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Preface

rategy for Peace, the Stanley Foundation’s US foreign policy conference, annually
bles a panel of experts from the public and private sectors to assess specific policy
ssues and to recommend future direction.

The eighty-seven participants who met at Airlie Center were drawn together in four concurrent
round-table discussions to examine the current state of relations and recommend elements of a
strategy for peace.

All sessions were informal and off the record. In preparing this document following the confer-
ence, the rapporteurs tried to convey the areas of consensus and disagreement and the conclu-
sions of the discussion. It contains her or his interpretation of the proceeding and is not merely
adescriptive, chronological account.

The participants neither reviewed nor approved the reports. Therefore, it should not be assumed
that every participant subscribes to all recommendations, observations, and conclusions.

Production:
Amy Bakke, Loren Keller, Margo Schneider, and Eileen Schurk



Introduction and Summary

By Michael Kraig and James Henderson
Program Officers, The Stanley Foundation

US Strategies for Regional Security

For the 2001 Strategy for Peace Conference, the Stanley Foundation invited US officials and
policy experts to consider US foreign policy and defense strategies for achieving regional secu-
rity in four major areas of the world: Europe; the Middle East and Persian Gulf; South Asia;
and within Northeast Asia, the Korean peninsula. Participants were asked to view the strategic,
economic, and political dynamics of individual regionsin their entirety. For each separate work-
ing group, two to three participants were asked prior to the conference to author “thought-
pieces’ or short policy briefs on US foreign policy options. These pieces served as a primer for
discussion and are reprinted in their entirety within this report. The chair of each working group
was then asked to write their own short reports synthesizing, analyzing, and summarizing both
the working group discussions and the commissioned briefs.

Working group discussions at Airlie House were informal and off the record. Therefore, the
primary policy recommendations listed at the beginning of each chair’s report in the follow-
ing sections of this publication should be viewed as the chair’ s own interpretations of the
substance of discussions.

Why a Focus on Regions?

It may seem that the new realities of transnational terrorism and the global “war on terror”
require a purely global focus in conceptualizing US foreign and security policies over the long
term. Alternately, many experts might point to the necessity of shoring up US bilateral relations
with key potential allies, especially European alies and individual developing countries from
these four regions. Both the global and the bilateral points of view are necessary in any compre-
hensive assessment of US policy options. However, one only has to consider the international
events of the first post-Cold War decade to find compelling reasons not to abandon a broad
regional outlook as a necessary component of national security strategy:

* Yugoslavia s disintegration and the ensuing humanitarian catastrophes wereinitially not treat-
ed as strategic interests for the United States. However, the potential for instability spreading
to regiona neighbors threatened the values, political principles, and military credibility of the
North American Trade Organization (NATO) and the European Union (EU).

* Regional differences have repeatedly challenged the norms and goals of global nonprolifera-
tion regimes. The threat environments of the Middle East, South Asia, and the Korean penin-
sula have required supplementary strategies for preventing the spread of missiles and weapons
of mass destruction (WMD).

* The Persian Gulf region—particularly Iraq’'s relationships with its neighbors—and the dis-
pute between Israel and Palestine constitute the two primary unresolved regional problems



that are fueling the Al Qaeda-related transnational terrorist cellsin more than 60 countries
around the world.

Successful resolution of these diverse national security challenges will require that the United
States deal with the regional issues involved, align regional initiatives with global concerns and
regimes, and use US bilateral relations to leverage solutions. In this regard, sound regional secu-
rity frameworks can provide essential economic, political, and military foundations for making
global security initiatives workable.

The primary substantive focus of each separate working group, and the associated findings and
policy recommendations, are briefly outlined below. A more complete and detailed set of rec-
ommendations can be seen at the beginning of each chair’s report.

European Security

The attacks of September 11 have renewed the centrality of the Euro-Atlantic partnership
between the United States and Europe and made clear that threats to European security will
increasingly come from unstable states and regions bordering Europe. Special attention was
focused on the Caucasus, Central Asia, the Mediterranean, and the Near East. Key findings and
recommendations were:

* The Euro-Atlantic partnership and transatlantic community are still central components of US
and regional security after September 11.

* Europe and the United States should work to further integrate Russia into the Euro-Atlantic
system, a goal now made easier by President Putin’s recent policies.

* The primary powers and responsibilities of the EU and NATO should not be confused with
each other, and membership should not be viewed as automatic. Neither the EU nor NATO isa
full-service institution.

* In the Balkans, the United States and its European allies have little choice but to carry on with
their present policies. Continued involvement by both the United States and the EU is critical
to future progress and stability in the region.

* Turkey remains simultaneously one of the principal bulwarks and one of the major policy
conundrums of European security. The problems of Turkey’s concerns about NATO-EU
arrangements for the EU Rapid Reaction Force and Cyprus' s membership in the EU need to
be resolved.

* The Caucasus will be increasingly important for European security. European countries should
pay greater attention to the region, including problems such as those faced by the government
of Georgiain Abkhasia.

» Economic and demographic pressures in the Mediterranean and Near East may increasingly
present European countries with security challenges at their borders and internally. The EU is



the proper institution for fashioning “soft security” measures to prevent the worst possible out-
comes from materializing.

Korean Peninsula Security and Northeast Asia

Special attention was given to the problems of the Korean peninsula within Northeast Asia
because it represents one of the few Cold War territorial and ideological divisions still operat-
ing. As such, it is a de facto obstacle to further progress toward a wider multilateral security
framework in East and Southeast Asia. Key findings and recommendations were:

» New forms of US engagement are needed to reduce the massive uncertainty about long-
term North Korean goals and intentions. A consistent US policy strategy for both Korea
and for Northeast Asiais hampered by lack of US understanding about North Korean
intentions and goals.

 Coordination with South Korea remains critical. To reduce confusion, there should be an
explicit agreement confirming the division of labor on WMD issues, missile proliferation, and
conventional arms control talks.

» The United States should acknowledge the positive role that China and Russia, as interested
regional powers, could play in reducing tension on the Korean peninsula.

Middle East Security

Central concerns revolved around the future of the Isragli nuclear, chemical, and biological pro-
grams; US efforts to keep Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) states committed to the war on ter-
ror; missile and WMD development trends for Syria, Iran, and Irag; and US bilateral policies
toward both Iran and Irag. Key findings and recommendations were:

* Avoid unilateral actions against Irag unless firm evidence of connections to Al Qaeda
emerges. For now, leverage the new post-September 11 relationship with Russiato gain
approval for smart sanctions toward Irag.

* Improve public relations in the Arab world and the Persian Gulf. Make every effort to better
understand Arab and Persian culture and society.

* Craft a consistent policy in the Middle East in regard to human rights and democracy.

* In the near term, avoid regional arms control and disarmament initiatives meant to alter
the status quo of Israeli nuclear opacity. In the long term, however, the quest for region-
al stability will require the United States to work with Israel in changing the nuclear
status quio.

South Asia Security

For this region, the primary policy conundrum was on how to balance three competing US
security mandates. the need to win quickly and decisively the post-September 11 war in



Afghanistan; the need to ensure the security of South Asian nuclear stockpiles against terrorist
theft or diversion; and the broader, longer-term requirement of preventing operational nuclear
deployments and the further improvement of both countries’ nuclear and missile capabilities. In
turn, these linked concerns drew attention to the roots of the India-Pakistan rivalry: Kashmir.
Key findings and recommendations were:

* Recognize the fact that regional and nuclear issues in South Asia are inextricably linked. US
policy has suffered from an overemphasis on the nuclear issue. The United States must play a
discrete role in convincing both sides to commit themselves to a viable political process that
addresses the Kashmir dispute.

* To prevent accidental or unintended escalation to a nuclear war in South Asia, the United
States should share its own experiences (positive and negative) with nuclear safety and nuclear
command and control during the Cold War.

* To prevent the diversion of nuclear weapons or materials to terrorists, the United States should
provide equipment that indirectly increases security of nuclear materials and arsenals.

» However, the guiding principle of all US aid and advice should be “Do no harm.” Washington
should withhold any technologies and components that would allow Pakistan and India to
“operationalize” nuclear weapons via deployment on missiles.

* India and Pakistan should define what they mean by a “credible minimum deterrent,” and the
United States should encourage them to define it at the lowest possible level.

» Promote cooperation on the global problem of proliferation. Expansion of high-tech commer-
cial trade could be an incentive for such cooperation.



Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia

Making Headway on the K orean Peninsula
Chair’ s Report by Andrew C. Scobell, Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College

The Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia Security: US Policy Options
Samuel S. Kim, Columbia University

Korean Peninsula Security: A South Korean View of
US Foreign Policy and Defense Strategies
Chung-in Moon, Yonseal University
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Making Headway on the Korean Peninsula

Chair’sReport From the Korean Peninsula Working Group

*By Andrew C. Scobell
Research Professor of National Security Affairs,
Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College

*The views expressed here are solely those of the author and do not represent the
positions of policies of the US Government, Department of Defense, or US Army.

Chair’s Findings and Policy Recommendations
Engage the Democr atic People’ s Republic of Korea (DPRK)

 The United States should become more fully engaged in a dialogue with North Korea. This rec-
ommendation is not based solely on the need to reduce tensions but also on the need to reduce
the massive uncertainty that still exists in interactions with Pyongyang. The greatest overarch-
ing obstacle to better bilateral relationsis the lack of knowledge about North Korean interests
and intentions—i.e., the true range of North Korea's ambitions, its strategic goals, and its plan
for achieving those goals. Are its aims benevolent or malevolent? Beyond the survival of the
Communist regime, how does the DPRK define its long-term interests? Engagement is essential
to probing North Korea and reducing uncertainty in US relations with the peninsula, thereby
leading to amore clear, consistent, and viable US foreign policy and defense strategy in the
long term.

» As part of an engagement strategy, expand upon current broad statements and initiatives by
adding more concrete detail, so that the DPRK knows exactly what actions it must take to
achieve better economic, military, and diplomatic relations with the United States. For example,
North Koreais clearly interested in being taken off the list of states that sponsor terrorism. The
United States could identify the series of steps that North Korea could follow to achieve this.

Reassure and Coordinate With Seoul

» Washington should make a concerted effort to reassure Seoul that the aliance is rock solid.
The appointment of veteran diplomat Thomas Hubbard as US Ambassador to the Republic of
Korea (ROK) isavery good step in this direction.

* As part of an expanded effort to reassure Seoul and coordinate policies, there should be an
explicit agreement confirming the division of labor, with South Korea taking the lead on polit-
ical issues and conventional arms control while the United States takes the lead on weapons of
mass destruction (WMD) and missile issues. Washington should anticipate Seoul voicing
objections to US missile defense efforts and consider ways to work out any differences.



Coordinate With Tokyo

» The United States should maintain its ongoing dialogue on Korean security with Japan. The
United States should encourage Japan to clearly articulate to North Korea what must be done
to improve Pyongyang-Tokyo ties. The Trilateral Coordination and Oversight Group should
continue to serve as a valuable means to ensure that Washington, Seoul, and Tokyo are reading
from the same sheet of music as they deal with Pyongyang.

Coordination With Concerned Friends and Regional Powers

» The United States must consult with our friends who have abiding interests in the region and
encourage them in their interactions with Pyongyang to continually make the case for more
opening and dialogue. In addition, the United States should acknowledge the positive role that
China and Russia, as interested regional powers, could play in reducing tension and divisions
on the Korean peninsula.

» Utilize the leverage that China can exert over decision making in Pyongyang. Despite the up-
again, down-again nature of bilateral US-China relations, the United States should not shy
away from cooperating and coordinating its diplomacy with Chinain cases where both powers
share interests on the Korean peninsula. Beijing is in the best position to convince North
Koreathat it should open and expand ties with Washington, Seoul, and Tokyo. China, itself
only agradual convert to the benefits of multilateralism, can articulate to North Korea the util-
ity of cooperating to build aregional security architecture for Northeast Asia.

Introduction

Since September 11, 2001, the attention of the United States and the world has focused largely
on Central and South Asia. The US-led coalition conducting the war on terrorism in
Afghanistan has highlighted the serious regional security challenges posed by the India-Pakistan
conflict and the unresolved tensions in the Middle East. Despite the immediacy and likely pro-
tracted nature of the aforementioned conflicts, however, the United States remains deeply
involved in Northeast Asia. According to Samuel Kim, Northeast Asiarremains “one of the most
dangerous placesin the post-Cold War world.” Four of the world’ s largest and most heavily
armed militaries continue to face off here: two across the Taiwan Strait and two others along the
demilitarized zone (DMZ) on the Korean peninsula. The United States has an abiding interest in
deterring conflict and maintaining peace and prosperity in the region. If war broke out at either
flashpoint, the United States would be swiftly involved.

Korea: The Strategic Pivot of Northeast Asia

It is Korea that poses the greatest and most complex challenge to the balance of power in
Northeast Asia. Hostilities between North and South Korea would immediately put the United
States at war by virtue of the approximately 37,000 military personnel stationed in the ROK and
a 1954 mutual defense treaty with the ROK. Any military action on the Korean peninsula could
begin with little warning since North Korean forces and long-range artillery are forward
deployed near the DMZ, well within striking distance of the densely populated South Korean
capital of Seoul.



By contrast, US involvement would not be immediate in the event of hostilities between China
and Taiwan. While the United States would likely become involved in any Taiwan Strait con-
flict, the 90-mile-wide Taiwan Strait offers a significant geographic barrier for the island and
more warning time of an attack. In contrast, any conflict on the Korean peninsulathreatens to
impact the major powers in the region very quickly. Moreover, significant change on the penin-
sulawould hold major and direct ramifications for Japan, China, and Russiain addition to the
United States. Therefore, the Korean peninsula certainly merits Samuel Kim’s moniker of
Northeast Asia’s “strategic pivot.”

