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ABSTRACT: Since the end of the cold war, the United States has been pursuing a for-
eign policy whose ends and means are marked by a lack of consistency. Nowhere is
this more striking and dangerous than in Northeast Asia where the United States is
trying to adapt to post-cold war Asia with cold war means and within a cold war
mindset. In a contradictory manner, Washington is holding out the possibility of ne-
gotiations with North Korea and, at the same time, strengthening its own and its al-
lies’ military capabilities in the region. These contradictory projects impose struc-
tural constraints on Seoul’s “sunshine policy” and they also undermine the fragile
regional peace in Northeast Asia — a situation made more perilous in the aftermath
of the attacks of 11 September 2001. If Clinton’s foreign policy stood on the two legs
of containment and engagement, Bush is now abandoning the latter in favor of the
former. Bush’s new U.S. security posture represents a bold step toward reasserting
and buttressing U.S. hegemonic order in the “American lake” in the twenty-first cen-
tury, hence resolving the contradictions inherent in Clinton’s policy in a more dan-
gerous manner. The article concludes that Washington and Pyongyang must ac-
knowledge the reality of the present security dilemma, stop demonizing one
another, and embrace the principle of reciprocity.

The Bush administration’s new U.S. security posture, outlined in the U.S. gov-
ernment’s 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) and fleshed out in the
“counterterrorism war” after the events of 11 September 2001, represents a
bold step toward reasserting and buttressing U.S. hegemonic order in the
“American lake” in the twenty-first century. Yet this thrust is not a radical
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departure from previous policies but rather a resolution — albeit in a more dan-
gerous direction — of the contradiction inherent in them. Since the end of the
cold war, the United States has pursued foreign policies whose ends and means
are marked by a lack of consistency, as many analysts have noted.' Nowhere is
this more striking and dangerous than in Northeast Asia where the United States
is trying to adapt to post-cold war Asia with cold war means and within a cold
war mindset. In a contradictory manner, Washington is talking peace with the
People’s Democratic Republic of Korea (DPRK) and the People’s Republic of
China (PRC), two of its few leftover cold war enemies, while at the same time
strengthening its own and its allies’ military capabilities in the region. If these
contradictory projects had, even under the more benign Clinton administra-
tion, an inherent potential to undermine not only Seoul’s “sunshine policy” but
also the fragile regional peace, the perilous potential is turning into a reality un-
der the Bush administration, which favors unilateral, militaristic responses to
the challenges of September 11.

U.S. policy toward Korea and Northeast Asia stands on two legs. On what we
may call the engagement leg, the United States, after many decades of isolating
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), began a series of negotia-
tions with Pyongyang in the early 1990s. American diplomats sat down with
their North Korean counterparts to negotiate a peaceful end to the DPRK’s nu-
clear program. They succeeded in reaching an agreement, the so-called Agreed
Framework, that laid out a comprehensive road map for the peaceful develop-
ment of the two countries’ relationship. Since the agreement was signed in
Geneva in 1994, the U.S. State Department has spearheaded efforts to imple-
ment the agreement on schedule, at times twisting the arms of its recalcitrant al-
lies.”> On what we may call the containment leg, however, the United States con-
tinues to pursue confrontational policies. Washington has been upgrading its
own and its allies’ military capabilities in the region in an effort to militarily in-
timidate the DPRK. Moreover the Pentagon adopted in 1993, as its post-cold war
global strategy, the two “major theaters contingency” doctrine, which requires
the U.S. military to be prepared to fight two simultaneous wars: in Korea and in
the Middle East. As U.S. diplomats were laboring to implement the Framework,
Pentagon officers were leading the drive to translate the doctrine into a reality,
reconfiguring and modernizing its own and its allies’ capabilities to confront
the DPRK militarily. In short, the U.S. government seeks to contain and to en-
gage the DPRK simultaneously. We may dub these contradictory elements of
U.S.-DPRK policy “congagement,” an orientation that the United States repli-
cates in its policy toward China in a less dramatic manner.

A peace regime in the real world may well grow out of this compromise be-
tween a realist power strategy and liberal institution-building. In this sense, the
U.S. government may be trying to integrate two contradictory policy measures
in a complex Asian security environment. Although containment and engage-
ment may not be mutually exclusive, they can, if indiscriminately mixed, create
confusion and result in counterproductive outcomes. For they may entail fun-
damental disagreements about strategic goals, priorities, and means. In other
words, the apparent contradiction between containment and engagement may
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actually embody irreconcilable social understandings of regional actors and
strategic environment. And if they do, then both cannot be sustained for long. I
argue that at the heart of “congagement” are irreconcilable understandings of
the identities of self and other and that these have the potential of imploding
America’s strategic goal of “building a durable peace on the Korean Peninsula.”
As reflected in the exchanges between Washington and Pyongyang after George
W. Bush'’s state of the union address in 2002, the two administrations perceive
each other in Manichean terms: in Washington’s eyes the DPRK is part of the
“axis of evil,” while in Pyongyang’s eyes the United States represents the “em-
pire of the devil.”

On a more immediate policy level, the containment side of U.S. policy im-
poses a structural constraint on the extent to which engagement can progress.
Not only does it hamstring the “sunshine policy” of the Republic of Korea (ROK)
and Washington’s efforts at engagement, but it has also led to a regional arms
buildup. In East Asia, America’s two-wars strategy has taken the form of new
U.S.-led efforts to integrate and modernize U.S., ROK, and Japanese forces in
preparation for a potential conflict with the DPRK. This strategy, predicated on
the DPRK being “the major threat” and “the country most likely to involve the
United States in a large-scale war,” lays down the force requirements that the
militaries of the United States and its allies must meet. Given that the DPRK’s
military capabilities have been in decline throughout the 1990s, the regional
arms buildup is strategy-driven, not threat-driven. True, the “China threat” may
be the actual reason for the arms buildup — with the “North Korean threat”
merely a justification — but it is the “North Korean threat” that the strategy is
presently designed to fight and that the United States and its allies are geared up
against.

The press has extensively covered issues such as Washington’s diplomacy
over Pyongyang’s nuclear program, Seoul’s engagement policy, and four-party
peace talks, but they have paid much less attention to U.S. military measures. To
redress this imbalance, I first examine U.S. military strategy and place it in the
context of overall American policy toward the region. Only when seen from this
comprehensive perspective, do the tensions and dangers inherent in the U.S.
approach become clear. Next, I delineate the overall structure and implementa-
tion of the American strategy, demonstrating that its provocative nature is driv-
ing the arms buildup in the region. In the concluding section, I propose ways to
formulate and implement a peace regime on the Korean peninsula.

U.S. Policies on Korea

As I have argued elsewhere, the North Korean nuclear crisis has produced in the
United States two mutually incompatible strategies: the Agreed Framework and
the Two Major Theaters Contingency (MTC).> The Framework represents a
roadmap for building peace in the region; the MTC strategy is a plan for waging
war. Over the past several years, U.S. officials have been busy implementing
these fundamentally incompatible policies as if one group is oblivious to what
the other is doing. The Clinton administration tilted toward engagement and
came close to diplomatically resolving most of the outstanding security issues
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President Bill Clinton mixes with U.S. Army and Republic of Korea soldiers during his
four-day visit to the Republic of Korea in November 1998. Clinton was given a firsthand
look at a variety of armored vehicles belonging to the U.S. Army’s 2nd Infantry Division
and the 5th Republic of Korea Armored Brigade while they conducted combined training
at the Korean Training Center. (Dept. of Defense photo by Spc. Sharon E. Grey, U.S. Army)

with the DPRK. Had Clinton been successful, his achievement could have un-
dermined the policy of containment. The Bush administration, which inherited
Clinton’s contradictory policies, leans the other way, toward containment. If his
administration’s policy succeeds it will undo all the achievements made by en-
gagement efforts and sunshine policies. In this section, I will lay out the duality
of U.S. policy toward the Korean peninsula, emphasizing the military strategy
that has, despite its enormous political implications, received much less atten-
tion than diplomacy.

