


























10 The Summit Council for Werld Peace

relations with the capitalist world (and, at the same tme, to tight politcal control at
home). Meanwhile the North-South dialoguc continues with ministerial talks and a

host of lasser meetngs.

In this context, the role of the United States i3 critically important.
Washington remains the smgle most influential player in Korea, hoth because of its
ciose security and trade reladons with the South and because of the North's perpetual
desire for /8. recognition. VYe:, in the United States, policymakers often are so
focused on the short-term ~— and understandzbly so -- that they lose sight of longer-
range policy. The United Sta'es needs a decade-long vision of policy toward Korea,

and the Summit Council hoped that it could contribute to that end.

U.S._ policy must operate uader one overriding recognition: no U.S. or
regional interests would be served by a destabilized Korea. Instabiliry would reveal
laten; fears and animosities, spark regional crises, and perhaps cause a devastating new
war on the Korcan peninsuvla. U.S. policy, then, must attempt 10 bring about a stable
and peacefy) unthcation of Korea -- a long-renge interest which may outweigh several

short-term interests in ways not commonly understood.

To establish a foundation for their analysis,

‘ C{’;Dmoﬁg‘m s conference participants iritialy focused on the

conditions in North Korea. The discussion

revolved around the estimate of quality of life and other ezonomic conditions in the
Norty, the basis for that understanding, the degree of consensvs on the issue, and the

implications it held for the future of North Korea and faor U.S. policy.
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No desperute conditions. All participants agreed that there is no prima
Sfacie evidence o7 sarvation or other severe economic distress in North Korea.
Anecdotal, journalistic zccounls persist of people eating bark off trees and otherwise
scavenging for food, and it is clear thal even those Norih Koreans who eat erough
generaly do not eat well. Koreans living abroad who visi; relatives in tae North
unanimously retum with stories aof a terrib'e economic simation. Shortages of meat,
fish, milk are reportedly common, and many factories are repartecly closed for lack of
fuel.

Stll, no hard evidence has emerged of large-scale malnutrition or
starvation. Dozens of foreige visitors travel throughou! large parts of the country, and
none has reportcd secing evidence of a food crisis. Many food problems (such as low
rice supplies) may be cyclical rather than endemic; in some cases the problen appears
o be shortfalls in distribution rather than swpply; and if truly desperate circumstances
exist in the North, they seem to be localized.

Moreover, a number of part:cipants stressed the importance of the fact
thzt North Korea is in many ways a traditicnal, not revolubionary, society. Untouched
by capitalism and with its already robust Korean hierarchies reinforced by the rigid
control of a tolabtanan state, North Korean society appears not lo suffer from the
exploding ambitions and expectations that have led to labor vunrest and other
disturhance in the Sputh. In absolute terms, North Korea's ¢conomy is certainly
primitive. But in relative terms. and supported as 1t is by rudimentary but real health,
education, and housing, life in North Korca may be better than it was tem or twenty

years ago.
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In this sense, several participants viewed a8 significant a recent comment
bty South Korea's Vice Minister of National Unificadon, Lim Dong Wan. "North
Korea 15 not so weak that it wili collapse suddenly,” Lim argues. “North Korean
people fave been poor for so many years thar they arc accustomed to it. They can eat
one meal a day and not be tempted to revolt. You can't use 2 Western yardstick of

progress.  You have to use a North Korean ys_rdstick."l

This discusslon concluded with an imporlant point of consersus. North
Korea is In dire economic strairs, but not a desperaie econnmic crisis.  Its econonty is

rot iikely to collapse in the next five years.2

The need for reform. Nornetheless, by any rradicdonal economic criteria,
North Kofea faces a very serious economic¢ challenge. The inherent problems of any
Stalinist system - a stifling inefficiency and Jack of flexibilily, an inability to produce
exportable goods, a primitive level of technology -- have been magnified by the
collapse of the Soviet Union and the virtual halt to the economic assiscance Moscow
had provided the North. Determining the North's econom!c growth rate is as much art
as science, but most outside estimates agree tha: the economy has contracted berween
five and ten percent annually since 1990, figures even North Korean cfficials will

partially confirm.