More than a dozen analysts and scholars (hereafter, participants) convened under the auspices
of the Stanley Foundation’s 42nd annual Strategy for Peace Conference to assess the security
situation on the Korean peninsula and to discuss ways to make headway. This report summa-
rizes the substance of the discussions, incorporates the analysis of the accompanying policy
briefs written by Samuel Kim of Columbia University and Chung-in Moon of Y onsei
University, and adds some personal observations by the chair.

First, the current situation on the Korean peninsula is examined, and the goals and dispositions
of the central players (the ROK, the DPRK, and the United States) are considered. Next, specif-
ic functional areas with particular attention to conventional arms control are discussed, and the
roles of other regional players (Japan, China, the Russian Federation, and the European Union
[EU]) are examined. Finally, policy recommendations are offered.®

Plus Ca Change, Plus C'est La Méme Chose?

Some participants remarked that over the course of the past decade K orea has appeared to be on
the brink of momentous change on several occasions, only to end in disappointment. Despite
the remarkabl e events of 2000, “the prospects for peace on the Korean peninsula,” in the words
of Chung-in Moon, “do not seem to be bright.” The nuclear crisis of the early 1990s, the North
Korean famine of the mid-1990s, the inter-Korean summit of mid-2000, and the flurry of diplo-
macy by Pyongyang in recent years, each—if only for tantalizingly brief periods—appeared to
herald an historic breakthrough. While each event held the potential of fundamentally improv-
ing the security situation on the peninsula, each in turn has failed to live up to expectations.

Why these opportunities did not deliver on the promise of progress remains in dispute. Some
participants believed each was sabotaged by Pyongyang’s bad faith, others cast blame on
Washington, while still others attributed failure to the excessive caution or inertia born of each
side’ s deeply rooted mistrust of the other.

Will the war on terrorism turn out to be another opportunity unrealized? Participants were
divided as to whether September 11 had significantly altered the situation on the Korean penin-
sula: some said yes, while others said no. The intractable differences in Korea are deeply rooted
in the division of the peninsula itself and not related to the Middle East tensions or the Islamic

3 For arecent and comprehensive review of Korean security that is generally consistent with the findings of this
report, see “Testing North Korea: The Next Stage in U.S. and ROK Policy,” Report of an Independent Task Force
(New York: Council on Foreign Relations, 2001).



extremists who perpetrated the terrorist attacks on the United States. However, if Pyongyang
were sincere in improving relations with the United States, the war on terrorism provides a key
opportunity to demonstrate good faith to Washington. North Korea might provide some useful
intelligence. On the other hand, it is unlikely in the view of some that North Korea would be
forthcoming with any useful intelligence. Even if it did provide help, Washington would likely
view this with great skepticism because of Pyongyang’s own track record of terrorist acts and
anti-US hostility.

Significant in recent years is the clear desire by the ROK and United States to improve relations
with the DPRK. Of particular note are Seoul’ s astonishing efforts, spearheaded by President
Kim Dae-jung, to seek a qualitative improvement with North Koreain recent years culminating
in the historic June 2000 summit in Pyongyang. Also noteworthy were the vigorous efforts by
the second Clinton administration to seek a rapprochement, most notably the visit by Secretary
of State Madeleine Albright to North Korea in October 2000. Moreover, since mid-2001 the
Bush administration has expressed a willingness to engage Pyongyang in an open-ended dia-
logue. However, North Korea, either through its own inability or unwillingness to build on the
goodwill and progress made in dialogues with South Korea and the United States, has stalled
the process of rapprochement. In short, the significant momentum of mid-2000 seems by late
2001 to have been squandered.

A prerequisite for any progress on the peninsulais a better understanding of the policy prefer-
ences of the United States, the ROK, and the DPRK.

What Are Washington’s Desired Outcomesin Korea?

The most important question is what the United States desires to achieve on the peninsula.

Many participants contended that in fact Washington does not know what it wants. At the very
least there seemed to be near unanimous agreement that the Bush administration has yet to
clearly articulate a vision for a desirable end state on the Korean peninsula. Some suggested
that the United States is far more comfortable with the status quo—a divided but seemingly sta-
ble Korea—than it is with the prospect of dramatic change on the peninsula. A unified Korea
threatens to alter substantially the geostrategic landscape of Northeast Asia, not to mention raise
uncomfortable questions about the disposition of a unified Korea toward the United States.

Some participants believed it was important to clarify the exact nature of the threat from North
Korea. Isit primarily WMD, ballistic missiles, conventional forces and weaponry, or the “col-
lapse card” ? From the perspective of the United States, the former two items are of the greatest
areas of concern whereas from the ROK perspective, the latter two constitute the greatest threats.

A logical US stance is perhaps one that approaches the consistent US position on the Taiwan
Strait issue: “apeaceful resolution by Koreans themselves.” If thisisindeed the desired policy,
then the United States should not, on the one hand, insist on taking the lead in any political talks
but, on the other hand, appear to be a barrier to improved relations between the Koreas. In the
view of the chair, the desired outcome in Korea for the United States should be at a minimum:



* No direct threats to the United States or our allies.
* Continued unfettered US economic and political access and influence.
* No domination by an unfriendly power over Korea and Northeast Asia.

What Are Seoul’ s Desired Outcomes?

After emerging from a prolonged period of military rule, the ROK by the late 1990s had
become a burgeoning democracy. A significant step was the victory of opposition candidate
Kim Dae-jung in the December 1997 presidential election. His smooth transition to officein
early 1998 heralded the first peaceful handover of political power in Korea of the twentieth cen-
tury. Since President Kim is constitutionally prohibited from seeking a second term, a new head
of state will be elected in December 2002 and assume office in February 2003. This election
very likely will mark another change of ruling party. If this happens, South Korea will have
passed the “two-turnover” threshold that many scholars consider a significant event that indi-
cates a country has become a “consolidated democracy.”

What are Seoul’ s goals and intentions toward Pyongyang? Under President Kim, South Korea
has vigorously pursued a policy of engagement with North Korea. The goals seem to be a
political rapprochement with Pyongyang to stimulate peaceful, gradual change by North
Korea. By nurturing economic reform and opening to the world, Seoul hopesto alleviate the
economic crisis and avert a political collapse in North Korea that would be a major shock to
South K orea's economy.

However, by autumn 2001, as Samuel Kim notes, many in South Korea had become disillu-
sioned with President Kim’'s “sunshine” policy. Engagement seemed to involve very little recip-
rocation by North Korea to South Korea' s extensive and bold initiati ves. The highpoint of the
sunshine policy was the June 2000 summit in Pyongyang between President Kim and North
Korean leader Chairman Kim Jong Il that was supposed to herad, in the words of Chung-in
Moon, “revolutionary changes.” Although President Kim won the Nobel Peace Prize later that
year, the euphoric days in the immediate aftermath of the summit have given way to the dismal
days of late 2001 when all the momentum of a year earlier appears to have been lost. Not only
do inter-K orean relations appear to be stalled, but domestic support in South Korea for the sun-
shine policy also seems to have evaporated. The result as of December 2001, as Samuel Kim
and Chung-in Moon both observe, is that President Kim is fast becoming a lame-duck incum-
bent as the presidential campaign for 2002 is aready underway.

The consensus of the participants was that President Kim deserves considerable credit for mak-
ing engagement with North Korea a politically acceptable policy option in South Korea. Indeed,
some kind of engagement by the next occupant of the Blue House seems virtually assured,
although it is unlikely to be as charitable as its predecessor. In any case, as Samuel Kim notes,
for Seoul the ROK’s alliance with the United States is the “bedrock of [its] security.” While
anti-Americanism isingrained in some sectors of South Korea, overall there seems to be strong
support for the alliance. Indeed, according to Chung-in Moon, in some circles there is afear of
strategic abandonment by the United States, perhaps leading to improved South Korean missile
and nuclear capabilities.



What Are Pyongyang's Desired Outcomes?

Central to addressing the security concerns on the peninsulais the disposition of North Korea.
Understanding Pyongyang’ s intentions and the nature of the regime are not particularly easy
tasks. The participants agreed that North Korea' s leaders are not irrational. Within the context
of their own psychological boundaries, they are quite rational. However, participants disagreed
over whether North Koreais a pluralist system with different and competing factions (what
might be called “fragmented authoritarianism”) or a regime tightly controlled by a single
absolute dictator (“totalitarianism”). Nevertheless, there was general agreement that the regime
will be around for awhile, and all indications are that Kim Jong Il will remain in charge.

Participants differed as to Pyongyang' s intentions. While there was consensus that North

Korea s fundamental goal is regime survival, participants hotly disputed its desired foreign poli-
cy goals and preferred international strategy. Are Pyongyang’s intentions toward its neighbors
and the United States malevolent or benevolent? Are its goals modest or ambitious?

Few would contend that Pyongyang is guilty of excessive modesty in itsaims. It is possible that
the regime merely desires to maintain essentially the status quo with qualitative improvement in
its economic situation. More likely, however, the regime still harbors ambitious goals to seek
political union or (con)federation with Seoul. The critical question is whether the strategy to
achieve thisis peaceful or violent. Since outsiders cannot see with any high degree of reliability
the specific goals and grand strategy being pursued by North Korea, the group concluded we
can only extrapolate from the visible manifestations. That is, Pyongyang's strategy can only be
determined by what is observable: the tactics and deployment of forces at the operational level.

A glance at the conventional forces of the Korean People’s Army (KPA) on the ground reveals
no evidence of achange of strategy. Moreover, Pyongyang's purported desire for peaceful coex-
istence and eventual unification has yet to translate into any reduction in the size of the KPA or
any pullback of the considerable forces arrayed just north of the DMZ. There has been, as
Samuel Kim observes, no change in Pyongyang’'s “military-first” policy. Still, the propaganda
broadcasts at the DMZ have ceased, and North Korea has offered some conciliatory and sympa-
thetic statements to the United States in the aftermath of September 11, 2001.

While Pyongyang has put forward proposals to limit its missile program, it has sought to exact
material gains for doing so (what some label “extortion”). Thisis certainly true in the case of
North Korea' s nuclear program. Pyongyang signed off on the Agreed Framework when prom-
ised two new nuclear reactors and annual shipments of oil until the first reactor is completed.

Pyongyang’s recent flurry of diplomatic activity is more difficult to decipher. What is one to
make of North Korea's clear desire to establish diplomatic relations with the United States and
the remarkabl e initiative whereby Pyongyang had established ties with some two dozen coun-
tries and the EU and joined the Association of Southeast Asian Nations Regiona Forum
(ARF)? This could be either an effort to undermine international support for Seoul or a means
to acquire a higher international profile and attract more aid and trade. What can we deduce
from the June 2000 inter-Korea summit? Does Kim Jong Il sincerely desire rapprochement with



the ROK or was this simply a public relations stunt? What can we conclude from Chairman
Kim'’stwo trips to China (in May 2000 and January 2001) and his extended trip viatrain to
Russiain mid-2001? The former could be part of an effort to push forward with economic
reforms or merely an attempt to extract more assistance from China. The latter could be to
avoid relying exclusively on Beijing or it might be to shore up security ties with Moscow and/or
window-shop for Russian weapons. And what can one infer from the fact that President Kim's
2000 visit to Pyongyang remains unreciprocated? Some participants speculated that the North
Korean leader might actually fear for his personal safety or he may simply have misgivings
about the kind of reception he might receive in Seoul. Many believed that Kim Jong Il ssimply
concluded he had nothing to gain from such avisit.

According to Chung-in Moon, North Korea has exhibited “emerging signs of genuine change.”
However, there has been very little evidence of actual reform and opening of its economy. To
date, opening has consisted of little beyond allowing humanitarian assistance in and collecting
cash rents from South Korean tourists who visit scenic Mt. Kumgang. Still, North Korea does
seem to desire foreign investment and trade, although it comes up woefully short in making the
country an attractive and hospitable venue for foreign businesses. The unanswered question is
whether this reflects a deep reluctance to commit to meaningful reform or alack of appreciation
for what is needed.

The Policy Challenge

The challenge then is for the United States and South Korea to devel op a coordinated approach
that is finely tuned and sufficiently flexible to deal with any possible North Korean strategy.
Moreover, the US-ROK joint strategy should be calibrated to draw Pyongyang out enough so
that one is better able to determine what strategy North Korea is pursuing and what end state it
isseeking. To thisend it isin the US interest to do as much as possible to encourage the devel-
opment of market forces in North Korea, including facilitating Pyongyang’s entry into interna-
tional economic organizations, as Chung-in Moon and Samuel Kim recommend. Of course, it is
possible that North Korea might actually fluctuate between strategies, depending on changing
conditions. It is even possible that Pyongyang itself is not sure what it wants, let alone how to
go about achieving it!

Whereto Focus?

A basic quandary when trying to make real progress on Korean peninsula security is where to
focus. Does one concentrate on WMD, missiles, or conventional arms? Certainly one way to
determine thisis to identify precisely what the main threat is from North Korea. As noted
above, over the past decade the United States has identified the prime threats as WMD and bal-
listic missiles. More recently, the administration of George W. Bush indicated an interest in
addressing the conventional threat by expressing a desire to include this topic on the agenda in
talks with North Korea. Most recently, in late 2001, concern about Pyongyang’s biological
weapons program was raised in Washington.

Some participants contended that a major cause for concern lies in the possibility of a North
Korean collapse. Should this occur, the question of securing WMD and missile facilities would



be paramount. The challenges in dealing with a North Korean collapse are considerable, but it
would at least hold the promise of solving the North Korean threat once and for all.
Nevertheless, the consensus of the participants was that the working assumption, consistent
with the Perry Report of 1999, must be that the Pyongyang regime is stable and capable of
remaining in power for the foreseeable future. Thus the focus should be on how to lessen ten-
sions and reduce threats by engaging the current regime.

