feature of South Korea’s force structure is the strate-
gic and tactical division of labor with the United States in force
planning and deployment. The primacy of South Korea’s ground
forces has led the United States to assume a greater role in air and
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naval defense. South Korea’s naval and air forces have long been re-
garded as a supplementary “holding force” to defend the South from
the first North Korean attack until U.S. reinforcements (Suh 1997:27-
28). According to this formula, the United States is to assume the role
of command and control, strategic surveillance, and naval and air
defense, while South Korea is to be responsible for ground defense
and tactical surveillance (Han 1998; Kim, Haengbok 1998). Such a
division of labor has bred an asymmetric force structure in South
Korea, impairing modernization and improvement of both naval and
air forces.*

Finally, South Korea’s force structure is framed around conventional
forces. Despite serious attempts throughout the 1970s, South Korea
was not able to engage in the development of nuclear weapons and
their delivery vehicles. It has not deliberated on biochemical
weapons either. Thus, conventional forces have constituted the
mainstay of South Korea’s force structure. Two factors have impeded
its venture into strategic weapons. While cost and technology factors
have posed major challenges to domestic research and development,
U.S. opposition to South Korea’s development of strategic weapons
has been a larger factor. Washington’s stringent nonproliferation
policy on weapons of mass destruction and delivery vehicles was the
primary stumbling block to an alternative force structure that com-
bines both conventional and strategic weapons.>

Can South Korea’s strategy and force structure deal with new inter-
Korean and regional threats adequately? It is highly unlikely that
South Korea can effectively cope with contingencies originating from
the four different scenarios described above. The existing strategy
and force structure have been shaped under the strategic logic of the
Cold War, and, to a great extent, they fail to address the shifting na-
ture of security threats in the post-Cold War era. Whether they can
even successfully deter North Korean attacks under Scenario I alone
has become increasingly questionable.

4Cost factor has also undercut modernization and improvement of naval and air
forces. Both naval and air forces involve the acquisition of capital-intensive weapons
and equipment.

SFormer president Park Chung-hee initiated and pushed hard programs on nuclear
weapons and missiles. But U.S. pressures aborted his attempt.
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An examination of the force structures of, and newly emerging
threats from, North Korea and the regional powers underscores the
weakness of the existing strategy and force structure. The nature of
these threats has undergone a profound transformation. Threats
from the North, for example, are no longer limited to conventional
ground forces. As Table 5.2 shows, the North has amassed a
formidable arsenal of medium- to long-range artillery firepower and
ballistic missiles, while slowing down its build-up of conventional
ground forces. The launch of the Taepo Dong II missile on August 31,
1998, which alarmed the entire world, highlights the strengthened
position of its strategic forces. In addition, North Korea is also known
to be capable of building nuclear and biochemical warheads. The
North’s transition to a nonconventional force structure and its
subsequent amplified threats warrant a critical reexamination of
South Korea's strategy and force structure. This is because a mix of
conventional weapons (e.g., 270mm multiple rocket launchers) and
tactical missiles (e.g., SCUD B/C) could threaten more than 75
percent of the South Korean population.

Under Scenarios II and IV, Korea, unified or divided, would be sub-
ject to a wide window of vulnerability. China and Japan have signifi-

Table 5.2
A Survey of North Korean Missile Profiles

Max Range Warhead Boost Length Diameter Weight

Name (km) kg) Stage (m) (m) (ton) 10C
DF-61 600 1,000 1 9.0 1.0 6.0 NA
SCUD B 600 1,000 1 11.164 .884 5.86 1981
(R-17E)

SCUD 400 1,000 1 11.164 .884 5.86 1984
Mod. A

SCUDB 320-340 1,000 1 11.164 .884 5.86 1987
SCUDC, 500 700-800 1 11.3 .884 1989
SCUD PIP

SCUDD, 1,000-1,300 700-800 1 15.4 1.2 1997
NoDongl

No Dongll, 1,500-2,000 1,000 2 00-05
Scud X,

No DongiII 4,000-6,000 1,000 2 32.0 00-05

SOURCE: www.as.org/nuke/guide/dprk/missile/index.html




Changing Threat Environment, Force Structure, and Defense Planning 101

cantly upgraded their respective force structures since the mid-
1980s, with a focus on naval and air power. China realigned its
strategic doctrine from a ground forces-based “people’s war” to lim-
ited war, which encouraged the development of a power projection
capability and expedited the process of military modernization. As a
result, China’s military capability has improved significantly (see
Table 5.3). China is building a “blue water” navy framed around
carrier battle groups. As part of this effort, it is scheduled to complete
a carrier by the year 2000. Air power has drawn even greater
attention in its force modernization. It is estimated that China will
acquire about 250 Su-27s by the year 2002. Along with this, China
plans to operate AWACs starting from 2002, which will employ
Israeli-made phased array radar on the Russian-made I1-78 (Noh
1998:242-243). In addition to the strategic surveillance system, China
is the third largest nuclear power in the world in terms of warheads
and delivery vehicles. Given the pace of its economic and
technological development, Beijing is likely to accelerate the
modernization and improvement of both its conventional and
strategic forces.

