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I. The 'New Rollback' Strategy of the Bush Administration 
The aim of this paper is to show the policy shifts of the Bush Administration, from blockade to the policy of 'new rollback' consisting `Counter-Proliferation Initiative (CPI)' and the 'war against terrorism'.  The new policy underwent a basic change in character from the previous passive strategy of blockading danger, to a pro-active and aggressive stance of unilateralist and striking first to eliminate danger. The Afghan and Iraqi wars are clear indicators of the character of the 'new rollback' strategy where first-strike actions have led to changes in governments of the two countries. This paper intends to point out that the 'two-war strategy' and the `mass weapons of destruction Counter-Proliferation Initiative (CPI)' are targeted toward North Korea and are structural threats to the security of the Korean Peninsula. The progress in the implementation of such US policies on the Korean Peninsula will also be closely examined. 

        It was predicted that the unilateral policies of the Bush Administration would be globally denounced and opposed, and the Bush Doctrine to rupture in the near future or possibly face difficulties. However, the problem lies in the execution style of the Bush's unilateral polices and not in the contents of the policies per se. Although mentioned toward the end of this paper, despite the irrationality of the unilateral policies of the Bush Administration, the Bush Doctrine received support from numerous countries as it was packaged under the policies of `war against terrorism' and the `weapons of mass destruction Counter-Proliferation Initiative (CPI)' and advanced countries, worried about being challenged by Third World countries, were receptive to both policies. In other words, the Bush Doctrine supported by the US military supremacy, is a double-edged attempt to contain and eliminate potential threatening powers in an unipolar global system and at the same time, adequately playing with the fears of advanced and Third World countries over a security crisis. 

        This paper analyzes step-by-step the process of the 'two-war strategy' and the `weapons of mass destruction Counter-Proliferation Initiative (CPI)' of the Bush Administration and how the `rollback strategy' is undertaken on the Korean Peninsula. And finally, how these policies and the `war against terrorism' are operated and the examination of how these policies have influenced the situation on the Korean Peninsula. 

 II. `Two-war Strategy' and the Korean Peninsula 
1. `Two-war Strategy' 
In the early 1990s, the Administration of George Bush (Senior) pursued positive military reduction with the advent of the post-Cold War era and took into consideration active de-militarization through the withdrawal of short-range nuclear weapons stationed abroad. To counter the military power of the former Soviet Union, there was a total reconsideration of the allocation of military forces. The strategy of 'win-hold-win', i.e., if two regional conflicts occur simultaneously in a strategic area, the military would be concentrated in one region and warfare carried out, while the conflict would only be controlled in the other region. However, once victory became certain in the first region, the military would move to the second region to ensure another military victory. Therefore there was no need to maintain a big military force because victory could be ensured even with a reduced military force. As such, plans to reduce US troops stationed in Asia and Europe were prepared and the three-step reduction plan of the US troops in South Korea was undertaken as part of the global trend of troop reduction. 

        However in 1993, this strategy of 'win-hold-win' did a turnabout in the  'win-win' `two-war strategy'. The purpose of this strategy was to be victorious in two different battlefields, namely the Middle East and the Korean Peninsula and was adopted following the Gulf War in 1991 and the North Korean nuclear crisis.  The `two-war strategy' was confirmed in 1991 and 2001 in the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) and consolidated as part of the US military strategy of the 21st century. 

        The Bottom-Up Review in 1993 was the first document to formalize the `two-war strategy'. The `two-war strategy' was considered to have been formalized based on the then Secretary of Defense Aspen's work on the size of the military force needed to undertake simultaneously similar warfare, taking the number of US troops dispatched during the Gulf War as reference. According to the Bottom-Up Review, "US troops are stationed to ensure simultaneous and decisive victories in two major areas of conflict ... Depending on our choice, US troops must have the flexibility and the capacity in size and structure to act independently."  Such `two-war strategy' strategy required a bigger military force and budget compared to the `win-hold-win' and after its confirmation by the Bottom-Up Review; all military plans for troop reduction were scrapped. The three-step troop reduction plans of the US military in South Korea did not advance beyond the first stage, and plans to reduce a hundred thousand US troops in Asia and Europe as well as plans for troop reduction in other parts of the world, were scrapped for the same reason. 

