Preface

Let Us Broaden the Horizon of the Peace Movement

The State of Peace in the Korean Peninsula, 2005

While we started 2005 seized with insecurity, we are able to close the year in some hope, having successfully completed two poignant South-North joint activities, in the fifth anniversary of the June 15 Joint Declaration and the 60th anniversary of the liberation, and the adoption of a joint statement at the fourth six-party talks. The joint statement that came out of the fourth 6-party talks admittedly does not contain clear indication of the actual steps towards the resolution of the North Korea-U.S. conflict. Nevertheless, it was sufficient to build hopes for peace in the Korean Peninsula, as it articulated the commitment of the participating countries and principles for a peaceful resolution of the “nuclear crisis”. 
The two joint activities by South and North Korea were most valuable development as they opened the possibility for the government of South Korea to adopt a more active role in creating breakthroughs in the deadlock in the South-North Korea relations and in the resolution of the crisis in the Korean Peninsula. 
Looking in terms of the reunification movement in South Korea, various civil society movement groups found their places in the reunification movement, which was for long a domain of the groups which have roots in the “national liberation movement”, broadening and enriching the movement itself. The development of the reunification movement is a clear indication that reunification is becoming closer to the lives of the people and is being set as an irrevocable “historical process” in the collective social consciousness of the people.

These changes, taking place side-by-side with an expansion of the South-North Korea economic cooperation, typified by the opening of the Kaesung Industrial Park, and the sustained efforts of North Korea for reform and outward-opening, provide credence to the assessment that the “system of division” in the Korean Peninsula has entered into a process of dissolution. 
The “system of division” in the Korean Peninsula, however, is rooted in two sets of unequal power relationship. The first of these unequal relationships is one between the foreign forces which have insisted on the Korean division and the Korean people who have aspired for unified modern nation state. The second is one that has developed within the people and nation: between the new power elite who had aligned itself with the foreign forces and the people who were overlooked by the foreign forces and excluded from the process that brought about the constitution of the nation. 
The “system of division”, formed and established through these two parallel and integrated processes, was, inevitably oppressive from its very beginning towards the people who had aspired for unification. Given its nature, the dissolution of the “system of division” could be said to be but a process of unravelling and overcoming the two sets of unequal power relationships by the very people who were the object of oppression emanating from it.

Given that the “system of division” established in the Korean Peninsula stemmed from two overlapping sets of unequal power relations, the process of its dissolution itself could not be expected to unfold in an even manner. The foreign forces which insisted on the division because of the conflicts of their own; the power elites in both side of the division who, while engaging in confrontation against each other having divided the people on the back of the foreign forces, maintained a peculiar mutual accommodation and co-existence; the regimentalised political, social, and economic system constructed on either side of the division; the two states that could not be free from systems competition: all these sets of relations constituted the prevailing order of the “system of division” in the Korean Peninsula. This made for a complex system that came to be known as the “system of division.” 

The complex system that had prevailed in the Korean Peninsula for more than half a century is lurching towards a new order through an uneven dissolution of the various constituent matrices. The improvements in the relations between South and North Korea and the deepening of conflict between North Korea and the U.S.; the expansion of cooperation in economic and social dimensions of the South-North Korea relations and the virtual non-start in cooperation in political and military dimensions; the economic growth and democratisation in South Korea and the state failure and human rights violations in North Korea, etc., are all manifestation of the unevenness of the process.

The unevenness found in the process of the dissolution of the “system of division” is encapsulated by the “dilemma situation” arising from North Korea’s failure in the systems competition. The three contentious concerns -- the security crisis of Korean Peninsula stemming from the North Korea-U.S. conflict, the system instability looming in the shadows of the economic crisis in North Korea, the sanctions politics of the international society arising from the human rights issues in North Korea – which can be lumped together as “North Korea problem”, have emerged as unexpected road hazards on the path of the people of Korean Peninsula who have set their course towards peace and reunification, turning away from conflict and division. 

The “North Korea problem”, which has sprouted in some bizarre fashion from the “system of division” undergoing dissolution, is a challenge South Korea, which has achieved a degree of economic growth and democratisation and the minimal national consensus on peace and reunification, needs to address in its effort to help peace take firm root in the Korean Peninsula, and also to play a leading role in the reunification process. It is a challenge that needs to be overcome through cooperation, first of all, with North Korea and secondly with the various interested foreign parties.