As Table 5.4 suggests, Japan has already achieved military superiority
in several areas despite its constitutional restrictions (Defense White
Paper 1998:29). Since 1976, Japan has consistently improved its air
power. It now possesses 189 F-15]/DJ air fighters and has completed
the production and deployment of the F-2, which is a Japanese ver-

Table 5.3
Chinese Military Capability

Classification Quantity
Total troops 2,840,000 (Reserve forces: 1,200,000)

Ground forces Divisions: 107 Tanks: 8,500 Armored vehicles: 5,500
Field artillery: 14,500 Helicopters: 116

Naval forces Submarines: 61 Surface combatants: 51 Minesweepers: 121
Landing craft: 71 Aircraft: 535 Helicopters: 194
Air forces Fighters: 3,740 Transport planes: 403 Others: 290

Nuclear forces ICBMs: 17 IRBMs: 63
SOURCE: MND, Defense White Paper (1998), p. 31.
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Table 5.4
Japanese Military Capability
Classification Quantity
Total troops 235,600 (Reserve forces: 46,000)
GSDF2 Divisions: 13 Tanks: 1,100 Armored vehicles: 950
Helicopters: 463 Field Artillery: 800
MSDFP Submarines: 16 Surface combatants: 58 Minesweepers: 35
Landing craft: 6 Aircraft: 110 Helicopters: 99
ASDF¢ Fighters: 368 Transport planes: 42 Others: 182

SOURCE: MND, Defense White Paper (1998), p. 29.
3Ground Self-Defense Force.

bMaritime Self-Defense Force .

CAir Self-Defense Force.

sion of the F-16 manufactured by Mitsubishi Heavy Industry. The F-2
is known to be a cutting-edge fighter/bomber with such advanced
avionics and control systems as fly by wire. On top of these pro-
grams, Japan plans to acquire air refueling planes, which can sub-
stantially improve its air fighting capability given its extended radius
and flying time. The current combat radius of the F-15 is 1,500 km,
but once refueling planes become operational, the radius can be ex-
tended to 3,000 km, enhancing Japan’s power projection capability
significantly. Japan has already put four AWACs (E-767) into opera-
tion, which can cover a radius of 400 km. Thus, it might not be an ex-
aggeration to say that Japan has already achieved air superiority in
the region (Han, Kye-ok 1994:278-279). With the acquisition of
AEGIS destroyers, the Japanese navy has also significantly improved
its naval surveillance and power projection capability. But what is
really worrisome is not simply Japan’s current military capability, but
its potential power projection capability. Japan has both the financial
and technological means to transform its military into powerful
strategic forces in a relatively short span of time. Absent a U.S. pres-
ence, Japan may well attempt to fill the power vacuum by becoming
a major hegemonic contestant in the region.

Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia’s military power in
general and combat capabilities in the Far East in particular have
eroded considerably. Poor financial support, demoralization of mili-
tary personnel, and most important, lack of purpose have all con-
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tributed to the erosion of Moscow’s military capability in the Far
East. Furthermore, Russia may not pose any immediate or medium-
term threats to South Korea. However, Russia’s military potential
should not be treated lightly. It is still the second largest nuclear
power in the world. Gradual erosion notwithstanding, its military
deployment in the Russian Far East is quite formidable, with 762
ICBMs, 25 SSBNs, and 69 strategic bombers. And the total number of
forces currently deployed in the area is substantial: manpower fig-
ures are over 225,000, 300,000, and 420,000 for naval, air, and ground
forces respectively. In the event of major contingencies, Russia can
swiftly prepare for combat (Defense White Paper 1998:33; Yon 1996).

Similarly, force structures in Northeast Asia are undergoing rapid
changes. A noticeable common trend is a movement toward prepa-
ration for high-tech wars. The Gulf War appears to have provided a
critical impetus for such transformation in which a greater emphasis
is now being placed on strategic and nonconventional (nuclear and
biochemical) forces. North Korea presents a classic example in this
regard. Another striking aspect is renewed attention to air and space
power. Aiming higher and longer has become a new motto for de-
fense planning for China, Japan, and Russia (see Table 5.5). Realizing

Table 5.5

Comparative Overview of Air Power and Strategic Arms in Northeast Asia

Russia China Japan N.Korea S.Korea

Troops Classification 130,000 470,000 44,100 103,000 63,000
Air Power Reconnaissance 160 290 20 Some 29

planes

Fighters 2,891 3,448 368 850 550

(type and (Su-27: (Su-27: (F-15: MiG-29: (F-16:

number of 385) 40) 189) 30} 120}

main aircraft)

Transport 300 379 40 some 22

planes

Tankers 20 — — — —

Helicopters 824 190 some 290 24
Strategic bombers o X X X X
Ballistic missiles o] o] (0] (0] X
Nuclear weapons o (o} potential potential X

SOURCE: The Military Balance 1997-1998.
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that air superiority cannot be achieved without acquiring reconnais-
sance/surveillance, control, and strike capability (Fogleman 1999),
East Asian countries have been strengthening C4ISR components
(Chung 1998:27-41). Unfortunately, existing strategies and force
structures are not likely to cope with this new trend in the region. A
fundamental realignment seems inevitable (Suh 1998; KIDA 1998).

