LEEES RS i e e s,
‘\g
Yo

OlIC FILE COBS o o

THE MILITARY-POLITICAL LINKAGE IN Tt
COALITION WARFARE - A KOREAN CASE STUDY r .‘!"
Ly

by Q,l:

Major Thomas Schmidt ety
Military Intelligence 3

Schoal of Advanced Military Studies sy
U.8.Army Command and General Staff College
Fort Leavenworth. Kansas Y

Z2& AFRIL 1288 R

fpoprovad for public relzase; distribution 13 unlimited. .ﬁ&

N

N oh
;“!;’ L
'aye

E AN . .
D O M KM MO MR AN p N W TR R Y ntaaty




DL AT INY AP LA AW P LA T AP A AR VN U/ N PR L TANK VN M R O M N O O R Y O YO PO OOy O O PO U K %Y
N W

TFICATION OF THIS PAGE - ' »

b4
Form Approved (N
——esee—— .. ]
1a. REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 1b. RESTRICTIVE MARKINGS 'l:::
W
§
1Y
2a. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY 3. DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF REPORT H,
Approved for public release; ._
2b. DECLASSIFICATION / DOWNGRADING SCHEDULE distribution unlimited. '(‘_\‘
4. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) 5. MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) \
oy
hat
6a. NAME OF PERFORMING ORGANIZATION 6b. OFFICE SYMBOL 7a. NAME OF MONITORING ORGANIZATION
School of Advanced Mil-|  f2pplaabe) 3
itary Studies,USAC&GSC ::
6¢c. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 7b. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) ‘_‘;
Ft Leavenworth, KS 66027-6900 -
';;.
8a. NAME OF FUNDING /SPONSORING 8b. OFFICE SYMBOL 9. PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER "N
ORGANIZATION (if applicable) t
t
8c. ADDRESS (City, State, and 2iP Code) 10. SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS :
PROGRAM PROJECT TASK WORK UNIT ]
ELEMENT NO. §NO. NO. ACCESSION NO. -’-
o

11. TITLE (Include Security Cl-assificarion)

-

The Military-Political Linkage in Coalition Warfare;

”~
A Korean Case Study. (U) rd
» .~ ——— ’ -
12, PERSONAL AUTHOR(S) i‘*

MAJ Thomas Schmidt, USA ’
5 13a. TYPE OF REPORT 13b. TIME COVERED 14. DATE OF REPORT (Year, Month, Day) [|15. PAGE COUNT ;9
' Monograph FROM 10 880426 43 A
b | 16. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTATION -_,;,-
i \
.‘HA

17. COSATI CODES 18. SUBJECT TERMS (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number) »
FIELD GROuP SUB-GROUP Korean War Limited War McArthur Strategy o

Rep of Korea United Nations Containment

Nk
Politdcal-Military goals and obicctives | %
»

19. ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)

This monograph examones the linkage between political goals and military
operations in the setting of coalition warfare. The next war for the US Army

is likely to be fought for limited ends, with limited resources, and with "~}
limited freedom of action. The military commander must be able to plan :3’
operations which support the nation's political aims. He must further do }g
g so with the scarce resources available to him and within the constraints LAY,
placed upon his freedom of action by political decisionmakers. At the same i’
time he must be able to reconcile US goals with those of the other member(s)
of the coalition within which the US is fighting. 5
The Korean war provides an excellent vehicle for examining the military- ,;:
political relationship as well as the friction caused by differences within }f
the alliance. The monograph begins by tracing the evolution of US strategy o3
and foreign policy to determine the reasons for entering the war. It then #
- 20. OISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT 21. ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
UNCLASSIFIEOUNLIMITED  [TJ SAME AS RPT. {1 pTiC USERS UNCLASSIFIED
i hoase Sehaldo R el e S
A
DD Form 1473, JUN 86 Previous editions are obsolete. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE

T
x

\ " f Iy It % : W o M [y W W W - o Ca T " h T a ¥ W o a®
L O T T T i R N S e R e A R A S i e A !



N " 0 o YOO O U O P PO N TR O T
T I P T TN TR LAt T L Ry R DR AT O R R R R ORI R AN S OU O OUT RO MU U 5,90 4°42'8 g"¢ - 150y’ 0

Block 19, continued;

examines the war in four phases. 1In each phase ROK and US political goals
are compared, military operations reviewed and a determination made as to
whether military operations supported political goals of that phase. This

methodology leads to the conclusion that the failure of the military, notably

McArthur, to understand and/or accept the concept of limited war and the
restraints it entails unnecessarily widened and prolonged the war.

The implications for the military leader are clear. The link between
military operations and political ends must be firmly established and
clearly understood. The military must willingly subordinate itself to
the political leadership of the country. Failure to do so creates a
tension between the military and political elements , which must be in
harmony. The result is failure in both the political and military realms.

Conversely, a balance between the military and political concerns increases
the ability of both to succeed.
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ABSTRACT

THE MILITARY-POLITICAL LINKAGE IN COALITION WARFARE A KCREAN
CASE STUDY by MAJ Thomas Schmidt. USA. 39 pages.

“Z This monograph examirnes the linkage between nilitary
operations and political goals in the setting of coaiition
warfare. The next war for the US Army is likely to be fcought
for limited ends., with limited resources and limited freedom

. of action. The military commander must ke able to plan
operations which suppaort the nation’s political aims. He
must further do so with the scarce resources made available
to him and within the restraints placed upown his freedam of
action by political decisionmakers. At the same time he must
be able to reconcile US goals with those of the other
menber(s) cf the coalition within which the US is fighting.

The Korean War praovides an excellent vehicle for
examining the military-political relaticnship as well as the
friction caused by differences within an alliance. The
monograph begins by tracing the evolution of US strategy and
foreign policy to determine US reasons for entering the war.

It then examires the war in four phases. In each phase FOR/%, %
and US political goalg are compared. military operations
reviewed. and a determination made as to whether military
operaticns suppartad the political objectives of that rphase.
This methcdology leads to the cornclusion that the failure of
the military. notably Maclrthur, to understand and/gor accoet
the corncept of limited war and the restraints it entails
unnecessarily widened and prolonged the wary 6<R). e o e
The implications for the military leader are clear. The
link between military operations and political aims must be
firmly established and clearly understcocod. The military must
willingly subordirate itzalf to the political leadershis of
this country. Failure to do so creates a tensian betwasn the
military and political elements. which must be in harmony.
The result is failure in beoth the political and milibary
realms. Conversely., a balance between the militar, and
paolitical corcerns increases the ability of both to succeed.
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I. Introduction.

While attempting to explain the nature of warfare Carl
von Clausewitz writes that "war is a continuation of
political intercourse.carried on with other means. ... The
political abject is the goal. war is the means of reaching
it. and means can never ke considered in isolaticon from their
purpose.” ' ypited States Army doctrine echoes this belief.

