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Editor’s note:


Co-sponsored by the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs and the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament, the 3rd Pugwash Workshop on East Asian Security was held in Beijing from April 13 to 14, 2004. More than 30 experts and scholars from 8 countries such as China, Germany, Italy, Japan, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, the Republic of Korea, Russia and the United States participated in the Workshop. Following are some papers from the Workshop, and the views of the papers do not represent the views of any institute or the CPAPD, but only those of the authors.

Constructing Lasting Peace and 

Stability in Northeast Asia

YANG Bojiang, CICIR

3rd Pugwash Workshop on East Asian Security

Recently, constructing lasting peace and stability in Northeast Asia has become an increasingly outstanding issue. There are different views about the motives behind this phenomenon. In my view, these motives are both complicated and comprehensive, and can not be simply categorized into the “good ones” and the “bad ones”. The so called “bad ones” are fairly easy to identify, which are mainly serious traditional and non-traditional factors, including protracted nuclear shadows, high levels of military spending, vigilance of neighboring countries resulting from the expanded international military role of certain country, competition over resources including energy among countries, the long unsettled issue of national unification, and the lack of regional cooperative regime all along. All these factors have made the issue of exploring lasting peace and stability of this region a necessary and urgent task. The so called “good ones” refer to some positive aspects in the development of the situation in the region in recent years. They are not as eye-catching as the “bad ones”, but of great potential, and will help to ensure the final success in achieving lasting peace and stability.
At present, the attention of the whole world is focused on the nuclear issue in this region, which is understandable. However, we should not confine all our attention only to this issue, otherwise, our understanding of the regional situation will be superficial, and the exploration to lasting peace and stability will be narrow and simply based on some individual cases. In fact, with the changes of the international strategic situation, in recent years, the “diastrophism” in Northeast Asia has been in the process of gestation. It is experiencing a period of transition of so called “destroying the old and establishing the new” not only in terms of posture but also in structure.

Consequently, we must first of all make clear what is happening in Northeast Asia. In another word, we should have an accurate understanding upon the situation, which is a prerequisite of constructing regional lasting peace and stability. As people have been well informed of the serious and urgent security issue of this region, here I would only focus on the other side of the issue to help draw a complete picture of the regional situation. I will take the nuclear issue as a case for analysis. It is not the first time that the Korean Peninsula has experienced a nuclear crisis. There have been at least two crises of relatively large scale, one broke out about 10 years ago, and the other in October 2002. By comparing the two crises, we can realize that after 10 years there have been huge differences in terms of the regional and international environment of the crisis, the model of crisis management and its implications to the region.
To sum up, over the past 10 years, especially during the 3 years from September 1999 to October 2002, dramatic changes took place in East Asia. Generally speaking, it is the trend of relaxation of the regional situation, and the relaxed or improved state-to-state relations including the US-DPRK relations during the latter period of the Clinton Administration. In October 2002, the DPRK and the US issued a joint declaration which declared ending the antagonistic relations between the two countries. Here I would like to draw special attention upon the multilateral implications and regional significance as a result of the improved bilateral relations. During the Cold War, a structure of a “South Triangle’’ v.s. a “North Triangle” was once formed. The so called “cross recognition” by the four big neighboring powers of the North and the South on the Peninsula has only half realized. Under such circumstances, the positive impacts of the improvement of the relations between the DPRK and the US, the DPRK and Japan, the expansion of the cooperation between China and the ROK, and particularly the improvement of the relations between the South and the North on the Peninsula will certainly not be confined to the parties concerned. They will extend to the whole region.

In fact, after 1999 the atmosphere to explore multilateral dialogue and cooperation in the Northeast Asian region became more positive, with countries concerned taking more policy actions. The summit meeting among leaders of China, Japan and the ROK within the ASEAN 10+3 framework has become a mechanism. Dialogue and cooperation upon security and economic issues among the three countries have witnessed new progress both in depth and scope. Upon the issue of multilateral dialogue on security issues, Japan, the ROK, and Russia have successively proposed the idea of “six-party consultation”. After 2000, the countries concerned have further enhanced their research upon the relevant options. Generally speaking, before the outbreak of the nuclear crisis, the atmosphere to explore regional multilateral dialogue and cooperation had already become increasingly positive, and the energy had been accumulating.

Based on the above assessment, now I would like to speak a few words upon how to construct lasting peace and stability in Northeast Asia.

I. Cooling down the regional hot spots—the most urgent task to construct lasting peace and stability in Northeast Asia. The emerging of the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula was motivated by complicated realistic causes as well as profound historical backgrounds, and it is a general reflection of all kinds of contradictions. It is not only a security issue, but also a political and economic issue.  It is a regional issue, but at the same time also related to the global counter-proliferation regime. It is closely related with the issue of clearing the “Cold War legacy”, and interacts with the realistic domestic factors of relevant countries. It is quite necessary to clarify the nature of the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula, because it directly determines our logic of thinking to seek solutions.

Under such circumstances ——
First of all, the future solution to the nuclear issue should not be unidirectional, but be mutual; should not be unitary, but be comprehensive. To be specific, the content of the solution should cover the point of the DPRK giving up its nuclear weapon program, as well as the relevant country providing security assurance and international assistance to the DPRK, and the improvement of the relations between the DPRK and other countries.

Secondly, within the framework of the six-party talks, a comprehensive method should be adopted by combining both the multilateral and bi-lateral formats, that is to say, there should be general consultations among the 6 parties, and the bilateral consultations between the DPRK and the US & Japan at the same time. There exist some specific issues between the US & Japan and the DPRK which need bilateral consultations. These issues are not directly related to the nuclear issue, but their solution will promote the solution of the issue.

Thirdly, in terms of the steps to be taken, the simultaneous principle should be adopted. As the strategic balance in Northeast Asia is very fragile and trust is lacking between the countries involved, the only pragmatic and fair way is to apply the simultaneous principle, i.e. both sides take actions to solve the issue simultaneously.

II. Improving relations and enhance cooperation—the necessary precondition to construct regional lasting peace and stability. In view of the historical origins of the last half century on the Korean Peninsula, the root-causes of the nuclear crisis on the Peninsula lie in the accumulated historical rancor and the deep-rooted mistrust between the US and the DPRK. The nature of the US-DPRK relations was determined more than half a century ago, and it has been further enhanced over the past 10 years. The US is skeptical about whether the DPRK will really give up its nuclear weapons program, while the DPRK worries about whether the US really means not to seek regime change in the DPRK. The hardliners in the US hold the view that the US has already provided support to the DPRK in the Geneva Framework, but has not achieved the goal of the DPRK completely giving up its nuclear weapons program. This mindset has directly led to the lack of motivation for  negotiation on the part of the US. However, the improvement of the relations between countries involved is the necessity to construct regional lasting peace and stability, without which any solution to hot issues at a technical level will have a weak basis, and the implementation of agreements can not be guaranteed. This is also a lesson we have drawn from the 1994 Geneva Framework. 

Therefore, the following are the proposals. 

First, the US should give up its persistent policy of antagonism, containment and isolation. In fact, even during the Clinton Administration, there was no substantial change upon the US policy towards the DPRK. The Administration once promised to partially lift the economic sanctions on the DPRK; however, it did not keep the promise. After the Bush Administration took office, its hard-line policy towards the DPRK was further intensified. It not only defined the DPRK as member of the “axis of evil”, but also listed it in the Nuclear Posture Review as the target of nuclear preemptive attack. To think from the standpoint of the DPRK, what reaction should it make when confronted with such pressure?
Secondly, Japan and the ROK should continue to improve their relations with the DPRK, and push forward cooperation with the DPRK. The ROK has been making its own contributions to peace and stability of Northeast Asia. In retrospection, starting from the summit meeting in June 2000, the improvement between the South and the North of the Peninsula has in fact become the logic starting point to push forward the progress of the Northeast Asian region. However, the restrictive role of the US policy to the relations between Japan & the ROK and the DPRK are evident. It is a common understanding of the people that the US has been laying obstacles to the improvement of the relations between Japan & the ROK and the DPRK. After the visit of US Assistant Secretary of State Kelly to the DPRK in October 2002, as people estimated, the negotiation upon the normalization of diplomatic relations between Japan and the DPRK held afterwards ended in failure. The process to improve the relations between Japan and the DPRK started by the visit of Primer Minister Koizumi stopped all of a sudden. However, the relations between Japan and the DPRK are different from those between the US and the DPRK because of their own logic. The Pyongyang Declaration is still in effect, and the improvement of the bilateral relations is in the interests of both sides, and the Northeast Asian region in particular. Japan should improve its relations with the DPRK and participate in the resolution of the nuclear issue through financial cooperation with the DPRK.  

III. Constructing a multilateral security cooperation regime—the fundamental objective to construct regional lasting peace and stability. Over the past year, two major features prevailed in the process of solving the nuclear crisis, namely “peaceful solution” and “multilateral cooperation”. In fact, the nuclear crisis on the one hand has revealed the serious problems in the Northeast Asian security, but at the same time it has also provided important opportunities to solve these problems. It has made it possible for the long accumulated energy for multilateral security dialogue and cooperation to find a way out. And the multilateral dialogue and cooperation, particularly the trend of institutionalization of them, is exactly an institutional guarantee for constructing lasting peace and stability.

As a result of the regional development in recent years, the mutual contacts among countries have become increasingly close, and their common interests have been increasing. This has made it difficult to solve the nuclear crisis through armed forces and unavoidable to resort to multilateral solutions. With the increased degree of participation in regional affairs, the “regional” awareness and the sense of mutual implication among the countries have been obviously promoted. The nuclear issue is no longer regarded as “the business of others”, but “our own business”. Furthermore, the inclination of the Northeast Asian countries to solve hot spots through multilateral cooperation and peaceful means has been further enhanced because of the Iraq war in the past year.

There have been all kinds of ideas about the issue of Northeast Asian security cooperation. Early in the 1970s, even before he took office as President, the former President of the ROK, Kim Dae-jung proposed the establishment of a six-party framework to prevent war on the Korean Peninsula with the assurance of 4 countries namely the US, the former Soviet Union, China and Japan. In 1998, Japanese Prime Minister Keizo Obuchi also raised the issue of the six-party consultation during the summit meetings between Japan and the US, and Japan and the ROK. In 1999, it was proposed to “push forward the six-party consultation” during the summit meeting between the ROK and Russia. At present, the start of the six-party talks has at last made it possible for these dreams to come true.

The need for the establishment of a multilateral security cooperation regime in Northeast Asia is constantly increasing. However, owing to the particularly complicated situation of this region and the different considerations of various  parties, when and what kind of regime will be ultimately established demands the common efforts of all sides, especially on the major steps of effective communication, increasing mutual trust and disabusing suspicions, accumulating common grounds, and forming coherent forces. Moreover, in the process of establishing the regime, there are at least two major structural issues requiring our special attention and proper solution. One is how to accommodate the existing bilateral alliances with the future multilateral regime, and ensure their co-existence in parallel instead of contradicting with each other. The other is how to make the establishment of the regime and the solution of the realistic security issue to supplement each other, and to be mutually beneficial with the stabilization of regional situation. In another word, the process to establish a regime should play a role of stabilizing the already fragile regional power balance instead of destroying it.

The Korean Peninsula Nuclear Issue:

Hopes and Difficulties Coexist

Yu Meihua,

Director and Researcher of East Asia Studies Division,

China Reform Forum

3rd Pugwash Workshop on East Asian Security

Since the six-party talks mechanism started in motion, the sabre-rattling nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula has gradually cooled down. However, it has to be noted with regret that the DPRK and the US have not reached a compromise on the program for resolving the nuclear issue due to the existing differences between them, and the development of the nuclear issue once again attracts the attention of the world. The author of this paper is of the view that the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue is a complicated hot spot issue and its resolving process will not be plain sailing, and its prospect is mixed with hope and uncertainties.

1. In the long run, there exists the prospect for a peaceful
settlement of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue.
First, the six-party talks found a feasible and workable way for peaceful settlement of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue.

Up to now, two rounds of the six-party talks have been held. The significance of the first round of talks lies in that it started the peace-talk process and guided the nuclear issue on a road of peaceful resolution. The significance of the second round of talks lies in that the peace-talk process was able to continue and that it prevented the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue from derailing the peace-talk process. Although no satisfying result has been attained, some expected achievements have been scored. It pushed forward the discussion on substantive issues, fixed the timing for the third round of the six-party talks, agreed on setting up a working group and released the first joint document in the form of a Chairman Statement after the start of the six-party talks. The significance of the Statement is that it reflected the consensus of all participating parities, namely, all parties are ready to ensure peace, stability and denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, agree on mutual respect, consultation on equal basis and peaceful coexistence, and will peacefully resolve the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue with coordinated measures.

These hard-won preliminary achievements have helped to cool down the Korean Peninsula nuclear crisis, reduced the possibility of triggering off armed conflicts between the DPRK and the US, thus producing not only positive influence on peace of Northeast Asia, but also bringing hope to peaceful settlement of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue.

Second, the geological status quo of the Korean Peninsula restrains the US from launching armed attacks against the DPRK.

The reason lies in the fact that to resort to military means will bring about adverse impacts on the US. First, it will affect the US strategy to unite with international forces to fight against terrorism. Different from other regions, the Korean Peninsula is the confluence of the interests of the US, Japan, China and Russia. Any move will touch the interests of the major powers. At present, the major powers in this region all wish to maintain peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula, and advocate a peaceful solution to the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue. Under such circumstances, unilateral use of force by the US will inevitably bring about trouble and uncertainties to the relations among the major powers, thus adversely affecting the top strategic objective of the US to unite with multilateral forces to fight against terrorism. Second, it will do harm to security interests of US allies. Because once armed attacks should be launched, the US allies such as the ROK and Japan would have to be dragged into the war, and Japan would probably become a target to be attacked by the DPRK. Because the ROK does not want a fratricidal war, the US-ROK alliance would also face new difficulties. Third, the DPRK is different from Iraq, because its resistance capability can not be underestimated. The US is still not clear on what the DPRK’s nuclear deterrent capability implies. Fourth, as the US can not obtain strategic resources like oil etc. from the DPRK, it will lose more than it will gain economically after the armed attack.

 Third, the US has expressed its willingness to resolve the nuclear issue through diplomatic means.


President Bush expressed as early as last autumn that the US did not have any intention to invade or attack the DPRK. Powell also stressed for many times that the nuclear issue was to be resolved through peaceful means. The US Democratic presidential candidate Kerry also advocated a peaceful resolution to the nuclear issue, and appraised Clinton’s policy toward the DPRK positively.


Fourth, the DPRK actively advocates a peaceful resolution to the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue.


First, the DPRK adheres to denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula. On Dec.9 and 16, 2003, the DPRK Foreign Ministry spokesman said to the effect that to accomplish a nuclear-weapon-free Korean Peninsula is an consistent objective we put forward long ago, and as long as the US completely gives up its hostile policies toward the DPRK, and when it enters the period of eliminating threats to the DPRK through practical actions, we will consider truly giving up the nuclear program. Second, the DPRK has adopted some flexible measures. For instance, the DPRK has changed from only accepting bilateral talks to accepting multilateral talks, from advocating signing the DPRK-US Non-Aggression Treaty to accepting the security guarantee in the form of documents. To resolve the practical issues, the DPRK put forward the principle of simultaneity and the package program. For this, it also put forward the first phase action measure for “nuclear freeze versus compensation”. All these practices have demonstrated sincerity and flexibility of the DPRK in resolving the nuclear issue. Third, the DPRK once again put forward its proposal in the package program that it wishes to improve relations with the US. This indicates that the final objective of the DPRK is to end hostile relations between the DPRK and the US. This is an important and positive factor in promoting the peace talks.

