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OCT-25-1994 0s:15 FROM OASD-ISP TO 

c~~!ce o! :~e p~e1s see~et&:y 
(New York, Mew Yer~) 

ADD~!SS SY ~I PR!SI~JH'!' 

*7~912024569180 

AT T'H! 49TM S!SSIOH C~ ~ U.N. G'N!~~ ASSl>al~Y 

11: 0 0 A. K. !l'T 

~· tnJ!ted Nat!ona Build!~; 
New !er~, Haw to=k 

-~ 

~~! P~3SI~ENT: Kr. President, Mr. sec=ata:y 
Ga~eral, dist!nqUished ~ele~at~•. r1rst, la~ me ccnqratulate 
you, Mr. ?resi~a~t, on your ele~~1oc as Pres!~ent cf t~e 49th 
Genera~ ~s~a~..bly. The 1'.mar!can peo~la look forward to werxin; 
~1th' you to celeb~ate the t"'n!ta~ Nat1ons 50th annive:sary. 

we meat today i: a time o! qraat hcpe and ch3!2~•· 
Th• end cf the Cold war, the explosion of tac~nolc;y and tra~e 
and ente:;=iae have ;~van people t~• ~o:ld ever new oppo:t~n1:1es 
to liva ~~ to th4ir ~:2ams and tha1r Gcd-~!ven pctent1al. T~1s 
is a: a~e of hope. 

Yat, in ~~ia new worl~, we face a conte•t aa cl~ as 
histQry -- a struq;le ~etwaeJ: f:aedom and tyranny; bet~een . 
tclera~ce and ~iqot:y; bet~een k~owledqa and 1;no~anca; betwee~ 

.. ·cpen~esa and isolation. It!• a f1qht betwee~ those wbo would=1!' 
~u1l~ f:ae cccietias ~over~ed by laws and these who wculd 1~~cle 
their will by !ore~. Ou• st~uqqle tQday, in a ~orl~ more bi;h­
taeh, mo~a fast-movin•, mora chaotically diverse than ever, iJ 
tha aqa-old fight between he~e and faar. 

. Three t!~es in thi• century, !rom the trenches of 
the Somm~s to t~e island of :wojima, to the shattered wall oi 
aerl!n, the forces of bcpe wera v1ctor1ou•. But the v1etors gf 
world ;iar ? ICl"Jandered their triUUti'h when the turned inward, 
br!n;inq on a ;lobal de~ression an~ allow1n; fascism ~o rise, and 
:e1~n1t1nq ;lebal wa:. · 

Aftar worl~ wa~ II, the allies laarned tha le&SQn~ 
of the passe~. I~ the face cf a new to~alitarian tb=eat and tffl! 
nuclea~ menace, qre~t nat!c~• d!d not walk away !rem the Y. 
c~allen;e of t~e me~ent. I~stead t~ay chose to •each out, to 
=abu!l~, and to lead. They che&e t~ ~=ea~• t~e Un1~ed Nat1c~s, 
and t~ay laft ~s a world stronq~r, safer, and f=eer. 

P.02 
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wa have eaan :~at p~eqress can be ma~a •• well. ~· 
pr~blP.m !s dee!din; when ~· mus: res;ond and how we shall 
·ove:=~=e ou~ =•luct&nce. ':'?1!1 w!ll never be easy; t~are ar• nc 
si:;ie f~::tula•. All of us will =axe these decisions; in part, 
ba~•d en t~• distanea of t!le pr~blem trcm cur sher••, er the 
~ni•r•sts of cur nation, o= t.~e d1fferenc• we thinx we can make, 
cz:· .. t~e ccst req\i1rad, or t!le th:-eat to our ~ c1t!.:ens !~.'"th• 
endeavor. Har~ questions will ram&~D and ~an=c~ ~· erased.by 
.acme c!mi'l• for:ula. · 

But we shcul~ have the ccn!!dence t~at the•• effc:""t• 
can S~Cceed, Whether t.~ey are efforis to kaep.pacpla al1V8 i~ tha 
!ace cf tar=!~~· traqe~y, aa in Rwanda; er cur effort~ t~ aver~ .a 
t:aqedy, as 1n'tlle Horn cf A~rica; er our effort• to aupport 
proc:asses t?la~ a·ra l!terallY chanqi.:l; the future of .mi1I1on•. 
H1•~~ry !a on our aide. 

we shculd ·bave ccn!idenca a.bout th!a. tock at~h• 
:are~ o: freedom \'le have iaen i:l just the last year alene. -""'Who, 
a deea~e aqo, wculd have d1:ed ;~adi=t the 1t1rtlinq chanqes 1n 
Sout~ A!=!ca, 1n t~e M1ddla !ast, !n treland; the stunnin;· · 
t~iu~;h cf demceracy and ma,c=!ty rula; ~~· rede=ption ~f t~~ · 

·· ~ur~esa of Nelsen Mandela'• li!a; the ~rave efforts of Israel and 
its ~rab ~eiqhbcrs tc buil~ ~r1d;es of peace ~at~een their 
peQple&; tha earnest aearc~ ~Y th• people o~ Nor~~er:l I=eland and 
Crea~ !rita1n and Ireland ~o end centur~es cf division a~d 
dacaces of tar~cr •.. I~ aac~ casa, er9d1t ~elonqa to those 
nat1cna~ lea~ers and t~e!r coura;eoua people,- ~ut 1n each 
1~stanca, ~ha United sta:es and c;h~~ nae!ons were privileqed tc 
help ~~ t~esa causes.. _·_.;,;r ••• . :~ ·':: : ·.:.· ;: .. : ;-' 1;;: · · .. : :· : 

. ' .. . . . . . 
The qrowth of c::lopers ti on betwe~n. the .Uni tad $tates 

ar.~ t~e ~uss!an ra~eraticn also shoul~ qive us all ;reat ~ausa 
for CQnfi~enc•. This 1s a partne;ship t~a~ is rooted in 
democracy; a par:~ership t~at' i$ workinq; ~ partnersh1~ of 1l_Ot 
complete a;=••ment, bu-: qenuine mutual raspect. '=9r ... 

. : ~ ;, 

A!tar sc many years of ·nuclear terror, Qur two 
nat1ons a:a taX1nq dramatic steps to ease tensions around th• 
world. ror the fi:s:~t~me 1incs.world war I?, foreiqn troops de 
~Qt OC:c~py the nat1c_np .o.f .. ~ant:-af anci' Eastern EUt'Ol'8; tha ~al tic: 
nations ar9 fraa. Russian and~Ameriean missiles no lcnqer tarqet 
each other's ~aopla. Tb:ee of 'the fou:r'-nuclear members cf the 
f or:ter Soviet Union bava a;-reed to remcve all nuclear weapcns 
from their so1l. And we a:a working on aqreemants to halt 
pro~uctiQn of fissile mata•i&ls for nu~lear explo5ives, to maxa 
d1smantl!nq of nuclear warhea~s tranaparen~ and irreversible, and 
to turthe.r reduce .our nu~lear weapons· in delivery vehicle•. . . 

Tha United ·states and Russ1a alac recogni:a t~at we 
J:\Ust eoope~a ta to c~nt:-ol :~e ernorCli n<i d~noPr of· terrori•ta!wb.o 
t~at!ic: ~n ~uclear matar!al•· To secu~• nuclear ~a~eriala i~ 

. their so~rces, wo.have a~~eec wit~ Russia tc st~p pluteni'Wll 
~roduction by ~ha year 2000; to const:-uc:t a storaqe facility for 
f issila ~aterials an~ b~yi~q u~ stocks of weapons·9:ade f~el; and 
to co~~at ~ha c~i~inals w~o ar9 t~y1ng ~o srn~qgle materials for 
nuclear explosiv••· 
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NORTH KOREA 

Background 

U.S. and DPRK negotiators reached ad ref agreement Monday on a framework for resolving the 
North Korean nuclear issue. The agreed framework achieves major U.S. nonproliferation 
objectives. 

North Korea commits to free~ing, and eventually dismantling, its graphite-moderated 
reactor program and its reprocessing plant. The freeze will be monitored by the IAEA. 

North Korea's spent fuel will be stored securely under IAEA supervision, and eventually 
transferred to another country. 

The North will remain a party to the NPT. It will resolve the IAEA's concerns about its 
past compliance with safeguards, including allowing special inspections, if necessary, and will 
come into full compliance with its IAEA safeguards agreement. (We wo1:1ld recommend that you 
avoid explicit references to special inspections, since that could provoke a strong reaction from 
the North.) 

The DPRK will implement the North-South Denuclearization Declaration and engage in 
North-South dialogue. 

In return, the U.S. undertakes to head an international consortium to provide North Korea with 
two light water reactors (L WRs) and to arrange for the supply of heavy fuel oil to replace the 
energy generation from the dismantled DPRK nuclear program. The U.S. will also open a liaison 
office in Pyongyang and give North Korea an assurance against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons as long as North Korea remains a party in good standing to the NPT. 

The undertakings in the framework are carefully phased, reflecting the deep mutual distrust 
between the DPRK and the U.S. As a result, we anticipate criticism from the media and some on 
the Hill that we are permitting too long an interval before North Korea must resolve IAEA 
concerns and destroy its nuclear facilities. 

Key Points 

I am pleased with the agreement negotiated with North Korea. This agreement is strongly 
in our national security interest and that of our allies in South Korea. It freezes and later 
dismantles the North Korean nuclear program and commits North Korea to comply with 
all its international nonproliferation obligatio.ns. 

The agreement deals effectively with the present, future and past proliferation threats from 
North Korea. 



Immediately upon signature of the agreed framework, North Korea's current nuclear 
program will be frozen under IAEA monitoring. That includes the spent fuel and the 
reprocessing plant. 

For the future, all of the threatening elements of North Korea's program will be 
dismantled, and the spent fuel North Korea now possesses will be shipped out of the 
country. 

Where the past is concerned, North Korea agrees to resolve the IAEA's concerns. 

Under this agreement, North Korea will do more than is required under the international 
nonproliferation system. 

(If asked about why the long delay before special inspections) 

The most important thing is that we've got the North to accept the principle that it must 
resolve concerns about past compliance, through whatever steps the IAEA deems 
necessary. 

We've always said we could be flexible about the timing for this step. The waste sites 
aren't going anywhere. 

(If asked why we're giving assistance to North Korea to get them to comply with their 
nonproliferation commitments) 

The carefully negotiated framework has allowed us to obtain commitments from the North 
Koreans that go well beyond their obligations under the Nonproliferation Treaty. 

The Light Water Reactor project and the alternative energy supply will primarily be 
funded by South Korea and Japan. They regard this cooperation as contributing to 
regional stability and as a fully justified investment in a more open and less threatening 
North Korea. · 
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THE NORTH KOREAN NUCLEAR CHALLENGE: 
THE POST-KIM IL SUNG PHASE BEGINS 

[INTRODUCTION] 
The situation on the Korean Peninsula reached a turning point on July 8, 1994, with 

the death of North Korea's 82-year-old president, Kim II Sung. The passing of the 

North's founder and only leader had been predicted for years as a moment that could 

open up new possibilities for dramatic change on the Korean Peninsula. Almost four 

months after Kim's death, however, the nature and extent of any changes in 

Pyongyang's policies remain w1clear. Uncertainties remain over the course of North 

Korea's leadership transition and prospects for North-South relations, as well as the 

North's willingness to implement the October 21 US-Democratic People's Republic of 

Korea (DPRK) framework agreement designed to resolve concerns over Pyongyang's 

nuclear program, advance US-DPRK relations, and encourage North-South dialogue. 

The United States, South Korea, and North Korea's other neighbors face significant 

challenges in determining policy adjustments that might encourage the new North 

Korean leadership to take actions that will reduce tensions and promote regional 

stability in Northeast Asia. 

