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North-East Asia’s regional security secrets:
re-envisaging the Korean crisis

Hazel SamH

caused by the alleged menacing behaviour of ayhigtitarized, nuclear-armed Democratic

People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK or North Koreadtnly does this picture obscure the
profound human security crisis facing many Northdéns, mis-analysing of regional security problems
also contributes to the prevalence and circulatiba fundamentally flawed “conventional wisdom”
about what constitutes the security crisis for Meftast Asia and consequently what can be done
about it. It therefore precludes fruitful policy@ices that could help to resolve the multidimenaion
Korean security crisis that is at the heart of shanedium- and long-term regional stability.

The conventional picture of North-East Asian secuistyf stark national security threats

One reason for the prevailing truncated picturdNofth-East Asian security is that to consider
the more complex, real regional security crisis msafor uncomfortable reading for many of the elites
in the region or indeed for extra-regional elitehaiegional concerns. It would mean making visible
what have become almost taboo subjects in tertted@flack of coverage in the international media.
These include the absence of a military threah&region from North Korea, the real risks to regib
stability from transborder spill-overs of unreguldteapitalism in the DPRK, and the regionally held
fear of unilateral US military intervention in NérKorea.

Security discourses

Security debates these days are often categormzeuaiiually exclusive terms as either concerning
national security or human security. National sgg@nalysts and policy makers worry about teriéor
integrity and military defence of state borderseyiregard “security” as the domain of sovereign
states. The international is inherently conflictaad in the end states must rely on their own recsensl
to defend themselves and protect their citizens.

Human security analysts, on the other hand, argaefor most states, security no longer means
only the protection of borders against invasioraldb implies protection against social and ecorromi
instability caused by disruption from outside tleeritorial borders. Human security analysts fe @ltth
in this globalizing world of porous borders and y#&svel we should be more concerned about
transborder threats to individual well-being. Thesgy come, for example, from economic downturns,
humanitarian and environmental disasters, or tratisnal crime. Human security concerns normally
also imply a sense that one state can no longet-eifar could—resolve such problems on its own.

Hazel Smith is Professor in International Relatiabhthe University of Warwick. Her latest publiaatiisHungry for
Peace: International Security, Humanitarian Assistance, and Social Change in North Korea (forthcoming, United States
Institute for Peace Press).
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Asian bird flu, for instance, is not just a probldon Thailand or Viet Nam or even just for Asia. Man
security analysts prefer therefore to respond tonan security threats by way of regional and/or
global institutions. These institutions offer mialtéral solutions designed, in the main, to be enpdnted
through cooperation, not coercion.

National security and human National security and human security analysts havebeen
security analysts have not been verwery good at incorporating each other’s perspeststech as to offer
good at incorporating each other’s multisectoral analysis. There is nothing in logigropractice, however,
perspectives such as to offerto preventa national/lhuman security nexus as #sistior analysis
multisectoral analysis. and plenty to recommend it in terms of an increaadiity to

appreciate the complexity of contemporary securiises. National
security concerns in terms of the potential useveépons of mass destruction (WMD) or terrorism
against civiians should in fact remain the mogsitaf human security concerns. By contrast, tlezee
few who would argue that simple territorial statyilhkccompanied by the abrogation of basic political
and economic rights offers any kind of meaningfational security to citizens, the regime that rules
over them or neighbouring countries that must dethl legal and illegal migration and all manner of
negative, unpredictable cross-border spill-over ¢ffec

National and human security discourses can alsebenciled through policy choices that push
for multinational solutions to global problems. éftall, even in the hardest of security cases when
military intervention is mooted, most states (irtihg those often conceived of as diehard unilaitgsal
value multilateral solutions—whether this be throd¢ATO, or the UN and regional peace-keeping
forces. This is why the United States has soughttieve multilateral backing for every internatidn
intervention it has made since the Second World &k why China has insisted that only multilateral,
preferably UN-sanctioned, interventions are legal.

