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Introduction 

Thomas H. Henriksen 
and Kyongsoo Lho 

The end of the cold war sparked a chain of dramatic events around the 
world. The collapse of the Soviet Union and communism in Eastern Europe 
unsettled the western Eurasian land mass. New and newly independent 
nations emerged where the Red Army and communist parties had once 
prevailed. Political results occurred that few had prophesied as possible in 
their lifetimes. Soviet forces, for example, pulled out of most of East-Central 
Europe; the two Germanys unified; the Soviet Communist Party relinquished 
power. In Central Asia, breakaway states achieved a measure of self-deter­
mination even though their long-term independence seems fragile, given their 
economic difficulties and Moscow's clandestine activities. In Asia, Latin 
America, and Africa, ruling parties and political movements backed away 
from Marxist economies and Marxist visions. Instead, democracy and free 
market systems enjoyed a newfound vogue. Political divisions disappeared, 
as when the formerly Marxist South Yemen united with the traditionalist 
North Yemen. 

A handful of communist relics remain. But even in those countries­
China, Cuba, and North Korea-hard evidence points to change. China is 
experimenting with free market reforms; Cuba is in its economic death 
throes; North Korea is attempting to play a nuclear card and thereby wring 
concessions to salvage its massive economic failures. Those Marxist islands 
appear doomed. Nowhere do these sweeping political changes impinge more 
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closely on intrastate relations than on the Korean peninsula, which has been 
divided since 1945. The death of North Korea's long-term leader, Kim II 
Sung, makes the subject of possible unification all the more compelling. 

The prospect of Korean unification has captivated Korea's peoples for 
decades. It has been the subject of study, speculation, books, and tentative 
planning by politicians, journalists, and professors. Scenarios, programs, 
and commission reports have set forth the conditions for reunification and 
predicted future challenges. Non-Koreans in foreign ministries, defense 
agencies, and policy centers have also conjectured on the impact that a 
reunited Korea would have on the East Asian geopolitical landscape. The 
post-cold war circumstances have given renewed life and reality to visions 
of a reunified Korea. The fusion of East and West Germany, whose former 
political configurations resemble the Korean entities, has brought the merg­
ing of North and South Korea into the realm of possibility. Although less 
well known, the South-North Yemeni recombination added another case 
study of a nation divided by ideology and conflict coming together through 
peaceful negotiation, though that union is now in jeopardy. 

The above-mentioned and other ongoing changes presented the Hoover 
Institution with the opportunity to convene a conference and assess a pos­
sible end to the division in the Korean peninsula. Germany's reunification in 
particular served as a catalyst and possible prototype for a reunion of the 
Koreas. Pyongyang's announcement of its withdrawal from the nuclear Non­
Proliferation Treaty in March 1993, however, added a new and significant 
dimension. The current nuclear standoff on the Korean peninsula could 
result in a catastrophe, a fact acknowledged by the Hoover conference 
participants. But many scenarios still exist for reunification. 

The conference, entitled "Korean Reunification: Challenges and Pros­
pects in the 199os," brought together Korean, American, and European 
scholars June 14-15, 1993. Held a year before Kim II Sung's death, the 
conference participants took into account his possible departure from the 
political stage in their presentations. The participants included policy spe­
cialists who differed over the prospects for unification and the magnitude of 
the problems that would follow. They did, however, share some common 
assumptions. 

Most participants agreed that the difficulties and huge expense of Ger­
man reunification raised caution flags against precipitously reuniting the 
Koreas. A sudden collapse of the North Korean regime would mean that the 
South Koreans would have to cope with a massive and immediate economic 
bailout to restore the industry, agriculture, and living standards of their 
Northern cousins. South Korea could also face a human tidal wave of North 
Koreans fleeing misery and hunger that could swamp the South, which 
would be unable to absorb, feed, or put to work hordes of destitute people. 

~ •.· 
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The participants agreed that the optimal solution to North Korea's 
problems would be a slow-paced loosening of the totalitarian political grip, 
accompanied by a gradually expanding market economy before reunifica­
tion. The North's deliberately developing political freedom and economic 
growth would facilitate a merger between the two countries on more equal 
terms, perhaps in some form of interim federated state. An abrupt collapse 
of the Pyongyang regime followed by civil turmoil would saddle South Korea 
with rehabilitating a strife-6lled and failed state. The costs could be high in 
blood and treasure. 

Each conference presentation reflected the changed global circum­
stances, the German case study in reunification, and the im act on ossible 
Korean reunifica~on. Th~ participants estimated the challenges faced r 
pYongyang, exammed vanous options for North Korea, envisioned possible 
reiiriification scenarios, and anticipated benefits as well as problems from 
the reuniting process and afterward. Most took into account Pyongyang's 
nuclear program and gauged its impact on unification as well as on regional 
geopolitical relationships. 

Korea Foundation president Son Chu-whan opened the conference with 
an overview of the changed world circumstances and changing conditions 
on the Korean peninsula. In his remarks, "Korean Unification Ahead: Hope­
ful but Treacherous Road," he viewed the main barrier to Korean reunifi­
cation as being the cold war stance of Pyongyang. But he also noted the 
great distrust the North and South have of one another. 

The older generation of South Koreans, though distrustful, yearns for 
reunification. The younger generation, however, has no memory of a war or 
of a united Korea. Those young people have created a new culture and new 
values that may distance them even further from North Korea. According 
to Son, the South Korean government, aware that delay may make reunifi­
cation remote, took several steps in the 1980s to improve relations with the 
North. In 1991 and 1991, the Agreement on Reconciliation and the Joint 
Declaration on Denuclearization were signed by North and South. The South 
Korean goal has been to reestablish national homogeneity through active 
cultural and economic exchanges, reciprocal television broadcasts, and in­
terchange of people to ease reunification. 

In Son's view, North Korea fears that opening its doors would lead to 
political collapse, as in the case of other Marxist-Leninist countries. But the 
Republic of Korea has tried to allay the North's fears by proposing a gradual 
approach to mutual economic exchange and cooperation, with the South 
providing capital and technology and the North, labor and resources. Such 
cooperation would contribute to stability in Northeast Asia and minimize 
unification costs in the long run. Son said, however, that the North must 
change its fundamental attitudes and accept inspections by the International 
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Atomic Energy Agency. The South successfully made the transition to de­
mocracy with the election of Kim Young-sam. But during the same period, 
the North has remained in the total control of Kim U Sung, who appears 
bent on passing this power to his son for a continuation of absolute rule. To 
Son, this hereditary autocracy would perpetuate the barriers to reunification. 

In the first cha ter of this book, "North Korea: Reform, Muddling 
throu , or Collapse? 1 o as berstadt looks at Pyongyang's options. 
As the oldest existing communist state, ersta· t sees o orea s on­
gevity as a measure of its political strength and holds that Pyongyang's brand 
of pragmatism has been underestimated. But changes since 1989, particu­
larly the loss of aid from communist regimes first in Eastern Europe and 
then the former Soviet Union, have pushed the North Korean economy into 
a nosedive. 

Eberstadt contends that North Korea faces three scenarios: reform, 
muddling through, and collapse. Recent economic reforms, suCh as the 1984 
Joint Venture Law, the Law on Free Economic and Trade Zones, the multi­
nation Tumen development project, the Foreign Direct Investment Law, and 
the Foreign Investment Law, are halfhearted and peripheral attempts at 
reform that have not touched the fundamental problems, such as central 
planning, the extraordinary expenditure on the military, and the lack of 
information flow and scientific contacts. There is no sign that Kim U Syng 
will risk basic reform. Muddling through also will not work; Pyongyang's 
orily hope is the politic3l instability of the South Korean system. Eberstadt 
concludes that this scenario holds little prospect of delivering the North 
from its plight. Since 1987, two open, competitive, mass presidential cam­
paigns have taken place in South Korea, and the South Korean polity is 
gaining strength, steadily moving toward cooperation, coalition building, 
and consensus seeking. 

To Eberstadt, the remaining alternative is a North Korean collapse, and, 
indeed, North Korea appears headed toward an implosion. As a last act of 
desperation, North Korea may use its nuclear weaponry as an all-purpose 
instrument of diplomacy to ensure its regime and leadership. Pyongyang 
employs the nuclear threat to bargain for a successful transition of leadership 
from father to son or to gain economic assistance. As long as nuclear weap­
ons serve as a means of blackmail, North Korea will surely not give up its 
nuclear weapons program, no matter what agreements Pyongyang may sign. 

_........--: Korean reunification will be expensive, like Germany's, entailing subsi­
dies and pensions to individuals and firms and a massive investment to 
modernize North Korea's economy. According to Aidan Foster-Carter, how­
ever, Korea is now far more able to influence its fate than it had been in the 
189os or 1940s. Reunification could be gradual and evolutionary, he writes, 
or sudden and revOfutionary, following North Korea's coDapse and absorp­
tion mto South Korea. 
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In his chapter, "Sociopolitical Realities of Reuniting a Divided Nation," 
Foster-Carter holds that the "collapsist" scenario is the most plausible be­
cause present economic contraction, about 5 percent annually, can only end 
in implosion, leading to the overthrow of the regime and popular dema,nd 
for immediate integration. Kim II Sung refused to institute economic reforms 
lest perestroika lead inevitably to glasnost. 

Sociologically, North Korea is not sui generis, not unique, despite the 
claims of juche (self-reliance), according to Foster-Carter. Whether socialist, 
communist, or Stalinist, it cannot avoid the fate of others of its ilk. In Foster­
Carter's opinion, we can infer the sociologic of reunification from empirical 
data ranging from Eberstadt's pioneering work on population and labor 
force data to Kim II Sung's own writings. North Koreans are economicalry 
and socially conservative; two-thirds to three-quarters of them are classified 
by the Kim government as being "wavering" or "hostile" to the government, 
hence subject to privation and discrimination. Most North Koreans have 
nothing to lose but their chains. 

Reunification needs to be well managed, learning from the German and 
Yemen expenences. But South Korea already possesses policy skills for yok­
ing state and capital for national unification. Problems in reunification in­
clude the reunion of separated families, influx control at the derrulitanzed 
zone (DMZ), financial res onsibili for immi ants from the North, claims 
in the North, and the role of the churches as mediators in civil society. ere 
are other problems. Should the DMZ be maintained? Should North K'Q're; 
De administered from Seoul or Pyongyang? How should the Northern labor 
force be trimmed? How would such reductions affect workers, especially 
women workers? What should be done with the huge Northern army? 

Although Koreans yearned for fusion long before German union, the 
prohibitive cost of German reunification has 'ven Koreans second thoughts 
a out quick reuni cation. In his essay, Jongryn Mo posits that ou orea 
now favors a multistage reunification process, either a negotiated merger or 
a one-sided absorption, as in the German case. A adual, ne otiated mer r 
would require at No Korea imp ement a ar-reac ng re orm program. 
Biit because that is Urilikely, Mo argues, the North will probably collapse, 
and South Korea will initiate a one-sided absorption to avoid anarchy. 

Given the strong possibility of one-sided absorption, Korea must draw 
proper lessons from the German experience. In Mo's essay, "German Lessons 
for Managing the Economic Cost of Korean Reunification," he states that 
South Korea can successful) mana e Korean reunification b leamin from 
the mistakes of Chancellor Helmut Kohl's government. e first lesson is 
that Germany's reunification took place too qwckly. The German border 
was opened in November 1989; in February 1990, Kohl reversed his grad­
ualist ten-point plan in favor of immediate reunification. Economic union 
took place in July 1990, and full reunification occurred in October 1990. 

• A6srr¥6_r,a-v,, { /j J ~~ ). 
• J .-~;JI;, I'....{ K "- v; VI--.. 

.. (Z1-:;t !> fr._Jr- N u r<. ," t'c Ji~ 
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(Because Kohl's government was not secure, immediate reunification was a 
means of gaining electoral support.) Second, when wages in East C..ermany 
rose ra id.I after reunification owin mainl to union bargaining power, 
the ovemment ursued a traditional hands-off wa e o i an · not 
intervene until 1993. the slow pace of privatizin state-run com anies 
hampered the recovery o e erman economy. One main reason for slow 
privatization was the decision to restore property rights to former owners, 
causing disputes over property rights. Thus the Trellhand (the state agency) 
did not have dear title to all the holdings it aimed to privatize. 

Mo then turns to the Korean situation and discusses how to avoid each 
of these mistakes. The South Korean regime is politically secure and there­
fore need not b to olitical ressure:; for a "big bang" approach to 
reunification. However, Korea should also examine w at rmany n t. 

__,,., Although recombining North and South Korea may be sui generis, two 
~ previous examples could provide helpful comparisons, according to Th~mas 

H. Henriksen's essay, "Political Leadership, Vision, and Korean Reunifica­
tion." German reunification was an "acquisition," and Yemeni reunification, 
a "merger." One thing North Korea and East Germany have m common is 
commurusm. In other ways, the German and the Korean cases are very 
different. East Germany's seventeen million people were about one-fourth 

CD of\VeSt Germany's sixty million, while North Korea's twenty-one million 
constitute half of South Korea's forty-three million. The two Germanys had 

CE--e:xperienced peaceful coexistence and growing economic cooperati~n, ~ut 
North Korea forbids interstate travel and reciprocal trade or commurucation 
between separated families. East Germany had sympathizers and proponents 
in the West who touted its welfare system, its reputed absence of crime, and 

.-'3 , so forth. In contrast, North Korea's hermetic isolation and Stalinist terr~r 
L;:/ have won little sympathy from the West. The Germans lack a strong sense 
@ of national identity, while the Koreans' sense of national i~entity is strong. 

The Yemeni reunification defied stereotypes of the Middle East, where 
bloody conflicts, not cooperation, characterize politics. Henriksen observes 
that Yemen's reunification was adual and eaceful carefully planned and 
execute . Armed conflict between the North and South en e m 1982, 
followed by economic, sociopolitical, and military steps toward cooperation. 
In 1986, the Marxist government in the South collapsed after bloody tur­
moil; the North meanwhile had introduced multiparty democracy. After two 
years, both sides withdrew military forces from the borderlands. The two 

!
sides a eed on the free movement of citizens and goods over the oorder and 
a so linked their two electric power grids. A Joint committee was convened 
in 1989 to lay the groundwork for reunificati~ and a joint constitution I was ratified. The key political po&tions in the new .government were divided 

( between the two parties, and the devoutly Islamic North and the secular 
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Marxist South were reunited in a phased, peaceful manner. Tensions between 
the two parties remained after reunification, however, threatening to break 
up the government at the end of 1993. Civil war between North and South 
did break out in May 1994, demonstrating that even a reunification proctss 
as exemplary as that of Yemen does not arantee continuing reconciliation. 
S , e rman an Yemeni reunifications offer lessons an examp es or 
Koreans to study. 

Just as the external threat of Saudi Arabia helped Yemenis reunite, so 
. the presence of powerful neighbors-China, Japan, and· Russia-may pro-
. mote Korean reunification. But promoting the transition from totalitarian-
.. i~~ to political pluralism and free markets calls for leadership and political 
····//~· vision. Mo~els of s~ch leadership are West Germany's Helmut Kohl, North 
[_,.. '!£.men president.~.h .Ab~ulla~ ~alih. and America's Abraham Lincoln, ~h;, 

called for reconciliation m uruting the North and South. Although events in 
the United States during the 186os are not usually associated with Korea or 
postcommunist reunification, a few parallels are worthy of attention. Lin­
coln's assassination in the final days of the American Civil War created many 
problems during the Reconstruction era that lengthened and embittered the 
reunification of the American North and South. Carpetbaggers and scala­
wags sowed hatred and divisiveness among Southerners that lasted for many 
decades. To avoid similar pitfalls, Henriksen suggests that South Korgn ~ 
leaders set up reconciliation mech~sms for government. political parties, 
corporations, trade _uruons uruvers1nes schools churches the military, and 
o er msbtutions _ e. They s~ould also look closely at the societal i s that ~ 
oetell East Germany and Russia after the cold war as well as the American ~. L~ 
s.ou_th during the Reconstruction era, with the aim of avoiding or lessening I~ · 
similar problems after Korean reunification . 

. According to Man Won Jee, in his essay "Forging a Common Security 
View: Prospects for Arms Control in Korea," neither North Korean nor 
South Korean leaders have been sincere in their reunification policies. Ever 
since the Sixth Republic, the South Korean government's North Korean 
po~cy has aimed at reunification through reform in Pyongyang, economic 
assistance to North Korea, and settling the nuclear issue. North Korea, in 
contrast, has encouraged its citizens to believe that they must liberate their 
fellow South Koreans from poverty and hunger. Each side has used the 
emotional issue of reunification as a tool to justify its policies, control its 
populations, and maintain political power. ~ 

When pYongyang's proposal for a Democratic Confederal Republic of 
Koryo won attention internationally and in South Korea, the South's leaders, 
from Chun Doo Hwan to Roh Tae Woo, began using their own National 
Reunification Board, Advisory Body for Peaceful Reunification, and other 
groups primarily as tools to maintai~emselves in office. The South's Korea 

fl1 C>Us.. c ~ , ~~;_ 
v~:~ 
~": l'MMh4-
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National Community Unification Formula, in Jee's judgment, is deliberately 
obscure, having neither a clear ideology nor a clear objective. 

South Koreans do not want the financial burden of a Northern collap~ 
and reunification through abso tion. Nor do they want to force reform on 

e North as reci itous reform will brin about asnost and collapse. The 
oiily realistic way to so ve e pro em is for North and Sou to a andon 
their reunification efforts and coexist with each other without interference, 
as South Korea has coexisted with Japan, resulting in mutual prosperity. 
This would allow the ending of the costly arms race and the diplomatic 
competition and would permit mutually beneficial economic cooperation. 
In Jee's opinion, South Korea must clarify its reunification policy and shift 
from confrontation to peaceful coexistence, from glasnost and reunification 
to peaceful coexistence and arms reduction. . . . . 

The two main requisites for peaceful coexistence are reduong the rruh­
tary and eliminating suspicion, Jee writes. To eliminate suspicion, there needs 
to be joint control of the armed forces, with a command structure similar 
to that of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), he maintains. 
To address the nuclear issue, observers must understand why North Korea 
feels that nuclear arms are necessary. The North Korean economy is col­
lapsing, and nuclear wea ons are the North's last ne otiating card. The 

orth has also fallen behind e South in conventional weapons: e outh 
has spent billions over the past several years for F-16s, submarines, and 
other weapons, while the North has not been able to purchase.a single_ new 
fighter plane. Washington, according to Jee, should abandon mtemanonal 
mechanisms to deal with the nuclear issue and view the issue as an internal 
problem. . . 

U.S. military forces in Korea have served as a deterrent agamst war m 
the peninsula, and Pyongyang must understand that any attempt to start a 
war will end badly. Learning from the Iraq war experience, South Korea, 
Jee declares, must replace its large military force with a smaller but more 
technologically advanced one. Such a reduction should not be based on a 
negotiated mutual reduction with the North but on Seoul's economic ability. 
Seoul's arms reduction initiative, Jee predicts, will open Pyongyang's eyes to 
the seriousness of economic warfare, shift its attention from military to 
commercial issues, and encourage economic reform and eventual glasnost. 
Military reduction will shift more than 300,000 of South Korea's top-quality 
workforce to the commercial sector, producing a total gain of one trillion 
won in South Korea's gross national product. 

Until now, Pyongyang has taken the leading role in advocating mutual 
arms reductions, Jee notes, and it~ South Korea's military that has used the 
threat of the North to oppose mihtary cutbacks. The motives of South 
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Korea's military in opposing arms reduction, Jee asserts, are to maintain the 
power and prestige of their high-ranking officers. 

;'. / With the end of the cold war, Seoul's normalization of relations with 
' / Moscow and Beijing has helped isolate North Korea, according to Tetsuya 

Jt· Kataoka's essay, "Scratching an Old Wound: Japan's Perspective on Korea 
· and Its Unification." Pyongyang's withdrawal· from the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty (NPT) in March 1993, however, was a brilliant political stroke. By 
playing on President Bill Clinton's fear of nuclear proliferation and his 
unwillingness to go to war, Pyongyang forced Washington to deal with 
North Korea from a new perspective. The specter of war also forced China 
to be North Korea's great rearguard once again, Kataoka observes. Clinton's 
willingness to talk to avoid war may well pave the way to Washington's 
recognition of North Korea, which may lead to Tokyo's recognition of North 
Korea-the ultimate objective of Kim U Sung's nuclear initiative. In Kata­
oka's opinion, even if Kim had returned to the NPT and agreed to bilateral 
inspection, he would probably still have used loopholes to build nuclear 
weapons. Had that occurred, the position of U.S. troo s in Korea would be 
untenable an ey m1 t e wi awn. John M. Deutsche (former under­
secretary o efense for acquisition and technology) has proposed that Japan 
arm itself with a network of Patriot missiles to counter North Korea's 
improved Scud missile, Rodong 1, and its successors. 

All the wars in East Asia fought by Japan in modern times, according 
to Kataoka, have also involved Korea, whose security is necessary to Japan's 
safety. Japan went to war with the United States when it demanded, in the 
Hull Note, that Japan withdraw from Manchuria, adjacent to Korea. Later, 
during the Korean War, many Americans, especially Republicans, became 
convinced that "we fought the wrong enemy." When John Foster Dulles 
asked Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida to send Japanese troops to fight in 
Korea, Yoshida refused because Japan had all along fought "the right en­
emy," the Russian and Chinese Communists. Yet Franklin Roosevelt's Amer­
ica had looked on Japan as the aggressor. The Korean and Viemam Wars 
are "directly traceable to the destruction of the regional order that Japan 
had built," in Kataoka's judgment. The United States has striven to liberate 
the Korean people from the yoke of Japanese colonialism and encouraged 
anticolonial sentiment in South Korea. In Kataoka's opinion, America also 
created the antimilitarist regime in Japan and thus laced itself in the middle 

iance system. Was ·n on as recently egged on Korean-Japanese 
, a y-pro uct o the hub-an -spo 
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son's original assumption that Japan was separable from Korea in toreign 
N'.: policy. But now, with Pax Americana in decline, can the United States, Japan, 
'11\ and the Korean people afford a withdrawal of U.S. forces from South Korea1 

A retreat of the U.S. forces would nullify the U.S.-Republic of Korea (ROK) 
and U.S.-Japan defense pacts (made to defend Korea), which will advance 
China's influence. If Tokyo were to revive militarism, on the one hand, Japan 
may offset China's military power. On the othe~ hand, Japan mi~t become 
Finlandized and then South Korea would be isolated. Then Chma wollfd 
ne p Pyon an to · Korea on its own terms aving the way for a 
greater East Asian coprosperity zone under Chinese hegemony, Katao a 
maintains. 

ASsuming Korean reunification will occur and that a reunified Korea 
/will be administered from Seoul, Edward A. Olsen asserts that the United 

States must assess the implications of reunification on the U.S.-Korean alli­
ance. The U.S. involvement in the Korean War was part of a larger struggle 
to enforce containment in an emerging global war. Washington's participa­
tion occurred in response to a perceived threat to Japan and America's 
Pacific, symbolized in Japan. The inter-Korean border became a parallel to 
the NATO-Warsaw Pact frontline, according to Olsen's essay, "Korea's 
Reunification: Implications for the U.S.-ROK Alliance." 

The ROK has moved from bemg a client state and U.S. protege to being 
a junior partner in regional security affairs, Olsen argues. As a client state, 
it was transformed societally and geopolitically through U.S. aid, investment, 
and technology and through membership in the diplomatic and economic 
network of the Western alliance. South Korea has furthermore turned into 
an economic partner and competitor; with the end of the cold war, it has 
assumed greater diplomatic and political independence. 

South Korea, in Olsen's o inion is far more re ared for reunification 
than e Urut tates, which has yet to adjust to the im lications of the end 
of the co war or sia or to evise an ia- ocused post-cold war po · cy. 
According to Olsen, Americans shoiild methOdicaily prepare for Korean 
unification, drawing lessons from Germany and examining the financial, 
political, and security implications. The United States should look at the 
im lications for Korea's relations with China Russia and a an and also at 
those etween China Russia, a an, and the United States. Americans 
s o not embark on an alliance with a unified Korea without examining 
whether this will be perceived as a threat by China, Russia, or Japan. Olsen, 
tiowever, also ates the argument of Chalmers Johnson, who suggests that a 
long-term alliance with unified Korea might keep China and Japan off 
balance. According to this view, American ties with Korea, Vietnam, and 
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations would be part of an emerging 
larger ASian balance of power against China and Japan. 

Introduction 
II 

The c~ld war is over in most parts of the globe. Yet the ideological 
standoff still haunts the Korean peninsula with the prospect of war even 
nuclear calamity. The contributors to this volume understand the r~le of 
c~ance in hi~tory-~at the current deadlock in arms control negotiations 
might conceivably give way to nuclear catastrophe. Despite the threat of 
hostilities, however, policy makers and scholars alike must envision a reuni­
fied Korea. The two Koreas, the contributors believe, must seek to avoid 
those problems associated with the collapse of communism in East-Central 
Europe and elsewhere in unifying their country into one Korea. 
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~ Ce; f Jy~ .f c ~ 

From its founding in 1948 to the present day, the Democratic People's 
Republic of Korea (DPRK) has pursued a foreign policy distinct among 
nations in the modern world for its high and seemingly permanent state of 
tension. The observation that the DPRK's relations with the international 
community are currently in a state of crisis may therefore seem unexcep­
tional. Yet even for a government accustomed to international confrontation, 
the level of tension in North Korean external relations today is extraordi­
nary. Indeed, as Pyongyang pursues its nuclear showdown against virtually 
all other governments of the contemporary world, it approaches a terrain 
of extreme and incalculable danger-a terrain it has entered only once 
before, in 1950, when its invasion of South Korea prompted a United Na­
tions police action that was to become a devastating three-year multinational 
war. 

By comparison with the events that unleashed the Korean War, the 
ongoing drama of North Korea's quest to develop atomic weaponry appears 
plodding and civil. North Korea's now famous March u, 1993, announce­
ment of its formal intention to withdraw from the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT)-the proximate focus of today's international alarms--came as the 
culmination of more than a year of detailed discussions and methodical 
deliberations involving the Republic of Korea (ROK), the United States, the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), and other parties. Since the 
March l 2. announcement, moreover, Pyongyang has actively promoted talks 
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with foreign governments over possible formulas or procedures for defusing 
the crisis it has ignited. Pyongyang furthermore adhered _to the letter of 
international law in acknowledging its obligation to remam a member of 
the NPT for ninety days after tendering its withdrawal. And in announcing 
a "temporary suspension" of its NPT withdrawal on June 11, 1993-the 
day before its scheduled departur~ from tl_ie treaty-North Korea chose 
continuing discussions over immediate conflict. . . . . 

These forensics cannot conceal the grave situation that 1s developlDg, 
however. North Korea's March 1993 NPT announcement came in the wake 
of a series of meetings in which IAEA officials presented evidence that ~e 
OPRK in violation of its duties by that treaty, not only had been produc1Dg 
nudea~ materials that could be used for atomic weapons but had attempted 
to deceive IAEA inspectors about those efforts. The NPT announcement, far 
from being an isolated sore point, seems inste~d emblem~tic o~ a new tu':'" 
toward international confrontation, even agamst erstwhile allies. Early ID 

1993, for example, North Korea exl:'el!ed the Czech repr~senta~ves ?f ~e 
Neutral Nations Supervisory Comm1ss1on (NNSC) from its temtory. This 
delegation had been authorized to observe the demilitarized zone cease-fire 
since 19 5 3. On March 8-four days before the N1; ann~uncement~he 
North Korean People's Army (KPA) was ordered to enter IDto a semtstate 
of war" by its supreme commander, Kim Jong Il.2 In April, unconfirmed 
reports of border incidents in which ~orth ~orean ~oops allege

3
dly shot and 

killed Chinese nationals circulated ID the 1Dternational press. That same 
month, North Korea's media raised the prospect of "an unpredictable ~ave 
consequence from which Japan will never escape" shm.~ld T~kyo continue 
to press the North Korean nuclear issue.4 In June, foreign diplomats con­
firmed reports that Pyongyang had ceased issuing entry visas, and ~mors 
suggested that North Korean authorities were thinking about ordenng all 
foreigners, except accredited diplomats, out of the coun~.s In J~ly, the 
Russian government lodged an official protest after a Ru~s1an f~mtly was 
attacked on the streets of Nampo; it advised that "for the time be1Dg ... the 
safety of Russian people [in North Korea] cannot be guar~nteed."6 

Individ­
ually, these events or accounts might be down~layed ?r disc~unted. Ta~en 
together, they are consistent with North ~orea s ~elations with _the outside 
world entering a critical new phase--an 1mpress1on starkl~ remfor~d ~y 
North Korea's lone dissent in the 140 to 1 vote in the Uruted Nations m 
November 1993 on international atomic inspections for the DPRK.

7 

The perilous implications of a completed North Korean nuclear w~~p­
ons program hardly require emphasis. A North Korean nuclear capab1hty 
would radically alter the nature of the security threat to South Korea a~d 
its allies· it would add to an accelerating arms race throughout East Asia; 
and it w~uld reduce prospects of dissuading conventionally armed, revision-
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ist states from fulfilling whatever nuclear ambitions they might entertain. 
International objections to North Korea's atomic quest, in short, could not 
be more solidly grounded. Yet in the commotion over these objections, a 
separate and only slightly less troubling issue has been obscured: If this 
nuclear crisis were somehow completely resolved today-indeed, if the 
DPRK were to dismantle all existing atomic facilities and forswear nuclear 
research forever-it would still pose an enormous and growing problem to 
the international community. 

Even without nuclear weapons, North Korea possesses a massive and 
aggressively disposed military machine. This country of slightly more than 
twenty million people fields an army that is, in the estimate of the London 
International Institute of Strategic Studies (IISS), the fifth largest in the world 
today, with at least 1.1 million men under arms.8 North Korea's ratio of 
troops to total population appears to be the highest for any country in the 
post-<old war era, rivaling the ratios achieved by the combatant powers of 
World War II during their drives for total mobilization.9 Described in the 
early 1970s as "perhaps the most highly militarized society in the world 
today," the DPRK has, in the intervening decades, continued to relentlessly 
build up its forces and their capabilities.10 

That the KPA is poised to inflict terrible destruction on South Korea is 
well understood. Less appreciated is the fact that it could do so without an 
invasion. Forward-deployed KPA artillery, for example, have the industrial 
metropolis of Seoul well within their range. Nor is South Korea the only 
North Korean neighbor hypothetically in harm's way. North Korea's new 
N~ Dong missile reportedly has a range of 1,000 kilometers. 11 Such popu­
lation centers as Kyoto, Beijing, and Khabarovsk all lie less than 1,000 
kilometers from North Korean territory. This circumstance in and of irself 
would be expected to sharpen Russian, Chinese, and Japanese interests in 
stable and predictable North Korean behavior. Recent reports that the KPA 
"is capable of producing and employing chemical weapons that virtually all 
fire-support systems in its inventory could deliver" can only intensify their 
concerns about the reliability of North Korean decision making. 12 

Unfortunately for all Northeast Asia, this fearsomely armed and tensely 
coiled state is moving, day by day, toward a juncture whose outcome is 
completely unpredictable but whose results could include instability and 
turmoil. The DPRK inexorably reached a leadership transition, the first and 
only in its history. The transition has been dictated not by political consid­
erations but by biological realities: Kim II Sung, the supreme political pres­
ence in North Korea since the founding of the state, is now dead. The 
designa~ed h~ir is his firstborn son, KPA supreme commander Kim Jong II, 
a reclusive middle-aged man about whom little is known but whose writings 
and speeches have revolved around such themes as the inspirational prop-
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erties of the state cinema and the DPRK's officially espoused juche (often 
translated as "self-reliance") thought. 