        The US military took one-step further and demanded increases in the military budget and expansion of military power. It was difficult to carry out warfare in two wars and achieve a victory with the existing military forces and for the `two-war strategy' to function, the military must be strengthened. However, the Clinton Administration did not accept the demands of the military and instead concentrated in maintaining the status quo, with partial reinforcement of military forces. Conditions within the US and outside were not receptive for the comparatively moderate Democratic Party to pursue military reinforcement openly.  According to the first Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) published in 1997, the US continued with the `two-war strategy' and promoted research on missile defense partially but there was no big change in the overall military capacity. 

        In the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) published in 2001, 20 days after 9-11, the `two-war strategy' continued as part of the US military policy but took on a more aggressive aspect. That is, "the US military needs to possess the capacity to swiftly repulse attacks on US allies and friendly nations in any two battlefields overlapped in time," a confirmation that the `two-war strategy' was once again adopted. At the same time, the need for a military force in the advent of warfare, "to be able to invade [the enemy's] territory and set the conditions for a change in government." The `two-war strategy‘ prior to the Bush Administration was in character a blockade policy, fighting with the enemy to normalize the situation within a country. But the new `two-war strategy' is a rollback strategy with the aim of invading the enemy's territory and putting a new government in place. 

        But the rollback strategies of the Bush Administration are more aggressive in character than former rollback policies. Former rollback policies were passive, reacting against the first-strike of the enemy and the possible invasion of the enemy territory in the process. Bush's new rollback policies could blockade any potential security threat even if the enemy does not strike first and so is more aggressive in character.  The US government had no choice but to adopt this defensive stance and the efforts to create a `safe fortress'. This stance can be rationalized by the increasing sense of threat of potential terrorism that was felt by American citizens after 9-11. Responding after a terrorist attack was considered futile because of the damages already caused and so any possibility of terror must be crushed and any possibility of attack blockaded from the very beginning. According to Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, the "ignorance of any potential attack on the US and possibility of further ignorance of the fact of the ignorance," must be blockaded to eliminate any potential security threats, and this is based on the paranoiac stance on security. In 2001, Secretary Rumsfeld spoke on the need of pre-emptive strikes in his visit to NATO allies and following Bush's speech to military graduates on the necessity of pre-emptive strikes, the possibility of launching pre-emptive strikes was first formalized in 2002. In the National Security Strategy released in September 2002, on the first anniversary of 9-11, the Bush Administration proclaimed "the US will strike first if the need arises." 

2. The Strengthening of Military Capacity in Asia and the Pacific 
After the adoption of the `two-war strategy', the military capacity of the countries near the Korean Peninsula was steadily increased together with that of the countries in the Middle East. The determining factor in the increase of militarization in East Asian countries was the "review of the situation of readiness of the US military in South Korea", carried out toward the later half of 1993 when the North Korean nuclear crisis was becoming an issue. Gary Luck, the commander of the US troops in South Korea in 1993, asserted, "the present military capacity is insufficient to counter the North Korean threat" and formally requested the increase in military capabilities. Accordingly, the Pentagon took steps to increase the firepower of the troops in South Korea by reinforcing 120 M1A1 tanks, Patriot missiles, Apache helicopters, etc. The number of troops stationed remained the same but the mobility of the military in times of crisis was virtually getting expanded. 

        In 1994, the US Congress approved a budget of US$ 250 million to be spend in increasing the military capacity of US troops in South Korea while at the same time, an agreement was being signed in Geneva freezing the North Korean nuclear program and provisions being made for a light water reactor -a double standard of dialogue and negotiations and the possible use of military force. In 1996, the old reconnaissance OV-10 Mahawk was updated with the Airborne Reconnaissance Low Aircraft. In 1977, the US introduced the latest satellite system to allow for rapid transmission of reconnaissance information with the South Korean military and to strengthen information and reconnaissance abilities. On one hand, Patriot missiles were dispatched in the environs of the US military in South Korea, to increase defensive power against North Korean reprisals and multi-purpose extended-range artillery adequate for immobilizing North Korea's long-range artillery were also introduced. 