FM 1e6-1. The Army., states that:

"Since war is primarily a politically
directed act for political ends. the
conduct of a war. in terms of strategy
and constraints., is defined primarily by
its political objectives.”

and goes on to say that:
"Since military forces are instruments
of political purpose. the military goal
must be to further that purpase. Such
requirements and limitations as are
inherent or implied in political purposes
must also be reflected in military
missions and tasks.™ @
Clearly it is the intenticn of the US Army to subordinate
itzelf to the political leadership of this country.
But the United States will not establish political
objectives for a future war by itsalf. Us security stratagy

is based in larsge part on collective security. Through

numerous multinational and bilateral defense treaties. the US

has committed itself teo coalitiown The interests of

warfare.
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alliance members will dictate political cbjectives. The mere
existence of the treaty demonstrates a common purpose -—- the
national security of the countries involved. However. it
would be naive to assume that this common purpose manifests
itself in identical goals. Insofar as the alliance can
satisfy the various interests of the nations involved. it
remaing viable. When interests or goals diverge. the
alliance is strained. When the divergence becomes too great.
the alliance collapses.

In a total war where the national existence of the
alliance members may be in jecpardy their goal -- survival --
is unlikely ta change. However. the begimming of the atomic
age has also signaled the heginning of the age of limited
war. Though the issue is still debated. US policymakers
generally accept the fact that a total war involving
strategic nuclear exchange will not have a "winner". The US
strategic nuclear arsenal is maintained as a deterrent.
directed primarily against the Soviet Union. Recognizias the
danger of an overreliance con nuclear weapons. US policymaksrs
have developed a strategy of flexible respanse. Any threat to
US national security will be met with sufficient strength to
2limirnate it, UYWhile recognizing the possibility of
escalaticn to the strategic nuclear lsvel. this strategry
favors resolution of canflict., even a war. by meansg shart of
nuclear weapons. By definition. such conflicts or wars would
be "limitad".

Limited war iz defined as an "armed conflict between two

or more nations at an intensity below that of general (tcoctal)
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war . where means and/or ends are constrained.". ¥ I+ i3 in

a limited war that national interests are most likely to
diverge to the point of rendering the alliance ineffective.
A natior can compromise if its ends are less vital than
national survival. particularly as its means are diminished
in the course of the conflict. Preserving the alliance must
bhe a consideration of the military planner as he establishes
military ends and e«pends given resources.

14 engaged in war in the future, the US is most likely
to wage limited war as part of an alliance. The political
cbjectives of the alliance members will dictate the desired
ends and the means available toc the military. The military
planner must then design a strategy to meet those ends and
military operations which support that strategy. Further. he
must do 30 with thos2 means given him and within those
constraints imposed by the political leadership., While the
mititary leader may consider this datrimerntal or even

t

(7S

]

meddlesome. suhordinaticn of the military toc the pol 1 4

v
o
fu

[

H

a furdamental characteriztic of US national des: Slicy.

il

NsSe

3
n

The challenge for the military theater commander is t

G

davelop a military strategy which supports the political ends
of not just the US. but of all alliarnce members. His
cammaign plarns must establish both the vertical link betuzen
cperations and strategy and the horizontal link betwesn bhe
varizd aims of the coalition., He must be able to judge the
political as well as the military impact of his actions.
Particutarly in a limitad war he must constantly keep 10 mind

the dominarce of political considerations over purely
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military effectiveness. The most efficient and direct plan
for defeating the enemy may not be politically affcruable.
In the words of FM 199-1., The Army., " Successful strategy
achieves national and alliance objectives at the lowest
possible cost in lives and money. " ¢

How can the military commander link politics. strategy.
and operations in coalition warfare waged for limited
political and military ends? The Korean War provides an
axcellant vehicle for examining this guestion. It was a
fairly large scale. high intensity war. vet certainlyv limited
in both ends and means. The dominating personality and
distinguished military reputation of Gereral Dougias
MacArthur rasulted in his becoming a focal point of airlianca
military and political affairs to a greater degree than
companders in more recent coanflicts. The scale of the
conflict insures adequate examples of the tensions between
military and political considerations and between dif+aring
national cbjectives. The focus of responsibilities in the

verson of Ganeral MacfArthur facilitates arn analysis wf the

-t

C

decisions made and their peolitical ard military ocutccoms

U

he judged successful. a military campaign must support
political ends. maintain the cchesion of the alliarnce. and
remain within the given constraints and restraints. The

successes ard failuires of the Korean War can provide vatuable

g

v in the

inaights for the conduct of limited coalition waef

{]

future.

11. Devalopment of Unitad States Military 3trategy From WW
11 to the Karean War.
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Nopt quite five years elapsed between the Allied victcry
in WW I1 and the ocutbreak of the Korean War. Yet in those

five vears the international political and military

i

" environment changed drastically. US policymakers were still

struggling to develop strategies to deal with expanded

a
e -

national interests., a new and growing threat., and an

¥

ﬁ unprecedented competiticon for limited resources.

3 The US attitude regarding its position in world affairs
g immediately after WW 1] can be described as euphcric. It had
% just played a major role in winning the conventioral war in
i’ Eurcpe. The atomic bomb had brought about the surrender of
% Japan withaout a costly invasion of the home islands.

K]

j Remaining military powers had been allies in the recent war
Y and were not viewed as threats. The American public eagerly

¥ awaited the demcbilizaticon of the armed fcrces. The UD had

R proven its2'f a world leader in both the industrial and

military arenas. Recrienting its wartime industry to

’ﬂ

X

2 peacetime production would preserve its place in the ftoraer
»

3 while its nucliear moneopoly would insure dominance in the

W latter,

ty

% . . .

? Both the long awaitzd peace and =zole paosassion of

4

25 nuclear weapaons enccuraged the US® headleng rush to

i demobilize. Public opinion damnanded the raturn of our

1

3

0 servicemen from overseas where. it was felt. they had done

B

X

4

‘ their job and werz2 no long2r nesded. The nuclear moncrol s

v would allow the US to enforce peace by threatening gotential
vy .
g

a: aAggressors. The military would n2ed only a means to deliver
) )
N :
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the bomb. Policymakers considered stratagic bombers as the
obvious choice. The ground and naval forces could be
substantially reduced without great danger to national
security. ®

While the US looked forward to decades of peace. the
Soviet Union seized the opportunity to consolidate its heid
on the occupied nations of eastern Europe. Reluctantly. the
US began to recognize the threat posed by Scoviet
expansionism. Writing as "Mr X", George F Kernan. director
of the Policy Planning Staff of the State Department.
publizhed an article proposing a strategy of containment to
counter this threat. ¢ In March 1347. President Truman

articulated what socon became known as the Truman Doctrine:

"I believe that it must be the policy
of the United States to sugport free
peoples whao are resiszsting armed
subjugation by armed minorities or
outside pressure. I believe that we must
assist frze peoples to work ocut their
doagtinies in their own way." 7?7

In the next several years containment and the Trumean Joctrias

)

z=ucassfully staved off attemnpts to increass the infilucico uf

f

communism in Iran and Turkey. cverthrow the government @

Greace. and force the westary alliss out of Barlin by

0

blockading lard routes into the city.

