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1. The Changes in the System of Division and the Crisis in the Korean Peninsula from the North Korea-U.S. Conflict

Changes began to take place in the “system of division” in the Korean peninsula since the mid-1980s, just as there began to appear signs of dissolution in the global Cold War order. While the Cold War order continues to prevail over the Korean peninsula, even after the end to its global version between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R, it began to take on comparatively new features. 
Firstly, in the southern half of the “system of division”, the success of developmental dictatorship paradoxically spurred on the development of the civil society and the process of democratisation. In the northern half, the failure of the self-reliant development strategy brought about an economic crisis and a de facto demise of the party-state system. The systemic crisis in north Korea contains in it a potential to spiral the whole of the Korean peninsula into a crisis. 
Secondly, the “system of division” in the Korean peninsula began to emerge as an independent, small-scale, cold war system, no longer a sub-category of the U.S.-Soviet Union cold war structure. The current conflict between north Korea and the U.S. over the issue of north Korea's nuclear weapons development programme has, in the context of the unitary hegemonic system under the Aegis of the U.S. contains a potential for the eruption of a military tension and armed confrontation. 
Thirdly, since the mid-1980s, with the gradual diffusion of the political significance of the systems competition, the contacts on the level of the governments in south and north Korea gained momentum. The progress in the development of relationship between south and north Korea emerged as the central dynamism propelling the changes in the cold war system that lay over the Korean peninsula. 
The inter-Korea summit in June 2000, that gripped the attention of the people in south and north Korea, was the paramount historical event that demonstrated the changes taking place in the “division system”. The three major changes indicate the process of the unravelling of the cold war order in the Korean peninsula, but at the same time, testify the existence of the factors of uncertainty and instability, continuing to operate in different forms.
At the heart of the small-scale cold war system that arches over the Korean peninsula in the post-cold war period lies the conflict between the U.S. and north Korea. The new focal point came into shape in the midst of the progress in the relationship between south and north Korea, with major landmarks like the adoption of a basic agreement between south and north Korea in 1991 and the joint declaration on denuclearisation in September 1992. 
The conflict between north Korea and the U.S. began to surface in October 1992 over the nature and the status of north Korea’s past efforts for nuclear weapons development. The first phase of the conflict, brought to the foreground by the north Korea’s announcement of its withdrawal from the NPT regime in March 1993, accelerated towards a military crisis, before being defused in October 1994 with the signing of the framework agreement. 
The south-north Korea relations and the north Korea-U.S. relations moved forward with a great speed following the inter-Korea summit in June 2000, before coming to a virtual freeze, on both fronts, in early 2001, with the inauguration of the Bush Administration in the U.S. From April 2002, the dynamics of change, however, seemed to regain its momentum with the visit of north Korea by a special south Korean envoy, the resumption of the progress in the south-north Korea relations, the stepped up process of systemic reform and liberalisation policies in north Korea, and the moves towards normalisation of relations between north Korea and Japan, spurred on by the visit to north Korea by the Japanese prime minister. 
The process was, however, catapulted into the second phase of north Korea-U.S. conflict with the U.S. announcement, in October 2002, of “north Korea's acknowledgement of uranium enrichment programme”. 
The two separate phases of the north Korea-U.S. conflict are identical in their features, as far as they are both manifestations of the clash between north Korea’s system maintenance strategy and the U.S. global hegemony strategy focused on the non-proliferation regime. The vital difference, however, is injected by a change in the U.S. global strategy following the “September 11”. In the course of waging its war in Afghanistan and against Iraq, the U.S. strategy toward non-proliferation regime and anti-terrorism came to embrace a doctrine of pre-emptive strike and regime change in the “rogue” states. 
For north Korea, having been designated as one of the “rogue” states, its conflict with the U.S. has come to take on a vitally crucial concern. The escalation of the north Korea-U.S. conflict has unfolded revealing ever more its potential to explode into a war in the Korean peninsula.

2. The First Phase North Korea-U.S. Conflict and Changes in the North Korean Perception of Security

North Korea has traditionally adopted a “high tension, low cooperation” strategy in her negotiations with antagonistic counterparts. Her negotiation tactics have been seen as too pre-occupied with “formal rationale” and too ready to disregard reciprocity. North Korea tactics, therefore, has been perceived to be irrational. Such a documented attitudinal tendency came to the fore in its typical fashion in the process of the north Korea-U.S. conflict over north Korea’s nuclear weapons development programme. 
Despite the unique features and limitations of north Korea’s negotiation strategy, she did, in the process of the first phase conflict with the U.S., secure the minimum conditions for maintaining the integrity of its system. Given the “success” it did achieve, it would be difficult to underestimate the efficacy of north Korea's negotiation strategy. The attitude maintained by north Korea in the various rounds of negotiations up till today, moreover, demonstrate a certain logical consistency.

The negotiation strategy adopted by north Korea in the course of its interaction with the U.S. in the first phase conflict, therefore, needs to be examined in terms of a change in its perception of security in its pursuit for system maintenance. A change in security perception, shaping the grounds for the consistency between the objective and means in the negotiations for the system maintenance, brings about a fundamental shift in the negotiation strategy. An in-depth understanding of north Korea’s security perception will, therefore, provide an avenue for understanding north Korea’s strategy in addressing its second phase conflict with the U.S., and shed a light on the efforts to assist the process towards an effective resolution of the conflict.

Following the official adoption of an engagement policy in early 1998 by the government of president Kim Dae-Jung in south Korea, four years after the conclusion of the framework agreement in October 1994 between north Korea and the U.S., a debate broke out over the efficacy and consistency of the principle of separating politics and economic cooperation and reciprocity. The debate was focused on the conceptual definition and actual mode of application of “principle of separation of politics and economic cooperation” and “reciprocity”, and the relationship between these two conceptual pillars. 
The ultimate issue at the heart of the contention, however, was the attitude of north Korea. One view was that the north Korean attitude was logically and practically compatible with south Korea’s “engagement policy towards north Korea”. According to this view, north Korea’s system survival strategy was double-featured strategy that simultaneously pursued dogmatism (militarism) and (economic) pragmatism. This view saw north Korea adopting two simultaneous goals/paths for its survival, that is, “military first” doctrine and “economic strength” agenda, based on a separation of the military-political domain and the economic domain. Given these two determining factors were informing north Korea’s negotiations, this view saw north Korea as wanting to exchange its “military threat” for “economic support” from the others. North Korea's disposition validated the policy of engagement, which was to be pursued through a combination of “the principle of separating politics and economic cooperation” and “flexible reciprocity”.