The likelihood of stable and predictable state behavior during the in­
tended transition, and thereafter, has not been enhanced by the turn of 
events during 1988-1994. Since 1988, the North Korean economy has 
moved from stagnation to decline. Pyongyang has lost nearly all its inter­
national allies. The attraction exerted by the peninsular presence of the rival 
South Korean state has dramatically increased with the success of Seoul's 
experiment in political liberalization. 

The argument may be advanced that a tense and delicate international 
posture for North Korea was foreordained-as it would have been for any 
small country that fiercely maintained its independence in the face of loom­
ing hegemons. In deference to that argument, one must concede that the 
DPRK has indeed suffered for its location. No small country seeking a spot 
on the map would of its own volition select precisely the place where the 
spheres of influence of the four great powers of the Pacific (Russia, China, 
Japan, and the United States) collide. But this structural argument neglects 
an essential point. No matter how star-crossed its geography, North Korea's 
current problems with the international community devolve directly from 
its own policy choices and actions. It is not easy to alienate or antagonize 
all the great powers in one's vicinity simultaneously, especially as tensions 
among those powers are on the wane. Yet this is exactly what the DPRK has 
succeeded in doing. 

Paradoxically, to conclude that North Korea's current international 
problems are of its own making is to perceive some hope for the future. If 
the DPRK has created the perimeter of tension now surrounding it, the key 
to a regional, and international, detente lies in the hands of the North Korean 
government. Confidence and stability in North Korea's dealings with other 
governments can accrue only if the DPRK begins to act like other states. 

Will the North Korean state emerge from its present international crisis 
and embark on a path toward normalcy in its international relations? More 
specifically, can that state, as it is presently constituted, open the door to 
detente with the rest of the world? Let us consider those questions in terms 
of the demonstrated strengths and capabilities of the existing regime, the 
pressures facing that state today, and the alternative adjustments to those 
pressures that would unfold through the mediating mechanism of the North 
Korean political system. 
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Unappreciated Accomplishments 

. North Korea's particular interpretation of socialism opens the 
DPRK to cancature abroad. 1:he suffocating cult of personality for father 
a~d so~, the ~lumsy but obsessive effort to control all information entering, 
c1rcu~atmg Within, and leaving the country, the crude racialism and xeno­
phobia, an~ the relentless drive. to elimi.nate all private space from daily life 
present a bizarre and unappealmg public face. However, it is easy to misas­
sess-and to u~~~restimate-the strengths of the state that wears the mask. 
. . The capabil!ttes of t:hat government and its leadership are indirectly 
mdicate~ by their longevity. The DPRK, after all, is today's oldest standing 
comm,umst state. By the same ~ok.en, Kim 11 Sung was the contemporary 
wodd s longest-seated ruler, en1oymg a tenure in office that has stretched 
over forty-five years. For. a less idiosyncratic regime, such features of gov­
ernance would be recogruzed as trappings of a certain kind of success. 

Wh~ has t!te DPRK survived when so many other communist regimes 
have pens?e~ m recent years? There is no simple answer. Yet striking, and 
arguably s1grufica~t, differences separate North Korea's history and perfor­
m~n~e fro~ the history and performance of other communist states. Of all 
Asia s ,sta~e-1mposed e~periments in agricultural collectivization, only North 
Korea s did not result m famine. Similarly, North Korea may have borrowed 
the symbols. a.nd rhetoric of Mao's Great Leap Forward, but it avoided the 
re~~s .pohoe~ of that campai~-policies that brought on a collapse of 
Chma s mdustnal base th~t reqwred years of undoing and repair. 

Ind~ed, North Korea is probably the only communist state that has ever 
econo.rrucally outperformed the capitalist rival against which it could most 
reasonably be compared. For roughly a quarter of a century-from the late 
1940s through the early 197os-North Korea's per capita gross national 
product (GNP), in the estimate of both Seoul and Washington was higher 
than South Korea's. 13 By these reckonings, North Korea relinquished its lead 
only after the South Korean growth explosion had been under way for a 
decade. 

S~ch res~lts di~ ~ot occur in a vacuum. On the contrary, they can be 
ass.o~ated With abiding themes in Kim II Sung's economic speeches and 
wn~gs. To be s.ure, many of the great leader's pronouncements on economic 
affairs are utopian, exhortatory, and essentially coercive in nature. But an­
o.ther tendency has always been evident, a basic common sense about finan­
?-a] matters, ~uch as that peasants and laborers wilJ work harder and better 
if they are paid more, that prices of goods should be related to their quality, 
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and that shortages can be eliminated, and supply enhanced, by seek.in~ the 
price level at which tr~nsactions clear.14 Thi~ is, of ~ourse, only a smgle 
strand of thought withm a mesh of econorruc doctnne and do~a. One 
would be hard-pressed, however, to identify comparable quotations for 
party leaders from the erstwhile Soviet bloc. 

If North Korean economic policy has been tempered over the decades 
by an unexpected element of pragmatism, its administrative de~isions like­
wise reveal a practicality not immediately suggested by the_ re~m~'s harsh 
and seemingly impulsive external declamations. That practtcahty 1s exem­
plified in the career of the current chief of the KPA General Staff, General 
Choi Kwang. In the late 1960s, Choi fell victim to a purge.15 Directly accused 
by the great leader of undermining the country's military readi~ess and 
jeopardizing its national security, he co~pletely dis~ppeared from_ sight. For 
nearly a decade nothing was heard of him. Then, ID 1977, he qmetly reap­
peared and commenced a steady ascent. Today he directs the most important 
organization within the most important organizati~n in th~ No~ Kor~a~ 
government. Such a rehabilitation would have been 1~conce1v~bl~ ID Stal~ s 
Russia--or, for that matter, in any regime where Stalin was still viewed with 
official favor. Choi Kwang's fate, however, is indicative of a long-standing 
tendency in North Korea's politics to be sparing with potential assets that 
may prove useful to the regime at some future date.16 

A final aspect of the North Korean interpretation of socialism deserves 
mention. The extraordinary concentration of power at the pinnacle of the 
North Korean hierarchy-more or less in the hands of two me~as been 
widely discussed (and ridiculed) overseas. What is less noticed is that the 
vanguard party these two men direct is a mass party as well. More than 
three million North Korean adults are said to be members of the Korea 
Workers' Party (KWP)-a figure that works out to roughly one adult in 
five.11 Put another way, the country has enough party members that, in 
theory, every second North Korean household· could ~ontain .pne. Unlike 
most other Marxist-Leninist parties, which have typically attempted to 
maintain the elite status of the party by restricting membership to a small 
portion of the overall population, the KWP, from its earliest da~s, demo~­
strated its interest in developing a wide and deep cadre of operatives. 18 This 
broad base permits the North Korean party leadership to exercise ambitious 
and far-reaching control over the actions of its citizens at the local level. 

By the criteria of liberal political theory, North Korean governance is a 
grotesque failure. But those criteria are irrelevant to 1'.'forth ~orea's leader­
ship which judges its experiment in governance agamst a different set of 
standards. By those standards, North Korea has succeeded in developing a 
military force appropriate for a great power. It has erected and maintained 
a monolithic political order. No centers of authority exist apart from party 
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and state, and within state and party there has been no challenge to Kim II 
Sung's absolute mastery for a quarter of a century. The entire North Korean 
citizenry, by all external indications, behave as if they are unreservedly loyal 
to, e~thusiastic abou~, and grateful for the nature of the rule that they 
e:icpenence. Not least important, those communist states that publicly criti­
aze? the DP~K's sr:rle of soci~ism have themselves vanished from the stage 
of history. <?•~en this perspecttve, the North Korean leadership may perhaps 
be excused 1f 1t looks back at the country's record with a certain satisfaction 
and looks toward today's menacing developments with an air of confidence. 

Mounting Economic Difficulties 

Economic imbalances and structural distortions in the society 
do not see~ to u_pset the North Korean leaders. They have, after all, presided 
over and mtens1fied them. Nevertheless, these imbalances and distortions 
have reached a_ point where they should worry decision makers in the DPRK, 
for they now mterfere with a prime objective of state, the augmenting of 
power by the regime. 

Central to the dilemma is the KPA. This indispensable instrument of 
North Korean statecraft is valued in proportion to its size but its size is now 
an insuperable burden for the economy that must sup~ort it. Manpower 
figures tell the story. By the late 1980s, noncivilian males accounted for fully 
a fifth of North Korea's men of working age.19 Although North Korea's 
sol~ers episodically ~ngage in farming, construction, and the like, they are 
basically nonproducttve workers who must draw sustenance and materiel 
from other sectors to perform their assigned tasks. Their immediate drag on 
the economy is substantial. But the growth of the KPA forestalls economic 
growth~ ?ther way~. Given North Korea's fertility trends and its govern­
m~nt pohaes, there. is no more surplus labor in the country. To satisfy its 
th1~st f~~ evermor~ mductees, the army must deprive state enterprises and 
umvers1ttes of their recruits. In this institutional competition, the KPA's 
success in amassing its troop base undercuts training and productivity for 
the workforce as a whole. It is hardly a coincidence that North Korea's 
economic troubles began manifesting themselves in the early 1970s, exactly 
when the current tendency toward military buildup accelerated. 

Just as North Korea's military has been abnormally expanded, so its 
consumer sector has been artificially compressed. Even by communist stan­
dards, North Korea's policies toward the consumer have always been severe. 
By one Western estimate, for example, the share of consumption in the 
North Korean economy in the 1950s was about twenty points lower than 
in the Soviet Union. 20 Since then, however, it appears that the share of output 
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claimed by the consumer has been even further suppressed. Personal con­
sumption expenditures, for example, are today an almost peripheral item in 
the North Korean economy. Rough calculations suggest that wages and 
salaries amount to no more than 15-25 percent of the nation's output.21 

Much of the population's consumption package is allocated directly to the 
household by the state, outside retail channels. Although it may seem con­
venient in the first instance for central planners to disconnect the preferences 
and desires of consumers from the workings of their planned economy, that 
separation imposes a variety of economic costs. Such austerity may affect 
human capital and thus the potential for augmenting growth. It cannot help 
but affect the motivation of the workforce. And by decommissioning price 
signals in the area where they were most likely to function well (at least 
under socialism)-the household-the North Korean government inadver­
tently increased the chances that waste would not be recognized or misal­
locations corrected. 

Ever-increasing misallocation and waste, for their part, have been all 
but ordained by the thrust of North Korean central planning for a full 
generation. Civilian technocrats charged with enhancing the efficiency and 
productivity of the DPRK national economy seem to have suffered two 
complications in the early 197os. First, the State Planning Commission was 
reportedly deprived of access to information about North Korea's huge and 
growing military economy, leaving technocrats in the dark about much of 
the overall economy they were expected to rationalize. 22 Second, the statis­
tical blackout imposed on official DPRK publications and media was ap­
parently accompanied by mounting pressures to politicize and inflate inter­
nally circulated production figures. By 1990, statistics officials in the DPRK 
joked that they were dealing in "rubber statistics."23 In effect, the. DPRK 
leadership, in Wolfgang Stolper's memorable phrase, had been reduced to 
"planning without facts." 24 This may help explain why the regime, when it 
was increasingly hard-pressed, embraced so many projects of questionable 
economic merit but extraordinary reported expense. (According to official 
sources, for example, the West Sea Gate Lock cost US $4 billion to complete; 
preparations for the 1989 Thirteenth World Youth Festival, including the 
necessary face-lift for Pyongyang, were said to cost US $4.7 billion.)25 

Finally, the regime's muscular and unceasing activity in indoctrination 
and information control has strangled scientific and technological innova­
tion in the DPRK. Officially, of course, North Korea has promoted "tech­
nical revolution" as a goal of the state (it is one of the three revolutions 
explicitly enumerated in a campaign that has been in motion for two de­
cades). But North Korean scientists and intellectuals are expected to achieve 
their breakthroughs without knowledge or discretion or time to learn. (The 
curriculum in Kim Il Sung University is indicative of the broader situation. 
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As early as the 197os students were spending nearly two-thirds of their 
~ourse h~urs studying juche, Kim Il Sung thought, and other political topics, 
irrespeetlve of their field of specialization.)26 All but shut off from interna­
tional contact and exchange, shielded from the outside world's information 
revolution, North Korea has become a research backwater, lagging behind 
in virtually all fields of inquiry. (Not even the North Korean nuclear drive­
the enormously expensive program to replicate an American project com­
pleted ~alf a century ago--contradicts this generalization.) By the early 
199os, 10 fact, North Korea was apparently the only country in Northeast 
Asia incapable of producing the microchip. 27 Such technological obsoles­
cence not only limits the possibilities for economic development but under­
cuts the effectiveness of a military force that could be exposed to high­
precision weapons and other advanced systems. 

These policy-induced imbalances and distortions had already set the 
North Korean economy-the engine ultimately responsible for underwriting 
state power-<>n an inauspicious trajectory years ago. By the mid 1980s 
these cumulative and self-reinforcing difficulties may have helped bring the 
national economy to the point of stagnation or even negative per capita 
growth.28 With the collapse of the Soviet empire, North Korea's economic 
prospects worsened, as its trade with those countries--heretofore its prin­
cipal contact with the world economy-contracted suddenly and dramati­
cally. 29 The North Korean economy endured another significant and adverse 
tum in its international accounts in January 1993, when China, which had 
become, faute de mieux, its largest trade partner, insisted that the DPRK 
settle its transactions on a hard-currency basis. These recent jolts and dis­
locations have left the North Korean economy even less capable of self­
sustained development and growth. 

What must be apparent to Pyongyang's leadership-in that it is apparent 
to any outside observers surveying that closed system-is that the North 
Korean structure possesses no self-correcting mechanisms for redressing 
long-term economic stagnation or decline. In Leninist doctrine, of course, 
economic factors are but one component of the overall "correlation of 
forces" between a socialist state and its imperialist adversaries.30 Neverthe­
less, the structural inability to forestall relative or absolute economic decline 
is a serious matter for any Leninist state insofar as it requires extraordinary 
countermeasures in noneconomic arenas simply to prevent the correlation 
of forces with competing states from worsening. 
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The Regime's Options 

How does a regime like the DPRK cope with the prospect of 
economic decline? How will it attempt to maintain its overall correlation of 
forces in the international arena while one of the pillars on which this 
correlation rests is visibly eroding? We may consider some of the alternatives 
at hand, and their implications for the international community, by weigh­
ing three possible adjustments to the material pressures facing the N~rth 
Korean state: reform, "muddling through," or collapse. Let us consider 

these separately. 

REFORM 

From an economic standpoint, "reform"-which is to say the modera­
tion of policy-imposed distortions-would seem to be the most obvious 
strategy for improving the productivity of the North Korean system _and 
thus ultimately strengthening the sinews of the North Korean state .. Smee 
1984, some observers have divined that North ~orea ~as pre~anng to 
embark on a more pragmatic approach to domestic and mternattonal eco­
nomic policy. In this reading, the initial signals o~ a turn tow~rd a more 
moderate path were evidenced with the promulgation of the Jomt Venture 
Law (1984) and the advent of th~ so-called August 3.' 193~4, ca_mpaign to 
expand consumer goods productton by local enterpmes. Dunng 1993-
1994 students of North Korean affairs have pointed to a number of events 
that ~ould presage a relaxation, or shift, in official economic policy.

32 
Certain 

port cities will be accorded the status of special economic zones (presumably 
unencumbered by standard North Korean governance). The Law on Fre_e 
Economic and Trade Zones has been ratified. The Tumen development pro1-
ect which as described would involve international financial cooperation 
widt China, Russia, Japan, and even South Korea, absorbing U~ $~o billi?n 
in foreign capital, is being actively promoted. Ongoing. negotiations with 
South Korean chaebol (business conglomerates) to secure mter-Korean trade 
flows and to entice investment and technology through long-term project 
co~itments from Seoul, are under way. A new foreign direct investment 
law, a foreign exchange law, and a foreign-invested ba~k law .have ~een 
promulgated. Deliberation is occurring over apparently impending legi~la­
tion on rights to underground mineral and natural_ resources and on for~1gn 
technology imports, and a land lease law for foreigners has been unveiled. 
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(Some observers also. argue that the general suspension in foreign deliveries 
of_ ~e KWP theoretical monthly, Kulloja, may indicate a heated debate 
w1thm the ~a~ .over the proper direction for economic policy.) 

~aken mdiv1dually or as a whole, these policy decisions and actions 
descnbe ~ _tendency ~ho~e impact. would improve economic performance 
?Y restra1.mng the regimes econorrucally destructive habits and behavior. It 
is one thmg, however, to recognize the existence of such tendencies and 
another to assess their significance. 

. The fact of. such ~e~sures. should not occasion surprise. In the face of 
exigence, Marxist-Lerumst regimes have always demonstrated considerable 
tacti~al flexibili~. They .have t!me and again confounded those analysts who 
predicted them ideologically mcapable of embracing the antithetical mea­
sures needed fo.r practical purposes or survival. In evaluating North Korea's 
current reforrmst tenden~1es, one must address two questions. First, does 
the package of emendanons thus far enunciated offer the possibility of 
~eversi~g the do~side of the North Korean economy? Second, do these 
1d~ol~gical concessions speak to a substantive change of viewpoint in the 
exisnng North Korean leadership? 

~e answer to the first question is the more straightforward. The re­
formist ~easures that have been enacted, promulgated, or discussed are 
patently m~dequate to stem North Korea's ongoing economic deterioration 
m~ch less Jump-start or rejuvenate its flagging economic system. Like th; 
Joint ~en~e La~ that pre~eded it, North Korea's more recent forays into 
~eform1st mternational pohcy are halfhearted, neglecting to consider the 
~vestors they ~res~mably wish to entice. This neglect is not only apparent 
m the new legislation. For a 1991 United Nations Development Program 
conference arranged to promote the Tumen concept, the DPRK sent a dele­
!a~?n of representatives who were, in the words of one Japanese participant, 

p1t1fully unprepared" for those deliberations.33 

Even if these re~ormist policies had been competently crafted, however, 
they ~ould address issues largely peripheral to the current economic malaise. 
Con~1~er what the~~ pr?posals and law~ do not touch. They avoid the subject 
of m1ht~~ demo~ihzan~n and conversion of the war industries. They make 
no prov1S10~ for mcreasmg the share of consumption in the national econ­
omy. They ignore any amendment of property relations for the rural or 
u~ban w?r~ng populations. They do nothing to strengthen market mecha­
msms ~1thm the domestic economy or to enhance the credibility of the 
d~me~ttc currency. They offer no new avenues for information flows or 
scientific contacts.' They circumvent all questions relating to the govern­
ment's lon~-s~ndmg default on its international debt obligations. A chari­
table des~~tton ?f the new initiatives, in relation to the problems at hand, 
would be nnkenng at the margins." 
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Moreover, however halfhearted and marginal these efforts may appear, 
they are countered by policy measures, simultaneously enacted, that press 
in a completely opposite direction. In April 1992, for example, North Korea 
promulgated a general wage increase of more than 40 percent for the labor­
ing population. In July 1992 it issued a new currency.34 These two moves 
may sound innocuous, but they are not. In the context of chronic goods 
scarcity, a general wage increase can only throw the consumer market into 
still greater disequilibrium, further undermining the role of currency-based 
transactions and reinforcing the primacy of state-determined allocations of 
supplies in household well-being. By the same token, currency reform, in the 
context of a command economy, is an occasion to inventory the savings of 
the populace, to confiscate assets that cannot properly be accounted for, and 
to garner leads on participants in the unauthorized underground economy. 
Unlike the new foreign direct investment law (which apparently is still in 
search of takers), these restrictive measures have already had an impact on 
the workings of the North Korean economy. It is true that North Korean 
leaders have recently expressed an interest in the Singapore model.35 But the 
notion that policy actions in Pyongyang have brought the DPRK closer to 
Singapore-style performance is a fantasy that reveals just how far removed 
the current leadership is from the perimeters of genuine reform. 

Inferring the intentions of the North Korean leadership in its new regi­
men of reform is not nearly as conclusive as predicting the consequences. 
The regime in Pyongyang attempts to keep information about the nation's 
governance secret, and state strategy is one of the most tightly guarded 
secrets of all. Under the best of circumstances outsiders seeking to under­
stand the motivations underlying North Korean policy are left to the "study 
of semi-esoteric communication" ;36 more often they are simply forced into 
semiotic exercises. One may note, however, that the North Korean media 
have reviewed and analyzed the collapse of the Eastern European states and 
the downfall of the Soviet Union. They have ascribed these upheavals to 
precisely the sorts of measures and directions that Western liberals speak of 
as reforms. As one official assessment put it: "The imperialists ... have also 
frantically gone berserk in infiltrating corrupt bourgeois ideology and culture 
into socialist countries in a bid to inoculate them with the wind of liberali­
zation."37 Insofar as North Korean officials give all indications of wishing 
to avoid rather than share in the fates of their erstwhile comrades, one may 
suspect that Pyongyang is not yet considering a voluntary loosening of 
control over the economy, society, or information. 

It may well be that elements in the North Korean leadership hope to 
have what they view as the best of both worlds-to maintain tight control 
over their country and to attract foreign resources at the same time. To date, 
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ho~ever, thedre is little evidence to indicate willingness on the part f th 
regime to tra e any of the former for some of the latter. o e 

MUDDLING THROUGH 

mud~l~:g a!~::;gt_:;:e pa~~%;:~~r~o i: ~~:t Lin?blom ~on~ ago t~rmed 
rec?n~iderifng basic strategy or readjus~ng fun~~~~:'a~opv~~ac~:n:; Awtthodut 
scnpnon o North Korean . . . · s a e­
lutions of I 8 . governm.ent acttv1ty s10ce the onset of the revo-

we should :is~' r':c~~i~:g ::~~:~~::rly s~:?or to P?licy_ reform. Yet 
recent North Korean behavior Th . gs of ts p_arad1gm 10 modeling 

II · e nonon o muddling through as · . 
na y expounded, was meant to pertain to the activitie f b , ?"~­
Western liberal democracie . . .. s o . ureaucractes 10 
locked in self-defined strugg~f :~:~olns n~t ~tgidly tde~logical, not 
when orders fail to flow down fr th a ;urv1va , and not immobilized 
of muddling through actuall om e top. or all th~s~ _reasons, the vision 
policy change than North K:r~:~up~oses more ~extb1ltty wit? respect to 
in recent years. North Korea's as emonstrate . on e~onom1c questions 
termed barreling through for ~:~s:nt ~oursf of act1on nught_just as well be 

dogged determination to ~eather th~1:r~e~:~::m: t~ be u;ifor;ed by a 
hatches and maintaining course. y atten10g own the 

. North Korea's inflexibility in the face of manifest economic decline 
~~ ~~ s~e;ic to ~e outlook and experience of its leadership. The genera~:: 

ung as seen much harder times than tho . fr 
Forty-odd years ago, after all Kim II S l' . se _it con onts today. 

~tt:i:!;;:a!d a ~~~aged £1a~dscape th:~g w::s u~~~g t~: ~~ii;::;r:~~:~ 
th d mese orces. He emerged from that bunker to b 'Id 
toe ~~ele7af~;~r~~;a: s~::~~ Th~ state. is like a diving bell, desi;~d 
constructs. w ose pressures would crush weaker 

: But even the sturdiest diving bells 
clea~ how North Korea would locate :;1~;; ~~ntually surfa~e, and it is not 
nonuc course. On the contra th a. m~ sp.ace on Its present eco­
only lead to the further dei;;;lita~~~e~;t:recn<:>n m economic policy can 
ultimately to the debilitation of the KPA e nl~t1onal. economy and thus 
then, North Korea ca as. we . On Its present direction, 
the outside world by ~t~~:gh~~en~n decoefend t~s clorrelati~n of forces against 

In th nom1c e ements m the equati 
e past, one element that might h d on. 

was the political stability of the rival Sou~e seeme amena~le to alteration 
were the fragile foundations of the S th K Korean s~ate_. G1~en what once 
·. ou orean polity, It rrught have been 
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reasonable to hope that patience would be rewarded by a paralyzing crisis 
in the ROK or even its collapse. Only fifteen months before President Ronald 
Reagan took office, for instance, South Korea's strongman was assassinated 
by his own handpicked security chief. Such an upheaval, however, has 
become less likely. Since 1987 South Korea has held two open, competitive, 
and reasonably fair mass presidential elections-the only two of their kind 
in the entire history of the Korean people. It has also witnessed signal 
changes in the capabilities of its political parties and important new tenden­
cies for cooperation, coalition building, and consensus seeking on the part 
of its politically active groups. 39 To bank on the failing political fortunes of 
the Republic of Korea would thus seem to be an evermore unrealistic bet. If 
North Korea is to be rescued from its current predicament, it will not be 
current economic policies that will offer the escape, nor can the DPRK count 
on what it calls the "incurable malady" of the South Korean system.

40 

COLLAPSE 

If policy reform is, for whatever reasons, decisively rejected, and if 
muddling through cannot redress the state's mounting problems, North 
Korea faces the prospect of an eventual systemic failure or breakdown-a 

collapse. 
North Korean policy has begun to deal explicitly with this contingency. 

Official thinking on this score is highlighted by the Ten-Point Program of 
Great Unity of the Whole Nation for Reunification of the Country, intro­
duced by Kim II Sung in April 1993. The tenth point in the program deserves 
special attention. It reads, "Those who have contributed to the great unity 
of the nation and to the cause of national reunification should be highly 

estimated." 
Should this proposition appear too abstract, a recent DPRK broadcast 

has helped clarify its meaning. "What is important in appraising people," it 
explained, "is, above all, to grant special favors to those who have performed 
feats for the great unity of the nation and the reunification of the country, 
patriotic martyrs and their descendants."41 In effect, Pyongyang is now ex­
pressly proposing that an insurance policy be issued for the safety and well­
being of the North Korean leaders-and, of course, for "their descendants." 

Viewed in the context of the DPRK's new ten-point program, North 
Korea's nuclear program may be seen to have a specific significance. That 
program was begun many decades earlier, when the current circumstances 
of the North Korean state were not anticipated. Nuclear weaponry, however, 
alters the status and increases the options of the states possessing it. It may 
be seen as an all-purpose instrument of diplomacy, applicable to almost any 
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situation by governments wishing to use it. In its current circumstances 
No~ ~ore_a may ~iew the acquisition of nuclear weapons as the vehicle fo; 
extr1canng 1t from its current dilemmas. 

~i~ nuclear weapons, after all, an unstable North Korea would be a 
quah~a~vely greater problem for, and threat to, the international community 
tha~ 1t 1s to~ay. North Korean leaders might correspondingly calculate that 
~e m~~rn~nonal comm~nity would feel more compelled to help prevent 
mstab1hty m ~e DPRK m the years to come if theirs were a nuclear state. 
Pyongyang might even h~pe that _the prospect of nuclear instability in the 
DPRK "'.~uld prompt the mternanonal community to help assure a success­
ful trans1non of leadership from father to son or to offer material assistance 
to fores~all economic breakdown and its attendant uncertainties. Viewed 
from this per~pective, nuclear weaponry may look like a promising instru­
ment for helpmg maintain the existing system. 

If No~ Korea ~oes view n~cl~ar weaponry as a sort of insurance policy 
for the re~me and its leadership, 1t will be most unlikely to negotiate this 
opportumty away-:-no ~atter w~at obeisances it may mouth concerning the 
NPT. At the s~me nme, 1f the regime views nuclear weaponry as the ultimate 
~arantor of its domestic stability and international security, it is all the less 
l~kely to reform its domestic or international policy. The designs and inten­
nons of North Korea's leadership remain well shielded from the outside 
~orld. But in a~emptin_g to assess North Korea's options and to decipher 
its strate~, the ~ntern_anonal community should prepare for the possibility 
that relanons with this most unusual state will become even more tense in 
the months and years to come than they are today. 
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German Lessons for 
Managing the Economic Cost 
of Korean Reunification 

Jongryn Mo 
fi1J/l-~ u.:JeJ... 

Introduction 

The reunification of Korea was a dream of most Koreans even 
b f the reunification of Germany in 1990. South Ko_reans react~ to_ the 
e ore . . th en and a renewed hope for their own reuruficanon. 
~e: ·~c;:r:a~~:an re:?°nification mounted, however, Koreans began to 

worry. th Korea now favors a multistage reunification process in whi~h 
Sou_ d litical union will be gradually achieved through neg?na-

e~ono;:uc ~n ~:rth and South Korea. South Korea envisi?ns a negotiated 
~:~;er ~cad of the one-sided absorption that charactenzed the German 

unio~uth Korea, however, cannot overlook th~ po~sibility of a ~ne-sid;d 
takeover of North Korea. Whether Korean reur;:~~o;o:e~~;ea°:';o~i~ 
negotiated % a ~=~e:f ::r~:r!ke:r~a:~:;m:. If North Korea collapse_s, 
~ut :~~:ea ~l have no choice but to absorb North Ko~ea so as to av;id 

ou arch in North Korea. If North Korea implements a . ar-
the s~ecter of an y N rth and South Korea may be able to negotiate 
reaching reform program, 0 d b h · ty of the 
a gradual merger. But most observers seem to ou t t e capaa 
North Korean regime for reform. 
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Given the strong possibility of a one-sided merger in Korea, South Korea 
must take lessons from the German experience. Above all, the view that a 
German-type absorption is inevitably costly must be reevaluated. South 
Korea needs to plan how to manage and control a one-sided merger and 
thus avoid some of the costly mistakes that West Germany made. 

Some of the factors responsible for the high cost of reunification in 
Germany were clearly beyond the control of German policy makers. 1 The 
collapse of East Germany's traditional expon markets devastated the East 
German economy; other problems resulting from ignorance could also have 
been avoided. Reunifying different national economies had never been done 
before, and Korean policy makers can learn from the mistakes made in 
Germany. 

Germany's leaders selected policies-such as the speed and timing of 
economic union, the hands-off wage policy in East Germany after union, 
and the decision to restore property rights to former owners of East German 
properties--despite warnings about their adverse consequences. It is difficult 
to predict whether Korea will be able to avoid the same mistakes without 
knowing the domestic political context of German policy. How German 
policy makers reacted to reunification issues was shaped by the domestic 
political conflict over them. If Korean domestic political conditions at the 
time of reunification are similar to those of Germany in 1990, Korean policy 
makers, like their German counterparts, will have similar incentives to 
choose the same policies. 

My argument is that the domestic political situation in Korea will be 
sufficiently different from that of Germany at the time of reunification to 
enable Korean policy makers to avoid most of the problems that have 
plagued German reunification. 

German Lessons for Preparing 
and Consolidating Reunification 

Managing the economics of reunification requires different 
policy responses at different stages of reunification. The German experience 
provides lessons in economic management over the entire course of reunifi­
cation (i.e., before, during, and after the formal act of reunification). Because 
the rest of the chapter focuses on economic management at the time of 
reunification (i.e., the terms of reunification that West Germany chose in 
1990), this section touches on two other stages of the German lesson. 

South Korea's prereunification economic policy centers around expand-
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ing economic cooperation with North Korea, which will entail certain po­
litical consequences that South .. Korea must incorporate in evaluating its 
policy objectives. The German experience with intra-German trade before 
reunification can help Korean policy makers identify the likely political 
consequences of intra-Korea economic cooperation. 