[SIDEBAR TEXT] 

The United States Institute of Peace-which has held a series of study group 

meetings on the North Korean nuclear challenge since the fall of 1993-assembled 

approximately 40 policy makers and senior regional and technical specialists on 

September 20, 1994, for a one-day meeting to discuss US relations on the Korean 

Peninsula in the post-Kim 11 Sung era. The meeting was held on the eve of the 

resumption of the third row1d of US-DPRK talks in Geneva and included 

representatives from South Korea, Japan, Russia, and the U.K., as well as the United 

States. This report, the second produced by the Institute on the North Korean 

situation,I draws heavily on views expressed at that meeting and reviews the major 

challenges facing the United States and South Korea in resolving the nuclear issue and 

reducing inter-Korean tensions in the context of North Korea's transition to a stabilized 

post-Kim 11 Sw1g leadership. 

1 The first special report, entitled "North Korea's Nuclear Program: Challenge and Opportunity for 
American Policy," was released in February, 1994. 

1 
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KEY POINTS 

• The October 21 US-DPRK framework agreement outlines the steps through 

which real progress might be made in dismantling North Korea's plutonium 

production capability and improving US-DPRK relations; however, it will be years 

before implementation has proceeded far enough to ensure that all issues of concern 

are finally resolved. Meanwhile, renewed crisis could occur if any elements in the 

agreement are not implemented. North Korea's continued adherence to its pledge not 

to refuel its 5 MW experimental reactor or reprocess spent fuel rods currently in wet 

storage and to freeze construction of its 50 MW and 200 MW graphite reactors is critical 

to implementing the agreement and an essential precondition for further progress. 

• The US-ROK relationship, ironically, is under some strain following the 

progress yielded in the US-DPRK agreement. It will be important to support parallel 

progress in the North-South Korean dialogue to ensure that the relationship between 

Washington and Seoul remains one of confidence. Of particular concern is the fact that 

progress in US-North Korean relations has raised South Korean fears of losing control 

over developments on the peninsula and of a weakening of the US-ROK alliance. 

Washington must be attentive to South Korean concerns and exceptionally 

skillful in reassuring Seoul of its undiminished commitment to South Korea. This 

requires not only exceptional measures to coordinate policy, but also efforts to build 

public support for our common policy as both parties deal with the North on nuclear 

and other issues. 

For its part, South Korea should be actively involved in diplomacy with North 

Korea, relying on its economic, political, and military strength and searching for 

appropriate opporh.mities to reactivate the North-South dialogue. The Sou th will have 

a major role in supplying North Korea with light water reactors. At the same time, as 

the United States proceeds towards normalization of relations with the North, it 

· should take steps to ensure that the degree of progress in US-DPRK relations does 

not outpace the development of North-South relations. 

• There remains little reliable information about how the North Korean political 

succession is proceeding. Kim II Sung's death may not have precipitated a period of 

policy paralysis in North Korea, but it has at least created considerable Wlcertainty for 

outsiders. Doubts remain among foreign observers about whether Kim Jong 11 will 

ultimately consolidate his power. These questions persist despite the yoWlger Kim's 

recent appearance at the ceremony marking 100 days of mourning for his father and 

reports that the elder Kim, before his death, approved a policy of improving US-DPRK 

relations at the cost of relinquishing the North's nuclear program. Even if Kim Jong 11 is 

2 
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finally named formally as North Korea's state and party leader, the fact of the transition 

has made it difficult to initiate progress in the North-South dialogue. 

•To encourage North Korea's commitment to following through on the October 21 

agreement, the United States must maintain close cooperation with South Korea, 

Japan, China, and others so that the post-Kim 11 Sung leadership does not doubt the 

international consensus in support of the agreement's implementation. Effective US 

maintenance of an international coalition on these issues is critical to convincing 

Pyongyang that it caru10t succeed in diplomatic maneuvers designed to split off 

elements of the coalition or to stall on implementation of the agreement. 

THE NORTH KOREAN LEADERSHIP TRANSITION 

There continue to be signs of delay in carrying out the transition to a new 

leadership in the DPRK. Between Kim 11 Sung's death in early July and early 

November2, the country has been without an officially-named President or Party 

Secretary, although reports suggest that Kim's son and long-designated successor Kim 

Jong 11 is indeed in charge. Kim Jong ll's first public appearance in three months, at an 

October 16 ceremony formally marking the passing of 100 days of mourning since Kim 

11 Sung's death, seemed designed to confirm that Kim Jong 11 remains in power as the de 

facto North Korean leader. Kim Jong 11 is reported to have approved the signing of the 

US-DPRK joint agreement, in his capacity as Chairman of the National Defense 

Commission. The leadership transition has included the updating of posters and the 

appearance of new popular songs devoted to the praise of the younger Kim. A primary 

focus of public political activity during the mourning period has been on 

demonstrations of loyalty to the regime. 

Whatever the intricacies and uncertainties of the formal succession, the public 

mood in Pyongyang appears calm to the eyes of recent outside observers. There has 

been a slowdown in international travel to and from the North Korean capital, and the 

security apparatus appears more cautious in dealing with foreign visitors to ensure that 

outside influences do not infiltrate into the society at this sensitive time. But there is no 

visible disruption of daily life as the public goes about its routine tasks; nor is there an 

evident increase in armed security on the streets of Pyongyang. Moreover, it appears 

that the leadership has made special efforts to ensure that there is no breakdown in the 

availability of goods and services during this critical period in the capital. 

2As of this writing, on November 1, Kim Jong II was expected to assume the positions of General 
Secretary of the Korean Worker's Party and/ or President at the next meeting of the Supreme People's 
Assembly (SPA). 
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Circumstances in other parts of the conntry are largely unknown to the outside world, 

however, and reports suggest that some North Korean provinces may be experiencing 

food and energy shortages. 

The initial emphasis in both the North Korean media and in official statements 

toward the outside world has been on continuity rather than change. Pyongyang's 

willingness to resume the third ronnd of negotiations with the United States was 

expressed as early as August through official policy statements and messages such as 

one from Kim Jong 11 to former President Jimmy Carter. These communications, as well 

as the fact that agreement was subsequently reached with the United States, have 

nnderscored that the policies and promises made by Kirn 11 Snng before his death 

would be carried out. One important exception was Pyongyang's statement that the 

planned summit between North and South Korea, annonnced at the end of Mr. Carter's 

visit to Korea in Jnne, which will not be rescheduled for now. 

North Korea's leaders face key challenges 

The apparent calm and sense of policy continuity in Pyongyang, even if an 

accurate picture of current circumstances, does not change the fact that North Korea 

and its new leadership must deal with major challenges that could threaten the regime's 

survival. The central question continues to be the status of North Korea's succession 

and the evolution of its leadership in the post-Kim Il Snng era. North Korean officials 

stationed abroad state that Kirn Jong 11 is firmly in control, and there is no tangible 

evidence to date to refute that assertion. 

At the same time, Kirn Jong 11 has been practically invisible as a leadership figure, 

appearing in public only once since the first week of mourning following his father's 

death. While all aspects of governance have gone forward even in the absence of Kim's 

formal designation as party and/ or state leader, it may be significant that during the 

· mourning period, external communications that were formerly issued in Kirn 11 Snng's 

name have been put forward nnder the authority of the Central Committee of the 

Korean Worker's Party. 

An evolution in the status of the North Korean leadership is inevitable as the first 

generation gerontocracy, in power with little change since the 1950s, is replaced in top 

positions by younger leaders. Many observers anticipate that this process is likely to be 

evolutionary rather than sudden, and that performance rather than revolutionary 

credentials will be the key to the Kirn Jong II generation consolidating political control. 

The most pressing domestic challenge facing the new leadership is reinvigorating 

the economy. Although there have been some reports that this year's harvest was not 
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bad, the internal economy continues to be constrained by energy shortages and 

transportation bottlenecks. North Korea's economy has contracted for four years in a 

row-down by as much as 25% in 1993 from 1989 levels. The prospects for stimulating 

growth through foreign trade promotion have been blocked thus far by foreign 

reactions to the nuclear program and by the North's unpaid external debts-estimated 

at $US 10.3 billion at the end of 1993, equal to roughly one-half of the DPRK's ammal 

GNP. Unless this economic decline is reversed, prospects for a stable political transition 

will be bleak. 

The most serious external challenge facing Pyongyang's new leadership is the need 

to reestablish an equilibrium in its international relations in the post-Cold War era. 

While South Korea benefited in the late 1980s from its policy of Nordpolitik-which led 

to normalization of relations with Russia, China, and other former socialist countries, 

North Korea has found itself increasingly isolated. Pyongyang must come to grips with 

the reality that a less confrontational relationship not only with the United States but 

with South Korea and Japan as well, will be necessary if the North is to improve its 

international situation and its economy. 

Will the North choose isolation or integration? 

The leadership transition raises a number of questions that have important 

implications for US and South Korean negotiations with North Korea. Given current 

conditions, should we anticipate political paralysis or turmoil in the North? Might we 

see a gradual economic opening (albeit under tight political control) following the 

Chinese model of reform? Is it likely that economic opening itself will heighten internal 

political tensions? Some outside observers forecast a political collapse, pointing to the 

experience of other countries which were organized around the failed ideology and 

institutions of Marxist-Leninist socialism. While an economic opening on the Chinese 

· model is not out of the question, Kim Jong Il's claim to his father's mantle rests 

importantly on his role as principal interpreter and defender of the policy of ch'uche, or 

"self-reliance," with all that concept implies for constraints on reform and opening of the 

outside world. The widely differing possibilities that accompany these conflicting 

scenarios have created uncertainty and forestalled consensus within each of the policy 

making communities outside the DPRK most closely concerned with the North Korean 

nuclear issue-and no doubt reflect WlCertainties within North Korea itself. 

North Korean sincerity in international negotiations continues to be questioned in 

many quarters, even following the announcement of a US-DPRK agreement. The long 

experience of South Korean negotiators is that Pyongyang insists on framework 
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agreements cast in vague principles which are then skewed in unacceptable ways when 

the time comes for implementation, creating a pretext for North Korean refusal to 

proceed. Although the October 21 US-DPRK framework agreement is quite specific on 

some key issues, according to some South Korean interpretations North Korea is 

nevertheless using such a strategy of ambiguous principles and objections in 

implementation in approaching this latest agreement. 

Others argue that, tactics aside, North Korea has no intention of giving up its 

nuclear weapons program or rejoining the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). In 

their view, the North's possession of nuclear weapons-or at least ambiguity about the 

status of the program-is seen by Pyongyang as critical to its security if not as leverage 

in the North Korean quest for eventual domination of the Korean peninsula. As a 

result, these individuals assert, the US-DPRK nuclear agreement is a charade; and even 

by negotiating the US has fallen into the North Korean trap. 

Conversely, other observers point to North Korea's willingness to continue the US­

DPRK negotiations in Geneva after Kim 11 Sung's death, even during the mourning 

period, as evidence of a North Korean desire-indeed, the need-to strike a deal. These 

individuals note that the dynamic and the stakes of US-DPRK agreement-and the 

international acceptance that a relationship with the United States symbolizes-are 

inevitably different from the dynamics of the North-South talks. While that presumed 

difference hasn't made the US-DPRK negotiations an eacy process, observers point out 

that the North's need to improve relations with the United States has been reflected in 

the fact that Pyongyang ultimately agreed to a deal with Washington which, if 

implemented fully, will result in the elimination of North Korea's nuclear weapons 

program and a more normal US-DPRK relationship. 

DEVELOPMENTS IN NORTH-SOUTH RELATIONS 

Kim 11 Sung's death abruptly ended prospects for an historic presidential summit 

between Kim and South Korean President Kim Young Sam that some observers believe 

would have led to dramatic improvement in North-South relations. Instead, the all too 

familiar cycle of negative rhetoric between the two leaderships has intensified in recent 

months. South Korea refused to offer any official hint of condolences on the death of 

Kim 11 Sung, highlighting instead his responsibility for initiating the Korean War and 

other atrocities that have wrought death and destruction in the South and sustained the 

division of the peninsula. 

Conversely, the North Korean leadership encouraged South Korean private 

citizens to defy their government's policy on condolences, provocatively inviting South 
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Koreans to attend Kim 11 Sung's funeral in Pyongyang and stepping up anti-South 

Korean propaganda, including vicious personal attacks on ROK President Kim Young 

Sam. In the face of these North Korean provocations, the domestic challenge for Kim 

Young Sam since Kim Il Sung's death has been two-fold: to show stalwart leadership 

and strength, on the one hand, but to avoid the appearance of being politically 

marginalized by progress in US-DPRK negotiations or of losing needed leverage with 

which to engage North Korea in the future on the other hand. 