! Quoted b David E. Sanger, “Seoul Looks North, Balanting Hop: anc Anviety,” The New York Time,
December 16, 1992, p. Al8.

2 Cvina's decision to end barfer trad: with Norh Ksres and insist on cash paymenis for all exchanges

came on December 29, afier the Summit Council roundGble. Cluna is the Noth's largeat supplier of
crude oil, and jt€ new policy Ay have a new and scvere impact on the North's economy. See Nicholes
Knswof, ‘Cash Only, No Bartering, China Telle Nocth Korcans,” The New Yok Tister, December 3C.
199z, p. A2.
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{t is clear that the North Korean leadership recognizes these problems
and is trying to resolve them. Officials from Kim I Sung to low-level diplomats
readily admit that the North must do better 11 the economic arena, and a series of pro-
growth policies - including joint ventures laws (revised most recently this October),
consttutional revisions, pursuit of trade with the South and other capitalist countries.
and negotiztions with Japan on normalization of relations -- have demonsirated a certatn
level of seriousness m_tye enterprise.  Many observers view the Decembar (992
appointmert of Changg/Song-san, an official interested in better ties with Japan and the
Uniced Staws, to be prime minister as another signal :hat Pyongyany is after better
cconomic performance (although he replaced an officia, Yon Hyong Muk, gencrally

regarded as an economic reformer).

Whethe: or not these limited reforms succeed in bolstering the North's
economy js an open question. But the ssmple fzet thar they are underway is evidence

that officials in Pyongyang give economic improvement high priority.

There may also be faclors outside the government's control that are
edging the North toward greaer openness. Three specific agents of change may exist
in the North, each brirging the experience and knowledge of living in foreign couniries
10 their views of lifc in the North. Thousands of students have returned from the
former communist states of Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, many having been
cxposed to broader facts about the world and Western ideas pf free markets and free
socieries. Close to 100,000 people in North Korea emigrated there from Japan, and
some of them, well-edacared and worldwise, must see the striking backwarcness of the

Nonh. And hundreds of diplemats and military personnel have been siationed abroad
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and ¢come into contact with various realities of ‘ife outside the North. Fach of these
three groups has been “corrupted,” from the North Xorean perspective. with facts and
ideas antithetical to the rigid contro. of information imposed in the North. And in
some cases they may be the sort of indelible facts and idess that are immung to

governmer; propaganda and reeducation courses,

The implication of this discussion was ¢lcar. North Korean leadery know
they need some degree ¢f economic rejorm und expanded trade winh the capitalis

world, That percention gives the outside world leverage over North Korea.

Hawks versus doves? Little consensus amerged on the nature of the
Norh Korean _eadership. Some participants expressed ¢ beiief that the government in
Pyongyang contained meaningful facuons, and suggested the outlines of a policy debate
between them. Others vehemently disagreed, arguing that the North Korean leadership
remained basically monolithic — 1n the hands of the two Xums -- and that factiona
disputes, or the views of so-called reformers, were meamngless. Neither was there any
accerd on whether Kim I Sung or his son, Kim Jong Il, held true power in North
Korea txiay. And the degree of the two Kims' isolation within the North also sparked
disagreement: some participants contended tiat the two leaders receive little accurale
informadion and are insulared rom unfavorable ncws, wlile others noted the two Kims'

contacts with forcign visitors ¢nd thei- apparent knowledge of warld events.