In 13242 the Sovist Union broke the U3 monopoly 1o atwwlc
weapons. successfully testing their cwn nuclear dovics in
Avgust of that year. A feu months later Mao’'s communist

insurgency in China drove the rnaticnalist forces frcm the
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mainland and established the People’'s Fapubliic cf China.
These two events energized the US national security cominunity
to reevaluate the worldwide threat to UE interests.
Monolithic communism armed with atomic weapons posed a far
greater threat than did the conventionally armed Scviet
Union. National Security Council Document number &8 (NSC-€8)
axamined the Soviet threat and outlinead pessible
countermeasures. Despite overestimating Soviet ability tg
dictate pelicy to China. the conclusicns of NEC-EB were a
driving force behind US foreign policy well into the 70’ s.
perhaps until today. Rececgnizing a global struggle between
the Soviets and the US. MNSC 68 recommended a continusd
nuclear deterrent to glakal war and a rapid and substantiat
buildup of conventional! farces to engage in. limited wars
below the nuclear threshhold. *

To reestablish the deterrent value of the US nucleo:
arsenal. Truman authorized develapment of the n,drazes booi.
However . policymakers recognized that the bombk itseld walild
rdeter primarily other bomhs, ¢ To be ablo t2 doal wilh tha
Soviets from a positicn of strength would require far scre
conventional farce than was feazible for the US at that Fiae.
Collective security arrangemsnts. scught by the UE since the
arnd of the war. became a necassity in the face of a growiay
and increasingly aggressive threat. The US stili hcecped that
tha Unitad Natiorns would provide the ultimate .ehiicla faor
collaective security. Hewever. it felt that Europe must be
devaloped az an essential counterweight to graowing 3u.iet
military. ecenomic and industrial power. '* Folicy toward
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this end included the Marshall FPlan and the =
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. In the Facific’
arena. the US determined to accelerate the peace accords with
Japan and end the occcupation as quickly as possible. Though
stability and growth in the Pacific area were important.
Europe was the abvious first priority.

In the context of this strategy. the Unitad Stass was
confronted with the North Korean invasion of the Republic of
Korea (ROK). Europe. where NATO and the Marshall FPlan were
being implemented. was the cbvious centerpiece of US foreign
policy. 1In public statements the Secretary of Stat=a. Dean
Acheson. outlined a Facific defense perimeter which zaciuded
hoth Taiwan and the ROK. % In regard to the situation of
the Nationalist Chinese. he confirmed that the US had wuo
intention of becaming involved in a civil war on the Asian
land mass. One week later on 13 January 128¢ the US Heouse &7
Reprasentatives defeated a bill rensawing economic and
military aid to the ROK. '* In March Secretary Acheson
commented that *he zscurity of the RCK couwld rot be
guaranteed. In May the Senatz Foreign Rslatians Committbas
added their cpinion that in the event of a wajor war the RCK
could not be defondad, 3 By June of 1339 both houscs of
corgress as well as the executive brarch of the US goverament
had takan public positions which apparently abandonad the RUkK
to the whime of the communist world.

On 2% June North Korea acted on the basis of this

perception. crossing the 28th parallel and beginntiagd the

Korean War., US reaction was 3wift and unenpectaed. Uithin
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days the US had committaed itself t3 defending thie 30v3rSiszni,
of the ROK and had successfully championed the cause of the
ROK in the Unitad Nations (UN), Though this reaction
apparently surprised North kKorea and her patren. the USER. it
shouldn’t have. Public statements aside, the U3 had as
recently as 14 June assured the ROK of its suppport in the
event of communist agression. Y The decision to intervzane
in the ROK was not a radical new direction in feoreign polic,.
Rather. it confirmed US commitment to a strategy of
containment. The false sense of security felt by the hcrth
Koreans can be blamed on a misintarpretaticn of public
statements. In hindsight it is clear that in the svent of
globhal war the low priority of the ROK would prevent the U

ts detanse. Limitsd

[vH

from actively participating in
rasources would be needad first in Europe. I bha Pagific
the UE would be ferced to regrecup initially on a derensive
rerimetar previously described as eixcluding the RGH.
However . the Korean issue arose not as part of a glcobal war
but ag a2 limited attemet to 2xpand communist (aflucnics. UZ
rescurces were judged adequate to meet this limited
challenge. More importantiy. US domonstrated thg will to
counter thiz attempt at esxpansiocn.

In Washington five possible intarerstations For bhe
NMorth Keorean invasicon were discussed:

=  The iwnvasion was irtendeod bt divert U3 altention ¢ o

cr

Europe. paving the way for subsequent aggressicr in fha
theatar.

-— The communists view the Horean peninsula as a 3074 spul

q
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in *he Pacific and were movirng to fill a power vaCuuwi.

-= The Soviets were testing US resolve. Success in the ROK
would encourage subsequent attempts to expand elsewhere.

-— The ROK was being used to dezmonstrate Soviet strength and
US weakness te the world.

-— The move was part of the Soviet Far East stratagy
designed to keep Japan out of the western bloc. '

All of these interpretaticons assumed a unified communist bloc
dominatad by Moscow. The possibility that North Horea was
acting on its own initiative was not seriously considered.

Nao mattar which interpretation is acceptad the U3
decision to intervene was fully in keeping with both the
strategy of containment and the Truman Doctrine. Theare wersz
several specific reaszong for the US reaction,. The strategrs

5
114

b

of contairment assumed that the non—-communist west wo
participate in collective security =fforts. As the loacer o7
the west the US would have Lo demonstrats its determinabion
to participate in these efforts. bForea was its firzt testi.
Much af the US hope for viablo collschive sagusiby
arrangements lay in the UN. The UN had guarantesd the
sovaraignty of the ROV, To allaw the ROM to fa1l would be
tartamount tc admitting the impotevnce of the UN as an
instrument of zollective security. Forea providad a buffer
between the communicst powers on the Asian mainland and Japaii.
Laoss of South Morea would place Japan in a pregarious
position. Finally. the prestige of US friendeship was being
challenged. The perceivaed abandomment of the naticvnalist