What should be noted in the negotiation over the exchange of “passive utility” (from the U.S. and south Korean perspective) of removing the military threat and the “active utility” (from the north Korean perspective) of economic assistance, which followed from the “engagement” policy is the fact that the “economic assistance” for north Korea, which was mired in an economic crisis, was a vital “security good”. While "economic development" was, in the past, a condition for security in as far as it was a necessary factor for the regime legitimating, for north Korea in 1990s, which faced an economic crisis, economic stabilisation, to be obtained through economic assistance, was a direct “security good”. Given the situation, going along with the “engagement” policy of south Korea and U.S., whose basic substance was an exchange between “economic-diplomatic security good” (i.e., economic assistance and system recognition) and military security good (development of weapons of mass destruction), was though to be the “best” option available to the leadership of north Korea.

It is possible to find indications of the shift in north Korea's perception of “security good” in the process that brought the first phase of north Korea-U.S. conflict to a resolution. The “nuclear issue” that came to be the focus of the conflict between north Korea and the U.S. had double features, as it was, at the same time, an “economic good” (as nuclear energy) and a “military good” (as nuclear weapon). The double feature of the “nuclear issue” came to provide a vehicle, on the one hand, for the “engagement” policy of south Korea and the U.S., and, on the other hand, for the dualistic survival strategy of north Korea, and led to the agreement between north Korea and the U.S. which saw the “abandonment of nuclear weapons development” and “assistance for the construction of light-water nuclear energy generation capacity”. The Geneva Agreement was a product of an interaction between a change in north Korean perception of security and the special features of the “nuclear issue”. 
One of the major features of the international politics in the late 20th century, which saw the dissolution of the global cold war regime that was built on the arms race mechanism, was that economy became an important “security good” element. That is, today, the world is dominated by a system of “comprehensive security”. In the case of north Korea, while the reality of “comprehensive security” came into application at a low scale in the context of its economic crisis, it did prise open an irrevocable shift in the situation and perception.
 

3. The Changing North Korea and the Break Out of the Second Phase North Korea-U.S. Conflict

While a shift in the security perception in north Korea was observed in the process of the negotiations over the first north Korea-U.S. conflict, north Korea still remained, for most of the “outside” world an unknown quality, as a state and a nation. Following the most severe economic crisis in the mid-1990s, significant “changes” began to appear in north Korea since the late 1990s. Nevertheless, two conflicting views on north Korea continued to prevail among north Korea observers: one was an image of “unchanging north Korea”, and the other, “changing north Korea”.  
The constitutional amendment in September 1998, the enactment of “People’s Economic Plan Act” in April 1999, the rise out of the minus economic growth in 1999, the inter-Korea summit and the subsequent consolidation of inter-Korea government level cooperation since June 2000, the consolidation of relations with China and Russia since 2000, the normalisation of relations with some of the EU countries and expansion of economic cooperation since 2000, the efforts to improve the relations with the U.S. in 2000, the emphasis, since 2001, on innovation in philosophical approach and thought, the “re-building” of technology for the people's economy, and the improvement in the management system, the enactment, in April 2001, of the Manufacture Trade Act, etc., provided the indication that north Korea was initiating a change in direction to build itself into an economically strong nation. 
There are two reasons for the continuing conflict over the perception of the changes taking place in north Korea. First, the souring of the relations between north Korea and the U.S. in 2001 and the stagnation in the progress of inter-Korea relations have been taken as the evidence for an absence of change in north Korea. Secondly, the “changes” concerning economic affairs identified in north Korea are not regarded as sufficient grounds to note a broader opening/liberalisation and reform of the whole of north Korea.

It is possible to present some counter arguments to the analysis that north Korea has not changed, without delving on the fundamental limitations of “subjectivism” found in the effort to evaluate the changes in north Korea, by focusing on the inter-Korea relations and north Korea-U.S. relations. It would be difficult to find north Korea as the causal agent for the stagnation in the inter-Korea relations and the aggravation of the north Korea-U.S. relations. North Korea has, since the late 1990s, made consistent efforts to enter into the international society through steady improvement of relations. The normalisation of the relations and the efforts to develop economic cooperation with the E.U. and its member countries is a good example of this. The experience of China and Vietnam presents precedents for a separation of economic opening and political-military liberalisation in international policy.
To present a simplified picture, the stagnation in the inter-Korea relations, in which the weaknesses in the capacity of the south Korean society played a part, and the aggravation of the north Korea-U.S. relations put in motion by the U.S. -- especially the growing momentum of anti-terrorism campaign by the U.S. following September 11 and the “axis of evil” doctrine pronounced in January 2001 -- have been major developments that have caused the tangle in the liberalisation of international policy which north Korea had began to embark on after much difficulty. 

The various “changes” north Korea has began to undertake in the realm of economics since the late 1990s can be categorised into three trends: the rebuilding of the collapsed socialist economic system, the innovation in the industrial structure and technology, that is, modernisation, and the outward liberalisation. 
The central determination of the north Korean leadership is found to focus on rebuilding the economic system, as can be seen in the Constitutional amendment, the legislation of the People’s Economy Planning Act, and the continued emphasis on the usual mass mobilisations under various changing slogans. The central streak of attitude detected in these efforts and the continuing “bellicose” rhetorical and discourse patterns in its articulations towards the U.S. and south Korea are brought together as the evidence for the thesis that there is no change in north Korea. 
The rebuilding of the system, however, addresses the need to re-organise and streamline the planning institutions and capacity, and the latter is very much linked to the efforts to bring about an increase in exports (Article People’s Economy Planning Act). Given this, the re-building efforts cannot automatically be identified as a corroborating evidence for the “no change” view. 
The efforts to rebuild the economic system, seen in the background of the near collapse of the economic institutions -- focusing as it does on restoring the theoretically prescribed archetypical planning agency -- could, rather, be seen as a re-organisation of the foundation which would make the economic changes possible. Furthermore, if the reconstruction of the economic system aims to bring about not only the normalisation of the formal sector and economic stability through the reorganisation of the planning capacity, but is also oriented to technological innovation and outward liberalisation, then, it can be seen, unlike the past efforts, as a preparatory endeavours towards liberalisation and reform. Innovation and opening, in freeing the planning agency from the influence of bureaucratic agencies, will pave the way for a rationalisation of the basic tenets of the economic management.