There was no consensus on which functional area deserved the greatest attention. In the chair’s
view, al of the areas are important, and they should all be pursued. Perhaps the question should
not be “where to start?’ but rather “where have we yet to begin?’ The biggest challenges seem
to lie in getting an issue on the agenda and then starting a meaningful dialogue. Negotiations on
Pyongyang’s nuclear program are the furthest along, and indeed these produced the most signif-
icant agreement to date: the 1994 Agreed Framework. The subject of ballistic missiles has been
put on the agenda, although substantive negotiations have essentially only just begun. However,
the topics of chemical and biological weapons have yet to be raised, and the topic of conven-
tional forces was only just raised by the United States. But none of these topics has been dis-
cussed in bilateral meetings.

Conventional Arms Control

Conventional arms control is an appealing place to make headway, but it is likely to be fraught
with difficulties. Some participants argued that Pyongyang has expressed no interest at all in
pursuing this. Indeed, it has raised strenuous objections to the introduction of what it calls “new
demands’ and has called this an obstacle to future dialogue. Some participants felt it was the
toughest nut to crack and, for now, best left alone, while others believed it held the promise of
great rewards despite inherent difficulties.

The chair contends it is very important to begin a dialogue on conventional arms for at least
four reasons. First, there has been no decline at all in the threat posed on the ground to the
ROK. The primary threat that North Korea poses to South Korea is a conventional one. Itis
long-range artillery rather than ballistic missiles that poses the greatest existential threat to
Seoul. And North Korea's million-man-plus army, one of the five largest militaries in the world,
is also forward deployed near the DMZ and poised to strike southward.

Second, progress on conventional weapons would be the clearest signal North Korea can give of
achange of intent. If there is no willingness by Pyongyang to make progress, then this gives a
very clear signal that North Korea' s intentions continue to be malevolent. If Pyongyang were to
draw down or pull back these forces, it would be a significant gesture of goodwill and a tangi-
ble threat reduction measure.

Third, real progress on conventional forces reductions will, in the chair’s view, inevitably set
into motion significant structural changes in North Korea, and the KPA will be required to make
major adjustments. Certainly, if the conventional reductions are implemented too quickly, there
IS the danger that the pace of change will trigger instability in the North. Thisis unlikely, how-
ever, because the process is amost certain to be gradual. The KPA will need to find work for
demobilized soldiers. A logical option is employment in the factories of foreign investorsor in



the vast network of factories and other enterprises owned and operated by the military (run by
the DPRK’s “ Second Economic Commission”) producing civilian goods, preferably for export.
Such an initiative would hopefully stimulate a process of defense conversion. Indeed, as| argue
elsewhere, for real economic reform to happen in the DPRK, it has to begin with the KPA .*

Fourth, reductions in conventional forces, if approached deftly, are likely to be agreeable to
Pyongyang for several reasons. First of all, North Koreais not as psychologically attached to
these forces asit isto WMD. As Joseph S. Bermudez and others have pointed out, the
regime’s identity and paranoid sense of national security isintimately tied to WMD.® Indeed,
Samuel Kim calls it Pyongyang's “trump card” and opines these assets will not be negotiated
away “easily or cheaply.” North Korea's |eaders appear to believe that possession of nuclear,
chemical, and biological capabilitiesisvital to national survival. Thisisthe result of real or
Imagined experience with such weaponry. Thousands of ethnic Koreans were killed and many
more maimed by the atomic blasts at Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Moreover, Pyongyang took
very seriously threats by Washington to use nuclear weapons to end the Korean War. In addi-
tion, North Korea remembers that the Japanese experimented with chemical and biological
agents on Koreans as well as on Chinese and other prisoners of war. Many North Koreans
also appear convinced that the United States used biological weapons in the Korean War,
although recent research within the United States suggests this never happened.® As aresult,
Pyongyang might be far more receptive to making significant cuts in conventional forces than
it would be in WMD arsenals.’

Second, reductions in conventional forces should be appealing to Pyongyang because, if suc-
cessful, they would lead eventually to the possibility of afull withdrawal of US Forces Korea
(USFK). Indeed, it is highly unlikely that North Korea would unilaterally institute conven-
tional arms reductions. Any consideration of the downsizing of units south of the DMZ will
raise the question of whether USFK would be involved. Kim Jong Il reportedly told President
Kim at their 2000 summit in Pyongyang that he did not oppose the continued presence of US
troops after unification. This was never reiterated publicly by the North Korean leader.
Moreover, his statements since June 2000 have seemed to contradict his earlier statement.
Chung-in Moon suggests that this apparent change in position is aresult of the Bush adminis-
tration indicating that it was also interested in discussing the matter of conventional forces.
But some participants remained skeptical that Kim Jong Il ever made any such commitment.
Here the problem seems to be that Kim Jong Il is the master of ambiguity and obfuscation.

* Andrew Scobell, “North Korea on the Brink,” The Rise of China in Asia: The Security Implications, ed. Carolyn
Pumphrey (Carlisle Barracks, PA: US Army War College, forthcoming, 2002).

® See, for example, Joseph S. Bermudez, Jr., “ The Democratic People's Republic of Korea and Unconventional
Weapons,” Planning the Unthinkable: How New Powers Will Use Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Weapons, ed.
Peter R. Lavoy, Scott D. Sagan, and James J. Wirtz (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2000), pp. 182-201,
Scobell, “North Korea on the Brink.”

¢ See Conrad C. Crane, “Chemical and Biological Warfare During the Korean War: Rhetoric and Redlity,” Asian
Perspective, Vol. 25, No. 3, 2001, pp. 61-84.

" For acontrary view, see Testing North Korea, p. 40.



His offer on ending Pyongyang’s missile program reported by President VIadimir Putin in
July 2000 was never clarified and may have been madein jest! In any event, as Chung-in
Moon observes, the question of the continued presence of the United States on the peninsula
remains an “unresolved issue.”

Ironically, the greatest challenges to conventional arms control may not lie in Pyongyang but
rather in Seoul and Washington. South Korea may be wary of such a process because, if suc-
cessful, it will likely result in agradual decline in the US military presence on the peninsula
and raise the specter of a complete American withdrawal. Such an effort might be construed,
Chung-in Moon observes, “as the erosion of the American security commitment.” However,
giving Seoul the lead in the negotiations may alleviate South Korean fears.

Likewise, having the issues of conventional arms control and the US military presencein
Korea on the agenda may have implications for the complex web of command rel ationships,
defense, and deterrence on the peninsula. The senior US military officer assigned in Korea
also serves as the commander in chief of the United Nations Command, the commander in
chief of the ROK/US Combined Forces Command, and the commander of USFK. These enti-
ties are bound together in a complex web that, while important to ensuring deterrence of
aggression and the defense of the ROK, are also extremely difficult to disentangle. Any effort
at conventional force reductions must address this knotty issue. The US Army might also
raise concerns that any draw down of US ground forces in Korea will increase the likelihood
of these forces being demobilized. In any event there will be no swift unilateral withdrawal of
US forces unless Seoul demands it or Washington directs it (both of which seem highly
unlikely). It can only be accomplished gradually as part of areciprocal and verifiable process
to ensure continued stability on the Korean peninsula.®

Weapons of Mass Destruction

Nuclear. In the early 1990s tensions heightened on the Korean peninsula to the point that war
seemed a distinct possibility. The issue was Pyongyang’ s nuclear program. The crisis was
defused by the 1994 Agreed Framework, which established the Korean Peninsula Energy
Development Organization (KEDO). This organization was charged with overseeing the con-
struction of two light water reactors (LWRS) to replace the graphite reactors being built. This
was done with the logic that LWRs were far more difficult than the graphite reactors to pro-
duce weapons-grade plutonium. This rationale has been challenged, and indeed the whole
Agreed Framework has been attacked by critics as an extremely expensive boondoggle—
which even if it had been free of delays and cost overruns, would not resolve the problem.

There has been some talk in the United States of scrapping the project. The primary con-
tentious issue is on what the focus should be—either renegotiating the agreement or ensuring
that North Korea abides by its existing commitments. Given that the accord already exists and

¢ For some recent thoughtful studies on approaches to conventional arms control on the peninsula, see Y ong-Sup
Han, Paul K. Davis, and Richard E. Darilek, “Time for Conventional Arms Control of the Korean Peninsula,” Arms
Control Today, December 2000; Bruce William Bennett, “ Conventional Arms Control in Korea: A Lever for
Peace?’ Planning for a Peaceful Korea, ed. Henry D. Sokolski (Carlisle Barracks, PA: US Army War College,
February 2001), pp. 291-327.



the project iswell underway, it isimportant to stay the course. Moreover, it provides an
excellent benchmark to gauge North Korean behavior.®

Biological and Chemical Weapons. The most recent concern has been over Pyongyang's arse-
nal of biological weapons. Concerns over the anthrax threat on the Korean peninsulain the late
1990s have been heightened in the wake of anthrax attacks in the eastern United States in the
aftermath of September 11 terrorist attacks. And of equal, if not greater, concern is North
Korea s supply of chemical weapons.*

Ballistic Missiles

Missiles, some participants felt, would be the least difficult areain which to make progress.
Thisis because in 1999 North Korea agreed to a moratorium on testing in exchange for the
lifting of economic sanctions. In aMay 2001 meeting with a high-level EU delegation, Kim
Jong Il made a unilateral commitment to put a moratorium on the testing of North Korean mis-
siles until 2003. And, as noted earlier, in July 2000 Kim Jong Il reportedly told President Putin
that Pyongyang would end its rocket program if permitted to use the satellite launching capa-
bilities of other states.

North Korea has been identified as a proliferator of ballistic missiles for severa decades.
Starting in the late 1990s, the DPRK was identified as one of a handful of “rogue states’ pos-
sessing ballistic missiles that posed a significant threat to the United States, justifying the
deployment of national missile defense. This concern was underscored when Pyongyang test-
fired a multistage Taepo Dong missile into the Pacific Ocean east of the Japanese island of
Honshu in August 1998.

However, North Koreawill aimost certainly insist that South Korea' s own active missile pro-
gram be included on the agenda. The testing of a ballistic missile by Seoul in late November
2001 is the latest testament to the existence of athriving ROK program. Moreover, US missile
defense initiatives could easily become a contentious issue not just between Washington and
Pyongyang but also between Washington and Seoul. The Bush administration’s intent to with-
draw from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty may complicate US efforts to reach amissile
agreement with North Korea, according to Samuel Kim. And according to Chung-in Moon, US
theater missile defense (TMD) plans could not only “undermine” efforts by Washington to
reach an agreement with Pyongyang but also foment “discord” between Washington and Seoul.

Role of the Major Regional Actors

Major regional actors are other powers that are either geographically located in Northeast Asia
and/or have been actively involved in Korean peninsulaissues. All are states that have a direct
interest in resolving the tensions on the peninsula.

® For more detailed discussion on the nuclear issue and the Air Force, see Testing North Korea.

0 For more analysis of Pyongyang’s biological and chemical arsenals, see Bermudez, “ The Democratic People's
Republic of Korea and Unconventional Weapons!”



China. Chinais perhaps most important as a stabilizing force for North Korea. As a communist
country with along history of cordial ties with the DPRK, Beijing is the capital that Pyongyang
leans on the hardest and interacts with the most. China has sought to encourage North Korea to
embark on economic reforms. Beljing provides food aid, a window on the world, and a safety
valve in the form of arefuge for tens of thousands of North Koreans fleeing famine and poverty
in their own country. China s preference is that there be no collapse, but no unification. China
would like to see North Korea undertake successful economic reform and continue to be ruled
by a communist dictatorship. Beijing desires a continued Leninist buffer without the burden of
subsidizing a Pyongyang hovering on the brink of economic collapse.

European Union. Although clearly not an Asia-Pacific entity, the EU has been involved in the
Korean peninsula for some time. EU is an investor in KEDO and very concerned with prolifera-
tion. The depth of this interest was highlighted by a high-level EU delegation visiting
Pyongyang in May 2001. Perhaps the most active EU member state is Sweden, which has had a
diplomatic mission in Pyongyang for many years. It is not merely coincidental that Sweden
occupied the EU’ s rotating presidency during the recent mission to North Korea. Moreover,
Kim Jong Il appears to have an interest in the Scandinavian economic paradigm.

Japan. As close neighbor of the Korean peninsula and home to the largest community of pro-
DPRK ethnic Koreans outside of the peninsula, Japan has a substantial interest in the future of
Korea. Tokyo’skey issues are the handover of the Japanese Red Army terrorists being sheltered
by Pyongyang and an accounting of the individuals who disappeared under mysterious circum-
stances from Japan in recent years. Japan also feels extremely vulnerable to North Korean mis-
siles after the August 1998 Taepo Dong rocket mentioned above.

Russian Federation. Russia has long had an interest in Korea. During the Cold War, Moscow
was a primary supporter of Pyongyang providing considerable economic and military aid, but
this changed dramatically over the past decade. Moscow has adopted a “two Koreas’ policy
since establishing full diplomatic relations with Seoul in 1990. President Putin has sought to
become a player on the peninsula, but with limited success. Kim Jong I’ s extended visit to
Russia in the summer of 2001 certainly bolstered this claim but Russia, aong with the EU, is
perhaps more peripheral than the other players discussed. This is because the Russian
Federation tends to be largely preoccupied with European and Central Asian issues. However,
there are recent signs of increased Moscow-Pyongyang dialogue and indications of a possible
arms deal.