Equally critical is the potential ambiguity of the U.S. security com-
mitment to South Korea. As long as this commitment remains stable
and U.S. troops are stationed in South Korea (Scenarios I and II),
strategic stability can be ensured and there will be no need for any
extensive force structure realignment. But there is no guarantee of a
permanent U.S. security commitment. A gradual reduction and
eventual disengagement of U.S. troops might not be avoidable.
Several developments could influence such a decision. One would be
a major breakthrough in inter-Korean relations and accommodation
of North Korean demands, possibly in a North Korea-U.S. peace
treaty. Another would be major disasters and heavy casualties of U.S.
forces elsewhere, with mounting domestic pressures for the
withdrawal of overseas troops including from South Korea. A third
would be significant deterioration of public opinion as a result of
protracted disputes over “burden sharing” with U.S. allies or of lead-
ership change associated with the rise to political power by the
Vietnamese war generation (Halloran 1999). A gradual or sudden
realignment of the U.S. security commitment to South Korea would
have a range of catastrophic effects on South Korea'’s force structure.
These include a paralysis of command, control, communication and
intelligence systems, a void in strategic surveillance, and ultimately a
vacuum in naval and air power (Lee, Chun-keun 1998 and Cha 1998).
South Korea might be able to deal with North Korean threats, but it
will be virtually impossible to ensure military deterrence against re-
gional powers.

Another critical flaw is that South Korea’s existing strategy and force
structure cannot realize its intended political and military objectives.
Effective deterrence rests on three elements: the ability of the deter-
rent power to prevent or resist an attack; sufficient capabilities to ex-
act a cost that outweighs any potential benefits of attacking; and the
will to carry out the intentions of deterrence and resist attacks
(Robert Jervis 1976). The core of deterrence is credible retaliatory or
second-strike capabilities. Neither ground forces nor naval forces
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can provide instant second-strike capabilities. Ground forces are
useful in resisting initial attacks and occupying the enemy’s territory,
while naval forces are effective in denying sea penetration, detecting
and attacking submarine infiltration, and ensuring safety of sea lanes
of communication. The ultimate second-strike capabilities exist in
air power, including attack aircraft and missiles (Suh 1998: 39-40).

Based on the above observations, South Korea’s existing force struc-
ture is defective on three accounts. First, it is not adequately
equipped to deal with both present and future threats arising from
nonconventional and high-tech war scenarios in the region. Pre-
occupation with the Cold War force structure has fundamentally
undermined defense preparedness for newly emerging contingen-
cies. Second, structural dependency on U.S. forces in the areas of
command, control, communication, intelligence, reconnaissance
and surveillance as well as naval and air power could deal a critical
blow to South Korea’s security posture in the event of an abrupt re-
duction or withdrawal of U.S. forces. Finally, the current ground
force-based structure cannot ensure effective deterrence because it
lacks a credible second-strike capability.

REFLECTIONS ON ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES AND FORCE
STRUCTURE

This chapter has argued that South Korea’s existing strategy and
force structure are not appropriate in preparing for future contin-
gencies. What would then be a desirable strategy and force structure?
Strategic choices and force structures are contingent upon percep-
tions of the security environment and patterns of future war scenar-
ios. Thus, it is inconceivable to devise a single strategy and force
structure. Table 5.6 presents four possible alternatives, one for each
scenario.

The alternative strategy suggested for Scenario I dovetails with the
current one, both because operational command and control during
wartime rests with the United States and because it will be difficult
for South Korea to adopt new strategic doctrines—such as offensive
deterrence—in opposition to U.S. preferences. Coalition warfare
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Table 5.6

Alternative Strategies by Scenario

North Korean Threats Regional Threats
U.S. engagement I I
defensive deterrence/ defensive deterrence/
coalition warfare/ limited coalition warfare/
offensive defense strategic denial and

second-strike capability

U.S. disengagement Jus| v
military self-help/ military self-help/
offensive deterrence/ strategic denial/
retaliatory capability credible deterrence/

middle power and balancer

through US-ROK combined forces will also constitute another pro-
nounced element of the strategy, with the 7th Air Force playing a
pivotal role in ensuring defensive deterrence through its strategic
surveillance and air fighting capabilities (72 F-16s, 18 A-10/0A-10
air-to-surface attack fighters, and one squadron of F-15E) (Feb. 13,
1998, Chosun Ilbo). Sequential offensive defense, which is designed
to carry the fighting into North Korean territory and destroy and oc-
cupy the North if deterrence fails, should also be retained. But the
alternative strategy advocates a more assertive strategic posture by
not only going beyond a simple quick response, but also ensuring a
viable deterrence through credible retaliatory capability.