The political consequences of trade have long been a controversial issue 
in the academic debate. Liberal economists maintain that trade promotes 
peace through economic interdependence. Realists counter that trade be­
tween two countries can result in an asymmetric dependence that can be 
used as an instrument of national power by the less dependent country. 2 The 
liberal view, however, seems to dominate the policy debate in South Korea. 3 

Those who hold the liberal view also claim that the German experience 
supports their position. 

The lessons of intra-German economic cooperation, however, are com­
plex and show that many of the benefits that economic cooperation is 
supposed to bring do not exist. First, economic cooperation before reunifi­
cation did not reduce the cost of reunification.4 East German trade with 
West Germany before reunification was not guided by market principles, 
and there is no compelling evidence that North Korea will be different. 
Second, West German economic policy toward East Germany was not in­
tended to facilitate German reunification. Given the weight of the cold war, 
it is not plausible that the prospects of reunification entered into West 
German calculations when West Germany sought to expand economic re­
lations with East Germany. Third, intra-German trade could not and did 
not have any significant effects on the basic security relationship between 
the two Germanys, although it may have helped reduce uncertainty and 
promote mutual understanding. During the cold war, the two Germanys 
were critical to the global balance of power between the two superpowers, 
and it is unrealistic to think that intra-German trade could have had any 
meaningful effect on the global balance of power and, thus, the threat of 
war in Germany. 

West German economic policy toward East Germany was not motivated 
by reunification and security concerns. Instead, its basic goal was to use its 
economic power as an instrument of political influence. Although West 
Germany could not use that leverage in high politics (e.g., changing the 
balance of power in Europe), it had been successful in obtaining some 
political concessions from East Germany, such as the release of East German 
political prisoners. To induce the asymmetric intra-German economic rela­
tionship for political advantage, West Germany provided massive subsidies 
to promote economic exchanges with East Germany. 

South Korea, like West Germany, should expand intra-Korea economic 
exchanges as an instrument of political influence. South Korea must recog-
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nize, however, the lessons of the German experience. First, unlike the divided 
Germany, Sout!1 Korea must deal with the possible adverse effects of intra-
Korea economic cooperation on the delicate mila"tary bal f · 
th di · ded K ance o power m 

e v~ _orea. The threat of war on the Korean peninsula cannot be 
taken lightly m the post-cold war environment. Thus, South Korea must 
~e~n arms control agreement as intra-Korean trade expands· otherwise 

? Korea may use the benefits from expanded economic ~ooperatio~ 
~1th South ~orea_to strengthen its military capabilities. Second, it is doubtful 

at prereumficanon economic cooperation under the current · "II · ....,.;,; ti environment 
~ ~'"':"can Y affect the cost of eventual economic reunification although 
It co d 1f North Korea adopts meaningful economic and politi~l refo 
But when ~orth Korea implements such reforms, Korea will have pas~ 
the preparano~ sta~e and be entering the period of actual reunification. 

After _reuruficataon, the ~ulk of public expenditure will be devoted to 
res~uctunn~ North Korean mdustries. A study by the Korea Development 
lnstttut~ estimates that 5~ percent of government expenditure will 

0 
to 

upgrading North Korea's infrastructure. 5 The German experience ho;ever 
sho~s that K~rea may not be able to channel as many resource; into pro~ 
ducttve_use as at hopes.~ 1~92, Germany spent only one-fourth of its public 
expenditure on producttve investment; the rest went to social welfare 6 

The cost of reunificati?n will depend not only on the amount of i~vest­
:ent but also on the efficaency of investment spending. The problems and 

allenges th~t Germany faced in its efforts to improve the infrastructure in 
the East provide valuable lessons to Korea.1 

Planning f~r the ~con?mic development of North Korea in a unified 
Korea also requires a hastoncal perspective. That is, it is necessary to examine 
~e role tha~ N~rth ~orea played in the East Asian regional economy before 
o~ea was va ed ·~ 1945: That, in turn, was shaped by Japan's colonial 

design of the East Asian regional economy. The Japanese development strat­
egy centered around_ a network of infrastructure that .they built in North 
Korc:a and Manchun~. In ?eveloping infrastructure, the Japanese relied on 
a ~que form of p~blac-pnvate partnership, such as the South Manchurian 
Railroad_Com~any. As Foster-Carter (1992) aptly observes, public- rivate 
~oo~eratton wall pl~y an important role in managing the cost of pos~euni­
. ca~on r~constructton. As South Korea's reputation as Korea Inc su ests 
at wall be m a good position to meet this challenge. ' ., gg ' 
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Economic Consequences 
of German Reunification 

jongryn Mo 

Reunification has imposed a heavy burden on the government 
budget in Germany. Net government transfers to ~e. new Lander were 
around 140 billion deutsche marks in 1991 and 180 billion deutsche mar~s 
in 

1
992. About one-quarter went to investment; the rest was spent on sooal 

welfare and subsidies; 180 billion deutsche marks represents more than 6 
percent of gross national product (GNP) and roughly a ~uarter of total 
public spending. Big transfers to the new Lander are not likely to be tem­
porary. Some suggest that western Germany will have to transfer to eastern 
Germany a minimum of 1 oo billion deutsche marks a year for at least the 

next ten years.' 
As a result of new government spending in eastern Germany, the total 

public-spending deficit was close to 200 billion deutsche marks in 1992. ~f 
unity spending continues at the projected levels, Germany's stock of public 
debt could soar to 1.8 trillion deutsche marks, or more than p percent of 
GNP by 1995. Continued public borrowing would have adverse economic 
consequences, such as high interest rates and trade deficits. If public spending 
does not abate, Germany will have to undergo the painful adjustment of 

spending cuts and tax hikes. 
The actual cost of reunification in Germany surprises most observers, 

showing, as it does, the severity of the economic collapse in the new Lander 
after unity. By all accounts, the East German economy has experienced a 
depression. In the first few months after the economic and monetary union 
of July 1990, industrial output fell to 60 percent of the average of the first 
six months of 1990. By the end of the year it was down to 49 percent, and 
during 1991 it fell to a third of its former level. Even the gross domestic 
product, which is much less sensitive than industrial output, fell by 3 5 

percent. . . 
The effective unemployment rate rose from almost zero at the begmnmg 

of 1990 to 7.2 percent in July of that year and to 25 percent by the spring 
of 1991. By the end of 1991 it had reached 30 percent. These figures 
understate the unemployment problem because they include the unemployed 
workers taking part in job-creation schemes and retraining programs and 
because "short-time" workers are counted as full-time equivalents. Around 
700,000 people who had taken early retirement up to the end of 1991, and 
around 540,000 commuters who found work in West Germany, are not 
included in the unemployment figures. By the end of 1991 the total number 
of persons employed in East Germany had fallen from 9.3-9.7 million to 
approximately 6 million; as of early summer 1992, East German effective 

th ·11· 10 full-time employment was no more an 5 mi ion. 
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~e 17ansition to a market economy entails the inevitable cost of eco- . I 

nomic adjustment. Four fundamental economic problems of a communist 
planned economy make its collapse likely when it is integrated into the 
world economy; they ar~ wrong incentives, wrong institutions, lack of 
kn~w-how, an~ ~rong pnces. Thus, all socialist economics will experience 
a difficult transition to a market economy. 

Red_uced. de~and for East German goods at home and abroad after 
economic uruon illustrates the difficulty of economic transition. Once West 
German p~~ucts were available, East German consumers chose not to buy 
uncompetitive East German products, whose shoddiness made them difficult 
to sell .. East German producers also lost their export markets. Before the 
Counol of ~utual Economic Assistance (Comecon or CEMA) collapsed, 
about two-thuds of East Germany's exports had gone to Comecon countries 

The Eas~ German experience, however, was particularly severe, eve~ 
compared witJ:i other East European countries. This observation, however, 
begs. the question of whether better policy might have made a difference in 
making the East German transition to a market economy more smooth and 
less costly. The answer seems to be affirmative. 

Fir~t, the Eas~ German economy was integrated into the world economy 
too qwckly. Unlike other East European countries, the institutions of a 
mark~ economy "'.ere introduced to East Germany immediately, without 
any a~Justment pcnod. After the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989 
only six months elapsed before economic union. Economists differ over th; 
proper speed of r~form, but there is no doubt that, at least in the short run, 
the effects of a big bang approach arc likely to be severe. Because policy 
~akers had some co_ntrol over.~e timing of economic union in Germany, it 
is necessary to cxamme the pohncal debate leading up to Chancellor Helmut 
Kohl's offer of economic union on February 7, 1990. 

Secon~, the German government took a hands-off policy as East German 
wages rapidly rose, although it had more control over the level of wages 
East German wages after unity have been above market-clearing and full~ 
employment levels, creating the price-cost squeeze that made most East 
German firms unviablc. 11 

Between th~ first quarter of 1990 and July 1990, average industrial 
wages per fu~-nme _worker rose almost 23 percent. Between July and Oc­
tober 199~, mdusn:ial wages rose 16 percent uniformly across industries. 
The wage mcreases m other sect~rs were comparable: for example, between 
~uly and October 1990, wages mcreased 17 percent in mining 21 percent 
m who!csale trade, 12 percent in retail trade, and 22 percent i~ insurance. 
These mcreases have narrowed the gap between West and East German 
wages. In J~nuary 1991 construction workers were granted increases that 
brought their wages to 60 percent of West German levels, and in April 1991 
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their wages rose to 6 5 percent of West Germ~n levels. In general, the hourly 
gross wage in the East German manufacturing industry in early 1992 was 
50 percent below the West German l~vel but 600 percent above the level of 
only two years earlier. In the metal mdustry wage agreement of March l, 
1991, which set the standard for other wage contracts, it was decided that 
the base wage rates will be adjusted to West German _levels by 1?94 and t~at 
all additional benefits will be adjusted by the following year (S~nn a~d Smn 
1992, 153). There were also reductions in working hours negotJ.ated m_most 
contracts, with a forty-hour workweek guaranteed in many contracts signed 
in August. 12 

Third the recovery of the East German economy has been hampered by 
the slow ~rogress of privatizing state-run companies in East Germany. 

Between 6,ooo and 7,000 industrial combines had to be privati_ze~. ~ch 
of these combines had to be broken up into a large number of mdiv1dual 
firms........in all, 40,ooo separate plants. There were also 4 5 ,ooo hotels, res­
taurants and sales outlets to be dealt with. 

As of March 1991, the task of selling or leasing the pharmacies, res~u­
rants, department stores, and shops had been effectively completed. Se~ng 
the industrial firms, however, had been proceeding more slowly, speaally 
since the "pearls" were disposed early on .... Up to~~ fall of 1991 _{a year 
after reunification) barely a quarter of the finns ongmally supervised by 
the Treuhand had been sold, and by the end of 1991 (18 months aher the 
sales began) the proportion of firms sold may have amounted to about 30 
percent.u 

The consequences of privatization on the cost of reunification and East 
German employment were severe. The sale of firms up to the end_ of 1991 
was expected to bring in only 100 billion deutsche m~k~at i~, ab~ut 
one-tenth of the l trillion deutsche marks needed to bnng capital intensity 
in the East up to Western levels. . . . . 

About 1 million jobs were secured through pnvat1zat1.on up to the spnng 
of 1992. However, that figure only represented one-tenth of the potential 
East German workforce, or about one-quarter of the former T~euhand (a 
government agency) jobs. More than 1.5 million jo~s h~d a_lso disappeared 
from the statistics of the Treuhand, not by way of pnvatization but through 
bankruptcies and dismissals. . . 

Three main policies contributed to the high cost of German reumfic::i-­
tion: (1) the speed of reunification, whiCh was accel~rat~d by Kohl's off~r.of 
economic union on February 7, 1990, (2) a combination of w:age policies 
that led to high wages in East Germany (e.g., currency conv~rsion rate, the 
introduction of West German institutions of industrial relations, and post­
unity labor policy), and (3) an ineffective privatization policy. 
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When the border was opened in November 1989, most people could 
not have predicted the speed of the developments that led to economic union 
in July 1990 and to full reunification in October 1990. A key development 
that set the pace of reunification was Chancellor Kohl's offer of economic 
union between West and East Germany. Before Kohl's decision, there had 
been an intense domestic debate in West Germany on reunification. 14 

The debate over reunification began when Kohl presented a ten-point 
plan for reunification on November 13, 1989. Its main elements were as 
follows: 

• Undertaking joint projects with a view to reducing pollution, im­
proving the railway system, and modernizing the telecommunications 
system in East Germany 

• Establishing linkages in all areas of public life based on intergovern­
mental treaties after free elections had taken place in East Germany 

• Developing confederate structures between West and East Germany 

• Creating a West-East German confederation in the context of Euro­
pean integration and in line with the Helsinki agreements on human 
rights. 15 

Although Kohl's plan signaled West Germany's intention of pursuing reuni­
fication, it was based on a gradual approach to reunification through co­
operation and preparation. On February 7, 1990, however, Kohl reversed 
his policy, proposing an economic union to introduce the deutsche mark as 
the official medium of exchange in East Germany. 

Kohl may have abandoned his ten-point plan in favor of immediate 
reunification because he had no other choice. First, the specter of disintegra­
tion in East Germany loomed after the border was opened. 16 News of gov­
ernment paralysis was common. East German premier Hans Modrow con­
fided to Kohl that his orders were not being followed. Because no East 
German leader had been able to satisfy people's escalating demands for 
social and economic change, the burden of stabilizing the East German 
situation fell on the shoulders of West Germany's policy makers. 

East Germans showed their dissatisfaction by migrating to West Ger-

. I 
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many. Aher some 344,000 East Germans moved west in 1989, emigration 
continued at a rate of 1,500 to 3,000 a day in January 1990. The only way 
to persuade East Germans to stay home was to give them some hope of 
orderly progress toward reunification. In the face of continuing migration, 
Kohl could not choose a gradual approach, keeping East Germany as a 
separate economy and using exchange rate policy to protect its domestic 
and external markets. 

Second, Kohl had to make fast progress in internal economic integration 
so as to make reunification a fait accompli to foreign detractors-mainly, 
the Soviet Union. After all, the international situation in 1989 provided a 
historic opportunity for German reunification. 17 The Soviets had lost the 
will to maintain an external empire and were preoccupied with internal 
reform. The communist system had collapsed throughout Eastern Europe. 
Around January 1990, however, Germans were not certain whether the 
Soviets would accept the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) mem­
bership of a unified Germany, which both West Germany and its Western 
allies, including the United States, wanted. Accelerating internal economic 
integration was part of Kohl's strategy, in cooperation with the United States, 
to present German reunification as an irreversible process. 

Third, Kohl had to respond to East Germans' demands for swift reuni­
fication. As early as in mid-November 1989, street demonstrators-first in 
Leipzig and then numerous other municipalities-began to chant for na­
tional reunification. East Germans voted for the Christian Democratic Party 
(CDU)-led conservative coalition in the March 18, 1990, election because 
the CDU supported swift reunification. 

There is, however, evidence that those three factors did not necessarily 
make immediate reunification the only option. First, migration from East 
Germany may not have posed a serious problem even if it had continued. 
The number of migrants from East Germany each year has never exceeded 
those of migrants of German origin from other East European countries. 
Also, the West German economy was able to absorb migration inflows. The 
West German unemployment rate actually decreased o. 5 percent between 
the third quarter of 1989 and July 1990, despite the surge in migration 
during that time. 

In addition, a great majority of East Germans were reluctant to migrate. 
A survey showed that 7 5 percent of usually mobile East German university 
students preferred to stay in East Germany and were willing to take eastern 
jobs that might pay less than half of those in the West. 

Second, the German public, especially East Germans, may not have 
uniformly supported immediate reunification. Public opinion data from var­
ious sources show that Germans somewhat reluctantly supported swift and 
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~omprehens~ve reunification. The strong push for reunification by the polit­
ical leadership was not a response to grassroots sentiments but the contrary· 
the public followed its leaders. 18 • 

Third, economic union may not have been necessary to win Soviet 
suppo~ for German reunification. Mikhail Gorbachev's main concern was 
th~ ~han~ status of a new Germany. He accepted German reunification in 
pnnaple m late.January 1990, days before Kohl proposed economic union. 

More pl~us1bly, Kohl may have accelerated the reunification process to 
strengthe~ his ~omes.tic_pol~tical base. After the 1987 election, in which the 
~DU retained its ma1~~ty, its popularity began to decline. A series of polit­
ical scandals and declinmg economic conditions decreased popular support 
for the the .CDU, which ~as. also challenged by a new conservative party, 
the Republicans .. champ1001~g a mo.re conservative and nationalist pro­
gram, the .Rep~b~1cans made mroads mto the Christian Democrats' voting 
base. Public op101on polls at the time showed that the CDU was vulnerable 
to a .strong elector~!. ch~llenge by the opposition parties.19 In late 

19
8

9
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Kohl s pa~ was trailing m the polls and his personal image as a leader was 
badly tarmshed. Because 1990 was an election year (the Basic Law required 
~at a federal election be hel~ in l~te 1990 or early 1991), unfolding events 
m East Germany made reumficatton an election issue and major parties in 
West Germany committed themselves to one or another reunification policy. 
Kohl's announcement came in this context. 20 

West German leaders initially hesitated to intervene in developments in 
East German~ because West Germany had recognized the East German state 
as a cooperatton partner. West German governments after Social Democratic 
Party (SPD) chancellor Willy Brandt recognized East Germany as a separate 
state and s~ught to expand cooperation between the two Germanys. 

When It became clear that a continued relationship with the East Ger­
man government _was a liability, West German political leaders distanced 
themselves fr~m tt. ~nd sought . t? e~tend their influence directly to East 
Germany. ~etr ~o~tttcal compet1tton m East Germany intensified when East 
German pnme mm1ster Modrow scheduled an election for March 18 

1990 I~ this batt!e to w~ Eas~ German voters, Kohl had three advantag~ ove; 
his compentors'. First, his party had historically been a proreunification 
party. Second, his party had the right message; ex post, swift reunification 
was what ~a~t German voters demanded. Third, his main opponent, the 
SPD, was d1v1ded. 

The CDU began to portray itself as the party of unity in mid 
19

8
9

. 
Altl~o.ugh the C~.u had accepted the principles of Ostpolitik (such as rec­
ogruzmg the legitt°!acy of ~e East German state, the primacy of dialogue, 
and East Germany s capacity for reform), it had given higher priority to 
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reunification than did the SPD, the architect of Ostpolitik. Th~ Christian 
Democrats refused to give in on basic principles such as the existence of a 

single German citizenship.21 

Kohl with a simple and unified position for East German voters, moved 
on sever~l fronts to prepare for the March 1990 general elections in East 
Germany. He consolidated the East German conserva~ve p~rtie~ (the C:DU­
East, the Democratic Awakening, and the German Social Umon) i~to a smgle 
coalition, Alliance for Germany. In so doing, Kohl created an image of a 
new organization, one not associated with the past. Kohl also persu~ded the 
CDU-East to accept East German accession to the Federal Republic under 
Article i.3 of West Germany's Basic Law. (The East German_Christian D~m­
ocrats were initially undecided between Article i.3 and Article 146. Article 
1.46 would have required the drafting of a new constitution for Germany by 
a popularly chosen constitutional assembly.) Through this process, Kohl's 
party developed a sharp and unified message for a swift and procedurally 

simple reunification. 
The SPD at the time was also divided. Willy Brandt embraced German 

unity as a natural development, but its then leader, Oskar Lafontaine, con­
tinued to resist reunification. Lafontaine appealed to West German taxpay­
ers' discontent about having to bankroll East German migrants immediately 
and a rise in East Germany's standard of living later. Still, other Social 
Democrats, fearing that their party would repeat history and again_ alienate 
voters by an antinational stance, proposed even faster confederation than 

Kohl was proposing. . 
During the campaign for the March 1990 East ?erman elecnon, ~he 

West German Social Democrats generally favored Article 146 (over Article 
23), arguing for a slow process that would kee~ the East German identity 
separate during the transition period. The left-wmg leader of .the SPD~East, 
Inrahim Behme, agreed, although his party members were spht on the iss~e. 
East German voters, however, saw the choice as black and white. The Social 
Democrats also hurt their chances by targeting conservatives rather than the 
hated communists as their primary opponents and by the constant dispar­
agement of reunification by West German chancellor candidate Lafontaine. 22 
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Some of _the factors that contributed to high wages in East Germany 
wer~ economic~ as East German workers migrated to West Germany, while 
capital moved m the opposite direction. Another observer, however, down­
played that theory because wages rose rapidly in contrast to the slow move­
~ents of migration a~d investment. Another hypothesis is that the wage 
mcreas~s were partly intended to compensate workers for higher payroll 
deducnons and the elimination of price subsidies. 

Wage increases in East Germany were also affected by the one-to-one 
conversio~ ra_te chosen for East German wage contracts. Survey results show 
that a ma1onty of East German workers believe that the conversion rate 
contrib~ted to the rise of their wages. That wages rose despite the favorable 
conversion rate, however, casts doubt on the significance of the conversion 
rate. Unions, whose goal was parity between East and West German wages 
may have succeeded in bringing wages to the current level regardless of 
their initial level. ' 

But these economic factors are not sufficient to account for the actual 
size of wage increases. The consensus appears to be that the main cause of 
wage i~creases ~as union bargaining power in East Germany.23 Bargaining 
po~er 1s a relative concept, and union successes in East Germany reflect 
umon strength or management weakness or both. East German workers 
we~e well organized even before formal economic union. Throughout the 
sprmg of 1990, the individual unions of the western Confederation of Ger­
man Trade Unions (DGB) negotiated cooperative agreements with their 
eastern counterparts. After individual East German industrial unions aban­
doned their peak association, the Free German Trade Union Federation 
(FDGB) and the DGB stepped in to fill the void. To make a clean break with 
the past, the DGB rejected any formal merger with the eastern federation or 
any of its component unions. Instead, the western unions individually en­
rolled eastern workers into their unions. During 1990, 3.6 million members 
fr~m East Germany joined the DGB. By the beginning of 1991, the DGB 
umons ~)ready represented 40 percent of the eastern labor force. (The cor­
responding number for West Germany is about 40 percent.) 24 

In contrast, management was in disarray. The main employer in East 
Germany was the Treuhand, whose officials could not represent the interests 
of exis~g capital because it was not their capital that was at stake. A large 
proportion of East German managers from the previous regime remained. 
Th~y were unaccu~t~med to collective bargaining and knew that they would 
ultimately lose their 1obs, no matter how wage agreements were negotiated. 
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The situation did not change when the West German employers' associations 
participated in the negotiations be~ng in the fall of 1990. West German 
management had little incentive to resist wage demands because lo_w wages 
threatened not only West German workers but West German ~p1tal. East 
German workers did not have an incentive to moderate their demands 
because their unemployment benefits depended on the s~ze_of their l~st salary. 

The German government did not intervene to rem m wage mcrea~es, 
perhaps because of its traditional aloof policy. In the face of mounn~g 
criticism, however, the German government began interven_ing belatedly m 

1993
. As part of the "solidarity pact," Kohl ~as able t? ~am some conces­

sions from trade unions in 1993. In the openmg negottan~ns for the 1993 
wage contracts, unions demanded only half the 10 percent nse that they h~d 
asked for in 1992.25 East German companies gave even lower wages and, m 
some cases, were able to break existing wage agreements. 

Privatization 

Criticisms of the Treuhand abounded, mostly directed at its 
management problems. The Treuhand was accused of favoring German 
investors. Other frequent complaints were that the Treuhand was slow or 
uninterested in selling small firms because of its emphasis on speed. Of 
course, the slow progress in privatization may have been ~acerbated by the 
inability of the capital markets to absorb the properties on sale. Some 
recognize however that the Treuhand's tasks were difficult. It was supposed 
not only 'to sell b~t to reconstruct or close down. Alternatives might be 
auctioning off firms or decentralizing. . . 

The most difficult problem in the early days of operanon were disputes 
over property rights. No less than z. million compensation claims have been 
made among which were n,200 claims for the return of firms. Natural 
resti~tion carried out through the municipal authorities has proved to be a 
complete failure. By October 1991 only about 3·? percent o~ th~ claims had 
been settled; 90 percent of the decisions regarding ~e resntunon of firms 
were being contested and were thus not yet legally vahd. 

The problem arose from the West German d~cisio~ to extend natural 
restitution to former owners as a part of economic uruon. As a result, the 
Treuhand did not have dear title to all its holdings. Properties expropriated 
after the establishment of East Germany at the end of the Soviet occupation 
could be claimed by their original owners, as could properties taken betw~en 
19 3 3 and 194 5 for religious and political reasons. Monetary compe~sanon 
to former owners would have eased the problem. But the treaty made 1t clear 

German Lessons for Managing Costs 61 . 

that the former owners had greater rights. A legal claim made by a previous 
owner prevented the disposal of the disputed property and allowed a great 
deal of pressure to be exercised. 

According to the chief West German negotiator, Wolfgang Schauble, the 
preference for restitution over indemnity in property claims was specified in 
the June 15, 1990, bilateral statement preceding economic union, at the 
insistence of the Free Democratic Party, the Christian Social Union, and one 
section of the Christian Democratic Union, in part to minimize the govern­
ment's financial burden. (In retrospect, Schauble says that he would have 
changed the restitution rule in favor of indemnity.) During the negotiations, 
the East German government favored financial compensation for dispos­
sessed property owners because it wanted to facilitate new investment and 
to keep as much as possible of the value of the state-owned businesses for 
the East German people. 

The German Experience and the 
Political Economy of Korean Reunification 

The German experience shows that politicizing the reunifica­
tion process can be costly. But it also shows that reunification does not have 
to be expensive if appropriate policies are chosen. I argue that Korean 
reunification will proceed without the problems of German reunification 
because Korean policy makers, relatively free of domestic political pressure, 
will be able to choose appropriate policies. 

First, Korean policy makers will be able to keep the North a separate 
state for the time being. As the German experience shows, the flow of 
migration may not be an insurmountable problem; like East German work­
ers, North Koreans may also be reluctant to leave. South Korea's continuing 
labor shortages mean that it can absorb a sizable number of migrants with­
out disrupting its labor market. 

Kohl politicized the reunification process because his domestic political 
position was not secure. Although Korean policy makers may be under 
political pressure to reunify immediately, gradualism could succeed for the 
following reasons. First, both North and South Koreans will have learned 
that quick reunification can do a lot of harm and not demand it. Second, 
unlike Kohl, a South Korean leader will have a secure domestic power base. 
If the current reform program under President Kim Young-sam succeeds 
without dividing the dominant conservative voting bloc, there is a distinct 
possibility for one-party dominance in South Korea. 

Despite their electoral security, leaders of the South Korean ruling party 
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may be tempted to politicize the reunification process if the opposition 
parties try to gain the advantage in North Korea. But if the German expe­
rience is any indication, North Koreans will vote for the ruling South Korean 
party. The dominant South Korean party will thus have the upper hand and 
be able to shape the course of reunification. 

The success of gradualism, however, depends on policy makers' demon­
strating their commitment to reunification and to the welfare of North 
Koreans. Thus, once South Korea has had a chance to shape the course of 
reunification, it should announce a dear timetable and commit itself to it; 
using 1991 as a target date had great symbolic importance to the success of 
European integration. South Korean policy makers must ensure that politi­
cians do not promise North Koreans more than they can deliver and that 
North Koreans do not suffer from Southern "carpetbaggers." 

Second, Korean policy makers will be better able to manage wage levels 
in North Korea. Even if the current labor laws are extended to North Korea 
and South Korean unions are allowed to organize North Korean counter­
parts, the Korean state will still be able to dominate industrial relations. A 
rapid decline in strike activity after 1990 attests to the influence of the state 
in Korean industrial relations. 26 

The power of the Korean labor movement may grow as democratization 
in South Korea continues. The new Kim Young-sam government may revise 
the labor laws in favor of labor, which will undoubtedly invigorate the 
Korean labor movement. But Korean labor is unlikely to reach the status of 
West German labor in the domestic polity. The power of West German trade 
unions-having won for their members the world's highest pay and some of 
the shortest working hours-is unique even among developed countries. 

A pessimistic outlook for labor's political power is based on its electoral 
weakness. In Korean electoral politics, class is not an important electoral 
cleavage. In the 1991 National Assembly election, voters' income and oc­
cupation did not significantly affect their party choice. Among 159 blue­
collar workers surveyed by Chan Wook Park, only 3 2.. 7 percent voted for 
the opposition party most sympathetic to the labor movement, whereas 44.0 
percent supported the Democratic Liberal Party, the government party at 
the time.27 

Third, Korean policy makers will be able to solve the problem of prop­
erty rights in North Korea. There is no doubt that, once reunification is 
within reach, many South Koreans of North Korean origin (more than five 
million North Koreans migrated to South Korea before and during the 
Korean War) will seek the return of their real estate. There are already many 
legal disputes over the land inside the demilitarized zone. 

However, the dispute over property rights may not be a serious one in 
Korea. South Korean citizens have been unable to mount any organized 
resistance to the government's expropriating land for construction projects 
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or zo-:Un~ restri.ctions in the greenbelt. Even as South Korea democratizes, 
there _is htt!e ev~dence that the state's ability to restrict the exercise of prop­
e~ nghts is ~emg chall~ged. Finally, a political party like Germany's FOP, 
which cha~p1~ns the primacy of free market and individual property rights 
does not e:x1st m South Korea. ' 

Conclusion 

, The high cos~ of ~rman reunification has had a chilling effect 
on ~orea.s hopes .for reumfication. Many openly question the necessity of 
r~un1ficat1on, feanng the high cost. This fear, however, is unjustified. The 
high c~st of Germany's reunification was the product of its domestic political 
dyn~rmc, and K~rea does not have to repeat the German experience. In 
par:ricular, as this ~hapt~r has argued, Korea will be able to avoid three 
ma1or German policy mistakes-the speed and timing of economic unity 
the hands-off wa~e policy in East Germany after union, and the decision t~ 
restore property nght~ to the former owners of East German properties. 
. .Although a one-sided merger, if controlled, does not have to be costly 
It ~~l ?Y ~o means be easr. Th~ most difficult problem will be minimizing th~ 
poht1azat1on of the r~umfication process, that is, protecting North Koreans 
from demagogues ta~ng advanta~e of North Koreans' difficult adjustment 
or carpetba.ggers looking to exploit North Koreans' economic vulnerability. 
. In particular, Korean policy makers must prepare for political opposi­

tion when th~y ~ t~ pace the process toward economic union. There will 
be ~trong na~onahsnc, moral, and political pressure for immediate economic 
uru~n. To ~1ffuse such pressure, Korean policy makers must demonstrate 
therr commitment to economic uni?n while keeping the pace carefully con­
trolled. Th~s, I recommend that m the beginning stages of the process 
Korean policy makers affirm the general objective of economic union, an~ 
nounce a targ~t date,. an~ list ~e preparatory measures that will need to be 
enact~d. Detailed legislanon will take place in future negotiations and con­
sultations: What I propose is the equivalent of the Single European Act of 
1985, which set 1992 as the target date to complete the single market in 
Europe. 
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Political Leadership, Vision, 
and Korean Reunification 

~~ J),.J~s 

Thomas H. Henriksen 
Nd4vlJ,Lf 

Korean reunification requires a Korean brand of political leaders_hip ~nd 
vision that no doubt will draw inspiration, if not model and d1rection, 
from the kingdom o/ Silla's absorption of Paekche and Koguryo, which 
overcame past divisions on the peninsula in the seventh century. The exu­
berance of Silla's political leadership, infused with its own vibrant brand of 
culture, led to a single polity on the Korean peninsula that endured to the 
middle of this century with only brief periods of division. Later, the Koryo 
dynasty (936-1392), a successor to Silla, forged ~e bo_rder~ of what con­
stitutes modem-day Korea. Whereas those early uruficanons m the dawn of 
modem Korean history are symbolic precursors to today's challenges, the 
reunification experiences of other societies in the contemporary_ worl~ can 
offer lessons of vision and political leadership for Koreans, despite their far 
different backgrounds and circumstances. . . 