Policy Recommendations

Engage North Korea

There was general consensus that the United States ought to be engaged in a dialogue with
North Korea. In the view of many participants, engagement is essential to probing North
Korea's intentions. While no one questioned the sincerity and intentions of Secretary of State
Colin Powell’ s offer in July 2001 to meet North Korean officials “ anytime and anywhere with-
out preconditions,” some participants expressed the belief that, by itself, this was not conducive



to making headway. Rather than expressing a general willingness to engage in dialogue, it
would be more fruitful in their view to present Pyongyang privately with a detailed roadmap of
how to achieve certain desired goals.

For example, North Korea is clearly interested in being taken off the list of states that spon-
sor terrorism. The United States should identify the series of steps that North Korea could
follow to achieve this. Similarly, Washington should indicate how Pyongyang can establish
diplomatic relations with Washington. While the opening of embassies in each other’s capi-
talsis probably unrealistic in the immediate term, the establishment of liaison officesin
response to certain steps taken by North Koreais much more feasible, with the eventual
exchanging of ambassadors if sufficient progress on the roadmap is made.

Perhaps one step that the United States could take that entails no cost and requires no com-
mitment of resources is to restate the language of the text of the October 2000 joint commu-
niqué: the United States has no “hostile intent” toward North Korea. Hopefully the United
States can assure Pyongyang that Washington is not poised to attack North Korea. At the
very least, such a statement would reinforce the defensive disposition of the United States in
the eyes of the people of South Korea and the world.

Reassure and Coordinate With Seoul

Washington should make a concerted effort to reassure Seoul that the alliance is rock solid.
The appointment of veteran diplomat Thomas Hubbard as US ambassador to the ROK isa
very good step in this direction. This should assuage the concerns about abandonment within
some circles in South Korea, noted by Chung-in Moon. Moreover, there should be an explic-
it agreement confirming the division of labor noted by Chung-in Moon in his piece, with
South Korea taking the lead on political issues and conventional arms control while the
United States takes the lead on WMD and missile issues. Washington should anticipate
Seoul voicing objections to US missile defense efforts and consider ways to work out any
differences. There should be close cooperation and coordination between the two allies
across the board.

Coordinate With Tokyo

The United States should maintain its ongoing dialogue on Korean security with Japan. The
United States should encourage Japan to clearly articulate to North Korea what must be
done to improve Pyongyang-Tokyo ties. The Trilateral Coordination and Oversight Group
should continue to serve as a valuable means to ensure that Washington, Seoul, and Tokyo
are reading from the same sheet of music as they deal with Pyongyang. This should not be
difficult. Every indication is that the US-Japan alliance is on firm ground. These signs
include the appointment of distinguished elder statesman Howard Baker as ambassador to
Tokyo and Japan’ s noteworthy military contribution to the war on terrorism.

Coordination With Concerned Friends

The United States must consult with our friends who have abiding interests in the region and
encourage them in their interactions with Pyongyang to continually make the case for more
opening and dialogue with Seoul, Washington, and Tokyo. Beijing is certainly in the best



position to make this case. China can reassure Pyongyang and stress the value of expanded
participation in multilateral fora: specifically the reactivation of the Four-Party Talks and
being an active member of the Asean Regional Forum. China, itself only a gradual convert
to the benefits of multilateralism, can articulate to North Korea the utility of cooperating to
build a regional security architecture for Northeast Asia. Moscow and Brussels can also be
helpful in underscoring to Pyongyang the tangible benefits of greater engagement and open-
ing to the wider world.



The Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia
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Introduction

This analysis is predicated on three fundamental questions posed by the Stanley Foundation for
the Korean Peninsula Security Working Group as part of the October 2001 event US Strategies
for Regional Security.

» How does the present pattern of inter-K orean relations impede movement toward a more nor -
mal post-Cold War regional security architecture in Northeast Asia?

» What elements of the Korean Security equation must be addressed and resolved within the
next five to ten years if a more comprehensive and stable regional security order is to emerge?

» What can the United States do now to foster movement toward a mid- to long-term solution
for the Korean peninsula?

Before proceeding with answers to these questions, it is useful to consider the definition of the
term security. For thisanalysis, security is taken to mean the “minimization of violence” in both
adirect/physical sense and indirect/structural sense. In the structural sense, violence (or the
threat of violence) is always present in any system that is predicated on sovereign actors with
diverse and conflicting interests, as is the case in Northeast Asia. Therefore, security should not
be viewed as a state’ s end goal, but rather as an ongoing process of minimizing obstacles and
threats to the protection and promotion of human life and potential. It is better conceived as a
relative, not an absolute, concept.

This definition directly affects the author’ s conception of regional and Korean peninsula securi-
ty. Theams of initiating and sustaining effective international efforts toward a comprehensive
security architecture in Northeast Asia require nothing less than the integrated, synergistic
engagement of all social actors and ingtitutions, from local communities to global intergovern-
mental institutions. The move toward greater regional security must therefore be seen as an
ongoing process rather than a simple policy strategy that brings about a specific end state.

An Overview of Economic, Social, and Political Divisionsin Northeast Asia
A glance at the map and its geopolitical implications suggests why Northeast Asiais among
the most important, yet dangerous, places in the post-Cold War world. The world's heaviest
concentration of military and economic capabilitiesisin thisregion. The world’s three largest



nuclear weapon states, three threshold nuclear weapon states (North Korea, South Korea, and
Japan), and the world's three largest economies (on a purchasing power parity basis) constitute
Northeast Asia. With every country in the region (except Mongolia) both a consumer and a pro-
ducer of missiles, the dangerous and unsettling reality is missile proliferation.

Following the reunification of both Vietnam and Germany, Northeast Asia now has the world's
largest concentration of divided polities—divided China and divided Korea, the two most
prominent potential flashpoints. Unlike post-World War 11 Europe, history has always cast a
long shadow on Northeast Asian international relations, often serving as a major source of fod-
der for national-identity animus. The region also duplicates the global North-South divide with
its bifurcation between wealthy capitalist states (Japan, the United States, and South Korea) and
poor and either socialist or developing countries in transition (North Korea, Mongolia, Russia,
and China).

Thereislittle that binds the Chinese, Japanese, and Russian states and societies together, but
much that divides them. “Of China, Russia, and Japan’s six images of each other,” according to
one major recent study, “not one could properly be called positive.” A major multinational citi-
zens opinion survey—jointly sponsored by Tong-a Ilbo (Seoul) and Asahi Shimbun (Tokyo),
conducted in October and November 2000, and involving national samples of 2,000 in South
Korea; 3,000 in Japan; 1,024 in the United States; and 1,000 in China—shows with disturbing
clarity why Northeast Asia has little if any social and psychological foundation to forge viable
multilateral cooperative security or institutions.

The Northeast Asian security equation is greatly complicated by the ineluctable fact that it isin
this region that a rising China, a declining post-Soviet Russia, a rising South Korea, and a
declining North Korea have brought about the greatest swings in power in the last half century.
While US and Japanese shares of global GNP and industrial production from 1980 to 1997
declined only dlightly, the most dramatic changes are seen in the rapid rise and decline of
China's and Russia s shares of global GNP and industrial production. China’ s global GNP rose
from 3.3 percent to 10.7 percent, and its global production rose from 3.0 percent to 15.3 per-
cent, while Russia' s global GNP fell from 7.0 percent to 1.7 percent, and its global production
fell from 9.0 percent to 1.8 percent.

In short, the Northeast Asiaregional security environment consists of the following unstable
attributes: high absolute military capabilities; abiding animus between key actors; deep, albeit
differentiated, entanglement of the Big Four in Korean affairs; the absence of strong multilateral
security institutions (despite arelatively high level of intra-regional trade between actors); and
North Korea' s emergence in the 1990s as a regional missile power and challenger of the nuclear
status quo. It is this unique, combustible cocktail of conventional and nonconventional threats
and sui generis regional characteristics that challenge scholars and policymakers alike to divine
the shape of things to come in the emerging regional order.



The Importance of Korean Peninsula Security for Northeast Asia

In the middle of this precarious region, divided Korea stands as a strategic pivot. The Korean
peninsula shares land and maritime borders with China, Russia, and Japan. Each of the Big
Four, including the United States as a de facto neighbor, regards the Korean peninsula as falling
within its own geo-strategic ambit. Koreans, for their part, have long recognized their own secu-
rity predicament, likening Koreato a*“ shrimp among whales.” For more than a century, history
and geography have made Korea the site of wider great-power rivalries and wars that have
involved, to varying degrees, czarist Russia, the Soviet Union, Qing China, the Republic of
China, the People’ s Republic of China, Japan, and the United States. Consider how the emerg-
ing Cold War turned into a hot war in Korea, with some three million human casualties on both
sides. Even today, amost half a century after the Korean War “ended” with an armistice accord,
the so-called demilitarized zone (DMZ) remains the most heavily fortified conflict zone in the
post-Cold War world, where more than 1.8 million military personnel confront each other,
armed to the teeth with the latest weapons systems.

Above all, there can be no doubt that North Korea' s situation as Northeast Asia’ s most danger-
ous crisis-in-waiting intersects with the future of Sino-American relations, as well as with the
future geopolitics of Northeast Asia. In the latter half of the 1990s, the volcano of potential
implosion or explosion in North Korea seemed to have become more active than ever before.
An unstable or collapsing North Korea with inordinate potential to destabilize Northeast Asia
through its conventional and nonconventional (asymmetrical) military capabilities and threats
has extraordinary refractory ramifications for transition toward a more normal security architec-
ture in Northeast Asia. Dealing with the North Korean threat in multiple and mutating forms
has become an integral part of both the Northeast Asian security problem and the Northeast
Asian security solution.

The Current Korean Security Environment: Hard Realities on the Ground
The starting point for understanding the Korean conflict and its impact on Northeast Asian
security isto proceed from the premises that the life cycle of divided Koreais now more than
half a century old, exceeding by two decades the entire tenure of the 35-year Japanese colonial
rule, and that one nation has been dissolved into two states and two systems, spawning two
incompl ete nation-states. Such incomplete nation-states are primed for zero-sum conflict and
competitive national-identity mobilization in order to maximize their exclusive security and
legitimacy. The fact that inter-Korean relations today are not much different from those in the
Cold War era, despite the dissipation of superpower rivalry, suggests that the dynamics of con-
flict formation on the peninsula have been far more endogenous than exogenous. That is, the
two Koreas remain trapped in alegitimacy war. After more than a half century of fratricidal pol-
itics of competitive legitimation and delegitimation, the two Koreas have essentially become
two different nations, states, systems, societies, and cultures. In a post-Cold War world where
interstate armed conflicts befitting the traditional definition of war have been virtually replaced
by intrastate conflicts, the Korean conflict is at one and the same time intrastate and interstate.

Still, the opportunity for greater inter-Korean cooperation lies in the demise of great-power
rivalry and the corresponding opening of more autonomous space. The Pyongyang summit



between the North and South on June 13-15, 2000, and the resulting Joint Declaration of June
15, 2000, was remarkable because it was initiated and executed by Koreans themselves with no
external shock or great-power sponsorship. The previous inter-Korean accords had been
responses to major structural changes external to the Korean peninsula. The South-North Joint
Communiqué of July 4, 1972, was a product of the panicked reaction of both Koreas to the
“Nixon-in-China” shock. The Basic Agreement—officially the Agreement on Reconciliation,
Nonaggression, and Cooperation Exchange, which took effect on February 19, 1992—was
Pyongyang’ s grudging response to Seoul’s Nordpolitik. It followed a rapid succession of exter-
nal shocksin 1990 and 1991: Moscow-Seoul normalization, German reunification, and the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union. Even the scheduled inter-Korean summit, which had to be aborted
because of the sudden death of Kim Il Sung in July 1994, was a stepchild of Jimmy Carter’'s
personal diplomacy. In marked contrast, the notion that the Pyongyang summit had improved
prospects for thawing the remains of the Cold War on the Korean peninsula seemed to have
intensified the needs and efforts of the Big Four to readjust their respective Korean policies to
rapidly changing realities on the ground.

However, despite all the unification song and dance that surrounded the historic inter-K orean
summit and the Joint Declaration of June 2000, there remain the unbridgeable political, eco-
nomic, socia, and psychological chasms created by over a half century of legitimacy war.
While Pyongyang paid mandatory lip service to the supreme task of building “one nation, one
state with two governments and two systems’ without delay under the “federation system” (for-
merly “confederation system”), in the wake of the summit it acknowledged “the issue of unify-
ing the differing systems in the North and the South as one that may be left to posterity to settle
slowly in the futur e [emphasis by author].”

A year later, the initial euphoria has turned into sobering realism about the many fault lines run-
ning through the emergent rapprochement process. Pyongyang controls all the leversto extract
maximum aid for minimal concession. What is more revealing is that the Joint Declaration has
nothing to say about military and security matters, not even in general terms about working
together for tension-reduction and confidence-building measures (CBMs).

The summit has hardly made a dent in North Korea' s conventional and nonconventional mili-
tary capabilities. It is clear that Pyongyang wants to discuss security issues last, if at all, and
then only with the United States. In contrast, the 1992 Basic Agreement stipulates that “the two
sides shall endeavor together to transform the present state of armistice into a solid state of
peace between the South and the North and shall abide by the present Military Armistice
Agreement until such a state of peace has been realized” (Article 5). The Joint Declaration of
the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, which became effective as of February 19, 1992,
also stipulates in peremptory language that “the South and the North shall not test, manufacture,
produce, receive, possess, store, deploy, or use nuclear weapons.”