Nonetheless, many observers believe that Kim Young Sam's August 15 

Liberation Day speech did not contribute to improving the atmosphere between North 

and South Korea, creating further obstacles to inter-Korean dialogue. In that speech 

President Kim offered to supply the North with light water reactors, but he emphasized 

that all aspects of the nuclear issue-including questions about the past-would have to 

be resolved before the South would allow light water reactor technology to be provided 

to the North. President Kim called on North Korea to "w1dertake bold reforms, 

including improvement of the human rights situation" and "pursue a path of reform 

and opetmess amidst stabilization." In so doing, it is argued, he raised issues that both 

threatened the regime's survival and challenged North Korean hopes that, by 

maintaining ambiguity regarding past nuclear activities, Pyongyang could retain 

leverage to ensure that the US lived up to its commitments w1der any US-DPRK 

agreement. 

The zero-sum character of North-South relations (a gain for one being a loss for the 

other) has not changed since the end of the Cold War despite favorable developments in 

international relations surrounding the peninsula. As a result, in the absence of 

dramatic initiatives such as the now-deferred presidential summit, and despite 

commitments to resume dialogue, the prospects for progress in North-South relations 

which might lower tensions are limited. North Korean propaganda has continued to 

center on dividing the South politically, and South Korean domestic politics have also 

been riven by conflicting public sentiments on how to deal with the North. Some have 

argued that the South-having outdistanced the North decisively in the economic and 

political competition on the peninsula and, in alliance with the US, able to prevail in a 

war with the North-should be a magnanimous winner, with a special responsibility to 

make bold, positive moves that might restart North-South talks. 

Others, however, fearful of the DPRK's strategy to divide the United States and 

South Korea, worry that progress between the United States and North Korea will 

undercut South Korea's leverage to encourage Pyongyang back to the North-South 

negotiating table. Having previously insisted on strict linkage between progress on 
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these two tracks, the South bold.I y determined last March to drop the formal linkage lest 

it be seen as blocking agreement on the nuclear question. At the same time, Washington 

and Seoul concur that North Korea cannot be allowed to divide the United States and 

South Korea by making progress only in US-DPRK talks at the expense of North-South 

relations. 

Thus, while no formal preconditions for parallel progress have been reestablished, 

the need for movement on the North-South front is even more acute now that the 

United States and North Korea have reached an agreement. This will put pressure on 

Pyongyang to reengage with Seoul if it expects rapid progress in implementing those 

aspects of its agreement with the United States having to do with overall normalization 

of relations and the supply of light water reactors (where the South will be a major 

player). But it also means that Seoul will need to adopt a more pro-active policy toward 

the North, not arbitrarily blocking the light water reactor project and not simply 

reacting to Pyongyang's offensive propaganda. This will be no easy task, because, 

beyond the issues of legitimacy and face, North-South economic, cultural, or political 

contacts carry especially high risks of introducing-in Kim II Sung's phrase-the "flies 

and mosquitoes" that could eventually undermine the North's ch'uche system of self­

reliant isolation. 

A growing number of South Koreans have pressed for engaging the North on the 

economic front. Economic cooperation, it has been argued, is an area of activity where 

North and South Korea have complementary interests that could be the basis of a 

process of reconciliation. There is growing pressure on the ROK goverrunent from parts 

of the South Korean business community to review its embargo on direct economic 

activity, the possible lifting of which has been linked to the resolution of the nuclear 

issue. It is argued that, given the economic problems the North faces, controlled 

economic opening with the South could build a context for broader cooperation-and 

tension-reduction-in other areas. Immediately following the October 21st US-DPRK 

agreement in Geneva, a review of South Korean policy toward economic interaction 

with the North was initiated to assess whether restrictions on inter-Korean economic 

relations might be partially lifted. 

Key Issues in North-South relations 

If a means can be found to reactivate a North-South dialogue, there is a broad 

agenda to be pursued. The December, 1991, Seoul-Pyongyang Agreement on 

Reconciliation, Nonaggression, Exchanges and Cooperation (the so-called "Basic 

Accord") provides a framework for exploring these issues, but it remains to be 
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implemented. Although exchanges are particularly sensitive for North Korea, the 

initiation of direct mail and telephone services, family reunions, and further cultural 

contacts could be taken up, as well as an easing of the level and tone of propaganda on 

both sides as pledged in the Basic Accord. Adoption of confidence-building measures 

(CBMs) and the phased pullback of certain military forces from areas both sides of the 

DMZ is important to easing tensions and starting a broader process of military 

stabilization, conventional arms control, and confidence-building on the peninsula. 

And replacement of the 1953 Armistice with permanent and reliable peace 

arrangements is another issue that must be dealt with primarily by North and South 

Korea, albeit through modalities that are likely to require UN and US participation. 

Moreover, the US-DPRK framework agreement of October, 1994, insists on the 

implementation of the 1991 North-South Agreement on the Denuclearization of the 

Korean Peninsula-in which North and South have mutually pledged to forgo the 

development of nuclear weapons capabilities and to allow mutual inspections of 

nuclear sites. 

The range of issues that must be resolved if a process of peace-building and 

reconciliation between the two Koreas is to begin has remained remarkably w1changed 

over the past decade, with the emergence of one important new issue already noted: the 

South Korean role in supplying light water reactors to North Korea as part of a 

settlement of the nuclear issue. Since the provision of light water reactors to North 

Korea is the centerpiece of the US-DPRK framework agreement, Pyongyang's earlier 

objections to Seoul playing a potentially key role in providing the reactors point to 

potential sticking point that could stall progress in implementation. 

If North-South relations are to improve, an appropriate chaiu1el is necessary for 

addressing the major issues. A presidential summit does not seem a practical or 

desirable option at this time for either side, though both have indicated that the 

principle of a swnmit meeting is still valid. Although Red Cross talks proposed by the 

South shortly after Kim II Sw1g's death were rejected by the North, such talks might be 

renewed in the future. Other possible options include the resumption of committee 

meetings under the 1991 Basic Accord or preparatory meetings that could lead to 

resumed North-South talks at the Deputy Prime Minister /Party Secretary level. Some 

have suggested that, as in June of 1994, a visit by a high-level American could serve as a 

catalyst to resume North-South talks, but how such an intermediary would function is 

the subject of some controversy. 
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DEVELOPMENTS IN US-DPRK RELATIONS 

The North Korean nuclear challenge has been an example of the perverse 

phenomenon of the "power of weak nations" which has confounded US policy makers 

on more than one occasion in the post-Cold War era. As with Haiti, Cuba, and Bosnia, 

North Korea has posed a particularly vexing international security challenge out of 

proportion to its size or inherent international importance. The United States, reluctant 

to bring the full force of its power to bear because of the potential consequences of a 

military crisis-in the case of Korea the possibility of precipitating a second Korean 

War-has found its approaches constrained by the ability of smaller states to create 

leverage over issues that are important to a variety of American interests but do not 

directly threaten us national security. 

The major challenge US policy makers have faced in formulating and 

implementing a policy to deal with the North Korean nuclear issue has been the 

balancing of its nonproliferation objectives with the concerns of allies and collaborators 

in the region that war could result if North Korea were pushed too hard. Close 

coordination of policy has been required both with the non-proliferation community 

and with American allies and others in the region, but is complicated by competing 

priorities. This delicate balancing act will continue to be a central feature of US policy 

formulation in dealing with North Korea even as the administration presses Pyongyang 

to implement the terms of the October agreement. That agreement, however, for the 

first time specifies a practical series of actions that-if fully implemented-will freeze 

and then eliminate North Korea's nuclear program in return for the supply of 

proliferation-resistant light water reactors, compensation for lost energy production 

capability until construction of light water reactors is completed, and improved 

diplomatic relations between North Korea and the United States. The agreement has 

been welcomed by China, Japan, and South Korea, among others, and will require 

significant financial, technical, and political support from South Korea and Japan to 

guarantee its successful implementation. 

In addition, Administration officials point out, this agreement is clearly preferable 

to the alternatives of heightened military confrontation or the potential for unchecked 

proliferation not only in Northeast Asia, but also possibly in the Middle East. 

Key elements of the US-DPRK agreernent 

The first major element of the October 21st framework agreement is a continuation 

of the freeze on refueling of North Korea's 5 MW experimental nuclear reactor and on 

the reprocessing of spent fuel rods currently in wet storage-which contain enough 
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plutonium to make 4-5 nuclear bombs. The freeze on construction of the larger 50 MW 

and 200 MW reactors, the primary focus of concern about North Korea's future 

capability to acquire plutonium that could be used for nuclear weapons, will also 

become permanent.3 International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspectors will 

remain in place to ensure that this freeze on refueling and reprocessing remains in 

effect, and satellite information can determine whether construction remains halted on 

the two larger nuclear reactors. 

Another critical element of the October 21st agreement is North Korea's eventual 

acceptance of full-scope safeguards on its nuclear program as part of a return to full 

compliance with the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). As part of its NPT 

commitment, North Korea is required to adhere to full-scope safeguards-including 

special inspections or any other inspections the IAEA deems necessary to fully account 

for North Korea's past nuclear activities. Resolution of questions related to the history 

of the North Korean nuclear program is required as part of North Korea's acceptance of 

its obligations as a member of the NPT, and the October US-DPRK framwwork 

agreement specifies that such resolution must occur prior to the delivery of significant 

nuclear components for the construction of the two 1000 MW light water reactors.4 

Moreover, going beyond NPT requirements, the North has agreed to remove the spent 

fuel rods from the coWltry before the first light water reactor goes on line. In the 

meantime, the IAEA will continue its inspection activities-begun in 1992-to ensure 

that North Korea maintains the "continuity of safeguards" required to ensure that there 

is no diversion of materials that could be used for a nuclear weapons program and to 

verify the freeze on reprocessing, refueling, and construction activities. 

In addition, the North has committed itself to dismantle the 5 MW experimental 

reactor, the reprocessing facility, and both of the reactors Wlder construction by the time 

of the completion of the second of two new 1000 MW light water reactors that will be 

provided through a US-led international consortium-currently known as the Korean 

Energy Development Organization (KEDO). South Korea and Japan will carry most of 

the financial burden of the project through the issuance to North Korea of long-term 

non-interest bearing loans to be repaid in barter. To compensate North Korea for lost 

energy production capacity as a result of the freeze on construction or use of North 

Korea's nuclear reactors, the consortium will supply Pyongyang with quantities of 

31n his meetings with President Carter in June, Kim II Sung pledged a temporary freeze on these 
activities, thus laying the basis for the Third Round of US-DPRK negotiations. 
4Normally, the delivery of such components in the construction of a light water reactor would occur 
approximately five years from the start of the project. 
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heavy oil equivalent to the generating capacity that North Korea will forgo until the first 

light water reactor has been completed and brought on-line. Fifty-thousand tons of 

heavy oils will be supplied in the first three months following the signing of the 

framework agreement (October-December, 1994). 150,000 tons in 1995, and 500,000 tons 

thereafter until the completion of the light water reactors to make up for the projected 

loss of 255 MW of power that might have otherwise been generated under the North's 

graphite reactor program.6 

Finally, the United States and North Korea will move toward the establislunent of 

more normal diplomatic relations through the exchange of liaison offices between 

capitals and the easing of US restrictions on trade and telecommunications with North 

Korea. The pace of this progress will depend to a certain extent on progress in 

reinitiating dialogue between North and South Korea. 

According to the framework agreement, the establishment of full diplomatic 

relations with North Korea will require grappling with other serious issues that burden 

the emerging U~DPRK dialogue. These issues include North Korean missile exports, 

the reduction of levels of conventional military deployments on the Korean peninsula, 

human rights abuses, and final resolution of the nuclear issue. 

Unresolved questions following the US-DPRK agreement 

As the U~ DPRK negotiations move into a new phase, any number of issues could 

halt progress in carrying out the agreement reached on October 21. The United States 

and North Korea have embarked on an extremely complex process that may be more 

intrusive than the North Koreans realize; and it is fraught with possible pitfalls that 

could emanate from technical, financial, or political considerations at each step along 

the way. In addition, dissatisfaction has been expressed by some South Koreans and 

others regarding what is seen as delayed timing for the special inspections that 

Pyongyang did agree to, and the implications of the agreement for the possible 

resumption of North-South dialogue. Indeed, the latter is an especially sensitive 

question in US-ROK consultations, and is examined in more detail in the next section of 

this report. 