Confcrence participants did reach two more limited a-cas of aceerd. Al
agreed that the North Xorean ruling elits, however it 15 defined, nas no intention of

surrendering power and knows it would be abanconed (or even imprisoned) in & Korea
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unified under Seoul's conditions. Perpetuating the regime will reguire; in 2 manner of
speaking, "charge without change” in the North: economic reformy without political
operness, somewhat along the Chinese model but with even less palitical freedom. 3
Any scheme that requires true power sharing, with the North Korean people or with the

South, will be rzjected by Pyorgyang.

Second, the North Korean miltary is probably not a monolithic, anti-
reform element. It certainly protects ils own interests, and there wes a general feeling
that the Korean People’s Army had playec a major role i1 leading Pyongyang to reject
outside demands for inspections of its mulitary bases as part of a Nortt-South nuclear
regime. But many Nort1 Korean officers ara aware that sconomic modernization is the
key to military modemization; indced, many outside observers believe that iv is
¢mbarrassment at the state of the North's military technology, and no: fear of being
caught in nuclear weapons production, thar prevents Pyongyang's military leaders from
cpenng their bases 'o inspection. Chinese officers understand that the same is true for
Beijing's military, and have reporfedly been working to convince their Narth Korean

counterparts to support limicd econom.c reforms.

Tae broader concluson, however, was that if Is wiproducrive to artempt
to determine the nature and implications of factiont within the Nonh Korzun
govermmeny. Tre United States must seek out policies calenlated to succeed no matter

what the truth is about leadership in Pyongyang -- a very 1all order indeed.

3 Thix strawgy was reflectad in the persomne] decisions at the 20th Plenary Mesling of be Sixth
Workers' Party Central Committee in Dacember 1992, There the North hoth promoled officials known
for their invelvamaar 1n econom® raforms and foretgn relations, sich 2s Kang Son-san and Kin Yong-
sun, and placed party cadres and propagands in the handz of hard-liner Kim Kok-tze and Kin Ki-nam,
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U&JNIS«BESISWTBEDPRK The discussion then turmed to the
i R R question of what interests the United

States has at stake on the Korear Peninsula, and specifically in North Korea. The
conference's focus was the future of U.5. policy, and that policy will depend on 2
calculation of the U.S. national intzrests irvolved as well as regional sensitivities, while

keeping an eye on the long-term goal of peaceful unificaton.

Political and strategic inferests. Most participants agreed that the key
U.S. interests in North Korea are politicel and siraiegic rather than economic. North
Korea irdirectly affects the strong U.S. economic interests in South Korea by posing a
military threat o tham, but the potential for direct U.S. nvestment 1n or trade with the
North 1s small and will remain so for many yw.rs.4 The overtiding U.8. impemative in
Korea is to ensure peace and t0 encourage a stable unification -- goals of grand strategy

tather than trade.

The key question, then, is this: from the U.S. perspective, what strategy
is most likely to promote such peaceful reform? Virtually all particizants expressed the
view that the United States and other countries should promote the gradual opening af
North Korea, that engaging the North was more likely to achieve U.S. goals than
reflexively isolating it. The Unitad States has no interest in promoting che rapid

collapse of North Korea.

4 Th one cconomic 1ssue st mighl arise 0o hes W do with the Tradiag with the Enemy Act of 1917,
Many U.$, companies are wvolved in ot ventines with Korean or Juparese firms. If thos foreipn
firms decided to trade with North Korea, e U.S. componies engaged in the joint venturs might
addenly find thamselves i violation of he Act. Some provisions minst he made @ excmp: from the Act
U.S. compames which are unwittingly drawn into trads with the North, The lurger issue of reevalusting
the Azt weth yespect o the DPRE neods saparste condideration.
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Most participants agreed thal a slower, more controlled process of change,
similar to that now oceurring in large regions of China, would better support a peaceful
and stable growing topether of tre two Kareas. And to the extent that such operness
conmbutes ro the economic medemnizztion of the North, the South will face 2
somewhar iess daunting price tag for unification when it does occur, South Korea
remains a fragile democracy and could be politically devastated by the shock of sudder:
unification. It is ir this sense that the lonp-nm interest of stebility may outweigh short-
Tun interests of nucleay nspecdons or 2 halt o missile sales and call for a modification

of the world's tough line toward North Korea.

