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Contact:

1/5/01:

Kim Dae-jung invw acknowledges the transition may be difficult and says he plans to visit
Washington soon to win Bush’s support for reconciliation with North. FM Lee Joung-binn
acknowledged that “some are voicing concern over the possibility of changes in close cooperation”
between Seoul and Washington but he did not expect “any significant shift away from the basic line”
of the preceding administration. “The North Korean nuclear program has been kept frozen under the
Geneva framework agreement.” (Don Kirk, “Seoul to Make Its Case for ‘Sunshine Policy,’
“International Herald Tribune, January 6, 2001)

1/2?/01:

Robert Joseph, director of the Counter-Proliferation Center at NDU, drafts National Security
Presidential Directive 1 on organizing the administration recommends that NSC, not State, chair any
review of nonproliferation issues. (Chinoy, Meltdown, p. 44)

?/?/01:
NSA Condoleezza Rice proposed that her deputy Stephen Hadley go to Pyongyang to speak with Kim
Jong-il. (John Bolton, Surrender Is Not an Option, (New York: Simon & Schuster), p. 103)

Kim Dae-jung invw: He said he plans to visit Washington soon to urge Bush to maintain support for
his “sunshine policy” of engagement with the North. And he hinted at the message he will deliver:
Don't change course; support continued dialogue; don't push the North's leader, Kim Jong II, back
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into a corner. When the Bush administration looks at North Korea, it sees red — a rogue nation that
is a living demonstration of the need for a missile defense system to protect the United States (and,
in theory, South Korea) from attack. A senior South Korean diplomat worries that in the mind of
Defense Secretary-designate Donald Rumsfeld, North Korea has become a “poster child” for missile
defense. He fears that the new administration will create “a missile arms race in our region and a
return to an ‘us-them’ mentality.” (David Ignatius: “Korea: Seoul Hopes for Continued Dialogue with
the North,” International Herald Tribune, January 8, 2001)

1/?/01:

“Meeting with Secretary Bill Cohen and Don Rumsfeld January (?) Following are my notes on the
meeting on issues he raised. ... 4. Iran military build-up connection is North Korea. ...14. North
Korea/South Korea. South Korea has sunshine policy. US is losing public support. SK wants
reunification. If pull out, a problem. Japan - problem with Okinawa. Important to preserve ability to
project force. Some gains in the Philippines, Singapore pier takes an aircraft carrier.” (Rumsfeld
notes 5/21/01, Rumsfeld Papers)

1/10/01:
KEDO chooses consortium of Hitachi and Toshiba to supply turbine generators replacing GE. (Korea
Herald, “Japanese Firms to Assume Reactor Project in N.K. Instead of GE,” January 10, 2001)

1/11/01:

After a recent meeting with GNP’s Lee Hoi-chang ended in a shouting match, President Kim Dae-
jung pledges to implement sunshine policy on more reciprocal basis: “I will implement North Korea
policy compatible with public support and, without the consent of the people, I will never provide
assistance for Pyongyang.” Oh Young-jin, “President Kim Dae-jung Pledged More Reciprocal North
Korean Policy,” Korea Times, January 11, 2001)

President Clinton stops short of apology, “On behalf of the United States of America, I deeply regret
that Korean civilians lost their lives at Nogun-ri in late July 1950.” (AFP, “Clinton Expresses ‘Regret’
for Nogun-ri Massacre,” January 11, 2001) 15-month joint ROK-US investigation fails to uncover
whether No Gun Ri was committed on orders. “The final report has great significance in that the
United States admitted for the first time that its soldiers killed South Korean civilians in the early
weeks of the Korean War,” said Lt. Gen. Kim Jong-hwan, head of the ROK investigative team. (Kang
Seok-jae, “Commander Responsibility Left Unanswered,” Korea Herald, January 13, 2001; “Report of
Nogun-ri Review: Statement of Mutual Understanding,” Korea Herald, January 13, 2001

1/12/01:
North proposes talks on family reunions January 29-31. (AFP, “North Korea Promises Progress in
Reconciliation,” January 12, 2001)

1/13/01:




Albright invw: North Korea “has chosen a path of peaceful cooperation, at least for the moment,”
offering an opportunity for Washington to get a deal halting its missile program and exports. Powell
had told her the Clinton initiatives were “interesting and worth looking at.” She said an accord had
eluded the administration because of technicalities, not be cause of lack of interest on the part of
Kim Jong-il. “He’s a one-man show; he wanted Clinton to come right away. That’s the way he
operates.” But time ran out on setting a verification regime. (Joseph Fitchett, “Albright Urges Bush
to Calm Fears on Europe and North Korea,” InternationalHerald Tribune, January 13, 2001)

1/15/01:

South Korea will join MTCR in March but will develop new missile of up to 300-km range. (Shin
Yong-bae, “Seoul to Join Global Regime for Missile Nonproliferation in March,” Korea Herald,
January 16, 2001)

1/16/01:
President Kim Dae-jung talked to President-elect Bush by telephone. (Chon Shi-yong, “Kim, Bush
Agree to Meet Soon to Discuss N. Korea Issues,” January 26, 2001)

1/17/01:

Secretary of State-designate Colin Powell opening statement at confirmation hearing: “We believe
that the reduction of tensions between the North and South is one of the keys to greater peace and
stability on the Korean Peninsula. The ongoing North-South dialogue is certainly a positive step in
this regard. Secretary Albright has made me aware of the status of discussions with the North
Koreans. So we are mindful of all the work that has been done and will use it as we review our
overall policy on the peninsula. In the meantime, we will abide by our commitments under the
Agreed Framework. We are open to a continued process of engagement with the North so long as it
addresses political, economic and security concerns, is reciprocal, and does not come at the expense
of our alliance relationships.” He refers to Kim Jong-il as a “dictator.”

1/16-20/01:

Kim Jong-il visits Shanghai stock exchange, Western diplomat confirms. (AFP, “North Korean Leader
at Shanghai Stock Exchange: Diplomat,” January 17, 2001; Craig S. Smith, North Korean Leader and
Entourage Make Furtive Trip to Shanghai,” New York Times, January 17, 2001, p. A-6) He specially
asked to see Shanghai, where he spent most of his time touring companies and talking about
economics. Editorials in the North called for “new ways of thinking” about the economy. (Eric
Eckholm, “North Korean Placed Focus on Business in China Visit,” New York Times, January 21,
2001, p. 7) Kim Dae-jung told his cabinet January 22, “Chairman Kim Jong-il’s visit to China leads us
to believe that the North will take the path for reform and openness.” (Chon Shi-yong, “President
Urges Seoul to Brace for N. Korea’s Open-Door Policy,” January 23, 2001)

Soon after Powell heard from President-elect Bush that he was to be named secst, he called James
Kelly, cautious and controlled, who was NSC senior director for Asian affairs when Powell was
chairman of JSC. (Tom Plate, “A Good Pick for Key Asian-Policy Post,” Japan Times, January 20,
2001)




1/?/01:

DPRK First Vice FM Kang Sok-ju met with Nakagawa Hidenao, former top aide to PM Mori Yoshiro
in Singapore. Normalization would open possibility of reparations needed for economy but talks go
nowhere. (Don Oberdorfer and Robert Carlin, The Two Koreas, 3™ ed. (New York: Basic Books,
2014), p. 359)

1/23/01:

Japan’s normalization of ties is “an issue of morality as well as an inevitable historical one,” FM Kono
said. “It is extremely abnormal that Japan does not have any diplomatic relationship with such a
geographically close country.” “Diplomatic normalization with North Korea involves negotiations to
normalize relations with an area which Japan once occupied as a colnony,” Kono said in a speech to
company executives and academics in Tokyo. “It is an issue of morality as well as a historically
inevitable one.” “It is necessary for our country to tackle Japan-North Korea diplomatic
normalization while not losing momentum,” Kono added. “It is in our country’s interests as well as
that of the international community - and not only of northeastern Asia - that North Korea joins in
anti-proliferation efforts against weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery.” “To get
people’s trust and understanding, we have to be seen making progress in humanitarian issues such
as kidnapping.” Kono said the solution to issues hindering normalization “will be birn from dialogue
with, not from the isolation of” North Korea. “Isolation will not be to anyone’s benefit.” (AFP,
“Normalization of Japan-N. Korea Diplomatic Ties Inevitable: FM Kono,” January 23, 2001)

1/25/01:

Presidents Kim Dae-jung, Bush in telephone conversation affirmed that they should meet “as soon as
possible.” Spokesman Park Joon-young said Kim had noted the North’s adoption of “new thinking” as
its watchword for the year and Kim Jong-il trip to China “lead him to believe that the North has
chosen the path for a reform and open-door policy.” Park said, “The President stressed the need for
holding a full discussion and establishing a joint policy on North Korea.” (Chon Shi-yong, “Kim, Bush
Agree to Meet Soon to Discuss N. Korea Issues,” January 26, 2001) Pritchard recalls, “When
President Kim began talking to the president about the need to engage North Korea, the president
put his hand over the mouthpiece of the telephone and said, Who is this guy? I can’t believe how
naive he is!” ...I was struck at the time by the sense that President Bush was going through the
motions and was not especially interested in engaging Kim in conversation.” (Charles L. Pritchard,
Failed Diplomacy: The Tragic Story of How North Korea Got the Bomb (Washington: Brookings,
2007), pp. 52, 71)

DPRK FoMin spokesman: “At a U.S. senate confirmation hearing held on Jan. 18 he {Powell] dared
make such reckless remark going against the elementary common sense as slandering our supreme
leadership as ‘dictator of north Korea.’ It cannot but be something surprising that he did not bother
to make such a statement debasing the dignity of the DPRK. This is an anachronistic behavior
diametrically contrary not only to the world peace-loving people’s expectation and desire for genuine
peace and stability on the Korean peninsula in the new century but to the present level of the DPRK-
U.S. relations.

The DPRK cannot but interpret what he said as a statement reflecting the sinister intention of big
war industrial monopolies and other conservative hardliners in the U.S. to keep the U.S.-DPRK
relations in the hostile and belligerent relationship forever and thus fish in troubled waters. The




DPRK is fully ready to cope with whatever stand to be taken by the new U.S. administration
towards it. The DPRK appreciates the progress so far made in the bilateral ties through
negotiations with U.S. politicians of reason but has no idea of pinning any hope on those forces
displeased with this process. If the U.S. brandishes a sword at us, we will counter it with a
sword and if it shows good faith, we will reciprocate it.” (KCNA, “DPRK Ready to Cope with
Whatever Stand to Be Taken by New U.S. Administration,” January 25, 2001)

1/26/01:

SecState Powell, FM Kono meet. DoS spokesman Richard Boucher “The secretary stressed again ...
the key importance to him of coordination with Japan and South Korea ...” A senior State
Department official said, “He indicated that we would proceed step-by-step as North Korea meets
our specific concerns.” (AFP, “Powell Reassures Japan on U.S. Policy towards N. Korea, Okinawa,”
January 26, 2001)

1/27/01:

DPRK FoMin spokesman: “At a U.S. senate confirmation hearing held on January 18 he [Powell]
dared make such reckless remark going against the elementary common sense as slandering our
supreme leadership as ‘dictator of north Korea.’ It cannot but be something surprising that he did
not bother to make such a statement debasing the dignity of the DPRK. This is an anachronistic
behavior diametrically contrary not only to the world peace-loving people's expectation and desire
for genuine peace and stability on the Korean peninsula in the new century but to the present level
of the DPRK-U.S. relations.

The DPRK cannot but interpret what he said as a statement reflecting the sinister intention of big
war industrial monopolies and other conservative hardliners in the U.S. to keep the U.S.-DPRK
relations in the hostile and belligerent relationship forever and thus fish in troubled waters. The
DPRK is fully ready to cope with whatever stand to be taken by the new U.S. administration
towards it. The DPRK appreciates the progress so far made in the bilateral ties through
negotiations with U.S. politicians of reason but has no idea of pinning any hope on those
forces displeased with this process. If the U.S. brandishes a sword at us, we will counter it
with a sword and if it shows good faith, we will reciprocate it.” (KCNA, “DPRK Ready to Cope
with Whatever Stand to Be Taken By New U.S. Administration,” January 25, 2001)

1/31/01:

Lim Dong-won, director-general of the National Intelligence Service, secretly engineered that
meeting and continues to manage the tortuous process of rapprochement with the North. “D.]. is a
visionary,” said Pak Kie Joon, a senior analyst at the government-supported Research Institute for
International Affairs. “Lim Dong-won provides the technical ways to get what D.]J. wants.” How Lim -
a former general with strong anti-Communist views - came to play such a role in North-South
relations constitutes one of the great dramas of Korean history. On the one hand, he has achieved
what no one before him could: a real thawing of the North-South freeze. On the other, he is accused
by hard-liners of playing into the hands of a hostile regime. In little more than a year as intelligence
chief, Lim established at least three main avenues of communication with North Korea that led to
the summit talks in June: He established a liaison office in the demilitarized zone that enables South
Korean intelligence officials to telephone and fax their North Korean contacts directly from their
barricaded headquarters south of Seoul. At Lim's behest, one of his top deputies, Kim Bo Hyun,




opened a dialogue with North Korean officials in Beijing while negotiating for the June summit talks.
While secretly visiting Pyongyang in May to arrange the June summit talks, Lim formed an enduring
"special relationship" with Kim Yong Sun, who hides his intelligence role under the cover of head of
North Korea's "Asia-Pacific Peace Committee" and secretary of the Workers' Party. But Lim was
criticized at home for receiving Kim Yong Sun, the North's chief spymaster, in September and taking
him on a widely publicized tour of the South. He now fears that his foes will accuse him of selling out
and seek to punish him - either violently or with a show trial - when President Kim steps down in
2003. The son of a Christian pastor who was executed by North Koreans during the Korean War, Lim
attended the Korea Military Academy after he settled down in the South. His hard line began to shift
when he was forced to retire in 1980 as Chun Doo Hwan, the general who seized power after the
assassination of Park Chung Hee in October 1979, consolidated his power with political cronies.
While Chun was putting Kim Dae Jung on trial for treason in connection with the bloody revolt in
Kwangju in May 1980, Mr. Lim was sent into exile as an ambassador to Nigeria and then Australia.
Kim Dae Jung, after having been sentenced to death, was permitted in 1982 to leave for asylum in
the United States, from which he returned with guarantees for his safety in 1985. Lim, home from
Australia, emerged in 1988 as deputy chief of the unification board under Chun's hand-picked
successor, Roh Tae Woo, and espoused the soft line that drew him to Kim. Lim visited Pyongyang in
1991 and 1992 for negotiations on the so-called Basic Agreement achieved between the North and
the South. At the same time, he inspired the enmity of the South Korean intelligence service, then
the Korean Central Intelligence agency, when the North Koreans set up a meeting between Lim and
his long-lost sister who had remained in the North. “The KCIA suspected him,” said Choi Won Ki,
long-time specialist on North Korea for the newspaper Joongang Ilbo. “They bugged his telephone.
KCIA agents watched him.” The experience made Lim all the more receptive to Kim Dae Jung's
overtures. In early 1995, he officially joined Kim Dae Jung's camp, becoming secretary-general of
Kim’s Asia-Pacific Peace Foundation, a private organization supported by donations. “By luring Lim,
D.J. thought he could attract former generals to his side,” said a former colleague of Kim'’s at the
foundation. “D.J. had free time. He and Lim talked every night. They got to know each other very
well.” Problems arose when the North fired a Taepodong missile over Japan on August 31, 1998, and
suspicions were raised by the North’s excavation of a cave suspected of harboring nuclear facilities.
An inspection of the cave in March 1999 found nothing, but the Americans were not inclined to
adopt a soft line. That same month, in a meeting in the Blue House, the center of South Korean
presidential power, Kim told Perry, “Now we are conducting secret contacts with North Korea to
hold an inter-Korean summit,” according to Choi. “D.]. told Perry, “‘We need your help,’” Choi said.
Two months later, in May 1999, after conferring again with Lim, this time in Tokyo, Perry flew to
Pyongyang. The talks with Perry were part of an overall strategy that included the ongoing secret
talks that Kim Bo Hyun had been conducting in Beijing since December 1998. On March 9, 2000,
near the end of the Beijing talks, President Kim enunciated his "Berlin Declaration" at the Free
University of Blin, announcing that he was willing to provide the infrastructure needed to revive the
North's economy. The declaration caught American diplomats by surprise. The Blue House had not
told them about it in advance. It was at that stage that the South Korean culture minister, Park Jie
Won, formerly President Kim's spokesman, entered the dialogue, going to Beijing on March 17 to
work out the details of the announcement in April that the leaders of North and South would meet in
June. Park was credited at the time with doing most of the negotiations, but the process when he
came upon the scene was almost finished. The only remaining mystery was why he, together
with Kim Bo Hyun, had to make a secret trip to Singapore earlier in March for another
meeting with two of Kim Yong Sun's deputies on the Asia-Pacific Peace committee. The
purpose of the Singapore trip, in the view of North Korea watchers in Seoul, may have been
to place an enormous sum in one of Kim Jong Il's foreign bank accounts. While the payoff
remains unconfirmed, it is believed that it was necessary in a society where bribery, often
in the guise of gift-giving, is a long-standing tradition in both Koreas, North and South. A
banking center where money could have been transferred secretly with no difficulty, Singapore was




the only place other than Pyongyang or Beijing where such contacts were made. North Korea
watchers here could think of no other reason for the two to have met there, rather than in
Beijing."Lim Dong-won is the main architect of the inter-Korean summit," said Choi Won Ki, co
author, with Chung Chang Hyun, of a book Inter-Korean Summit: 600 Days. But how much longer he
can direct negotiations with the North is far from clear. (Don Kirk, “The South Korean Spy Chief
Who Paved the Way for Thaw with North,” International Herald Tribune, January 31, 2001)