The prevalence and influence of the conventionakseity discourse

The dominant international security debate aboutiN&ast Asia focuses on North Korea as the
source of most of the region’s troubles. The digselis on WMD including ballistic missiles and
nuclear armaments, and of military threats by Ndfthea against its neighbours. It is commonly
believed that there remains the ever-present ttuleaar caused by an irrational state and government
in the DPRK. If human security concerns are mergiin the context of North-East Asia they are
invariably discussed in regard to North Korea’s lamrights violations. Humanitarian concerns are
discussed in the context ofthe food crisis in Nd&trea and the consequent inability of the govegntn
to feed its people. Transnational crime and trkifig in women also come on to the agenda of the
region’s media through the prism of alleged Nortirdan misdemeanours.

Conventional security discourse on and in North-Bsgt is of North Korea as the major source
of a military security dilemma. Seen in this waynman insecurity is a direct consequence of the
militarization of the DPRK and that government'siical intransigence and antiquated economic
policies. The implication is that once the DPRKitaily problem is resolved such that the DPRK no
longer poses a security threat to the region, theman security problems for North Koreans and
neighbouring populations will be solved as an awticmconsequence. Human security threats are
not, within this conventional security picture, werdtood as a common problem for all of North-East
Asia—transcending borders and requiring common asaperative solutions.

Conventional security talk is also pessimistic abiwe possibilities of achieving multilateral or
cooperative solutions to the perceived securityrdina of North-East Asia. North-East Asia is known
for its comparative absence of regional organizegidRecent years have seen some promotion of the
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idea of a North-East Asian community but there remaaio appetite for a European Union-type
integration venture in East Asia—even in the distliire. The conventional wisdom is that it is
difficult to perceive common interests and cultsueh as to place regional integration on the agenda
for any North-East Asian state. Nor is North-EastaAsobme to even a loose association of states
analogous to the Association of Southeast AsianoNat(ASEAN), which operates by putting aside
ideological and economic disparity in order to falate common approaches to shared concerns.

The dominant or conventional security discoursenfisiential globally, informing the foreign
policies of major states—including the United Statapan and all Western states from the European
Union members to Australia and New Zealand. Itdysisapermeates ASEAN members even if these
states do not share the policy options of isoladod containment that have sometimes flowed from
the dominant analysis. ASEAN prefers its own digtimethod of conflict resolution and negotiation to
achieve elite consensus and cooperative solutions.

The dominant approach is by no means universalgvew and obscures more complex intra-
regional security dynamics. In China, for instanttes major North-East Asian security debate is not
about North Korea, but about the perceived thre#t¢ region from Taiwanese independence claims.
Other concerns highlighted throughout the regidhaigh barely mentioned in the western media
are the still extant territorial conflicts, regionm&alries and ideological differences between tieEast
Asia’s major states—China, Russia, Japan and bathas The bitterness engendered by the Japanese
colonial period ofthe first half of twentieth cemy is still prevalent and a significant factordomestic
politics in China and both Koreas. Ideologicalei#nces between communist China and capitalist
Japan still play a part in fear, suspicion and m#tbetween the two peoples. Nationalist sentiment
also motivate Chinese, Japanese, Korean and sserlextent Russian irredentist claims in the mgio

The conventional approach tells part of the truthibdoes so in such a way as to obscure other
important truths for those concerned with North-Bs#. Conventional approachesreduce knowledge
about complex security problems to a “one causealit diagnosis that demonizes the DPRK and
makes it almost impossible to conceive of negat@tlet alone reaching any agreement, with such an
irrational state. Conventional knowledge about@i®RK also presents worst-case scenarios as factual
accounts. The conventional wisdom does anythingpbaside wise guidance for policy makers. Instead
it exaggerates and skews data in such a way ggtavate—rather than merely analyse—security tensions

Some “taboos”

Articulating some ofthe taboos—the issues thakamwvn by
all regional policy makers but rarely mentioned—ifirst step to
reconstituting security analysis in and about tleagion. A in important ways by a dangerously
reconstitution of the conventional wisdom shouldthe aim—to deficient understanding of North
try to force a belated recognition that the curreaxturity policies of Korean realities and therefore build
major states are based on or informed in importgays by a policy on deeply problematic
dangerously deficient understanding of North Koreaalities and foundations.
therefore build policy on deeply problematic foutidas.