2. The Korean Peninsula nuclear issue

will not be thoroughly resolved in the short-term.

The Korean  Peninsula nuclear issue is a complicated  issue. On the surface, it’s the 
contradiction between proliferation and non-proliferation, but beneath it it is the contradiction of ideologies and national strategic interests between the DPRK and the US. Meanwhile it also involves the interests of the surrounding countries. Therefore, it can not be thoroughly resolved through only a few rounds of talks. There are eight major barriers hindering the settlement process of the nuclear issue.


In terms of social system, the barrier is that the US does not like the current system of the DPRK, whereas the DPRK firmly insists on maintaining “the socialist system with our own style”. This is the core barrier affecting the establishment of relations of trust between the DPRK and the US.


In terms of history, the barrier is that the DPRK and the US have not ended their relationship of hostility. The Korean War made the DPRK and the US belligerent countries, and they have not established diplomatic relations up to now. The lingering Cold War mentality against each other hinders confidence building and dispelling of suspicion between them.


In terms of strategy, the barrier is that a slow resolution to the nuclear issue is not unfavorable either for the DPRK or the US. To the US, after the Cold War, the nuclear threat from the DPRK has been one of its major reasons to maintain military presence in Northeast Asia, to consolidate relations with its allies and to dominate the order in this region, and the US can still play such a role at present. To the DPRK, delay without resolution is also beneficial, because it can push forward the process of the nuclear program and bring about a qualitative change in this regard, so as to strengthen its national defense capability and raise its bargain chips in the talks with the US. As a result, the urgency for the DPRK and the US to make an early compromise will be affected.


In terms of tactics, the barrier is that both the DPRK and the US pursue a dual policy of both soft and hard lines. The US uses the carrot and stick, while the DPRK uses peaceful means against peaceful means and takes a super-hard-line against the hard-line. This indicates that if either side is not willing to make compromise first, there would not be a virtuous interaction between the DPRK and the US, and if not handled well, the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue would be intensified or even result in a crisis.


In terms of the program, the barrier is that there still exist differences between the DPRK and the US on the order and range of the abandoning of the nuclear program. With respect to the order, the US advocates that the DPRK should abandon the nuclear program first, while the DPRK stands for a simultaneous resolution on the issue of “abandoning the nuclear program versus compensation”. With respect to the range, the US demands the DPRK give up all nuclear programs, while the DPRK only stands for abandoning the nuclear weapons program, excluding the peaceful use of nuclear energy. Thus it is clear that it will take time for them to bargain to find a compromise.


In terms of the responsibility, the barrier is that the DPRK and the US still dispute against each other on cause and effect of the nuclear issue.


First, the question of who has engaged in nuclear proliferation first. The US believes that the development of nuclear weapons by the DPRK has constituted a threat to the security of the US and the Korean Peninsula, and there is also a danger for proliferation, while the DPRK holds that it was the US that started nuclear proliferation in the 1950s by introducing nuclear weapons to the Korean Peninsula first, thus threatening the security of the DPRK. Second, on the question of who was the first to violate the Agreed Framework, the US is of the view that the DPRK admitted in Oct. 2002 that it had a program on highly enriched uranium（HEU）, and therefore it has violated the Agreed Framework. However, the DPRK denied it had an HEU program and accused the US of violating the agreement first，because the US did not hand over to the DPRK two light water reactors in 2003, and labeled the DPRK as a member of the “axis of evil” and a target of nuclear strike.


The argument on whether the hen comes first or the egg comes first is difficult to have a conclusion in the short-term, and will be a time-consuming factor for the peace-talk process.


In terms of domestic factors, the barrier within the US is that Bush is preoccupied with the general election and has no time to attend to other things. Breakthrough measures are unlikely to be taken to resolve the nuclear issue this year.


In terms of international factors, the barrier is that the domestic situation and interests of the countries that participate in the six-party talks are quite different. Once certain bilateral relations are strained, certain country’s domestic situation undergoes changes, or certain country raises new issues to pursue its own national interests, the six-party talks would be affected.

3. A Six-Point Expectation


First, to resolve this issue in practical way, the DPRK and the US should avoid raising a nuclear dismantling program beyond the bottom line of each other’s national interests. For instance, the position of the US to demand the DPRK to “completely, verifiably and irreversibly” dismantle the nuclear program goes beyond the bottom line of the DPRK to guarantee its national security. In the commentary of the DPRK Rodong Sinmun on March 8th, the position of the DPRK to demand the US to “verifiably and completely withdraw its army stationed in the ROK” also goes beyond the bottom line of the US to maintain its military presence.


Second, the DPRK and the US should observe an equal and win-win negotiation principle, otherwise any talks would be empty talks.


Third, for the DPRK, the function of the nuclear program is a shield, not a spear. So the US should understand that the DPRK would not give up its nuclear programs without security guarantee.


Fourth, the six-party talks should first focus on discussions of the nuclear issue，and early extension of the function of the talks would harm the peace-talk process.


Fifth, in the days to come, China should continue to play a constructive role according to its capabilities.


Sixth, all sides should have patience and confidence in a peaceful resolution to the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue. Foreign Minister Li Zhaoxing rightly said that persistent efforts lead to success. No matter what difficulties will be, and no matter what twists and turns will occur, the peace-talk process and a resolution through dialogue should be persisted in.

The Arduous and Tortuous Road
for Peace on the Korean Peninsula
Fei Yongyi,  Senior Research Fellow of CPAPD

The Korean Peninsula is situated in the center of Northeast Asia, nicknamed as Asia’s Balkan. Being an outstanding part of Northeast Asia, it occupies an important strategic position, and is playing an extremely important role in regional stability. The peninsula is the confluence of the interests of some major powers. There are close and interactive relations between the peninsula and the whole international environment. Any change taking place on the peninsula will inevitably affect the actual interests of  its peripheral nations. On the other hand, the attention to and participation in the peninsula affairs of these countries will definitely highlight this issue. The peninsula has entered a new historic stage while the peace process of this region is confronted with new adjustments. Looking from the angle of security, this region has turned into a sensitive period. There are too many uncertain factors affecting the development of the situation on the peninsula. The trend of the development in this region will be characterized by turbulence, complexity and alteration.

The Korean Peninsula issue is the largest legacy of the Cold War in Northeast Asia. The Peninsula was the forefront of the confrontation between the two camps during the Cold War. The bi-polar security mechanisms, dominated by the USSR and the USA, was formed on the peninsula which provided the DPRK with security guarantee to some extent. After the ending of the Cold War, some fundamental changes have taken place in the geostrategic pattern of this region. Over a long period of time, the US has been carrying out the policy of containment against the DPRK. The country is at present isolated in its security environment and confronted with huge US military pressure and economic difficulties. The whole nation is struggling for survival. America is strengthening the military alliance with Japan and the ROK, continuing its antagonism against the DPRK. The DPRK is in absolute inferior position in the confrontation with the US, and its security is seriously threatened. Therefore, it is not difficult to understand that a small and isolated country like the DPRK has every reason to worry for its survival and development environment. However, any attempt of developing nuclear weapons in this region will inevitably arouse uneasiness, bring about tension in the region and hamper the denuclearization process of the peninsula. The so called the DPRK problem, especially its nuclear issue is not an isolated one, it reflects the formidable shock which the security pattern, left over by the Cold War, has to confront in the post Cold War period. In fact, the crux of the Peninsula nuclear issue is hostility and distrust between the US and the DPRK. The Bush administration turned its predecessor’s “soft landing” policy towards the DPRK into a hawkish one, thereby brought about the second nuclear crisis between the US and the DPRK, the situation on the peninsula became tense again. The US–DPRK, the ROK-DPRK contradictions are deep rooted. The national interests and policy targets of three countries are entirely different. Therefore, the development of the situation on the peninsula is always marked by instability and uncertainty, and the possibility of an eruption of military conflict can not be ruled out. On the other hand, the internal and external factors of promoting conciliation, pushing forward negotiation and restraining the war still exist and are further developing. Furthermore, the start of the process of the six party meeting has provided an important opportunity for a peaceful solution of disputes. In fact, any eruption of crisis on the peninsula goes against the will of the DPRK and the ROK, harms the interests of countries involved. So, it is quite possible for the peace process on the Peninsula being pushed forward along a tortuous road. In the long run, relaxation will be an absolute prospect, and the twists and turns are relative. Confrontation and dialogue, tension and relaxation take place in turn with relaxation remaining as the main stream in the peninsula’s situation. There is the possibility for the US and the DPRK to reach some compromise on the nuclear and missile issues. In terms of the general trend of development, the situation on the Korean Peninsula in the foreseeable future will be generally stable with frequent eruption of confrontation and skirmish.

The key of controlling the peninsula’s development is in the hands of the US and the DPRK. The hostility and distrust between the US and the DPRK have made the two countries hostile to each other, therefore, continuously jeopardize the process of integration and development of the peninsula. The relaxation between the US and the DPRK can not be easily achieved by reaching an agreement on the nuclear issue alone.

The US can exert very important influence on the stability and security of the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia as a whole both at present and in the future. Strategically, it can play the role of restraint and deterrence in Northeast Asia or even in the Asia-Pacific region in the field of international political and security strategy. Although new changes emerged in Northeast Asia, especially on the Korean Peninsula, the superior position of America in Northeast Asia and the Korean Peninsula security pattern remains unchanged. America will strive to maintain its leading role in the Northeast Asian security and military affairs. It is creating obstacles for the dialogue between the US and the DPRK, and as a result, the relaxation and normalization process on the Korean Peninsula has been greatly hindered. America did not reject to negotiate with the DPRK on a multi-lateral basis, but on the other hand, it is strengthening military deployment in this region. Taking the US-Japan military alliance as the foundation, America is further strengthening the US-Japan-South Korea triangle relationship. With multilateral and bilateral co-operation, US and Japan are working together to develop the MD system in Northeast Asia, deliberately upgrading the role of military power in guaranteeing security defense, thus cause harm to the mechanisms of coordination and cooperation among countries concerned, and bring unstable factors to regional security. While strengthening its military cooperation with the US, Japan is vigorously readjusting its military posture and increasing its military strength, in an attempt to seek the status of a strong military power in Northeast Asia, or even in the Asia-Pacific region. This will certainly pose a potential threat to security and stability in Northeast Asia. In such a specific macro security environment, and confronted with America’s political and military pressure, the DPRK will have no other choice but carry on its national policy of “military first”. The tense military posture between America and the DPRK will doubtlessly bring serious negative influence to the security order of the peninsula.

The US and the DPRK have incurred widespread resentment against each other on the Peninsula issue. America has been taking a tough attitude towards the DPRK, its basic tactics is “not eager to solve the problem”. America has no integrated strategy towards the DPRK, and is not willing to remove completely the hostile relations with the DPRK. Proceeding from its own interest, America wishes to maintain a moderately tense situation in this region, delay the reunification process of the peninsula, maintain a stalemate of “no war, no peace” on the peninsula, while avoiding any serious turbulence or crisis, so as to serve its Asia-Pacific strategy. One of the emphases of the American diplomacy is to hold back the improvement of the Japan-DPRK relations, and force the ROK to slow its pace of improving the ROK-DPRK relations.

The DPRK is surrounded by a number of major powers. The development of the peninsula is difficult to get away from the influence of the strategies of those powers. It makes the US-DPRK relations more complicated after the Cold War. The peninsula is now still in the state of ceasefire. Lack of peace mechanisms is the source of instability and conflicts of the peninsula. Separation of the Korean peninsula, military confrontation between the DPRK and the ROK are all the products of the Cold War. The situation remains unchanged after the ending of the Cold War. The US troops are still stationing in the southern part of the peninsula. To the Korean Peninsula, the Cold War has not ended yet. Traces of the Cold War still remain here. There is a long way to eliminate ideological antagonism, military confrontation and geostrategic rivalry. The peninsula is actually in the state of “cold peace”, it could be led to hot war if some contradictions were not handled properly.

The DPRK-ROK relations are rather fragile due to deep rooted old grudges and enmity. Whether the DPRK-ROK relations can be improved or not hinges on America’s attitude. The US-DPRK relations can make stronger influence on the peninsula situation than the ROK-DPRK relations can do. The DPRK-ROK relations  greatly depend on America’s policy towards each side. Any change in the US-Peninsula relations will bring about great changes to the DPRK-ROK relations. It is clear and definite that America wants to dominate the peninsula affairs, and the development of the DPRK-ROK relations should not go beyond America’s control.

The DPRK nuclear issue involves matters of regional security. Playing nuclear card can not get the support of other countries. It will only increase the complexity of the situation and the danger of outbreak of conflicts. It seems that the DPRK is not willing to change its policy target towards America at present, and America is still carrying on the unilateral policy and paying no attention to the DPRK’s demands. Their stands on the peninsula nuclear issue are still confronting each other sharply. It is difficult to gain breakthrough in the US-DPRK relations in the near future.

The end of the Cold War provided the peninsula with new opportunities to set up a new security pattern. The collapse of the bi-polar system and the end of the East Asia Cold War pattern, which took the US-USSR confrontation at its core, give an impetus to the peninsula’s peace mechanism. Great changes have taken place in the relations among the big powers since the end of the Cold War. The readjustments of their policies towards the peninsula have helped to relax the tension on the peninsula. Factors favorable to relaxation are increasing.

The U.S, the DPRK and the ROK all are not willing to see turbulence on the peninsula at present. Both the US and the DPRK have indicated that they hope to settle the Korean nuclear issue through peaceful and diplomatic means.

The DPRK’s strategic focus at present stage is to accelerate its economic reconstruction, it requires a peaceful and relaxed peripheral environment.

The peaceful co-existence mechanism on the peninsula can only be set up through multilateral cooperation, and should take the improvement of the US-DPRK relations as its foundation.

The DPRK-ROK relations have come out of the all-time low. They have recovered considerably and are gaining further improvement. Reconciliation, peace and reunification have become the common aspiration of the peoples of the two sides. The positive policy orientation of the leaders of the two sides, conforming to historical development, has been pushing vigorously the peninsula forward to the establishment of a fair peace mechanism. People on the two sides of the peninsula belong to the same ethnic group. They firmly believe in the unification of the whole Korean nation. The end of the Cold War made this belief more firm and prominent. The military confrontations along the military demarcation line are gradually reducing, although some minor skirmishes still take place between the two sides from time to time. Some channels of multi-layer dialogue and exchanges between the two sides have already been established. Both sides have made a lot of efforts to relax the tension of the peninsula, and gained significant achievements in this regard. The Korean national morale is high, and the anti-US sentiments are strong. The relations between the DPRK and the ROK have entered a turning period.

Generally speaking, the major powers which have close connections with the peninsula security, continue to readjust their mutual relations and have made varying degrees of progress. Their common interest are increasing, the fields of cooperation are expanding, therefore providing favorable conditions for peace and stability on the peninsula. Those big powers are paying more attention to the peninsula in recent years. At present, they are taking the maintenance of the stability of the ad hoc set up as the basis of their peninsula policy. Their objective is to preserve the stability and avoid turbulence. This is fairly conducive to putting the peninsula situation under due control.

 The tension on the Korean Peninsula is the most serious practical threat to the stability and security of the Asia–Pacific region. The multi-lateral security pattern can provide the peninsula a terrace for solving other problems of the peninsula as well, besides the nuclear issue.