A more positive interpretation of the changes in north Korea provides a basis for the conjecture that the north Korean economy is undergoing a transition phase. The simultaneous pursuit of system reorganisation, innovation, and outward liberalisation is clearly a new policy option the north Korean leadership has arrived at having ploughed through so many years of crisis. The new policy orientation, if it can begin to produce significant initial results on the basis of a more amenable external environment, could provide the impetus for a more thorough going opening and reform. The aggravation of the external environment and “achievement deficit”, however, will draw north Korean economy back to the past practices of closing itself off to the outside, sprouting seeds of even more serious economic crisis in the near future. The north Korean economy now, it is possible to conclude, stands at a critical cross-roads.

An analysis of the efforts to bring about an improvement in the economic management system and economic liberalisation initiative, which began to gain momentum since July 2002, provides ample grounds to anticipate that north Korea stands at the starting line for a change towards a kind of market economy system. The logical import of the innovation measures, such as the effort to address the economic problems and the black market with price adjustment, adds weight to such anticipation. Moreover, the substance of the innovation/improvement efforts, when combined with the logic and the mechanism of the economic system, contains, in spite of the intention of the policy makers, a tendency to promote the development of a market economy.

The dramatic changes in the policy, as seen in the measures to improve the economic management system, the designation of Shiniju as a special administrative area (September 12, 2002), the opening of the Gumgang Mountain Tourism District (October 23, 2002), the establishment of Gaeseong Industrial Park (November 13, 2003), provide sufficient ground to rule out the prospect of incremental changes in north Korean economic policy and economic system. This points to two possible prospects. 

A positive prospect, on the basis of a successful performance of the reform and the opening, would forecast the development of a market economy and acceleration of the liberalisation process in north Korea. It is likely that economic stabilisation and economic growth are achieved simultaneously. This will pave the way for a process of a gradual systemic transformation of the north Korean system. It is possible to anticipate economic growth led system transformation in north Korea where economic growth and system transformation take place gradually, simultaneously. 
A negative prospect would stem from a failure to achieve a break out from economic stagnation despite market development and opening. This would set in motion a return to aggravated economic crisis. This would give rise to a severe instability in the north Korean system; and north Korea may fall into a system-wide crisis. The efforts of the north Korean leadership to achieve systemic stability or preservation of the system may end in a failure. 
The most important factor determining the future prospect lies with the progress in the improvement in north Korea’s international relations.

North Korea strived to bring about improvement in its external relations, which loomed as the necessary condition for the success of its economic reform and economic opening that it had undertaken simultaneously. The highlight of the north Korean effort to bring about improvement in its external relations came with the summit meeting with Japan in September 2002. North Korea adopted a very active approach in its effort to improve the relations with Japan, even to the extent of acknowledging the kidnappings of Japanese nationals, which it had for long denied. 
In the late September 2002, the growing anticipation of the normalisation of relations between north Korea and Japan began to raise hopes for the establishment of a system of peace and cooperation in the north-east Asia. But, this was the moment when the second phase of north Korea-U.S. conflict over north Korea’s nuclear weapons development broke out. The U.S. administration made public, in October 2002, that north Korea had acknowledged that it had a programme for nuclear weapons development. 
Ironically, the first phase conflict between north Korea and the U.S. broke out at the moment when the inter-Korea relations were poised to enter into a new level. Similarly, the second phase conflict burst onto the scene at a time when north Korea’s reform and opening, and an improvement in the relations between north Korea and Japan were ready to be launched into a quick start. The conflict between north Korea and the U.S. over two phases had the impact of aborting the prospect and process of a new peaceful order in the Korean peninsula and north-east Asia.

4. The Basic Features of the Second Phase North Korea-U.S. Conflict and the Shaping of its Peaceful Resolution

The fundamental cause of the second phase north Korea-U.S. conflict lies, firstly, in the fact that the antagonistic relations between north Korea and the U.S. were not fully resolved, neither with the dissolution of the global cold war system nor with the successful conclusion of the first phase conflict. The second aspect of the cause is found in the perception of the U.S. administration that its global hegemonic strategy, including the non-proliferation regime and the anti-terrorism programme, is being challenged by north Korea. The fundamental resolution of the north Korea-U.S. conflict, then, is only possible when two changes take place: the definitive end to the military and diplomatic distrust between north Korea and the U.S.; a change in the U.S. global strategy. 
The perception of north Korea on the part of the U.S. administration and the U.S. global strategy are, therefore, critical factors in the unfolding of the north Korea-U.S. conflict. It would also call for a change in the perception of the U.S. by the north Korean regime and an abandonment of its system survival strategy anchored on military means (the shift from the dualistic strategy to a unitary strategy). In summary, the U.S. and north Korea both need to change their respective views of each other and turn away from a world view founded on militaristic perspective.

The antagonistic and hostile relations between north Korea and the U.S. that have come to the fore over the issue of north Korean nuclear weapons development through the two phases of the conflict appears, on the surface, to be a symmetric relationship. But, because it is, in reality, an asymmetric relationship, it has a tendency to precipitate the Korean peninsula into a crisis. 
The U.S. views the north Korean development of weapons of mass destruction, their export, and its support for terrorists as a source of threat. On the other hand, north Korea views the U.S. economic sanctions and antagonistic/belligerent policies toward it as a threat against the survival of its system. 
The antagonistic relationship between north Korea and the U.S., in the context of the mutual threat, can be described as symmetric. But, while the north Korean threat (to the U.S.) is a potential threat, the U.S. threat (to north Korea) is a real one. While the U.S. economic sanctions against north Korea and its hostile policy have the capacity to impact directly on the north Korean efforts for economic reform and opening;
 north Korea, on the other hand, because of the asymmetry in the military capacity and geographical distance, is not in a realistic position to undertake a real attack on the U.S. While north Korea has proclaimed that it would launch an attack on the U.S. target anywhere in the world if and when the U.S. initiates an economic sanction against it, north Korea would only be able to launch a retaliatory action -- regardless of whether it would be successful -- only on south Korea and the U.S. troops deployed in south Korea. Because of this very asymmetry, while the Republican U.S. administration regards the military attack on north Korea as a realistic policy instrument,
 north Korea continues to demand the U.S. to establish a non-aggression agreement or a guarantee of recognition. For the same reason, the civil society and government in south Korea demand that a military attack should be rule out from the policy options. 

