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April 26, 2003, Saturday

EDITORIAL DESK

A Deal That Worked

By Rose Gottemoeller ( Op-Ed ) 729 words

WASHINGTON -- The clash between American and North Korean negotiators this week reminded me of another push to
get rid of nuclear weapons: not the 1994 talks with North Korea, which did not succeed in the end, but those with
Ukraine, which did. After months at the table with Russia and the United States, the Ukrainians let their 1,900 warheads
go to Russia for destruction.

Although no one expected this week's talks to go smoothly, I sometimes hear that the Ukrainian accord is irrelevant to
North Korea because it was a cakewalk. But as an architect of the Ukraine accord, I don't remember it that way. At the
time, the Ukrainian Parliament was full of deputies who were determined to hold on to the country's leftover Soviet
weapons, to protect themselves from Russia. Former Soviet Rocket Forces officers were swearing allegiance to their new
country and claiming they could run an independent nuclear arsenal.

If Ukraine had kept the warheads, it would have become a source of profound instability in its region. Instead, Ukraine
decided to embrace Europe and its neighbors. There have been disappointments in the ensuing years, but Ukraine's
economy is growing fast and it is on track to being part of the European system.

Three factors were the most important in American success in the Ukrainian case. First, an unequivocal goal, to get the
nuclear weapons out of Ukraine, but in a way that ensured Ukraine's security and future in Europe. Second, remorseless
attention from the president and vice president -- whenever they were needed to muscle or cajole the negotiating partners,
they were willing to do so. Third, hard, clear demands on all parties, with deadlines and penalties.

The other nuclear accord reached that year, the Agreed Framework, in which North Korea agreed to freeze its nuclear
weapons program in exchange for fuel oil and Western-financed nuclear reactors, broke down because many of those
elements were absent -- and because the North Koreans have been much less trustworthy than the Ukrainians. Adopting
those elements is probably the only chance we have that talks with North Korea will succeed. In future negotiations, the
United States should also consider the Ukraine deal as a template for North Korea in these areas:

Security assurances. These were critical in persuading Ukraine to sign on to the accord. Once it became a
nonnuclear-weapon state under the Nonproliferation Treaty, Ukraine received security assurances from the three repository
states, the United States, Russia and Britain, joined by France. The assurances were accompanied by an "agreement to
consult" should Ukraine be threatened. North Korea, if it recommitted to being a nonnuclear-weapon state, could receive
the same assurances from the repository states, joined by China.

Assistance for weapons elimination. Ukraine got financing under the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Program
to dismantle its missiles once their warheads had been removed. Ukraine signed Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty I, whose
provisions were followed in organizing and monitoring the dismantlement.
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North Korea could receive help in ending its nuclear program, including sending any plutonium, fuel rods and enriched
uranium out of the country. In this case, financing could come from the G-8 industrialized countries, which has a new
program aimed at halting the spread of weapons. Elimination and monitoring provisions would still need to be developed.

Energy assistance. Ukraine got fuel rods for its nuclear power plants in exchange for the enriched uranium in its warheads.
This was a straight exchange, since the uranium had a commercial value that could be translated into fuel rods.

North Korea, by contrast, won't be so simple, because its plutonium does not have commercial value. An energy deal
with North Korea would be more complicated, but it could involve the resumption of fuel oil shipments; Russia's taking
North Korea's nuclear materials in exchange for international financing of light water reactors; and the development of a
single grid to transmit energy from the new power plants across borders.

Clearly, a program similar to Ukraine's could work in the North Korean case, although it would be tough to negotiate and
tough to organize. As in a business deal, there would be something in it for all players, as long as they delivered.
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