Qualifications Jor a stmtegy of engagement. Several partic.pants were
careful to enunciate various qualifications to the general policy of engaging North
Koreca. Fust, there are two clear preconditions which must be met before such
engagement begins in eamest: a resolution of the nuclear issue and the abrogztion of
North Korea's long-standing policy of communizing the South through lerrorism and
sabversion.? Second, all outside governments, and the United States in particular,
must recopnize the siringert 11mits on ther abifity to influence the pace and nature of
crange in North Korea. And tird, any policy of engazing the North must be

combined with continued pledgss of commitment to the security of South Korca and by

5 U.8. officiss have also complained abeut North Kores's sales of missiles (¢ the Middlc East. Several
perticipants cxpressed the belief, aowever, that if the North haltee hoth its nuclzar program and 18 policy
ot commurizing the South, the missile proliferalion issus should not alone prevent furtber engapement.
The North is not 3 party to the Misail: Techaology Coatal Regume and itz salex vislats 0 nteraticnal
law or Norh Korcan comymiiment. Monsover ence p Strategy ot rugagement begins, thin the warld wall
have rew lcverape with which to address the missile proliferation issve. Two participants suggested that
Japan and the Umted Stateg solld offer u specific package of seonnmue investment and wid thar would
match wha: the North obtains through 16 miwile zales. Pyongyang, eager t2 improve relatioas with
Washington anc Tokyoe and to shore up its world 1mage, might pladly make the trade and hait 1tx missie
sales.
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continued deployment of some 1/.S. twoops in the South as symbols of that

commitment.

Tre participarts therefore generally agreed with existing U.S. and South
Korean policy, which aims (publicly al lezst) at engaging rather than isolating North
Kosea and waich offers specific economic and political rewards for good behavior by
Pyongyang. There was no agreement about whether Wasting:on and Seoul needed to
"sweeten” these offers or whether they should merely bide their dme and await North
Korea's next move. There was general agreement, however, that, in the nuclear isspe
und other questions, the offer of carrols is far more effective 1n stimulating North

Korean policy than the threat of wnctions.

Terms of unification. In order to promote peeceful unification in
Korea, the United States will need 2 clear .dea of what forms unification might take,

and hew policy steps taken now zre connected ta those various forms,

No clear dafinition of a "unified" Korea emerged from the conference.
The key distinction was between a Korea still divided into two halves ruled more or
less separatelv, and 2 full intkegrated Korea governed entirely from one source of
power. Both Koreas dave proposed variations on a federated model of unification in
which the north and south would retain substantial authority over policies in their
regions, and riost participants agreed that a Korea with various forms and degrees of
federalism could be called unified even if s:gnificant power réemained in ‘he hands of

two regional govermments.
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From the U.S. perspective, tha issue is noc as much one of federalism as
il is one of peace. No scheme of mifization would be meaningful to the United States
if each of the two sides continued to maintain Iarge armed foroes and if 2 risk of war
between them persisted. As loag as that risk persists, the nltimate U.S. goal in Korea -
- a stable, peaceful, lasting unificanon -- will not have been achieved.

Based on the discussions at the seminar, then, Korean unificgtion might
be defined es follows: The significant {though nor necessarily complele) trarsfer of
authority from the two current eovernmens 1o onc ceatrai awthorlry; the official end of
a divided Korea; single Koreon represensarion in all mtemational instirurions,; and ihe
abolishmens of the risk of war between the two halves of Korea. This last condition
might require an end to independent north and south Korean armues, with the two sides
merging their farces into a single Korean military and maintaining only residal militias
which answer to the regional povernments. One participant supgested that the general
process of umification might begin wn ¢arnest in 1993 -- which, as the fortieth
anniversary of the end of the Korean War, would be an gppropriate time 1o instituie a

peace treaty formally ending the state of war,

The question of when unification might occur was raised, and not fully
answered, at the meeting. Many participants said they expected some form of
unification by the end of the cenfury, now only seven years away, But there were
varying 1deas of why umifization iz likely in that time frame: while somc appareatly
believed the North would coliapse before the year 2000, the majority seemed to think

unificarion would result from a gradual process of engagement o the two Korces. But
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no clear notion emerged of how this would happen, of what specific steps would lead to

unification as i was defined above.