Chinese govermment had srcded the west's confidence 1a US
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security guarantees and had given rise to domestic political ¢
Y
opposition claims that the Truman administration was s30ft on E:
communism. ¢ In summary. the US international and L
domestic political situaticns dictated a rapid response to &
« 1]
this communist aggression.despite the fact that the U5 '
mitlitary capability to engage in a limited conventicnal war -
had been significantly degraded by an overreliance an nuclear ﬁ
weapons and the politically motivated post WW I1 g
demobilization. From the outset of the Korean War it was
U
clear that political obijectives would dominate military %
,
considerations. 3
I1I. Opening Stages of the Conflict. Q
)
When the equivalent of eight divisicns of the MNerth \
Korean People’s Army (NKPA) crossed the 38th parallzl aon 25
June 1930 their objsctive was the destructicn of the ROK Aray Y
o
(ROKA) and the reunification of the keorean peninsula under
the communrist goverrnment of North Korea. ROK policy at this ‘
time was a near mirror image. Under the leadership of the Q
intensely nationalistic Fresidsnt Syngman Rhee the ROk _:
continued to agitate for a unified Horea. in their cass undstr N
the government of the zouth. The North Korean claim that E
their attack was merelv a preamption may not have beon just f|
rhetoric on their part. There is little deoubt that given the :‘
™
military capability. President Fhee would have strongly :.
considered a ccnquest of the north. ‘_
The sad stats of Bhee’s military preciuded any thought s
~d
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of offensive action., However. the rapid collapse 9f even

their ability to defend was not anticipated. The war for the
ROKA quickly degenerated into a chaotic withdrawal. if not
outright flight. Despite numerous courageous actions by
individual units. it soon became apparent that the ROKA could
not contain the threat. The ROK goverrnment rapidly lost all
ability to exercise options. Their courses of action were

forced upon them by the Nerth Korean success.

Politically. the ROK realized that outside assistance

would be vital to maintain their existance. To this end the
role of the military was to buy time for the government to
obtain this assistance. The RCK appealed directly to the US
and through the UM to the other nations of the free world.
The ROKA., despite a relatively simple and straighforward
task.: was unable to coordinate its efforts. Althaush
inadequate arms. equipment and training contributesd to its
rapid defeat. it was the lack of an ade2quat? command and
control syatem that precluded the centralized planning and
control that may hgve made a diffaerence. The RDKA was ngvaer
ahle to establish a ccherent defensive line. Their effcrts.

though heroic. remaired fragmented. Whila its politi 1

1
W

masters scught cutside help to insutre continued existance.
the ROKA fled southward under constant pressure from bhe
NKEPA.

For reasons already mentionsd the US decidad to
intervene in the ROE., It further champicned the ROK cause ia
the UN, resulting in a UM resolution also guaranteeing the

security of the ROK and pledging unified action to restore

]
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the territory of the ROK if it became necessary. 7 While
exerting diplomatic preesure on North Korea and its allies.
primarily through the UN. thea US began to implement a series
of unilateral military actions which rapidly escalated to the
commitment of US ground forces in the ROK.

Under the auspices of a strategy of containment the UG
political objective in the ROK was to preserve the
government . defeat communist aggression. demonstrate the
viability of collective security in the context of the UN.
and reinforce its pesition of leadership in the free worid.
1t was further committad to limiting the conflict. Presidsat
Truman stated in his memoirs that he was motivated to
intervene in the ROK by a desire to avoid WW ITI. 1
Ruick.decisive acticn would prevent the spread of communist
aggression to other parts of Asia and the world.

Bereral Douglas MacArthur was sent to the RCK to
avaluat=2 the situation firsthand and recommend a military

strateqy to meet these political ends. MachArthur reccgnized

o
)
@
3
-4y

the inability of the ROXA to conduct a protractsd dafe
the peninsula. US aiﬁ arnd raval pcower had helped the
situation. but were not enough to tipg the scales in favor of
the FCKH. US ground forces must be committed to slow Live MLFs

advance. Thiz would allow the RIOKA to conduct a more ordorsiy

withdrawal intec a defensive gerimeter arcund the port Cib, of

4

Pusan. Follow-on US forces would assist in socuring this
prerimeter ard beginrn a buildurp for an eventua?

counteraffensive. Within this perimeter the ROMA would bo

recrganized. equipped and trained to the point where they
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; could participaté in this counteroffensive.

Initial US military actions toward this goal consisted
of air support of the ROKA. At first support was limited to
south af the 38th parallel. Within a day this area was

. expanded to include military targets in North Korea. Naval
- forces protected the coastline and provided fire support when
able. In the interest of limiting the conflict naval faorces
were also positioned to prevent an invasion of Taiwan. &
suggestion to blockade the en'ire coast of Chine was rejected
e as being too provocative.

Ground forces were introduced in a piecemsal fashion.
beginning with the battalion sized Task Force Smith. Though
4 mititarily suspect., this piecemeal deployment was a cowncrete
action in support of stated political geoals. 1t demcnstrated

Us resolve to the BOK. the communist bloc and the fres worid.

v e
t e T .

The rapid commitment of US forces was instrumental in gaining
UM military support for the ROK. Despit2 early defzats US
forces did sufficiently bolster the ROKA capabilities to
parmit the formation of the Pusan defansive enclave. Whils
{‘ air power significantly degraded North Korea's abilit: to
sustain their offensive deep in the south. grournd forces
. provided desperately needed fircpower. @specially artitlery
i and armor. In combination US air and ground combalb powar
i stopped the NKFPA advance.

Within the relatively secure defensive perimetsr
Gereral MacArthur. now commander in chief of UN forces. began
to build up forces and design the plan for a

counteroffensive. Fresident Rhee placed the Rerean armed

-
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ferces under UN command on 1S July. The UN in turn made the

US its executive agent for the prosecution of UN policy in

the ROK.

v

[}

By early August the situation. though still dangerous.
had stabilized. The RCK government remained a viable entity.
at l=2ast in the eyes of the western world. UN forces (3till
exclusively US and ROK) under the unified command of Gereral
Macarthur: held an enclave centered around Fusan. Supplias.
equipment and reinfercements were pouring inteo Fusan. The
imminent collapse of the ROK had been stavad off. UN forces
had time to organize and plan future actions.

In these opening stages of the war US and ROK political
goals were in harmony. The ROK socught centinued existancs
and outside assistancs to guarantese continued existance. The
US. in the larger framework of its strategy of containment.
provided this guarantee and successfully representad the ROH
cause in the UN.

Militarily the ROKA sought to stop the NEPA advance.
retaining as much of the ter?itory as possible. To have any

chancez of success they neoded additional firepower and. aftar

-t

ially ailr

fa
'

early disasters. a becost in morale. US forces. in:
and soon to include ground forces. provided the firsgower
and. hy their presence alcrngside the ECEA. strengthonod the
will of the korean soldier and his lezdsrs., Im the Fusan
serimeter. the military had a relatively secure base in which
to rearganize, build up cambat power and plan future
operationz.