The special geopolitical feature of the peninsula is a double edged sword. It can bring about opportunities of strategic choices for relevant countries. On the other hand, it may hinder the settlement of the peninsula issue due to varying interests of the countries involved. The final solution of the peninsula issue depends on the support of a multi-lateral security mechanisms and the rational change of the opinions of the US and the DPRK about each other. Both sides should restrain themselves and be prudent, so as to avoid activities which may increase the tension of the situation. Only when both sides are rational and make mutual concessions, can they gradually find the right road to solve the peninsula issue. The DPRK should abandon its nuclear development program, but at the same time, the US should renounce its military threat against the DPRK, establish normal relations with the DPRK, and formally end the Korean War through concluding an international treaty, which will help to solve the security concern and the economic development of the DPRK. Only by then will it be possible to eliminate the security crisis of the peninsula once for all.

The Current Situation on the
Korean Peninsula:

Positive and Negative Trends
Yuan Zhibing,  CPAPD Guest Research Fellow

     Since the end of the Korean War in 1953, the Korean Peninsula has slipped into an embarrassing situation with the feature of neither war nor peace. The quick end of the Cold War brought very few changes to the security situation on the Korean Peninsula, and the DPRK nuclear crisis loomed large and exacerbated again. At present, the issue has evolved as one of the hottest worldwide problems, and become increasingly complicated, volatile and sensitive. Hence, the peace and development process of Northeast Asia is at high risk. International communities, especially the Peninsula neighboring countries should make more efforts to act together, and promote common ground and narrow differences wholeheartedly.     
The evolvement and management of the Korean Peninsula issue in the new century
      In November 2002, the US government decided to suspend oil fuel supply to the DPRK, and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) also passed a resolution against the DPRK under the pressure from the US. To retaliate against the hostile polices and actions of the US, the DPRK reopened its nuclear reactor and quitted NPT(Treaty on Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons). In the face of the worsening Peninsula nuclear issue, the Chinese government took some active measures to improve the mutual understanding and trust between the DPRK and the US. As a result of mediation of the Chinese government, the DPRK, the US and China held a trilateral talk in Beijing in April 2003. Since the US government insisted on multilateral talks, and the Peninsula neighboring countries also showed great interest in participating in the negotiation, the Chinese government succeeded in hosting two rounds of the six party talks with the attendance of the DPRK, the US, Japan, Russia and the ROK in Beijing. The second round of the six-party talks released a Chairman Statement and reached consensus on setting up a working group and on holding the next round of the talks, while the US still holds its old stand that the DPRK should demolish its nuclear capacity first. 

Generally, the Peninsula nuclear issue on the whole moves in a positive direction, although the Peninsula nuclear crisis met with ups and downs during the past decade. Negotiations and consultations never stopped, and the more direct dialogue and talks were held, the more consensus were reached. 

Positive trends are dominant in the Peninsula nuclear issue management
Firstly, all the six parties concerned share some common grounds and convergence of interests so that they have to deal with the issue seriously. The ROK and the DPRK originate from the same Peninsula and enjoy the same cultural background and long-term historical experience. People in the ROK and the DPRK dream of reunifying peacefully and strong nationalism of the two states in fact prevents each government from using force. The ROK government also sticks to the Sunshine Policy to the DPRK. In addition, economic globalization has led to closer economic relations among the ROK, Japan, China, Russia and the US. In fact, the ROK, the US, ASEAN and China have built an interdependent and complicated international division network of economic activities. If the Peninsula nuclear issue got even worse, decades of economic achievements of the ROK would be destroyed overnight. Japan is highly dependent on its ocean shipping lanes, so it can not stand the pressure caused by the fragmentation of the above-mentioned network. The escalating tension of the Peninsula issue will endanger Russia’s Pacific region economic growth and even disconnect its economic relations with China, the ROK and Japan, which could be a heavy blow to Russia’s economic rejuvenation. Meanwhile, the US might lose its market share in Northeast Asia for its war policy. The US also has to take the ROK and Japan’s standpoints into account to maintain its Asian alliance system. 

Secondly, the ROK and the US could have learned lessons from the Korean War, and would not be likely to pursue war policy. The Korean Peninsula is a strategic pivot in Northeast Asia, therefore, any invasion or civil war might result in a large scale intervention. Five decades ago, the US witnessed North Korean’s resolution and strength to resist the invaders and unify the whole Peninsula, and suffered the first defeat since 1898 with thousands of casualties. At the same time, it is quite obvious that Russia and other regional big powers oppose a US led war against the DPRK, and even the American people disagree to launch the war at the expense of heavy casualties. Thus, the US administration has no other choice but to pursue engagement with the DPRK.      

Thirdly, the Chinese government has always been playing a constructive role on the Peninsula nuclear issue to ensure peace and stability on the Peninsula. China consistently insists that the Peninsula nuclear issue should be solved by peaceful means and a nuclear free Korean Peninsula is the guarantee of regional peace and development. State councillor TANG Jiaxuan once said that the ultimate settlement of the Peninsula nuclear issue depended on political will and diplomatic wisdom. The Chinese government did follow the above two principles, and did all it could. China has successfully hosted three rounds of the talks in Beijing and led the nuclear issue onto a right path. Actually, after several rounds of active participation, China’ image as a responsible major power has been proved, which would facilitate China’s further involvement and contribution. Earlier this year, the Chinese government proposed that the six-party talks become a mechanism that serves the interests of all parties concerned. Meanwhile, China is preparing for the coming third round of the talks, and carrying out non-stop diplomatic mediations to balance all sides’ interests. We should not rule out the prospect of a peaceful settlement of the Peninsula nuclear issue. 

Fourthly, the US mainly focuses on the Middle East and it won’t adventure on the Korean Peninsula. Many famous world-class strategists once predicted that the US strategic focus would shift from Europe to Asia at large, but the past decade showed that the US paid more attention to the Middle East as it launched two wars against Iraq in a short period. Comparatively, the Peninsula nuclear issue is still in a mess. The focus of the US national security has also been shifted to anti terrorism and the maintenance of oil supply, which are both crucially related to the Middle East. Unfortunately, terrorism spreads widely, the Iraq security situation has fallen into abyss and the Israeli-Palestine collision is worsening day by day. Hence, the US strives to keep peace, stability and promote democracy in the region, which seems to be impossible in the foreseeable future. If the Middle East continues to be volatile and disorderly, the US government would not resort to war against the DPRK.

More challenges ahead
Firstly, although much common ground exists among the related parties, there are still many serious disputes to be solved. Hence, time and patience are terribly needed. Regional states have acknowledged that the nuclear issue is rather complicated, which could not be solved through one or two rounds of talks. In terms of  “Freezing vs. Compensation” program, the DPRK proposed to freeze all nuclear weapons programs in exchange for the removal of the DPRK from Washington's list of terrorism-sponsoring states, the lifting of political, economic and military sanctions and blockade, and the provision of energy assistance, etc. According to the US broader global strategy, its final goal is to demolish the DPRK nuclear capacity rather than to freeze it, therefore, the DPRK’s offer could not satisfy the US. Libya’s recent initial demolition of its nuclear facilities and WMD capacity has assured the US that containment is still effective. In other words, as long as the high pressure maintains, the DPRK might make concession. Based on such consideration, the US government apparently would neither provide energy assistance to the DPRK nor make a non-invasion guarantee. Concerning the hijack abduction between Japan and the DPRK, it should be an isolated issue, but Japan tries to tie it with the whole talks, which would stimulate the DPRK’s nationalism and broaden the disputes of the negotiation. In this regard, the change of Japan’s attitude is rather important and urgent. 

Secondly, as several major powers are deeply involved in the Peninsula issue, the whole negotiation process has become rather complicated, and any mismanagement could lead to fatal results. Big powers are main actors of international politics, and any regional or worldwide hot spot issue could not be solved without their active participation. Three UN Security Council permanent members (the US, China and Russia) are involved in the six-party talks. The US, Japan and the ROK stay in the same camp and the rest share some common ground. At the same time, these nations also have divergent views over particular specific issues, but can temporarily unite owing to their own interests. Anyway, these countries have a common bottom line, if one side breaches it and triggers off new conflicts, the whole situation might get out of control. For example, the First World War broke out only after the assassination of the prince of Austria and Hungarian Empire. Now, the Peninsula nuclear issue is fraught with so many contradictions and risks, it can not stand any minor mistakes or wrongdoings. 

Thirdly, due to historical factors, long-standing troubled relations have been formed between the US-Japan and the DPRK. The two sides show great hostility and animosity mutually, therefore it is difficult to erase the psychological hatred rooted in the governments. For centuries, the DPRK had suffered a lot from long–term colonial rules, invasion or sanctions of Japan or the US. Furthermore, since the end of the Korean War, the DPRK’s national independence and security have consistently been at high risk for the endless sabotages carried out by these two states. The 1994 Framework Agreement made in the Clinton administration, could have solved the Peninsula nuclear issue if the US supplied oil fuel to the DPRK in time. Nevertheless, the US did not do it, instead, it imposed more pressure on the DPRK for further inspection. Reviewing the historical development of the Peninsula nuclear issue, we can clearly draw a conclusion that the US and the DPRK are not likely to meet the requirements of each other owing to their deep-rooted distrust. It is necessary for the US and the DPRK to acquire certain mutual trust in order to sit down together, reach some consensus, and implement them.

Fourthly, though world multipolarization is rapidly progressing as time goes on, the US has strengthened its coalition forces by means of NATO expansion and bilateral and multilateral FTA, etc. Consequently the US could maintain or improve its favorable conditions in the multilateral negotiation and take much harsher attitudes towards the DPRK. Although the US does not conduct unilateralism and preemptive actions on the Peninsula nuclear issue, it will not quit unilateralism. When the U.S completes the NATO expansion and consolidates its control over the Middle East, it might spare more efforts on the Peninsula issue and take more radical or aggressive actions. 

     The Peninsula nuclear issue will meet with some difficulties ahead, but they are negotiable and could be solved by consultations and dialogue. So long as the international community adheres to the policy of engagement and does not lose the hope of peaceful settlement, the Peninsula nuclear issue could definitely reach a multiple-win result. As a responsible country, China will balance its obligation and right well, and continue to play its role of constructive participation.

Relations between the DPRK and Japan

Takao Takahara (Meijigakuin Univ.)

Draft for Presentation at the 3rd Pugwash Workshop

on East Asian Security

April 13-16, 2004, Beijing, China


I would like to thank the organizers first for having me here. It is my pleasure and an honor to be invited to this workshop. The topic given to me is “Relations between the DPRK and Japan.”

“Relations between the DPRK and Japan” has an unfortunate history. It is literally written with blood, sweat and tears. Our generation is obliged to turn it into relations with hope. Normalization of diplomatic relations is still on the agenda. The obstacles have historical origins, i.e. the Japanese colonial rule and the Cold War confrontation, in addition to current pressing problems.


The Pyongyang Declaration of September 17, 2002, signed by Chairman Kim Jong-Il and Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi, therefore, addressed these questions. Since the Japanese government is determined to use this document as the base for future negotiations, it is worth looking back into it. There are three significant points to this document.

1. “Reparation” question

Japan formally expressed an apology for the past colonial rule.

The second section of the Declaration states: The Japanese side regards, in a spirit of humility, the facts of history that Japan caused tremendous damage and suffering to the people of Korea through its colonial rule in the past, and expressed deep remorse and heartfelt apology.

This kind of wording did not appear in the 1965 Treaty with South Korea. On the other hand, as was the case with the 1965 Treaty, there is no mention of the word “reparations.” Economic assistance will be provided by Japan with implicit understanding that it is moral equivalent of reparations for exploitation during the colonial rule.

Hence the following paragraph of the same section that apology was expressed reads: Both sides shared the recognition that, providing economic cooperation after the normalization by the Japanese side to the DPRK side, including grant aids, long-term loans with low interest rates and such assistances as humanitarian assistance through international organizations, over a period of time deemed appropriate by both sides, and providing other loans and credits by such financial institutions as the Japan Bank for International Cooperation with a view to supporting private economic activities, would be consistent with the spirit of this Declaration, and decided that they would sincerely discuss the specific scales and contents of the economic cooperation in the normalization talks.

These “specific scales and contents of the economic cooperation” has not been discussed yet, however, in the normalization talks, although the first of the talks was held in Malaysia later in October 2002. The reason for the stalemate has to do with the second and the third points.

2. The “abduction issue” and infiltration question

The third section is rather abstract. The second sentence reads: With respect to the outstanding issues of concern related to the lives and security of Japanese nationals, the DPRK side confirmed that it would take appropriate measures so that these regrettable incidents, that took place under the abnormal bilateral relationship, would never happen in the future.

This refers to the so-called “abduction issue.” DPRK provided information on 14 Japanese, and admitted the abduction of 13 in late 1970’s. 5 were alive and well but 8 were already dead. It is reported that Chairman Kim himself apologized to PM Koizumi about the abduction and promised that it will not happen again. It is also reported that Chairman Kim also admitted that there have been infiltration activities in the past, using boats specifically made for that purpose. He also said that this will not happen again.

These candid confessions were striking. Beforehand, in order to overcome this issue, there were talks about deporting the abductees to a third country, and have them “discovered” by the local authority, hence avoiding the probe into the real kidnappers.

Unfortunately, Chairman Kim’s frank confession backlashed. The Japanese relatives and their support group came forth with a strong campaign against the government that seemed to try to put an end to the whole issue. They came out with a list of many more suspected captives in the North. They also severely criticized the government for handling the affair. Explanations given by DPRK authorities on the allegedly dead 8 seemed dubious. The mass media hysterically played up the issue.

A very strange atmosphere was engendered. The support group had a strong line of thought against the current North Korean regime, and had strategies to maneuver the mass-media. At the core of the group exist the true believers or fanatics against the North. The relatives of the abductees, if I may use the word, had become captives of the group.

The group bears the indisputable banner like “human rights” or “humanitarian concerns.” It became very difficult to openly disagree with them. It is a high price of the virtual ignoring of the issue in the past on the part of the Japanese government and also the mainstream of the society.

The most harshly criticized were the leftist circles that had swallowed the previous North Korean denial of the abduction issue itself. The once mighty Social Democratic Party of Japan suffered a major loss in the elections significantly due to this issue.When in October 2002 the 5 abductees visited Japan for the first time in over 20 years, the media coverage was colossal. A fatal turn of the policy was made here not to let the 5 go back to the North. This naturally was felt by the DPRK as deception that made them lose face.

The problem is that the “public” is behind this turn of policy. Now the “return” of the family members of the 5 is on the top agenda of the Japanese government. This is allegedly the will of the abductees and the relatives.

The Japanese government takes a position that immediate and unconditional “return” of the 8 is the condition to proceed with normalization negotiations. This seems to be a prominent case of foreign policy being trapped in domestic politics.

As time elapsed, the domestic conditions seem to aggravate. Politicians seem to believe that being tough to North Korea plays well with the voters. The election in July is also on their mind in proposing anti-DPRK legislation on allowing the government to halt cash remittances or to ban port calls by North Korean ships.

In February, the Diet enacted legislation for revising the Foreign Exchange Control Law to make it possible for Japan to implement economic sanctions against North Korea on its own. The legislative action enables Japan to ban remittances to and suspend trade with North Korea. 

The bill was passed immediately before the bilateral talks in Pyongyang, which was a very bad timing for the Japanese negotiators who had desperately wanted to break the impasse. On the other hand, the parliamentarians believed that the legislative action prompted a change in North Korea’s attitude and helped forge an agreement on resuming bilateral talks.

The lawmakers have been pressing for another legislation that would make it possible to ban the entry of North Korean ships into Japanese ports. The ruling parties (Liberal Democratic Party and New Komeito) and the opposition Democratic Party of Japan are each moving toward enacting the legislation in the current Diet session.