Scenario II assumes a situation in which limited conflicts over terri-
torial or resource issues could occur with regional powers. The pos-
ture of defensive deterrence should be maintained under this sce-
nario, but the complicated nature of potential conflicts will diminish
chances for coalition warfare with the United States. Even if U.S.
troops are stationed on the Korean peninsula, the United States will
be more likely to facilitate conflict resolution than to side with South
Korea over other regional actors. Thus, a greater degree of military
self-help needs to be incorporated into the new strategic posture.
Moreover, since regional powers possess strategic capabilities,
Korea, unified or divided, should consider adopting a doctrine of
strategic denial, which can preempt potential enemies’ moves. An
improved second-strike capability also seems essential.
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Scenario III posits a situation in which U.S. forces in the South are
either substantially reduced or withdrawn, while the North Korean
threats remain. In this scenario, military self-help should replace
coalition warfare. The transfer of command and control to South
Korean authorities during both peacetime and wartime will make
South Korea more flexible in realigning its strategic doctrine. As a
way of demonstrating its intentions, capability, and will, South Korea
could adopt offensive, rather than defensive, deterrence through
forward deployment of military forces and acquisition of powerful
retaliatory assets (McLaurin and Moon 1989).

Scenario IV would place Korea, unified or divided, under the most
difficult security situation. While American troops are being with-
drawn, Korea has to cope with potential military conflicts with three
major regional powers. Given the asymmetry of military power,
Korea needs to avoid offensive deterrence or power projection ca-
pability. Credible defensive deterrence through military self-help
must be a logical step. Especially, a strategic denial capability should
constitute an integral part of the defensive deterrence strategy. A
powerful second-strike capability with deep penetration into the en-
emy’s territory should be combined with strategic denial in order to
make defensive deterrence effective. The proposed strategy to cope
with Scenario IV, therefore, presupposes a considerable military
build-up on the part of Korea. But the size, strategic capability, and
upgrading of regional powers’ force structures will fundamentally
limit the scope of military maneuverability by Korea. For that reason,
effective alliance management through prudent diplomacy, be it a
maritime, continental, or balancer form, should be incorporated into
the new military strategy.

What kinds of force structures are desirable in carrying out these di-
verse strategies? Defense planners should pay attention to three
common denominators in making decisions on South Korea’s future
force structure. First is the centrality of air power. No matter how
much they are improved, ground forces cannot serve as an effective
deterrent or second-strike power. Strategic denial is also beyond its
purview—particularly in the case of regional powers. Naval forces
can be a reliable support element in facilitating counter-penetration
and strategic denial. Expansion of the navy into a blue water navy
with the acquisition of carrier battle groups could be a credible
strategic alternative. But it is less viable not only because of the cost
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factor but also because of its power projection implications, which
entail instantly antagonistic reactions from regional powers. The
only remaining option is the modernization and improvement of air
power. It may not be an exaggeration to say that the future of Korean
security depends on air power since it can offer the most credible de-
terrence, strategic denial, and second-strike capability without nec-
essarily posing an offensive or power projection posture (Suh 1998;
Hallion 1997; Fogleman 1999; Moon and Lee 1999).

A critical issue here is how to enhance air power. Needless to say,
fighter planes are the mainstay of air power, since air superiority is
ultimately determined by their qualitative nature. A debate is cur-
rently taking place in South Korea over the choice of next generation
fighters. While the Ministry of Industry and Resources, the aerospace
industry, the Ministry of Finance and Economy, and even the
Ministry of National Defense favor the continuation of the F-16 for
budgetary and industrial policy reasons,® the ROK Air Force has
called for foreign acquisition of next generation fighters such as
F-15E, EF-2000, Su-35, and Rafael (May 12, 1999, News Plus:36).
There are several qualitative differences between the two. After fierce
bureaucratic battles, both parties reached a compromise in which
production of a limited number of F-16s and foreign acquisition of
next generation fighters are to be simultaneously pursued without
undercutting air force budgets. The decision could strengthen not
only the air power component of South Korea’s future force structure
but also the aerospace industry. This is a positive development.

A second important requirement for future force planning is the en-
hancement of South Korea’s antiballistic missile capability. As noted
above, both North Korean and regional threats have increasingly
gravitated toward conventional and ballistic missiles. For example,
North Korea’s FROG-7s (70km range) alone can hit 55 percent of the
South Korean populace. If SCUD-Bs (300km range) are added,
75 percent of South Korea’s population falls into its target range (Kim

6Samsung Aerospace, Daewoo Heavy Machinery, and Hyundai Aerospace have
formed a consortium to undertake the production of F-16 under the Korea Fighters
Program (KFP). But KFP is scheduled to be terminated in 1999 as ROK Air Force favors
FX. This could deal a critical blow to the aerospace industry with underutilization of
production capacity. It is this industrial policy consideration that was instrumental
for reviving KFP. But budget appropriation for both programs could be problematic.
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Chang-hyun 1996:142-143). North Korea can pose serious threats to
the South even without going into nuclear weapons. China and
Russia also possess a full range of strategic, tactical, and conven-
tional missiles. South Korea is not prepared to cope with such
threats. Although U.S. forces in South Korea have deployed an ad-
vanced version of the Patriot PAC-2 antimissile system, this is for its
own defense, not for the defense of South Korea.