Considering the asymmetry in the level of threat between north Korea and the U.S. related to the issue of north Korean nuclear weapons development, and the fundamental cause of the conflict between north Korea and the U.S., the U.S. global hegemonic strategy and its north-east Asian strategy needs to be reformulated, and security and economic cooperation in north-east Asia needs to be consolidated in order to bring about a peaceful resolution of the current north Korea-U.S. conflict and the establishment of peaceful order in the Korean peninsula. 
As the second phase north Korea-U.S. conflict, that has unfolded over the issue of north Korean nuclear weapons development, has its roots in the long history of antagonism between north Korea and the U.S., it would be necessary for the U.S. global hegemonic strategy to be transformed into a policy for peaceful order that excludes the option of pre-emptive strike, in order to bring about an improvement in the relationship between north Korea and the U.S. as the basis for the peaceful resolution of the current conflict. 
The formation of a stable north Korea-U.S. relation is closely linked to the realisation of a peaceful order in north-east Asia. North Korea demands the U.S. to guarantee non-aggression. This cannot but take a form of multilateral guarantee on the basis of the participation of the nations in the region. This development, ultimately, will call for a normalisation of the relations between north Korea and the U.S., and a change in the relations between the various countries in north-east Asia. The multilateral negotiations for the resolution of the issue of north Korean nuclear weapons development programme (the current Beijing six-party talks) will, therefore, need to be shifted into a discussion on north-east Asia regional security and economic cooperation.

If north Korea were, in this process of change, to overcome the economic crisis, undergo a systemic transformation, and become a “normal” state having abandoned militarism,
 the north Korea-U.S. conflict would finally come to a complete resolution. If this course of development is not allowed to proceed, north Korea will continue to insist on its dualistic strategy, and the possibility of north Korean development of weapons of mass destruction and the possibility of the system collapse will continue to haunt north-east Asia. If the conflict is not brought to a resolution through peaceful means, instability and arms race will prevail in the Korean peninsula and north-east Asia. It is not possible, at the same time, to rule out the collapse of north Korea through an internal implosion fuelled by a worsening of the economic crisis, which will have a radical impact in the Korean peninsula and north-east Asia.

5.  Three Views on the North Korea-U.S. Conflict

The emergence of a crisis in the Korean peninsula due to the north Korea-U.S. conflict has given rise to three divergent views, in south Korea, over the understanding of the nature of the north Korea-U.S. conflict and the avenues for its resolution. The existence of differing views reflects the development of varied perception of north Korea and the U.S. in south Korea, brought about by the process of the dissolution of the global cold war system, the democratisation in south Korean society, and the progress of changes in the relationship between south and north Korea. The civil society groups in south Korea, pursuing a peaceful resolution of the north Korea-U.S. conflict, takes the third view outline below.

View 1: The Security Crisis in the Korean Peninsula and the ROK-U.S. Concertation

The nuclear weapons development by north Korea, not only aggravates the security environment for south Korea, but triggers an intensification of the arms race in the Korean peninsula and north-east Asia. North Korea, which “may come to possess or already possess nuclear weapons”, intends to pursue a hard-lined policy towards the U.S. by holding south Korea as a kind of a military hostage. South Korea, therefore, in order to counter north Korea, which is its greatest military threat, and so-called the “main enemy”, needs to consolidate the concertation, more specifically, military alliance, with the U.S. Accepting the strategy of the Bush administration, which has developed an appropriate hard line policy towards north Korea, designated as an element in the “axis of evil”, will assist in nullifying north Korea’s military intentions. This view, encapsulated by the slogan, “oppose nuclear weapons, oppose Kim Jung Il”, perceives north Korea on the basis of the traditional anti-communism, and holds “reunification by victory over communism” -- including absorptive reunification following the collapse of north Korea -- as the most effective policy for reunification. 

View 2: The U.S. Policy of Hostility and National Concertation

The nuclear weapons development by north Korea does not contain military intentions. Rather, the U.S., through its policy of pressuring north Korea, aims to bring about north Korea’s collapse. The U.S. policy of hostility towards north Korea is heightening the war crisis in the Korean peninsula. While north Korea does not have the intention to possess nuclear weapons, it may, if the U.S. persists with the policy of hostility, come to possess weapons even more powerful than nuclear weapons. The attempt to develop nuclear weapons can be justified in terms of obtaining a capacity for self-defence. The Korean people, in order to secure peace in the Korean peninsula, need to work in concert. The concertation of people – in south and north Korea together -- can pave the way for peace and reunification. Only the concertation of the people of Korea against the U.S., the “home and root of evil” can save the Korean peninsula from war. This view can be summarised, roughly, by the slogan, “oppose the U.S., oppose the war”. This view, however, is relatively insensitive to the consequences that would arise from the development of nuclear weapons by north Korea.