The factors that impede movement toward a more normal post-Cold War regional security
architecture in Northeast Asia mostly relate to Pyongyang's security or insecurity behavior in its
multiple contentious manifestations, including:



» The Military-First Policy Orientation. With the collapse of the sociaist “ Second World”
and with Moscow-Seoul normalization came the notion that military power and threats are
fungible strategic and economic assets for regime survival. They are touted not only as the
“last trump card,” displaying power in the fierce diplomatic and ideological standoff with
imperialism but also as necessary conditions for building kangsong taeguk (literally “astrong
and prosperous big state” or ssmply “great power”). It is with the combination of military
power and the on-again, off-again threat, we are told, that Pyongyang has not only gained the
upper hand over the imperialist offensives that seek to crush the DPRK but also has gained
economic assistance from wealthy capitalist countries out of their abiding fear of war. Despite
the “new thinking” pronouncements and omnidirectional diplomatic outreach in 2000 and
2001, the DPRK remains in its core a highly militarized fundamentalist theocracy. Thereisno
evidence of any change in the “military-first” policy. On the contrary, the North Korean mili-
tary continues to grow in both conventional and asymmetrical forces, with increasing empha
sis on the latter. For Pyongyang, to abandon such military power and coercive diplomacy
would be to leave it without the single most important lever in its asymmetric conflicts and
negotiations with South Korea, the United States, and Japan. Instead, Pyongyang follows the
third way—a maxi-mini strategy, doing the minimum necessary to get the maximum possible
aid from South Korea and other countries, without reducing its military power.

Brinkmanship. North Korean nuclear and missile brinkmanship illustrates with particular
clarity that when the enactment of a national identity is blocked in one domain, it seeksto
compensate in another. From Pyongyang' s military-first perspective, devel oping asymmetrical
capabilities such as ballistic missiles, specia operations forces, and weapons of mass destruc-
tion (WMD—nuclear, chemical, and biological) serves as a strategic sine qua non in survival
strategy as well as an equalizer in the legitimacy war and status competition with the South.

Conventional Military Capability and Forward Deployment. The North Korean Armed
Forces is the fifth largest in the world, and its ground forces—the world’ s third largest at one
million active duty soldiers—provide the bulk of the North’s offensi ve war-fighting capability.
Further, North Korea' s Special Operations Forces, consisting of over 100,000 elite personnel,
are the largest in the world. Some 70 percent of North Korea' s active force—700,000 troops;
8,000 artillery systems; and 2,000 tanks—are forward deployed near the demilitarized zone
(DM2Z). Seoul, where one-fourth of South Korea's 45 million people live and where nearly 75
percent of the country’s wealth is concentrated, is only 40 kilometers (25 miles) from the
DMZ and thus within easy reach of North Korean jet fighters, armored vehicles, Scud mis-
siles, and artillery guns. Within minutes and even without nuclear weapons, Pyongyang can
literally turn Seoul into “asea of fire,” asit threatened to do at the heat of the nuclear crisisin
mid-1994. Allied final victory would be a Pyrrhic victory, since North Koreain alosing cause
could still inflict tremendous devastation that would cripple South Korea. In the first 90 days,
according to the Pentagon, a war could result in 52,000 US casualties; 490,000 South Korean
casualties, and enormous North Korean casualties, at a cost of more than $61 billion, with lit-
tle of this sum recoverable from allies.

« WMD. North Korea is assessed as self-sufficient in the production of chemical components
for first-generation chemical weapons and as having alarge number of chemical weapons



stockpiles, estimated at up to 5,000 metric tons of several types of chemical agents. North
Korea also has the capability to develop, produce, and weaponize biological warfare agents,
including bacteria spores causing anthrax and smallpox and the bacteria causing the plague
and cholera. Although the US-DPRK Agreed Framework (AF) has frozen its nuclear program
since 1994, we cannot be certain that North Korea had not secreted away one or two nuclear
bombs, that nuclear weapons-related work is not going on somewhere, or that it would not
revive its nuclear weapons program in the face of another crisis on the Korean peninsula.
Acquisition of nuclear weapons by the North would serve as a sure recipe for sparking a
nuclear arms race in Northeast Asia.

* Ballistic Missile Program. The North Korean ballistic missile inventory now includes more
than 30 500-km-range Scuds of various types and 100 1,300-km-range Rodong missiles capa-
ble of hitting US bases in Japan. The North tested the 2,000-km-range Taepodong-1 missile in
August 1998 and continues work on the 5,000 plus kilometer Tagpodong-2 missiles. Although
the launching of Taepodong-2 was suspended with the Berlin Agreement (September 1999),
Pyongyang remains one of the world’ s largest missile exporters, selling missile parts, equip-
ment, and technology to countries in the Middle East, South Asia, and North Africa through-
out the second half of 2000. Unlike the nuclear weapons program, Pyongyang could continue
its missile program without violating any international law. Pyongyang’s asking price to stop
missile exports is $1 billion, about ten times what it actually generates per year ($100 million).

* Playing a Collapse Card? Without launching an armed invasion, Pyongyang can still exer-
cise its “negative power” to destabilize the Korean peninsula and beyond, by its on-again, off-
again brinkmanship and through the threat of its collapse. Contrary to the conventional realist
wisdom, the stronger state does not ipso facto exert greater control than the weaker state in
asymmetrical negotiations. If asmall and weak state occupies territory of strategic importance
to alarger and stronger state or if the “field of play” is on the weak state’s home turf, the
weaker actor can display bargaining power disproportionate to its aggregate structural power.
One of the underlying rationales for President Kim Dae-jung’s “sunshine” policy was that
North Korea' s potential implosion or explosion would put at risk South Korea' s recovery from
the 1997 financial crisis by discouraging foreign direct investment inflows. The financia crisis
served as a wake-up call about the consequences of North Korea s prospective collapse; hence
the sunshine policy became the default policy of deterring or delaying North Korea' s potential
“hard landing” as long as possible. The threat of a North Korean collapse and the costs of
regional spillover in the form of refugees or even armed conflict escalation have become the
lowest common denominator of the neighboring powers, while simultaneously increasing
Pyongyang’ s bargaining power in asymmetrical negotiations. Pyongyang, by instigating hostil-
ity or instability, could potentially entrap any or al four great powersin aspiral of conflict
escalation that these governments would rather avoid.

» The Diminishing Dividends of the Sunshine Policy. By the first anniversary of the summit,
in mid-2001, President Kim's sunshine policy was in deep domestic trouble. In the glow of the
summit ayear earlier, four out of five South Koreans (81.9 percent) were ready to give the
benefit of the doubt to his pro-engagement sunshine policy and its offers of aid for North
Koreain hopes of a genuine reciprocal process of comprehensive engagement. A year later,



after many disappointments, barely one in five supports the policy. The public opinion in dem-
ocratic South Korea seems finally to have caught up with the ineluctable reality on the ground.
For several reasons, President Kim’'s “see no evil, hear no evil” sunshine policy will not work
and cannot be sustained. He is now widely perceived as an ineffective, lame-duck president.
With growing economic troubles compounded by searing |abor-management disputes and
strikes, and with the seemingly endless corruption scandals, nothing fails like afailure in the
politics of everyday life in a newly democratizing South Korea. Paradoxically, President Kim
finds himself in danger of being remembered as the man who brought the two Koreas together
only to be sunk by the politics of fragmentation in the South; his popularity is at an all-time
high abroad, but at an all-time low at home. If Kim Jong Il continues to wiggle out of promis-
es and then asks for more aid, endless pleading for reciprocal engagement will not be effec-
tive. Most surprisingly, the latest Korean Democracy Barometer survey of April 2001 reveals
that, for the first time since the initiation of democratic rule in 1988, a plurality of South
Korean citizens now rate the Kim Dae-jung government more negatively than the past military
government headed by former General Chun Doo Hwan.

Opportunitiesfor Movement Toward a Peaceful Korea

There should be no illusions or undue expectations about overcoming the many obstacles in the
way of a more comprehensive and stable regional security order in the uncertain years ahead.
As North Korea's conventional and nonconventional military capabilities, including WMD,
serve as the only trump card in its survival strategy, the regimeis unlikely to reduce or surren-
der these capabilities easily or cheaply. Nonetheless, as the dynamics of the Korean conflict
reflect and effect enduring rivalry, albeit in currently somewhat attenuated form, we may work
from a multi-causal conflict paradigm in all domains of polity: military, political, economic,
social, cultural, and psychological. It follows that what is needed is a comprehensive multi-
dimensional approach that poses difficult but essential questions about what elements of the
Korean security equation need to be addressed, in what proper sequence and priority.

Absent Northeast Asian security-related institutions and mechanisms that would be adept at
forestalling, preempting, weakening, or encapsulating conflicts before they turn violent, it is
prudent to start with robust deterrence anchored in the US-ROK security alliance. By any reck-
oning, the United States remains the most influential external power in inter-Korean affairs. In
the post-Cold War era, the United States has come to play the rather unusual role of “honest
broker” in the resolution of the Korean conflict, without first dismantling its Cold War US-ROK
alliance system or removing its approximately 37,000 troops in the South, and without first hav-
ing normalized its relations with North Korea. In the eyes of both Seoul and Pyongyang, albeit
for different reasons, Washington has become, by dint of what it is and what it does, part of
both the Korean problem and the Korean solution.

However, ajoint US-ROK deterrence strategy is necessary but increasingly insufficient for
establishing a more stable regional security order. The traditional concept of security istoo
restrictive because it is confined to the threat, use, or control of military force at the inter-
state level. The appropriate measures for a more comprehensive security order can be priori-
tized as follows:



Alliance-Friendly Deterrence. The US-ROK aliance remains the bedrock of security asit
contributes in significant ways not only to the deterrence of another war on the peninsula but
also to the improvement of the economy in the region. Still, more frequent and extensive
negotiations are needed to resolve a host of contentious issues. Over 100 South Korean civic
organizations joined together to voice their criticism of Korea-US relations as symbolized and
structured by the Status of Forces Agreement and the role and behavior of US troops stationed
in Korea. More extensive consultations are also needed to periodically reassess the desirability
of continuing US-ROK joint military exercises—the Ulchi Focus Lens exercise and the Foal
Eagle exercise. The security costs and benefits of these US-ROK combined military exercises
require periodic reassessments. As away of improving inter-Korean relations, for example, the
Team Spirit exercise has been suspended since 1994 without any discernible compromise in
credible deterrence.

Enhancing CBMs. Enhanced CBMs could include a wide range of bilateral, trilateral, and
multilateral security dialogues. One option would be the possible revival of the Four-Party
Peace Talks, while new dialogues could utilize “mini-lateral” institutions already in existence.
In particular, the entry of North Korea as the 23rd member of the ASEAN Regiona Forum
(ARF) isamajor step in enmeshing North Koreain East Asia’s only multilateral security
forum. The track record of ARF in meeting the crucial challenge of establishing a more com-
prehensive and stable security order in Northeast Asiais hardly encouraging. It isimportant to
keep in mind, however, that the ARF has shied away from traditional realist concerns over bal-
ance of power and have moved toward enhancing CBMs, such as. (1) increasing the trans-
parency of military issues among the member states, (2) notifying the other party of military
exercises, (3) establishing hotlines, (4) redeploying troops away from the DMZ, (5) instituting
amilitary exchange program, and (6) constructing a common security approach that goes
beyond military threats to include economic underdevel opment, environmental degradation,
and transnational criminal activities. So the various CBMs are all designed to address (and
change) the software side of security.

Accelerating Arms Control (AC) Processes. AC processes are generally aimed at strength-
ening global or regional stability and security by reducing the risk of war, by reducing the
damage if deterrence fails and war results, and by reducing the costs of deterrence. What has
impeded inter-Korean AC is not the shortage of ideas, proposals, and operational models, but a
vicious circle of alegitimacy war, regiona dynamics, and self-help realpolitik. Still, global AC
processes have brought about several major WMD and conventional AC agreements.** In the
Korean context, however, AC processes would have to grapple with a host of issues on bilater-
al aswell as global basis. A Korean-specific AC process must eventually address nuclear, mis-
sile, chemical, and biological weapons and conventional forces—in that particular
order—within the next five to ten years if a more comprehensive and stable regional security
order isto emerge on the Korean peninsula and beyond.

" |.e., the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Chemical Weapons Convention, the
Missile Technology Control Regime, and the Biological Weapons Convention.



* Nuclear Development. The US-DPRK AF of 1994 provides a roadmap for North Korea's
denuclearization process. Although North Korea' s declared nuclear sites have been frozen, the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) is still unable to verify the accuracy and com-
pleteness of the DPRK’ s initial report on nuclear material and is therefore unable to conclude
that there has been no diversion of nuclear material in the North. The IAEA has recently
declared that the DPRK remains in noncompliance with its safeguards agreement (IAEA/1347,
28 June 2001). The AF stipulatesin Article IV, 3, what the DPRK must do: “When a signifi-
cant portion of the LWR [light water reactor] project is completed, but before delivery of key
nuclear components, the DPRK will come into full compliance with its safeguards agreement
with the IAEA (INFCIRC/403), including taking all steps that may be deemed 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 material in the DPRK.” The problem
hereisthat it will take the IAEA two to four years to reconstruct North Korea' s nuclear histo-
ry and to determine its full compliance. The DPRK’s continuing noncompliance in the not-
too-distant future could take us back to the dangerous nuclear standoff of June 1994.