The abductees and relatives will eventually understand with regret that the hard line policy of the support group will not save them. In fact, there are signs of disagreement among them through frustration. The change in their attitude, however, will take time and cannot be counted upon.

It is highly desirable that both sides form an alliance of moderated to reach some kind of agreement to roll forward the issue, preferably before the working group for six-party talks meets.

3. Orientation toward a multilateral security framework

Another obstacle that arose after the Pyongyang Declaration is the nuclear issue. On this issue, the Declaration is clear-cut. The third sentence of section four reads: Both sides confirmed that, for an overall resolution of the nuclear issues on the Korean Peninsula, they would comply with all related international agreements.

Japan would like to see DPRK return to NPT, in addition to signing the CTBT. And it is willing to cooperate with other parties to achieve the aims of the 6-party talks.

The Pyongyang Declaration emphasizes in section four a multilateral framework for regional security. This multilateralism was fresh and welcomed by many in Japan.

Some even claimed that this is a departure from the US-Japan bilateralism syndrome. (Actually, how the US took the DPRK-Japanese initiative has been a subject of controversy.)

But perhaps more importantly, it is high time to build such framework, the lack of which has long been pointed out as an eminent characteristic of our region.

In that context, the leadership shown by China to host the 6-party talks deserves high praise. I and many of my colleagues in Japan hope that this crisis can be turned into an opportunity, i.e. a constructive step towards regional cooperation in promoting cooperative security.

Difficulties Relating to Six-way Talks

 and Ways to Its Solution

Kim Sam Jong, Senior Researcher,

Institute for Disarmament and Peace, DPRK
3rd Pugwash Workshop on East Asian Security

Difficulties Relating to Six-way Talks


Firstly, the United States does not drop its hostile policy toward the DPRK. It is well known fact that the United States persists in achieving the goal of “regime change” in the DPRK. The United States dubbed the DPRK as part of an “axis of evil” and designated it as the “target of nuclear preemptive attack” for the purpose of “regime change” in the way it did in Iraq.


Secondly, the United States, while vociferating about the negotiated settlement, invested staggering amount of fund for the increased “combat power” of its troops stationed in South Korea, massively introduced there latest type weapons, staged large-scale military exercises and made public that it would deploy Aegis destroyer in the east sea of Korea from September this year for establishing missile defense system. The United States clings to the strategy for escalating tension for the purpose of holding trumps in the election by garnering support from its munitions complexes through selling more weapons after making South Korea continue to depend on its security umbrella, toning down the mounted anti-American feelings and the public opinion for its troops pullout in South Korea and hamstringing the progress of North-South relations and DPRK-Japan relations which it considers unfavorable to the realization of its strategy toward the DPRK.


Thirdly, the United States rejects negotiation itself for the purpose of not cooperating with the DPRK. Since there is no confidence between the DPRK and the United States, whose relations are antagonistic, the simultaneous action is the only solution. But the United States does not make a switchover in its hostile policy toward the DPRK and persists in the “scrapping the nuclear program first” to disarm the DPRK. In the Six-way talks the United States attempted to impose the “CVID” (complete, verifiable and irreversible dismantling nuclear program) upon the DPRK on condition that they do nothing and even made a demand for dismantling peaceful nuclear activities which is a full-fledged internationally recognized right of a sovereign state, thus laying obstacles in the way of the talks. In addition, the United States stated openly at the table of Six-way talks that it would have talks with the DPRK but not negotiations. It boils down to having no talks for resolving the issue.


Fourthly, the Bush administration makes a far-fetched ploy, saying that it rejects all of what was done in the years of the Clinton administration. The Bush administration that came to power in the year of 2000, has followed the “ABC” (anything but Clinton) policy in order to return the DPRK-US relations to an original state, by totally rejecting the relations established in the days of the Clinton administration. Although three years have passed since the Bush administration took office, it does not show any intention to solve the issue with the DPRK for the political reason of not following in the steps of the Clinton administration.


Fifthly, the United States deems that it is unfavorable to change its policy toward the DPRK before election. The Bush administration does not want to have another adversity for the election caused by the DPRK-US nuclear issue at the time when they have serious problems regarding the Iraqi issue. Therefore, the United States is only repeating the demand of “dismantling of nuclear program first” for the fear of being denounced for what they call “concession”, in case a breakthrough is made in the Six-way talks.

Ways to Solve the DPRK-US Nuclear Issue


Firstly, the United States should make a switchover in its policy toward the DPRK. The United States has pursued hostile policy to throttle the DPRK by force even today, not speak of Cold War era. Such being the case, the DPRK is compelled to increase its nuclear deterrent capability. In order for the DPRK to abandon its nuclear deterrence at ease, it is necessary to put an end to the hostile policy on the part of the United States. Therefore, the nuclear issue can be solved only by the formula: abandonment of hostile policy on the part of the United States versus dismantling of nuclear weapons on the part of the DPRK.


Secondly, arrangement for peace should be made. In order to solve nuclear issue on the basis of confidence in reality of the Korean peninsula, it is indispensable to terminate the military standoff, for which the present-day cease-fire arrangement should be replaced with a permanent peace arrangement. A peace treaty to be signed for changing cease-fire arrangement into a peace arrangement may stipulate how to solve political issues necessary for creating atmosphere for the DPRK-US peaceful coexistence and North-South reunification. In addition, the peace treaty would contain how to address security concerns of all parties comprehensively, thus building military confidence and eventually the nuclear issue will be settled of its own accord.


Thirdly, the “reward in return for freeze” on the principle of simultaneous action proposed by the DPRK as an initial step to the final measure for dismantling of nuclear program should be realized. Since distrust between the DPRK and the United States is the main obstacle in solution to the nuclear issue, confidence can be built through the process of “reward in return for freeze”. It is realistic to materialize the proposal of “reward in return for freeze”, because it is difficult to agree on a package deal at a time.


The prospect of Six-party talks will depend on future action on the part of the United States. However, the United States is not the only party that will benefit from the delay.

Sustainable Peace and Security

in Northeast Asia

Kim Il Bong, Secretary General of 

                 the Korean National Peace Committee


If we ensure sustainable peace and security, first of all, foreign military troops in the region should be withdrawn and the military bases be dismantled.


The American military presence in South Korea is illegal from the outset.


The American troops thrust into South Korea under the pretext of disarming the defeated Japanese army. Then the Japanese army already declared unconditional surrender to the Allied forces, thus laying down their arms.


The American occupation of South Korea runs counter to the Korean Armistice Agreement. Item 60 of Article 4 of the Korean Armistice Agreement stipulates that within 3 months after the agreement takes effect, both sides shall convoke a political conference and consult about the withdrawal of all the foreign armies from Korea. But the US threw artificial hindrances in the way of conference and ultimately disrupted it.


The American occupation of South Korea is illegal in view of the international law, in particular the Hague Convention signed in 1907. The convention stipulated that the most important condition of legal military occupation shall be that the object of such occupation should be a hostile country, that the occupation of an non-hostile country shall be considered illegal, and that a state that commits such an illegal act shall be accused as an international war criminal.


However, ignoring such principle, the US is keeping its forces in South Korea up to now. The US pleads the “South Korea-US Mutual Defense Treaty” concluded on October 1, 1953 in an attempt to legalize its military presence in South Korea. But it has not yet convinced the world public of the necessity of its military presence there. So the US cannot justify its army stationing in South Korea as “stationing army” according to “South Korea-US Mutual Defense Treaty”.


The American military presence in South Korea is also a violation of a UN resolution. Both North Korea’s and America’s resolution on the Korean question were adopted simultaneously at the 30th UN General Assembly. In its resolution North Korea demanded that the “UN Command” in South Korean should be disbanded, and that all the foreign forces should be pulled out of it. In its resolution the US, too, planned to withdraw its army from South Korea in proportion as measures were taken to ensure peace. Later on, measures were adopted adequately on the Korean peninsula to fill the requirements of America’s resolution. For example, an agreement on reconciliation, non-aggression, cooperation and interchange was signed in December 1991 between the North and the South Korea: a historic joint declaration, a milestone in the peaceful reunification of Korea, was announced on June 15, 2000. An agreed framework was published in October 1994, and a joint communiqué in October 2000 between the North and the US with the aim of eliminating and normalizing their hostile relations.


The urgency of withdrawal of American troops from South Korea has never been raised as an acute issue like today. The withdrawal of the US troops from South Korea is touchstone for the US whether it has will of abandoning its hostile policy of suffocation towards the DPRK or not. If it really has a stance to prevent a war, ensure peace on the Korean Peninsula and improve the DPRK-US relations, the US should withdraw its army from South Korea and dismantle the military bases in South Korea.


In order to guarantee sustainable peace and security in Northeast Asia, the Japan’s militarization should be checked.


Japan, everybody knows became a military power after the US in the world. The Japanese military expenditure runs into 50 billion and with such a large amount of expenditure it is arming “Self-Defense Forces” with modern military equipment and ultra-modern military techniques.


Japan is in a number one position to produce the nuclear weapons and development of its transportation means, besides keeping plutonium to produce 4000 nuclear weapons. Therefore, Japan can make nuclear weapons whenever it needs.


Japan instituted related laws on “Japan-US defense cooperation guideline”, thus reviving the right to belligerence and right to participation in a war. Through “revision of law on Self-Defense Forces”, Japan opened its way to engage in overseas military activities and has a law on the right to use weapons. Recently Japan adopted 7 laws relating to the “emergency” in the Cabinet. By this law, Japan can carry out the military intervention and aggression war against any country, at any time just like Second World War by general mobilization of “Self-Defense Forces” and human and material potentialities.


We can see such an example in dispatching Japan’s “Self-Defense Forces” into Iraq. Under the plea of aid to the US as the September 11 incident happened, Japan fabricated the “law on special measures against terrorism”, thus enlarging the activity of “Self-Defense Forces” beyond Indian Ocean to send its fleet to help the US army in Afghanistan War.


Japan is not only aimed at the Asian countries, but also the US. Japan also tries to revenge on the US. Although Japan and the US are in an alliance relation and cooperating with each other militarily, there is serious contradiction.


If Japan, a victim of nuclear attacks by the US has nuclear weapon, it will deal with nuclear retaliation upon the US at any time.


There is no guarantee for Japan to attack a pearl harbor again and the US mainland just like it provoked the Pacific War. It is clear that Japan will give up the US nuclear umbrella in the future.


In the long run, Japan is a great threat to peace and the security in not only Northeast Asia, but also the rest of the world.

US Policy Switchover, 

Solution to the Peninsula Nuclear Issue

Kim Il Bong


The six-way talks for the DPRK-US nuclear issue took place in Beijing between February 25 and 28.


Our delegation participated in the talks in the hope that candid discussion of ways for resolving the nuclear issue between the DPRK and the US will bring about prospect in the breakup of the nuclear stalemate.


To this end, the DPRK delegation showed its greatest generosity by setting forth fair and flexible proposals that include a show of the transparent will of scraping the nuclear program in line with the simultaneous package aiming at making the Korean Peninsula nuclear free and of taking first-phase action.


This is why China, Russia, and other participating nation expressed support to and understanding of the DPRK’s reasonable proposal.


The US, however, put a big hurdle in the process of the talks by insisting again on its protracted argument on the DPRK’s “nuclear abandonment first”. The Americans asserted that in case the DPRK gives up all the nuclear programs “in a way possible to verify, irreversibly, and completely” they could discuss the DPRK’s concerns.


Also, they claimed preposterously that unless missile, conventional forces, biochemical weapons, human rights and other issues are resolved after the abandonment of the nuclear programs, the US will not embark on the normalization of ties with the DPRK. The US attitude to the talks aroused greater disappointment. The US side, from the beginning, openly said that it was not going to negotiate with the DPRK side at the talks, rather than taking sincerer approach to the settlement of the issues.


The US chief negotiator only read the texts drawn up in advance and did not show any sign of sincerity by making no answer to the questions raised.


In the long run, the US, as in the August 2003 six-party talks, did not show an iota of its stance to coexist with the DPRK peacefully and revealed once again its ulterior motive to isolate and stifle the DPRK by killing time under the signboard of negotiations.


The Americans seem to think that if they spend time while putting pressure on the DPRK that is suffering economic difficulties, the DPRK will “collapse” on its own. Unfortunately, they seem not to know about the DPRK at all. If the settlement of the nuclear issue is delayed it will not be bad to the DPRK. During the delay the DPRK will continue to take necessary measures more quickly.


Unless the US is willing to make a switchover in its stance towards the DPRK, the six-way talks will never contribute to the breaking of the nuclear stalemate between the DPRK and the US and produce good results.


This notwithstanding, out of an earnest and persevering approach toward the peaceful settlement of the nuclear issue through dialogue, the DPRK agreed on the date of the next round of six-way talks and the organization of working group. But it is difficult to hope for the settlement of issue even if the talks continue.


Whether the issue is settled or not totally depends on the change in the US stance.
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I. Introduction
Many of the most severe and persistent threats to global peace and stability in the twenty-first century are arising not from conflicts between major political entities but from increased discord within states, societies, and civilizations along ethnic, racial, religious, linguistic, or class lines.
  This is not to say that traditional geopolitical divisions no longer play a role in world security affairs. But it does suggest that such divisions may have been superseded in importance by new global schisms that arise from unchecked population growth, disparities in economic opportunities, excessive international migration and environmental degradation. 
The case of North Korea provides us with a good example of how environmental and economic stresses on a population can exacerbate the divisions that exist within and between societies and create a new kind of security threat to the entire region of East Asia.  
Added to the already tense situation between the two Koreas, there are now a host of new problems related to environmental degradation in North Korea that are pressuring the region and creating new security dilemmas.
This makes the recent efforts under Roh Moo Hyun administration’s policy of peace and prosperity, a program to promote a kind of peace on the peninsula so important for the security of not only the two Koreas but the broader East Asian region as well. Internationally, there is a growing danger that acute environmental scarcities will lead to armed interstate conflict over such vital resources as water, forests, and energy supplies. Some believe that the era of resource wars has already occurred in the form of recurring conflict over the Middle East’s oil supplies and that similar conflicts will arise over control of major sources of water, mineral resources, and potential oil and gas fields, in such areas as the Nile, and Ganges Rivers and the South China Sea.
 

This paper attempts to examine how South  Korean  efforts to help North Korea deal 
with its environmental problems, famine, and economic crisis can help lay a foundation for the promotion of peace across the DMZ.

Brief mention is made of some of the environmental problems affecting Korea domestically. Special attention, however, is focused on North Korea’s environmental problems that have especially large security implications: environmental refugees and the two dams that have been built on the upper rivers of Han River and the Imjin River.  The main goal of this paper is to examine ways to protect North Korea's environmental integrity, which will have the positive spin-off effect of enhancing the environmental security of the Korean peninsula.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of the possibility of North-South environmental cooperation in solving North Korea's pressing environmental problems. 

II. Environmental Degradation and Lack of inter-Korean Cooperation
States vary in their capacity to cope with environmental crisis and the depletion of natural resources. While wealthier countries can easily rebuild areas damaged by flooding or other disasters by relocating displaced citizens to safer regions, and importing food and other commodities no longer produced locally, the poorer countries are much less capable of doing these things. As Thomas Hormer-Dixon aptly describes, “environmental scarcity sharply raises financial and political demands on government by requiring huge spending on new infrastructure.” 
 Because many third world countries cannot sustain such expenditures, there is the potential for a widening gap between demands placed on the state and its financial ability to meet these demands.
 According to Homer-Dixon, the gap could lead to internal conflict between competing ethnic groups, or significant out-migration to countries better able to cope with environmental stresses.