. TRE'NUCLE AR‘ISIUE:' There was a sttong consensus among the participants

thzt the United Stales hax real interests in the rapid

conclusion of an ggreemcat on nuclear inspections.  As noted above, U S. straiegic
interests dictate some level of engagement with North Keres; and, of course, as lorg as
more robust nuclear inspections are delayed, the North has the opportunity to cortinue
covert nuclear research without risk of being caught. There was gencral agreement.
100, thal the United States and South Karea ought to rethink their existing proposals

and conditions on the nuclear is3uc to determine where flextblity might be found.

Beycnd that there was not much agreement, or in fact much discussion.
The dialogue foundered somewhat on the delails of current negotiations and the need to

await the post-election posilions of Secul and Washington.

IAEA-based inspections.  Ona impomant Suggestion was made.
however. One participant proposed, and others seconded (some may well have
dissented, though none spake ap to do su), 2 modification of the regotiating strategy
toward the North. This participan: argued that there is no reason why bilateral Narth-
South inspectiors are necessary to achicve the U.S., South Korean, znd world purpeses
in Korea. Bilateral talks frequently bog down in inter-Korean political thickets, And
in any case the North has already said it would allaw 2 more expansive version of
Intemational Atomu¢ Energy Agency (JAEA) inspections. His proposal was that

Washington and Seoul -emain committed to the core principle of the current bilaterat
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rcgime -- challenge nspections — but attempt [0 accomplish that goal through the
IAEA, not the South, This would require negotiating a precedent-setling, preatly-
expanded IAEA accord with the North that includes all the guarantees necessary,
including an ability to look a: North Korean military bases if petsuative evidence 13

found linking one ar mare to the nuclear program

Such an arrangement rught ofer 2 number of advantzpes. Firsi, it
would move the negotrations out of Nofth-South forums, waere the nuclear issue has
bacome a political contest rather than a Straightforward negotianon. Second, the North
may be mofe likely to agree to requesss flom introational bodies than from its
adversary in the South. Third, the azreement sets a precedent for other countries,
justifying similarly intrusive TAEA inspections elsewhere. And fourth, the proposal
deemphasizes somewhat the importance of North Korcan military bases, allowing only
focused inspections on a spegific base where violations are suspegted; this might help

eas¢ the North Korezn military's objectons to inspecuon regimes which intruded on
their facilities.

Teatn Spirg. The perticipants engaged in a lively debate about the
future of the Team Spirit military exercise. MosSt agreed Lthat the decision to begin
plarning far a 1995 version of Team Spirit was a mistake which has provided the North
with a convenient excuse to break off the North-South dialogue.6 And because Nortl
Korea feels compelled to stage its own counter-exercise during Team Spint, the U.S..

ROKX exercise forces Pyongyang ta expend precicus fuel and other resoiroes -- which,

§ Incjudug ths ainth North-Seuth prime minwters’ wlks, originally scheduled for December 21, which
the North cancelled.
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in some views, would not be in the U.S. or Soath Korean interest if it concributes to an

urcomrolled collapse of the regime in Pyongyang.

There was little agreement, however, about what to do now that
planning has begun. South Korean officials have already made clear to the North that
the exercise wonld be ¢ancelled once an initial agreement was reached on North-South
nuclear inspections. Going further, and unilaterally cancelling the exercise without
evideace of North Korean compliance, might encourage the North to do nothing and
await additional concessions. Team Spirir cannor be giver avay, it must be traded for

some posittve North Korean action.