SThis heavy oil is unfit for use as fuel for planes or tanks, eliminating the possibility that Pyongyang 
might try to strengthen its conventional military force by misappropriating the oil for military uses. 
6 Assuming a generous price of US$20/barrel, the cost of providing the agreed upon amounts of heavy oil 
to North Korea is approximately US$75 million/year from 1996, or a total cost of approximately US$600 
million through 2003. This is considerably Jess than the cost of heightened military confrontation, and if 
the North fails to implement the agreement, of course, US delivery of the oil would (presumably) be 
suspended. 
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The United States and its allies and friends in Northeast Asia must remain 

prepared for the possibility that-as has happened so frequently in dealing with North 

Korea, even where there seems to be agreement in principle-there could be stalling or 

even a breakdown in the implementation phase that could lead to renewed tensions and 

the possibility of a reversion to a more confrontational path. The United States and 

South Korea will need to carry through on their end of the bargain and confront 

possible North Korean intransigence with common purpose if the agreement breaks 

down on technical grounds. This is the only way to ensure that there is no opportunity 

for Pyongyang to try to divide Washington and Seoul. 

Doubts expressed regarding the timing of any special inspections emanate from 

concerns that the delay in accounting for the past as part of the framework agreement 

allows North Korea to enjoy ambiguity regarding the true state of its nuclear weapons 

program, and that this measure of uncertainty provides the North with w1due leverage 

in its dealings with South Korea and the rest of the international community. This is 

particularly worrisome to some South Koreans who believe that any such leverage must 

be countered to avoid the possibility of nuclear blackmail by the North. 

These concerns have stimulated a domestic political debate in Seoul over the future 

of the ROK's own nuclear policy and its continued adherence to the terms of the North­

South Agreement on Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula. The provisions of that 

agreement-which prohibit reprocessing of plutonium and bans the test, manufacture, 

production, receipt, possession, deployment or use of nuclear weapons-are considered 

to be an essential part of the resolution of the North Korean nuclear issue. But those 

provisions were criticized by opposition party members and others even when the 

bilateral agreement was ratified in 1992, and the criticism has since spread. The 

objections have been voiced on grow1ds that the treaty's ban on reprocessing-which 

goes beyond even what the NPT requires-limits nuclear energy options for the future 

and leaves Korea in an inferior position as compared, for example, to Japan. 

Another criticism of the agreement is that by delaying the point at which North 

Korea must accept special inspections if the IAEA deems them necessary, the agreement 

weakens the international credibility of the IAEA inspections regime. Individuals who 

make this criticism are concerned that the extra time during which only declared 

nuclear facilities will be subject to IAEA inspections to ensure "continuity of safeguards" 

could be used by North Korea to develop a clandestine nuclear weapons program. 

They express concerns that North Korea may be obtaining plutonium illegally from 

Russia or other external sources that would allow them to continue developing nuclear 

weapons undetected by the international community. 
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The assessment offered by Ambassador Robert L. Gallucci, chief negotiator for the 

United States in the Geneva talks, regarding the deferral of the accounting for the past is 

that this issue is not time-sensitive, unlike other elements of the agreement which 

require the North Koreans to take actions now. Disposing of the spent fuel rods and 

freezing the current nuclear program were time-urgent issues, asserts Gallucci, whereas 

"the radioactive waste sites aren't going anywhere" and the information to be gained 

from inspections of those sites is not going to change. Moreover, some experts argue 

that such inspections may not yield technical information that will be particularly useful 

in determining the amount of plutonium North Korea may have processed in the past. 

Nonetheless, the implementation of special inspections or other measures the IAEA 

may require will be an important test of North Korea's commitment to adhere fully to 

its obligations as part of its return to full NPT membership when the time comes. 

THE NORTH KOREAN NUCLEAR ISSUE: 

IMPLICATIONS FOR US-SOUTH KOREAN RELATIONS 

In the minds of some South Koreans, the October 21 US-DPRK framework 

agreement in Geneva confirmed fears that the United States would accept a settlement 

in which North Korea would be able to maintain ambiguity about its past nuclear 

weapons development activities if it were willing to cap its present and future nuclear 

program. The feeling in Seoul has been that Washington was too eager to make a deal 

with the North without obtaining appropriate concessions in return for agreeing to 

exchange liaison offices and offering to supply the North with fuel oil as compensation 

for its scrapping the plutonium-generating reactors. Some in Seoul have even 

speculated about a possible secret US-DPRK agreement to allow North Korea to retain 

nuclear capabilities in some form. That cycle of doubt, concern, and unwarranted 

speculation has posed not only a significant challenge and source of tension for the US­

ROK relationship, but also has posed a complex dilemma for political leaders in Seoul 

who have supported progress in the US-DPRK negotiations despite the fact that they 

knew that the contents of such an agreement might be politically unpopular with the 

South Korean public. 

Challenges for US-ROK Relations 

Even with the most earnest efforts by the South Korean leadership, it is quite 

possible that North-South relations will not advance quickly. Indeed, tensions between 

Seoul and Pyongyang have risen somewhat in the period since Kim 11 Sung's death, 

although progress in US-DPRK negotiations has recently tempered public statements in 
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Seoul. Nonetheless, the absence of measurable progress in the North-South dialogue 

has become a critical issue in the US-ROK relationship. 

It has already been demonstrated that a policy of strict conditionality that 

formally links progress on both fronts-US-DPRK and ROK-DPRK-can be an 

impediment to progress on the nuclear issue. At the same time, the political reality is 

that to maintain a ftmdamentally sound US-ROK relationship, neither the United States 

nor South Korea can afford to allow too much progress in US-DPRK talks without some 

concurrent improvement in the North-South relationship. The North agreed only at the 

last moment in the Geneva negotiations that "the DPRK will engage in North-South 

dialogue, as this Agreed Framework will help create an atmosphere that promotes such 

dialogue," reflecting its strong resistance to dealing directly with South Korea. Hence, 

implementation of this element of the October agreement is likely to be difficult. And in 

this context, one must ask how far the United States can go in implementing an 

agreement with North Korea without parallel movement on the North-South front. To 

what extent is the United States willing to forego progress with the DPRK for the sake 

of improved North-South relations? What kinds of active efforts by South Korea will be 

necessary to demonstrate that it is constructively involved in the process or that it is not 

a stumbling block to continued progress between the United States and North Korea? 

Some have suggested that the United States must pursue a more ''balanced" policy 

on the Korean peninsula by maintaining a position of equidistance between the two 

Koreas, an argument to which Seoul is particularly sensitive now that the United States 

is "recognizing" the existence of a second Korean government on the peninsula. Others 

argue that a 'balanced approach" is totally inconsistent with the US-ROK alliance 

relationship, and that it is inconceivable that the United States would reach agreement 

with Pyongyang on terms that were not either openly accepted by or endorsed by Seoul. 

Regardless of one's response to these arguments, the political reality for most observers, 

and certainly for the US government, is that close consultation with Seoul in support of 

the US-South Korean alliance is both obligatory and prudent. While not accepting a 

South Korean "veto" on its policies toward Pyongyang, the United States caru1ot move 

ahead without the active support of South Korea. Neither the American nor the South 

Korean public is prepared to accept any other option at this sensitive time of transition 

on the Korean peninsula. 

There is a need, however, for a dearer explanation to the American and South 

Korean publics regarding US and ROK policy objectives and the extent of official 

cooperation between Washington and Seoul on the North Korean issue. Despite close 

consultations and despite a blitz of media interviews by American and South Korean 
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officials, the South Korean public has consistent! y been slow to recognize the 

consequences of progress in the US-DPRK talks. Only recently have South Korean 

leaders begun to explain to their public the benefits for the South which would 

accompany progress in US-DPRK negotiations on the nuclear issue. Persistent efforts 

will be required of both South Korean and American officials to explain these matters to 

the publics in both cow1tries and to make clear the close coordination that has existed 

and will continue to exist between them with respect to the US-DPRK agreement and its 

implementation. 

One option worth considering is a visit to Seoul by President Clinton en route to or 

from the November APEC meeting in Indonesia-even given the likelihood of a 

Clinton-Kim Yormg Sam meeting in Bogor. Such a visit would rmderscore the high 

level of cooperation and commitment that exists between the United States and South 

Korea in resolving the North Korean nuclear issue and could prove critical to garnering 

the necessary South Korean support to bring a negotiated US-DPRK solution to fruition. 

Such a visit, if used creatively, might also help to advance the process of North-South 

dialogue. 

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 

The October 21st US-DPRK framework agreement is an important step toward 

resolving questions surrounding North Korea's nuclear program, but it is only a first 

step in a long journey toward the reduction of tensions on the Korean peninsula. 

Continued close international coordination will be necessary as South Korea, Japan, the 

United States, China and others work with North Korea's new leadership to reliably 

implement each part of the framework agreement. 

In addition, much work remains to be done to lessen tensions between North and 

South Korea. Much of this effort should take place within the context of an improved 

North-South dialogue. However, just as South Korea has played a critical supporting 

role in the negotiation of the US-DPRK framework agreement, the United States will 

need to play a constructive supporting role in encouraging conventional arms 

reductions on the peninsula, in eventually replacing the 41-year old armistice with a 

lasting peace arrangement, and encouraging broader exchanges between Pyongyang 

and Seoul. 

The greatest challenge of all for the United States in this new phase may be to 

sustain confidence and flexibility in the US-ROK relationship-keeping this critical 

alliance on track while convincing political and public opinion in both cormtries that 

only a team effort will serve the long-term interests of peace and stability on the 
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Peninsula. As we move to implement the October framework agreement with North 

Korea, special emphasis must be placed on coordination between Washington and 

Seoul to ensure that the U~ ROK alliance remains a firm foundation of support for the 

implementation of the U~DPRK framework agreement and renewed progress in 

North-South dialogue. 
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TO: . -MR:. i)AN PONEMAN - WHITE HOUSE 

Fax:(202) 456-9180-076616 

Press Conference Given by Ambassador at Large 
Robert L. Gallucci 

Following the Signing of the U.S.-DPRK Accord 

Geneva, 10/21/94 

{Uncleared text) 

(begin transcript) Ladies and gentlemen, I am pleased to be here 
with you this evening. I'd like to tell you that we had serious 
and businesslike discussions today. {laughter) Actually, we did 
have some serious and business ~ike discussions. We also signed the 
framework document, and left each other with the thought that we 
now have a long road ahead of us. 

We are, I think, committed to getting on with our work of the 
working groups that are envisioned under the agreement, and getting 
on to the implementation phase. Before I get on to the 
implementation phase press event, I'd like to say a few words about 
the document itself. 

We have, in this settlement document, attempted to capture 
agreement on how the nuclear issue would be resolved. And that 
document does this by providing for the two sides to take a series 
of steps over a period of months and years. The steps are, in a 
sense, interlocking; they are one related to the other. In this 
sense, the document is not accurately described as one that is 
based on trust. As I have said before, it is one that hopefully 
will build trust. The steps by one side can follow the steps by 
others. The implementation can be verified in most of the elements 
of the document, the provisions for verification would be 
accomplished by the International Atomic Energy Agency. 

In terms of substance, a good way to perceive the elements of the 
framework document are in terms of what it accomplishes in the way 
of objectives that at least we have had for the current nuclear 
program of the DPRK, the future nuclear program of the DPRK, and 
the past nuclear program for the DPRK. 

The current program we have been concerned about, and this concern 
has been shared with you over the weeks in which we have met after 
some of these sessions, involved the disposition of the spent 
nuclear fuel that is in the pond at the reactor at Yongbyon. As 
you know, that fuel contains 25 or 30 kilograms of plutonium, and 
one of our objectives, certainly, was to make sure that that fuel 
was not reprocessed, that the plutonium was not separated. Under 
the provisions of the agreement, the fuel will remain in the pond. 