In this phase of the Maorearn War military actions

1S
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successfully secured political cbizctives., Within the
constraints of limiting the war to the Korean peninsula. US
and ROK forces had stopped the North Kerean aggression. With
the survival of the ROK goverrnment and the commitment of the
UN to its continued survival. both ROK and US goals had been

met.

v, Inchorn and Pursuit to the Yalu.

Despite intense efforts by the NKFA to shatter the
perimeter in the first weel of September. Pusawn held. Tha
ROK government and the UN foothold on Korea remaired secure.
Thoughts turned to future actions. A counteroffensive was
inevitable. Politically and militarily the status quo was
unacceptable to both the US and the ROK. US strategy of
containment demanded that UN forces push the NKFA bacik to the
pre-war bordar. The American people and the world would view
anvthing less ag a failure of containment and collzctive
security and, conversely. a success for communist sxpansion.

US policymakers had already begun to grapple with the
question af crossing the 38th paraliesl. On the ocne hand.
cressing the pre-war border could reascrably proveks Chinese
or Saviet entry into the war. Advocates of restraint argusd

that the risk was not worth the potential gain. The; alac

rointa2d out that the N and US would be charnging the puriass

o

to which they first entered the conflict without

b

Cps . . , )
significantly increzasing the means and ways availabla., an N
l"‘

1

the other hand. supporters of crossiang the parallael Q
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maintained that failure ts do so would not witimately solve

the problam. The North Korean aggressors would be free to
regroup and try again some other day. This debate between
those favoaring containment and those calling for a "rollback"
of cemmunism concluded with a compromise. NSC 81/%1 stated
that "the UN purpose in Korea was to bring about the compleztz
independence and unity of that country". '* However. the
document went on to qualify that authority to crder the
crossing of the 38th parallel regted solely in the president
and would go no further tharn to conclude that UN forces could
Yaupect authority" to be granted. NSC 81/% did not give
MacArthur the green light. but it did considerably limit the
president’s freedom of action. Were he to prevent crossing
the border. he would be soing against the advice of the
national security axperits in his own administration,

Stated US and UM peolicy at this time was still liwitsc
to regaining the original territory of the ROM and resztoriag
peace to the regien. Truman and the UE insisted on limiting
the viar to the Karean peninsula. By refusivg bo ordse fuall
mehilization Truman =zcught to have life in the US continue
"as usual", In effect this limited the size of the US. UM
force which in turn limited the scale and scope of UN
operations. With this restraint. Truman hoped to minimize the
perceived threat te China arnd the USER. Theough sentiment in
the adwministration leanad toward reunification by miiitary
force:. Truman refused tc articulate it as the cfficial war
aim aof the US/UNM.

The ROV faced no 3uvch dichotomy of opinion. For Tondginan
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Rhee the questicn of whether or not tc cross the ZzZ8th ;
parallel required no debate whatsoever. On 8 September the j
ROK ambassador to the US. Dr John Chang. clearly stated the L
ROK goals: "...the complete destruction of the NKPA and .
b

unification of Korea under the existing scuthern %
government.". = .
This difference of strategy between the US and the ROK 3

had no effect on the planning ard conduct of Cperation ;%
Chromite. the amphibious landing at Inchon. and the 2
concurrent breakout from the Pusan perimeter by the Eighth US g
Army. MacArthur envisioned an end run which would secure ?
Seoul and at the same time sever the supply lines and -
channels of communication of the MKPA. Concurrantly UN é
forces under the Eighth US Army would attack out of the Fusan E
perimetar. The MKPA would be caught in a pincer with UM ?
forces attacking their front and rear simultanecusiy. .
The operation was an unqualified success. USvercoming :

the many doubts of supericrs and subordinates alike. :
MacArthur carried off the landing at Inchon., achieving E
complete cperational surprise. By the end of September the ﬁ
ROV government was again functioning from S=oul. UN forozas ¢
from Pucan had effected a lirnkup with the amphibicuz aszault ;
forces. the original territory ot the ROK was in UN haods and 2
the NKPA was in full retreat across the entire front. 2
General MacArthur's operation had at this juncture N
succeeded in accomplishing the political and military goals E
originally set. The NVMPA was defeatad and drivan from the <
south. The ROK government was in control of 1ts previous E
s,

.,
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territory and UN forces were in place toc see that it remcircd

P

v’”-='

. so. China and the USSR had declined to become involvad in
y coembat and the war remained limited. In regard to tomestic ]
f US politics, MacArthur had designed a plan which offerred a
decisive victory in relatively quick fashion. He realized

that a long war of attrition required mobilization., which o

Truman wanted to avoid. Now was the time for cease fire taiks [

to begin. :
¥ Unfortunately. now was also the time when UN and ROK ;
. interests began to diverge and military circumstances )
.‘b !
'“‘ Iy . . - . .
Y dominated political decisions. Rhee had never caompromised on )
s his desire to unify Horea. Shortly after Inchcn he deciared
t, d
3 ; . . . .
) his intention to advance to the Manchurian border . ,
"
" "regardless of what the UM Command decided". # By 1 \
) October. RQKA forces had crossed the Z8Bth parallel and were
» .
LS
L4 L}
B continuing the pusuit of the NkKFA. d
Ay ’
», General MacAhrthur was an cutspcken supporter of rhee.
% His daring success at Inchon added considerably, to his
K ¢
K ' . . . . . , b
3t already formidakle influence in pelicymaking. When a .
5, ]
i complete victory over tha communist aggressors appeared 1o be
i within grase: the US people. media. and both houses of /
: i
! Congress quickly made their preferences kEnown. Most echoed
L3
, ;
. Fhee's sentiments that the Neorth Horean attack proved the
" true nature of the communist regime in the north and that any
t
)
ﬂ settlement which included a divided Vorea was an insitaticn
1, .
iyt
N to a reneat of the war som2time in the future, 32 Faced .
with a £ait accampli by the ROHA and overwhelming public R
)
: support for a continuation of th2 wer into the north  Truman «
: A
N (]
-
." L)
¥
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authorized cperations acrass the Btk parallel. By 7 Octcher
the UN General Assembly had concurred and issued a new
resolution calling for the reunification of Korea. ®

While the desired political and military end states of
the war had changed. the conditions for corducting the war
had not. It was still clearly UN and US policvy to limit the
war. The US still resisted mobilization. The threat of
Chinese or Soviet intervention haunted every political
decision regarding the conduct of the war. It was only after
repeated assurances that neither the Chinese nor the Soviets
would intervene that Truman authorized MacArthur to continue
the pusuit of the NKPA. The message authorizing these
operations contained detailed instructions intended to

prevent a direct confrontation between UN/US and Chinese or

o

Soviet forces. Operations were authorized only i4:

..,.l, l'

ﬁ‘ll‘ l-'

*at the time of such cperation there
has been no zntry into North Korea by
majcr Soviet or Chinese Communist Forces.

A .