The convoluted history of the numerous efforts at Korean reumficanon 
over the past four decades all but guarantees its singularit>:· Whe~~r No~ 
Korea implodes with a "big bang" or dissipates gradually, its reurunng with 
the South will severely challenge Korea's political leaders, in the North as 
well as in the South. Will Korean unification resemble the sudden collapse 
and reunification in contemporary Germany or the long, painful reconcili­
ation of the postbellum American South? Or will it r~plicat~ the f~r. easier 
reunifications of Vichy France and divided Italy followmg their parnnons of 
World War II, neither of which required massive adjustments after the Allied 
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victory? The deliberate ~acc_of Yemen's new unity provides another example 
of the end of commurusm m one half followed by a unification with the 
ot!ter half to form a single polity. To use modem corporate terms, Germany 
Witnessed an acquisition and Yemen a merger. As such the overall modes of 
their reunification differed, even though each had el;ments similar to the 
other. 

Korea's history, culture, and traditions ensure that recombining North 
and South may well be sui generis. Several feature~the Korean War in the 
1950s, the bitter divis~on betwe~n the two societies, and Kim II Sung's rigid, 
ne~rly five-de~ade grip on soaety above the thirty-eighth parallel, all of 
which make hfe there qualitatively different from other communist re­
gimes-guarantee that a reuniting will be fraught with twist and turns. The 
lingering acrimony from the conflict endures on both sides of the border 
but the North officially orchestrates it. The Pyongyang news agency reported 
~hat ~ome,, one _and_ a half million people joined a special army during the 
sem1war penod m March 1993, some reportedly signing oaths in blood 

to fight and die for Kim II Sung in a "sacred war of reunification." 1 The 
tremendous gap in living standards and incomes between the two countries 
also poses a problem. By 1992, the Southerners approached an income of 
$7,000 per capita; Northerners had an estimated $1,000.2 To explore the 
effect that political leadership and vision can have on the reunification 
process, this essay will examine two pertinent case studies, that of the two 
Germanys and that of the two Yemens. 

Comparisons and Differences, 
Similarities and Dissimilarities 

THE TWO GERMANYS 

Comparisons of recent cases of reunification arc difficult because the 
objects being compared vary greatly. The commonality between the most 
often compared cases under review here-North Korea and the former East 
Germany-is communism. Their respective population sizes, however un­
dercut an easy comparison. In 1989, when the Berlin Wall came down,'East 
Germany had about seventeen million people and North Korea about 
twenty-one million people. But the ratio between the two Koreas is not as 
favorable as it was between the two Germanys: West Germany had a pop­
ul~tion of sixty million, whereas South Korea has only some forty-three 
millon. Thus, West Germany had almost a four to one ratio to the former 
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East German population, but South Korea has only a two to one ratio with 
North Korea. 

The communist systems in the two states, while sharing similar aspects, 
still differ markedly. Surrounded by a virtual shell, North Korea is a far 
more closed society in its totalitarian features than the former East Germany. 
At the geographic crossroads of Eastern and Western Europe, the two Ger­
manys were often forced together. With West Germany's most im~ortant 
city (Berlin) in the midst of East Germany, the two halves had at nrnes to 
cooperate despite the Berlin Wall. But, unlike the two Germanys, the two 
Koreas cannot agree on interstate travel, reciprocal trade, or the exchange 
of correspondence between separated families. Foreign visitors had far mo~e 
access to the German Democratic Republic (GDR) than to the Democranc 
People's Republic of Korea (DPRK). In short, the two Germanys experienced 
a peaceful coexistence and growing economic cooperation during the decade 
before reunification. East Germany's collapse and its rejoining West Ger­
many were virtually bloodless, in part because of the peace that had prevailed 
between the two states during their divided history. 

East Germany, along with other communist states to its east, had sym­
pathizers and proponents in the Western world who touted its welfare sys­
tems as well as its absence of crime and other social ills of the United States. 
East Germany's great success in the Olympic Games was often claimed by 
its proponents to be the earmark of a superior society whose creative energies 
flowed to sport rather than to capitalistic acquisitiveness-until German 
athletic prowess was found to be the result of a sports training program that 
would have been the envy of the ancient Spartans and that relied heavily on 
drugs, sending shock waves of protest through international sports that 
reverberate to this day. 

Moved as much by their hatred of capitalism and Western bourgeois 
values as by their love for communism, sympathetic intellectuals served to 
blunt criticism of Marxism and its embodiment east of the Berlin Wall. They 
shared some reservations about communist successes in Poland and Hungary 
but believed that Teutonic efficiency all but guaranteed socialism working 
well in the GDR. These same academicians, however, never developed any 
such affinity for North Korea. The DPRK's hermetic seal, its Stalinist aspects, 
and its avoidance of outside contacts have denied it the same sort of sym­
pathy enjoyed by other communist states such as Cuba, Angola, and Mo­
zambique along with the Soviet Union. 

East Germany was dissimilar from North Korea in other ways. A fully 
industrialized country on a par with West Germany at the end of World War 
II, East Germany's economy was wrecked by three communist approaches. 
First, its highly productive agriculture system was replaced by collectiviza­
tion. Second, its high-grade machinery and aircraft production industries 
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~ere replaced by heavy industry-iron, steel, and shipbuilding. Third, its 
mfrastructure--railways, buildings, and manufacturing-was not main­
tained, which was typical of communist practices elsewhere. In contrast 
No~h Korea's industrial development was imposed on a largely agricultural 
soaety. 

~th the former GDR and the DPRK, however, share dilapidated eco­
nomic systems that are unresponsive to consumer wants, lagging behind the 
advanced service economies of the late twentieth century. Just as East Ger­
many requires massive reconstruction, so too will North Korea once it 
reu~ites wi0 the Republic of Korea. Although they share this similarity, 
their respecnve outcomes await the march of history. 

Outside observers often overplay the unity of German culture when 
considering Germany's reunification from the vantage point of hindsight. 
This is a mistake, for Germans have demonstrated a remarkable lack of 
common identity, attributed by scholars to the "profound historical discon­
tinuity in the German experience."3 Indeed, Germans have fought each other 
for centuries, often allying with foreigners to fight one another. Even Ger­
many's national unity came much later than other Western countries.4 With­
out a strong sense of political continuity or geographic unity, Germans also 
lack a spiritual coherence. By contrast, the Korean identity is grounded in a 
long historical process. 

Backward communist states becoming prosperous, free-market societies 
lacks completed case studies. Currently, in East Germany and South Yemen 
both o~ w~ic~ had communist regimes, new leaders are confronting pas; 
authontanamsm and command economies with democratic and free-market 
systems. These two states must deal with not only socioeconomic transfor­
mations but also mergers with their more prosperous and democratic sibling 
~tat~. They offer not models for Korea but examples of what can happen 
tn different cultural and historical settings. 

THE TWO YEMENS 

.~e Yemeni unification, accomplished in May 1990, deserves scrutiny, 
for It ts both a model for emulation and a lesson for caution. The Yemeni 
unification process itself was a model of rational and accommodative plan­
ning and peaceful, orderly execution, defying the stereotypes of the Middle 
East where conflict, not cooperation, so often characterizes political events. 
Yet no~ith~~anding. its auspicious and exemplary beginning, the subsequent 
Yemem pohncal umon has been an uneasy one, erupting into a full-scale 
war in May 1994. 

Britain's advances on the Yemeni peninsula early in this century led to a 
partition of the region with the declining Ottoman empire. That split fos-



72 Thomas H. Henriksen 

tered two distinct political systems and two different political cultures, each 
with its own interests, values, beliefs, and outlooks. South Yemen adopted 
a Marxist regime in 1967 with the establishment of the People's Democratic 
Republic of Yemen (PDRY) and the winning of independence fro~ Britain. 
The North became a republic in 1962 after overthrowing the feudal tmamate 
but retained its traditional religious and cultural orientation. The years that 
followed saw two border wars, in 1972 and 1979, and the South's sponsor­
ship of rebellion against the North. Despite the division and the various 
colonial rulers, virtually all Yemenis sought unification. Their motives en­
compassed sentimental reasons as well as more practical objectives, in that 
the principal oil fields bestrode the border. Effective exploitation of the oil 
could only be attained through unification and economic integration. 

Inter-Yemeni relations opened a new chapter in 1982 with the ending 
of the conflict between North and South. The cessation of hostilities brought 
discreet economic and sociopolitical steps toward cooperation, fostered by 
personal ties between the leaders of the two countries. Six years later, fol­
lowing a border dispute, the two sides dismantled their military positions 
and withdrew their forces from the borderlands. Next, the parties worked 
out a plan for free movement of citizens and goods over the common border 
and linked their two electric power grids. Other steps furthered cooperation, 
coordination, and integration, moving the Yemenis toward mutually bene­
ficial relations and paving the way for unification steps by the late 1980s. 
By 1986, the impoverished South Yemenis had abandoned Marxist gover­
nance after a bloody turmoil within the ruling party. (The North Yemenis 
had introduced fledgling multiparty democracy before the transition began.) 
Also, the Soviet Union's power had begun to ebb and with it the patronage 
of South Yemen, thereby providing a favorable international context for a 
merger.5 

A joint committee, convened in late 1989, hammered out an agreement 
that preceded the two Yemens' unification into a new state and polity. The 
meeting laid the practical groundwork: Laws, currencies, and income taxes 
were standardized; plans were made to merge the two civil services; a joint 
constitution was prepared and ratified; and a transitional government op­
erated in Sana for the thirty-month transition period, with a five-member 
Presidential Council governing the state. The president was Ali Abdullah 
Salih, formerly president of North Yemen; the vice president was Ali Salim 
al-Baydh, previously secretary-general of the ruling Yemeni Socialist Party 
in the South. 

To conciliate the politicians of North and South, the new thirty-nine­
member cabinet accommodated most members of the two former cabinets. 
Key portfolios were disbursed to Northerners and Southerners. Likewise, 
the House of Representatives (301 members) consisted of members from the 
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North and South legislative bodies. Lesser officials, as in the new cabinet, 
were equally distributed to avert tensions during the transition. Before for-. 
mal unification on May 22, 1990, the military forces along the borders were 
withdrawn and their units redeployed in other parts of the country, some­
times under commanders from the different regions in what became the 
Republic of Yemen. Each state's security apparatus was disbanded, and a 
new one was formed.6 

The deliberative, even systematic nature of the unification of the two 
Yemens did not proceed free of hitches or without considerable effort. The 
Yemenis employed mechanisms for reconciliation through political struc­
tures that included Northerners and Southerners. These mechanisms, which 
ensured the participation of the political elites, included scores of meetings, 
three joint cabinet sessions, and two hard-bargaining summits between Pres­
ident Salih and Secretary-General al-Baydh. At times the process resembled 
a halting two steps forward and one step backward movement. Northern 
leaders, fearing that the regime in Aden was on the verge of collapse, viewed 
unification as a preventive measure against a more risky military interven­
tion, whereas the Southern leadership's fortunes required a merger to revive 
thei~ standing. Weakened by the 1986 civil war and riven by continuing 
facttons, the PDR Y politicians needed unification for a new lease on their 
political life. 

In the end the transition went forward in a phased, sequential manner. 
Misgivings among the traditional Northerners, whose devotion to Islam put 
them at odds with the Southerners' Marxism and secularism, were overcome. 
The Northerners' fears were somewhat allayed by the demographic balance 
in their favor (approximately seven million in the North as against less than 
three million in the South). Not only did the North hold the demographic 
balance but it had the stronger economy, possessing oil exports, more agri­
culture potential, and a greater number of expatriates working abroad who 
sent remittances home. · 

Postunified Yemen, however, has been marked by political unease despite 
the success of its reunification process. During 1993, Yemen was racked by 
factional disputes so characteristic of its past. Banditry reoccurred among 
its nomadic tribesmen, who became embroiled in local conflicts with foreign 
oil companies, sometimes taking the nonindigenous workers as hostages. 
The most celebrated case involved the temporary kidnapping of Haynes 
Mahoney, an employee with the United States Information Service in Sana. 

That seizure of an American official called attention to the grave tensions 
between the parties representing the former Northern and Southern states. 
Their disputes over the new economic and political programs were under­
scored by previous discord. The deepening rift between the two was revealed 
when the Yemen Socialist Party of Vice President Ali Salim al-Baydh re-
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treated to his former stronghold in Aden, the former South Yemen capital. 
This break with President Salih's General People's Congress threw the unified 
government in Sana into jeopardy at the end of 1993. In early May 1994, a 
full-scale civil war erupted between the forces of the North under President 
Salih in Sana and the South under Vice President al-Baydh in Aden, who 
accused General Salih's forces of killing dozens of his supporters over the 
past two years and seeking to marginalize the South. As of this writing, the 
fate of a united Yemen is still in the balance. 

Foreign threats can sometimes serve as glue for a reunited state and 
provide a mechanism for reconciliation. Before Yemen's reunification, Saudi 
Arabia had looked with misgivings on the Marxism in the PDR Y. But once 
the South dispensed with its communist orientation and the North tolerated 
political pluralism, the new Yemeni polity stood in sharp contrast to its 
neighbors' monarchical and autocratic regimes. The melding of the Yemeni 
military establishments, for example, may have been enhanced by concerns 
about Saudi Arabian hostility to Yemen's democratic drift. 

With the collapse of Moscow's rule in East Europe and the ensuing 
disintegration of the Soviet Union, a reunified Germany had no external 
threat to help adhere its divided parts. If history serves as a guide, then a 
reunified Korea may well face challenges from its powerful neighbors­
China, Japan, and Russia. Those challenges can promote Korean national­
ism and assist in healing its divisions. 

North Korea, East Germany, and South Yemen offer variations on the 
developmental models of former communist states making the transition 
from totalitarianism to political pluralism and free markets. Those states in 
Central Europe as well as the former Soviet Union must transform them­
selves, aided only by foreign financial and technical assistance. By contrast, 
the formerly divided states in the new Germany and the new Yemen can 
count on help from their wealthier halves. Yet those states face a different 
kind of handicap-integration. 

Because those new polities are made up of formerly divided states­
separated from their siblings not only by ideology but also by heavily policed 
borders, suspicion, fear, and envy-the transition to Western economies and 
politics will be accompanied by political reunification along with a socio­
economic sea change. 
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Leadership and Political Vision 

. The c~tical factors of political leadership and vision, when 
present ~ construcnve ways, can attain extraordinary achievements, as 
occurr~d m Western Europe and the United States in the critical period 
followmg Wo~ld War _II. _At that time, visionary leaders put in place policies 
that r_esulted m rebmldmg Western Europe, stabilizing East Asia, recon­
strucnng Japan, containing Soviet advances beyond the Elbe River and 
reintroducing democracy into West Germany, Italy, France, and other Nazi­
occupied lands. 

German reunification called for political leadership of a high order by 
Chancellor Helmut Kohl, whose pivotal role has been eclipsed by the ap­
parent smoothness of the reunification. Kohl's political astuteness was evi­
denced at a ~eeting in July ~99~ when he negotiated full sovereignty and 
North Atlannc Treaty Orgamzanon membership for Germany with Soviet 
leader Mikhail Gorbachev, the reluctant British, and the fearful French. 7 

Kohl got ~oscow to _agree to move Soviet troops out of East Germany, no 
mea~ ac~tev~ment, given past Red Army interventions, although it looks 
easy m ~mds1ght an~ wa~ not completed until late 1994. Kohl's diplomatic 
feat dunng the reuruficat1on process has been obscured by persisting East 
German underdevelopment and united Germany's overall economic slump 
in the early 1990s. 

Difficulties in German unification, as well as Soviet concerns, were over­
come by employing the two-plus-four formula, whereby reuniting the two 
Germanys was placed within the diplomatic framework of the four inter­
na~o~al powers-Britain, France, the United States, and the Soviet Union. 
A stmtlar arrangement may be needed in North and South Korea because of 
the se~ri1! problems posed by Pyongyang's- buildup of nuclear weapons 
and ?1stoncal ~orea as a point of contention among Japan, China, and 
~ussta: (The U~tted States and Russia could form the other interested parties 
tn an m~emational framework.) Yemen's unification also strengthens the 
observation that leadership is crucial. Had it not been for President Salih a 
soldier of tribal background with little formal education who first mov~d 
northern Yemen in a republican direction, there may have been no amicable 
unification with the People's Democratic Republic of Yemen. 

Whe~ such far~reaching political leadership and vision are lacking, the 
outcome ts much different. In contemplating the reunification of the Korean 
peninsula, the case of American reunification after the Civil War is instruc-
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rive, although the two regions differ greatly in historical, cultural, and po­
litical circumstances. 

In the case of the American Civil War, the greatest trauma in the history 
of the United States, the Northern states had been guided by the sure hand 
of Abraham Lincoln throughout the conflict. During the last weeks of the 
war and Lincoln's life, he called for clemency toward the South following 
its all-but-certain defeat. Lincoln's Second Inaugural Address (March 4, 
1865), indeed, delineates a postwar policy of reconciliation, healing, and 
rebuilding. He called for "binding the nation's wounds; to care for him who 
shall have borne the battle, and for his widow, and his orphan." This was to 
be done "with malice toward none" and "with charity for all." Had Lincoln 
lived to finish his second term, American reunification, rather than prolong­
ing and enflaming the wartime divisions between the North and the South, 
might have taken a far different tone and direction. America's reuniting was 
accomplished by armed forces and military occupation after the South was 
compelled to surrender. So far, the German reunification has escaped the 
pitfalls associated with the reuniting of the American North and South, 
which to this day gives rise to distinct regional feelings and the near domi­
nance of one political party in the former Confederate states. 

Reunification by conquest, however, is not a likely scenario for the 
Koreas. Most analysts assume a replay of the German model whereby com­
munism in the North collapses or is overthrown by a popular uprising. The 
two states will then come together peacefully. This scenario does not envision 
a return to the armed conflict that occurred on the Korean peninsula in the 
early 1950s. (Yet it should be emphasized that the East Germans and South 
Yemenis did, in practice, unconditionally surrender their existing socialist 
system for a free-market economy.} 

As happened after the bitter American Civil War, each side in the divided 
Korea still harbors a great deal of animosity toward its wartime adversary. 8 

Overcoming that mutual resentment will take time and political leadership 
from Seoul if the accepted scenario of the South prevailing over a collapsed 
communist North is to be realized. To avoid the protracted regionalism and 
retarded economic development of the American experience after the mili­
tary defeat of the Southern states, the South Koreans will need to adopt a 
policy of noble generosity to those north of the thirty-eighth parallel. As 
Winston Churchill wrote in his pithy epigraph in The Gathering Storm: "In 
victory: magnanimity." Healing the divisions and allaying suspicions will 
require policies similar to those followed by the United States after World 
War II toward its defeated German and Japanese foes. 

It is in the social, psychological, and symbolic realms that political 
leadership and vision will be sorely tested by Korean unification. In the case 
of the American South, Lincoln's death paved the way for the ills of the 
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Reconstruction period (1867-1877), which lengthened and embittered the 
reunification on the North American continent. His successor, Andrew John­
son, could not carry out Lincoln's moderate course of action for Southern 
readmission to the Union. The radical Republicans, who resented a lenient 
political settlement, resolved on a harsh policy. Instead of mechanisms for 
reconciliation, some influential Northerners sought punishment and some 
Southerners wanted revenge for their defeat. In the end, Reconstruction led 
to sectional bitterness, an intensification of the racial issue, and the devel­
opment of one-party politics in the South that has only begun to break 
down. 

. Again, the reunification of North and South Korea may differ substan­
tially from the German, Yemeni, and American experiences. But unlike 
Germany and like America and Yemen, the Korean North and South have 
fought a war against each other, albeit four decades ago. As with most civil 
war experiences, the bitterness lives on among the former combatants and 
their descendants. And South Korea, like West Germany, will have to deal 
not only with economic issues but with the leadership of the Korean Work­
ers' Party and with secret police, informers, and the perpetrators of crimes 
against average citizens. The revelations in the Stasi files of those who 
collaborated with the fallen regime and spied on their fellow citizens will 
agitate German society for some time to come and may offer glimpses of 
how North Korean society will be affected after reunification. 

~~ new go_vernment in a reunited Korea will encounter a daunting set 
of pohttcal, sooal, and psychological difficulties to accompany the much­
discussed economic impediments. Like the reunified Germany, it must, for 
example, settle on the treatment of those who took part in political murders 
torture, and spying. The new government must deal with claims of thos; 
who lost property, farms, and factories to the communist regime and con­
front intellectuals, journalists, teachers, military officers, and bureaucrats 
along ~ith party officials, who supported the regime for their own gain. I; 
must dismantle and, perhaps, absorb elements of North Korea's military 
forces. It must handle the psychological sense of betrayal and defeat that 
will pervade North Korean society. And, foremost, it must reeducate and 
inspire a society unfamiliar with the workings of free-market economies. 
These awesome political challenges entail a fundamental readjustment of 
societal norms, ideals, and personal codes. 

Other events of the East and West German unification are instructive. 
The morning after the collapse of the North Korean regime may see the 
wholesale flight of N?rtherners into the Republic of Korea, particularly 
those who have relatives below the demilitarized zone, as happened in 
Germany. First, the South Korean leadership will need to decide on an 
asylum policy for an exodus and to devise methods of implementing that 
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policy. Second, Seoul will require a decision as to when ~e Northern regime 
ended. This will be relatively easy if Kim II Sung or Kim Jong II are over­
thrown by democratic forces who renounce communism and seek reunifi­
cation. But it will be trickier if the current DPRK regime is replaced by a 
reformist clique or military government bent on preserving some of the status 
quo. In South Yemen, the members of the Marx_ist governmen~ needed 
unification to maintain themselves in power. More 1.J11portant, their North­
ern opposites were willing to share government posts with them, suggesting 
that the ideological divisions were not as deep as between the two Germanys 
or the two Koreas. Postcommunist North Korea will be ripe for civil conflict 
if factions come into conflict or revanchist elements in the South reclaim 
properties lost to the communists. In all likelihood North Korea will be in 
acute need of large-scale and immediate assistance in the form of food, 
medicine, and medical care. 

The German experience also offers insights into social problems after 
reunification. The postunited Germany is plagued not only by economic 
dislocations, strikes, and unemployment but by the politics of envy. West 
German taxpayers, for example, resent giving Easterners aid. Estimates ~l~ce 
expenditures on East Germany's socioeconomic recovery at US hoo b1lhon 
a year for a decade or more after reunification. Thus, the national sacrifice 
will be long lasting. Furthermore, Western industrialists resent paying West 
German wages to East German employees whose inferior work habits were 
formed by a socialist ethos that inspired the memorable phrase "we pretend 
to work and they pretend to pay us." Worker morale and discipline have 
been shattered by forty years of mismanagement. 

For their part, the East Germans resent their Western counterparts for 
living well, for trading with countries formerly barred to them, _and for 
enjoying a consumer society. Stripped of its advanced ma_nufacturmg base 
by the Soviets after World War II, East Germany remained shackled to 
Moscow's increasingly outdated economic system, which led to a stagnant 
and backward industrial capacity unfit for competition with free-market 
production. Similar problems in Korea will challenge the ROK lea_dership 
to envision policies and programs to lift the North from retrogression and 
deterioration. Like the American South (whose impoverishment was largely 
caused by the Civil War), North Korean society will be a long time converg­
ing with its powerful sibling state. Seoul will need to arrive at mechani~ms 
for reconciliation that span the different sectors of North Korean sooety 
and link them with similar institutions in the South. 

In the United States the economic convergence of the rich North and 
the poor South, in fact, is still going on. The good news is that the South 
has tended to grow significantly faster in terms of per capita income than 
the North. Additionally, the South did well after Reconstruction and espe-
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cially well between the 1940s and the 1970s. The bad news from the Amer­
ican experience is that progress was checked by economic and political 
events, such as economic shocks affecting southern agriculture or the oil 
problems of the 1980s or World War H's positive influence on the northern 
and western regions. The second piece of bad news is that economic con­
vergence between regions is slow, about 2. percent a year in per capita terms 
for the United States. The result is that economic convergence has taken not 
decades but generations.9 

Political and social convergence in America has also taken generations 
and is fa~ fro~ complete. The Reconstruction period saw embittering cleav­
ages, which, 1f they surfaced in a postreunified Korea, would bode ill for 
reconciliation. During Reconstruction, Northern interlopers, or carpetbag­
gers, moved South, where they gained political control with the aid of federal 
troops and discriminatory laws. Many Southern whites resented and op­
posed their intrusion. The regional divisions between the states were also 
intensified by splits within Southern society itself. The "scalawags" were 
white Southerners who collaborated with the Republican Party's goals of 
radically reconstructing the defeated South by enfranchising the freed slaves 
and by punishing former Confederate leaders. That these scalawags finan­
cially gained from their cooperation only increased the animosity toward 
them by other elements of the post-Civil War society. 

In Germany's reunification, West German business interests gained eco­
nomic control over many of the assets in the East, thereby engendering local 
resentment. In Russia, the collapse of communism was followed by former 
Communist Party officials parlaying their power connections to gamer 
wealth and influence in the emerging society. Russia today is characterized 
by widespread corruption and the formation of a Mafia criminal class, which 
threatens economic development and undermines the legitimacy of the po­
litical process. Any farseeing government must anticipate and seek to ame­
liorate these types of problems before long-term harm is done to the recon­
ciliation process. 

. The reunification of North and South Korea may not be as protracted 
as. It has been in America, but it promises to test political leadership as it 
tnes to create and implement visionary solutions to the attendant problems. 
In the Yemeni case, the border between the two countries was demilitarized 
and the two states then permitted their respective citizens to cross freely int~ 
each other's territory. Next, they connected electrical grids. These steps 
developed confidence while building mechanisms for reconciliation between 
the two societies. Even so, the subsequent political unease between the North 
and the South and the polarization leading to outright civil war underline 
the immense difficulty of sustaining the process of reconciliation. 

To avoid the American experience of the Reconstruction period as well 
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as the postunification Yemeni experience, South Korean leaders should put 
reconciliation mechanisms in place in the government, political parties, cor­
porations, trade unions, universities, schools, churches, military, and other 
institutions that are designed to include Northerners, particularly those 
untainted by high-level attachments to the power structure in Pyongyang. If 
announced before reunification, those measures will not only offer induce­
ments for reconciliation but provide a psychological preparation for the 
South Korean population. Lincoln's objective was to establish a vehicle 
whereby seceding states could return to the national fold. 

The South Korean government could take the lead in such a policy. But 
its primary goal should be to encourage other elements in South Korean 
society to adopt reconciliation policies and programs. Reunification is, after 
all, a societal coming together, not just two governments deciding on polit­
ical issues. 
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5 
Forging a Common Security 
View: Prospects for 
Arms Control in Korea 

Man Won Jee 

The Realistic Possibilities 
of Korean Reunification 

The unification of Germany through the process of "absorp­
tion" was costly in monetary terms and also caused a substantial amount of 
economic chaos. These results, in tum, remind many Koreans, who have 
looked forward to the peninsula's reunification, of the problems that unifi­
cation presents. In addition, Koreans who have incurred private expenses 
during the ~isits of immigrant relatives from Yeonbeon, China, have already 
had, on a microscale, an early taste of the economic burdens of reunification. 

Many Koreans in both the South and the North do not look forward to 
national reunification through absorption. In the South, many are primarily 
concerned about the economic implications. In contrast, those in the North 
fear absorption and feel that any form of peaceful reunification is impossible 
as l.o~g as Kim II Sung or Kim Jong II maintain political power in Pyongyang. 
This is because peaceful reunification will cause the opening, or glasnost, of 
the North, which will then undoubtedly lead to mass hostilities against Kim 
II Sung's half-century-old totalitarian repression and the fatal end of Kim II 
Sung and his son. 

~at the South does not desire reunification through absorption suggests 
that 1t does not want to see the North's political system disintegrate. South 
Korea, then, views reform in the North as something that should not be 
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externally forced because the disintegration of the North's political system 
would lead to a political vacuum followed by social chaos. Such events 
would, in turn, cause a mass migration of refugees to the South, making 
reunification through absorption inevitable. Consequently, the most desir­
able course would be the emergence of a reformist force, other than Kim 
Jong II, which can succeed Kim II Sung even at the cost of taking a similar 
path to that of the South during the 1960 military revolution. 

The South would even prefer the continuation of the North's existing 
political system under Kim Jong II as opposed to the possibilities of disin­
tegration, illustrating the predominance of realistic interest over the strong 
emotional desire for national reunification. The South Korean people wish 
to see the emergence of reformist forces in the North, first, because they 
sincerely want the severe repression of their counterparts in the North lifted. 
Second, there is a strong desire to end the wasteful competition in military 
and diplomatic areas and to shift these efforts into common national pros­
perity. Consequently, the probability of how long a regime under Kim Jong 
II will survive depends on how soon the worsening economic conditions in 
the North give rise to reformist forces. 

In the past, South Korea has consistently pushed for reform in Pyong­
yang by requesting reform through direct dialogue as well as appealing to 
regional Asian powers to use their influence on the North. Although this 
seems to indicate that the South Korean government has sought the disin­
tegration of the system of the North, the South Korean government has 
openly stated that it does not seek North Korea's disintegration. This is a 
contradictory policy. The new administration in Seoul has chosen to accept 
this illogical policy, first set forth by the Sixth Republic, and continues to 
maintain the simplistic North Korean policy of the past, which focuses on 
the reform of Pyongyang, economic assistance, and the nuclear issue. 

Kim II Sung did not naively follow the South's request for reform and 
his successor likely believes he can maintain his current political system, in 
which citizens are still required to obtain passes to visit neighboring villages. 
Thus, the more Seoul pushes for reform, the more he will see this as an 
attempt to undermine his authority and the more firmly he will dose the 
door to the South. Currently, South Korean items sold in the North are 
repackaged by Pyongyang to conceal the products' true origin, meaning that 
all economic transactions between the North and South can only be con­
ducted through covert exchanges. In short, Koreans in the North cannot be 
allowed to know that their siblings in the South maintain a higher standard 
of living. After all, North Koreans have been encouraged to believe that one 
of their responsibilities is to liberate their fellow South Koreans, who are 
currently living in poverty and hunger. 

Forging a Common Security View 

Two Views 

There are two main views on how Seoul should pursue its 
North Korean policy. The first view asserts that, through economic assis­
tance, Seoul should attempt to shift the basis of Pyongyang's policies from 
ideology to rational pragmatism, which would improve the quality of South­
North dialogue. The second view argues that, by isolating the North on an 
economic level, Seoul should pursue reunification through either military or 
economic means. Although the South has tended to follow the first path, the 
emerging nuclear issue has caused the United States to ask that Seoul con­
sider the second view as well. 