2/?/01:

Principals’ meeting kicks off North Korea policy review. With Powell outnumbered, two working
groups are set up, with Hubbard chairing the Korea working group and Joseph the nonproliferation
working group, where Richard Falkenrath and Mary Tighe would represent NSC; Samantha Ravitch
and Stephen Yates, the vice president’s office. Hadley instructed senior directors to share all
information and position papers with the vice president’s office. “You had the vice president’s office
playing a far more involved role that any vice president’s office had ever played before,” says Colin
Powell. “It was an alternative NSC.” (Chinoy, Meltdown, pp. 44-45)

2/1/01:

In Washington, UnifMin Lim Dong-won met with SecState Powell who told him, “I agree with the
efforts of the Kim Dae-jung government to end the Cold War, and I support the Sunshine policy.” He
also said, “The new administration will continue tom observe the Agreed Framework. We will give an
opportunity to the North Koreans to resolve the hostile relations with the United States. We are
prepared to pick up where the Clinton administration left off in negotiating with North Korea.” He
added, however, “We are now studying how to re-approach contacts with North Korea. We are not in
a hurry. We will not pay them to gain any results. We will not yield to any North Korean blackmail. If
they are serious about removing their missiles and the conventional forces threat, the United States
will provide many things to help the people of North Korea.” (Lim, Peacemaker, p. 267)

2/7/01:

SecState Powell and FM Lee Joung-binn meet for the first time. “This confirmation of the Bush
administration’s support foor our North Korea policy will dispel worries that Seoul and Washington
may differ over their positions on the North, said a FoMin official. Lee said, “There were no
differences over the matter.” Lee later sees Rice. (Shin Yong-bae, “Lee and Powell Reach Consensus
on N. Korea,” Korea Herald, February 9, 2001) Lim Dong-won in Washington, NIS director “will try
and enlist a firmer commitment by the new U.S. administration to President Kim’s North Korea
initiative.” Munwha Ilbo reported yesterday the two Koreas have secretly discussed a joint
declaration on lasting peace in Korea. (Oh Young-jin, “Kims Visit May Be Delayed,” Korea Times,
February 13, 2001) Date of Kim's visit is set for March 7.

Lee Gun, DPRK UN Dep Permrep, told a meeting of specialists at the Atlantic Council in Washington,
“During the last eight years, there have been many discussions between Pyongyang and Washington,
but now it is time to move onto action. We hope the Bush administration maintains the U.S.
engagement policy toward North Korea.” He revealed, “The U.S. government has been contacting
North Korean diplomats through New York channels.” (Chosun Ilbo, “N.K. official Calls for U.S. to
Continue Engagement,” February 8, 2001) At dinner hosted by Young C. Kim, professor emeritus at
GWU for a DPRK delegation in Washington to visit the World Bank, Jack Pritchard tells Han Song-




ryol, a member of the delegation who was then a the FoMin think tank, to tone down the harsh
rhetoric from Pyongyang which would “cast a pall” on the policy review. Han said its rhetoric was a
response to Washington’s. (Pritchard, Failed Diplomacy, p. 17)

Acting Assistant SecState Hubbard hosts Dep PermRep Li Gun and PermRep Li Hyong Chol to urge
calm. The North Koreans, Hubbard recalled, were not too worried because Clinton had pledged “no
hostile intent,” which they took as “gospel.” (Chinoy, Meltdown, p. 43) Hubbard gave Li a diplomatic
answer: things in Washington were not yet clear, there was going to be a policy review, but as this
process was under way the two sides should maintain communications. ...Few would have guessed
that after this meeting, no North Korean diplomat would be allowed in Washington for similar
discussions for at least the next twelve years.” (Don Oberdorfer and Robert Carlin, The Two Koreas,
3" ed. (New York: Basic Books, 2014), p. 351)

2/20/01:

The ongoing deterioration of the country’s infrastructure — particularly its health and sanitation
systems and its energy supply — has left many North Koreans in a continued downward spiral. “It’s
not enough to give food, if hospitals have no medicines and the water supply is contaminated,” said
David Morton, UN coordinator in Pyongyang, the capital. “Malnutrition in Korea is a combination of
shortage of food, breakdown of the health system and poor water supply. People who are weakened
by years of hunger get sick very easily and are very vulnerable.” A recent trip with AmeriCares, the
private, United States-based relief organization in North Korea to inspect the progress of its aid
projects in hospitals and orphanages in and around Pyongyang was filled with scenes and tales of
deprivation like these: a neck operation being done under local anesthesia because the medicines
required for general anesthesia were in short supply; a crowded patients’ ward so cold that ice
formed on the floor after it was mopped; doctors forced to hammer out their own operating tools in a
backyard metal shop; a teenage boy whose broken leg was immobilized with planks of wood and
strips of gauze because there was no casting material. “We are using things like antibiotics and
painkillers, but on a very small scale due to the shortages,” said Dr. Soh Hun Chul, director of South
Pyongan Provincial Children’s Hospital, whose long white coat covered a pin of the late “Great
Leader” Kim Il Sung. “We have lots of patients suffering from various diseases, but do not have
enough medicine or equipment or food to properly treat them.” Said a foreign medical expert, “You
have a socialist health system where everything used to come from the state, and now the state is
bankrupt. So what do you do? It's not like there's a private market where people can go buy
medicines.” “The health sector has just collapsed,” said an aid worker. “You probably have more in
your home medicine chest than some county hospitals here have.” (Elisabeth Rosenthal, “Collapse of
Health System Adds to North Korea’s Crisis,” New York Times, February 20, 2001, p. A-1)

2/22/01:

DPRK FoMin spokesman: “There are a variety of opinions in the U.S. over the issue of its policy
towards the DPRK, which draw its serious attention. [The] foreign and national security policy team
of the new U.S. administration are increasingly assertive for a ‘hardline stance’ towards Pyongyang,
claiming that the former Clinton administration only offered things to the north, tempted by it, the
new administration would pursue an ‘engagement policy’ different from that of the Clinton
administration and it would make ‘phased access’ and ‘conditional and strict reciprocity.’ ... If this is
an official stand of the new U.S. administration towards the DPRK, this cannot but draw a serious
attention.

Both the DPRK and the U.S. agreed to remove the root cause of long-standing distrust, confrontation




and misunderstanding and normalize relations in the Geneva DPRK-U.S. agreed framework and the
New York DPRK-U.S. joint communiqué, etc. Accordingly, both sides are committed to terminate the
hostile relations, build confidence and remove their apprehension. The ‘conditional reciprocity’
and ‘phased access’ touted by the U.S., therefore, mean that it would fulfil its
commitments only when the DPRK moves first. In other words, it wants the DPRK to totally
disarm itself first. The U.S. is seriously mistaken if it thinks that Pyongyang will accept its
demand. It is the consistent stand of the DPRK that it will be able to clear the U.S. of its worries
over its security only when it assures the DPRK that Washington does not threaten the DPRK’s
security by taking substantial measures to terminate the hostile relations. As for the ‘reciprocity’
asserted by the U.S. it has never offered anything to the DPRK gratis but caused only losses to it.
The DPRK-U.S. agreed framework calls for simultaneous actions on the part of the two
sides and the DPRK has so far kept its nuclear power facilities frozen according to it.
However, the U.S. has not sincerely implemented its commitments under the agreed
framework, causing huge losses to the DPRK. ... The LWR project which had been scheduled to
be completed by 2003 is unlikely to become a reality and the U.S. has not yet set out even a
timetable for the offer of heavy oil for a new fiscal year that began from October 22 last year. The
U.S. is obliged to compensate for the DPRK's loss of electricity caused by the delayed LWR project.
If it does not honestly implement the agreed framework as today, there is no need for us to
be bound to it any longer. ... The United States must clearly know that we cannot wait for its
completion for an indefinite period. The U.S. insisted on establishing the NMD allegedly to cope with
the ‘missile threat’ from the DPRK, calling it a ‘rogue state’ ... This is a brigandish logic. We
advanced such reasonable proposals as declaring a moratorium on the test-fire of long-range
missiles while the missile negotiations are under way because the U.S. asserted that our missiles for
self-defense pose a threat to it. We made to the U.S. side a series of reasonable proposals that we
might accept a substitute satellite launch if our satellite launch posed a threat to the U.S. security,
though it is no more than scientific and technological development merely for a peaceful purpose
and that we might stop the missile export if the relevant compensation is made in hard currency
because the missile export is aimed to earn foreign currency. But the new U.S. administration is not
poised to seriously study the issue. As there is no agreement between the DPRK and the U.S.,
we will not be bound to our pledge related to the missile issue raised during the previous
U.S. administration. We decided not to launch long-range missiles while the missile
negotiations are under way but we will not indefinitely maintain this moratorium.” (KCNA,
“Spokesman for DPRK Foreign Ministry on New U.S. Administration’s Policy towards DPRK,”
February 22, 2001)

U.S. experts group meets with President Kim Dae-jung, Donald Gregg, Stanley Roth, Leon Sigal
urged him to postpone his trip to Washington because the new administration was still in “campaign
mode.” (Shin Yong-bae, “U.S. Experts on Korean Affairs Visit Seoul to Discuss N. Korea,” Korea
Herald, February 21, 2001; Chinoy, Meltdown, p. 52)

2/23/01:

ROK ambassador to U.S. Yang Sung-chul tells a press conference, “My government’s position is that
... there has been considerable progress made during the Clinton administration with North Korea.
So instead of going back to the drawing board, they should start from that achievement. ...The best
analogy could be a relay ... you pass the baton to the next administration rather than starting all
over again from the start.” (Sonya Hepinstall, “S. Korea to U.S.: Don’t Start over on N. Korea,”
Reuters, February 23, 2001)

NIC conference report on “North Korea’s Engagement - Perspectives, Outlook, and Implications”:




“The specialists agreed that North Korea is pursuing greater contact with South Korea, the United
States and other concerned powers stemming from its dire economic need and the importance of
international support to the survival of its regime. ...The conferees generally believe that the United
States will probably see its influence reduced somewhat as North Korea - while still focused on the
U.S. connection - seeks military security, economic assistance and political recognition from a
broader range of international players.”

2/?/01:

“Pyongyang argues that to achieve an equilibrium at a lower level of military deployment, it would
not be enough for the North and the South to negotiate the reduction, redeployment, and
restructuring of their own armed forces. The United Stats would also have to make major changes in
the nature and role of its forces in Korea.” (Selig Harrison, “Time to Leave Korea?” Foreign Affairs,
March-April 2001, 1-17)

2/28/01:

Less than a week before he meets President Bush in Washington, the president of South Korea
publicly took Russia’s side in the debate over Washington'’s plan for a national missile defense. A
joint communiqué issued by President Kim Dae Jung with the visiting president of Russia, Vladimir
V. Putin, declared, “The Russian Federation and the Republic of Korea agreed that the 1972
Antiballistic Missile Treaty is the cornerstone of strategic stability and an important foundation of
international efforts on nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation. Both sides expressed their hope
that the Start II Treaty will enter into force as soon as possible and that as soon as possible after
that, the Start III Treaty will be signed and that the ABM Treaty will be preserved and
strengthened.” In a reference to the test ban treaty, the Russian and South Korean leaders said they
“appealed to other countries to ratify the treaty without any delays and they also appealed to those
countries whose ratification is needed for it to come into effect.” Patrick E. Tyler, “South Korea
Takes Russia's Side in Dispute over American Plan for Missile Defense,” New York Times, February
28, 2001, p. A-8 Trying to calm a controversy over Seoul’s support for Russia’s position on the ABM
Treaty, MOFAT issued a press release denying that the joint Korean-Russian ABM stance signified
Seoul’s opposition to Washington. (Oh Young-jin, “Seoul Eager to Put NMD Issue to Rest,” Korea
Times, February 28, 2001) “The draft of the communiqué was sent via the Korean Embassy in
Washington to the U.S. government, while talking with Russia in the run-up to the February 28
summit between President Kim Dae-jung and Russian President Vladimir Putin,” a senior
government official said. “Washington didn’t object to the part that supports the U.S.-Russia
ABM Treaty jointly with Russia.” (Oh Young-jin, “’U.S. Okayed Controversial ABM Statement,’
"Korea Times, March 1, 2001) FM Lee Joung-binn told a press conference, “The global security
environment today is different from that during the cold war and thus requires a difference
approach [on national missile defense]. We have confidence in the leadership of President Bush as
he pursues and develops this issue. ...We hope that the U.S. government will proceed with this
matter in such a way as to strengthen global peace and security through full consultations with its
allies and other related countries.” (Shin Yong-bae, “S. Korea Urges Consultations with U.S. Gov’t
over NMD,” Korea Herald, March 3, 2001) Rice was furious, viewing Kim’s position as little more
than endorsing Clinton’s, and sent Seoul a sharply worded message of displeasure. (Chinoy,
Meltdown, p. 51)

So far the administration has given few signs of its intentions, but in private conversations the
outlines of its Korea policy are emerging. On the one, hand the Bush team seems eager to slow the
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pace of the Clinton rapprochement with North Korea. Some Bush officials believe Clinton was in too
great a rush for a missile deal with North Korea. The new administration is willing to finish the
missile negotiations, but only when it can nail down the verification procedures guaranteeing that
North Korea’s missile program has ended. On the other hand, the Bush team isn’t talking about
dramatic reversals of Clinton’s Korea policy either. Powell has told FM Lee Joung-binn and
intelligence chief Lim Dong-won that the administration does not intend to disrupt Kim’s sunshine
policy. (Jim Mann, “Clinton's Korea Deal a Test for Bush,” Los Angeles Times, February 28, 2001)