That action need not, however, be full agreement 1 a North-South
inspection regime, and it 1s here that some participants suggested that {lexibility could
be found. The issue could be bed to a proposal for an exsanded TAEA ingpeclion
regime: once the North agreed in principle to allowing IAEA challenge inspections,
for example, South Korea and the United Stales could “provisionally suspead” Team

Spirit pending further negotiations.

m;mmME'OF,U.S.TRO_ql{s The conference next tumeg its attention

‘ to the fulkre of the TU.S. military

commitment to Sovth Korea. Again, at the broadest level, a clear corsensus prevailed:
the 1.8 -South Korean Mutuol Security Apreement of 1954 should be mainiained, ard

ar least some U.S. militury forces should remain on Korean soil o symbolize that
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commitmens; yet the number anmd conflaurarion of these U.S, forces must evolve.

Differences emerged over (he extent aad rasure of that evolution.

Criteria for troop decigions. Conference participants did not agree on a
single number of U.S. treops that would be sufficient for daterrence in the turbulent
vears ahead, They did, however, enunciate & number of ¢r.ieria for judging decisions
about U.S. forces in Korea, and by extension U.S. forward deployments elsewhere.
Taken together, these criteria arount to a strategy for foxce plamming with wide latitude

for various foree numbers and cor.figurations,

First, rhe new adminittration should nor significantly alter U.3. troogp
strength in Korea during its first year in power. A rapid reduction of forces would

¢enc unwanled signals to the North, and ample opportunities exist for toop reductions

m subsequent years.

Second, the Clinton povermment should twke ¢ remeved look at the
deteyrerr calculus on the peninsufu. The consensus in the group was thet the North
coud be deterred by the capable South Korean military, supplemented by fewer U.S.
trocps than are now in Korea, Bul, if trug, this conclusion must be justified by a new
look at South and North Kofean military capabilities and the unique assets that the
United States brings to any alliance. Tt may well be that xuch a review would point up
the special importance of U.S. naval end air assets, and suggest that U.S. ground
forces serve a mainly symbaolic role and could therefore be cisprapartionately reduced.
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Third, the rew administraion must make a cost-benefit analysis of V..
military deployments in Korea and more broadly in oll of Asia. In the whole region,
the United States statons only two army divisions, one numoered fleet, and three
tactical fighter wings, the highesl estimate for the total cost of these and supporing
roops is 320 billicn. And in fact, the cost of Lroops based within Asia is much less,
especially given the contributions of U.S allies to the éxpenses of U.S. farces. The
direct costs of U.S, forces in Korea, for example -- the unique expense of basing the
forces there rather than in the United States -- are estimated at some $500 miilion, one-
third of which Seoul is pledged lo pay by 1995, For that madest investment, the
United States obrains enormous paolitical and economic leverage throughout the region.
Especially for an administration ccmniitted to taking seriously the economic aspects of
foreign policy, the issuz of U.S. troop reductons must be viewed in a broad context;
the costs of a hasty withdrzwal would be measured in lost U.S. nfluence and trade as

well as a possible failure of deterrence.

Fonally, @y troop reductions which do toke place shouid be used as
barguining tools ir agrms-conirol discussions, If the United States decides, ior
example, o cul its forces in Kerea in kalf, it shoud not do sc umlaterally, but attempt
to wring soroe concessions out of the North for the move. Even if no reductions are
planned in the near future, further cuts in U.S, forces are inevitable in the lonpg-term;
the United States stould therafore work with ite South Korean ally to formulate an
arms-control proposal integrating U.S. force cuts and calling for North Korean

reciprocation.
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. . . RECOMMENDATIONS FOR \ At the conclusion of the conference, the
o majﬂ?ﬂ'ﬂﬁépm:\j‘!p’ﬁ, paricipants were asker 10 nomenate