Missile Program. As noted above, North Korea has become one of the world’s leading mis-
sile exporters. The resolution of North Korea's missile threat is greatly complicated by the fact
that all regional actors are both consumers and producers of ballistic missiles and that major
differences exist in their respective threat assessments. For Japanese security planners, for
example, the intermediate-range Rodong missiles are far more threatening than the long-range
Taepodong missiles. While the Tagpodong missile program remains in the testing stage and is
still subject to the 1999 Berlin Agreement, North Korea' s 1,300-km-range Rodong missiles are
capable of hitting more than half of Japan. The mere possibility that North Korea might devel-
op the capability to load its WMD—chemical, biological, and nuclear—on its intermediate-
range ballistic missiles makes the Rodong a greater threat than the Tagpodong. That said, it is
worth noting that Pyongyang and Washington came close to striking a major breakthrough
missile deal in December 2000. The rough outlines of a prospective missile deal that were |eft
for the incoming Bush administration should be pursued toward a successful conclusion.

» Conventional Forces. Asevident in North Kored' s negative response to the Bush administra-
tion’s proposal for a comprehensive agenda for US-DPRK talks, conventional AC processes
remain the most sensitive and difficult issue. At the crux of the Korean conflict is conventional
military confrontation. It is high time that conventional force reduction at least be explored in
the US-DPRK hilateral talks or in atrilateral setting involving the United States, North Korea,
and South Korea.

Conclusion: US Policy Options

The policy recommendations on how the United States can best foster movement toward a mid-
to long-term solution for the Korean peninsula follow the preceding analysis. The challenge for
the United States is to seek more desirable and feasible ways of addressing North Korea' s polit-
ical, economic, and security concerns, while simultaneously enmeshing Pyongyang as a more
committed stakeholder in the future security architecture. This engagement strategy must incor-
porate issues relating to both WMD and conventional armaments. It will require a comprehen-
sive multitrack approach, including:



» Supporting a Korea-First Approach. The opportunity for greater inter-Korean cooperation
lies in the demise of superpower rivalry and the corresponding opening of more autonomous
security space for both Koreas. In the post-Cold War era, any quest for a breakthrough via
great-power condominium in the resolution of the Korean conflict is misconceived and misdi-
rected. Thisis not to say that there islittle that the United States—and China, Russia, and
Japan—could do bilaterally and multilaterally to indirectly facilitate and support inter-K orean
cooperation. As afirst step, the United States should accel erate normalization talks with the
DPRK. Absent full normalization, as an interim measure the Bush administration should
appoint a full-time person as a specia coordinator for Korean affairs to continue the Perry
Process—someone of stature who commands bipartisan respect and support, chosen from out-
side the government.

» Exhibiting Greater Sensitivity to the Unintended Consequences of US Security Policies.
The terrorist attacks of September 11 underscore the absurdity and the many unintended con-
sequences of building a national missile defense (NMD) that neither works nor addresses the
most likely threats to the United States or the Korean peninsula. The costs of planned NMD
systems are likely to be higher, and the security benefits lower, than is assumed by proponents
of NMD for the establishment of a more comprehensive security architecture in Northeast
Asia. The credibility of the US efforts to compel China and Russia to abide by global, region-
al, and bilateral AC commitments, and to negotiate with North Korea on a major missile deal,
isnot likely to be enhanced if the United States is perceived as taking a unilateral approach to
trash or circumvent the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.

» Engaging North Korea. Given Pyongyang' s resolve, asymmetrical military capabilities, and
coercive leverage strategy, the viable alternatives to engagement available to the United
States in coping with the North Korean threat are severely limited. The appropriate policy
choice is no longer between deterrence (containment) and no deterrence, but deterrence
plus—that is, how deterrence should be combined and complemented with a comprehensive
multifaceted engagement. Since unfreezing the Y ongbyon nuclear facilitiesis North Korea's
surest and quickest way back to nuclear weapons, the top priority of the comprehensive
engagement is to prevent the rise of conditions under which Pyongyang may feel compelled
to exit with nuclear voice. The United States should make it clear to Pyongyang that we will
not make any unilateral changes to the AF and its full implementation via the Korean Energy
Development Organization. At the same time, Washington should emphasize that we will not
accept any undue delay in North Korea's full compliance with the safeguards provisions con-
tained in the AF.

* Reviving the Four-Party or Six-Party Peace Talks? As part of the comprehensive multitrack
approach, the United States should take the initiative in reviving the Four-Party Peace Talks
and/or convening Six-Party Peace Talks (involving the Big Four plus the two Koreas), but
without high expectations for a quick fix. Northeast Asia has spawned all kinds of strategic tri-
angles over the years, but there has been no virtuous cooperative triangulation of Beijing,
Moscow, and Tokyo on Korea-specific issues. The Northeast Asian regional powers have
shown very little interest in facilitating inter-K orean AC processes. Despite the vaunted
Beijing-Moscow strategic partnership, the Koreaissue is notable for its lack of Sino-Russian



cooperation. Still, North Korea lies at the core of the Big Four’s anxieties over the future of
the Korean peninsula. The Four-Party or Six-Party Talks should not be seen as peace treaty
conferences but rather as afirst major multilateral CBM step in the quest for common security
in the Korean peninsula and Northeast Asia.

» Offering a Grand Bargain. In close collaboration with the four neighboring countries (South
Korea, Japan, China, and Russia), the United States should also offer a grand bargain to
Pyongyang—a deal to trade comprehensive political, economic, and security benefits and
assurances for threat reduction. This grand bargain is based on the premise that the greatest
threat to peace and stability on the peninsula is not North Korea's strength but its weakness
and insecurity. The Big Four, especialy the United States and Japan, could help allay
Pyongyang’s insecurity by accelerating the normalization process, removing trade and invest-
ment barriers, and aiding and abetting the rise of epistemic communities in North Korea.
Moreover, the Big Four can support North Korea' s entry into the keystone international eco-
nomic ingtitutions, such as the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the Asian
Development Bank. These international organizations can provide not only multilateral aid but
also information, knowledge, and science and technology. Such a grand bargain would best
enable Pyongyang to make the choices necessary for system reform and opening.
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A New Status Quo? The Korean Summit and Its Aftermath

The June 2000 Korean summit and subsequent developments signify revolutionary changesin
inter-Korean relations. Viewed from the protracted, vicious cycle of mutual distrust, negation,
and military confrontation that has governed the Korean peninsula for the past 50 years, recent
changes reflect a truly profound breakthrough. The summit talk was the most dramatic testimo-
nia to the transformation of inter-Korean relations from mutual negation to mutual recognition
and acceptance. In addition, it also revived the official channels of communication between the
two Koreas that were broken for the past seven years. The substantial expansion of inter-Korean
social, cultural, and economic exchanges—including the reunion of separated families—is
another token of positive developments.

More importantly, the summit was instrumental for forging new trust between President Kim
Dae-jung and Chairman Kim Jong Il through lengthy negotiations that could serve as the
most critical deterrent to the outbreak of war on the Korean peninsula. On the occasion of the
summit, North Korea has become much more transparent and accountable in its power struc-
ture and decision-making process by exposing members of the inner ruling circle and their
behavioral patterns to outside observers. Exposure of Kim Jong Il to the outside world was
particularly illuminating.

Overadll, the most critical aspect isthe emerging signs of genuine change in North Korea for open-
ing and reform. Apart from the increasing frequency of diplomatic normalization with Western
countries, North Korea also has shown its willingness to undergo major structural changes. Kim
Jong I’ svisit to Shanghai in January 2001 epitomizes the essence of changing attitudes.

Confidence-Building M easures (CBMs), Arms Control,

and the Inter-Korean Peace Treaty

Despite these recent positive trends, the summit talk and the adoption of the June 15 Joint
Declaration do not necessarily imply the end of the Korean question. They are merely the
beginning of along and precarious journey toward peaceful coexistence and Korean reunifica-
tion. Despite remarkable progress in inter-Korean relations, an array of new and tough issues
for future inter-K orean negotiations awaits. Some important agenda issues include the follow-
ing: tension reduction; military confidence-building; arms control and arms reduction; replace-
ment of the Armistice Agreement by a new inter-Korean peace treaty; weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) and missile issues (including implementation of the joint declaration of



denuclearization of the Korean peninsula); prospects for Korean unification and security impli-
cations, role of the United States in Korean security; and possible American disengagement,
which could bring about strategic instability in Korea and Northeast Asia.

Resolution of these agendaitemsis not likely to be easy or smooth, not only because of their
potential backlash effects on vital interests of the North Korean regime and state but also
because of inherent differences between the two Koreas in setting their relative priorities. For
example, South Korea has always wanted to include tension reduction and military CBMs in the
agenda of interministerial talks, but the North has avoided these issues. Although the second
ministerial talk was able to produce ajoint statement urging tension reduction and activation of
inter-Korean military talks, the North has been rather reluctant to discuss these issues. The situ-
ation will be even more complicated if North and South Korea begin deliberating on arms con-
trol, arms limitation, and arms reduction. It is not easy to realign and reduce the combined
forces of nearly 1.8 million soldiers and related weapons systems, since such moves can severe-
ly undercut institutional interests of the military in both North and South Korea.*> Moreover,
even though Kim Jong Il recognizes American forces in the South as afait accompli, actual
inter-K orean arms control negotiations are bound to affect their status.

Transforming the Armistice Agreement into an inter-Korean peace treaty system will pose more
complex and daunting challenges. The armistice is an agreement among military commanders.
Although some have argued that the Republic of Koreais not a de jure party to the agreement,*®
in fact, the Commander in Chief of the United Nations Command (CINCUNC) signed the
Armistice Agreement on behalf of all the countries, including the Republic of Korea, which
fought under the UNC banner. The Armistice Agreement relates purely to military matters
concerning the cessation of hostilities and contains a recommendation for the “governments of
the countries concerned” to settle political issues through negotiations. Transforming the
Armistice Agreement into an inter-Korean peace system will involve difficult negotiations and
depends on North Korea's willingness to conduct such negotiations, but there are no legal bar-
riers to doing so.

As President Kim suggested in his meeting with Jiang Zemin at the United Nations in
September last year, the transformation of the present situation into an inter-Korean peace
treaty should be resolved in aforum other than bilateral negotiations. The Four-Party Talks
could be a more desirable venue in this regard, since a future inter-Korean peace treaty
arrived at via the Four-Party process could be guaranteed by China and the United States.
However, such efforts could contradict North Korea's intention to sign a bilateral peace treaty
directly with the United States ahead of the dismantling of the Armistice Agreement.* Hence,
inter-Korean peace-building is a much more complicated task than commonly thought, and it

2 Chung-in Moon, Arms Control on the Korean Peninsula, (Seoul: Yonsei University Press, 1996), Chap. 6.

% Sung-ho Je, “Building a Peace Regime on the Korean Peninsula,” Kukga Jonryak (Nationa Strategy), Vol. 2, No.
1, 1996, pp. 77-78 (in Korean).

¥ Chung-in Moon, “The Kim Dae-jung Government and Peace-building on the Korean Peninsula,” Kukga Jonryak
(National Strategy), Vol. 5, No. 2, 1999, pp. 139-170, (in Korean).



would be difficult to envisage peace and security on the Korean peninsula without undergoing
the process of tension reduction, CBMs, and arms control and reduction.

Transitional Contradictions

Despite the summit and improved inter-K orean relations, as conservative observers have criti-
cized, both Koreas have not shown any fundamental changes in their threat perceptions, force
structure, deployment patterns, and military planning since the summit. Although there are
some signs of tension reduction evidenced through the ban on propaganda warfare along the
demilitarized zone (DMZ), through the first inter-K orean defense ministerial talk, and through
the partial removal of mines in the DMZ for the reconstruction of the Seoul-Shinuiju railway
system, both Koreas still consider each other principal enemies, and strategic and tactical doc-
trines have not been altered. North Korea still maintains its offensive deployment along the
DMZ and is known to have engaged in massive military maneuvers since the June summit,
heightening security concerns of South Korea and the United States. South Korea has not
undertaken any significant changes either. Defense budgets have remained mostly intact. The
planned acquisition of the FX next-generation fighter plane, the SAM-X next-generation sur-
face-to-air-missile (most likely a variant of the US Patriot missile), the airborne early warning
and control system (AWACYS), and Aegis destroyers are being implemented without delay.

It isironic to observe the contradictory postures of North and South Korea in their military
planning. Both emphasi ze and anticipate peaceful coexistence through the summit, but they are
not willing to compromise their security posture, symbolizing a classical security dilemmain
the transition from war to peace.

One of the most significant outcomes of the summit is North Korea's tacit recognition of
American forces in the South. Departing from its rigid stance that emphasizes the unconditional
withdrawal of American forces, Kim Jong Il is known to have concurred with President Kim’s
view of utilities of American forcesin the South.

However, the advent of the Bush administration could complicate the status of American forces
and US-ROK alliance ties in three important ways. First, as part of the senior Bush’s East Asian
Strategic Initiative formulated in 1992, the new Bush administration might consider reducing
the size of its ground forces in South Korea. Improved inter-K orean relations could further
facilitate it. Second, the issue of an increased defense burden sharing, which was on halt in the
wake of the 1997 financial crisis, could resurface, straining Washington-Seoul relations. Finally,
as Secretary of State Colin Powell recently suggested, the American request of the reduction of
North Korea s conventional forces could produce unintended consequences for inter-Korean
arms control as well as the status of American forces in the South by undercutting the existing
division of labor between the United States and the ROK in dealing with the North.

Weapons of Mass Destruction and Missiles

Inter-Korean negotiations are not likely to adopt an agenda involving WMD and missiles. The
United States will continue to remain the principal actor for dialogue and negotiation with the
North over these issues, while retaining the close trilateral policy coordination with Japan and



South Korea. However, South Korea will be placed in adifficult position if the North again
plays both the nuclear and missile cards in its game of brinkmanship diplomacy. In order to
avoid such a contingency, South Koreais also obliged to engage in negotiations with the North
over the issue of nuclear weapons and missiles. Given Kim Jong I’ s responses during the sum-
mit talk, however, it might be quite difficult for the South to persuade the North to comply with
both the joint declaration on denuclearization of the Korean peninsula and the Missile
Technology Control Regime (MTCR).