3/1/01:

South Korea made a swift retreat today from what had appeared to be a decision by President Kim
Dae Jung to support President Vladimir V. Putin of Russia in opposing the missile defense program
backed by President George W. Bush. Pressed by United States officials for an explanation of the
joint statement, the Foreign Ministry drew a careful distinction between endorsement of the ABM
Treaty of 1972 and opposition to national missile defense. It was one thing to join with Putin, as Kim
did after their meeting here, in defending the ABM treaty as a ''cornerstone of strategic stability," a
ministry official said, but quite another to conclude that Mr. Kim viewed national missile defense as
inevitably violating the treaty. “We asked them to clarify their position, and they clarified it,” an
American diplomat said. “We said, ‘Hey, this sounds as though you're opposed to national missile
defense,” and they said they didn’t mean it that way.” [nice try by the embassy but too little too late]
(Don Kirk, “South Korea Now Pulls Back from Russia on Missile Shield,” New York Times, March 2,
2001, p. A-6)

3/2/01:

House International Relations Committee chairman Henry J. Hyde (R-IL), House Republican Policy
Committee chairman Christopher Cox (R-CA) and Edward ]J. Markey (D-MA) said in letter to the
president, “We urge you to avoid any commitments to foreign governments that would prejudice
your ability to refine U.S. policy toward North Korea.” Calling into question the provision of LWRs,
they wrote, “Questions have emerged about safety, liability, licensing, the condition of North Korea’s
electric power grid and the suitability of alternative sources of electric power, to say nothing of the
need to ensure that North Korea fulfills its obligations under the Agreed Framework and other
pertinent international agreements.” Alluding to South Korea corporations’ stake in constructing the
reactor, they said, “We can think of no worse reason than financial gain for proceeding with nuclear
power plant construction in North Korea.” (Steven Mufson, “Flexibility Urged on North Korea,”
Washington Post, March 3, 2001, p A-16)

3/3/01:

DPRK FoMin spokesman: “As already reported, on Feb. 21 we issued a statement of the spokesman
for the Foreign Ministry clarifying our principled stand toward a torrent of hardline remarks made
by the new U.S. administration against the DPRK. The tenor of the statement is that if the U.S.
propose dialogue we will respond to it with dialogue and if the U.S. comes out in confrontation we
will counter it with confrontation. However, the United States is spreading the rumor that the DPRK
is "threatening" it in a bid to shift the responsibility for the possible worsening DPRK-U.S. relations
onto the DPRK. We have neither intention nor capacity to browbeat anyone. It is none other than the
DPRK which is exposed to threat owing to the conservative hardline stand expressed by the U.S.
administration. The same is true of the issue of offering light water reactors to the DPRK. The
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prospect for the provision of LWRs under the DPRK-U.S. agreed framework is becoming
more gloomy and this gravely threatens the DPRK's right to existence as it is suffering
acute shortage of electricity. Under this situation it is self-evident that it is difficult for the
DPRK to unilaterally and indefinitely keep in force such measures as moratorium on the
launch of satellites and missiles taken by it with good faith for DPRK-U.S. dialogue, to say
nothing of the DPRK-U.S. agreed framework. Of course, we take note of the statement of the
authorities of the U.S. administration that they would implement the agreed framework. What we
need now is not empty words but practical actions. A year ago, we advanced a concrete proposal
for the solution to the issue of the loss of electricity caused by the delayed LWR offer and
the U.S. side said that it would set forth an alternative proposal. The U.S. side should put
forward as soon as possible a solution to the issue of loss of electricity for which it is
responsible. The U.S. is keen to impose unilateral sacrifice and loss upon the DPRK while shunning
the fulfillment of its commitment and evade its responsibility by bringing the charge of ‘threat’
against it. The U.S. should know that this wrong great-power chauvinist conception and trite trick
will never go down with the DPRK. The DPRK which has sincerely implemented the agreed
framework has a legitimate right to call the U.S. side to account for its insincere attitude towards its
implementation and an unshakable will to exercise it.” (KCNA, “DPRK FM Spokesman on Its
Principled Stand toward DPRK-U.S. Relations,” March 3, 2001)

3/4/01:

President Kim Dae-jung goes to Washington for tough talks with President Bush. “The situation is in
a state of flux,” said Joel Wit, guest scholar at the Brookings Institution. “He is going to arrive before
the Bush administration approach crystallizes, and that’s going to give him a chance to reinforce the
moderate position in Washington.” (AFP, “President Kim Faces Tough Talks in Washington,” March
4,2001)

U.S. and South Korean governments were at odds over provision of LWRs to North Korea in talks in
February and March, 2000, with Washington wanting it linked to implementation of the Agreed
Framework and Seoul believing it to be a inter-Korean matter. James Laney and Morton Abramowitz
of the Korea task force of the Council on Foreign Relations, which visited Seoul in February,
informed officials that electricity aid should be used as leverage for nuclear negotiations. (Chosun
Ilbo, “Seoul and Washington at Odds over Electricity Aid,” March 4, 2001)

Moon Chung-in: “Despite remarkable progress in inter-Korean relations, an array of new and tough
agenda for future inter-Korean negotiations await. Some of important agenda items can be
summarized in the following: military issues - tension reduction, military confidence-building, arms
control and reduction, and replacement of the armistice treaty by a new inter-Korean peace treaty;
weapons of mass destruction and missile issues including implementation of the joint declaration of
denuclearization of the Korean peninsula; terms of economic exchanges and cooperation including
extensive institutional changes in the direction of opening and reform; return of kidnapped South
Koreans, including fishermen, and prisoners of the Korean War, who are still detained in the North,
as a reciprocal measure to the return of unconverted North Korean spies and pro-North Korean
sympathizers; increased frequency and expanded size and scope of reunions for separated families,
including identification of missing families and exchanges of letters. ...For example, South Korea has
always wanted to include tension reduction and military confidence-building measures in their
agenda of inter-ministerial talks, but the North has avoided these issues. Although the second
ministerial talk was able to produce a joint statement urging tension reduction and activation of
inter-Korean military talks, the North has been rather reluctant to discuss these issues. The situation
will be even more complicated if North and South Korea begin deliberating on arms control,
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limitation, and reduction. It is not easy to realign and reduce the combined forces of nearly 1.8
million soldiers and related weapons systems, since such moves can severely undercut institutional
interests of the military in both North and South Korea. Moreover, even though Chairman Kim
recognizes American forces in the South as a fait accompli, actual inter-Korean arms control
negotiations are bound to affect their status. ...One of the most significant outcomes of the summit is
the North Korea®s tacit recognition of American forces in the South. Departing from its rigid stance
that emphasizes the unconditional withdrawal of American forces from the South, Chairman Kim is
known to have concurred with the president Kim'’s view of utilities of American forces in the South.
President Kim justified the continuing presence of American forces on three accounts: a credible
deterrent to war on the Korean peninsula, a balancer to stabilize regional strategic instability, and
ultimately peace-maker or peace-insurer even after Korean unification. Chairman Kim recognized
the instrumental value of American forces by quipping that ‘American forces can prevent you from
invading the North.”” (Moon Chung-in, “Security Pragmatics for the Korean Peninsula,” Nautilus
Institute Workshop, Partnership for Peace, March 3-4, 2001)

3/5/01:

At Principals Committee meeting, “We all agreed that we would not publicly criticize the ‘Sunshine
Policy’ but that we would make it clear to Kim that the United States was looking for a different
approach to North Korea. ...”[H]e had to understand that we would not purusue the Agreed
Framework. I walked down to the Oval that afternoon and reported our deliberations to the
President. He concurred.” (Condoleezza Rice, No Higher Honor: A Memoir of My Years in
Washington (New York: Crown, 2011), p. 35)

The Clinton administration put North Korea diplomacy aside while the Republican and Democratic
presidential contenders wrestled over the vote count in Florida, a decision that Clinton aides have
sought to justify on the premise that the president could not travel abroad during a potential
constitutional crisis. By the time the dust settled in Florida, and confronting a lukewarm response
from the victorious Republicans, Mr. Clinton's team reluctantly decided that it had run out of time.
“Although there were still critical details to be worked out, it appeared that an agreement was
within reach," Wendy Sherman, senior policy coordinator on North Korea, said in an interview this
week, reflecting the dominant view in the Clinton team. According to current and former
government experts, Kim Jong Il promised in confidential talks not to produce, test or deploy
missiles with a range of more than 300 miles. That offer would prevent North Korea from fielding
missiles that could strike the United States. North Korea, the experts said, also offered to halt the
sale of missiles, missile components, technology and training. The pledge would ban systems that
North Korea had already contracted to provide to aspiring third world powers. And North Korea
dropped its demand that it be paid cash for giving up its long-range missile programs. Several
important issues remained unresolved, including how to verify the agreements; whether North
Korea was willing to destroy missiles it had already produced, and the value of the nonmonetary aid
North Korea should receive in lieu of cash. “We got further than we thought was possible on the
missile issue,” one government specialist said. “But there is still more work to do on the details
before we know if we will have something substantial.” As the clock wound down on the Clinton
administration in September, it was asked to receive a high-level Korean envoy. The envoy was Vice
Marshal Cho Myong Rok. “I think Kim poked his head out of the groundhog hole, looked around and
decided that his regime is not sustainable unless it is somehow connected with the rest of the
world,” Samuel R. Berger, Mr. Clinton's national security adviser, said yesterday. Marshal Cho also
brought an invitation for Clinton to visit Pyongyang — and thus underscored a fundamentally
different approach to diplomacy. Marshal Cho offered the Americans something they wanted as well.
He reaffirmed an earlier proposal that Mr. Kim had raised with President Vladimir V. Putin of
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Russia: that North Korea was willing to forgo its long-range missiles if the West would agreed to
launch civilian satellites for Pyongyang. The Clinton administration decided to send Secretary of
State Albright to Pyongyang to see if there was the basis for a Clinton trip. Her visit narrowed the
gap with the North Koreas still further and challenged the Western image of Kim as an irrational
leader. Kim offered several important concessions during six hours of talks. He offered to “forgo”
missiles with a range of more than 300 miles. That concession was tied to an American willingness
to provide satellite- launching services. He also indicated that he was willing to halt all missile
exports, including missile components, technical advice and brokering services. And North Korea
was no longer asking for a $1 billion a year in cash in return, but was prepared to accept $1 billion
worth of nonmonetary assistance, like food, coal or other commodities for its stricken economy.
Little progress was made on verification. The North Korean leader insisted that Washington had
adequate means to monitor compliance through satellite and other technical means and did not
welcome intrusive inspections. North Korea's existing stock of missiles was another big issue. Kim's
offer to forgo long-range missiles did not apply to weapons that the North had already produced.
Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and the Joint Chiefs of Staff wanted the North Koreans to
destroy their missile stocks, which were a threat to Japan and to American troops in South Korea.
Still, the mood at the Pyongyang meetings was good. Kim invited Albright to a huge Communist-style
celebration by his party in which workers held colored placards in the shape of the Taepo-Dong
missile. The North Korean leader turned to Albright and said this was the first satellite launching
and would be the last. To iron out the remaining differences and set the stage for a summit meeting,
the Clinton administration organized expert-level talks in the Malaysian capital, Kuala Lumpur. But
without Kim, the North's experts had no authority to negotiate. When the Americans tried to clarify
Pyongyang's position, the North Koreans complained that their move was an insult. To keep the
negotiations moving, the American team gave the North Koreans two documents: a draft framework
agreement that could be made public and signed at a summit meeting, and a confidential letter
outlining each side's obligations. Those obligations went beyond the proposals Kim had made in
Pyongyang. The Americans wanted to ban the production, testing and deployment of all missiles with
a range of more than 180 miles that could carry a 1,000-pound payload — the same standard that
Perry had cited in his 1999 talks. The Americans also wanted verification provisions, including a
declaration by the North Koreans of the numbers and types of missiles in their arsenal. And the
Americans pressed the North Koreans for a commitment to destroy their existing stocks, although
some officials would have settled for a promise to negotiate this in the future. The Americans did not
quantify how much assistance they were willing to provide North Korea, though they reportedly
considered providing several hundred million dollars a years worth of food aid. Before the
administration could consider a Clinton trip, it was clear there would have to be another session in
which the North's negotiators could consult with the one man who could make decisions: Kim Jong
I1. So plans were made to send Sherman and a team of Pentagon, National Security Council and
State Department officials to Pyongyang. Sherman would be authorized to give the North Koreans a
date for a Clinton summit meeting if they made more concessions on missiles. In an ideal world,
officials said, Sherman would have gone to Pyongyang in November, and if the North Koreans made
the needed concessions, she could have arranged a Clinton visit. He would then have signed a
broadly written accord, while verification and other technical issues were tackled later. But the
election wrangle intruded. Berger was reluctant to send an envoy with the election in doubt. He said
the administration did not deem it wise for the president to leave the country at the time of a
potential "constitutional crisis." After the election was decided in mid-December, Ms. Sherman and
the White House Asia expert, Jack Pritchard, briefed Colin L. Powell and Condoleezza Rice. The Bush
team made it clear that it would not undercut Mr. Clinton, but not would it endorse a deal, former
Clinton aides said. That attitude was one factor that led the Clinton team not to send Ms. Sherman,
according to a former ranking Clinton official. The concern was that the new administration would
not support or even complete a deal hammered out then. Finally, the Clinton administration
announced on Dec. 29 that there was no longer enough time for its talks. Critics inside and outside
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the government say Mr. Clinton made a mistake by not sending Ms. Sherman ahead. The White
House, they say, could have consulted with the Bush team before the election was decided, but
refrained for fear of lending legitimacy to Mr. Bush’s claims to the White House. “They did not run
out of time; they ran out of courage,” said Leon V. Sigal, the author of a book on Korean diplomacy.
Albright insists that the administration did the best it could. But even she has some regrets. “Of the
various places in the world where there is a chance to change the dynamic, this was it,” she said last
week. “Do I regret that we did not go forward? I personally do. I wish we could have.” (Michael R.
Gordon, “How Politics Sank Accord on Missiles with North Korea,” New York Times, March 6,
2001p. A-1)

In a significant shift from his predecessor, President Bush plans to slow down talks with North Korea
on curbing its missiles and will focus instead on curbing conventional arms. Bush administration
officials say the president plans to discuss the new emphasis with President Kim Dae-jung two days
from now. They are concerned that President Clinton appeared too eager to clinch a flawed deal
with North Korea in an attempt to secure a foreign policy legacy in his final weeks in office. “We are
really afraid that the change in administration could undercut the peace process,” Moon Chung-in,
an adviser to Kim, said at the Heritage Foundation. Donald Gregg, for U.S. ambassador to Seoul,
said the United States and South Korea are like “two doctors with the same patient who never
compared diagnoses.” He suggested using the Bush-Kim summit to develop “calibrated yardsticks to
measure North Korean behavior.” Among the yardsticks is removal of some North Korean artillery
units that threaten Seoul. “(Barbara Slavin, “Bush Alters Clinton Policy on N. Korea,” USA Today,
March 5, 2001) Kim Dae-jung’s visit will be full of smiles and congratulations but will also carry a
warning on North Korea, “Don’t rock the boat or we could both end up in the sea.” Kim will try to
show how Pyongyang is changing, said Donald Gregg. “He’ll say, ‘They want to work with you.””
(Sonya Hepinstall, “South Korea’s Kim to Visit U.S. with Warning on Pyongyang,” Reuters, March 6,
2001)

