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Preface

This book is a collection of papers presented at the Inaugural
Conference of the Jeju Peace Institute, which was held on September
21-23, 2006. The Inaugural Conference was designed to commemo-
rate the inauguration of the Jeju Peace Institute, with its principal
objective being to bring together top experts on peace and security,
so that they could exchange views on peace and common prosperity
in Northeast Asia. The Inaugural Conference was intended to serve
as a forum for the exchange of views on cooperation in Northeast
Asia from which a consensus would be reached. It was hoped this
forum would serve to lay a cornerstone necessary for promoting
Northeast Asian cooperation.

In order to meet that goal, the following issues were addressed
in depth. First, the concept of peace and the emerging security
issues were comprehensively reviewed in order to seek joint efforts
to address concerns on human security. Second, a range of perspec-
tives regarding the six-party talks was shared to help find a solu-
tion to the North Korean nuclear crisis, and measures were pro-
posed to build up cooperation in Northeast Asia as well as to pro-
mote peace on the Korean Peninsula. Third, the feasibility of Jeju
becoming a facilitator for joint efforts toward multilateral security
and prosperity in Northeast Asia was examined to seek possible
ways of promoting Jeju Island as a peace hub of Northeast Asia.
Lastly, the issue of the role of the Jeju Peace Institute in building
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networks among experts engaged in Northeast Asian cooperation
and world peace was examined.

In publishing the proceedings of the Inaugural Conference of
the Jeju Peace Institute, we would like to extend our deep-felt, sin-
cere appreciation to all those who took part in this constructive col-
laboration. Without their sincere contributions, it would have been
impossible for this kind of collective effort to bear fruit.

Last but not least, last-minute efforts on the book were made by
Dr. Tae-Ryong Yoon, Dr. Bong-Jun Ko, Dr. Seong-woo Yi, Prof.
Douglas Hansen, and Ms. Jeongseon Ko. We are grateful for their
hard work and dedication.

April 6, 2007
The Organizing Committee of the Inaugural Conference
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Welcoming Remarks

Cae-One Kim

Mr. Lim Chae-jung, Honorable Speaker of the National
Assembly of the Republic of Korea, Mr. Bjorn Tore
Godal, Distinguished Former Minister of Foreign

Affairs of Norway who is to deliver a keynote speech on this auspi-
cious occasion, Colleagues, Ladies and Gentlemen, it’s my great
honor and pleasure to welcome all of you to this international con-
ference on behalf of the International Peace Foundation (IPF).

I am very glad you have come, especially, here, to Jeju Island. At
long last, we see now this year’s unusually hot summer is packing
to leave and a new pleasant season is greeting us with a smile. Yes,
you’re granted the privilege to enjoy the beautiful scenery of Jeju
Island in this early fall.

Today, IPF intends to celebrate two events at the same time. On
the one hand, it purports to domestically and internationally publi-
cize the full-fledged activities of the Jeju Peace Institute (JPI) that
was officially launched in March this year. On the other hand, it
purports to hold the opening ceremony of the Jeju International
Peace Center (JIPC) that is to run a peace museum.

Ladies and Gentlemen, we have chosen ‘Peace and Policy Dia-
logue in Northeast Asia’ as the theme of the first international con-
ference hosted by the Jeju Peace Institute (JPI). Peace is the supreme
value human beings are pursuing, and peace is also the precondi-
tion for progress in human history made by human will and activi-

3



ties. Throughout human history and in all parts of this planet, peo-
ple have been rendering their utmost efforts to attain and establish
peace. However, world peace as an ideal still remains to be real-
ized. As we are witnessing the turmoil in the Middle East these
days, there have been endless disputes and conflicts in all the
regions of the world.

In this difficult situation the best thing we can do is to make per-
sistent efforts to foster conditions for the ultimate attainment of
peace. Wars and conflicts originate from conflicting interests
embedded in human relations. Therefore, I believe “peace breaks
out” only when we human beings make conscious and common
efforts ceaselessly so that we can build trust and expand mutual
understanding through contacts and dialogues among ourselves.
That’s why JPI stresses ‘Peace and Dialogue’ as the theme of the
conference. This institute, making this international conference as
the starting point, is to have this sort of dialogue continue after-
wards.

One of the most important goals of the institute is to propose
programs for strengthening security cooperation and stabilizing
peace in Northeast Asia. In retrospect, in the early 1990’s Germans
accomplished unification by overcoming the East-West division of
their country, which symbolized the worldwide ideological con-
frontation during the Cold War period. However, despite the
worldwide trends of declining totalitarianism in the post-Cold War
era, we find in Northeast Asia continuing Cold War-style con-
frontation, conflict and tension in the security field as if a historical
clock were stopped here. The Korean peninsula is the very flash-
point of such confrontation. Therefore, peace on the Korean penin-
sula might be the first step towards the attainment of peace in the
world as well as in the Northeast Asian region.

JPI hopes to contribute to the achievement of peace in Northeast
Asia by developing policy alternatives through research, interna-
tional conferences and educational programs. I ask for your warm
concern and cooperation in this process.
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Ladies and Gentlemen, our institute was established on Jeju
Island because, more than anything else, Jeju is the symbol that rep-
resents the Korean people’s yearning for peace. In the past, the
Korean peninsula was thrust into the vortex of the ideological con-
frontation, hegemonic competition and disputes among great pow-
ers. As a result, the Korean people were victimized, suffering from
external invasions. Bipolarized ideological antagonism forced Jeju
people to go through a particularly devastating and miserable inci-
dent, the so-called April 3rd Uprising in 1948. The Korean govern-
ment proclaimed Jeju as “The island of world peace” in January
2005. This official announcement is the very backdrop of the birth
of IPF and JPI.

Jeju has favorable conditions that will allow JPI to conduct vigor-
ous international activities. Jeju, with its beautiful natural scenery,
has a great potential to evolve into an attractive international resort
area. In addition, Jeju is enjoying a special legal status as an interna-
tional free city. Moreover, as a ‘Special Self-Governing Province,’ Jeju
started to sail towards a bright future from this July.

Ladies and Gentlemen, throughout the conference for today and
tomorrow, we are having presentations and discussions on the mat-
ter of realizing peace on the Korean peninsula, in Northeast Asia,
and in the world. In this vein, we are also holding discussions as to
how Jeju Special Self-Governing Province and JPI can contribute to
accelerating the process for the attainment of local, regional and
worldwide peace. This time we invited highly esteemed scholars
and policymakers for the international conference. I am pretty sure
that they will provide various good ideas and policy alternatives.

Finally, I hope you will enjoy the beauty of Mother Nature while
you’re staying on Jeju Island.
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Congratulatory Remarks

Su-Hoon Lee

Thank you very much and good morning! I am delighted
to be here this morning and have an opportunity to speak
to a distinguished audience from countries in the North-

east Asian region. First of all, I would like to congratulate Dr. Kim
Cae-One, the Chairman of the Korea International Peace Founda-
tion for his able leadership to successfully guide the Jeju Peace
Institute since its inception in March of this year. Today’s interna-
tional symposium is a historically significant event that allows the
Jeju Peace Institute to be known domestically and internationally,
although JPI has already shown its dynamic activities during the
past several months. I would also like to congratulate Ambassador
Kwon Young Min, the Acting Director and the staff of JPI for suc-
cessfully organizing this symposium.

Northeast Asia is home to about one-fourth of the world’s popu-
lation and comprises approximately a quarter of the global GDP.
Consequently, many futurists predict Northeast Asia will emerge
as a new driving force for the global economy.

But as we can observe, both converging and diverging forces are
at work in the region. On the plus side, the tide of regionalization is
accelerating economic cooperation and integration in the NEA
region. Socio-cultural exchanges are very active among countries in
the region.

Conversely, this region is also suffering from the diverging
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forces of mistrust and friction emanating from past history and dif-
ferences in socio-political systems among the major powers. These
destabilizing factors undermine not only regional harmony and
security but also global peace and stability.

A new order in Northeast Asia will depend on the visions and
policies of the region’s political leaders. The principal players should
work to overcome divisiveness and resentment while striving to
make this region safer and more prosperous.

President Roh Moo-Hyun and his government launched the
Northeast Asian Cooperation Initiative to enhance regional cooper-
ation so that we may build sustainable peace and bring greater
prosperity to the region. The ultimate goal of the Initiative is to
materialize a peaceful and prosperous Northeast Asia by building a
regional community of mutual trust, reciprocity, and symbiosis.

Despite the confining structure of great power politics, the ROK
can make a positive contribution to smoothing the regional order in
Northeast Asia. The NEA Cooperation Initiative is not necessarily
about ‘the glory of Korea’ but a vision for the future regional order.
We believe that Korea can facilitate the reconstruction of a new
order of peace and co-prosperity through cooperation.

More than anything else, the current, ongoing North Korean
nuclear issue has to be resolved through peaceful means. And, to
assure peace and stability in the region, multilateral security coop-
eration also needs to be formulated. To this end, I believe it is
important to institutionalize a regional multilateral security dia-
logue and restore trust among the different parties.

The Six-party Talks is an unprecedented multilateral forum in
the Northeast Asian region. As a forum for dealing with very
important security issues surrounding North Korean nuclear pro-
grams, I believe the Six-party Talks will serve as a good example for
the development of a multilateral dialogue mechanism to address
regional security concerns.

But, it will take time to completely resolve the North Korean
nuclear issue. The multilateral security dialogue in Northeast Asia
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should not be held hostage to the North Korean nuclear issue. We
should find ways and means to promote security cooperation and
confidence building in Northeast Asia, by establishing a separate
‘multilateral security cooperation council in Northeast Asia’ con-
sisting of six foreign ministers of the region. The South Korean gov-
ernment is willing to persuade North Korea to enter into such a
framework.

For regional peace and stability, all the countries in Northeast
Asia should work together. Dialogue and diplomacy should be the
major tool to achieve this common goal. Through our joint effort, I
hope that we will see a more peaceful and prosperous Korean
Peninsula and Northeast Asia in the future.

The Jeju Peace Institute is an institution that is established by the
vision provided by President Roh Moo-hyun to implement some
part of his grand Northeast Asian Cooperation Initiative. It will
function as a meeting ground to promote research, dialogue and
diplomacy of all types in our region. Jeju is a peace island that fits
best for serving this purpose.

The Jeju Peace Institute’s beginning was not grandiose. But its
aspiration for the future is by no means mediocre. Through our
joint efforts and cooperation, we can build JPI into one of the
world’s first-class research centers. Today, we have taken a small
but significant first step toward the goal. Congratulations again and
thank you very much.
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Congratulatory Remarks

Tae-Hwan Kim

Chairman Lim, Chae-Jung, Chairman Lee, Su-hoon, Chan-
cellor Ambassader Cho, Jung-pyo, and former Norwe-
gian Minister Bjorn Tore Godal, distinguished scholars

and experts from home and abroad, and ladies and gentlemen!
On March 24, the Jeju Peace Institute for peace research in North-

east Asia had its opening ceremony. It has realized Jeju people’s
hope for peace. I would like to extend my heartfelt welcome to you
for visiting Jeju and attending this international conference in com-
memoration of its opening. And I would like to express my sincere
appreciation to President Kim Cae-One and Ambassador Kwon
Yeong-min for hosting the conference in Jeju. Until the proclama-
tion of Jeju as an Island of World Peace, Jeju has overcome severe
events in its history including the April 3rd Uprising. All the people
in Jeju are said to be victims of the event and deserve the right to
discuss peace and human rights. Now, the spirit of peace is to be
the spirit of Jeju.

In line with the spirit of peace, Jeju tangerines were sent to peo-
ple in North Korea, and the Jeju Peace Forum has been held biannu-
ally for the discussion on peace and prosperity in Northeast Asia.
And today, the historic opening of the Jeju International Peace Cen-
ter is more evidence that Jeju is an Island of World Peace where
peace is carried into practice. Therefore, the groundwork has been
laid for Jeju’s takeoff into the world as a carriage pulled by a pair of
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horses, Island of World Peace and Free International City, in the
first year of Jeju as a Special Self-Governing Province.

I hope that this international conference will establish a mile-
stone for Jeju to realize its ideals as the Island of World Peace in the
21st century. Once again, I would like to express my sincere appre-
ciation to you for the conference under the theme of “Peace & Poli-
cy Dialogue in Northeast Asia.” And I wish you, peace-loving peo-
ple, a great success in your work and future.

Thank you very much.
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Opening Remarks

Youngmin Kwon

Your Excellency Lim, Che-Jung, the speaker of the National
Assembly, Your Excellency Ambassador Bjorn Tore Godal,
Former Minister of Trade and Shipping, Minister of For-

eign Affairs and Minister of Defense of Norway, Dr. Lee, Su-Hoon,
Chairman of the Presidential Committee on the Northeast Asian
Cooperation Initiative, Governor of Jeju Special Self-governing
province Kim, Tae-Hwan, President of Cheju National University
Dr. Ko Choong-suk and Ambassador Cho, Jung-pyo, Chancellor of
the Institute of Foreign Affairs & National Security and other dis-
tinguished guests. I wish to welcome all of you. Especially, I wish
to express again my deepest gratitude and utmost respect to the
speaker of the National Assembly who has squeezed his heavy
commitments to come to this opening and Minister Godal who has
come such a long way to attend the meeting.

In this part of the world, if a magpie chatters early in the morn-
ing it augurs well for the coming of a very dear and long-awaited
guest. In other parts of the world, however, like Europe including
Norway, Denmark and Germany where I was ambassador, the bird
has been known as one of the mischievous creatures. Even King
Harald V of Norway told me that his grandmother was very fretful
over her suspicions about who was stealing silverware from the
kitchen, even in the royal court in the late 19th century. The bird
had taken every scintillating piece of kitchenware up to its nest in
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the tree. The suspicions turned out wrong when the tree fell down
in the court and the lost silverware came back. However, the mag-
pie has been regarded as an auspicious bird which has heralded the
advent of good luck in this part of the world for ages. On my way
to this institute, I have heard the birds chirp very loudly for several
days. All of you here today are very much welcome. You are really
our highly-esteemed and long-awaited companions.

Excellencies, ladies and gentlemen! It is my great pleasure and
honour to announce the opening of the Inaugural Meeting of the
Jeju Peace Institute. Even though the institute is a fledgling in its
birth, it has at least strong intentions as well as a determination to
become a leading internationally well-known peace institute. After
designating and proclaiming Jeju as the “Island of World Peace” in
January last year, the Korean government established the institute
this March and asked it to fulfill this goal.

The institute is also assigned to perform the duty of contributing
to the maintenance of peace, stability and prosperity on the Korean
peninsula, and to the security cooperation and economic integration
of Northeast Asia. This duty should be illuminated from the perspec-
tives of regional and global dimensions. The institute will, therefore,
develop and support a comprehensive program of research, interna-
tional conferences, educational outreach activities and publications.
Thanks to the strengthened and expanded role of Jeju Province as
an “International Free Trade Zone” and the first “Autonomous
Province” of the country as of the first of July this year, the institute
is able to maximize its synergistic effect for peace research and
related activities. The institute also makes every effort to become
the center for not only regional but also global peace dialogues.

At the gateway of every hamlet, village and town on Jeju Island, it
is not difficult to find round monuments of piled stones. The so-
called ‘Bang~sa-tab’ symbolizes the protection of the inhabitants
from vices so as to maintain the peace and well-being of the villages.
Along with the historical heritage of the Sammu spirit, signifying the
absence of three things: beggars, thieves and gates. This shamanism
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also encapsulates the very essence of peace in this island which
underwent several tragedies in the past. The enhanced peace through
reconciliation would be the way to overcome the previous enmity
including the “Jeju 4.3 incident.”

Encouraged by the continuous chirping of magpies, we are very
much elated to extend our open arms to our guests. The institute
will do its utmost to fulfill its task for peace and prosperity through
various activities and cooperative efforts. I hope that every partici-
pant will be generous enough to support and cooperate with this
newly-born institute. This support would be indispensable for stim-
ulating and building an “Institute of Global Proportion” that brings
about regional as well as global peace and prosperity.

I want to thank you for your sincere interests in and dedication
to the cause. I appreciate your attention.
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Keynote Speech
– Peace and Prosperity in Northeast Asia 

and the Importance of Inter-Korean Affairs

Chae-Jung Lim

Honorable Kim, Cae-One, president of the International
Peace Foundation, Lee, Su-Hoon, president of the Pres-
idential Committee on Northeast Asian Cooperation

Initiative, Kim Tae-Hwan, Governor of the Jeju Special Self-govern-
ing province.

Distinguished guests and Scholars from all over the World, includ-
ing Minister, H.E Bjorn Tore Godal!

Jeju is a place where grief still exists because a large number of
innocent Jeju people were killed and sacrificed during the period of
ideological confrontation between the right and the left 60 years
ago. Not until recently has the truth of the event been revealed after
long years of cover-up as the Korean Government undertook a pro-
ject commemorating the souls of the victims with an official apolo-
gy. Out of the bitter and sorrowful history of its past, Jeju is now
positioned to become an Island of World Peace which will promote
peace on the Korean peninsula and in Northeast Asia. I deeply
appreciate that such an important conference to discuss peace in
Northeast Asia is being held on Jeju, the Island of World Peace, with
efforts to establish the Asia-Pacific Regional Center for UN Peace
Operations which would be an international organization under the
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auspices of the UN. In addition, I’d like to express my deep gratitude
to the Vice Chancellor of the Jeju Peace Institute, Kwon, Youngmin
and others involved who made it possible for me to deliver this
speech today.

Introduction

Northeast Asia claims a strategic location that geographically
links the powers of China, Russia and Japan, and serves as a gate-
way connecting the Pacific, Asia and Europe. However, since the
Korean peninsula is situated in the center of Northeast Asia, it has
played the role of a bridge for cultural exchange between the conti-
nents and the Pacific during peace time; but, also due to its geo-
graphical location, it has had to weather a great deal of troubles and
conflicts caused by the powers in the era of reinventing world
orders.

For example, in the competition between imperial countries 100
years ago, Korea had to weather the Sino-Japanese War and the
Russo-Japanese War and ultimately endure Japan’s colonial rule.
After World War II ended, the one-sided decision made by the
powers- the U.S and Russia- brought about the tragic division of
the Korean peninsula. For half a century since then, the Korean
peninsula lay at the juncture of a potential collision between the
Capitalist block and the Communist block, being placed in the mid-
dle of the Cold War until the Communist block collapsed.

In addition, up until the present time of the post Cold War, the
tension among the countries around the Korean peninsula has con-
tinued due to an intensification of competition for dominance in
Northeast Asia since the end of the Cold War. What’s more, the
solution to North Korea’s nuclear issue is not clear.
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The Gravity of Peace and Stability 
on the Korean Peninsula

Whether we are able to achieve peace on the Korean peninsula
will influence not only the destiny of our seventy million people but
also the future of Northeast Asia in a broader sense. If tension were
heightened on the Korean peninsula, it might cause neighboring
countries to compete on the military front, ultimately leading to a
threat to peace in Northeast Asia. In particular, Japan’s rearmament,
justified as a response to North Korea’s threat, might provoke China,
resulting in an escalation of military tension between Japan and
China, and subsequently a buildup of Russia’s military strength in
the Far East. In that context, the issue of the role of U.S troops in
Northeast Asia would be the one of the most sensitive issues.

Increased military tension in Northeast Asia would lead to seri-
ous difficulty in achieving political and economic stability. On the
contrary, if the tension on the Korean peninsula is defused and North
Korea becomes an accepted member of the international community,
Northeast Asia would be able to find a new way for regional devel-
opment. Northeast Asia could become a new logistics hub connect-
ing the Pacific and Asia with Europe by a Eurasian railway. The
underground resources in Mongolia, Russia’s Far East and China are
recognized as a source of power to lead the world economy in the
future. Moreover, not only is the economy of Japan, one of the top
three world trading powers, strengthening along with Korea’s, China
and Russia are considered to be newly rising economic powers as
well. As the political and military tension is reduced in Northeast
Asia, the World economy will be affected in a positive way.

Therefore, we should make an unceasing effort to make the
Korean peninsula and Northeast Asia a so-called international peace
zone. Most of all, while solving the North Korean nuclear issue in a
peaceful way, to fundamentally eliminate the origin of the tension
by assisting with the North’s reform and openness will be the first
step toward the peace and prosperity of Northeast Asia.
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Efforts to Establish Peace on the Korean Peninsula

In past years the South Korean government has persistently pur-
sued various cooperative exchanges with North Korea after decid-
ing to put the first priority on establishing peace on the Korean
Peninsula. Since the North-South Joint Declaration on June 15, 2000,
we have attained not a few achievements in such fields as diversifi-
cation of North-South dialogue channels, strengthening of econom-
ic-cultural exchanges and cooperation, and regularization of family
reunions, which has led to visits to North Korea by more than one
million South Koreans. Economic cooperation is also proceeding
smoothly through development of the Kaesung industrial complex.

More significant than any other achievement is the belief
spreading among Koreans that war will not break out once again in
this land. That South Koreans were leading their usual lives with-
out interruption despite North Korea’s missile test-firing last July,
is an example that shows their belief in and determination for
peace.

We witnessed the process of German reunification in 1990 and
its political and economic difficulties in the aftermath of that event.
What we learned from the German experience is that we should not
only minimize the possible disorder resulting from our reunifica-
tion, but also stabilize the management of the reunification process.
In case the North Korean system collapses abruptly, the resultant
unexpected development might affect the neighboring states in neg-
ative ways. To prevent this situation, we should induce and sup-
port the North Korean change and pursue a step-by-step method of
reunification.

Wary of any extreme reunification methods, most of the Korean
people at the present time are rationally watching reunification as a
process. Most people want an incremental and gradual process of
reunification through practical exchanges and cooperation and the
establishment of peace while not having to worry about the confu-
sion from unprepared reunification. Therefore, gradually inducing
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North Korea’s change and supporting it are important tasks for sta-
bility and economic development on the Korean Peninsula.

Key to Peace on the Korean Peninsula: 
Resolving the North Korean Nuclear Issue

Distinguished Guests, and Ladies and Gentlemen! Since the
North Korean nuclear problem became the pending issue in North-
east Asia, the ROK government has rendered persistent efforts for
its peaceful settlement. However, regrettably, the North Korean
nuclear issue is yet to be resolved.

Actually, we already came up with solutions through the North-
South joint declaration on the nuclear free Korean Peninsula in
1991, the Geneva agreement in 1994, and the joint declaration of
September 19 as agreed upon in the Six-party Talks in 2005. The
complete dismantlement of North Korea’s nuclear programs and
the normalization of North Korea-U.S. relations agreed upon in the
Geneva agreement and the 9.19 joint declaration were the best cards
North Korea and the United States could choose. Nevertheless, the
two states have worsened the situation by engaging in a series of
tugs of war in the process of implementing those agreements.

In my view, the primary reason for the failure is lack of trust
between North Korea and the United States. The United States was
not sure of North Korea’s intentions regarding the relinquishment
of its nuclear programs while North Korea did not trust the U.S.
guarantee of the North’s security. The second reason is the continu-
ation of North Korea’s brinkmanship and the raised hawkish voice
in the U.S. decision making process.

South Korea is the ultimate country concerned. In case North
Korea comes to hold nuclear weapons or the probability of military
conflict is heightened, South Korea will be victimized as a result.
Among the newly independent countries since World War II, South
Korea is the only country that has achieved both democratization

18 Peace & Policy Dialogue in Northeast Asia



and economic development. We South Koreans take pride in such
an achievement and have a strong will to maintain it. Meanwhile,
we are also worried about the possibility that such a national attain-
ment will come to nothing due to the security crisis caused by the
North Korean nuclear issue.

It is because we can never accept a situation where the national
survival is threatened that we, on the principle of peaceful resolu-
tion, have urged North Korea and the United States to continue
bilateral dialogues and to make reciprocal concessions. Therefore,
we are urging the international society to pay heed to our voice and
respect our will.

North Korean Missile Tests and the State of Affairs 
on the Korean Peninsula

North Korea test-fired seven missiles, including one Taepo-dong
missile on July 4th. These missile tests gave the international com-
munity a great shock and complicated further the already delicate
North Korean nuclear issue. Little has been learned regarding the
background of the missile tests. However, it is obvious that the
North Korean regime has much more to lose than to gain due to the
tests.

First of all, due to the tests, the North has become more isolated
from the international community. The international community
now mostly maintains that the North is strictly accountable for the
tests despite the international community’s repeated efforts to dis-
suade it from test-firing. Secondly, the missile tests significantly
reduced the tolerance of moderates in the United States and Japan
as well as in South Korea.

Finally, even China and Russia, which have been close allies of
North Korea, can no longer defend and support North Korea’s
position unconditionally. In fact, China agreed to the sanctions
against North Korea determined by the UN Security Council, and
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aligns itself with the international community in financial sanctions
through a freeze of a North Korean account in a Macau bank.

After the missile tests by the North, international sanctions
against the North have intensified. In addition to the UN Security
Council Resolution, Japan and Australia recently announced their
own economic sanctions against the North.

Now, it is certain that North Korea must make a wise choice. As
this confrontation continues, the situation goes badly for the North.
North Korea had better return to the Six-party Talks instead of iso-
lating itself from the international community by raising interna-
tional tension.

Building ‘Peace Gains’ and ‘Peace Structure’ 
by a ‘Comprehensive Approach’

President Roh reaffirmed that the North Korean nuclear issue
should be resolved in peaceful and diplomatic ways and agreed to
a ‘comprehensive approach’ for resuming the Six-party Talks in the
ROK-US summit on September 14th. I believe that this ‘comprehen-
sive approach’ can play a vital role in breaking the current impasse
on North Korean issues.

For the successful implementation of the approach, it is neces-
sary for the concerned parties to demonstrate to their utmost a posi-
tive and flexible attitude and to achieve maximum comprehension
of the pending problems. Now is the time not to talk about addi-
tional sanctions but to share understandings of ways to manage the
situation and work on a possible solution to it.

Japan should take part in an effort to resume the Six-party Talks.
I hope that Japan will change its position toward its history and the
North Korean nuclear issue before the Abe administration’s inau-
guration. China should also continue and strengthen its efforts to
talk North Korea out of its dangerous adventure.
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Establishment of a Peace System 
and Achievement of ‘Peace Gains’

Security and peace based on the balance of power are incom-
plete and may provide another source of relentless tension and con-
flicts. We need to build a new peace order through cooperation and
coexistence, not through the balance of power via arms build-up.
The two Koreas and the other four concerned nations will be able to
achieve ‘peace gains’ by cooperatively dealing with the common
issue of peace on the Korean Peninsula. Those ‘peace gains’ will be
1) for North Korea, guarantees for the survival of the regime, ener-
gy supplies, and economic aid, 2) for the United States, the accom-
plishment of a policy goal to prevent the proliferation of nuclear
weapons and missiles, 3) for China, uninterrupted economic growth
based on stability in Northeast Asia, 4) for Japan, the removal of
threats through the establishment of formal relations with North
Korea and the solution of North Korean missile issues, 5) for Rus-
sia, the expansion of economic benefits through the development of
the Russian Far East, and 6) finally, for South Korea, the stabiliza-
tion of the economy and the increase of economic exchange with
the North.

However, resolving problems between the two Koreas is the key
to peace and economic prosperity in Northeast Asia. I believe eco-
nomic benefits from cooperation between countries will prevail
against any military-strategic interests of individual countries. The
concerned parties should constructively make concessions to follow
the principle of peace.

Thank you very much for your courteous listening.
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Special Address
– Toward a Realization of Global Peace & Prosperity

in the 21st Century: What Should We Do?

Bjorn Tore Godal

Your Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen, Let me start by
a word of gratitude — and a word of modesty. I sincere-
ly appreciate the kind invitation by the Jeju Peace Insti-

tute, probably inspired by my old friend ambassador Youngmin
Kwon, who served in Oslo during several of my years as foreign
minister of Norway and whom I met again as a diplomatic col-
league in Berlin years later. To be thought of as someone who can
possibly inspire others in the beautiful resort of Jeju and in the labo-
rious land of Korea is a compliment indeed.

As for the modesty: If I truly knew exactly what we should do to
promote global peace and prosperity and was generally renown for
my ability to explain the secrecy or wonder to others, I would prob-
ably not be ambassador to Berlin, I would be touring the world on
constant peace missions. My ambition here today is somewhat
more modest, reinterpreting my commitment to be the following:
Do I, against my background as minister and diplomat, being part
and parcel of Norwegian peace and development initiatives and
engagements since the early 1990’s, have experiences of lasting
value that can be of use to others, globally and regionally? And cor-
respondingly: Why has Norway in recent years been such a desired
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facilitator and partner in so many conflicts?
There are those who believe that peace, rule of law and democ-

racy must be brought to other continents and regions of the world
in a kind of missionary effort. I do not share that view.

In his Nobel peace prize lecture in Oslo on the 10th of December
2000 former President Kim Dae-Jung said: “In the decades of my
struggle for democracy, I was constantly faced with the refutation
that western-style democracy was not suitable for Asia, that Asia
lacked the roots. This is far from true. In Asia, long before the west,
the respect for human dignity was written into systems of thought,
and intellectual traditions upholding the concept of “demos” took
root. “The will of the people is the will of heaven...” This was the
central tenet in the political thoughts of China and Korea as early as
three thousand years ago. Five centuries later in India, Buddhism
rose to preach the supreme importance of one’s dignity and rights
as a human being.”

Although representative democracy in its present form is origi-
nally a western perception, the universal recognition of human
rights has its roots in many civilisations. This recognition is a cor-
nerstone in our efforts to build a society based on greater justice,
equity and more equal opportunities for all.

Norway believes that without the rule of law, not only will
power prevail over justice, but there will also be no prospect of
long-term peace and prosperity. Our society has developed on the
basis of the rule of law and the legal rights of the individual. Our
vision is therefore to help the international community to develop
along the same lines. We must increase security and enhance
human rights by promoting the rule of law, placing it at the centre
of any debate on peace and development, global trade, disarma-
ment and non-proliferation.

After the scourge of the first and second world wars internation-
al law went through momentous developments. We saw the same
happening in the 1990’s. Mass atrocities have called for effective
action. Thus, the full development of international human rights
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and humanitarian law is a significant legacy of the violent century
we have put behind us.

Human rights and international law enjoy a stronger position on
paper than ever. But we are constantly reminded that those rights
and principles need to be protected, defended and expanded.

Beyond that, history has shown us that we need the extraordi-
nary, decisive efforts that can bring about peace, efforts that can
make the difference when lawmakers are not listened to or resolu-
tions are being neglected or seen as irrelevant. How is the global
picture? There is some good news. The Human Security Report for
2005 shows that armed conflict, genocide, political crises and
human rights abuses have fallen since the end of the Cold War. The
number of armed conflicts and the average number of people
reported killed as a direct consequence of each conflict have also
declined. The decrease in political violence coincides with an
increase in international efforts to end conflicts.

Norwegian policy for peace and reconciliation is, in this per-
spective, part of a general upsurge in conflict-resolution efforts by
many countries, as well as in UN preventive diplomacy and peace-
keeping missions. International activism seems to be yielding
results. In other words, our efforts — your efforts — can make a
difference. The bad news is that even though there are fewer con-
flicts, they are having a more profound effect on our societies. Local
conflicts know no borders; they have become a global concern.

Creating peace is an art. It involves values, it involves visions,
and it involves personal courage. “You don’t make peace with your
friends, you make peace with your enemies,” said Yitzak Rabin.
The former Prime Minister of Israel knew what he was talking
about. He spoke these words, as we remember, in Washington D.C.
during the signing of the first Oslo Agreement in August 1993, hav-
ing just shaken the hand of PLO leader Yassir Arafat. The pictures
of this event, broadcast all over the world, showed how difficult it
was for Mr Rabin to make peace with an enemy he had been fight-
ing against for so long. It was no easier for the Palestinians.
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Norway has had a prominent role in several peace processes.
But I believe we should approach the concept of peace, and the role
we can play, with humility. It is not the case that there is something
special about the Norwegian soul, our way of thinking or behavior
that makes us a more peaceful people than others. Some may give
this impression. But it is false. You can go to any neighborhood in
Norway, any football team, local council or political party for that
matter, and you will soon find that we too can easily become
embroiled in conflict. The ships that set sail from Norway during
the Viking era were not exactly manned by peace negotiators and
development project workers. In those days Norway was associat-
ed with violence. So there is nothing special about Norwegians that
from the outset made us a peace nation. Let us put that idea aside.
Any claim to the contrary would be, in my view, a myth.

But there are a few factors of significance; our geographical situ-
ation, the efforts of many generations to build our society and
develop international security around us, and — it must be added
— a high level of political consensus about major social issues and
core values. This consensus is inspired by two historically different
traditions: Social democracy and Christianity. First, social democra-
cy is based on the concept of joint responsibility for a joint future.
No one becomes worse off when everyone becomes better off. Sec-
ond, the traditions of solidarity and compassion that are found in
both low and high church organizations. Norwegian international
development policy, the desire to provide assistance, is based on a
high degree of consensus between these movements.

Many Norwegians alive today have experienced war and occu-
pation. But that chapter is now closed. We have been able to move
on in peace and reconciliation, even in an alliance with the people
who once occupied us. We are not involved in conflicts with other
countries. We feel we have a duty and a responsibility to contribute
to development and peace for others. The fact that public opinion
wants Norway to have an active peace policy is a strength, a
strength the Government wants to utilise to realise the concept of

25Special Address



Norway as a peace nation.
I am certainly not here to address specifically the Korean issue,

where you are all better qualified than I am. I would, however, like
to pay tribute to the remarkable strides that South Korea has made
in the decades that have passed. Your economic and political devel-
opment has created a peaceful and stable South Korea. And while
the specific Norwegian challenges related to peace and security to a
large extent belong to our past, you are facing these challenges
every day. Reaching out to the north, as you have done, says a lot
about the empathy and solidarity of South Koreans. In the field of
peace, Norway is a far larger actor than the size of its population of
4.6 million inhabitants would indicate:

• We are the seventh largest financial contributor to the UN in

absolute figures. Per capita we are the top contributor in almost

all relevant UN contexts.

• More than 50,000 Norwegian personnel have taken part in peace-

keeping forces over the last 50 years.

• We are involved in a number of peace and reconciliation processes.

• And we contribute a higher portion of our GDP to international

development than any other country.

However, in a global context, our contribution is overshadowed
by other actors who are far larger. In this perspective it is not the
per capita amount that counts. So the truth is that Norwegian
efforts in all international contexts depend just as much on our abil-
ity to influence others, work with others and share responsibility
with others.

There are three tracks that are of paramount importance to Nor-
way’s foreign policy: The first track is our ambition to strengthen
the international rule of law, and we will cooperate with others to
find joint solutions to the greatest challenges of our time. Norway
— perhaps more than other countries — is best served by a world
order that is based on rules, not power. Where the large and power-
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ful do not take the law into their own hands, where the use of
power is regulated, where trade is subject to shared and predictable
rules of play, where we can fight problems like human trafficking
and overfishing by strengthening the international regulations. The
second track is our recognition of where we are and what we need.
We want to be the friend of our friends. We want to develop our
partnerships with our friends and allies in the Nordic area, in
NATO in the European cooperation and across the Atlantic, with
the US and Canada. Our friends and allies must know where we
stand, so that we also know where they stand in relation to us, in
good times and in bad. And thirdly, we take action in situations
where Norway has the opportunity to contribute towards peace,
reconciliation and development. We will play an active role in the
UN, and we will show willingness to provide assistance and sup-
port for development. And we will look for opportunities where we
can make a difference, not in all places, but where we have a strate-
gic point of entry.

Norway’s peace policy follows all these tracks. They are interre-
lated. Much of what Norway does on its own is only possible thanks
to the part we play in international cooperation, and through our
partnerships and alliances. In several conflicts, Norway has prepara-
tory, complementary and supportive roles to UN efforts. Guatemala
is one example. The Middle East is another. Our efforts in the UN
have given us credibility. Our peace and reconciliation efforts are
built on our close ties with the UN, NATO and European coopera-
tion. Although we have a high-profile role in some conflicts, we
more frequently work together with others. Norway’s peace efforts
are not a one-man show. But there are also a number of conflicts
where the UN for various reasons is unable to play a role. And it is
particularly in these that countries such as Norway, with extensive
resources and strong political resolve and visions, can make a differ-
ence. Our involvement in the processes in Sri Lanka, Sudan and the
Middle East is well known. Some may also be familiar with the roles
we play in the Philippines and Haiti, and, after several years of stag-

27Special Address



nation, we are again taking part in a group of friends to support the
peace process between the ELN and the Government of Colombia.
We are also involved in processes that are not in the public eye
because the issues at stake are sensitive.

What is the trademark of Norway’s approach in peace processes?
We have identified five factors: firstly, it is important that we are
consistent, that the nature of our involvement is clear — even
through changes of government in our country. We concentrate our
efforts on a small number of processes. We aim to bring these to a
successful conclusion. Secondly, we take a long-term approach to
our peace efforts. As I have already mentioned, there is broad politi-
cal agreement on our peace policy, and that is important. When we
take on the responsibility to act as a third party in a conflict, we
must ensure that we remain a stable element throughout the process
and do not give up before it has been completed. The long-term
approach also applies to our relations with countries in which we
are engaged. In Sudan we have been involved in the peace process
since 1998, and we plan to continue to provide support until the
interim period comes to an end in 2011. But our engagement in
Sudan dates back even further. Norwegian Church Aid and the
University of Bergen have been present in the country since the
1960s and Norwegian People’s Aid since the 1980s.

Thirdly, we are aware of the interplay between humanitarian
assistance, development cooperation and peace efforts. In many
cases, the knowledge and contacts that have made it possible to
take part in peace processes have developed through our humani-
tarian activities in conflict areas. This means that when we do take
action, we can do so with a broad toolbox.

The fourth element I want to highlight is our cooperation with
NGOs, with civil society. I have already mentioned the role played
by Norwegian Church Aid and Norwegian People’s Aid in Sudan.
FAFO — the Research Institute of the Norwegian Trade Union
Movement — played a key role in the Oslo channel of the Middle
East peace process and is an important partner together with Nor-
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wegian Church Aid in Norway’s peace efforts in Haiti. Norway
was asked to take part in the peace process in Guatemala partly as a
result of the efforts of Save the Children Norway and Norwegian
Church Aid following the earthquake in 1976 and bishop Gunnar
Stalsett’s efforts in the Lutheran World Foundation.

Norwegian research centres, in particular the Peace Research
Institute Oslo, the Norwegian Institute of Foreign Affairs, the Chris-
tian Michelsen Institute and FAFO, have made an important contri-
bution as actors, providers of knowledge and network builders.
What is particularly characteristic for the Norwegian model in this
context is the way in which NGOs are involved. In many cases we
work across boundaries, with close cooperation between state and
independent actors. We can therefore ensure that as many resources
as possible are utilised.

The fifth element is the importance of international cooperation.
Our involvement in the UN and our close relations with many of the
world’s powerful countries are vital for Norway’s role in peace
efforts. Here credibility and motives are key factors. The importance
of Norway not having a colonial past has also been highlighted, but
I don’t want to place too much emphasis on this point. There are
several countries with a colonial history that have played and con-
tinue to play an important role in peace processes. The fact that Nor-
way’s economic and political interests are unambiguous in most cor-
ners of the world is perhaps more significant. This makes it easier
for us to convince others that there are no other motives or hidden
agenda behind our peace efforts. Due to our track record and our
efforts in the international arena we are considered in many situa-
tions to be impartial, impartial, but not neutral. Our efforts are value
oriented and those values are not kept as a secret. This has made it
possible for us to act as facilitator in many contexts.

As facilitator of peace processes, we are often faced with diffi-
cult dilemmas. The choice is often between perfect war and imper-
fect peace. Lasting, viable peace usually means dealing with the
past, and how we do this will vary greatly from one country to the

29Special Address



next. But forgetting without recognising and forgiving could under-
mine the stability of a peace agreement. Peace and justice do not
amount to a choice between two paths — rather they are the same
path.

Consider the question of amnesty. The challenge, in the short
term, is to bring people to the table and silence the guns. But we
must be able to act on many levels. It is difficult, for example, to jus-
tify allowing perpetrators of genocide, crimes against humanity
and war crimes to decide the terms of the peace and their own posi-
tion in the society. This is, of course, a question of justice in its own
right. But it is also a question of taking a holistic approach to bring-
ing a country from war to peace. Ensuring justice is a means of alle-
viating anger, disclosing the truth and — most important — giving
a clear message of what kind of society we want to build.

We want to lay the foundation for societies that do not discrimi-
nate, that do not instigate hatred. We want societies that are built
on the rule of law, that are based on democratic institutions, and
that protect every person’s right to pursue his or her own happi-
ness. We want societies that enable everyone to live in accordance
with their own view of what gives life meaning and value. In short,
we want societies that are based on respect for human rights.

Maintaining a strong and effective defence force is part of Nor-
way’s policy for peace. The fact that we have not needed to actively
use our defence force to ensure peace within our borders for more
than half a century does not mean that we do not need a strong
defence. On the contrary, Norway’s defence forces, together with
our alliance commitments and rights, have secured peace in our
country. And this has contributed to peace on our continent.

Some people maintain, and I listen to what they are saying, that
it is a paradox that Norway — a peace nation — has 500 military
personnel in Afghanistan, and even fighter aircraft. I do not agree.
We have responded to an appeal from the democratically elected
Afghan President and the democratically elected Afghan national
assembly. We are not there to make war, but to help a state that is
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impoverished and broken down by war and violence to start on the
difficult path towards peace and development. We want to help to
give the Afghan people the security they need to build this path
and then to walk along it. We do not know if we will succeed. But
we know that if we do not try to help, they will not succeed — and
nor, in the end, will we.

The suicide bombers in London — a city visited by half a million
Norwegians every year- were terrorists who had been trained in the
Afghan mountains. Disbanding these groups will improve our
security too. And the heroin that is sold on the streets of Oslo and
elsewhere worldwide, and that we desperately hope our children
will keep away from, comes from Afghanistan. The opium farmers
will not grow other crops unless they are able to work in peace, are
given support for new irrigation systems and have the opportunity
to sell their produce. This is why we are needed there — for our
sake too.

The UN has a role to play at all stages of a conflict, from before
violence breaks out, to peace operations, support in the transition
period following a peace agreement to long-term development and
institution building with a view to ensuring lasting peace. We sup-
port the UN, but we are the friend of our friends in this area too.
Friends tell each other when things are not as they should be. A
good friend does not give blind, uncritical support. We are promot-
ing necessary reforms in the UN. We must not allow the situation
to arise where those that support the UN the least are setting the
agenda for how the UN should be developed. Three areas are cur-
rently being examined: development, the environment and emer-
gency relief. The Norwegian prime minister Jens Stoltenberg is one
of three co-chairs on a reform panel that will submit its report this
autumn. The panel is an important opportunity to examine UN
efforts as a whole: What are we achieving? Are our efforts frag-
mented? Are the UN agencies pulling in the same direction?

Many of the major challenges of our time should be dealt with
within a multilateral framework. Whether or not that framework
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will be successful in Sudan remains to be seen, but we must do
what we can. The conflict between the Israelis and the Palestinians
is one such challenge. Iran’s development of a nuclear programme
is another. I am convinced that at some point the problems in Iraq
will have to be solved by the world community, probably by the
UN. In this connection, Europe offers an interesting example from
recent history. Collective security, economic and development
organisations have brought about lasting peace in my continent.
Asian regional organisations have played a stabilising role indeed.
The role of interregional cooperation was very recently highlighted
during the Asian-EU Summit in Helsinki, Finland, where President
Rho Moo-hyun played a prominent role. The European Community
(now the EU), NATO, the CSCE (now the OSCE) have taken differ-
ent approaches, but have shown that a need for security on one side
does not automatically make the other side feel insecure, in contrast
to what we are seeing in the broader Middle East. As we seek to
find solutions to the broader Middle East issues, we should keep
these lessons in mind.

I would like to say a few final words about dialogue. For we
hope that peace processes reach a stage where dialogue is possible.
Some people have maintained that dialogue is a soft option for
those who do not have the will, the courage or the ability to meet
resistance with power. I disagree. One of the most dangerous things
in the world today is the absence of dialogue.

We are in a fight against terror, and as I go about my life as a cit-
izen in our society, I want to feel confident that the police and the
security and intelligence units are making sure that it is safe to walk
along streets and take the metro. But we cannot resolve complex
conflicts that stem from social, economic and religious issues with
special forces alone.

Being willing to enter into a dialogue is not a sign of weakness.
On the contrary. Dialogue is based on values and principles; it is
the strategy of the brave. Dialogue opens doors. Dialogue builds
bridgeheads not positions of defence. People must meet — face to
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face, around a table. They must be able to see this prospect, this
alternative, somewhere ahead of them.

Excellencies, dear friends! I have concentrated on current chal-
lenges and unresolved problems. Are there success stories we could
focus on to have some guidance in our concerns globally and
regionally? That could inspire optimism? I believe so. Let me men-
tion the two most prominent examples from our time.

The road to German unification and democracy and the South
African liberation from racial and social oppression to reconcilia-
tion are such stories. None of those developments had been
described in the textbooks of political recipes. But they both in the
final analysis cemented human rights and democracy, not through
violence, but through processes of dialogue, confidence building
measures — and popular mobilisation of social forces.

Reading Nelson Mandela’s biography, we see clearly that he
could have pursued the path of violence when he was released
from prison. He would have received overwhelming support from
the angry, suppressed black population. But he asked people to
turn their backs on “the grave insult to human dignity,” as he
referred to apartheid in his Nobel Peace Prize address in 1993. Nel-
son Mandela chose the path of dialogue, the path of peace, the path
of values. And by making this choice, he probably saved South
Africa from a devastating civil war. He knew that it is a brave
leader who chooses a political solution sooner rather than later.
Even in a situation seeped in suspicion, mistrust and internal politi-
cal strife.

Germany is a different story. Wise leadership, Willy Brandt’s
“ostpolitik,” popular pressure and the democratic example of the
Federal Republic of Germany brought down the dictatorship of the
German Democratic Republic. It is true: History has shown us that
there are crossroads where aggression must be met by firm military
measures, World War II being a prime case in point. But divided
nations and social turmoil are not wisely handled in that fashion.
The wounds will be too big and the suffering too immense. It is a
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sad fact that the parties in most conflicts do not seek dialogue and
negotiations until it is too late. “Too late” means too many deaths,
too many injuries, too many people who are marked for life by vio-
lence. People who are unable to make the world a better place for
their children. These are the lessons we must learn.

Leaders with courage and foresight have been successful in both
Germany and South Africa. Elsewhere we are muddling through
with mixed success and too often failure. But there is no other way.
Peace and prosperity can only be brought about if we join forces in
learning from the past in order to seek strategies for the future. I
congratulate you on your splendid initiative to establish the Jeju
Peace Institute and wish you every success in your endeavours!
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Globalization and Human Security

Luc Reychler

In 2005, several reports on the state of conflict, peace and human security sug-

gested that the world has become a safer place; that violent conflicts were dimin-

ishing. Reychler claims that these positive trends are no grounds for unqualified

optimism about the future of world peace, because of the unreliable and incom-

plete nature of statistics; the greed and profits derived from armed violence; the

continuing ignorance of environmental problems; the reactive nature of conflict

prevention, and; the neglect of the impact of globalization on human security. In

recent years, several books and articles have addressed the negative impacts of

globalization on human security. In particular, it has been observed that global-

ization has increased specific threats and grievances; strengthened the opportu-

nity structure for mobilization and violent strife, and; provoked inadequate

responses of the rich and powerful. The U.S.-led ‘war on terrorism’ has been very

counterproductive. Illustrative are the developments in Iraq, Lebanon and the

Israeli-Palestinian conflict. A plea is therefore made for a radically new policy

for sustainable peace building. This implies a new mindset, a critical mass of

peace building leadership and enhanced professionalism.

I. A Careful Analysis of Good News

Recent reports observe significant progress in conflict pre-
vention, peace building and human security. In their 2005
yearbook, the Stockholm International Peace Research

Institute (SIPRI) recorded 19 major conflicts.1 Furthermore, the
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‘Peace and Conflict 2005’ report of Monty Marshall and Ted Gurr
showed a marked decrease of major armed conflicts in the Post
Cold War era.2 This decline in the global magnitude of armed con-
flict, following a peak in early 1990’s, has persisted and few of the
many societal wars contained in the last decade have resumed.
Indeed, major societal wars are down from twelve at the end of
2002 to eight in the early 2005; most of the democratic regimes
established during the 1980’s and the 1990’s have endured despite
political and economic crises; ethno-national wars for indepen-
dence, which were the main threat to civil peace and regional secu-
rity in the 1990’s, have continued to decline to their lowest level
since 1960, whilst; repression and political discrimination against
ethnic minorities, as surveyed by V.Asal and A.Pate, has declined
significantly, coinciding with the dramatic decline in autocratic
regimes since the late 1980’s.

These findings are supported by A. Mack’s human security report
‘War and Peace in the 21st Century.’3 In his report, Mack notes the
following trends: the number of armed conflicts has declined by
more than 40% since 1992; the deadliest conflicts (1000 or more bat-
tle-deaths in a year) dropped by 80%; the number of military coups
and attempted coups has declined by some 60% since 1963 (in 2004,
there were ten attempts and all failed); the drop in armed conflicts in
the 1990’s was associated with a worldwide decline in arms transfers,
military spending and troop numbers; wars have become dramatical-
ly less deadly over the past five decades (the average number of peo-
ple reported killed per conflict per year has dropped from 38,000 in
1950 to just 600 in 2002), and; the number of genocides and politi-
cides has plummeted by 80% between a 1989 high point and 2001. In
fact, international terrorism is the only form of political violence that
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appears to be getting worse. Mack attributes these improvements to
the end of colonialism (colonial wars made up 60-100% of all interna-
tional conflicts, depending on the year), the end of the Cold War
(one-third of all conflicts were proxy wars), and to the upsurge of
international activities designed to stop ongoing wars and to prevent
new ones. Examples of increased international efforts include: a six-
fold increase in the UN preventive diplomatic missions (to prevent
wars), a four-fold increase in UN peacemaking missions (to end
ongoing conflicts), a four-fold increase in UN peace operations (to
reduce the risk of wars restarting) and an eleven-fold increase in the
number of states subject to UN sanctions (which aimed at pressuring
parties into peace negotiations). In addition to the UN, several other
actors joined the effort, including the World Bank, regional organiza-
tions, donor states and a plethora of NGO’s. However, despite the
seemingly good news, the authors of these reports make clear that
there are no grounds for complacency. ‘The positive trends are no
ground for unqualified optimism about the future of world peace.’4 I
share this cautious attitude for several reasons.