The security crisis of the Korean Peninsula, which is triggered by the conflict between North Korea and the U.S., cannot be fully understood by focusing only on the nuclear weapons development programme of North Korea in the context of nuclear weapons proliferation. 
The cause of the conflict between North Korea and the U.S. can be found in North Korea’s pursuit of nuclear weapons development programme coupled with the hostile U.S. counter policies directed at North Korea. More fundamentally, however, the roots of the conflict can be traced back to the “system of division” in the Korean Peninsula which continued to persist despite significant improvement, since 1990s, in the relations between South and North Korea. The “cross-recognition” among South and North Korea and the neighbouring interested parties and the transformation of the Armistice Treaty into a peace treaty are major pre-conditions for the completion of the dissolution of the “system of division.” The international order surrounding the Korean Peninsula, however, has failed to develop into a stable order based on the conclusion of “cross-recognition”; the consequent continuation of hostile relations between North Korea and the U.S. has left ample ambers of tension in the Korean Peninsula. 

On the one hand is the nuclear weapons development programme adopted as a key system-survival strategy by the ruling group of North Korea in the context of economic crisis. On the other hand is the squeeze policy against North Korea adopted by the power elite in the U.S. as a means to maintain the U.S.’s hegemonic position and status in Northeast Asia, including the Korean Peninsula. The confrontation between these two imperatives gave rise to the two rounds of the “North Korea nuclear crisis.” 
The “North Korean nuclear crisis, therefore, seen from this perspective, is just a conjunctural expression of the fundamental crisis in the “system of division” that has shaped the Korean Peninsula. In other words, it is a crisis in the hostile relations between North Korea and the U.S. where North Korea’s system-survival strategy and the U.S.’s world hegemonic design came to a head on collision.

It has been more than 10 years since the economic crisis of North Korea has come to be perceived as a sign of the systems crisis. Since the early 1990s, the economic crisis of North Korea gave rise to concern about North Korea’s implosion precipitated by internal factors; its manifestation as an exodus of refugees in search of food became a cause of instability in China’s Northeast regions; and gave rise to diplomatic tension between the three neighbouring countries of South Korea, China, and North Korea. 

The realistic implication of systems instability of North Korea for the “system of division” in the Korean Peninsula and international order in Northeast Asia did not draw much attention of the general public due to the glare of “North Korea nuclear crisis”. But, it had become, among the practitioners of state strategy in all the concerned countries, including South Korea, one of the key points of attention. The systems instability of North Korea is a serious problem, not only in security terms, but, also in terms of economic development. More than anyone else, for South Korea, the crisis in North Korea is a major obstacle for economic development. The economic crisis and systems instability of North Korea and the fate of reforms and outward opening policies are more potent than just being an influence on international confidence in South Korean economy – it is a major factor of consideration for South Korean economy which needs to find new sources of economic development in the context of intensified global competition.

The human rights situation in North Korea has also emerged as one of the key issues in the process of dissolution of the “system of division”. The massive displacement of people arising from the food crisis and the extent of death due to starvation that came to be publicised led to an increase in international community’s interest in the human rights situation in North Korea. 

The accounts of human rights violation in North Korea have provided the Bush Administration of the U.S. and the conservative human rights organisations a cause to mount a direct pressure on North Korea. In the U.S., the “North Korea Human Rights Act” came to be enacted (2004), while in the United Nations, resolutions on human rights in North Korea were adopted in its Human Rights Commission (2003-5) and at the General Assembly (2005). The human rights situation in North Korea became a topic of public debate in the international community, giving rise to mounting pressure on North Korea. It affected negatively the negotiations for the resolution of the conflict between North Korea and the U.S, and damaged the efforts to create a favourable external environment for the success of North Korea’s reform and outward opening policy. It had adverse effect on humanitarian assistance to North Korea, which is vital for the protection of the right of people to food or the right to livelihood – which is undoubtedly the most basic right of basic rights that must be guaranteed by the international community above all other aspects of human rights. It also had the effect of restricting South Korean government’s engagement policy and the wider reunification-foreign policy efforts. 

On the other hand, in recollecting the not so long ago experience of the people of South Korea whose human rights were denied and violated under the “system of division”, the current human rights issues concerning North Korea presents a fundamental challenge concerning what kind of values the reunified Korea should espouse, and how these values should be secured and promoted.

The “North Korea problem”, that has erupted as a by-product of the dissolution of the “system of division”, is not just a problem for North Korea, but a problem for South Korea, which would need to work with North Korea to achieve peace and reunification, especially as it would need to take a more leading role in the whole process. The security crisis, economic crisis, and human rights problems in North Korea exercise a direct impact on South Korea which is located within the “system of division”. 