Agreed Framework

The 1994 Agreed Framework (http:/www.kedo.org/pdfs/AgreedFramework.pdf)
and the negotiations it engendered have received worldwide attention. At the
global level of nuclear nonproliferation, the negotiations are viewed as an im-
portant test case of the potential for positive inducements to obtain compliance
from potential proliferators. At the regional level, they represent an important
step toward creating a new peace regime based on a carefully crafted series of
tit-for-tat measures. They constitute a milestone that specifies the mutually
agreed-upon goal of moving “toward full normalization of political and eco-
nomic relations” between the United States and the DPRK, two long-time adver-
saries who fought a war five decades ago and have remained in a state of war
since that time. They represent a commitment by both sides to ending the war
and replacing enmity with amity, a commitment that neither had been willing to
make during the cold war period.
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Itis crucial at this point to note a central factor that led to the groundbreaking
Agreed Framework. Washington and Pyongyang were able to produce this his-
toric document mainly because they listened to one another and accommo-
dated one another’s concerns. DPRK leaders showed an understanding of and
sensitivity to U.S. concerns about nuclear proliferation, particularly at a time
when Washington was leading an international effort to renew the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty (NPT). Pyongyang made it clear that it would never yield to
what it regarded as an unfair power play, while at the same time showing a willing-
ness to compromise. For their part, U.S. negotiators listened to their DPRK coun-
terparts and displayed an equal flexibility in accommodating Pyongyang’s pri-
mary security concerns. Pyongyang agreed to return to the NPT regime to allay
America’s proliferation concerns; Washington pledged not to use or threaten
to use nuclear weapons against the DPRK, thereby alleviating Pyongyang’s secu-
rity worries. Pyongyang agreed to freeze its graphite-moderated reactors and
eventually dismantle them to further substantiate its commitment; Washington
committed itself to working to compensate the DPRK for economic loss that
would result from its freeze. The two also agreed to move toward normalization
of their relations as progress was made on issues of concern to each side.

In other words, their negotiations involved an element of reciprocity — an un-
derstanding of the other side’s core security concerns — and this enabled both
sides to come to an agreement on an issue that seemed intractable. This princi-
ple of reciprocity is what is required of all parties involved if a new regime is to
be built that goes beyond the Agreed Framework to guarantee peace on the Ko-
rean peninsula. As the following discussion demonstrates, however, the United
States has been engaged in unilateral moves that can undermine the foundation
of reciprocity on which the Agreed Framework stands.

Win-Win Strategy and Its Regional Implementation

It is ironic that the United States adopted and passed the first budget for the
two-wars strategy approximately at the same time as the signing of the Agreed
Framework in 1994. In the early 1990s, immediately after the collapse of the So-
viet Union, the Pentagon had introduced “win-hold-win” as a post-cold war
strategy. This was soon replaced by the “win-win” strategy in the midst of the cri-
sis triggered by charges about the DPRK’s nuclear weapons program.® The
much-publicized North Korean “nuclear threat” provided the last push needed
to reverse the U.S. strategy from the win-hold-win to the two-wars doctrine. The
Pentagon described this new strategy as follows: “U.S. forces will be structured
to achieve decisive victory in two nearly simultaneous major regional conflicts
and to conduct combat operations characterized by rapid response and a high
probability of success....Our forces must be sized and structured to preserve
the flexibility and the capability to act unilaterally, should we choose to do so.”
In 1994 the U.S. Congress passed a military budget (for 1995) that was de-
signed to support the two-wars strategy. In the following years, the strategy,
which remained unchanged in the 1997 and 2001 Quadrennial Defense Re-
views under the Clinton and Bush administrations, has guided the Pentagon —
and also ROK and Japanese military forces — in reconfiguring military forces in
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preparation for a Korean conflict. It is ominous for the region’s peace that the
U.S. military has found such eager partners in South Korea and Japan as itimple-
ments its two-wars doctrine in this part of the world, whereas U.S. diplomats
have found their counterparts at times dragging their feet in implementing the
Agreed Framework.®

The 2001 QDR, released on 30 September 2001 after an extensive review by
the Bush administration, shows a clear move toward containment in Asia. The
new strategy changes little in overall U.S. combat capability as it reiterates the
previous commitment to the two-wars capability, but it uses slightly different
language: “U.S. forces will remain capable of swiftly defeating attacks against
U.S. allies and friends in any two theaters of operation in overlapping time
frames.”” If the force size did not change, however, the force posture is decid-
edly more offensive. Now U.S. forces will acquire the capability to “decisively
impose our will on any one aggressor of our choosing,” which includes more
specifically the capability to “occupy territory or set the conditions for a regime
change” in one of the two theaters in which they conduct major operations.®
The rollback posture, adopted as a response to the criticism leveled against the
Desert Storm campaign for stopping short of forcing a regime change in Iraq,
ratifies ex post facto the operation plan that the Combined Forces Command
has kept for the Korean theater since the early 1980s. For OpPlan 5027, an appli-
cation of the AirLand Battle Doctrine to Korea, specifies the steps for striking
deep in North Korea from the initial stage of a war through the rollback phase.
This rollback posture has taken on offensive first-strike overtones with Presi-
dent Bush calling on the U.S. military to “be ready for preemptive action” and
with Defense Secretary Rumsfeld urging allies to take a more offensive posture.’

In the Asia-Pacific theater, which the Pentagon views as posing a most serious
near-term threat, it sees “the potential...for regional powers to develop suffi-
cient capabilities to threaten stability in regions critical to U.S. interests.” In the
Bush administration’s “new” strategic vision, however, the DPRK remains the
“enormous conventional threat” that the U.S. military needs to be prepared to
fight, just like in the “old” two-wars doctrine.'® Just as the 1997 QDR justified the
then-existing force structure in terms of potential conflicts in the Middle East
and Korea, so does the new QDR single out Saddam Hussein and Kim Jong-I1 —
with the addition of Osama bin Laden — as “new adversaries” who necessitate
the preservation of the current U.S. force structure.'' Therefore, few substantial
changes can be expected in the force posture of the United States and its allies in
the region, even if Washington reduces its forward military presence as a way to
lighten its budgetary burden and to channel the savings to missile defense and
other “Revolutions in Military Affairs” (RMAs). If the Pentagon decides to reduce
its force size in the theater without modifying its published threat assessment,
U.S. allies, particularly Japan and South Korea, will face pressure to shoulder
more of the defense burdens.

U.S. Forces in the Asia-Pacific

The first Bush administration (1988-1992) produced and began implement-
ing a three-stage plan to reduce the U.S. military presence in Korea. The first
stage in the withdrawal was completed by 1991, but the Pentagon used the
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North’s suspected nuclear weapons development as an excuse to stop addi-
tional reductions. Furthermore, a review of the preparedness of U.S. forces in
Korea at the end of 1993 argued that they were not adequate to defend against
the DPRK’s threat. Based on this review, the commander of U.S. Forces in Korea
(USFK), General Gary Luck, requested reinforcements and the Pentagon re-
sponded with several rearmament measures. It placed under the USFK’s com-
mand the Seventh Fleet, which included an aircraft carrier, and deployed a vari-
ety of weapons systems to Korea, including M1-A1 Abrams tanks, Patriot missiles,
one heavy artillery division, mine sweepers, amphibious landing ships, AH-64
Apache helicopters, Bradley armored personnel carriers, and a mobile ground
satellite station."

A few days after the Clinton administration agreed to hold a meeting with
Pyongyang in Geneva in 1994, the U.S. House of Representatives approved
$250 million in new military spending to strengthen the USFK. Two years later
the United States replaced its fleet of OV-10 Mohawk surveillance aircraft with
the Airborne Reconnaissance Low aircraft, equipped with advanced payloads
that enhance surveillance capabilities at night and in bad weather."* In 1997 the
U.S. Army installed satellite communications equipment designed to speed the
delivery of signals intelligence data to the USFK and ROK war-fighters.'* As if
there were genuine fears about the USFK being compromised — even after these
rearmament measures — President Clinton went so far as to exempt South Korea
from his order to clear all active U.S. land mines when he announced support for
a worldwide mine ban in 1996."