First, there is the problem of inadequate violence statistics. Such
statistics are unreliable and incomplete, as a great deal of physical
violence never reaches the statistics. This is especially true for sec-
ond and third class victims. First class victims receive a great deal
of attention. The cameras zoom in on their suffering and there are
accurate updates on the number of people killed or maimed. For
example, in Iraq, up until March 16, there were 2,318 killed and
16,653 wounded American soldiers. Similarly, in the last six years,
we know that 427 Israelis have died in 58 suicide attacks. However,
the second class victims, such as the Palestinians, are treated with
less precision and at a greater distance. Moreover, the third class
receives barely any attention. Thanks to the estimations of the med-
ical journal “The Lancet” we can guesstimate that in Iraq approxi-
mately 100,000 Iraqi civilians died; in Congo between 3 and 4 mil-
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lion died; in Chechnya, the estimates are around 100,000. These
people have no face. They don’t receive much attention.

The second problem with these reports is the use of a narrow
definition of violence, which is defined solely in terms of people
killed or maimed by weapons. A more complete picture defines
violence as shortening the life expectancies of certain groups of
people, not only with arms, but also by other means of violence,
such as structural violence, psychological violence, ecological vio-
lence, bad governance (bad governance kills), and extra-legal
transnational activities5 (such as trade of drugs, weapons, people
and precious resources).6 To prevent violence and build peace more
efficiently, we need to learn to listen to the violence. A significant
amount of denial remains.

A third reason for caution is the continuing greed and profits
derived from armed violence.7 If wars were costly for the stake-
holders in a conflict, they would have disappeared a long time ago.
Profiteering from political violence has many names: military
industrial complex (MIC), fatal transactions, predatory regimes,
conflict profiteers, peace spoilers, global shadow networks of exploita-
tion, mercenaries, destructive minorities, imperialists, colonialists
and neo-colonialists. Paul Collier and Anke Hoefler call it greed.8

They consider greed as a major predictor of civil war. Research
should not only focus on actors who make use of violence (just war)
to bring an end to aggression, repression, exploitation or occupa-
tion, but also on the actors who pursue their self-interests in con-
flicts and thereby — directly or indirectly — contribute to the esca-
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lation and prolongation of the conflict. War profiteers create a dis-
integrative climate, corrupt politicians, steal resources, enhance
unequal relations and support authoritarian or anocratic regimes.
They pursue economic-, political-, psychological- and moral-profits
(4 P’s). Economic profits: Carolyn Nordstrom estimates that violence
generates trillions of dollars profits ‘The cosmopolitan centers in
the world depend in part on “shadow economics and politics,” and
are intricately linked to wildcatting in warzones.’9 Political profits:
conflicts are used to manipulate fear and angst, to rally people
around the flag, justify occupation and repression, or build political
careers. Moral profits: conflicts can be used to raise the level of moral
permissiveness, to legitimize their own violence and to de-legit-
imize the violence committed by others. Psychological profits: they
use violence to generate feelings of superiority, hubris and of being
the fittest. Chris Hedges, describes war as ‘a force that gives mean-
ing.’10 Probably, the best book written on the psychology of vio-
lence is Franz Fanon’s The Wretched of the Earth. Fanon gives the
reader a deep understanding of the psychology of outrage, frustra-
tion and violence of the oppressed.11

A fourth factor which advises caution is the critical environmen-
tal problems and the spread of untenable life-styles. Jared Diamond
describes in his book, Collapse: How Societies Choose to Fail or Succeed,
twelve problems — varying from the destruction of natural habitats
and the finite sources of energy to the per capita footprint of differ-
ent people on the environment — as time bombs with fuses of less
than fifty years.

A fifth reason for caution is the fact that most of the interventions
are reactive rather than proactive, and that the means available for
conflict prevention are insufficient. The yearly budget for conflict
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prevention and peace building is less than one percent of the yearly
expenditures of the members of the international community for
their own security. The Millennium goals and the requested means
are a mere pittance; they will not reduce the tensions.

Finally, we should be careful because globalization is raising
expectations and increasing the awareness of inequalities within
and between states, and thereby amplifying feelings of relative
deprivation. The disparities between the core countries and the gap
countries are vast and are expected to increase if no serious mea-
sures are taken to reduce the gap. Madhav Gadgil, speaks of
‘Islands of prosperity, oceans of poverty.’12 The life in gap countries
is poor, repressive, short, brutal and solitary.13

II. The Unprecedented Pace and Scale 
of Globalization

There are many and competing definitions of globalization. In
essence, it boils down to processes whereby social relations acquire
relatively distanceless and borderless qualities, so that human lives
are increasingly played out in the world as a single place.14 A use-
ful, more operational, definition of globalization is offered by the
globalization index used by A.T. Kearney in his annual report pub-
lished in Foreign Policy.15 The globalization index has four compo-
nents: (1) Economic Integration: trade and direct investment, (2)
Technological Connectivity: internet users, internet hosts and secure
servers, (3) Personal Contact: international travel and tourism,
international telephone traffic and remittances and personal trans-
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fers (including worker remittances, compensation to employees and
other person-to-person and non-governmental transfers), (4) Politi-
cal Engagement: membership of international organizations, per-
sonnel and financial contributions to UN peace keeping missions,
international treaties ratified and governmental transfers.

Thus, globalization is clearly a multifaceted force. It manifests
itself in terms of communication, organizations, ecological issues,
economics (trade, finance and production), military issues, political
issues, migration, norms and culture, and every-day thinking.16

Perhaps the greatest spur to this shift in consciousness came in
1966, with the production of the first photographs taken from outer
space showing planet Earth as one location.17 The current pace of
globalization, though part of a trend that is thousands of years old,
is something the world has never seen; the pace has been breathtak-
ing.18 Some conclusions that can be drawn from a historical review
are: (1) new technologies that reduce the costs of transportation and
communication have been crucial in the globalization dynamics, (2)
national policy choices are critical determinants of the inclusion or
exclusion from the integration process, (3) globalization does not
only produce positive outcomes, but also results in negative out-
comes and, consequently, often resistance. An exponent of the posi-
tive outcomes is Jagdish Bhagwati, a formal special advisor to the
United Nations on Globalization.19 In his book In Defense of Global-
ization, which focuses on the economic impacts of globalization,
Bhagwati explains why the ‘Gotcha’ examples are often not as neg-
ative as they seem; that in fact, globalization often alleviates many
of the problems for which it has been blamed. He examines the fal-
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lacies which underlie many of the critics’ arguments and suggests
that there is a good reason why most globalization protesters come
from rich rather than poor countries. He demonstrates the beneficial
effects of globalization in regard to poverty, child labor, women’s
rights, democracy, wage and labor standards, and the environment.
He concludes that by focusing too much on the purported evils of
globalization, we are missing the opportunity to focus on accelerat-
ing its achievements whilst coping with its downsides. In contrast
to this defense of globalization, there are a great number of authors
who warn of the negative impacts on human security (see part 4).

III. A High Level of Human Insecurity

The concept of human security is slowly but steadily revolution-
izing the thinking of security in the 21st century. Human security is
the best indicator of real security because it makes a broad assess-
ment of the experience of violence at the personal level. Security is
interpreted as: security of people, not just territory; security of indi-
viduals, not just states; security through sustainable peace building,
not just through arms; security of all the people everywhere.20

Human security can be measured on the basis of opinion polls and
by means of objective indicators. Several operational definitions are
currently in usage. For example, the UNDP Human Development
Report of 1999,21 distinguishes seven dimensions of insecurity: eco-
nomic, food, health, personal, environmental, community/cultural
and political insecurity. Jeff George of the Canadian International
Development Research Centre (IDRC) adds social security. ‘Global-
ization has created a need for global human security partnership
based on mutual interests, not charity; based on cooperation, not
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confrontation; based on an equitable share of the market, not protec-
tionism; based on far-sighted internationalism, not nationalism.’22

Globalization is seen by many as a threat to human security. The
levels of human insecurity are very high in developing and transi-
tional countries. Despite the fact that there are no diachronic statis-
tics of human security in the rich and powerful parts of the world,
the growth of defense and anti-terrorism expenditures suggests the
existence of a great deal of human insecurity. Exemplary are the
USA and Israel, who have both become garrison states and seem to
perceive the international environment as more and more threaten-
ing; as a fortress world.23

IV. Warnings of Resentment and Global Violence

This part reviews eleven authors (most of whom are not anti-
globalists) who have voiced concern about the relationship between
globalization and the rise of insecurity, tension, terror and war.

Amy Chua (born 1962) is the John M. Duff, Jr. Professor of Law
at Yale Law School. She joined the Yale faculty in 2001 after teach-
ing at Duke Law School. She specializes in the study of internation-
al business transactions, law and development, ethnic conflict, and
globalization and the law. Chua was a member of the highly suc-
cessful Chinese Filipino minority before emigrating to the United
States and has worked for the World Bank. In 2003 she authored,
World on Fire: How Exporting Free Market Democracy Breeds Ethnic
Hatred and Global Instability,24 which explores the tensions of the
post-Cold War globalizing world. As global markets open, ethnic
conflicts deteriorate and democracy in developing countries can
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turn ugly and violent. Chua shows how free markets have concen-
trated disproportionate, often spectacular, wealth in the hands of
resented minorities: ‘market dominant minorities.’ Adding democ-
racy to this volatile mix can unleash suppressed ethnic hatred and
bring to power ‘ethno-nationalist’ governments that pursue aggres-
sive policies of confiscation and revenge. Chua also shows how indi-
vidual countries may also be viewed as market dominant minorities,
a fact that may help to explain the rising tide of anti-American sen-
timent around the world and the visceral hatred of Americans as
expressed in recent acts of terrorism. She suggests not to export
markets in an unrestrained, laissez-faire form that the West itself
has repudiated, just as it should not be promoting unrestrained
overnight majority rule — a form of democracy that the West has
again repudiated. Chua concludes that the best hope for democratic
capitalism in the non-Western world lies with the market-dominant
minorities themselves.

Hernando de Soto (born 1941) is a Peruvian economist and
president of the Institute for Liberty and Democracy, headquartered
in Lima, Peru. In 1989, he authored The Other Path: The Economic
Answer to Terrorism, in which he observes that a massive social and
economic revolution is taking place in the developing world. Some 4
billion people, who have previously been living in the hinterlands of
developing countries, are migrating to large cities to participate in
ever widening circles of economic and intellectual exchange. Instead
of helping them, however, the law excludes them. The economic
system oppressing most Peruvians is not democratic capitalism but
mercantilism or a system of monopoly rights that excludes the poor.
They become ‘informals,’ and if they wish to live, trade, manufac-
ture, transport or even consume, then the cities’ new inhabitants
have to do so illegally. The extreme class differentiation gives rise to
terrorists who will always be around to champion the cause of the
excluded. De Soto does not believe that ‘terrorism’ is a manifestation
of the famous clash of cultures, according to which many people in
the third world just don’t possess the cultural traits that would help
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them to succeed. He concludes that the excluded hold the key to his-
tory. They are the overwhelming majority. ‘Few people in the devel-
oping world are unaware how well their counterparts live in the
market democracies of the West. If governments create the legal
property tools that they require for their enterprises to prosper, they
will become part of the legal expanded market. If governments do
not take them seriously as economic agents, if governments see
them only as a nuisance or passive recipients of charity, the resent-
ment of the poor against the status quo will only increase.’25

John Ralston Saul (born 1947) is a Canadian author, essayist
and philosopher. In his book The Collapse of Globalism, he argues
that globalization, like many great geopolitical ideologies before it,
is now dead. The fading power of nation states would be replaced
by global markets; economics and not politics and arms would
determine the course of human events; and the growth in interna-
tional trade would foster prosperous markets that would in turn,
change dictatorships into democracies. Instead of surrendering or
shedding sovereignty, governments and citizens are reasserting
their national interest. For example, the United States appears to be
determined to ignore its international critics, whilst Europe is faced
with problems of immigration, racism, terrorism and renewed inter-
nal nationalism. Elsewhere, the world looks for answers to African
debt, the AID’s epidemic, the return of fundamentalism and terror-
ism, all of which perversely refuse to disappear despite the theoreti-
cal rise in global prosperity. Saul is especially concerned with the
reemergence of negative nationalism, exclusion, scapegoat thinking
and right-wing populism. ‘We really only count the dead who
come from our own community, or ... from our own civilisation.’
He further dwells on the normalisation of irregular warfare and the
inability of the industrialized countries to imagine another kind of
war that is not regular. Saul is very critical about the sterile argu-
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ment about root causes versus the middle class leaders of terrorist
groups. The argument expressed is that irregular warfare cannot be
taken as a serious expression of poverty or exclusion. ‘One of the
most dysfunctional of ideologues doesn’t believe that you must
concentrate on the realities of social disorder and poverty.’ At the
end of the book, he pleads for positive nationalism serving the pub-
lic good. ‘The more complicated our national and international rela-
tionships are, the more all of us will need to use our most compli-
cated sense of belonging both to feel at home and to find multiple
ways to be at home with the widest variety of people and situa-
tions.’26

Thomas P.M. Barnett (born 1960) is an American strategic plan-
ner who has worked in national security affairs since the end of the
Cold War and has operated his own consulting practice (Barnett
Consulting) since 1998. In The Pentagon’s New Map, Barnett divides
the world into two parts: the functioning core countries and the
non-integrating gap countries. The first group of countries recog-
nizes a stable set of rules regarding war and peace; they are good
countries, such as: the USA, Canada, Mexico, Chile, Argentina,
Uruguay, Brazil, the EU member states, Russia, India, China, Japan,
South Korea, Australia and New Zealand. The gap countries are
disconnected and remain trapped in a cruel reality. Life in the gap
is poor, nasty, short and solitary. You find significantly higher rates
of poverty, less freedom and, on average, the lowest life expectancy
rates. One of his major concerns is that ‘the lesser included’ make
more use of asymmetric warfare. Reducing the instability in the
world requires the control of four flows: (1) The flow of people: ‘The
flow of labor from the Gap to the Core is globalization’s release
valve. With it, the prosperity of the Core can be maintained and
more of the world’s people can participate. Without it, overpopula-
tion and underperforming economies in the Gap will lead to explo-
sive situations that spill over to the Core,’ (2) The flow of energy: In
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order to get access to cheap oil and reduce terrorism, the Core
countries need to establish greater connectivity with the Middle
East and raise the hope of the people. When you deny people hope
in a better future, you leave them with nothing but the will to deny
your desired future, (3) The flow of money: Of special importance is
the continuous shift from a small minority (USA, EU and Japan)
enjoying globalization’s benefits to roughly two-thirds of the planet
joining the party, (4) The flow of security: To improve security in con-
flict ridden countries, Barnett suggests a combination of more for-
eign direct investment (in order to raise a country above the $3,000
dollar mark) and, if necessary, military intervention.27

Joseph Stiglitz (born 1943) is a Jewish American economist. He
is a recipient of the John Bates Clark Medal (1979) and the Bank of
Sweden Prize in Economic Sciences in Memory of Alfred Nobel
(2001). Stiglitz is also a former Senior Vice President and Chief
Economist of the World Bank and is famous for his critical view of
globalization and international institutions like the International
Monetary Fund and the World Bank. In 2000, Stiglitz founded the
Initiative for Policy Dialogue (IPD), a think tank on international
development based at Columbia University. Since 2001, he has been
a member of the Columbia faculty, and has held the rank of Univer-
sity Professor since 2003. In Globalization and its Discontents, Stiglitz
states that globalization today is not beneficial for many of the
world’s poor, or for much of the environment or for the stability of
the global economy. The transition from communism to a market
economy has been so badly managed that, with the exception of
China, Vietnam and a few Eastern European countries, poverty has
soared as incomes have plummeted. He deplores the fact that eco-
nomic science has too often been replaced by a set of doctrines (the
Washington consensus policies) which are exclusively imposed. The
recipient governments are deprived of making their own choices;
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they cannot mitigate the market failures and are unable to ensure
social justice. He pleads for the empowerment of developing and
transition countries by helping to fund think tanks — independent
from the international economic organisations — that would help
them formulate strategies and positions. In addition, Stiglitz stresses
the importance of transparency. ‘Short of fundamental change in
their governance, the most important way to ensure that the interna-
tional economic organisations are more responsive to the poor, to
the environment, to the broader political and social concerns... is to
increase openness and transparency... to see the influence of corpo-
rate and other special interests.’28

Mark Duffield is Professor of Development, Democratization and
Conflict in the Institute for Politics and International Studies at the
University of Leeds. Prior to that, he taught at the Centre for Urban
and Regional Studies in the School of Public Policy at the Universi-
ty of Birmingham. Trained in both anthropology and political econ-
omy, his field experience includes four years as Oxfam’s Country
Representative in the Sudan during the latter half of the 1980s. In
Global Governance and the New Wars, Duffield describes the conse-
quences of the new logic of consolidation and exclusion in global
capitalism as: (1) The widening gap in per capita income between
Northern and Southern countries and also within the population of
the North, and (2) The new security concerns about underdevelop-
ment as a source of conflict, criminalized activity and international
instability. Special attention is paid to the increase of new wars or
nonterritorial network wars. ‘The south has effectively integrated
itself into the liberal world system through the spread and deepen-
ing of all types of parallel and shadow transborder activity. This
represents the site of new and expansive forms of local-global net-
working and innovative patterns of extra-legal and non-formal
North-South integration.’29 The new wars, as well as requiring the
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mobilization of networks to realize wealth and provision of vio-
lence, are similarly concerned with restricting the effectiveness of
the other networks, taking them over or eliminating them altogether.
Duffield also notes that abundant supplies of small arms currently
exist within the networks of shadow economies. Duffield concludes
that the liberal peace policy of the West misunderstands the origins
of these networks and, in turn, inadequately responds to them.
Indeed, most donor countries and aid agencies tend to see conflict
as a form of regression, deepening poverty and weakening social
and cultural cohesion. At the same time, through forms of analysis
that delegitimise and criminalize the leadership of the new wars,
the way is cleared for a radicalized development to attempt to
change societies as a whole. He argues that donor countries and aid
agencies have reinforced the relations of violence they oppose.

Richard A. Falk has been the Albert G. Milbank Professor of
International Law and Practice at Princeton University since 1965.
In Predatory Globalization: A Critique, Falk addresses the cumulative
adverse effects of neo-liberalism or ‘globalization from above’ on
human well-being. Appreciating the critical differences with
apartheid, he considers the metaphor of global apartheid useful,
because it confronts the moral and political complacency of the
North. It demands attention for certain disturbing racial features of
perception and practice in international behavior. The metaphor
represents a warning as well as a provocative line of critique, sug-
gesting the urgency of taking far more serious steps to overcome
the North-South cleavage. In addition to the reemergence of the
dangerous class division, he expects the globalization from above to
encourage a resurgence of support for right-wing extremism and a
varied and evolving array of political movements that may scare
governments dominated by moderate outlooks into rethinking their
degree of acquiescence to the discipline of global capital. Falk
pleads for a globalization from below. An immediate goal is to re-
instrumentalize the state to the extent that it defines its role as
mediating between the logic of capital and the priorities of its peo-
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ple, including short-term and long-term goals. He further proposes
the development of a unifying ideology capable of mobilizing and
unifying the disparate social forces that constitute global civil society
and the development of ‘cosmopolitan democracy.’30

Titus Alexander is an independent educator. Born in Germany,
he went to the Rudolf Steiner School in Edinburgh and studied
mathematics, physics and intellectual history at Sussex University,
and at the University of Marburg wrote a thesis on the origin of
Freud’s thought. In Unraveling Global Apartheid: An Overview of World
Politics, Alexander describes the negative impacts of the increased
integration of the world economy (deregulation of finance, global-
ization of production, and greater free trade) on the fate of over a
billion people in the ‘Majority World.’ According to Alexander, the
liberalization of finance and trade is increasing economic insecurity
and environmental pressures throughout the world. In many places
it is producing a protectionist backlash and conflict. He sees disturb-
ing parallels with the evolution of apartheid in South Africa which
was a response by the European minority to growing economic
competition from the African minority. The author describes the
complex process which brought apartheid to an end in South Africa
and draws lessons for overcoming global inequality. Particularly
interesting is Alexander’s analysis of South Africa’s total security
strategy and the war business. He concludes by presenting a strate-
gy for global justice and warns the reader about ‘determined and
powerful opposition against every movement for human liberation.
Too many people have a vested interest in ignorance, inequality,
injustice, exploitation and unsustainable industries to permit change
without a struggle.’31

Errol A. Henderson, is associate professor of political science at
Wayne State University. In Democracy and War: The End of an Illusion?
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he critically examines what is nearly a law in world politics, the
concept of democratic peace. He tests four propositions: (1) that
democracies rarely fight each other, (2) that they are more peaceful
in general than nondemocracies in interstate wars, (3) that they are
more peaceful than nondemocracies with respect to (colonial) extra-
state wars, and (4) that they are more peaceful with respect to civil
wars in post-colonial states. Henderson’s main finding is that
democracy is not significantly associated with less violence. Hen-
derson claims that his findings do not challenge the appropriate-
ness of ‘democracy’ as a form of government or an ideal to be pur-
sued within and between nations. Instead, his findings challenge
the monocausal theories of foreign policy that emphasize a single
factor to explain complex phenomena such as war and peace.32

Walter Russell Mead (born 1952) is the H. Kissinger Senior Fel-
low in U.S. Foreign policy at the Council on Foreign relations. He
lives in New York City. In Power, Terror, Peace and War: America’s
Grand Strategy in a World at Risk, Russell examines the explosive
American foreign policy of the Bush administration and the uproar
that it has caused abroad and at home. Like Joseph Nye, he is great-
ly concerned with the loss of soft power by the US, particularly
when faced with growing despair and decay in the Arab world,
which is presenting America and its allies with an extraordinarily
difficult challenge. Combined with the accelerating collapse of civi-
lized life in a great deal of Africa and the looming disasters in cen-
tral Asia, Mead believes that these trends threaten to create lawless,
violent zones where terrorism can thrive and weapons of mass
destruction can proliferate. To counter this, Mead proposes a new
approach to threats involving a tough anti-terrorism policy (against
what he calls Arabian fascism), outlines for a new initiative for the
Israeli-Palestinian dispute and recommendations for sweeping
changes and reforms of international institutions, including the
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United Nations Security Council.33

P. W. Singer (born 1946) is a national security fellow in the For-
eign Policy Studies Program at the Brookings Institution, Washing-
ton D.C. In Corporate Warrior: The Rise of the Privatized Military
Industry, Singer observes that the open military market is flooded
with weaponry, that military capability outside the state continues
to expand and that the demand from internal and external conflicts
is not waning. At the same time, rebel movements, and other non-
state actors might see the advantages of hiring military assistance to
bolster their forces and there is little to stop private military firms
(PMF’s) working for them. Thus, contrary to the prevailing assump-
tions of international relations theory, warfare is no longer an exclu-
sive affair of men in uniform fighting for their state’s political caus-
es. Singer stresses that it is important to recognize the tensions that
exist between economic efficiency and military effectiveness on the
one hand, and private motivation and political accountability on
the other.34

Chris Abbott (Research Officer at Oxford Research Group), Paul
Rogers (Peace Studies, Bradford) and John Sloboda (Psychology,
Keele), claim in a briefing paper — ‘Global Responses to Global
Threats: Sustainable Security for the 21st Century’ — that interna-
tional terrorism is actually a relatively minor threat when com-
pared to other more serious trends, and that current responses to
those trends are likely to increase rather than decrease the risks of
further terrorist attacks.35 They identify four groups of factors as
root causes of conflict and insecurity in today’s world and the likely
determinants of future conflict. First, the effects of climate change
are likely to lead to severe natural disasters, increasing food short-
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ages and the displacement of peoples from coastlines and river
delta areas. This would in turn lead to increased human suffering,
greater social unrest, revised patterns of living and pressures asso-
ciated with greatly increased levels of migration around the world.
The World Health Organization has estimated that the current mor-
tality attributable to man-made climate change is at least 150,000
people a year. Second, there is the competition over resources
(energy and water). Oil is the main fossil fuel and the Persian Gulf
is the dominant region with two thirds of world reserves. ‘It is a
deeply unstable region with continuing potential for conflict as the
United States seeks to maintain control against the opposition from
regional states and sub-state paramilitary groups.’ Demand for
fresh water is well beyond that which can be sustained at current
levels and even less so at estimated future levels. Third, there is the
marginalization of the majority world. The benefits of global wealth
creation have not been equally shared. These divisions are being
exacerbated by increasing oppression and political exclusion and a
growing sense of marginalization as a result of education and
world wide communication technologies. 815 million people are
suffering from acute hunger and each year ten million die of hunger
and hunger related diseases. Fourth, there is the global militariza-
tion. The current approach to international security by a vigorous
use of military force is failing. The modernization and proliferation
of nuclear weapons and the developments in the field of biological
and toxic weapons need to be controlled. The analysts further claim
that the present approach, influenced by a ‘control paradigm,’ is
failing. It is characterized by the following responses to the above
described threats (1) Competition over resources: an obsession with
national energy through securing control to key resources in the
Persian Gulf, (2) Climate change: an unrealistic belief in technical
advances to solve what some still consider as the myth of climate
change, (3) Marginalization of the majority world: denial of poverty
and socio-economic divisions as sources of insecurity, and a belief
that the free market will solve all the problems, (4) International ter-
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rorism: An emphasis on counter-productive, controversial and
often illegal counter terrorism measures and attacks on civil liber-
ties, and (5) Global Militarization: A priority is placed on counter-
proliferation measures for preventing WMD materials and pre-
emptive military strikes.

In contrast to the above typical responses, these three authors
recommend a ‘sustainable security policy,’ with the following
responses: (1) Competition over resources: comprehensive energy
efficiency and resource conservation and management policy and
practices, (2) Climate change: rapid replacement of carbon-based
sources by diversified local renewable energy sources, (3) Marginal-
ization of the majority world: reform of global systems of trade, aid
and debt relief in order to make poverty reduction a world priority,
(4) International terrorism: addressing the legitimate political griev-
ances and aspirations of marginalized groups, coupled with intelli-
gence based counter terrorism and dialogue with terrorist leader-
ship, and (5) Global militarization: horizontal and vertical non-pro-
liferation measures and substantial steps towards disarmament
with respect to nuclear weapons and biological weapons.

Most of the above analysts recognize the positive influence of the
post Cold War globalization. They however also warn us about the
confluence of negative impacts which could increase the probability
of new conflicts. First, globalization has increased human insecurity.
The human insecurity results from several socio-economic, resource,
military and ecological threats. A large number of the analysts deal
with mutually reinforcing negative impacts of socio-economic con-
ditions: the high level of poverty, the gross vertical and horizontal
inequalities within and between countries, the relative deprivation,
and the feeling of exclusion or closure. The second source of human
insecurity results from the competition over resources (oil-gas and
fresh water). The third source of human insecurity relates to the
global militarization: terrorism and the war on terror; the preemp-
tive and preventive use of military force; barbarism, modernization
and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The fourth source
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of human insecurity relates to environmental issues, such as the
effects of climate change and pollution. Second, globalization also
transforms the opportunity structure or the capacity for mobilization and
violent strife. The communication, education, transport and organiza-
tion facility enhances the awareness, mobilization potential and the
capacity for fighting asymmetric wars. Finally, the global responses to
the global threats are counter productive. First of all there is a great deal
of denial. The war on terrorism pays attention to one aspect of
human insecurity and overlooks the bigger picture of violence in the
world. Second, the policy of the rich and powerful is based on the
control paradigm and is not conducive to fostering sustainable
peace.36 The policies adopted do not tackle the root causes of human
insecurity. Third, most of the conflict prevention efforts are of a
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Summary Table: Assessing the Impact of Globalization on Human Insecurity

Increasing grievances 
Strengthening the opportunity 

Provoking inadequate 
and threats

structure for mobilization 
responses

and violent strife

• Socio-economic marginalization • Communication-transport • Denial
(poverty, inequality, relative facilitates awareness and • Control policy.
deprivation and exclusion - mobilization efforts. • Reactive violence prevention
closure.) • Modernization and proliferation • Pre-emptive and preventive 

• Competition over limited of conventional forces and war against terrorism.
resources (land, oil-gas and weapons of mass destruction • Strong unilateral / 
fresh water) • The perception of asymmetric weak multilateral responses

• Environmental deterioration warfare as an effective weapon • Resurgence of support for 
(pollution and climate change) • Inadequate arms control right-wing extremism.

• Democratic deficit at national • Decreasing sovereignty and 
and international levels. invulnerability of states.

• Violent conflicts and vigorous 
use of military force.

• Psychological deprivation: 
humiliation, lack of respect 
and dignity



reactive nature. The war in Lebanon is a recent example. Fourth, the
recent cases of pre-emptive and preventive warfare create more
civilian victims and destruction than the terrorism it claims to
counter.

V. Conflicts with a High Global Impact: 
The Case of the Middle East37

One of the consequences of globalization is that some conflicts,
such as the regime change in Iraq and especially the Israeli treat-
ment of Palestine and their war in Lebanon, have a great impact on
the global political psychology and international public opinion.
Since 9/11, all the peace efforts in the Middle East have been over-
shadowed by the war on terrorism. This has led to more destruc-
tion and instability in the region. The regime change in Iraq, the
erection of the wall in the Palestinian territories and the violence in
Gaza and Lebanon signal the failure of the peace policy of Israel
and the USA.38 It reminds us of Ambrose Bierce’s definition of war
as the side effect of the arts of peace. It is a peace policy based on
the logic of war, and the assumption that you can attain peace and
security at the expense of all other citizens in the region. The absur-
dity of such a policy is illustrated in the following three paradoxes.

Paradox 1: Barbarism is More Violent than Terrorism

Peace research tries to diagnose conflict and violence as objec-
tively, unbiased and accurately as possible. This means to decon-
struct the politically correct or propagated reality, and to carefully
examine the ‘existential reality.’ The first paradox rests in distinc-
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tions between ‘terrorism’ and ‘anti-terrorism.’ It is clear that both
policies kill innocent citizens, however, it is significant that the lat-
ter kills many more. Preliminary research suggests that by 26 July,
2006, the Israeli army had killed 410 people in Lebanon, of which
90% were civilians. In contrast, Hezbollah had killed 54 Israelis, of
which 25% were civilians.39 Despite the fact that ‘terrorism’ has
been depicted as the greatest evil and threat in the 21st century, it is
creating appreciably less violence than the wars on terrorism. The
wars on terrorism and regime change are considerably more vio-
lent; they slaughter ten to one hundred times more people. Since
the second intifada more than 4,000 Palestinians have been killed,
more than 20,000 have been wounded and over 10,000 are incarcer-
ated as political prisoners, many of whom have been tortured. In
addition, thousands of houses and properties have been or are
being destroyed, and economically and financially the occupied ter-
ritories remain strangled. Israel has transformed itself into a garri-
son state running two open prisons in Gaza and on the West Bank.
In Lebanon, nearly one million people are dislocated or forced into
migration. The Syrian Golan Heights are still occupied and efforts
are underway to expand the Israeli territories. The US ‘regime
change’ in Iraq and the Russian ‘anti-terrorist’ operations in Chech-
nya are similar in many aspects. In the strategic literature, this type
of warfare has been called ‘barbarism.’40 Barbarism is used in
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asymmetric conflicts by the strongest party and is essentially large
scale fighting without boundaries. In contrast to conventional war-
fare, it does not respect international or humanitarian laws and con-
sciously targets citizens. The underlying assumptions are: that
shock and awe can restore the standing of the regional or global
superpower; that collective punishment can deter the people sup-
porting the resistance or freedom fighters; and that collateral dam-
age is an accepted part of the war. This aggression leaches the
humanity, integrity and strength of democracy.

Paradox 2: Others See Terrorism and Extremism Differently

The second paradox concerns terrorism and extremism, or more
accurately ‘political terrorism and extremism.’ A considerable
cross-section of their compatriots and/or world public opinion sees
them as ‘freedom/resistance fighters,’ heroes and martyrs. In stark
contrast to the Western depiction of terrorists as cowards, they are
commonly perceived as courageous and patriotic. Recent studies of
‘suicide terrorism’ show that there is little connection with Islamic
fundamentalism and that such individuals share a specific and sec-
ular goal: to compel democracies to withdraw military forces from
the territory which they consider their homeland. The aim of the
Palestinian insurgency is to put an end to the occupation and colo-
nization of its territories, especially the territories occupied after
1967. Similarly, the creation of Hezbollah was a reaction to the mili-
tary intrusions and occupations by Israel of Lebanon. According to
Marcus Yoel of Haaretz it is ‘a force with a couple of hundred fight-
ers, certainly not more than half a brigade.’ The withdrawal from
all the occupied territories after 1967 would take away one of the
root causes of political terrorism, providing a more humane and
effective anti-terrorist strategy. Terrorism is the logic of coercion
applied by the weak actors in a conflict.41 It should also be noted
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that in comparison to the other types of violence committed in the
world, political terrorism is a relatively small killer. On a yearly
basis, it accounts worldwide for approximately 3,000 deaths a year.

Paradox 3: Renaming and Reframing Reality.

The third paradox relates to enormous efforts to rename,
reframe and hide the reality of violence. This involves the definition
of threats and policies, the distortion of data, the creation of politi-
cally correct language, a manipulation of media, and the assertion
of pressure to conform. After 9/11, the U.S. government started to
focus attention on two threats that were much more horrific together
than they were separately: radical Islam and weapons of mass
destruction. Violence became narrowly defined in terms of terrorism
or weapons of mass destruction, with increasingly less attention
paid to the larger picture of violence in the world. Some neocons,
such as Charles Krauthammer, envisaged a World War IV, in which
the civilized world would be attacked by an enemy potentially as
dangerous and powerful as those faced in the two World Wars and
the Cold War.42 Therefore, the argument follows, the best tools for
protecting the U.S. and its allies would be: an overwhelming mili-
tary superiority, dedication to the U.S. alliances, missile defense,
and preventive/preemptive warfare to stop catastrophic terrorism
and the proliferation of rogue states. This new strategy is character-
ized by a great deal of propaganda and the use of politically correct
words, definitions, interpretations and evaluations. Steven Poole has
written a seminal book on the use of ‘unspeak,’ which he defines as
a mode of speech that tries to persuade by stealth. ‘Names become
weapons. Distinctions are deliberately blurred; realities are denied
and punishments don’t fit the crimes.’43 Here are some examples
from Steven Poole:
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• In order to avoid responsibility or pointing the finger, the killings

of civilians are called ‘tragic accidents.’

• Israel constructs what it calls a ‘security fence’ around its territory,

thereby suggesting that it is not an unpleasant construction and

that its motivation is solely ‘security.’ In fact, the wall is higher

than the Berlin Wall built during the Cold War and it shifts 9.5%

of the territory of the West Bank to the Israeli side.

• Ten thousand Palestinian political prisoners are called ‘security

prisoners,’ in order to avoid recognizing the political dimension of

the problem and to evade international and humanitarian law.

• The ‘disengagement’ from Gaza and a small part of the West Bank

actually entailed: the evacuation of 9,000 settlers from a total of

240,000; the demolishment of the evacuated homes, and; the main-

tenance of Israeli control over Gaza’s airspace, offshore waters,

and the majority of border crossings.

• Ethnic cleansing or attempted genocide has been used by the

international community to evade the automatic duty to act. Since

1955, the world has seen more than 40 genocidal or politicidal

events, the majority of which have never officially been termed

‘genocide’ or ‘politicide.’ ‘...this betrays the erroneous opinion that

genocide is total destruction, and ignorance of the fact that any

‘attempt’ at such destruction already constitutes genocide.’ (S.

Poole, p. 97).

• Calling the first operation in Vietnam a ‘just cause’ or the invasion

of Lebanon in 1982 ‘peace in Galilee’ did not succeed in persuading

the local citizens that peace was the true motive. Interestingly, the

U.S. invasion in Afghanistan was originally called ‘Operation Infi-

nite Justice,’ but than changed to ‘Operation Enduring Freedom.’

• The terms ‘surgical’ or ‘precision’ strikes and their ‘collateral’ dam-

age hide their real functions: killing insurgents and deterring peo-

ple to provide support.

• States fiercely resist any characterization of their actions as terror-

ism. They have won the battle of definitions by exempting its own

violence against civilians from being treated and perceived as
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‘terrorism.’ Instead it is referred to as ‘self-defense,’ ‘retaliation,’

and ‘security measures.’

• Body bags are now ‘transfer tubes.’

• The use of the term ‘terrorist suspect’ can make someone a terrorist

without ever having committed an act of terrorism.

• When you are labeled an ‘enemy combatant,’ instead of a ‘prisoner

of war’ you can be entombed indefinitely in Guantanamo and

become the subject of some ‘detainee abuse’ or plain torture. The

prisoners and their guards now both have first-hand experience of

Alan Dershowitz’s arguments for legalizing torture.

• Finally, there is the global struggle against the violent extremists,

which all right thinking people would like to join. To label a per-

son or a group of people as ‘extremists’ is to say that they have no

right to ask what they want. An extremist is not only someone

who holds an opinion with which we disagree, but also someone

who is essentially extreme, impossible to talk to and impossible to

welcome into civilization.

A great deal of the above looks ominously like the work of the
Minitrues (Ministries of Truth) in George Orwell’s book 1984. Com-
plementing the efforts to control the ‘hearts and minds’ of their
own constituencies and of the international community are the con-
formity pressures and the silencing of dissident voices. This is
attained in several ways, as people who express criticism are stig-
matized as unpatriotic, unrealistic, ivory tower-ish, anti-Semitic,
anti-American, and sometimes even extreme-rightists.44 The infla-
tion of the use of the label anti-Semitism has become unproductive
especially when it tries to silence well-intentioned people from criti-
cizing the peace policies of Israel, the USA or the UK. Critique is
not necessarily negative; it can be an act of respect or even love.
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Equally disturbing is the misuse of the Holocaust to justify what is
happening. The Iranian people or government were not involved in
the Holocaust, and employ other memories to justify their anger
towards the USA and the West. For instance, they will remind you
of the toppling in 1953 — with the help of CIA and British intelli-
gence operatives — of their elected head of state Mohammed
Mossadegh, because he wanted to nationalize the oil sector. They
will also remind you about how the West supported Saddam Hus-
sein’s war against Iran; a war which left 1 million victims. A friend
told me that she had a dream of the Holocaust. She overheard the
souls of people, who died in concentration camps, talking about the
Middle East. Some of them were disappointed that the world had
not learned much from the horrendous event. Others were plan-
ning a march on Jerusalem to stop making new victims in their
name and to plead for peace.

Another facet of the conformity pressure is the occupation of the
‘moral high ground,’ by depicting the conflict as a war between the
axis of evil and the axis of good, and as a fight for civilization, free-
dom and democracy. Problems arise from the distinctions made
between first, second, and third class victims. The first class victims
(from the West) desire and receive most attention; the second class
receives much less (for example, the Palestinians and Lebanese), and;
the third class victims are completely negated (for example, the
Congolese). There is also the doctrine of preventive war and the
implicit recognition of Israel’s and America’s exceptionalism. Such
a doctrine destabilizes the international system. All of the above
efforts serve to reinforce groupthink and close-mindedness in the
decision-making process, or what Newsweek, on July 31, 2006, called
the ‘delusional machismo.’ The negative strategic impact of this
mindset has been illustrated in several studies, such as Stoessinger’s
‘Why nations go to war’ or Barbara Tuchman’s ‘The march of folly.’
This mindset prevents a questioning of peace policies that generate
more harm than good and slows down the learning curve. As a
result, the same mistakes are consistently made time and time
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again. Think of the non-recognition of the democratically elected
FIS in Algeria and now Hamas in Palestine; or the support of the
Taliban against the Soviets; or the creation of Hezbollah after the
Israeli invasion in Lebanon. We fail to acknowledge that such
actions create monsters that will later turn against their creator.

If Voltaire were around, he would no doubt cast a sardonic
laugh and probably write a modern version of Candide. It would
satirize the horrors of the 21st century and the pursuit by govern-
ments of peace policies contrary to their own interests. The peace
policy of Israel, the USA and UK simply does not serve the interests
of the people in the Middle East, the Americans and the Europeans.
In the US the foreign policy is shaped by well-organized minorities
who lobby for their particular interests. It has created more violence
and instability in the region, whilst the arms escalation is on the rise
and new layers of hate and despair are formed. The financial and
the human price of the war on terror are excessive. The behavior of
democratic countries has set back the democratization efforts in the
region, as illustrated by: the unwillingness to deal with democrati-
cally related authorities such as Hamas, the imprisonment of elect-
ed Palestinian Parliamentarians, the interference in the political
transition process in Lebanon in order to install a more friendly and
collaborative regime; the support of ‘friendly’ authoritarian regimes
(for example, Saudi Arabia and Egypt ); Israel’s mistreatment of the
Palestinian people, and especially its destruction of the fragile
democratic transition in Lebanon. The war on terrorism is a policy
of denial; the denial of the greater picture of violence.45 The price of
such denial will be more shocking surprises. Last but not least, this
conflict is also siphoning a great deal of time and resources which
are needed in many other conflict zones in the world (for example,
the Sudan, DR Congo, and the countless countries suffering with
extreme poverty).
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The current peace policy is not adapted to the rapidly changing
international environment. The globalization of world politics is not
only the consequence of trade, technology, communications and
environmental awareness; it also represents the growing conscious-
ness of inequalities and conflict in the world. The conflict in the
Middle East has become the ‘Colosseum’ of the 21st century. The
whole world, willing or not, is watching the spectacle and judging
the performance of the actors. Most battles are unequal, with the
‘terrorists’ confronting super and regional powers who boast air,
land and sea forces. In the northwestern part of the theater the
‘terrorists’ are reproached as scum and cowards; whilst the rest of
the spectators applaud them as brave characters, insurgents, resis-
tance/freedom fighters and heroes. They notice that the Americans
in the Lebanon spectacle expedite the delivery of precision missiles
to Israel and humanitarian aid to its victims. Some spectators seem
not to be disturbed by the use of double standards by the umpires;
others are outraged. The weakest players are expected to disarm so
that the strongest can feel at ease and continue to do what they
want. The EU stands on the sidelines, as an innocent bystander and
provider of humanitarian aid. This appears to be changing. The
audience observes that most of the time ‘might is right,’ that interna-
tional and humanitarian law is not invited and that the UN is not
taken seriously by a super power. During the performance, democ-
racy carries many masks. The spectators see that the meaning of
democracy as used by the West is changing from a way to be liber-
ated, to a way to provide security to those perpetrating regime
changes. Although, the latter may promote democracy at the
national level, it also resists it at the international level. Every day,
with the words of Frantz Fanon,46 it is apparent that we are attend-
ing the striptease of humanism. There you can see it, quite naked,
and it’s not a pretty sight. It is an ideology of lies, a justification of
power; its honeyed words and affectation of sensibility are merely
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alibis for violence and aggression. A fine sight is the onlookers,
who don’t seem to support one or the other. They are perceived as
cowards or traitors.

VI. Towards Sustainable Peace Building

The current responses to the global threats fail to produce sus-
tainable development and peace building. They claim to pursue
durable or sustainable security and peace, but their actions will
only lead to less human security and a more unstable world. To
deal with the global threats more effectively will require nothing
less than a new policy pursuing ‘sustainable peace building.’ Peace
building is about complex change; it involves concurrent activities
by many people in different sectors, at several levels and in differ-
ent time frames. It is a multi-level, multi-sector and multi-time
activity. In peace research ‘sustainable peace’ is defined as a situa-
tion where (a) the armed violence has stopped, (b) the other types
of violence (structural, psychological and cultural) are close to
absent,47 (c) conflicts are handled in a constructive way, and (d) the
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government has a high level of internal and external legitimacy.
The European Union is a good example (and one which owes a
great debt to the visionary leadership of the U.S.). Such a sustain-
able peace requires a series of conditions, which can be clustered
into ‘five + one’ groups (the ‘Sustainable peace building penta-
gon’48). The first building block focuses on the establishment of an
effective communication, consultation and negotiation system at different
levels between the conflicting parties or members. In contrast to the
negotiation styles used in most international organizations, the
negotiation style, for example, in the European Union is predomi-
nantly integrative. Ample time and creativity is invested in generat-
ing mutually beneficial agreements. Without win-win agreements
the Union would disintegrate.

The second building block consists of the core peace-building
structures. In order to achieve a sustainable peace, (conflict) coun-
tries have to install political, economic and security structures and
institutions which sustain peace. The political reform process aims
at the establishment of political structures with a high level of legit-
imacy. The legitimacy status is influenced by two factors (a) the
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effectiveness of a regime to deliver vital basic needs, such as securi-
ty, health services, jobs, etc., and (b) the democratic nature of the
decision-making process. Initially, an authoritarian regime with
high quality leaders and technocrats can obtain a high legitimacy
score, but in the end, consolidated democracies are the best sup-
ports of sustainable peace building. It is crucial to note that the
transition from one state (e.g. non-democratic structures) to another
(e.g. consolidated democratic environment) is not without difficul-
ties: the devil is in the transition.49 The economic reform process
envisions the establishment of an economic environment which
stimulates sustainable development, the elimination of gross verti-
cal and horizontal inequalities, and develops positive expectations
about the future. The security structure safeguards and/or increas-
es the population’s objective and subjective security by effectively
dealing with both internal and external threats. This implies a coop-
erative security system producing a high level of human security,
collective defense and security, and proactive conflict prevention
efforts.

The third necessary building block for establishing a sustainable
peace process is an integrative climate.50 This is the software of peace
building. This building block stresses the importance of a favorable
social-psychological environment. Although the climate is less tan-
gible and observable than the other building blocks, it can be
assessed by looking at the consequences. An integrative or disinte-
grative climate can express itself in the form of attitudes, behavior
and institutions. Characteristic of an integrative climate are expec-
tations of an attractive future as a consequence of cooperation, the
development of a ‘we-ness’ feeling or multiple loyalties, reconcilia-
tion, trust, social capital and the dismantlement of sentimental walls.

The fourth building block consists of systems supporting the devel-
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opment and installation of the other peace building blocks: (a) an effective
and legitimate legal system, (b) an empowering educational system,
(c) peace media, (d) a well-functioning health system, and (e) human-
itarian aid in the immediate post conflict phase.

The fifth building block is a supportive regional and international
environment. The stability of a peace process is often dependent on
the behavior and interests of neighboring countries or regional
powers. These actors can have a positive influence on the peace
process by providing political legitimacy or support, by assisting
with the demobilization and demilitarization process, or by facili-
tating and stimulating regional trade and economic integration.
However, these same actors can also inhibit the progress towards
stability, for example, by supporting certain groups that do not sub-
scribe to the peace process. Likewise, the larger international com-
munity plays a crucial role in most post-conflict countries. The
international community by means of the UN agencies or other
international (non-)governmental organizations can provide crucial
resources and funding or even take direct responsibility for a wide
variety of tasks, such as the (physical) rebuilding process, political
transformation, humanitarian aid, development cooperation, third-
party security guarantor, etc.

The installation of all the above described buildings blocks
requires the presence of a critical mass of peace building leadership.51

There are leaders in different domains (politics, diplomacy, defence,
economics, education, media, religion, health, etc.) and at different
levels: the elite, middle and grassroots level.52 High on the agenda
of architectural research is study of the characteristics of successful
peace building leaders, such as Nelson Mandela, F. W. De Klerk,
Mohandas Gandhi, Mikhail Gorbachev, Vaclav Havel, Jean Mon-
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net, Helmut Kohl, George Marshal, Martin Luther King, Jacques
Delors, and many others. This research involves differentiating suc-
cessful and unsuccessful peace builders and identifying the similar-
ities and differences between successful and unsuccessful peace
builders, and between peace builders and peace destroyers.53 Peace
building leadership distinguishes itself by the way they lead the
conflict transformation process. They envision a shared, clear and
mutually attractive peaceful future for all who want to cooperate;
they do everything to identify and get a full understanding of the
challenge with which they are confronted; they frame the conflict in
a reflexive way; their change behavior is adaptive, integrative and
flexible; they are well acquainted with non-violent methods; they
use a mix of intentional and consequential ethics and objectives;
and are courageous men or women with a high level of integrity.

VII. Conclusion

To build sustainable peace at the global level requires dealing
with all the main sources of violence and threats; not only the mili-
tary, but also the economic, political, territorial, psychological,
health and environmental threats. Today’s U.S. led attempts to
maintain the status quo through military means and violence con-
trol without addressing the root causes is not working; it is fail-
ing.54 Short of the need for a radical paradigm shift as suggested by
the Oxford Research Group, the most important way to ensure a
greater responsiveness to the poor, to the environment and to the
broader political and social issues is to increase openness and trans-
parency of decision-making processes. This would allow us to see
the influence of special interest groups and to prevent the conceal-
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ment of mistakes. The absence of open discourse means that mod-
els and policies are not subjected to timely criticism.55 Peace and
conflict impact assessments (P-CIAS) at the macro level, can allow
us to anticipate the positive and negative impacts, and raise the
level of accountability.56 As mentioned earlier, sustainable peace
building requires many efforts in different sectors and at different
levels (see sustainable peace building pentagon). Of crucial impor-
tance are hope-raising measures, which make people believe that
sustainable peace building is a realistic option. Reminding people
of the many successful examples of conflict transformation and sus-
tainable peace building (for example the creation of the European
Union or the creation of peace in South Africa) can make a differ-
ence. At the same time, priority should be given to the transforma-
tion of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, because of its global visibility
and negative role modeling. Finally, the question of professional-
ism should be addressed; what does professionalism mean in the
field of sustainable peace building? Violence prevention and peace
building has become a booming field. It is offering jobs for peace
makers, peace keepers, peace builders and peace researchers. In
contrast to other more traditional and well-established fields, such
as the legal, medical, economic or psychological field, there are no
clear and widely accepted criteria for evaluating MA’s and Ph.D’s
in peace studies and selecting professionals. I think it is time to
open a serious discussion about what distinguishes a good from a
bad peace worker in terms of talents, knowledge, skills, motivation,
ethical thinking, mental and psychological health, etc. As in any
other field, peace also attracts ‘peace quacks’ (in Dutch they are
called ‘paxzalvers’). Peace quacks are people who feign the skill
and the knowledge — that they do not actually possess — to pre-
vent violence, bring security and build peace. They generally
promise too much. They claim to able to bring peace, with certain
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and infallible methods.57 A serious discussion on professionalism
can significantly contribute to the improvement of peace education
and training and the selection of peace builders. However, one
should not forget that peace building requires more than knowl-
edge and skills; its also requires a great deal of creativity, love and
courage.
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Peace and Security 
in Contemporary Conditions

Ian Anthony

Although there has never been a consensus about what the appropriate ele-

ments of a peace research agenda should be, the scope for different views on

this matter has become wider after the end of the Cold War because of changes

in the international security environment.