specific recommendzions for the new
Administraton with regard to its Korca policy. They offered the following
supgestions. None were cebated at length, and therefore the degree of consensus on
each is not known. The overall U.S. goal, as mentoned at the outset, s to avoid an

unstable, viclent process of unification,

1. Reaffirm the outlines of the exizing, bipamisan Lefense Department
plan for East Asla. as outlined in the East Asia Strategy Initindve. This policy calls
for a gradual, three-ptase U.S. toop reduction from Asia It is flexible enough to
permit more rapid or targeted reductions, and the reaffirmation of its basic substance

would do much to cuell fears in the region of a U.S. witkdrawal,

2. Rethink the need for a North-South inspection regime and for the
Yeam Spiri! military exercise. An expanded IAEA mendate might prove more
effective than a bilateral regime, and might set a hopeful precedent. Meanwhile, the
cffect of Team Spirit oa North-South dialogue should be reexamined. Both 1ssues will
need rapid altenlion: Team Spirit is slated to begin in Felswsmsrmy March 1593.

3. Send the Secretary of Defense to Seoul in late February or early
March of 1993, 2; a gesture to an old and valued zlly and as a clear signal of

contnuity, The visit might provide a usaful forum for accomplishing recommendacion

().
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4, President Clinton should meet the new Korean presidear, Mr. Kim

Young Sam, as soon os possible gfter February.

3. Support nongovernmental contacts with North Koren -- academic
conferences, family visits, even fact-finding missions by business leaders. Once the
nuclear issue is resolved, consider a modification of the embargo similar to the pesnre
made toward Vietnam in December 1992 allow U.§. companies to begin planning fot

invesiment in the North, with ictual epntracts deferred unfil other 1ssues are resolved.

6. Muke plans to establish a regular, high-level dialogue with North
Korea cnce the nuclear issue is resolved. The United States has a legitimale security
interest in direct cortact with the North. Ewvery step, every proposal, ecvery
conversation should be fully repartad to South Korea w ensure that Seoul does not
interpret the move as 2 waning of the U.S. commitment. And in every discussion with
North Koreans, U.S. officials should reiterate the continuing U.S. security commitment
to the South. Eventually, if the North takes the requined steps on nuclear inspections
and oolizy toward the South, this process could and should lead ib a direct meetng

with Kim Jong 1.

7. Promote multilateral securiy dialppnes in the region, sone specific
to Northeast Asia and athers including all Asian states. For loo long the United States
has been a roadblock to such multilateral forums; the time has come to recognize that
U.S. bilalerz! relationships in the region will wither outside a supportive multilateral

context,
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8. Appoint an ambassador to the Republic of Korea with two key
qualities: the trust of the president and a knowledge of and sensitivity to the region.

Y. Imtiate a detalled study of the long<term prospects for and
implications af Kerean reunification. [is basic question should be, To what extent can
the United Sta’es promote or marage inikiatives aimed at peaceful unification? Among
other topics, this study should consider such issues as the U.S. interests at staxe in
unification, the current effect of the U.S. cconomic embargo of North Korea, the status
of the Trading With the Enemy Act, and the potennal and nced for U.S. xoop
deployments in Korez after unification. As suggested ahove, the balance between
short- and long-term interests, and the implications of that balance for the current hard

linie toward North Korea, should be rethought,

Y0. Seck out better political and strategic intellipence, which nas been
sorely lacking in the Korean case and which will be incispensable in the vears ahead.
This requires cultivating new sousces and devoting additional analyrical harsepower to

the (5sue.

11. The first 80-99 days of the Clinton Administrofion is the criical

time to seize opportuniies in U.S. relatiors with hoth Koreas.

12. The perspective and methods of conflict resolution may offer a

useful and efficient mcans of fostering the gual of Karean reunification.