While the USFK was being strengthened, the mobility requirement study that
assessed the requirements of the two-wars doctrine in light of the Gulf War ex-
perience pointed out the need to “pre-position” military hardware in-country.
The Gulf War demonstrated to U.S. military planners the enormity of the logisti-
cal tasks involved in dispatching to a regional theater personnel and hardware
sizable enough to ensure a quick victory, with a minimum of U.S. casualties. Mil-
itary planners proposed the pre-positioning of military hardware both at sea
and in-country so that American soldiers could be rapidly transported to a the-
ater without the logistical burden of simultaneously moving the hardware they
needed. The “brigade afloat,” two armored battalions and two mechanized in-
fantry battalions that the Army has as the core of its AWR5 pre-position capabil-
ity, gives the U.S. military both in the Gulf and in Northeast Asia the capability to
put ashore a potent brigade combat capability. As part of this “pre-po,” the
United States shipped military hardware to the ROK in fall 1996, including
tanks, armored vehicles, and communication equipment, sufficient enough for a
brigade. This makes it possible to rapidly arm reinforcements in a time of need in
Korea. Each year since 1994 the USFK and South Korean militaries have held an
RSOI (reception, staging, onward movement, and integration into the combat
force) exercise to rehearse the actions they would have to take to receive rein-
forcement forces, equip them with pre-positioned material, and then integrate
them into combined forces. The fact that the RSOI exercises began soon after
the Team Spirit exercise was canceled is an indication that the change reflected
more a doctrinal shift than a transformation in U.S. policy toward Korea.'® The
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implementation of the two-wars doctrine in Korea reached a high point when
the U.S. Third Corps and South Korean forces staged a war game called “a joint
mock combat training” in Texas in March 1996. Noting that the United States
had decided in November 1995 that it would in case of an emergency airlift the
U.S. First and Third Corps to Korea to double the size of the Flexible Deploy-
ment Force (FDF), one Korean-American analyst saw the war games in Texas as
an enhancement of the coordination between the ROK military and the U.S.
Third Corps."”

South Korean Force Modernization and U.S. Strategy

If the United States has moved somewhat cautiously to strengthen its forces
in Korea, due to fiscal and domestic political considerations, the ROK has forged
ahead with its ambitious military-modernization projects. Although engaged in
military modernization since the 1970s, Seoul agreed in a 1994 meeting with
Defense Secretary William Perry to accelerate the process. At the meeting, Seoul
agreed to buy an array of sophisticated U.S. military equipment, including
Apache attack helicopters and Maverick antitank missiles. A strong synergy is
clear between the dictates of the Pentagon’s two-wars doctrine and the desires
of the ROK’s military to strengthen itself. Washington’s strategy requires a heavy
reinforcement of its allies’ military forces so that they can hold the front line un-
til U.S. reinforcements arrive with sufficient firepower to assure a decisive vic-
tory. The force requirement that U.S. strategy dictates bodes well for the ROK’s
force-modernization plan as both require high-tech, mobile forces.

Over the past three decades the ROK has built a formidable military industry
that now produces a variety of ground weapons under licensed production
agreements. In addition to licensed production, Korean weapons contractors
are also producing indigenous armaments such as K3 machine guns, K-900 and
K-2000 armored personnel carriers, and K-1 tanks, KDX destroyers, and Chang
Bogo submarines.'® In the 1990s, Seoul’s force-modernization program placed
increasing importance on achieving air supremacy and acquiring surveillance
capability, both of which are also required by the two-wars doctrine. Seoul is
projected to spend $24 billion by 2010 on fighter jets, surveillance planes, and
air defense equipment. In addition to the 120 F-16 fighters that the South’s Air
Force acquired from the United States under the Korea Fighter Program, it de-
cided in May 2002 to purchase forty F-15s under a next-generation fighter pro-
gram known as the FX program.” To strengthen its intelligence capability, the
ROK is purchasing from the United States eight Hawk 800XP state-of-the-art re-
connaissance planes worth a total of $450 million. Flying 40 to 50 km south of
the Military Demarcation Line, the aircraft can acquire video images of objects
as small as 30 cm by 30 cm in North Korea.*® With the new military intelligence-
gathering systems, the ROK military will begin to acquire the capability to pro-
cess real-time information on the DPRK’s military movements.*'

The ROK government has spent 2.2 trillion won (about US$1.9 billion) since
1992 under its “Yulgok” force-modernization project and continues to spend
massive amounts to buy state-of-the-art weapons. In 1995, South Korea’s mili-
tary purchases from the United States totaled $957.4 million. In the same year, it
became the world’s second-largest importer, behind China, of conventional
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weapons, spending $1.7
billion on arms procure-
ments. For fiscal year
1999, Seoul purchased
military equipment and
services worth $4.3 billion
from the United States
alone, making it the big-
gest client for American
weapons among develop-
ing countries that year.”

The ROK has budgeted
Members of the 434th Security Forces Squadron defend 26 5 pillion for new
Osan Air Base, Korea, during a simulated attack by op- .
position forces on 25 October 1999, as part of Exercise weapons purchases in
Foal Eagle "99. (Dept. of Defense photo by Senior Airman Rick 2002, ayear that is the first

Bloom, U.S. Air Force) in a five-year force im-

provement program.? Ac-
cording to estimates by the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute
(SIPRI), the ROK ranked fourth among the recipients of conventional weapons
during the 1996-2000 period, importing weapons worth $5.6 billion; during
the same period, the DPRK was dropped from the list of the fifteen leading arms
purchasers, falling to sixty-third place.?* From 1986 to 1995, the ROK main-
tained a high volume of imports of major conventional weapons while weapons
deliveries to the DPRK fell by 98 percent.?

Not satisfied that it had spent enough on arms procurements, the South Ko-
rean Defense Ministry released in July 1995 a report entitled “ROK’s Defense to-
wards the Twenty-first Century,” which argued that an investment of a minimum
of 110 trillion won (US$145 billion [at 1995 exchange rate]) in the defense bud-
get was “inevitable” to guarantee the South’s security for the next six years.*® Al-
though the South cut its defense budget by 3.5 percent in 1998 following the fi-
nancial crisis in 1997, it intends to raise the “proportion of allocations for ‘force-
improvement programmes’ — primarily for ‘import of high-cost weapons’ —
...at the expense of allocations for O&M [Operation and Management]” during
the 2000-2004 period.?”” Moreover, on 28 June 2001, the ROK’s Ministry of Na-
tional Defense (MND) announced a record-high $12.72 billion defense budget
foryear 2002, a 6.2 percent increase from the previous year, reaffirming the Kim
Dae-Jung administration’s commitment to increasing government spending on
national defense.? In an ironic turn of events, while Washington was negotiat-
ing in 2000 with the DPRK to curtail its long-range missile development, the
ROK succeeded in having Washington reverse its long-held policy of capping
the ROK’s missile capability at 180 km to allow the development of a missile
with a range up to 300 km. This expansion puts most of the DPRK within the
range of ROK missiles.

After the global bifurcation of the cold war era became blurred, Seoul —
which had relied exclusively on the United States for weapons imports — found
an unexpected supplier of weapons systems: Russia. Moscow’s involvement
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rose quickly, especially after it reached an agreement with Seoul in 1995 to set-
tle Russia’s $1.89 billion debt with transfers of weapons systems. In 1996, Russia
provided the ROK with weapons valued at $150 million, including the first
transfer of thirty upgraded T-80U tanks, thirty BMP-3 armored combat vehicles,
and hundreds of IGLA portable antiaircraft missiles and pieces of METIS-M por-
table antitank equipment.” Russia also agreed to deliver by the end of 2001
weapons worth $500 million, including air-refueling planes, transport heli-
copters/aircraft, and other military equipment.*® Formalizing the military co-
operation between Moscow and Seoul, ROK defense minister Kim Dong-Jin
and his Russian counterpart, Igor Rodionov, signed a military cooperation
memorandum in November 1996, citing exports of weapons and military
technologies as two of the most mutually beneficial areas of cooperation. The
military cooperation was further reconfirmed during Russian president Vladi-
mir Putin’s visit to Seoul in 2001. If imports of Russian weapons systems con-
stituted a large share of the ROK’s military hardware, there would be grounds
for worry about undermining the tight integration between the U.S. and Ko-
rean militaries, but they so far make up such a small portion that they comple-
ment the U.S.-ROK alliance and pose more complications for the DPRK than for
the U.S.-ROK alliance.