The impact of environmental decline in broad areas of North Korea has been evident for many years. The first to suffer are those living in major industrial cities and the vulnerable people including small children in rural areas. They were suffering from famine and extreme poverty. At least 40 percent of children under 5 are malnourished, according to the World Food Program. Moreover, more than 300,000 people are reported to cross its China and Russian borders for finding food and safe shelter.

President Kim Dae-jung took the initiative of improving relations with Pyongyang by offering economic aid and emergency food. Pyongyang could hardly resist President Kim’s offer since it so desperately needs assistance from the outside. South Korea’s efforts at assisting the North may be paying off. Chairman Kim Jong-il decided to invite President Kim Dae-jung to Pyongyang on June 15, 2000 to have a historic summit meeting in which the two Korean leaders met for the first time since the division of the Korean peninsula 55 years earlier. They agreed and signed the six-point Joint Declaration.
 In their Joint Declaration, they promised to promptly resolve humanitarian issues, for instance, resuming exchange visits for separated family members and relatives. They also decided to promote the balanced development of the national economy through economic cooperation by exchanging delegations in the fields of culture, sports, public health, and the environment.
 

Following the inter-Korean summit, there have been various talks between the two Koreas. In the first two years after June 15 summit, there were few advances. Indeed, there were 13 ministerial talks and more than a hundred occasions where dialogue were held and ways to promote cooperation between the two Koreas were discussed. 

Despite the flurry of talks about bilateral reconciliation and economic cooperation, environmental issues remain notably missing from the bilateral negotiating agenda.  As early as September 1994, North and South Korea signed a protocol in which Article 2 explicitly specifies that the two parties exchange information, data, and experts; and encourage joint research and study in the areas of science, technology, and environment.
 The protocol even articulates that the two governments set up a plan to protect jointly the environment of all of Korea.
 Unfortunately, the environment cooperation that was promised at this time was never implemented.  

At the regional level, the issue of environmental degradation in North Korea has been given even less serious attention.  There is a clear misunderstanding that problems arising from North Korean environmental degradation are at best isolated, and marginal issues and therefore, are unlikely to affect neighboring countries seriously. Policy makers continue to be preoccupied with what they consider to be the more serious threat posed by weapons of mass destruction than with environmental degradation even though tens of thousands of people have died in North Korea from a famine that is integrally tied to environmental neglect.  

As will be argued more fully below, the efforts to engage North Korea should also be extended to deal with the serious environmental problems that threaten North Korea’s long-term sustainability, the quality of human life, and the stability of the Korean Peninsula.  

Unfortunately, the substantial level of aid provided to North Korea from the outside world has done little to arrest the rapid deterioration of the ecosystems of North Korea. The environmental problems afflicting North Korea are structural and will require a long-term and holistic approach that go beyond the ad-hoc albeit  numerous emergency relief operations that now exist.

III. North Korea’s Environmental Situations and their Security Implications
1. Damage to ecosystem

It has been estimated that one-fifth of North Korea’s agricultural land has been lost   through soil erosion, deforestation, desertification and overexploitation for economic development.  Areas experiencing soil erosion are rapidly expanding due to the government’s single-minded policy of increasing agricultural production. The over use of chemical fertilizers and insecticides has caused extensive damage to natural ecosystems and contributed to increased soil erosion.
 

With regard to deforestation, North Korea has already lost about 10 percent of its forests or about 0.95 million hectares. This has been largely due to its policy of increasing arable land in the mountain areas and using woods for alternate energy sources.
 This has resulted in the loss of animal and, plant habitats and biodiversity. Moreover, deforestation has contributed to the flooding of rivers. There were serious floods in 1995, 1996, 1998 and 1999. Such disasters undoubtedly can be attributed not only to unusual weather patterns but to human-induced damage to the ecosystem as well. Deforestation, land conversion for agricultural and other purposes, and illegal logging have destroyed large areas of land adjacent to rivers. There are now signs of desertification along the river basin of the Yalu River near the western border of China and it continues to increase at an alarming rate.
 

North Korea’s environmental problems are closely linked to its economic situation. Economic crisis has exacerbated food shortages and created vast health problems for the nation. It also has contributed to environmental degradation not just in North Korea but for the Korean Penisula and the East Asian region more generally as well.   

The regional implications of environmental degradation in North Korea are quite distinct from that of China. In terms of air pollution, China is a more serious environmental threat to South Korea than is North Korea.
  Yet, in other areas, the ecological crisis of North Korea poses a set of unique and highly challenging human and security dilemmas for the region.  As we have seen in many other regions, environmental decline is becoming a source of political unrest and international tension in Northeast Asia.
2. Environmental Refugees
One of the biggest matters of concern is that of environmental refugees. It has been reported that many North Koreans have died from recurring famines; today, international aid feeds approximately one-third of the North Korean population. This, in turn, creates dilemmas for North Korea’s neighboring states, which even if touched by humanitarian concern, are understandably wary of permanently housing ever-growing numbers of North Korean escapees.  As long as North Korea does not improve its food situation urgently, South Korea, China, Japan, and the United States will be confronted by this festering humanitarian and environmental problem. 

Twenty years ago, the world was confronted  with a similar  problem when there was a 
mass exodus of people from Vietnam, who came to be known as the “boat people.” The international community was forced to underwrite the establishment of temporary resettlement camps in surrounding Asian nations with the promise that these would be but way stations to permanent resettlement.      

Currently, China and Russia bear the largest burden of the North Korean nightmare.  There is no way out of knowing the exact number of North Korean escapees to China and Russia. There may be as many as 300,000 North Korean refugees in China who have fled to escape from hunger and disease.
 Among them, only a small number of refugees who are lucky enough to arrive at the safe haven of foreign embassies in Beijing and Shenyang have a chance of making their way to Seoul. 
While currently it is China and Russia that are bearing the brunt of the refugee flows, in the future if the scale of the problem gets worse, the United States, Japan, and the European Union might have to open their doors for permanent resettlement. 
To be sure, the number of refugees will increase if North Korea’s economy and ecological conditions further deteriorate.  This suggests that the increasing number of environmental refugees from the North must be regarded as a major concern not only for South Korea but also the greater Northeast Asian region. 

Thus far, a massive exodus has not yet occurred. There are many who are concerned that the North Korean refugee issue could grow worse and that it has the potential to lead to massive human rights violations or even to a deadly conflict among ethnic groups or concerned states in the region. Therefore, some suggest that measures to prevent such a crisis must be taken in advance.
  Strengthening the capacity of regional organizations to engage in mediation and preventive diplomacy will be one of the important options for the future. South Korea with the help of the other major democracies involved in the region, needs to assure the protection of the basic human rights of those escapees from enforced repatriation and harsh punishment.
3. Dam Construction 
Another important environmental threat that South Korea currently faces is related with North Korea’s Imnam Dam (Mt.Geumgang Dam), which was recently built near Mt. Geumgang on the east coast just beyond DMZ.
 This dam is one of several built by North Korea to increase its hydroelectric resources.  While it is understandable that the energy-starved North has been building dams, the dams are wreaking havoc for South Korea’s waterways.  As a result of the Innam Dam and the “Fifth of April” dam, the South’s Bukhan River, which is the northern part of the Han River, and the Imjin River, which runs across the DMZ in the northwest of Seoul, have dwindled into small streams.  South Korea’s hydroelectric generators at Hwacheon, Uiam, and Chuncheon have been forced to suspend operations when water levels are too low and power generators at Chongpyong and Paldang near Seoul also seriously have been affected by the North Korean dams. The diversions could also lead to a weakening of the river’s self-purification ability, raising concerns about the water quality at the Paldang Dam, which is the major source of drinking water for the 12 million inhabitants of Seoul.  Furthermore, the areas around the Imjin River, including Paju, Munsan, and Yeoncheon have been seriously hit by flood since the completion of the “Fifth of April” dam in March 2001. 
 

There are mounting concerns among South Koreans about the possible collapse of the Imnam Dam due to its suspected shoddy construction.  On June 2002, the South Korean government released U.S. satellite photos showing two large cracks in the upper portion of the dam.
  According to government sources, the dam can hold 2.6 billion tons of water, and therefore, flood damage along the river would be overwhelming if the structure collapsed.
 North Korea denied Seoul’s claims of cracks and strongly rejected Seoul’s expressions of concern. Despite the North’s rebuttal, Seoul began to prepare for a possible collapse of the dam. The Ministry of Construction and Transportation decided to strengthen the structure of the Peace Dam, which is only 20km away from North Korea’s Imnam Dam along the same Bukhan River. The Peace Dam was built in 1980s at the instruction of former President Chun Doo-hwan in order to prevent a potential water offensive from North Korea. People were terrified by the warning of  “floods attacks” from the North. A nation-wide fundraising campaign for the construction of a counter dam to North Korea’s Imnam Dam was launched. The government named it the “Peace Dam” since it was built with  peace-loving people’s contributions. 

In early 1993, then-President Kim Young-sam made it public that the threat of flood attacks from the North was a smoking gun used to raise political funds for the ruling party of President Chun. It is an irony that the dame issue is now considered a real problem by Kim Dae-jung’s government even as it maintain its Sunshine Policy to help North Korea. 

Seoul has decided to build five or six rain-watch posts on the upper regions of the Hwacheon Dam (24 Km down south from the Peace Dam) to monitor how the North Korean dam is holding up during the rainy season.  
There also are many experts who have expressed their concerns about the way the Ministry of Construction and Transportation is handling the water crisis.
  According to an independent group of experts, reinforcing and elevating the Peace Dam up to the level of the Imnam Dam would cause serious repercussions in North Korea in the event of a collapse of the Imnam Dam.
 They said that reinforcing and building up the Peace Dam could cause a sudden back rush of water from the Imnam Dam.  If the dam breaks, it would backflow after it reaches the Peace Dam and inundate the areas around the river in North Korea. If this were to happen, Pyongyang would suffer from the severe flood damage and this would certainly increase the tensions between the two Koreas. 

The experts group has also criticized the government’s decision to empty the reservoir of the Hwacheon Dam as a precaution against a flood caused by the collapse of the Imnam dam. The plan would drain away precious water resources from the South, exacerbating its serious water shortage.  The government also suggests that it could build more dams at Donggang River and Bamseonggol Valley to produce more electricity. But such options are unthinkable since it will destroy its precious natural environment along the river. Building dams down the river will never solve the problem unless the North changes its behavior. As a matter of fact, the government was forced to give up plans to develop a dam on the Donggang River because of the successful case environmental NGOs and civic society organizations made for preserving the natural environment of the Donggang River.
 
According to the experts, the Han River provides 23 percent of South Korea’s water resources; the North’s dam already deprives 12 percent of the Han River’s water or about 1.8 billion tons.
 Completion of the final stage of the Innam Dam would give the North as much as 2.6 billion tons of water in potential reserves. Adding to this, water reserves at other dams in nearby areas would give the North more than 4 billion tons of potential water resources.
 

From Seoul’s viewpoint, the water shortage problem is a very serious one that threatens the security of its people. The twenty million residents in the capital city of Seoul will have to drink contaminated water because the Bukhan River is losing its self-cleansing possibilities due to the low water levels.  

Joint inspections of the dams should be encourgaged. Although Pyongyang is not likely to accept Seoul’s proposal for joint inspection unless they are accompanied by economic assistance, the reality is that the dam does break, the consequences will be not only enormous physical damage but also the collapse of whatever trust has been established between the South and North.
IV. Bringing Political Attention to the Potentials Provided

 by Environmental Cooperation

As a result of these kinds of problems, many people in South Korea are now coming to recognize that North Korea’s inter-locking problems of poverty, environmental degradation, lack of energy and famine pose real security threats.   The reality is that it will be difficult to deter pending man-made disasters unless North Korea is offered help and accepts that help.  Cooperation for the safe management of dams and the shared water resources of 
the Han and Imjin Rivers is essential. 

The problem, however, is that North Korea has not shown its genuine interests in solving these issues through inter-Korean negotiations. When Seoul called for immediate resuming of talks at the inter-Korean economic cooperation promotion committee, North Korea refused to discuss it since they do not want to acknowledge the fact that its Imnam Dam has a defection. At the seventh ministerial meeting that was held in Seoul on August 13-14, 2002, both governments agreed to deal with a project to prevent flooding along the Imjin River at the 2nd meeting of the inter-Korean economic cooperation promotion committee in Seoul on August 26-29. They also decided to have a working level contact for a join investigation of Imnam Dam in mid-September.
 Unfortunately, however, the two sides have never had serious talks about the safety of the dam. 

It is in South Korea’s best interest to help North Korea recover economically, while at the same time protecting its environment.  North Korea should not be permitted or pushed to repeat the same mistakes South Korea and others made in the process of industrialization, and should be encouraged to protect the ecosystems it shares with South Korea.  Many of North Korea's environmental problems affect the South; damage is likely to increase even if North Korea's economic situation improves. With North Korea at the entrance gate to economic liberalization and industrial development, North-South environmental cooperation deserves higher priority than it has received so far.  

V. Options for Improving Environmental Quality

North Korea's pattern of industrialization and energy usage have resulted in severe industrial pollution. In particular, the energy sector needs immediate restructuring. The inefficient use of energy and raw materials, the scarcity of financial and technological resources, and weak institutional capabilities have diminished opportunities to protect the environment by modern means. The resulting environmental crisis in North Korea may erode both the sustainable production of food and the restructuring of industrial production. The cycle is vicious.  Without proper industrial restructuring, North Korea will be stuck with ill-performing sunset industries and few means to alleviate their negative environmental consequences.

Revitalizing the paralyzed secondary industries and social structure requires human input, but most North Koreans are now preoccupied with finding ways to produce sufficient food to feed their families. Therefore, it is imperative for the international community and the South Korean government to assist with food aid, health care, agricultural equipment, and necessary skills and planning for the sustainable development of North Korea.   
As the case of dam construction clearly shows, the North and South paid a high price by not consulting each other regarding their energy problems. Pyongyang’s decision to build a dam to generate more hydroelectricity causes enormous financial and environmental burdens for the South that could otherwise be spent to help the North. Seoul is now spending billions of won to develop counter measures against the North’s dam construction. 

Moreover, it is very difficult for the government to sell its Sunshine Policy to the people in the South at the same time that it wants to use their tax money to build countering dams that could cause further environmental degradation. People who lost their properties or the lives of loved ones in floods are impatient with the government’s Sunshine Policy that assists Pyongyang without asking Pyongyang to solve the dam issue.    

The reality is that South Korea, which is down wind and down stream, is the more sensitive and vulnerable of the two Koreas to trans-boundary environmental degradation.  It is also the case that South Korea has higher environmental standards and implementation capacity than North Korea. Moreover, South Koreans place greater emphasis on the quality of the environment than do their North Korean counterparts.  In light of this asymmetric interdependence, South Korea must devise various incentives so that the North becomes more interested in initiating inter-Korean environmental cooperation. 
At the same time, in its rush to develop, North Korea should not compromise the integrity of North Korea's environment. This is true also in cases involving foreign investment. North Korea should be reminded that uncontrolled development will cause further deterioration of its ecosystem. North Korea should not duplicate the mistakes South Korea and other states made in the past.  
North Korean authorities should be persuaded to set and apply high environmental standards related to the foreign investments, that hopefully will begin to be made in many parts of North Korea. It is especially important that measures be adopted that North Korea will not be turned into a huge dumping site for pollution-prone, smokestack industries. We all remember that Taiwan negotiated with Pyongyang to export its nuclear waste to North Korea. Although North Korea desperately needs hard currency, environmental concerns should not simply be regarded as luxuries. 