Swedish PM Goran Persson will likely hold summit talks. “Sweden and North Korea recently agreed
in principle to the visit by Persson to Pyongyang in the first half of the year,” a government official
said. (Korea Herald, “Swedish Prime Minister Likely to Visit Pyongyang,” March 5, 2001)

3/6/01:

Powell on eve of KDJ meeting with Bush: “We do plan to engage with North Korea to pick up where
President Clinton and his administration left off ... “some promising elements were left on the table
and we’ll be examining those elements.” “And so we are not avoiding North Korea; quite the
contrary,” he said. “We think we have a lot to offer that regime, if they will act in ways that we think
are constructive - ways that reduce the threat of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and
missiles, and ways that help open their society and give transparency into their society.” Some notes
of caution were injected by a senior administration official [Condoleezza Rice]who briefed reporters,
“We’re all for what Kim Dae-jung is trying to do by trying to open up the regime and engage the
regime, but you have to have a clear-eyed view of what Kim Jong-il is trying to do ... because it’s a
failed regime that is trying to stabilize itself.” (Steven Mufson, “Bush to Pick Up Clinton Talks on N.
Korean Missiles,” Washington Post, March 7, 2001, p. A-20) In tough language, the senior
administration official said, “North Korea is a problem. Kim Jong-il is a problem.” She said, “north
Korea just about a week ago threatened to restart testing. We sent a very strong message to North
Korea: if the intention was to get our attention, it did, but in the wrong direction.” She said, “We’re
not walking away from the Agreed Framework, but we always leave open the possibility of improving
something like this.” The senior U.S. official said, “North Korea is a threat on several fronts. We
believe that the entire military presence must be taken into account, not just pieces of it.” (Mark
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Magnier and Robin Wright,” “High Stakes Talks for Bush, S. Korea’s Kim,” Los Angeles Times,
March 7, 2001) The resulting news stories, especially the headline on the Post account, “Bush to
Pick up Clinton Talks on N. Korean Missiles,” alarmed Vice President Cheney and his aides, “who
activated Bush’s close aide, Karen Hughes, and White House chief of staff, Andrew Card, to demand
that Powell retract his statement. A person familiar with these developments noted that the officials
were motivated in part by fear that missile negotiations with North Korea could devalue the drive for
an urgent antimissile program.” The Oval Office meeting revealed to most administration officials as
well as to Kim something they had not known about the new president before: an intense dislike of
North Korea’s leader, Kim Jong-il. Publicly Bush volunteered to reporters in Kim Dae-jung’s presence
that “I do have some skepticism about the leader of North Korea.” “According to an informed
official, he was much tougher in private, telling the South Korean president very bluntly that he did
not like North Korea and did not trust Kim Jong-il.” (Don Oberdorfer, “Korea and the United States:
Partnership under Stress,” Perspectives, 3, No. 1 (Summer 2002) Communiqué from ROK-Russia
summit calling ABM Treaty a “cornerstone” of international security, says Powell, “That kind of got
everybody’s nerves jangling.” Rice called Powell before his 8:30 departmental meeting: “We’ve got a
problem,” she said. “Have you read the newspapers yet?” What triggered the White House reaction,
said Powell, was his use of “the fatal word: ‘Clinton.”” A senior Bush aide says of Powell, “He knew.
We had a meeting with the president the day before Kim Dae-jung came. Everybody knew where the
president stood, that he wanted to take a tough line.” (Karen DeYoung, Soldier: The Life of Colin
Powell (New York: Knopf, 2006), pp. 324-25) Without telling DoS, Rice holds a background briefing
for Sanger, who wrote, “Senior administration officials indicate that they continue to view North
Korea as a major threat, and they are clearly wary that Mr. Kim's peace initiatives have moved too
fast, with too few concessions from the North. One senior American official told reporters today that
‘the North Korean regime is a problem and Kim Jong Il is a problem.’” Kim has quietly told visiting
U.S. officials and the administration that he is ready to sign a peace “declaration” with Kim Jong Il
even if the North does not pull its army back from the DMZ, or make progress on the missile deal
with Washington. That has left White House officials clearly wary. “We will ask President Kim to
consult us before he goes forward with anything like that,” one official said today. (David E. Sanger,
“Korea to Visit Bush, but They Could Be at Odds,” New York Times, March 7, 2001, p. A-1; Chinoy,
Meltdown, p. 53) The Mufson article appears and Powell gets a call from Rice. “All hell breaks
loose,” Powell recalled. “The president’s very unhappy. Rice conveys his unhappiness to me. And
when I got there, it was clear he was unhappy.” (Chinoy, Meltdown, p. 54) Powell emerges from Oval
Office where Bush is meeting KD] on March 7: “we have to not be naive about the threat” and if
“there are suggestions that there are imminent negotiations, this is not the case.” There would be a
high-level review to determine “policies unique to the [Bush] administration.” (Alan Sipress and
Steven Mufson, “Powell Takes the Middle Ground,” Washington Post, August 26, 2001) Powell later
conceded he had misspoken: “Sometimes you get a little too far forward in your skis.” (Alan Sipress
postscript to Doug Struck, “N. Korean Leader to Continue Sale of Missiles,” Washington Post, May 5,
2001) Kim Dae-jung arrived here for what could prove to be a clash with the Bush administration
over the right strategy for dealing with North Korea. Kim has told his aides and some visiting
Americans that he intends to sign a peace “declaration” with his North Korean counterpart, Kim
Jong-il, in the next few months. While that declaration would fall short of a peace treaty, Kim
believes that it is essential to making irreversible the North's tentative moves to engage the outside
world. But it comes just as the Bush administration is undertaking what it calls a “thorough review”
of American policy toward North Korea, with a clear view toward taking a far harder line than the
Clinton administration did when it negotiated a major nuclear deal in 1994, and tried,
unsuccessfully, to close a deal on missile controls last year. Senior administration officials indicate
that they continue to view North Korea as a major threat, and they are clearly wary that Mr. Kim's
peace initiatives have moved too fast, with too few concessions from the North. American military
and intelligence officials, fearful that the North is stringing out negotiations while it hardens its
military emplacements along the demilitarized zone, recently warned the Bush administration that
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the North had begun laying fiber-optic cables just north of the DMZ so that it could stymie American
intelligence gathering and bolster its ability to unleash a devastating conventional attack on Seoul
and the 37,000 American troops still on the Korean Peninsula. This conflict in views between the
new occupants of the White House and a Nobel Prize winner who “is in a big hurry,” in the words of
one of his occasional advisers, poses a major challenge for Bush. “Bush is like a cop and Kim Dae
Jung is like a priest,” said Douglas Paal, who heads the Asia Pacific Policy Center here and is allied
with many critics of Kim Dae-jung in the Bush administration. “The cop wants to get the North
Koreans disarmed and off the streets and the priest wants to give him the resources to become a
very different person.” Paul D. Wolfowitz, nominated as Deputy Secretary of Defense, told Congress
two years ago that the 1994 deal that froze North Korea's one known nuclear weapons production
facility was deeply flawed. “The real issue is how much are they producing elsewhere, covertly, and
possibly underground,” he said. He has also offered blistering critiques of Clinton’s and Kim's
strategy of paying the North -- with food, oil or a commitment to build nuclear power plants in North
Korea -- to give up its weapons programs. Many Bush administration officials say they want to
explore a way to stop delivery of two conventional nuclear power plants to the North -- the quid pro
quo for halting its operations to reprocess nuclear waste -- and to replace them with conventional
coal-fired plants. Last week Kim angered the Bush administration when he stood alongside President
Vladimir V. Putin of Russia and strongly suggested that he shared Russia's distaste for Bush's plans
for a missile shield -- and said the 1972 Antiballistic Missile Treaty was “a cornerstone of strategic
stability” around the world. “We certainly don't consider it the cornerstone,” said the senior
administration official [Condoleezza Rice], whose protests to South Korea led to a half-hearted
retraction of the statement as soon as Putin had left Seoul. (David E. Sanger, “Korean to Visit Bush,
but They Could Be at Odds,” New York Times, March 7, 2001, p. A-4)

Kissinger op-ed: “In the last months of the Clinton presidency, a sudden thaw occurred. South
Korea's president was invited to visit the capital of North Korea. The second-highest-ranking military
officer of North Korea, Vice Marshal Jo Myong Rok, was received in Washington by President Clinton
and hosted at an official dinner by Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, who followed up with a
return visit to Pyongyang. And in his last weeks in office, Bill Clinton was eagerly trying to arrange a
presidential trip to Pyongyang, thwarted only because North Korea would not accept his condition to
stop the export of missiles. Did all this herald a fundamental change, or was it primarily a new set of
tactics to achieve familiar goals, which include undermining the case for a U.S. missile defense? It is
important that we get the answer straight, for on it may depend the future not only of South Korea
but of our entire position in the western Pacific. ...The long-term objective has not been war, which
North Korea could not sustain, but to demoralize South Korea and undermine its relations with the
United States by discussing the future of the Korean peninsula directly with the United States. If
North Korea succeeds in establishing itself as the legitimate representative of the Korean national
interest, Seoul will be marginalized as an American auxiliary. For a while, this policy was not
without success. In 1994 the United States conducted separate negotiations with North Korea on the
basis of which Japan and South Korea agreed to build two heavy-water reactors for North Korea and
the United States agreed to supply heavy oil for North Korea's power plants in return for a
suspension (but not abandonment) of its nuclear program. Though the deal was put forward as a
contribution to nonproliferation, it probably had the opposite effect. For it may have encouraged
other rogue states to initiate nuclear weapons programs to generate a comparable buyout. It may
also have accelerated other aspects of the North Korean proliferation problem. For shortly
afterward, North Korea tested a long-range missile that flew over Japan under the pretext of space
exploration. ...Seoul and Washington must be receptive if North Korea's actions provide evidence
that it is seeking to graduate from the status of a rogue state. Two principles should govern any
common strategy: that the American alliance with South Korea and not the rapprochement with
North Korea is the key to stability on the peninsula; and that South Korea should play the leading
role in inter-Korean negotiations. Pyongyang must be convinced that the road to Washington leads
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through Seoul and not the other way around. ...But Korea is also where the interests of several
major powers intersect. Neither China nor Japan is eager for a rapid, if any, unification of Korea.
Both consider a unified Korea a potential danger to their security -- especially were it to inherit
North Korea's nuclear and missile technology. China entered the Korean War to prevent unification,
and Japan has permitted American bases on its soil in large part to defend the status quo in Korea.
China is concerned about the impact of a united Korea on the Korean minorities in Manchuria, while
Japan fears that the foreign policy of a unified Korea will rally its public by appealing to long-
standing Korean antipathies. For all these reasons, the evolution of the Korean peninsula must be
thoroughly discussed with Kim Dae Jung, and it must provide as well for consultation with all the
interested parties, especially Japan, but also with China and Russia. ...Consultation is necessary also
because other outcomes are possible than the continuation of the repressive Pyongyang regime or
its collapse. Countries uneasy about Korean unification may well be prepared to encourage a more
benign government in Pyongyang while favoring its remaining separate from Seoul. But in the real
world, such options are limited. ...Of course, the North Korean regime may collapse, as East
Germany did, because Kim Jong Il loses control over events. In many respects, this is probably
Seoul's nightmare. A rapid unification process for Korea would dwarf the monumental problems
Germany faced for a decade. ...At that point, the four outside powers -- the United States, Russia,
Japan and China -- would have to discuss the international status of Korea, while the two Koreas
settle the internal arrangements, a procedure similar to the one preceding German unification. As
for the United States, it has no reason to oppose Korean unification and every motive to support it.
But far more is at stake for America than the future of Korea, for the future of Asia will importantly
depend on what happens to American forces now stationed along the 38th parallel. While Kim Jong I1
has been quoted by Kim Dae Jung as favoring the continued presence of American troops, regardless
of what happens in the intra-Korean talks, this is not an assurance on which long-range policy can be
built. Nor will the future of American troops in Korea depend entirely on the leaders of the two
Koreas. Were tensions to ease dramatically, the presence of American troops could become highly
controversial within South Korea. In turn, if these forces were removed, the future of American
bases in Japan would become problematic. And if American troops left the rim of Asia, an entirely
new security and, above all, political situation would arise all over the continent. Were this to
happen, even a positive evolution on the Korean peninsula could lead to a quest for autonomous
defense policies in Seoul and Tokyo and to a growth of nationalism in Japan, China and Korea.”
(Henry Kissinger, “A Road through Seoul,” Washington Post, March 6, 2001, p. 23)

North Korean defector Hwag Jang-yop replied to a letter from SFRC chairman Jesse Helms (R-NC)
inviting him to testify, “I am willing to accept your invitation at any time.” (Kim Ji-ho, “Defector
Willing to Testify at U.S. Congress,” Korea Herald, March 6, 2001)

DPRK Deputy FM Choi Su-hon will make a three-day visit to Stockholm to discuss a possible Swedish
or EU role in Korean peace talks, Swedish news agency TT reported. Undersecretary for foreign
affairs Hans Dahlgren said it would be “natural” for Sweden to play a role in Korean talks. “I have
discussed the possibility with North Korea, but I can only say that it is subject to discussion.” (AFP,
“N. Korea’s Deputy Foreign Minister to Visit Sweden,” March 6, 2001)

DPRK FoMin spokesman: “[T]he U.S. State Department in an ‘annual report on drug control’
released on March 1 asserted that ‘the DPRK seems to manufacture and smuggle drugs into other
countries’ and it will ‘keep tabs on’ the DPRK despite the lack of clear evidence. This is a groundless
charge and shameless provocation against the DPRK. The use of drugs and dealing in them, to say
nothing of their manufacture, which reduce people to mental cripples, are strictly banned by law
under the man-centered socialist system in the DPRK where a sound way of life prevails. ...Shortly
ago, it slandered the DPRK over "human rights abuse" and this time it fabricated the preposterous
"drug issue" in a bid to tarnish the image of the DPRK and isolate it. However, no one will lend an
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ear to this. The U.S. is well advised to clearly know that such a trite trick will only bring to light the
futility of its hostile policy towards the DPRK.” (KCNA, “U.S. Assailed for Pulling up DPRK over
‘Drug Issue,”” March 6, 2001)

Hyundai Asan, unable to remit the $12 million per month to North Korea, said it would abandon the
Mt. Kumgang tourist project unless the South Korean government provides assistance. “We have no
choice but to scrap the project due to the growing financial crunch if we can’t get the financial
assistance we need,” said Kim Sang-wook, senior executive director for the Hyundai group. Hyundai
Asan chairman Chung Mong-hun recently visited North Korea but failed to get the remittance
reduced to $6 million. (Shim Jae-yun, “Hyundai Mulls Ending Kumgang Tour,” Korea Times, March
7,2001)

3/7/01:

Powell meets with Kim Dae-jung over breakfast at Blair House with Lim Dong-won, Hubbard,
Revere, Press Secretary Richard Boucher present. Kim previewed his presentation to Bush. “They
were basically on the same page ion terms of policy approaches: sunshine policy, engagement policy,
engage is the way to go,” says Revere. (Chinoy, Meltdown, p. 54)