View 3: The North Korea-U.S. Conflict and the Policy of Engagement with North Korea

The nuclear weapons development by north Korea will bring about an aggravation of security environment in north-east Asia and an intensification of the arms race. At the same time, the U.S. policy of pressuring north Korea is causing serious instability in the overall political situation in north-east Asia. For north Korea, the “nuclear” is a strategic instrument that has “double purpose”. What is important is not the “removal” of the “nuclear”, but identifying the strategic intention, and paving the way for north Korea to move on where it would not feel the “need” to invoke “nuclear”. This would be the most effective medium-to-long term policy. 
There is a need to secure a maximum space for policy autonomy between “ROLK-U.S. concertation” and “people’s concertation”, in which to develop alternative policies for peace and reunification and international relations. While it cannot be denied that policy autonomy is limited, no country has perfect policy autonomy. “Appropriate balance” between “ROK-U.S. concertation” and “people’s concertation” is an ad hoc and non-strategic concept. It could be re-articulated, in a rhetorical exercise, as in the following: through an interaction between a “tension-filled ROK-U.S. concertation” (maintaining an appropriate check on the U.S. policy but maintaining the cooperation between the U.S. and south Korea) and a “critical people’s concertation” (criticising both north Korea’s nuclear weapons development and its policy towards the U.S., promoting security in the Korean peninsula through the development of the inter-Korea relations, and assisting north Korea in its efforts for reform and opening) south Korea should develop a diplomatic capacity, based on mobilising international consensus, to mediate between north Korea and the U.S. to defuse and to bring the conflict to a resolution.

The threat of war in the Korean peninsula arises from the intensification of the north Korea- U.S. conflict. The two factors which fuel the seriousness of the conflict are: first, the strategy of the U.S., the unitary hegemonic state, for hegemony in north-east Asia founded on its doctrine of pre-emptive strike and non-proliferation regime; second, north Korea’s “military first” doctrine or military prioritism in the context of a drawn out economic crisis and threats arising from the U.S. pressure policy. The engagement policy, which has developed in south Korea, aims to bring about a stabilisation of the current north Korean system, to pave the way for encouraging north Korea to move towards greater liberalisation and reform. It is paramount, in this process, to persuade the U.S. to accept the policy changes taking place in north Korea. Denying the changes in north Korea is riddled with contradictions, as it signifies, on the one hand, denying the historical experience, and on the other hand, denying the future negotiation policy.

6. The Positions and Views of North Korea and the U.S. Following the Six-Party Meeting

With the escalation of crisis in the Korean peninsula, arising from the north Korea-U.S. conflict over the issue of north Korea nuclear weapons development programme, south Korea and China made efforts to bring north Korea and the U.S. to a direct meeting. The U.S. refused to engage in direct talks with north Korea because of its distrust of north Korea. On the other hand, north Korea refused multi-party negotiations fearing that it could be turned against it as a vehicle for applying more pressure on it. Following much initial positioning, three-party meeting and six-party meetings were held in Beijing, couched in terms of “two-party meeting within a multi-party meeting” or “multi-party meeting including two-party meeting”. 
The recent six-party meeting, in that the states in the region were addressing together the north Korea-U.S. conflict, including the north Korea nuclear issues, and in that the concerned states in the region, including south and north Korea, came together for the first time since 1950s to address the issues of the Korean peninsula, was a significant historical development.

North Korea, in the six-party meeting, made a concrete proposal, and appears, even after the conclusion of the meeting, to maintain its proposal. The north Korean proposal is composed of “arrangement for single undertaking settlement” and “simultaneous action sequence”. 
In its “arrangement for single undertaking settlement”, the U.S. is to conclude a non-aggression treaty, establish the normalisation of north Korea-U.S. relations, ensure the development of Japan-north Korea and inter-Korea economic cooperation, provide compensation for the loss in electricity supply due to the delay in the construction of the light water nuclear reactor power plant, and complete its construction. In return, north Korea desists from developing nuclear weapons, allow inspections, and ultimately dismantle the nuclear facilities, and suspend missile test launch, and bring an end to missile export. 
The “simultaneous action sequence” proposed by north Korea calls for the U.S. and north Korea to undertake simultaneously the resumption of delivery of heavy oil and expand significantly the humanitarian food aid, on the part of the U.S., and the proclamation of the intention to abandon any pursuit of nuclear weapons development programme, on the part of north Korea. At the time the U.S. concludes a non-aggression treaty and completes the compensation for loss of electricity supply, north Korea undertakes to freeze nuclear facilities and nuclear material activity and allow inspection and monitoring. 
At the conclusion of north Korea-U.S. and north Korea-Japan normalisation of relations, north Korea finalises its commitment on the missile issues. And finally, north Korea will dismantle its nuclear facilities at the same time as the completion of the construction for light water nuclear reactor power plant.
 

The U.S., on the other hand, continues to insist, even after the six-party talks, on north Korea to first abandon its nuclear weapons development programme, and has failed to present any concrete proposals. Recently, the U.S. has suggested making public statement, producing a document, and formulating a multi-party measure on the issue of providing system guarantee to north Korea. But, there is, as yet, no specific proposal for the actual measures. It is possible, given the lack of concrete proposals, to conjecture that the negotiation strategy is not finalised within the U.S. administration. The most fundamental problem on the part of the U.S. is that it has not adopted a clear set of principles in going into negotiations with north Korea.

In the context of rising expectations for the six-party talks, north Korea and the U.S. will need to, in order to bring about a progress in the negotiations, adopt a clear attitude towards the whole process. The diagram 1 below presents the policy options for north Korea and U.S. In order to facilitate a constructive development in the six-party talks, both north Korea and the U.S. will need to make a clear changes in their policy attitudes. For north Korea, its system survival policy would need to shift from the current unstable dualistic strategy to one of liberalisation and pragmatism. On the part of the U.S., its current unstable hard line and non-engagement position needs to be shifted to one of stable engagement and moderate stance.

7. The Basic Principles for the Resolution of the North Korea-U.S. Conflict and the Realisation of Peace in the Korean Peninsula

Considering the division and the war in the Korean peninsula following the liberation from the Japanese colonial domination, the changes in the order in post-Cold War Korean, the recent significant developments in the inter-
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Korea relations, and the nature of the north Korea-U.S. conflict over the north Korean nuclear issues, the principles that need to be adhered to in the efforts to bring about a resolution of the current north Korea-U.S. conflict and the realisation of peace in the Korean peninsula can be summarised into four parts, as in the following

Principle 1: Peaceful Resolution of the North Korea-U.S. Conflict, 
Including the North Korean Nuclear Issue

Peace could never be secured through war. War in the modern society, in which weapons of mass destruction are so highly developed, contradicts and denies the very objective that it is supposedly seeking. The end to tension and conflict obtained through war is not peace that is accompanied by happiness and prosperity, but silence of death. Moreover, war produces consequences that could not be anticipated. Only the resolution of tension and conflict that is secured through peaceful means can be maintained for a long time. War gives an illusion of quick solution of tension and conflict, but leads only to a deepening and aggravation of conflict and confrontation.