After taking the Blue House in 1998, President Kim Dae-Jung initiated a pol-
icy of engagement, commonly dubbed the “sunshine policy,” that led to the his-
toric North-South summit in June 2000. The meeting was followed by a series of
reunions of separated families, exchanges of cultural groups, increases in
cross-border economic activities, and even a project to reconnect railroads.
(The railroad project would involve clearing land mines in part of the demilita-
rized zone.) The ROK’s defense budget also decreased in 1999 for the first time
since the early 1970s, although the decrease reflected the South’s economic dif-
ficulties and overall reduction of its government budget rather than a change in
its military policy.*' (The military budget had increased at about 10 percent per
year in the three decades before 1999.)

Despite the political rapprochement of the Kim Dae-Jung era and the eco-
nomic hardships of the post-1997 years, however, the South has taken few
meaningful measures to restrain its force modernization. On the contrary, most
of its force-enhancement projects are in full development. In 2000, for exam-
ple, the ROK’s Ministry of National Defense allocated $4.7 billion for research
and development (R&D) and acquisition: to develop unmanned spy planes and
to buy a military satellite, attack helicopters, naval destroyers, AWAC aircraft,
and fighter jets. The “Medium-Term National Defense Plan,” approved by Presi-
dent Kim in 1999, budgeted $35 billion for weapons purchases for the next five
years to develop the capability to operate outside the Korean peninsula (within
500 km from Korea), although it still will not have a “blue sea capability” even af-
ter the completion of the medium-term plan.** On balance, military containment
far outweighs political engagement even in the ROK. In 2000, for example, the
ROK spent $12.8 billion to prepare to fight the DPRK — about one hundred times
as much as the $114 million it allocated for humanitarian aid for the North Kore-
ans who were suffering and continue to suffer a severe food shortage.*’
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Japanese Integration in the U.S. War Plan

If the Pentagon’s win-win strategy promotes, if not drives, the ROK’s force
modernization, the two-wars doctrine further accelerates the process of inte-
grating American and Japanese forces with the USFK and ROK military, complet-
ing the circle of tripartite militarization. The smooth operation of the U.S. doc-
trine requires a seamless integration of U.S. and allied forces and bases in the
region. That is being achieved by a number of measures: the Tokyo Security Dec-
laration of 1996, the 1997 revision of the “Guideline,” the agreement on military
goods provision, joint development of such weapons systems as theater missile
defense (TMD) and support fighters (F-2), and tripartite military exercises.**

If Washington’s “Bottom-Up-Review” formalized the win-win strategy in
1993, its application to the Asian theater was established two years later by the
East Asia Strategy Review (EASR, commonly known as the Nye Initiative), which
effectively reversed the first Bush administration’s East Asia Strategy Initiative of
1990 (which sought to reduce the U.S. military presence in Korea and Japan).
The EASR set the number of U.S. soldiers in the Asia-Pacific region at one hun-
dred thousand and emphasized the importance of its nuclear umbrella and ex-
isting alliances. This set the stage for further implementation of the two-wars
doctrine. In November 1995, Japan adopted a new National Defense Program
Outline that underscored the fact that Japanese military capabilities should play
appropriate roles in the security environment after the cold war. Five months
later, Washington and Tokyo signed a bilateral agreement governing the provi-
sion of logistics support, military goods, and services. These measures culmi-
nated in the Japan-U.S. Joint Declaration on Security (New Security Declara-
tion) that President Clinton and Prime Minister Hashimoto issued after their
summit meeting in April 1996. The statement emphasized the centrality of their
alliance to the maintenance of “a stable environment for the Asia-Pacific re-
gion” (emphasis added). After confirming the status quo vision contained in the
EASR, Clinton and Hashimoto agreed in the declaration to review the 1978
Guidelines for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation for the purpose of promoting
bilateral coordination in “dealing with situations that may emerge in the areas
surrounding Japan™> (emphasis added).

The aim of promoting military cooperation outside Japan was achieved in
1997 when the Guideline itself was revised to authorize U.S.-Japan military co-
operation outside Japan. The new security arrangement created by these mea-
sures represents an effort to bring U.S. forces in Japan and the Japanese govern-
ment’s contribution in line with the dictates of the U.S. two-wars strategy. Most
significantly, the arrangement allows U.S. forces to use Japanese bases for oper-
ations outside Japan — including on the Korean peninsula — a radical depar-
ture from the previous arrangement, which precisely prohibited such an opera-
tion. It also provides the gaiatsu (“outside pressure”) that the Japanese
government needs to change its laws banning military operations outside Ja-
pan.*® Citing American pressure, for example, the 2000 edition of Japan’s De-

fense White Paper stated that it was “necessary to legislate a contingency law,”
which was drawn up in an effort to specify the steps Japan will take in the wake
of armed attack in the vicinity of Japan’s territory. *’ This step represented a

Suh/Two-Wars Doctrine 13



departure from the 1999 version that saw the contingency law only as “desir-
able.” The cooperative measures between the United States and Japan reflect
the degree to which the triangular military alliance justifies Japan’s expanded
military role on the Korean peninsula. Under the Bush administration’s vigor-
ous gaiatsu, following the terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001, the Japanese
Diet passed the Anti-Terrorism Special Measures Act, which allows the Japanese
Self-Defense Force to be used outside “the areas surrounding Japan,” an act that
was implemented in November 2001 when the Maritime and Air Self-Defense
Forces were dispatched to the Indian Ocean. Washington’s insistence on “show-
ing the flag” contributed to a revision of the restrictive Peacekeeping Opera-
tions Cooperation Act and the removal of most of the limits on the use of force
by the Self-Defense Force in peacekeeping operations overseas. As one Chinese
expert on Japan has argued, while the U.S. presence in Japan might serve either
as a “bottle cap” that keeps Japanese military capability in the bottle or as an
“egg shell” that fosters the growth of Japanese military power, the “egg shell”
function has been dominant since the mid-1990s.%®

If U.S. gaiatsu provides part of the momentum behind these measures, an-
other contributing factor would appear to be the sea change in Japanese public
opinion toward the DPRK that occurred after 1998 when Pyongyang launched
what it claimed to be a satellite over Japan. Although the projectile was nothing
more than a radio transmitter that broadcast revolutionary songs, the Japa-
nese public universally perceived it to be a missile test launch. Public anxiety
in Japan was exacerbated by the media’s faithful repetition of the U.S. military
intelligence’s version of the event. The North Koreans named the projectile
“Kwangmyongsong” (meaning “a bright star”), but it is known in Japan, as in
the United States, as “Taep’odong” (meaning “great cannon”). The “Taep’o-
dong missile test” brought home Japan’s vulnerability to a possible North Korean
missile attack so acutely that the Japanese even coined the term “Taep’odong
shoku” to indicate their profound sense of shock — a shock that is almost compa-
rable to the “Nixon shoku” when Nixon visited China some three decades earlier.
Combined with suspicions about the kidnapping of Japanese citizens by DPRK
operatives and incidents involving “mysterious North Korean boats,” the
Taep’odong shock is not only a stumbling block in political rapprochement
between the two countries but also a justification for many of the measures
mentioned above.

Buoyed by U.S. gaiatsu and the public’s sense of vulnerability, Tokyo has
taken steps to improve its military capabilities. The Japanese Self-Defense Force
received the Aegis air defense system for four of its Kongo-class destroyers in
1998%* and decided two years later to purchase four more Aegis ships with
PAC-3 (Patriot Advanced Capability-3).* The Japanese Defense Agency, which
already operates four Boeing E-767 AWACS aircraft, also plans to improve mis-
sile defense by upgrading its radar and by introducing airplane infrared detec-
tors.*! Most significantly, Japan decided in 2000 to acquire air-refueling planes,
an important step in expanding its long distance “force projection capability.”*?
Japan’s cooperation with the United States on theater missile defense research
provides another source of concern, particularly for China, which worries that
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the TMD would reduce China’s ability to prevent Taiwan from declaring
independence.