In this paper the diverse elements that are now emerging as parts of a

much broader debate on security are briefly described. Whereas military secu-

rity issues were predominant in the Cold War, there is now a more balanced

approach that takes into account a range of different human actions that can

have negative outcomes for (and perhaps even present existential threats to)

people and societies. Such actions include those that impact on the environment

and on global public health.

This balance notwithstanding, violent conflict continues to be a persistent

phenomenon, albeit one that is changing its character in important ways. The

paper tries to identify briefly some main tendencies in military security that are

of interest to peace researchers. In particular, the increasing diversity of actors

found on the battlefield and the impact of the changing tactics being employed

by warring parties.

Establishing rules and providing governance has always been a challenge

in the security field. The challenge of developing and enforcing a system of rules

is no less and may in fact be significantly greater in the complicated contempo-

rary conditions. The paper examines some of the pressing current challenges to

international humanitarian law and to arms control and disarmament.
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Deliberate and purposeful violence against others of the
same species has been a persistent human characteristic
over millennia, and the question ‘why do we kill each

other?’ has long been at the heart of peace research. One of the most
important approaches of peace researchers in trying to address this
question has been to try and bring to bear the findings of different
disciplines to understand and explain human actions that have nega-
tive consequences, with a particular emphasis on violent behaviour.

Recognizing the destructive potential of humans, psychology
has tried to provide insights based on the diagnosis of the human
condition. Sociology has sought causal explanations by exploring
whether organizing mass society creates an inherent tendency
towards war, violence, and aggression as increasingly powerful
public officials promote the interests of particular groups or of their
organization above the wider community interest or the interests of
individuals. Political scientists have tried to map the sets of condi-
tions that seem to predispose violence both between and within
states and international relations theorists have sought to explain
this predisposition in terms of relations among states.

For much of the period after 1945 the effort to understand vio-
lence and conflict was intimately linked to the existence of nuclear
weapons in the hands of the armed forces of major powers with an
adversarial relationship. The simple equation “major power conflict
+ nuclear weapons = holocaust” created the imperative for war
avoidance and structured the debate around the most effective way
of minimizing the risk of major power confrontation. This created a
natural hierarchy in both the operational and the academic aspects
of peace and security.

With the end of the cold war this approach naturally had to
change but the question of how to respond to the new conditions
sparked lively debate. A traditionalist view held that the security
agenda should continue to focus on violent conflict but be adapted
to the changed conditions. Other scholars called for a widening of
the debate to incorporate within the definition of peace and security
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any and all aspects of human behaviour that cause harm.
The principal argument put forward by advocates of the first

approach has probably been that although violent conflict has
transformed, recent years have borne testimony to the fact that it
has by no means disappeared. Understanding the nature of this
transformation and analysing its implications is, according to this
view, the main task of peace and security research. However, the
advocates of the second approach have emphasized that human
behaviour has led directly to four sets of existential threats to peo-
ple and societies, each of which calls for urgent response if the
broad objective of creating a safer world is to be achieved. More-
over, according to this logic, by narrowing the scope of research to
violent conflict, traditionalists risk ignoring real or potential link-
ages between the four sets of issues. Incomplete understanding
would not only undermine research findings, but could also slow
the development of an integrated response.

Seen from this perspective existential threats that are a direct prod-
uct of human behaviour now stem from four different directions:

First, a consensus has emerged in the scientific community on
the reality of climate change and is emerging on its potential major
consequences. These include continuous sea-level rise and an
accompanying increase in the occurrence of extreme storms. Today,
many millions of people live in areas that will be inundated by
water. According to the emerging scientific prognoses, future rain-
fall patterns are likely to increase soil erosion and subsidence, and
profoundly affect water availability and quality. In some areas
changes in the type and yield of crops will increase the risk of
famine.

Second, credible studies have suggested that new and re-emerg-
ing infectious diseases will pose a rising global health threat over
the next 20 years. According to these studies some well known dis-
eases thought to be on the edge of eradication (such as tuberculosis)
have re-emerged in more virulent and drug-resistant forms while
previously unknown disease agents for which no cures are avail-
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able (of which HIV/AIDS is the best known) have appeared for the
first time.

Third, the World Health Organisation has pointed out that the
leading cause of death worldwide is now cardiovascular disease
and has mapped its rapid spread beyond those parts of the world
traditionally thought of as affluent into middle income countries
such as China and India.

Fourth, there has been a metamorphosis in armed conflict so
that today’s conflicts tend to be either low-intensity civil wars, or
‘asymmetric’ wars in which high-tech forces fight poorly armed
opponents. In both the cases warring parties are likely to include
both state and non-state armed forces. A number of countries are
adding delivery systems with progressively longer ranges to the
inventories held by their armed forces, meaning that future inter-
state conflict may not resemble past wars involving huge armies
using heavy conventional weapons to fight major battles.

Thinking about violent armed conflict is now overlaid by the
impact of mass impact terrorism, in particular where attacks are
perpetrated by groups that form international networks. Even
though relatively few people have been killed by mass impact ter-
rorism, the attacks in the United States on 11 September 2001 led to
a radical change in security policy in the most powerful country in
the world, which also led directly or indirectly to two major con-
flicts, in Afghanistan and Iraq. The full consequences of these
changes probably have not yet been revealed, but the number of
acts of mass impact terrorism appears to be increasing and attacks
have taken place in developing as well as developed countries.

There are likely to be inter-relationships between the four sets of
issues. Where conflict destroys public health infrastructure it may
contribute to the spread of infectious disease. Apart from the global
economic impact of mass impact terrorism, the various security-
related responses to it might exacerbate political tensions. Health is
likely to be affected by climate change, both directly (European
studies have identified links between temperature change and
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infectious disease in Europe) and indirectly (through the movement
of displaced people). The demographic impact of infectious dis-
eases like HIV/AIDS may in turn exacerbate social and political
instability in countries and regions.

These linkages are not yet well understood, but in discussions of
security within governments and in international processes the
notion of threat is increasingly being supplemented by ideas of risk
management. Risk is now taken to mean the probability of any
adverse outcome, and encompasses the need for public policy to
boost the safety of people from both violent and non-violent forms
of human behaviour. The approach that is sometimes labelled
‘human security’ in the academic community, and which is differ-
ent from traditional notions of threat, is becoming prominent in
statements by political leaders when they meet in, for example, the
European Union. The United Nations High Level Panel on Threats,
Challenges, and Change took a human security perspective when
they included economic and social threats, including poverty, infec-
tious disease, and environmental degradation as well as transna-
tional organized crime in the set of six groups of threats of particu-
lar concern at the present time.

This balanced approach towards security is a recent develop-
ment. In a major survey of the greatest challenges to global security
in the next decade addressed to world leaders in 1999 few respon-
dents responded within the human security paradigm as sketched
above—James Wolfenson of the World Bank and King Abdullah II
of Jordan were perhaps the only two. Others focused on the need to
adapt key aspects of the traditional security agenda, notably how
and when to use military force.

Traditional assessments of threat combined military capability
and the intention to use that capability. Capability was taken to
mean the ability to undertake certain military tasks and so had both
an absolute value (what particular forces have the technical capacity
to do) and a relative value (what particular forces can do to a real or
potential adversary). Intention reflected a judgement about political
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decisions on how to use capabilities taken by those with command
authority.

In light of the changing nature of violent conflict, many coun-
tries have found it necessary to update their traditional threat
assessments. Whereas the bilateral confrontation and the system of
alliances that were at the heart of the Cold War created a natural
lens through which to view threats, the new security environment
lacks such a compelling principle around which groups of states
coalesce.

The previous imperative to avoid conflict because of the risk of
escalation (however remote) into a central crisis gave way to a view
that force could and in fact should be used to achieve positive polit-
ical outcomes. The view that war could not be considered a contin-
uation of politics by other means but rather as a means to universal
suicide has been replaced by extensive debates about the need for
rules to enable humanitarian intervention. Influential people such
as Gareth Evans believe that the debate has now moved beyond the
conditions that would justify intervention and make it legal and
argue that all sovereign states have a responsibility to protect their
citizens. If a state cannot or will not exercise this responsibility then
there is a duty for others to take action against it to protect people
from suffering grave harm. Evans asserts that this ‘responsibility to
protect’ is being accepted as a new international norm, and predicts
that it will become a new rule of customary international law. This
is very far from the notion of limiting the use of force exclusively to
wars of necessity waged in self-defence.

Another part of the cold war strategic landscape that is in need
of fundamental revision is the notion of deterrence. Previously, the
relationship between the main possessors of the most destructive
military capabilities was characterized by bilateralism. Looking at
the strategic relationship between the countries that either have or
are developing long-range delivery systems, and in particular those
that are developing significant missile forces, most of these relation-
ships have a very different character from the Cold War. A number
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of these countries do not have and have never had much by way of
strategic interaction with one another.

The larger and more ambitious military modernization pro-
grammes seem to be driven by a range of factors including unre-
solved local conflicts, regional competition between rival states,
efforts to deter intervention by outside powers (primarily the Unit-
ed States), changes in military technology development, and the
difficulty of keeping pace with the cost and complexity of making
and using advanced weapons effectively.

Collectively, we still do not have a single framework that can
capture this changed environment, help to put the new issues,
problems and patterns into a perspective and draw appropriate
conclusions. Developing such a framework is a challenge for peace
research. Some more specific challenges to our understanding can
be highlighted.

The challenge of understanding what might be an appropriate
role for armed force beyond responding to a direct attack has
already been referred to above. However, as well as challenging
thinking about when to use force, the changing nature of violent
conflict requires continuous analysis of the system of rules needed
to govern the combatants. There is widespread agreement that dur-
ing conflict combatants need to apply to themselves rules of con-
duct based on the principles of discrimination and proportionality,
and these principles are firmly established in legal texts. However,
there is a new challenge related to the issue of how to apply these
rules in increasingly asymmetric conflict conditions, and in particu-
lar where opponents are prepared to use terror tactics on a more
widespread scale than was previously the case and where warring
parties have no obvious or known affiliation.

Although the body of laws that has been developed in regard to
armed conflict has been adapted to take into account the engage-
ment of unconventional combatants, there will probably be a need
for further evolution to take into account the diversity among war-
ring parties. In particular, there are aspects of what the United
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States has labelled a ‘global war on terror’ that are difficult to
accommodate in existing sets of rules. In these conditions the appli-
cation of laws of war, the criminal law and the relationship between
the two needs to be analysed.

While existing rules bind military personnel, a spectrum of non-
military agencies increasingly carry out counter-terrorism activities
under the umbrella of a military operational plan to defeat terrorist
groups. The security services, other types of police forces as well as
non-governmental actors such as private companies increasingly
undertake important combat related functions in locations where
armed conflict is taking place. There is a need to address in a sys-
tematic way: first, which body of rules govern the activities of these
different agencies; second, where there is an attempt to hold indi-
viduals to account for their behaviour what rules will apply to the
treatment of those individuals? Third, do current developments
threaten the general coherence of the rules governing behaviour in
conflict locations? Fourth, do the existing sets of rules need to be
adapted and extended and, if yes, in what ways?

In another important area for peace research—arms control and
disarmament—the momentum generated in the period up to 1995
has been lost as arms control treaties have in general become less
frequent, less ambitious and less binding. The USA set the prece-
dent of withdrawal from nuclear arms control treaties by leaving
the 1972 Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missiles (ABM
Treaty) in order to build defences against all classes and all ranges
of ballistic missiles. As we know, many nuclear weapons with
lower than intercontinental range have never been brought into
arms control apart from a series of Russian and American unilateral
declarations on them in 1991-2, without any real clarity on what has
been done by way of follow-up. The latest U.S.-Russian agreement
on strategic nuclear arms, the 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions
Treaty (SORT) lacks detailed verification and monitoring provi-
sions. China, France and Britain for their part have entered into few
arms control commitments regarding their own nuclear weapon
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stockpiles. The entry into force of the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty is being held up by a number of states who refuse to ratify it,
above all by the USA. It is both worrying and frustrating that the
idea of a treaty that would freeze the stocks of fissile materials
owned by nuclear powers still cannot get off the drawing board
after forty years of trying. Experienced observers are already assert-
ing with confidence that at best the forthcoming conference to
review the Biological Weapons Convention will produce modest
results.

Since 1998—when India and Pakistan came into the open with
their nuclear weapons programmes and North Korea demonstrated
that it had made advancements in its ballistic missile programme—
there has been a need to develop a balanced agenda in which 3
challenges for the 21st century are all addressed: the weapons of the
8 existing nuclear powers (including all those previously men-
tioned, and Israel); the risks of present and future proliferation
underlined by developments in Iraq, Iran and North Korea; and the
risks of sensitive materials and technologies getting into the hands
of terrorists, or other criminal and dangerous non-state actors.

There is no authoritative global inventory of nuclear weapons,
but SIPRI believes that there are about 12,300 operational weapons
around the world, and thousands of these are on such high alert
that they could be launched within minutes. If all spare warheads
and weapons kept in some kind of storage are taken into account,
the global total is estimated to be to some 27,000 warheads. The
USA and Russia each has over 5,000 operational weapons deployed
and thousands more held in reserve, while the nuclear arsenals of
China, the UK and France are far smaller—numbering in the hun-
dreds. It is hard to make reliable estimates of the arsenals of India,
Pakistan and Israel.

Since the middle of the 1990’s when there were vigorous protests
against a series of nuclear tests made by France, there has been
rather little publicity or evidence of popular concern about this still
enormous number of enormously destructive weapons. People may
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assume that in the Northern hemisphere at least, they are a kind of
Cold War relic that is much less important now but is kept, as it
were, in the back room as a kind of insurance. The trouble is that
while all of the larger nuclear powers are cutting some of their
weapons of their own accord as they become too old and inappro-
priate, all of them also have plans to reconfigure their nuclear capa-
bilities so that they are not actually being eroded. It is actually quite
a close parallel to the leading nations’ conventional armed forces
which are tending to go down in size but up in quality all the time.
Some observers are worried that certain states, including Russia,
may be tempted to rely more on nuclear weapons than they might
have done in the past: because the best of their conventional forces
now have to be sent away from the homeland for crisis management
or because they are concerned about other relative weaknesses in
their defences.

In the Cold War, both the West and the East in Europe had just
one big threat to face, coming from the bloc on the other side; but
now as noted earlier we have a different set of concerns. While the
USA, Britain and France have never excluded the first use of nuclear
weapons, statements in the 1990’s stressed that the circumstances in
which any use of nuclear weapons might have to be contemplated
are extremely remote. Subsequently, Russia, France, India, the USA
and the UK are moving gradually to give nuclear weapons a new
core mission in their strategic planning: namely, to deter or respond
to attacks by a non-nuclear weapon state armed with chemical or
biological weapons. Britain and France have all indicated more
recently that they are thinking about how nuclear forces could be
used to deter or to respond to threats or acts of mass impact terrorism.
Pakistan is another country that does not explicitly exclude the first
use of nuclear weapons.

These ideas take us in a dangerous direction because they imagine
using nuclear weapons for a practical and limited military purpose, in
a context very different from the old third-world-war scenario where
nations would have been fighting for their very existence and might
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feel justified in taking the most desperate measures. There is a risk
now of making nuclear weapons a tool that may be used, while for-
getting their exceptionally horrifying and inhuman features, and
forgetting what a terrifying situation we would face if there was no
longer any effective taboo against their use. No practical way of using
nuclear weapons in civil wars or minor wars has been explained
and their capacity to deter a really reckless rogue state or a terrorist
leader is difficult to reconcile with the terrorist mentality. Would an
extremist terrorist group give up the fight because of the risk that a
nuclear strike would hit one of their strongholds or might the worst
of today’s terrorists see gains to be made by provoking a respectable
state into an act that would do more to undermine international
order than to strengthen it?

A lot of the world’s nuclear weapons are still being used by large
powers to deter each other—e.g. between the USA and Russia, or
India and Pakistan. However, after the Cold War the elements of
predictability in major power relations are fewer and the institu-
tional framework for dialogue has not been adapted to the new
strategic configuration. The continued development of defences
against the full spectrum of missiles raises further questions since
we can only suspect what the impact could be on bilateral and local
nuclear arms races in situations where one side declares that it now
has an effective shield, and the other has not.

SIPRI has recently proposed the establishment of a Nuclear
Armament Consultative Group (NACG) consisting initially of the
five legally-recognized nuclear weapon states as well as three de
facto nuclear weapons states India, Pakistan and Israel. The NACG
would serve as a forum for a structured, focused and ongoing dia-
logue on both political and technical issues related to nuclear doc-
trines and force modernization.

During the Cold War military nuclear activities were heavily
shrouded and the numbers, types, characteristics and locations of
nuclear weapons were closely guarded secrets. For a brief period at
the end of the Cold War the tendency towards secrecy in bilateral
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U.S.-Russia nuclear dialogue was reversed but these gains in bilat-
eral transparency could not be consolidated. The questions are
obviously sensitive ones and even in democratic states with vigor-
ous public debate, detailed information about the maintenance and
modernization of nuclear forces remains highly classified. Hence,
exchanges of information within the NACG would likely begin
slowly, with a general exchange of views and gradually proceeding
to more technical discussions as mutual confidence increases over
time. This could serve as a modest but important and feasible step
toward building a comprehensive nuclear transparency regime.

Turning to the challenge of nuclear proliferation between states,
it is worth pausing for a moment to consider why the status of this
issue has risen so dramatically up the global security agenda in
recent years. It is not only because of objective reasons. Although it
was not until 1998 that their military nuclear programmes were
openly acknowledged, we have known about the nuclear potential
of India and Pakistan since the 1970s. Iraq and Libya certainly were
aiming for nuclear weapons while Iran and North Korea are posing
the greatest challenges now. Thus there is a maximum total of six
actual or suspected cases of proliferation from the recent past. But
since Cold War times we have seen South Africa voluntarily aban-
don its nuclear weapons while Argentina and Brazil voluntarily
abandoned programmes of research and development that were
leading them towards a nuclear potential. Ukraine, Belarus and
Kazakhstan all agreed in the end to return the nuclear objects on
their territory peacefully to Russia after the break-up of the Soviet
Union. Iraq and Libya have been deprived of their capabilities, mak-
ing eight countries that have recently been in one way or another
‘de-nuclearized.’

There appear to be subjective and historically determined rea-
sons why the prospect of new nuclear powers should cause concern
just now. As the risk of a global nuclear holocaust has been over-
come, the nuclear shadow cast over the Middle East and East Asia
now looks dark from regions like the integrated Europe, South-East
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Asia, Latin America and quite a lot of Africa. These are places where
states are going forward to build security through cooperative meth-
ods even, as noted above, through essentially constructive uses of
military forces. Furthermore, the emergence of new nuclear weapon
states challenge the belief of the largest world powers that they
ought to be able to live relatively safe lives and order the world’s
affairs pretty much as they want to. Nuclear weapons in the hands
of a regime like the one in Pyongyang, as well as in the hands of
terrorists, would allow an essentially weak player to try to paralyse
much stronger players by nuclear threats, and then severely wound
them by actual nuclear use.

The line of argument that led to the use of military means to
handle a perceived nuclear threat in Iraq can be understood from
this perspective. Since Iraqi nuclear weapons would have chal-
lenged the coercive value of external military power, crushing the
danger directly before it is too late was a natural response. Howev-
er, this line of thinking makes it much harder to understand the dif-
ferent and perhaps partly logical reasons which each proliferating
state has for considering the nuclear option.

There is a need for researchers to identify and analyse the tech-
nical background to the proliferation danger while continuing to
preserve a broader security perspective.

Countries that have pursued nuclear weapons have created
secret programmes to build a nuclear weapon complex that includes
undeclared or disguised facilities. Secrecy has sometimes been
achieved by hiding the parts of the nuclear weapons complex in
remote locations and sometimes by disguising the true purpose of
military-related nuclear activities.

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has been in the
vanguard of the effort to increase nuclear transparency worldwide
through a combination of enhanced legal authority, greater require-
ments for disclosure by states with nuclear programmes and a
stronger emphasis on using existing authority (such as the right to
conduct special inspections and the right of access to the UN Secu-
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rity Council). Achieving this greater transparency by strengthening
of the nuclear safeguards system depends critically on the process
of concluding and bringing into force additional protocols to the
safeguards agreements between IAEA and its member states based
on the Model Additional Protocol agreed in 1997.

The techniques used for producing nuclear energy all around
the world are adaptations of ones that were originally developed to
enrich uranium and extract and recover plutonium for producing
nuclear weapons. Actions by North Korea have highlighted the risk
that countries may engage in proliferation-sensitive activities such
as fuel-making and fuel reprocessing in the open and under safe-
guards, but then apply these same techniques for military purposes.
Observing the machinery of production and applying nuclear mate-
rial accountancy in declared parts of the nuclear complex may not
be enough to determine whether facilities are intended purely for
civil use or for potential weaponization.

These are sobering realities to reflect on, at a time when we must
clearly expect a sustained and worldwide increase in the demand
for civilian nuclear power. The growth of overall energy demand,
especially in the ‘rising giant’ economies like China and India, will
combine with concerns about climate protection and also about
national control and autonomy to make nuclear power look like a
very attractive or, in some cases, the only possible choice. Under
these circumstances the size of the global nuclear complex will
grow, and sensitive parts of the nuclear fuel cycle might appear in
greater numbers and in more locations.

In this perspective, one obvious line to explore is to see whether
the world may be able to develop more ‘proliferation-resistant’
nuclear technologies. This is already a hot topic of research in the
nuclear industry in connection with the planning of future nuclear
reactors. One of the options being looked at is to use nuclear
research methods, fuel cycles and methods of energy extraction that
minimize the production of the materials most appropriate for use
in weapons. A remedy that could be combined with these technical
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modifications is to change the commercial organization and owner-
ship structures of the nuclear power industry. The risk of prolifera-
tion, but also the difficulties of detecting and stopping it, are great-
est in a country that is developing the whole fuel cycle itself and is
also living with high levels of tension and suspicion and low levels
of transparency. The opposite situation exists where several coun-
tries have come together in a joint governmental and commercial
venture, like Urenco and Eurodif in Western Europe, to produce
nuclear energy in a multilateral cooperative framework where only
some possess the full technology to carry out the more sensitive
stages of fuel handling, and thus even the first step towards prolif-
eration for the other members can be avoided.

There is no reason why such cooperative schemes should not be
set up, with both economic and strategic benefits, among neighbour-
ing countries in different parts of the world. The Russian Federation
has promoted such approaches to meet the Iranian nuclear chal-
lenge, and ideas put forward in the past—and perhaps in future,
too?—for meeting North Korea’s legitimate energy needs have been
along these lines.

Of course, there are good and bad reasons why states might not
want to alter their current nuclear plans in order to enter such
deals. The bad reason is if they really do want to proliferate; but it
is also possible that they would be genuinely worried about the
good faith of the other parties and hence the security of their ener-
gy supply. In addition to their concerns about the pace of nuclear
disarmament, many countries outside the developed West also feel
strongly about the principle laid out in the Non-Proliferation Treaty
that every state has an equal right to the development and peaceful
exploitation of nuclear energy. Countries that own advanced
nuclear technologies may see them as commercial assets, which
they cannot be forced to share with people whom they disapprove
of or who cannot pay the price. This attitude of the ‘haves’ and the
‘have-nots’ underpins export control groupings that set conditions
for the supply of proliferation-sensitive items, the Nuclear Suppli-
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ers Group and the Zangger Committee. Apart from any injustice
involved, there is an obvious limit to how effective these controls
can be when the new nuclear powers don’t belong to the groups in
question and when the general level of technical competence that
makes proliferation possible is spreading more widely around the
world. The recently discovered facts about the nuclear smuggling
network of the Pakistani government scientist A.Q. Khan have
illustrated this plainly enough. In SIPRI’s view a system of trade
controls with broader participation in the ownership and manage-
ment of the system, and where private business would be brought
in as a conscious and active partner would be better tuned to the
political and commercial environment we expect in the not too dis-
tant future.

At the 2005 Review Conference of the NPT and also at the discus-
sions leading up to the UN World Summit meeting in September
2005, broad participation did not facilitate positive outcomes. In those
processes complaints against the established nuclear powers were
immediately met by complaints from the U.S. and others about the
failure of the NPT to provide foolproof ways of catching and stop-
ping real proliferation cases. As a result the NPT review achieved
practically nothing, while the UN Summit was not able to say any-
thing at all about arms control and disarmament in its final declara-
tion. The method of focussing so much attention on one particular
piece of paper, the NPT, is not designed to get results in present-day
conditions. It is not so much the international legal framework that
needs to be in focus, but the dysfunctional elements in the security
behaviour of states and in the relations between them.

Big powers and small powers, established nuclear states and
potential proliferators today are still convinced that having nuclear
weapons can help to solve the underlying challenge of insecurity,
whereas unfortunately all the world’s experience tells us that it can-
not. At best it can produce a long, costly and dangerous stalemate,
like the Cold War and the current India-Pakistan relationship; but
in many more cases, the appearance of new weapons or techniques
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either in new hands or old hands merely produces anxieties and
counter-reactions that make the overall security situation worse. It
follows that the only way out of what might be called the nuclear
trap is something so fundamentally simple as finding what the
underlying security problems are and trying to find other ways of
dealing with them.

The European Union’s strategy against WMD is actually based
on this idea: as it says, ‘The best solution to the problem of prolifer-
ation of WMD is that countries should no longer feel they need
them.’ This is not a vague and idealistic idea but can actually help
us with detailed choices in the way we approach specific nuclear-
related problems. For instance, if we accept that security is a part of
Iranian and North Korean motives, it should be clear that threaten-
ing to attack them or overthrow their regimes can only make things
worse. It should also be clear that the security perceptions of states
like these are formed by their regional neighbourhoods as much as
by their attitudes toward the global powers, and so there cannot be
any good solutions that do not also try to regulate and improve the
security conditions in their whole regional environments. The
chaotic Iraq situation is part of the Iranian conundrum. It follows
that the so-called problem states will never accept solutions that are
convenient for external powers but that leave them weaker and
more exposed themselves: so any package that we put together
with the aim of changing their security perceptions and behaviour
for the long term will need to contain positive prospects and incen-
tives as well as warnings and sanctions. If Washington can never
accept that Iran will remain one of the leading powers in West Asia,
it can never expect to solve the Iranian problem or any other prob-
lem about Iranian behaviour either.

In past cases of ‘de-nuclearization,’ we can see that the states that
pulled back from nuclear weapons all did so at a time when they
were taking big steps forward on the global scene: towards guaran-
teed independence in the case of the post-Soviet states, or legitimate
black majority rule in South Africa, or advances in democracy and
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regional stabilization in the case of the Latin American countries. In
every case the states concerned shifted the emphasis of their national
policy to seek the political and economic benefits of participation and
integration into wider international processes. In several cases some
kind of security assurance from the great powers came into the pic-
ture. However, while we know of this formula, there is work that
needs to be done to analyse how to apply it in the new way that is
needed for each case. The initiative to set up the framework of 6-
power talks for handling the North Korean challenge was a rational
response to this logic in the East Asian area.

At the same time, we must of course be careful that a row of sep-
arate ‘package’ solutions does not end up creating new contradic-
tions and tensions that will lead to new security problems sooner or
later. The West’s approach to past cases can already be criticized for
several inconsistencies, for instance sanctioning India and Pakistan
when they first broke out with nuclear weapons but not Israel, and
offering Libya a much more attractive bargain than has ever been
suggested for Iran. The current test-case for these issues is, of course,
the recent nuclear cooperation agreement between the USA and
India. The good side of it is that cooperation may bring tangible
gains in nuclear safety and security. But there are legitimate con-
cerns about whether the potential gains are enough to justify the
bargain being offered; about the effect on Pakistan; and whether
there is a risk that making special exceptions to the relevant rules of
the NPT and Nuclear Suppliers Group will erode their value as a
guide for well-behaved states and as a weapon against the bad.

The need for the world to maintain a united front and united
standards is even more relevant as regards the danger of nuclear
technologies leaking into terrorist hands. Terrorists, as we know,
can use global networks of smuggling and financing and can
launch their attacks in the most unexpected places. A step towards
recognizing this reality was taken by the United Nations Security
Council when in April 2004 it passed its Resolution No. 1540. This
Resolution makes it a responsibility for every state to introduce
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criminal penalties against companies or individuals that illegally
possess or try to trade in WMD, and it demands in practice that
every state should have effective physical protection measures, export
controls and transit controls in place for the most dangerous items
and technologies. It might one day provide the basis for building
that more universal system of export controls and trade controls
mentioned earlier.

Meanwhile, however, there are many other things that all coun-
tries of good will can do, and can help each other with, to minimize
the risks of nuclear leakage. One approach that SIPRI has particularly
studied and supported is the provision of financial and technical
assistance to find, secure, collect and (wherever possible) destroy left-
over and unwanted WMD and related materials. The Global Partner-
ship Against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruc-
tion agreed in 2002 by the group of eight industrialized countries
established a basis for cooperation to pursue projects of this kind in
the first instance in Russia. This has the merit of being a cooperative
and open method which, if it succeeds, should build generally better
security relationships and reduce the risks of nuclear accident and
criminal theft as well as the main target of terrorism.

The Global Partnership can point to genuine successes in destroy-
ing chemical weapons and dismantling unwanted submarines but
progress in efforts to manage and dispose of stocks of fissile materi-
als designated as no longer required for defence purposes has been
uneven. Ending the production of additional quantities of fissile
material suitable for weapons should also have a very high priority.
There is still a need for more widespread application of modern
physical security and protection at all nuclear installations, more
effective nuclear fuel disposal, a more coordinated and transparent
way of organizing advanced nuclear research, and training for indi-
vidual scientists and technicians in their personal responsibility to
maintain control over dangerous technologies—to mention only the
more obvious aspects of good ‘nuclear housekeeping.’ Implement-
ing the Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI) launched by the
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United States and Russia in 2004, in which the IAEA has a critical
role, would help to minimize the total amount of nuclear material
available that could be used for nuclear weapons.

SIPRI recently delivered a major report to the European Union
authorities about how the EU should back up its policy strategy
against proliferation by devoting more money and effort from its
own resources to all the kinds of activities just mentioned. We sug-
gested a very large increase in European spending between 2007-13
both to complete projects in the Russian Federation and to extend the
same methods and cooperative approach to several other regions
where the EU has partners and influence. The SIPRI Director per-
sonally recommended these measures to EU decision-makers from
the podium of the European Parliament in December 2005.

There should be an important field of research to examine how
to adapt and extend the geographical scope of application of practi-
cal approaches to reduce the nuclear danger and to understand the
resource implications.

I would like to end by expressing in the warmest terms my grat-
itude to the Jeju Peace Institute for the opportunity to lay out some
ideas about the main tendencies and questions that I believe should
form an important part of the wide agenda for peace research. In
2006 SIPRI is celebrating its 40th birthday, and I know that my
Director and all of my colleagues at SIPRI welcome allies that can
help to deepen our understanding of security in the spirit of open-
ness and partnership. This cooperation is a precondition for making
progress with those very difficult issues we are talking about today!
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New Roles of Actors in Peace 
Activities in the 21st Century:
States, NGOs and Enlightened 
Individuals

Katsuya Kodama

The growth in the past years of the NGOs and new social movements is one of

the political and social events of our time. This has had a significant impact not

only on the political environment but also on many citizens’ ways of thinking

about peace and security issues. The world is rapidly changing with the amaz-

ing growth of citizen uprisings. When we think of world peace and democrati-

zation, one of the core elements in the current world is the activities of non-

governmental organizations, or civil society. In 1945, there were only some

hundreds of non-governmental organizations at the global level. The number of

NGOs has constantly increased to be some thousands. Accordingly, they have

acquired power not only in the economic field but also in international politics.

They are now recognized as the actor to supplement the functions of the United

Nations based on the units of states.

This paper aims to analyze the new actors and their new roles in peace

activities in the 21st century. Thanks to rapid development of information tech-

nology, such as the internet and e-mails, it has become much easier to make

possible the networking of global citizens who would like to be involved in the

peacemaking process. In this context, a new networking movement called

GPPAC (Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflicts) is worthy

of consideration. The last part of this paper examines the background and

meanings of the GPPAC process.
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I. General Background

A. The New Wave of Peace Movements in the 1980s

The big swell of new peace movements that came to the
fore during the first half of the 1980s had a strong impact
not only on the political world but also on the academic

world. Sociologists saw this wave within the framework of “new
theories on social movements” and designated these new peace
movements as being examples of global citizens’ initiatives aiming
at autonomy and self-determination. Concepts of “citizens’ autono-
my” and of “European independence from the United States” were
put forward, and often heated discussions took place.

In the work of many sociologists, philosophers and political sci-
entists, one can find a theoretical framework that is akin to this “new
theories on social movements” approach. Among such researchers
one could name, for example, Alain Touraine, Jurgen Habermas,
Jean Cohen, and Klaus Offe. Northern Europe has also produced
some unique researchers. Some of the work of Johan Galtung, Mats
Friberg, and, Gunnar Olfsson are especially noteworthy for synthe-
sizing currents of research into “new social movements” with the
traditions of peace research in Northern Europe.

This “new social movements” type of approach, through a com-
parison with the older labor union movements, tries to make clear
the peculiarities of movements for peace and for protecting the
environment, but it cannot be said that sufficient consideration has
yet been given to the positive and constructive mutual relationships
between these two categories of new social movements. In studying
movements aimed at peace and at environmental conservation, and
in looking ahead to their further development in the arena of practi-
cal accomplishments, it is necessary to consider all their individual
special characteristics — and also, for that matter, the special char-
acteristics of the older labor union movements — and to look for
the various mutually reinforcing interrelationships among them.
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While incorporating considerations of diversity and definitional
vagueness or versatility, European “new social movements” sociol-
ogists and peace researchers continued to build up a new paradigm
for studying social movements. This can be said to be an extremely
important “theoretical” development in the field of social move-
ments research. Though the immediate surge of the new peace
movements had withered already in the latter part of the 1980s,
characteristics of movements have continued or even been strength-
ened yet today. The current paper largely depends on the new
social movement theory in analyzing the new actors and their new
roles in peace activities.

B. The Increasing Influence of Non-Governmental Organizations

Since the 1990s, the international NGOs (sometimes called
“INGOs”) have come to front stage as actors in international rela-
tions, which means that there is now a need to assign them a defi-
nite standing in peace studies. At the same time, international
NGOs come to play definite roles as powers in putting into practice
many of the accomplishments of peace studies.

International NGOs’ activities have increased the importance
especially in the fields of UN activities. The United Nations often
calls world meetings, besides the usual deliberations in general
meetings, at the Economic and Social Council on a series of global
subjects, such as the human rights question, the environment,
development, and disarmament. In the latest world meetings of the
United Nations, the roles which international NGOs played are
very large, and have received high attention. I would like to sum-
marize only a few meetings that were significant for their influence
from the viewpoint of the participation of NGOs to the United
Nations.

The United Nations Conference on Environment and Develop-
ment (Earth Summit) is worthy to note. The United Nations Confer-
ence on Environment and Development was held for 12 days from
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June 3rd, 1992, to the 14th in Rio de Janeiro in Brazil, in order to
tackle internationally the environmental problem which had deteri-
orated in the 1980s and has quickly formed into a worldwide prob-
lem. About 180 representatives of countries, “areas,” and the U.N.
organizations participated in the meeting. More importantly, about
8000 non-governmental organizations (NGO) gathered there, with
the number of all participants exceeding an unprecedented 40,000
people.

This United Nations Conference on Environment and Develop-
ment, the so-called Earth Summit, was epoch-making in respect to
citizens’ participation in the UN conference. In the first place, it can
be mentioned that the NGO came to be positioned as a “partner”
rather than an “observer.” During the Earth Summit, NGOs could
participate not only in the meeting activities at the conference site
but also in the preparation stage. NGOs could make a speech from
the floor at formal task force meetings and at formal plenary ses-
sions, could draft documents and place them now into a conference
room so that a government representative could receive the mes-
sage easily. Moreover, access to the drafting work of UN docu-
ments was also accepted. Their comments could now be handed to
important personnel and important representatives.

The style of the Earth Summit by which NGOs led a meeting has
been followed also at subsequent world conferences. NGOs carried
out remarkable activities in the World Conference on Human Rights
in 1993 (Vienna), the International Population Conference in 1994
(Cairo), the World Summit for Social Development in 1995 (Copen-
hagen), the 4th World Conference on Women in 1995 (Beijing), the
UN Conference on Human Settlements in 1996 (Habitat II, Istanbul),
etc. The conventional system by which only the governments had
determined most activities as formal participants is now almost
completely changed.

However, some problems remain in some of the fields, such as
security issues and the human rights issue. Although the contribu-
tion of NGOs in standard setting activities is accepted, it specifies
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“final responsibility rests with a state” and assigns NGOs to a sec-
ondary role. In the fields of security and human rights issues, the
stance of NGOs can lead to criticism of a government’s policy, for
which reason many of the governments would like to keep NGOs
away from UN decision making. However, the NGOs’ roles in the
United Nations are so important just because of such situations.

Some NGOs have played important roles in the conclusion
process of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling,
Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their
Destruction. In Ottawa, Canada, the treaty to ban anti-personnel
landmines was concluded on December 4, 1997. The Ottawa Process
is the intergovernmental meeting which Canada et al. led towards
prohibition of anti-personnel mines, their stockpiling, manufacture,
and shipment. This process was proposed by the international con-
ference held in Ottawa in October 1996 with the background of a
movement of NGOs, such as an international mine prohibition cam-
paign. The international mine prohibition campaign was the objec-
tive of a union of 1000 or more NGOs of 55 nations. Since it started
the activity in 1991, it has held the NGO meeting in every corner of
the earth. In the Ottawa meeting in October, 1996, the international
mine prohibition campaign exhibited the pattern of debate by the
Internet, and government representatives’ remarks were similarly
exhibited by the Internet at the Oslo meeting in June 1997. At the
Ottawa Process, NGOs proved to have the diplomatic-negotiations
skill in the field relevant to security and disarmament. Especially, so
called Middle Power countries, such as Canada, Sweden and Nor-
way, have cooperated with NGOs. The cooperative relations between
governments and NGOs are the big feature of the process.

II. Consideration over Actors

The movements are so diversified that generalization is not an
easy task and there are some specific trends that apply to specific
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countries and not to others. With these difficulties in mind, I would
like to give some consideration to actors in the movements.

A. Well-Educated Middle Classes

A number of scholars have pointed out that the core of the peace
movements and NGOs are the well-educated middle classes (e.g.
Salmon, 1986). This is not, however, a completely new phenomenon
in the current peace movements. Already in the 1960s, Frank Parkin
(1968) showed that the members of the Campaign for Nuclear Dis-
armament (CND) were mainly from highly educated people in the
middle classes. In a similar way, Herman Schmid (1966), in the
study of a Swedish peace organization, made clear the concentra-
tion of the well-educated middle class. It can be safely mentioned
that this trend is continuing, or even becoming more and more con-
spicuous in the current movements. Formation of specialists groups
with high social status and academic background, such as physi-
cians for the prevention of nuclear war and teachers for peace, is
one of the proofs.

B. Women

The current peace movements are surprisingly dominated by
women. It is clear that women have been important activists in the
peace movements. A crucial question, then, is why women. A num-
ber of women researchers attempt to explain the dominance of
women in peace movements as women’s “characteristics” e.g.
Brock-Utne, 1984). They say that women, educated as a more peace-
ful sex, are more capable than men of solving conflicts in a non-vio-
lent way. In addition to this, they go further to say that women who
bear children and in most cases take care of them more than men
are seriously concerned with peace issues. Although this argumen-
tation seems to merit some attention, I think this does not solely
explain their recent high participation in peace movements. In my
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understanding, the recent participation of women in peace move-
ments reflects a basic disagreement with and a reaction against
male-authoritarian society. Women’s liberation movements, which
were most active in the beginning of the 1970s, now take the form
of peace movements, combining liberation issues and peace issues
with a broader perspective.

C. Religious People (Organizations)

Some religious organizations have, in recent years, played an
active role in the peace movements. This has something to do with
the opposite factor that many recent conflicts are related to reli-
gions. There are of course traditional pacifist denominations which
have actively been involved in peace movements, like the Society of
Friends (Quakers). In the past, however, many religious organiza-
tions have chosen the ‘conservative’ position and accepted the poli-
cies of the national government. It is just a recent phenomenon that
so many religious organizations have come to speak out for peace
and security. In Europe and the USA, many religious organizations
have served as the bases of peace movements. A recent trend is that
the religious organizations themselves make peace actions as the
International NGOs. Interfaith movements are worthy of note. “The
Religions for Peace World Assembly” is a unique opportunity for
religious leaders of all faith traditions to come together to discuss
actions for peace. In August 2006, the Assembly convened 800 reli-
gious leaders from all major faith traditions in Kyoto. “The Reli-
gions for Peace World Assembly” is the world’s largest and most
diverse multi-religious assembly. The Assembly brings together
religious leaders from zones of conflict — among them Palestine,
Israel, Iraq, Lebanon, the Congo and Sudan — to begin the process
of healing by finding common moral ground to end the violence
that is taking place in religion’s name.
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D. Specialists (Groups)

During the last few decades, we have seen a growth of many
occupational groups expressing their ‘social responsibility’ in terms
of humanitarian assistance, intervention, and conflict prevention.
These groups include teachers, physicians, journalists, lawyers, sci-
entists, and many others. Their movements are of special signifi-
cance, since 1) the knowledge of their specialty (e.g. scientists and
physicians) provides crucial information to the public, 2) the occu-
pational opportunities to educate children and the public (e.g.
teachers and journalists) are no doubt important, 3) in many cases,
their high social status makes it easier to approach the government
as well as the public, 4) their rather solid organizations serve as
financial bases, 5) their occupational identity makes it easier to
cooperate beyond the blocks, and 6) they can use their occupational
relations to recruit members.

Their contributions have been recognized by the Nobel Peace
Prize: International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War
(IPPNW) in 1985, the Pugwash organization in 1995 and Medecins
Sans Frontieres (MSF) in 1999.

E. The Local Governments

Few studies have been carried out on the peace declaration
movements of local governments. In my understanding, however,
they are one of the most significant movements. Especially since
1982, the number of local communities which have adopted a peace
declaration or nuclear free declaration has rapidly increased. Practi-
cal effects of such declarations are in many cases doubtful, though
there are some significant exceptions, such as the case of Kobe. (The
nuclear-free declaration of Kobe city, which has one of the largest
harbours in the world, had wide-ranging effects. In 1975, the city
assembly of Kobe passed the resolution that no ship is allowed to
anchor at Kobe Harbour without certifying that it does not have
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any nuclear weapons. Since then, no nuclear vessel has come to
Kobe Harbour.) More important than the practical effects of a
nuclear free declaration or peace declaration are its side effects.
First, a peace declaration of local governments gives a sort of legit-
imatization to peace movements, which would, otherwise, be criti-
cized as anti-social movements. Secondly, local governments with a
peace declaration can work as an intermediary of the peace move-
ments and national governments.

III. New Roles of Actors in Peace Activities 
in the 21st Century

Here I would like to examine the new roles of peace movements
and NGOs in creating world peace. The sovereign state has long
been considered as almost the only actor in international relations.
Even now, the state is one of the most important actors in this
regard. However, there have come to exist some more actors in the
fields of security and peace. The emergence of NGOs and the
international people’s community is an important element in the
current days’ world environment.

A. More Dynamic Participation of NGOs in the Activities 
of the UN

The United Nations is, needless to say, an organization made up
of nation-state units, and as such it must be said to have great limi-
tations. In other words, because the UN is an agglomeration of
nation-states and governments, bureaucratization continues to be a
major problem and people’s real-life sufferings and immediate con-
cerns tend to get diluted and overlooked. When we think carefully
about the UN’s inherent shortcomings, we see how very necessary
are activities at the level of ordinary citizens. There has been much
enthusiastic discussion of possibilities for international NGOs to
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participate in UN-centered peace activities. Today, when so much is
being said about the need for “international contributions,” what
sorts of things do people have in mind when they talk about partic-
ipation by NGOs in the real world? There have been a number of
proposals relating the UN and civil society to NGOs. The Canadian
peace researcher Hanna Newcombe, for example, has proposed UN
citizens’ bodies that would function with NGOs. Such citizens’
groups would have the right to voice their opinions and ideas on
world politics and governance, and ought as an extension of this,
play an important role in the search for a new global order. Possi-
bilities are being suggested for a dynamic transition from an
international politics “among nation-states” to an international pol-
itics “among citizens.” It may not be easy formally to set up a sec-
ond chamber of the UN or People’s chamber of the UN, whatever
you want to call it. However, we see the closer relationship between
organs of the UN and INGOs even in the field of security and
peace.

In this context, the Hague Appeal for Peace may be worthy to
note. In 1999, NGOs that have special interests in security and
peace held the International Conference of the Hague Appeal for
Peace 1999. Kofi Annan, Secretary-General of the United Nations,
participated in the conference and stated, ‘I congratulate the orga-
nizers of this timely and important meeting. It is heartening that
people from so many parts of the world have come together to
make a global appeal for peace.’ The conference sent a clear mes-
sage to the world’s policy makers on issues which they failed to
address in the first two peace conferences of the Hague Appeal of
1899 and 1907: How to eliminate the causes of war; including
racism, colonialism, poverty and other human rights violations, the
limitation of arsenals to a reasonable level for territorial defense, the
elimination of all weapons of mass destruction including nuclear
ones, the establishment and utilization of conflict resolution mecha-
nisms as an interim measure on the way to abolish war, improve-
ments in humanitarian law, and most importantly, the creation of a
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culture of peace for the world’s war-oppressed people. The confer-
ence attracted nearly 10,000 participants and included hundreds of
civil society leaders and representatives from 80 governments and
international bodies.

The closer cooperation has just started between INGOs and the
UN in the field of security and peace. A few years later, the GPPAC
(Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflicts) process
emerged, which I would like to examine in a later part of the paper.

B. Prevention of Armed Conflicts and Intervention

The issues relating to armed conflicts have been regarded almost
completely as matters of the central governments. This conception
is being changed rapidly. Community leaders, women’s groups,
academics, journalists and businessmen demonstrated that their
influence could sometimes extend beyond that of soldiers and
diplomats. Political leaders across the world became increasingly
aware of civil society’s potential to anticipate and resolve its own
tensions. Academics began to give theoretical shape to methods
developed in an impromptu manner on the ground. Networks of
NGOs and practitioners began to form. Experience was pooled.
Lessons were learned.

There are of course a number of difficulties in the process
wherein civil society performs its role in the fields of security and
peace. Questions of NGOs’ accountability, legitimacy and trans-
parency have yet to be faced. The relations between NGOs and the
governments are still in many cases antagonistic. Many of such
NGOs face difficulties in fund-raising. However, some NGOs have
at least partly solved these problems and started the dynamic
process for the prevention of armed conflicts and even intervention
actions.

The Carnegie Commission has argued: “The prevention of deadly
conflict is, over the long term, too hard — intellectually, technically
and politically — to be the responsibility of any single institution or
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government, no matter how powerful. Strengths must be pooled,
burdens shared and labour divided among actors. This is a practical
necessity.” With this awareness prevailing, some INGOs have suc-
ceeded in establishing cooperative relations with national govern-
ments, UN agencies, and international donors, and have developed
their professional skills for the prevention of armed conflicts and
intervention actions. They have succeeded in getting pretty large
financial resources from international donors, foundations, national
governments, the European Union, etc.

International NGOs have now been recognized as one of the
important key actors of conflict prevention. The Helsingbor Agenda
of the European Union states: “Our common ambition is to enhance
our co-operation with NGOs, civil society, the business community
and research institutions in the implementation of the conflict pre-
vention agenda.” These NGOs include; International Alert (UK),
the African Centre for the Constructive Resolution of Disputes
(ACCORD; South Africa), Nairobi Peace Initiative-Africa (NPI-A;
Kenya), European Centre for Conflict Prevention (ECCP; the
Netherlands), International Center on Conflict and Negotiation
(ICCN; Georgia).

C. Advocacy and Creation of International Opinion

The rapid strides being made by new means of communication
are having a great influence on NGO activities and other peace-
related activities. Through the spread of computers and the estab-
lishment of electronic mail systems, one gap between “South” and
“North” has, to a large extent, been filled in. There were voices
from some activists and researchers from “southern” countries to
the effect that “to stress the role of electronic mail and the like means
that our environment, where we don’t even have fax machines, is
not being understood.” However, it would seem that in fact the
number of “southern” activists already using e-mail (often having
skipped entirely the use of faxes) is increasing, and e-mail, partly
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because of its low cost, seems likely to become an effective means of
overcoming the communications gap between North and South.
Many major NGOs have already started international “e-mail con-
ferences,” or even TV conferences, using the internet and these will
probably become more common in the future. The creative utiliza-
tion of new means of communication in response to fluid world
conditions has become an important task for peace activists.

What is needed in response to the current problems of our age is
the most effective possible means for discussing them together and
to search for various ways to come to close grips with them and
help devise workable solutions. The development of e-mail and the
Internet can surely be a great help to this practical side of peace
activities. Peace organizations as well as individual peace activists
have often achieved smooth communications in spite of limited
financial resources. I feel that in our current “information age” new
conditions are in place that will contribute in a dynamic way to
help peace activities develop as a “practical weapon” and to better
help resolve some of the thorny problems of today’s world.

Through the development of information tools, it becomes much
easier for INGOs to mobilize international opinion. In fact, it has
largely contributed to the big success of the International Campaign
to Ban Landmines in the 1990s. In the Ottawa process, civil society
in the form of the international mine prohibition campaign exhibit-
ed the pattern of debate by the Internet. Many major NGOs have
brushed up on their skills in utilizing the internet, making their
own video films, and newspapers, and having friendly relations
with mass media. This is clearly an important skill in fulfilling their
role as mobilizers of international opinion. The worldwide network-
ing of people is the advantage of INGOs.

Some NGOs have started to make alternative proposals in solv-
ing regional conflicts. Their roles are not confined only to “move-
ments.” They are challenging the current difficult situation intellec-
tually too. The International Peace Research Association, which is
the only peace researchers’ association on a global scale, submitted
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their proposal to the UN with regard to the Gulf War situation.
On August 2, 1990, Iraq’s army invaded and occupied Kuwait.

In response, the UN Security Council approved a series of resolu-
tions which imposed economic sanctions and demanded the uncon-
ditional withdrawal of the Iraqi army from Kuwait. At the same
time there was put together a 500,000-strong multinational military
force, known as “Operation Desert Shield,” with members not only
from the United States but also from Saudi Arabia, the UK, Egypt,
Syria, France, and other countries. In September, when the Iraqi
government did not opt to withdraw from Kuwait, a new UN Secu-
rity Council resolution authorized the use of military force, which
led to the initiation of “Operation Desert Storm.”