At this juncture, the value of North-South Korean environmental cooperation looms large. Through the exchange of information, personnel, and the study of South Korea's industrialization process, North Korea could become more environmentally sensitive.  

South Korea may also offer financial incentives to North Korea for this purpose. However, at least six dilemmas can be identified. First, we need to discuss further about the conditions under which South Korea or other countries can provide financial incentives or environmental official development assitance (ODA) to the North.  Should aid be linked to reciprocal agreements by North Korea to protect its environment and prevent the destruction of its own ecosystem? Thus far, only 2 percent of Seoul's not-very-large level of ODA was earmarked for environmental protection, almost all of which was delivered to China.
 This clearly shows that the environment has not received much attention in the allocation of  South Korea’s ODA. 
Second, it is never easy to decide who should pay the cost of preventing or dealing with pollution. Conflicts of interest exist among polluter and victim countries over where the responsibility for pollution lies. South Korean taxpayers will not easily accept that they have to pay for saving North Korea's environment while their own problems remain unresolved. This will especially be the case in relation to flooding damages in South Korea caused by North Korea’s ill-conceived dam construction. South Koreans are already irritated about the hike in their taxes and enforced fund raising for building numerous dams to prepare for a potential water offensive from North Korea. 
Third, there is a concern that North Korea may fail to act to prevent further environmental degradation. In fact, North Korea has received much less environmental attention, as compared with China, from the Japanese government since its environmental problems are perceived as a lesser threat to Japan than those of China. North Korea may be thinking that it is not an urgent problem unless it will strengthen its bargaining position against Japan and South Korea. 

Fourth, there is an argument that South Korea can trade electricity to the North for water in order to solve the South’s water shortage problem. But the project to provide light water reactors  (LWRs) to North Korea is now suspended and it remains to be seen whether this will be changed soon. 
Fifth, it is unclear whether North Korea will allow the international community to assess the hazardous toxic wastes coming out of North Korea’s age-old chemical industries.  The toxic and chemical wastes can be assumed to be extremely dangerous and linked to severe environmental degradation in North Korea. As is well known, Russians dumped their chemical wastes in the East Sea long before they joined the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) in 1993. They did it because the cost of proper disposal was simply too high. Thus, even if Pyongyang agrees to cooperate in principle to clean up its wastes, there is no guarantee North Korea will dispose of its chemical and toxic wastes safely.  The North has not joined the CWC.

Finally, there are many who have proposed turning the DMZ into a special environmental reserve that both North and South Korea would jointly protect. They argue that this is the most promising area in which the two Koreas can act together without much financial or security sacrifice.
 NGOs, environmental groups, and scholars could play active roles in protecting the ecosystem of the DMZ.
 If such grass roots efforts were to succeed they could spill over into other areas in which cooperation is much harder to come by.  It may be a plausible idea to start cooperation at the private level and then move on to the official, governmental level. A good goal would be the development of bilateral environmental regimes on specific issues like rivers, water, bio-diversity, wildlife, trans-boundary pollutants, and toxic wastes.

Unfortunately, North Korea has not been very enthusiastic about opening up the DMZ. They are still afraid of altering their military posture. About 75percent of North Korea’s offensive powers are concentrated near the DMZ in a forward-deployed position. As President Bush pointed out in his address on Memorial Day 2001, North Korea’s unusually heavy concentration of conventional weapons near the DMZ has been the major threat for the U.S.-South Korea alliance. It is the U.S. position that those forces must be reduced or withdrawn in order to guarantee peace and stability on the Korean peninsula. Yet, the forward deployment near the DMZ gives the North Korean military a great strategic advantage since its artillery can destroy Seoul before there are any sign of mobilization for war. This is undoubtably why Pyongyang is reluctant to open the DMZ for the purpose of peaceful collaboration.  
VI. Conclusion

The importance of environment for the quality of human life cannot be over emphasized.  North Korea is no exception. North Korea’s environmental situation is severe. There are dangerous levels of pollution in water, air, and soil, which theathen living beings. Major disruption of ecological system is wreaking havoc in many areas. The destruction and depletion of irreplaceable resources threatens long-term sustainability. People are forced to live and work in conditions that are harmful for 
their physical, mental and social health.

Environmental destruction resulting from underdevelopment and natural disasters pose grave problems. One of the best ways to deal with this problem will be to promote accelerated economic development, but only if it is done in such a way that it does not stress even further the natural system. Resources should be made available not only for economic development but to preserve and improve the environment as well. For this purpose, we need to take into account the circumstances and particular needs of North Korea, as well as any added costs which may emanate from incorporating environmental safeguards into development planning. The international community will have to provide North Korea with international technical and financial assistance for environmental protection. 

Education in environmental matters, for the younger generation as well as adults, is essential. At the same time, the free flow of up-to-date scientific information and the transfer of experiences with pollution control and environmental preservation must  be supported. 
Environmental technologies should be made available to North Korea on terms that would encourage their wide dissemination. In other words, they can not pose an economic burden to Pyongyang or they will not be adopted.  
It is also very important to set up an early-warning mechanism so that both North Koreans and their neighbors can be warned of natural or human-induced environmental disasters that could cause sudden harmful effects for humans or the environment within North Korea, South Korea or other neighboring countries.  North Korea must also be persuaded to provide prior and timely notification and relevant information to potentially affected states on activities that may have a significant adverse trans-boundary environmental effect and consult with those states at an early stage and in good faith prior to initiating projects. Regular channels of communication with North Korea at the ministerial level are necessary for this purpose. Moreover, North Korea should be persuaded to collaborates with South Korea to prevent the transfer among states of any activities or substances that could severe environmental degradation or are found to be harmful to human health. 

South Korea should take the initiative to help North Korea to strengthen its endogenous-capacities to develop in a more sustainable direction. This can best be done  by improving North Korea’s scientific understanding of its own environmental problems through exchanges of scientific and technological knowledge and by enhancing the development, adaptation, diffusion and transfer of pollution control and environmental technologies.  

The two Koreas should begin to implement the environmental programs they have already agreed upon. Furthermore, neighboring states and international organizations, such as the United Nations and the World Bank, must also provide environmental technologies and economic aid to the North. After all, it is not only in Seoul’s interest that North Korea adopt long-term environmental strategies for achieving sustainable development. It is a matter of security for all of North Korea’s neighbors that share the same trans-boundary ecosystem.

[image: image1.png]


 

The Korean Nuclear Crisis:

History & Some Prospects

Yury E. Fedorov,

Professor of political science

Moscow State Institute of International Relations
The paper for the 
Third Pugwash Workshop
on East Asian Security

Beijing, April 13-14, 2004
The views expressed in this paper are those of the author only and do not represent the views of the Moscow State Institute of International Relations or any other Russian research centers or agencies.
The dramatic situation that arose at the end of 2002 on the Korean Peninsula is an unprecedented challenge to the regime of nuclear non-proliferation. It is also alarming that as yet the international community, first of all the participants of the Six-Party Talks, looks unable to find effective ways to manage the crisis and to guarantee solid and sustainable nuclear non-proliferation on the Peninsula. The current situation brings down strategic stability in the region and enhances risk of armed conflict fraught with major losses for all countries involved. Yet even if there is no war on the Korean Peninsula, North Korea’s development of nuclear weapons may trigger a kind of a “domino process”. Japan and South Korea will have less confidence in the reliability of the U.S. alliance commitments. This may stir up moods in favor of Japan and South Korea creating their own nuclear potential. These two countries, as well as Taiwan perhaps, could begin actively implementing programs of ballistic missile defenses with the U.S.. Most probably, the U.S.A. will increase its military presence in the region, including perhaps, nuclear weapons. And this would lead to China accelerating the rates of its nuclear missile program. Such a development is not in the interests of any country of the region, including Russia of course. 

The DPRK's Nuclear Program: 1952 – The Early 1990s
The conventional wisdom says that good knowledge of history is a key for understanding the present. In this light it looks important to outline some basic features of the DPRK’s nuclear program as it is known to international academic community. There is some evidence that the DPRK first began showing an interest in nuclear weapons in December 1952, when it decided to establish the Atomic Energy Research Institute 
. In the mid-1950s, it was announced that several more research centers specializing in nuclear physics were to be organized. These decisions most likely did not go through at that time because the DPRK did not have the required specialists. By the mid 1960s, nuclear specialists had been trained for North Korea with the help of the Soviet Union, and institutions of higher education and nuclear research centers had been established, which are mainly concentrated in Yongbyon, a region located 75 kilometers to the north of Pyongyang. In 1965, North Korea started up a Soviet IRT-2000 nuclear research reactor 
.

Since the early 1970s, the DPRK concentrated its efforts on developing a full nuclear fuel cycle, which, in turn, means the technical capability to manufacture nuclear weapons. In particular, in 1982 throughout 1991, four facilities were put into operation for manufacturing uranium concentrate 
, as well as a factory for manufacturing nuclear fuel. In January 1986, a 5 MW(e) gas-graphite reactor similar in design to the Calder Hall reactors went into operation in Yongbyon with the Soviet assistance 
. The plutonium contained in its spent fuel can be used in nuclear weapons. In 1984 the DPRK began construction of yet another Calder Hall-type gas-graphite reactor with a capacity of 50 MW(e), and in 1989, construction of the same type of reactor was under way, but this time with a capacity of 200 MW(e). They were scheduled to go into operation in 1995-1996.

In 1985, the DPRK and the U.S.S.R. came to terms on the delivery to North Korea of two large nuclear reactors with a total capacity of 2,000 megawatts. Taking into account Pyongyang's military nuclear plans, the Soviet Union made implementation of this agreement contingent on the DPRK becoming a party to the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). North Korea joined it in 1985 but did not sign the Safeguards Agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) until January 1992. In this way, joining the NPT had absolutely no impact on the DPRK implementing its military nuclear program before 1992 
.

In order to create nuclear weapons based on plutonium, the latter must be extracted from spent nuclear fuel. In 1965, the DPRK decided to establish an Isotope Production Laboratory in Yongbyon in cooperation with the U.S.S.R., which in particular had equipment enabling the extraction of plutonium, although in small amounts. In 1985, construction began in Yongbyon of a so-called Radiochemical Laboratory, a major facility for extracting plutonium from spent fuel, which, according to the IAEA, could produce up to 100 kilograms of plutonium a year. It was scheduled to go into operation in 1996. During an inspection of the Radiochemical Laboratory in 1993, IAEA specialists concluded that approximately 70 percent of the equipment had been installed and one of the two production lines for extracting plutonium had been completely fitted out.
This all showed that the DPRK was moving toward the development of nuclear weapons. In 1989, 1990, and 1991, the reactor built in 1986 was halted on three occasions for a total of approximately 150 days. During this time, it is believed that spent fuel containing plutonium was discharged from it. It is thought that the 5 MW(e) reactor could produce up to 1.8 kilograms of plutonium a year 
. In other words, by the time it was "frozen" after signing of the Agreed Framework in 1994, its spent fuel could have contained up to 14 kilograms of weapon-grade plutonium. It is presumed that the DPRK could have realistically obtained between 7 and 10 kilograms of plutonium from it 
.

The state of the North Korean nuclear program in the late 1980s – the early 1990s is still an open question. According to the Soviet KGB (State Security Committee), a nuclear explosive device had been created in the DPRK at that time. For example, on February 22, 1990, then KGB Chairman Vladimir Kruichkov reported to the CPSU Central Committee

"…Research and development work on making a nuclear weapon is continuing in the DPRK. The North Korean leaders, in particular Kim Jong-Il, who are personally monitoring the said research, are trying to achieve military supremacy over South Korea, as well as pursuing the prestigious goal of becoming a nuclear state. At the DPRK Nuclear Research Center in Yongbyon, North Pyongyang Province 
, development of the first nuclear explosive device has been completed. Its testing is not planned at present in the interests of hiding from the world public and international inspection organizations the very fact that nuclear weapons are being produced in the DPRK" 
.
If this was true (and it is unlikely the KGB would have deliberately deceived the CPSU CC Political Bureau on such an issue), by the late 1980s the DPRK had not only accumulated the necessary amount of spent fuel, but was also able to extract several kilograms of weapon-grade plutonium from it. This meant that in addition to the Isotope Production Laboratory, during the second half of the 1980s plutonium extraction capacities had been created in North Korea, which the IAEA inspectors did not know about. This is very possible, since many of the DPRK's nuclear facilities are still off limits to international inspections.
During the first half of the 1990s, the Russian intelligence service evaluated the nuclear achievements of North Korea a little differently. The Unclassified Report by the Russian Foreign Intelligence Service (FIS) in 1993 stated:

"…The popular opinion that the DPRK has achieved a 'breakthrough' in developing its own nuclear weapon is subject to serious doubt. A break has occurred in the production cycle developed by the DPRK as early as the beginning of the 1970s: raw material base assimilation – research and development – producing fissile material – creating an explosive device – testing it – 'elaborating' delivery means – producing nuclear weapons. And it occurred at the plutonium production stage" 
. 
       An unclassified FIS report published in 1995 presented a slightly different description of the state of the North Korean military nuclear program. It essentially recognized the possibility of weapon-grade plutonium being produced in the DPRK, but the absence of nuclear weapons in North Korea was explained by the impossibility of resolving several complex engineering and technical problems relating to drawing up the so-called "implosive" design for blowing up nuclear munitions 
. The FIS Report for 1995 stated:

"The political decision to begin developing a nuclear weapon was made in the DPRK at the turn of the 1970s. …Relying mainly on their own resources, the North Koreans were able to create an almost complete plutonium nuclear cycle.…It is presumed that when the reactor was halted in 1989, the North Koreans discharged the spent nuclear fuel. There are no reliable data about whether it was reprocessed in a chemical laboratory, and if so, how much weapon-grade plutonium was obtained. …The current degree of scientific development and technological equipment at the DPRK's nuclear facilities is not sufficient for North Korean specialists to create a nuclear explosive device suitable for testing" 
.
Foreign intelligence services also evaluate the DPRK's capability to develop "operational" nuclear weapons based on plutonium rather cautiously. For example, an unclassified report by the U.S. CIA on the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction published at the beginning of 2003 stated that "North Korea probably has produced enough plutonium for at least one, and possibly two, nuclear weapons" 
.

On the whole, by the early 1990s the DPRK was carrying out its nuclear program with a sufficient amount of success. If the construction of the 50 MW(e) and 200 MW(e) reactors, as well as facilities for extracting weapon-grade plutonium from spent fuel, had been completed – and this was planned for the mid-1990s – North Korea would have obtained enough plutonium to produce 10-20 nuclear munitions a year 
. It is also possible that some of the plutonium could have been sold abroad. A ballistic missile development program was implemented at a rapid rate, including those with a range of more than 1,000 kilometers. Taking into account the low precision of these missiles, their only designation is delivering nuclear weapons to the target.

The 1992-1994 "Nuclear Crisis"
In 1991, the situation on the Korean Peninsula began to improve. Diplomatic relations were established between the Soviet Union and South Korea. The American administration announced the withdrawal of nuclear weapons from South Korea. In early 1992, the Joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula was signed by the prime ministers of North and South Korea and on February 19, 1992 it entered into force. In it, the sides stated that they would "not test, manufacture, produce, receive, possess, store, deploy, or use nuclear weapons." They also assumed obligations to forgo the possession of "nuclear reprocessing and uranium enrichment facilities." What is more, they stated that inspections would be carried out of nuclear facilities both in the North and in the South and that a Joint Nuclear Control Committee would be formed for implementing this declaration. Later, on January 31, 1992, the DPRK signed the Safeguards Agreement with the IAEA, which entered into force on April 10, 1992. It appeared the nuclear problem on the Korean Peninsula was nearing its denouement. Apparently this turn in the DPRK policy was prompted by the collapse of the U.S.S.R. The DPRK leadership most likely feared that North Korea might turn out to be in political and military isolation.