The trilateral military cooperation, whose foundation consists of shared doc-
trines and common hardware, is being perfected through bilateral exercises
(U.S.-ROK and U.S.-Japan) that overlap so that all three countries have an oppor-
tunity to practice coordination. The “Team Spirit” exercise, which North Korea
had long denounced as a test nuclear war exercise against them, stopped in
1994, creating an atmosphere that was conducive to dialogue with Pyongyang.
Since that time, however, the United States, South Korea, and Japan have staged
a number of other military exercises. The one that best demonstrates trilateral
military cooperation is “Keen Sword,” between the United States and Japan; this
exercise is held nearly at the same time as “Foal Eagle,” between the United
States and South Korea. In Foal Eagle, troops from the U.S. 2nd Army Division
are transported from the U.S. mainland to Korea, while American soldiers sta-
tioned in Japan take part in Keen Sword with Japan’s ground, maritime, and air
Self-Defense Forces. In the 1997 exercise, the Japanese Self-Defense Force de-
ployed 130 aircraft and 11 warships while the U.S. Forces in Japan mobilized
170 aircraft and 6 warships, including the aircraft carrier USS Independence.
The 1997 exercise marked the first time that a U.S. aircraft carrier was used in a
joint drill with Japan in the Sea of Japan, demonstrating the extent to which U.S.
and Japanese forces had integrated to implement the two-wars strategy in the
Northeast region. It should also be noted that during the 1997 exercises, the
United States and Japan carried out their first practice in providing each other
with military goods and services, a procedure provided by the logistics support
agreement reached in April 1996. In November 2000, the United States also
conducted a joint military exercise with Japan to enhance its cooperation with
Japan’s Self-Defense Forces in the event of a military contingency in areas sur-
rounding Japan.*

Duality of U.S. Approach to Peace

In sum, the United States is using classic cold war methods to contain the DPRK
while it is also engaged in negotiations to ease tensions and to terminate Pyong-
yang’s nuclear development program. As part of its worldwide effort to limit
weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems, Washington remains
the chief player in the international consortium to implement the Agreed
Framework and is continuing its various dialogues with Pyongyang. Even the
current Bush administration, which avowedly harbors “no trust in the North Ko-
rean leadership,” has reaffirmed its willingness to negotiate with the DPRK.** At
the same time, however, the United States is pursuing its two-wars doctrine by
accelerating the modernization and integration of allied militaries in the region
and by producing and propagating the mantra that the DPRK is a threat to be
fought, not a partner to engage in dialogue.

The contradictory nature of U.S. policies is brought into stark relief when the
allied regional arms buildup is juxtaposed with the DPRK’s declining economic
and military capabilities. Even ROK government statistics show that the ROK’s
military spending surpassed the DPRK’s by 20 percent in 1985, an advantage the
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ROK subsequently increased to a ten to one ratio by year 2000.” As early as
1987, Stephen Goose had suggested that the ROK’s military capability was not
inferior to the DPRK’s, a view repeated by many*® and recognized even by the
ROK’s military in 1990.*” By the mid-1990s, many suspected that “the South’s
conventional military strength [was]...superior to the North’s,” as one daily
newspaper editorial stated.*® Nevertheless, the United States is allocating nearly
one-third of its defense spending to the Asia-Pacific region, where the DPRK has
been designated the chief threat, and enlisting Japanese support for its en-
deavor as well.

To understand why the United States is pursuing the two-wars doctrine and
regional militarization despite its apparent overwhelming military superiority,
it may be necessary to situate the doctrine in a wider regional context that takes
into account the tenuous Sino-U.S. relationship. The high levels of weapons
sales, military exercises, and military budgets, all of which are justified by the
need to fight the “North Korean threat,” may actually contribute to the persis-
tence of the “threat.” Situating the material capability in the context of a social
reality constituted by discursive politics gives us a better understanding of how
the Pentagon has been able to sell its Asian strategy under the cover of a “North
Korean threat.” As the United States implements its doctrine, it has produced a
stream of analyses and reports that single out the Korean peninsula and the Per-
sian Gulf as the world’s most dangerous and strategically important places. Ac-
cording to George Tenet, director of the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA),
“[a] Korean war scenario remains our primary near-term military concern,” a
view that National Defense University reinforced in its annual report on na-
tional security threats. The security concern is justified in a number of ways. At
the height of the famine in the DPRK in 1997, Lt. Gen. Patrick Hughes, director
of the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), pointed out that the combination of
the North’s economic crisis and its military power posed the greatest immedi-
ate security concern for the United States. By 2000, when its economic crisis
seemed to have bottomed out, however, Tenet said that “the North Korean
military appears, for now, to have halted its near decade-long slide in military
capabilities” and that “we have not yet seen a significant diminution of the
threat from the North to American and South Korean interests.” In other
words, the DPRK is perceived to be a threat no matter what its material condi-
tion is.

Concerns about the DPRK’s conventional military capabilities are furthered
by worries about its missiles. One of President Bush’s three overarching military
goals is “to develop the capabilities to defend against missiles.” The rationale for
this position comes from the Rumsfeld Commission’s report on missile threat.
The Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States,
headed by Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, concluded in its report to the U.S.
Congress in 1998 that “[North Korea, Iran, and Iraq] would be able to inflict ma-
jor destruction on the [United States]| within about five years of a decision to ac-
quire such a capability.”* No sooner was this report released than the DPRK
fired its Kwangmyongsong projectile over Japan, fanning the flames of fear.
Fears about the DPRK’s long-range missiles are heightened by similar concerns
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about its shorter-range missiles, as reflected in George Tenet’s statement in Feb-
ruary 2001 before the Senate Select Intelligence Committee on Worldwide
Threats to National Security: “We continue to face ballistic missile threats from a
variety of actors beyond Russia and China, specifically North Korea.”

The way in which the United States understands the situation in Northeast
Asia is well captured in Defense Secretary Rumsfeld’s report on the Korean situ-
ation in 2000:

North Korea remains the major threat to stability and security in Northeast

Asia and is the country most likely to involve the United States in a large-

scale war. While the historic summit between the North and South leaders

holds the promise of reconciliation and change, no evidence exists of the
fundamental precursors for change. There is little or no evidence of eco-

nomic reform or reform-minded leaders; reduction in military forces; or a

lessening of anti-US rhetoric. A decade of steep economic decline has not

deterred the North’s leaders from allocating precious resources to im-

proving their military forces. The DPRK maintains a dogged adherence to

a “military first” policy even against the backdrop of a nation facing severe

economic and social challenges.”

Thus the DPRK’s missiles and conventional forces are framed in terms of an of-
fensive capability that can inflict major damage on the United States. Excluded
from the framing is an alternative, and more plausible, possibility: the DPRK is
providing for its security in the face of the overwhelming power of its adversary.
The logic of the security dilemma suggests that just as the DPRK’s military repre-
sents a security threat to the United States and its allies, so do the forces of the

President George W. Bush speaks to American forces and their families during his visit to
Osan Air Base, Republic of Korea, on 21 February 2002. (Photo by Staff Sgt. Johnny Saldivar, USAF.
American Forces Press Service)
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United States, the ROK, and Japan threaten the DPRK. Such a simple under-
standing, however, is out of the question for the likes of Tenet and Rumsfeld be-
cause the vicious cycle of insecurity is embedded in fifty years of confrontational
interaction, making the enmity seem part of the natural order of things. Viewed
from either side of the confrontation, the enmity seems to derive directly and
immediately from the “anarchic” nature of the international system, and the
threat from the “essentially” hostile nature of the other party. Neither party is ca-
pable of rising above the enmity; neither is able to see itself and its adversary
caught in the security dilemma that they themselves have produced.