In response to this strained situation, IPRA set up a “Working
Committee to Research Peace Building in the Middle East.” This com-
mittee quickly put together an international network of researchers
and set to work on producing scenarios for avoiding war. In Janu-
ary 1991, war broke out when the multinational force commenced
bombardment from airplanes and missiles against sites in Iraq. The
above-mentioned IPRA committee was now busy working on sce-
narios for bringing peace at the earliest possible juncture. On Febru-
ary 26, Kuwait was liberated and two days later attacks against Iraq
by the multinational force were ended. The interval between the
war’s beginning and end was short, and the IPRA committee’s
“Scenario for Peace” presented to the UN was not completed prior
to the ending of hostilities. However, in the process of producing
this scenario, a variety of papers and opinions were exchanged and
some significant results were achieved. These can be said to have
constituted a groundbreaking activity by which IPRA, an interna-
tional NGO, addressed a real, ongoing war from a standpoint
informed by careful thinking and scholarship. As the case shows,
some INGOs are now trying to propose peaceful solution scenarios.
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IV. GPPAC Process

A. International Process

Acknowledging the roles of international civil societies, I think it
worthy to give consideration to the GPPAC (Global Partnership for
the Prevention of Armed Conflict) process, especially their imple-
mentation in the East Asia region. This is an ongoing process and
needs some more years to make an evaluation. I would here like to
introduce the activities.

In 2003, in response to the Secretary-General’s Recommendation
27, the worldwide conflict prevention community joined to form a
Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC).
I was on the international board of this process in the beginning
stage. All sectors and disciplines working in conflict prevention
were involved, from the community level to the international level.
The Global Partnership developed a three-year global programme
called The Role of Civil Society in the Prevention of Armed Con-
flict, in which conflict prevention networks were built and existing
ones strengthened. The Programme is well under way, with lessons
learned being collected regionally about the role of civil society in
conflict prevention and also its interaction with IGOs. This process
culminated in an International Conference at the UN in 2005. The
International Conference at the UN attracted nearly 1000 partici-
pants and resulted in a big success. The conference and the interna-
tional activities were meaningful in the following points:

1) They Raised the Profile of Conflict Prevention and Peace
Building.

The conference at the United Nations in July 2005 as well as the
global level process contributed to a greater recognition of the field of
conflict prevention and peace building and the role of civil society
in it.
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2) They Stimulated Networking and Networks.

The Global Partnership provided an excellent opportunity to
strengthen regional networking, and to stimulate the creation of a
regional network. Furthermore, the Global Partnership also led to
the creation of several national networks. After the conference at
UN Headquarters in 2005, these networks are continuing co-operat-
ing within the framework of the Global Partnership, developing
and defining new tasks for the future.

3) They Improved Interaction between Civil Society 
Organisations and Governments, Regional Organisations, 
and the United Nations

On a regional level, the Global Partnership motivated civil society
organisations to involve UN agencies, governmental officials and
representatives from Regional Organisations in the regional process.
We have seen that valuable proposals and recommendations have
been developed to improve future interaction between civil society
organisations and governments, regional organisations and the UN.

B. Regional Process; Northeast Asia

The programme is structured by a series of parallel regional
processes, flexible enough to encompass regional differences but
sufficiently aligned to give coherence to the whole. The programme
is under way in fifteen regions world-wide. In our region, i.e.,
Northeast Asia, we have already had a few regional meetings of
NGOs, are now preparing for other ones and are trying to create
networking. The core members for this process are from Japan,
South Korea, Taiwan, China and Russia. Peace Boat, which is locat-
ed in Japan, takes the role of coordinator. The last conference was
held in Kumgansan, North Korea in March 2006 with about 30 par-
ticipants.
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The challenge ahead for the Northeast Asian region in terms of
the GPPAC process is awesome. Besides being home to a popula-
tion of approximately 1.527 billion people, or one-quarter of the
world’s population, the Northeast Asian region is geographically
vast and comprises seven different official languages within China,
Hong Kong, Japan, Mongolia, North Korea, Far East Russia, South
Korea and Taiwan.

Politically, a post-Cold War situation prevails in Northeast Asia,
with numerous border disputes and heightened tension over nuclear
capabilities and militarization in the region. United States foreign
policy is highly relevant in Northeast Asia and further contributes
to the political complexity of the region.

The state of civil society generally in Northeast Asia is weak —
and accordingly, the state of civil society actors with a conflict pre-
vention agenda even weaker. The existence and level of develop-
ment of civil society organizations varies greatly between members
of the region.

Although we acknowledge the difficulties in this Northeast Asia
region, we also firmly believe in the importance of creating stronger
civil society and utilizing it for more a peaceful society. There is a
need to advocate for global policy change, to create a paradigm
shift from reaction to prevention. To be able to do that, there is a
need for a globally connected network on conflict prevention and
peace building from the grassroots to the international level, bring-
ing together NGOs, academics, governments, and the UN. We need
to start in our region first.

First of all, we need to establish regional peace building net-
works and to strengthen the existing ones. Networking is essential
for creating peace. With the development of the internet and e-mail,
the networking among the NGOs has become much easier. We
need to make stronger networking beyond country boundaries.

Second, we should identify mechanisms for interaction between
civil society, the UN, regional organisations and governments.

Third, we should create a coherent body of research and theory
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that will help the conflict prevention community to play its full part
in international debate.

The whole process is underway, and all we need to do is to
make the process stronger and quicker. The role of civil society in
creating peace and democracy is obviously becoming more and
more important. I think the GPPAC process will consolidate the
trend and create a new paradigm of thinking with regard to peace
and conflict prevention, not only in Northeast Asia but also in the
whole world.

C. Future Planning

The GPPAC process in Northeast Asia is tackling the extremely
difficult task of creating a peaceful environment in the region. We
acknowledge the difficulties that exist in the region. Under this dif-
ficult situation, the roles of civil society and NGOs are becoming
crucial. GPPAC-Northeast Asia has proposed the following actions.
Although there are some proposals which may be a bit far from
realization, there are others that we should be attentive to. The
energy and efforts devoted by NGOs may be able to realize those
proposals which appear unrealistic under the current situation.

Objective 1: Organize Solidarity Actions to Promote Conflict
Prevention Goals of GPPAC Action Agendas.

• Towards reconciliation and peaceful reunification of the Kore-
an peninsula

• Civilian Round of 6-Party Talks
• Onboard Peace Boat in East Sea of Korea
• Academic 6-Party Talks in China
• Public Support for Inter-Korean Exchange Projects
• Mt Kumgang Tourism Project for mutual exchange and peace

education purposes
• Host inter-Korean cultural events onboard Peace Boat’s pas-
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senger ship around the world
• Global Article 9 Campaign,
• Launch international solidarity day of action on November 3,

2006, to mark the 60th anniversary of the Japanese Peace Con-
stitution and call for preservation of Article 9

• Global Article 9 Conference in 2008 in Tokyo
• Campaign and seminars to create Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone

in NE Asia
• Feasibility study on creation of single-state NWFZs
• Normalization of diplomatic relations between Japan & the

DPRK
• Annual public awareness campaign on September 17 in Tokyo

to commemorate Pyongyang Declaration
• Joint inter-cultural exchange between North Korean and Japanese

youth at Mt Kumgang
• International Day of Peace September 21
• Joint symbolic action for peace-building in Northeast Asia and

contribution to the “Peace One Day” documentary project

Objective 2: Strengthen Confidence Building Platforms towards
Conflict Prevention

• Historical recognition and overcoming the past, including his-
tory textbook, military sexual slavery, and Yasukuni Shrine
issues.

• Host Northeast Asia Forum for Students and School Teachers
• Promote usage of the Common History Textbook throughout

Northeast Asia
• Organize training workshops for journalists, peace activists

and parliamentarians on the above themes
• Offer space for open dialogue about the Taiwan Strait for mutual

understanding
• Kuril Islands / Northern Territories dispute
• Vladivostok-based joint research program on territorial disputes
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• Develop peace park / eco tourism
• Senkaku / Diaoyu / Tiaoyutai Islands dispute
• Organize forum for young diplomats from the region to exchange

views

Objective 3: Lobbying Governments & Building Networks to 
Promote Policies & Structures for Conflict Prevention

• Engage the United Nations
• United Nations Security Council, General Assembly, Peace Build-

ing Commission
• Monitor Peace Building Commission and its Asian relations
• Conference on Disarmament in Geneva
• Submit joint paper by NEA groups on NWFZ, missile defense

systems, and weaponization of outer space
• Millennium Development Goals (MDG) related process
• Join public education on MDGs in NE Asia and integrate peace

education into awareness raising efforts
• Strengthen alliance between peace & development CSO com-

munities to work for common goal
• Election of New UN Secretary-General
• Send open letter to all candidates surveying their commitment

to conflict prevention, disarmament and peace
• Engage Regional Governments
• Governments of Six-Party Talks
• Approach governments of the region committed to conflict

prevention, including GPPAC Group of Friends and Human
Security Network

• Make lobby efforts through inter-governmental bodies includ-
ing ASEAN (+3); APEC and ASEM.

Objective 4: Regional Capacity-Building for Conflict Prevention

• Multi-stakeholder Roundtable Meetings with officials from
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governments and UN agencies, media, and other civil society
actors, including academics

• Seminars at universities, such as the United Nations University,
Tokyo

• Promote Peace Education within NE Asia
• Establish a Regional Peace Building Institute, and disseminate

resources throughout the region on peace education pedagogy
• Promote conflict prevention issues relevant to Northeast Asia

at the World Social Forum in Bangkok, October 2006

Objective 5: Knowledge Sharing and Dissemination

• Launch Northeast Asia Online Peace Forum in summer 2006
to share views and experiences on conflict prevention efforts
in the region and with the international community. Host e-
symposium in October 2006.

• Organize a GPPAC NE Asia Regional Conference focusing on
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones in Ulaanbaatar, 2006-07.

V. Concluding Remarks

We are living in a world full of violence. The new creation of a
peace culture which aims at a new life style of independent participa-
tion and autonomy is called for. A big surge of international NGOs
shall be regarded as the first step in the creation of the new peace cul-
ture. Global citizens are promoting exchanges on an individual level,
and the identity as a global-citizen is being gained partly thanks to
the Internet revolution. Moreover, international companies being
asked keenly about social responsibility have become important
players in building global culture in fields such as environmental
protection and peace. Although only the states were once considered
as main actors in international politics, local governments have now
started to work in the field of international cooperation and world
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peace. International NGOs, companies with an international scope,
local governments and enlightened individuals are forming a soli-
darity for achieving peace by combining to produce a new global cul-
ture, which is desperately needed if humanity wishes to survive.

The future of the earth looks dark. However, there is still hope.
We, as global citizens are faced with an intellectual challenge to
realize this hope.
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The Prospects for Resolving 
the North Korean Nuclear Issue and 
Institutionalizing the Six-Party Talks

Keun-sik Kim

South Korea must find a point of commonality between America’s desire for

system transformation and North Korea’s desire to preserve its system,

between the former’s insistence on continuing the Six-Party Talks and financial

sanctions and the latter’s demand for bilateral negotiations and the removal of

sanctions. It must take on the role of facilitator, utilizing ROK-U.S. cooperation

and inter-Korean relations to open the way for negotiations and compromise

on these two major issues.

First, South Korea must actively persuade both North Korea and the U.S.

to ease the confrontation. The primary point of contention between the two

countries since the signing of the joint statement has been America’s principle

of spreading democracy. The South Korean government should support this

policy in principle, but insist that it not be directly applied to North Korea. At

the same time, it must persuade North Korea to take more active steps to

reform and open its doors in order to demonstrate the possibility of self-moti-

vated, long-term transformation in its system and prevent America from taking

the offensive on democratization.

Second, South Korea must find common ground between North Korea and

the U.S. over the issue of financial sanctions and multilateral vs. bilateral talks.

Since the two countries have not been able to reach a compromise, the South

must seek to solve the conflict by utilizing the restoration of inter-Korean rela-

tions, and reducing unnecessary ROK-U.S. friction while calling upon the spirit

of mutual cooperation.

A bilateral meeting within the forum of the Six-Party Talks as suggested by
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the U.S. will not be accepted by North Korea. And the existing framework of the

talks cannot be completely discarded. Bilateral negotiations should pick up

where the September 19th joint statement left off, progressing in parallel with the

continuing Six-Party Talks. A possible compromise is for North Korea and the

U.S. to discuss financial sanctions and the suspension of missile tests at a bilater-

al meeting, separate from but simultaneous with the North’s return to the Six-

Party Talks in exchange for a U.S. statement of good faith regarding sanctions.

It is still possible for the Six-Party Talks to develop into a framework for

Northeast Asian security cooperation, but first the talks must be reopened,

going beyond the missile crisis. The road to institutionalizing the Six-Party

Talks and creating a genuine cooperative security regime is not an easy one.

The talks, being the first step to regional security cooperation, possess both

promise and significance, but they also have structural limitations under the

present conditions.

Multilateral security cooperation should be pursued concomitantly with

easing instability in the region, rather than considering the latter to be a pre-

condition for the former. Given that political and military instability, as well as

traditional and nontraditional security threats, still exist in Northeast Asia, it

may be advisable to first foster cooperation on nontraditional security affairs,

such as terrorism and WMD, natural disasters, environmental concerns, drug

trafficking, human rights, prevention of infectious diseases like bird flu, and

refugees. In the context of the complex, conflicting relations in Northeast Asia,

it is more efficient to promote cooperation on postmodern, nontraditional secu-

rity affairs that can be more easily agreed upon. By the same logic, it is hoped

that collaborative discussion of the North Korean nuclear issue at the Six-Party

Talks will lead to multilateral cooperation on a variety of issues.

The sense of peace and security in Northeast Asia is sure to increase in the

event that the Six-Party Talks successfully resolve the nuclear issue and are

developed into a productive institution for discussing matters of regional inter-

est. Once formed, an international institution, whose main function is to make

cooperation possible, carries its own momentum. The creation of an institution

for multilateral security cooperation that originates from the Six-Party Talks

could become the first step to peace and stability in the region.
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I. Introduction

The North Korean nuclear issue remains unresolved, and
prospects for any solution remain dim. Almost four years
have passed since the crisis began in October 2002, but

rather than nearing a resolution, the situation has only worsened.
The joint statement issued on September 19, 2005, offered the possi-
bility of a solution, but the state of distrust and confrontation between
North Korea (DPRK) and the United States has not changed. After
signing the joint statement, the two countries continued to wrangle
over the issue of the light-water reactors. However, the financial
sanctions imposed by the U.S. on the North are becoming the pri-
mary point of contention. America, which views the sanctions as a
justified measure to combat counterfeiting, is completely at odds
with the North, which perceives them as an attempt to strangle its
very existence. It is against this background that the Six-Party Talks
have stalled and implementation of the September 19th joint state-
ment has taken a backseat. Finally, North Korea test-fired its missiles
as part of its strategy of brinksmanship, and the U.S. has continued
to apply pressure through the passage of a Security Council resolu-
tion, thereby raising the possibility of full-fledged sanctions. Under
these circumstances, the North Korean nuclear issue could well
become an extreme crisis situation.

The DPRK-U.S. confrontation has worsened since the first half
of 2005, when the Six-Party Talks were underway. Last year, direct
contact between the two countries offered a way for a breakthrough,
but now even a bilateral meeting would not be enough to break the
stalemate.1 Also, there were several advocates for negotiation as the
Bush administration entered its second term in 2005 and Condoleezza

121The North Korean Nuclear Issue & Institutionalizing the Six-Party Talks

1 North Korea and the U.S. have been unable to reach a compromise, in spite
of a meeting between Assistant Secretary Hill and Vice Foreign Minister Kim
Kye-gwan in Beijing in January 2006, Director Lee Geun’s visit to the U.S. in
March, and a meeting of representatives to the Six-Party Talks at the Northeast
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Rice was named Secretary of State, but these voices are now silent
in light of the North’s counterfeiting and missile test. The situation
is more serious than ever before.

There is no doubt that the Korean Peninsula can achieve neither
peace nor prosperity without the resolution of the nuclear issue.
The talks have been through many ups and downs, but the road to
a peaceful solution still exists, even if it is long. It is clear that if the
nuclear issue does not change course, it will be a source of instability
not only in inter-Korean relations but also for all of Northeast Asia.

If the nuclear crisis continues, it will inevitably place limitations
on relations between South and North Korea. Although the Roh
Moo-hyun administration clarified early on that it would deal with
the nuclear issue and inter-Korean relations separately, in reality the
South Korean government cannot develop better relations unless the
issue is satisfactorily resolved. Separate track or no, the nuclear issue
will never have a positive effect on inter-Korean relations.

Similarly, the issue can only hinder the establishment of a peace-
ful Korean Peninsula and a stable Northeast Asian order. In spite of
the trend toward increased cooperation in Northeast Asia, which
was made possible by the promotion of peace and reconciliation on
the Korean Peninsula after the end of the cold war, the very exis-
tence of the nuclear issue has placed the peninsula in a tense crisis
situation and even threatens the peace in the region. In the event
that the multilateral framework of the Six-Party Talks is unable to
bring about a successful outcome, it will be difficult to achieve
meaningful progress on Northeast Asian security and cooperation
in the future. The resolution of the North Korean nuclear issue is a
necessary condition for true progress in inter-Korean relations and
a new, peaceful Northeast Asia in the post-cold war era.
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II. The Essence of the North Korean Nuclear Issue
and Principles for Its Resolution

In order to formulate a solution to the nuclear issue, it is first
necessary to examine its fundamental character. The issue, trig-
gered in 2002 by North Korea’s admission of its uranium enrich-
ment program, cannot be settled by simply blocking the North’s
intention to develop a nuclear program.2 This was also true in the
case of the 1993 North Korean nuclear crisis, and this time around
the problem is fundamentally connected to larger issues. That is,
the nuclear standoff is certainly a result of the clash between North
Korea’s intentions and America’s initiative for nonproliferation, but
at the root level it is also related to DPRK-U.S. relations in the post-
cold war era and linked to the construction of a peaceful system on
the Korean Peninsula and the fixing of the Northeast Asian order.3

This can be seen in how North Korea is attempting to use its nuclear
card to obtain security assurances from the United States and ulti-
mately to improve relations between the two countries. It is also
shown by the fact that America must consider the future of the
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2 For an analysis of security for North Korea’s development of a nuclear pro-
gram, suggesting that the issue be resolved through ROK-U.S. pressure
against the North, see Kim Young-ho, “The North Korean Nuclear Issue and
ROK-U.S. Relations: Current Issues and Prospects,” Unification Policy Studies,
Vol. 12, No. 1, 2003. A different article in the same issue analyzes North Korea’s
strategic motives in using its nuclear card to improve relations with the U.S.
and obtain security assurances. Park Jong-chul, “U.S.-DPRK Conflict Structure
on the Nuclear Issue Prospects for Compromise,” Unification Policy Studies,
Vol. 12, No. 1, 2003, p. 142.

3 This can also be expressed as a clash between international society’s norms
of nonproliferation and North Korea’s standard of sovereignty. Suh Bo-hyuk,
“North Korea’s Identity Politics toward the United States in the Post-Cold
War Era,” Korean Political Science Review, Vol. 37, No. 1, Spring 2003. For an
explanation of the nuclear issue as the conflict between America’s hegemonic
strategy and the DPRK’s strategy of survival, see Huh Moon-young, North
Korea’s Admission of Its Nuclear Development Program and South Korea’s Policy
Direction: Changes in Negotiations with the U.S., Korea Institute for National
Unification, 2002.



Northeast Asian order and the direction of its relations with the
DPRK through the lens of the present crisis.4 The nuclear issue is
not just about the nuclear program; it is directly related to DPRK-
U.S. relations and a new order in Northeast Asia.

As such this must serve as the point of departure for any guid-
ing principle to solving the nuclear issue. If it were as simple as
incapacitating North Korea’s efforts, then the use of sanctions, pres-
sure, and even military means would be able to achieve a resolu-
tion. However, if the nuclear issue is indeed linked to post-cold war
DPRK-U.S. relations and a conception of a new regime in Northeast
Asia, then a more comprehensive approach must be adopted.

Keeping this in mind, the following three principles must be
adhered to in dealing with the nuclear issue: First, North Korea
must verifiably give up its intent and its ability to develop nuclear
weapons. As the primary point of contention with the U.S. and a
major security issue for the Korean Peninsula, this is a prerequisite
for improved relations and the formation of a peaceful Northeast
Asian order. It is undoubtedly the first principle in approaching the
nuclear issue and cannot be overemphasized. Without the verifiable
dismantling of North Korea’s nuclear program, normalization of
DPRK-U.S. relations and peace on the Korean Peninsula are but
empty phrases.

Second, the resolution of the nuclear issue must aim to bring
about normalized relations between North Korea and the U.S.,
which in turn should bring about a peaceful regional system. Of
course, one could argue that improved relations and regional peace
could be achieved through regime change or North Korea’s col-
lapse, but in reality this is both undesirable and impossible.5 This
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type of strategy presents not only a moral dilemma before the col-
lapse,6 but also a problem of strategic efficiency,7 given that the
blockading nation is unlikely to attain its policy goals regarding the
blockaded nation. Although North Korea’s collapse could be
induced over the long term by allowing it to wither, this would
only serve to sever relations between the two Koreas and raise the
level of tension on the peninsula. As such, any attempt to use the
nuclear issue as an opportunity to bring about regime change or
collapse would be doomed from the start. If the nuclear issue goes
beyond the goal of hindering the North’s nuclear program and
takes account of the larger dimension of DPRK-U.S. relations, then
naturally any solution would have to include acknowledging the
North Korean government’s sovereignty and normalizing relations
between the DPRK and the U.S..

Third, North Korea must be persuaded to give up its nuclear
program through peaceful, diplomatic means, not through force or
military action. Although military means or even war may achieve
the temporary goal of North Korea abandoning its nuclear ambi-
tions, they will not lead to the fundamental solution of normalized
relations and peace on the peninsula. Mobilizing military forces
would quickly bring about the worst-case scenario of war on the
Korean Peninsula. According to an American analysis of hypotheti-
cal military action against North Korea during the 1994 nuclear cri-
sis, if war were to break out, Seoul would be hit by over 5,000
bombs within the first twelve hours. It was estimated that about
490,000 Korean and 52,000 American soldiers would be killed with-
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Korea’s ability to absorb the North; the interests of neighboring countries, who
do not want collapse or unification by absorption; the strain on inter-Korean
relations and increase in tension due to regime change theory.

6 Under the policy of containment and pressure it is the citizens who will suf-
fer, not the Kim Jong Il regime.

7 There is no guarantee that a strategy of isolating North Korea will bring
about its collapse in the near future. South Korea was hoping for collapse in
1994 after Kim Il Sung’s death, but instead North Korea muddled through.
Today, most experts on the subject advocate change rather than collapse.



in the first three months of combat and that damage to civilians
would be immense.8 These numbers demonstrate that war is
indeed a worst case scenario that is not just undesirable but com-
pletely unacceptable. If the principle of preventing war at all costs
is to be followed, then even any slight pressure that could possibly
escalate into military conflict should be avoided under all circum-
stances. Even if there is only a 1% chance that a tough response will
lead to actual war, such a method will never bring about peace and
normalized relations.

III. Resolving the Nuclear Issue: Bargaining 
and the Six-Party Talks

The North Korean nuclear issue can ultimately only be resolved
through the principle of bargaining. In the end, in order to solve the
nuclear problem, North Korea must at some point give up its
nuclear program as demanded by the U.S., and the latter must offer
the security assurances and recognition of sovereignty as demand-
ed by the former. Taking this as a premise, the two countries must
agree to make a deal that can feasibly be implemented in order to
peacefully resolve the issue. If bargaining is indeed a realistic way
to settle the crisis, then the already existing framework of the Six-
Party Talks offers a useful forum where these transactions can take
place.

Since the first meeting of the Six-Party Talks opened dramatical-
ly in August 2003, they have come to be regarded as the key to
resolving the nuclear issue. The talks, which have been held five
times, are now acknowledged as the only path to settling the issue
through negotiations. At the first meeting, North Korea and the U.S.
came to the understanding that they would seek to resolve the situ-
ation through dialogue rather than confrontation over the nuclear
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issue. In particular, America took the fact that North Korea agreed
to participate in multilateral talks rather than insisting on a bilateral
meeting as a positive sign for a peaceful settlement. During the first
meeting, North Korea concretely expressed its espousal of a pack-
age deal and synchronous or parallel implementation, while the
U.S. consistently insisted that North Korea first dismantle its
nuclear program. The second meeting, held in February 2004, main-
tained the momentum of the talks and was significant in that the
parties agreed to establish a working group, but the U.S. still did
not offer concrete steps for negotiations and instead demanded that
North Korea accept a Libya-style model of disarmament. At the
third meeting of the talks, held in June 2004 after a hiatus of four
months, the U.S. presented a five-step process for the first time and
its position on North Korea’s demands in exchange for freezing its
nuclear program. It appeared that the two countries were making
definite progress on substantive issues. However, the fourth meet-
ing, originally scheduled to be held in September 2004, was not
held until July 2005 due to North Korean resistance and criticism of
America’s insistence on a Libya-style model and the presidential
election in the United States. The parties agreed on an approach to
addressing the particular demands of North Korea and the U.S. but
the draft agreement was abandoned at the eleventh hour. The Sep-
tember 19th joint statement was finally signed at the second phase
of the fourth meeting, which reopened in September 2005. North
Korea agreed to give up all of its nuclear weapons and dismantle its
existing nuclear program, while the United States agreed to grant
security assurances to the North, which in turn would lead to nor-
malization of relations. However, the fifth meeting of the talks in
November 2005 was stalled by the issue of financial sanctions
imposed by the U.S. Treasury Department over North Korea’s coun-
terfeiting activities. The talks broke down before a discussion of
how to execute the joint statement, and no further meetings have
been held since then. North Korea has cited the removal of financial
sanctions as a precondition for returning to the talks, while the U.S.
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counters that this is not possible, demanding the North’s uncondi-
tional return to the bargaining table. The situation has deteriorated
to the point where even the future of the Six-Party Talks themselves
is in jeopardy.

Up to this point, the Six-Party Talks have prevented the worsen-
ing of the nuclear situation and managed the crisis through a
framework of dialogue. The talks have also been fruitful in that the
participating countries have all agreed upon an approach for
resolving the issue as outlined in the joint statement. The statement
already contains the elements for negotiating a realistic solution
based on a deal between North Korea and the U.S. Even now, a
peaceful settlement to the nuclear issue is still possible if the Six-
Party Talks are reopened and discussion continues on how to
implement the September 19th statement.

In reality, the joint statement issued in 2005 is a transactional
agreement that addresses the reciprocal demands of North Korea
and the U.S. However, although the two countries agreed on the
principle of making a deal, they have been unable to translate this
into execution due to mutual distrust. The bitter debate over the
timing of construction of a light-water reactor demonstrates the
extent of this mistrust. At this point, the U.S. is hoping for North
Korea’s complete capitulation or fundamental change rather than
implementation of the agreement, and the North is refusing to even
return to the bargaining table where any such implementation must
be discussed. However, both countries must ultimately return to
the process of bargaining if the nuclear issue is to be resolved in a
peaceful manner. As such, the Six-Party Talks must be restored and
the spirit of the September 19th joint statement revived, in spite of
America’s hopes for system transformation in North Korea and the
North’s ongoing confrontation with the U.S.
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IV. After the September 19th Joint Statement: 
The DPRK-U.S. Standoff and the Missile Crisis

After the September 19th joint statement, the U.S. strengthened
its policy of applying pressure on North Korea with the purpose of
bringing about system change, starting with financial sanctions.
Apart from the nuclear issue, America is applying pressure on mul-
tiple fronts, such as counterfeiting, human rights, and drug traffick-
ing. The sanctions have not only had the direct and prominent
effect of blocking North Korea’s access to financial resources, they
have also carried the indirect result of restricting its regular eco-
nomic transactions with other countries.9 On top of this, President
Bush has met with North Korean refugees and granted them entry
to the States, in contrast with previous policy.

According to its second-term goals of “spreading democracy”
and “ending tyranny,” the Bush administration is attempting to
induce system change in North Korea through a so-called “transfor-
mational diplomacy,” which goes beyond the nuclear issue and
includes pressure on the issues of human rights, democracy, and
illegal activities. The Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), which
seeks to stop trafficking of weapons of mass destruction (WMD),
and the financial sanctions are examples of this comprehensive
pressure. America’s policy has gone from resolving the nuclear
issue to bringing about fundamental change in North Korea, and
DPRK-U.S. relations have worsened as the North Korean nuclear
issue has become a broader “North Korea problem.”

From America’s point of view, the September 19th joint state-
ment has maintained the present situation and prevented the nuclear
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crisis from worsening. Since the statement was issued, the North
Korean nuclear issue has taken a backseat to America’s foreign poli-
cy priorities in the Middle East, due to the nuclear standoff in Iran,
Hamas’ rise to power, and the conflict in Lebanon. In North Korea,
the U.S. is hoping to manage the nuclear crisis through the frame-
work of the joint statement while simultaneously applying diplo-
matic pressure for democratization. That is, it does not perceive any
need to rush the nuclear issue and intends to continue exerting pres-
sure for system transformation. The expansion of financial sanc-
tions demonstrates that the U.S. can utilize to great effect the “North
Korea problem” separate from the nuclear issue.

As the financial sanctions, which have been in place since last
fall, have produced greater results than expected, the U.S. has real-
ized the effectiveness of wielding diplomatic pressure separate
from the nuclear issue.

In response to this pressure, North Korea announced its refusal
to participate in the Six-Party Talks until the sanctions are lifted,
but America’s position has not changed as of yet. Chairman Kim
Jong Il had hoped to reach a political compromise through a sur-
prise visit to China at the beginning of this year, but the U.S. has
not revised its current policy of dealing with the nuclear issue sepa-
rate from “the North Korea problem.”

It appears that North Korea has adopted a strategy of “muddling
through” the remainder of the Bush administration and is thus
drawing out its standoff with the U.S. It is not expecting either a
resolution to the nuclear issue or improved relations with the Bush
administration and so has strategically opted to focus its efforts on
maintaining its system until the next administration enters office.
Against the backdrop of widening American pressure for system
transformation and stiff North Korean resistance, the confrontation
on the Korean Peninsula became even more serious with North
Korea’s missile tests, plunging the face-off into a worse situation.

In response to broadening American pressure, North Korea
eventually gave up its passive approach of “muddling through three
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years” and chose to threaten the U.S. by actively going on the offen-
sive, which eventually led to the missile tests. The tests were part of
North Korea’s brinksmanship tactics in the face of pressure for fun-
damental change and were motivated by their desire to engage in
bilateral talks with the States instead of the Six-Party Talks.

In order to find a way to break through the current deadlock, it
is necessary to understand what constitutes the debate over the Six-
Party Talks vs. bilateral negotiations, which lies at the heart of the
missile crisis. After test-firing the missiles, North Korea made the
strategic demand of holding bilateral negotiations, which the U.S.
refused as customary.

Since the inception of the second North Korean nuclear crisis,
the U.S. has had several reasons for maintaining its insistence on
the Six-Party Talks, but most important is its overall approach to
the nuclear issue. It does not consider the second crisis to be the
result of antagonistic DPRK-U.S. relations; rather it regards North
Korea as a rogue state that is disregarding the nonproliferation
norms of international society. As such, America sees the Six-Party
Talks as a justified method of applying these international stan-
dards to North Korea’s WMD program and does not perceive any
reason to yield or take responsibility. On the other hand, from
North Korea’s perspective, the second nuclear crisis is certainly a
product of America’s antagonistic policy toward the North: The cri-
sis is a result of America’s violation of the Agreed Framework signed
in Geneva, and therefore it should be resolved through direct nego-
tiations. North Korea’s insistence on bilateral talks is also tied to its
demands for a nonaggression pact with the U.S., which continued
from the start of the second crisis until the first half of 2003.10
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This fundamental difference in perceptions of the nuclear crisis
has brought about the multilateral vs. bilateral debate, and it is no
surprise that America’s and North Korea’s ideas differ on how to
resolve the issue. According to international norms of nonprolifera-
tion, there could be no other way than for North Korea to first
unconditionally surrender its nuclear program, like Libya. Howev-
er, North Korea perceives a lump settlement based on reciprocal
measures, such as improved relations, security guarantees, and eco-
nomic aid from the U.S. in exchange for dismantling its nuclear
program, as a more reasonable solution.

At the time the joint statement was issued, North Korea had rea-
son to believe that it could achieve its objectives through the Six-
Party Talks. The statement, negotiated through great difficulty, cor-
responded fairly well with North Korea’s strategic demands. How-
ever, in light of the dispute over the timing of construction of the
light-water reactor and the freezing of its BDA assets, North Korea
came to believe that America’s antagonistic policy would not be
easily amended and that “respect[ing] each other’s sovereignty,
exist[ing] peacefully together” as elucidated in the joint statement
would be difficult to achieve. As a result, North Korea announced
its intention not to participate in the talks until the sanctions were
removed, perceiving that it would be impossible to have its demands
met under widening American pressure. The missile tests on July
5th were part of North Korea’s strategy of brinksmanship, meant to
break the stalemate and induce America to agree to bilateral talks.

However, the tests did not have the desired effect; with the
involvement of the United Nations, the issue has gone from a six-
party framework to a truly multilateral structure, “the international
society vs. North Korea,” if you will. At this point, America does
not have the breathing room to expend its energy on matters out-
side of the Middle East. From the American standpoint, it is benefi-
cial for the North Korean nuclear crisis to be managed and kept at
the status quo through the multilateral framework of the Six-Party
Talks and the UN. Not only will America continue to refuse bilater-

132 Peace & Policy Dialogue in Northeast Asia



al negotiations, if the situation allows, it may attempt to effect sys-
temic transformation by pursuing full-fledged sanctions against
North Korea through a multilateral process that will inevitably
involve both South Korea and China. Ultimately, the current crisis
situation is the result of the clash between America’s desire for fun-
damental change in North Korea and insistence on the Six-Party
Talks, and North Korea’s resistance and refusal to return to the
talks.

V. South Korea’s Role in Resolving 
the North Korean Nuclear Issue

The North Korean nuclear issue is reaching its climax, but it is
still a manageable crisis that can be resolved through mutual DPRK
and U.S. concessions, given the right conditions and environment.
The situation demands more active consideration and tangible
effort on the part of South Korea. South Korea must firmly maintain
its original position of strengthening its attempts to persuade both
North Korea and the U.S.

South Korea must find a point of commonality between Ameri-
ca’s desire for system transformation and North Korea’s desire to
preserve its system, between the former’s insistence on continuing
the Six-Party Talks and financial sanctions and the latter’s demand
for bilateral negotiations and the removal of sanctions. It must take
on the role of facilitator, utilizing ROK-U.S. cooperation and inter-
Korean relations to open the way for negotiations and compromise
on these two major issues.

First, South Korea must actively persuade both North Korea and
the U.S. to ease the confrontation. The primary point of contention
between the two countries since the signing of the joint statement
has been America’s principle of spreading democracy. The South
Korean government should support this policy in principle, but
insist that it not be directly applied to North Korea. At the same
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time, it must persuade North Korea to take more active steps to
reform and open its doors in order to demonstrate the possibility of
self-motivated, long-term transformation in its system and prevent
America from taking the offensive on democratization.

The Bush administration’s slogan of “spreading democracy,
ending tyranny” is closely linked to its anti-terror war and its
attempts to democratize authoritarian regimes that may harbor ter-
rorists. America’s efforts to root out terrorism and democratize dic-
tatorial states in the Middle East are justifiable and upright, and the
Korean government should support this aspect of their foreign poli-
cy. However, the situation is different on the Korean Peninsula and
in Northeast Asia, of which the U.S. must be clearly persuaded.
That is, it would not be reasonable for America to include North
Korea as a target of its policy to end tyranny, since it has no connec-
tion to terrorism in the Middle East. If America were motivated by
a desire to democratize North Korea rather than fight terrorism,
then this would also become an issue for China and Russia, which
are not completely democratic societies. Even more importantly, if
America were unable to succeed in transforming North Korea’s sys-
tem, then in the interim the North would be able to accumulate
nuclear weapons and expand its nuclear capabilities, a clear policy
failure for the U.S. The South Korean government must persuade
America that continuing its policy of pressure is not an appropriate
measure. South Korea should sympathize with and support Bush’s
principle of spreading democracy and ending tyranny in the war
against terrorism, but should also make clear that this cannot be
applied in Northeast Asia with the intent of interfering in a particu-
lar state’s affairs or bringing about regime change.

Similarly, South Korea should recommend that North Korea
actively reform its system and open its doors in the fashion of
China so that America’s push for democratization does not develop
into a more aggressive policy of seeking regime change or structur-
al transformation. The North should move first and elucidate its
intent to introduce reform. Projects of inter-Korean economic coop-
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eration such as the Kaesong Industrial Complex are not only neces-
sary for developing North-South relations, they also serve as an
important shortcut to North Korea’s opening and demonstrate the
possibility of systemic change. North Korea must be persuaded to
openly declare its willingness to reform and open up. The South
should advise that North Korea respond to America’s push for
democratization by making clear its intentions.

Second, South Korea must find common ground between North
Korea and the U.S. over the issue of financial sanctions and multi-
lateral vs. bilateral talks. Since the two countries have not been able
to reach a compromise, the South must seek to solve the conflict by
utilizing the restoration of inter-Korean relations, and reducing
unnecessary ROK-U.S. friction while calling upon the spirit of
mutual cooperation.

A bilateral meeting within the forum of the Six-Party Talks as
suggested by the U.S. will not be accepted by North Korea. And the
existing framework of the talks cannot be completely discarded.
Bilateral negotiations should pick up where the September 19th
joint statement left off, progressing in parallel with the continuing
Six-Party Talks. A possible compromise is for North Korea and the
U.S. to discuss financial sanctions and the suspension of missile
tests at a bilateral meeting, separate from but simultaneous with the
North’s return to the Six-Party Talks in exchange for a U.S. state-
ment of good faith regarding sanctions.

More specifically, with respect to the pivotal issue of financial
sanctions, the U.S. should make a distinction between ‘legal and
illegal’ category, applying strict sanctions to accounts for illegal
activities and allowing accounts for routine economic transactions.11

North Korea would not object to returning to the Six-Party Talks if
America were to issue a statement of good faith on lifting the sanc-
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tions.12 North Korea has repeatedly mentioned its willingness to
cooperate with the international community in preventing money
laundering.13 As such, it should be willing to admit the existence of
accounts clearly associated with illegal activities and pledge to pre-
vent any reoccurrence. During his visit to the U.S. in March, Direc-
tor Lee Geun requested that North Korea be legally allowed to
open accounts in American banks for normal economic activity,
which suggests that approving such accounts may be another
means of reaching compromise. If America distinguishes between
accounts for legal and illegal activities and the two countries are
able to find a point of common ground, then the reopening of the
Six-Party Talks, irrespective of the North’s demand for bilateral
negotiations, is entirely possible. However, the Six-Party Talks
must be accompanied by separate bilateral meetings where the
issue of financial sanctions can be discussed.

If America refuses to remove the sanctions and accept bilateral
talks, then it is highly possible that North Korea will adopt a
tougher strategy of brinksmanship. If North Korea continues to
refuse to return to the Six-Party Talks, then the U.S. will not sudden-
ly agree to the North’s demands. In the end, the parties involved
must seek a reasonable compromise that opens a path to resolving
the crisis and allows both the U.S. and North Korea to save face.

South Korea can help make such a compromise possible by
working to improve inter-Korean relations and convincing the
North to return to the Six-Party Talks, while utilizing its relation-
ship of trust with the U.S. to promote bilateral negotiations. The
South can use the opportunity presented by the North’s flood
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recovery efforts to rehabilitate North-South relations. Similarly, at
the ROK-U.S. dialogue, the Korean government should reconfirm
the principle of peacefully resolving the North Korean nuclear issue
and persuade the U.S. to enter bilateral talks.

South Korea’s efforts should begin with reviving the currently
suspended dialogue with the North and seeking to bring about a
turning point that will improve the crisis situation. The much-dis-
cussed North-South summit meeting can still be considered an
appropriate measure, aside from questions of likelihood. If the cri-
sis worsens, it is more likely that it will be settled in some dramatic
fashion. The overly passive and discreet posture adopted by the
Korean government will never serve to resolve the issue. Rather,
South Korea should recognize the current situation as a crisis and
actively do its utmost to find a solution.

During the extended lull before the fourth meeting of the Six-
Party Talks in 2005, the South Korean government maintained its
relations with the North and thus was able to win a dialogue with
Kim Jong Il on June 17th, which ultimately induced North Korea to
return to the talks. At the ROK-U.S. summit meeting on June 11th,
Bush publicly affirmed the principle of peacefully resolving the
nuclear issue and used the respectful title “Mr.” when referring to
Kim Jong Il. As a result, the fourth meeting was finally opened, and
the September 19th roadmap was produced. The nuclear issue is
certainly limiting the progress of inter-Korean relations, but on the
other hand the peace process on the Korean Peninsula is also foster-
ing favorable conditions for its resolution. The South has main-
tained its relations with the North in spite of the nuclear issue; now
it must endeavor to further develop these relations in service of its
resolution. That is, South Korea must take on an active role in creat-
ing a breakthrough and improving the situation by advancing inter-
Korean relations.
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VI. Prospects for Institutionalizing the Six-Party Talks

When the joint statement was issued on September 19, 2005, the
future of the Six-Party Talks seemed bright: it was even hoped that
the talks would go beyond their original purpose of resolving the
nuclear issue and develop into a framework for multilateral securi-
ty cooperation in Northeast Asia. It is readily apparent that the six
participant countries did engage in multilateral cooperation during
the course of the negotiations.

Generally speaking, multilateralism can be defined as an institu-
tional form in which three or more states with differing interests
participate and coordinate their respective policies according to cer-
tain principles or norms. The relations between these states are
mediated through “generalized principles of conduct.”14 A multi-
lateral system promotes international cooperation by offering a
forum where policy can be adjusted and fine-tuned.

From this perspective, it is undeniable that the Six-Party Talks
developed a multilateral nature through the process of negotiations.
Multilateralism is premised on the fact that participating countries
must be willing to lay aside their individual demands in order to
reach agreement on a common goal. The Six-Party Talks were indeed
characterized by this type of negotiation, where both North Korea
and the U.S. yielded on some of their demands to arrive at the joint
statement.

Furthermore, the multilateral character of the talks can be inferred
from the fact that the negotiations possess their own inherent
dynamic and logic that have evolved over the course of the five
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meetings. In particular, America found itself outnumbered five-to-
one on the final revision presented by China at the fourth meeting
and ended up accepting North Korea’s peaceful use of nuclear
power and the provision of a light-water reactor. The Six-Party
Talks function according to a logic of their own, outside of Ameri-
ca’s political purposes. If America alone were to have refused the
plan formulated through a collaborative process and approved by
the other five parties, then it would have to shoulder the political
burden and assume responsibility for rupturing the talks.

Although the Six-Party Talks exhibit a certain degree of multilat-
eralism, they do not embody the principle in a complete sense. The
fundamental character of the talks is still dominated by the con-
frontational DPRK vs. U.S. paradigm.15 Not all parties have equal
standing in the negotiations, which are overwhelmingly led by
North Korea and the U.S. The participant countries have not settled
on either principles or norms for the talks, nor have they formed an
agenda relevant to all parties outside of the nuclear issue. The Six-
Party Talks are multilateral in the sense that several states have
negotiated and come to some agreement on the nuclear issue, but
lack other characteristic elements, such as generalized principles of
conduct, equal standing between participants, and an inclusive
common agenda.16

In spite of this, the prospects for multilateral development are
still very much alive. If the parties are able to build trust by solving
the nuclear issue, create a common agenda, and form basic princi-
ples for collaboration, then the Six-Party Talks could even evolve
into an institutional apparatus for multilateral security cooperation
in Northeast Asia. Given that multilateralism is closely tied to insti-
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tutions, a regional cooperative security regime could be institution-
alized if the talks were to be established as a permanent body for
discussing a common agenda.

It is still possible for the Six-Party Talks to develop into a frame-
work for Northeast Asian security cooperation, but first the talks
must be reopened, going beyond the missile crisis. Through the
September 19th statement, the participant countries have already
“committed to joint efforts for lasting peace and stability in North-
east Asia” and “agreed to explore ways and means for promoting
security cooperation in Northeast Asia.” In other words, if the state-
ment is put into practice then the six-party forum could function as
a meaningful framework for regional multilateral cooperation. In
fact, the parties are already contemplating the policy implications
for the development of the talks into a multilateral security body in
the event of their favorable progress. The South Korean govern-
ment has revealed its intention to “investigate a plan for develop-
ing the Six-Party Talks into a framework for security dialogue in
Northeast Asia,”17 which has been directly corroborated by Presi-
dent Roh Moo-hyun himself.18 It has been reported on multiple
occasions that several high-ranking American officials have men-
tioned the possibility of developing the talks into a regional securi-
ty body.19 China, Japan, and Russia also appear to be in support of
such a scheme. North Korea’s position remains undisclosed, but it
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stands to reason that it would not have any objections, given the
general theory that “from the point of view of weaker states, an
international institution is the only means of restraining stronger
states from exercising their power according to their will.”20 The
talks could offer a check on America’s power if they evolved into a
multilateral security forum that guarantees participants’ equal
standing.

However, the road to institutionalizing the Six-Party Talks and
creating a genuine cooperative security regime is not an easy one.
The talks, being the first step to regional security cooperation, pos-
sess both promise and significance, but they also have structural
limitations under the present conditions.

As such, it is difficult to be entirely optimistic about the possibil-
ity of institutionalizing the Six-Party Talks. More than anything,
this is due to the extant barriers to resolving the nuclear issue and
the persisting state of confrontation between North Korea and the
U.S. If the six parties are unable to achieve their original goal of
peacefully settling the nuclear crisis, then the talks are unlikely to
develop in a positive direction. In particular, if America and North
Korea are unable to establish a new relationship in which they can
peacefully coexist, then multilateral security cooperation in North-
east Asia does not stand a chance.

The most pressing tasks for fostering the creation of a collabora-
tive regional security regime are accumulating experience in multi-
lateral cooperation through the process of solving the nuclear issue
and paving the way for peaceful coexistence of the DPRK and the
U.S. However, the nuclear standoff remains unresolved and rela-
tions between the two countries have actually worsened. Plans to
develop security cooperation cannot even begin to be implemented
unless the North Korean nuclear issue is settled.

Furthermore, developing a cooperative framework for military
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and security matters will not prove to be easy, given the particular
characteristics of Northeast Asian affairs. In spite of dynamic
regional economic cooperation and the possibility of economic inte-
gration, Northeast Asia is still plagued by political and military
instability. More than anything, the latent causes for dispute
between China and the U.S. could hinder multilateral cooperation
in the region. In addition to Sino-American competition, the strug-
gle for dominance between China and Japan is expanding. The
deepening confrontation between the American-Japanese alliance
and Sino-Russian cooperation is also a factor in hindering political
and military collaboration. Moreover, the fact that latent disagree-
ments over territory and interpretations of history still exist between
Japan and China, Russia, and South Korea demonstrates the diffi-
culty of cooperation in Northeast Asia. In light of these dormant
disputes and regional instability, one should not be overly opti-
mistic about the prospects for security cooperation in the region.

The institutionalization of the talks and promotion of multilateral
security cooperation demand a peaceful resolution to the nuclear
issue as well as simultaneous efforts to ease political and military
instability in the region. China and America must settle on a coop-
erative relationship, while China and Japan must mitigate their
competition over hegemony and the arms race. The Japan-America
vs. China-Russia face-off must be managed so as to prevent the
level of tension from increasing, and Japan should settle the issues
of its past, which lie at the heart of territorial and historical disputes
in the region.

Of course, all this will not be easily achieved. Multilateral securi-
ty cooperation should be pursued concomitantly with easing insta-
bility in the region, rather than considering the latter to be a precon-
dition for the former. Given that political and military instability, as
well as traditional and nontraditional security threats, still exist in
Northeast Asia, it may be advisable to first foster cooperation on
nontraditional security affairs, such as terrorism and WMD, natural
disasters, environmental concerns, drug trafficking, human rights,
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prevention of infectious diseases like bird flu, and refugees. In the
context of the complex, conflicting relations in Northeast Asia, it is
more efficient to promote cooperation on postmodern, nontradi-
tional security affairs that can be more easily agreed upon. By the
same logic, it is hoped that collaborative discussion of the North
Korean nuclear issue at the Six-Party Talks will lead to multilateral
cooperation on a variety of issues.

The sense of peace and security in Northeast Asia is sure to
increase in the event that the Six-Party Talks successfully resolve
the nuclear issue and are developed into a productive institution
for discussing matters of regional interest. Once formed, an interna-
tional institution, whose main function is to make cooperation pos-
sible, carries its own momentum. The creation of an institution for
multilateral security cooperation that originates from the Six-Party
Talks could become the first step to peace and stability in the region.

The 1975 Helsinki Accord, which included provisions for mutu-
al respect of sovereignty, security guarantees, economic coopera-
tion and human rights, offered a framework for the end of cold war
hostilities between East and West. In the same way, it is hoped that
the success of the Six-Party Talks and their development into an
institution for multilateral security cooperation will serve to pro-
mote peace, security, and integration in Northeast Asia.
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Building a Northeast Asian Community:
Challenges and Visions

T. J. Pempel

This paper explores the mix of obstacles and possibilities for creating a North-

east Asian community. It concentrates on two major obstacles. First is the rising

nationalism in Northeast Asia coupled with competing visions of what an ideal

Northeast Asian community would involve. The second obstacle concerns the

necessity for any future Northeast Asian community to be open to the outside,

both regionally and globally. This has both positive and negative consequences,

the most recent negative consequences being the ability of the new U.S. unilater-

alism to wreak havoc on pre-existing patterns of cooperation in Northeast Asia.

At the same time, the paper argues that by focusing on a Northeast Asia

embedded in East Asia as a whole, and possibly the Asia-Pacific as well, it will

be possible to defuse some of the existing nationalist tensions. Additionally, by

limiting the formal institutionalization of any regional arrangements and by

working for spill-over effects from one issue to another, it will be possible to

build a deeper Northeast Asian community, albeit one that would be far less clear

cut in its boundaries and far less institutionalized than the European Union.

I. Introduction

Considerable evidence suggests the expansion and deep-
ening of cross-border cooperation in Northeast Asia.
Such evidence is strongest in the economic sphere. For

example, bilateral trade and investment ties between China and
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Japan have moved forward at a rapid pace, with China having out-
stripped the U.S. as Japan’s major trade partner in 2004. South Korea
is the number three export market for Japanese goods while Taiwan
ranks fourth. Meanwhile, China is the major destination for outgo-
ing South Korean exports while Japan is Korea’s third largest mar-
ket. For Taiwan, Japan, China and Korea are the third, fourth and
fifth largest trade partners and Taiwanese investments in China are
such as to be creating virtually an undifferentiated single business
bloc.