At 5 a.m. President Bush called NSA Rice. “’"Have you seen the Washington Post?’ he demanded. ‘No,
Mr. President, [ haven’t,’ I said. ‘Go outside and get it.” He was speaking in short, declarative
sentences - a sure sign that he was really upset. ... ‘Do you want to take care of this, or do you want
to?’ ‘T'll take care of it, Mr. President.”” (Condoleezza Rice, No Higher Honor: A Memoir of My Years
in Washington (New York: Crown, 2011), p. 35)

At Kim-Bush summit, President Kim “was very forthright in describing his vision,” Bush told
reporters. “I was forthright in describing my ... skepticism about whether we can verify an
agreement in a country that doesn’t enjoy the freedoms that our two countries understand.” (Wall
Street Journal, “A Split with Seoul Complicates Crisis over North Korea,” January 2, 2003, p. 1)
President Bush told President Kim that he would not resume missile talks with North Korea anytime
soon, putting aside the Clinton administration's two-year campaign for a deal and the eventual
normalization of relations with the reclusive Communist state. Bush's comments, while couched in
reassuring statements about the American alliance with South Korea, came as a clear rebuff to
President Kim. In a brief exchange with reporters after meeting Mr. Kim in the Oval Office, Bush
said: “We're not certain as to whether or not they're keeping all terms of all agreements.” Later, a
White House spokesman said that Mr. Bush was referring to his concern about whether the North
would comply with future accords, even though he did not use the future tense. “That's how the
president speaks,” the official said. Bush had said, “When you make an agreement with a country
that is secretive, how are you aware as to whether or not they are keeping the terms of the
agreement?” He added later that President Bush, who has visited Asia only once, a trip to China a
quarter-century ago, “was very frank and honest in sharing with me his perceptions about the nature
of North Korea and the North Korean leader.” President Kim had dinner tonight with about 20
American experts on Korea and, according to one participant, basically said that President Bush was
very, very suspicious of the North Koreans. In another sign of Washington's new, harder line toward
North Korea, Secretary of State Colin L. Powell appeared to back away from his statements on
Tuesday that he hoped to "pick up where President Clinton and his administration left off." His
comments seemed at odds with those of a senior administration official who had invited a group of
reporters to the White House that same day to stress that a complete review of North Korea policy
was under way. Today General Powell stepped out of the Oval Office meeting to tell reporters that
North Korea was "a threat" and "we have to not be naive about the nature of this threat, but at the
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same time realize that changes are taking place." Powell added "There are suggestions that there
are imminent negotiations about to take place" between the United States and North Korea. “That is
not the case.” (David E. Sanger, “Bush Tells Seoul Talks with North Won't Resume Now,” New York
Times, March 8, 2001, p. A-1) Kim Dae-jung was stunned when he stepped out for a joint news
conference after meeting Bush in March 2001. “He didn't talk about what we had agreed upon but
began to criticize North Korea by saying that a regime that couldn't even feed its people was making
nuclear weapons,” Kim Dae Jung told Newsweek last week. “From that time on, things began to go
wrong. [ am confident that if President Bush had [pursued] the agreement sought by President
Clinton the North Korean issue would have been resolved, and I am very sorry about that.” (Michael
Hirsh, Melinda Lu, and George Wehrfritz, ‘We Are a Nuclear Power,” Newsweek, October 23, 2006)
“I made clear that Chairman Kim Jong-il aspired to make better relations with the United States,”
Kim Dae-jung recalled. “So therefore you can resolve the issue through dialogue.” But Bush, in the
words of one official who was there, “really lit into Kim Dae-jung,” interrupting him, challenging the
premises of his argument, expressing hostility toward North Korea and skepticism about the
sunshine policy. Bush made clear he had no intention of resuming the missile talks in the foreseeable
future. As Deputy SecState recalled, “There was no sort of respect given an elder diplomat in station
and certainly no respect for his past suffering for his beliefs, and a sort of, “‘We hate him’ and ‘Your
sunshine policy sucks.”” Bush starts off the joint press conference by referring to KDJ as “this man.”
The memory rankled. “He humiliated me by calling me ‘this man.”” Kim recalled. (Chinoy, Meltdown,
pp. 56-57) FM Lee Joung-binn told the Korea Press Foundation, “The United States requested us to
support NMD. During the process of negotiations, however, we maintained our position to the last
moment.” Lee’s remarks contrast with what a senior administration official said in a March 7 press
briefing, when asked whether Kim supported NMD, “No, he did not. Nor was he asked to support it.”
(Son Key-young, “U.S. Asked Korea to Support Missile Shield: Foreign Minister,” Korea Times,
March 23, 2001) In the middle of summit talks in the Oval office after President Kim had spent two
hours explaining his sunshine policy to President Bush, after listening carefully, said "President Kim,
please make the most of me. I will play the villain while you play the good guy." President Kim
smiled slightly when he heard this from the interpreter. However, President Bush said "We hope the
ROKAF will purchase the Boeing F-15 for efficient joint operations between Korea and the U.S." An
official who was at the talks said later “I could see President Kim's face go rigid when he heard the
word ‘F-15’ from President Bush.” (Brent Choi, JoongAng Monthly, June 2001)

Senior administration official [Torkel Patterson]: “President Kim expresses in the joint statement ...
support for the idea of defensive systems in terms of consulting about it, and he said plainly that
Korea did not support ... national missile defense. ...There would be a [pause] - we’'re not going to
immediately start negotiating with North Korea. ...Q. The President’s statement was fairly clear,
though, where he said there is some question about whether they are complying with ...agreements
... What agreement is he referring to? A. ...What there is concern about is the verification of existing
agreements. ... What the president said - and he said it in the meeting - is that there are
transparency questions, that North Korea is not a transparent state, and therefore we do not have a
100 percent ability to monitor these agreements. So his concern about them is not of a specific
instance of violation, but our confidence in whether or not these agreements are being violated. ...
We’re not going to start and go at the same place where the Clinton administration left off. ... We're
going to look at this. Q. Does President Bush see any positive steps or any posuitive signs coming out
of North Korea? A. If he does, I haven't heard that.” (White House transcript of Background Briefing
on Bush-Kim Meeting, March 8, 2001)

DPRK’s aggressive campaign to normalize relations with all EU states is reaching its final stages as
it added Luxembourg, Germany last week, and Greece later this week, leaving only France and
Ireland without diplomatic ties. (Shin Yong-bae, “N.K.’s Diplomatic Campaign Targets EU Nations,”
Korea Herald, March 3, 2001)
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Wendy Sherman op-ed: “President George Bush campaigned on a promise to defend America against
missile threats from countries like North Korea. His intention is to build a national missile defense
system. But such a system is not only unproven; it would undoubtedly be costly in both dollars and in
diplomacy. Although there is some logic in trying to construct a missile defense system, there is also
logic in seizing every opportunity to reduce or eliminate the missile threats through the less costly
means of arms control negotiations. In dealing with North Korea, President Bush has an opportunity
to take this latter approach. The question now is whether he will seize it. We may know the answer
after President Kim Dae Jung of South Korea meets with President Bush today. Reconciliation and
engagement with North Korea have been the centerpiece of President Kim's three years in office.
Although some believe that continued international isolation would bring a welcome demise of the
dictatorial North Korean regime, its sudden collapse would pose terrible security and economic
challenges that South Korea and the world can ill afford. Any international crisis with North Korea,
particularly one involving the United States, would be likely to halt efforts, heightened by last year's
summit between North and South Korea, to bring the North out of its isolation. Undoubtedly, such a
crisis would also doom for the foreseeable future prospects for a final peace agreement between the
North and the South. Because Mr. Kim knows that North Korea's long-range missile threat is
uppermost among America's concerns, he will most likely want to know if President Bush will close
the deal with North Korea that came tantalizingly close for President Bill Clinton in his final days in
office. That agreement, when completed, would both halt North Korea's exports of missiles
and related technology and stop further production, deployment and testing of long-range
missiles. ... There are many challenges in ending this lingering Cold War conflict, and many would
assume that Kim Dae Jung would first want to get North Korea to move back its million-man army
from deployment along the North-South border. But he knows that he can counter that with
conventional forces. So his priority is to reduce the destabilizing force of weapons of mass
destruction, particularly long-range nuclear missiles. The world saw the threat they pose in 1998,
when a missile being tested by North Korea flew over Japan and set off an international crisis that
could have undone the 1994 nuclear agreement with the United States that halted the North's fissile
material production. President Bush, for his part, does not need to make a false choice between
negotiating a missile agreement with North Korea and pursuing his already stated intention to build
a national missile defense. It will take time to achieve a missile agreement and test North Korea's
compliance with it. It will also take considerable time to develop and test virtually any national
missile defense system. So Mr. Bush can move forward on both strategies without foreclosing any
options. If negotiations do achieve a real reduction or elimination of the North Korean missile threat,
Mr. Bush can then decide if he should change his approach to national missile defense. Although
President Bush has time to consider his approach to negotiations, North Korea, a country of
immense pride, will not wait forever. Kim Jong Il is capable of creating a crisis absent a clear signal
that negotiations are possible. He is certain to be listening closely to the tone and substance of
reports from this week's meeting between Mr. Bush and Kim Dae Jung. President Bush should
restart talks with North Korea, and if an agreement is at hand, be ready to meet with Kim Jong Il.
Some are understandably concerned that a summit with President Bush would only legitimize the
North Korean leader. But, if such a meeting verifiably eliminated a major missile threat to the United
States and the world, drew North Korea into the international community and began to open a
window of freedom for that country's starved and desperate citizens, it would be more than worth
the risk.”(Wendy R. Sherman, “Talking to the North Koreans,” New York Times, March 7, 2001, p. A-
19)

Biden: “It would be irresponsible not to explore, to discover, whether North Korea is prepared to
abandon its pursuit of long-range missiles in response to a serious proposal from the United States
and its friends and allies. ...Since last fall, evidence has mounted steadily that ...K]JI has indeed
decided that nothing short of a major overhaul of his economic system and diplomatic relations is
likely to pull huis country back from the brink of starvation and economic collapse. ... Mr. President,
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five years ago when people spoke of ‘North Korean offensives,” they were referring yto the threat of
a North Korean assault across the DMZ. Today, Kim Jong-il is mounting an offensive, but it is a
diplomatic and economic offensive, not a military one. ...Foreclosing diplomatic options by rushing to
deploy NMD is not the right antidote.” (Senator Joseph Biden (D-DE) floor speech “Don't Drop the
Ball with North Korea”)

3/8/01:

Secretary of State Colin Powell in testimony before the SFRC called on Pyiongyang to trim its
million-man army. He also suggested substituting conventional power plants for the two nuclear
reactors promised in the Agreed Framework. He said, “As we look at the elements of the negotiation
that the previous administration had left behind, there are some things there that are very
promising. What was not there was a monitoring and verification program of the kind that we would
have to have in order to move forward in negotiations with such a regime. And so what the President
was saying yesterday is that we are going to take our time, we are going to put together a
comprehensive policy, and in due course, at a time and at a pace of our choosing, we will decide and
determine how best to engage with the North Korean regime.” He said, “[North Korea] is a regime
that is despotic. It is broken. We have no illusions about this regime. We have no illusions about the
gentleman who runs North Korea. He is a despot.” (Ben Barber, “Powell Wants North Korea to
Reduce Million-Man Army, Washington Times, March 9, 2001, p. 1)

DIA assessment: “North Korea has made substantial missile progress during these last several years.
The August 1998 launch of the Taepo-dong 1 system demonstrated several of the key technologies
required to develop an ICBM, including stge separation. A three stage TD-1 could potentially deliver
a light payload to the U.S., albeit with very poor accuracy. North Korea is also developing a TD-2
ICBM, which could deliver a several-hundred kilogram payload to Alaska or Hawaii, and a lighter
payload to the western half of the U.S. A three-stage TD-2 could deliver a several-hundred kilogram
payload anywhere in the U.S. In September 1999, and again in June and October 2000, North Korea
agreed to refrain from testing longer range missiles ... a pledge it has lived up to so far. ...For the
future, I expect North Korea will continue to proliferate WMD and especially missile technology -
one of the few areas where North Korea has something to offer for hard currency on the
international market. Pyongyang’s proliferation of Nodong missile technology is particularly
important for these states seeking to extend the range of their missile fleet. I also expect North
Korea to continue to develop and expand its own ‘asymmetric’ capabilities - WM, missiles, Special
Operations Forces, small submarine insertion platforms, etc. - in part to offset its conventional force
shortcomings. And, as I said earlier, I think North Korea has the potential to field an ICBM
sometimes within the next several years. In short, as long as North Korea remains around in its
present form, it will represent one of the major threats to regional and global interests.” (Vice
Admiral Thomas R. Watson, DIA Director, “Global Threats and Challenges through 2015, Senate
Armed Services Committee, March 8, 2001)

PRC Vice-premier Qian Qichen makes secret visit to KJI that “paved the way for three-nation talks,”
says senior ROK official. (JoongAng Ilbo, “The Second North Korean Nuclear Crisis: The Untold
Story,” p. 25)

“Were we ready to pressure the IAEA to bend the rules so we could keep [the Agreed Framework]
moving forward? One senior nonproliferation official under Clinton said last month. “Absolutely.”
Former nonproliferation officials in DoS and DOE who served under Clinton suggested the U.S.
might be willing to overlook a discrepancy as large as one or two kilograms of plutonium not
accounted for and assumed to be in the country. In the case of North Korea, “our political
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calculation might be overriding,” said one U.S. official. “There might be a quantity lower than one
SQ [significant quantity or 8 kilograms], say, maybe 2 kg Pu, which [the U.S.] might be willing to
ignore if that meant the survival of the reactor project.” Last year, senior officials at the IAEA
Department of Safeguards let the U.S. know they had no confidence the DPRK would ever provide
access to sites identified by U.S. intelligence as hosting high-level reprocessing waste from
clandestine plutonium production. Demetrios Pericos, chief of Safegquards Operations Division A,
began warning his U.S. counterparts in 1993 that the IAEA would not allow its technical judgment
on whether the DPRK was in full compliance with INCFIRC-403 to be sway by Washington. Perricos
“kept telling the Americans he wouldn’t give in” to any pressure from Washington to “count anything
less than every gram of plutonium,” one IAEA official said. (Mark Hibbs, “Clinton White House Wars
Ready to Press IAEA on DPRK Verification,” Nucleonics Week, March 8, 2001)

3/9/01:

North Korea is preparing to ship missile components, according to U.S. intelligence officials. The
shipment was photographed by a U.S. spy satellite within the past several days as it awaited loading
a Nampo. The exact types of components were not disclosed but are believed to be for SCUD B or C
missiles. (Bill Gertz, “Weapons Sales Concern Seoul, United States,” Washington Times, March 9,
2001)

President Kim Dae-jung said recent changes in North Korea are “wondrous and full of meaning.” in a
luncheon speech co-sponsored by the Heritage Foundation and the Council on Foreign Relations,
“Since the inter-Korean summit of June last year, North Korea has been moving in the direction of
change,” he said. “Whether the changes are strategic or tactical, one thing is certain. For North
Korea, change is not a matter of choice but of survival.” Citing North-South defense talks, reunions
of separated families, economic cooperation agreements, and reconnection of a railway to the South,
he said, “These developments, I believe, would not have come about without North Korea’s
willingness to change.” (Chon Shi-yong, “Kim Appeals to U.S. Opinion Leaders to Engage N.K.,”
Korea Herald, March 9, 2001)

3/?/01:

South Korea still seeks reprocessing over U.S. opposition although Seoul’s motives have changed
over time..(Jungmin Kang and H.A Feiveson, “South Korea’s Shifting and Controversial Interest in
Spent Fuel Reprocessing,” Nonproliferation Review, Spring 2001, 70-77)