However, North Korea has shown some positive signs in resolving the missile issue. Departing
from its adherence to missile sovereignty, the North has been willing to negotiate over the
moratorium of development, test launching, and exports of missiles provided that the United
States support North Kored' s satellite launches as well as agreeing to cash compensation for the
moratorium. Although the idea of cash compensation was strongly opposed, the Clinton admin-
istration showed its interest in supporting the launching of North Korea's satellites using
American facilities. However, the advent of the Bush administration could impede such process.
In June, the Bush administration completed its policy review of the North Korean issue and
decided to resume talks with North Korea. Nevertheless, the September 11 incident has prevent-
ed the United States from taking any meaningful diplomatic moves on the North, making
benign neglect its major strategy in dealing with North Korea. The shift can severely undercut
the thrust of the Perry process, portending a turbulent future ahead.

Meanwhile, South Korea reached afinal agreement with the United States on its independent
missile program. As aresult, the South is now able to develop missiles with the maximum
range of 300 kilometers. Although its missile program will be fundamentally constrained by the
United States and the MTCR, South Korea will now have a chance to accumulate new technolo-
gy for its more independent missile program. However, the future of the ROK missile program
isuncertain. If inter-Korean relations improve, it will be difficult to justify resource alocations
for the missile program.

One major concern related to WMD and missiles is the Bush administration’s plan to engage in
theater missile defense (TMD) in East Asia. TMD islikely to destabilize the region. China and
North Koreawill oppose TMD because one of its principal aims is containing their power and
influence in the region. The American TMD venture could undermine previous efforts to per-
suade the North to suspend its missile program through the Perry process. It could also cause a
new policy discord between South Korea and the United States. President Kim made it very
clear that South Korea would not be interested in participating in the planned TMD program for
several reasons: technical uncertainty of its effectiveness, high financial burden, the China fac-
tor, and the North Korean factor. What is particularly problematic is the divergence in threat
perception and expected utility of missile defense systems. Whereas South Korea is concerned
primarily with threats coming from North Korea s multiple launchers and short-range missiles
such as FROG-7 and SCUD-B and C that are forward deployed along the DMZ, the United
States and Japan are more concerned about intermediate range (Nodong missiles) and long-
range missiles (Tagpodong 1 and 2). Defense planners in South Korea tend to believe that the
TMD and national missile defense (NMD) proposed by the United States is |ess suitable for
resolving South Korea s threat perception, while more suitable for coping with Japanese and



American threat perceptions. President Kim’'s government has also been sensitive to China's
reaction to TMD simply because the TMD/NMD initiative regards China as the primary enemy.
In view of China s instrumental value in restraining an unpredictable North Korea, it might be
rather difficult for South Koreato join the TMD/NMD initiative. Likewise, the divergent views
in the pursuit of the TMD might become another source of tension between the United States
and South Korea.

Prospects for Korean Unification and Korean Security

It istoo early to forecast any concrete timelines for Korean unification—not only because of its
low feasibility but also because of the lack of clear consensus on the mode of unification.
However, the June 2000 K orean summit has brought about a major turning point in paving the
way to Korean unification. The second item of the June 15 Joint Declaration touches on a more
sensitive issue; namely, modes of Korean unification. It states that “ Acknowledging that thereis
a common element in the South’s proposal for a confederation and the North’s proposal for a
loose form of federation as the formulae for achievement of unification, the South and the
North agreed to promote reunification in that direction.” Thisitem was most hotly debated.

It is known that Kim Jong Il took the initiative on the issue of national unification. He urged
President Kim to adopt the Koryo Confederal Democratic Republic as a gift to the Korean
nation. As a matter of fact, North Korea has persistently adhered to the Koryo confederal model
since late Kim Il Sung proposed the confederal mode of Korean unification on October 10,
1980, on the occasion of the sixth plenary session of the Korean Workers' Party.”* Despite its
title, the North Korean proposal is much closer to federation than to confederation, strictly
speaking. It is predicated on the notion of “one nation, one unified state, two local governments,
and two systems’ where diplomatic sovereignty and rights over military command and control
are assumed to belong to one central government, while other functions are delegated to the
jurisdiction of two local governments. In his 1991 new year message, Kim |l Sung proposed a
loose form of confederation by stating that “in order to achieve a national consensus on the
Koryo Confederal Democratic Republic more easily, we are willing to discuss aloose form of
confederation with the South that would temporarily bestow greater power and autonomy to
local governments and gradually enhance functions of the central government over timein the
future.”*¢ Despite this admittedly slight amendment of the original version, the North Korean
government and officials have consistently insisted that the confederal model is the only route
to national unification.”

President Kim counterargued that it is virtually impossible to make a transition from the state of
national division and conflict to a completed stage of (con)federation at once. Merging diplo-
matic sovereignty and integrating military command and control are not easy tasks. President

5 Yonhap News Agency, Bukhan 50nyon (Seoul: Y onhap News Agency, 1995), pp. 483-487.
6 Bukhanyonguso, Bukhanshinnyonsa Bunsok 1945-1995 (Seoul: Bukhanyonguso, 1996), pp. 220-228.
7 Literal trandlation of yonbang is “federation.” North Koreans have trandated yonbang as “confederation,” creat-

ing confusion between yonbang and yonhap (confederation or union of states). In a sense, the joint declaration
clarified the conceptual confusion.



Kim cited the Y emeni example, in which hasty military integration within the framework of
federation derailed the entire process of unification. According to him, the stage of federation
(yonbang) cannot be reached without going through the stage of confederation (union of states,
yonhap). His version of confederation is predicated on “one nation, two states, two govern-
ments, and two systems,” which is similar to union of states as in the case of the European
Union or the post-Soviet Commonwealth of Independent States. But there have been two types
of confederation schemes available in the South. One is the union of republics (gonghwakuk
yonhap), which President Kim suggested as the first stage of his three stages approach to
national unification, and the other is the union of North and South (nambuk yonhap), which for-
mer President Roh Tae-woo proposed as the interim stage of his commonwealth model of
Korean unification.*® President Kim’s union of republics presupposes reasonable political confi-
dence-building, free market systems, and pluralist political systems as preconditions for confed-
eration. Once confederation is established, it would become easier to reach the stage of
federation and ultimately a unified state. Meanwhile, Roh’s commonwealth model posits recon-
ciliation, exchanges, and cooperation as the first stage through which the North-South union
and ultimately a unified nation-state can evolve. While the President Kim model includes feder-
ation as an interim stage, the Roh model skips the stage of federation and assumes a direct tran-
sition from the interim stage of North-South union into a unified state.

Interestingly, President Kim proposed the Roh interim stage (i.e., North-South union) as an
aternative to North Korea' s federation scheme. The interim stage comprises four distinct ele-
ments. (1) peaceful management of national division and military conflict through tension
reduction, CBMs, arms control and reduction, and an inter-Korean peace treaty; (2) promotion
of exchanges and cooperation to foster national unification; (3) institutional realignments to
promote inter-Korean socia integration through which hostile institutions are removed, friendly
institutions reinforced, and a framework for reunification is formulated; and (4) institutionaliza-
tion of confederation or union of North and South Korea by formalizing summit meetings, min-
isterial meetings, parliamentary meetings, and ultimately an umbrella consultative body
between the two. The North Korean leader was receptive of the proposal. Both leaders have
indeed agreed on at least two points: (1) Korean reunification can be achieved through incre-
mental and functionalist approaches and (2) the last stage of confederation (in the South Korean
proposal )—namely formalization of the summit, ministerial, and parliamentary meetings—con-
verges with the loose form of federation advocated in the North Korean proposal. The conver-
gence of discourses on unification formulae can be seen as one of the most significant
achievements in the summit talk.

Judged on the above discussion, de jure unification is still far away, be it confederation, federa-
tion, or asingle unified state. However, peaceful coexistence and de facto unification through
tension reduction; CBMs; and freer exchange of people, goods, and services appears to be near.

8 On Kim's proposal, see Kim Dae-jung, Three Stages' Approach to Unification (Seoul: The Kim Dae-jung
Foundation), (in Korean). On Roh’'s proposal, see National Unification Board, Theoretical Foundation and Policy
Directions of the Commonwealth Model of Unification (Seoul: National Unification Board, 1990), (in Korean).



The Future Role of the United States: Recommended Policy Strategies

A continued American security commitment is vital to peace and security on the Korean penin-
sula, and by extension, al of Northeast Asia. Three mgjor roles for the United States can be
envisaged in thisregard: conflict suppression and management (through military deterrence),
peacemaking, and peace-building.

The most critical task for the United States is the role of security guarantor on the Korean
peninsula, which is predicated upon the continuation of its traditional role of preventing the out-
break of war through an effective deterrence of North Korean attacks. For this, the United States
should further strengthen its alliance ties with South Korea. Given its foreign policy platform, it
is believed that the Bush administration will strengthen its alliance ties with South Korea. This
trend needs to be further consolidated so that North Korea would not make any political and
strategic miscal culation. Debates on defense burden sharing, anti-American sentiment in the
South, policy discord over TMD, and potential friction in coordinating policy on North Korea
could breed new tensions, but these issues should not undermine the foundation of US-ROK
alliance relationships. The bilateral aliance is the most important backbone of conflict manage-
ment on the Korean peninsula.

The most pronounced token of the bilateral alliance consists in the continuing presence of
American forces in South Korea. Any attempts to reduce or withdraw American forces can be
seen as the erosion of the American security commitment, undercutting prospects for peace
and security on the Korean peninsula. This traditional American role is made all the more
important as the Korean peninsula undergoes the precarious transition from the state of war to
peace. Under this circumstance, a sudden disruption in the status quo could lead to mgjor con-
flict. With regard to the status of American forces in South Korea, there has been an interest-
ing development; that is, North Korea's tacit recognition of American forces in the South as
fait accompli. Departing from its traditional rigid stance emphasizing the unconditional with-
drawal of American forces from the South, Kim Jong Il is known to have concurred with
President Kim’s views on the utility of American forces in the South. President Kim justified
the continuing presence of American forces on three accounts: as a credible deterrent to war
on the Korean peninsula, as a dampener of regional strategic instability through the prevention
of arms races and military conflicts among major powers in the region, and ultimately a peace-
maker or peace insurer even after Korean unification. Kim Jong Il recognized the instrumental
values of American forces by quipping that, “ American forces can prevent you from invading
the North.”*

For awhile after the summit, the North did not raise the status change of American forces as
the precondition for improved inter-K orean relations, facilitating American forward presence in
South Korea. However, there has been a major change since the advent of the Bush administra-
tion. As the Bush administration has called for reduction of North Korea' s conventional forces
along the DMZ, in addition to reciprocity and verification of WMD, North Korea reciprocated
by demanding the withdrawal of American forces in South Korea. Thus the status of American
forces in South Korea has remained another unresolved issue.

® The Joongang |Ibo, June 20, 2000.



The American role in peacemaking is as important as its role in conflict management through
deterrence. While the present US policy is designed to prevent the outbreak of war or to main-
tain the status quo through conflict suppression, peacemaking involves the process of transform-
ing the conflict situation into a more peaceful relationship. Diplomacy, mediation, negotiation,
or other forms of peaceful settlement that arrange an end to a dispute or reduce the potential for
escalation constitute the core elements of peacemaking.® The United States can continue to
work on three aspects of peacemaking on the Korean peninsula.

Thefirst priority should be the third-party facilitation of inter-Korean tension reduction, CBMs,
and arms control and reduction. This issue belongs inherently to the implementation of the
domain of inter-Korean negotiations, but the United States can assist both North and South
Korea in reaching agreements and implementing them through various means, such as political
support and the provision of technical advice involving verification.

Second, the United States can help both Koreas settle an inter-Korean peace treaty through the
Four-Party Talks. Although the Four-Party Talk formula has become less effective and more
time-consuming, in light of the legal and technical complexity of the Armistice Agreement, it
appears to be the most acceptable and most comprehensive venue available. The United States,
China, South Korea, and North Korea are clearly the most relevant “ governments of the coun-
tries concerned” (to quote paragraph 62 of the Armistice Agreement) for the purpose of con-
ducting negotiations to establish a political settlement and transform the armistice into a peace
treaty system. Thus the United States can facilitate South Korea' s proposal of the “two-plus-
two” formulain which the inter-Korean peace treaty can be sponsored and guaranteed by the
United States and China. Finally, the United States should continue to take initiativesin resolv-
ing the issues of WMD and missiles within the framework of multilateral regimes such as the
Non-Proliferation Treaty and the MTCR.

Meanwhile, the peace-building process is more concerned with reaching a stable peace, which
can be defined as “the absence of preparation for war or the serious expectation of war.”* In
this sense, peace-building goes beyond traditional techniques of conflict suppression (deter-
rence) and regulation (CBMs and arms control) that are designed to manage unstable or
negative peace.

There are three distinct ways the United States can ensure the absence of preparation for war or
the serious expectation of war. First, the United States should make every effort to spread free
market mechanisms to North Korea. As commercial liberals argue, the deepening of a market
economy and economic interdependence can reduce the likelihood of war while enhancing
chances for peace.”? The expansion of markets would create vested commercial interests across

% Charles Kegley and Eugene R. Wittkopf, World Politics (Boston: Bedford/St. Martin, 1999).
2 Kenneth Boulding, Stable Peace (Austin: University of Texas, 1979), Chap.13.
% On this topic, see Edward Morse, Modernization and the Transformation of International Relations (New Y ork:

Basic Books, 1976) and Robert Keohane, “ International Liberalism Reconsidered,” The Economic Limits of
Politics, ed. John Dunn (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), pp. 165-194.



the border, and these new interests would oppose the outbreak of any war that could destroy
their wealth. Thus it is important for the United States to assist North Koreain pursuing eco-
nomic openness and reform more actively.