The current security policies of
major states are based on or informed

THE DPRKIS A MILITARILY WEAK POWER

It may seem obvious, even logical, that the DPRiKicW has suffered well-recorded economic
devastation for over fiteen years and as a consaqe almost total industrial infrastructural cofiep
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would have little
in the way of
functioning

Table 1. Comparative military spending of North Korea, South Korea
and Japan, 2000 (data in parentheses from 1999)

Population (m) Miltary expenditure Per capita miltaryPercentage of GDP

military hardware

(US$m) 2000  expenditure (US$)
or —a VeIy  "Norh Korea 245 2 049 (2 100) 95 87) 13.9 (14.3)
fearsome army. o\ oen 47 12 496 (12 088) 263 (257) 2.8 3)
Nevertheless, the ’
Japan 127 44 417 (40 383) 351 (319) 1(0.9)

conventional
wisdom is that the
DPRK has a
fearsome arsenal, ready to be released on all c®fm@an Tokyo to Alaska with South Korea in-
between. Table 1 starkly reveals the actual capaétithe DPRK military.

Source: IISS, London.

The DPRK's annual military spending is dwarfed syneighbours, at 2 bilion US dollars, compared
to Japan’s 44 billion and South Korea’s 12 billidm.addition, the US$ 95 per capita it spends en it
huge armed forces hasto cover food, clothing, mgu$ealth supplies, as well as every aspect @twh
would normally come from a civilian infrastructuirea developed state—telecommunications, transport,
food supplies and agricultural production, and istial production for everything from weapons to
clothing. This is because the social infrastructioaeely functions and the civilian industrial fabhas
all but disappeared since the economic meldowithef1990s. Additionally the data in Table 1
assume a formal exchange rate that in practicebbas replaced by market rates since at least the
mid-1990s. In 2000 the market rate for the won wasservatively 25 won per dollar—as compared
to the 2.2 official rate. Taking this conservatinearket rate as the actual rate, DPRK per capita
expenditure on it soldiers in 2000 was actuallysard US$ 8 a year. This expenditure is not enough
to make for a powerful army.

The incapacity of the North Korean army providesrmportant reason as to why the DPRK is
seeking to build or declare a nuclear deterrendutfcessful, relatively cheap investment in nuclear
fission would mean the DPRK would not have to fisiions of dollars to support its hungry and
economically unproductive army. The strategy domsaven require the actual production ofa nuclear
weapon. The February 2005 announcement by the DR&Kt had “manufactured nukes for self-
defence” may or may not be true. The DPRK has hotyever, completed any nuclear-weapons
testing, and the backward state of every aspeits eEonomy would indicate that the DPRK's claims
are both aspirational and designed to bring thentéSsubstantive negotiations to exchange its rarele
weapons programmes for economic assistance.

No serious military analyst anywhere in the worldws the DPRK as an offensive military threat
to its neighbours or any other state. This is pdricause of the weak military capacity of the DPRK
and partly because of the lack of a military stggtéhat argues for either offensive attack agaitisst
neighbours or pre-emptive defence.