Unable, or even unwilling, to recognize the security dilemma, the Bush ad-
ministration is making unilateral efforts to secure the United States from what it
mistakenly perceives to be the unilateral threat posed by the DPRK. Bush’s na-
tional security team is on the one hand engaged in the nonproliferation activi-
ties that aim to freeze the DPRK’s capacity to develop weapons of mass destruc-
tion while on the other hand pursuing the counterproliferation programs that
seek to preemptively destroy the DPRK’s potential threats. Nonproliferation is
indeed a praiseworthy goal, but U.S. efforts to reach this goal are being under-
mined by the contradiction inherent in Washington’s nonproliferation policy.
For while Washington is preaching to the world about the dangers of nuclear
weapons, it is at the same time perpetuating the discourse that America’s nu-
clear weapons protect peace. Washington argues that the acquisition of a new nu-
clear weapon by nonnuclear states would pose an immense threat to humanity,
yet at the same time it is protecting the overkill capacity of its own nuclear arsenal.
The United States keeps its own nuclear materials beyond international inspec-
tions and control, while it insists on intrusive inspections of nuclear installations
elsewhere. Nowhere is America’s contradictory position more apparent than in
Korea. On the Korean peninsula, Washington’s duality has led to the self-contra-
dictory position that it guarantees, under the Agreed Framework, not to use or
threaten to use nuclear weapons against North Korea while at the same time
maintaining, under its Defense Treaty with South Korea, a nuclear umbrella over
the South, threatening nuclear retaliation against the North.

Furthermore, Washington’s contradictory nonproliferation policy is com-
bined with its offensive counterproliferation measures. While maintaining the
overwhelming superiority of its mass-destruction power, the U.S. military is,
under Defense Secretary Rumsfeld, forging ahead with its “Revolutions in Mili-
tary Affairs” to develop next-generation weapons such as missile defense sys-
tems and a new nuclear weapon to destroy Hard and Deeply Buried Targets
(HDBT).”" The United States is simultaneously the leading advocate of nuclear
deterrence and the leader in the development of precision-guided weapons.
The new focus in America’s weapons development strategy, coupled with ef-
forts to curb worldwide proliferation, smacks of the duplicity of SALT I in the
early 1970s. Although SALT I was ostensibly intended to limit the increase in the
number of missiles, the agreement was criticized by some for providing a cover
under which a new generation of nuclear armaments could be developed, par-
ticularly multiple-independent-reentry-vehicles (MIRVs). U.S. weapons pro-
duction is moving toward next-generation weapons systems, i.e., so-called smart
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bombs, missile defense systems, and new types of nuclear weapons, while other
countries, including China and the DPRK, are still grappling with such early
cold war technologies as ballistic missiles. The United States is trying to freeze
weapons development in the rest of the world at the current, primitive level of
precision just as it continues to develop more precise and effective weapons sys-
tems of its own. Again, nowhere is America’s contradictory position more ap-
parent than in Korea. The United States remains the unrivaled number one sup-
plier of missiles and other state-of-the-art weapons systems to Seoul; at the same
time it is leading international efforts to have Pyongyang terminate its missile
exports. Washington is vigorously pursuing its missile defense programs and ac-
celerating its Revolution in Military Affairs; at the same time it is leading the in-
ternational charge against Pyongyang’s programs of outdated weapons.

This is not to suggest that it is meaningless for Washington to try to control
the worldwide proliferation of weapons of mass destruction; my point is rather
that U.S. efforts will be less effective as long as Washington is engaged in contra-
dictory policies, for others will view American nonproliferation initiatives with
skepticism and will want to match its weapons programs with their own weap-
ons programs. If the United States wants to eradicate the temptation of smaller,
poorer countries to develop weapons of mass destruction, it must lead an inter-
national effort to scrap the doctrine of nuclear deterrence and nuclear attack. It
is clear that many countries —North Korea among them — are inclined to de-
velop weapons of mass destruction because they fear U.S. nuclear weapons.>*
If Washington wishes to prevent proliferation of high-tech weapons and their
technology, it mustlead an international effort to curb arms exports, including
its own. The Korean peninsula would be an excellent testing ground for a pol-
icy genuinely geared toward peace — a policy that rests on curtailing rather
than stoking the arms race. The United States must squarely face the dilemma
that arises from its reluctance to envision a fundamentally different concept of
peace and security: it must come to terms with the imperative that its nonpro-
liferation efforts must be coupled with restraints on itself.” The Bush adminis-
tration, however, is moving in the opposite, more precarious, direction to re-
solve the contradiction by withdrawing from an arms control treaty, develop-
ing new weapons systems, adopting an offensive military strategy, and sup-
porting proliferators.

Designing a Peace Regime

Nuclear proliferation concerns drove the Clinton administration to the negoti-
ating table at which the Agreed Framework was signed. But the potential for nu-
clear proliferation on the Korean peninsula will linger as long as Korea remains a
dangerous powder keg with a short fuse. In order for a nonproliferation regime
on the peninsula to be effective and robust, it needs to be complemented by a
mechanism that will reduce the conventional military threat felt on both sides of
the demilitarized zone. This requires, at a minimum, ending the Korean War,
which the Armistice Agreement only suspended in 1953. To ensure nonpro-
liferation and allay security concerns, both the ROK and the DPRK must radically
disarm with the support of Japan, China, Russia, and the United States. To defuse
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the Korean powder keg, Korea has to be peacefully reunified, and it has to be re-
unified in a form that will not upset the power balance among the four powers.
In the next section, I examine some issues that stand in the way of reaching
these goals.

As argued above, a key to the Agreed Framework’s success lay in Washing-
ton’s and Pyongyang’s willingness to recognize the other side’s core concerns
and address them on the basis of the principle of reciprocity. The Bush and Kim
Jong-1l governments honored at least some terms of the Framework until the
end of 2002, but they now have to deal with the almost certain outcome that one
of its key components, the construction of two light-water reactors, will not be
completed by the agreed-upon target date of 2003. The reactor construction is
so central to the Framework that failure to complete it would certainly cast
doubt on the sustainability and utility of the Framework. And it is quite likely to
lead to the collapse of the Agreed Framework itself. To avoid the collapse, the two
governments must immediately begin negotiations. However, they have refused
to meet and instead appear to be gearing up for a confrontation by putting forth
conflicting demands. Insisting that the North Korean officials admitted at a
meeting with Assistant Secretary James Kelly to having a nuclear weapons pro-
gram, the Bush administration now insists that the DPRK immediately and veri-
fiably dismantle it as a precondition for the resumption of diplomatic negotia-
tions.” (The DPRK denies this allegation, insisting it said only that it is “entitled
to possess” nuclear weapons systems.)

On its side, the Kim Jong-Il government has demanded that the United States
compensate it for the economic loss that will result from the delay in the con-
struction of the two reactors and that the United States sign a nonaggression
treaty. The Kim Dae-Jung government of South Korea tried to mediate between
the two by proposing to supply its electricity to the DPRK as compensation or by
sending a special envoy to Pyongyang, but failed to bridge the gap between
Washington and Pyongyang. The two will be able to get out of the stalemate only
when they are willing to move away from a Manichean view of the other and re-
turn to the principle of reciprocity. This process may be facilitated by relatively
easy and tangible steps similar to the Kumchangri “inspection”: as a way to ad-
dress U.S. concerns, Pyongyang invites U.S. officials to “visit” some of its facili-
ties that are suspected of nuclear activities; as a way to reassure its willingness to
honor the Agreed Framework, the Bush administration, in turn, commits itself
to completing the construction of the two reactors by a mutually agreed date.

The nuclear stalemate is further complicated by a clash over missile issues. If
President Clinton made it clear that he would link progress in missile negotia-
tions to lifting economic sanctions against the DPRK and improving relations
between Pyongyang and Washington, President Bush has made this one of the
cornerstones of his policies toward the DPRK. Any substantial progress in the
peace talks and any normalization of North Korean diplomatic and economic
relations with the West, therefore, depends on the two parties achieving a con-
structive compromise on the missile issues. In Berlin in 1996 President Clinton
began a series of negotiations on missile issues, and in September 1999 Kim
Jong-1l agreed to a moratorium on missile testing while the negotiations were
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still under way. Kim has since repeatedly confirmed his willingness to maintain
the moratorium until 2003. Clinton appeared to be on the verge of making a
breakthrough just before he left office in January 2001: he and Kim Jong-1l ex-
changed envoys at the highest level to arrange a summit where they would seal
an agreement to shut down the North Korean missile program.>® At present,
Bush and Kim are at a stalemate. Bush wants to prevent the development and
export of missiles by the North while Kim insists that the development and de-
ployment of missiles in the DPRK is a matter of its sovereign right to self-de-
fense.”®
The fundamental difference between Clinton’s near-success and Bush’s
stalemate lies not in Bush’s unwillingness to talk nor in his proposal to expand
the agenda for talks but in his refusal to end the enmity between the two na-
tions. The most recent U.S.-North Korea joint statement, issued in October
2000, shows that it was precisely because the two governments made a commit-
ment to end hostile policies toward each other that the North was ready to scrap
its missile program:
Recognizing that improving ties is a natural goal in relations among states
and that better relations would benefit both nations in the twenty-first
century while helping ensure peace and security on the Korean Peninsula
and in the Asia-Pacific region, the U.S. and the D.PR.K. sides stated that
they are prepared to undertake a new direction in their relations. As a cru-
cial first step, the two sides stated that neither government would have
hostile intent toward the other and confirmed the commitment of both
governments to make every effort in the future to build a new relationship
free from past enmity.