3/12/01:

Kim Ha-joong, KD]J’s senior secy for foreign policy and national security, in a briefing, for reporters,
rebutted U.S. demands for withdrawal of North Korean troops, pointing out that neither of the two
sides have sent observers to each other’s military exercises or notified each other of troop
movements . “No military hotline has been set up, either,” he said noting that these steps must
precede discussion of troop redeployments. The issue was so sensitive that South Korean officials
asked Korean correspondents in Washington to disregard some parts of an interview with the
Washington Post where President Kim said, “Both Kim and the United States have stressed the need
for North Korea to withdraw some forces from the heavily fortified area.” (Oh Young-jin, “Kim Top
Aide Rebuts U.S. Demands for N. K. Border Troops Redeployment,” Korea Times, March 13, 2001)

23



KDJ in speech to the 57" graduating class of the Korea Military Academy said, “We have to get the
peace process off to a strong start in order to ensure a secure and safe future for the 70 million
Korean people [of both South and North Korea.” He said he was committed to four principles in
pursuing inter-Korean détente: military preparedness, a solid U.S.-ROK defense posture, tripartite
coordination among Seoul, Washington and Tokyo, and a “working” cooperation among the U.S.,
Japan, China and Russia. “It is pivotal to secure support and cooperation from these four powers for
the introduction of a peace regime on the Korean peninsula.” He told a regular meeting of the
Cabinet, “I will gradually implement our policy [of reconciliation and cooperation toward the North]
that is being supported by the international community.” (Korea Times, “President Kim Calls for
Start of ‘Peace Process,”” March 13, 2001)

Rodong Sinmun signed commentary: “An official of the U.S. State Department, when meeting with a
visiting ‘group of relatives of Japanese nationals allegedly abducted,’ said that the ‘U.S. does not
have any intention to remove North Korea from the list of countries it believes are sponsoring
terrorism.” The DPRK can not but clarify its stand once again as the U.S. persistently keeps the
DPRK on its list of terrorist-supporting countries, the commentary says, and continues: The DPRK
has nothing to do with kidnapping and terrorism and it has consistently opposed all forms of these
acts. ... It is foolish, indeed, for the U.S. to try to achieve a sinister aim by using ‘issues of
kidnapping and terrorism’ as a lever to pressurize the DPRK. Pressure is not a solution to any
problem. If the U.S. comes out with pressure and high-handed practices against the DPRK's patience
it will have no option but to strongly react to it. The U.S. is well advised not to resort to dirty moves
but face up to the reality and think twice over them.” (KCNA, “Rodong Sinmun on Reckless Remarks
of U.S. Official,” March 12, 2001)

North Korea postponed the fifth ministerial talks with South indefinitely. Jon Kum-jin, the North’s
chief delegate, said it “cannot participate in today’s talks considering various circumstances” in a
telephone message sent to his counterpart, Park Jae-kyu at 9:10 a.m. according to Kim Hyung-ki, a
senior UnifMin official. “The delay can be seewn as an indirect expression of protest over the U.S.’s
hard-line policy,” said Chung Young-tae, a KINU researcher. (Seo Soo-min, “N.K. Delays Ministerial
Talks Indefinitely,” Korea Times, March 13, 2001)

3/13/01:

Rep. Henry Hyde (R-IL): “Many of us in Cingress became increasingly concernsed after 1994 about
the unseemly enthusiasm in certain quarters to construct nuclear reactors in North Korea. The Wall
Street Journal once analogized this to the story told in “The Bridge over the Riover Kwai: British
POWs, ordered by their Japanese captors to build a bridge, became so caught up in the project that
they almost forgot whose side they were on in the war. ....We are frequently advised that, if there is
to be progress in our relations, we must be prepared to repeatedly give the North Korean signs of
reassurance and understanding. But this is a two-way street. .... The best way for the North Korean
government to send such a signal, perhaps the only way for it to do so, is to acknowledge the need
for verification, to cease resisting its verification obligations, and to positively embrace the concept
as a way of demonstrating to the world that it no longer has anything to hide. ...I have two additional
concerns about any missile agreement with North Korea that should be taken into account. To the
degree any such deal involves the launching of satellites for North Korea, we need to make sure
there is no technology transfer. ...In addition, I worry a great deal about the compensation that orth
Korea is demanding in connection with an agreement on missile proliferation. Reportedly they have
said we need to pay them $1 billion per year to stop proliferating. ... We need to carefully consider
the implications of allowing the West to become the principal prop holding up the North Korean
regime.” (Rep. Henry Hyde, speech to American Enterprise Institute Conference on North Korea,
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March 12, 2001)

3/14/01:

Kim Yong-sun, architect of N-S summit, arrested. [?] He was later released, but no longer
accompanies K]JI on on-the-spot guidance trips. (Brent Choi, “Conservative-Reformist Conflict over
South Korea Coming to Surface; DPRK Workers Party of Korea Secretary Kim Yong-son Was
Arrested, But Released After Some 10 Days under Kim Jong-il’s Special Instruction,” JoongAng
Monthly, August 1, 2001)

3/15/01:

Rodong Sinmun signed commentary: “The U.S. takes a defiant attitude towards the situation on the
Korean peninsula which began witnessing a sign of detente. This clearly indicates its aggressive
nature and ambition to stifle the DPRK by force of arms and its black-hearted intention to torpedo
the dialogue between the north and south and put the brake on the movement of the Korean nation
for reunification. ... Their aggressive design to block peace and reunification of Korea and stifle the
DPRK by force of arms remains unchanged. It is foolish, indeed, for the U.S. to work hard to stifle
the DPRK by force of arms. The U.S. imperialists' brigandish ‘policy of strength’ can never go down
with the Korean people who value the dignity and sovereignty of the nation more than their life and
soul. We are fully prepared for both dialogue and war. It is our determination to react to the
enemy's hard-line stand with the toughest position and take thousand-fold revenge on aggressors.
The U.S. imperialists are well advised to drop their aggressive hostile policy towards the
DPRK and honestly implement the DPRK-U.S. agreed framework. If they keep to the road of
confrontation with the DPRK, it will bring irrevocable consequences. The U.S. will have to be
entirely responsible for them.” (KCNA, “U.S. Hostile Policy toward the DPRK under Fire,” March 15,
2001)

It is the first time Pyongyang has mentioned the Bush administration by name in its propaganda
offensives. “North Korea seems to have more or less finished coordinating its stance towards the
U.S., said a UnifMin official. “From their point of view, U.S. officials calling their leader ‘despot’ and
‘dictator’ has truly been provocative.” (Korea Times, “North Korea Steps up Anti-U.S. Propaganda,”
March 15, 2001)

North and South Korea exchanged mail for separated families, the first contact in more than 50
years for some. “We exchanged 300 letters from each side with North Korean officials at Panmunjom
after checking their names and addresses,” said a spokesman for the South Korean Red Cross.
(Reuters, “Two Koreas Exchange First Mail inn 50 Years,” March 15, 2001)

3/18/01:

Rodong Sinmun signed commentary: “The Bush administration said that it would take a ‘hard-line
stance’ towards the DPRK, absurdly asserting that the DPRK's stand to implement the DPRK-U.S.
agreed framework is not transparent and it is a ‘dangerous state.” This is an indication that the Bush
administration is not interested in the improvement of the DPRK-U.S. relations but is poised to
pursue an extremely dangerous aim to destroy the DPRK's socialist system by force of arms. As far
as the issue of the implementation of the AF is concerned, it is the U.S. that is nontransparent in its
stand toward the AF. The construction of the light water reactors, a core point of the AF, is being
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indefinitely delayed due to the U.S. deliberate negligence and the DPRK is, accordingly, suffering
heavy economic losses. The United States has brought the charge of ‘non-transparency’ against the
DPRK which has sincerely implemented the AF despite the fact that Washington is throwing artificial
hurdles in the way of its implementation. This is just like a thief crying ‘stop the thief.” The far-
fetched assertion made by the U.S. imperialists is aimed to shift the responsibility for the possible
collapse of the AF on to the DPRK and watch for a chance to stifle it by force. The United States's
description of the DPRK as a ‘dangerous state’ is simply designed to justify its moves to stifle the
DPRK. It is preposterous, indeed, for the U.S. imperialists, most dangerous forces of aggression, to
label other country as a ‘dangerous state.” The DPRK is neither afraid of nor browbeaten by the
U.S. ‘hard-line policy.’ This only compels the DPRK to strengthen its tough attitude toward
the United States and further increase the self-reliant defense capability. It is a wrong option
for the Bush administration to seek to bring the DPRK to its knees by high-handed military threat
and pressure instead of finding a negotiated solution to the issue of DPRK-U.S. relations. The
people's army and people of Korea will demonstrate their stamina by mercilessly punishing any
aggressors coming to seize the DPRK by force of arms. The U.S. ruling quarters are well advised to
bear this in mind and stop such foolish moves.” (KCNA, “U.S. Administration’s Assertion Refuted,”
March 18, 2001)

3/18/01:

Talks between railway ministers Nikolai Aksyonenko and Kim Yong-sam March 16-18 to link rail
networks have resulted in an agreement on cooperation, KCNA reported. The visit followed up a
plan hatched by Russian President Vladimir Putin and South Korea’s Kim Dae-jung to link the inter-
Korean railway to the Trans-Siberia line. (Korea Herald, “North Korea, Russia Seal Railway
Agreement,” March 20, 2001)

3/19/01:
FM Lee Joung-binn called for establishing a regional security dialogue in Northeast Asia.

at the opening ceremony of the Korea-OSCE Conference. He said, “Following in the footsteps of the
OSCE with political will and vision, the countries of Northeast Asia should be able to take the small
but significant step toward the start of such a dialogue.” In 1994 Seoul proposed at the ASEAN
Regional Foorum that a Northeast Asi Security Dialogue be established to promote regional security
cooperation, but North Korea and China were reluctant to embrace the idea. (Son Key-young, “Time
Ripe for Security Mechanism in NE Asia,” Korea Times, March 20, 2001)

KD]J told a graduating class at the Korea Naval Academy, “There will be no progress in inter-Korean
relations alone without improvement in U.S.-North Korea relations. The two issues cannot be
separated from each other. Thus we have to try to improve the inter-Korean relations on the one
hand and provide support toward progress in U.S.-North Korea relations on the other.” (Paul Shin,
“S. Korea Vows Better Ties with North,” Associated Press, March 19, 2001)

3/21/01:

North Korea’s promised delivery of a signed copy of an agreement on rules for joint inter-Korean
governance of the DMZ has been delayed more than a month,. The MOD said. (Korea Herald, “N.
Korea Fails to Send Signed Pact on DMZ Project,” March 22, 2001)
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A total of 3,790 South Koreans were kidnapped since the end of the Korean War in 1953, KINU said
in a 2001 human rights white paper - 3, 692 fishermen, 51 airplane crew members and passengers,
20 naval vessel crew members, 2 maritime policemen, and 25 others. Some 487 are still living there
- 436 fishermen, 12 airplane crew members and passengers, 20 naval vessel crew members, 2
maritime policemen and 17 others. (Korea Herald, “3,700 S. Koreans Allegedly Abducted by N.K.
Since 1953,” March 22, 2001)

3/22/01:

Letter to President Bush made public on March 26: “1. South Korea has made important progress in
tension reduction with the North and should have U.S. support. We believe that Seoul's strategy of
cooperation and reconciliation with North Korea has moved the political dynamics on the peninsula
in a positive direction. Some argue that the policy is a failure because the North has not reduced its
military forces or improved human rights in response to the South's overtures. We firmly believe
that without a reduction of the North Korean military threat and improvement in human rights in the
North, diplomacy with Pyongyang will only go so far. However, these should be the goals of policy
and not preconditions for the South's efforts at tension reduction. Kim Dae Jung's focus on
cooperation and reconciliation is the right way to begin the process and is clearly in U.S. interests.
The South Korean government has stated that it would like to use Kim Jong Il's visit to Seoul as an
opportunity to issue a joint North-South declaration on security. Such a declaration should be more
than a ceremonial agreement ‘declaring’ peace. Moving from the current armistice toward a reliable
peace mechanism will require concrete steps, starting with a North Korean commitment to at least
begin implementing some of the confidence-building and transparency measures already agreed to
in the 1992 North- South Basic Agreement.

2. Itis in U.S. interests to negotiate a verifiable elimination of North Korea's long-range missile
program. As a Task Force we were cautiously encouraged that North Korea appeared interested in
negotiating a comprehensive agreement to reduce its long-range ballistic missiles in exchange for
various inducements. We do not believe that such an agreement can be achieved without lengthy
and deliberate negotiations followed by effective verification measures. Nevertheless, the scope of
North Korea's proposal was unprecedented. The North would prohibit all exports of long-range
missiles and related items in exchange for in-kind assistance in categories such as food. In addition,
the North said it would ban further indigenous testing and production above a certain range in
exchange for in-kind compensation and assistance with launching commercial satellites. However, in
working-level talks the North balked at "intrusive" verification; did not address already deployed
missiles (including about 100 Nodong missiles aimed at Japan); and remained vague about the exact
threshold for "long-range" missiles. The United States should resume talks on missiles when ready,
but must make the bottom line clear: 1) effective verification; 2) elimination of long-range missiles
already deployed; 3) provision of in-kind assistance to the North that would not include sensitive
technology transfers; and, 4) movement toward subsequent steps to reduce tensions and the
conventional military threat. If these objectives can be met, a broad agreement with North Korea on
missiles would be a significant accomplishment and would enhance both stability in Northeast Asia
and the South's efforts at reconciliation. In any event we believe that pursuit of these negotiations is
a separate issue from the United States' own decision to develop and deploy missile defenses.

3. The United States should invite its allies to review the Agreed Framework, but there should be no
unilateral changes by any party. The 1994 Agreed Framework has frozen North Korea's known
nuclear weapons program. The crux of the deal -- a U.S.- led consortium will provide two light water
reactors (LWRs) in exchange for North Korean compliance with International Atomic Energy Agency
(TAEA) inspections -- has not been broken by either side. However, the difficult business of
dismantling North Korea's nuclear program has been deferred and significant technical and legal
hurdles remain before that aspect of the Agreed Framework can be completed. We recommend that
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you undertake a deliberate and careful review of the status of the Agreed Framework together with
Japan, South Korea, and the European Union. This review should focus on both the remaining
challenges to full implementation of the Agreed Framework as well as potential opportunities to
engage North Korea on a revision of the terms to meet Pyongyang's immediate energy needs. It is
striking, for example, that the North has recently demanded direct electrical energy from the South
until the LWRs are ready. The South is under no obligation to provide this energy and should not do
so without linking it to the North's obligations under the Agreed Framework. Nevertheless, this new
development suggests that some reworking of the 1994 accord might be possible. The United States
should stand by its commitments and its allies and make no unilateral changes to the Agreed
Framework, and not accept any delay in the nonproliferation milestones contained within it.
However, circumstances require a fresh collective look at the LWR project.

4. We must continue to invest in the U.S.-ROK security partnership. The U.S.-ROK alliance has been
extraordinarily successful at underpinning stability in Northeast Asia and establishing a position of
strength for South Korea to test reconciliation with the North. Seoul has clearly stated that the U.S.
military will remain critical to its security even after the North Korean threat is gone. It is consistent
with Seoul's efforts at reconciliation for the U.S. and ROK governments to point in specific terms to
the North Korean threat and to continue reinforcing deterrence, particularly in the areas of counter-
battery fire, missile defense, and protection against weapons of mass destruction. We encourage you
to initiate a comprehensive security dialogue with Seoul on how to improve U.S.-ROK joint readiness
in these areas and to begin preparing the alliance relationship for a longer-term role in regional
security.