        After the Gulf War, it was analyzed that logistics had been the cause of the `bottle-neck phenomenon' during `Operation Desert Shield' and `Operation Desert Storm' and a `Mobility Requirement Study' was carried out. According to the proposals of this report, the US had pre-positioned heavy weaponry in the Indian Ocean and in the fall of 1996, pre=positioned one brigade of tanks, armored cars and communication devices in South Korean waters. And since military capacity was evaluated on the number of troops and situation of bases, this kind of heavy- weaponry pre-positioning was not likely to be considered as increased military capacity. There was no big change in the number of troops stationed in the environs of the Korean Peninsula and so the situation could be considered unchanged. However, the US had been increasing its firepower that could be mobilized in times of crisis, from 1996. 

        Prior to the pre-positioning of heavy weaponry, from 1994, the RSOI 

(Reception, Staging, Onward Movement, and Integration into the Combat Force) training was started due to changes in the logistics strategy. The formation of an Interim Brigade Combat Team called the Striker Base by the US-ROK Joint Forces Command and holding of the first military exercise in South Korea, shows the connection with the overall process of the US military's transformation into interim brigade combat teams. The US military in South Korea closed down unnecessary military bases and those that were open to possible security threats, as part of the joint land management plan and re-located its troops to Osan Airbase which was needed for missile defenses and for the interim brigade combat teams. To complete the process, the 2nd Infantry Division would be relocated south of the Han River and the US 8th Army in Yongsan to a new location. The alignment of US bases in the south would be to remove US bases from the range of fire of North Korean long-range artillery and once the re-alignment were completed, US bases would be safe from any missile or long-range artillery threats from North Korea and be free to undertake any military operation. This would be the completion of the execution of the `two-war strategy' started in 1993. 

        At the same time, the US had assessed the attack and defensive capabilities of the assault landing units stationed at the Sasebo base in Japan and it became known that the US had set up measures for the creation of an expeditionary force. An Aegis destroyer, auxiliary cruiser and a nuclear submarine were reinforced at the base and if the necessity arose, could aim a pre-emptive strike against enemy targets outside the waters of Japan. The US had meticulously prepared for any possible intercontinental ballistic missile attacks from North Korea and by early 2004, a missile defense system would go into operation in Alaska. Assistant Secretary of Defense Aldridge confirmed in a Senate hearing in the spring of 2003, that the possibility of the missile system to shoot down any missiles fired from North Korea was over 90%.  

        On the other hand, it can be evaluated that South Korea, as the lesser partner in South Korea-US military alliance, had been strengthening its local task performing capabilities. Firstly, it should be pointed out that Operation 5027 of the US-ROK Joint Forces Command, the framework of the South Korean military operations, is the model of application of the `two-war strategy' on the Korean Peninsula. The beginnings of Operation 5027 go back to the 1980s and the military plan aims to strike the heart of North Korean territory at the start of a war and this aggressive character is fueled by the war-prevention doctrine of the Bush Administration. 

        Due to such aggressive military plans, attack capabilities of the military are being strengthened as well. The introduction of F-16s to command air supremacy and F-15s to counter air-to-surface missiles are decisive evidence of such changes. The South Korean military are also equipped with the latest M1-A1 and similar K1-A1 tanks and even with the latest Russian T80u tanks and on the pretext of countering North Korean armored vehicles produced in the 1950s, it has been decided that Apache helicopters be reinforced. As can be judged from the mobility of Apache helicopters, this type of military capacity is not passive defense to resist against North Korean threats but is a part of the `aggressive defense' of Operation 5017. 

        In addition, plans are underway to introduce ten Hawk 800XPs and a military satellite system to improve information capability. Although nothing is being said about a missile defense system, it is certain that plans for such a system is already underway. Long and mid-term plans to strengthen the military such as the SAM-X missile project to introduce PAC-3 Patriot missiles, the KDX III project to introduce Aegis destroyers and the reinforcement of AWACS, all give the strong impression that these are plans for the consolidation of a missile defense system. Unlike claims that such modernization plans of the South Korean military are needed for an independent military, there exists the possibility that the South Korean military is more deeply immersed as a subunit of the US military. The projects pursued by the South Korean military are part of the bigger picture of US `two-war strategy'. 