As the Gulf War experiences reveal, intercepting incoming missiles
through Patriot PAC-2 or other antimissile systems could be ex-
tremely difficult. But acquisition of such systems could also serve as
a credible deterrent force. In a similar vein, South Korea might have
to rethink participating in the Theater Missile Defense (TMD) proj-
ect. Since TMD involves defensive, not offensive, maneuvers, it may
not invite the strong opposition from China and North Korea that
government officials currently anticipate. More important, partici-
pation in the TMD project itself can offer South Korea additional
bargaining leverage in dealing with the North and reducing its mis-
sile threats. Joining the TMD venture could be very expensive, and
South Korea has not yet escaped from the trauma of economic crisis.
Thus, the cost factor should be taken into account. But there could
be several niches in which South Korea could still participate with
minimum costs.

A caveat is in order, however. Antimissile systems are good for pre-
ventive and defensive deterrence, but they do not provide a second-
strike capability, which South Korea could desperately need. U.S.
pressure virtually demolished missile development programs during
the Chun Doo-Hwan government. But the launch of the Taepo
Dong Il missile by North Korea in 1998 is reviving policymakers’
interest in missile sovereignty, fostering new negotiations with the
United States on the development of longer-range missiles as well as
a greater research and development investment in this area.
Development of long range (e.g., over 1,000 km) missiles could an-
tagonize China, Japan, and even Russia, but developing medium-
range (e.g., 500-1,000 km) missiles could enhance South Korea's na-
tional security interests by allowing it to have a credible strategic
denial and second-strike capability.

Finally, it seems essential for South Korea to prepare for building
early warning and both tactical and strategic surveillance systems. At
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present, South Korea depends heavily on the United States for tacti-
cal and strategic intelligence. If the United States expedites its disen-
gagement from the Korean peninsula, however, South Korea could
find itself confronted with an intelligence, reconnaissance, and
surveillance blackout. Such developments would severely jeopardize
South Korea’s security posture, particularly because of changing
concepts of future battle. In light of the global information revolu-
tion, control, communication, and information assets will determine
the ultimate outcomes of future wars. Japan, China, and Russia have
been moving into the strengthening of C4ISR capabilities. Because of
the short technological cycle in the areas of information and com-
munication, it might be too late to develop such capabilities after the
United States has disengaged from the Korean peninsula. Therefore,
South Korea’s force structure needs to be realigned in the direction
of strengthening C4ISR. In this regard, acquisition of AWACs, which
was suspended due to the economic crisis and emphasis on fiscal
austerity, needs to be reactivated. At the same time, more active in-
vestments in C4ISR should be undertaken. The current effort by de-
fense planners in South Korea to reinvent the Korean military by
moving into cutting-edge technology forces that can fully utilize the
information revolution is very welcome.

N

CONCLUSION

The advent of the post—Cold War era has not brought peace and se-
curity to South Korea. But it has been something like opening
Pandora’s box. The lifting of the Cold War overlay has brought back
to the surface the specter of finite deterrence in the region, which
was shaped through the historical dynamics of domination, subju-
gation, and suspicion but repressed throughout the period of Cold
War bipolarity (Kim and Moon 1997). South Koreans feel the burden
of the historical irony more strongly than anyone else. The expanded
scope of peninsular and regional threats, qualitative changes in
threats from conventional to nonconventional and strategic, and
growing uncertainties over continuing U.S. engagement on the
Korean peninsula are likely to haunt South Korea, compelling a fun-
damental rethinking of its strategy, force structure, and defense
planning. Continued preoccupation with the traditional elements of
defensive deterrence, coalition warfare through an alliance with the
United States, and active defense might not be suited for ensuring
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peace and security on the Korean peninsula. This preoccupation is
more suitable for the Cold War setting than for post-Cold War
strategic instabilities. The traditional force structure, which com-
bines the primacy of ground forces with American support and con-
ventional forces, is also inadequate to meet South Korea’s strategic
objectives in the new era.

For these reasons, a radical paradigm shift in strategic and force
planning is needed. Military strategy needs to be more future-
oriented than inertia-driven. It also has to be more flexible than rigid.
Accurate forecasting of future war scenarios and sound threat as-
sessments, not bureaucratic interests and political gridlock, should
guide strategic planning and force restructuring. The lessons of re-
cent wars also indicate that force restructuring should be more ex-
tensive than incremental in order to secure timely and effective
combat capability corresponding to changing battle concepts. Air
power should draw utmost attention in this restructuring, since it is
through air power that credible preventive deterrence, strategic de-
nial, and second-strike capability can be assured (Cordesman and
Wagner 1990; Fogleman 1999). Along with this emphasis, renewed ef-
forts to strengthen antimissile systems and related retaliatory ca-
pability—as well as to prepare for upgrading surveillance and recon-
naissance capability—are required. Moving into the new force
structure could be an expensive enterprise. But in the age of high-
tech wars, preparing for war and securing peace necessarily is expen-
sive. After all, national security does not have a price tag. Finally, de-
fense planning should be guided by worst-case contingencies, not by
wishful thinking. In the arena of national security, prudent pes-
simism is always better than unguarded optimism.
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Chapter Six

THE ROLE OF AIR POWER GOING INTO THE 21ST
CENTURY

Benjamin S. Lambeth!