5. We must continue energetic trilateral U.S.-ROK-Japan coordination. Pyongyang's new diplomacy is
the result of three developments: the North's desperate economic situation, Kim Dae Jung's patient
diplomacy, and closer U.S.-Japan-South Korean trilateral coordination. A close trilateral relationship
raises the cost for North Korean belligerence and defines the international community's terms for
improved economic relations should the North change its stance. We encourage you to move quickly
to designate high-level officials to represent the United States in the Trilateral Coordination and
Oversight Group (TCOG) process and to hold an early meeting with counterparts from Seoul and
Tokyo this spring.” Morton I. Abramowitz, Senior Fellow, Century Foundation James T. Laney,
President Emeritus, Emory University Members Co-chairs, Independent Task Force on Managing
Change on the Korean Peninsula, Council on Foreign Relations

3/24/01:

DPRK Deputy FM Choi Su-hon in a meeting with PM Goran Persson in Stockholm proposed missile
talks with the EU, which Sweden chairs, instead of the U.S. “During the visit of Madeleine Albright,
much progress had been achieved in missile talks. At that time, we had proposed very reasonable
ideas,” Reuters quoted Choi as saying. “But the new administration is trying to avoid talks on this
matter.” Sweden’s minister for European affairs Lars Danielsson said, “There has been an invitation
issued by the representative from the DPRK to the Swedish prime minister to visit Pyongyang. We
are now assessing the situation, and the prime minister will report to the European Council during
dinner tomorrow night. Depending on the outcome of that discussion, there could possibly be an
announcement on whether any additional initiatives are possible on the part of the Swedish
presidency on this issue.” (Kim Ji-ho, “N.K. Proposes Missile Negotiations with EU,” Korea Herald,
March 24, 2001) EU leaders announced Goran Persson will soon travel to Pyongyang with two other
EU envoys to expedite reconciliation between their countries and defuse the missile threat posed by
North Korea. “The aim is to express support for the process started by Kim Dae-jung, a process
aimed at bringing to an end one of the last conflicts with origins in the Second World War.” “It’s
become clear that the new U.S. administration wants to take a more hard-line approach toward
North Korea,” said Swedish FM Anna Lindh. “That means Europe must step in to help reduce
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tensions between the two Koreas, not least because the outside world is so worried about North
Korean missiles.” EU officials said the idea of a European initiative was first broached by KDJ during
a visit here after he was awarded the Nobel Prize earlier last year. They said KD]J stepped up his
pleas for an EU role after his disappointing talks with Bush. (William Drozdiak, “EU Seeks to Fill
U.S. Role in Koreas,” Washington Post, March 254, 2001, p. A-1) South Korea will protest the report
that KDJ asked the EU to make up for U.S. hesitation. “This report is groundless,” Cong Wa Dae
spokesman Park Joon-young told his daily briefing. (Chon Shi-young, “Seoul to File Protest over
Washington Post Report,” Korea Herald, March 28, 2001) An editorial this weekend in the
Stiddeutsche Zeitung had a brisk headline in English: “Bully Bush.” It reflected a growing allied
concern over the direction of the Bush administration's foreign policy that the Europeans seem
determined to resist. It was precisely concern over what they saw as the administration's “beating
up” on South Korean President Kim Dae-jung, when he visited Washington this month that prompted
European Union leaders to decide this weekend to send mediators to support the peace effort
between the two Koreas. This step amounted to an important signal on several fronts. The decision
demonstrated that the 15-member European Union is determined to develop its nascent common
foreign and strategic policy, even when that policy differs from the American. It also showed strong
support for Kim Dae-jung's “sunshine policy” at a time when it appeared vulnerable to the Bush
administration's more skeptical view of the North Korean leader and its determination to build a
missile shield to defend against the North's weapons programs. (Roger Cohen, “Europe and Bush:
Early Storm Clouds to Watch,” New York Times, March 26, 2001, p. A-3)

A four-member North Korean delegation visited South Korea to pay tribute to Hyundai group
founder Chung Ju-yung. They delivered a funeral wreath from Kim Jong-il and a condolence message
praising Chung’s contribution to inter-Korean cooperation and expressing hopes that Hyundai’s
project, including the money-losing Mt. Kumgang tour, will continue. “Kim Ji-ho, “N.K. Mourners
Raise Hopes of Breakthrough,” Korea Herald, March 26, 2001)

3/25/01:

South Korea will join the Missile Technology Control Regime March 26-27, Jeong Dal-ho, a MOFAT
official told the National Assembly’s Foreign Affairs and Trade Committee. (Chosun Ilbo, “Korea to
Join MTCR This Month,” March 21, 2001)

Last week a South Korean ferry brought 207 men from Uzbekistan to replace North Korean
workings at the Kumho reactor project. “This is mission impossible,” said Jhe Seong-ho, an
international law expert and South Korean government adviser on KEDO. “It’s now in the seventh
year, and not much has been done. Realistically, this KEDO plan doesn’t look like it’s going to work.”
He added, “Even the conservatives in Korea think cancellation is too dangerous.” Desaix Anderson,
executive director of KEDO said in a telephone interview, “This has kept the nuclear activities of
North Korea frozen for seven years. And it has been the initial stage of sea change. You can stop it
now if you want to pay the cost: a strong risk of military conflict.” Chun Yung-woo, former chief
manager of South Korea’s KEDO office, said, “Two years were unnecessarily wasted over the liability
issue. The United States went to extreme lengths to avoid any legal liability. And when the direct
party to the agreement is so obsessed with avoiding any responsibility, Japan and South Korea could
hardly do more.” GE’s place was filled by Hitachi-Toshiba, which is not so demanding about liability.
“North Korea has kept its promise word for word. They have frozen their nuclear program,” said
Paik Haksoon of the Sejong Institute. “But the Americans haven’t kept their promises.” (Doug
Struck, “U.S.-Led Plant Beset by Delays,” Washington Post, March 25, 2001, p. A-1)

Just two weeks after KD] returned from the White House, Koreans are describing his meetings with
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the Bush administration instead as an abrupt and sobering end to the most active phase of their
president's groundbreaking policy of reconciliation with the North. Bush's reception, while carefully
respectful, has been widely perceived here as a firm reining in of an ally whose impassioned
engagement with North Korea had shaped this region's diplomacy for nearly two years. The Bush
administration has tried to soften the impression that Kim was undermined during his visit.
“Personally, I was a bit surprised by all of the reports that President Kim was somehow dissed,” said
a Western official who participated in the talks. Agreement on Kim's four main objectives, he said,
had been “achieved before he even stepped off the plane.” In fact, the meeting with Bush got off to a
near disastrous start because of what the South Korean government called erroneous reports that
Kim had sided with Moscow against the new administration's interest in building an antimissile
shield. Later, said Korean foreign policy experts who were close to the diplomacy, the United States
cautioned South Korea about providing substantial energy assistance to the North, and has pointedly
not been encouraging about the peace memorandum idea as well. In a departure from the diplomatic
focus of the last few years on North Korea's missiles and weapons of mass destruction, the Bush
administration began emphasizing the North's conventional artillery and armor on the border with
the South. Washington is now urging the North to remove them as a sign of good will, which many
here believe is unrealistic. “The artillery are a threat that we want to resolve, but it is not an
immediate issue, and some people wonder why the U.S. is being so tough on such an issue all of a
sudden,” said Jin Wook Choi, director of North Korean studies at the Korean Institute for Unification
Studies. The Bush administration also repeatedly emphasized reciprocity, a notion that some here
say can be applied so narrowly so as to forestall any future progress. “Our position is that given the
reality on the Korean Peninsula, it is more appropriate to see reciprocity in a comprehensive
manner,” said Foreign Minister Joung Binn Lee. “We are 10 times the size of North Korea in
economic terms, and we have twice the population.” Even while energetically denying that South
Korea sided with Russia on the missile defense issue, aides to Kim say they were pressed to declare
their support for the Bush administration's national missile shield development plans. By choosing
not to follow up on the Clinton administration's talks with North Korea on missiles and control of
nuclear weapons and by postponing any engagement with Pyongyang, political experts here say, the
Bush administration has inadvertently helped put Kim on the defensive at home. “Many Koreans in
fact saw President Kim's sunshine policy as a kind of expensive appeasement policy, and those who
opposed it in terms of transparency will question it more openly now,” said Hack Sung Kang,
professor of international relations at Korea University. Selig S. Harrison, an expert on Korea at the
Century Foundation, a public policy group in Washington, said the economy enabled the opposition
to undermine him on the North Korea issue. “Still,” he said, “there are certain things that President
Kim can go ahead with, regardless of what the United States does.” (Howard W. French, “Seoul
Fears U.S. Is Chilly about Detente with North,” New York Times, March 25, 2001, p. 9)

3/26/01:

Acting Assistant SecState Thomas Hubbard, Deputy FM Yim Sung-joon, dir-gen of the Asian Affairs
Bureau Makida Kinihiko held a TCOG meeting in Seoul. “The delegations reaffirmed their
commitment to continue the 1994 Agreed Framework and called on North Korea to join them in
taking the needed steps for its successful implementation,” they said in a statement. (AFP, “U.S.,
South Korea, Japan to Back Nuclear Deal with North Korea,” March 26, 2001)

In cabinet reshuffle Lim Dong-won moves from NIS to UnifMin to prepare for a possible KJI visit to
Seoul. Former deputy NIS director Shun Kuhn replaces him. Han Seung-soo, Democratic People’s
Party assemblyman, named FM, and former Army four-star general Kim Dong-shin Defense Minister.
Senior secy Kim Hwa-joong kept his post. (Oh Young-jin, “Shakeup Focuses on S-N Summit, U.S.
Ties,” Korea Times, March 26, 2001)
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New Zealand established diplomatic relations with the DPRK, the ninth country to do so this year.
(Associated Press, “New Zealand, N. Korea to Open Ties,” March 25, 2001)

3/27/01:

UnifMin Lim Dong-won told reporters KDJ had suggested during the June 2000 summit that KJI visit
Seoul this spring. “Nothing has been decided about it, though. We expect the return visit will take
place within the first half of this year.” In September when KWP secretary Kim Yong-sun had visited
Seoul, he said the return visit would happen after Kim Yong-nam visited Seoul. (Kim Ji-ho, “President
Proposed Kim Jong-il’s Seoul Visit for This Spring, Says New Unification Minister,” Korea Herald,
March 28, 2001) At Lim’s suggestion Kim Jong-il in early April invites a U.S. delegation to North
Korea. (Oberdorfer and Carlin, The Two Koreas, p. 360)

USFK Commander Gen. Thomas A. Schwartz testified to the SASC, KJI's “military forces are bigger,
better, closer, and deadlier since last year's testimony.” The North has 700,000 troops, 8,000
artillery pieces and 2,000 tanks. (Statement of Gen. Thomas A. Schwartz, Commander in Chief UNC
and Commander USFK before the Senate Armed Services Committee, March 25, 2001) Deputy
USFK commander Jerry Humble said on April 17 that orth Korea had increased its stock of missiles
within range of ASeopul by 25 percent over the past two years. It would take only 14 minutes to
launch them and they would strike Seoul within 110 seconds. (Joo Yong-joong, “USFK Warns on
Increase of N.K. Missiles,” Chosun Ilbo, April 18, 2001)

3/29/01:

Cato Institute: “The ‘rogue state’ label unnecessarily antagonizes countries that are beginning to
show signs of willingness to cooperate with the United States and adhere to accepted norms of
international engagement. ... Although ‘states of concern’ are often ruthless, no valid reason exists
to suppose that they immune from the logic of deterrence or less rational than other states in an
anarchic international framework. ...According to Leon Sigal of the Social Science Research Council
in New York, since the 1980s North Korea has been trying to establish better relations with the
United States. ... Continuing political rapprochement and engagement will probably yield even
better relations in the coming years. ... Policymakers should rely less on the rogue state doctrine to
justify missile defense and concentrate more on the problem posed by small accidental launches.”
(Ivan Eland with Daniel Lee, “The Rogue State Doctrine and National Missile Defense,” Foreign
Policy Briefing, Cato Institute, March 29, 2001)

3/30/01:

Sen. John Kerry (D-MA) op-ed: “We have no hope of reducing the missile threat - or dealing with a
number of critical issues - unless we constructively engage North Korea. ... We can all be
sympathetic to the Bush administration’s desire to study the proposals left on the table by the
previous administration. But even while analyzing new proposals, what better way to test the
possibilities than by maintaining an open dialogue? That way we avoid loosing a window of
opportunity - and even sending the wrong signal to Pyongyang - by delaying too long. ...By the
eleventh hour of the Clinton administration, we were discussion proposals to prevent North Korea
from developing missiles capable of striking the United States and to bring a halt to North Korea'’s
lucrative missile exports. ... There is little to lose and much to gain by returning to the bargaining
table. There is considerable risk in leaving the North Korean missile threat to chance.” (John F.
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Kerry, “Engage North Korea,” Washington Post, March 30, 2001, p. A-29)

4/1/01:

In its first criticism of South Korea since the summit, a Rodong Sinmun editorial lashed out at
Defense Minister Kim Dong-shin, who called for closer military cooperation with the United States
and a strong defense posture in his maiden speech. “His remarks were little short of begging foreign
aggressors to hold up the process of reconciliation, cooperation and reunification of the Korean
nation through war moves on the Korean peninsula.” (Reuters, “North Korea Blasts South's New
Defense Minister,” April 1, 2001)

4/2/01:
The North turned down the South’s proposal last month for a new round of Red Cross talks on
separated families. (Reuters, “South Korea Says Reunion Talks with North Cancelled,” April 2, 2001)

KCNA: “Rodong Sinmun in an article calls for frustrating the foreign forces' moves against the
reunification of Korea. Noting that the united states, which is chiefly responsible for the division of
the nation, is interfering in the Korean nation's issue of reunification and throwing hurdles in its
way, the article says: The U.S. is escalating its campaign for confrontation with the DPRK in a bid to
strain the situation on the Korean peninsula. If the Korean people yield to foreign forces pressure,
vacillate and wave before difficulties or abandon confidence and backtrack from the road chosen by
themselves, they will not be able to rise again. Nothing is more servile and mean than accepting the
brigandish will. (KCNA, “All Koreans Urged to Frustrate Foreign Forces’ Move against
Reunification,” April 2, 2001)

4/5/01:

In its most explicit, but still tentative moves toward opening up, PM Hong Song-nam told the
Supreme People’s Assembly, the DPRK “will expand and develop relations with all those countries
which are friendly to our country in all fields on the principle of complete equality, independence,
mutual respect, non-interference in internal affairs and reciprocity, and actively cooperate with
international organizations in their work.” He said, “The most urgent task facing the cabinet this
year is to improve the standard of the people’s living.” (AFP, “North Korea Leadership Seeks
Breakthrough for Economy and Relations,” April 5, 2001)

4/6/01:

In a speech to the National Assembly, GNP leader Lee Hoi-chang called on the government to
“review its North Korea policy”: “The government should continue to cooperate with the North to
solve the latter’s economic plight, but economic aid should be based on the principle of ‘strategic’
reciprocity.” (Kang Seok-jae, “Opposition Leader Urges Government to Review N.K. Policy,” Korea

Herald, April 7, 2001)

