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First Policy Paper - The North-South Korea Summit

I. Issues, Interests and Objectives

With the approach of a history-making summit between North and South Korea on June 21 of this year, the US Department of Defense would like to make its recommendations on US policy during the summit period and any developments it might bring about.  Put succinctly the overall American goal of a unified Korea should be kept in mind throughout this discussion, as well as the more immediate considerations of the DPRK’s economy and military expansion.  The primary and most utmost concern of DOD prior to this conference has been the current DPRK’s developments in nuclear and long-range missiles.  Though the Agreed Framework of 1994 put a weak freeze on the production of weapons grade plutonium, the DPRK in the past year have made disturbing developments in their long-range missile capability in fact creating missiles that could hit the Northwest United States.  Other factors to consider going into the summit also include the new leadership of the country Kim Jong-Il, who was not in power when the Agreed Framework of 1994 was formed.  Under his rule the country has seen significant industrial and agricultural decline, leading to severe conditions within the country at this time. The current political landscape of the DPRK as unpredictable as ever.  We have also seen significant changes in ROK’s, Japan’s and China’s concerns and strategy over the DPRK.  Since the test missile firing over Japan, we have seen new concern from them, as well as resolve to solve the situation using economic support, such as the KEDO project. Under new leadership the ROK has begun pursuing a policy of engagement with the DPRK, under what is called the “Sunshine Policy” to further strengthen its economic and political ties with the DPRK.  Though met with only limited success this policy has helped set the groundwork for this summit, and may be in our opinion the first step towards peaceful reunification.  China is also disturbed over the growth of the DPRK’s long-range missile capabilities have also been taking a more proactive role in relations between the DPRK and ROK.  Though we see a great potential for productive negotiations with the DPRK at this conference, we must also remember our goal of maintaining the security of the Korean peninsula and surrounding regions. We must have multilateral fair and wise concessions with the DPRK in order to maintain stability.  We strongly suggest that the US should not sacrifice security on the peninsula unless, unless there is a reciprical downscaling of security by the DPRK.

II. Policy Considerations

Some policies that the US might want to consider

A. Total economic engagement of DPRK similar to that of the ROK’s Sunshine Policy.  This policy is modeled on the emerging school of thought that the best way to address security concerns in a region is through economic stability.  In this respect the ROK has attempted to ease relations through forming economic and political with the DPRK.  It is based around three central points. The first is that no armed provocation by the North will be tolerated.  Secondly a takeover or absorption of the DPRK will not be attempted.  Thirdly reconciliation and cooperation will be expanded.  Though this policy has met with only limited success so far, the roots of the policy remain one of the most viable options for opening up relations with the DPRK.  Like the ROK, if the US chose to pursue this option, we must maintain an attitude of reciprocity and mutual accommodation. The framework should be organized around an internationally agreed upon policy that includes ROK, Japan, and China. However, the engagement policy must be lead by the U.S. to encourage Japanese participation and to implement policies that might include monitoring of DPRK nuclear weapons development. Cons of this option the possibility that due to DPRK’s severe economic condition that they do not wait for conditions to improve with through these policies.

B. A maintenance of the status quo in terms of the U.S.'s Korea policy.  However, the U.S. must augment its current nuclear arsenal with limited defense missiles to protect the mainland and allied nations from an attack from rogue states such as DPRK.  Development of these missiles will violate the START II treaties and I and will upset China, but may prove necessary to counter the unchecked development of nuclear weapons in DPRK.  Though the US’s status quo policy of strong containment has worked in checking DPRK aggression in the past, it seems unlikely that such a policy is sustainable in the region for several reasons.  First and foremost is the decaying economic situation in DPRK, given the development of the DPRK’s long range weapons capabilities they might consider dropping out of the Agreed Framework of 1994 and continue there quest for nuclear weapons, leading to a potential nuclear crisis.  With the policy of containment the US is currently pursuing, we would not have the necessary leverage to prevent such a crisis.  Our status quo policy towards the DMRK is unstable given the current political environment on Korean peninsula.

C. A policy of extreme isolation of DPRK.  Reduce food, energy, and economic aid.  Since it is likely a form of coercion on the part of DPRK, the U.S. and her allies must stop submitting to the fear of a possible DPRK assault on the ROK.  The lack of political change in the Kim regime indicates that past aid programs will not effect change in the DPRK political system.  Because the DPRK is such a closed society there is no accurate way to interpret whether they are reciprocating the good faith shown to them and some of the other Asian countries such as Japan and China, and thus the most logical policy would be not only to continue the current US foreign policy of containment, but also expand it to completely isolate the DPRK, in order for them to come to us at the bargaining table, rather then have us make unilateral concessions.  There are also extreme problems with this option.  History has shown that desperate countries do desperate things, and pushing the DPRK to the brink through this option might be the most direct path to war. In the current world environment this policy seems unduly harsh and most likely to an escalation of the problems facing the Korean Pennisula.

III. Recommendation

It is the recommendation of the DOD that we pursue option A.  Given the increasing power of economics in the new world order, we feel that following a policy of engagement with the DPRK would pave the path for at most reunification with the ROK and at least normalized relations with the DPRK.  This must not be a blind policy though.  The DOD suggests that we keep a very careful eye on the DPRK to make sure any negotiations and concessions are multilateral.  We must not offer the carrot without the stick.  Similarly we must not let minor acts of aggression by the DPRK deter the peace process.  These acts, such as the recent brief naval conflict between the ROK and DPRK fleets, can be attributed to the instability of the situation and must not derail fruitful negotiations at the upcoming summit.