THE DPRKHAS NO LINKS WITH GLOBAL TERRORISM

Despite its involvement historically in terrorigtacks against South Koreans such as the Rangoon
bombing of South Korean politicians in 1983 andaitsged blowing up of a South Korean airline in
1987 as well as its abduction of thirteen Japarmdgé@ans in the 1970s and early 1980s, the DPRK
does not have any recent or current connectionis glitbal terrorism. Its dramatically improved
relationship with South Korea since the June 200M8it in Pyongyang (when North and South
Korean leaders met for the first time since the ehthe Korean War in 1953) and its dependence on
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the South for economic and humanitarian assistameelso likely to preclude such activities against
the South. Similarly Kim Jong Il, the DPRKs heafilstate, has made an intensive effort to improve
relations with Japan—resulting in two visits by Peivlinister Koizumi to the DPRK, an agreement to
return Japanese hijackers residing in Pyongyangesthe 1970s along with their families, and the
return of the Japanese abductees and their familiesDPRK's non-involvement in terrorist activities

was acknowledged by the Clinton Administration, efhivas in the process of taking the DPRK off its
list of states that sponsor terrorism before it teut of office in 2001.

The real military threat from and to the DPRK

The military threat from the DPRK is that if att&ck even in the form of a “surgical strike” or
“limited” bombing campaign against its nuclear ¢gner facilties, it would retaliate militarily. #ttacked,
weak military capacity would not prevent retaligtarilitary action by the DPRK against South Korea—
where some 30,000 US troops are stationed. Sedhlitgipopulation of around 25 million is only
about 50km from the Korean border.

The DPRKhas the capacity to mobilize milionstefmilitary and population ifit is attacked. It is
the DPRK's mobilization capacity—not its militaryddavare—that could potentially cause devastation
if war broke out on the Peninsula. Adeterminedchaouth by a mobilized North Korean population,
even in the face of undoubtedly punishing bombiogifUS and South Korean forces, would result in
human and economic catastrophe for South Korethea®kwandan genocide demonstrated, it is not
necessary to possess sophisticated weapons bakih million people in two or three weeks.

On the other hand, even the DPRK government doeknow if a mobilized people and army
would continue to fight if war broke out. The poptibn of North Korea is for the most part hungry
and poor, and it blames the party and governmefitiad$, not the United States, for the country’s
economic crisis. Nor does it view South Korea &sd¢nemy. Large sections ofthe population also now
know that, contrary to what they were told by theducation system and their media, South Korea is
a rich country and life chances are better in thatB than the North. The North Korean population
could decide that the nationalist Korean projeat ththe essential foundation ofthe “Juche” uijohy
could easily be satisfied by integration with Sotrea. Therefore war is not a policy option foeth
DPRK government. Rather than mobilizing the peoNlerth Korean policy makers know that military
conflict may provide the catalyst to undermine ligitthe current DPRKregime.

Real threats to regional security

M ARKETS, INEQUALITY AND THE SPILL-O VER EFFECTS

The real threats to regional security can best haeustood as a result of a causal relationship
between the economic devastation faced by the Nthan population since the early 1990s and
the subsequent actual and potential threats tdligtai neighbouring states from spill-over effe s
the rapid growth of unregulated primitive capitalisn the DPRK. Human (in)security analysis thus
iluminates the cause of the potential regionalsitg crisis and by doing so challenges conventiona
analysis of what constitutes the causes of coniretine Korean case.

The economic crisis that hit the DPRK with the lo$concessionary markets, cheap oil and
technology transfers from the ex-communist stat#fs the end of the Cold War is well-known. What
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is less reported is the consequent marketizationthawmit political liberalization—that has taken place
in the DPRK since the early 1990s. The state caoltbnger deliver food and all other economic and
social goods after the food crisis of the 1990sewmmearly a millon people died of starvation and
malnutrition. The remaining 21 million survived thugh recourse to the primitive market that filled
the economic allocation and distribution vacuum.

The DPRK is now a nation of small and large busingsople. The state no longer provides
enough for any member of the population to surwighout individual entrepreneurship. Yet, at the
same time, the state has not moved to create dateguframework to shape the workings of this
mass of private economic activity. Thus therdtig Idistinction between what is legal and whiliegal,
what is legitimate and what is illegitimate. Cortigm in this climate is simply a judgment madedmnms
of personal ethics. Everything is permissible asldyal system does not recognize—except in the very
broad and basic legislation provided by the Julp20economic reforms”™—that the foundations of
the economic structure have been transformed.