        The so-called `state normalization' of Japan must also be understood in the context of the US `two-war strategy'. Since the formalization of the `two-war strategy' in 1993 in the Bottom-Up-Review, the US and Japan under mutual cooperation, carried out measures to put this strategy into practice. The US had discovered that Japan was not fully prepared when it had seriously considered attacks on North Korea in 1994 and so in 1995, took concrete measures to counter these problems. In accordance with the `two-war strategy', if a war would take place on the Korean Peninsula, Japan had to provide support as a rear base and the US realized that the Japanese legal system must be re-consolidated and virtual military capacity be upgraded to meet its goals. 

         The Japanese government carried out a series of military legislation including the `National Defense Program Outline' and the `Law Concerning Measures to Ensure the Peace and Security of Japan in Situations in Areas Surrounding Japan' (1995), the Japan-US Joint Declaration on Security (1996), a treaty to provide support in times of war (1996), the reform of the military guidelines (1997), the Anti-Terrorism Law (2001) and the emergency legislation (2003). The Japanese government with its intentions of `state normalization', pushed these legislations for implementation, aided by reasons of internal politics and the `visible threat' of North Korea which contributed to stirring positive public opinion. The Japanese government was under a lot of pressure from the Americans who were demanding collective self-defense, including the possibility of constitutional reform. The US, to avoid the 1994 precedent, and to implement the `two-war strategy' on the Korean Peninsula, strongly pressured the Japanese government and the Japanese took advantage of the opportunity. The Bush Administration has been carefully following the proposals set forth in report written by Richard Armitage, the present Deputy Secretary of State, in October 2000.  According to the report, "revised Guidelines for US-Japan Defense Cooperation should be regarded as the floor not the ceiling for an expanded Japanese role in the alliance. More to the point, it says "Japan's prohibition against collective self-defense is a constraint on alliance cooperation." 

        Such proposals have become the reality and explain in a nutshell, the Bush Administration policies regarding relations with Japan. Japan has already started a common research program on missile defense and is trying to achieve long range military capabilities. As part of the `two-war strategy, the US, South Korea and Japan are pursuing stronger military capabilities and at the same time, promoting organic military unity. It appears as if the US-Japan military exercise,  `Keen Sword' and the US-South Korea military exercise `Foal Eagle' are carried out separately but these exercises are carried out at almost the same time, achieving training from the organic application of the military of the three countries. In 2003, US Marines in Okinawa underwent a rapid reaction force training and their ability to land on the Korean peninsula within 24 hours, was confirmed, part of the process of paving the way for US troops in Japan to be dispatched to the Korean Peninsula if the need arises. It Is certain that the US has been carrying out concrete preparations for the operation of the `two-war strategy' in regard to the Korean Peninsula. 

III. Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) Counter-Proliferation Initiative (CPI)  & the Korean Peninsula 
The policy of deterrence on weapons of mass destruction, especially of nuclear weapons, the so-called `balance-of-terror' framework was the basis of the strategy during the Cold War.  For the US, showing that it possessed the ability and intention to launch multiple nuclear attacks if it were struck first by an enemy country, was a method of suppressing enemy attacks.  If the relations among nuclear states were structured around the `balance-of-terror' framework through the `two-war strategy', the relations of non-nuclear states were influenced by the nuclear non-proliferation policy, which prohibits non-nuclear states to acquire nuclear capability. Concrete measures like the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) were set up for this very purpose. 

        However, after September 11, 2000, the policies of deterrence and non-proliferation were subjected to a fundamental review. The 9.11 terrorist attack broke the belief of Americans of the US being a ‘safe fortress'. The US realized that it was not easy to control or defend itself from the threat posed by weapons of mass destruction of rogue states nor was it easy to identify the terrorists or their whereabouts. The US could not carry out immediate and basic counterattacks and the most supreme superpower in the world realized that it was exposed to an unexpected and a new type of "strategic weakness." Unable to accept this "strategic weakness", the US with the purpose of eradicating terrorism, took the elimination of weapons of mass destruction of the "Axis of Evil' states as its most pressing security issue, an issue that must be resolved. For the Bush Administration, the methods chosen were through the Nuclear Posture Review and the Counter-Proliferation Initiative (CPI). 

        However, what must be clearly clarified here is that North Korea is not only one of the targets for the `two-war strategy' but is also subjected to the Nuclear Posture Review and the Counter-Proliferation Initiative (CPI). The fact that North Korea lies in the middle of the crossfire between the `two-war strategy' and weapons of mass destruction strategy is the most urgent security issue on the Korean Peninsula and East Asia. 

1. Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) 

        
The changes in the US strategy concerning weapons of mass destruction can be clearly seen in the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) adopted in 2001 and released to the press in early 2002. Previous deterrent strategy, `the Triad', consisted of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and long-range nuclear-armed bombers. A `New Triad' is established, concentrating on offensive, defensive strike systems and a revitalized defense infrastructure. The deterrent policy, which has been the basis of nuclear strategy in the past 50 years, now comes under the defensive and offensive systems of the `New Triad'. The Bush Doctrine has opened the way for the possibility of first-strikes and the new nuclear strategy adopted to allow the possible use of nuclear weapons in offensives, can be interpreted as the possibility for nuclear first-strikes. So judging from the overall changes in security strategies, it can be ascertained that the US would deploy the use of nuclear weapons in first-strike offensives. 

        The Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) published in early 2002 reveals the awareness that previous deterrent polices were insufficient in dealing with the increasing security fears after September 11, 2001. The report took into account the present nuclear capabilities, proposed new guidelines and defined situations for nuclear weapons use as immediate, potential and unexpected contingencies, with Iraq and North Korea being applied with all three classifications, the so-called "chronic military concerns". The report outlined concrete scenarios for nuclear weapons use on North Korea, clarifying possibilities of a nuclear war with North Korea. 

        The US is not only considering war scenarios against "chronic military concerns” but is also undertaking plans to carry out the development and research of nuclear weapons. The US is planning to develop new nuclear capabilities to destroy hard and deeply buried targets (HDBT) in countries like North Korea. The development of ‘bunker busters’ is estimated to require 15 million dollars, the new-generation `mini nukes' 6 million dollars, the shortening of the preparation time to re-start underground nuclear testing 25 million dollars, research into environmental evaluation of facilities for manufacturing detonating equipment for existing nuclear weapons plutonium another additional 22 million dollars, which have been requested as part of the 2004 budget, accelerating the development of nuclear capabilities.   

        In 1994, the US in the Basic Agreement promised a `passive security guarantee', and that it “would not use nuclear weapons or threaten North Korea with the possibility of nuclear weapons use." The Nuclear Posture Review outlines the need to prepare for nuclear weapons use on 7 countries including North Korea and this is a violation of the Basic Agreement and the `passive security guarantee' given by the US to non-nuclear states through the NPT and the international society. 

2. Counter-Proliferation Initiative (CPI) 
Following the release of the Nuclear Posture Review, in December 2002, the Bush Administration announced the `National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction (NS-CWMD)'. If the former had been a comprehensive review of the US nuclear strategies and subsequent changes, the latter was to counter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The former changed the deterrent policy into an offensive approach and the latter passive non-proliferation into aggressive counter-proliferation. That is, just as nuclear weapons could be used to attack in times of crisis as outlined in the Nuclear Posture Review; offensives could be carried out to prohibit the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 

        When the ship carrying North Korean missiles ordered by Yemen, was seized in the Indian Ocean at the end of December 2002, this became the catalyst for the Bush Administration to put the Counter-Proliferation Initiative (CPI) into operation. The reason for the US violation of international law to seize the ship was due to the adoption of the weapons of mass destruction counter-proliferation strategies in May 2002. According to the White House on December 10, 2002, the day of the seizure of the ship, interdiction of the ship was an important counter-proliferation tool of the `National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction (NS-CWMD)'. This paper proposes comprehensive measures of counter-proliferation, non-proliferation and consequence management to counter weapons of mass destruction like nuclear and chemical weapons. To stop the spread of weapons of mass destruction, "the capability to prevent the transfer of materials, technology and experts" must be considered. Such capability known as interdiction in military terms includes shelling and bombardment used to stop the actions of the other party and is a stronger military action than ship seizure or internment. Furthermore, an "aggressive defense" could be adopted  "to hinder, default or destroy weapons of mass destruction during the delivery process." 

        A part of the information on such "defense" was released in May 2002 in the `National Security Presidential Directive No. 17’ and the `Homeland Security Presidential Directive No. 4’. More aggressive information was believed to be included in the undisclosed presidential directives. According to a report by the Washington Post, it is believed that the secret presidential directives contain approvals for "pre-emptive strikes" on countries close to acquiring weapons of mass destruction and long-range missiles. The formal adoption of the "pre-emptive strikes" is a fundamental and dangerous policy shift from the policy of deterrence during the Cold war when it was just possible to deter war based the attack capability per se. 