The process of dissolution of the “system of division”, which is now manifesting in the form of “North Korea problem”, may give rise to new tension and schisms rather than leading to peace and reunification. Here lies the important challenge for the civil society in South Korea. It needs to focus its efforts to ensure that the process of the dissolution of the “system of division” leads surely to peace and reunification. The civil society in South Korea should realise above all the dangers latent in the process of dissolution of the “system of division.” It should also recognise the uneasy co-existence of complementation and tension between peace and reunification. The peace movement forces in South Korea would need to broaden their horizon in step with the progression of the dissolution of the “system of division,” and address the challenges of peace and reunification with equal attention, as separate but inter-linked goals.

The Activities and a Review of PSPD Center for Peace and Disarmament 

It is already, now, nearly three years since the PSPD Center for Peace and Disarmament was launched. In looking back at the activities of the Center, we cannot but own up to the fact that it has not produced palpable results despite the swell of enthusiasm. The efforts to bring about a peaceful resolution of the North Korea-U.S. conflict and the war crisis in the Korean Peninsula and our effort to prevent the war of invasion by the U.S. against Iraq and the deployment of South Korean troops in Iraq highlighted our limitations rather than potential. The security ideology and the worship of the South Korea-U.S. alliance, which have established a pervasive dominance in all corners of our society, were barriers that proved to be extremely difficult to overcome or bypass.

The PSPD Center for Peace and Disarmament, despite the all so obvious limitations, however, did achieve a number of significant outcomes. The Center’s monitoring of the “multi-purpose helicopter development and acquisition programme” of the government forced a review of the whole project and brought about a significant scale down. Although the helicopter project was not abandoned in its entirety, the Center’s campaign had succeeded in bringing into open the defence industry, including weapons development, wrenching it out of the grip of secrecy and secret pandering interests. The timely critique of the Defence Reform Plan 2020, published by the Ministry of Defence in summer 2005, established a firm platform for continued public interest and participation not only on the issues of reform of the defence policy and regime, but on the general question of security itself. 

The efforts to develop and present a mode of addressing the issues of human rights in North Korea based on accurate understanding and assessment of the situation and the need to be relevant to the people in North Korea paved an important inroad for overcoming the simplistic black-and-white approach that had pervaded not only the South Korean society but the international community as well. The written testimony submitted to the UN Human Rights Commission by the PSPD in 2005 will, undoubtedly form an important basis of all future efforts to formulate a balanced policy orientation. 

The efforts to document and monitor closely the developments in “North Korea nuclear crisis”, the war against Iraq, and other major issue fields, to make a range of information available to the general public to help them develop an informed understanding and opinion, were, while time and resource consuming and laborious, most valuable work that the Center was in position to undertake.

The work of the PSPD Center for Peace and Disarmament that needs to be highlighted above all others is in the area of solidarity and coalition-building efforts related to peace issues. The efforts – undertaken even before the Center was formally launched – to bring together the various views and view-holding groups within the civil society with regards to the “North Korea nuclear crisis” to speak as one was a valuable exercise in narrowing the gaps that lie between the progressive civil society groups and the various people’s movement groups, and the gaps that were apparent between the peace movement groups and the reunification movement groups. The process opened a window of opportunity for all the different groups within the South Korean society to seek an inclusive perspective which could focus on peace issues and reunification issues in one framework. 

This effort led to the broad coalition campaign on the war against Iraq and the campaign against the deployment of South Korean troops in Iraq. In 2005, these efforts proved to be the firm basis for the broad and active participation of various civil society groups in the joint South and North Korea events to commemorate the fifth anniversary of the June 15 joint declaration and the sixtieth anniversary of liberation. 
One shortcoming in the solidarity efforts from 2004 to 2005 was the failure of the peace movement and reunification movement to speak as one when the North Korea-U.S. conflict over North Korean nuclear weapons development programme was at its zenith and North Korea announced the possession of nuclear weapons. Another was the failure to coordinate effectively the views of various groups in the progressive movement on issues of human rights in North Korea to present to the society at large and the international community, to set the agreed parameters of the debate and efforts. These shortcomings could be seen as the sign of the difficulties and pitfalls that may be found in the future as the process of dissolution of the “system of division” unfolds with greater acceleration and momentum. 

Solidarity efforts for peace was not limited to the domestic dimension, but extended over to the international society. PSPD took part in various anti-nuclear campaign activities organised by anti-nuclear movement groups in Japan. The participation can be said to have contributed to bringing the peace movement groups in South Korea and Japan to share a common platform in responding to the issues of “North Korea nuclear crisis” and the war against Iraq. More recently, the civil society groups in South Korea and Japan are working together to prevent the amendment of the Peace Article in Japan’s constitution and the operation of the Rokashomura Used Nuclear Material Re-processing Plant. 