The first option, economic assistance, has several problems. First, any 
attempt to alter the mind-set of those in the North through economic assis­
tance would be more difficult and time-consuming than the half century it 
took to promote similar changes in the South. Second, continuing economic 
assistance has indirectly prolonged the military strength of North Korea. As 
a result, the South will be forced to increase its own military budget corre­
spondingly, resulting in a boomerang effect on the original initiative. Third, 
the deterioration of the quality in South-North dialogue has not been caused 
by the lack of rational pragmatism among Pyongyang's leaders; rather, it 
derives from their belief that glasnost and peaceful reunification are con­
tradictory to their own interests. Similarly the second view, isolation, has 
profound drawbacks in that is it based on the likelihood of either a system 
takeover or reunification through absorption. 

Unfortunately, Seoul's views toward North Korea have lost most of their 
meaning because both policies are based on pursuing an "ideal" through 
nonanalytic means rather than concrete objectives. Previous governments in 
South Korea have used the emotional issue of reunification to justify policies 
and control the population rather than evaluating it as a vital national goal. 
The issue of reunification was first dealt with as a substantive topic by the 
government beginning in 1980. At that time, the Chun Doo Hwan regime 
was having problems of legitimacy at home and abroad. As a result, Pyong­
yang began aggressively discrediting the government in Seoul both internally 
and externally. 

Because articles in the press and even casual discussions on the topic of 
reunification had been severely restricted by Seoul for thirty years, Pyong­
yang's proposal for a Democratic Confederal Republic of Koryo caused a 
commotion in both the international community and the South. Owing to 
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the sudden and rapid spread of support for the Democratic Confederal 
Republic of Koryo, the Chun regime was forced to put forth its own credible 
proposal. To do so, Chun extensively expanded the size and activities of the 
National Reunification Board and numerous other advisory groups on re­
unification. Nevertheless, from the Chun to the Roh Tae Woo regime, many 
of these advisory groups have been used primarily to maintain political 
power. 

Issues of reunification and national security are serious concerns for the 
people of the South. These concerns, however, have been nothing more than 
the means for the military government to justify the continuation of its rule. 
Furthermore, although the National Reunification Board and the Advisory 
Body for Peaceful Reunification are constitutionally recognized organiza­
tions, many activists have been detained or arrested for voicing their opin­
ions on reunification. Most South Koreans recognize that, rather than de­
veloping the reunification issue into legitimate national security concerns, 
the military governments of the past have made it a means of domestic 
control, using it as propaganda to maintain power. South Koreans' desires 
for reunification have long been repressed under the justification of national 
security. Nevertheless, because reunification is the most profound and emo­
tional goal of Korean nationalists, the topic becomes more popular the more 
it is used as propaganda. 

Proposals for Unification 

Although the Chun Doo Hwan regime operated a large-scale 
reunification organization, it also kept a safe distance from North Korea 
because Chun lacked both legitimacy and a clear reunification policy. During 
his administration, Chun claimed that Pyongyang was constructing a dam 
on the Kumkang River that would be used to flood Seoul. He then collected 
approximately a hundred million dollars from South Korean citizens to build 
a "Peace Dam" to protect Seoul. The reservoir was never filled with sufficient 
water, however, and the project produced very little aside from weeds and 
crabgrass. This effort diverted public attention from the actual problems 
that jeopardized his regime. The two major reunification organizations that 
he created were almost as wasteful as the "Peace Dam" in that they, too, 
produced very little aside from propaganda. 

The subsequent proposal put forth by the government in the South was 
the Korea National Community Unification Formula. There are few South 
Koreans, however, who have been able to grasp the basic concepts behind 
this proposal. Whereas the Koryo Confederation was a proposal that was 
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easy to understand, the Korea National Community Unification Formula 
was hardly persuasive even after a long and exhaustive explanation. The 
~outh Korean g~vernment has yet to put forth another proposal. In short, 
~t has done nothmg more than create a large organization without a clear 
1deol.ogy ?r objective. South Koreans know very little about proposals for 
reu~1ficano.n. The fa<:t th~t such proposals are still confusing and highly 
sub1~ct to mt~rpretanon illustrates that Seoul has yet to change from its 
previous role mto a new and constructive force. 

Because Pyon~a~g has .failed to reunify the nation through military 
f~rce, the onl! rem~1mng opnons are through peaceful means or absorption, 
either of which will mean the end of the Kim dynasty rule. As a result 
Pyongyang's proposals, including the Koryo Confederation, are either pro~ 
pa~an~a or adv~cate mutual coexistence and prosperity. Although reunifi­
canon 1s unquesnonably the most widespread and deepest collective wish of 
all the Korean people, it has been used as a contest of self-interest between 
two opposing political systems, justifying both the North's invasion during 
the Korean War and the years of repressive measures throughout South and 
North Korea. 

In the past, the South has feared Pyongyang's threat of reunification 
through military force. Now the North fears the threat of absorption by 
Seoul throug_h glasnost. In the ~a~t, Pyongyang attempted to use military 
fore~ to reumfy Korea under soaahsm; now, however, the South is trying to 
use its economic and diplomatic power to absorb the North under a nation­
alist system. Both the South and the North have spent a tremendous amount 
of mo~ey over the past half .century in the name of reunification. In essence, 
both. sides have been fighnng over whether the resulting government of 
reurufied Korea should be democratic or communist. Unless one side will­
ing]! yields~ ~e result will be either reunification under absorption or ever­
lasnng h~snht1es. In some ~ays, re~ification is similar to a shadowy image 
refl~cted.m water: If both sides connnue to grab for it, it becomes even more 
elusive; 1f both sides abandon their efforts, it will become easier to make 
out. This is the paradox of Korean reunification. 

Similar to the way in which military hostilities between the two sides 
were terminated by a cease-fire during the Korean War, both Koreas must 
now cease trying to reunify. Both sides must coexist without interference­
similar to the way in which South Korea's relations with Japan have evolved. 
Both South Korea and North Korea will be better off if the efforts for 
reunification are postponed. This would end the costly arms races and hostile 
~plomatic comp~tition and allow mutually beneficial economic coopera­
non. Although this might sound like simple common sense, both Seoul and 
Pyongyang have failed to recognize it. 

The path toward the reunification of the Korean peninsula is a long one, 
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and until it is achieved, it is necessary to maintain a peaceful coexistence. 
During this process, the vast economic, cultural, and ideological gap between 
the two states will gradually close. In the meantime, both sides must reduce 
the extensive wastes of confrontation and allow the people of the South and 
North to pursue an enhanced quality of life. The South Korean government 
must clarify its reunification policy by stating which of the following policies 
it intends to pursue: a direct shift from the current confrontation to reuni­
fication or a gradual transition from confrontation to peaceful coexistence 
followed by reunification. 

In April 1993, Pyongyang announced a Ten-Point Program for Detente 
between the South and North Korean People. Points three through seven 
propose peaceful coexistence (the other five points are brief explanations of 
the proposals). Up until now, Kim has argued that "liberating the people of 
the South" is one of the state's most urgent goals. Thus, Kim's only possible 
justification for such a delay lies within the framework of reunification under 
a confederation. 

There are two main requisites for peaceful coexistence in Korea. The 
first one is reducing the military, and the second one is eliminating suspicion 
about the other's military power. As long as mutual distrust exists, the arms 
race will continue, thwarting the chances of peaceful coexistence. To elimi­
nate such suspicion, there should be a joint control of forces under the active 
but objective eyes of neighboring states. It would be meaningless to promise 
peaceful coexistence while preparing the military and maintaining mutual 
distrust. 

For the past half century, both South Korea and North Korea have 
carried on an arms race based on hatred and mistrust. The Korean War, 
initiated by the North, resulted in the death of four million people as well 
as the separation of ten million families. Thereafter, the North continued .to 
send armed infiltration units throughout the South to carry out terronst 
activities. As a result, the South Korean population has had much to support 
its ardent anticommunism. That this attitude has weakened can be attributed 
to the policies of the military governments in Seoul who chose to use this 
anticommunism as an excuse for extending their rule and punishing those 
who showed any opposition. Nevertheless, anticommunism is deeply imbed­
ded among those in the South; the only form of acceptable peaceful reuni­
fication remains absorption. 

Mistrust toward Pyongyang increased dramatically in 1992 when the 
North unilaterally abandoned the Agreement on Reconciliation, Nonaggres­
sion and Exchanges and Cooperation. Within a year Pyongyang announced 
its withdrawal from the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) as well. As 
a result, the North's promises to maintain a peaceful coexistence carry little 
weight in the South when accompanied by such overtly mistrustful actions. 

Forging a Common Security View 

Furthermore, a peaceful coexistence can flourish only when both sides no 
longer feel threatened by each other's military forces, which means that in 
addition to the mutual reduction of armed forces, some form of joint a:ms 
control must be established. 

The joint forces could assume a form similar to that of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) forces, in which a unified command 
structure employs checks and balances throughout the system. This would 
differ fundamentally from the formula for confederation, whereby a national 
president is elected by a nationwide ballot to administer joint military con­
trol. Such a confederation would be virtually impossible to achieve in the 
Korean conte~t .. Further~ any attempt to reunify the peninsula through 
peace~l .n~gonanons, aside from the possibility of absorption, would be 
unreahsnc m the foreseeable future. The immense difficulties of South-North 
negotiations can be seen in the numerous problems that occur in the pro­
ceedings of Seoul's National Assembly. Even today, the South's National 
Assembly functions without any standard operating procedures (SOPs). As 
a result, each individual bill is dealt with through ad hoc negotiations by the 
ruling an~ opposition parties. Thus SOPs are negotiated during the proposal 
of each bill. The subsequent breakdowns in negotiations result in hostile 
confrontations that l~ad to either the passing of bills by the majority party 
~r ~utbreaks of physical violence. When logic is not respected during nego­
nanons, the end result can only be attained by deceit or force. 

Although it may be possible for political leaders of the South and North 
to yield some military power, it is impossible for them to yield political 
power. Thus, although it is conceivable that such leaders could support a 
mutual reduction of arms or a joint control of forces, it is improbable that 
they could provide a unified government through peaceful means. (There 
are two main reasons any in-depth analysis on the issue of reunification in 
Korea has been impossible thus far: The first is that the government has 
monopolized the right to research the topic. The second is widespread ac­
ceptance of reunification as a national goal, which has caused theories that 
recognize the impossibility or improbability of reunification to be rejected. 
Nevertheless, it is vital that an objective analysis be put forth to assess 
whether it is more difficult to achieve reunification or peaceful coexistence.) 

To postpone reunification and achieve a reduction of arms in Korea 
would require a fundamental shift in the understanding of both South-North 
relations, as well as a total alteration of Seoul's North Korea policy. Many 
accept the concept of reunification but are reluctant to consider the more 
achievable task of peaceful coexistence and arms reduction, which means 
that most of the previous basis of reunification has been logically flawed. 
Revising Seoul's North Korea policy would mean that the National Reuni­
fication Board would be terminated and that the focus of South-North 
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negotiations would shift from glasnost an_d reunification to p~aceful coex­
istence and arms reduction. Peaceful coexistence, arms reducnon, and eco­
nomic cooperation are all that the process can. i:'rovide, for. Pyongyan~'s 
"glasnost allergy" will not allow separated fanulies to be umted. We will 
refer to that trade-off as unification equivalents. 

Approaches to the Nuclear Issue 

Ironically, the unrealistic desire for reunification in Ko~ea has 
been a crippling factor in actualizing prosperity throu~out the pe_runs~la. 
Officials in both South Korea and North Korea have env1S1oned reumficanon 
as their ultimate national goal. Korea's true national goal, however, should 
be mutual prosperity rather than reunification, which should ~e one of man! 
objectives that will lead to the peninsula'~ prosperi_ty.1:he nonon ~at reuru­
fication justifies the sacrifice of human rights or lives ts an archaic le~ov~r 
from the cold war. Another obstacle to attaining common prosperity m 
Korea is the issue of North Korean nuclear weapons. 

The problem of the North's weapons, although an issue between the 
United States and North Korea, nevertheless must be dealt with as part ~f 
the overall package of problems between South and North Korea because tt 
is Pyongyang's single card. The argument that because the South has no 
nuclear weapons the North should abandon them holds little meri~. Both 
Seoul and Washington need to approach this issue in fundamentally different 
ways that must be fine-tuned through cooperative measures between the 
two countries. Up to now, Seoul's policy on North Ko~ean nuclear :weapons 
has been unable to go beyond the policy held by Washmgton: Th~ mfluence 
and dependency on the United States in this matter. ~re primarily due to 
Seoul's inability to formulate or put forth its own pohc1es .. 

There are three ways to make North Korea abandon its nuclear weap­
ons: The first would be to apply pressure on the North thr?ugh force; the 
second would be a mutual give-and-take process; and the thud would be to 
eliminate Pyongyang's motives for having nuclear weapons. Up to now 
Washington has used the first two approaches. The United States, however, 
has less to offer North Korea than South Korea does. The severest pressure 
Washington is able to apply is economically and_ ~~plomatically iso~ating 
Pyongyang. (The strategic bombing of nu~lear faahnes would result i_n the 
outbreak of another Korean War, somethmg that both Seoul and the mter­
national community would abhor.) 

In reality then the most dreadful threat to North Korea is economic 
isolation, which co~ld lead to Pyongyang's assuming a "neither confirm nor 
deny" position about its nuclear weapons. Furthermore, because Pyongyang 

Forging a Common Security View 

cannot sustain itself for long in economic isolation, it could tum against the 
United States and expand its nuclear program, which would be an extreme 
threat to the United States. In short, although Washington is capable of 
putting immense pressure on Pyongyang, such action has the possibility of 
backfiring, providing ample reason for adventurism by the North. 

South Korea must not rely solely on the United States but must develop 
its own distinct role when dealing with the nuclear issue. South Korea should 
begin by evaluating why Pyongyang feels it is necessary to have nuclear 
weapons. The United States has generally been unable to put itself in the 
shoes of weaker nations and thus has unwittingly provoked Pyongyang's 
efforts to develop nuclear weapons. Each time the North has initiated a 
provocative incident, Washington has responded with the threat of nuclear 
retaliation rather than that of conventional weaponry, which has resulted in 
the prideful Kim II Sung becoming highly sensitive about the issue of nuclear 
weapons. In the mid 1970s, the United States unilaterally decided to with­
draw its military forces in Korea, causing then South Korean president Park 
Chung Hee to pursue Seoul's own nuclear program. The United States thus 
provoked its allies to develop a nuclear arsenal. (Mounting pressure from 
Washington brought an end to such programs in the South, but research and 
development continued in the North.) Consequently, considering that South 
Korea once sought to develop its own nuclear weapons, Seoul is hardly in a 
position to criticize similar actions now being carried out in the North. 

As indicated above, without U.S. intervention it is likely that South 
Korea would also possess nuclear weapons, and if Pyongyang is to be criti­
cized for desiring to develop its own nuclear weapons, then Washington is 
to blame for creating this desire. This means that neither the United States 
nor the United Nations should put the sole blame on Pyongyang. (Aside 
from the five nuclear powers, several countries, such as Israel and Pakistan, 
also now have nuclear weapons.) Thus, the issue of North Korean nuclear 
weapons should be pursued through negotiations rather than pressure and 
by finding out and analyzing why Pyongyang feels that such weapons are 
necessary. To resolve problems, both Washington and Seoul must begin by 
understanding North Korea's position. 

North Korea is presently confronted with three main problems: (1) 
maintaining its current system, (2) dealing with its domestic economic prob­
lems, and (3) falling behind in the conventional arms race with the South. 
Nuclear weapons can prove to be a significant premium in maintaining the 
North's current system, as Pyongyang will promote its weapons as a source 
of national pride. The sagging economy can be justified as a necessary 
sacrifice to pay for nuclear weapons. On one hand, economic sanctions will 
likely worsen the North's economy. On the other hand, however, North 
Korea can use the nuclear card to push for more economic cooperation from 



Man Won Jee 

the West. If Pyongyang does not hold the nuclear card, then it can resolve 
its economic problems only through international charity rather than inter­
national negotiations. 

Nuclear Weapons and the North 

North Korea has fallen behind in its competition with the 
South in the area of conventional weapons. The South has spent billions of 
dollars in defense expenditures over the past several years for I 20 F-16s, as 
well as numerous new submarines, marine patrol aircraft (P-3C), helicopters, 
and so forth, whereas the North has not been able to purchase a single new 
fighter plane. In addition, Seoul has been using its economic and diplomatic 
clout to force Pyongyang toward glasnost, which is seen by the North as an 
attempt to push for reunification through absorption. In the face of those 
threats, Pyongyang is attempting to assure its security through an arsenal of 
chemical, biological, nuclear (CBN), or long-range weaponry. Nuclear weap­
ons have thus become the only available cure for all Pyongyang's problems. 
If the South continues its all-out efforts to strengthen its military forces, its 
requesting the North to abandon nuclear weapons would hardly be persua­
sive. Furthermore, in proportion to its national economy, North Korea has 
invested a tremendous amount of resources toward its nuclear program, 
making it difficult to abandon this program without considerable internal 
opposition. 

North Korea's March 12., i993, announcement that it was withdrawing 
from the NPT illustrates Pyongyang's predicament. Had Pyongyang accepted 
nuclear inspections, one of two things would have happened. One, if it was 
determined that a nuclear arsenal existed in the North, the United States 
and the United Nations would have been justified in officially punishing 
Pyongyang. After all, there is a vast difference between a 99 percent certainty 
and a proven fact. 

Or, two, if the inspection determined that North Korea did not have a 
nuclear arsenal, then Pyongyang would lose its negotiating card. Thus, it is 
in Pyongyang's interest to maintain the impression that it possesses such 
weapons even if it does not. This perspective makes North Korea's future 
direction on the nuclear issue clear. Pyongyang will most likely neither 
confirm nor deny its nuclear capability. The more sources that suggest that 
those weapons do exist will only improve Pyongyang's credibility. If North 
Korea's decision to withdraw from the NPT was based on the above, then 
Pyongyang's political skills are indeed impressive. North Korea has already 
assumed the neither confirm nor deny stance and thus has gained a substan­
tial amount of political leverage. 

North Korea's nuclear policy toward the South has thus far been influ-
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enc_ed b~ th~ tre~~ndous psychological effect of these weapons rather than 
therr ob1ecttve military value. But South Korea must shift its policy toward 
a ~?re ratio~al level. For the past several years, North Korea has had the 
ab1hty to nullify all the population of the South through both chemical and 
~on~-range conventional weapons, and South Korea's conventional arsenal 
is .v.1rtually defenseless against such a threat. Thus, North Korea has little 
n:i1lita~ reason t? develop ~~clear _weapo~s to use against the South, espe­
cially given the high probab1hty of mternanonal retaliation. The addition of 
nuclear weapons, then, does not actually increase the military threat against 
the South; to people already dead from chemical weapons, nuclear weapons 
do not carry much threat. 

If it is dete~mined, ~thout doubt, that North Korea possesses nuclear 
weapons, Washington will have little choice but to rearm the South with 
U.S. nuclear weapons and to extend the presence of U.S. forces in Korea to 
protect those weapons. As a result, Pyongyang would lose much ground in 
arguing for the withdrawal of U.S. troops. The deeper the suspicion over 
North Korean nuclear arms, the more unlikely a U.S. withdrawal in the 
South beco~es, for as long as there i~ an imbalance caused by Pyongyang's 
ardent pursmt of a nuclear program, It has been solely the United States that 
has prevented Seoul from following a similar path. 

~e United States is in an ideal position to assume a leading role in both 
creanng_ a peaceful ~oexistence and reducing arms on the Korean peninsula. 
~f Washmgton c?nn~ues to deal with the nuclear problem as an isolated 
issue, however,. 1t w1_1l be tra~ped in a one-dimensional tug of war with 
Pyongyang, ~h1ch will most likely result in concessions to Pyongyang be­
cause the U~ted States cannot justify its demands on the nuclear issue. 
Uncle~ such, a!cumstances, the inappropriate use of force would damage 
~ashmgton s mternational leadership. Thus, Washington should abandon 
its att~mpts to ~cal with the nuclear issue through international mechanisms 
and view the issue as part of the peninsula's internal problems. Because 
North Ko~ea's motives for d~veloping nuclear weapons grew out of the 
problems m the Korean pemnsula, the solutions for dealing with those 
weapons can only be found within a Korean context. 

North Korea's Economic Situation 

. . The Un_ited. ~tates and other economic powers are currently 
1mplem~nnng dramanc military budget reductions to deal with international 
economic competition. Similarly, members of the European Community 
(EC)_ are also foll?~ing this trend of military cutbacks. Among such eco­
nomic powers, miluary reforms have become a prerequisite for economic 
reforms. Because South Korea must compete with these economic powers, 
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it too must accept similar military reforms as a precondition of economic 
reform. Also, without military reductions, the South will be unable to pro­
vide economic assistance to the North. 

The current severity of North Korea's economic deterioration threatens 
to destroy the North's system. According to data from the Board of Reuni­
fication, North Korea's total trade in 1991 was only 58 percent of the trade 
in 1990. Furthermore, the total amount of trade in the North during 1991 
(approximately $2.. 72. billion) was only 1.8 percent of the total trade _in the 
South during the same period. Following the demands made by Russia and 
China in 1992. and 1993 for hard currency in international trade, the amount 
of trade in the North is likely to diminish further. On the basis of data from 
the Board of Reunification, North Korea's economic growth rate in 1990 
was - 3.7 percent, in 1991 - 5.2. percent, and in 1992. - 5.0 percent. Unless 
some sort of dramatic reform is carried out by Pyongyang, the North's 
economy will continue to decline precipitately. 

ln 1991, North Korea's total imports of crude oil were were only 3.4 
percent of those in the South. Of this total, 1. 1 million tons were imported 
from China, 0.98 million from Iran, and 0.44 million from Russia. Owing 
to both the demand for hard currency and the changed attitude in Beijing 
and Moscow, Pyongyang will be forced to rely more heavily on economic 
revenues from its sales of military weapons to Iran and its crude oil supply 
will be reduced by more than 50 percent in the near future. In addition, 
although the total amount of food consumption in the North during 1991 
was 6.4 million tons, it was only able to produce 4.42. million tons, or 69 
percent of the total consumption. Whereas 63 percent of the North's grain 
imports rely on Canada, China, and Australia, it is projected that the lack 
of hard currency will also lead to a reduction in those imports. The forecast 
for food production in the North looks even more dire when considering 
that, even if it is able to produce more fertilizer, it lacks the ability to 
transport it throughout the country. In the past, North Koreans have adapted 
well to a frugal life. To some extent such conditions can be maintained and 
tolerated as long as there are at least some marginal improvements in the 
standard of living. Worsening conditions, however, can threaten the existing 
system of North Korea. 

Economic assistance from South Korea can supply some of the urgent 
economic necessities of the North. Such assistance, however, must be 
preceded by military reductions from Pyongyang. For North Korea, the 
military remains the most important factor in upholding its current system. 
Hence, any order to reduce the military must be accompanied by an accept­
able and justifiable explanation, such as including arms reduction and joint 
military control under the Koryo Confederation. If such a proposal is made, 
accompanied by an economic embargo, Pyongyang will be forced to accept 
Seoul's offer or face disintegration. 
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Appropriate Level of Arms in South Korea 
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. A war b~r:ween South and North Korea will not be solely based 
on an imbalance of military forces in the peninsula. Pyongyang knows that 
any attempt to start a war while in diplomatic isolation would lead to its 
si~atio_n ~eing similar t? that of Iraq. North Korea has defined the appro­
pnate tlmmg for launchmg another invasion as the time when the so-called 
three revolutionary capabilities have matured. These three factors are the 
internal capabilities of the North, its diplomatic abilities, and adequate 
support from sources in the South. Presently, North Korea has attained none 
of these conditions. 

Up to now, the U.S. military forces in Korea have served as a deterrent 
to the outbreak of war on the peninsula, and it is almost inconceivable that 
war will occur in Korea as long as they remain. Many believe that the U.S. 
forces will withdraw from Korea in the near future, but this is unlikely 
be~ause these force~ serve a vital role in protecting Washington's interests in 
Asia as. a whole. This means that Washington will probably want to keep its 
forces m Kor~a even if the peninsula is reunified. Moreover, Washington 
currently receives more than $ 3 billion for defense expenses from South 
Korea. Neighboring countries in Asia that are concerned with the uncon­
trolled growth of the military in China and Japan also want the United States 
to re.main in Asia. Nevertheless, how long the U.S. forces remain depends 
?eavdy on the mutual friendship between Seoul and Washington. If Wash­
mgton ~ushes too hard on either military burden sharing or trade issues, the 
goodwill between the two countries will certainly be damaged. 

.. The ques~on is "How much is enough?" when dealing with levels of 
mllitary force m the post-cold war world. The Soviet Union which has been 
responsible for the collapse of the cold war system and' unilateral arms 
redu~on~, defi .. ned th~se levels as being "reasonable sufficiency." This, in 
tum, implies a defensive defense" rather than an "offensive defense." Even 
these military levels, however, are based on the assumption of a potential 
enemy. Currently, there are no clearly identifiable potential enemies. Even 
with i~s m~litary P?wer, th~ _United States is unable to deal with every single 
emergmg mtemational crlSls. Most major conflicts around the globe can 
only be resolved through a collective effort by allied forces. A military force 
that assumes allied cooperation is a mutually interdependent force. 

Although there are no clearly definable potential enemies, an interde­
pendent force must still set standards for the size and structure of its military. 
When any country creates a military force that can threaten another, it must 
not be tolerated by the international community, and this will become the 
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guideline for developing ~ilitary p~~~r. To acc~~plish this, ho~eve~, each 
state will need early warnmg capabihnes, the ability to process mtell1gence, 
and the basic strategic capabilities to hold off an enemy until allied forces 
arrive. These will serve as the minimum requirements for formulating mili­
tary power. In the future, the level of military strength will be_ based on the 
national capabilities and scientific level of each state and will stand as a 
national symbol of prestige. Such prestige symbols will set the standard for 
the size and nature of one's future military power. 

During the cold war era, the great economic po~ers of ~e world relied 
on economic aid or sanctions as a means to resolve mternanonal problems. 
After the cold war, however, rising regional conflicts are being dealt with 
through peace-keeping forces or multinational troops sent. by the U~~ed 
Nations. This multinational use of force has become essential for pohcmg 
international order, with the form of cooperation provided by each state 
directly related to the state's prestige. For example, even thou~ Japan 
assumed the largest financial burden during the gulf war, approximately 
$13 billion, it was criticized because of its marginal dispatch of fo_rce. That 
Tokyo seeks to dispatch to multinational forces in the future offensive weap­
onry equivalent to that of Great Britain and France is directly rel~ted to ~e 
issue of its national prestige. When one sees these developments m relation 
to the issue of prestige, it is easier to understand the logic behind the changes 
in the size and form of the Japanese military. Failing to understand the 
motives behind Tokyo's military increases could ignite an accelerated arms 
race among the various Asian states. 

In the future, the form and size of South Korea's military must follow 
the trends of advanced states. Up to now, Seoul has basically followed the 
developments of North Korea's military. When the North increased the 
number of its armored vehicles, Seoul followed. Similarly, when Pyongyang 
expanded the number of special forces units, Seoul followed once again. As 
a result, Pyongyang took the leading role in arms competition, and_ Sem~l 
merely followed, making quantitative increases without any strategi~ phi­
losophy, similar to the broad increases made by NATO forces. Until the 
1970s a large military was considered to be a strong military. Today, how­
ever, in some cases a single soldier can produce the firepower of a thousand 
soldiers of the past. Weapons were considered an extension of the ~kills of 
their users in the past with techniques similar to those of the martial arts. 
Today, many combat ~eapons have already been programmed by scientis~ 
before the actual battles; the task of destroying both the enemy and his 
facilities is often executed by scientists and mathematicians far from the 
battlefield. Consequently, the physical and mental strength needed to handle 
weapons of the past hold little relevance for the scientific wars of the present. 
South Korea currently maintains an extremely large military force. The 
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preservation of such a force through limited defense expenditures can only 
result in inferior weapons and the use of "human wave" tactics. These are 
not the traits of a strong military. 

The main argument for a change in South Korea's military lies not in 
the issue of mutual arms reduction between the South and North but in 
replacing the existing archaic and ineffectual large military force with a 
smaller, more-scientifically advanced force. Consequently, reducing arms in 
the South should not be based on a negotiated mutual reduction with the . 
North but on qualitative improvements based mainly on Seoul's economic 
ability. As long as people view the issue in terms of mutual reduction, the 
idea that North Korea has not changed will hinder quality improvement in 
Seoul's military. 

The policy of Pyongyang has yet to reflect the seriousness of the current 
economic warfare. Similarly, Seoul has not yet evaluated which is more 
important, the military or the economic threat, and has yet to set its priorities 
in funding these two areas. Despite North Korea's nuclear weapons (or lack 
thereof), the current probability of war in the Korean peninsula is the lowest 
it has ever been. Even few soldiers would argue that the North will invade, 
as long as the United States maintains its global police role in addition to its 
military forces in Asia. Thus it is important for the South to take the leading 
role in reducing military forces. 

If Seoul dramatically reduces military spending and force size, it will 
open Pyongyang's eyes to the seriousness of the economic warfare. It will 
also help Pyongyang realize the ineffectiveness of maintaining a large mili­
tary and thus encourage a more science-based military. Shifting Pyongyang's 
focus from military to commercial issues will not only encourage economic 
reform and glasnost but serve as a stimulus for the growth of democratic 
movements in North Korea. It can also be an incentive for Pyongyang to 
abandon nuclear weapons. Furthermore, by reducing its military, South 
Korea can realize the following benefits: First, the North will abandon its 
nuclear weapons; second, there will be military reductions in the North; 
third, a considerable amount of Seoul's defense expenses will be saved; 
fourth, by shifting more than 300,000 of South Korea's top-quality work­
force to the commercial sector, Seoul will gain a total of one trillion won in 
annual GNP; and fifth, there will be a smaller but more high-tech military. 
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If peaceful coexistence and common economic prosperity are 
to exist throughout the Korean peninsula, then both sides must shift the 
barrels of their guns away from each other. The ideal model for pursuing 
peaceful coexistence and common economic prosperity is the European 
Community. It is meaningless for South Korea and North Korea to profess 
peaceful coexistence while retaining massive military forces near the demi­
litarized zone. Only by reducing the military can there be a persuasive and 
credible catalyst for mutual trust. Another factor in building trust would be 
redistributing forces and creating a cooperative military structure. If both 
sides sincerely want peaceful coexistence, it will be possible to create struc­
tures like NATO, the U.S.-Korea Joint Command, or the allied forces of 
Germany and France. The South and North can also establish combined 
forces for humanitarian purposes, such as medical corps and corps of engi­
neers. To make such proposals credible to Pyongyang, offers such as redis­
tributing forces on a provincial basis and including North Korean officers 
on the staff of South Korean military divisions and regiments should be 
considered. 

Until now, Pyongyang has taken the leading role in advocating mutual 
arms reductions and, over the past several years, has been using twenty 
thousand of its troops as part of its commercial workforce: In contrast, the 
military of the South opposes military cutbacks. South Korea's military has 
consistently used the threat of the North to argue against reductions, but 
the true motives of the military have more to do with the potential damage 
in prestige as well as the threat to the institutional interests of high-ranking 
officers. 

If North Korea insists on holding nuclear weapons, the only way to 
neutralize this threat is through nuclear weapons. Conventional weapons 
would simply not be sufficient. Even if the South's conventional military 
force was one hundred times stronger than that of the North, it would still 
be no match against nuclear weapons. Consequently, it remains unjustifiable 
for Seoul to continue to oppose conventional military reductions based on 
the development of nuclear weapons by North Korea. 