INTRODUCTION

Air power took a quantum leap in credibility and perceived
importance after the opening days of Operation Desert Storm in
1991. The convergence of high technology with intensive training
and determined strategy that was attested by the allied coalition’s
successful air campaign against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq bespoke a
breakthrough in the strategic effectiveness of the air weapon after a
promising start in World War II and more than three years of misuse
in the Rolling Thunder bombing campaign against North Vietnam
from 1965 to 1968. Indeed, the speedy attainment of allied air con-
trol over Iraq and what that allowed allied air and space assets to ac-
complish afterwards by way of enabling the prompt achievement of
the coalition’s military objectives on the ground marked, in the view
of many, the final coming of age of air power.

There was no denying the effect that initial air operations had in
shaping the subsequent course of the war. The opening coalition at-
tacks against Iraq’s command and control facilities and integrated air
defenses proved uniformly successful, with some 800 combat sorties

IThis chapter was prepared for delivery at the second International Conference on
“Korean Air Power: Emerging Threats, Force Structure, and the Role of Air Power,”
sponsored by the Center for International Studies, Yonsei University, Seoul, Republic
of Korea, June 11-12, 1999.
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launched in the blackness of night in radio silence against Iraq’s
most militarily critical targets and only one coalition aircraft lost—a
U.S. Navy F/A-18, presumably to a lucky infrared missile shot from
an Iraqi MiG-25. Over the next three days, the air campaign struck at
the entire spectrum of Iraq’s strategic and operational-level assets,
gaining unchallenged control of the air and the freedom to operate
with impunity against Iraq’s airfields, fielded ground forces, and
other targets of military interest.

In the aftermath of the war, the predominant tendency, not just
among airmen, was to credit coalition air power with the bulk of re-
sponsibility for having produced such a lopsided win. Senator Sam
Nunn, initially a doubter about the wisdom of the Bush
Administration’s going to war for the liberation of Kuwait, hailed the
result as attesting to the advent of a “new era of warfare.”?2 Three
years later, Eliot Cohen of the Johns Hopkins University’s School of
Advanced International Studies observed that “although ground ac-
tion necessarily consummated the final victory for coalition forces,
air power had made the final assault as effortless as a wartime opera-
tion can be.”3 Cohen, who earlier had led the U.S. Air Force’s Gulf
War Air Power Survey, went on to note that air power had all but
taken on a mystique in the public mind as a result of its success in
the Persian Gulf.

Since then, a high-stakes controversy has emerged in major capitals
around the world centering on how best to apportion operational
roles and budget shares among the services at a time of uncertain
challenges and near-unprecedented fiscal constraints. Naturally,
given the predominant role played by the allied air campaign in
Desert Storm and the far-reaching claims made on behalf of air
power as a result of its performance, the roles and resources contro-
versy has gravitated toward air power as the principal lightning rod
for debate. At its core, this debate has come to concern the extent to
which the developed nations can now rely on air-delivered precision

2patrick E. Tyler, “U.S. Says Early Air Attack Caught Iraq Off Guard,” New York Times,
January 18, 1991.

3Eliot Cohen, “The Mystique of U.S. Air Power,” Foreign Affairs, January/February
1994, p. 111.
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standoff attack weapons in lieu of ground forces to achieve battle-
field objectives and minimize the incidence of friendly casualties.

Against that background, this chapter seeks to offer a perspective on
the nature and meaning of the qualitative improvements that have
taken place in air power since the mid-1980s, with a view toward of-
fering a measured portrait of air power’s newly acquired strengths
and continued limitations. The chapter concentrates on air power’s
capability in the context of large-scale theater war, as opposed to
smaller-scale operations or irregular conflicts, such as urban combat,
that may not involve organized or mechanized forces on the enemy
side.? Its goal is to provide a basis for better understanding what has
increasingly become a central issue in defense planning, namely, the
implications of recent and impending improvements in capabilities
to acquire, process, and transmit information about an enemy’s
forces and to attack those forces with precision air-delivered
weapons.

Three bounding rules need stipulating at the outset to clarify what is
meant here by air power, which is really a shorthand way of saying
air and space power. First, air power does not refer merely to combat
aircraft (the glamorous “shooters” that performed so unexpectedly
well in Desert Storm) or to the combined hardware assets of an air
arm, even though these may seem at times to be the predominant
images of it held by both laymen and professionals alike. Rather, in
its totality, air power is a complex amalgam of hardware equities and
less tangible but equally important ingredients bearing on its effec-
tiveness, such as employment doctrine, concepts of operations,
training, tactics, proficiency, leadership, adaptability, and practical
experience. These and related “soft” factors vary enormously among
air arms around the world operating superficially similar kinds, and
often even identical types, of equipment. Yet more often than not,
they are given little heed in what typically passes for “air capability”
analysis. Only through their combined effects, however, can one ul-
timately determine the extent to which raw hardware will succeed in
producing desired combat results.