Vs
”
%

no announcement of intended entry. nor a Cj
threat to counter cur crerations >
militarily in MNarth Korca. Under no -

circumstances. heowever. will vour forces
cross the Manchurian or USSR borders of
Xorea and., as a matter of policy. ro
non-—-Forean ground forces will be used in
the rortheast provinces berdering the
Soviet Union or in the area alony the
Manchurian berder. Furthermcre. suppcrt
of yaur cperations north or south of the
28th FParallel will rot include air or
naval action against Manchuria or against
USER territory." e

In short. the war had e:upanded to North Korea. but MachArthur

had rno more forces and no fewer restrictions azs a result.
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From this point on the war bYecame much more complicated. U3s ;
y
and UN policy had been changed to agree with military 3
»
capabilities and the obsession of the Korean president. The ‘U
t
apparent harmony between military operatiorns and political ;é
R ]
goals and between the US and ROK goals was merely a facade *,
which would soon begin to crumble. Reunification was the \
\l
. . R . \
only common thread. Rhee eupected reunification under iz .ﬂ
L] "
government while the US and UN were planmning on new elections W
in the unified nation. MacArthur had already shown & &
. . . L _ /)
proclivity to go public when he disagreed with Washingtoen ' = %
J
. . N ]
policies -— e.g. support of Formosa. He had also proven
)
himself to be urncomfeortable with the concept of 1imited war if
i)
and bridled a2t restrictions placed on the military for v
political reacsons —— e.g9. inability to blocckade China. I
the atmozphers of success immediately after Ianchon these :&
1
W
tensions did net come to light. Their latsr consequences :$
1ol
. . Y
proved tragic. \}
As he prepared to cross the 38th parallel. Macarthur =as A
’ v
lal
already searching for ar excuse to circumvent the clear ~J
-
-
intent of the JCS message 2utharizing him to crouss. Tha
scuse came in the form of a message from the new Secrestary _
Y
. . ]
2f State. General Gearge Marshall. which included fhe phi ase. -
N
. - . . 'y
"We want vou to feel unhampersd tactically and strategicalis o
]
to proceed north of the ZBth FParall=l.". B Tha next duy 3
)
)
he infcrmed the Joint Chicfs of Staséd that he "censideraed all >
;»
of Yorea open for our military operations.". As the JCE Jdid >
]
not challenge this interpretation. MachArthur proceeded as he ;¥
1]
()
. ' <
saw fit. M
W,
ot
]
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It is surely an unhappy coincidence that just as the
political-military linkage began to break down MacArthurs
military genius began to show signs of decline. He planned
another amphibious assault on the east coast of Korea at
Wonsan. hoping to trap fleeing NKFA elements. However. the
logistic effort required to load. transport: and land the X
Corps was so great that it inevitably detracted from 8th
Army’s ability to continue the pursuit. In any event. the
trap closed teoco slowly. The RCKA had secured Wonsan by the
time X Corps landed., MacArthur was left with UN forces
separatad by nearly the entirz width of the country competing
for both combat support and combat service suppart. Both
units suffered as a result., 8th Army more so than X Caorps.
Mevertheless.the UN advance through North Korea was swift.
aven by modern standards. By 24 Qctcber the NKFA had baen
thoroughly routed. MacArthur issued orders makisng the valu
River the next obiective line. .

Since crossing the 28th parallel Macfrthur had been
interpreting directives as he saw fit. igncring restraints

Rl
‘

that he found inconvenient. Citing "military nocessity ?&

informed the JCE of his intenticn to disregard the rastraiots
impaosad by the 27 Sestember directive. ® Sgpecifically. he
had no intention of using only ROK troops in the border
provinces aof MNMorth Yorea. It was the mission of the UM forcas
to clear out North kKorea and unify the nation. He could net
accamplish this using onrly the ROY¥A. 7 While the Truman

administration scught desperately to reassure the Chinsse of

its 900d will and limited ocbjectives., MacArthur downplayed
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the likalihood aof intervention and proceeded with a course cof

SR

action most likely to precipitate that intervention. The

Chinese fear af foreign troops on their soil was well known.

While they would perhaps accept ROK troops on the Yalu., they a
certainly would not welcome the combined forces of the URN. ?
Mao had ample reason to distrust the intentions of MacArthur. !
® His past and continued statements and actions demonstrated to M 5
| o Truman's inability to control f
his general. This perception did nothing to snhance the 2
credibility of the administraticn’'s assurances to China and ﬁ
MacArthur did nothing to alleviate this perception. The 2
linkage between political goal and military operations was -
beginrning to stretch. When the Chinese Army launched a wmajor :
.
counteraffensive on 26 November. the linkage snapped. The UN é
was entering inta "an entirely new war" * precipitated by :
military actions which disregarded political restraints. E
In this phase the political g90als of both the U3 and f
the ROK were to reunify the peninsula under a single S
democratic government. Though the US and the UN did not :
share Phee’s assumpticn that the rorth weuld simply be 5
absorbed into the present FOK structure.’ this disagreomant -
never had tc be resolved. The US policy of avoidiang Chiness ke
and Saviet involvament in the war waz another matter, ?
MacAr-thur's military strategy was to destroy and drive out E
all communist forces fram North Horea. In his efforks tu do o
30 he pushed UN and US forces bevcond the limits sat by, E:
palitical policy. UWhila the strategy supported the goal of -
unification of Korea. violation of restraints led directly to ﬁ
Chiresz intervention. This intervention. in bturn. precluded v
W
N,
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reunification of Korea and allowed the NKPA to reorganize

behind friendly lines. Though the military ends supported
the political goals. the ways and means employed e:ceeded
established limits and led to the failure of bath mititary

and political strategies.

V. Chinese Intervention.

The massive counteroffensive by Chinese "volunteers®
forced both a political and military reassessment of thne
situation. Politically. the Chirnese action caused near
maralysis. Though the war had already expanded beyond
desirable limits, policymakers searched frantically fcor a
course of action which would halt the movement toward 3lobal
war. Militarily., US and UN forces scught fFrincipally to
stave off complete defeat.

In the face of the Chinese military success., the UN
auickly abarndcned —-— in practice -- its gcal of reunifying
Yorea. Within weeks the other principal members of the Ui
Command in Korea (Great Britain’ and France) were urging the
US to seek 3 cease-fire and subsequent nsgotiations which
wottld satisfy the criginal UN resoluticn calling for the
expulsion of communist forces from South Korea and
Juaranteeing the security of the RCK. While agreeing to
negotiations in principal. the US resisted any suggestion of

rewardinrg the Chinese for their aggressicon. Limiting the war

to Korea still formed the cornerstone of US policy. It felt




that allowing China to gain from her actions -- e.g. UN
membership in return for a cease-fire —-— would merely
encourage further communist aggression throughout the world.
The US recognized the need to restate its political
chjectives for the war., However. the uncertain military
situation prevented it from formulating a clear idea of what
it could hope to achieve. OCnly when the military situation
had stabilized several months later did the US clearly stata
its political goals of the war which now involved the Chinese

Communist government.