CRO SSBORDERILLEGALITY AND PETTYCRIMINALITY

One consequence of the DPRKs human security @jsis one North Korean residing in China
told me in March this year, “the rich are gettincher and the poor are getting poorer”. The social
safety net cherished under the Kim Il Sung develeptrproject has all but disappeared. Inequality
and absolute poverty such as to keep the thresthofation acute for probably the majority of North
Koreans propel various kinds of cross-border illégakconomic migration to China, trafficking in
women, armed robbery and night-time theft, and srirugg

The 30,000 or so North Koreans residing illegalyGhina are generally pushed into illegal
migration by economic motives. Their actions aliengralized by both China and the DPRK, however,
and they risk severe punishment on their returth® DPRK if they are considered to have been
colluding with South Koreans and/or Christians ambviian, the border region that is home to China’s
Korean minority. Both groups are viewed by the Mdfbrean authorities not as humanitarians, but as
provocateurs whose major aim is to overturn thethl&orean regime.

Economic entrepreneurs make money out of traffigkjinis and women as brides and prostitutes
in north-east China—where single women are in shumply and where Chinese women are increasingly
reluctant to enter into the hardships involved umat living. So far, mainly small-scale cross-border
operators have been responsible for the traffickiregnily, friends and local connections arrange the
traffic—sometimes with connivance of the women. QNmth Korean woman who had introduced
another to a Chinese man said that “of courseiglain insult to the woman and to the country [North
Korea]. But it is better than living without food eat.”

Another consequence of the country’s continuingpifityt to feed its people and provide
meaningful economic opportunities for its populatis the general rise in crime in the country and,
particularly important for regional stability, itn¢ border area with China and Russia. Crime ranges
from the nightly forays into China of North Koredivihg near the border to steal food and supplies
the more sinister development of armed robberieth@nChinese side of the border. North Korean
soldiers, for instance, robbed a bank in the botdem of Tumen in north-east China last year and
were caught by the Chinese police after they ubedtoceeds to buy and consume alcoholin China
instead of immmediately returning to the DPRK. Violecrime and property theft are carried out by
small-scale operators and have not yet been linkeakrganized crime. Their prevalence is causing
concern among local Chinese authorities, howeethay have caused a sharp increase in personal
insecurity for local Chinese and Chinese Koreans.
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Finally, the DPRKs human security crisis and la¢knternal regulation has generated widespread
smuggling across the Chinese-North Korean bordenber is sold into China along with herbs and
mushrooms. Smuggling is almost institutionalizedhwilorth Korean local authorities, businesses as
well as individuals routinely carrying out cross-ter trade in ways that aim to avoid Chinese and
North Korean taxation.

PEOPLESMUGGLING

Transnational organized criminal gangs have taldmatage of the DPRKSs human security crisis
in that it is Chinese “snake-heads” or people snmargglvho transport North Koreans from China to
Seoul. This is a market-generated activity wherestieke-heads, who have the resources and contacts
to make transnational operations between two antermountries possible, exchange their services
with North Koreans who agree to pay a large pathefresettlement allowance they receive from the
South Korean government once they are succeskichted in Seoul.

Incidentally there are clear gender dimensiondite transnational criminal market. The snake-
heads prefer women clients as they consider thatemare more likely to pay back the debt accrued.
This may be the reason disproportionate numbensafien are turning up in Seoul among the latest
waves of North Koreans who have actually reacheuttS&orea.