The second objective, certainly, was to make sure that not only new 
plutonium was not separated, but that new plutonium was not 
produced, and we were therefore concerned that the 5-megawatt 
reactor was not restarted. And under the agreement the 5-megawatt 
reactor will not be refueled or restarted. 
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The third objective was that the reprocessing facility they call 
the radiochemistry lab--that that facility would remain dormant, 
and there'd be no reprocessing of any kind of fuel from any source. 
And under the agreement, that reprocessing facility would be sealed 
and subject to inspection as necessary by the IAEA to confirm its 
non-functioning status, its freeze and its status as a frozen 
facility. 

In terms of future objectives, we have had concern about two larger 
reactors that are under construction. One is a SO-megawatt 
reactor, ten times larger than the existing reactor at Yongbyon, 
and another 200-megawatt reactor, four times larger than that. 
Both of these reactors are under construction. They would have 
been completed in the next one to two years. The SO-megawatt is 
slightly ahead, I understand, of the 200-megawatt reactor in 
construction. 

Our interest was in seeing that these reactors not be completed, 
that the work at these reactors be frozen. Under the provisions of 
the agreement, work on both of these reactors would be frozen. 

As we look to the future, also, we' re hopeful that all these 
facilities would eventually be dismantled. And under the 
agreement, all the facilities in the gas-graphite fuel cycle in the 
DPRK would be dismantled. That is to say, the fuel fabrication 
facility, the 5-megawatt reactor, the SO-megawatt reactor, the 200-
megawatt reactor, and the radiochemistry lab, will all eventually 
be dismantled and key components destroyed so they cannot be used 
again. 

With respect to the spent fuel, our immediate objective was that it 
not be reprocessed. Over the longer term, since it does contain 25 
or 30 kilograms of plutonium, our objective was to have that fuel 
shipped out of the country. And under the agreement, the fuel will 
be shipped out of the country. 

In terms of the past, our objective was to have the DPRK's past 
nuclear activities with respect to its initial inventory--how much 
plutonium it had actually separated and was--in other words, answer 
the question, was the declaration of the DPRK to the IAEA an 
accurate one- -that they had only separated gram quantities of 
plutonium? You will recall this is the issue that was raised by 
the IAEA, brought to the board of governors, and ultimately, 
because the DPRK would not accept the special inspections required 
by the agency, this was the issue that was reported to the Security 
Council, the question of the special inspections and the DPRK's 
unwillingness to accept those inspections. 

Under the provisions of the agreement, the DPRK accepts the 
requirements of the IAEA for full-scope safeguards. It agrees to 
accept those measures that may be necessary to resolve questions 
about its initial inventory. The execution of those steps, the 
implementation of those steps, as you know, are put off somewhat 
into the settlement process. 
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Now let me say something about the settlement process. 

While I have described objectives that we have had that have been 
met, under the provisions of the agreement, the agreement also 
provides that the objectives of the DPRK be met, with respect to 
alternative energy that will be provided to the DPRK during that 
period when their reactors, the reactors they now have under 
construction, would have been completed but are not completed, and 
the time in which the light-water reactors that are envisioned 
under the agreement are actually provided. So there is a first 
instance--the agreement provides for the provision of heavy oil in 
a gradually increasing way to be provided to the DPRK in an amount 
to compensate for the total electrical megawattage that would have 
been provided by the graphite reactors that the DPRK is giving up. 
So since the DPRK is giving up 255 megawatts of electric generating 
capacity, the DPRK will be provided with an equivalent quantity of 
oil per year to compensate for that. That full amount will not be 
provided in the first year or the second year, but by the third 
year that full amount will be provided. 

With respect to the light-water reactor project, the Dl?RK, in 
agreeing to completely abandon its gas-graphite reactors and 
abandon the prospect of building such reactors in the future, will 
receive, under the terms of the agreement, a light-water reactor 
project rated at 2,000 megawatts, or two l,000-megawatt electric 
light-water reactors. These reactors will be provided over a 
period of years. The norm.al delivery period for reactors of that 
size is in the eight to ten year time-frame. There is a target: 
date that's in the framework document. 

In the course of delivering those reactors, at a point when there 
has been some substantial investment in the light-water reactor 
project, the DPRK commits, under the terms of the agreement, to 
undertake the special inspections, if necessary. But to undertake 
whatever activity the IAEA requires to resolve the anomaly and come 
into full compliance with the safeguards obligations. Now, that 
point, which I said would be after a substantial investment had 
been made in the light-water reactor project, however, comes 
before- -and I want to emphasize this- -any nuclear equipment or 
technology is delivered to the DPRK for the light-water reactor 
project. Before any equipment for the nuclear steam supply system, 
before any items that are controlled under the nuclear suppliers 
guidelines trigger list is delivered to the DPRK, the DPRK must be 
in full compliance with its safeguards obligations. After that 
point, the project can proceed. The spent fuel in the pond, the 
shipment of that spent fuel, is also paced to the delivery schedule 
for the light-water reactor project. So that, as key nuclear 
components are delivered for the first reactor, the fuel in the 
pond will begin to be shipped. So that by the time the first 
reactor is completed, all the fuel will have to have been shipped 
out of the DPRK. 

With respect to the dismantlement and the destruction of the key 
components, so that we go beyond freeze to actually dismantlemenc 
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of this program, that'll begin with the completion of the first 
reactor and with the completion of the second reactor. 

I want to say one or two more words about the agreement and 
assessing it. While the agreement has not, until this evening, 
been available for comment, it has nevertheless provoked a great 
deal of comment. It is true that we have been discussing it for 
the last few days, as President Clinton reviewed it and directed me 
to return here to Geneva for purposes of signature. But I have 
observed that, while we have tried very hard to describe the 
agreement in terms of what it provides, on the one hand, in terms 
of our objectives, nonproliferation objectives, and what it 
provides, on the other hand in terms of the DPRK's objectives in 
the energy area, those who have taken the opportunity to criticize 
the document before it has actually emerged had tended to emphasize 
what the DPRK receives. I have no difficulty in that description 
being presented fairly; for the public's and the international 
community, it must be. The projects that--the light-water reactor 
project is a very large one. It's a very costly one. The Republic 
of Korea will bear the lion's share of that burden, the light-water 
reactor project for the alternative energy we expect not only Japan 
and other countries to come together to provide the heavy oil, or 
the cost of the heavy oil, for the DPRK. But we recognize together 
that this is a substantial undertaking on the part of the 
international community, which is addressed at meeting DPRK energy 
needs that follow from, not from its compliance with its safeguards 
obligations per se, or only that, but also because it has gone well 
beyond that to forsake, give up, an entire nuclear technology that 
is much more damaging and risky from a proliferation perspective. 

I have no difficulty, in other words, in having the benefits that 
fall to the DPRK displayed for assessment and evaluation. I do, 
however, have difficulty when that happens without any reference to 
the objectives that we have sought and we have achieved, and that 
begin to flow to the international community in terms of reducing 
risk and threat to the ROK, to Japan, to the United States, to the 
rest of the world, immediately--in other words, as soon as a freeze 
begins on those facilities in the DPRK. So I ask for balance--that 
if you are telling the story, I ask only that you tell the whole 
story. 

At this point, I think I would stop and ask Sherry to help me 
recognize people for questions. 

Question: A question regarding Article 2, a letter of assurance 
from the president. Minister Kang said at the briefing that he 
gave today that it was an official letter from the head of state to 
another head of state, which means that it was an official letter 
from President Clinton to Supreme Leader Kim Jong Il. Do you agree 
with his interpretation that it's an official letter, and if so, is 
this the first time that the U.S. president sent an official letter 
to North Korea? And would it, sort of, lead to recognition--not 
exactly recognition, but a kind of a recognition from the U.S. of 
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North Korea? I mean, one step forward in terms of a diplomatic 
relationship. 

Ambassador at Large Gallucci: I'm not too current on my steps in 
diplomatic relations. Certainly, I don't know how one could 
characterize a letter signed by the president of the United States 
to Mr. Kim Jong Il other than as an official letter. It wasn't 
informal; it was an official letter. On the other hand, I don't 
know that I want to say anything other than that it was an official 
letter. As you know, the agreement envisions the establishment of 
liaison offices in Washington and Pyongyang, and indeed goes 
further and talks about the prospect of improved relations between 
the United States and the DPRK, and ultimately, as other concerns 
are addressed, the possibility or the prospect of going to full 
diplomatic relations at the ambassadorial level. So all this is 
laid out as something that we would both like to see happen. But 
there is a long road ahead of us. Providing that letter is one 
step along the road; the DPRK steps which should begin immediately 
will be additional steps along the road. 

Q: According to Minister Kang, they needed assurance from the U.S. 
so that the U.S. would keep its commitment in terms of compliance. 
Now, it's quite obvious who has a better record of keeping 
commitments, the U.S. or the DPRK. Do you not seek the same kind 
of assurance from the DPRK in the form of a letter? 

Ambassador at large Gallucci: I think that was a compliment; on 
behalf of the United States I'll accept it! What I believe is true 
is that the letter is contingent--the assurances are contingent 
upon the DPRK continuing to act consistent with the framework 
document. The framework document is signed by Mr. Kang, vice 
foreign minister Kang, and myself, and the letter of his 
assurances, is, as I said, contingent on document signed by a 
representative of Kim Jong Il's government. So I don't believe 
that we need a response of some kind to indicate that they really 
meant the document. The document is there and speaks for itself, 
and the letter references that document. I think that, in 
diplomatic terms, does quite well. 

Q: Mr. Gallucci, I wonder if you could respond more specifically to 
the main criticisms of the accord--namely, that, one, it allows the 
North Koreans up to five years of some secrecy to escape the regime 
of inspections. And secondly, that it sets a dangerous precedent 
in allowing those countries suspect of pursuing nuclear weapons 
programs to buy their way out of this, or bargain their way out. 

Ambassador at large Gallucci: If I could stop you right there. I 
don't know if you were going to ask more, but I have difficulty in 
going beyond two points. And so let me hope that I can keep both 
of these in my mind. 

The first question, which is essentially, How come it's going to 
take so long for them to conduct their inspections under the 
agreement? The best way to answer that is to say that we have--
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part of the answer is that we had (I hope it's clear from that 
complex document) a number of objectives. I mean, we had a list of 
things we wished to accomplish, particularly narrowly in the 
nonproliferation area. And then some political objectives as well. 
We believe that all those objectives were accomplished. Not all of 
them were accomplished exactly the way we would have liked them to 
be accomplished. And I would be the first to say that if the DPRK 
decided tomorrow to resolve that anomaly with the IAEA, I would be 
very, very pleased. I don't expect it, but I would be pleased. 
And when we went about negotiating an agreement, since we had quite 
a list of objectives that were discrete, even in just about the 
nonproliferation area, we naturally did what I hope you would want 
us to do. We prioritized them. Some of them were quite time­
urgent; some of them got at real strategic nuclear capability. For 
example, the fuel in the pond--we didn't want to see any movement 
of that fuel out of the pond. That reprocessing facility is a 
critical facility in a nuclear weapons program. We wanted that to 
be dormant. The reactor, the 5-megawatt reactor, we didn't want to 
see that start up again. I would, if I were labeling objectives in 
terms of nonproliferation, real nuclear capability could be 
translated into nuclear weapons capability--that was key. That's 
where a large amount of plutonium was contained. That's where it 
could be separated. That's where more could be produced. 

Beyond that, we were very concerned about these large reactors. 
Now, I gave you some figures, I said so megawatts and 200 
megawatts. Let me just translate that into plutonium. A 50-
megawatt reactor would probably produce something on the order of 
60 kilograms of plutonium a year. Sixty kilograms of plutonium a 
year! The 200-megawatt reactor, depending on how it was run or a 
lot of other assumptions, would be producing something over 100 
kilograms of plutonium a year. Put them together, and one is 
clearly well within the range of 150 or so kilograms of plutonium 
produced each year, when a single nuclear device, depending on how 
skilled one is, probably takes only five or six kilograms or so to 
produce. So freezing that program in place was an extraordinarily 
important objective for us. It was a time-urgent objective. It's 
achieved, in a time-urgent way, under the provisions of the 
agreement. 