A war in the Korean peninsula will not only threaten the very survival of the whole of Korean people, but, will precipitate into the greatest tragedy which will threaten the peace and prosperity of north-east Asia and the world. Korean peninsula is an area with the highest concentration of military capacity in the world, and is populated by all the world’s military superpowers. A war erupting in the Korean peninsula may quickly spread and engulf the whole of north-east Asia.

A precision surgical attack on north Korea or an embargo would most likely become an act of threat against the very survival of north Korea. North Korea has repeated declared to construe any precision attack or embargo as an attack threatening its survival. An act of attack against north Korea will provoke north Korea’s retaliatory action against either south Korea or the U.S., and will most likely drive the Korean peninsula into a war.

Given that war is not only ineffective and at the same time dangerous means, the north Korea-U.S. conflict over the north Korean nuclear issue must also be dealt with by peaceful means. In working towards a peaceful resolution, all non-peaceful avenues (embargo or precision attack) need to be removed from the list of available policy instruments. A strategy which entertains non-peaceful means as a possible policy instrument, in consideration for strategic efficiency, signifies logically that there would not be any progress in or towards negotiations until the very brink of war. It cannot realistically rule out the likelihood of a break out of a war as a result of some unanticipated turn of events. Peaceful course may demand difficult and drawn out process, but it will deliver sustainable and secure peace. This is the only effective avenue when the cause of the conflict is mutual distrust.

Principle 2: Denuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula and Security Cooperation

The two Koreas have agreed, in September 1992, on the “Joint Declaration for Denuclearised Korean Peninsula”, and on the basis of the spirit of the Declaration, committed themselves to take care in their peaceful use of nuclear energy. Denuclearisation of the Korean peninsula is a principle all north-east Asian states aspire to. What is important is that denuclearisation should not be limited to “non-proliferation”. Denuclearisation must include “nuclear disarmament” together with non-proliferation, and in the medium to long term, a general disarmament in the whole of north-east Asia. North Korean objection to denuclearisation of the Korean peninsula is that it stands as an obstacle in securing its systemic survival. Therefore, a guarantee that all forms of pre-emptive attack, including the use of nuclear weapons, is excluded must be proposed and adhered to in making the demand to north Korea to abandon its nuclear weapons development programme. This calls for the U.S. to make an international commitment to abandon its current position of “pre-emptive attack against rogue states”.

An effective disarmament in north-east requires comprehensive economic and security cooperation. A security strategy, which adopts a particular nation as the presumed enemy, is likely to fuel an arms race. In the long term, the task of bringing the issue of north Korean weapons of mass destruction to a resolution cannot be addressed without an effective regional security system. This calls for a common commitment to work towards regional security cooperation. The recent six-party talk process provides a valuable opportunity in this regard. The agenda for the talks should not be limited to the dismantling of north Korean nuclear weapons programme, but, accompanying nuclear disarmament and security cooperation in the region. 

Principle 3: Continued Efforts of South and North Korea for the Development of Inter-Korea Relations and the Support of the Neighboring Nations

The efforts of south and north Korea to overcome the system of division and to realise national reconciliation and peaceful reunification should be sustained. The neighbouring nations need to take measures to support the process actively so that it comes to fruition. The two Koreas, despite the insecurity and tension throughout the 50 years of division have made various efforts to overcome the system of division. In the half a century of military standoff, the two Koreas have produced the “July 4 Joint Communique” in 1972, the “Agreement on Reconciliation, Non-Aggression, and Exchange and Cooperation between South and North” in 1991, “Joint Declaration on Denuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula” in 1992, and the “June 15 Summit Joint Declaration” in 2000. 
The two Koreas are continuing in their endeavours to sincerely comply with the joint declaration adopted at the historic inter-Korea summit meeting. The joint efforts of south and north Korea to realise reconciliation and peace will, by promoting the reform and the opening of north Korea, in the short term, contribute to the easing of north Korea-U.S. conflict, and in the long term, to the realisation of peace in north-east Asia. In this regard, support of the neighbouring countries for the development of the inter-Korea relations does not just assist the two Koreas, but, will be investment for the stability of the whole region. We hope for the efforts of south and north Korea for peace, exchange, and cooperation become more concrete, and continue to develop in higher levels, on the basis of the support and cooperation from the international society.

Principle 4: Lifting the Economic Sanctions Against North Korea and Promotion of the Development of North Korean Society through Economic Assistance

The economic crisis in north Korea, which has made terrible impact since the early 1990s till today, has been one of the key factors that has given rise to the current north Korea-U.S. conflict and the tension in the Korean peninsula. The systemic insecurity fanned by the economic crisis has, it could be said, propelled north Korea to adopt a more hard-lined international relations policy. Economic reform and liberalisation would be unavoidable for north Korea to overcome the economic crisis. A constructive progress of reform and liberalisation would require outside assistance. External assistance could take many forms. One “passive” form would be the lifting of the economic sanctions the U.S. has imposed on north Korea. Active assistance could come in the form of financial assistance from different countries and international institutions. Institutional and material assistance would have the effect of assisting north Korea achieving the desired outcomes in economic reform and liberalisation, contributing to their deepening.

8. The Proposal From the South Korean Civil Society
Having examined carefully the various proposals that have come into currency in and surrounding the six-party talks over the north Korea-U.S. conflict, and the positions of north Korea and the U.S., the civil society in south Korea focuses on a “comprehensive, staged, and multilateral” avenue as a feasible approach to the resolution of the central issue. 
Given the depth of distrust between north Korea and the U.S. and the gravity of the threat, the negotiations for the resolution of the conflict must address all the issues which shape the north Korea-U.S. conflict in a comprehensive manner. 
As the fear of the distrust and threat held by the both parties cannot be removed in a single action, it must be coursed through a stage upon stage process of mutual confidence building measures as a part of a medium to long-term effort towards building a cooperative relationship. 
Lastly, as the distrust or lack of confidence in each other makes any negotiation taking off in the first place and accepting any compromise difficult, there is a need for the participation of concerned countries as mediators and guarantors, setting a multilateral framework for the process. 
Recently, north Korea is seen to emphasize comprehensive and phased approach, while the U.S. is putting a stress on multilateral approach. It is interesting to note, at this point, that north Korea is currently taking part in the six-party talks, and the U.S. had, in the past, called for comprehensive and phased approach. Given the developments of the positions held by two, comprehensive, stage upon stage, and multilateral approach would be acceptable to both north Korea and the U.S.