The effort to present the views of South Korean civil society to the general public in the U.S., undertaken with the support of the American Friends Service Committee (AFSC, summer 2003) was a valuable experience. The fact that members of the National Assembly and security issues specialists took part in the delegation to the U.S. paved the way for the broadening of the base of the peace movement. 

The adoption of Northeast Asia Action Agenda at the Northeast Asia conference of Global Partnership for Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC) could be attributed in some degree to the regional level solidarity efforts in the realm of peace movement. By participating in international solidarity efforts on various issues and in various forms, the Center was able to impress on the critical importance of peace in the Korean Peninsula, and, at the same time, was able to gain valuable lessons in terms of new issues awareness and new modes and forms of activities.

Since the publication of the “Korea Peace Report: Recommendations for Peace and Disarmament in the Korean Peninsula and South-North Korea Cooperation in the 21st Century” in December 2003, the “North Korea nuclear crisis” seems to have settled down to a manageable course with the adoption of a joint statement at the 4th 6-party talks in September 2005, after appearing to head for a calamitous pitch earlier. However, much longer time would be needed for the North Korea-U.S. conflict surrounding the “North Korean nuclear problem” to resolve peacefully, and for the “system of division” to come to a complete dissolution. 
Along the way, the normalisation of relations between North Korea and the U.S. and North Korea and Japan, and the progress in the relations between South Korea and North Korea would clearly emerge as the necessary conditions for realising peace in the Korean Peninsula. The relocation of the U.S. Armed Forces in South Korea and the weapons capability enhancement programme for the South Korean military, which have been under way for the last few years, demonstrate clearly that treating the issues of peace in the Korean Peninsula as being limited to the issues of “North Korean nuclear crisis” (in terms of range of issues) and to the Korean Peninsula (in terms of geographical reach) is too narrow and unrealistic. It calls for a radical broadening of the horizon in addressing issues of peace in Korean Peninsula. 

We need to develop, on the one hand, a perspective and capacity to view the issues of peace in the Korean Peninsula in their relations with issues of peace in the broader Northeast Asia. On the other hand, there is a continuing and even more imperative need to coordinate the tension and cooperation that exist between peace movement and reunification movement. There is an urgent need to facilitate peace movement to take roots and place in the daily lives of the ordinary people. This calls for development of new efforts and experiments to develop, enrich, and diversify the culture of peace movement.

Bringing Together the Korea Peace Report 2005

The Korea Peace Report 2005 we have brought together is a part of our effort to broaden our horizon in the peace movement. The Part 1 addresses the various issues pertinent to peace in the Korean Peninsula and the international order in Northeast Asia. The various pieces look into and analyse the achievement and prospects of the six-party talks addressing the “North Korean nuclear problem”, the readjustment of the South Korea-U.S. alliance, including the strategic flexibility agenda for the U.S. Armed Forces in South Korea, the significance and limitation of the South Korean government’s proposal to serve as a “balancer role in Northeast Asia”, the state and prospects of South-North Korea relations that has continued to develop despite much undulation, and the issues surrounding the amendment of the Peace Constitution in Japan, which is expected to have deep implications for peace and international order in Northeast Asia in future.

The Part 2 concentrates on the various issues of defence reform which have generated much debate in South Korean society on matters on defence and security. The Report reviews and evaluates the “National Defence Reform 2020” published by the Ministry of Defence and develops a critique of the traditional threat interpretation that forms the basis of the security and defence policy in South Korea; these lead to the presentation of a proposal for a new orientation of the defence reform and for the democratisation of the relations between the “security sector” and the civil society. 

The Part 3 canvasses the issues of deployment of the South Korean troops in Iraq, human rights in North Korea, GPPAC Northeast Asia Action Agenda which had been the central focus of the peace movement in the civil society in 2005.

This second Peace Report brought together by the PSPD Center for Peace and Disarmament with the support of the Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung is able to see the light of the day with encouragement and support of many people. The interest Dr. Dr. Peter Guy of the Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung has for reconciliation and cooperation between South and North Korea and peace in the Korean Peninsula is a source of great encouragement for all of us. Special appreciation is due to all the advisors who have guided the work of the Center to remain true to our mission, the members of the executive committee whose time and energy manifested as the Center’s work, and all the people who have contributed to this report with their writing and translation.

It would be great injustice and negligence not to recognise Lee Tae-ho, Park Jung-eun, Kong Seong-kyeong, and Kwon Sang-hoon (who until recently was part of the team) who have worked till late in the night virtually every day, for their devoted work that actually made the Center come to life. I reserve this space to express warm thanks and camaraderie to them on behalf of all the members of the executive committee.
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