THE REGIO NAL EFFECTSO F TECHNICAL MELTDOWN

The lack of internal regulatory capacity in the DE&not confined to economic legislation. The
DPRK has no systematic technical arrangementsli@tig known in engineering parlance as “quality
assurance” in any of its industrial or energy sext@he major train crash in the DPRK in February
2004 that killed dozens of schoolchildren was asimdue to the DPRK's inability to implement
regularized safety procedures as it was to indi@idwuman error. This lack of capacity permeates all
sectors. Its pvalence meansthat a nuclear accident is meg ftkan not given the recent resuscitation of
the DPRKs nuclear reactors. The effects of a rara@ecident could not : ,
be confined to the DPRK: South Korea, China, RussihJapan would Anuclear acudgnt Is a much more
suffer the consequences. Anuclear accident isehmore likely cause |K€ly cause of aregional nuclear crisis
of a regional nuclear crisis than the launch otialear weapon. than the launch of a nuclear weapon.

THEFEAR OF U SUNILATERALISM

Amajor unspoken worry of all governments in thgiom is the reluctance ofthe United Statesto
commit itselfto achieving a diplomatic solutionttte regional security crisis and the consequeartdé
unilateral US military intervention in the DPRK flgovernments of the region have not been encodrage
by the American decision at the Six-Party Talksdad prepared statements and its failure to use the
opportunities for informal discussions with the HoKoreans on the margins of the formal meetings.
In other words, they have been dismayed by the limgviess of the United States to use the normal
mechanisms of diplomacy whose very aim is to adhiggreement between conflicting parties that by
definition do not share interests and values by efagompromise and trade-offs.
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All the region’s states fear military interventidry the United States on the Peninsula. South
Korea fears the annihilation of Seoul and the dnigpof its economy not to speak of the kiling,
maiming and devastation that would be suffered blioms of Koreans. China does not want a war on
its borders—especially when it is making such profdefforts to develop its north-east. Neither does
it or Russia relish being drawn into a hot configth the United States. Public opinion in both ntries
would be outraged if the United States even attem @ limited “surgical strike” against the North
Koreans—and both countries have friendship treatilsthe DPRK, with China still formally committed
to some form of active support of the DPRK in timedsvar. Even Japan, whose alliance with the
United States forms the foundation of its foreignligy and its existence as a democratic state, has
given strong signals to the United States thatrétfgrs conflict resolution through negotiation, not
confrontation.

The regional response

Most of the DPRK's neighbours have been so conaewmith the high-profile nuclear crisis and

the consequent fear of American unilateralism tiha@ly have not analysed human insecurities as a
cause of potential threats to regional stabilitthemselves. Only China has taken these new sgcurit
threats in any way seriously. Its approach has begrunish those caught engaged in criminality as
well as to step up its internal security surveitlarprocedures such as to try to identify North lsore
residing in China without papers. Once identifidftey are sent back to the DPRK. Publicly, China has
refused to cooperate with the UN High CommissidneRefugees in setting up screening mechanisms
to distinguish refugees from economic migrantstdad it has insisted on a bilateral approach with
North Korea and has reiterated its official posittbat all North Koreans in China are economic arigg.

Concurrent with the official harsh approach, Chires also taken a more flexible approach to
North Koreans seeking support in China. Despitefaélcethat it has deployed some 100,000 troops to
the border area, it has not militarized the stitgpus and open 1,000 mile border. There are till n
fences, barbed wire, military emplacements or desaition lines except for the river that separates th
two countries. This means that in practice it tates North Koreans coming over the border at nght
obtain food from relatives or other sources. It fexslitated the transport of North Koreans who
invaded foreign embassies and consulates in BeijrtgShenyang to Seoul. It is also currently caariid)
recognizing the estimated 5,000 children born teedimarriages of illegally resident North Koreans
and Chinese citizens.

Regional actors on the whole, however, have nariaderiously the potential threats to regional
stability derived from the continuing structuralgetus to growth in cross-border illegality and criiity
arising rom the DPRKhuman security crisis. Noio@gl actor has addressed the potential consadidati
of transnational criminal networks in the bordeeas of China, Russia and the DPRK.

These subjects remain off the security These subjects remain off the security agenda bsecafi
agenda because of the very fact that thethe very fact that they contradict established alisse. The
contradict established discourse. “‘common knowledge” security paradigms that argue tfoe

fearsome nature of the North Korean military aressong and
strengthened by every kind of cultural and idedalafireinforcement that it becomes impossible to
“see” data that does not fit the pre-existing petmeys. One contributing factor is simply lack of
information reaching the public through the mediaducational institutions.