To sum up, this chapter has set forth a rationale and plan for removing 
the nuclear incentive from North Korea and for turning North Korea's focus 
from the nuclear to the economic and commercial. A first step is for South 
Korea to propose and pursue not reunification but peaceful coexistence and 
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common economic prosperity through mutual arms reduction. Heretofore, 
the military in South Korea has resisted military cutbacks not because it will 
hurt South Korea but because it will hurt the military. However, the proposed 
military cutbacks would reduce the quantity but improve the quality of the 
South's conventional military force. 

... 1 
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Scratching an Old Wound: 
Japan's Perspective on Korea 
and Its Unification 

Tetsuya Kataoka 
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A divided Korea belongs to the genus of nations split by the cold war. 
Because of that split, the two halves represent radically different political 
systems, each with its own superpower patron. Where unification has suc­
ceeded, it was due to armed conquest, as in the case of Vietnam, or absorp­
tion of the weaker half by the stronger half, as in the case of Germany. An 
important precondition for such unifications has been disruptions in the 
superpower balance. The weakening of one superpower's support for its 
client caused the client to be conquered or absorbed by the stronger rival.1 

The German unification was a peaceful absorption made possible by the 
collapse of the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe. The recent unification fever 
in Korea is an exclusively South Korean phenomenon that was triggered by 
the German success and sustained by the collapse of the Soviet Union, which 
drastically altered the balance of power in Korea's environs. But the fever 
now appears dashed by the discovery that China is emerging once again as 
North Korea's friend while U.S. commitment to the Republic of Korea 
(ROK) is on the wane. That leaves Japan as a friend of South Korea, but 
rising U.S.-Japan tension will force Japan to contemplate a regionalism 
comparable to that now under way in Europe and North America. If Japan's 
American connection falls apart, Japan will most likely seek China's protec­
tion within the Asian bloc. If that happens, Korea may be unified on Pyong­
yang's terms. 

But the U.S.-Japan alliance could acquire a new lease on life through a 
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model change that could stabilize the status quo on the Korean peninsula. 
Under such circumstances Korea's unification will occur only if its neutrality 
is guaranteed by all the major powers directly concerned, namely, Japan, 
China, Russia, and the United States. Thus a consensus of six parties (the 
just-named four and the two Koreas) is needed for unification to be accom­
plished, a difficult proposition at best. The two-plus-four formula used 
for German unification was a subterfuge; there were really only two-­
Chancellor Helmut Kohl and President George Bush. All six parties to the 
Korean case, in contrast, will insist on pursuing their own national interests. 
As a general proposition, in unifying a communist and a noncommunist 
state into one, insisting on peace as a condition may well make it a time­
consuming exercise. (This proposition will also certainly apply to the China­
Taiwan case.) 

The foregoing is based on the concept of a balance of power. Using it as 
a framework, let me proceed with some observations on international rela­
tions surrounding Korea. 

Unification fever swept South Korea in the immediate aftermath of the 
fall of the Berlin Wall and the breathtaking German unification, giving rise 
to hopes that Korea would be able to reproduce the German feat, that is, 
through South Korea's absorbing North Korea. This was by no means a pipe 
dream. The Soviet empire had disintegrated and cast off Pyongyang as an 
excessive burden. An isolated China was busy fending for itself. For instance, 
China decided to woo Japan as a buffer between itself and the United States; 
Beijing's cordial handling of the Japanese emperor's visit in 1992 stunned 
Japan's Foreign Ministry; and Beijing gave the cold shoulder to its fraternal 
Pyongyang regime while normalizing relations with Seoul. At the same time 
the ROK enjoyed the solid and reliable support of the Bush administration, 
which was not shy about being the world's only superpower. If Bush could 
apply half the pressure on Pyongyang that he had applied on Baghdad, Kim 
II Sung might be convinced of the futility of holding out. But hold out he 
did. The North Korean leader gained grudging admiration from Southern 
politicians for having nerves of steel and desperado smarts. 

The situation turned for the better for the North, which ultimately must 
be ascribed to China's emergence as North Korea's sole patron. In the tie 
that binds Pyongyang to Beijing, ideology counts for less than history and 
geopolitics; North Korea seems to satisfy China's geopolitical needs for a 
buffer, as witness Kim II Sung's fond talk about the concept of a great rear, 
an obvious reference to China. In this context, whether or not Beijing is 
kindly disposed to Pyongyang does not matter. The Korean War precedent 
surely guided Kim II Sung's strategy, for it was started by Kim II Sung with 
Stalin's backing. China opposed it because its priority was getting back 
Taiwan, the last vestige of the Chinese civil war. Taiwan was under the 
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control of the Nationalists, close allies of the United States; hence China 
wanted to avoid a conflict that might jeopardize its retaking Taiwan. But no 
matter. When the U.S. Army crossed the thirty-eighth parallel on its march 
to the Yalu River, China had to intervene on Pyongyang's behalf. 

Kim 11 Sung's talk of the great rear reminds us that Saddam Hussein was 
defeated in the gulf war because he lost the great rear when Mikhail Gor­
bachev's Soviet Union chose to cooperate with President Bush. Kim seems 
to feel, correctly in my view, that the historical and geopolitical ties that 
bind China to Korea are stronger and more enduring than those that bound 
the Iraqis to the Russians. The China-Korea connection-resting on geo­
politics rather than communist ideology-is being resuscitated by Kim 11 
Sung. 

In preparation for his departure from this world, Kim II Sung's highest 
goal was to create a stable and benign international environment for his son 
and the regime he will head. Because Kim could not hope to unify Korea, 
his sole purpose was to defend the status quo. North Korea managed to get 
a seat in the United Nations, parallel with South Korea. But when North 
Korea attempted to win cross recognition from the United States and was 
rebuffed, it tried to split Japan off from the United States, a strategy China 
tried with success when it won Japan's diplomatic recognition following 
Richard Nixon's trip to China. Kim almost managed to bamboozle Shin 
Kanemaru, the leader of Japan's Liberal Democratic Party who has since 
gone down in a corruption scandal. But that was undone by George Bush, 
who held to the hard line. Bush's primary interest was to keep Korea-both 
North and South-nuclear free; in view of his close ties to the Beijing 
leadership, his enthusiasm for Korean unification could be doubted. With 
Washington's support, the Seoul government carried out brilliant "Ostpoli­
tics," normalizing relations with Moscow and Beijing, thereby outflanking 
and isolating Pyongyang. The unification fever in South Korea was based on 
this achievement. 

Kim 11 Sung laid low and bided his time, hoping for a change in Wash­
ington. Undoubtedly, he took heart from the fact that the U.S. victory in the 
gulf war had rapidly lost its strategic significance. With Saddam Hussein 
alive and well, the Bush administration was in the end reduced to harassing 
air sorties. When Bill Clinton came to power, Pyongyang presumably care­
fully scrutinized his policy and inclinations. Among other things, Clinton's 
musings about the possibility of talking to Saddam Hussein must have given 
a strong indication, in Pyongyang's judgment, that the United States was less 
willing to resort to arms to settle a conflict. 

I predicted that Clinton, if elected, would be reluctant to get involved 
in an infantry war. 2 Yet my study of the Joint Chiefs of Staff's new military 
doctrine, as gleaned from the gulf war experience, concludes as follows: (1) 
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that doctrine placed a premium on wars of quick decision and high mobility 
and abhorred military occupation; (2) it called for a massive and protracted 
buildup and an overwhelming initial strike; (3) it was extremely costly in 
fiscal terms; and (4) far from eradicating the so-called Vietnam syndrome, 
it reaffirmed the aversion to battlefield casualties. Thus the ability to engage 
in infantry combat is the major condition for concluding a war successfully. 

Visible to any observer of U.S. foreign policy, the above points were 
undoubtedly also taken into account by Pyongyang before it concluded that 
Bill Clinton, being averse to wars, could be forced to talk if Pyongyang 
created a mild confrontation with Washington. Pyongyang walked out on 
the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in March 1993; that is, it ob­
served the Clinton administration for three months before implementing its 
demarche. The walkout on the NPT was a unilateral change in the status 
quo in Korea and threatening to the United States, which is responsible for 
South Korea's security. The departure threatened the status quo because it 
implied that North Korea would be free to proceed with the production of 
a nuclear arsenal, but Pyongyang did not say whether it was going to do so 
or whether it was already in possession of nuclear weapons. By merely 
departing from the NPT, it posed a mild and ambiguous threat that, more­
over, was reversible: it could return to the NPT regime. 

If the stakes in the confrontation are too high, Clinton might be forced 
into taking a hard line. Lest the United States be tempted to intervene 
militarily, Pyongyang announced its readiness to resort to a reprisal by 
invading South Korea, which would then touch off a second Korean War. 
By posing an ambiguous and reversible threat, on the one hand, and by 
sealing off military intervention, on the other, Kim Il Sung succeeded in 
drawing the Clinton administration into a parley it could not have hoped 
for from the Bush administration. 

But North Korea's initiative was also directed at Beijing, which had been 
delivering one humiliating blow after another to Pyongyang, the most cutting 
of which was China's recognition of Seoul in 1992. China did so, I presume, 
despite Kim's plea that Beijing persuade Washington to recognize Pyongyang 
in exchange for China's recognizing Seoul. In my view, China was mistaken 
to ignore North Korea's plea; perhaps it stood to gain something from doing 
so, a gain that remains concealed from our view. But China must have as 
much at stake as the United States in avoiding a war in Korea. And it is 
certainly averse to Korea's unification on Seoul's terms. 

Everything was reversed with Kim 11 Sung's brilliant single stroke. Clin­
ton, fearing both nuclear proliferation and another war in Korea, agreed to 
talks. The specter of war also forced China, almost in spite of itself, to be 
North Korea's great rear once again. Clinton had already recognized Serbia 
as in Russia's sphere of influence in the Balkans, untouchable by the West. 
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North Korea now acquired a parallel status, recognized by both Washington 
and Beijing. 

Kim U Sung's coup put an end to the rumor of unification on Seoul's 
terms; indeed it put an end to talk of unification. If the United States is 
willing to talk to avoid a war, it is well on its way to recognizing the 
government of North Korea. That also paves the way to Japan's recognition, 
which was another of Kim U Sung's objectives. He is probably going to get 
it in exchange for returning to the NPT regime on condition that inspections 
be bilateral, not unilateral. Bilateral inspection will probably leave a loop­
hole through which Pyongyang can squeak a bomb or two in the future. 

But North Korea will not play the bomb card anytime soon, for time is 
on its side. From here on, it will show its reasonable side. Sooner or later 
Bill Clinton will be pressured to withdraw the U.S. forces from Korea and 
even to scuttle the alliance with the ROK. How that pressure will work itself 
out is unforeseeable at the moment. But there is no doubt whatever that the 
pressure will increase because Clinton's America is not willing to fight to 
keep Korea nuclear free and is prepared to connive with a North Korea that 
is in secret possession of a few bombs. 

The position of the U.S. forces in South Korea then becomes awkward, 
if not untenable. Because American nuclear weapons have been withdrawn 
from South Korea by President Bush, the U.S. forces in Korea are defenseless 
unless they can count on Japan's consent to become the platform for retal­
iatory strikes. But whether Japan will consent to such an arrangement is 
uncertain. Hence, the U.S. forces are less a trip wire than a provocation, best 
withdrawn altogether. In any case, Clinton may have in mind conferring the 
honor of recognition on Pyongyang in order to tame it. 

Japan's reaction presumably weighs heavily on Clinton as he charts that 
course. Today's Japan, however, as indicated by Shin Kanemaru's deal with 
Kim II Sung, is agreeable to recognizing North Korea, taking its words of 
nuclear innocence at face value. If the United States and Japan recognize the 
North Korean regime, the U.S. forces will be withdrawn from Korea. But, 
paradoxically, Korea's division will again become stable. Japan's money will 
begin pouring into North Korea, paving the way for monies from the other 
parts of Asia, which are affluent these days. North Korea will begin to mimic 
communist China's capitalist success. We must remember that wages in the 
North are much lower than in the South. A stable equilibrium will emerge 
between China, standing behind Pyongyang with Japan, and the United 
States, standing behind Seoul. 

The Korean peninsula, by virtue of its history and geography, is so tightly 
bound up with Japan's security as to be almost an extension of Japan, in the 
Japanese perception. In modern times, all the wars in East Asia in which 
·Japan has been involved in also involved Korea. Japan went to war against 
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the Ch'ing empire in 1894-1895 over Korea. When imperial Russia refused 
to recognize Japan's newly acquired interest, Japan went to war against 
Russia. Japan went to war against the United States because it demanded 
that Japan abandon Manchuria-contiguous to Korea--in an ultimatum 
called the Hull Note. 

The American people are inclined to think that those were Japanese 
warlords' military adventures, provoked by the Japanese themselves. But 
when the Americans assumed Japan's security responsibilities, they discov­
ered that, geopolitically, Japan cannot be defended unless Korea is secure. 
So the Americans went to war in Korea in 1950 as Japan's surrogate. 

During a lecture at the University of Chicago in 19 5 1, George F. Kennan 
said the following about that war: 

It is an ironic fact that today our past objectives in Asia are ostensibly in 
large measure achieved. The Western powers have lost the last of their 
special positions in China. The Japanese are finally out of China proper 
and out of Manchuria and Korea as well. The effects of their expulsion 
from those areas have been precisely what wise and realistic people warned 
us all along they would be. Today we have fallen heir to the problems and 
responsibilities the Japanese had faced and borne in the Korean-Manchu­
rian area for nearly half a century, and there is a certain perverse justice in 
the pain we are suffering from a burden which, when it was borne by 
others, we held in such low esteem. What is saddest of all is that the 
relationship between past and present seems to be visible to so few people. 
For if we are not to learn from our own mistakes, where shall we learn at 
al1?3 

Some may be puzzled by the statement that Korea is an extension of 
Japan in the Japanese perception, for the people of Japan have been pointedly 
ignoring Korea and its people longer than most people can remember. Let 
me explain why because that will also fortify my contention that Korea is 
important to Japan. 

The man who laid down Japan's postwar foreign and defense policy was 
Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida, an ardent imperialist and royalist who was 
called the Japanese Winston Churchill. The question is, Why should such a 
man lay down a foreign policy honoring the no-war constitution and ab­
stention from military entanglements, a policy still observed by Japan today? 
My answer is as follows. Yoshida and his contemporaries spent their lifetimes 
building the empire in Korea and Manchuria in an attempt to ward off 
Russian and later Soviet influence. From 1937 on, they also actively fought 
the Chinese communist forces in north and central China. But Franklin 
Roosevelt's America was generously disposed toward Stalin and chose to 
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regard Japan as the aggressor. The Pacific war came, and Japan lost every­
thing, including Korea. 

Since then the United States has had to fight two wars in Asia, in Korea 
and Vietnam, that are directly traceable to the destruction of the regional 
order that Japan had built, although, as Kennan points out, the American 
people do not seem to be aware of the cause and effect. But Yoshida was 
keenly mindful of the revolution unfolding in China and Korea in the late 
194os. If he had forebodings of trouble, he was right: less than five years 
after the United States had driven Japan out of Korea, imposed the no-war 
constitution on Japan, and disarmed it, a war broke out on the Korean 
peninsula. And a conflict with the United States was developing in Indochina. 
John Foster Dulles came to Tokyo to negotiate peace and defense treaties 
with Japan, the operational purpose of which, though nowhere stated, was 
to enable the United States to prosecute the war in Korea. 

Dulles knew that Japan and Korea were inseparable, which was fine for 
Yoshida. But Dulles wanted Japan not only to rearm but to join a regional 
collective security arrangement. That is, he wanted Japan to send troops to 
Korea. In the 1950s there was a saying that enjoyed wide currency in 
America, especially among Republicans: "We fought the wrong enemy," 
meaning we should have fought the Chinese Communists. (Being a Repub­
lican, Dulles undoubtedly shared that sentiment.) But it was absurd to the 
Japanese, and especially to the imperialist Yoshida, to have been kicked out 
of Korea, disarmed, then told that the Americans had "fought the wrong 
enemy," and asked to go back into Korea to engage the same Chinese 
communist forces Japan had engaged before. Yoshida could not stomach the 
idea of sending his countrymen on such a mission, and so he said no to 
Dulles, using the constitution as a pretext. 

Kennan would have understood Yoshida well. But in 19 s 1 the American 
people did not understand that America's China venture--carried out in the 
name of "open door"-had produced a communist monster or that there 
was a perverse justice in America fighting in Korea. In the full tide of Pax 
Americana, the United States felt only glory and has remained in Korea for 
more than forty years, preferring to take full charge of military matters and 
relegating the Japanese to a minuscule role. But suddenly, in the transition 
from the Bush administration to the Clinton administration, the mood 
changed. Now Americans fully understand Kennan's message, which brings 
us to a major problem. 

The Americans have always felt that they liberated the Korean people 
from the yoke of Japanese colonialism and that, because they had a hand in 
founding the ROK regime, they encouraged its anticolonial sentiment. At 
the same time, they created the antimilitarist regime in Japan, a regime that 
ignored Korea. The chasm between the two nations was bridged by the 
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overarching presence of the United States. Until the end of the Bush admin­
istration, Washington had always favored the hub-and-spoke arrangement 
that put America at the center of a dozen or so bilateral arrangements in 
Asia. There were no regional or multilateral arrangements, in defense or 
trade, to tie the Asian nations laterally. Washington preferred bilateral ar­
rangements because it could dominate them. 

Worse yet, there has been a recent tendency for Washington to encourage 
the Korean-Japanese hostility. This tendency surfaced especially at the office 
of the United States trade representative (USTR) during the Bush adminis­
tration, which presided over the most intense phase of U.S.-Japan trade 
friction so far. To young officials of the USTR, Japan is the enemy in a trade 
war with the United States. Clyde Prestowitz Jr. says that America is "trading 
places" with Japan. Lester Thurow of the Massachusetts Institute of Tech­
nology says that America is in a "head to head" competition with Japan. To 
win the war, the USTR has been hatching and broadcasting diabolic schemes 
involving South Korea. According to one, the United States would enlist the 
ROK in the North American Free Trade Area in order to split the emerg­
ing yen bloc headed by Japan. There are many others, some of which 
have unnerved the officials in Japan's Ministry of International Trade and 
Industry. 

The logic behind the USTR's conduct is by now familiar to those who 
have been watching Washington. According to that logic, Japan is alien to 
Western values and totally different from the rest of the free-trading world; 
hence it must be cast off and ostracized. A spokesman for this point of view, 
Chalmers Johnson of the University of California at San Diego, says, 

I do believe there should be a c:hange in the Americ:an military position in 
the area [East Asia]. This would indude a withdrawal of Americ:an ground 
forces from South Korea, where they are no longer needed. Korea is today 
the most democratic: c:ountry in East Asia, c:ertainly more so than Japan. I 
believe we do want to c:ontinue to projec:t power. Surface-navy-type power. 
We should aim to c:omplic:ate the decision making of the two big nations­
Japan and China .... The Clinton policy, if it's an effective one, should be 
one of explicit balanc:e of power.• 

Unfortunately, the anti-Japanese sentiment was contagious in Seoul and 
by now has had a self-fulfilling effect in Tokyo as well. The relationship 
between the ROK and Japan has deteriorated since the fall of the Berlin 
Wall, paralleling the rising ethnic tensions elsewhere in the world. Today, 
the biggest bilateral pending issue is the question of the so-called Korean 
comfort women, who were forced to serve as prostitutes to Japanese soldiers 
during World War II. America, then, is still inclined to play up bilateral 
tension. 
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But I feel that we are fiddling while Rome bums. America is retreating 
from East Asia, alarming every country except perhaps China. The United 
States has already conceded the special relationship between Beijing and 
Pyongyang. Washington will probably be satisfied if Pyongyang returns to 
the NPT, even if Pyongyang's nuclear facilities are not thoroughly inspected, 
because it wants to pull out of South Korea. In early 1994 Clinton and his 
USTR, Mickey Kantor, collided with Japan over managed trade they want 
to impose on Tokyo, even though Tokyo has taken a last-ditch stand against 
it. Although I suspect Clinton is bluffing, he may not be able to go on playing 
politics for long. If he does collide with Japan, then what? China is on an 
upswing and will soon surpass Japan in GNP; it has just decided to build, 
rather than purchase, two aircraft carriers. 5 

Is this a time for Americans to be sowing a rift between Korea and 
Japan? Is this a time for the Koreans and Japanese to be quarreling with 
each other? The hostility between the two peoples was preserved as a by­
product of the cold war hub-and-spokes structure and predicated on Pax 
Americana, which is fading. Should Japan's colonialism in Korea, which 
began nearly a hundred years ago and ended nearly half a century ago, be 
the central agenda today? Should the Korean people be chiming in with 
Japan's Socialists and assailing Japanese militarism? Shin Kanemaru's trying 
to bribe the elder Kim into submission deserved to be lampooned but only 
because there was a George Bush in Washington who made it irrelevant. But 
if Washington's new leadership is inclined to sympathize with the Kanemaru 
thesis, it bodes ill for Asia. 

My concern is what appears to be the Clinton administration's assump­
tion that Korea is separable from Japan (the Dean Acheson assumption). 
The Korean counterpart of that is the assumption that Korea does not need 
Japan (because it has the United States); the Japanese counterpart is the 
assumption that Korea can be ignored (because it has stuck Korea on Amer­
ica's back). Can we-the American, Japanese, and Korean peoples-afford 
to let the U.S. forces in South Korea be withdrawn and sent home? Can 
those forces be reintroduced in an emergency? Beijing may relish that with­
drawal because it could have more influence on the Korean peninsula. If it 
becomes impossible to reintroduce the U.S. forces to Korea, the ROK-U.S. 
defense pact may go into desuetude, while China looms over Korea. 

Let us suppose that the Acheson doctrine becomes the de facto U.S. 
policy after the withdrawal of the U.S. forces from Korea. This will nullify 
the U.S.-Japan defense pact because the original purpose of that pact was to 
defend Korea. For Japan to learn that the United States will defend japan 
but not Korea could have a profound effect on Japanese confidence. The 
real catastrophe is likely to creep up, unseen and silent, on the Korean 
peninsula, as always. As a result of the United States pulling out of South 
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Korea, in several years both the U.S.-ROK and U.S.-japan defense pacts • 
may be dead. 

If Japan then revives militarism, Tokyo may be able to balance China's 
increased military power. But we may not be so lucky. The Economist of 
~ondon speculated in the first issue of 1993 that a Finlandization of Japan 
is, as of 1994, a more honest and realistic projection than the militarist 
sce~ario .. Remember that Japan's former prime minister, Kiichi Miyazawa, 
beh_e~ed m the no-war constitution and was even willing to soft-pedal the 
pohncal reform for fear that it would lead to a constitutional revision and 
an end to the no-war provision. If Japan becomes Finlandized, the ROK will 
be isolated. Beijing will help Pyongyang unify Korea on its terms. We will 
then be on the way to the Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Zone under 
Chinese hegemony. 

Notes 

1. _Let me state at the outset that, as a Japanese citizen, I deeply sympathize with 
the plight of the Korean people for having been divided by the cold war and that I 
~ll_y support their ?esire to be_ reunited. I_ say this because Japan came close to being 
div1~ed along t!1e line sep~ranng Hokkaido from Honshu and is still divided along 
the line separanng Hokkaido from the Northern Territories. At the same time I find 
~t difficult to. counsel the use of violence as a means to unification. As soon as' peace 
is made an important condition of unification, however, it becomes remote and 
difficult to attain, calling for patience and perseverance. 

2. "Senso o suteta Amerika" ("America abandons wars"), Voice, November 
1992, pp. 116-36. 

3· George E Kennan, American Diplomacy, 1900-1950 (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1951), p. 52. 

4. Asian Wall Street journal, January 20, 1993, p. 4. 

5. Sankei Shimbun, May 13, 1993, p. 1. 
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Korea's Reunification: 
Implications for the 
U.S.-ROK Alliance 

Edward A. Olsen fosl- v~,t·L 
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Two key issues facing South Korea in the 1990s are the nature of a prospec­
tive unified Korea and the long-term fate of Seoul's military ties with Wash­
ington. As of the early 199os, there is great uncertainty about whether Korea 
will actually reunify-to say nothing of what it will be like after the event. 
In contrast, there is considerable confidence that the U.S.-Republic of Korea 
(ROK) alliance is strong and durable for the foreseeable future. The pros 
and cons of Korea's continued division or reunification are broader topics 
than can be addressed here and have been analyzed by many scholars. 1 For 
present purposes, this chapter assumes that unification will occur. Moreover, 
it assumes that a unified Korean nation, administered from Seoul, will con­
stitute an enlarged version of the ROK, achieved either through a negotiated 
reunion or through the collapse of North Korea into South Korea's embrace. 
Were the unification of Korea to. produce control by Pyongyang (presumably 
through conquest of South Korea), the U.S.-ROK alliance would obviously 
not continue into the postunification period. Therefore, this analysis focuses 
on the impact the issue of Korean unification has had, and may have, on the 
U.S.-ROK alliance. 

To date, American and South Korean officials have assumed that there 
will be a role for U.S. forces in Korea after unification.2 That assumption 
may prove to be warranted, but a number of possible circumstances in 
Korea, in the United States, and in Asian regional affairs could derail such 
assumptions. All these factors provide the evolving context against which 
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the validity of a U.S.-Korean security alliance will need to be measured. 
Given the inherent uncertainties attached to the scenarios for Korean unifi­
cation, mixed with a range of options open to both prospective security 
partners, there can be little doubt that the unification of the divided Korean 
nation will influence profoundly the basis on which the current U.S.-ROK 
security alliance is judged to be "strong" and "durable." 

The Alliance since the 1940s 

To evaluate the prospects for the future impact of Korea's 
unification on the Korean-American alliance, it is worthwhile to assess the 
ways that Korea's division has shaped the aUiance since the 1940s and the 
ways in which that alliance depends on Korea's rupture. Unlike so many of 
the United States' cold war-vintage alliances, the U.S.-South Korean mili­
tary bond predates the cold war's formal emergence. The cold war was a 
way to characterize a series of conflicting events between the United States 
and the Soviet Union and their perceived proxies, one of which developed 
in Korea in 1945-1946. Despite the widespread identification of the U.S.­
ROK alliance with the cold war, it is more accurately seen as a product of 
Korea's division. This causal relationship could have immense bearing on 
the eventual linkages between a reunited Korea and its security ties to the 
United States. 

Once Korea was divided, the United States bore a certain responsibility 
for its geopolitical protege. Although easily forgotten after decades of dose 
U.S.-ROK security ties, it is important to recall the caution with which the 
United States accepted its original responsibility. The American role in Korea 
initially was almost accidental, an unintended by-product of defeating Japan. 
Had the Soviet Union's role in accepting Japan's defeat not included a 
presence in Korea that echoed its more troubling role in Central Europe, the 
United States might well have rid itself of any substantial security role in 
Korea. The parallels were there, of course, drawing the United States into a 
more prominent role in post-World War Il Korean affairs than Americans 
had anticipated. Even that unfolding of cold war repercussions, and the 
creation of the ROK under United Nation/U.S. auspices, was not sufficient 
to commit the United States to a major military role in Korea. As indicated 
by the withdrawal of most U.S. military occupation forces in the late 1940s, 
the renowned geopolitical disclaimer by Secretary of State Dean Acheson 
regarding U.S. interests in the Asia-Pacific region, and the coolness of many 
American officials toward President Syngman Rhee's appeals for U.S. sup­
port, Washington was-at best-ambiguous toward South Korea before 
North Korea's attack. 
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The reasons behind the American shift to support the ROK against 
external aggression are complex. The United States was engaged in a larger 
struggle to enforce containment in the emerging global cold war. Korea was 
a test case of sorts, a line drawn in the sand, perhaps, to test U.S. resolve. 
Although the previously tepid U.S. enthusiasm for South Korea's cause could 
have permitted Americans to abstain from the Korean War, the sneak attack 
emanating from a communist state probably acting on orders from the 
Kremlin gave the United States enough reason to shift its position and rescue 
the underdog. This was sufficient to rally support for an unwanted war from 
the American people and the U.S. Congress, among whom there remained 
sizable anxiety about assuming a superpower's leadership role in defending 
far-flung areas of the world. Because the flush of victory fro_m World ~ar II 
remained strong, however, even people who wanted to en1oy the fruits of 
peace did not view this sudden conflict as a major war that would seriously 
test the United States' capabilities. It was assumed that, once engaged, the 
United States would prevail. No one at that point entertained the prospect 
of what would later become known as limited war, with its attendant frus­
trations. Korea yielded that phenomenon, but Americans did not know it 
going into that conflict. Thus the shift in U.S. policy toward Korea was 
achieved quickly and with relatively little opposition. 

Much less visible to the American people at the time was another major 
factor-arguably the major factor-motivating U.S. leaders. As Secretary 
Acheson's statement indicated, the United States' vital regional interests in 
the emerging cold war were focused on offshore Asia, centering on Japan as 
the anchor for a fledgling, maritime-based containment effort around the 
rimland of Eurasia. The attack in Korea underscored what American leaders 
understood but had not accented lest they play into President Rhee's hands­
namely, that the status of Korea mattered to Asian stability. Had North 
Korea absorbed South Korea slowly via political means, the United States 
may well have gradually acquiesced. A peacefully communized Korea, not 
guided by Moscow, probably could have been tolerated by the American 
government at that point. The violent North Korean attack, however, threat­
ened to spread unrest to Japan and clearly jeopardize America'sPacific stake 
there, which gave rise to the U.S.-Japan security treaty. Operationally, that 
treaty permitted Japan to be used as a rear area for waging war in Korea. 
More important in the long run, the U.S.-Japan military relationship was 
spurred by American desires to enmesh Japan into the burgeoning Western 
alliance network to contain Soviet aggression, which was assumed to be 
behind North Korea's attack on South Korea. This Japan-centered rationale 
could not be readily stressed so soon after World War II as a reason for 
Americans to rescue South Koreans from communist assault, but it was very 
real in terms of U.S. national interests. What the United States might be 
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prepared to do on behalf of its national interests in eastern Eurasia would · 
send signals of the utmost importance to the coalescing rival alliance on the 
other end of the continent gripped by the fledgling cold war. 

Against the background of these developments one can note the diverse 
dimensions of this formative phase in the U.S.-ROK alliance. Within a matter 
of days in mid 1950, the alliance developed teeth it had not had previously, 
Korea became a key theater of the cold war, and Korea's regional context 
was underlined. The Korean War, precipitated by one Korean state's effort 
to unify the nation via armed force, thereby infused a level of vitality into 
the U.S.-ROK alliance it had previously lacked. This amounted to a second 
phase in the birth of the alliance. More important, the context of the truce 
that halted the fighting (vice ending the war) three long years later obligated 
the United States to the indefinite defense of South Korea through deterrence 
against North Korea. The post-Korean War sense of a quasi-permanent 
division of Korea along a heavily armed border transformed the U.S.-ROK 
security relationship into a qualitatively different alliance. Virtually alone in 
Asia, the inter-Korean border became a parallel to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO)-Warsaw Pact frontline. Nothing like it existed in 
o~er U.S.-Asian alliances, such as those with Japan, Thailand, the Philip­
pmes, or formerly with the Republic of China. Only South Vietnam's case 
resembled South Korea's, but its border was too porous for the parallel with 
NATO to exist. Aside from the narrowly military significance of that com­
parison, which made the U.S.-ROK alliance more akin to NATO than were 
other Asian-U.S. alliances, it is important to note the role the divided Korean 
state implied for the U.S.-ROK alliance during the decades-long era of 
deterrence. 