The second is to satisfy conditions suggested by republican liberals.® According to them, a
republican (democratic) polity can prevent war because it can assure openness, transparency,
and domestic checks and balances in the management of foreign and defense policy. As Bruce
Russett observes through extensive empirical works, democracies do not fight each other (e.g.,
OECD members).?* Thus enlarging democracy in North Korea becomes the essential precondi-
tion for stable peace on the Korean peninsula

Of course, inducing regime change in North Korea is not easy, and might take longer than
expected. However, facilitating a transition to a market economy on the one hand and offering
chances of democratic learning on the other would eventually increase the prospects for demo-
cratic peace in the long run.

Finaly, as an extension of capitalist and democratic peace, the formation of a community of
security could be another prerequisite for building stable peace. A market economy and a
democratic polity can foster the formation of a community of security through shared norms
and values, common domestic institutions, and high levels of interdependence.® A mark et
economy and a democratic polity are necessary, but not sufficient, conditions for the creation
of a sense of community and stable peace in Korea. North Korea should be more actively
brought into world society so that it can transform into a normal state. In this regard, diplo-
matic normalization with North Korea and North Korea's admission to such international
organizations as the World Bank, the Asia Development Bank, and the International
Monetary Fund should be more proactively sought. When and if North Korea becomes a nor-
mal state, its erratic behavior would disappear, and it would become a more constructive
member of the international community.

Alternative Futures if America Disengages From the Peninsula

One of the most salient security discourses in South Korea now concerns the status of the
American security commitment to the Korean peninsulain the mid-to-long term. Aslong as
forward presence of American forces is secured, South Korea will be relatively free from
strategic instability and insecurity. However, the issue at stake is a growing perception that
the United States might disengage from South Korea, not only because of improving inter-
Korean relations but also because of atrend toward new isolationism in the United States. If
American disengagement comes to be realized, Korea, whether divided or unified, will face a
rather tough security environment characterized by aregional power vacuum, aremilitarized
Japan, a China with hegemonic ambitions, and potentially fierce intra-regional arms races. In

% See Michael W. Doyle, Ways of Peace and War (New Y ork: Norton, 1996), Chap. 8.
# Bruce Russet, Grasping the Democratic Peace (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993).

% Karl Deutsch, Political Community and the North Atlantic Area (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1959);
Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett, Security Communities (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1998).



this hypothetical regional security environment, coping with this brave new world would
become the major task for Korea's national security management.

Several options can be deliberated in thisregard. The first option for a reunited Korea
would be to ally itself with the continental power, China. The second option would be to
take sides with Japan, the maritime power. The third option, which is most favored by the
majority of Koreans, is to transform itself into a middle power through the acquisition of a
tactical nuclear capability. The fourth option would be to actively seek a cooperative, multi-
lateral security regime or aregional collective security system. The final option would be
to declare permanent neutrality.

The most ideal option must be the pursuit of a collective security system or multilateral
security regimes. But the option might be less plausible not only because of the structure of
military deterrence deeply embedded in the East Asian region but also because of lack of
hegemonic leadership in the event of US withdrawal from the region. Other options, includ-
ing the middle power path, can accompany strategic instability in the region. Thus
American disengagement from the Korean peninsula could bring about a nightmarish secu-
rity dilemmato Korea

Concluding Remarks

The June 2000 Korean summit made a significant contribution to creating an internal and
external milieu conducive to peace and stability on the Korean peninsula. However, beneath
the new rapprochement lies a myriad of security problems. It is not easy to resolve these
issues given their complex linkages with domestic and international politics. It is now time
to address these issues one by one. Any inter-Korean improvements that do not settle and
resolve security issues are nothing but a perilous detour. There should no longer be delay in
bringing a security agenda onto the negotiation table. Along with this, leadership in both
Koreas should not only avoid the politicization of inter-Korean issues for domestic political
purposes but also overcome domestic division and opposition. Improved inter-Korean rela-
tions cannot be envisaged without pacifying domestic forces and forging a viable national
consensus. The international community should also give its blessing and lend unprece-
dented support for tension reduction and peace-building on the Korean peninsula. By aban-
doning the psychology of balance of power determinism, the four major powers can also
play a constructive rolein facilitating peaceful coexistence and reunification. But it should
be remembered that reunification cannot be achieved without first achieving peace. Once
peace is realized, the door to reunification will be open. Keeping this in mind, both Koreas
should make every effort to turn specters of war into rays of peace and to transform divi-
sion into reunification with patience, prudence, and intersubjective understanding.

However, it should be noted that prospects for peace on the Korean peninsula do not seem
to be bright. Recent developments involving the events of September 11 and the continuing
war on terrorism are likely to undercut American attention to the North Korea issue, further
delaying any meaningful dialogues between Pyongyang and Washington. In addition, pre-
mature arrival of lamed-duck syndrome of President Kim’s government will also weaken



the domestic foundations for improved inter-Korean relations. In light of recent develop-
ments in the North, where polarization between technocratic soft-liners and military hard-
liners has become more pronounced than ever before, prospects for inter-Korean relations
are not good. Failure to reach any agreements at the sixth North-South Korea ministerial
talk, which was held November 12-14 in Mt. Kumkang, is an explicit sign of stalled inter-
Korean relations. What is more troublesome is the changing public mood in the South.
President Kim’s sunshine policy is rapidly losing its popularity, and candidates for the 2002
presidential election could capitalize on anti-sunshine policy sentiments for their political gains.

If that happens, inter-Korean relations could become further stalled in the post-Kim Dae-jung era.
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Introduction

Welcome to the Stanley Foundation’s 42nd Strategy for Peace Conference. For more than four
decades this conference has brought experts from public and private sectors to this off-the-
record venue to explore US foreign policy issues of both contemporary and lasting concern.
While the topics have changed over the years, our consistent focus has been on finding ways to
manage global problems better. At its heart, this conference series has centered upon how the
United States can use its power and influence most effectively and responsibly to bring about a
secure peace with freedom and justice in this increasingly interconnected world.

A New Worldview

Today, we meet some six weeks after the horrific terrorist attacks of September 11. As we meet,
there are continuing reports and rumors of further terrorist actions, and this country and many
others are cooperating in actions intended to uproot the Al Qaeda network. To what extent do
these developments alter the premise of this conference and our thinking on US international
policy, both generally and toward these four specific regions?

Many of you know that the Stanley Foundation publishes World Press Review magazine. Each
month this publication brings to its primarily US subscribers a snapshot of what the foreign
press is saying about current issues. Immediately following September 11, our editorial staff,
officed in Manhattan some 20 blocks from the World Trade Center area, scrapped and changed
their plans for the next issue. That revised November issue is now off the press. Its cover head-
line says simply, “ After Sept. 11: A new worldview.”

Isthis an overstatement? I's our worldview different since September 11? Should it be? | think
so. Let me describe what | believe to be some of the lessons of September 11 that should be
guiding principles for US foreign policy in the years ahead.

First, we cannot isolate ourselves from foreign turmoil. The United States must remain intense-
ly engaged in international affairs. September 11 demonstrated that we are interconnected with
the rest of the world, and we cannot be secure in isolation from it.

Second, the security threats we face are no longer exclusively, or perhaps even primarily,
geopolitical in nature. Terrorist networks are nonstate actors. While there is state tolerance of
and support for terrorism and these should be addressed, terrorism and other peace and security
issues are not constrained by the world’ s increasingly porous state boundaries. 1ssues like popu-
lation stabilization and migrations, poverty, humanitarian crises, disease, climate change,
resource limitations, environmental preservation, and others are not primarily geopolitical in
nature. They, like terrorism, transcend national boundaries. Effective national and international
work to counter them will necessarily be interactive, involving a panoply of nonstate actors that
includes the economic and market realm as well as the whole group of individuals and associa-
tions that is known as civil society. The ultimate antiterrorist solution isto build aworld in
which the pockets of poverty and ignorance that breed fanaticism no longer exist. We must
broaden our thinking beyond traditional geopolitics.



Third, we must be truly multilateralist in our dealings with other nations. Since the end of the
Cold War, US collaboration with other states in both regional and global forums has been
uneven. We continued activities in the United Nations, supporting all of the peacekeeping inter-
ventions that took place and concurring in the regular budgets adopted by consensus. Y et we
flogged the United Nations for inefficiency and fell into serious arrears in our dues payments
for both the regular and the peacekeeping budgets. It is worth noting that appropriations toward
partial correction of the arrears were passed with little debate almost immediately after
September 11. While we urged international support for nonproliferation initiatives, we voted
down ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and recently rejected nearly seven
years of negotiations on enforcement measures for the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention.
While we complained about the spread of conventional weapons, we refused to sign the antiper-
sonnel land mine treaty, succeeded in watering down an agreement on curbing illegal trafficking
in small arms, and remain the largest transnational seller of conventional weapons by awide
margin. We supported special tribunals for war crimes, but have not pushed for refinement and
ratification of the International Criminal Court.

In short, prior to September 11 US policy was increasingly contradictory. There was uneven
movement toward both cooperative global regimes—such as the Non-Proliferation Treaty—and
unilateralist military capabilities with global reach—such as national missile defense. Within
our government, there was persistent corrosi ve partisanship and little bipartisan consensus on
the best means for addressing threats to US security.

The events of September 11 give us the impetus to reorient our international policy perspective.
Unilateralist expectations that other nations will do our bidding are both unreasonable and unre-
alistic. We can and should use our position of leadership to build a cooperative international
community that addresses the interests, concerns, and needs of contending groupsin afair and
balanced manner. A significant outcome of the Cold War was the emergence of democratic gov-
ernment and market economics as preferred systems. The United States has been and should be
aleader in these areas as well asin concern for human rights. We are working multilaterally in
the aftermath of September 11, and this must continue to be our way of life. Let us hope that
the shifts toward engagement and away from traditional geopolitics will be lasting and not
merely aresponse to a particular crisis.

ThisYear’'sFocus: US Strategiesfor Regional Security

This year we have gathered to consider US foreign policy and defense strategies for achieving
regional security in four major areas of the world: Europe, the Middle East and Persian Gulf,
South Asia, and the Korean peninsulain Northeast Asia. This conference, conceived this past
summer and early fall, is built on the conviction that regional conflicts and instabilities have
ramifications that extend well beyond their specific region and that resolving regional concerns
is anecessary part of achieving US national security in the post-Cold War era. That conviction
is certainly applicable to these four regions. Sound regional security frameworks could supple-
ment global cooperative regimes and also provide essential economic, political, and military
foundations for making global security initiatives workable.



In Europe in the 1990s, Yugoslavia's collapse was not initially an overriding interest for
the United States because it was not perceived as a global strategic concern like nuclear
weapons or threats from hegemonic states. Ultimately, the conflict in Kosovo province
was seen as athreat to the moral values, political and economic principles, and military
credibility of NATO and the European Union, both of which were regional rather than
global organizations.

Regional differences have also posed difficult nonproliferation conundrums that have no simple
treaty-based solution. The politics and threat environments of the Middle East, South Asia, and
the Korean peninsula have required different foreign policy strategies for preventing and revers-
ing the spread of missiles and weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Foreign policy initiatives
such as the Agreed Framework have proven to be necessary supplements to the various WMD
treaty regimes that have been crafted and strengthened in global forums after the Cold War.

The network of Al Qaeda, stretching across more than 50 countries worldwide, is requiring a
new US global security strategy. But many of the issues fueling the hatred of the thousands fill-
ing Al Qaeda training camps are centered around conflicts in two specific areas of the world:
the Persian Gulf region—particularly Irag’s relationships with its neighbors—and Israel and
Palestine. These conflicts and the US policy responses to them have been repeatedly stressed by
bin Laden as the overriding rationale for attacks on the United States. Thus, while the Al Qaeda
network has grown to be global and transnational, its political program is rooted in the conflicts
in the Middle East and the Persian Gulf.

Successful resolution of these wide-ranging problems will require that we deal with the regional
issuesinvolved, align initiatives with global concerns and regimes, and use US bilateral rela-
tions to leverage solutions.

For your discussions in the next two days, we ask that you strategically examine each region,
keeping in mind the following questions:

* For each region, what are the primary elements of a stable security framework?

» What is the ideal mix of economic, military, and political elements that would provide a foun-
dation for long-term peace and security?

» What USinitiatives and policies will help bring about the necessary regional security frameworks?

» Who are the state and nonstate actors within and outside each region that must be included for
the security frameworks to work as envisioned? What is the best way to ensure the involve-
ment and cooperation of these actors, some of whom may have competing and even diametri-
cally opposed interests?

» How can the United States collaborate to fashion solutions in the region without creating new
problems and conflicts in neighboring areas?



* Finally, how will this security framework fit within, supplement, and be supported by global
regimes, including nonproliferation regimes and international organizations?

Post-Conference Plans

We are planning a series of outreach activities to follow this event. The foundation will publish
a conference report consisting of the commissioned thought-pieces and a chair’ s report. Our
chairs and rapporteurs will capture, without attribution, the priority issues and proposed policy
options in our deliberations, and each chair will craft a*“reaction piece” that synthesizes and
evaluates both the discussions and the thought-pieces. After the release of the conference
reports, we plan a variety of outreach events for specific target audiences in the media and the
policy community.

Thank you for your presence here this weekend and for your participation in these dialogues.
You bring impressi ve capabilities and knowledge to our exploration of these pressing issues. We
look forward to learning with and from you.
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