The ROK government became a n=2arly impotent bystandsr

in the policy debates that followed the Chinese interventioci.
Rhee refused to abandon his goal of reunification. howaver
unlikely the reality of such an end state became. Earlier in
the war he had influenced US policy by sending ROKA forces
across the 28th parallel. Precsented with a fait accpueli the
US and UN came out in support of military ceperaticns into
North Korea and adjusted their goals to include reunification
of Korea. 1In this case. however. Fhee’'s nilitary fcrces
proved as impotent as his political influence. Unable to
conduct independent military operaticns against overwhelming
numbers of Chirese. Rhee had to accept US military decisions
and subordinate his political aspirations to the military
reality.

As the policymabkars waitad for the military situatbtion to
becaome clesrer the military was waiting for a clear policy
statement from Washirngton. Did the US intand to leave horea?

Defenrnd for a limited time? Defend indefinitely™ The answer
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would dictate long range military plans for Korea. In the
absence of an answer Generals MacArthur and Ridgway —~ the
new commander of 8th Army -- continued to delay in successive
positions. inflicting maximum casualties on the enemy while
keeping major UN forces intact. ?° In effect, the military
was buying time for the politicians to formulate a policy to
deal with the Chinese.

By January General Ridgway had gained sufficient control
of the situation to begin offensive cperations. though very
limited at first. His success was a great boost for spirits
back in Washington. where the situation had appeared nearly
hopeless. Ridgway continued to lead 8th Army in a careful.
methodical advance northwards. recrossing the Han River and
liberating Seoul on 18 March 13S51.

Meanwhile. MachArthur had been advocating several changes
to US policy toward China. He requested permission to
institute a naval blockade of China. use Nationalist Chinese
troops in Korea. support Mationalist Chinese operations o
the mainland as a diversion.: and initiate a bombing campaign
againrst targets in China. He considered the Chinese
intervention as 3 declaraticn of war and could corceive of nc
reason to respect the Chinese border as a limit to military
operaticns. The US still sought to limit the war to
korea. It chose to officially believe the Chinese claim that
its forces were volunt=zers. This technicality justified the
denial cf MacArthur’s requests. The acticns he advocated
were daemed to provocative toward China and the USSRE. The

military advantages of these courses of acticn were secondary
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to the political necessity of limiting the war. MacArthur
could never quite accept the concept of limited war or
abandon the idea of operations against the Chinese homeland.
When he issued a statement on 24 March offering to negotiats
with the Chinese commander and threatening China itself
should these negotiations fail. ?* President Truman made the
decision to relieve MacArthur of his command. LTG Fidgway.
who had by now led 8th Army to strong defensible positions
bevyond the 3Bth parallel. was arrointed to succeed Machrthur.
Now that military disaster had besen avertad the US was
able to articulate a clear policy. Secretary of State
Marshall declared that the US objectives were to defeat
aggression. restore peac2. and confine the conflict. ¥ The
'S had admitted that it cculd not unify Korea miltitarilysy. 3¢
As UN forces now occcupied more or less the original territory
of South Yorsa. 2g9gression had been defeated. The conflict
had so far been confired to Koreﬁ. From its current pcsition
of strength. the US could afford to negotiate a peace. After
a major offensive failed in June 1251, the Chinese agreed to
Soviet proposed cease-fire talks which began on.1® July.

The Chinese intervention had forced the US to adijust
its political amals. & negotiatzd peace with both MNorth
Korea and Scuth Korea remaining intact was now acceptable.
The military had avoided defeat and under the lzadership of
Ridgway had regained the initiative anrnd retaken most cof Scuth
Korea and parts of Morth Korea. By forgoing certain military
actions the US had limited the war. Despite restraints

imposed on them. UM troops forced the Chinese to the
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negetiating table., Military operations had sucessfully
supported US and UN policy goals. Though the ROK objective
remained a unified Korea, they were unable to pursue an
independent policy. It was in their best interests to
cooperate with the UN. They had no other viable choices. In
short. military operations successfully supported political
goals and coalition cbjectives were compatible though not

identical.

VI. Stalemate and Truce.

Neither political cbjectives nor military positions
changed significantly over the next two years. Tha U5 and
through it the UN continued to seek a negotiated peace
without appeasing the communists. Rhee and the ROK
gavernment decried the negotiaticns and demanded a unified
Karea. all to vo affecg. UN forces defended. attacked or
counterattacked with little net gain or loss of territcrvy.
Thz rnegatiations went on.

The US goal of a nagotiated peace which guaranteed the
survival of the ROK survived a change of administraticns.
Though Syngman Rhee hoped that Presidant Eisenhower would
renew effortz to militarily unify Korea. this was not tu be.
The Republican administration was just as eager to end the
war as the democratic one had been.

Seneral Clark, Ridgway’s replacement as UN commander.
summarized his military strategy as follows:

" It is ) not our policy to seek a




military decision. ¢ We ) must make the
stalemate more expensive for the
communists than for us. Hit them where
it hurts. worry them. convince them by
force that the price tag for armistice is
going up. not down." ?®

UN forces were largely successful holding their positions.
Offengive actions were carefully limited in scope so as not

o threaten Chinese or North Korean vital intérests. The
ROKA continued to cooperate with UN command. Again. they had
little alternative.

The ROK government. on the other hand. made every effort
to derail the talks. Fortunately the Chinese did not take
Scuth Korean threats of unilateral military action seriaously.
A more sericus threat to the peace talks occured when the
ROKA released over 27.000 communist prisoners of war whom the
Chinese had insisted be repatriated. Only Eiserhower’s
threat to cut off virtually all US assistance wow andg for the
forseeable future subdued ®hee., Thcough not renouncing his
goal of a united Korea., he did temper his public remarks and
teased to sabotage the rnegotiations actively.

Follawing the policy outlined in General Clark's
remarks. UN forces successfully supported political
objectives. They did not lose enough ta give the Chinese a
negotiating advantage:. nor did they win so much as to
threaten the continuation of the talks. RO and UZ political
objectives were nct cocmpatible at this stage. However. the
US so dominated the alliance that ROK objections were
practically irrelevant. FOE acquiescence was eventually

obtairned throuah offers of economic assistance and a promlised
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mutual defeanse treaty. Hostilities initiated on 25 June 13S0

ended with the signing of a truce on 27 July 13953, Though
the UN resolution calling for frea elections to unity Korea
remains in effect. most nations accept the reality of a

divided Korea.