In keeping with the broader patterns across East Asia as a whole,
non-governmentally energized, bottom-up, largely corporate- and
market-driven processes have been the key drivers of the new con-
nections knitting Northeast Asia together (Hamilton, 1996: Katzen-
stein and Shiraishi, 1997, 2006; Pempel, 2003, inter alia). Increasing
amounts of foreign direct investment from firms based in Japan, the
ROK, Taiwan, and to a small but growing extent, China have created
a criss-crossing web of transnational production networks, invest-
ment corridors, export processing zones, and growth triangles with-
in the region, leading to substantial jumps in intra-regional trade
and an escalation of economic interdependence.

Cooperation has also moved forward on a number of additional
issues such as pollution control, disease management, communica-
tion, and transportation. Previous barriers to cultural and informa-
tion sharing, such as those banning Japanese popular songs in
Korea, have also been dropped so that today numerous examples of
common popular culture from soap operas to comics to pop groups
enjoy multinational audiences across many parts of Northeast Asia.

In all of these ways, Northeast Asia is far more cohesive as a
region that it was one or two decades ago, let alone at the height of
the Cold War. More deeply, geographical proximity; historical, cul-
tural and social homogeneity, increased economic interdependence
and the generally improved security climate should all be con-
ducive to closer regional cooperation in Northeast Asia. Still, any
such pictures of centripetality must contend with the even more
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visible examples of recent, nationally-based hostilities. This point
will be taken up at greater length below, but for the moment one
need only be reminded of the growing diplomatic tensions between
Japan on the one hand and the ROK, DPRK and China on the other;
the longstanding cross-Straits problems involving Taiwan and the
PRC; the host of security problems surrounding the DPRK; and the
overall competition for regional leadership between Japan and
China. In all of these areas, developments across Northeast Asia
during the past few years in particular expose the still substantial
barriers hindering closer cross border cooperation, let alone the for-
mulation of an actual Northeast Asian Community or a cohesive
security community.

Given this mixed picture, what are the short- and medium-term
prospects for creating a deeper and more communal Northeast
Asia? And in a related way, what are the major obstacles that need
to be overcome to achieve such a community? Different shards of
evidence could be put together to provide competing evidence for
either side in the long running debate across the region, as well as
in other corners, about whether it is “ripe for rivalry” or “ripe for
cooperation” (Pempel, 2005: 1-3).

In my view resolving this polarity requires one to confront two
outstanding obstacles. This will form the next section of this essay.
But to anticipate my broader conclusion, these obstacles, while for-
midable, are not so overwhelming as to foreclose all prospects for
enhanced community development. But developing a Northeast
Asian regional community must, I will argue, be done in ways that
work around the immediate challenges rather than confronting
them head on. As such, I will argue in the third section of the paper,
that any Northeast Asian community must be intimately part of
both the broader East Asian region and also be open, rather than
closed, to the broader range of global activities. In addition, formal
institutionalization, which is often seen as a forerunner to region
building, must be kept to a minimum in favor of building on exist-
ing networks and on informality as guidelines to trust building.
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I. Major Challenges

In my view there are two overriding challenges that must be
dealt with before any Northeast Asian Regional Community can be
created. The first of these involves the different national interests
and competing regional visions held by Japan, the ROK and China.
The second is the danger of trying, and the inability, to isolate
Northeast Asia from the broader regional and global activities with-
in which activities in Northeast Asia are nested.

Sweeping xenophobia has recently been seriously impeding
regional ties, as is clear from the frequent outbursts pitting China,
the ROK, DPRK and Japan against one another. Clearly, govern-
mental, diplomatic and security relations in Northeast Asia have
gotten worse rather than better. Ties among the major powers in
Northeast Asia were relatively calm, if not overtly friendly, until
the very end of the 1990s. The visit of Chinese Prime Minister Jiang
to Japan in November 1998 might have marked the beginning of
the recent deterioration. On his arrival and at virtually every stop
he made, Jiang kept insisting on a written apology from Japan for
its past treatment of China, which Japanese Prime Minister Obuchi
rebuffed. Bilateral relations deteriorated from there. Japan, mean-
while, demonstrated increased skepticism about continuing its high
levels of long-term ODA to a country whose GNP growth rates
dwarfed those of recession-plagued Japan, Subsequently, Japan
announced in October 2001 that it would reduce and redirect its
ODA to China in recognition of the country’s rising economic suc-
cess and diminished need. The result was an overall curtailment of
aid combined with a shift from multi-year pledges of ODA in favor
of a single-year pledge system and a revised focus away from infra-
structure and construction to environmental protection, increased
living standards, education, institution building, and technology
transfer. This naturally irritated bilateral ties.

Bilateral China-Japan ties—as well as ROK-Japan ties—soured
even more as a result of Prime Minister Koizumi’s continued visits
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to Yasukuni Shrine, the last coming on August 15, 2006—the anniver-
sary of Japan’s surrender in World War II—as well as the Japanese
government’s continual political rewritings of prewar and wartime
history texts and the exacerbation of competing territorial claims.
Tensions were further worsened by anti-Japanese demonstrations
at soccer matches in Chongqing, China in July 2004, a Chinese sub-
marine intrusion into Japanese waters in November 2004, a state-
ment by U.S. and Japanese officials in February 2005 that Chinese
officials responded to as hostile; protests at the Japanese Embassy
in Beijing in April 2005, cancellations of visits by Chinese leaders to
Japan, and Chinese opposition (along with Korea’s) to supporting
Japan’s bid for a seat on the UN Security Council. No high level
diplomatic visits were exchanged between Japan and either China
or South Korea for several years, largely as a consequence. Only
with the selection of Abe Shinzo as Japan’s prime minister and his
quick trips to both Beijing and Seoul in October 2006 was the diplo-
matic ice thawed.

The Asian Barometer surveys underscore the widespread mutu-
al distrust among the general populations of these three countries.
(See Inoguchi et al. 2006: 482-485 for detailed data). Such attitudes
make it extremely problematic for governmental leaders in these
countries to initiate cooperative contacts.

Even more strongly militating against Northeast Asian Commu-
nity development have been the DPRK’s launch of Nodong missiles
over Japan, the Japanese Coast Guard’s sinking in December 2001
of a DPRK ship which had entered Japanese territorial waters, the
regime’s announcement that it was pursuing a program of nuclear
weapons development and its subsequent missile and nuclear tests,
disputes over DPRK abductees from Japan, allegations of DPRK
counterfeiting and smuggling and a host of other items are continu-
al manifestations of the deep impediments to regional security
cooperation posed by North Korea. Although the ROK continues to
pursue closer ties with the DPRK, these have stalled with the
DPRK’s refusal to enhance transportation links while the slowness
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and stalling in the Six Party Talks and the North’s nuclear tests in
October 2006 have also led to increased frustrations with the DPRK
even by China.

Similarly the continued political and diplomatic tensions between
China and Taiwan, Japan’s territorial claims against Dokdo and
mutual and conflicting claims by both China and Japan for poten-
tially oil rich waters in the China Seas multiply the sources of fric-
tion impeding cooperation among the major governments of the
region.

All of these actions are quite specific to Northeast Asia. But it is
important to realize that they are part of, and are catalyzed by,
broader regional and global trends. It is important to acknowledge
that creating a Northeast Asian community can not be done in a
global vacuum. Thus, a good deal of the current nationalism in
Northeast Asia concerns how best to form, not only a Northeast
Asian community, but more broadly, how Northeast Asia will (or
will not) be part of a broader East Asian region and/or the broader
Asia-Pacific. One of the most forbidding barriers to Northeast Asian
regional community is what Chung-in Moon (2002:11) has called
the “divergent national calculus on gains from institutionalized
regional cooperation.”

In this context, China, the ROK and Japan have very different
conceptions of what their ideal regional arrangements will be.
China clearly wants a Northeast Asia—and a broader East Asia—in
which current U.S. influence will be reduced while China’s influ-
ence will be enhanced. The core of this vision lies in the economic
circles of “Greater China,” including Hong Kong, Macau, Taiwan
and also the ethnic Chinese business networks that are spread
throughout Southeast Asia. Furthermore, China, with the formation
of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization has demonstrated that
its overall conception of “region” includes resource-rich and poten-
tially ethnically destabilizing countries in Central Asia. Meanwhile,
although China wishes to maintain good economic ties with the
U.S., it remains highly skeptical of continued U.S. security influence
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within the region as is manifest in various Chinese National Defense
White Papers.

South Korea on the other hand is anxious to create an integrated
Korean economic community as the bedrock on which a Northeast
Asian community can be founded. This means reuniting North and
South Korea, a goal which continues to be the mainspring of ROK
foreign policy. South Korea, particularly under former President
Kim Dae-jung, was an active proponent of a Northeast Asian regional
community. President Roh Moo-hyun has argued for turning South
Korea into the Northeast Asian business hub as part of a broader
emphasis on creating a Northeast Asian community. Critical to the
ROK vision, however, is the creation of a national North-South Kore-
an economic community. Under this vision, a unified Korea should
be at the center of the region in banking, finance, logistics, informa-
tion and communication (Moon, 2002: 15).

Finally, Japan has been perhaps the most skeptical of any formal-
ized Northeast Asian community. Although economically it shares
numerous compatibilities with both the ROK and China, Japan is
also unshakingly linked to the United States as its major security
and diplomatic ally and as one of its most critical markets. Further-
more, in its competition for leadership in Asia as a whole, Japan
(like China) focuses much of its regional effort, not just on Northeast
Asia, but East Asia as a whole. As such, virtually any Japanese con-
ception of “region” is typically based on the Asia-Pacific, or at least
on a conceptualization that includes Southeast Asia and does not
alienate the United States.

This mixture of different goals and resurgent nationalisms pre-
vents all three countries—along with the DPRK and Taiwan for dif-
ferent reasons—from working toward enhanced cooperation and
formalized and institutionalized Northeast Asian regional ties.

These intra-regional differences are compounded by the fact
that, important as Northeast Asia is as a collective economy and a
cultural unit, it remains incapable of insulating itself as a region
from broader global (and regional) trends. Most particularly in
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recent years have been the actions of the United States, especially
under the unilateralist and anti-multilateralist policies of the Bush
Administration.

Bush was heir to fifty years of U.S. policies toward Asia that had
been largely anti-regional. From the beginnings of the Cold War,
and in contrast to its support for regional approaches to economic
and security cooperation in Europe such as NATO and the Euro-
pean Coal and Steel Community, in Asia, America generally resisted
the creation of any intra-regional ties thereby affording it maximum
influence over each of its allies individually. Almost all connections
tied individual Asian countries back to the U.S.; unmediated links
among America’s Asian allies were rare. Asian regionalism and inte-
gration were pipe dreams in the face of such overwhelming military
and strategic pressures toward fragmentation. This changed to some
extent with America’s embrace of APEC and eventually ARF. In
addition, the Clinton Administration managed to deal with the
DPRK nuclear problem in 1993-94 through the establishment of
KEDO—a flawed, but nonetheless effective regional instrument that
contained DPRK plutonium programs and the prospect of nuclear
proliferation. But the Bush administration reversed even these tenta-
tive American bolsterings of closer Asian ties.

The details of U.S. policies should be broadly familiar to most
readers but it is well to recap the most important elements. The
Bush administration has defined U.S. national interests unilaterally,
assuming that the end of the Cold War has given the country a
unique opportunity to transform the world (Soeya, 2005: 74). Thus,
when the Bush administration took office early in 2001, it quickly
moved to shuck off any constraints that might be placed on it by
international organizations or global treaties (except notably within
the economic area where it continued to support WTO, IMF and
other such bodies).

Early in the administration, and reflecting the new dominance of
neoconservatives and classic realists, the U.S. explicitly renounced a
host of longstanding and relatively new global agreements from the
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ABM treaty to the Kyoto Accord to the Convention Against Small
Arms, the Biological Weapons Convention, the Chemical Weapons
Convention, the International Court of Justice and many others.
(Ironically, however, the U.S. decision to resist such institutions did
not lead to their demise as many predicted; indeed some, such as
the Kyoto Protocol, were forged in the absence of U.S. commitments
(Tiberghien and Dierkes: 2006).) In a series of unilateral strategic
and foreign policy actions aimed at reshaping the global status quo,
the Bush administration engineered a sharp break with the prior
fifty years of a predominantly multilateral and status quo oriented
U.S. foreign policy (Daadler and Lindsey, 2003: 13; Ikenberry, 2001).

This is not the place to devote serious analysis to the broad
sweep of American policies in Afghanistan, Iraq, and North Korea.
But for the purposes of understanding relations in Northeast Asia,
it is critical to highlight a few particular points. First, in keeping
with its new unilateral and preventative military actions, U.S. mili-
tary and strategic thinking also underwent a comprehensive over-
haul with the move from a “threat-based’ to “capabilities-based”
military. The new U.S. doctrines were laid out in the Quadrennial
Defense Review (QDR) of 2001, the Bush speech at West Point, June
2002, and the National Security Strategy (NSS) of September 2002
and February 2006.

The QDR argued that new, post Cold War challenges would
require massive changes in the existing U.S. basing system. Forces
would need to be closer to what the U.S. identified as the “arc of
instability” stretching from Northern Africa to Southeast Asia. It
would also require additional bases and stations in the Middle East
and Central Asia (Katzenstein, 2005: 213). Certain “bedrock” allies
such as Japan and probably Australia would be home to central U.S.
basing hubs. These hubs would be supplemented by a large number
of “lily pads” holding pre-positioned equipment to which rapidly
deployable forces can deploy and/or ‘leap to and from’ in response
to contingencies in a wide variety of geographical locations. This
shift in basing structure had important effects on U.S. policies toward
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Japan, the ROK, and China.
In addition, in his January 2002 State of the Union address, Presi-

dent Bush said the U.S. was threatened by three nations, labeled the
“axis of evil”: Iran, Iraq, and North Korea. At that time Iraq was
contained and growing weaker on a daily basis and neither Iraq nor
the DPRK had nuclear weapons. But as of this writing the situation
had changed dramatically and at least the DPRK was explicitly
touting its nuclear weapons successes while Iran was presumed to
be in pursuit of such weapons, presumably in direct response to the
Bush speech and the subsequent invasion of Iraq. The lesson appar-
ently taken by both Iran and North Korea has been that nuclear
weapons could provide an effective deterrent to unwanted U.S.
military actions.

In turn, the situation in North Korea has been a powerful force
in the deteriorating relations among the major powers in Northeast
Asia, most recently in the breakdown of the Six Party Talks and the
DPRK’s subsequent missile testing on July 4-5, 2006, and its nuclear
tests on October 9. Meanwhile, in a Chinese response of sorts, Iran
was welcomed as an observer in the SCO meetings in 2006 and
seemed poised to forge closer ties with SCO members—including
China—presumably in ways that could challenge U.S. policies.

Furthermore, by failing to do any serious cost-benefit analysis of
the dangers of its new policies, the U.S. ignored the possibility of
creating failed states, setting precedents for other powers wishing
to take aggressive military actions, or of damage to its overall glob-
al alliances and prestige (Korb and Wadhams, 2006: 1-5). The result
was a radical decline in the previously positive images of the U.S.
across East Asia, as well as the rest of the world and a diminished
capacity of the U.S. to rely on its ‘soft power’ in lieu of harder ver-
sions (Pew, 2006).

In summary, any future Northeast Asian community must con-
tend with the serious obstacles presented by different national
interests and competing visions among the major powers of North-
east Asia plus extra regional and global pressures not always con-
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ducive to closer regional linkages. At the same time, there are effec-
tive mechanisms that can be utilized to overcome these hurdles.
Three in particular seem worth exploring. First, there is a need to
embed any Northeast Asian community in a larger East Asian com-
munity, and perhaps, an Asia-Pacific community. Second, formal
institutionalization of Northeast Asia should be kept to a minimum
in favor of a series of loosely coordinated and overlapping net-
works of cooperation. Third and finally, advocates of a Northeast
Asian community should search for easy areas of cooperation and
work toward functional spill-overs that eventually can include
some of the more difficult issues faced by Northeast Asia, including
security.

II. Overcoming the Obstacles

Any Northeast Asian community in the short to medium run is
likely to be best achieved only as an element in a broader East
Asian community. The current tensions among the major powers of
Northeast Asia make it highly unlikely that, say, China, Japan and
the ROK—not to mention the DPRK, Mongolia, and perhaps Russia
—could agree on common goals that would be anything but bland
and irrelevant to the tangible problems they all face. The economic
and production linkages to Southeast Asia, as well as to the United
States, make both areas impossible to ignore in any Northeast Asian
regional project. Nor is it likely that economics and business cooper-
ation—regionalization—will operate from the bottom up to forge a
Northeast Asian community. Government actions and policies will
be critical in aiding or impeding East Asian regionalism. Despite the
importance of technology, revolutions in communications and trans-
portation, and breakthroughs in trade and investment patterns,
Katzenstein has argued correctly that (2005: 105) “...for the foresee-
able future, states will remain the main guarantors of national secu-
rity and the basic building blocks of international order.... For good
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or ill, states remain the ultimate repository of power.” And with the
governments of Northeast Asia so skeptical of one another, it is far
better to broaden the conception of “region” to mirror economic and
security realities, and in the process defuse some of the current
nationalist tensions.

In this regard the experiences of Southeast Asia, and the impor-
tance of that part of the world to the important powers of Northeast
Asia should be built upon. The formation of ASEAN was particu-
larly important in connecting the countries of Southeast Asia. In
1967, the governments of Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Sin-
gapore, and Thailand formed the association, nominally as a non-
communist arrangement to promote economic, social and cultural
cooperation and development among its members, but simultane-
ously as a way to resolve regional disputes and reduce the opportu-
nities for big power interventions in Southeast Asia (Acharya, 2001;
Leifer, 1989; Alagappa, 1993). The Asia Development Bank accom-
panied ASEAN’s creation. As problems of internal security reced-
ed, the wars in Indochina ended, and the Cold War itself cooled,
attention within ASEAN turned more explicitly to issues of trade,
stabilization of commodity prices, market openings and the effort
to attract development assistance from the industrialized countries.
Quite explicitly, most of the ASEAN countries were quite anxious
to maintain trade and investment links with the outside world. In
terms of exports, they clearly pursued a strategy similar to that of
Japan. But unlike Japan and more like China, these countries with
relatively small domestic markets and limited capital resources,
were far more accepting of the need for incoming foreign direct
investment.

In 1977, the ASEAN countries signed a series of preferential trade
arrangements that liberalized and expanded intra-ASEAN trade.
Additionally, ASEAN used its collective bargaining powers to negoti-
ate better commodity prices for its exports such as natural rubber.
They also sought to maintain a united front on trade issues in multi-
lateral trade negotiations (Acharya, 2001: 141-42). In all these ways,
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elites across Southeast Asia tied their countries’ fortunes increasingly
to one another and began a collective concentration on economic
development. For the most part, such Southeast Asian efforts remained
predominantly informal and highly sensitive to any actions that could
be seen as interference with national sovereignty.

ASEAN has taken a leading role in fostering APEC, ARF, and
more recently the ASEAN plus Three (APT). The ASEAN+3 (APT)
dialogue was institutionalized in 1999, and, two years later, its lead-
ers were presented with the East Asia Vision Group’s recommenda-
tions including the establishment of an East Asia FTA (EAFTA). In
addition, because of its market potential ASEAN has been an impor-
tant target for both China and Japan as they play out their competi-
tion for regional leadership. Thus, a China-ASEAN Agreement on
Comprehensive Economic Cooperation was signed in 2002. This per-
mitted an ‘early harvest’ of tariff cuts by China in favor of the less-
developed ASEAN countries and a China-ASEAN FTA (CAFTA) to
be implemented in 2010.

Japan reacted to the announced CAFTA plan by proposing a
model of regional integration focused on the Asia-Pacific region
rather than East Asia, which would include Australia and New
Zealand as core members and enjoy close partnership with the Unit-
ed States. In 2004 at the annual APEC trade ministers meeting in
Chile, the United States, Australia, New Zealand, and Canada along
with Chile, Singapore, and Taipei pushed an Asia Pacific FTA—
something the APEC business lobby (APEC Business Advisory
Group or ABAG) had argued for as a way to overcome the ‘spaghetti
bowl’ effect of the rising number of FTAs.

The recent moves toward FTAs are also important in fostering an
Asian community. Despite the competing FTA initiatives, several
East Asian states have mentioned in both bilateral and multilateral
forums that they are optimistic about transforming bilateral FTAs
into a region-wide multilateral trade body. For instance, the final
report of the East Asia Study Group, revealed at the APT Summit in
November 2002, asserted that “the establishment of an EAFTA could
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be achieved by adopting a building block approach, and consolidat-
ing the existing bilateral and sub-regional FTAs in the region.” “In
this regard, the ongoing progress in the discussions of establishing
many bilateral and sub-regional FTAs could pave the way for estab-
lishing an EAFTA” (p. 43). Also, the Joint Study Group of Japan-
Korea Free Trade Agreement (JKFTA) argued that “the JKFTA might
eventually serve as a catalyst in strengthening regional cooperation
in East Asia and in turn a stepping-stone for establishing the EAFTA
(East Asian Free Trade Agreement)... The vision of the EAFTA is to
create an East Asian Community (EAC) of peace, prosperity and
progress based on the full-fledged development of all peoples in the
region.”

Equally important, either as part of any institutional process, or
at least as part of the overall schema within which East Asian
regional efforts proceed, is recognition of the tremendous depen-
dence of much of East Asia on the U.S. On a bilateral basis, the
United States has long been the largest or second largest market for
the exports of nearly a dozen Asian countries. In most instances, the
United States absorbed from twice to six times as much of the
exports of these Asian counties as did their second largest markets.
Asian regionalism can not be a closed loop. Despite the enhance-
ment of intra-Asian trade, overall Asian economic success contin-
ues to depend heavily on access to non-Asian markets, most partic-
ularly those of the United States (Kokuseisha, 1997/98: 387).

Not only trade, but also finance, keeps the region’s members
dependent on the outside. Again, the economic importance of the
United States and broader global financial markets was evident as
vast amounts of U.S. capital flowed into Asia in the form of short-
term loans and portfolio investment, particularly during the early
to mid-1990s and the IMF loans that occurred following the eco-
nomic crisis of 1997-98.

The Chiang-Mai Initiative and the Asian bond market efforts are
further examples of institutions that include Northeast Asian play-
ers at their core, but which are structured rather loosely and more
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broadly than just Northeast Asia.
Finally, the East Asian Summit (EAS) held in Kuala Lumpur in

December 2005, indicates still one more possible format within which
Northeast Asian regionalism might develop. In attendance were
leaders from sixteen countries—the ten ASEAN members, the addi-
tional “three” from the APT (ASEAN Plus Three)—China, Japan and
the Republic of Korea—plus Australia, New Zealand and India. The
final announcement was sweeping and upbeat: “We have established
the East Asia Summit as a forum for dialogue on broad strategic,
political and economic issues of common interest and concern with
the aim of promoting peace, stability and economic prosperity in East
Asia.” (ASEAN Secretariat; Cody, 2005: A25).

The Summit was, in numerous ways, a metaphorical manifesta-
tion of many of the struggles involved in creating a more cohesive
East Asian region. The attendees reflected East Asia’s breadth and
diversity—a concatenation of dissimilar religions, social systems,
cultural and historical traditions, political systems, and levels of
economic development. Yet, all advocated further pursuit of addi-
tional community-building. At the same time, reflective of the
ambiguous nature of many existing East Asian linkages, it was not
clear, beyond the photo-op and the final communique, how much
substantive cooperation would result from the Summit. Certainly
no painful commitments, no explicit rules, and no particular institu-
tions were agreed to, nor were any officially anticipated.

Equally interesting, of the sixteen nations represented, three—
Australia, New Zealand and India—were relatively late additions
not usually a part of conventional definitions of “East Asia.” Con-
versely, both Taiwan and the Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea (DPRK), undeniably visible on any East Asian map, were not
in attendance, while Russia which spans eleven time zones across
Europe and Asia, attended as an observer. Perhaps most tellingly,
the United States, though not geographically in East Asia but
arguably the strongest shaper of economic and strategic develop-
ments in the region, as well as a member of previously-established
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Asia-Pacific groupings as APEC and the ARF, had not been invited
to attend.

Considerable criticism has been leveled at the Summit as yield-
ing few practical results. But it served a major role in showing one
more way by which different combinations of countries in East Asia
could be brought together for cooperation. Including the three non-
APT members meant also that some of the tensions between Japan
and China over regional leadership were alleviated. Explicitly by
not answering the question “who’s in the region?” a series of over-
lapping and sometimes reinforcing organizations can provide alter-
native forums within which the different countries in the region
might pursue their interests.

A second important mechanism for advancing Northeast Asian
regional ties involves explicitly limiting the levels of formal institu-
tionalization. Europe and the European Union have moved toward
ever deeper institutionalization and legalization. Thousands of
pages of rules and regulations spell out the terms of intra-regional
interactions. In contrast, Asia has relied almost exclusively on infor-
mal networks of collaboration. Existing Asia organizations are char-
acterized by thin institutions and few requirements. That the legal-
ized and formalized European situation is unusual must be acknowl-
edged (Kahler 2000). The disparity in expectations and goals of
member states makes it unsurprising that East Asia has opted for
vastly less formality.

APEC, ARF and APT have all been structured around similarly
minimalist frameworks and secretariats. Instead, in the phrasing of
Etel Solingen (2005: 32): “Three core characteristics—informality,
consensus, and ‘open’ regionalism—...capture the emphasis of East
Asian institutions on process rather than outcome.”

Informality is likely to continue in the near future. There is little
probability to create formal, rule-bound institutions. Although infor-
mality has the drawback of fuzzy ambiguity, it offers the flexibility
to encourage wider participation and ad hoc problem resolution.
And if East Asian regionalism is to advance, the first requirement is
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that the countries of the region show up for organizational activities.
Finally, any efforts to develop a deeper Northeast Asian region-

al community must be built around overlapping networks in search
of functional spill-overs. In this regard, the networks should focus
on solving simpler, rather than more complex problems. It is virtu-
ally impossible to envision high levels of security cooperation with-
in Northeast Asia or East Asia within the near term. This is by far
the area where regional cooperation has been least evident. In stark
contrast to Western Europe facing the Soviet Union and its allies for
the first forty-five years after World War II, or the perception of
many Arab countries in the Middle East concerning Israel, East
Asia faces no commonly perceived external threat. Rather, as
Michael Yahuda (2004: 229) points out, “the defenses of most East
Asian countries are directed against one another.”

It is far more plausible to build cooperation around less con-
tentious issues on the theory that cooperation in one field may
engender cooperation in others. To date East Asian regional ties
have been moving forward at different paces depending on the spe-
cific issues being faced. Functional spill-overs occur and these may
increase over time. Cooperation in trade and investment almost cer-
tainly contributed to and benefited from the absence of shooting
wars in Asian since 1979. Enhanced cooperation on areas such as
regional health problems may well facilitate cooperation on more
politically difficult areas such as immigration or environmental pol-
lution. But equally plausibly interactions across issues can be nega-
tive: sudden security problems might well unravel cooperative
efforts in economics or cross-border crime; the failure to resolve
cross-border environmental issues may generate diplomatic break-
downs. But in the long run, cooperation on one issue is far more
likely to build confidence and trust on others.

Equally importantly, starting small may well allow for subse-
quent enlargement. This is particularly true of the recent explosion of
FTAs involving the countries of East Asia. East Asian countries were
slow to embrace FTAs, relying instead on global trade agreements
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negotiated in conjunction with the WTO. As of October 1, 2002, of the
thirty top economies in the world, only five were not members of any
such FTAs—Japan, China, South Korea, Taiwan and Hong Kong
(Pempel & Urata 2006). Since then, and particularly since the collapse
of the Doha Round in Seattle and Cancun, an explosion of bilateral,
regional, and other preferential free trade pacts involving East Asian
nations have been concluded or explored.

There is a strong debate as to whether or not FTAs will serve as
building blocks for a larger integrated trade region or will instead
become stumbling blocks that impede broader free trade. Baldwin
(1995) and Suzuki (2005) have demonstrated the powerful incen-
tives that build up for states not included in FTAs to join, particu-
larly as the markets covered by a succession of FTAs become ever
larger. In such situations, countries not included find themselves
facing continual discriminatory barriers making the incentives to
allow increased competition within their home markets ever
greater as the promises of preferential access grow ever greater. But
such a domino theory of increased momentum toward deepening
market integration ignores the tremendous political counter pres-
sures that are often mobilized against such economically rational
arguments.

III. Conclusion

For the foreseeable future, Northeast Asia will remain a subsys-
tem with multiple connections to the broader regional and global
systems of state relations and global processes (Alagappa 2003:
179). Internal regional cohesion might well increase but Northeast
Asia is unable or unlikely to wall itself off from the broader global
arena. Increased cohesion might well develop, enhancing its ability
to shape international and global pressures more to its collective
liking. But the extra-regional world will remain an unmistakable
and powerful influence.
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Furthermore, Northeast Asia will benefit considerably as a
regional entity if it does not seek to become self-contained. Rather
different bodies linking Northeast and Southeast Asia, and perhaps
Northeast Asia and South Asia, Australasia and/or the U.S. will
prove to be functionally beneficial. Clearly different organizations,
institutions, and networks have coexisted reasonably well, despite
quite different central hubs and outer boundaries. Instead of ideal-
izing some improbable single set of fixed boundaries such as those
shaping the European Union, it may be best to acknowledge that
competing concerns face East Asia and these may well be best
served by overlapping bodies with different memberships. In the
long run porosity may trump rigidity.
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Democracy and Peace: 
Is the Democratic Peace Theory 
Still Valid?

Steve Chan

The theory of democratic peace argues that democracies are more peaceful,

either generally or in their relations with other democracies. Democracies,

however, differ in important ways in their political cultures and political insti-

tutions. Moreover, their frequency of resorting to arms abroad varies consider-

ably. This paper explores these differences, focusing on the United States as a

special case. The motivation behind this exploration, of course, is to develop

more clearly the micro-foundations of the democratic-peace theory. How exact-

ly do the political cultures and institutions of democracies contribute to their

more peaceful disposition? And, can the differences found among the democra-

cies help to account for their differences in war involvement?

The title of my paper assignment reminds me of a panel
discussion at a recent annual meeting of the International
Studies Association. The panel’s topic was democratic

peace, and several of the participants remarked about an “elephant
in the room.” Their statements were of course a reference to the
United States and its frequent involvement in foreign conflicts.
How can one reconcile the democratic peace theory with this U.S.
behavior?
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At one level, the incidence of U.S. conflict involvement does not
contradict the democratic peace theory, and there is therefore no
need for any reconciliation — if one is only concerned with the so-
called dyadic version of this theory. According to this dyadic ver-
sion, democracies rarely, if ever, find themselves on opposite sides
of a militarized conflict.1 That the U.S. — or, for that matter, any
other democracy — has not fought another democracy in recent
memory is of course congruent with the democratic peace theory’s
expectation.2 The “elephant in the room” remarks only point to a
puzzle, even a challenge, if one pursues the monadic version of this
theory. This monadic version claims that democracies are more
peaceful in general; that is, they are less likely to get into fights
regardless of whether they find themselves dealing with other
democracies (as in the case of the dyadic claim) or with autocracies.

If there are only democracies in the world, the distinction
between the monadic and dyadic versions of the democratic peace
theory should not matter. Democracies would not fight all others,
which all happen to be democratic. In a world consisting of both
democracies and non-democracies, however, this distinction is
important — not the least for understanding how one can or should
get from the present situation to a world made up entirely of
democracies. The reason is not difficult to grasp. The use of military
force to promote democracy abroad is sometimes justified on the
grounds of making the world more democratic and, according to
this rationale, also more peaceful. The rhetoric and, to many, the
reality of democratic peace is used to legitimate the use of force for
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1 For an earlier effort that draws the monadic versus dyadic distinction, see
Steve Chan, “Mirror, Mirror, on the Wall... : Are the Freer Countries More
Pacific?” Journal of Conflict Resolution 28 (1984): 617-648.

2 Much ink has been spilled over whether a country was democratic when it
fought a war. Plausible contradictions to the democratic theory include the
U.S. war against Britain in 1812 and against Spain in 1898. Were Britain and
Spain “democratic” at the time of these conflicts? Indeed, was the Confedera-
cy in the American Civil War a democracy, albeit an illiberal one? I will side-
step these questions in this paper.



regime change abroad.
The U.S. surely figures prominently in this policy debate as its

leaders have on many occasions, most recently when deciding to
invade Iraq, justified the use of military force in the name of pro-
tecting or promoting democracy. The U.S. may not have fought the
largest number of wars according to some technical definitions of
warfare such as that adopted by the developers of the Correlates of
War Project (who consider wars to be military conflicts producing
at least 1,000 battlefield fatalities). Among contemporary democra-
cies, Israel, India, and even France and Britain have fought more
wars since 1945 (especially if one includes the latter countries’ colo-
nial wars in the frequency count). Yet by any reasonable standard,
the U.S. has engaged in more foreign interventions, overt or covert,
than any other country. Moreover, because the U.S. possesses such
overwhelming military superiority in these encounters, its oppo-
nents were often quickly dispatched so that their conflict usually
ended before reaching the threshold of 1,000 combat deaths (such
as on the occasions of U.S. interventions in Grenada, Panama, and
the Dominican Republic). Hence, the “elephant” tends to be invisi-
ble because it is much more powerful, not necessarily more peace-
ful, in its foreign relations. The “elephant” is more efficient at
crushing its opponents. Realizing the “elephant’s” overwhelming
power, its opponents often make anticipatory concessions in order
to avoid being crushed, tending thus again to make the “elephant”
appear more peaceful than it actually is. The powerful often does
not have to fight in order to get what it wants.3 Manuel Noriega,
Slobodan Milosevic, and Saddam Hussein are the exceptions that
prove the rule.

There is strong evidence supporting the dyadic version of the
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3 Kenneth A. Schultz, “Do Democratic Institutions Constrain or Inform? Con-
trasting Two Institutional Perspectives on Democracy and War,” International
Organization 53 (1999): 133-162; “Looking for Audience Costs,” Journal of Con-
flict Resolution 45 (2001): 32-60; and “Domestic Opposition and Signaling in
International Crises,” American Political Science Review 92 (1998): 829-844.



democratic peace theory and, for most industrialized democracies,
increasingly support for the monadic version as well. Nevertheless,
although the statistical data showing an absence of warfare and
even serious disputes threatening military escalation among the
established democracies are quite compelling, the explanation for
this phenomenon requires further revision and development.
Rather than focusing on some problematic aspects in the current
practice in “operationalizing” the dependent variable (war, as
already alluded to above), I will direct my attention in the rest of
this paper to the independent variable (democracy). Many quantita-
tive researchers have used the Polity data for their statistical analy-
sis. They often include in their analyses years before World War II
and even World War I, when some of the “democratic” countries
did not even allow their women and minority citizens to vote. In so
doing, these colleagues “stretch” the concept of democracy.4 Paren-
thetically, their practice of counting each country’s war involve-
ment also overlooks the lack of statistical independence among
many such observations (thus, for example, that Britain and France
decided to fight Germany in 1939 was not unrelated to Germany’s
decision to invade Poland; similarly, the Dutch and Belgian deci-
sions to join the Korean War in 1950 were not unrelated to the U.S.
intervention in that conflict).

But to return to a focus on the independent variable, my chief
argument in this paper is that there is substantial variation in the
political institutions and cultures of the industrialized democracies
to account for the weakness of the monadic version of the democra-
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4 Some time ago, Giovanni Sartori warned researchers to avoid the temptation
to measure “how much” before they answer the question of “what kind.” His
argument is that qualitative distinctions (such as is this country a democracy)
should be made prior to quantitative measurements (such as how democratic
is this country). Quantitative measurements can only pertain to items of the
same kind (or category such as democracy). Thus, can the U.S. at the time of its
revolutionary war, its civil war and World Wars I and II qualify as a democ-
racy? See Giovanni Sartori, “Concept Misformation in Comparative Politics,”
American Political Science Review 64 (1970):1033-1053.



tic peace theory, and especially for the “American exceptionalism”
that has been the source of many skeptical comments about the
“elephant in the room.” A seminal article by Zeev Maoz and Bruce
Russett points to a fruitful direction for this discussion.5 These col-
leagues proposed a “structural” and a “normative” model to explain
the dyadic version of democratic peace.

By the structural model, they meant constitutional constraints
on the power of government. The legal limits placed on a chief
executive’s discretionary authority and the extent to which a gov-
ernment’s authority is centralized offer two examples of such struc-
tural constraints against possible arbitrary application of power.
Decentralized and divided government power provides a check
against an impulsive leap to war. As for the normative model,
Maoz and Russett considered the stability of a political system, rea-
soning that democratic norms take time to develop and systemic
longevity is conducive to the development of such norms. They
assumed that officials internalize democratic norms of compromise
and tolerance, and extend these domestic norms to their foreign
relations when dealing with like-minded democracies. This exter-
nalization is therefore seen to contribute to the peaceful resolution
of disputes among democracies. In addition to the stability of a
political system, Maoz and Russett used the number of violent
deaths caused by domestic instability and political execution as
indicators pointing to a country’s relative lack of democratic norms.

While the focus of Maoz and Russett was on differentiating
democracies from non-democracies and on explaining the peaceful
relations between democracies, their “structural” and “normative”
models can be developed further to underscore the differences
existing among democracies. I emphasize especially political values
and electoral institutions that tend to distinguish the West European
democracies from the English-speaking democracies, and most of
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5 Zeev Maoz and Bruce Russett, “Normative and Structural Causes of Democ-
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the latter countries in some important respects from the U.S. These
intra-democratic differences help to shed light on the “American
exceptionalism” and the debate about whether democracies are
generically more peaceful in their foreign relations.

Although contemporary democracies obviously share basic sim-
ilarities such as contested elections, competitive parties, universal
adult suffrage, and the rule of law, there are also important differ-
ences among them that tend to be concealed in large-N statistical
analyses. In his book on American exceptionalism, Seymour Martin
Lipset demonstrated how the revolutionary heritage of the U.S. dis-
tinguished it from its European counterparts and even its neighbor
to the north, Canada, where those loyal to the British monarchy had
fled.6 A survey of cross-national statistics on any number of socio-
logical phenomena — such as the incidence of crime (including the
rate of homicide), litigation, divorce, teenage pregnancy, voter
turnout, church attendance, feelings about abortion and gay rights
— would lead to the conclusion that the United States has a rather
different political culture from those of other democracies.7 Ameri-
cans pay the least income taxes, but complain the loudest about
“big government.” They see themselves as compassionate and con-
tribute much to private charity, but they frown upon the “welfare
state” and accept a highly unequal distribution of income. They
champion cosmopolitan causes but are the most nationalistic
among the citizens of industrialized democracies. Americans cher-
ish individual liberty, but record the highest rate of prison incarcer-
ation and, unlike the people of other industrialized democracies,
support and routinely carry out capital punishment. These proclivi-
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6 Seymour Martin Lipset, American Exceptionalism: A Double-Edged Sword (New
York: Norton, 1996); and Continental Divide: The Values and Institutions of the
United States and Canada (New York: Routledge, 1990).

7 In addition to the seminal work by Lipset already cited, see a recent collection
of papers for Growing Apart? America, Europe, and Canada in the 21st Century
being edited by Jeffrey Kopstein and Sven Steinmo. See also the acclaimed
book by Robert Kagan, Of Paradise and Power: America and Europe in the New
World Order (New York: Random House, 2003).



ties represent the duality of American values or, as characterized by
Lipset, a double-edged sword.8

The American culture is classically liberal — in that Americans
show a prevalent opposition to government intervention in their
lives and in the marketplace. They place an extraordinary emphasis
on the value of individual liberty. Americans, however, are less
“liberal” than the West Europeans and Canadians in the contempo-
rary sense of this concept, suggesting a rejection of traditional val-
ues and a willingness to accept social or political non-conformity.
There tends to be a strong conservative and moralistic streak in
American attitudes on matters such as abortion, homosexuality,
prostitution, gambling, and extra-marital affairs. Vehement opposi-
tion to private vices — such as the use of alcohol and drugs — can
overcome a general reluctance to government intervention as in the
case of Prohibition. Abortion rights and stem-cell research are even
more salient controversies in the U.S. than in the catholic democra-
cies. An inclination to cast disputes in moralistic terms, to impose
universal standards, and to launch militant crusades against per-
ceived vices seems to be uniquely American among the industrial-
ized democracies. In Lipset’s words, “unlike the church countries,
the United States rarely sees itself merely defending national inter-
ests. Foreign conflicts invariably involve a battle of good versus
evil.”9

As already noted, Maoz and Russett reminded us that norms
and practices learned from domestic politics can be extended to for-
eign conduct. Although the norms they focused on were meant to
suggest a fostering of mutual peace among democracies, the same
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8 He wrote “many negative traits that currently characterize the [American]
society, such as income inequality, high crime rates, low levels of electoral
participation, a powerful tendency to moralize which at times verges on
intolerance toward political and ethnic minorities, are inherently linked to
the norms and behavior of an open democratic society that appear to be
admirable.” Lipset, op.cit., 1996, 13.

9 Op. cit., 1996, 66.



externalization of domestic values can incline the U.S. to assume a
particularly intense missionary zeal in fighting designated foreign
devils. Washington is disposed to take on a self-appointed role to
make the world safe for democracy, not just for the U.S. A combat-
ive tendency co-exists with a seeming allergy to the “welfare state”
on the global scene, accounting for the fact that as a share of its
gross national product, the U.S. gives less to foreign aid than almost
all other industrialized democracies. With the exception of Italy,
this “welfare” aspect of democratic peace again sets the West Euro-
peans and Japanese apart from the Americans. By “welfare” aspect,
I mean that the peaceful disposition of a democracy can perhaps be
reflected by the proportion of its economic output devoted to
international assistance compared to military expenditures.

One of the strong conclusions reached by Ronald Inglehart on
the basis of his massive cross-national surveys of social and politi-
cal values is that as countries become industrialized, their peoples’
ethos undergoes a major transformation switching from an empha-
sis on traditional to secular-rational values.10 With increasing eco-
nomic development, there is a strong tendency for declining reli-
giosity, national pride, and respect for authority to set in.11 In con-
trast to these generalizations, however, Americans tend to be the
most religious, nationalistic, and deferential to authority among the
people of industrialized democracies. Summarizing their survey
results, Ronald Inglehart and Wayne Baker noted “the United States
is a deviant case, having a much more traditional value system than
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10 Ronald Inglehart, Modernization and Postmodernization: Cultural, Economic, and
Political Change in 43 Societies (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1997);
Ronald Inglehart and Christian Welzel, Modernization, Cultural Change, and
Democracy: The Human Development Sequence (New York: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2005); and Ronald Inglehart (ed.), Human Values and Social Change:
Findings from the Value Surveys (Leiden: Brill, 2003).

11 Ronald Inglehart, “Postmodernization Erodes Respect for Authority, but
Increases Support for Democracy,” in Critical Citizens: Global Support for Demo-
cratic Government, ed. Pippa Norris (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999),
pp. 236-256.



any other advanced industrial society. On the traditional/secular-
rational dimension, the United States ranks far below other rich
societies, with levels of religiosity and national pride comparable to
those found in developing societies.”12

The evangelical religious right plays an active and prominent
role in American politics. Moreover, practically unique among the
industrialized democracies, the U.S. does not have a socialist party,
and Americans do not join labor unions nearly as much as their
counterparts in other countries. A consistent and striking result
from the different waves of the World Values Survey and the Euro-
pean Values Study Surveys is that, although their countries have
been industrialized for some time, the citizens of English-speaking
democracies (Britain, New Zealand, Canada, Australia, the U.S., and
Ireland) are much more likely to hold traditional values compared
to those of Germany, France, and the Nordic and Benelux countries.
Among the English-speaking democracies, only the Irish are more
tradition-bound in their value outlook than the Americans. The
United States is located at about the same level as India and Viet-
nam on the traditional/secular-rational dimension of values. Com-
pared to their European, Japanese, and even most other English-
speaking counterparts, Americans are more likely to profess defer-
ence to “God, Fatherland and Family.” To that extent, Americans
are more conservative — and less liberal in the sense of this term’s
contemporary usage in juxtaposition to a more conservative or tra-
dition-bound outlook — than the people of other industrialized
democracies.

The latter remark is significant in that earlier writers on the
democratic peace theory had actually emphasized not so much the
concept of democracy as the idea of liberalism. Their discussion can
be more accurately characterized to focus on “liberal peace” than
on “democratic peace.”13 By liberalism, they had in mind a value
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12 Ronald Inglehart and Wayne E. Baker, “Modernization, Cultural Change,
and the Persistence of Traditional Values,” American Sociological Review 65
(2000): 31.



system that gives central importance to people as individuals (ver-
sus the state as a corporate entity) and also to the people’s rights to
privacy and free choice. As already noted above, the American
political culture celebrates individual rights but can at the same
time be intolerant of non-conformist or “immoral” behavior. More-
over, although the rule of law is cherished as an important ideal,
the incidence of breaking the law (including interpersonal violence)
is several times higher on a per capita basis in the U.S. than in
Western Europe, Canada, Australia, and Japan. The double-edged
nature of Americans’ emphasis on individualism points to a culture
that promotes achievement and competition based on personal
merit, but one that also adopts a more cavalier attitude toward
criminal behavior (as any casual observer of the incidence of jay-
walking in Europe and America can verify), social inequality, and
collective well-being. There is a greater tendency for Americans to
stress “winning” and “litigating” than “compromising” and “nego-
tiating,” as any number of studies comparing social and political
processes in the U.S. with those prevailing in Western Europe and
Japan can attest.

Table 1 presents information from cross-national value surveys
that compare Americans’ attitudes with those of their counterparts
in the other industrialized democracies. Americans are much more
likely to emphasize freedom (or personal liberty) at the expense of
equality. Seventy-one percent of them would put freedom above
equality, compared to 61% of Canadians, their neighbors to the
north. Americans are more likely to dichotomize political contro-
versies, framing them in moralistic terms as a struggle between
good and evil. Whereas 49% of Americans adopt an absolutist and
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13 See, for example, Michael W. Doyle, “Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign
Affairs,” Philosophy and Public Affairs 12 (1983): 205-235 and 323-353; and
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Table 1. Political Values Among Industrialized Democracies, 2000

A B C D E
Australia n.a. 87 42 73 73
Austria 56 96 20 53 39
Belgium 46 89 31 23 63
Canada 61* 88 42 67 66
Denmark 69 98 10 48 38
Finland 53 87 29 56 39
France 50 89 25 40 69
Germany 62 95 35 17 46
Great Britain 60 88 42 51 71
Greece n.a. 98 16 55 17
Iceland 46 98 9 67 47
Ireland 48 91 39 72 76
Italy 40 97 36 39 51
Japan 46* 92 19 23 4
Luxembourg 49 92 23 49 53
Netherlands 56 97 27 20 67
New Zealand n.a. 87 42 64 50
Norway 67* 96 29 50 32
Portugal 49 91 39 79 78
Spain 49 95 39 53 59
Sweden 62 97 16 41 22
Switzerland 58* 93 28 25 31
United States 71* 89 49 72 70

1. Both freedom and equality are important, but if you were to choose one or the other, which of
these two statements comes closer to your opinion? Personal freedom is more important, or
equality is more important? Figures in Column A report the percent of respondents putting
freedom above equality in each national sample. [survey question E032]

2. I’m going to describe various types of political systems and ask what you think about each as
a way of governing this country. Figures in Column B report the percent of respondents
agreeing to “having a democratic system is very good or fairly good.” [survey question E117]

3. Here are two statements which people sometimes make when discussing good and evil.
Which one comes closer to your own point of view? Figures in Column C report the percent of
respondents agreeing with the statement “there are absolutely clear guidelines about what is
good and evil.” [survey question F022]

4. How proud are you to be (nationality)? Figures in Column D report the percent of respon-
dents saying that they are “very proud.” [survey question G006]

5. I’m going to read out a list of various changes in our way of life that might take place in the
near future. If it were to happen, do you think it would be a good thing, a bad thing, or don’t
you mind? Figures in Column E report the percent of respondents saying that “greater respect
for authority” would be a good thing. [survey question E018]

*Data from 1990 survey.
Source: Ronald Inglehart, Miguel Basanez, Jaime Diez-Medrano, Loek Halman, and Ruud

Luijkx (eds.), Human Beliefs and Values: A Cross-Cultural Sourcebook based on the 1999-2002
Values Surveys (Mexico City: Siglo Veintiuno Editories, 2004).



universalistic outlook on controversies about social and political
values, only 9% of the respondents in Iceland and 16% in Sweden
hold a similar attitude. Americans also tend to be much more
nationalistic than the citizens of other democracies. Seventy-two
percent of them say that they are proud to be Americans (only in
the U.S. do automobiles carry such bumper stickers), whereas the
comparable figures in Germany and Japan are only 17% and 23%
respectively. Seventy percent of Americans think that it would be a
good thing if there is greater respect for authority, compared to 38%
of the Danes, 39% of the Finns, 32% of the Norwegians, and 22% of
the Swedes. Remarkably, only 89% of Americans agree with the
statement “having a democratic system is very good or fairly
good.” This statement is supposed to determine a respondent’s
support for the democratic principle — and not satisfaction with
the actual performance of a democracy. Americans are thus not in
complete agreement that democracy is in principle the best form of
government.14 This level of support for the democratic principle is
comparable to those indicated by the British, Canadians, and
French. In contrast, democracy as a system of government enjoys
much more support among the Germans, Swedes, and Italians,
whose affirmative response to the same survey question is nearly
10% higher. Still, there appears to be a general secular trend among
almost all the industrialized democracies, whereby “growing num-
bers of citizens have become increasingly critical of major institu-
tions of representative government.”15

It is clear from Table 1 that Americans are not always the most
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14 An alternative question produced a similar percentage of positive response
from Americans on their support for democracy as a form of government.
The question asked “I’m going to read off some things that people some-
times say about a democratic political system. Democracy may have prob-
lems but it’s better than any other form of government.” Eighty-eight percent
of the American respondents indicated that they strongly agree or agree with
this statement.