The special inspections, which is the way most of you shorthand the 
question of the DPRK coming into full compliance with the IAEA 
full-scope safeguards agreement, and getting at the question of how 
much plutonium the DPRK separated in the past, was also important. 
It was important in real terms, because we're talking about what we 
estimate could be as much as six, eight, nine kilograms of 
plutonium, and therefore enough for one, possibly two, nuclear 
weapons. That's important, too. And certainly the political 
importance of the inspections, and the resolution of the anomalies 
is important because the credibility of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, the credibility of the nonproliferation treaty, the 
credibility of, if you will, the Security Council and its grappling 
with this issue, of all at stake. So we could not walk away with 
an agreement that just dealt with the present and the future, and 
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said, we took care of the strategic portions of the program. We 
would not have a settlement--! said all along, and so did everybody 
else representing the U.S. government- -that did not resolve the 
question of the past. And, indeed, we reached a settlement that 
did. But in terms of priority, in terms of what mattered--and I 
don't mean this so much politically, because clearly it matters 
politically, but in technical terms we could afford to put off 
implementation into the settlement process, because that question 
is not time-urgent. We are talking about inspection of two 
radioactive wasce sites. Those waste sites, as I have said over 
and over again, aren't going anywhere. They'll be there to be 
inspected. The radio isotopes that we're going to be looking at 
have half-lives in the ten's and twenty-thousand's of years. We 
have time, if it's up to five years or so, to look at those sites. 

I recognize that, politically, this would have been a much more 
popular agreement if we had gone at special inspections. But, 
ladies and gentlemen, if we had gone at that issue, and focused on 
that issue--and I was standing in front of you saying, And by God! 
we're going to find out whether they actually have 60 grams or six 
kilograms, and we're going to nail that sucker to the wall! And 
then I also told you, but unfortunately they' re going to be 
producing 100 or 200 kilograms of plutonium under safeguards, I 
certainly hope you wouldn't be thanking me. 

I would ask you to evaluate this agreement in terms of what it does 
for security. Not simply the political test. The political test, 
I think, we don't do badly on; we don't do as well as we would have 
liked. That is to say, we are supporting the IAEA. We are 
supporting the NPT. We are supporting the Security Council, 
because they get- -under this agreement they are providing an 
immediate commitment to accept what's required for full-scope 
safeguards. And they eventually accept the inspections that are 
required. In the meantime, there is time that is lost, but I would 
argue to you it is not of political-military significance. 

Your second question? 

Q: The second part of my question was, wasn't there a dangerous 
precedent being established for those countries--? 

Ambassador at large Gallucci: The question of precedent. I 
suppose, if there is another case out there where a country is 
violating a safeguards agreement, and has a gas-graphite system in 
place; it's already produced some 30 kilograms of plutonium, and 
promises to produce hundreds more kilograms of plutonium a year; 
that has a neighbor with whom it has been in a state of tension, in 
a situation in which probably a million troops are deployed; in 
which one of the neighbors, or two, are prepared to compensate for 
the foreswearing of the gas-graphite technology in order that a 
light-water reactor project can be introduced, and those neighbors 
are willing to provide the financial basis for that--this would be 
a dangerous precedent for that other case. But there isn't any 
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case like that--none that I'm aware of. What I'm saying to you, in 
a perhaps too longwinded way, is that the concept of precedent is 
tricky in this case. I don't think there are any other cases like 
this. If I were drawing a conclusion from this, I would draw the 
conclusion that neither the United States nor other members of the 
Security Council will walk away from a serious safeguards 
violation. They will deal with that violation. How they deal with 
it, I think, we all ought to recognize, is going to depend upon the 
circumstances. It's going to depend upon a lot of elements that 
define this current situation and would define a situation, whether 
in the Middle East or somewhere else in the world. 

So I don't think precedent per se, as you look at this particular 
case, is easy to apply. The example I take from it again is that 
we consider threats to other nations that come about from programs 
that have the prospect of producing nuclear weapons will be dealt 
with by the international community, that neighbors that become 
upset are willing to, if necessary, go to sanctions, and we 
certainly were willing to if we couldn't have negotiated a 
settlement. But, you know, in this case I guess I'd ask you to 
recognize that we only had a few choices. One choice was to walk 
away from the situation. Another choice we had was to go to 
sanctions, risk hostilities, and perhaps even go to war with 
surgical strikes--to physically intervene and stop the program, to 
the extent we'd be able to, by that method. And the third was to 
try to negotiate a settlement. Now, we wouldn't do the first. We 
would not walk away from it. We were prepared, and clearly 
prepared--we were on the road to do the second, on sanctions, which 
we knew had the risk of hostility. But I think we did what I would 
like to think the international community would want us to do 
first, and that is see if we could negotiate a settlement thac 
achieved our objectives. That's what we think we did. 

Q: Ambassador Gallucci, the access refusal was, after all, one of 
the main causes of the crisis to begin with, right? So I 
understand that negotiations, certainly this type of negotiation, 
are a matter of give and take, and very difficult. But the fact of 
the matter remains that we still won't know until the end of the 
century whether or not North Korea had any nuclear weapons. And 
then, second question, we were also told a couple of weeks ago that 
the pond was so murky that everything could fall apart or blow 
apart in a matter of weeks. Now it seems to be that the water has 
been cleared up but now it is safe for a couple of years, or what? 

Ambassador at large Gallucci: I don't know whether the DPRK- -
whether their declaration of some grams of plutonium separated is 
simply slightly in error or grossly misstated for the purpose of 
diversion of plutonium so that they'd have enough material for a 
nuclear weapon. I don't know the answer to that. If the answer is 
going to emerge through the access, and the information's provided 
to the IAEA, under the terms of this agreement, it's going to 
emerge only--it is only required to emerge--at a point when the 
light -water reactor's under construction. Before any nuclear 
equipment is delivered but while it is under construction. The 
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DPRK representatives told us in the course of these meetings they 
didn't trust the international community, the United States or 
others, to provide this project, and they wanted to get into the 
project in a substantial way before this question, which they 
recognized the international community would like addressed, is 
addressed. So, in the terms in which you put it, it is true that 
it is not required that the issue be resolved by then. I certainly 
would hope that, as we go through a process in which there are 
increasing contacts between the United States and the DPRK--and I 
would emphasize here, I certainly hope this promotes an atmosphere 
in which there are contacts between North and South and between the 
North and other countries--that the atmosphere will be such that 
the DPRK will be led to conclude it is in their interest to resolve 
this issue much, much sooner. But you are quite correct: It will 
take, if the light-water reactor project goes according to course-­
based on past experience--and they waited until the last point, or 
the latest time in the natural course of construction, it will be 
some four or five years or so before they must address that issue. 
And I only ask that you look at that issue in the context of the 
agreement, and assess it against the other things that are achieved 
for the price, if you will, that is paid. 

With respect to the spent fuel, there has been no change recognized 
in this document on the status of the spent fuel. I would say 
there had been a change some time ago. If you recall when we first 
started our addressing this matter, when the DPRK discharged the 
fuel into the pond, the OPRK let it be known that this was a matter 
of great urgency, and indeed, in the technical sense, we certainly 
noted that any time this type of fuel, fuel with this type of 
cladding, is put into water, is exposed to water, there is a time 
factor before difficulties arise of a varying nature. And we 
expressed some concern about that, principally because we did not 
wish the fuel to get to a state where the DPRK would claim that 
they were technically required to reprocess it. 

So we expressed a concern, an urgency about dealing with that. Our 
own sense of urgency dissipated substantially when the DPRK said 
that they were prepared to deal with this, and they would not 
reprocess it if we reached an agreement. And so our level of 
concern lowered substantially to one that had more to do with 
safety than it did with proliferation. But as a safety problem, it 
is a DPRK problem, not a USA problem. Now, under the terms of the 
agreement, you will note that the DPRK agrees that it will consult 
with the United States and that we will, in fact, look for a method 
with the DPRK to safely store the fuel, so that it will be 
available for shipment at some point in the future, as I described 
in the course of the light-water reactor project. 

The exact condition of the fuel in the water, and whether it is now 
a radiological hazard, whether it is ten minutes or ten months away 
from being one, is something that I cannot address, but I hope, in 
one of those working groups that I referred to before, that we will 
be able to address that. 
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Q: Mr. Gallucci, earlier you referred to when the first light-water 
reactor would be completed, and then the second. None of these 
things are in this document. There is no reference to the first or 
the second. For example, you mentioned the spent fuel would all 
have to be out of North Korea by the time the first one was 
completed. This, obviously, is some other document, or you've 
agreed privately. Can you tell us about all the documents we're 
not seeing, including this famous confidential minute? 

Ambassador at large Gallucci: There is a confidential minute that 
is part of our settlement, attached to the framework document. It 
is also signed, and it is confidential. The arrangement we have 
with the DPRK is that we will respect the confidentiality of that 
document. It is not unusual for agreements between states that are 
public to have confidential annexes of one kind or another. In 
this case, there is greater specificity on a number of points that 
are referenced in the framework--greater specificity is contained 
in the confidential minute. We are, as I said, going to respect 
the confidentiality of that minute. When there is an agreement 
between two sides and one side requests that certain provisions 
remain confidential, we are prepared, under the circumstances that 
we have here, to respect that. Certainly, our Congress in the 
United States will be fully briefed on the contents of the minute. 
I have an understanding with Vice Foreign Minister Kang that, in 
responding to questions and speaking about the framework document, 
I will, while not quoting or describing what is in the minute, I 
will answer consistent with the minute. So I will not be 
misleading anybody in what I say in terms of what is contained in 
the minute. But I will make every effort, our government will make 
every effort, to keep it confidential. 

Q: Mr. Ambassador, I want to ask you about last Saturday night. 
We'd been hearing--you remember last Saturday night?--we'd been 
hearing predictions for several days before then that an accord was 
imminent, and then the North Koreans came out, I think it was 
midnight or so, and said that the United States had adopted 
unacceptable and abnormal positions. How close were you to a 
breakdown? 

Ambassador at large Gallucci: Let me take a drink of water first on 
that one! 

Q: Is it light water?! 

Ambassador at large Gallucci: I was hoping it was vodka, actually. 
But it's water. We had a number of up's and down's in the course 
of this session. Certainly we've had live up's and down's in the 
course of the discussions over the last 16 months or so. But 
during this session we had some up's and down's. I don't vividly 
remember last Saturday night, but I do somewhat remember 
difficulties. And there were some--as we got toward the end, there 
were some outstanding issues that were--you'd probably be able to 
guess at, but I will not describe to you, that were more difficult 
than others. And as is almost inevitable, we got down to even one 
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that was more difficult chan others. All were ultimately resolved, 
and it is not in the interests of, I think, any of us involved in 
this process now to pick apart the negotiation process and ask 
which ones were the most difficult and which ones held you up the 
longest. So I am not going to do that. 

Q: Sir, I am from a newspaper in Seoul. I have two questions. 
First, how to you characterize your counterpart, Mr. Kang's, 
personality? And the second, now you are a person in Korean 
history, what would you like to say to Koreans? 

Ambassador at large Gallucci: The first question is how would I 
characterize Mr. Kang's personality. I know that's not a trick 
question. I, over a period of time, and I have met with him now 
many, many hours, I am impressed with his commitment to his 
country's interests. I am impressed with his intelligence. Some 
of these· issues are quite complicated, and their relations, one 
issue to another, makes it even more complicated. Throughout, I 
think--I know I kept coming out of meetings saying it was serious 
and businesslike. I did that not only because I wasn't going to 
tell you anything else, but also because that was the tone that was 
set. Our meetings were remarkably free of polemics, and I give him 
credit for that as well. I think he well represented his country. 
I think that one of the reasons we were able to reach a successful 
conclusion was because of the way he did represent his country. 

With respect to a message to Korean people, I take that broadly, 
meaning North Korean and South Korean people. This effort that 
we've been engaged in is for us, I think--one way of putting it--is 
an effort to make a virtue of necessity. We needed very much to 
resolve the nuclear issue before we could do anything else with the 
DPRK to improve relations. The nuclear issue had become, not the 
only, certainly, but a very large issue obstructing the DPRK' s 
relations with the ROK, and I suspect also with Japan. 