And in many cases, keepingtaboo subjects off thidipagenda serves domestic political interests.
For example, it is far easier to persuade the Japampublic to support changes in that country’s
constitution to allow a more active role for Japsmenilitary forces if the enemy can be shown as
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demented, irrational, nearby and ofimminent thrééatould be much harder to justify such changes
as part of a conformity to the reformulated JaparE$ strategic alliance that requires more pro-
active participation from Japan in regional andbglbmilitary activities.

Regional cooperation as policy solution

The conventional approach to regional security ysibrgues that there is little commonality
between the five major North-East Asian states aiscto build a regional coordination mechanism. In
fact, there are a number of ways in which North-EBsthns are economically and politically more
institutionally bound together than ever beforepiaChinese economic growth provides the meshing
factor—with Japan, South Korea and Russia lookingfod obtaining trade, markets and investment
relationships with China so as to boost their owareomic fortunes. The "ASEAN plus 3” formula has
brought Japan, China and South Korea togetheniultilateral forum and all participants in the Six-
Party Talks are members of the ASEAN Regional FO(@RF). Five of the six—not including North
Korea—are members of the Asia-Pacific Economic Coapen (APEC) Forum. In addition, the talks
themselves provide potential avenues of cooperdtietween the six parties and the possibility of
building more institutionalized cooperation meclsams in the future.

By misconceiving nascent regional cooperation,dbeventional wisdom rules out consideration
ofwhat could be innovative but pragmatic solutibmthe region’s security crisis. Multise ctoral seity
problems require fine-tuned analysis. These solgtialso provide the possibility for trade-offs and
bargaining across sectors and countries, such peotdde multilateral solutions to the multifaceted
security dilemma of North-East Asia today. The St Talks decision to convene working groups
could, forinstance, provide an acceptable foruraltparties to discuss the controversial issuesxtf
just nuclear weapons and missiles, but human rightshumanitarian issues as well as economic and
development matters.

It would not be very difficult to envisage a prosekin to the Helsinki “basket” diplomacy where
security, economics and human rights issues wegetieded by the Cold War adversaries but progress
in each was not directly linked to simultaneousgess in all. Thus incremental negotiations progide
confidence-building exercises in themselves asasdlubstantive positive outcomes at the end ofthe
process. An analogous approach is feasible foriNBsist Asia by way of an extension of the Six-Party
Talks. It will, however, require a rejection of wausal analysis and the conventional wisdom and an
adoption of security analysis that accepts the igiofensional nature of security threats in NorthtEas
Asia and the subsequent possibilities of multilatand multisectoral solutions.

Old and new security analyses

Facing the myths and realities of North-East Assa’'surity dilemmas would bring advantages to
policy makers. The insecurity facing the North Kamegovernment and its consequent decision to
advertise possession of a nuclear deterrent (whidthged on a real or aspired for weapons capacity
is almost irrelevant in this context) provide pafithe security puzzle of North-East Asia. Hiteaiarse
also, however, needs to recognize that focusintheralleged military threat from North Korea to the
exclusion of all other factors defers the resolntmf real security threats to regional stabilitpda
downplays other potentially dangerous conflictswedn states and peoples in the region. Historical
antagonisms are not disappearing and, becausééweliittle purchase in inter-elite political dissio
and are not the focus of any official attemptsaiftict resolution, they are in many ways worsening
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Old security analysis masks the serious but muft&hisional nature of North Korea’s national
security problems. Real security threats come roohfthe DPRK as a military threat but derive from
generalized human insecurities generated by thakd@wn of economic structures within the DPRK
and the resulting transborder spill-over effectadwmative security analysis should identify thesevne

features of the regional socio-economic and polifeadscape such as to help policy makers build
common, more cooperative futures.

disarmament