15 Pippa Norris, “Introduction: The Growth of Critical Citizens,” in Critical Citi-
zens: Global Support for Democratic Government, ed. Pippa Norris (Oxford: 



extreme outlier on the values reported. For example, the Por-
tuguese are even more nationalistic, and the Australians show an
even lower level of allegiance to democracy as a system of govern-
ment. As well, the Irish are more in favor of greater respect for
authority. However, the combination of attitudes, rather than each
attitude in isolation, is what matters for the normative model. The
attitudes interact to produce a general value outlook that, in the
case of the U.S., promotes a more militant posture and messianic
role in international relations. Naturally, among the industrialized
democracies included in Table 1, the U.S. is the only country that
has sufficient power to undertake protracted and, if need be, unilat-
eral military operations abroad. That the U.S. has this capability is
hardly subject to dispute. Where the democratic peace theory as a
liberal formulation differs from realism is its claim that even when
a democracy has the capability and opportunity to use force, it
eschews such policy because domestic political culture or institu-
tions incline it to act peacefully.

In contrast to the normative model that focuses on a democra-
cy’s political culture as an influence that discourages war, the struc-
tural model directs attention to its political institutions. Why should
these institutions matter? The simple answer is accountability. In a
democracy, leaders have to answer to the voters. They are subject to
recall if they fail to follow popular wishes. In his classic treatise,
Immanuel Kant argued that it is only natural for citizens in a repub-
lic to favor a peaceful foreign policy because they will have to pay
the costs of waging a war (not only in taxes, but also in life, limb,
property, and liberty).16 Conversely, because leaders do not have to
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Oxford University Press, 1999), p. 27. Popular confidence in politicians and
political institutions has declined in all established democracies, but these
declines appear to be more pronounced in the U.S. than elsewhere. See Rus-
sell J. Dalton, “Political Support in Advanced Industrial Democracies,” in
ibid., pp. 57-77.

16 Significantly, Kant spoke of republicanism and not democracy. He was more
concerned about the rule of law than mass popularity. See Immanuel Kant
[1795], Perpetual Peace, translated by Lewis White Beck (New York: Bobbs-



pay this price, autocrats who cannot be sanctioned by the voters are
more likely to engage in wanton and frivolous foreign belligerence.17

The lynchpin of this argument is of course the claim that public
opinion in democracies generally favors peace. The available evi-
dence suggests that in the case of the American people, “prudent”
rather than “peaceful” is perhaps a more accurate adjective.18 There
is much evidence pointing to the “rally ‘round the flag” syndrome,
whereby a president’s popularity receives a substantial, albeit often
temporary, boost at the outset of a foreign conflict.19

How does public opinion, whether prudent or peaceful, incline
officials to refrain from starting or joining wars? Surely, the elec-
toral and party systems of democracies can be expected to make an
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Merrill, 1975).
17 Several studies have shown that democratic leaders who fight wars, even

victorious ones, are likely to have their office tenure cut short. See Bruce
Bueno de Mesquita and Randolph M. Siverson, “War and the Survival of
Political Leaders: A Comparative Study of Regime Types and Political
Accountability,” American Political Science Review 89 (1995): 841-853; Bruce
Bueno de Mesquita, Randolph M. Siverson, and Gary Woller “War and the
Fate of Regimes: A Comparative Analysis,” American Political Science Review
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important difference. The nature of these systems can increase or
decrease the officials’ sensitivity and, correspondingly, vulnerabili-
ty to popular backlash. Put starkly, the principal-agent problem is
sometimes exacerbated in a two-party system. This remark charac-
terizes the political landscape in the U.S. and U.K. before and after
their invasion of Iraq in March 2003. The Republican and Democra-
tic parties in the former country, and the Labour and Conservative
parties in the latter country were both supportive of the war (even
though there were dissident voices). Popular opinion in the U.S. ini-
tially favored fighting the war but as casualties mounted and alle-
gations about terrorist connections and weapons of mass destruc-
tion proved to be false, a majority of Americans turned against the
war. In the British case, a majority of voters were against the war at
the outset. In both countries, public opinion failed to restrain their
government from going to war against Iraq and, once the war start-
ed, to force a termination of involvement in that conflict.20

Why? The U.S. and U.K. both have a single-member, plurality
system of election. This means that the candidate with the largest
number of votes from each voting district will be declared the winner,
and there can be only one winning candidate from each district. A
vote for a third-party candidate — such as the Liberal Democrats in
the U.K., who opposed the Iraqi war — tends to be seen as “wasted.”
A traditional supporter of the Labour Party would be discouraged
from supporting this third-party candidate because her support
might have the effect of helping to elect a Conservative politician,
who happens to be her least-preferred candidate. Thus, this elec-
toral system tends to work against the minor parties, and inclines
citizens to engage in negative voting (casting their ballots in opposi-
tion to a candidate rather than in favor of one). When both major
parties agree on a pro-war platform, dissenting voters are in effect
disenfranchised. Significantly, politicians worry about being sanc-
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tioned by the voters when their opponents are poised to exploit
their betrayal of public opinion. In the absence of this threat, how-
ever, democratic accountability suffers. As V.O. Key remarked
some time ago, the political salience and relevance of public opin-
ion depend ultimately on the incumbent politicians’ concern for the
voters being mobilized by their challengers.21

It is therefore too simple to just claim that public opinion mat-
ters in democracies. One needs to look more closely at how elec-
toral and party institutions affect the way in which public opinion
makes itself felt. If the politicians’ fear of electoral retribution
encourages them to be sensitive to public opinion, then one would
want to ask whether the major political parties offer coherent and
contrasting positions on matters of war and peace. Moreover, how
does the tradition of party discipline in the U.K., and how does the
decentralization of American parties help or hinder the politicians’
accountability? How can voters hold officials accountable if they
are term-limited, as in the case of second-term U.S. presidents who
are no longer eligible for re-election? Finally, how accurately do
election outcomes reflect public opinion?

In the U.S. presidential race, campaign efforts are focused most
intensely on the ten or so pivotal states. Because of the nature of a
winner-take-all system, presidential candidates do not waste their
time or money on those states they expect to win or they expect
their opponent to win. They concentrate instead on a few states —
such as Ohio, Iowa, and Pennsylvania — that can provide them
with the critical margin to carry an election. Consequently, presi-
dential elections are not decided on a national basis but are rather
determined by the voters’ choice in a few select states. Because the
Electoral College (and not the count of popular votes) decides presi-
dential races in the U.S. and because this institution systematically
favors the less populous and urban states, public opinion is not nec-
essarily accurately reflected in the final outcome (if that were the
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case, Al Gore would have won the Oval Office in 2000). Further-
more, the typically low voter turnout in even presidential contests
requires another leap of faith to take the election outcome as a
reflection of popular mandate. Indeed, elections in Britain and New
Zealand have been known to produce minority governments —
that is, producing a parliamentary majority for a party that has
actually received fewer popular votes than its opposition.

It is well known that the single-member, plurality system of
election introduces a systematic distortion that exaggerates the win-
ning margin of the major parties and that diminishes the legislative
representation of the minor parties.22 Simply put, these electoral
rules produce unrepresentative outcomes in comparison with coun-
tries that have adopted a multi-party, proportional representation
system of election. As just noted, in some extreme cases, the party
winning fewer popular votes in a national contest has been known
to gain parliamentary majority or capture the presidency. In con-
trast with the U.S. and other English-speaking democracies, the
predominant European system of proportional representation and
disciplined parties offer voters a clearer political choice, and it pro-
duces electoral outcomes that reflect more accurately the public
sentiment. As a result of their electoral rules, the continental Euro-
pean democracies tend to have a multi-party system and be ruled
by coalition governments.23 Even when the minority parties are not
included in a ruling coalition, they have a voice in the legislature
more commensurate with their actual electoral strength. And, when
they are a part of the ruling coalition, they exercise a restraining or
moderating influence on the majority party inside the government
in contrast to the winner-take-all situation in the U.S. and generally
the other English-speaking democracies. This explanation accounts
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for a consistently strong statistical pattern associating mature
democracies with a proportional representation system of election
to a lower incidence of foreign war.24

It has been generally assumed that although they have the liabil-
ity of causing electoral disproportionality (that is, giving more leg-
islative seats to the majority party than its popular support deserves,
and allocating fewer seats to minority parties than their level of
popular support warrants), a two-party system with a plurality rule
at least has the virtue of encouraging political campaigns to focus
on the median voter. Moreover, the parties should supposedly be
more responsive to a change in the position of this median voter.
This effect is in turn supposed to enable elected officials to adjust
policies more quickly in line with changing public opinion.

These hypothesized effects do not, however, pan out in reality.
Even though the two major parties may adopt similar policy posi-
tions (as in the case of the British Labour and Conservative parties
on joining the Iraqi war), their convergence does not necessarily
imply responsiveness to the largest number of voters. The respon-
siveness and moderation attributed to the pursuit of the median
voter only obtain when the electorate is characterized by a relative-
ly “tall,” bell-shaped distribution. When the electorate is distributed
bimodally — recent evidence points in the direction of increasing
left-right polarization of the American electorate — a campaign
strategy catering to the median voter can actually cause more alien-
ation on the part of a larger number of voters. Bingham Powell’s
extensive study of election returns led him to conclude “contrary to
expectations from a Downsian image of two-party competition and
majorities, competition even in majoritarian design systems is
rarely confined to only two parties, seldom results in vote majori-
ties for one of them, and infrequently finds both main contenders
offering policy commitments close to the median voter.”25 In the
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same vein, Arend Lijphart observed “there is no evidence that
coalition cabinets in multi-party systems are less responsive than
one-party majority cabinets; on the contrary, coalition cabinets are
usually closer to the centre of the political spectrum — and hence
closer in their policy outlook to the average citizen — than one-
party cabinets representing either the left or the right.”26

Differences in the political institutions of democracies afford
anti-war voices different opportunities for political access and rep-
resentation. From this structural perspective, the U.S. is again more
different from the other industrialized democracies, especially the
continental European ones, than they are from each other. Many
continental European democracies are ruled by multi-party coali-
tions, and this fact is consequential for the theory of democratic
peace. The presence of multiple partisan voices within the ruling
coalition offers a constant source for political moderation, and pro-
vides a safeguard for accountability during the period between elec-
tions. In contrast, the winner-take-all system of electing govern-
ment officials — whatever its other merits — is less well adapted to
responding to changing public opinion when officials are not
actively campaigning for office. This is not to deny that these offi-
cials pay attention to polls when they are not seeking re-election,
but rather that they do not face the same demand as their counter-
parts working in proportional representation systems. The nature
of multi-party ruling coalitions is such that the partners have to
negotiate and compromise constantly in response to their respec-
tive constituencies, lest defection from any key member causes the
government to fall. Thus in a proportional representation system,
popular mandate is more a continuing project of mutual adjust-
ment rather than a challenge occasioned by the election cycle.

Naturally, compromise and negotiation are also present in U.S.
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politics. A tangible difference, however, is that in the U.S. case these
processes occur as much within political parties as between them.
American parties are decentralized, and they seek to encompass as
many interest groups as possible in order to win the largest number
of votes. The former tendency accounts in part for the lack of party
discipline, and the latter tendency helps to preserve the two-party
system and makes them non-ideological. In explaining why in con-
trast to the U.S., Canada has a multi-party system, Seymour Martin
Lipset observed that “it maintains a form of government that
requires disciplined parliamentary parties, that does not permit
cross-party alignments in the House of Commons or sharp diver-
gences among a party’s federal MPs from province to province, and
that does not provide primaries to resolve internal party
cleavages.”27 Weak party discipline and a divided government
based on the principle of checks and balances have the further
implication of reducing the citizens’ ability to hold officials
accountable because it is difficult for them to pinpoint responsibili-
ty for policy failures.28

To return to the question posed by this paper’s title, is the demo-
cratic peace theory still valid? It is important to recognize the het-
erogeneity of political cultures and institutions that exists among
the democracies. Given this variety, the causal mechanisms posited
for making democracies more peaceful cannot be expected to oper-
ate in the same fashion in all countries. It is also important to
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account for the special role played by the U.S. in the genesis and
evolution of the democratic peace theory. I suspect that the paper
topic assigned to me with its emphasis on the word still and its
question mark (Is the Democratic Peace Theory Still Valid?) has
something to do with the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq in March 2003.
American leaders, supported by their British allies, proclaimed a
unilateral right to initiate preventive war without United Nations
approval and in the absence of a direct and imminent threat to their
own national security. Surely, the decisions and public rhetoric of
these two democracies engender questions about the monadic ver-
sion of democratic peace. This paper suggests that Iraq may be
symptomatic of a more pervasive phenomenon of active and fre-
quent U.S. military intervention abroad. Washington’s readiness
and, in the case of Iraq, even eagerness to resort to force, covert or
overt, requires people to study more closely the peculiar nature of
American political culture and institutions. The U.S. has been
described as exceptional in its political culture and institutions, and
among the industrialized democracies American exceptionalism
extends seemingly to its frequent involvement in military conflicts
(Israel is the other obvious case). Of course, the U.S. is also excep-
tional in the preponderance of its power — no other country in the
modern era has ever enjoyed a comparable amount of supremacy in
its international profile. Therefore, a thorough examination of the
democratic peace theory can hardly afford to overlook the Ameri-
can elephant.
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Main Issues and Tasks Regarding
Peace-making in Northeast Asia

Yuanhong Ding

In order to realize lasting peace and stability in Northeast Asia, there are three

main issues, namely denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, Japan’s rela-

tionship with neighboring nations and the U.S.-led military alliance that need

to be addressed. For denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, the key is for

the main parties to show necessary goodwill and enough flexibility. For Japan,

its national efforts to become an influential “normal nation” in the internation-

al arena are fully understandable. However, this can only be realized through a

foreign policy of a friendly neighborhood, peace and development, rather than

an expansion approach relying on nationalism and enmity towards neighboring

countries. For the U.S.-led military alliance in Northeast Asia, China neither

agrees with nor opposes these bilateral arrangements, as long as they remain

as such. But it’s worth noting that the new development of a U.S.-Japan mili-

tary alliance may destabilize the whole region.

Lasting peace and stability in Northeast Asia will be propi-
tious to the mutual interests of the six countries in this
region. A series of issues need to be addressed in order to

achieve this goal. From the political perspective, I believe there are
three main issues, namely denuclearization of the Korean Peninsu-
la, Japan’s relationship with neighboring nations and the U.S.-led
military alliance.
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I. Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula

The Fourth Round of the Six-Party Talks concluded with a Joint
Statement on Sep. 19, 2005, not the Chairman’s Statement of the
previous rounds of talks. The Joint Statement not only has moved a
step further in its form, but also states that the DPRK has commit-
ted to abandoning all nuclear weapons and all aspects regarding
“reasonable concerns” for the DPRK. It also defines the responsibil-
ity of each relevant party in order to achieve denuclearization of the
Korean Peninsula. The Joint Statement is a creed document. This
arduous achievement owes thanks to the joint efforts and great
endeavor of all six countries. Unexpectedly, on the second day after
the announcement of the Joint Statement, some U.S. media pub-
lished articles accusing North Korea of engaging in illicit financial
activities including counterfeiting and money laundering. Then,
Assistant Secretary of State Christopher Hill, envoy and chief nego-
tiator of the U.S. delegation to the Six-Party Talks, publicly denounced
North Korea for seeking “only the survival of the administration”
and doubted “the existence reasons” for North Korea, which actual-
ly was a denial to the DPRK government. Following this, the U.S.
government implemented financial sanctions against the DPRK and
refused its requirement to hold bilateral negotiations on financial
issues. The U.S. Ambassador to Seoul even called Pyongyang “a
criminal regime.” These actions irritated the DPRK again and pushed
it to believe that the U.S. intends to block the Six-Party Talks. North
Korea has boycotted the Fifth Round of the Six-Party Talks until the
withdrawal of the financial sanctions by the U.S. This has put the
promising Six-Party Talks in jeopardy and stalemate. Under these
circumstances, the DPRK tested its missiles, which makes the
resumption of the Six-Party Talks even more difficult.

There are numerous disputes and big differences between the
U.S. and North Korea, which can be resolved gradually at an
appropriate later time through negotiations. The priority right now
is to concentrate on propelling denuclearization, the primary con-
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cern of all six countries, through the channel of the Six-Party Talks.
China has tried to persuade both the U.S. and North Korea not to
“lose the focus because of trivia,” but regrettably there has been no
obvious improvement so far. This event makes us realize the great-
est obstacle to any breakthrough in the Six-Party Talks and achieve-
ment of a nuclear-free Korean Peninsula is due to a lack of trust and
a deeply rooted, mutual hostility between the U.S. and North Korea,
the two key parties. This is inseparable due to the half-century-long
cold war mechanism on the Korean Peninsula.

Objectively speaking, the United States has inescapable responsi-
bilities for the emergence of the current nuclear crisis on the Korean
Peninsula. During the Clinton administration, the Agreed Frame-
work between the United States and the DPRK was reached in 1994
after bilateral negotiations with the method of “economic compen-
sation for dismantlement of nuclear weapons.” The nuclear issue on
the Korean Peninsula was not totally solved but the 1993-94 nuclear
crisis was over. As a result, it provided a favorable environment for
South Korea to pursue the Sunshine Policy towards North Korea.
Since the Bush administration came to power, U.S. foreign policy
towards North Korea took a 180 turn owing to the domestic politi-
cal needs and global strategic concerns. The United States has
labeled the DPRK as part of the “Axis of Evil,” similar to Iran and
Iraq, a target of the U.S. preventive strike, including the possible
use of nuclear weapons. Meanwhile, the U.S. stopped the imple-
mentation of the 1994 Agreed Framework and refused any bilateral
contacts with North Korea. U.S. leaders expressed more than once
“strong dislikes” towards Kim Jong Il on public occasions and
emphasized that North Korea must undergo regime change. Right
before air attacks and the invasion of Iraq, during Assistant Secre-
tary of State James Kelly’s visit to Pyongyang, he accused North
Korea of resuming nuclear weapon R& D, in violation of the agree-
ment between the U.S. and North Korea. He asserted that North
Korea has to abandon all nuclear weapons and existing nuclear
programs before the resumption of negotiations. The issues of
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human rights, missile tests and conventional weaponry all need to
be discussed as well. This aggressive attitude can not be accepted
by any nation with sovereignty and dignity. These series of absur-
dities caused the new nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula.

All these years, there have been ups and downs over the North
Korean nuclear issue. The multilateral talk which focused on a solu-
tion to the nuclear free issue have been on a devious route. Reflect-
ing on this flexuous process, any unbiased person will easily realize
that the United States seems not in a hurry to solve the nuclear
issue on the Korean Peninsula. Whenever talks seemed promising,
the U.S. would make some troubles and brought obstacles to the
talks. Some famous American scholars and former politicians pub-
lished lots of articles to criticize the current North Korea policy of
the Bush administration. Foreign Affairs magazine on Feb. 1, 2005,
printed an article by a renowned U.S. expert on North Korea issues,
Selig S. Harrison. It said that there was no credible evidence found
about North Korea secretly developing a program to enrich uranium
to weapons grade during the visit to Pyongyang by James Kelly.
The asserted accusation aims at termination of the 1994 accord
(known as the Agreed Framework) and using weapons-grade ura-
nium enrichment to scare Japan and South Korea, ultimately forc-
ing them to reverse their conciliatory North Korea policy. This is
because the U.S. is unhappy about South Korea’s “Sunshine Policy”
and Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s visit to Pyongyang
to discuss normalization of relations—-a visit that Japan had been
quietly exploring without telling the United States. Washington
worried that the policy of the Republic of Korea and Japan toward
North Korea had “slipped out of U.S. control.” This exposure plus
the words and actions of the U.S. government regarding the North
Korea nuclear issue over years can easily lead us to the following
conclusion: the U.S. government seems not to care about a proper
solution to a nuclear-free Korean Peninsula. On the contrary, the
U.S. wants to take advantage of this issue to maintain enough ten-
sion on the Korean Peninsula, keep pressure on North Korea, con-
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tain other relevant countries and hinder the unification process, in
order to retain the leading U.S. position on the Korean Peninsula
and in Northeast Asia affairs.

It is regrettable for the U.S. to take the above approach while
from time to time accusing China and the Republic of Korea of
inadequate cooperation for not adopting a high pressure policy
towards North Korea. This is obviously unfair and deliberate. In
order to maintain peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula and
in Northeast Asia, China has strived toward denuclearization of the
Korean Peninsula through peaceful negotiations. China never pur-
sues any self-interest, which is obvious to all. Being against the cur-
rent deadlock of the Six-Party Talks, China will keep close contacts
with all the other parties and continue to make a constructive con-
tribution to the resumption and new progress of the talks as early
as possible. Of course, the key is for the main parties to show good-
will and flexibility.

II. Japan’s Relationships with Neighboring Nations

In order to build peace and security in Northeast Asia, an unavoid-
able reality puzzle is general tensions between Japan and its neigh-
bors, like China, the Republic of Korea, the DPRK and Russia. Japan
deliberately took provocative actions on the issues of Yasukuni
shrine visits, the publication of history textbooks that whitewash
Japanese wartime atrocities, and on border disputes and resource
exploitation, resulting in deteriorating bilateral relations. This is the
inevitable consequence of foreign policy adjustments by the Japan-
ese government which were taken due to domestic and internation-
al reasons over a period of time.

Since the 1990’s, the Japanese economy has gone through a con-
tinuous slump and stagnation, Hawkish right thoughts have flour-
ished and right-wing forces have become resurgent. In order to
maintain a ruling position, the nationalist shift under the office of
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Prime Minister Koizumi of the ruling Liberal Democratic Party
(LDP) has moved Japan toward a broader use of its military and a
more muscular diplomacy in East Asia. Foreign policy adjustments
were applied to accommodate right-wing forces and divert the
attention of the Japanese public. As the globe’s second-largest econ-
omy, inferior only to the U.S., Japan attempts to recover the big
power status in the international realm through its economic abili-
ty, especially by maintaining its dominance in Asia, second to the
U.S.’s influence. In recent years, economic globalization has caused
fast developments in China, South Korea and Russia, but this is an
unhappy reality for Japan to face. In order to achieve its “big power
dream,” Japan intends to ignite the spirit of nationalism among the
public. Meanwhile, the U.S. affirmed Japan as a reliable force and
ally to break away from the isolation in the international realm
because of the invasion in Iraq and to further advance its hegemony
status in the world. Therefore, the U.S. turned on the “green light”
for Japan’s earnest dream to regenerate as a political and military
big power. The U.S. supported Japan’s campaign for a permanent
seat on the United Nations Security Council, urged it to revise its
“Peaceful Constitution,” pushed the Japanese Self-Defense Force to
go abroad and worked together on a “joint missile-defense shield,”
promoted Japan’s role and position in U.S. military deployment in
the Asian Pacific region and made it the backbone of a U.S.-designed
“Asia NATO.” All these actions and intentions meet Japan’s aggres-
sive mentality and have been regarded as a rare opportunity for
fulfilling its “big power dream.” Against this backdrop, the Japanese
government applied a lopsided foreign policy to accommodate its
“new role” defined by the U.S. Facing criticism within and outside
regarding the tense ties with neighbors, Prime Minister Junichiro
Koizumi publicly lauded the “most indispensable” friendship with
the U.S. He portrayed the Japan-U.S. alliance as the foundation for
better relationships with China and South Korea. He said that the
stronger the Japan-U.S. relations, the easier it would be to build
good ties with China, South Asia and other Asian countries as well
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as the rest of the world. This remark revealed that he is obsessed
with the alliance and despises relations with neighboring countries,
which reflected his political short-sightedness.

Due to geopolitics and geo-economics, properly handling neigh-
borly relations is bound to be a vitally important aspect of each
country’s national policy. The relations are of paramount impor-
tance to the immediate long-term interests of Japan, while the dete-
riorating relational ties will bring a loss to Japan first. As a devel-
oped nation, it is understandable that Japan wants to become an
influential “normal nation” in the international arena. But this can
only be realized through a foreign policy of a friendly neighbor-
hood and peaceful development, not through an expansion approach
relying on nationalism and enmity towards neighboring countries.
The latter approach only brings an opposite consequence and blocks
Japan’s prospect to transform into a so-called “normal nation.”

III. The U.S. – led Military Alliance

The United States formed a military alliance around the world,
including Northeast Asia as an important policy component in the
cold war confrontation period with the Soviet Union. The U.S.-led
military alliances with Japan and South Korea are a Cold War lega-
cy. With the end of the Cold War, this military alliance is inappro-
priate and goes entirely against the aspiration of the world seeking
peace and development. However, considering its global strategic
needs, the U.S. does not abort its military alliance policy, but also
takes various actions to strengthen the existing alliances in Europe
as well as in Asia. This is a reflection of Cold War mentality. Facts
show that the U.S. has two goals for strengthening its military
alliances: one is to control its allies through this special relationship;
the second is to use these alliances as a tool to interfere in the
domestic affairs of other countries and foster the U.S. hegemony
strategy. It is a vivid example that France and Germany received
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“punishment” because of their disapproval of the U.S. invasion of
Iraq.

Regarding the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-South Korea military alliances,
as long as each serves as a bilateral arrangement between the U.S.
and its ally, China does not agree with it but will not oppose it.
However, to China’s dismay, the U.S. continues to strengthen the
U.S.-Japan military alliance under the excuse of the alleged “China
Threats Theory,” while Japan’s expansion ambition unfolded under
the banner of this military alliance. Joint Statements by ministers of
the U.S. Department of Defense and Japan’s Foreign Affairs Min-
istry and related actions have surpassed the bilateral scope. More
obvious is that the military alliance has become a tool to be used to
interfere with China’s internal affairs and the Taiwan Strait. The
Chinese government and people uncompromisingly opposed this
intention. Taiwan is China’s inseperable territory. Therefore, China
will not allow any external force to interfere with China’s domestic
affairs and divide Taiwan from China. Consolidating the U.S.-Japan
military alliance has constituted the main threat in Northeast Asia
regional security and is the biggest obstacle to constructing a peace
and security mechanism in Northeast Asia.

China’s attitude towards the U.S.-South Korea military alliance
as a legacy of the Cold War is that it should be restricted to the bilat-
eral relationship. Even though China does not agree, China will not
oppose this bilateral arrangement. We notice that the Republic of
Korea leaders stated clearly that U.S. military forces stationed in
South Korea will not be involved automatically in a Taiwan Strait
conflict, according to comments regarding Joint Statements by min-
isters of Japan’s Foreign Affairs Ministry and the U.S. Department of
Defense. This is a wise statement. As a close neighbor and friendly
country, China expects the Republic of Korea to consider more what
is beneficial to maintain peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula
and in NE Asia while implementing the U.S.-South Korean military
alliance, and she should avoid any detrimental actions.

China insists on peace and development. China’s development
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will not cause threats to anyone, but only be beneficial to lasting
universal peace and mutual development. China stresses develop-
ing friendly cooperative relations with all countries on the basis of
the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence. China pursues a foreign
policy of building a good-neighbor relationship and partnership
with its neighbors, trying to create an amicable, secure and prosper-
ous neighborhood, and vigorously pushing forward to build a
security dialogue and cooperation mechanism in this region. China
has made and will continue to make efforts with all parties con-
cerned to promote peace, stability, security and development on the
Korean Peninsula and in Northeast Asia.
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Engagement Policy 
and Inter-Korean Relations: 
Developments and Tasks for the Future

Young-Kyu Park

This paper consists of three parts: 1) Rationale for an engagement policy

toward North Korea. The paper emphasizes that we must take the unique situa-

tion of the Korean peninsula into account in formulating a North Korea policy.

As for the uniqueness, the paper points out that while South Korea and North

Korea remain technically at war, we are still ethnically homogeneous and have

to figure out ways to coexist. In addition, our demographic distribution, a dis-

proportionate 25 million out of 47 million South Koreans, living within 70

miles of the military demarcation line is another uniqueness. In this regard, our

North Korean policy is bound to take on different forms and characteristics in

comparison with North Korean policies of other countries. However, the paper

also suggests that we must pursue a two-fold strategy of deterrence/embrace-

ment and security/cooperation until Pyongyang relinquishes its strategy to rev-

olutionize the South and create military provocation against the South. 2) The

second part of the paper discusses outcomes of developments in inter-Korean

relations since the implementation of the engagement policy: Establishment of

a substantive and cooperative relationship, Significant changes in North

Korea, and effect on peaceful resolution of the North Korean nuclear issue. 3)

The final part of the paper suggests future tasks regarding inter-Korean rela-

tions and the unification of the Korean peninsula. Economic and military coop-

eration should be forged in equilibrium since without progress on the military

front, relations in economic, social, and cultural areas are bound to be restrict-

ed. The ramifications of potential Korean unification are not confined to the

two Koreas. The stakes are high for the international community as well.
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Therefore, international support is required and the basis of international sup-

port is inarguably the strength of the alliance between South Korea and the

U.S. For this very reason, our strong alliance with the U.S. should be sustained

in the future and developed to establish peace in the Northeast Asian region by

responding to the changing strategic environment.

I. The Rationale for an Engagement Policy 
toward North Korea

South Korea has, for six decades, been faced with territorial
division and we have thus been compelled to take this
unique situation into account in formulating a policy

approach toward North Korea.
While South Korea and North Korea remain technically at war,

we are still an ethnically homogeneous people and will have to con-
tinue to search for ways to coexist for many years to come. In this
regard, our North Korean policy is bound to differ in both form and
characteristics in comparison with diplomatic policies that deal
comprehensively with other countries, and defense policies which
focus on national security.

Throughout the past half century, shaped as it was by the con-
text of the Cold War, we had no other choice but to adopt a North
Korean policy geared toward maintaining its political regime and
accordingly maintained an antagonistic position against the North
until the 1980s. Pyongyang also took advantage of the division of
the South and the North as a means to prop up its regime.

The fall of communism and the end of the Cold War in the late
1980s and early ’90s, however, created an amicable atmosphere
where South Korea was able to proactively pursue its North Korea
policies and seek progress in inter-Korean relations.

Nevertheless, fearing possible regime collapse, North Korea
stayed out of the transformation of the post-Cold War era and
instead chose the path of isolation and seclusion. In addition, the
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death of its founder Kim Il Sung and recurring droughts and floods
for 3~4 years from 1995 took a heavy toll on North Korea’s econo-
my, the damage to it being almost irreparable.

Amid North Korea’s worsening predicament, we couldn’t expect
any significant policy change from the North and improvement of
relations between the two Koreas appeared to be remote. It was not
until 1998, when we implemented policies encouraging reconcilia-
tion and cooperation, that North Korea started to overcome its inse-
curity regarding perceived or real threats to the stability of the
regime and began to pursue change in its own right.

Some favored the idea of accelerating North Korea’s disintegra-
tion by applying pressure and adopting a containment policy. How-
ever, this was not a viable option, since Pyongyang, driven into a
corner, could resort to military adventurism or a so-called ‘suicidal
provocation.’ Moreover, the feasibility of such policies appeared
doubtful as North Korea remained politically unified despite its eco-
nomic hardship, and neighboring countries did not favor the sud-
den downfall of North Korea, either.

Accordingly, while bolstering the nation’s strong security pos-
ture, we could only pursue a policy aimed at inducing North Korea
to change its hardline stance via reconciliation and cooperation
with a goal of achieving peace in the process.

This approach was probably the only realistic option on our
part, in the light of our economic circumstances and the reality of
our demographic distribution, with over half the population, a dis-
proportionate 25 million out of 47 million South Koreans, living
within 70 miles of the military demarcation line.

What should be emphasized here is that we should not forget
the unique situation of the Korean peninsula. If we work to under-
stand this uniqueness, I believe we can understand why we must
implement an engagement policy toward North Korea and try to
solve the North Korean nuclear issue with a policy focusing in par-
ticular on dialogue.

Historically, the end of the Cold War dawned in Europe not
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because of containment and pressure against East European coun-
tries and the Soviet Union, but because of active engagement efforts
by the United States and Western countries.

Our North Korean policy is also based on this historical backdrop,
although we must inevitably pursue a two-fold strategy of deter-
rence/embracement and security/cooperation until Pyongyang
relinquishes its strategy to revolutionize the South and its posture of
military provocation against the South.

Therefore, we must maintain our current peacekeeping strategy
by maintaining a robust security system to deter military provoca-
tion by North Korea, whilst simultaneously and proactively sup-
porting a peacemaking policy.

Negative peace, or passive peace, is not sufficient for maintain-
ing peace and security on the Korean peninsula. We must make
dual efforts to both create trust through a process of exchanges and
cooperation, and to establish a substantive cooperative relationship
based on that trust to reduce mutual threats.

In this regard, we can call our North Korean policy a “positive
peace policy,” in the sense that the nation seeks to boost exchanges
and cooperation with North Korea in order to expand the funda-
mental basis for peace.

The question now arises as to whether it is possible to maintain
an engagement policy toward North Korea under the current situa-
tion of North Korea’s missile test-launching conducted on the fourth
of July this year. I would argue that although South Korea should
not neglect the intensely negative reactions of the international com-
munity, South Korea must continue to make an effort on the diplo-
matic front to bring North Korea back to the six-party talks, and by
so doing, hopefully prevent further unnecessary provocative moves
by the North.

In other words, South Korea should continue to advance its for-
eign policy to ease tensions on the Korean peninsula. It goes with-
out saying that maintaining multi-dimensional dialogue channels
are essential if the South is to avoid any further aggravation or esca-

200 Peace & Policy Dialogue in Northeast Asia



lation of tensions. South Korea also needs to gear its policy toward
North Korea so that inter-Korean relations are developed through a
process which is essentially peaceful and stable.

Based on the above, the rationale for maintaining the engage-
ment policy toward North Korea still remains valid, although it
must be said that it is not being argued that implementation of the
engagement policy should be unconditional. If North Korea defies
international warnings and exacerbates current tensions by, for
example, conducting a nuclear weapons test or engaging in military
provocations against the South, current South Korean policy
toward the North should go through a reexamination.

II. Outcomes of Developments 
in Inter-Korean Relations

A. Establishment of a Substantive and Cooperative Relationship

The implementation of the engagement policy and the South-
North Korea summit meeting in 2000 prompted the transformation
of the inter-Korean relationship, marked by confrontation, a relic of
the Cold War era, to one of peace and coexistence. It also served as
a milestone in moving South-North relations into a more practical
phase. During this time, mutual trust between Pyongyang and
Seoul grew, enabling enhanced exchanges and cooperation between
the two Koreas.

Dialogue with the North has increased in frequency, with 33
contacts in 2002, 38 times in 2003 (in the space of 106 days), 25 times
prior to the suspension of talks in July 2004, 34 times in 2005, and 20
times this year.

Not only has there been an increase in the number of contacts,
but also an expansion in the areas which the dialogue covered,
demonstrating that substantive communication took place. Areas
include, but are not limited to, fisheries, marine policy, light indus-
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try, development of mineral resources, and agriculture. This is a
testament to the fact that the dialogue between the South and the
North is not being used as a forum solely for political propaganda,
but also for ‘substantive negotiations.’ The continuous flow of com-
munications is an indicator that one dialogue leads to another and
relations are developing in various areas.

There has also been a rapid increase in the number of South
Koreans visiting the North. From 2002 to last year 128,000 South
Koreans, excluding Mt. Geumgang tourists, have visited the North.
Among them, 87,000 visited the North in 2005 alone. This is a 58-
fold increase from some 2,200 who visited between 1991 and 1997.

Exchanges including trade grew to US$720 million in 2003, posi-
tioning South Korea as a major trading partner of the North, import-
ing one-third of North Korea’s exports (as of 2005, worth US$1.05
billion).

There is visible progress in major projects involving the two
Koreas, such as the construction projects aimed at linking the rail-
roads and highways of the South and the North and the develop-
ment of the Gaesung Industrial Complex, and Mt. Geumgang spe-
cial district.

The construction of the Gaesung Industrial Complex has com-
menced in earnest, and it is not only a project aimed at economic
cooperation but a symbolic gateway to joint prosperity and peace on
the Korean peninsula.

In particular, inter-Korean military cooperation will be inevitable,
although sporadic, as goods and personnel will be exchanged, pass-
ing across the demilitarized zone, and a wider geographic area will
be affected by such exchanges as a result of the increased points of
contact.

It is noteworthy that while we are pursuing economic coopera-
tion across the Korean peninsula, we are thereby increasing the
probability of military cooperation and an easing of tension. It is
well-known that Gaesung and Jangjun port are strategic military
strongholds for North Korea. Nevertheless, North Korea opened

202 Peace & Policy Dialogue in Northeast Asia



them up in order to promote economic cooperation. This new
emerging openness also includes the construction of railroads and
highways, the development of the Gaesung Industrial Complex,
and the Mt. Geumgang tour project.

In order to ensure militarily secure economic cooperation across
the DMZ, several rounds of working level talks between military
working level officers have taken place, and a direct military hot-
line was set up in the 10 years following the initiation of these talks.
It is encouraging to see signs of thawing tensions amid the process
of economic cooperation.

In addition, we are making all-out efforts to establish a mecha-
nism to ease tensions and build military trust by elevating military
cooperation to a higher level. As a first step to achieve this, the two
Koreas agreed, in principle, to promptly hold a general-level meet-
ing during the 13th ministerial meeting (Feb. 3~6, 2004), followed
by general-level meetings and working-level meetings, in which
both parties agreed to prevent accidental military conflicts in the
West Sea, halt mutual propaganda activities along the demarcation
line and remove propaganda signs across the border.

I believe that these peacekeeping efforts are producing real
peacemaking results and each reinforces the other in turn. It is
through this process that an increased likelihood of eventual peace
on the Korean peninsula can be ensured.

B. Changes in North Korea: Significant Change

In parallel with the substantive turnaround in inter-Korean rela-
tions, there are signs of significant internal changes in North Korea.

It is natural that we are interested in even minor changes occur-
ring in the North, as our North Korean policy focuses on “support
of North Korean change through inter-Korean exchange.”

In the past, we tended to view those changes from a dichotomous
perspective: ‘strategic change vs. tactical change’; or ‘symbolic
change vs. fundamental shift.’ However, this black and white type
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of interpretation can result in analytical inaccuracies and miscalcu-
lations, as this view considers only the results and not the process
by which change is occurring in North Korea.

Accordingly, I believe there is a stage we should not neglect in the
process of change of inter-Korean relations and internal change with-
in Pyongyang. That is, ‘significant change’ as an intermediate stage
from tactical or symbolic change to strategic or fundamental change.

In the light of changes occurring in North Korea, I believe there
are signs of ‘significant change’ in North Korea’s economy. Recent-
ly, and continuing for several years now, North Korea has been
implementing realistic foreign exchange, wage, and price policies to
overcome its economic predicament, and has been giving more eco-
nomic leeway to individuals and businesses.

Some 40 general markets have been set up in Pyongyang alone
and around 350 in major cities across the country since March 2003,
providing a wider outlet for private economic activities, albeit still
limited.

In addition, special economic zones have been designated to
serve as a buffer for economic openness, and the North is actively
exploring models for reform by sending delegates specializing in
market economy and law to countries like China, Vietnam, as well
as a number of states in Europe. Our assessment is that this move is
designed to foster and actively pursue the development of profes-
sional working-level personnel to support its reforms and policy of
increased openness.

The recent move by North Korea to pursue pragmatism is remi-
niscent of the reform and openness introduced in China and Viet-
nam in the early days of reform which both countries underwent in
the 1990s.

Changes in the social and cultural sectors are proceeding apace,
along with economic reform. A growing number of North Koreans
are opening their eyes toward practical values and the market econ-
omy. More North Koreans are adopting capitalistic values, as indi-
viduals start to trade in the marketplace. Their working attitude has
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become more active and positive with the adoption of incentive
systems.

Furthermore, North Koreans are exhibiting less distrust and
hostility toward their Southern counterparts. In some parts of the
North, South Korean songs and commodities are being sold, with
growing preference for South Korean products and a heightened
interest in the South’s popular culture. Sacks of rice, sent to North
Korea as humanitarian aid, labeled ‘Made in Republic of Korea,’
and fertilizer sacks marked with names of South Korean manufac-
turers, are being recycled across North Korea.

Changes in North Koreans’ attitudes have become possible with
facilitated exchanges in goods and personnel between the two
Koreas and increased awareness among North Koreans of humani-
tarian relief from the South.

It is true that there are areas where even symbolic changes are
yet to be seen, specifically in politics and the military. However, it
would be unfair to say that North Korea has not changed at all, just
because changes in those areas have been minimal. In light of the
characteristics of the North Korean regime, these are the sectors
where change will be the last to be witnessed. We argue that the
ongoing changes taking place in North Korea will eventually affect
the political and military sectors as well.

Continuity and change are two sides of the same coin, which is
why it is as important to pay attention to the side where change is
not occurring as to focus on the side where change is occurring.

Nevertheless, I believe we can achieve joint prosperity and
peace by pursuing policies supporting reconciliation and coopera-
tion to induce positive changes in North Korea by maintaining a
watchful eye on both sides of the coin; continuity and change. In
other words, the groundwork for peace and prosperity on the Kore-
an peninsula can be achieved by encouraging change in North
Korea to develop positive inter-Korean relations, rather than simply
applying pressure against the North.

205Engagement Policy and Inter-Korean Relations



C. Towards a Peaceful Resolution of the North Korean
Nuclear Issue

While the previous government’s North Korean ‘sunshine poli-
cy’ was developed to lure North Korea from the shadows into the
sun, the current government’s policy toward the North is to solidify
and develop change in Pyongyang within the framework of the
Northeast Asian region. The current administration’s North Korean
policy, therefore, stressing peace and prosperity, aims to build on
the tone and accomplishments of the ‘sunshine policy’ and expand
its scope and agenda.

If North Korea participates as a responsible member of the
Northeast Asian network with the help of other countries in this
region, based on improved inter-Korean relations, peace and pros-
perity in the Northeast Asian region can be secured. To this end,
North Korea should strive to revive its economy through reform
and openness and cast off its defensive stance and overwhelming
sense of insecurity, which in turn is fundamentally rooted in the
fear of regime collapse.

North Korea should be a proactive player on the international
stage by addressing the issue of WMD, as inter-Korean cooperation
and aid to the North will be limited unless the North addresses the
issue of nuclear weapons and the perceived threat they pose to the
international community.

While it has been agreed in principle that the escalating nuclear
issue should be resolved peacefully in the fourth round of the six-
party talks, the details of resolving several critical issues are still
open-ended.

It can be safely assumed that considerable time and effort will be
required before the complete resolution of the nuclear issue, since
North Korea considers the nuclear card a last resort to prop up the
current regime. Nevertheless, North Korea should hear our mes-
sage loud and clear that its plans for the development of nuclear
weapons are unacceptable.
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However, it is clear that the nuclear issue cannot be resolved
and will only be aggravated if North Korea is driven to the brink.
North Korea should reduce the level of its demands, while the glob-
al community should create the necessary conditions conducive to
North Korea’s voluntary abandonment of its nuclear weapons pro-
gram.

Seoul is making concerted diplomatic efforts to resolve the
nuclear issue peacefully, while expecting North Korea to change its
nuclear stance through improved inter-Korean relations. Since
October 2002, when North Korea’s uranium development plan was
unveiled, Seoul has been seeking dialogue with the North through
various communication channels, such as ministerial and working-
level meetings, in order to prevent the crisis from escalating further.

Against this backdrop, if inter-Korean relations are frozen alto-
gether, uncertainty regarding North Korea’s actions will rise, with
South Korea’s economy and security being adversely affected by
every word and every move emanating from North Korea.

Therefore, despite the lingering nuclear issue, we must maintain
amicable relations with the North so that improved relations in
turn can assist the resolution of the nuclear issue. As improved
inter-Korean relations in turn facilitate the six-way talks, and the
talks address the nuclear threat, we can expect that peace and pros-
perity on the Korean peninsula will eventually come in the not too
distant future.

III. Future Tasks

Unification of the Korean peninsula has not only an economic
aspect, but also security implications, which is why economic and
peaceful cooperation should be forged in tandem and in equilibri-
um. As such, the current military cooperation, still in its nascent
stage, should be elevated to a reduction of military tension, confi-
dence-building, and eventually to arms reduction. Without progress
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on the military front, relations in economic, social, and cultural areas
are bound to be restricted. North Korea’s missile test-launch is a
good example of this reality.

Sustainable peace will remain a pipe dream without defusing
inter-Korean military tensions. We must therefore commit our-
selves to laying the groundwork for peace, cooperation, and trust,
through ongoing meetings between military personnel of both
sides.

The ramifications of potential Korean unification are certainly
not confined to the two Koreas. The stakes are high for the interna-
tional community as well. Although the North undesirably tends to
define unification as a task that should be resolved by both Koreas
alone, citing promotion of ethnic homogeneity, it should be
achieved in harmony with inter-Korean cooperation bolstered by
international support so that the fruits of peace and prosperity can
be reaped.

The basis of international support is inarguably the strength of
the alliance between South Korea and the United States. The Korea-
U.S. alliance has served as the basis for economic development and
security and has made significant contributions to our political and
economic progress.

Today’s improved state of inter-Korean relations stemming from
peace and stability would not have been possible without the close
alliance with the United States. For this very reason, our strong
alliance with the United States should be sustained in the future and
developed to establish peace in the Northeast Asian region by
responding to an ever changing and evolving strategic environment.

Based on this future-oriented alliance with the United States and
by addressing North Korea’s nuclear program and improved inter-
Korean relations, we must spare no efforts in establishing sustainable
peace and prosperity on the Korean peninsula and in the Northeast
Asian region. It should be noted that without peace in this region,
peace on the Korean peninsula is unthinkable and vice versa.

A positive security environment which promotes peace and pros-

208 Peace & Policy Dialogue in Northeast Asia



perity in the Northeast Asian region is thus essential. It would also
do no harm to learn from the successes of the Organization for Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). In addition, a comprehen-
sive security mechanism that covers the economy, trade, the environ-
ment, terrorism, and international crime should be developed.

In short, I would like to stress that the South Korean govern-
ment is committed to strengthening its alliance with the United
States in this new era and to developing a Northeast Asian security
system which aims to promote peace and stability on the Korean
peninsula as well as throughout the entire Northeast Asian region.
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Development of Jejudo and Pursuit 
of World Peace

Dae-hwa Chung

This paper has two primary objectives: one is to introduce how Jeju Province,

as the first autonomous province in Korea (except in the areas of national

defense and diplomacy), will steer its course in developing Jejudo physically

and as a self-governing administrative unit. The second objective is to outline

how Jeju Province and the City ought to proceed from the base of this adminis-

trative and physical infrastructure so developed to pursue peace in the world.

In this exercise, the spirit of “Shanti (Peace with Self), Shanti (Peace with 

others), Shanti (Peace with Nature)” is explored to evaluate pursuit of peace

with self in Jejudo after the 4.3 or April 3rd (1948) Massacre, pursuit of peace

on the Korean peninsula, pursuit of peace and integration in Northeast Asia

and, finally, pursuit of peace in the world.

I. Introduction

The objectives of this paper are as follows: (I) Firstly, its
focus is on the development of Jeju-do1 itself (“do” here
meaning either “province” or “island” in Korean, depend-

ing on usage) as (1) “Jeju Free International City,” (2) an “Island of
World Peace, and (3) the first “Self-governing Province” in Korea.
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(II) Secondly, other foci are, as a logical outgrowth of the infrastruc-
ture Jeju Province and Jeju City have constructed, on prospects of
(1) peace and reconciliation of Jeju Island itself (at long last, arising
from the wounds of massacres that started on April 3, 1948, and
ended in 1953), (2) peace of the divided Koreas in reunification, (3)
peace and integration of Northeast Asia, and (4) ultimately peace of
the world in the 21st Century.

For these objectives, I will try to apply perspectives of Johan Gal-
tung, President of the TRANSCEND (Norway), in Peace by Peaceful
Means2 espousing: (1) “Diagnosis, (2) prescriptions (& prognosis),
and (3) therapy” as means of conflict transformation and conflict
resolution. His suggestion for resolution of the Korean problem
through “Confederation –> Federation –> Unification” and his sug-
gestion for East Asian Community (EAC) building for peace and
integration of East Asia/Northeast Asia through the Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Asia-Pacific (OSCAP) will be
explored.

Secondly, I will also try to draw from perspectives of Glenn D.
Paige, President of the Center for Global Nonviolence, Honolulu,
Hawaii, concerning his (1) “Nonviolence,” (2) Nonkilling Global
Political Science,3 and (3) especially, “Nonkilling Korea.” I also use
(4) the Hindu philosophy of “Shanti, Shanti, Shanti,”4 (“Peace with
self, peace with others, and peace with nature”) as elaborated and
introduced to me by Paige.
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II. Development of Jeju City as a “ Free International
City” and Development Of Jeju Province as an

“Island of World Peace”

A. Development of Jeju City as a “Free International City” and
Development of Jeju Province as an “Island of World Peace.”

The province of Jeju enacted a “Special Law for Jeju Free Interna-
tional City” in 2002 as a vision for the 21st century and proceeded
ever since to develop a (1) free international city and an island of
world peace. President Rho Moo-Hyun of the Republic of Korea
declared Jeju Province as (2) an “Island of World Peace” on January
27, 2005. Another significant development was that Jeju was
launched as a (3) “Special Self-governing Province” on July 1, 2006, for
the first time in Korea, endowing the province full self-government
(like a state government in the United States of America) with the
exception of rights pertaining to national defense/security and for-
eign policy.5

Especially significant, as of this writing, is the designation by the
government of this Special Self-governing Province as the only offi-
cial “International Conference Site” in Korea on September 13, 2006.
Also, steps are currently being taken to register many parts of this
island, such as Mt. Halla and the Sungsan Ilchulbong (the Sungsan
Sunrise Peak) as UNESCO World heritage sites and also the Jeju
women divers as one of the World’s Intangible Assets.6 We shall
now elaborate on these three aspects of Jejudo in the following
order: (1) The Jeju Free International City Project is designed to propel
Jeju Island into the Northeast Asian hub of tourism, finance, logis-
tics, and high-tech science by 2011. It hopes to create a free trade
zone and also induce foreign investment with a lot of incentives
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(we may elaborate on these later) to promote BT and IT industries,
among others. Jeju Province is 1,846 square kilometers in area (thus
it is three times larger than the city of Seoul, it being close to 600
square kilometers; and larger than the island of Oahu, Hawaii,
which is approximately 600 square miles). It has 2,800 kilometers of
highways and roads, 80.6% of which are paved, with a population
of some 550,000+ people. It is within two (2) air hours of at least 18
cities with a population of 5 million or more, including the cities of
Tokyo, Osaka, Beijing, Shanghai, and Taipei.7

What is free about the city? Jeju Free International City will be a
place where the movement of goods, services, and people and
transactions of foreign investment are conducted with a minimum
amount of restriction, and corporate activities are guaranteed with
the fewest regulations possible. All pertinent regulations regarding
these activities will insure the maximum freedom by the legal sta-
tus permitted by the Special Law governing the Jeju Free Interna-
tional City enacted in 2002.8 In addition, the Jeju International Air-
port free trade zone is envisaged and a lot of incentives for invest-
ments and tax breaks are allowed, as we shall elaborate on later in
the part on the Jeju Special Self-governing Province. In addition to
all the above, traffic is virtually unhindered and free in this city and
province (except for a small downtown rush hour), with free high-
ways without congestion.