        The Bush Administration has revealed that it has considered a nuclear attack on North Korea in the Nuclear Posture Review. However, unlike the previous "offensive defense" undertaken if the US or any of its allies were attacked as revealed by documents released until recently, this policy shift emphasized a pre-emptive strike even if no enemy military action was involved.  `Presidential Directive No. 17’ has opened the way for pre-emptive strikes even if an enemy country does not take any military action or any preparations for a strike such as moving its troops. So this is a blunt proclamation of unilateral militarism and any country considered as the enemy could receive attacks for having a missile development program or a nuclear program and the ship seizure incident by the Bush Administration is just the implementation of aggressive counter-proliferation policies. 

        What is especially worrisome about the secret annexes of presidential directives are the designation of North Korea, Iran, Syria and Libya as the central targets for counter-proliferation policies. And since North Korea has both missile and nuclear programs, it is most likely to be in the forefront of the crossfire among the US policies of "prevention", "aggressive defense" and "pre-emptive strikes". In line with policy shifts in the US military strategies, it is worrisome that the Geneva Basic Agreement, which had frozen the North Korean nuclear program, is being broken and the North Korean missile program thruster forward as an international issue. 

        More aggressive searches of North Korean ships by the Japanese government can be understood as part of the US counter-proliferation policies. In 2003, the blockade on North Korea reinforced by the Trilateral Coordination and Oversight Group (TCOG), taking drug trafficking and money counterfeiting as the pretext, was also in lieu with counter-proliferation policies. The US in attempts to create international cooperation on the North Korean blockade, are promoting `DPRK Illicit Activities Initiative' and the ‘Proliferation Security Initiative' (PSI) on weapons of mass destruction. John Bolton, the US Undersecretary, Arms Control and International Security, in a Senate hearing in 2003, revealed that the US intends to "achieve new ways of hindering the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction in the sea, air and the land" through these initiatives. 

        The `DPRK Illicit Activities Initiative' is to prevent North Korea from earning foreign revenues from drug trafficking, money counterfeiting, money laundering and other illegal activities. The seizure of the North Korean ship at Brisbane, Australia, in April, on charges of drug trafficking and stronger inspection of North Korean ships entering Japan, are all part of this initiative. In the same context, Taiwanese authorities took a thorough search of a North Korean ship for technically violating customs procedures and confiscated material that could be used in chemical weapons. 

         Proliferation Security initiative (PSI) was announced in May 2003 In Krakow, Poland, and 11 countries (US, Britain, Japan, Spain, Germany, France, Australia, Italy, Netherlands, Portugal) are participating. The US held two Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) conferences in Madrid, Spain and Brisbane, Australia in order to consolidate counter-proliferation polices into an international agreement and agency. At the first conference in Madrid in June 2003, three proposals were proposed to hinder illegal exports of materials connected with weapons of mass destruction on board aircraft and ships, to conduct naval and aerial interdiction in territorial waters and airspace, and also sea raids.  At the Brisbane Conference in July 2003, John Bolton who represented the US in his position as head of disarmament at the State Department, claimed that "the US possesses the legal right for troops of PSI countries to attack North Korean ships in the sea" and called for the active use of military force to achieve counter-proliferation. PSI participating countries opposed direct attacks on North Korea but took part in the joint civil-military interdiction training exercises in September 2003, still following the US counter-proliferation policies.  Prior to the joint military exercises, the 3rd PSI conference was held in Paris and the US called for concrete measures to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and to heighten awareness that military use was inevitable in the seas. The Bush Administration not only remains decisive of the counter-proliferation policies but is also pulling the trigger at North Korea. 

         
IV.  The US at the apex of union of `nationalism' & union of advanced countries 
In the analysis of the US `two-war strategy' and the weapons of mass destruction counter-proliferation strategy, it was pointed out that North Korea is in the line of crossfire between both strategies. These strategies do not exist only on paper but concretely as increased militarism surrounding the Korean Peninsula and appearing as war threats. The Bush Doctrine is a matter of concern because it could destroy global stability and peace and evoke a crisis on the Korean Peninsula because of its aggressive nature. 