The United States' purpose in Korea possessed a contradictory quality. 
American forces were stationed in Korea to preserve South Korea's freedom 
and deter North Korea from renewing the conflict. This was a high-minded 
purpose, but it simultaneously undermined another crucial aspiration of 
South (and North) Koreans-unification. Washington has consistently dealt 
with this dilemma by supporting Seoul's stance on the unification issue. In 
other words, the United States' help in defending South Korea would bolster 
the ROK in its unification negotiations with the Democratic People's Re­
public of Korea (DPRK) and not impede the long-term goal of those sporadic 
talks. Nevertheless, the strength of the U.S. security commitment and the 
"'.ays it helped South Korea carve out a separate quasi-nation-state identity 
did have the effect of making the division of Korea a semipermanent fixture 
of the cold war years. Despite the criticism this situation generated from 
North Koreans (which could be easily dismisssed) and from South Koreans 
who resented the ways in which U.S. forces in Korea tended to prolon~ 
Korea's division (not so easily dismissed), there was no way to avoid this 
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reality. Just as Korea's troubled division was a fundamental element in the 
two-phased birth of the U.S.-ROK alliance, so too was the inherent contra­
diction (between the extended deterrence function of U.S. forces in Korea 
and their role in blocking reunification) a fundamental factor in shaping the 
nature of the alliance. 

The cold war years greatly influenced both the issue of Korea's unifica­
tion and the development of the U.S.-ROK alliance. In turn, the cold war 
context shaped the ways these two elements in Korean affairs interacted 
with each other. The cold war's global tensions between the United States 
and the Soviet Union added another layer of intensity to Korea's division. 
The U.S.-ROK geopolitical relationship during the cold war intensified South 
Korea's reasons for hewing to an anticommunist line. Seoul was rewarded 
by America for adopting a hard-line ideological posture. The ROK thus 
became a client state whose domestic political excesses would be largely 
overlooked for a generation by American officials in exchange for ideological 
fealty. South Korea also became a beneficiary of U.S. efforts to build a 
network of alliance partners as a bulwark against global communism. This 
role injected aid, investment, and technology into South Korea in the civilian 
and military sectors. Seoul also became part of the diplomatic and economic 
network embodied in the generic Western alliance. This opened many doors 
for South Korea. It also transformed the ROK societally and geopolitically. 
The net effect of these developments was to widen the gap between South 
and North Korea, deepening the division and adding to the already formi­
dable problem of unification. 

Cumulatively, the success that South Korea enjoyed as a cold war pro­
tege of the United States effectively changed the value of the ROK to the 
United States militarily. Before, during, and for a few years after the Korean 
War, South Korea was far more of a liability than an asset for the United 
States. As the ROK prospered under U.S. auspices and became a member of 
a wider U.S.-led security community-pointedly encompassing Japan-its 
value as an ally grew. Seoul's ability to help the United States wage the 
Vietnam War-albeit subsidized by Americans-was a step in this direction. 
Further South Korean economic successes in the 1970s and 1980s fostered 
a new level of American appreciation for South Korea. The tendency to see 
the ROK through strategic lenses "made in Japan" was mitigated, though 
never eliminated. South Korea's intrinsic importance was increasingly rec­
ognized as being on a par with its regional significance. This shift had an 
enormous impact on how Americans perceived and treated South Korea. It 
emerged from its status as a war-tom, impoverished society~pitomized by 
its prolonged MASH imagery-and assumed a new role as an economic 
partner and competitor. Strategically, this shift elevated South Korea from a 
client state to a junior partner in regional security affairs. As positive as 
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many of these developments were for U.S.-South Korean relations, their 
cold war context stamped them with an identity that aggravated the basic 
problem of a divided Korea. The closer the United States and the ROK grew: 
the more alienated they became from North Korea. ' 

This situation was complicated by North Korea's erratic relations with 
Beijing.a~d Mosco~ .. Although beyond the scope of this chapter, Pyongyang's 
fence-s1tnng and nltmg toward one or the other of its backers tended to 
widen the gap between the two Koreas. In short, the Korean peninsula 
theater of the cold war assumed proportions that gave it a momentum of its 
own. That dynamic was made still more complex by the ways the two sides 
in Ko,rea a~~ th~ir su!'erpower ~old war back~rs related to neighboring 
Japans pos1non m regional secunty. That, too, is too large a topic for this 
chapter to encompass in detail. Suffice it to say that China, the Soviet Union, 
and North Korea distrusted Japan for separate hut overlapping reasons. 
Those relationships intensified the communist states' suspicions of the U.S.­
ROK alliance. It became, variously, a tool of U.S. or Japanese "imperialism" 
or ~ plot _by both. These perceptions were distinctly different from reality, 
wh1c~ pomts to one of the problems confronted by the U.S.-ROK alliance, 
~specially as South Korea prospered. As noted, Americans had a long-stand­
mg tendency to treat Korea as a corollary factor in a more important set of 
problems confronting the United States and Japan regionally in the cold war. 
As the ROK grew into an ally and trading partner to be reckoned with, the 
U.S.-Japan backdrop had to be modified. Tokyo increasingly confronted 
Americans who ascribed intrinsic value to South Korea. In tum, South 
Koreans appealed to U.S. willingness to elevate the ROK to a level closer to 
that of Japan. Aside from dealing with the animosities stemming from Japan­
Korea historical frictions, this adjustment process was made more difficult 
by the differences between the U.S.-ROK and the U.S.-Japan alliances. 

The U.S.-ROK alliance was characterized by its focus on the North 
Korean adversary-not on the key cold war Soviet adversary. In contrast, 
the U.S.-Japan alliance, although fuzzy about what country to the north was 
Japan's hypothetical adversary, left no serious doubt that the alliance was 
part of the core Western system aimed at the Soviet Union. Aside from some 
naifs in Japan, few had any illusions about the strategic purpose of the U.S.­
Japan alliance in its mature form from the 1960s to the 1990s. Thus the 
strategic objectives of the two U.S. alliances with the Northeast Asian n;igh­
bor:s were distinctly different. One (U.S.-ROK) was solely and narrowly 
regional, whe_reas the other (U.S.-Japan) was global in nature but only 
expressed regionally. As both South Korea and the cold war matured, it 
became increasingly difficult to blur these distinctions. This, in turn, influ­
enced the U.S.-ROK alliance during the Reagan years, when U.S. policy in 
Northeast Asia became increasingly aimed at the "evil empire." The notion 
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that the United States was in Korea largely to cope with North Korea's threat 
became less persuasive as the years passed, as the Soviet offshore threat 
increased in the 1980s, and as South Korea became (like Japan) more capable 
of being a strategic partner with whom U.S. burdens should be shared. 

Had the global cold war not ended when and how it did, there arguably 
could have been either a thorough merger of the ROK into a larger U.S.-led 
collective security system not aimed at North Korea or a significant parting 
of the ways as Seoul and Washington pursued different objectives versus 
different adversaries. Neither occurred, largely because the cold war ended. 
That event has reshaped world affairs and is certain to influence Korea for 
some time. 

The end of the global cold war influenced Korea in ways that are subject 
to varying interpretations. All of them bear on the interrelated issues being 
addressed here: Korean unification and the U.S.-ROK alliance. On the sur­
face it appears that Korea was largely a bystander to the events in U.S.-USSR 
and European affairs that are characterized as the end of the cold war. 
Certainly neither Washington nor Moscow sought the advice of Seoul or 
Pyongyang about when and how the global cold war should be terminated. 
Even Tokyo, with its far greater geoeconomic clout, was barely consulted. 
Similarly China's stature did not grant Beijing a voice in this resolution. Asia 
was treated by the cold war's superpowers as an adjunct to the main theater; 
the Asia-Pacific region would simply have to react and adjust to events 
evolving among the main players. In many ways this perception by American 
leaders was warranted. It certainly conformed to the Atlanticist rules of the 
then existing game. 

Nonetheless, a case can be made that Japan and the "little dragons" 
(including South Korea) played a central economic role in the West's broad­
gauged pressures on the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact states. Given the 
economic anxiety expressed by the Euro-American portions of the broadly 
defined West regarding challenges from Asia's new centers of economic 
power, there is little doubt that Moscow & Co. were brought down by their 
noncompetitiveness measured against a Western economic coalition that 
encompassed Asia's advanced states. Consequently, a case can be made that 
South Korea played a real part in the economic processes of ending the cold 
war. South Korea's steadfastness as a U.S. ally also played a role, but it was 
so narrowly focused on North Korea that its significance vis-a-vis the Soviet 
Union and the Warsaw Pact states almost certainly was negligible. Against 
this background, was South Korea a player or a bystander as the cold war 
ended? It actually was both, but-because it is not widely credited with a 
players' role-it functioned primarily as a bystander. 

Seoul was, however, an active bystander. Partly owing to foresight, but 
largely as a result of being in the right place at the right time with the right 
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frame of mind, Seoul was well positioned to take advantage of opportunities · 
created by the end of the cold war. Several trends converged to facilitate this 
situation. South Korea's economic successes, juxtaposed to North Korea's 
stagnation, opened new vistas for Seoul and decidedly tilted the diplomatic 
race the two halves of Korea had been engaged in toward the ROK. As part 
of that process South Korea's hosting the 1986 Asia Games and 1988 Olym­
pics fostered a spirit and momentum that positioned Seoul for opportunities. 
In these terms, urged on by domestic political unrest that promised rewards 
for foreign policy successes that could deflect criticism, Seoul made its own 
luck. However, U.S.-USSR and European events beyond South Korean con­
trol loosed geopolitical forces precisely when Seoul was ready to seize the 
moment. This led to a rapid surge in ties between the ROK and the USSR 
and subsequently between the ROK, the Russian republic, and other ele­
ments of the former Soviet Union. In part because South Korea did not bear 
the historical baggage regarding Russians that the Japanese did, and in part 
because Seoul was more entrepreneurial in its diplomacy than Tokyo was, 
these efforts flourished in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Comparable 
changes occurred in ROK-People's Republic of China relations. The clear 
loser in these matters was North Korea. Pyongyang's world was collapsing 
around it as the cold war thawed. 

These changes raise a key question about context in Korea. In one sense 
there was a dramatic change in the context of the Korean peninsula. The 
divided Korean nation saw its relationships with all the interested external 
players changed in fundamental ways. The relative power and clout of the 
two Koreas were similarly altered. In that setting the stresses influencing the 
gap between the two halves of a divided Korea were affected, which, in turn, 
reshaped the context in which options for Korean unification are raised. It 
also transformed the context in which the U.S.-ROK alliance discerns its 
identity. After all, the dichotomy between Seoul's primary focus on North 
Korea and Washington's primary focus on the Soviet Union, which was 
briefly accentuated in the late cold war years as South Korea moved toward 
the Soviet Union (to the consternation of some Americans), was eradicated 
by the collapse of the Soviet Union. 

Against that background one could conclude that the end of the cold 
war dramatically changed for the better the circumstances behind the U.S.­
ROK alliance and strengthened South Korea's hand in dealing with North 
Korea on unification. Despite those positive developments, however, Korea's 
version of the cold war has not ended and in some ways has intensified. 
North Korea's relatively greater isolation and its pursuit of a nuclear option 
underscore that hard reality. What is not clear is whether the Korean cold 
war is an anachronistic relic of the cold war or whether the Korean version 
always had a separate identity that has outlasted the U.S.-USSR version. 
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Evidence can be cited in support of both cases. Because the division of Korea 
predated the cold war and helped produce it, there has been a strain of 
separate identity throughout the cold war years that was reinforced by the 
indigenous animosities between North and South Korean leaders. That 
strain was strengthened by North Korea's idiosyncratic development of an 
ideology loosely based on Marxism but also drawing on deep-seated tradi­
tional Korean values. 

There is no doubt, however, that the international cold war greatly 
influenced the course of Korea's cold war. Each half of Korea was reoriented 
toward its cold war backers. The divided Korean peninsula became a symbol 
of the main cold war, intensifying the difficulties of reunification. Despite 
the separate objectives of Washington and Seoul, the U.S.-ROK alliance 
became part of the Asian cornerstone of the United States' global alliance 
network. 

The Crucial Transition Phase 
Therefore, the post-cold war Korean situation is simulta­

neously an extension of unique circumstances and a relic of the cold war, 
which causes uncertainty about how Korean unification may be handled, 
how the U.S.-ROK alliance may evolve, and what a unified Korea might 
mean for the alliance relationship. (The alternative scenarios that might lead 
to Korean unification are intriguing, but this is not the place to explore them. 
As noted at the beginning of this chapter, it assumes that Korea shall be 
unified.) The point is that Korea's unification will end Korea's version of the 
cold war-whether one considers it as a generic or a specific phenomenon. 
Nonetheless, Korean unification and the end of its cold war will draw on 
the legacy of how South Korean leaders (who presumably will become the 
initial leaders of the unitary Korean state) and American leaders view the 
conditions that will have produced unification. Consequently, the forthcom­
ing transition phase will be crucial in shaping the future of the United States' 
relations with a unified Korea-perhaps including an alliance. 

For example, the financial costs of unifying Korea will influence the 
internal stability and viability of the resulting state. Were a unified Korea to 
be nearly bankrupted by the costs of unification, it might be more of a 
liability than an asset within a U.S.-Korean alliance. Unification might not 
be the boon that South Koreans hope it will be to the larger Korean econo­
my's prospects. Instead, unification could severely set back the Korean econ­
omy, allowing other countries in Asia to progress while Korea does not. The 
societal impact of unification is the topic of another chapter in this volume, 
but it is important to note here the enormous potential for social disorder 
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in Korea, for the difficult assimilation of two societies that have been more 
alienated from each other than Germany's Ossies and Wessies, and for 
tremendous disillusionment on the part of Koreans who discover that uni­
fication is no panacea for the problems caused by a divided nation's trauma. 
In tum, all those potential internal Korean ramifications pose enormous 
questions about the future desirability of Korea as an ally for the United 
States. These are all pessimistic possibilities. The future may prove to be 
more upbeat. Koreans may unify harmoniously, cheaply, and with no bitter 
aftertaste. But no one knows what will happen as the process unfolds, least 
of all Americans who assume the desirability of an alliance with a unified 
Korea. It behooves both sides to evaluate each other's utility as an ally after 
the process of unification clarifies the nature of the Korean state. 

In the meantime each government must do what it can to prepare for 
unification. Probably the most important bilateral characteristic of the tran­
sition phase between the end of the global cold war and the forthcoming 
end of the Korean cold war is the extent to which Washington and Seoul are 
adjusting to changes and planning for a future that will include a unified 
Korea. To put it mildly, South Korea is far more prepared than the United 
States. Seoul has greater incentives, of course, because it is dealing with its 
own future. For Americans, prospective policy options regarding a unified 
Korea do not, and should not, occupy more than a small portion of the 
United States' international horizon. Nonetheless, it is unfortunate that 
South Korea is so far ahead in preparing for the end of its own cold war 
even as it copes with the realities imposed by the end of the global cold war. 
Americans are preoccupied with adjusting to the implications of the end of 
the global cold war for Asia. The United States is scarcely ready to devise 
an Asia-focused post-cold war policy-much less to prepare for what the 
end of Korea's cold war (and the reunification of Korea) will mean for the 
United States' still evolving post-cold war Asia policy. 

To the extent the United States has planned for a postunification Korea, 
Washington is making what amounts to a straight-line projection about the 
continued need for U.S. armed forces within a U.S.-Korean alliance for the 
sake of Korean and regional stability. Behind these contemporary assump­
tions are U.S. concerns about the need to reassure Seoul about the United 
States' readiness to stay committed to its Korean allies as they try to cope 
with the short-run North Korean nuclear threat, the political and economic 
trauma that might occur as Korea unifies, and the problems associated with 
Japanese and Chinese options regarding a future unified Korea. These are 
all well-founded concerns, but it is not dear that they are well thought 
through or well explained to the American public. U.S. policy makers must 
carefully assess what Korean unification will mean before they proceed too 
far on the basis of assumptions about U.S. policy after Korea unifies. Amer-
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icans (and our Japanese security partners) should methodically prepare for 
Korean unification. Among the questions that need answers are How fast 
will unification occur? Should we help accelerate the process (or hobble it)? 
What are the meaningful parallels (if any) with Germany's unification tra~ 
record? Will Seoul expect Washington (and Tokyo) to help share the finanoal 
burdens of Korean unification? What proportions might that assistance 
assume? What kind of political leadership can we expect to see emerge fr?m 
a uriified Korea? What are the likely parameters of a unified Korea's foreign 
policy? What will its security interests be versus its neighbor~hin~, Japan, 
and Russia? How may Beijing, Tokyo, and Moscow perceive a unified Ko­
rean state and its policies toward them? What contingencies may a bal.ance 
of power among China, Japan, Russia, and Korea portend for U.S. pohcy? 

Relations with a Postunification Korean State 

Not unless Americans can come up with reasonably solid 
answers to these questions should the United States overtly plan to extend 
the U.S. alliance to cover its relations with a postunification Korean state. 
To do otherwise is to buy the proverbial pig in a poke. In short, existing U.S. 
willingness to perpetuate the alliance involves unne~ssary risks. If Ameri­
cans reconsider this option, there are a number of sahent factors t~ evaluat~. 
Although the United States probably will continue to have an mteres~ . m 
Northeast Asian stability, it is not clear what the threats to that stab1hty 
might be. One could argue ~at the Japan-.Korea enmity is so end~mic that 
the United States must remam as a strategic buffer between them m perpe­
tuity or until they learn to love each other. Although ther~ may be such a 
need by Koreans and Japanese, it is not cle~r why Americans should. be 
willing to volunteer for what amounts to a difficult, permanent entanglmg 
alliance that mocks the wisdom of Presidents Washington and Jefferson. Of 
course, such a U.S. presence would continue to project U.S .. i~uence in t~e 
region, and some will no doubt argue that this ~s~ of m1htary po~er is 
essential for U.S. vital interests. This may be true, but it cannot be considered 
certain because Americans may discover that an economic projection of U.S. 
national presence is more important than a military projection in the region. 

Beyond that larger issue, which will influence th.e overall .tenor o~ ~~r­
ican foreign policy, the United States needs to consider speofic poss1b1li~es 
bearing on American relations with postunification. Korea. What coun~1es 
might pose a threat to Korea? The most likely candidat~s are Japan, Chn~a, 
and Russia. It is impossible to say for certain what U.S. mterests may be vis­
a-vis any of those countries an unknown numb~r of years from now a.fter 
Korea is unified, but it is not unreasonable to beheve that any of them mlght 
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outrank Korea on a hypothetical list of U.S. priorities. Why then should the 
United States be so confident today that it will want to wed itself to Korea's 
security in an unknown context? This is not to suggest that Korea might not 
be an excellent ally. For example, were the United States to perceive a threat 
from China against U.S.-Japan interests, or from Japan against U.S.-China 
interests, Korea could prove very useful. In this regard one should note the 
likely predisposition of a unified Korea to revert to close ties with its tradi­
tional "big brother"-China. Americans must bear this in mind as Washing­
ton tries to calculate the potential utility of Korea as a future strategic 
partner. Were a unified Korea to display antagonism toward a neighbor with 
which the United States has solid relations, however, there would be little 
reason for the United States to side with Korea against more important U.S. 
interests. 

For example, during the cold war both China and Japan were pragmatic 
about the utility of a divided Korea for their respective national interests. It 
was (and is) a useful buffer state. In the late cold war and early post-cold 
war years, Korea's division also helped China and Japan keep the United 
States engaged militarily in Northeast Asia. In the 1990s China values that 
presence in Korea as a means to keep a lid on Japanese ambitions. In turn, 
Japan treats the U.S. military presence in Korea as a reinforced buffer be­
tween it and a China that might again display "Middle Kingdom" behavior. 
Tokyo also finds North Korea's role as a threat to be a useful surrogate for 
the former Soviet Union, helping Japan keep Americans interested in de­
fending Asia from generic instability. A divided Korea has been (and is) 
useful to its neighbors for these reasons. In contrast, a unified Korea would 
play none of those geopolitical roles. Furthermore, Korean animosities to­
ward Japan, which have been partially diffused by inter-Korean rivalries, 
could find free expression in a unified state. The possibility that a unified 
Korea would retain large armed forces inherited from its two predecessors 
cannot go unnoticed by its neighbors, especially Japan. Given past South 
Korean willingness to line up beside the United States and against Japan on 
trade and burden-sharing issues, it does not take much imagination for 
Tokyo to visualize a unified Korea as a source of new problems. Although 
those frictions might create opportunities for Beijing vis-a-vis its traditional 
"younger brother," they also would denote a new form of instability for 
China. As long as American relations with Japan or China or both are more 
important to Washington than U.S.-Korean ties, Americans should be cau­
tious about prematurely embracing a unified Korean state as an ally without 
knowing the threats inherent in such an alliance. 

In that light, Americans should consider the pressures likely to be on a 
unified Korean state. Even today one can see ample evidence that Seoul is 
pursuing an independent foreign policy, moving rapidly away from the 
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remnants of its client-state past toward a more assertive (and less reactive) 
foreign policy style. 3 In that regard U.S.-South Korean ties are experiencing 
a healthy maturation process. Again assuming that Seoul will lead a unified 
Korea, it is reasonable to expect that this trend will continue after unifica­
tion. In fact, it seems likely that the heady atmosphere of unification will 
accent Korean nationalistic fervor. In addition, Seoul would have to cope 
with what might be called the "repeninsularization" of Korea. Throughout 
the years of Korea's division-but especially after the Korean War-the two 
Koreas have been precluded from being a complete peninsula (hando, or 
half island) on the Asian continent. South Korea has functioned as a de facto 
full-fledged island (do), generating an islander's thinking about the need for 
allies, logistics, and a maritime context for the North-South Korean con­
frontation. As South Korea prospered and became a more valued partner 
for the United States, it increasingly became meshed into the United States' 
maritime orientation in the Pacific. For its part, North Korea devolved into 
half a peninsula (what could be called a han-hando). It was weakened by 
the "island" appended to its southern border that imposed serious strategic 
and economic obstacles. 

When Korea reunifies, it will become a complete peninsula once more. 
It is possible that, after gaining control of the entire peninsula, Seoul will 
retain a large portion of its maritime thinking in order to work with the 
United States and Japan. However, it is also possible that the long tradition 
of Korean continentalism will reassert itself as Korea adjusts to being a 
peninsula jutting out from China. This could have a major impact on pro­
posed plans for the continuation of the U.S.-Korean alliance into the_ post­
unification era. Can the alliance be transformed from part of a maritime­
oriented network into a maritime-continentalist hybrid? This might work 
for Korea but would draw the United States in strategic directions it has 
avoided for many years. It is uncertain whether Americans could acquiesce 
to these arrangements. 

Aside from these primarily Korean considerations, the future of the 
U.S.-ROK alliance after Korean unification must also factor in narrowly 
American considerations. As one can see in Europe and elsewhere in Asia, 
the U.S. debate over a proper level of foreign commitment is far from 
resolved. The Clinton administration may be blazing a path toward a mul­
tilateralist new world order in harmony with mid-1993 statements by Pres­
ident Kim Young-sam and Foreign Minister Han Sung-joo about South 
Korea's interest in multilateral security.4 Or, conversely, the Clinton admin­
istration may be moving toward the kinds of international roles visualized 
by political figures as diverse as Ross Perot, William Weld, Dick Gephardt, 
and Pat Buchanan, who almost certainly would lead the United States in 
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different directions. In short, the United States faces a period of foreign and 
defense policy flux, and it is uncertain what may emerge. 

. One of America's foremost Asia specialists, Chalmers Johnson has 
r~1sed two innovative points that are relevant for future U.S.-Korean se~ity 
ties. Although Johnson recommends removing U.S. ground forces from Ko­
rea, he suggests that a.long-t~rm alliance with Korea be maintained as a way 
to keep Japan and Chma a bit off balance. In tum, he sees the United States' 
somewha~ strained relations with Japan and China as part of an emerging 
larger Asian balance of power supported by American ties with Korea 
Vietnam, and the countries of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations.; 
This particular vision for a new U.S. policy in Asia is one of many that will 
compete for American popular support in the post-cold war years. Out of 
that competition. will emerge a foreign policy designed for the new era by 
new people, which leaders of Korea (and other Asian countries) must 
address. 
. ~imilarly, and partially driving the first dynamic, the U.S. economy faces 

significant uncertainties. Neither Americans nor their current allies can be 
sure that the U.S. economy will sustain the levels of American international 
commitments to which they have all grown accustomed. High costs and 
frustrati~ns over. th~ murkiness of post-cold war purposes aggravate the 
economic underpmrungs of U.S. commitments to its allies. These sentiments 
were forcefully expressed by Peter Tarnoff, third-ranking official in the Clin­
t~n State Department. 6 They caused quite a flap and were unconvincingly 
d1savo~ed by Secretary of State Warren Christopher.' This controversy is 
symbolic of ~he debate over national capabilities and purposes occurring 
among Amencans. All these, and perhaps other unforeseen, domestic Amer­
ican fa~ors, are likely to shape U.S. policy generally, and toward Korea, in 
the coming years. 

Against that cauti?nary note, it is safe to conclude that the prospects 
for the U.S.-Korean alliance are sound for the short term but are less certain 
over the longer term. When that longer term encompasses Korea's unifica­
tion, the alli~c~'s ~rospects will gro~ even less certain. There are too many 
unknowns wa1t1ng m the future for either Americans or Koreans in 1994 to 
confidently forecast that the alliance will be intact after Korea unifies in five 
ten, fifteen, or ?fty y~ars. More?v~r, ~ericans can do little more than gues~ 
what U.S. nat1onal mterests v1s-a-v1s that unified Korean state might be. 
Wheth.er on~ uses economic, strategic, political, or regional criteria, the 
pote~t1~I vanables are so nume~ous th~t it makes no sense to express positive 
certamt1es about the future. It 1s far wiser for both current allies to prepare 
plans based on a range of contingencies. These could readily include our 
current preference for continuing the alliance in some form, but prudence 
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demands that the policy spectrum also incorporate mutual autonomy, new 
allies, and new coalitions. These may seem like broaching the unthinkable 
in the circumstances prevailing in 1994, but this step is necessary for the 
formulation of balanced policies by both allies, especially in light of Kim II 
Sung's death. 
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2 
Korea: Sociopolitical Realities 
of Reuniting a Divided Nation 

lJ,~~~c: of L?-~ 

Aidan Foster-Carter 

Introduction 

As a political sociologist, my objective is to focus on the issues 
and problems that are likely to arise in the eventual, concrete, historical 
process of reunifying a divided Korea. Conversely, it is not my brief to dwell 
on a number of key dimensions or preliminaries of this process, including 
the economic and financial dimensions or the international context. 

Korea's reunification will be expensive, like Germany's and for the same 
reasons. Both transitional subsidies and pensions to individuals and firms, 
on the one hand, and new investment in modernizing North Korea's decrepit 
economy, on the other, will be multibillion-dollar enterprises stretching over 
at least a decade. The sheer magnitude of the task will n~ 
foreign investment on a massive scale, notwithstanding any nationalist m- · 
stincts to the contrary. This expense, although shared between the Korean 
government and both Korean and foreign private business, is bound to affect 
and color the social and especially political dimensions of the unification 
process. (I will amplify this later in the chapter.) 

Similarly, the international context will also be influential. Actual out­
comes in any situation are always the product of interaction among eco­
nomic, political, and social factors and processes and between national and 
international dimensions. So here again, the fact that this chapter focuses 
on matters internal to Korea by no means implies that external factors are 
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unimportant. Recalling the way Korea got divided in the first place, casually 
and arbitrarily, reminds us that outside forces can sometimes be utterly 
decisive. 

Another and no less important methodological lesson of l 94 5 is the 
Weberian one warning against excessively structural explanations and in­
sisting on the role of sheer contingency and the inherently unpredictable in 
determining the course of events. Here, just as the era of globalization means 
that international influences are ineluctable (there will be no hermit king­
doms in the twenty-first century), so the end of the cold war cannot but add 
to this already inbuilt factor of predictability. To be concrete: although we 
do not know how China will be after Deng Xiaoping or whether Boris 
Yeltsin will survive or even whether China and Russia will survive or break 
up, what is certain is that how history eventually answers these guestiQnS 
will form a crucial backdro to the rocess of reunification in Korea. 

onetheless, it should also be state t at Korea in e 1990s is in a far 
stronger position to influence its own fate than it was in the l94os-let 
alone the 1890s. To that extent, I hope that bracketing the international 
context may not be altogether inappropriate. 

Reunification will come about in one of two broad ways. It may be 
gradual, that is to say, an evolutionary process of increasing reconciliation, 
contacts, cooperation, and ultimate integration between the two existing 
states and regimes on the peninsula. Or it will be sudden, by whic:b a 
revoluti n rocess occasioned b the colla se of North Korea will lead 

, to a _Erocess of a sorptton comparable to the German case. 

)

. · The "collapsist" scenario seems the most plausiblC: Although I fully 
share the hope, which is widespread in South Korea, for a gradual, stable, 

l 
peaceful, and inexpensive evolution, indications point to collapse. The key 
element of my reasoning is that North Korea cannot continue indefinitely 
as it is. Economic contraction at around 5 percent annually must eventually 
precipitate implosion and collapse of the economy, meaning an inability to 
function even at the most basic level (i.e., supply food and other elementary 
needs). This in tum will trigger political protest and action, in either or both 
of two forms-an interelite coup, probably military, or grassroots protests. 
Either way, the North Korean regime will be overthrown. As in Germany, 
there will then be a strong popular demand for immediate integration. This 
will be irresistible. A workable legitimation or the continued existence of a 
non-Kim n Sungist North Korean state in the l 99os cannot possibly be 
constructed. 

Although in principle a "collapse" could be avoided by embracing eco­
nomic reforms in the manner of China and Vietnam, this would not imply 
an alternative to the end of the Kim Il Sung government. This is because 
perestroika inexorably breeds glasnost. Increased awareness of Southern 
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prospe~ty could ~ot. fail to ~~ermine Kim U Sung's carefully constructed · 
~uaranttne a~d with 1t the legi~macy of his regime. Because the great leader 
IS no fool, this doubtless explams North Korea's resolute and explicit refusal 
of the reform path-to the exasperation of the Chinese leadership, among 
others. 

Even if Kim II Sungism were somehow to prove more durable than the 
above a~guments suggest, the death of Kim U Sung will provide a window 
and a trigger for the end of the North Korean regime and reunification with 
th~ South at some point within the next decade. The above arguments are 
remforced by, alth?~gh independent of, the North Korean government's 
~rrent apparent wtllmgness to provoke a serious crisis by its noncompliance 
with the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 
. At ~ll ev~nts, given these views, this chapter assumes that reunification 
m ;Pra~ce.wtll have been occasioned by the collapse of North Korea. Man­
aging It will thus be viewed as essentially a task that will confront South 
Kore~. Some version of the German scenario seems likely. Otherwise, one is 
left with the alleged alternative whereby old enemies become not just friends 
~ut love~, leopards change their spots, and Seoul and Pyongyang walk hand 
m hand mto ~ _new. da'_Vn. Such wishful thinking ignores the key issues of 
power and legittmanon m the whole process. Meanwhile, most of the factors 
~o be exami?ed here will, I hope, also be pertinent, mutatis mutandis, even 
m a gradualist scenario. 