By reaching agreement, I think we have contributed at this point to 
the creation of an atmosphere--that's the way I'd like to put it--a 
setting, in which much more becomes possible. I don't know whether 
much more is actually going to follow. 

I can't foresee the long road ahead of us, and whether we are going 
to travel it smoothly, or whether there are going to be 
obstructions. But there's an opportunity here· for the people of 
Korea, for North and South, and I hope, I very much hope, they both 
seize it. 

Q: Mr. Ambassador, what countries will you invite for the KEDO 
consultations, and when will they start, and where? 

Ambassador at large Gallucci: We will invite the Republic of Korea, 
Japan, Russia, China, and other countries of Asia and Western 
Europe. I am not being more specific because I am not sure that I 
have an exact list in my mind at the moment. But I expect there 
will be nine or ten countries or so. I believe we should meet as 
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soon as possible. I am not exactly sure when as soon as possible 
is. We have, in the United States, some homework to do, since we 
plan on hosting it, and we want that first meeting to be a 
successful one. We have a lot on our agenda, and the formation of 
what we are calling KEDO- -the Korean Energy Development 
Organization--is going to be a very complex undertaking, 
politically, legally, financially, diplomatically. And so we don't 
want. to ask countries to come for such a meeting until w.e are 
ready. But I would hope that we would be able to have such a 
meeting, I would expect we would be able to have such a meeting 
within a month's time. 

Q: Will the G-7 be involved with money? 

Ambassador at large Gallucci: I am not going to go into individual 
countries, right now. I probably will not have reluctance to do so 
in another week or two, when we start settling on an invitation 
list. There's nothing particularly secret about it; I just don't 
want to mistake anything. 

Q: Mr. Gallucci, coming back to the minute, the confidential minute 
and the understanding you have with Mr. Kang. Earlier in his 
briefing when asked on that, he elaborated that the confidential 
minute contained not only technical but political parts, crucial to 
the framework agreement. Could you elaborate a bit--if the 
political element is linked to the improvement in the dialogue 
between the North and South? And the final element of my question 
is, the decommissioning of the existing North Korean program, who 
will foot the bill? 

Ambassador at large Gallucci: I would say there are political 
elements. I mean, this is a political document, and it's very hard 
to say that something is technical and doesn't have political 
content, if in fact it was schedule or a specificity. I think 
that's a very difficult division to make. I said it was--I wanted 
to say that it was largely technical in the sense that it gave more 
precision to things that are provided for in the framework document 
itself. But I don't recall anything that specifically goes to, if 
you will, the point on inter-Korean dialogue. 

The question about who will pay for dismantlement: There are a 
number of costs associated with the implementation of this 
framework document. Everybody is aware of the light-water reactor 
project, that's one. Everybody, I think, now should be aware of 
the concept of alternative or interim energy, the heavy oil that 
will be delivered during the period beginning in about three months 
till the first light-water reactor comes on line. In addition, 
there'll be costs associated with the shipment of that spent fuel. 
There may be costs associated with the preparation of that spent 
fuel for safe storage. There may be costs associated with the 
disposition of the spent fuel after it is shipped. There will be 
costs associated with dismantlement. 

I would tell you at this point, we have, in our discussions with 
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the DPRK, talked about the expectation, certainly, that the 
document does envision--the costs associated with the light-water 
reactor project, with alternative energy, and with spent fuel 
disposition, to be borne by, I will say, broadly, the international 
community. And leave it at that:.. I am not excluding the 
possibility of additional assistance with respect to dismantlement, 
but the document does not provide for that. That's something that 
DPRK is, under the terms of the agreement, to take on. So I am not 
trying to finally dispose of that issue; I am saying there is no 
provision for that in the document. 

Q: Will this KEDO international consortium get involved in the 
dismantling process? I think that the dismantling in itself may 
need a lot of technology assistance, and cost matters are involved. 
So how will the international consortium get in? 

Ambassador Gallucci: I was trying just now to hold out the 
possibility, even though the document doesn't provide for it, of 
assistance if necessary to achieve some objectives by the 
international community and -- certainly dismantlement, and in the 
case of an operating facility that has operated like the 5-megawatt 
reactor, decommissioning and dismantlement -- the possibility of 
assistance is there. 

As you know, it will be a much different enterprise to dismantle a 
facility in fact, been an active facility, had radioactive material 
contained in it, and been operating. A portion of the 
radiochemistry lab fits that description and so also does the 5-
megawatt reactor. Dismantlement of facilities that have never, as 
they say, gone hot, gone on line, such a 50 or 200 megawatt reactor 
should be simpler but not necessarily easy. 

Q. Can you share the content of President Clinton's letter? How 
did President Clinton call the so-called "Dear Leader." 

Ambassador Gallucci: As in "Dear John?" President Clinton's 
letter is addressed as the DPRK asked that it should be addressed. 
They gave us the proper address and the letter is so addressed, and 
that's all I'll say about that. The letter will be made public. 
There is nothing secret about the letter. I can not make it 
available to you this evening, but I assume it will be made public 
out of Washington, and I suspect out of Pyongyang and Seoul. 
Certainly it will be made public out of Washington. 

Q. How much safer is the world since you signed this agreement? 

Ambassador Gallucci: I can tell you that I had two -- I'm going to 
talk about this in a personal sense. I don't know what the 
official answer to that question is. I assume the official answer 
is: "Of course." I will tell you personally I, as a negotiator 
engaged in this activity for almost a year and a half, had a number 
of very specific concerns. I was quite aware that we, the United 
States, were in no position to walk away from this issue, that we 
were going to have to deal with it in the ways I described to you. 
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Walking away was not an option. If we could not reach a negotiated 
settlement, I was fairly certain we would go to sanctions. My own 
personal view is that we would have succeeded in a sanctions 
resolution and that that course held certain risks. It would have 
been a course we were prepared to pursue. the risks associated 
with it, of armed conflict. 

I know that many of you are aware of what the forces are around the 
DMZ. It is a very dangerous situation. There are hundreds of 
thousands of troops on both sides of the DMZ. There are enormous 
numbers of artillery pieces in the North that can range as far 
south as Seoul. This is a very dangerous situation into which -
put oneself, it's a difficult situation and an incident can 
escalate into hostilities. 

I was concerned, as I know a lot of people were, that if we could 
not: negotiate, or would not walk away from one, then eventually ou·t 
of this could come armed hostilities. It would lead to a large 
number of casualties. That was one risk looking down the road. 

Another, of course, was concern that the DPRK would proceed with a 
nuclear weapons program. Yes, there was certainly concern about 
whether one and possibly two nuclear weapons-worth of material in 
North Korea, whether they had indeed produced possibly a weapon. 
We plan certainly under the framework agreement to get at that 
issue. 

But the image of a North Korea that was becoming increasingly 
isolated politically, producing hundreds of kilograms of plutonium, 
having a ballistic missile program of some concern, and having an 
armed force deployed as it was not an image that we could feel 
relaxed about. It was an image we needed to be very concerned 
about. What I think we've done with this framework document is 
pose the prospect of a solution, but it is the prospect of a 
solution. It defines the road ahead. It has the potential of 
greatly reducing the risk of war, of nuclear weapons proliferation 
in Northeast Asia, of a threat to the whole international community 
and the non-proliferation regime with it, so it does have the 
potential to do what you say. We will have to assess it. We will 
have to see what happens in the coming days, months, years. 

Q: This consortium is to be organized under the leadership of the 
United States. Does it mean that the United States will have the 
final decision in who will build the LWRs and who will provide the 
heavy oil a.nd the amount of these deliveries? 

Ambassador Gallucci: Exactly how KEOOs decision-making process 
will be structures is something I can't answer since the only thing 
chat exists is "KEOO," and Kedo is a name, tentative and subject. to 
the consortium meeting and deciding what they wish to call 
themselves. So I can't speak to a decision-making mechanism, to an 
organization that hasn't been formed yet. 



US MISSION RMR GENEUR ~ 202 456 9180 N0.920 P015 

However, you do ask the question about what reactors, and that 
question has been around for some time. There have been thoughts 
that there would be perhaps European reactors, Russian reactors 
built, American reactors built. We have taken the position that 
the United States in pursuing this negotiation that we didn't have 
a commercial interest in this. We had a non-proliferation 
interest, a security interest. While we saw great benefit to a 
project in which the ROK - its experts and its specialists were 
involved in a project with the North,, -- this could be synergistic 
-- that's not the way we approached it. At one point during this 
summer I took a trip around the world - in fact, literally -- to 
consult with a number of countries to see what sort of viable 
package could be put together. We kept saying over and over again, 
it had to be technically viable, it had to be politically viable, 
and it had to be financially viable. There was only one project 
that we could come up with that made sense of that criteria, and 
that was one which the ROK played a central role, not only in 
finances but also in construction. What we envision is not the 
result of an arbitrary decision by the united States of America, 
but as the result of a great deal of consultation. That included 
with the governments of South Korea, Japan, China and Russia, among 
others. 

The conclusion is that the reactors which will be built will be of 
the kind that are currently under construction in South Korea. 

Q. When it comes to Western Europe, Germany is usually one of the 
countries which contribute, mostly financially, so is there 
anything in your mind concerning Germany, whether they should pay 
or provide technical assistance? 

Ambassador Gallucci: Well, absolutely, it's in my mind. Whether 
it's in German minds is another matter. That has yet to be 
determined. 

Q. Can you tell us something about the exchange of presents 
between you and Mr. Kang? 

Ambassador Gallucci: I have on more than one occasion given Mr. 
Kang a book, and this was one such occasion. He has on more than 
one occasion given me tea and special after dinner drinks - special 
to the DPRK. I cherish those gifts, and I'm sure he cherishes 
mine. 

Q. The rough figure for the LWR is four billion dollars. How about 
the cost to the international community of alternative energy and 
the costs associated with shipment of the spent fuel. Have you got 
any overall figure in mind? 

Ambassador Gallucci: I think I'm going to hold a reserve on that. 
It is in the tens of millions of dollars, less than 100 million 
dollars a year, more than 10 million dollars, and I just think it's 
unwise for me to try to sort that out exactly. 
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You could probably do it if you had access to the oil spot market 
and could figure out how much of your oil equals 255 megawatts 
electric. That whole price tag will not be due each year right 
away. It sort of slides up or escalates, beginning with some heavy 
oil within the first three months of commitment, and we get into 
the full compensation for 255 megawatts -- I believe -- after the 
second year. 

Q. A question on the confidential minute again. Is this purely 
because the North Koreans asked for it, or are there provisions in 
that minute which your delegation wanted? 

Ambassador Gallucci: We agreed with the DPRK that the confidential 
minute would remain confidential. 

Q. You suggested earlier that you were keeping it confidential 
because the North Koreans had asked you to keep it confidential, 
that they had asked it to be a confidential memo to begin with. 

Ambassador Gallucci: I'm not going to distribute burden. I'm 
going to say that both agreed to keep the confidential minute 
confidential. 

Q. What type of circumstances are required for the relationships 
between the two countries reach a certain level, and how long will 
this take. My second question is do you think the change of 
leadership in the DPRK made any contribution to this round of talks 
for this agreement? 

Ambassador Gallucci: The first question about the diplomatic 
relations between the U.S. and the DPRK. The framework document 
indicates that liaison off ices will be opened as soon as 
outstanding issues will be resolved, such as consular issues and 
access, etc. So there's no time frame for the liaison office. We 
will begin to work with the DPRK in a working group very soon, 
just as we will try to establish the other working groups 
envisioned in the document. But there is no set time frame, either 
for the liaison off ices for movement to full diplomatic relations 
at the ambassadorial level. 

The second question. I couldn't discern any other impact than of 
course the period in which we were not able to meet because of the 
initial mourning period. Apart from that, from the talks 
themselves, I could not discern any impact. 

Q. Can you confirm that the first oil shipment will be of the 
order of 50,000 tons, and the second question is, in the secret 
document, has North Korea agreed to a revised declaration to the 
IAEA of how much plutonium it has? 

Ambassador Gallucci: I think the answer to the first question may 
well be "yes." In fact I can't confirm that. I just can't tell 
you off the top of my head. 
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The second question. I'm going to answer that not in terms of 
what's in the document but to tell you that the agreement or the 
framework document the understandings that follow from it include 
a commitment from the OPRK to come into full compliance with the 
safeguards obligations, to do whatever the IAEA may deem necessary 
to resolve the safeguards anomaly. 