        One reassuring factor is that the awareness of the dangers of the Bush Doctrine is high on the Korean Peninsula and in the Middle East and is targeted for opposition but this is not always so in other countries. It is true that the US being at the apex of the unipolar system, in the post-Cold war era and its unilateralist policies had been the target for opposition by the world press and other countries. The hegemonic policies are based on the confidence that the rise of any potential challengers would be completely blockaded, and this evoked disapproval and concern from other countries. However, it must also be taken into account that the `war against terrorism', `counter-proliferation strategies', and the `two-war strategy' reflect the `national interests' of numerous countries in the world. 

        In Russia and China, Britain and other advanced countries, Eastern Europe and many countries of the Third World, are all exposed to internal `terrorist threats' and so the `war against terrorism' provides them with the opportunity to eliminate their `internal enemies'.  Challenges by various forces on the authority and rationale of the `state' are crushed militarily, an excellent opportunity to strengthen the status of the `state.'  The `war against terrorism' provided the opportunity for the `state' to recover its authority, which has been weakened by the development of communications and transportation, the rise of non-state entities, the acceleration of globalization, etc. The strengthening of such  `nationalism' does not distinguish the type of government or the socio-economic position of the state and so is beneficial to interests of numerous countries. The Bush Doctrine is welcomed in most countries as it dominates the efforts of the various forces of civil society to expand the concept of security from national security into human security and allows the `state' to monopolize violence. Russia and China are wary of the unilateralism of the Bush Administration but at the same time; welcome heartily the `war against terrorism' for the reasons aforementioned. 

        If the `war against terrorism' had provided a framework of getting approval from many countries, the `two-war strategy' and the counter-proliferation policies are attractive policies to advanced nations. The targets of the `two wars' and counter-proliferation policies are countries, which are challenging the global security order although without the military and economic, might of advanced nations. Iraq, Iran, North Korea, etc, are the `Axis of Evil' states, which oppose being consolidated into the unipolar system with the US at the apex and other advanced nations as supplementary groups, and these are countries that can deploy weapons of mass destruction and missiles. Relations with the `Axis of Evil' countries differ depending on individual countries but one thing that is certain is that the challenges posed by these states are commonly deemed as dangerous.  During the Iraqi War, France and Germany led the forefront in opposition, Russia and China oppose the sanctions on North Korean but this has the approval of European countries and so differences exist in the detailed execution process. However, the control or suppression of the `Axis of Evil' states receive silent approval from advanced nations. 

        The unilateralism in the Bush Doctrine can create temporary and partial barriers in the execution process but the doctrine receives approval for its `anti-terrorism' aspect as well as for its `two wars' and counter-proliferation framework. Superficially, the Bush Administration appears to be at the receiving end of global criticism and resistance but the Bush Doctrine has led to the union of `nationalism' against terrorist groups, isolating the `Axis of Evil' countries and consolidating a union of advanced nations, with the US at the apex of such a union of `nationalism' and union of advanced nations. Such unipolar middle-layered structures are the underlying factor, which provides a stable basis for the Bush Doctrine. 

The Bush Doctrine, with its purpose of changing the government in North Korea through pre-emptive strikes and nuclear attacks, has placed the Korean Peninsula in the midst of a war crisis. The existence of the policies of the Bush Administration with its emphasis on the launching of pre-emptive strikes to destroy nuclear weapons and missiles has placed the Korean Peninsula in the whirlwinds of war. There is no need to explain how dangerous such policies are which intend to make the Korean Peninsula into a “sea of fire” regardless of the wishes of the Korean people. It is urgent that the Korean people counter these problems independently and come up with measures to stabilize peace on the Korean Peninsula. The diplomatic capabilities and wisdom of the South Korean government is urgently needed to maintain an independent position, leveraging the US and North Korea to come to a peace resolution of the crisis. An international civil society is needed to pressure the US and North Korea to abandon their nuclear weapons and missiles and go the `way of peace'. The dangers and stability of the Bush Doctrine must be clearly analyzed to lessen the war crisis and proposals for increasing peace must be expanded. 2003 is an important year for determining whether the crisis on the Korean Peninsula be peacefully resolved or aggravated into a crisis of war.  