Some Methodological Comments 

. Underlying th_e above are some implicit arguments about 
metho.d. Like anyone workmg on North Korea, I have spent much time 
reflecnng on not only what we know but how we know we know it and on 
how to choose be~een W~ber's "plausible stories" in the many areas where 
w~ cannot yet ~ttam cei:am kno~ledge. There is more and better empirical 
evidence than 1s sometimes realized, ranging from Eberstadt's pioneering 
work on popul~tion and labor force data to the neglected source on wide­
spread and persistent system malfunctioning that is provided by the collected 
wor~s of none other than Kim II Sung himself. 1 Where such evidence is 
lackmg, we can_ and. must emJ?loy deductive methods: rigorously thinking 
through the soaologic of the situation. 

. An i~port:int a~d.is offered by comparative insights. North Korea is not 
sw genens. In Its ongins and functioning, it clearly belongs to a distinct-if 
now also all but extinct-species of regimes that may be called state socialist 
communist, or Stalinist, according to taste. Although eschewing any me: 
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chanical reading off and making due allowance for parti_cularity, there are 
lessons to be )earned, analogies to be pursued, and compansons to be draw~. 

I thus come down firmly on the nomothetic side of the Meth~dens~re1t. 
Although no positivist-following Hab~~as, I believe that soaal sc1en_ce 
must also embrace hermeneutics and cnnque--1 see the tas~ ~f the sooal 
sciences as centrally including the search for general propos1ttons. I freely 
confess that the challenge of trying to account for North Kor~a has s~arp­
ened this conviction. As against the shrill and ludicrous clam_1s of _1uche 
(sovereignty) to uniqueness and the omnipotence of voluntansm, ID my 
writings I have tried to show that, on the contrary, Ki~ II S~g can no more 
escape sociology than he can mortality. North Korea ~s certamly ~ e~eme 
case but it is not an exception; it is rather an ep1gone, and it will not 
ulti~ately avoid the fate of others of its ilk. 

Having thus sketched my general methodological stance, let ~e ad~ one 
or two remarks particular to this chapter. Some of the above po1Dts. ~di be 
more implicit than explicit, partly because, although a c~~par~tlVISt by 
conviction, I am not so in expertise and partly because it is d1fficu~t to 
footnote the future. In what follows, then, I shall endeavor to exercise a 
creative but also rigorous sociological imagination. 

Kim's Children 
Having just made the case for nomoth~tic so~ial ~cie~ce, let 

me now shift to hermeneutic mode. The place to beglD, I think, is with ~e 
thoughts and feelings of North Koreans now or a few_ years hence. Despite 
the claims to yuilsasang (monolithic ideology), and indeed the effo~ to 
impose it, they will be in at least some respects diverse. For instance, consider 

an age and generation. . 
Thanks to Eberstadt's pathbreaking work, one thing we kno~ for sure 

is how many North Koreans remember their past. 2 Thos~ _ove~ sIXt! as of 
mid 1990, and thus with at least a semiadult awareness of hvlDg 10 a d1~e~ent 
kind of society (aged fifteen or over in 1945), numbered some ~.25 m1lhon. 
Even in 1990, those pensioners were far outnumbered by their mo~e than 
twenty million compatriots who were younger. Of course, the relative gap 
is widening with every passing year. . . . 

Adding the next decile below (those aged fifty to fifty-ru~e 10 mid 1990) 
gives a further 1.4 million. This group remembers s~meth1~g of Japanese 
rule and are also likely to retain vivid personal memories of km from whom 
they subsequently became separated. . . 

Coming at it from the other end, those aged one to thirty-four ID 19?0, 
and hence unable to remember the Korean War or immediate reconstrucnon 
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even as infants, totaled some l 5 .4 million, or almost three-quarters of the 
population. Once again, in subsequent years both the absolute and relative 
gaps will widen and go on widening. 

At most, ordy one North Korean in five is old enough to remember 
either another society or lost relatives. Nothing follows unambiguously from 
this, especially on the macrolevel. Although we may assume that those with 
lost relatives grieve, and thus have a personal motive for reunification or at 
least getting back in touch, we cannot be sure how many of the old still 
thank the great leader for their deliverance or curse him for a life in some 
ways more onerous and intrusive than under the Japanese. 

Of course, those older will have told their children how they lived. Such 
domestic socialization will in some spheres challenge the relentless efforts 
by the state to monopolize citizens' hearts and minds. In particular, it is 
inconceivable that Christians and other religious believers will not have 
endeavored quietly to pass on their faiths. 

One could pursue such speculations further. For instance, I do not mean 
to imply that growing up under Kim II Sungism has been a homogeneous 
experience over the four postwar decades. On the contrary, there may well 
have been at least three watersheds. Socially, as shown once again by Eber­
stadt, there is a huge and curious disjunction around 1970. Whereas the 
1950s and 1960s saw massive geographic and occupational mobility, there­
after those processes slowed almost to a standstill. Thus urban dwellers rose 
from 17.7 percent in 1953 to 54.2 percent in 1970; yet by 1987, the figure 
was ordy 59.6 percent. In the 1980s only one household in twenty on average 
relocated each year, as compared to four times as many in South Korea. 

North Koreans born after 1970, then, who have experienced much less 
if any mobility than those older, already numbered some 8.8 million by 
1990; by now they will be some 11. 3 million, or half the population. This 
social watershed circa 1990 approximately coincides and doubtless corre­
lates with a political watershed. Although the gradual tightening of the 
totalitarian apparatus of social control was a continuous process from the 
beginning, the late 196os seem to have marked a particular turning point. 
As well as the capture of the Pueblo and the raid on the Blue House, this 
was an era of major purges and an era when North Koreans married to 
foreigners were forced either to divorce them or to flee abroad. The space 
for any kind of autonomous civil society, already small, thereafter dwindled 
to almost nothing. 

The third watershed, which is both more recent and more gradual, 
relates to economic growth. The slowdown of the economy in the 1980s, 
and its reversal in the 1990s, must affect different generations' life experi­
ences. Once again the half of the population born after 1970 will have had 
proportionately less experience of a steadily improving standard of living 
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and rather more of stagnation and ultimate decline. Although aggrega~e 
gross national product may not have started shrinking until 1989, there is 
evidence of a squeeze on living standards in the early 1980s. . 

Observations such as these can be no more than raw materials for 
attitudinal or behavioral predictions. They may nonetheless be a useful first 
step to estimating possible differences of outlook from known differences 
of experience. 

Social Stratification-Estates 

Another social division in North Korea, this time man-made 
rather than biologic, is likely to be a better predictor of attitudes. Altho~gh 
not officially confirmed, it is widely accepted that the North Korean regime 
classifies all its citizens into both broad categories and more-detailed sub­
divisions on the basis of either ascribed or achieved degrees of loyalty.3 

Ascription is paramount inasmuch as these categories are the. ultimate de­
terminant of opportunities and privileges such as where you live (country­
side, town, or Pyongyang), your job, whether your children may. go to 
university, and even how much food you eat. It thus see~s appropnate to 
call these groups estates (Weber's Standen) rather than social classes. 

The consequences of such a system seem clear, given that the loyal estate 
constitutes at most one-quarter of the population, with the core elite num­
bering around 200,000, or a bare 1 percent. By contrast, fully 50 perce?t of 
the population is classified as wavering, and a further 20 per~ent, as actively 
hostile. These last two categories, totaling between two-thirds and three­
quarters of the North Korean citizenry, experience both privation and acti~e 
and arbitrary discrimination throughout their lives. If they were not hostile 
at the outset it strains credulity to believe that they will not have become 
so over time.' The concept of han, not exactly unknown in South Korea as a 
response to unjust suffering and inequality, must be working overtime north 
of the demilitarized zone (DMZ). This is curiously overlooked by those who 
give high ratings to the grip that Kim U Sung's regime has in the 199os on 
his subjects' hearts and minds. 

What can we say about the attitudinal and behavioral dispositions that 
North Koreans will bring to reunification? Several speculations are offered: 

General social mores are likely to be conservative, given both the con­
tinuity from the Japanese era and the official morality of Stalinism. North 
Koreans have had no exposure to the varied and overlapping pressures of 
Western culture, individualism, liberalism, or a consumer society. After half 
a century apart from a South Korea that conversely has been much influenced 
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and trans~orm~d (though ne~ther overwhelmed nor destroyed) by those pres­
sures, theirs will be a very different mind-set from that south of the DMZ 

Yet to s~y this i~mediately raises further questions, which moreov;r 
have th~ men~ ~f treatmg ~orth Koreans as something more than automata 
or passive recipients _o_f their ~lers' plans. Almost certainly, North Korea is 
a profoundly hypornncal society. Even in less extreme variants of Stalinism 
the phenomenon was widely documented of citizens' active or passive with~ 
~awal. Although prudently conforming to outward norms and forms or­
di~ary peop~e resent their exploitation and are well aware of the so~did 
bnbery and mfluence peddling, which is how things get done in reality as 
opposed to the official rhetoric, which fools nobody. ' 

The consequence of this is likely to be a certain skepticism cynicism 
even_ ~hilism. Politically, as has happened elsewhere, a root a~d branch 
hosnhty toward socialism could develop, in reaction to decades of that 
verbal and ideological ~rrency'~ _devaluation under Kim II Sung. In that 
sense, North Koreans wrll be pohncally as well as socially conservative. 

There is one. disposition .th~t North Koreans assuredly share with all 
~ose who have hved under similar regimes. For almost half a century, the 
link between personal effort and reward has been severed. As in all other 
former communist countries, acquiring the capitalist work ethic will be a 
s~ock. Comparative evidence suggests, however, that this is only a transi­
nonal ~roblem. Be!ore long, the preferability of a wage and an outcome 
~~t~~med by ones own efforts rather than arbitrary fiat outweighs the 
irunal Jolt. 

. One intriguing question is what will 611 the huge ideological void that 
will be left when the ~difice of ~im II Sungism collapses? Because few, if any, 
North Koreans are snll true believers, this will not be a major psychological 
tr~uma. On the contrary, many who have long resented the abolition of their 
pnvacy may not even wish to replace Kimism but would rather rejoice in 
the homely values of family and breathing freely. 

What seems likely, nonetheless, is that as elsewhere the gap will be filled 
by a tendency to atavism and reaction. That is, there will be a quest for and 
an e?1bra~e ~f creeds and symbols that either preceded or opposed com­
murusm, smular to _the recovery of Saint Petersburg in post-Soviet Russia. 
In North Korea, as m other countries, this will certainly mean an explosion 
of religious belief, welcomed and encouraged, of course, by coreligionists 
from ~e. South. Church spires will sprout in the new Pyongyang as they 
once did rn the old. 
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Overview and Prediction 
In this section, I discuss the likely experience~ and atti~:;~ 

that North Korea~s.will bring tonr~~~~a;~~~~s~:~~~~t~:r=:es~:ation. 
me .a more prom1s1Dg one ~~rth Koreans have nothing to lose .but their 
Unlike Ea.s~ Germans, most er German Democratic Republic en1oyed the 
chains. C1nzens of ~~ fo~m h unist bloc Life had its controls, but 
highest standard of hvlD~ ID t e comm · 
it also had its compensations. h If tury the regime started by Kim II 

B~ co~trast, ~fter h~!~~~~ e~ ~ec~:me ~Id blood and toil, sweat and 
Sung ts still offenng_ I t b tter That East Germans, unlike North 
tears. Things are gettmg worse, no. .e b. cause they could watch the other 

k hat they were nussmg e . 
Koreans, ~~w w eems beside the point. However ignorant 
side's televmon, although ~e, s dards south of the DMZ, though they 
North Koreans may bethof h;;:1g ~;;often given credit for, what counts is 
probably know more an ey . 
that their own lives a~e a hellish grind-U aBn~t g~;:i:;a wrpo:~d crucial contrast 

Th · tience will snap eventua Y· ' 
e1r pa d . d d all of the former communist Eastern Europe, 

to East Germany an ID ee h l i·s up· things are already at rock 
f Ki North Korea t e on Y way ' · · S l or post- m . . l b a difficult and demanding transition, eou 
botto~. In what will certa~n y ~is. Even if several million North ~oreans 
can at least take comfort rom . f m the South's rice stockpile, they 

l"ving on rations ro 
sp.end a yeachr o~ moreo~ Similarly, if several million more spend a year or 
will be mu etter ·. 

1 
f d . ry li"ttle that too may not be so · · d ry htt e or omg ve , 

two getting pat ve d . h hat they have become used to. In 
different or so awful c<;>mpr~ s:~f r:unification dissipated fairly rapidly 
Germany ~e first ~monona u rd slo of tough reconstruction and mutual 
into what is.becommg ~ lo~~~a f h g d"fficult policy dilemmas that Seoul 
mistrust. Without ma~ng i dt. o ht e 1 t section it does seem appropriate 
will face and that are discusse ID t e nex , 
to mention this key difference. 

Reunification: Policy Issues and Dilemmas 
In this section, I analyze some of ~e key specific area~ and 

. f "fication policy. All the earlier cautions apply, and agam the 
issues ~r reuru . . Ii and contingency must be stressed. . 
predomm~nce .of ~hncs~<;> cythat will need to be managed; it will not 1ust 

Reumficanik?n is soythm. t':fat people do it can be done well or badly. 
happen. And l e an mg ' 

Sociopolitical Realities 39 

Equally, policy making is rendered difficult by the role of sheer contingency. 
No policy maker can predict the future, and even skilled navigators (and 
they don't come better than in Seoul) can be blown off course or even sunk 
by unforeseen storms. Foremost among these risks are political ones. In what 
follows, a mariner's chart is delineated. 

Just as South Korea's "late development" meant it could learn and 
borrow from those who had gone before, Germany's--and Yemen 's--expe­
rience should be of enormous value, at least in spotlighting what not to do. 

C No 9me11q exd1a1oo; rate shJ:d be establis!IBf that will at a stroke render 
all industry in the former No Korea noncompetitive. 

If South Korea's remarkable development owes more to skilled govern­
ment-business coordination than to the workings of a putatively free market, 
then it follows that many of the skills and policy instruments appropriate 
for reunification are already in place. Although it is true that Korea, Inc., 
has been declining and, ceteris paribus, would continue to decline as eco­
nomic liberalization gradually gained ground, nonetheless the instincts are 
still available and can readily be revived. Chances are, when the time comes, 
it will still be possible in the mid 1990s for Kim Young-sam to instruct, say, 
Pohang to take over and modernize the Kim Chack steelworks, and lo it 
shall be done. Even though the chaebol have become much more autono­
mous of government, it is reckoned that a combination of their own rivalries 
plus the likely mood come reunification will ensure that they scramble, 
dutifully and competitively, to rebuild North Korea as they are bid. 

This was not an option in Germany's more-mild social capitalism. And 
although the challenge of reunification will be South Korea's biggest yet, 
Seoul's past success in turning around deeply unpromising circumstances 
against seemingly overwhelming odds is surely not immaterial. In business 
terms, the confidence factor seems positive, and the management team is the 
best there is. 

If Korea, Inc., refers to Seoul's policy skills (culturally mediated, no 
doubt) in successfully yoking state and capital for national unification, the 
question is raised whether South Korea still retains a spirit of cultural col­
lectivism for the supreme national task of reunification. Granted, the signals 
are mixed. Some opinion polls suggest that reunification is either not seen 
as an especially high priority in practice or is seen as a source of worry. Both 
positive and negative auguries are examined in the sections that follow, such 
as the impact of religion and families and the question of whether it will be 
desirable or even possible to maintain some kind of controls at the DMZ. 
Overall, however, Korea has available a stock of cultural cement, which 
Germany did not. 

These are potential forces in Korea that have no German equivalent, 
given the much greater mobility before the Berlin Wall was torn down. It 
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should not be difficult for policy makers to harness their likely energies and 
desires. In the event that it is deemed desirable and proves possible to 
maintain some form of influx control at the DMZ, then joining separated 
families should be a priority. Even making initial contacts will be a massive 
bureaucratic, computer, and logistic exercise, as amply shown by the much 
smaller yet still huge exercise conducted on Seoul TV a few years ago. When 
Southern families are joined by Northern family members, the Southerners 
should take the financial responsibility for them. The public treasury will 
have enough commitments; it will need to spread the burdens. ~~ numbers 
of North Koreans thus admitted should help to ease the South s nght labor 
market without overwhelming it. However, additional workers can be re­
cruited, where demand and supply match. Mining is one obvious candidate. 

Much more desirable, however, would be to encourage separated fam­
ilies to go back to North Korea rather than vice versa. Older generations 
may in any case yearn to return to their ancestral homes and bu~al groun~s. 
Younger generations may need, and should be given,_ attra~ve finanaal 
incentives not just to relocate but to invest and start busmesses m the North. 
Such a policy raises the question of property claims and w~ether or h~w far 
to entertain them. The spectacle of former yangban (elites) returnmg to 
reclaim their estates might not go down too well and would in any case be 
inconsistent with this class's dispossession in South Korea. A balance must 
be struck between the claims of returnees and locals because reconstruction 
)Yill require commitment from both gro~ps. In practice: this may not prove 
too difficult. Any and all investment will be welcomed 10 North Korea, .not 
only for returning exiles but for other Koreans and, for that matter, foreign-

ers. The tasks will be huge. kiht •• .f.·c..~ 
0
.f' ~ f,i..t 

{lv.d !v-h:_ 0 f frl~~ 
The Churches ek,;....._.s 

Religious organization~specially Christian but also Bud­
dhist, Chondogyo, and others, certainly not forgetting the Unification 
Church-<an and doubtless will play an important role. Whereas govern­
ments direct and businesses invest-both processes that have an initial po­
tential for conflict and pain-the churches are in a osition to re resent civil 
~et)' rather than authority or profit. ence chu_rc~es can ~ediate, heal, 
and generally smooth the path. As well as reestablishing old ln~ks, pros~ly­
rizing, and doing social welfare work, the churches can fulfill a vital function 
by providing a relatively neutral context in which North and South Koreans 
can meet on more or less equal terms to begin to get to know one another 
again after half a century of separation. 
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Should the DMZ Be Kept? 

. I now want to discuss the issue that I have mentioned only in 
pass10g. If and when North Korea collapses, the DMZ will still be there. 
Hence immediate free movement between North and South will not be 
feasible. There will be barriers, mines, and troops still in place. Many in 
S?~th Kor~a, perhaps shamefacedly, will be glad of this. Government and 
anzenry alike may fear the impact of a sudden uncontrolled influx of North­
erners in search of a promised land that by definition would elude them in 
such numbers and on that basis, namely, as refugees or mendicants. 

South Korea would much rather that unification take an evolutionary 
course. As already mentioned, this would enable a much more controlled 
proc~s, preferable on ~conomic, political, and social grounds, as opposed 
to a~ inh~rently unpredictable and uncontrollable "big bang," in which the 
barners simply fall and formal unification is virtually instantaneous as 
oc~~ed in Germ~n~. This, however, is where we enter the unpredict~ble 
p_o~1t1cal realm .. It 1~ likely that a Northern collapse--or an earlier phase of 
c1V1l unrest, which 10 some ways would pose a trickier dilemma-could lead 
to a flood of refugees trying to cross the DMZ. No doubt South Korean 
leaders would a~peal to t~em t? return home and be patient. They might 
obey, or they m1ght not, 10 which case, would guns be pointed at them? 
~ould they be fired? There are also ways around the DMZ, by boat, for 
mstance. 

Hence it seems to me that the actual circumstances of reunification as 
well as ~e preliminaries, will be such that the gradualist option is sim'ply 
not feasible. It may not be possible to hold the line. In this case, the border 
may have to be opened; for the rest, policy will have to proceed in a context 
of laissez-faire, especially as regards mobility. 

It is a moot point whether big bang or gradualism would do more to 
break down or more to sustain the psychological and perceptual barriers 
that are bound to persist between North and South Koreans. As with Wessis 
a~d Ossis in Germany,. only more so, no magic wand or gush of goodwill 
~ e~a~~ the cultu.ral differences that have arisen from half a century of not 
JUSt di~1s1on but div~rgence. The ~o will talk differently, dress differently, 
look differently (ow10g to poor diet, Northerners will be smaller and thin­
ner), and think differently. 

It is easy to envisage a situation arising, as it did in Germany, where the 
dream turns sour and mutual animosities begin to breed. South Koreans 
like West Germans, could resent picking up the tab for their backward 



42 
Aidan Foster-Carter 

siblings. North Koreans, unlike East Germans, will not get poorer, and yet 
like them they may come to resent what they perceive as the slowness of 
1ntprovement and the snobbery and selfishness of their richer co~sins. . 

It could go either way. The big bang, if it happens, coul~ ea~e mtegranon. 
Young North Koreans in particular-and the~ ~re the ~a1onty-may tum 
into South Koreans with enthusiasm and surpnsmg ease, 1ust as many young 
South Korean immigrants have turned, more or less, into Americans in the 
past three decades. People can and do adapt culturally. Politically, however, 
the fear is that big bang would stoke prejudice in the South, based on fears 
of being swamped. . . 

Alternatively, the evolutionary path, despite its apparent smoothness, 
runs the risk of entrenching and perpetuating distinct Northern and So~th­
ern identities-particularly if, as we discuss next, it is decided to contmue 
administering Northern Korea from Pyongyang. 

Administrative Structures 

As in Germany, the question will arise as to how to administer 
North Korea. Whatever happens, it will doubtless not be done ~y the ~om­
inal office that still exists in Seoul for the purpose. To be deoded wdl be 
whether to keep the new provinces of Chagang and Ryanggang, created in 
the far North, or to merge them back into Pyongan and Hamgyong. More 
fundamental is the question of whether to administer North Korea sepa­
rately and, if so, how. Retaining the DMZ woul~ settle the matter one. way. 
The converse is not necessarily true; even the big bang could be consistent 
with, and might be mitigated by, a decision to continue government from 
(or at least via) Pyongyang. . 

This will be a difficult decision. On the one hand, keepmg Pyongyang 
in business as a quasi capital would at least give that city a ~n~on and 
thousands of its inhabitants a job. On the other hand, Korean msnncts and 
practices in both ancient and modem history. have opted ~or centr~ed rule 
from Seoul. Besides, former officials under Kim II Sung might lack either the 
skills or the legitimacy (or both) to manage the transi~on back~~ capitalis~. 
Or they might be good at it, so much so as to constttute a pohttcal force m 
their own right. . . . . 

As the above example shows, the decision about admirustratton 1s also 
and ultimately political in its implications. This raises the fascinatin~, if as 
yet unanswerable, question of how unification will affect the do~esnc ~ol­
itics of Korea as a whole. Here the German outcome seems unlikely, given 
the fissiparous state and nonideological basis o_f ~outh Korea's e~sti~g po­
litical parties. Ambitious North Koreans may 1010 the Democrattc Liberal 
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Party (OLP), although the Center for Korean Women and Politics (CKWP) 
might emulate some of its East European counterparts and belatedly discover 
the virtues of social democracy. 

Alternatively, given the regional cast of existing South Korean political 
alignments, some form of Northern party might emerge. In view of the 
North's one to two population ratio gap with the South, any such formation 
would need to build alliances. Theoretically, a OLP-Northern coalition 
might outpoll the OLP. Because after unification the North is likely to be 
competing with, and to be favored over, Cholla for new investment, how­
ever, such an alliance must be reckoned unlikely. 

(/o-h·f,,_J_~~ 
Employment and Unemployment 

The work question has sociopolitical as well as economic 
dimensions. On the one hand, as in all former communist economies, ra­
tionalization will entail a massive shakeout of labor. On the other hand, the 
social costs of this process need to be minimized. As ever, there are several 
aspects. 

Even more than in transitions elsewhere, the burden of labor shedding 
in North Korea is likely to fall heavily on women because they constitute a 
clear majority of the formal labor force: 7. 1 5 million in 1987, as against 
5.367 million men.4 That makes 57 percent of the total. Even if one adds, 
in Eberstadt's estimate, the unreported extra 1.25 million males in the armed 
forces (which are active in the construction sector, in addition to their 
military duties), females are still in the majority. In the likely atmosphere of 
a postcommunist and still Confucian society where job losses need to be 
found, it seems that this particular revolutionary gain will be rolled back. 
This may even be experienced as a gain by some of those women concerned 
because the "double day" of formal plus domestic labor (plus study sessions 
and the like) means that at present their burden is especially onerous. Simi­
larly, North Korea's vaunted universal creche system may well be threatened; 
again, in this particular context some mothers may be glad to see more of 
their children. But the choice is unlikely to be theirs. 

What to do with the massive North Korean army will be a particular 
dilemma. Although the great majority are conscripts, and although service 
conditions are reportedly bad and unpopular, unleashing hordes of young 
men to swell the ranks of the unemployed would be risky. There may be a 
partial alternative. South Korea too has an overlarge conscript army. It also 
has a labor shortage, and there have been suggestions that it is time to move 
to a professional force. Although it would no doubt involve a degree of 
retraining (there will be a lot of that in every field in the new North Korea), 
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it might be an idea to push soldiering in the ranks as a preferential career 
option for Northerners, at least in the first instance. The existing S~uthern 
officer corps would not be displaced, although it will need to open itself to 
talent from the former Korean People's Army. 

In principle, it should be possible to use the skills of North Korea's 
existing doctors, teachers, engineers, and other prof~sionals. M~y, ~rob­
ably most, will require their skills upgraded. Integranng the orgaruzanonal 
systems of North and South will not be easy, which may be another argument 
for gradualism and a continued quasi DMZ. 

Of these two aspects-skills and systems-it seems likely that the North 
Korean education system has produced near-universal literacy, like its South­
ern counterpart. Despite a predominance of science and_ te~lmology at ~e 
college level, however, it is doubtful whether overall speaal1st knowledge is 
at world level except in a few fields, of which armaments could be one. As 
for systems, in some fields, notably health and social security, North Korea 
claims to operate a free and comprehensive service, as opposed to South 
Korea's partial and insurance-based system. Quality is likely to be highly 
uneven, however--or, more exactly, stratified according to rank-so the 
perhaps inevitable loss of these provisions may not diminish_ actual wel_fare. 
Alternatively, a bold government might contemplate extending the claimed 
gains of the North's welfare state to the country as a whole. 

Winners and Losers: Sectors and Regions 

The social impact of reunification will be uneven in terms of 
both economic sectors and geographic regions in North Korea. At least some 
winners and losers, however, can be predicted with some confidence. 

Economic sectors likely to feel the pinch include agriculture and the 
chemical industry. What to do with the North Korean farm sector will be a 
dilemma, but it will probably be decollectivized into small private holdings 
of the kind that are usual in the South. But much Northern agriculture is on 
marginal land. In a unified Korea, the South will be the rice bowl. The quest 
for yields will exacerbate the problems of chemical overuse and soil exhaus­
tion. Although the western plains of Pyongan and Hwangbae will stay in 
business, marginal upland areas may become depopulated, unless they shift 
to ranching. But then again, subsidizing small farmers for political reasons 
is not unknown in South Korea; it may prove possible to extend the 
principle. 

Although all industry will shed labor as it acquires long-overdue new 
equipment and much-needed capital intensiveness, chemicals look to be 
especially noncompetitive-not least as a consequence of the great leader's 
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hi 
o?sessions, such as the artificial fabric vinalon, which will doubtless die with 

m. 
The ?mens else~here are more propitious, assuming new investment 

and ~esp1~e subs~annal labor shedding. Most mining may remain viable, 
espeaallr m preaous and nonferrous metals and iron. Coal may be scaled 
down. Light _1~dustry for export has good prospects, provided wages can be 
kept compennve. The potential for tourism is enormous, especially around 
Kumgang-san and Paekdo-san, which will attract millions of long-excluded 
Southern visitors. 

. Cond~cting a ~imilar exercise on a regional basis suggests that favored 
regions will comprise two related categories - growth corridors and border 
areas. The existing Pusan-Seoul corridor will split into a V as it extends 
northwest to Pyongyang and on to China on one side (the main line, no 
doubt) a_nd northeast to Wonsan and on to Russia on the other side (the 
branch bne, perhaps~. Anyone along these major arteries-to-be, especially 
the Pusan-Seoul corndor, should be in business. Other places may not fare 
as well. As for border areas, Sinuiju and the prematurely hyped Tumen 
bor~er zone should both benefit; at the other end, now is the time to start 
buymg Ian~ a_nd prope"! in and around Kaesong, against the day when it 
becomes w1thm communng and business range of Seoul. 

_As mentioned ~arlier, finding a new role for Pyongyang will not be 
strais?tforward. W1~ so many resources having been poured into it (albeit 
often mto grand creanons of zero economic value), and containing as it does 
some 10 per.cent .of ~e North's population, this potential garden city cries 
?ut fo~ an 1maginanve and appropriate use. Although its existing light 
mdustn.al b~se ~n be au~ented, additional functions will be required, such 
as a umvers1ty city for either new seats of learning or some old ones "en­
cour~~ed" ~o move out of Seoul. The bold stroke, however, would be the 
Bras1ba opnon: to make Pyongyang the seat of government or at least move 
some ministries there. That would do much to advance integration. 

A Final Miscellany 

Many aspects of the multifaceted process of reunification have 
yet to ~e considered, su~ a~ the country's name and flag. In an absorption 
scenano, one supposes it will be Taehan minguk and the taegukki. More 
generous would be those .agreed on for_ the two (so far) pan-Korean sports 
teams: Korea and an outline of the pemnsula. The name Choson will prob­
ably be a lost cause. 

On~ p~ocess th~t will advance_ reunification where it counts, in people's 
hearts, is mtermarnage. There will be a pattern to this. The only North 
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Korean joke I have ever heard (and which incidentally confirms that virilo­
cality remains the norm there) is a maiden's plea: never mind if he's old and 
ugly, as long as he's from Pyongyang. Similarly, matrimony may yet prove 
to be an avenue of social mobility southward and upward. A twist to this, 
two decades hence, is that the South's future deficit of young women, caused 
by the current misuse of amniocentesis for gender-specific abortions, may 
well lead to more Southern men seeking Northern brides-and hence push­
ing their Northern peers into involuntary bachelorhood. 

What, finally, of revenge? Not the least of gradualism's problems, mor­
ally and politically, is that it ignores the matter of the Northern gulag: at 
least 100,000 strong and in predictably barbaric conditions (as the 1992 

escapees testified). When the survivors at last come stumbling out, the de­
mand for revenge and atonement will be acute. 

The question of how far to prosecute yesterday's direct and indirect 
murderers or torturers is a difficult one, not just in former communist states 
but in a wide range of postdictatorial societies. Because this category includes 
South Korea, it might seem inconsistent or impolitic to arraign senior North 
Korean figures, assuming any remain, while not bringing Chun Doo Hwan 
to book for Kwangju. Probably smaller fry will pay for their crimes, if 
anybody does. The introduction of a judicial system and the rule of law in 
North Korea may in any case enable citizens to bring their own private 
prosecutions. 

But at the government level, it may be necessary for the victim to see 
the butcher go free in order to build a new future unblighted by the rekin­
dling of old conflicts that would follow if every crime were truly avenged. 
This will be a difficult pill to swallow in a political culture where hurts 
ancient and modern are keenly felt and assiduously kept alive. There does 
not seem to be a sokdam (folk saying) that translates as "forgive and forget." 
Reunification will require one. 

Conclusion 

This chapter attempts to raise a wide range of sociopolitical 
issues that are likely to arise in the process of Korea's eventual reunification. 
The more we think ahead, creatively as well as rigorously, the better the 
chance that Korea's longed-for reunification will be more the dream it should 
be than the nightmare it might be. 
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