But events unfolded differently. A decision was adopted in the DPRK to continue the military nuclear program, while remaining a party to the NPT. In May 1992, in compliance with the Safeguards Agreement, the DPRK presented a declaration on its nuclear materials and a sample of plutonium extracted from spent fuel. According to the North Korean data, 90 grams of plutonium were reprocessed in 1990 in the DPRK from damaged fuel elements as a result of a one-time operation. But analysis of the sample conducted by the IAEA showed that the plutonium had accumulated as a result of regular extraction activity over the span of several years. The IAEA came to the conclusion that the DPRK had undeclared plutonium and requested access to additional information; then, in February 1993, it requested permission to conduct special inspections of two sites where, it was suspected, spent nuclear fuel was being stored. An analysis of this fuel would provide precise information on whether plutonium had been extracted from it and, if so, in what amounts. In other words, North Korea's attempts to conceal its military nuclear development were on the verge of exposure.

Under these conditions, one may surmise, the DPRK decided to give the U.S. and other leading countries of the region a choice: either grant the DPRK a "special status" in the NPT, allowing the country to continue its military nuclear activity, or face the threat of a potential escalation in tension on the Peninsula. The DPRK refused the IAEA access to the mentioned sites to carry out special inspections, and on March 12, 1993 announced its decision to withdraw from the Nonproliferation Treaty. The date for withdrawal was June 12, 1993. On April 1, 1993 the IAEA Board of Governors came to the conclusion that North Korea was not keeping its commitments under the NPT, which meant that it was developing nuclear weapons. Pursuant to its Statute, the IAEA transfers such cases to the UN Security Council for review, which may decide to impose sanctions against the state violating the NPT. In May 1993, the UN Security Council called on the DPRK to maintain its commitments under the Safeguards Agreement. At the same time, beginning in March 1993 intensive American-North Korean negotiations were held which ended in the signing of a joint statement on June 11, 1993. It stated that North Korea would "suspend" its decision to withdraw from the NPT and replace its gas-graphite reactors (both in operation and under construction) with light water power reactors 
.

Although the DPRK suspended its withdrawal from the NPT, it refused to comply with the Safeguards Agreement. In 1993 and 1994, the DPRK permitted the IAEA to conduct safeguards activities with a limited scope only. They were essentially symbolic and had the sole purpose of ensuring "the continuity of safeguards" versus the "full implementation" demanded by the Agency. In particular, the DPRK refused to give inspectors access to the spent fuel storage facilities. In December 1993, the IAEA Director General reported that the kind of limited safeguards permitted by the DPRK could no longer be said to provide any meaningful assurance of the peaceful use of the DPRK's declared nuclear installations 
. On March 21, 1994, the IAEA Board of Governors informed the UN Security Council for the second time that the DPRK was not fulfilling its safeguarding commitments under the NPT. Ten days later, on March 31, 1994, the UN Security Council again called on Pyongyang "to enable inspectors to complete their required activities."

The most acute phase in the Korean nuclear crisis of the first half of the 1990s began in May 1994. At this time, a nuclear reactor of the Calder Hall type was "discharged" without the presence of IAEA inspectors. The discharged nuclear fuel was sent to a storehouse where, as some analysts suspected, the fuel elements that had just been discharged were mixed with those already there. This made it essentially impossible to conduct verification activities that could have clarified the history of the reactor core and evaluate the amount of plutonium extracted from the spent fuel 
 The IAEA Board of Governors again turned to the UN Security Council, which called on the DPRK to hold immediate consultations with the IAEA. In turn, on June 13, 1994, the DPRK announced its withdrawal from the IAEA. This, in the opinion of the North Korean authorities, gave them a "special status" with regard to the Safeguards Agreement and meant they could place significant limits on IAEA inspections.

Since the UN Security Council had not adopted a decision on sanctions against the DPRK, the U.S. said that sanctions could be imposed without the UN's consent, including on a collective basis, with the participation of Japan, South Korea, and other states. Russia announced its possible participation in the sanctions. In response, the DPRK stated that introducing the sanctions would be tantamount to "an act of war." The U.S. in turn deployed ABM Patriot missiles in South Korea and sent a group of aircraft carriers to the shores of North Korea. Thus the crisis assumed military dimensions. The crisis was defused by former U.S. President Jimmy Carter's visit to North Korea to meet with then DPRK leader Kim Il Sung. During this meeting, the main provisions of an agreement between the U.S. and the DPRK were agreed upon, which was signed on October 21, 1994 in Geneva and was called the Agreed Framework.

The Agreed Framework of 1994
Under the Agreed Framework, the U.S. and the DPRK were supposed to move toward full normalization of political and economic relations and lower the barriers to trade and investments. The U.S. assumed responsibility for building two light water power reactors with a total capacity of 2,000 MW(e) in the DPRK by 2003. An international consortium was to be organized for financing and delivering these reactors to the DPRK. The U.S. also agreed to provide North Korea with 500,000 tons of heavy fuel oil a year to compensate for the energy losses incurred from freezing the graphite-moderated reactors until the first light water power reactor came online 
. The DPRK in turn assumed a commitment to freeze both the activity of its gas-graphite reactors and "related facilities," and the construction of new reactors of this type. The IAEA was allowed to monitor the freeze. Disassembly of the graphite-moderated reactors and "related facilities" should have been carried out after construction of the nuclear power plants using light water reactors had been completed.

The 1994 Agreed Framework made it possible to freeze the accumulation of weapon-grade plutonium in North Korea and in so doing put the brakes on its nuclear military program. If there had been no such agreement, during the second half of the 1990s, the DPRK would have been technically able to produce dozens of kilograms of weapon-grade plutonium a year and possibly export it. At the same time, the IAEA's ability to conduct inspections was extremely limited. The relevant provisions of the Agreed Framework were formulated extremely ambiguously. It stated that ordinary and special IAEA inspections under the Safeguards Agreement with respect to facilities not subject to freezing would be reinstated after a contract was signed on the construction of nuclear power plants using light water reactors. In other words, the IAEA inspections did not apply to the facilities that were to be frozen. What is more, the Agreed Framework stated that 

"when a significant portion of the LWR project is completed, but before delivery of key nuclear components, the DPRK will come into a full compliance with its safeguards agreement with the IAEA..., including taking all steps that may be necessary by the IAEA, following consultations with the Agency with regard to verifying the accuracy and completeness of the DPRK's initial report on all nuclear materials in the DPRK" 
. 

This, in particular, meant that the IAEA could only conduct inspections of the nuclear waste sites and gas-graphite reactor several years later. Also, there was no explanation of what the key concepts used in the Agreed Framework actually meant: "significant portion," facilities "subject to the freeze," "related facilities." This permitted the DPRK to selectively fulfill its commitments to the IAEA for a long time and to prove its special status with respect to the Nonproliferation Treaty. Really, with respect to facilities operating on gas-graphite reactors (the "declared" storehouse of spent fuel and facility for extracting plutonium from spent fuel), the IAEA only had the right to verify the "freeze," but not carry out the necessary measurements and take samples of nuclear material for analysis 
. Since it could not conduct measurements and take samples of nuclear material at the "declared" storehouse, it was impossible to verify what was actually stored there. Moreover, the DPRK refused to give the IAEA access to two facilities that were presumably "undeclared" storehouses of nuclear wastes. All of this made it impossible to assess how much weapon-grade plutonium had been extracted from spent nuclear fuel 
.

In 1995-1996 the agreements on the construction of nuclear power plants using light water reactors were executed relatively successfully. In March 1995, an organization was created that was responsible for building this complex – KEDO, which comprised the U.S., Japan, and South Korea. In the summer of 1995, the type of reactors and their supplier were chosen. The lot fell on South Korea. In December 1995, other organizational and financial questions were settled. In particular, it was established that the main expenses for constructing the nuclear power plant would not be borne by the U.S., but by Japan and South Korea.

But in the late 1990s, construction of the nuclear power plant using light water reactors was suspended. Due to the Asian financial crisis of 1997-1998, Japan and South Korea were unable to fulfill their commitments to finance KEDO. At present it is presumed that construction of the nuclear power plant will be completed in 2005-2007. The U.S. in turn found itself in a precarious situation. It had signed the Agreed Framework, thus assuming responsibility for implementing the project, the funds for which were to be provided by other states.

Immediately after the Agreed Framework was signed, Russia had hopes of its nuclear enterprises being involved in implementing it. Soon it transpired that these hopes were totally unjustified. This aroused immense dissatisfaction and irritation in Moscow. For example, in the spring of 1996, then the Minister for Atomic Energy Victor Mikhailov stated:

"IAEA representatives have found four grams of plutonium in North Korea, and it was not even weapon-grade. As a result, the Koreans will be paid 4 billion dollars for four grams of plutonium. …But North Korea still owes us 10 million dollars. …Russia has invested too much to build North Korea's colossal nuclear industry, train specialists, select several sites for constructing nuclear power stations. …I hope that Russians will still be invited to join KEDO, even if only at the deputy chairman level … in order to jointly decide how much work Russia can carry out, and how much other countries" 
.
This statement manifested ambitions typical of several leaders of the former Soviet military-industrial complex, as well as an incomprehension of the motives that define decision-making in a market economy. It is not clear, for example, why Russia thought it should be given a prominent post in KEDO and proposed contracts if the entire project was being financed by South Korea and Japan.

On the whole, the impact of the Agreed Framework on the situation on the Korean Peninsula was ambivalent. On the one hand, it slowed down the DPRK's development of nuclear weapons. On the other hand, it was an evidence of successfully conducted threats to withdraw from the NPT and develop nuclear weapons which paved the way for North Korea repeating something similar in the future.

The 2002-2003 Nuclear Crisis
Many in Russia believe that the second nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula began in January 2002, when President George W. Bush addressing Congress has added North Korea to the states he labeled as the “axis of evil”. However, high-ranking officials in the current U.S. administration emphasized repeatedly that mentioning the DPRK in the same breath as Baghdad and Tehran did not mean that the U.S.A. had any intentions of using military force against the DPRK. Moreover, one month after Bush's address to Congress in January 2002, Washington came forward with a proposal to revive the dialogue with Pyongyang interrupted in 2001. The U.S. official spokesman, Richard Boucher, has stated in October 2002

“Over the summer, President Bush - in consultation with our allies and friends - had developed a bold approach to improve relations with North Korea. The United States was prepared to offer economic and political steps to improve the lives of the North Korean people, provided the North were dramatically to alter its behavior across a range of issues, including its weapons of mass destruction programs, development and export of ballistic missiles, threats to its neighbors, support for terrorism, and the deplorable treatment of the North Korean people. In light of our concerns about the North’s nuclear weapons program, however, we are unable to pursue this approach” 
.

Washington's assurances that it had no intention of using force against the DPRK looked quite believable. Since the beginning of 2002, the U.S. attention and resources, including military force, have been focused on the Middle East. Even if in the end the operation against Iraq is successful the U.S., as the current situation in Iraq confirms, would have to keep its attention and military resources riveted on this region for several years. Also, inevitable fatal consequences of a war on the Korean Peninsula for all countries involved precludes practically any possibility of using military force there.  

The current nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula is connected, at least in Washington’s eyes, with the second North Korean military nuclear program based on the use of highly enriched uranium. Developing uranium nuclear munitions makes a certain amount of sense since they are much easier to develop than plutonium munitions.  According to American data, the DPRK started carrying out its highly enriched uranium (HEU) program in 1995. It began with an agreement with Pakistan on an "exchange" of deliveries to Islamabad of North Korean "Nodong" missiles and their production technology for transfer to the DPRK of Pakistani technology and materials necessary for enriching uranium by means of centrifuging. The U.S. received its first information on the "highly enriched uranium program" in 1998 or 1999. In 1999, it was mentioned in a report by the American Department of Energy 
. At the end of 2002, the CIA presumed that in one to three years, the DPRK would be able to produce enriched uranium in an amount sufficient to manufacture six munitions 
. 

The second nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula began in the fall of 2002. In the summer of 2002, American officials told the Japanese and South Korean governments that the DPRK was developing nuclear weapons based on enriched uranium. The issue of the "uranium program" was to become one of the main topics at the American North Korean negotiations. At the beginning of October 2002, the American delegation headed by U.S. Assistant Secretary of State James Kelly arrived in Pyongyang and broached the subject of the “uranium program” in general terms with the DPRK representatives. At first the North Korean delegation denied that any work was going on in this area. But the following day, high-ranking North Korean diplomats admitted that this program did exist. According to official American sources 

“… Senior U.S. officials traveled to North Korea to begin talks on a wide range of issues. During those talks, Assistant Secretary James A. Kelly and his delegation advised the North Koreans that we had recently acquired information that indicates that North Korea has a program to enrich uranium for nuclear weapons in violation of the Agreed Framework and other agreements. North Korean officials acknowledged that they have such a program. The North Koreans attempted to blame the United States and said that they considered the Agreed Framework nullified. Assistant Secretary Kelly pointed out that North Korea had been embarked on this program for several years” 
. 

Thus, the DPRK has acknowledged that it is violating commitments not to develop nuclear weapons. On November 14, 2002 the KEDO made a decision to suspend the heavy oil fuel shipments to North Korea. On December 12, 2002, the DPRK Foreign Ministry announced that the DPRK was “lifting the freeze on operation and construction of its nuclear facilities as of the next day to generate electricity”. On December 24, 2002, the seals and cameras with the aid of which the IAEA monitored “freezing” of the North Korean nuclear facilities were dismantled and the IAEA inspectors expelled from the country. In January 2003, Pyongyang announced its withdrawal from the Nonproliferation Treaty, and at the end of February 2003, the U.S. announced that the DPRK had restarted the Calder Hall nuclear reactor put on conservation in 1994. In April 24, 2003 Mr. Ri Gun, the North Korean representative at the negotiations with the U.S.A. took place in Beijing, has informed James Kelly, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State, that 

“his country has nuclear weapons and reserve to itself the right to test it, to export it, or to use it depending on the U.S.A. behavior” 
. 

Yet the DPRK did not make the last move that would make the dangerous developments in the Peninsula irreversible. It did not declare itself a nuclear weapon state and did not test a nuclear device; if of course it has produced any of them. Thus, the door for diplomatic solution is still open. 

Today, after the second round of the Six-Party Talks, the situation looks not as gloomy as it was a year ago. All participants of the Six-Party Talks are seeking political solution of the crisis and incline to continue discussions. At the same time there are no serious reasons for optimism because positions of the DPRK and the USA with regard to all issues that are under discussion are not compatible with each other as yet. If these discrepancies are not composed most probably the talks will be deadlocked and crisis stability on the Peninsula will reduce dramatically. 

Issues to be solved
It is clear that a political solution of the crisis on the Korean peninsula can be practical only if it is based on a compromise. Yet at the same time the final goal of such a solution is strengthening the non-proliferation regime. Otherwise the international community will be challenged with a number of attempts of violating the NPT for various political or economic reasons. It is also important to learn by unsuccessful experience of implementation of The Agreed Framework of 1994 and to establish robust guarantees of irreversibility of nuclear non-proliferation on the Peninsula.