Now I fully expect the DPRK to provide information and attempt, 
when it chooses, and it may wait until the last minute under the 
framework document or it may decide to act much sooner -- but to 
attempt to convince the IAEA through consultations that the anomaly 
can be explained without resort to additional inspections. 

In the end, however, the DPRK takes to do the necessary, as defined 
by the IAEA, to resolve the anomaly. If that includes special 
inspections, then that includes special inspections. Thank you. 
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b(ll) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of 

financial institutions J(b)(H) of the FOIAI 
b(?) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information 

concerning wells l(b)(?) of the FOIAI 
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Presidential Records Act - 144 ll.S.C. 2204(a)j 

Pl National Security Classified Information j(a)( I) of the PRAI 
P2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office l(a)(2) of the PRAI 
PJ Release would violate a Federal statute i(a)(J) of the PRAI 
1'4 Release would disclose trade secrets or coufidential commercial or 

financial information l(a)(4) of the PRAI 
I'S Release would disclose confidential advice between the President 

and his advisors, or hdwcen such advisors la)(S) of the PRAI 
P6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy l(a)(<1) of the l'l~AI 

C. Closed in acconlancc with restrictions contained in donor's deed 
of gift. 

Pl{l\I. Personal rel·ord misfik defined in accordance with 44 11.S.C. 
2201(3). 

IU~. Dorumcnt will he reviewed upon request. 

Freedom of Information Act - IS ll.S.C. SS2(b)i 

b(I) National security classified information J(b)( I) of the FOIAI 
h(2) l{elease would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of 

an agency j(b)(2) of the FOIAI 
b(J) Release wonld violate a Federal statute j(b)(J) of the FOL\! 
h(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial 

information j(b)(4) of the FOIAI 
h(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy i(h)(6) of the FOIAI 
h(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcemeut 

purposes i(h)(7) of the FOIAI 
h(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of 

financial institutions l(b)(8) of the FOIAI 
h(')) l~elease would disclose gl·olngiral or geophysical information 

concerning wells l(h)(9) of the FOIAI 
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P2 l{clating to the appointment to Federal office !(a)(2) of the PRAI 
PJ Rclcnsl' would violate a Fcdcrnl statute !(a)(J) of the Pl{A( 
P4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or 

financial information !(a)(4) of the PR'\I 
1'5 Release would disclose conlidential advice between the President 

and his advisors. or between such advisors !11)(5) of the PRAI 
1'6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy l<a)(6J of the rRAI 

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed 
of gift. 

PRM. Pusonal record misfile defined in accordance with 44 ll.S.C. 
2201(3). 

RR. llorument will be reviewed upon request. 

Fm.·dom of Information Act - 15 ll.S.C. 552(b)I 

h( I) National security classilicd information ((h)( I) of the FOIAI 
b(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of 

an agency l(b)(2) of the FOL\( 
h(J) l{clcase would violate H Federal statute !(h)(J) of the FOIAI 
h(4) l{ckase would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial 

information l(h)(4) of the FOIAI 
h(6) Release would constilnte a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy l(b)(6) of the FOIAI 
h(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement 

purposes ((h)(7) of the FOIAI 
b(8) Release would disdosc information concerning the regulation of 

linancial institutions l(b)(8) of the FOIAI 
h(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information 

concerning wl'lls l(h)(9) of the FOIAI 
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Pl National Security Classified lnformalion J(a)(I) of the PRAI 
P2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office )(a)(2) of the PRAI 
PJ Release would violate H Federal statute J(a)(J) of the Pl{AI 
P4 ReleHsl' would disclose trade .•eerets or confidential commercial or 

financial information l(a)(4) of the PRAI 
1'5 l{elcase would disclose confidential advice between the President 

and his ad\'isors, or between such advisors la)(5) of the PR·\) 
P6 lh•lcase would eonslitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy J(a)(6) of the l'RAI 

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed 
of gift. 

l'RM. Personal record misfile defined in accordance with 44 ll.S.C. 
2201(3). 

RR. llocument will he reviewed upon request. 

Freedom of Information Ari - )5 ll.S.C. 552(b)I 

b(I) National security classified information l(h)( I) of the FOIAI 
h(2) Release wonld disclose internal personnel rules and pntctices of 

an agency ICh)(2) of the FOIAI 
h(J) Release would violate a Federal stature 1Ch)(3) of the FOIA) 
h(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial 

information J(h)(4) of the FOIA) 
h(6) Release would eonstitule a clearly unwarranled invasion of 

personal prh·acy )(h)(6) of the FOL\) 
h(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement 

purposes )(h)(7) of the FOL\ I 
h(H) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of 

financial institutions l(h)(ll) of the FOIAI 
b(9) l{elease would disclose geologic11I or geophysical information 

concerning wells )(b)(9) of the FOIAI 
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Pl National Securily Classified Information !<a)( I) or the PRAI 
P2 Relating lo lhe appoinlmenl lo Federal office l!a)(2) or lhe PRAI 
PJ Release would \'iolate a Federal statute l(a)(J) or lhe PRAI 
1'4 Release would disclose lrade secn•ts or confidential commercial or 

financial informalion l(a)(4) of the PRAI 
P5 l~elease would disclose confidential ad\'in· helween the President 

and his advisors, or between such advisors la)(5) or the PRAI 
1'(1 Release would constilutc a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy l(a)(6) of lhe l'RAI 

C. Closed in accordance with reslrictions conlltined in donor's deed 
of gifl. 

l'RM. Personal record mislile defined in accordance with 44 ll.S.C 
2201(3). 

RR. llornmenl will he reviewed upon requesl. 

Freedom of Information Acl - 15 ll.S.C. 552(h)I 

h( I) Nalional seeurily classified information l!bJ( I) of lhe FOIAI 
h(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and praclices or 

an agency l(b)(2) of the FOIAI 
b(J) Release would violale a Federal statule l(h)(J) of lhe FOIAI 
h(4) Release would disclose lradc secrets or confidenlial or financial 

informalion l!h)(4) of the FOIAI 
h(6) Release would conslilute a clearly nnwarranled invasion of 

personal privacy l!h)(6) of the FOIAI 
h(7) Release would disclose informalion compiled for law enforcemcnl 

purposes l(h)(7) of the H>IAI 
h(ll) Release would disclose informalion concerning the regulation of 

financial inslitulions l(h)(ll) of lhc FOIAI 
h(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical informalion 

concerning wells l(b)(9) of the FOIAI 
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PJ lfrleas1· would \'iolatc a Federul statute l(a)(J) of the Pl~AI 
1'4 Rcl1•asc would disclose trude secrets or confidential commercial or 

tinanl'ial information l(a)(4) of the PRAI 
1'5 Rl'lease would disclose conlidential Hd\'ice between the President 

1111d his ad\'isors. or between snch advisors la)(5) of the PRAI 
1'6 Release would constitute a clearly unw11rruntcd in\'Hsion of 

personal pri\'acy i(a)(6) of the PRAI 

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed 
of girt. 

PRM. Personal record misfile dclincd in accordance with 44 11.S.C. 
2201(3). 

RR. Document will he re\'iewed upon request. 

Freedom of Information Art - 15 ll.S.C. 552(b)I 

h(I) National security classilied information l(h)( I) of the FOIAI 
h(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of 

an agency i(b)(2) of the FOIAI 
h(J) Release would \'iolate a Federal statute i(h)(J) of the FOIAI 
h(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or conlidcntial or linancial 

information i(h)(4) of the FOIAI 
h(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy i(b)(6) of the FOIAI 
h(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement 

purposes i(h)(7) of the FOl..\I 
b(I!) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of 

linancial institutions i(b)(8) of the FOIAI 
h(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information 

concerning wells l(h)(9) of the FOIAI 
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Pl National Securil)• Classified Information !(a)( I) of the PRAI 
1'2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office J(a)(2) of the PRAI 
1'3 Release would violate a Federal statute J(a)(3) of the PRAI 
1'4 Release would disclose trade secn•ts or confidential commercial or 

financial information J(a)(4) of the PRAJ 
PS Release would disclose confidential ad\'ice between the President 

and his advisors, or between such advisors Ja)(S) of the PRAI 
1'6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted inrnsion of 

personal privacy J(a)(6) of the PRAI 

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed 
of girt. 

PRl\I. Personal record misfile defined in accordance with 44 11.S.C. 
2201(3). 

RI{. Document will he reviewed upon request. 

Freedom of Information Act - JS ll.S.C. SS2(h)J 

h(I) National security classified information l(h)(I) of the FOIAI 
h(2) l{elease would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of 

an agency l(h)(2) of the FOIAI 
b(3) l{l'll·ase would ,·iolatc a Federal statute J(h)(3) of thl' FOIAI 
h(4) lh·leasc would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial 

information J(h)(4) of the FOIAI 
b(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

pusonal privacy J(h)(6) of the FOIAI 
h(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement 

purposes J(h)(7) of the FOIAI 
h(8) l{elcase would disclose information concerning the regulation of 

financial institutions J(h)(8) of the FOIAJ 
h(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information 

concerning wells J(h)(9) of the FOIAJ 
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Pl National Scrnrity Classilicd Information l(a)(I) of the PRAI 
1'2 l{cl11ting to the appointment to Federal oflice l(a)(2) of the Pl{AI 
PJ Release would violate a Federal statntc l(a)(J) of the PRAI 
l'4 Relcase would disclose trade secrets or conlidential commercial or 

linancial information l(a)(4) of the PRAl 
P5 Release would disclose conlidential advice hetwccn the President 

and his advisors, or hctwcen such advisors la)(5) of the PRAI 
1'6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

prrsorrnl privacy J(a)(<>) of the PRAI 

C. Closed in accordance with rcstril"tions contaim·d in donor's deed 
of gift. 

PRM. Personal record mislile defined in al·cordance with 44 l 1.S.C. 
2201(3). 

RR. Document will be re\'iewed upon request. 

Freedom of Information Act - 15 ll.S.C. 552(h)I 

h(I) Natior111I security classilied information J(h)( I) of the FOIAI 
b(2) l{clease would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of 

an agency l(b)(2) of the FOIAI 
h(J) Release would violate a Federal statute l(b)(J) of the FOIAI 
h(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or conlidcntial or financial 

information l(h)(4) of the FOIAI 
h(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy l(h)(6) of the FOIAI 
h(7) lfrlcasc would disclose information compiled for law enforcement 

purposes j(h)(7) of the FOIAI 
b(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of 

financial institutions J(b)(8) of the FOIAI 
h(9) l{eleasc would disclose geological or geophysical information 

concerning wells J(h)(9) of the FOIAI 
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1'2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office l(a)(2) of the PRAI 
1'3 Release would \'iolatc 11 Federnl statute i(a)(3) of the l'l{AI 
P4 lfrleasc would disclose tr11de secrrls or confidenti11l commercial or 

financial information i(a)(4) of the l'll·\I 
I'S l{elease would disclose conlidential advice between the President 

and his advisors, or between such advisors la)(S) of the PRAI 
1'6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted in\'asion of 

personal privacy i(a)(6) of the PRAI 

C. Closed in accordnnce with restrictions contained in donor's deed 
of gift. 

l'RM. Personal record mislile defined in accordance with 44 11.S.C. 
2201(3). 

RR. Document will he reviewed upon request. 

Freedom of Information Act - IS 11.S.C. SS2(h)I 

h( I) National security classilicd information i(b)( I) of the FOIAI 
h(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of 

an agency l(h)(2) of the FOIAI 
h(3) Release would \'iolate a Federal statute l(b)(3) of the FOIAI 
h(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or conlidential or linancial 

information i(h)(4) of the FOIAI 
h(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted in\'asion of 

personal privacy i(b)(6) of the FOIAI 
h(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement 

purposes i(h)(7) of the FOIAI 
b(8) J{elcase would disclose information concerning the regulation of 

liuancial institutions l(h)(I!) of the FOIAI 
b(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information 

concerning wells l(b)(9) of the FOIA) 