4For a treatment of air power’s role in the latter instances, see Alan Vick, David T.
Orletsky, Abraham Shulsky, and John Stillion, Preparing the U.S. Air Force for Military
Operations Other Than War, Santa Monica, California, RAND, MR-842-AF, 1997.
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Second, air power is functionally inseparable from battlespace in-
formation and intelligence. Thanks to the dramatic growth in the
lethality and combat effectiveness of air power since the late 1980s, it
has become both correct and fashionable to speak increasingly not of
numbers of sorties per target killed, but rather of number of kills per
combat sortie. Yet air power involves more than merely attacking
and destroying enemy targets. It also involves knowing what to hit
and where to find it. It is now almost a cliche that air power can kill
anything it can see, identify, and engage. It is less widely appreciated
that it can kill only what it can see, identify, and engage. Air power
and intelligence are thus opposite sides of the same coin. If the latter
fails, the former is likely to fail also. For that reason, accurate, timely,
and comprehensive information about an enemy and his military as-
sets is not only a crucial enabler for allowing air power to produce
pivotal results in joint warfare; it is an indispensable precondition for
ensuring such results. This means that tomorrow’s air campaign
planners will have an ever more powerful need for accurate and reli-
able real-time intelligence as a precondition for making good on
their most far-reaching promises.

Third, air power, properly understood, knows no color of uniform. It
embraces not only Air Force aircraft, munitions, sensors, and other
capabilities, but also naval aviation and the attack helicopters and
battlefield missiles of land forces. In this regard, it is worth highlight-
ing that the first allied weapon impact in Operation Desert Storm
was not a laser-guided bomb delivered by an F-117 stealth fighter,
but a Hellfire missile launched against an Iraqi forward air defense
warning site by a U.S. Army AH-64 Apache attack helicopter. As was
well borne out by that example, air power entails a creative harness-
ing of all combat and combat support elements, including space and
information warfare adjuncts, that exploit the medium of air and
space to visit fire and steel on enemy targets. Recognition and
acceptance of the fact that air warfare is an activity in which all
services have important roles to play is a necessary first step toward a
proper understanding and assimilation of air power’s changing role
in joint warfare.

No attempt will be made in this chapter to explore all components of
air power, such as mobility and air involvement in military opera-
tions other than war. Instead, the emphasis will be on air power’s
ability to deliver effective fires in joint warfare against organized and
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mechanized enemy forces, since it is what that ability now offers
theater commanders by way of overall combat leverage compared to
land forces that involves the highest stakes and has provoked the
greatest controversy in defense debates worldwide. One cannot
draw overarching conclusions about air power that apply uniformly
for all occasions; moreover, its contribution to joint operations can,
in fact, range from decisive to irrelevant depending on the particular
circumstances facing a theater commander. Nevertheless, the
chapter will argue that current and emerging conventional air
employment options can now achieve strategic effects in major
theater wars directly by offering joint force commanders the promise
of engaging and destroying or neutralizing enemy ground forces
from standoff ranges with virtual impunity. This reduces threats to
friendly troops who might otherwise have to engage undegraded
enemy ground forces directly and thus risk sustaining high
casualties. That transformation in combat capability is the essence
of air power’s recent coming of age.

THE LEGACY OF DESERT STORM

Viewed with the broadened perspective that naturally comes with
the passage of time, the conduct of the 1991 Persian Gulf war has
now come to be seen by most observers as having been considerably
less than a towering strategy success. Many of the loftier goals
articulated by its leaders before the war, from General Colin Powell’s
bold assertion with respect to the Iraqi army that “first we’re going to
cut it off, and then we’re going to kill it” to CENTCOM’s declared
objective of destroying Iraq’s capability for manufacturing weapons
of mass destruction, did not come to pass. Beyond that, a legitimate
and still-active debate has arisen over the perspicacity of the decision
to terminate the ground war so abruptly at the 100-hr mark, at just
the moment when allied air and ground operations were beginning
to make the most of what military professionals call the exploitation
phase of war. Analysts will no doubt argue for years to come over
what difference it might have made with respect to the longer-term
outcome had the coalition kept pressing the combined air and
ground offensive for even another 24 to 48 hours.

Yet as a more narrow exercise in the application of air power,
Operation Desert Storm was anything but inconclusive. On the con-
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trary, the ability of allied air assets to establish air dominance so
quickly over a well-endowed opponent who knew a fight was coming
and then to draw down his army to a point where coalition ground
forces could consummate a virtually bloodless win in a mere 100-hr
campaign represented an achievement that is guaranteed to keep
Desert Storm prominently listed in the roster of air power success
stories. Indeed, its success in keeping allied ground force casualties
so remarkably low suggests that the time may have come for consid-
ering a fundamentally new approach to the relationship between air-
and surface-delivered fires in modern warfare now made possible by
the combination of real-time surveillance and precision attack ca-
pability that was exercised to such telling effect by air power against
Iraqi ground forces. One aspect of this transformation concerns
what the resulting synergy does to enable the defeat of an enemy
army through functional effects rather than through a more classic
drawdown in detail by way of attrition. Just as the earlier SEAD cam-
paign was able to neutralize Iraqi radar-guided SAMs not by physi-
cally destroying them but by intimidating their operators from turn-
ing on their radars, so the precision attacks made possible by Joint
STARS and other systems put potentially hostile armies on notice
that they can no longer expect a night sanctuary or any place to hide.
At the same time, they served notice that any attempt to move will
equally ensure a swift and lethal attack.