There are a number of issues to be solved to achieve a solution of the Korean nuclear crisis. Most important of them are:

Security guaranties to the DPRK;

The future of North Korean nuclear program;

System of verification of the DPRK refusal from development and production of nuclear weapons.
Of course, the DPRK as any other state has the right to assure its security by international guaranties. The U.S. does not exclude to give security assurances in case if the DPRK agrees to dismantle its nuclear program under verifiable circumstances. The U.S. Department of State spokesman Adam Eve has announced in December 19, 2003 that the U.S.A. is willing to offer a written multilateral security agreement in context of North Korea’s complete and verifiable and irreversible dismantlement of its nuclear program 
. In its turn, North Korea seems willing to consider the U.S. security proposal which falls short of previous demand for a formal “non-aggression pact” 
. 

In theory at least, this allows finding a settlement of this problem acceptable both for the U.S.A. and the DPRK. It is an open question as yet what could be the form and content of security guaranties. These guaranties could be multilateral, given by China, Russia, Japan, and the U.S., and possibly by other states as well. Their formulation could correlate in general terms to the formulations of the Memorandum on Security Guarantees with respect to Ukraine joining the Nonproliferation Treaty in 1994. Russia, the U.S., and Great Britain have announced in 1994 that none of their armaments would ever be used against the Ukraine apart from for the purpose of self-defense or in some other way in compliance with the UN Charter. They assumed responsibility to refrain from economic coercion aimed at subordinating the rights of Ukraine inherent in its sovereignty to their own interests and to ensure the UN Security Council take immediate action to assist Ukraine as a non-nuclear member state of the Nonproliferation Treaty in the event Ukraine becomes the victim of an act of aggression or subject to the threat or use of nuclear weapons. Yet it seems clear that prospects of any security guarantees, as well as economic aid to the DPRK depend on solution of two other issues that form the core of political settlement of the crisis.

To be realistic, any political solution of the Korean nuclear crisis is to prevent a repetition of the events of 1990s. It means that such settlement should exclude any attempt of the DPRK to develop and produce nuclear weapons. In this light the North Korean proposal to “freeze its nuclear activities” under certain conditions, made in December 9, 2003 seems insufficient for the U.S.A. 
. In the light of the American position a practical discussion may be focused at the issue: whether all the DPRK’s nuclear facilities are to be dismantled, as the U.S.A. insists, or only those of them that can be used for development and production of nuclear weapons. Yet it is necessary to have in mind that there are a few types of dual use nuclear facilities.

A necessary element of a political solution of the current crisis is establishment of a robust system of verification of implementation of the NPT. It may mean that such a solution includes the DPRK’s joining the Additional Protocol to the Safeguards Agreement with the IAEA. The latter presumes de facto the IAEA mandatory on-site inspections of any facility suspected of military nuclear activities. 

Russia & the Korean Nuclear Crisis
President Vladimir Putin has said many times that proliferation of nuclear weapons, together with international terrorism, drug-trafficking and organized crime are a fundamental threat to international security and Russia’s national security. However, the question is how this principal directive is implemented in practical Russia’s policy. 

In January 2003, a few months after the beginning of the second nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula, then Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Alexander Losyukov has proposed so called “package solution” of the Korean nuclear crisis. It presupposed that the non-nuclear status of the Korean Peninsula should be ensured; the Nonproliferation Treaty should be strictly observed; all sides should fulfill the obligations ensuing from other international agreements, including the 1994 Agreed Framework; a constructive bilateral and multilateral dialogue should be held among all the sides concerned, one of the results of which should be guarantees of the DPRK's security and resumption of the humanitarian and economic programs that were in effect on the Korean Peninsula. 

This document was not really impressive as it consisted of basically correct yet quite banal elements like observation of the NPT; ensuring of the non-nuclear status of the Korean Peninsula; the DPRK security guarantees; constructive dialog etc. The only concrete point was mentioning The Agreed Framework, yet this ignored the very fact that this accord had established very weak verification system which could not assure the implementation of the NPT.

Today, Russia’s official position does not mention the “package solution”, yet the latter has not been disavowed. Speaking in the U.S.A. in September 2003 after the talks with President George Bush, Vladimir Putin, the president of Russia, has said 

“As for the North Korean problem, today, it is necessary first of all to deploy the conflict situation around the Korean Peninsula and to create thus a favorable atmosphere for a constructive dialogue. Russia believe that assurance of the nuclear nonproliferation regime is to be accompanied with security guaranties given to the DPRK. We intend to work together with the United States to settle this problem” 
.

In general outline Russia’s policy towards the Korean nuclear crisis today, after the second round of the Six Party Talks, includes the following elements:

Diplomatic solution of the crisis on a base of a political compromise;

Security guaranties, including multilateral guaranties, are to be given to the DPRK;

The Korean Peninsula is to be free of nuclear weapons;

There are no convincing evidences that the DPRK has developed nuclear weapons. Basically Russian experts are not as alarmed by the state of North Korea’s military nuclear program as their American colleagues 
;

If there is no progress in political settling of the crisis, it may aggravate seriously and the situation may get out of hand 
.

A visible striving for avoiding any specification of positions with regard to practical issues under discussion, characteristic of Russian policy, could be explained by the strategic attitude of this policy. The latter is to play a role of mediator between the U.S.A. and the DPRK to improve thus Russia’s profile in the region that was deteriorated during the last decade. The high rank diplomat has described Russian policy as an attempt 

“to help our Western partners to understand better the DPRK’s policy and concerns; and to help North Koreans to understand better Western concerns and policy” 
.

Of course, a successful policy of mediation presumes that mediator should avoid outlining, at least officially, its own preferences. Yet such a vague and indefinite position is also a result of serious differences of views with regard to Korean nuclear crisis within Russia’s political and academic communities. Actually, in Russia, there are a few basic visions of the situation on the Korean Peninsula.

The first one is a product of a traditional Soviet approach that sees the DPRK as a strategic partner while the U.S.A. is perceived as a foe, either actual or potential. Advocates of this approach accentuate a priority of security guaranties to the DPRK and insist that Russia is to support the DPRK rather than cooperate with the U.S.A. with a view to assure non-nuclear status of the Peninsula. Basically, the U.S.A. is seen as the actor responsible for the rise of the current crisis.

The second one aimed mainly at improving of Russia’s strategic position in the region by mediating a settling of the Korean nuclear crisis. In the framework of this approach the DPRK’s acquiring of nuclear weapons is seen as unacceptable to Russia yet a compromise solution including security guaranties to the DPRK is regarded as only possible option. The adherents of this approach often share the vision of equal responsibility of the DPRK and the U.S.A. for the crisis.

The third one emphasizes assuring nuclear non-proliferation as the principal task for Russia’s policy towards the Korean Peninsula. Many supporters of this view consider economic and political reforms in North Korea as the only robust guaranty against nuclearisation of the Peninsula; they often lay the responsibility for the crisis on the DPRK yet believe that security guaranties to the DPRK are necessary element of a solution. 

PREPARED NOTES
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Beijing, China, 13-16 April 2004
--Don’t want to go through a  blow by blow description. Bottom line is that until recently, the Bush Administration did not have a policy towards North Korea. It had a bureaucratic deadlock.

--Deep splits between internationalist moderates like Colin Powell and neo-conservatives like Paul Wolfowitz, John Bolton and others in the White House.  A third key actor has been the President himself who has a vehement dislike of Kim Jong-Il but also seems open to appeals from Republican moderates.

--Two years of treading water.  Very half-hearted attempts to restart the policy of engagement and dialogue Clinton Administration had with North Korea.  Periodic extremely negative public pronouncements about North Korea—probably justified—such as “axis of evil speech.”  Leaks of Pentagon documents that put Pyongyang in our cross-hairs.

--Two years of deadlock may have been critical.  US essentially treading water until summer 2002

--First, that was two years where we were not actively managing a potentially very serious problem, North Korea’s HEU program. (Uranium enrichment history)

--Second, not clear what affect these two years had on North Korea. Maybe none. But you can argue that it only made a bad situation worse in terms of decisions being made in Pyongyang.

--Second phase in Administration policy began in October 2002 with the visit of U.S. Assistant Secretary Kelly to North Korea and subsequent breakdown of 1994 accord.

-- A strong case can be made that the Administration’s handling of the October visit and its immediate aftermath was a result of both ineptitude and bureaucratic problems.

--First on the handling of the visit itself, the confrontational approach of the US delegation in Pyongyang reflected its own internal bureaucratic dynamics. It was dominated by hardliners. The alternative—to explore with Pyongyang a way out—was never considered. Ultimatum instead.

--US diplomats did not even ask North Koreans point blank whether they had uranium enrichment or seek clarification of their threats. Not sure of the reason but may have wanted to avoid appearance of dialogue. Gross mistake.

--The initial US response to all this was very interesting—and confusing-- to watch. Initially, it was one of disarray, reflecting the bureaucratic splits and deadlock. 

--Denied that a crisis existed and said that it did not matter if North Korea built more nuclear weapons. 

--Other trial balloons prodding Japan to go nuclear as a way of forcing China’s hand. Or speculation about whether we should withdraw troops from ROK since the South was taking a softer line from us.

--Could see Administration doing everything possible to avoid talking to North Korea—once again a reflection of the bureaucratic split.

--But that brings us to the third phase in US policy over the past year.  I detect a semblance of a policy emerging from the debris.  The moderates in fact have been gaining ground.

--- The first step in this has been the willingness of the Administration to engage in diplomatic dialogue but only in the context of six party talks—the ones just held in Beijing—with Russia, China, Japan, and South Korea also attending.

--These talks represented a compromise between the US and North Korea—the US compromised on its refusal to meet with the North Koreans bilaterally.  In the context of these talks, there will be bilateral encounters (although at this point still very limited). The North Koreans compromised on their refusal to meet other than bilaterally.

--But the current US focus on multilateral talks reflects the moderate’s strategy. It’s a weapon they are trying to use against opponents. 

--Understand that both the United States and North Korea are likely to come under pressure to compromise by others such as China and Russia in the context of multilateral talks. 

--Does anyone believe the US position that North Korea has to move first before the US does anything will be acceptable to others? 

--Does anyone believe that the US position on verification will be the same as the Chinese and Russian positions? No. Moderates are counting on this to nudge Washington towards compromises.

--Second component is the Administration’s willingness that emerged in fall 2003 to offer North Korea a security guarantee. Not what the North asked for (nonaggression treaty) but they have since backed away from that demand.

--Third component—at recent Six Party Talks, US met with North Koreans at least twice bilaterally and agreed to working group meetings before next Six Party session. 

--Hard for many to understand why this is important if they have not participated in this kind of negotiation before. Significant because need stepped up face-to-face contacts between Americans and North Koreans. Also need constant give and take if there is to be any foundation for future agreement.

--Why are U.S. moderates gaining the upper hand. A number of alternative explanations.

--One explanation is that the Administration’s foreign policy is in danger of spinning out of control. No better example of that than situation in Iraq. Don’t need another crisis on their hands given that problem and upcoming election.

--Second explanation is stock of unilateralist hard liners in Administration has fallen, particularly because of Iraq. Gossip that Colin Powell has used one-on-one contacts with President to nudge him to support moderate agenda, including on North Korea.

--Third explanation is that Bush decision-makers are on a painful learning curve. Have seen this happen before. As senior policy-makers have to confront a potentially dangerous problem and spend more and more time discussing it, their views evolve. They learn.

--Fourth, the Administration is being responsive to pressure from other countries, particularly China. Not clear to me that Japan has done anything to push Administration in right direction. South Korea still on probation.

--Finally, I could be totally wrong and all of this could be a cynical ploy by the Administration to appear like it is moving in the right direction but in reality it is trying to maneuver the North Koreans into becoming the fall guys. Always an element of that to any strategy. Not convinced this is the main motivating factor.

What about the Future?

--. Key question is drift in US may be in the right direction, but is that enough to solve this difficult problem. Think jury is still out although would grant that odds are there will be no near-term solution.

North Korea

--any discussion of prospects for future needs to at least recognize the North Korean side of the equation. Motivations and actions just as unpredictable as whether U.S. policy will continue to evolve or not.

--Of course, always in North Korea’s interests to call into question whether negotiations will continue or not continue as well as putting the spotlight on its actions that make everyone nervous. That softens up everyone else.

--But right now, I assume Pyongyang has not made up its mind one way or another about whether it wants a negotiated agreement, whether it wants a nuclear arsenal or whether it wants both. Keeping all options open.

--Policy of “calculated ambiguity” that was perfectly illustrated by recent visit to Yongbyon by US delegation. North Koreans showed Americans plutonium metal to make it clear nuclear program is moving forward. But didn’t show nuclear weapons or weapons on top of missile. Reason for that. Know that such a move could provoke harsh response and foreclose options.

--Problem with American policy is it assumes “time is on our side,” namely that the damage to our security interests will remain minimal even if Pyongyang moves forward with its nuclear program.

--Danger is time may be on Pyongyang’s side. Every day that goes by without any constraints on North Korea’s nuclear weapons program is a day that they can make progress in that program. At some point may decide its program is so far along doesn’t make sense to give it up.

Myths

--Not in business of predicting future but would like to end by quickly addressing three assertions by pundits that certainly touch on future prospects for talks. 

--We hear a number of experts today saying that North Korea wants to wait for a Kerry Administration to strike a deal. That is just plain wrong.

--Based on my meetings with North Korean Foreign Ministry officials over the past year—including in January—I would say their preferred option is to reach agreement with the Bush, not the Kerry Administrations.

--The reason has to do with the North Korean concept of irreversibility. Just as the US has one, so do they, that any agreement reached with US has to be irreversible unlike the 1994 agreement. Bush offers the best prospect.

--But they also are not going to roll over and play dead by making significant concessions to get such a deal. That is just not in their nature.

--Those same experts say the Bush Administration is unlikely to be interested in such a deal before the November election.  That also is not true.

--Substance is important to the administration but so is form. From a political perspective, if there is to be a deal, it must allow the Administration to deny that it made significant concessions to a regime that it regards with disdain.

--That is what is so significant about the Libya model—the administration tries to portray that deal as Libyan giving up its WMD before getting any significant benefits. That provides political cover for a deal that transforms a terrorist—Ghadafi—into a potential ally.

--In fact, the deal was not so black and white—the UN and Britain were providing Libya with incentives along the way and it is still not clear exactly what the US was saying to Ghadafi.

--It may be possible to structure such a deal with regard to North Korea. How about Japan or South Korea playing that interim bridging role.

--Experts say that a second Bush Administration is likely to be much tougher with North Korea. There is no evidence to suggest that either.

--Guess the theory is that Colin Powell—who is the leading moderate—will not be part of a second Administration. That is probably true but why do people think that leading hardliners like Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz and others will remain. They may not—Iraq blotted their reputations.

--Second, last term Bush Administration may be looking at its place in history. Certainly, that was the case with the last ideologically driven Administration the US had—the Reagan Administration.  Moderated views on a number of foreign policy issues, particularly dealing with USSR.

--Finally, experts say that the Kerry Administration—if it is anything like the Clinton Administration—will be more willing to reach a diplomatic deal with North Korea. Once again, that is unclear.

--I think certainly a Kerry Administration would be more willing to negotiate face-to-face with North Korea.  But first and foremost in its mind will be the experience of the last agreement reached by a democratic administration, the 1994 accord.  That may mean an even tougher stance in those talks designed to protect the administration from criticism if a deal is reached and also to ensure that the deal is more durable than the 1994 accord.

--Second, I think a Kerry Administration may be more serious about combining carrots and sticks than the Bush Administration.  North has to be convinced that it has no choice but to take escape route. (Bush vs. Clinton on military action)
--Not sure whether this is an optimistic or pessimistic view of the future—although it is certainly realistic. 
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