VII. Conclusiéns.

The Korean War began when communist North Korea
attanpted to subjugate democratic South Korea by force of
arms. In the content of a strategy of containment., the US
became involved in that war. Though aof little value in a
global war., Korea became a symbol of collective security
through the auspiczs of the UN. The struggle in Korea had
many world-wide implications for the US5. For the KOK the
implications were purely survival as a political entity.
Throughout the canflict. the ROK gocal of survival was a
subset of US policy. Hernce the two nations worked in
harmeny. When US and ROK objectives diverged the US was abie
to control the behavior of the ROK. if not its thinking.

For a short time. the US adcocpted the RCK gpoal of
unifization. This goal everntually came into conflict with
the more important policy ( to the US ) of limiting the war
to the Korean peninsula. UWhen gfforts to unify Norea caused
Chinese intervention. the goal of a unified kHorea was
abandoned by the US. The ROM was unable to pursue
unification unilaterally. In time. the ROY agreed to a

nagotiated truce in return for guarantesed security.
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Military operations were planned in support of politicat

goals throughcut the war. In each phase the wmilitary goal
supported the desired political end state. The great failure
of the military involved not an inability to design
operations to achieve the necessary political objective, but
rather the inability to accept political restraints inherent
in 3 limited war. MachArthur was so determined to destroy the
NKPA that he was unable to grasp the agverriding importance of
the US policy of limiting the conflict. To achieve the
lesser goal. he threatened the greater. Chinese interventicn
in the war was to extend the conflict for anather two and a
half years. Though not the sole cause for the Chinese
action. the military’s failure to observe political
directivee certainly contributed to prolonging the war.

In the end. the aggressor had been driven from Souih
Korea and the ROK was secure. Deapita the Chinese
intearvention. the war remained localized on the Horean
peninsula. In short. the goals of the UN resolution of E7
Jurne had been met. The US had proven the viability of tha UN
as an agent of collective zecurity and had successfullr
contained a communist attempt to supand their sphere of
influence. Yet there remains & sense of failure asscoiated
with ¥orea. Though the US did ot lose. it is difficult ta
claim it won.

Thiz feeling can be attributed to the fact that Ehe
settliement achieved in July 1952 was within reach by Cctober
1950, The MKFA had been routad and UN forces were firml, 1in

control of 5y territcrvy. Cn their cwn. the NEFA could
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scarcely resume their attack in the forseeable future. The

Chinese and the Soviets had no e:xcuse to intervene and
probably would not have. This opportunity ended when first
ROKA then other UN forces crossed the 38th parallel and US
political objectives were changed to reflect those of the
ROK. Under the threat of losing their nation., North Korea
was unlikely toc negotiate its abserption into the RCK.

Also contributing to the sense of failure iz the
inability to unify Korea when that cbjective also seemed
viithin reach. The Chinese had threatened to intervene only
if non—-ROKA forces approached their border. Stated US policy
clearly sought to alleviate Chinese fears. allowing only ROk
forces in the border provinces of North Korea. MacArthur’'s
inability —— or refusal -- to operate within this limitatian
precipitated the Chinese entry into North Korea. With Chairna
in the war. unification of Korea was no longer a realistic
gcal. Another chance to end the war auickly had eluded the
1S, The price of the next two and a hal+f years of
negotiations was steep. The return to the ztatus a0 auts

hellum was unsatisfactory.

VIII. Implications.

In the broad sense. US national security policy has uot
changed Jr-astically since the Marean war. Cortainment or
communist expansion is still a recognized cbjective of L3
foreign policy. The current strategy of flexible response

dictates that a conflict be resolved at the lowest possibie
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level. A limited conflict with constraints and restraints
similar to those of the Korean war is more likely than a
total war on a global scale. In light of this. the Kcrean
war offers several important lessons for today’s military
leadership.

Foremost is the absolute necessity for the military
commander to understand the political objectives which drive
his military goals. He must be able to look bevyond his
immediate theater of operations and see the implications of
his actions on a global scale. In this light. he must eaccept
and follow restraints placed upcn his actions. This will be
particularly difficult when these restraints reduce his
military efficiency and ultimately cost scldiers®' lives. vyet
subordination of the military to the civilian policrymaker 15
fundamental to the US defsnse policy. The military sust not
only 2stablish gqoals in support of solicy. but alsg des:ign
cperations to meet those goals withir the limits dictated by
national palicy. Macprthur’s failure to subscribe to this
corcept very prcbably prolcﬁged the war by several yeatrs and

most certainly prought the US zseveral steps closers to the

L
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glokal war it 3o desperately wanted to avoid.

Secondly . is the need to have clegarly statad goals in
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zuppcrt of a recegnized policy chjiective. If the goal 1=
+»21id to start with., it should noat be lightly changed
Military success cor failure should not generate changes to
political ends. The d2cision Lo cross the I3th -arailal was
made hastily in an atmosphere of cupheoria roesulting from the

hrilliarnt succees at Inchon. The US political goal also
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changed from defending the ROK and containment to unifying

Korea and rolling back communism. While the desired ends

changed. available ways and means did not. With nao more

resocurces and even greater restraints., MacArthur was asked to

accomplish a great deal more than was originally planned. It

is questionable whether his resocurces were sufficient to

accomplish his ends within the given restraints. Not having

additional resources. MacArthur decided to violate the

restraints. This eventually resulted in Chinese

intervention. Had US policy remained cornsistent -—- repel the

Morth Korean aggressors and secure the ROK -—- both

MacArthur’s actions and the Chinesa reaction could have been

avoided. Th end state achieved nearly three years later was

not greatiy different from that available to the US and UN on

1 October 12959. Allowing military opportunity to dictate

national policy proved disastrous.

Finally, the Korean war demonstrated that the goals of

memhers of a coaltion must be compatible. UN forces cperated

most effectively when there was a clear consensus as to the

proper political and military policies. Rifts that began to

appear after UN forces crossed the Z8th parallel may have

encauraged the Chinese reaction. As disagreements betwesn Lthe

US and the ROK as well as between the US and other UN cowmand

members became more obvicus., the Chinese and North kKoreans

hardened their bargaining stance at the truce talks and

intensified military operations. They apparently scught to

destroy the unity of the UM caommand. Encouraged by signs of

UN weakness., the communists extended the talks for two years.
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B Clausewitz wrote that war must be examined in light of

three components: the people. the army and the government. 3¢
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War is most effectively waged when these three elements are
in balance. When considered as part of a cogalitiaon. these

elements must balance internally for each member and at the

3

same time be compatible between members. Whern balance and
¥ compatibility exist. one gets Inchon and the breakout from
Pusan. When internal balance fails. one gets MacArthurs
! violation of policy and the resulting Chinese intervention.

When compatibility fails., one gets two year negotiations with

a high price for little gain. In the compley envircnment of
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a limited war it will be extremely challenging to maintain

; this internal balance and coordinate a ccherent ccalition
¥

4‘

" policy. However ., the Korean war has shown that this balance
1)
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and coordination is vital to achieving success.
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