Interestingly, some of the most insightful comments on the height-
ened importance of air power in joint warfare made possible by new
technologies and concepts of operations have come from Russian
defense professionals, who were close observers of Desert Storm be-
cause of their role as the main supplier of Iraq’s military equipment
and doctrine. One of the best characterizations anywhere was put
forward not long after the war ended by retired Russian Army Major
General I. Vorobyev: “For the first time in history, we observed a case
in which a very large grouping of ground troops (more than a million
men) suddenly found itself unable to do its business.” Vorobyev
added that Desert Storm underscored “the decisive role of fire-
power”—he may as well have said air power—in destroying the en-
emy. This has never been demonstrated so clearly in any operation
in the past. The fire phase became a prolonged strike, as a result of
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which Iraq’s defenses were so shattered that there was no need to ex-
ecute an assault to break through fortified positions.”>

A similar perspective was offered by Soviet army Major General
Vladimir Slipchenko, a since-retired professor of strategy at the
General Staff Academy. Shortly after the war ended, Slipchenko said:
“The Gulf war supports the fact that air strikes can, by themselves,
form the basis for victory [notice, not victory but the basis for vic-
toryl. In Operation Desert Storm, air power was responsible for vic-
tory because air superiority altered the complexion of the war from
the very outset.”® Amplifying on this point, Colonel General Anatoly
Malyukov, chief of the Russian Air Force’s headquarters staff, hit the
nail on the head when he remarked: “There was no classical AirLand
Battle in Desert Storm. Why? The point is that this war . . . was obvi-
ously conceived from the outset as an air war to wear out the oppo-
nent by means of air strikes, disorganize his command systems, de-
stroy his air defenses, and weaken the ground forces’ striking power.
And these objectives were achieved. Broadly speaking, this is the
first time we have seen a war in which aviation took care almost en-
tirely of all the main tasks.””

There has been a continuing push from some quarters to make tech-
nology the hero of Desert Storm and to conclude that it was techno-
logical magic that accounted for such a lopsided win by the coalition.
Yet that conclusion almost surely is going to prove to be hollow once
the historians have the final word. True enough, the coalition’s pro-
nounced technological edge over Iraq made an important difference
in shaping the course and outcome of the war, and a few allied “silver
bullets” had an impact far disproportionate to their numbers in en-
suring the relative effortlessness of Desert Storm. These included the
F-117, the HARM missile, the APR-47 threat sensor aboard the F-4G,
laser-guided bombs, and Joint STARS, among other platforms, muni-
tions, and systems. Without them, the war would have proven far
more costly for the allies.

5Major General 1. Vorobyev, “Are Tactics Disappearing?” Krasnaia zvezda, August 14,
1991.

6Major General Vladimir Slipchenko, “What Will There Be Without Icons?” Voenno-
istoricheskii zhurnal, No. 6, 1991, p. 70.

Interview with Lieutenant General A. Malyukov, “The Gulf War: Initial Conclusions—
Air Power Predetermined the Outcome,” Krasnaia zvezda, March 14, 1991.
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However, this observation requires an important qualification. Two
points expressed by the late U.S. Secretary of Defense Les Aspin
while he was still chairman of the House Armed Services Committee
warrant special mention in this regard: “One, the equipment worked
and was vindicated against its critics. Two, we know how to orches-
trate its use in a way that makes the sum bigger than all the parts.”8
The second point in Aspin’s statement was no less important than
the first. Although by all accounts, the F-117 was indispensable in
achieving tactical surprise and minimizing the coalition’s losses to
enemy ground fire, to cite only one case in point, the real force-
multiplication leverage that swung the final outcome in Desert Storm
came from the way the coalition’s diverse assets were brought to-
gether in synergistic combination by allied planners.

To sum up, high technology was a significant but not determining
factor in the coalition’s success in Desert Storm. Superior training,
motivation, proficiency, leadership, tactical cleverness, and boldness
in execution were no less important in producing the final outcome.
One need only consider the immensely difficult balancing act of get-
ting 400 coalition fighters airborne and marshaled at night in radio
silence, refueled often several times, and working under tight
timelines without a missed tanker connection, let alone a midair
collision or other catastrophic accident, to appreciate how aircrew
skill and the ability to adapt under stress were critically important to
the air campaign’s outcome. Without these and other intangibles, all
the technology in the world would have been for naught.

THE CHANGED ESSENCE OF AIR POWER

As the relatively swift success of Operation Desert Storm amply bore
out, the decade preceding it saw a wide-ranging growth in the effi-
cacy and lethality of the air weapon. Those improvements, mostly
evolutionary but some entailing true breakthroughs in performance,
accounted for much of the seeming ease of the allied joint force vic-
tory against Iraq. The effective role played by air power stemmed
from a combination of technology advance, increased intensity and

8Representative Les Aspin, “Desert One to Desert Storm: Making Ready for Victory,”
address to the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Washington, D.C., June
20,1991, p. 5.
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realism of training, and a steadily mounting leadership focus on the
operational level of war.

As a result of these three developments, air power has now arrived at
a point where it has become truly strategic in its potential effects.
That was not the case before the advent of stealth, highly accurate
target engagement capability, and substantially improved battlefield
information availability. Earlier air campaigns were of limited 