The Table 1, below, is a brief configuration of the comprehensive, stage upon stage, and multilateral approach. 

Following is an elaboration of the features and the specific substance of the proposed approach. 
First, the negotiation process addresses all the pertinent issues in a comprehensive manner, but designates concrete measures to be undertaken in different stages. The progress of a stage of implementation is accompanied by a continuation of negotiations over issues, which will be subject of implementation action in the next stage. The negotiations is comprehensive in the scope of issues being addressed, but will be undertaken in stages. 
The proposal provides a clear articulation on the role of the concerned countries to assist the progress of north Korea-U.S. negotiations and confidence building between the two. In particular, it provides a clear guideline for their role in economic assistance and improvement in the relations between north Korea and Japan. 
Lastly, the civil society proposal for a comprehensive, stage upon stage, and multilateral framework of negotiations excludes the fundamentalist solutions or linear approach to the work of confronting the complex issues and situation.

In the first stage, north Korea and the U.S. are called on to renounce, without any conditions, hostile intentions and actions against each other, and the other concerned nations are brought in to stand as guarantors of their declaration.
 The first stage is devoted to and focuses on restraining from aggravating the current situation, and moving forward to bring about improvements in those areas other than the north Korea-U.S. relations. 
The work of formulating a document capturing the declarations concerning non-aggression towards north Korea and the system security for north Korea is to be worked out in concrete detail through the second stage negotiations that take place during the first implementation stage. 
In order to give strength to the content of the declaration, which take place in the context of distrust, the declaration should/may contain the possibility of taking defensive measures if the other side continues with hostile action. 
While it is not necessary to set the deadline for removing hostile actions, it should be completed by the time the second stage negotiation is completed. The period for the first stage should be about one year, while the construction of the light water nuclear reactor power plant and the delivery of heavy oil should be resumed after six months. 
In terms of the losses suffered by north Korea due to delays in the construction of the light water nuclear reactor power plant and the suspension of the delivery of heavy oil, the settlement should include a commitment by China, south Korea, and Japan to undertake compensation for the losses suffered by the suspension of oil delivery. 
During this period, the negotiations for the normalisation of relations between north Korea and Japan, put on hold due to the break out the north Korea-U.S. conflict, should be resumed. It should be brought to a conclusion when the second stage negotiation is brought to a completion ready to go into implementation.

The second stage calls for concrete steps by north Korea and the U.S. to dissolve the hostile relations and to produce a document containing confidence building commitments. During this period, north Korea would be required to permit inspection for weapons of mass destruction, and the U.S. would be required to lift its economic sanctions against north Korea. While the lifting of U.S. economic sanctions against north Korea could be implemented in stages, it needs to include those elements which are needed for north Korea’s economic reform and liberalisation (such as, export of north Korean goods to the U.S. and membership in international organisations). 
Negotiations for disarmament in the Korean peninsula is launched in this stage, while the concerned countries and international organisations begin their economic assistance to north Korea. The second stage could be expected to last around three years.

The third stage is devoted to finalisation of the normalisation of relations between north Korea and the U.S. North Korea would be required to dismantle the weapons of mass destruction and transfer them, while the U.S. begins economic assistance to north Korea. Nations in north-east Asia begins a process of nuclear disarmament to realise denuclearisation of north-east Asia, and begin to undertake a plan for consolidation of north-east Asian economic cooperation.

While the six-party talks for the resolution of the north Korea-U.S. conflict is not reconvened, its resumption seems not so far away. At this stage, north Korea, the U.S. and the related nations would need to take caution and care on some issues. 

First, north Korea and the U.S. should not just stress the distrust and concern it has of the other, but take into consideration the distrust and concern the other has of it. The concerned participating countries will need to seek avenues for the peaceful resolution of the north Korea-U.S conflict through mutual respect for each other. 
The resolution of the north Korea-U.S conflict is needed not only for the stability and security of north Korea and the U.S., but also for peace and prosperity for the whole of north-east Asia. The elements, which would create difficulties in the current stage of negotiations, (such as human rights situation in north Korea or the kidnapping of Japanese nationals) should be raised in stages.

Second, even while the six-party talks has not resumed, the related nations should take care not to aggravate the external environment for north Korea’s efforts for outward liberalisation and inward reform. Successful progress of liberalisation and reform in north Korea will bring about a stabilisation of the north Korean system, and it will contribute to strengthening the flexibility in north Korea’s U.S. policy and international relations policy. Economic cooperation, over and above humanitarian assistance, is sine qua non for the success for north Korea’s liberalisation and reform policies. The deepening of liberalisation and reform will bring about a greater external dependence, paving the way for eventual abandonment of hostile foreign policy stance in order to bring about an improvement in external relations. Support and assistance for north Korea’s liberalisation and reform may take time in achieving peace dividends, but it can surely bring about, in the long term, positive results without extracting serious sacrifices. 

Third, the nations in north-east Asia needs to start a process of multilateral discussions for security and economic cooperation in order to initiate a moment to bring the north Korean nuclear issues to a resolution in the context of regional security and economic cooperation. The six-party talks, while it addresses the north Korean nuclear issues, therefore, should not just focus on this issue only. When the north Korea nuclear issue is addressed in the course of tackling the agenda for the construction of a north-east Asian cooperation system, north Korea would be willing to participate in the multilateral discussion because of its economic and security needs. 
Regional cooperation in north-east Asia will, through ruling out the threat and possibility of war not only from the Korean peninsula, but from the whole of north-east Asia, will, on the one hand, contribute to the improvement in the relations between south and north Korea and peaceful reunification in the Korean peninsula, and, on the other hand, to the peace and prosperity in the north-east Asian region.