Building on the principles laid out in the June 11, 1993 U.S.-D.PR.K.
Joint Statement and reaffirmed in the October 21, 1994 Agreed Framework,
the two sides agreed to work to remove mistrust, build mutual confi-
dence, and maintain an atmosphere in which they can deal constructively
with issues of central concern. In this regard, the two sides reaffirmed
that their relations should be based on the principles of respect for each
other’s sovereignty and non-interference in each other’s internal affairs.>”

It is precisely this commitment “to build a new relationship free from past en-
mity” that is required to peacefully defuse the missile issue. Pyongyang is not
likely to give up the production and deployment of missiles unless Washington
shows a willingness to address its security concerns. Hence a solution might lie
inaset of reciprocal concessions whereby Bush provides a security guarantee in
exchange for Pyongyang’s termination of its missile program. Only when Bush
comes to the realization that his nonproliferation policy is riddled with contra-
dictions and that the U.S.-North Korea relationship is entrenched in a security
dilemma will such a solution become possible. Given the DPRK’s severe eco-
nomic problems, one might be tempted to think that it will give in to U.S. pres-
sure only if Washington offers economic incentives such as the removal of
sanctions. But this may well prove to be wishful thinking because Pyongyang is
likely to argue that its military capabilities and missiles are the only guarantor of
its survival. To treat what it considers to be a life-or-death issue as an economic
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bargaining chip is to put the cart before the horse. Such an approach ignores the
stubborn reality that the DPRK’s missiles are a by-product of the enmity be-
tween the two nations and that a solution to the missile issue can begin only
with a reciprocal recognition that both sides of the DMZ share the common re-
sponsibility for the persistent military tension and arms buildup. Without this
sense of reciprocity, hawks in the United States and South Korea, as well as in
North Korea, may find many a chance to halt and reverse the peace process and
to maintain the military status quo.

In addition to its growing ballistic missile capabilities, North Korea’s forward
deployment of its infantry units and artillery forces near the DMZ represents a
major source of concern for the United States and the ROK. According to ROK
and U.S. military estimates, between 55 percent and two-thirds of North Korea’s
1.1 million military personnel are deployed within 100 km of the DMZ.>® The
DPRK’s conventional force (1 million) is buttressed by greatly improved special
forces that number one hundred thousand. The special forces are trained to fil-
ter rapidly into key political, industrial, and other sectors within the South.
Most statistics on military balance show that the DPRK maintains a quantitative
advantage in the number of soldiers and various weapons systems whereas the
South has a qualitative edge in its weapons and training. Accurately comparing
the military capabilities of the two is an extremely complicated task. Force com-
parisons may be difficult to make but the logic of the security dilemma is easy to
see. Just as the United States and the ROK are concerned about the DPRK’s force
deployment near the DMZ, so Pyongyang is equally concerned that 90 percent
of ROK and USFK personnel are positioned within 50 km of the DMZ.* Each
side claims that its forces are defensive and those of the other side are offensive;
each justifies its force posture on the basis of a perceived threat from the other’s
force posture. Now is the time for both sides to acknowledge that they are en-
trapped in a vicious security dilemma. That acknowledgement would constitute
the first step out of the dilemma. For just as the security dilemma is a by-product
of practices of enmity that Washington and Pyongyang have long been engaged
in, so does its resolution begin with practices that replace enmity with amity. If
either Pyongyang or Washington argues that its forces are purely defensive, then
it should be prepared to accept the other side’s claim that its forces are also de-
fensive. Given Seoul’s growing military superiority over Pyongyang, by the same
token, the ROK should be prepared to scrap its plans for weapons purchases
and force modernization in exchange for the DPRK’s halting its missile pro-
grams and limiting its arms purchases. The United States, the major weapons
supplier to the ROK, should also be prepared to support Seoul’s decision to
stop arms imports and to stop reinforcement of the USFK in exchange for
Pyongyang’s pledge not to export or import weapons. Once arms limitation is
agreed upon and implemented, the two Koreas can start the process of building
down their arms stockpiles.

Some of these steps were taken or at least were in the works during the
Clinton administration. The Agreed Framework of 1994 laid down the political
framework that would allay in a step-by-step, reciprocal manner America’s con-
cerns about the DPRK’s nuclear program and Pyongyang’s concerns about the
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U.S. military posture. The Clinton administration was apparently on the verge
of negotiating away the missile problem in its final days precisely because it ac-
knowledged the security dilemma dynamic on the Korean peninsula, as clearly
reflected in Defense Secretary Perry’s admission that the North’s missiles might
be a weapon of deterrence: “[North Korean missiles’] primary reason...is deter-
rence....They would be deterring the United States.”® On the basis of this ac-
knowledgement, the Clinton administration moved to give North Korea a guar-
antee of no nuclear threat and political normalization; the Kim Jong-Il
government reciprocated by freezing its nuclear and missile programs. The
Bush administration halted these processes, allegedly for a review, and has thus
far stubbornly refused to acknowledge that the United States and the DPRK are
entrapped in a vicious cycle. Instead, it prefers to demonize the DPRK and to
take unilateral measures. The Bush administration’s insistence on taking unilat-
eral steps — rather than adopting reciprocal measures — goes directly against
the premises underlying the Agreed Framework and other joint statements, and
could well undo the achievements made through negotiations.

Pyongyang has long demanded the replacement of the Armistice Agreement
with a peace treaty with the United States and the normalization of relations be-
tween the two, but in recent years it has shown an interest in what it calls “a
nonaggression treaty” in lieu of a peace treaty. The DPRK has even indicated its
willingness to consider dropping its long-standing demand that the U.S. mili-
tary withdraw from South Korea. After the historic summit in 2000, Kim
Dae-Jung revealed that Kim Jong-Il expressed his “understanding” that the U.S.
military might remain on the Korean peninsula even after reunification. Wash-
ington, however, regards the Korean armistice as the cornerstone of the U.S. al-
liance system in Northeast Asia and as therefore untouchable. It is “virtually her-
esy even to raise the issue, let alone discuss a detailed road plan toward ending
the armistice,” as two insightful observers have noted.®' One way to resolve the
differences might lie in a set of simultaneous nonaggression pacts between the
parties to the Korean War that would establish a new, truly peacekeeping func-
tion for UN forces.

Who is to be party to the resolution of the unresolved war is a tricky question,
and answers to the question vary.®> Washington and Pyongyang are certainly
parties, but there is little agreement on Seoul’s and Beijing’s status. Although
China as one of the three signatories is still a de jure party to the armistice, I ar-
gue that China is not a de facto party because the de facto state of war that had
existed between China and the United States and South Korea ended when
Beijing opened diplomatic relations with both. Also, despite Pyongyang’s insis-
tence that Seoul is not a party, I argue that Seoul’s de facto, if not de jure, status
has to be reckoned with. A peace regime on the Korean peninsula cannot be
built if the South is not involved as a full party. Acknowledging China’s and
ROK’s de facto and de jure status, Washington, Seoul, and Pyongyang should
adopta document that would lay out a comprehensive set of measures, perhaps
in a form similar to the Agreed Framework, that each commits itself to taking in
order to end the state of war. Seoul and Pyongyang have already made progress
on this front: they signed a nonaggression pact in 1991 and held a summit in
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2000. It is now up to Pyongyang and Washington to take meaningful measures
to end the state of war.