Jeju’s traditional “Sam Moo (Three-No) Spirit” deserves a spe-
cial mention here: It involves (1) “no beggars,” (meaning economic
self-sufficiency and self-help on the island), (2) “no thieves,” (imply-
ing security), and (3) “no gates” (meaning mutual trust and com-
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munity spirit) among the people of Jejudo. I would like to add here
a lot more. They are (4) no railways, (5) no subways, (6) no tunnels,
(7) no toll roads or toll gates, (8) no parking meters (instead, there
are “free” municipal parking lots in this city), (9) no potholes, (10)
no cops on the street, (11) no homeless, (12) no visas for most for-
eign travelers, (13) no war-making facilities or a military base wor-
thy of the name, (14) no serious violence or crimes (compared to
other major cities of similar size in the world), and (15) no terror-
ism. How much more free can you get?

(2) The “Island of World Peace” plans originated in the then Special
Law governing Development of Jeju Province in 1999 (it is trans-
formed into the current “Special Law governing Jeju Free Interna-
tional City”). In May of 2001, a Committee for Promotion of the
“Island of World Peace” was organized and finally on January 27,
2005, President Roh Moo-Hyun of Korea declared Jejudo as an
“Island of World Peace.” The declaration stated:

The Government of the Republic of Korea designates Jejudo as an

Island of World Peace in accordance with Article 12, Special Law

establishing Jeju Free International City in order that Jejudo may

make its contribution to international peace, creatively inheriting

Jeju’s “Three-No-Spirits,” uplifting the April 3rd (1948) tragedy into

a loftier and higher level with mutual reconciliation, mutual co-exis-

tence and life together, continuing the spirit of various summit

diplomacies held on the island.

The Government of the Republic of Korea affirms that it will carry

out the following into action in order that Jejudo may be able to per-

form its designated functions and practice its required roles as an

Island of World Peace:

– Proclaim world-over that Jejudo is designated as an Island of

World Peace by the Government of the Republic of Korea and

carry out various projects without fail, in order to materialize

the ideals of the Island of World Peace.

– Through the Declaration of the Island of World Peace, the
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Government of the Republic of Korea will help Jejudo develop

into Jeju Free International City with free international exchanges

and cooperation.

– The Government of the Republic of Korea will actively assist

Jejudo to attain its programs of promotion and expansion of

peace.

On the occasion of declaring Jejudo as an Island of World Peace the

Government of the Republic of Korea reaffirms its resolve to the

world that it will take the lead in the promotion of peace through-

out the world.9

I think this proclamation of “Island of World Peace” is self-
explanatory.

(3) The “Special Self-governing Province” status and reorganization
and administrative reforms of the whole island deserve a mention
now. Since December 4, 2002, when a Jeju Province ordinance
regarding administrative reorganization was enacted and a Reform
Committee was established, steps toward a Special Self-governing
Province were jump started. A referendum by the residents of the
province for this plan was conducted on July 27, 2005, with 57% of
voters approving. President Rho expressed his support for the plan
on February 12, 2003, and the plans were finally approved by the
National Assembly of the Republic of Korea on February 9, 2006,
and finally, the Jeju Special Self-governing Province was launched
on July 1, 2006, with rights to self-govern itself, with the exception
of rights pertaining to national defense/security and diplomacy.10

Worthy of special mention also is that four former administra-
tive units, namely two cities and two counties of Jeju Province, have
been reorganized into only two cities — indeed a gigantic reform
and a step forward — for the people and history of Jejudo. These
reforms entailed tremendous and overwhelming changes in the
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areas of education (permitting foreign schools), tourism, medical
services (permitting foreigners to practice), taxation, civil servants
(including hiring of foreigners as civil servants), many inducements
for foreign investments, such as tax breaks (exemption of 100% of
income tax for 5 years and property tax for 7 years and exemption
of 100% of local tax for 15 years for foreigners in investing areas, to
name just a few), long-term reduction of fees for lease of public and
government properties, and housing privileges such as providing
apartments for qualified foreigners.11

Thus, the Jeju Special Self-governing Province can relish the
administrative freedom that it has obtained within the authority
outlined by the central government. “Therefore, Jeju will have the
same advantages of autonomy that Hong Kong or any state in
America is entitled to.”12

B. Physical Development Plans of Jeju Province 
and the Jeju Free International City Development Center 
(JDC) in action13

Since 2001, the Korean Government has initiated the develop-
ment of the Jeju Free International City Project to foster Jeju Island
as a free international city. To this end, the Jeju Free International
City Development Center (JDC) has been established as a govern-
ment-run organization. It has served as an exclusive support sys-
tem for the Jeju Free International City which includes a special
legal system and various investment incentives. The JDC is going to
be headed by new leadership, Kyoung-T’aek Kim of Cheju National
University, who will take over as new Chairman of the Board in the
near future (Oct. 2006).14

The Korean Government along with the JDC has selected the
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following seven leading projects to activate the development of the
Jeju Free International City and to supplement the tourism infra-
structure on Jeju Island. More than $4.5 billion U.S. dollars are expect-
ed to be invested, including public funds and private investment
from Korea and around the world.

Five of these projects are for leisure and tourism development
while two are geared toward the high-tech industry. That way, the
entire development will dovetail with the regional characteristics,
needs, and the natural environment. These ambitious projects are as
follows:15

Project 1: the development of a High-Tech Science and Technology

Complex, adjacent to Cheju National University. This

future-oriented science-technology complex will integrate

the functions of education, R&D, and high-tech businesses

that may utilize the biological resources, pristine environ-

ment, and geographical features of Jeju Island.

Project 2: the development of a resort-style residential complex in

Yere-dong. A world-class resort-style residential complex

will be developed that combines residential and medical

services for high-income senior citizens and tourists who

come to Jeju Island for recreation and medical care from

around the world.

Project 3: the construction of the Ecological Park and the Myths and

History Park, in Daejong. These theme parks will become

fascinating tourist attractions that are based on the unique

cultural heritage, history, legends, natural environment,

and mystical “oreums” (secondary volcanic cones), native

characteristics of Jeju Island.

Project 4: the development of world-class shopping outlets in Aewol.

This multi-purpose shopping complex will provide shop-

220 Peace & Policy Dialogue in Northeast Asia

15 Peace Island published by World Association of Island Studies, Jejudo, Korea,
Vol. 1, 2005, pp. 47-53.



ping opportunities for world-renowned name brand goods

along with specialized restaurants surrounded by beaches

and scenic views.

Project 5: the re-development of the Seogwipo Tourist Port. The

Seogwipo Port will become a “Beautiful Port” that harmo-

nizes its magnificent surroundings with marine tourism

and leisure facilities, including a marine museum, a fish

market, a seafood center, and a beneath-the-ocean-tour

aboard commercial submarines.

Project 6: the establishment of the Jeju Airport Free Trade Zone. The

Free Trade Zone will be established as a base for the promo-

tion, processing, and export of Jeju products as well as to

further develop the air logistics industry. It would be a base

for environment-friendly production and a high value-

added logistics industry. It will also induce international

high value-added businesses to locate on Jeju Island, thus

securing a base for free trade in the competitive global mar-

ket place.

Project 7: the expansion of the Jungmun Tourist Complex. The Jung-

mun Tourist Complex, one of the best known tourist desti-

nations of Jeju Island, and venue for international summit

conferences (heads of states of Russia, the U.S.A., China,

and Japan came here), will be expanded and upgraded by

adding more hotels, a marine park with aquariums, and

other entertainment facilities.

C. Korea’s Tourist Mecca: Honeymooners, School Children,
and Chinese

Since about 1980, Jeju Island has been a honeymooner’s haven
for Koreans and a destination for school children as well as college
students before graduation. Also, Chinese mainlanders as well as
Taiwanese and Japanese are allowed to visit Jeju Island without
visa, along with Americans and many others. This particularly

221Development of Jejudo and Pursuit of World Peace



enabled an “onslaught” of mainland Chinese to Jejudo, as Shanghai
is perhaps the closest point to Jejudo.

Jejudo is a semi-tropical area with tangerines covering the whole
island with the color of gold in the fall. The tangerine industry is
second only to tourism. Jejudo boasts pristine beaches, mountains
with 368 volcanic cones, and natural caves unique to the island. It
has many sites of movie locations, where young people of Japan,
China, and other countries love to visit. Jejudo has at least 40 muse-
ums of various sorts16 and ongoing festivals of many kinds all
throughout the year. Weather is the mildest in all of Korea.

As mentioned previously, at least 18 cities with a population of 5
million or more are within two (2) air hours or less (in case of
Fukuoka, Japan, approximately 45 minutes). This results in a lot of
mainland Chinese as well as Taiwanese (they together outnumber
the Japanese tourists) and Japanese coming to this island, as it is a
short hop from their countries. It was just announced today (Sep-
tember 8, 2006) that Fushing (phonetic) Airline of Taiwan increased
its twice weekly flights to Jejudo to 14 flights a week and in Octo-
ber, it will be increased to 28 flights a week. Also, beginning in
October, the Shanghai-Jeju route also will have 28 flights per week,
resulting in a total number of 78 flights on this route. The tourist
industry in Jeju is already concerned with keeping everything the
way it is without reduction.17 This is an almost breath-taking devel-
opment and an “amazing” indication of the increase of tourism
from Taiwan and China.18

Jeju International Airport will be expanded by 2010 and a new
shuttle air service exclusively named “Jeju Air”(with mostly Jeju
funds) started service on June 5, 2006,19 adding to the two national
airlines, Korean Air and Asiana, and other international lines in 
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service already. The travel time to Korea’s famous Mt. Gumgang
(“Diamond Mt.”) used to be 18 hours by boat and car in 1998. In
2001, this was reduced to 6 hours by land and Jeju Air reduced it to
3 hours, 1 hour by air and 2 hours by car.20 This is a remarkable
new development in tourism in Korea along with the bullet train
connecting Seoul and Busan. As previously mentioned, a world-
class shopping mall and a free trade zone are underway and are to
be completed near the international airport by 2012. Jejudo is a very
safe place with road conditions as good as OECD countries.

Traditionally, Jeju has been noted for “Sam Da” or “Three Plen-
ties,” (1) Plenty of wind, (2) plenty of rocks, and (3) plenty of women.
Jeju now has (4) plenty of museums, (5) plenty of festivals, (6) plenty
of roads, (7) plenty of wild flowers, (8) plenty of pheasants, (9) plenty
of deer, (10) plenty of horses, (11) plenty of volcanic cones, and (12)
plenty of tourists, among others...

D. Hawaii (Oahu) and Jejudo: A “War Island” and an “Island
Of World Peace” with 5 million Tourists per Year Each

Jejudo is 271 square kilometers larger than the Island of Oahu
where Honolulu is located which is 596.7 square miles. According
to 101 Things To Do on Oahu,21 and the statistics of Jejudo Province,
tourists to both Honolulu, Oahu and Jejudo were estimated to be
approximately 5 million respectively in 2004 and remain more or
less the same. The total number of tourists to the state of Hawaii,
consisting of some 7 islands, is estimated to be around 7 million a
year. Approximately ninety per cent (90%) of tourists to Jejudo con-
sisted of Koreans and less than 10% foreigners, while approximate-
ly 70% of tourists to Honolulu were U.S. mainlanders and the other
30% consisted of foreigners.
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The 5 million tourists figure both to Jejudo and Honolulu is
remarkable in that Jejudo is a late comer to tourism compared to
Honolulu. Tourism started in Honolulu after WWII in 1945; however,
tourism in Jejudo probably started in 1980, some 35 years later than
Honolulu. Where Oahu’s population is estimated to be around
900,000 to a million, Jejudo’s population is slightly more than a half
million, it being 530,000 plus (in 2001). It is this writer’s estimate
that Jeju, therefore, has much less traffic, while its paved roads
(80.6% of all roads) may be longer than that of Honolulu/Oahu.

Jeju is declared as the “Island of World Peace” without any mili-
tary base worthy of the name (there is the Jeju Naval Defense Com-
mand ) and with at the least 1 or 2 peace museums (including a
forthcoming peace park), whereas Hawaii is described as an “Island
of War” by Glenn Paige. Paige states that:

In exploring the possibility of nonkilling island societies in the con-

text of Korea’s pioneering project to develop Jejudo as a “Peace

Island,” comparison with a “War Island” is inevitable. Hawaii pro-

vides an example: a war-fighting military base; large land, sea, and

air forces; high military land use; patriotic war monuments (Pearl

Harbor, Battleship Missouri, and Punchbowl National Cemetery of

the Pacific); an Army Museum in Waikiki; no peace museum; a

large military veteran population (14% of the civilian population

over age 18); numerous specially purchased automobile license

plates proclaiming pride in service, sometimes “combat wounded”

in WWII, Korea, Vietnam, and the Gulf, and now coming, Iraq; ....

Symbols of Hawaii’s militarization are the proud participation

by Hawaii’s governor and a U.S. senator in the June 17, 2006, dedi-

cation of the new 2.6 billion dollar stealth nuclear submarine,

named the “USS Hawaii.” ...The USS Hawaii now joins the 2 billion

dollar nuclear-weapon-capable B-2 stealth bomber named the

“Spirit of Hawaii.” For over a century Hawaii has been a base for

projecting American military power into the Asia-Pacific region and

is now capable of extending it anywhere in the world.22
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In Honolulu, Oahu, the most densely populated island in the
Hawaiian archipelago (900,000 or some 75% of a total population of
1,257,608 in 2003), the military controls 85,718 acres out of 382,148
acres or 22.4% of the island. According to the State of Hawaii in
2003, there were 44,458 active duty military personnel and 56,572
military dependents living in Hawaii, the combined total of which
amounted to 8% of Hawaii’s population of 1,257,608. Combined
with 116,000 retired military personnel living in Hawaii, the mili-
tary-connected population totaled 217,030 or 17% of Hawaii’s total
population.23

According to Kaleikoa Kaeo, a Kanaka Maoli activist, “The U.S.
military in Hawaii is a monster he’e (octopus). Its head is represent-
ed by the Pacific Command, its eyes the mountaintop telescopes
and radar facilities, and its brain and nervous system the supercom-
puters and fiber optic networks that crisscross the islands. The ten-
tacles of the he’e stretch from the west coast of North America to the
East coast of Africa, from Alaska to Antarctica.24 By contrast, Jejudo,
as an ‘Island of World Peace” does not currently have military bases
worthy of name, except a small Jeju Naval Defense Command, as
mentioned previously.
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III. Jeju as a “Hub” of Peace in Northeast Asia 
and the World

Jeju has been a venue for international summit conferences since
Mikhail Gorbachev visited Jeju on April 18, 1991. This was followed
by Bill Clinton, Jang Je-min of China, and Hashimoto and Koizumi
of Japan. Jeju also was used by Cabinet-member level meetings of
North and South Korea.25 Thus, Jeju Island has been reborn as the
“Island of World Peace” with the commitment to deliver messages
of peace to the world. The Jeju Peace Institute (JPI), established on
March 24, 2006, will be a nucleus and a clearinghouse for peace-
related activities, such as research, education/training, conferences,
networking and thus become a hub of peace in Northeast Asia and
the world. It aims to be a world-class peace institute, an indepen-
dent non-profit research center (initially, however, with financial
help of the national government, Jeju provincial government, and
private funds). It hopes to be financially and otherwise independent
in the years to come. JPI will oversee the Jeju Peace Forum which
has been held bi-annually since 2001.

JPI also has a Peace Center under the same wing with the pur-
pose to provide peace education with a wax museum of interna-
tional dignitaries who participated in the summit conferences in
Jeju, mentioned above, and other prominent peace-makers/activists,
such as former President Nelson Mandella of South Africa, Rev.
Martin Luther King, Jr. of the United States, Mr. Mohandas Gandhi
of India, Ham Suk-Hon of Korea, and many others. A proposed
“Peace Tour” is designed to end here at the Peace Center. JPI is thus
charged with, among others tasks, a historic mission to carry out a
comprehensive program of research, international conferences and
educational outreach activities to promote peace and prosperity on
Jeju Island, the Korean Peninsula, in Northeast Asia and the world
at large for all humankind.26 We shall now discuss how this mission

226 Peace & Policy Dialogue in Northeast Asia

25 Island of World Peace, op. cit., p. 8.



will unfold and be expanded in the years to come.

A. “Peace with Self”: Peace and Reconciliation in Jejudo
after the 4.3 Massacre

Diagnosis: the people of Jeju have come a long way. Jejudo was
once an independent Kingdom, named Tamna in ancient times (as
was Hawaii once an island Kingdom). It was occupied by the Mongol
Army for almost 100 years. The Mongol Armada failed to invade
Japan due to a typhoon the Japanese called “Kamikaze” or “Devine
Wind.” During the Japanese occupation of Korea, Jejudo was fortified
as a last stand and stronghold (like Okinawa) of defense against the
American military onslaught to Japan proper. It was ironical that it
was here in Jejudo that Japanese suicide bombers named “Kamikaze”
flew sorties to bomb Nanjing, China — the closest point from Jejudo.
Jeju is closer to Nanjing than Japan proper is to Nanjing.

During the United States Military Government in Korea (USMGIK)
and military occupation, a massacre occurred in Jejudo, starting on
April 3, 1948, and ending on September 21, 1954 (by ending the pro-
hibition to go to Halla Mountain), killing approximately 30,000
young and old, men and women — mostly civilians — as Jeju people
resisted separate election in South Korea alone.27 These people were
oppressed and persecuted, resulting in some of them taking to the
mountains of Halla to be resistance fighters or guerrillas. The U.S.
Governor-General in Jejudo, Colonel John S. Mansfield, is known to
have told then Korean garrison (the Korean 9th regiment) comman-
der Lt. Col. Kim Ik-Ruhl that “the Cheju rebellion must be painted as
a Communist rebellion in order to counter the Soviet propaganda.”28

227Development of Jejudo and Pursuit of World Peace

26 Jeju Peace Institute: The Hub of World Peace, published by Jeju Peace Institute,
2006, p. 6

27 Kwon Gissok, Giokui Jungchi (Politics of Memory: Social Memory of Genocide and
Historical Truth) (Seoul: Munhakgwa Jisungsa, 2006), p. 71.

28 Lt. Gen. Kim Ik-Ruhl, The Truth about Cheju 4.3, published by Korea Web
Weekly, www.kimsoft..com/1997/43kima.htm Ch. 9, p. 3.



The U.S. Army in Korea looked away as wanton massacres were per-
petrated by the Korean army garrison, police, and gangsters from
North Korea known as North-West Youths (or Sobuk Ch’ungnyon-
dan). This struggle is known as the first resistance in Asia against the
U.S. occupation policies in the words of John Merrill who said,
“Nowhere else did such a violent outpouring of popular opposition
to a postwar occupation occur.”29 American responsibility in this car-
nage is unmistakable. John Merrill states that: 

“Americans were present as advisors throughout the pacification

campaign and should have attempted to modify the excessive bru-

tality with which the operations were often conducted. The excuse

that these excesses were inevitable in any case, and that they should

not detract from the main goal of defeating the insurgency is uncon-

vincing.”30

I want to also quote Bruce Cumings on the question of American
responsibility on this matter. He stated at a Tokyo conference that 

“I wish to address a single question in my lecture, which is the legal

and moral responsibility of the United States for widespread mas-

sacres and unsparing brutality with which the Chejudo rebellion

was suppressed.”31

Prescriptions: the tragedy of the April 3rd (1948) Massacre is
now gradually being transformed into reconciliation in the spirit of
“Sam Moo” and mutual life together — for peace, transcending the
unfortunate past. The fact-finding efforts that started in 1960 were
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rekindled in 1988 (after the demise of the military dictatorships in
Korea and some 40 years after the massacre). In 2000, a special law
regarding the 4.3 was enacted and in 2003 (and as of this writing in
September 2006, this law is being revised with expansion of the
rights of victims)32 a report was published about the fact-finding,
and finally President Roh Moo-Hyun himself apologized officially
for the incident. Compensation for the victims has started and a
huge Peace Park in commemoration of the incident is now nearing
completion.

This is an exemplary effort to settle the past problems of inva-
sions and violence through “nonviolence” and not through retribu-
tion, or creation of new conflicts.33 One outstanding example is
transforming the Mongolian horses (The Mongols made Jeju their
National Ranch for breeding Mongolian horses) raised for invasion
and warfare into “horses for cultivation and agriculture.”34 Indeed
a splendid conflict transformation process!

It goes without saying that the people of Jejudo suffered immense-
ly under the Mongols, Japanese, Americans, and their own govern-
ments with a 200-year prohibition policy of Jeju inhabitants not to
leave the island, and making Jejudo a venue for exiles. After the
demise of the Cold War and military dictatorships in Korea, the peo-
ple of Jejudo have been working hard (like the fierce women divers
who rose against the Japanese occupation) this time to reach reconcil-
iation and harmony — only in the last couple of decades or so — (as
they had been “forbidden” to even talk about it for over 40 years
under successive civilian and military dictatorships, including that of
Syngman Rhee). The people of Jejudo have been working very hard
to heal wounds of the past, to achieve reconciliation and peace
among themselves — arising like a phoenix....Indeed, they have
come a long way to achieve peace with others and especially, “Peace
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with Self.”
Therapy: what now for the peaceful Jejudo is our question. On

this question, I would like to derive from insights of Glenn Paige
from his article, “Is A Nonkilling Island Society Possible?” He sug-
gests three characteristics of a nonkilling island society:

(1) There is no killing of humans and no threats to kill. (2) There are

no weapons for killing humans and no justifications for killing; i.e.,

no “hardware” and no “software” for killing humans. (3) There are

no conditions of island society that can only be maintained or

changed by threat or use of killing force.35

He notes that Jeju Island traditions of “a kingdom without
weapons,” the “Sam Moo” or “three nos” (no gates, no beggars, no
thieves), and the more egalitarian social role of women, provide
glimpses of nonkilling island capabilities. He further suggests the
following for Jejudo.36

On security: the need for nonkilling island security (no killing of
islanders by each other, by outsiders, or by islanders of outsiders),
can be creatively pursued by drawing upon global nonviolent polit-
ical-military theory, practice, and institutional developments. These
range from nonviolent childhood socialization, through popula-
tions and police without firearms, rehabilitative prison alternatives,
and preparations for massive nonviolent civilian defense — to
worst-case employment of nonlethal weapons.

On Economy: Nonkilling island societies need nonkilling
economies. This means to refuse to profit from economies and cul-
tures of killing. For example, Japanese friends of Korea have
expressed concerns that Yakuza gangsters are coming to Jejudo for
firearm practice in businesses offering guns and shooting galleries
that are banned in Japan. Hawaii offers the same kind of “shooting”
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galleries or businesses.
Paige states that “More positively, island societies should seek

to become prosperous by the creation, consumption, and export of
nonkilling goods and services. In sum, “nonkilling should be prof-
itable” (emphasis added). The concept of Jeju as a Peace Island sup-
ported by national, provincial, and local governments offers extra-
ordinary economic opportunities. The people of Jejudo can become
creators and exporters of nonkilling ideas, goods, arts, and experi-
ences of great value to themselves and a violence-weary world. Dif-
fused through information technologies these could range from
Peace Island T-shirts and nonkilling TV dramas drawing upon
Korean filmmaking genius, to nonkilling leadership and citizen
summits that can help shift “colossally wasted” billions of violent
dollars to service human needs. Paige further advocates needs for
nonkilling education and establishment of a “Nonkilling Leader-
ship Academy” in all sectors of island life — in government, law
enforcement, business, labor, education, media, culture, and civil
society organizations.37

B. Peace of Two Koreas thru Confederation–>Federation–>
Unification.

This I consider to be a very important part and, therefore, I want
to dwell at some length.

Diagnosis: as we expand from peace with self, the larger self is
peace within the Korean peninsula. The division of Korea by the
United States and the former Soviet Union, the war in Korea (1950-
1953), and uneasy truce (1953-up to the present) caused much suf-
fering and trauma for Koreans as well as foreigners. What we need
is reconciliation on the Korean peninsula. The logical next step
would seem a “Peace Treaty” among the Koreans themselves and
other protagonists in the war. In this case, however, the signatories
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of the 1953 truce were North Korea and China on one side and the
United Nations side on the other, represented by the United Nations
Command, headed by a U.S. general without South Korean partic-
ipation. This peace treaty, however, would require withdrawal of
foreign troops, i.e., the United States military force in Korea. The
U.S. troops have stayed in Korea for almost 60 years and they seem
prepared to stay for the foreseeable future, in spite of the usual lip
service to the contrary, as China is emerging as a power to reckon
with in this part of the world.

It is my opinion that the United States forces and continuing
joint military exercises have hindered rather than promoted Korean
reunification efforts over the years. You can say that a thaw on the
peninsula also began in the aftermath of the demise of the Cold
War and dictatorships in South Korea, and that the emergence of
the civilian regimes of Kim Young-Sam, Kim Dae-Jung, and now
Roh Moo-Hyun had a change of heart, so to speak, as regards to
North Korea.

The current stalemate on the Korean peninsula concerns the so
called “North Korean nuclear problem or threats” which are blown
out of proportion by neo-cons led by Dick Cheney or what Chalmers
Johnson calls “The chicken hawks of the Bush administration.”38

Johnson also believes “the bellicosity of North Korea has been greatly
exaggerated too.39

Prognosis: I believe that the North Korean nuclear problem can
be resolved in one stroke if the President of the United States meets
with the North Korean leader Kim Jong-Il face to face with determi-
nation to settle the problem. According to Johnson, the Clinton
administration stalled implementing the 1994 Geneva Agreed
Framework (to scrap the North Korean nuke programs in exchange
for security guarantees, etc.), hoping that the North Korean regime
would simply collapse40 which we all know never happened.
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Then in October 2000, Clinton sent U.S. Secretary of State
Madeleine Albright to Pyongyang to meet the North Korean leader,
and a North Korean Marshal Cho Myong-Rok visited Clinton in the
White House in full North Korean Army uniform. According to for-
mer Secretary of State Colin Powell, everything was on the table
ready to sign. Clinton’s anticipated visit to Pyongyang, which
would have sealed the North Korean nuclear program once and for
all, unfortunately never materialized in the last moments of his
term as President. In the early days of the Bush administration,
however, these favorable trends in Korea and in Washington came
to a screeching halt. In his state-of-the-union address of January
2002, Bush identified North Korea as one of the three nations
belonging to an “Axis of Evil” The speech writer was David Frum
and he regretted it.41

I believe that behind Bush’s policy speech and incessant North
Korean bashing are Jewish lobbying against the proliferation of
North Korean missile and nuclear technology which could end up
in the hands of the “terrorists.” They may be the neo-cons headed
by Paul Wolfowitz and Richard Perle, formerly of the Department
of Defense; Stuart Levi, Assistant Secretary in charge of Terrorism
and Financial Intelligence, U.S. Department of the Treasury; Math-
ew Waxman, Deputy Director of Policy Planning, U.S. Department
of State to name just a few.42 Bush in September 2002 asserted as a
“national security strategy” a right to wage “preemptive war.”
Watching Iraq being destroyed subsequently, North Korea, a target
of regime change itself, prepared to defend itself in the only way it
thought the Americans could understand. It withdrew from the
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, expelled international inspectors,
and restarted its old power reactor.43
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It is my belief that the “Washington chicken hawks” had a
change of heart and have no intention to resolve the North Korean
problem. They need an enemy to implement the Missile Defense
program for one. Recently (as of Sept. 14, 2006), this point was elo-
quently amplified by former president Kim Dae-Jung, Korea’s first
Nobel Peace laureate who said that “The biggest problem in the
U.S.-North Korea debacle on nukes is the neo-cons in America.
They refuse dialogue with North Korea and push it to a wrong path
with the purpose to expand military armaments such as the MD
program along with rearming the Japanese, with China as their
hypothetical enemy. For these aims, they need pretexts and excuses
and North Korea just provides that.”44

They are currently squeezing and strangling North Korea finan-
cially, freezing or closing bank accounts of North Korea in many
countries; and North Korea has made it abundantly clear that they
have no intention of returning to the Six-Party Nuclear Talks unless
the United States lifts these bans on North Korean accounts. Presi-
dent Roh Moo-Hyun and President George Bush met in Washing-
ton September 12-16, 2006. However, the meeting largely ended in
dismay, with more of the same thing in that the operational control
of the South Korean Army would be transferred to the South Kore-
ans from an American general; however, the American forces
would continue to be stationed in Korea with a right to intervene in
case of an emergency. Kim further related his conversation with Bill
Clinton after his retirement. Kim said Clinton had told him that
“had he been in office one more year, the whole Korean problem,
including the North Korean nuclear issue, could have been resolved
in one stroke.” Kim was heartbroken to hear that.45 An alternative
to this impasse may be that Americans will elect Hillary in the next
presidential election.

The Bush administration is expected to continue to “strangu-
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late” North Korea further with all its might with an all-out effort to
blockade North Korean accounts everywhere, legal or illegal. It is
reported that both Don Oberdorfer, a journalist turned professor at
Johns Hopkins University, and Donald Gregg, former ambassador
to Korea, warned in the Washington Post “the day before yesterday”
that the only way for the United States to succeed with North Korea
was through negotiations.46 It seems obvious that the “chicken-
hawks” in Washington pose problems. With victory of Democrats
in the House and Senate of the United States in the midterm elections
in 2006, winds of change seem to be in the air as Bush announced it
would “consider” official termination of the Korean War if North
Korea scraps all its nuclear programs.

I would like to recall at this juncture that human loss (dead,
wounded, and missing) during the Korean war was staggering in
that a total of 5.27 million Koreans,47 North(2.92 million) and South
(2.3 million), were sacrificed. The United States dead is listed at some
30,000 men, whereas, Chinese human loss is listed at 900,000.48

Kim Hak-Joon concludes, citing another Kim49 that the loss of
non-combatants has been unprecedentedly high in the Korean War
in the history of human warfare. I believe this was caused by satu-
ration bombing of the U.S. air force (as Johan Galtung told me
repeatedly that the United States Air Force targeted civilian popula-
tion in Europe and asked me what was the case in Korea. My con-
sidered answer was “Yes”). I also think that the loss of “non-com-
batants” was high in Korea due to participation of 16 UN member
nation troops. The foreign troops of a hitherto unprecedented num-
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ber of nations had difficulty distinguishing civilians from plain-
clothed “volunteers.”

To underline the fact that American administrations, both
Democratic and Republican, have not been telling “the whole truth
and nothing but the truth” to the American public with regard to
North Korea, I would like to cite the following three sources of
three eminent analysts of North Korea to make the point:

(1): “The Taepodong-2 [missile] test is no bolt from the blue just to

get attention. It is Pyongyang’s reaction to backtracking by

Washington in the ten months since a breakthrough was reached

in six-party talks.... [The Joint statement of September 19, 2005]

requires Washington to take phased reciprocal steps to reconcile

— end enmity — as Pyongyang eliminates its nuclear pro-

grams.... [That is just what hard-liners in the Bush administration

refuse to do].”50

(2): “[The] Agreed Framework was signed in October 1994. The

Republican Right railed against this for the next six years, until

George W. Bush brought a host of the Agreement’s critics into

his Administration, and they set about dismantling it, thus ful-

filling their own prophesy and initiating another dangerous con-

frontation with Pyongyang. The same folks who brought us the

invasion of Iraq and a menu of hyped-up warning about Sad-

dam Hussein’s weapons have similarly exaggerated the North

Korean threat: indeed, the second North Korean nuclear crisis

began in October 2002, when ‘sexed-up’ intelligence was used to

push Pyongyang against the wall and make bilateral negotia-

tions impossible.”51

(3): “Much has been written about the North Korean nuclear dan-
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ger, but one crucial issue has been ignored: just how much cred-

ible evidence is there to back up Washington’s uranium accusa-

tion?.... A review of the available evidence suggests that this is

just what happened. Relying on sketchy data, the Bush adminis-

tration presented a worst-case scenario as an incontrovertible

truth and distorted its intelligence on North Korea (much as it

did on Iraq), seriously exaggerating the danger that Pyongyang

is secretly making uranium based nuclear weapons.”52

What is alarming is the fact that BBC reported on September 15,
2006, at 17:07 GMT and 1807 UK time under the title “U.S. Iran
report branded dishonest,” further reporting that “The UN nuclear
watchdog has protested to the U.S. government over a report on
Iran’s nuclear programme, calling it “erroneous” and “misleading.”
It said, “the IAEA said a congressional report contained serious dis-
tortions of the agency’s own finding on Iran’s nuclear activity.... It
says the report was wrong to say that Iran had enriched uranium
[689KB] to weapons-grade level when the IAEA had only found
small quantities of enrichment at far lower levels.”53

It is my view that these kinds of manipulation and deception (I
have taught students that U.S. foreign policy is tantamount to a poli-
cy of “deception and manipulation.”) and continued stationing of
the United States troops in Korea have hindered the reunification
process on the Korean peninsula. Especially, the existence of the
Bush administration has hindered peaceful resolution of the reuni-
fication problem as well as the nuclear problem with North Korea,
as of this writing. The American objective on the Korean peninsula
appears to be to maintain the status-quo, which is highly unsatis-
factory for Koreans — North and South. America, overall, there-
fore, has been an obstacle to peace on the Korean peninsula more
than any other power, or even more than the North Korean regime.

237Development of Jejudo and Pursuit of World Peace

52 Selig S. Harrison, “Did North Korea Cheat?,” p. 1. This article appeared in
Foreign Affairs, January/February 2005.

53 BBC, Sept. 14, 2006.



America wanted to attack North Korea several times, including Bill
Clinton, who came close to launching a preemptive strike against
North Korea’s nuclear reactors at Yongbyon in June 1994.54 Negoti-
ated settlement appears the only solution, however, this the Wash-
ington radicals refuse to do, as Leon Sigal, stated so succinctly
above.

Therapy: it goes without saying that the 2+4 (6-party) nuclear
talks appear to be getting nowhere as of this writing. An alternative
to this, according to Johan Galtung, is 2+3 (China, Japan, Vietnam)
formula in forming an East Asian Community. We shall discuss this
in the next part (Peace and Integration in Northeast Asia). Paige sug-
gests an Exploratory Six-Culture Conference on Nonkilling Korea. I
plan to hold this conference along with the Jeju Peace Institute in the
future. For the peninsula of Korea, Galtung states that the U.S./Soviet
“crime” of dividing a people in 1945 is compounded by the crime of
denying Korea conflict autonomy in the four-power field (consisting
of the U.S., the former Soviet Union, Japan, and China) and suggests
a standard prognosis or (even therapy) as follows:55

(1) Collapse of one or the other Koreas, the takeover of one by
the other, or the Korean War 1950-53 (actually starting from the
1948 Jeju “incidents”) repeated with some modifications. (2) Then
there is another prognosis that seems to be more valid: status quo,
and (3) A more optimistic prognosis: there will be a slow move
from small steps of cooperation via an associative relationship, then
confederation, then federation, and finally unification.

This is an alternative we should all work toward. Glenn Paige, for

his part, suggests the following for nonkilling and peace on the

Korean peninsula and I quote:56 First, there is no killing of Koreans
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by Koreans and no threats to kill; Second, there is no killing of Kore-

ans by foreigners: Americans, Chinese, Japanese, Russians, various

UN contingents, or by any other people and no threats to kill; Third,

there is no killing or threats to kill by Koreans of foreigners; Fourth,

there are no weapons for killing targeted by Koreans against each

other, by foreigners against Koreans, and by Koreans against for-

eigners; Fifth, there are no ideological doctrines political, religious,

military, economic, legal, customary, or academic that provide per-

mission for Koreans to kill Koreans, for foreigners to kill Koreans,

and for Koreans to kill foreigners; and Sixth, there are no conditions

of Korean society: political, economic, social, and cultural or rela-

tionships between Koreans and foreigners that can only be main-

tained or changed by threat or use of killing force.

According to Soon-Sung Cho, who wrote about the period 1940-
1950,57 the Korean debacle was an American responsibility and it
still seems largely true even today.

C. Peace and Integration in Northeast Asia thru OSCAP 
(Organization for Security and Cooperation in Asia-Pacific)

Diagnosis: we foresee challenges as well as opportunities in
Northeast Asia in the 21st Century. There are major and lesser
actors in this arena and one can argue that “integration candidates”
in Northeast Asia, depending on analysts, comprise the two Koreas,
China (including Taiwan), Japan, and possibly the United States
and Russia (both claim to be Pacific powers). Some like to include
here Mongolia and Vietnam. There are enormous challenges and
obstacles ahead for peace and prosperity and possible integration in
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the future.
Challenges seem quite obvious: (1) North and South Korean

problems of reconciliation and reunification, (2) the North Korean
nuclear problem and the United States on the one hand and Japan
on the other, (3) Korea-Japan problem (Burden of history, Yasukuni,
territorial/Dokdo, etc.), (4) China-Korea problems (nukes, historical
claims regarding territory), (5) China-Japan problems (Burden of
the past, Yasukuni, territorial, Taiwan, etc.), (6) China-U.S. prob-
lems (Taiwan, potential trade frictions, security)

These are some of the potential areas of distrust and conflicts in
the region surrounding history, security, territory, trade, and
emerging nationalism. With these challenges and opportunities in
mind, a Presidential Committee on Northeast Asian Cooperation
was first established on April 7, 2003 (under a slightly different title
then), with a national strategy and regional vision creating a new
order from conflict and confrontation to peace and prosperity and
possible integration in the future. Its three strategies can be summed
up as follow:58

(1) National Strategy: Strategy for strengthening national competi-

tiveness through innovation and reform that is responsive to

changes in Northeast Asia and also for ensuring the happiness and

well-being of the people. (2) Inter-Korean Strategy: Strategy for

establishing peace and prosperity on the Korean Peninsula based on

the premise that peace on the peninsula is crucial for building

regional peace through the cooperative participation of nations. (3)

Regional Strategy: Strategy for regional cooperation designed to cre-

ate a virtuous circle of peace and prosperity by establishing a new

order of integration and cooperation.

This grand vision of cooperation and ultimate community build-
ing in Northeast Asia is marred by lack of “political will” of certain
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members, such as the United States and Japan. The integration liter-
ature and experiences of the European Community and the Euro-
pean Union tell us that there are various background variables
(essential and non-essential variables) which induce integrative
movements such as geographical proximity, pluralism (of govern-
ments and people), common value orientation (compatibility of
main values) in the region (such as common cultural heritage),
mutual adaptability and responsiveness, mutual predictability, size
of integration candidates, expectation of gain or “pragmatic inter-
ests” etc. However, there have been many retarding factors, decel-
erators, and setbacks as well.59

Prescription: the biggest hurdle in the European integration
experience was that there always was a limit of cooperation on sen-
sitive matters such as security — cooperation in non-sensitive, non-
political areas, such as functional collaboration in the technical, low
political areas had more prospect of success. This being the case, the
South Korean vision for regional cooperation and eventual integra-
tion in Northeast Asia also confronted similar stalemate — lacking
an integration “catalyst” such as the role of external elites (such as
the United States) or external foreign policy (such as the Marshall
Plan and NATO) in the European case.

We will have to further identify along the tumultuous road to
Northeast Asian integration such factors or background variables
as decelerators, set-backs, retarders, obstacles, spill-back factors,
etc. The vision is there, however “political will” seems lacking on
the part of important candidates, the United States and Japan, while
China and Russia appear to be bystanders at this time.

Japan, in particular, seems in a crisis of its own making in its
relation to its neighbors, China and the Koreas (and others). The issue
is Japanese failure to “clean up” the past, removing the Japanese
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atrocities (genocide, slave labor, forced prostitution, robbery, acts of
war in general) during the Pacific War from the political agenda.
This is indispensable for East Asia to follow the general world
trend toward regionalization of geographical and cultural neigh-
bors, like the EU, the African Union, the ASEAN, to name just a
few.

But major shadows of the past, the textbook and the Yasukuni
Shrine issues, darken the future. The visits of the Japanese PM
Koizumi to a shrine dedicated to uniformed war dead, including
Class A war criminals, has been compared to the German Chancel-
lor visiting a monument dedicated to Hitler and Himmler, Goering
and Goebbels. But why does Koizumi visit only the uniformed;
why not also civilians? And why only Japanese, why not Chinese
and Koreans and others who were the Pacific War victims of Japan-
ese aggression?

The latest development in the U.S. Congress is that the House
Committee on International Relations passed H. Res. 759 in a con-
sensus vote to say “Japan should unambiguously acknowledge and
accept responsibility for enslaving young women, known as com-
fort women.” This resolution asks Japan to acknowledge it, educate
the Japanese about it, and compensate the victims.60

It is about time the “chicken-hawks in Tokyo,” namely Abe Shin-
jo, who replaced Koizumi as the new Japanese PM, who even denies
there were such comfort women for the Japanese army, and Ishihara
Shintaro, the current mayor of Tokyo, who denies there was ever
any Nanjing massacre, listen to the U.S. Congress, the United
Nations, and in particular, the plain voice of human conscience.

Therapy: economic integration before political integration is
highly seductive as a theory. Some argue that such models as NET
(Natural Economic Territory) may indeed exist or are in the process
of being formed in Northeast Asia.61 Or the “Geese” Model or
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“Locomotive” Model seem appealing, if and only if there is a lead-
ing “goose” or a “locomotive” engine to lead or pull others toward
a common goal, such as a common market or economic community.
The problem of Northeast Asia right now (in 2006) seems to be that
there are none, except the Republic of Korea Government, headed
by President Roh Moo-Hyun.

A new approach, in addition to the 2+4 (6-party talks we already
mentioned), that appears highly desirable is parallel 2+3 Talks point-
ing towards an East Asian Community (EAC), involving the two
Koreas with the other three Confucian-Buddhist countries, China
(with Taiwan), Japan and Vietnam; with the USA and Russia as
observers. Such talks would point toward an East Asian Community,
akin to Northeast Asian integration ideas, which is bound to come
sooner or later anyhow, as one more regionalization process, like
the European Union, the African Union and incipient movements
like the OIC, Organization of the Islamic Conference — with the
“C” shifting via “Countries” to “Community,” starting with a com-
mon market — and what is happening right now in Latin America/
Caribbean. If the EU has been able to accommodate former ene-
mies, different sizes, and bridge fault lines, so can the East (North-
east) Asians.

Needless to say, the USA may initially not welcome such processes,
but like for the EC/EU process, would come to accept that these are
processes other countries are as entitled to as were once the 13
colonies on the Atlantic seaboard, and that equality might increase,
not decrease equitable, cooperative, relations with the USA. Gal-
tung, a proponent of this idea, states that “In fact, as an outside
observer I am sometimes amazed by how quickly the idea of EAC
is now catching on in the area, actually also beyond the 2+3
range.62
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The East Asian region has 1.5 billion inhabitants, a shared history
which is less, not more problematic than the history of European
nations in the EU, with a rapidly increasing part that is tri-cultural:
a Chinese base including Chinese characters, and a Euro/American
opening in English, and French for Vietnam. More people in the
region are fluent in European languages than Euramerica can ever
hope to become in Asian languages. They know so much more
about the West than the West about them.63

The preferred future argued here, the EAC, (or for that matter
Northeast Asian integration) has as a condition the most likely sce-
nario for progress in the intra-Korean stalemate: opening of the rail
and road connections, starting with free flow of goods. This could
be combined with a very rapid Busan-Kyushu with Okinawa and
Taiwan, rail to China and Europe (thru Trans-Siberian, trans-Asian,
China railways) then to South-East/South Asia. Once the gap
between the two Koreas has been filled we can safely assume that
by 2025 there will be an enormous and free flow of services and
people. There will be frequent “bullet” train connections between
Tokyo-Beijing and beyond. Air travel will prevail for people, but
for goods, a rail/road will link continents in ever-widening con-
texts. The Korean Peninsula holds the key, according to Galtung,
and holds the rest of Eurasia hostage.

This solution for Korea will also link poor mainland East Asia
and rich (pen)insular East Asia(Japan-Ryukyu)/Okinawa-Taiwan,
and South Korea; and link core EAC to the context of OSCAP (Orga-
nization for Security and Cooperation in Asia/Pacific. OSCAP
would be very meaningful, covering not only East but also South-
east, Central, South and West Asia, based on equality, one country
one vote, and probably often on consensus.64 OSCNA (Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Northeast Asia) appears rather lim-
ited in number and scope since OSCE consists of some 53 members.
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President Roh Moo-Hyun of Korea suggested a similar multilateral
security system, modeled after the OSCE (Organization for Security
and Cooperation in Europe), for Northeast Asia on September 10,
2006, when he visited Helsinki for an Asia Europe Meeting (ASEM).65

D. Peace of the World in the 21st Century

Peace of the world in the 21st Century hinges on a multitude of
factors to say the least. More than anything else, it seems a lot
depends on “regime change” in the United States. Peace of the
World seems to require a change of foreign policies on the part of
the United States in the Middle East, and elsewhere, facilitating face
to face resolution of impending issues between the Palestinians and
the Jews on the one hand and resolution of life and death issues of
Iraq and Iran, and the world over. As a first order of business, a lot
will depend on who will succeed George Bush in America and how
the United States and its Arab and Islamic counterparts will resolve
the thorny issues facing them through nonviolence. A lot will also
depend on U.S. foreign policy in East Asia, involving its security
issues in North and South Korea, Taiwan, Japan, and most of all
China. The United States also faces serious challenges along its
southern border with Central and South America. Whoever the
new leadership, they will do well to open dialogue with leaders of
South America and the Caribbean, including Cuba, and also contin-
ue good neighbor policies on the African continent.

One stumbling block for the Korean peninsula and East Asia (and
elsewhere) seems Japan’s inability and unwillingness to acknowledge
what happened in the past. Even if there are buts and howevers, this
situation makes Japan an outsider to East Asia. With right wing ele-
ments steadily on the rise, Japan is increasingly treated by others as
outside the “kaya,” the coziness of the shared mosquito net. What
Japan risks is not so much war as exclusion. China turns to a more
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interesting economic giant, India, and will probably spawn China
style economies in North Korea and Myanmar, and build bridges to
ASEAN and SAARC rather than to Japan. Japan may turn to 3A, the
Anglo-American-Australian community, hoping to be accepted as an
honorary member, but may “fall between two chairs rather than
being a bridge.”66 Galtung is talking about highly likely but also time
consuming processes with EAC with a time horizon of, say, 10-20
years “unless” some special events would serve as accelerators — like
major changes in foreign policies of Japan and the United States.67

A few misguided men can lead humanity to carnage and disas-
ter. I am against “mass killing” of human beings by human beings
whatever the reason, as espoused in Nonkilling Global Political Sci-
ence by Glenn Paige. I am particularly against mass killings by the
United States as a Christian state. I would like to end this part by
quoting Paige’s “Toward Liberation from Lethality” in the above
book by Paige:

The time has come to set forth human killing as a problem to be

solved rather than to accept enslavement by it as a condition to be

endured forever. The deliberate killing of human beings, one by

one, mass by mass, and the many by machines, has reached a stage

of pathological self-destruction. Killing that has been expected to

liberate, protect, and enrich has become instead a source of insecuri-

ty, impoverishment, and threat to human and planetary survival.

Humanity is suffering from what Craig Comstock has termed the

“pathology of defense” when that which is intended to defend

becomes itself the source of self-destruction.

Defensive guns in the home kill family members, bodyguards

kill their own heads of state, armies violate and impoverish their

own peoples, and nuclear weapons proliferate to threaten their

inventors and possessors. A Nonkilling Declaration of Indepen-

dence from violence within ourselves and our societies is needed.68
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IV. Conclusion

An attempt was made in this paper to evaluate and introduce
physical development plans/policies of Jeju Free International City
and Jeju — Island of World Peace, and the Jeju Special Self-govern-
ing Province. It is also designated as the only World Conference
Site/City in Korea and many assets of Jeju are now in the process of
being registered as UNESCO World Heritage sites. Jeju women
divers are also applying for status as a World Non-tangible Asset.

The ambitious seven grand projects of the Jeju Development
Center are to be carried out by 2012, the target year of completion. I
trust that most, if not all, of the projects will be completed and Jeju-
do indeed will have a new face and have transformed herself into a
beautiful metropolis and a grand province with new infrastructure.

I want to underline the fact that Jejudo has come a long way his-
torically and physically. She is a little larger than the island of Oahu
where Honolulu is located; the population is a little over a half of
Honolulu’s, Honolulu’s population being 900,000 and Jeju’s being
550,000 plus. Jeju is three times the size of Seoul as I previously men-
tioned in Part II. The condition and rate of Jejudo’s highways and
byways equals those of OECD levels/standards and Jeju also has at
the least 40 museums and some 40 festivals annually.69 The head-
count of Jejudo’s tourists equals that of Honolulu, both having five
(5) million odd tourists per year. We must remember that Jejudo was
a late comer to tourism compared to Honolulu, Hawaii, although
there are marked differences in tourism revenues at this time.

With a new face and infrastructure thus consolidated, Jejudo
will soar to another level by 2012 or beyond as a hub of peace in the
world. The Jeju Special Self-governing Province along with the
newly established Jeju Peace Institute (JPI) will work together for
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the peace of the world, jump starting various activities related to
peace research, peace education, and peace-making in Northeast
Asia, the Korean Peninsula, and the peace of Jejudo. The Korean
Government and the Jeju Special Self-governing Province, the Jeju
Peace Institute, and the people of Jejudo are determined and com-
mitted to work for peace together.

It is my belief that to succeed in these endeavors, we need the
support and blessings of major powers surrounding us and the
support of the United States of America in particular. It is regret-
table that at the present time, however, the United States Govern-
ment under the leadership of George W. Bush continues to lie about
the nuclear capabilities of North Korea and Iran (after Iraq) and
appears to be on a collision course with almost everybody because
its diagnosis of the ills of world politics, such as “terrorism” and
“terrorists” and the nukes proliferation problem, is misleading and
misdirected, if not dead wrong. Because the diagnosis is misleading
or wrong, its prescriptions for the world’s body politics have been
also misdirected and therapy could not be accurate. The current
course of wrong diagnosis, prescriptions, and therapy is likely to
lead to failure, like in Vietnam....

A USA bent on world hegemony, seeing the control of Central
Asia as crucial, is another point. The 3A (Anglo-American-Aus-
tralian) countries and Japan, joined by Israel as reliable clients and
with their own far from peaceful agendas make this world far from
peaceful.