<Table 1> Comprehensive, Staged, and Multilateral Approach to the Resolution of North Korea-U.S. Conflict

	Stage
	Negotiation
	Implementation
	Role of Related Countries
	Key Elements

	
	
	Key Elements
	North Korea
	U.S.
	
	

	First Stage
	Establish a comprehensive negotiation and implementation plan covering the issues in the north Korea-U.S. conflict
	Declaration to renounce hostile action
	Declaration and implementation to renounce nuclear weapons development and possession
	Declaration to renounce aggression against north Korea, including a renunciation of pre-emptive attack
	* guarantees by neighbouring countries

* economic assistance to north Korea

* improvement in the relations between north Korea and Japan
	* construction of light water nuclear reactor power plant, and

* delivery of heavy oil

	Second Stage
	Negotiation on implementation plan for confidence building measures
	Undertaking for confidence building and reconciliation
	Permission for inspections on weapons of mass destruction
	Written declaration on non-aggression towards north Korea

Lifting of economic sanctions
	Guarantee for non-aggression towards north Korea and north Korea’s system security

·Expansion of economic assistance to north Korea
	Start of negotiations for disarmament in the Korean peninsula

	Third Stage
	Concrete discussions on cooperation
	Normalisation of north Korea-U.S. relations, and

Move towards regional cooperation
	Dismantling of weapons of mass destruction, and

A general disarmament
	* Improvement in relations with north Korea, and

* Economic assistance
	* Discussions on north-east Asia regional cooperation system, including north Korea
	Nuclear free north east Asia, and

Security and economic cooperation


� This presentation attempts to bring the various debates among the peace and reunification movement groups in the civil society in south Korea over the question of how to bring about a peaceful resolution of the conflict between north Korea and the U.S. into a common proposal. The various analysis, principles, and proposals contained in this paper, therefore, are those that have been developed, presented and circulated by the various groups, activists, and researchers. Some parts of this presentation, especially the section 1 to 5, are modification of author's previous writings. Given the character of the paper, the author has taken a liberty to leave out references, and the author takes this opportunity to seek understanding from those whose contributions are included in this paper. It could not, however, be stressed too strongly that all the responsibility for this paper lies with the author.


� The heightened pressure on north Korea by the U.S. since October 2002 can be said to have fuelled a tension/conflict between the traditional security perception and the new security perception within the leading circles in north Korea.


� Because of this very condition, the U.S. perceives economic sanctions against north Korea as one of the most effective means of applying pressure on north Korea.


� The U.S. plan for a military action against north Korea in 1994 clearly demonstrated the very asymmetry that exists between north Korea and the U.S.


� This preposition derives from the interpretation of the changes in north Korea undertaken in the above section 3. The “policy towards north Korea”, it becomes clear, cannot be separated from the “understanding of north Korea”.


� From this perspective, it is possible to criticise the approach the south Korea government has taken towards the north Korea-U.S. conflict. First, adoption of a fundamentalist approach on a strategic level towards the issue of north Korean nuclear issue is unrealistic. There is no negotiation at the moment because both north Korea and the U.S. are taking the fundamentalist positions. There is a need for gradualist strategy aimed at toning down the mutual distrust between north Korea and the U.S. Second, the prioritisation of the resolution of the north Korean nuclear issue as a pre-requisite for resumption of efforts to bring about improvements in inter-Korea relations is an unrealistic linear thinking. Given the various changes that have taken place in north Korea and the current situation within north Korea, a simultaneous parallel/separated approach is needed. There is a need for an effort to avoid being dragged into the agenda-setting initiative of the U.S. (rogue state, uranium enrichment programme, pre-emptive strike, etc.).


� Korean Central News Agency ( Aug. 29 2003)


� These four principles are adapted with modification from many other foregoing studies. One example in case is Park, Kun-young, et. al., A Report on Peace in the Korean Peninsula: methodologies for overcoming the crisis in the Korean peninsula and Realisation of Peace, (Hanool: 2002). The four principles outlined in this report are: dialogue, not military means, for the resolution of the problem; an approach led by the combined efforts of south and north Korea; move toward multilateralism on the basis of cooperative security; co-existence and common prosperity and exchange and cooperation.


� This section is drawn from the "Our Suggestion on the Occasion of the Six-Party Talks" issued by the "Peace Forum" (August 26, 2003).


� There cannot be any genuine course of resolution in the north Korea-U.S. conflict if a fundamentalist attitude is adopted in the strategic level. While the objective outlined by the leaders of south Korea and the U.S. in their first summit meeting for “complete and verifiable and irreversible removal of north Korean nuclear weapons development programme” may have a significance as a medium to long term goal, it is devoid of any practical possibilities for any kind of negotiation. It should be noted clearly that one of the key reasons for the deadlock in the negotiations between north Korea and the U.S. is that both north Korea and the U.S. have taken a fundamentalist position rooted in their own concerns. The linear approach of the south Korean government in setting the resolution of the north Korean nuclear issue as the top-most priority, and planning to upgrade the development of inter-Korea relations only after the satisfactory resolution of the nuclear issue is totally unrealistic. This sets the danger of drawing and locking south Korea into the agenda setting dominated by the U.S. South Korea needs to address security issues and economic issues simultaneously and endeavour to tackle the issue in a comprehensive manner. This capacity to adopt a simultaneous and comprehensive approach applies also to the need to consider the issues of peace and cooperation in north-east Asia in the same breath as the consideration for peace and reunification in the Korean peninsula.


� At this stage, in order to prevent the aggravation of the situation, north Korea needs to declare unconditionally its commitment to abandon nuclear weapons development programme, and the U.S. to declare its commitment to renounce the use of military force against north Korea. If the sequencing is a problem, north Korea could declare its commitment first, and demand the U.S. to make its declaration within a certain period, and propose to begin a negotiations for verification/inspection after the U.S. declaration has been made. On the other hand, the U.S. could renounce the use of military force, and indicate the efficacy of its declaration after the north Korean declaration of renunciation of nuclear weapons development programme, as it makes its demands for negotiation for verification/inspection. This sequencing method is an adaptation of that contained in the Geneva Agreement. The demand for a perfect and complete reciprocity in the context of mutual distrust is only an indication of the depth of the distrust.
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