On a regional level, Washington needs to recognize that Beijing and Moscow
would find intolerable the idea of a reunified Korea in which the United States
remains the sole foreign military presence, just as it would be unfathomable for
Washington or Tokyo to accept a reunified Korea under Chinese or Russian in-
fluence. All four powers have a vital stake in peace on the peninsula, but they all
prefer a divided Korea under no one’s control over a unified Korea under the
lopsided influence of one of the four. The international system in Northeast
Asia, in other words, has an interest in maintaining the status quo even at the
cost of continued instability and the risk of conflagration. Furthermore, the
United States, Russia, China, and, to a lesser degree, Japan, remain the major
sources of weapons and related technology for the two Koreas, giving these na-
tions further incentive to perpetuate the fragile division. A peace regime on the
peninsula, therefore, needs an international component that would constrain
arms transfers from the four and alleviate the concerns that each might have
over upsetting the power balance on the Korean peninsula.

A regional factor that could adversely affect the peace process on the Korean
peninsula is the ever-increasing emphasis on military preparedness and joint
arms buildup among the three countries under the leadership of the United
States. This in itself promotes a vicious power-political rivalry, if not an arms
race, between Japan and China, which may negatively affect the relationship be-
tween China and the United States and the peace process on the Korean penin-
sula. First, it intensifies the military pressure on the DPRK and increases its isola-
tion, thus hampering the process of military confidence-building and arms
control. The stepped-up military cooperation between the United States and Ja-
pan codifies the triangular military alliance that justifies Japan’s military role on
the Korean peninsula. In the eyes of the North Koreans, in particular, this devel-
opment exacerbates militarization of the Korean peninsula, as well as providing
powerful evidence of a reemerging Japanese militarism in the region. Hence a
peace regime needs to be buttressed by a regional framework that would neu-
tralize adverse international factors over which the Korean people have no
control.

Second, growing militarization of the U.S. alliances with South Korea and Ja-
pan could negatively affect peace-building efforts on the Korean peninsula by
heightening China’s and Russia’s security concerns. When Winston Lord, U.S.
assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific affairs, was asked in April
1996 if he expected a positive reaction from Beijing to the joint security declara-
tion in Tokyo, he replied that “the U.S. is confident that Beijing should have ev-
ery reason to welcome a reaffirmation of our alliance. It is not directed at any
one country, and Beijing, I think, understands that close U.S.-Japan relations
make for stability and predictability in the region.”® In fact, however, Beijing
and Moscow reacted by developing a bilateral “strategic partnership” during a
summit meeting immediately after the announcement of the U.S.-Japan joint se-
curity declaration. Evidently fearful that the development of the U.S.-led tripar-
tite military alliance was another form of American hegemony, Russia and China
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formally signed a treaty of “friendship and cooperation” on 16 July 2001. This
historic treaty opposes U.S. missile defense and solidifies Russian support for
China’s sovereign right over Taiwan.** In response to U.S. unilateralism, Russia
and China have in recent years held a series of summits and high-level visits and
have issued regular joint declarations expressing their opposition to “unilateral
use of force.”®

The peace process among the three parties needs to be complemented by a
regional regime because arms control and disarmament require a wider partici-
pation of the regional states, including China, Russia, and Japan. The involve-
ment of all three is essential for a Northeast Asia-wide regime of restraints in
arms transfers to the Korean peninsula and for a regional agreement to make
the peninsula a nuclear weapons-free zone. An excellent way to work on this re-
gional regime is to build on the nonnuclear declaration that the DPRK and ROK
signed in 1991, pledging not to develop nuclear weapons. The four major pow-
ers have yet to express any respect or support for this pledge. In order to make
the declaration more effective, North and South Korea could add a protocol,
which the four powers would then sign and ratify, that would pave the way to-
ward a more ambitious demilitarization system that would prohibit the transfer
weapons or weapons-related technology to, or through, either Korea.®

If the peace process is intensified through the mechanisms described above,
the two Koreas may reach a qualitatively higher level of inter-Korean dialogue.
This, in turn, may produce a political commonwealth, possibly a confederal or
federal form of political integration, between the two Koreas. At this juncture,
the multilateral peace talks, which began as a specific forum for peace on the Ko-
rean peninsula, could develop into a region-wide security forum for Northeast
Asia. The formation of a loose political commonwealth on the peninsula will be
an indication that a mature and stable peace regime has emerged in Korea. At
this stage, the focus of the multilateral forum for Korea would be able to shift to
the higher level of a peace mission for East Asia. For example, the nonnuclear
declaration signed by the two Koreas and endorsed by the four surrounding
powers could serve as a basis for building a regional nuclear weapons-free zone
that would include not only the Korean peninsula but also Japan. The multilat-
eral regional forum could perhaps start addressing regional security issues such
as the potential arms race in Northeast Asia. As it expands its scope, it may de-
velop into a multilateral common security organization similar to the Organiza-
tion of Security and Cooperation in Europe.

Conclusion: Out of a Security Dilemma to Reciprocity

In his seminal work, The Twenty Years’ Crisis, 1919-1939, E. H. Carr illuminates
a dialectical way in which realism and idealism interact.” Realism, he explains,
favors facts and analysis over purpose: “[Realism] emphasizes the irresistible
strength of existing forces and the inevitable character of existing tendencies,
and insists that the highest wisdom lies in accepting, and adapting oneself to,
these forces and tendencies.” Carr warns that this type of realism, though at
times needed as a corrective to the excesses of utopianism, might result in “the
sterilization of thought and the negation of action.” He admits that there is also
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a period when “utopianism must be invoked to counteract the barrenness of re-
alism.” Thought without analysis is utopian; but thought without purpose is
barren. In a final dialectical synthesis, therefore, Carr proposes that mature
thought combines purpose with observation and analysis: “Utopia and reality
are thus the two facets of political science. Sound political thought and sound
political life will be found only where both have their place.”®

How do we find a place for reality and utopia in designing a course toward a
peace regime on the Korean peninsula? A beginning lies in envisioning a cre-
ative synthesis of brute power politics and liberal institution-building, a step
that is critically contingent on rising above the antagonistic self-other divide to
imagine the other in a nonantagonistic way. In Northeast Asia, a simple accep-
tance of power politics provides no guarantee of peace, as  have argued. Tripar-
tite militarization (by the United States, South Korea, and Japan) will only pre-
cipitate negative reactions from North Korea, China, and Russia, intensifying
the already tense environment of the region, and possibly triggering an arms
race and even a war. As long as the United States, South Korea, and Japan pursue
the realist power strategy of strengthening and integrating their military alli-
ances, the international system in the region will continue to be tense. At the
same time, South Korea and Japan may become prisoners of their complacency,
unable to develop their own vision of a new regional order — one that would
slow the arms race and promote a peaceful interaction among the nations of
Northeast Asia. This vicious cycle was first broken by the Agreed Framework in
which each side to the confrontation not only recognized its adversary’s secu-
rity concerns but also took measures to allay them. Further progress was made
when Kim Dae-Jung and Kim Jong-Il held a summit in 2000, moving the two
Koreas closer to amity. The final step in the peace offensive was to be Clinton’s
own summit meeting with the North Korean leader. Clinton’s contradiction-rid-
den “congagement” policy was taking a decisive turn toward engagement, but
the Bush administration has succeeded in changing course. The 2001 QDR has
stifled any debate within the Bush administration by reasserting the two-wars
strategy. Thus, the proponents of containment have gained an almost irrevers-
ible momentum and mortally crippled those who favor engagement, which will
only exacerbate the tension that Clinton’s “old” two-wars strategy had created.

To resolve the missile issue and to build peace in the region, a new security
framework is needed — one that emphasizes less the centrality of power poli-
tics and more the importance of multilateral interactions among countries in
Northeast Asia. A balance must be struck between alliance politics and multilat-
eral peace endeavors. Continued arms transfers from the United States to South
Korea, the accelerating arms buildup by South Korea, and joint efforts in arms
production — particularly of ballistic missile defense systems — by Washington,
Seoul, and Tokyo make any peace proposal a hollow gesture. An initiative for
peace talks must be coupled with a blueprint for reducing the centrality of mili-
tary transactions within the military alliances. To acknowledge the reality of the
present security dilemma and the necessity for reciprocity is the first step to-
ward peace in Northeast Asia.
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