The United States must provide leadership in the world arena
with respect. It must lead in stopping the current vicious circle of
violence throughout the world — with creative altruism, not just
for self-interest, in the Middle East in particular. I see failure for
their assumptions and consider this an intellectual failure on the
part of the United States. We see no signs of such leadership on the
horizon, unless a meaningful change of heart and change of foreign
policy take place in the United States and the Judeo-Christian world
in particular in the foreseeable future. Lacking this, we have to look
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elsewhere for an alternative world leadership. What is abundantly
clear is that we definitely need a change of policy and/or an alterna-
tive leadership in the U.S. and in the world, away from the current
carnage and madness — which will not take humanity to a calamity
— but to a more peaceful and tranquil path, in the years ahead.

In conclusion, (1) Jejudo appears to find peace with itself at long
last after the traumas of the 4.3 massacre, with reconciliation, har-
mony, and peace; (2) It seems that the Korean peninsula also will
do well by increasing contacts between North and South Korea (in
functional and neo-functional terms) and pursue “Confederation –>
Federation –> Unification with an increase in cross-border transac-
tions in goods and services. This will increase bonding in such a
way as to prevent “spill-back” or “deceleration” and outwit eventu-
ally the power preoccupied politicians and achieve a working peace
system, a la, David Mitrany; (if a political solution is not within
reach in the foreseeable future); (3) Northeast Asia, however
defined, may be well advised to pursue a course toward a common
market and then eventually toward a community and beyond.
through the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Asia-
Pacific (OSCAP); and (4) finally, it appears that we need, more than
anything else, a new policy or a new leadership in the United States
in particular for peace the world over at the beginning of the 21st
century.

Again, there is a glimpse of hope, with the victory of the Democ-
rats in the U.S. Congress in the aftermath of the midterm election in
November, 2006, that things might change for the better for peace
on the Korean Peninsula and for the peace of the world in general. I
trust that Jejudo and the Jeju Peace Institute will play a significant
role in achieving the goal of peace in this region as well as in the
world.
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World Peace and Military Base: 
From the Perspective of Jeju, Island 
of World Peace

Gil-Hyun Yang

This paper aims at presenting four themes. First, I present the background of

why the Roh administration designated Jeju as the Island of World Peace from

the environmental, cultural, historical, geopolitical and geo-economic perspec-

tives. Second, I am going to review the meanings of ‘Jeju, Island of World

Peace’ as a plan whose policy goal is twofold: one is to contribute to peace

and prosperity in East Asia, including the Korean peninsula, the other is to

make Jeju Island the model of a peaceful and prosperous city. Third, I argue

that the military establishment does not fit into the vision of the Island of World

Peace. Fourth, from the perspective of globalism, I suggest that the Hwasoon

seaport will be the East Asian Peace Seaport that brings about peace and pros-

perity through the free movement of people, goods and capital, which is the

goal of Jeju Free International City and Jeju, Island of World Peace.

I. Introduction

Peace and prosperity are two of the main themes in the
21st century. Peace and prosperity are more highlighted
than in the past because of the growing consciousness

that peace cannot be sustained without prosperity while prosperity
is not possible without peace. During the cold war, peace was ‘cold
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peace’ based upon the balance of powers. But peace of the post-cold
war means ‘warm peace’ supported by close cooperation among
the nations. In the 21st century, beyond establishing a warless
world, we are going to step toward a co-prosperous world village
which has two goals: one is to build up a world village with a lot of
‘human security,’ the other is to set up a world village with a high
level of ‘quality of life.’

South Korea faces three world trends of ‘Democratization, Glob-
alization and Information Networking.” At the same time South
Korea is required to play a role in establishing world peace in East
Asia with the help of a vigorous civil society. In this vein President
Roh Moo-Hyun designated Jeju as the ‘Island of World Peace’ on
January 27, 2005. Jeju is the first case of a world city so designated
by the central government while Hiroshima of Japan, Osnabruck of
Germany, and Geneva of Switzerland were named as peace cities
by local government (The Jeju Provincial Newsletter, February 1,
2005, 3). This means that Jeju, Island of World Peace is a model for
others to follow.

When designating Jeju as the Island of World Peace, the Roh
administration paid attention to the following factors. First, the Roh
administration gave its appreciation and encouragement to the peo-
ple of Jeju, who have endeavored to get over the tragedy of the
April 3 Incident with a spirit of coexistence and conciliation. Sec-
ond, while paying attention to the geopolitical status of Jeju where
many top leaders from America, China, Japan, Russia, and North
Korea, to name a few, have come to meet, the Roh administration
intended to take advantage of the geopolitical merit of Jeju for
peace and prosperity. Third, the Roh administration is interested in
the model of ‘globalization with humanity’ on the one hand and
balanced development among local regions on the other hand, for
which Jeju, Island of World Peace has strengths due to the preser-
vation of a clean natural environment, demilitarization, increasing
cultural diversity, sustainable development, and the deemphasis of
regional rivalry. Finally, the Roh administration aimed to support
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the grand economic project of Jeju Free International City by
increasing international exchanges and cooperation among East
Asian countries with the brand of the Island of World Peace.

Jeju set sail as a ‘Special Self-Governing Province’ on July 1,
2006. Jeju is the first case of a province to be empowered to pursue
special autonomy in all areas except for diplomacy, military defense
and the judiciary.1 But it is not easy for Jeju to set sail as a special
self-governing province because there is no previous case and its
goals seem to be a bigger bite than Jeju can chew. Jeju is waiting for
the special support from the central government because the Roh
administration has taken the initiative to create this new model of a
special self-governing province and the special governing will be
only possible with the substantial assistance of the central govern-
ment. Jeju appears passive in making the vision of the Island of
World Peace come true. Furthermore, in the case of the establish-
ment of a military base in Hwasoon seaport, some people of Jeju
intend to approve the plan in the hope of getting economic benefits.

In 2006, we are compelled to tackle the issue of establishing a
military base in Hwasoon seaport when discussing the vision and
tasks of Jeju, Island of World Peace. Technically, there are at least
two positions: the realist approach and the pluralist approach,2
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1 With regards to diplomacy of special autonomy, Jeju governor Tae-Hwan
Kim said that “I am trying to get even the diplomatic rights transferred from
the central government as much as possible in order to implement the Jeju
Special Self-Governing Province” at the open forum of Inhabitants Unity for
Jeju Free International City on July 27, 2006 (Issue Jeju, internet newspaper,
July 27, 2006). I agree with governor Kim on the grounds that Jeju needs the
special status beyond that of localism and statism in diplomacy (Yang 2006,
103).

2 For example, concerning the present and future of international situations in
East Asia, the realist approach “puts the emphasis on the state as the most
important actor... and regards that the military expansion and balance of
power guarantee peace” while the pluralist approach “puts the emphasis on
various actors including the state and is optimistic about the possibility of
reformation in the international society including the regional integration
through various programs with various actors” (Kim 2006, 14-15).



which conflict with each other on international relations involving
the establishment of a military base in Hwasoon seaport. According
to the respective theories, there are two different ways to establish
peace: one is focusing on military power such as the establishment
of the military base in Hwasoon seaport, the other is to rely on
diplomacy as in Jeju, Island of World Peace. The issue of establish-
ing a heavily armed Hwasoon seaport has become more complex
because of the different views on its accompanying economic bene-
fits and environmental damage, so that the debate of development
versus preservation, first aired during discussion on the Special
Law of Jeju Development during the 1990s, is recurring.

Another reason why the issue of establishing a military base in
Hwasoon seaport is more complex is the Air Force’s revised move
to set up another air base in the name of a ‘South Unit for Search &
Rescue’ (Yonhapnews, August 13, 2006). According to the Yonhap-
news, ‘the South Unit’ is planned to consist of rescue helicopters,
including the HH-60P and HH-47D, and transport aircraft, includ-
ing the CN-235 and C-130, at the level of a battalion. If the Ministry
of National Defense tries to establish all the sea and air bases in the
southwestern area of Jeju, its attempt will be confronted by wide-
spread opposition from Jeju people.

This paper aims at presenting four themes. First, it discusses the
background of why the Roh administration designated Jeju as the
Island of World Peace, considering environmental, cultural, histori-
cal, geopolitical and geoeconomic dimensions. Second, it reviews
the meanings of ‘Jeju, Island of World Peace’ as a plan,3 which
poses a twofold policy goal: one is to contribute to the peace and
prosperity in East Asia including the Korean peninsula, the other is
to make Jeju Island a model of a peaceful and prosperous city.
Third, it argues that the military establishment does not match well
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with the vision of the Island of World Peace. Fourth, from the per-
spective of globalism, it makes suggestions that the Hwasoon sea-
port should be the East Asian Peace Seaport that would promote
peace and prosperity through the free movement of people, goods
and capital, which is the goal of Jeju Free International City and
Jeju, Island of World Peace.

II. The Bases for Jeju, Island of World Peace

Why is Jeju the Island of World Peace? In answering the ques-
tion, I have to make it clear that it is not only Jeju, but also all other
cities that could be a candidate for an Island of World Peace.4 But if
we start to make one city the peace community without necessary
resources, then Jeju, Island of World Peace could become subject to
just one policy option.

Jeju, Island of World Peace is not a mere policy that the scholars
and professionals of Jeju or Jeju province proposed after two or
three meetings. Jeju, Island of World Peace is based on the nature-
culture-history and geopolitics and geoeconomic considerations
made by the civil society of Jeju continuously at least since the
1980s. I think that Jeju, Island of World Peace has a more solid
foundation than does Jeju Free International City or Jeju Special
Self-Governing Province for the following reasons.

First, Jeju, Island of World Peace was originally set up with a
bottom-up approach. The vision of world peace relies on the spon-
taneous awakening and reflections on the past and the initiative in
searching for the future at the grass roots level. Second, Jeju, Island
of World Peace prefers the cooperation of a diplomatic approach
while Jeju Free International City and Jeju Special Self-Governing
Province are based on the competition of neoliberalist economic
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city of Gyeonggi province present the vision of a world city while presenting
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logic. Cooperation will bring about sustainable and long-term bene-
fits. But competition can be carried out for a long time, but still
result in a significant level of inhumanity. The utility of competition
will be found in maintaining comparative advantages through con-
tinuous improvement.

Though Jeju, Island of World Peace should be accomplished in
the long-term, Jeju people are eager to taste the fruits of world peace
in the near future. Thus, if the Island of World Peace is a torch of the
Jeju people, Jeju, Island of World Peace as a policy will be carried
out relying on the geoeconomics beyond mere images or symbol.
When the Roh administration designated Jeju as the Island of World
peace, the state should have been able to give a more detailed blue-
print.5 But Jeju province did not make effective use of President
Roh’s designation of Jeju as the Island of World Peace.

Nevertheless, the vision of world peace is valued highly. And so
Jeju, Island of World Peace as a policy is regarded as an attempt to
upgrade and refresh the future of Jeju from the various perspectives
of environment, culture, history, economics and geopolitics. On
January 27, 2005, the Roh administration and the Jeju people are
thought to have made an agreement about the vision of Jeju, Island
of World Peace as a policy that follows: 1) review and revival of
unique traditional culture and the clean environment of Jeju, and
reinterpretation and reconciliation of the April 3 Incident, 2) reflec-
tion and reformation of the developmental tracks as an international
tourist resort since the 1970s, 3) using the geopolitics of Jeju which
has played a networking role in upgrading exchange and coopera-
tion in East Asia, including the Korean peninsula, since the 1990s
post-cold war, 4) making Jeju the model of decentralized and bal-
anced development by opening up to the foreign community as a
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response to the challenges of globalization.

A. The Background of Nature-Culture-History

The vision of Jeju, Island of World Peace is first of all supported
by Jeju’s unique background of nature-culture-history. The primary
concern for nature in Jeju, Island of World Peace has two aspects.
One is in its philosophy. Nature’s eternity is contrasted with human
beings’ mortality. Nature has to be preserved securely from reck-
less exploitation so that human life is stable and fruitful. For exam-
ple, if trees are cut down recklessly, then flooding is inevitable. So if
nature is well preserved, humans will enjoy peace. Preservation of
nature provides the foundation for the Jeju community and then
nature becomes the backbone of Jeju, Island of World Peace.

The other aspect is tourism. Jeju is one of the best tourist attrac-
tions in East Asia. One secret that can contribute to Jeju becoming a
leading international tourist site is Jeju’s unique and clean nature.
Jeju is not a good place for the manufacturing industry because of
the heavy costs of logistics. But this is ‘the advantage of disadvan-
tage’ for Jeju tourism. That is, as the tourism industry and agricul-
ture go hand in hand, its synergistic effects are much higher. In the
case of Jeju, Mt. Halla with its clean sea and fresh air provides a
beautiful view in harmony with the abundance of mandarin orange
trees all over Jeju.

Likewise, culture has put forward two aspects. One is Jeju’s
identity, the other is tourism. Jeju people acknowledge the unique-
ness of their culture well enough to be proud of their traditional
culture. The Three Nothings, Woman-divers, stone walls, persim-
mon-made clothes and poker latrines are examples different from
those of the outside world. Traditional cultural features tend to
fade away because of urbanization and industrialization. So Jeju
people understand that such cultural features will eventually disap-
pear, but they try to reshape and cherish these cultures through
new interpretation. One example of such attempts is the reinterpre-
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tation of the Three Nothings. The Three Nothings mean that in the
past there were no thieves, no beggars and no gates in Jeju, so that
the Three Nothings have been regarded as unique characteristics of
Jeju’s traditional life. Many scholars of Jeju culture such as Yang &
Hyun (1983, 14-18) explained the modernized meanings of the
Three Nothings as norms as well as actual realization of the ‘coop-
erative communalism.’ No thieves means peaceful life through the
realization of social justice as well as exclusion of violence. No beg-
gars means creative and diligent labors as self-realization processes
and self-relying lives. No gates means a trustworthy community
based on the autonomous maintenance of law and order as well as
respect for the life of others. These reinterpreted characters are rele-
vant to all passive and positive peace. When based upon these spir-
its of mutual trust, cooperation and non-violence, Jeju, Island of
World Peace launches the project to take advantage of the cultural
traditions of Jeju.

The idea of culture tourism promotes the concerns in culture.
Culture tourism is the alternative to the simple sightseeing tourism
that visitors are becoming fed up with. There is sometimes criticism
that culture is too commercialized and loses the human dignity
involved in culture itself. But insofar as visitors are fond of tourism
interwoven with local cultures, culture tourism will be highly appre-
ciated as a strategy to upgrade Jeju’s tourism.

The concerns about Jeju history are focused on the April 3 Inci-
dent, which is the most terrible tragedy in modern Korean history
because one out of ten people was killed without being informed of
any reason for being killed. Nobody was permitted to say anything
about the April 3 Incident, but since the 1990s, the April 3 Incident
has been regarded as a scapegoat sacrifice in the process of estab-
lishing the Cold War in East Asia. Even now there are two conflict-
ing positions on the reasons for the occurrence of the April 3 Inci-
dent. One bases its explanation on the reckless revolt by the com-
munists while the other blames suppression by the U.S. Military
Government and Seungman Rhee administration. Even though the
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Special Law of the April 3 Incident was enacted and the central
government published the official reports on the April 3 Incident, to
outsiders, how to view and understand the April 3 Incident still
remains a hot issue.6

But now Jeju people agree with the need first of all to cure the
pains and sorrows of the victims, preferring the solution of curing
the injuries by searching for the cause of the April 3 Incident. The
former is in the area of policy while the latter is in the area of acade-
mics. Jeju people have decided to pursue the peace and prosperity
of the East Asian Community through solving the conflicting views
around the April 3 Incident. According to the motto of ‘Do not for-
get the incident, but forgive and conciliate,’ Jeju, Island of World
Peace is going to get over the tragedy and enter into the post-cold
war era.

B. The background of the Geoeconomy

Jeju, Island of World Peace is stipulated in the Special Law of
Jeju Free International City. This means that the central government
has the intention of taking advantage of the Island of World Peace
for helping further Jeju Free International City. The idea that peace
and prosperity are two sides of one coin is awakening the dimen-
sion of Geoeconomy in the process of designating Jeju as the Island
of World Peace.

The concept of Jeju, Island of World Peace can be traced back to
the period of Ancient Tamna when Jeju played the bridging role of
connecting China-Korea-Japan from B.C. 100 to A.D. 1000 accord-
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6 For example what the real facts of the April 3 Incident are has been debated.
In relation to this debate, Seong-Ho Che, professor of Chung-Ang University,
and Yeong-Joong Kim, the chairman of the Association of Retired Policemen
of Jeju, called for the reexamination of the April 3 Incident by the right camp
because they thought the government’s official reports on the April 3 Inci-
dent are made by the leftist camp, while the majority of Jeju criticized this
argument as distorted (Jejusori, August 22, 2006).



ing to the Korean Section and Japan Section of Wei Kingdom Book
among the Three Kingdoms Book (Jeminilbo, November 13, 2002).
But the utility of Jeju’s geoeconomics was neglected by all the
Shilla-Koryo-Chosun Dynasties that had oriented themselves toward
the continent rather than the sea.

Since the Shilla Dynasty, Jeju had been neglected because of its
sterile soil, geographical separation, and the exploitation of the cen-
tral government. The sayings ‘If a man is born, he has to go to Seoul,’
‘If a horse is born, it has to be delivered to Jeju’ epitomized the
image and reality of Jeju’s status. During the Chosun Dynasty, Jeju
was famous as a place of exile for dissidents expelled from power.7

At that time it was true that all the Jeju people were poor because
the central government neglected or exploited Jeju. Its extreme
poverty prevented the thieves, beggars and gates from being pre-
sent because there was nothing extra that Jeju people could give,
protect and exploit. From such a point of view, the cooperative
community of Jeju is natural and inevitable because the community
is not possible without the cooperation with neighbors, which at
first enforced the networks of cooperation based upon blood and
geography.

But after the passage of one millennium, Jeju shows the poten-
tial for again playing the bridging role. Japan let Jeju people go out-
ward and under the Japanese colonial rule a lot of Jeju people went
to Japan as well as to the Korean peninsula. As for those being able
to leave Jeju, the Korean peninsula and Japan were not differently
perceived by Jeju people. Thus, Jeju had direct relations with the
outside world including Japan. One fortunate thing among a lot of
unfortunate aspects of the division of the Korean peninsula is South
Korea’s change in its foreign policy from the continent-orientation
to a sea-orientation. As animosity between North and South Korea
blocked South Korea from going to the continent, South Korea had
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to move to the west including the USA, Japan and Southeast Asia.
As Jeju is situated at the street corner to the west, Jeju has one role
as the advance guard in the marine era. This was why the Park
Chung-Hee, Chun Doo-Hwan, and Kim Dae-Jung administrations
searched and pursued a strategy to take advantage of Jeju as a free
port or free international city.

Thus, the modern history of Jeju mainly consisted of the tourist
development especially since the 1970s. The tourist development
boom changed the status of Jeju from that of a desolate island to the
newly rising tourist attraction. Whether its aims are to exploit the
foot areas of Mt. Halla or enjoy old age in Jeju while managing the
mandarin orange trees and/or playing golf, many people from out-
side are interested in Jeju, which contributes to making Jeju more
valuable.

These tourism developments raised two conflicting viewpoints:
the continuous developmental perspective and the preservationist
perspective. Just as the growing value of Jeju increases the interest
of speculators, so do the consciousness and movements to preserve
Jeju from reckless exploitation go into motion. Fortunately the two
developmental and preservationist approaches go hand in hand as
learned when the two approaches confronted each other around the
time of passage of the Special Laws for Jeju Development in the
1990s. The idea of sustainable development helps make the two
approaches compatible8 so that now the idea of sustainable devel-
opment prevails and leads the direction of development of Jeju.

C. The Background of Geopolitics

The dimension of geopolitics is the most important foundation
on which Jeju, Island of World Peace is based because the post-cold
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war has been followed by an era of diplomacy and economic rela-
tions. Since military power is less influential than in the past, diplo-
macy, including summit meetings, is more crucial in international
relations. Jeju has been highlighted as a new meeting place because
of its geographical merits and developed infrastructure as follows.
First, Jeju is able to link China-Korea-Japan geographically due to
being an equal distance from the three states. In addition, Jeju is
located at a distance of one hour’s flight from Seoul.9 Second, Jeju
has clean and beautiful landscapes and a well-developed infrastruc-
ture, including well-maintained roads, many kinds of hotels as well
as famous international tourist attractions.

Throughout the 1990s, quite a few summits of East Asia visited
Jeju to discuss the peace and prosperity of East Asia. They include
Mikhail Gorbachev in 1991, Jiang Zemin in 1995, Bill Clinton and
Hashimoto Ryutaro 1996 and Obuchi Keizo in 1999. They met with
the Presidents of South Korea in Jeju. In addition, after the summit
meeting between Kim Dae-Jung and Kim Jong-Il in 1990, the first
meeting of North and South Korean Ministers of National Defense
and the third meeting of North and South Korean Ministerial offi-
cials were held in Jeju. Thus, Jeju has been expected to play a link-
ing role while hosting and facilitating summits in East Asia.

Another aspect of the geopolitics of Jeju, Island of World Peace
is found in the tourism perspective that even North Korean people
hope to visit Jeju if permitted.10 Kim Jong-Il told South Korean jour-
nalists that he would visit Jeju some time. So many people have
expected Kim Jong-Il to visit Jeju and meet Kim Dae-Jung or Roh
Moo-Hyun because Kim Jong-Il had promised Kim Dae-Jung to
visit Seoul sooner or later when Kim Jong-Il met with Kim Dae-
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10 On July 16, 2005, Kim Jong-Il is said to have told Hyun Jeong-Eun, who is
chair of the Hyundai Group, that you should prepare Mt. Halla for a visit by
a North Korean delegation (Ohmy News, August 22, 2005).



Jung in Pyongyang; but Kim Jong-Il has not made a visit to anyplace
in South Korea. In addition, it is suggested that the six-party talks
to solve North Korean nuclear negotiations will be held in Jeju.

In retrospect, though it has been often discussed how to make
economic use of Jeju since the Park Chung-Hee administration,
there has been little concern about the political use of Jeju because
of the structural constraints enforced by the cold war. But in the
process of transition from the cold war to the post-cold war era in
East Asia in the 1990s, it is acknowledged that Jeju has become
more competitive than any other place. In order to take advantage
of Jeju politically, the central government has to establish the insti-
tutional arrangements. The designation of Jeju as the Island of
World Peace by the government is the official confirmation to back
Jeju with administrative and financial support because the vision of
the Island of World Peace is not confined to Jeju but is relevant to
the future of East Asia including the Korean peninsula.

In this vein, we need to bring ‘world peace’ to our notice. The
issue here is not simply ‘peace’ but ‘world peace.’ It means that the
meanings of peace in the vision of Jeju, Island of World Peace is
focusing on the international peace of East Asia rather than that of
Jeju at the local level. In other words, the dimension of geopolitics
is the essence of Jeju, Island of World Peace. Then, we are faced
with the task of what and how to take advantage of Jeju as a con-
cept in the geopolitical dimension.

III. Jeju, Island of World Peace as a Concept

Jeju, Island of World Peace is a strategy to make Jeju peaceful
and prosperous. Originally ‘Jeju Island of World Peace’ comes from
the geopolitical consideration of Jeju, but in the process of legisla-
tion it was combined with the geoeconomy of Jeju Free International
City. Thus the Roh administration is to promote Jeju economically,
but a lot of NGOs of Jeju are more concerned with the dimension of
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the Nature-Culture-History of Jeju. These discordances make it hard
for concerted efforts to realize the vision of Jeju.

However, overall, the meanings of Jeju, Island of World Peace as
a concept are still significant. In relation to the sustainable develop-
ment of Jeju, the vision of Jeju, Island of World Peace suggests some
alternatives to simple sightseeing tourism. The so-called hands-on
tourism means that visitors will be involved interactively in local
culture and enjoy well-preserved clean nature. Business tourism
refers to a combined activity in which tourist locales provide for
business functions such as economic transactions as well as serving
as sites for diplomatic forums, academic conferences and NGOs’
meetings besides providing the normal tourism role.

In the process of pursuing the Jeju model of sustainable develop-
ment, Jeju, Island of World Peace was absorbed into Jeju Free
International City in 2002 so that other possibilities of logistics and
finance are suggested as competitive elements along with tourism.
But the problems remain: It is not easy to show clear outcomes for
Jeju Free International City, so it does not meet the expectations of
Jeju people. The specialization of logistics and finance is also ques-
tioned owing to its difficulties and unsuitability. The central admin-
istration did not provide substantial support but mere verbal
promise. The Roh Moo-Hyun administration renamed Kim Dae-
Jung’s Jeju Free International City the Jeju Special Self-governing
Province, that would focus on education and medical services
instead of logistics and finance. The real purpose of the Special Self-
governing Province is to prepare in advance for the opening of edu-
cation and medical services.11 Of course the strategy to open educa-
tion and medical services can be an alternative to helping the econo-
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of the third meeting agenda of the Committee on Foreign Economy, the strat-
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Agreement by grasping in advance the bright and dark sides of the market
opening (Jejusori, August 22, 2006).



my of Jeju survive because it is hard to attract manufacturing enter-
prises; so it will be a ‘blue ocean’12 strategy for Jeju to take the initia-
tive in opening markets in advance. But it is not yet certain whether
4+1 projects of Jeju Special Self-governing Province will succeed or
not in spite of the government’s promise.

What is the specialty of Jeju Self-governing Province? I also
think it is not a simple experiment to pass through the trial and
error of market opening, but it is an effort to realize and strengthen
the coexistence of peace and prosperity beyond the economic logic
of neoliberalism. In other words, whether they are logistics and
finance or 4+1 projects, the dimension of the geoeconomy has to be
based upon the philosophy of peace logic to make the geopolitical
dimension of Jeju, Island of World Peace more effective.

As explained above, the vision of Jeju, Island of World Peace is
based on the life-respecting movement at the grass roots level. The
central government is noticing the grass roots and is trying to com-
bine the grass roots and professionals. But in transforming the
vision into policy, the professionals and bureaucracies have poured
the contents of the neoliberalist view of the economy into concrete
projects, neglecting the philosophy of peace. The key problems lie
in the atmosphere of the predominant growth-centered viewpoint
that supports the rationale of professionals as well as that of the
grass roots, so that the vision of Jeju, Island of World Peace has not
come true yet.

Notwithstanding the uncertain future of Jeju Special Self-gov-
erning Province, Jeju, Island of World Peace as a concept is still
valid because of its potential contribution to creating a unique
brand of Jeju. The upgrading image of the Island of World Peace
will help improve foreign confidence in Jeju and assure investors of
stability and honesty. If Jeju establishes the networks of peace by
special self-governing, it will allow Jeju to be connected with many
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kinds of international actors including governments, enterprises
and NGOs. Thus, if Jeju continues to play the roles of “conveying
the communication and exchanges between the continent and sea,
buffering the competition and conflict among the various actors,
and reducing the gaps between the developed economy and back-
ward economy” (Park 2002, 178), it will promote Jeju Free Interna-
tional City or Jeju Special Self-governing Province to be a unique
model or special strategy for development.13

The development of air-space technology and the Internet makes
Jeju Island able to play a new role for promoting cooperation and
exchanges among the East Asian countries. At the same time the
strong voice of the local people stimulates Jeju to try to go beyond
its geographical confinement and grasp the opportunity of participat-
ing directly in the world economy. So Jeju Special Self-governing
Province should be permitted to enjoy diplomatic autonomy through
peace and business, but not by war or military engagement.

IV. Military Base in the Perspective 
of Jeju, Island of World Peace

In relation to peace and security, Jeju is confronted with the
issue of establishing an air base and a marine corps base around
Hwasoon seaport. I’d like to oppose the heavily militarized Hwa-
soon seaport for the following reasons:

The vision of Jeju, Island of World Peace is more than a passive
peace which is maintained with the absence of war and violence. A
passive peace is still important. However, while all the people are
pursuing a passive peace, the vision of Jeju, Island of World Peace
has to be more than passive peace in order to show a unique brand
as the Island of World Peace. In other words, the designation of Jeju
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as the Island of World Peace sets up a positive peace or ‘human
security’14 as its target. The concept of Jeju, Island of World Peace as
a positive peace are based on two considerations: One is the evalua-
tive view that a positive peace is superior to a passive peace, the
other is a realistic view that a passive peace secured by military
means is too vulnerable to be sustained unless the passive peace is
supported by a positive peace.15 In the perspective of the vision of
Jeju, Island of World Peace searching for a positive peace, the propo-
sition of arming Hwasoon seaport should be opposed.

But the issue of arming the Hwasoon area is not simple because
we have to consider another realistic view on security in that a 
passive peace is of primary importance due to two reasons. First,
the vision of Jeju, Island of World Peace is to ensure a passive peace
as the premise to pursue a positive peace. It is clear that the positive
peace is not possible without a passive peace. Second, in spite of the
post-cold war, the international circumstances of East Asia includ-
ing the Korean peninsula are not stable enough to neglect a passive
peace. The Korean peninsula is one of the most unstable places
owing to the animosity between the USA and North Korea sur-
rounding North Korea’s attempts to produce nuclear weapons.
Thus, many South Korean people regard a passive peace as the nec-
essary means while hoping strongly to constrain the use of force.
Thus, the issue of arming Hwasoon seaport is supported by many
people.

Since Jeju, Island of World Peace cherishes both a positive and
passive peace, there exist two different points of view about the
heavily armed Hwasoon seaport depending on the preference for
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nities or in our environment’ (Overview of HDR 1994, 5).

15 For example, September 11 Terror in 2001 can be explained as the outcome of
the unilateralism of the USA that has been neglecting the positive peace.



type of peace. In fact, the two viewpoints are only different in their
perspectives because which group is right or wrong does not mat-
ter. It means that it is difficult for Jeju people to reach any consen-
sus16 because their viewpoints reflect their identities or philoso-
phies. So first of all it is necessary for the Naval Forces and Jeju peo-
ple including Hwasoon residents to have a meeting and conversa-
tion, and then to proceed with the political process to negotiate. But
the issue of arming Hwasoon seaport has remained unresolved
since 2002 due to the absence of politics.

The issue of heavily arming Hwasoon seaport is more complex
because of the gap between the intent of government and the expec-
tation of Jeju people. Jeju people expect two tasks to be accom-
plished: One is ‘to contribute to world peace’; the other is to make
Jeju the island of peace’ (Hyun 2006, 73). When reviewing the mili-
tary base of Hwasoon seaport in relation to the above-mentioned two
tasks, the issue is restated as follows: (1) whether the military base of
Hwasoon seaport can contribute to world peace, and (2) whether the
military base of Hwasoon seaport will contribute to making the
vision of Jeju the Island of World Peace come true. I think that when
Jeju people applauded the designation of Jeju as the Island of World
Peace, Jeju people preferred making and establishing the peace by
peaceful means.17 If it is the case, the military base of Hwasoon sea-
port does not fit into the expectations of Jeju people.

On the other hand, when designating Jeju as the Island of World
Peace, the intent of the central government leans toward the geoe-
conomic consideration so that the Law of Jeju, Island of World
Peace is enacted within the Special Law of Jeju Free International
City. In other words, the central government is to take advantage of
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16 Prime Minister Hae-Chan Lee had remarked of the need for consensus among
Jeju people in order to build the military base in Hwasoon seaport when
answering the questions about arming Hwasoon seaport in the parliament in
2005 (Jejusori, June 9, 2005).

17 For the meanings of ‘peace by peaceful means’ in Jeju Island of World Peace,
see Yang & Chang (2002, 199-226).



Jeju, Island of World Peace in order to realize the goals of Jeju Free
International City.

Of course it will be desirable to consider the combination of
peace and prosperity by integrating the law of world peace into the
special law of a free international city. With this combination, a pos-
itive cycle between peace and prosperity will be set up and the idea
of sustainable development will be pervasive, which can become
the differentiated brand of Jeju Free International City. But until
now it is not certain whether the combination of peace and prosper-
ity can help Jeju take these expected directions — these are sustain-
able development focusing on the harmony with nature, the exten-
sion of security towards human security more than state security,
and leading the cooperation and exchanges among East Asian
countries by open regionalism — because the policy orientation of
the Roh administration is dominated by the economic logic of
neoliberalism which is largely backed up by statism.

If we view the military base of Hwasoon seaport in the perspec-
tive of a geoeconomy that the central government focused on, the
heavily armed Hwasoon seaport does not seem to contribute to the
success of Jeju Free International City. While free international city
means the free movement of people, goods and capital, a military
base is likely to constrain the free movement at any time if neces-
sary for the military operations. If Hwasoon seaport is developed as
a tourist or logistics seaport for attracting people, goods and capital
from East Asia according to the original blue print, it will best suit
the vision of Jeju Free International City.

In spite of the undesirability of heavily arming Hwasoon sea-
port, some people of Jeju are beginning to concede the military base
of Hwasoon seaport for the purpose of getting the economic bene-
fits. For example, Hong-Ik Moon, who is the chair of the Jeju Cham-
ber of Commerce and Industry, consented to the proposal of the
military base of Hwasoon seaport, saying that “we cannot make
money if considering the opposite function”(Jejusori, June 19, 2006).
Moon’s remarks reflect partly the milieu in which they might post-
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pone or even give up the Island of World Peace if necessary to make
money under the condition of continuous economic impasses. Moon
Hong-ik typically represented the economic approach to the mili-
tary base that will contribute to bringing about economic benefits
by the effectiveness of constructing a ‘back city.’18

The emergence of economic viewpoint19 on the military base is
in part owing to the central government. First, as explained earlier,
the Roh administration approached Jeju, Island of World Peace
with the logic of the geoeconomy. It is natural for some people of
Jeju to approach the Island of World Peace from an economic per-
spective. If Jeju, Island of World Peace is limited to playing an aux-
iliary role to provide places for meetings and conferences arranged
by the central government without a certain level of autonomy in
diplomacy, it cannot satisfy the mounting expectations of Jeju peo-
ple. To the extent that Jeju, Island of World Peace cannot perform
its roles as a Free International City positively and progressively,
the gap between expectation and frustration will grow wider,
which will pose the question about the utility of the Island of World
Peace. In fact, there are a lot of Jeju people wondering whether Jeju,
Island of World Peace is merely a symbol, and inclining to be sup-
portive of inviting the military base of Hwasoon seaport for revival
of the economy while sustaining the desirability of Jeju, Island of
World Peace in the long run.

The problem lies in the fact that the economic benefits of the mil-
itary base are not projected to be as big as expected even though it
would contribute to a construction boom in the short term. First, in
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18 Ko (2006, 40-41) criticized the effectiveness of the city at the back of the mili-
tary base on the grounds that a military base does not have the developmen-
tal sources such as free movement of people, goods and capital which is the
goal of Jeju Free International City.

19 The issue of arming Hwasoon seaport shifted its focus from security to econ-
omy in August 2005 when some people from Wimiri of Jeju formed the Pro-
motion Committee for Inviting the Marine Military Base for the purpose of
getting economic benefits while calling for building up the military base in
Wimi seaport instead of Hwasoon seaport.



spite of the grand construction project with investment of 800 bil-
lion won for 8 years, the actual share for Jeju is about 20% of the
total investment because the other 80% is going to the big enterpris-
es that will make contracts with the Ministry of National Defense.
Second, on reviewing the relation between the military base and
tourism, the analysis published by the Jeju Development Institute
(2005, 81-86) suggests a negative influence for the following rea-
sons: 1) empirically most military bases do not play a tourist role in
themselves; 2) the number of visitors to meet soldiers would not be
large enough because of the expensive costs to visit Jeju; 3) the stip-
ulation of the Law of Protecting the Military Establishment hinders
the free use of the Hwasoon area such as Mt. Sanbang and the sea-
side of Yongmeori; 4) if the heavily militarized Hwasoon seaport is
connected with the MD program of the USA, it will inevitably give
visitors anxiety and bad images.

Though its benefits are not big enough and the 2002 survey on
the opinions of Jeju people already showed that 58.2% of Jeju people
opposed the project of arming Hwasoon seaport (Hallailbo, October
25, 2002), the issue of arming Hwasoon seaport is continuously
debated for economic concerns. This debate poses two things to
think about. First, the reason why Jeju people are moving toward
economic benefits, though in the short term, is a policy failure of
the Roh administration. The Roh administration announced Jeju as
the Island of World Peace without thorough preparation, but has
neglected to promote the peace industry, although it is not easily
achieved. It is now considered that the vision of Jeju, Island of
World Peace seems to be more than South Korea including Jeju can
deal with. The Island of World Peace needs to go beyond the sta-
tism and neoliberalism from the Korean people and demands the
peculiar mission and even the sacrifice of Jeju people. Now the
issue of arming Hwasoon seaport becomes the testing gate that Jeju
has to pass if Jeju wants to keep the brand of the Island of World
Peace and show its capacity for pushing forward the Island of
World Peace.
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V. Conclusion: 
Beyond the Nation-Oriented Viewpoint

Jeju, Island of World peace is the vision of upgrading the future of
Jeju by combining peace and prosperity within the dimensions of
Nature, Culture, History, Geopolitics and Geoeconomy. At the same
time Jeju, Island of World Peace is the strategy to achieve the goals of
Jeju Free International City. Though there are different opinions about
the vision and strategy of World Peace, Jeju people and the Roh
administration had common understandings as follows: 1) review
and revival of a unique traditional culture and the clean environment
of Jeju, and reinterpretation and overcoming of the April 3 Incident, 2)
reflection and reformation of the developmental tracks as internation-
al tourist resorts since the 1970s, 3) using the geopolitics of Jeju which
has played a networking role in upgrading the exchange and coopera-
tion in East Asia including the Korean peninsula in the post-cold war
era, 4) making Jeju a model of decentralized & balanced development
through opening markets as a response to the challenges of globaliza-
tion. When Roh Moo-Hyun announced Jeju as the Island of World
Peace on January 27, 2005, Jeju people applauded the designation.

But now in 2006 the policy of World Peace is not satisfying Jeju
people, though the vision of Jeju, Island of World Peace is still wel-
come. This is first of all owing to the economic logic of neoliberalism
that the central governments, including the Kim Dae-Jung and Roh
Moo-Hyun administrations, have cherished in order to respond to
the pressures of globalization. Since making money is of primary
importance all over the world, some people of Jeju think that the
vision of Jeju, Island of World Peace can be postponed if necessary
to make money. The issue of arming Hwasoon seaport turns out to
be an economic issue to Jeju people while a military or security issue
to the Naval Forces.20
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peace and security concerning heavily arming Hwasoon seaport (Yang 2005,
57-73), I focused on the opinions of Jeju people in this paper.



It is obvious that the project of heavily arming Hwasoon seaport
does not serve the vision of Jeju, Island of World Peace. But some
people of Jeju suggest the actual postponement of World Peace for
economic benefits and then the inhabitants vote is proposed to
solve the hot issue of whether to arm Hwasoon seaport or not. To
make a decision on the hot issue, the inhabitants vote can be effec-
tive. But before the vote is conducted, the central government has
to make clear its official stance about arming Hwasoon seaport for
two reasons: First, because the Roh administration designated Jeju
as the Island of World Peace, it is reasonable that the Roh adminis-
tration has to say something about the relation between world
peace and the military base. Second, the issue of heavily arming
Hwasoon seaport deserves a national debate before coordinating
the opinions of Jeju people as Ko(2006, 46) argued.

Finally, I would like to suggest the East Asian perspective in
relation to arming Hwasoon seaport. In the 20th century, Korean
people lived within the perspective of localism and statism. Local-
ism ruled the consciousness and behavior in our daily life from the
regional rivalry between Yeongnam and Honam areas to Jeju’s little
version of regionalism between North and South areas or that
between East and West areas. Statism exerted enormous power,
regarding the Republic of Korea as the pivot. This Nation-oriented
viewpoint was partly owing to the consciousness of identifying the
fortune of the individual with that of the state, which was forced by
Japanese imperialism, the division of the nation, the Korean War
and the continuous threats from the North.

But the new trends of the post-cold war era, globalization and
the information network make us realize that the future of peace
and prosperity is not possible with localism and statism. In fact,
Jeju Free International City in 2002, Jeju, Island of World Peace in
2005 and Jeju Special Self-governing Province in 2006 are all consis-
tent with the globalism that is renamed as an East Asian perspec-
tive beyond localism and statism. But there is the gap between the
global vision and statist policy as well as that between the East

272 Peace & Policy Dialogue in Northeast Asia



Asian perspective and local consciousness. Then, there is one group
of people approving and another group opposing the military base
at Hwasoon seaport.

Now Jeju people have the three interconnected global tasks of
Free International City, Island of World Peace and Special Self-gov-
erning Province. I think that the future of Jeju depends on the coor-
dinated efforts to perform the above-mentioned three tasks, but not
on arming Hwasoon seaport. It poses a unique mission to Jeju peo-
ple demanding the consciousness of globalism and an East Asian
perspective in order to implement the Free International City suc-
cessfully. From the perspective of East Asia, the military base of
Hwasoon seaport should not be established as an excuse for eco-
nomic benefits in the short term. Thus, I would like to suggest the
idea of an East Asian Peace Seaport for Hwasoon seaport in the par-
adigm of ‘the peace by peaceful means’ and globalism.
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A Suggestion for the Establishment 
of a Jeju International Peacekeeping 
and Humanitarian Centre

Yasushi Akashi

The following suggestion has been inspired by instances of
UN and international activities in Asia such as the UN
Peacekeeping Operation in Cambodia (1992-1993), the

UN Peacekeeping Operation in East Timor (1999-2006) and other
international disaster relief operations, including the Indian Ocean
Tsunami disaster (December 2004) and the earthquakes in Pakistan
and Indonesia in 2005 and 2006. These operations are brilliant and
positive examples of international and regional cooperation, and
have demonstrated tremendous potential for solidarity and mutual
confidence among the nations concerned. They have also shown
that the countries of the region can and should do more in develop-
ing skills and effectiveness in coping with common threats of con-
flicts and humanitarian disasters.

The international activities mentioned above have contributed to
alleviating human suffering, have improved the prospects for peace
and stability in the region and have helped solidify the sense of
regional and international cohesion.

Objectives: the Jeju International Peacekeeping and Humanitarian
Centre aims at contributing to a more effective participation and
capacity-building by the countries in Asia and the Pacific in partic-
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ipating in UN-sponsored peace operations or other similar opera-
tions as well as in international humanitarian activities. Through its
activities the Centre intends to enhance mutual confidence and trust
among the countries and peoples in Northeast Asia and the wider
Asia and the Pacific. The Centre hopes to play a positive role in pro-
moting conflict resolution, peacekeeping, peace-building and other
efforts for the peaceful settlement of conflicts and alleviation of
instability through the cooperation among governments and other
international and national institutions in the region.

Sponsorship: the Jeju Special Self-Governing Province will be
responsible for the organization as well as the administration of the
Centre under the over-all supervision of the Government of the
Republic of Korea. The Centre will be guided by a small interna-
tional advisory board, consisting mainly of eminent persons with
relevant experience from countries in the region, assisted, as required,
by the United Nations and other institutions.

Programmes and Activities: the Centre will conduct training pro-
grammes and seminars of various durations at advanced, mid-career
as well as for beginner levels in order to enable participants to acquire
new skills and insight and better perform in peacekeeping, civilian
police and civilian activities as well as in humanitarian situations
undertaken by the United Nations, regional or other multi-lateral
organizations. The Centre will also organize conferences and work-
shops with a view to elucidating emerging international issues and
producing practical suggestions. In addition, it will undertake publi-
cations and other information programmes for the dissemination of
relevant knowledge and for educational purposes.

Participants: interested governments, academic or research insti-
tutions, regional organizations, business groups and enterprises, and
interested civil society and NGOs and individuals, who are able to
make a tangible contribution to the attainment of the objectives of
the Centre, will be invited to participate in programmes and activi-
ties of the Centre.

Affiliations: the Centre will undertake relevant programs and
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activities by itself, or in cooperation with other similar institutes in
other countries and regions, as required. A formal agreement of
affiliation may be concluded with selected institutions.

Funding: funding for the formative period will be made by the
Government of the Republic of Korea in cooperation with the Jeju
Special Self-Governing Province. Other governments, organizations
and individuals may also wish to participate in funding. Financial
contributions from sources outside the Republic of Korea will be
welcomed to ensure the Centre’s international and regional per-
spectives and activities.
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• Opening and Welcoming Remarks

Chairman KIM, Cae-One, International Peace Foundation

Chairman KIM was a professor at the Department of Economics of Seoul
National University (1971-2004) and dean of the College of Social Sciences
(1995-96), and served as President of the Academic Association of Internation-
al Economic Studies (1988-89), and the Korea Economic Association (2000-01).
He was founding President (1988-91) and Chairman (1993-98) of the Korea
Information Strategy Development Institute (KISDI), and Commissioner of
the Financial Supervisory Commission (1998-99) of Korea. He was awarded
the French Government Decoration, Legion d’Honneur (1990). He assumed the
Chairmanship of the International Peace Foundation in March 2006.

Chairman LEE, Su-Hoon, the Presidential Committee on Northeast Asian

Initiative

Chairman Lee received his Ph.D. in Comparative International Development
and Sociology from the Johns Hopkins University in 1986. In 1986, he joined
the faculty of Sociology at Kyungnam University in Korea and simultaneous-
ly assumed the position of Associate Director at its Institute for Far East Asian
Studies in Seoul. In 2000, he joined the faculty of the School for North Korean
Studies in Seoul. In August 2005, he was appointed as the Chair of the Presi-
dential Committee on the Northeast Asian Initiative, one of the key policy
advisory bodies for President Roh Moo -hyun.
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279



Governor KIM, Tae-Hwan

In May 2006, Mr. Kim was elected as the first Governor of the Jeju Special
Self-Governing Province through popular vote. He completed his undergrad-
uate work in law at Cheju National University. Afterwards, he received an
MA in Administration at Yonsei University. In 2004, he was conferred an
honorary degree from Cheju National University. He has served in various
capacities including, Governor of South Jeju District County, Mayor of Jeju
City, and Governor of the Special Self-Governing Province.

Ambassador KWON, Youngmin

Currently Vice Chancellor of the Jeju Peace Institute, International Peace
Foundation. He studied German language and literature (Seoul National Uni-
versity) before joining the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1969. He has served
at the Korean Embassies in Vienna (1971), Bonn (1978), and Amman (1982)
before being appointed as Ambassador to Norway (1995-1997), Denmark
(1998-2000) and Germany (2003-2005). In Seoul, he has served as Director-
General in the European Affairs Bureau (1991-1992) and Deputy Minister for
Policy Planning of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. His latest publication is
Regional Community Building in East Asia published by the Yonsei University
Press in 2002.

H.E.Mr. LIM, Chae-Jung, Speaker, the National Assembly of the Republic

of Korea

Elected as Speaker in August 2006, moving from his previous post in the
National Assembly as Chairman of the Unification, Foreign Affairs & Trade
Committee, held since 2004. From 1992, he has been a member of the 14, 15,
16 & 17th National Assemblies. During his tenure in the National Assembly,
he has served in several important positions such as Chairman of the ruling
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Uri Party Planning and Advisory Committee (2004), Chairperson of the Presi-
dential Transition Committee (2002) and Chairman of the Special Committee
Supporting Development of Inter-Korean Relations. He graduated from Jeil
High School, Kwangju and Korea University (B.A. in Law).

H.E. Amb. GODAL, Bjorn Tore

Bjørn Tore Godal was educated at Telemark Commercial College, Holly
Royde College, and the University of Manchester 1965, earning a B.A. at the
University of Oslo (1969). After becoming secretary of research and interna-
tional affairs for the Norwegian Labour Party (1973-80), he served as secretary
and chairman for the Oslo Labour Party (1980-82; 1982-90), continuing his
career as a member of the National Executive Committee, Norwegian Labour
Party (1983-90). He was Minister of Trade and Shipping (1991-94), Minister of
Foreign Affairs (1994-97), and Minister of Defence (2000-2001). He was also a
member of Parliament (1986-2001). He also served as Senior Advisor, Depart-
ment of Political Science, the University of Oslo.
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ANTHONY, Ian

Ian Anthony received his B.A., M.A., and Ph.D. degrees at the University of
London. He started his career as researcher on the Arms Transfer Project at
SIPRI (1987-93), continuing to serve as project leader on the Arms Transfer
and Arms Production Project (1993-98). He became chairman of the Nonpro-
liferation and Export Control Working Group, Partnership for Peace Consor-
tium of Defence Academies and Security Studies Institutes (2000-2002), while
serving as project leader on the Export Control in Europe Project at SIPRI
(1998-2003). He has been serving as project leader on the Nonproliferation
and Export Control Project at SIPRI since 2003. His publications include six
books on arms control or the arms trade, and numerous articles and book
chapters.

AKASHI, Yasushi

Yasushi Akashi graduated from the Graduate School of the University of Vir-
ginia after receiving a B.A. at the University of Tokyo. He is currently chair-
man of the Japan Center for Conflict Prevention, president of the Japan Asso-
ciation for UN Studies, and director of the Foreign Language Research Insti-
tute of the Gunma Prefectural Women’s University. After joining the UN
(1957), he served as Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs of the
UN (1987) and as Special Advisor to the UN Secretary-General (1995). He was
the first president of the Hiroshima Peace Institute and the Asahi Shimbun
Asia Network (AAN) until February of 1999.

CHAN, Steve

Steve Chan received his Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (1976), and
has been a Fulbright scholar in Singapore and Taiwan. He studies internation-
al relations and comparative politics with a focus on East Asia. His recent
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writings have addressed topics on power transition and power cycles, democ-
ratic peace, changes and persistence in political values, deterrence, and eco-
nomic statecraft. His publications include thirteen books and over a hundred
chapters and articles which have appeared in journals such as American Politi-
cal Science Review, Journal of Conflict Resolution, International Studies Quarterly,
and World Politics.

CHUNG, Dae-hwa

Dae-hwa Chung received his Ph.D. in international relations from the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania and received his post-doc training at the Center for
International Affairs (CFIA), Harvard University, publishing an article on
U.S.-Japan relations. Dr. Chung also worked briefly at the United Nations at
the UNCTAD/ESCAP Joint Unit on Transnational Corporations. He is cur-
rently an associate of the Center for Global Nonviolence in Honolulu, Hawaii,
and concurrently a visiting scholar at the Political Science Department, Cheju
National University.

DING, Yuanhong

Ding Yuanhong graduated from Beijing University (1952), joining the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs as staff member at the Chinese Embassy in Romania
(1953-57). He continued to serve as staff member, advisor, director, and coun-
selor in various departments and divisions of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
including the Dept. of North America and Oceania; China Institute of Interna-
tional Studies. He was Ambassador and Deputy Permanent Representative of
China to the UN (1987-90), Ambassador to Switzerland (1990-92), Special
Consultant to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (1992-97), Senior Official of
ASEM (1997-2001), and Council member of the Chinese People’s Institute of
Foreign Affairs (2001-2004).
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KIM, Keun-sik

Professor Kim received his Ph.D. in political science from Seoul National Uni-
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