4/10/01:
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As North Korea begins cautiously to open to get the aid it needs to survive, South Korean Christian
groups supporting the underground church there see an opportunity to increase its membership.
They are sending food and other supplies to North Korea in backpacks and bags that openly identify
the donors. And they are cooperating in building projects with the “official” church in North Korea
despite reservations about bolstering what they believe is a propaganda prop. ‘We want to do
whatever we can to penetrate North Korea,” said Rev. Josep Park, director of the Christian Council
of Korea in Seoul. “We will help with defectors. We have direct meetings with North Koreans. We
will send missionaries and help anyone to send God’s message.” (Doug Struck, “Keeping the Faith,
Underground,” Washington Post, April 10, 2001, p. A-1)

Two North Korean navy patrol boats briefly intruded into South Korean waters for a second day in
succession “as they guided Northern fishing boats operating in the Yellow Sea,” said a Defense
Ministry spokesman. “Our navy sent three patrol boats to chase the North Korean vessels back.”
(Reuters, “S. Korea Says N. Korea Patrol Boats Briefly Intrude,” April 10, 2001)

3/26-4/13/01:

North Korean government delegation, led by Ri Song-jo, a senior Agriculture Ministry official,
concluded a 50-day visit. “The delegates paid close attention to the different systems of housing
animals and to the feed formulation used in the U.S. swine and poultry industries,” said Randall
Ireson of American Friends Service Committee, who accompanied the group. (Kim Ji-ho,
“Pyongyang’s Delegation Finds Obstacles in Agricultural Cooperation with U.S.” Korea Herald, April
21, 2001)

4/?/01:

Michael May, et al.: “The DPRK’s initial declaration to the IAEA identifying facilities and quantities
of nuclear material subject to safeguards appears to be incomplete. At least one undeclared waste
site has been identified, probably containing additional plutonium-containing wastes, and there is
evidence for more fuel removal and more plutonium-separation activity than the DPRK has declared.
While estimates of plutonium production vary, there is strong evidence that the DPRK separated
more than its original declaration of less than 100 grams. An amended declaration will very likely be
required for the IAEA to complete its verification activities. ...With DPRK cooperation, the process is
estimated to take 2-4 years. ... The cost to dismantle these facilities, based on past experience, is
likely to be at least a few hundred million dollars. Some of the crucial pipes and the special
equipment will have to be removed or destroyed early in the process to make the dismantlement
verifiably irreversible. ...[T]here are useful advanced technologies that the IAEA can use over and
above the measures in place at most reactors, but still within the INFCIRC 153 package of
safeguards. Though that package of safeguards has proven its worth, the new measures, together
with the enhancement measures for the data transmission, would add significantly to assurance of
compliance with the NPT. The specific package to be implemented at the KEDO reactors has to be
negotiated, and disagreements could occur over application of these safeguards. (Michael May, ed.,
Verifying the Agreed Framework, Center for Global Security Research, Lawrence Livermore, April
2001)

4/9-12/01:
Dai Binguo, head of the CCP internal liaison department, in Seoul, said that President Jiang Zemin
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had agreed in principle to visit Pyongyang this fall, a MOFAT official said. (Kim Ji-ho, “Jiang to Visit
N. Korea This Fall,” Korea Herald, May 14, 2001)

4/16/01:

After the worst harvest in four years of famine, North Korea has just two-third of the food that it
needs to get through the year, said David Morton, WFP representative in North Korea. Corn and
wheat fell 1.8 million tons short its 4.8 million target. “We still see malnutrition. There are some
indications this may be more than last year.” (Martin Fackler, “North Korea Still Short of Food,”
Associated Press, April 16, 2001) The North may have to suspend PDS food distribution “by early
May,” WFP reports. “In March North Korea’s standard amount of rationed grains for adults dropped
to 200 grams per day, compared with the previous 300 to 400 grams.” Based on 237 visits by its
staff to households and hospitals, it concluded diseases related to hunger had been “reduced
considerably.” (Kim Ji-ho, “World Food Program Predicts N.K. Food Crisis Next Month,” Korea
Herald, April 25, 2001)

4/17/01:

Week-long annual military exercise to take place April 20-26, “Reception, Staging, Onward
Movement and Integration,” drew fire. DPRK FoMin spokesman said “If the South Korean
authorities defiantly take part in the projected war exercise in pursuance of U.S. war moves against
the DPRK, their behavior cannot be construed otherwise than a downright betrayal to the North-
South joint declaration.” (Bill Tarrant, “S. Korean Military Exercise Draws Fire from North,”
Reuters, April 17, 2001) Rodong Sinmun [April 19] signed commentary: terms RSOI “an exercise
aimed to provoke a war of aggression on the Korean peninsula. ... The hostile and hard-line policy
pursued by the present U.S. authorities to stifle the DPRK is pushing the situation to the
confrontation between the U.S. and the DPRK and putting the belligerent relations between the two
countries in the danger of explosion. The war exercise to be launched against this background is
fraught with greater danger as it will be staged under the simulated conditions of an actual war.
Given the aggressive nature and danger of the exercise, the DPRK is compelled to serve a stern
warning to the U.S. imperialists. If a war breaks out in Korea, it will be the most merciless and
destructive war in the world history of war and it will never end without life-and-death battles. If the
U.S. imperialists calculate that they can achieve ‘victory’ in the second Korean war, it will be a
daydream. If the present U.S. ruling bellicose forces misjudge the revolutionary stand and strength
of the DPRK in a short-sighted manner and mount a reckless attack upon it, the DPRK will take it as
the best opportunity to root out the very source of war on the Korean peninsula.” (KCNA, “Project S.
Korea-U.S. Joint Military Exercise under Fire,” April 19, 2001)

DDCI McLaughlin: “North Korea's status as a client of the Soviet Union and China -- a prickly client,
to be sure -- did impose constraints on its behavior. With the end of the Cold War and the scaling
back of the subsidies that went with it, those constraints began to erode. Today, it may be a fragile
regime, but it is one that operates with fewer constraints on its behavior and often outside
international norms. And, as I implied earlier, it operates in a world where the reference points --
technological, geopolitical, economic, military -- are themselves in flux.... [o]n the battlefield North
Korea cannot defeat the South and the United States. But it could inflict tremendous damage in a
losing cause. ...The North probably has one or two nuclear bombs -- and it may also have biological
weapons alongside its chemical ones. Regarding missiles, the outlines of the North's program are far
less mysterious, for the leadership sees the No Dong and Taepo Dong as tools of public diplomacy as
well as national defense. It has so far held to its missile launch moratorium and it has signaled its
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interest in negotiating a missile deal with us. At the same time, the North's proliferation activities
remain robust-- for a profit and for a purpose: To keep our attention, to underline their greatest
source of leverage, and to remind us of what it is they are willing to haggle over. ...No matter what
you make of Kim Chong-il's diplomatic opening, it does at least reflect a tactical flexibility. His words
and actions are well worth weighing and watching. We have all seen the signposts: his behavior at
the North-South summit, his dispatch of Vice Marshal Cho to Washington and his reception of
American diplomats in Pyongyang, his acceptance of foreign aid and foreign aid workers, his efforts
to attract foreign money to his investment enclaves, his small adjustments to the domestic economy.
But the key is whether any of these steps signal the start of a process. For in and of themselves, they
have yet to bring real improvement to the North. Yet they do suggest the leadership there knows it
must do something to better conditions in the country -- for its own survival, if nothing else. Kim's
trips to China in January of this year and May of last year are also significant. But so is the fact that
China's economic reform was made possible in large part by the passing of Mao and the de-emphasis
of major portions of his legacy. In North Korea, we have yet to see any comparable movement away
from the legacy of Kim Il-song and all that it represents. Real change will not come until that
happens. ...Clearly, the North is under serious stress and it is likely to remain so. But frankly, no one
can be confident about when, how, or even whether that stress might achieve critical mass and lead
to fracture. (Deputy DCI John McLaughlin, “North Korea: Engagement or Confrontation,” Texas
A&M, April 17, 2001)

4/18/01:
South Korea plans to provide the North with 200,000 tons of fertilizer new month. (Kim Ji-ho, “South
Mulling New Fertilizer Aid to N.K.,” Korea Herald, April 19, 2001)

KCNA: “Minju Joson today dismisses ‘the cutdown of conventional weapons’ peddled by the Bush
administration as sheer sophistry. The DPRK does not wish to kill the time going into it pros and
cons, the commentary notes. Calling attention to the fact that the U.S., groundlessly taking issue
with the DPRK over ‘the cutdown of the conventional weapons,’ [and] is attempting to include the
"cutdown" in outstanding issues between the DPRK and the U.S., the paper describes the attempt as
intolerable. The paper clarifies the DPRK's stand in this regard. ... As for the disarmament, it is not
what the U.S. is entitled to call for, but the matter the DPRK should raise to the U.S. The U.S. has
never sincerely accepted any proposal of the DPRK for disarmament. Lurking behind the U.S.
insistence on ‘the cutdown of conventional weapons of the DPRK’ is a very sinister and dangerous
intention to justify the U.S. military presence in South Korea and arms buildup, and to disarm and
suffocate the DPRK. The U.S. troop pullout from South Korea is a prerequisite to disarmament and
removal of military confrontation and danger of war from the Korean peninsula. The U.S. should be
aware of this and pull its troops out of South Korea at the earliest date. If it does not do what it
should do, persisting in its anti-DPRK diatribe and high-handed practices, it will have to pay dearly
for that.” (KCNA, “Withdrawal of U.S. Troops from Korean Peninsula Demanded,” April 18, 2001)

4/19/01:

KCNA commentary: “The movement to revive the Cold War contrary to the requirements of the
times and history is being intensified in the United States where an ill-omened outburst declaring
the Cold War between the east and the west was officially made for the first time in the last century.
Such moves are motivated by the noteworthy set-up of the Bush administration that emerged after
the advent of the new century, and its belligerent foreign policy plan. Bush was reported to have
referred to this plan at a swearing-in ceremony as the 43rd U.S. President as follows: The enemy of
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freedom, the enemy of the U.S., should never be mistaken. We will continue to engage the world
because this is required by history and that is our option. This means that the U.S. will continue to
pursue as in the past the policy of high-handedly interfering in internal affairs of all other countries
and putting pressure upon them for its hegemony. The first proposal made by the hawkish group of
the Cold War-minded Bush administration to put into practice the plan calls for a hard-line policy
intended to isolate and stifle anti-imperialist independent countries, especially the DPRK which does
not allow any U.S. highhanded practice and intervention but defends its sovereignty. What further
irritated the U.S. hardliners was the publication of the historic north-south joint declaration on the
Korean peninsula and the subsequent positive developments there favorable for the independent
reunification of the Korean nation. They consider the Korean peninsula as a strategic vantage point
in the Asia-Pacific region for which they have given eye-teeth in a bid to expand the sphere of the
U.S. political and military influence because of its huge economic potentials and geopolitical
importance. If the U.S. truly wants peace and stability of the world, it should unconditionally pull its
troops out of South Korea. This is a prerequisite to the reunification of the Korean peninsula, peace
and stability and sustained economic development in the Asia-Pacific region. There is no ground for
the U.S. to refuse to do so now that the Cold War ended and the historic phase has been brought
about for peace and reunification on the Korean peninsula. However, the hawkish group of the Bush
administration is trying to derail the peace process and aggravate the situation on the Korean
peninsula in a bid to invent a new pretext for the permanent U.S. military occupation and
domination over South Korea and trigger off a war on the peninsula at any cost. This is the main
purpose of the U.S. hardliners to resume the Cold War while spreading the rumor about ‘threat’
from the DPRK. Their another aim is to establish the ‘National Missile Defense’ system at any cost
and thus render other nations' nuclear and missile deterrent defunct, realize the U.S. strategy for
world supremacy and bring huge profits to its munition monopolies. The Bush administration's
moves to establish ‘'NMD’ are aimed to restart the Cold War by sparking a new global arms race. It
is needless to say that given the present stockpiling of nuclear and strategic weapons in the world,
such moves of the U.S. will upset the world military strategic balance and stability and push other
nations vitally interested in it to a large-scale arms race worldwide. The demise of the Cold War
deprived the U.S. of any justification to designate nuclear weapons states as strategic enemies or
objects posing ‘threat.” So, it is citing the DPRK as a state posing ‘a threat’ in a bid to sow seeds of
distrust and dissension among nations and thus meet its strategic interests. The U.S. is still
vociferating about ‘tough counteraction’ to stifle a sovereign state, pursuant to the ‘strong-arm
policy,” the outdated policy of the Cold War. This, however, will not work on anyone. The DPRK is
not indebted to the U.S. nor is it a country which will yield to the U.S. arrogant demand based on
‘strength’ and give up its sovereignty. We are ready for either war or dialogue. The U.S.
administration is well advised to realize, though belatedly, that it will be the only and right choice
for the global peace and for the U.S. itself to renounce the Cold War way of thinking and action and
make a switchover in its hostile policy towards the DPRK in keeping with the demand of the new
century.” (KCNA, “The Cold War Way of Thinking and Action Slammed,” April 19, 2001)

The United States paid North Korea $2.25 million for this year’s search for U.S. MIA remains, U.S.
officials said. The amount, half the $4.5 million promised last December, was paid by the U.N.
Command at Panmunjom yesterday, a USFK spokesman said. “It will soon lead to a joint excavation
in North Korea of U.S. missing in action.” (Korea Herald, “U.S. Pays N.K. $2.25 Million for MIA
Search,” April 21, 2001)

4/23/01:
Amid heightened tensions between the U.S. and Cjhina over the downing of a U.S. spy plane off
Hainan, frustration is mounting inside KD]J’s government that President Bush’s Asia policies are
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undercutting ties with North Korea. “The U.S.’s dependence upon a Cold War strategy ... is causing
the détente mood to collapse,” said Jang Sung-min, an MDP National Assemblyman and KD] aide.
KDJ is hoping the administration will wrap up its North Korea policy review quickly and sign on to
new peace talks. “The longer this process takes, the longer it will take for North-South relations to
improve,” said Hahn Hwa-kap a senior member of the MDP. (Jay Solomon, “Bush’s Rebuke of North
Korea Fuels Deterioration of Seoul Peace Initiative,” Wall Street Journal, April 23, 2001)

4/24/01:

The election of Koizumi Junichiro as LDP president has increased Koreans’ wariness of Japan’s
revising its Article 9 of its constitution to allow it to engage in collective defense. (Son Key-young,
“Koizumi’s Election Causes Wariness,” Korea Times, July 24, 2001)

4/?/01:
Koizumi decides to continue secret talks with North Korea. (Oberdorfer and Carlin, The Two Koreas,
p. 360)

4/25/01:

KJI was quoted as telling a luncheon for former military leaders at Chong Wa Dae, “the North is
most anxious to hold dialogue with the United States. They are willing to cooperate with us. This is
because they have no other choice if they wish to survive.” (Korea Herald, “Kim Says N.K. Genuinely
Desires Dialogue with U.S.” April 25, 2001)

4/28/01:

Russia signed an agreement with North Korea to upgrade weapons supplied during Soviet times.
DefMin Sergei Ivanov, who held talks in Moscow with DefMin Kim Il-chol, did not specify what arms.
(Reuters, “Russia Will Aid Arsenal in N. Korea,” Washington Post, April 28, 2001, p. A-18)

4/30/01:

North Korea, which engaged in three rounds of talks last year culminating in a statement opposing
terrorism and agreeing to support international efforts against it, has begun cooperating with the
United States in fighting terrorist groups but has not done enough to be removed from the U.S. list
of state sponsors of terrorism, said Edmund ]J. Hull, DoS acting coordinator for counterterrorism.
(Alan Sipress, “Sudan, N. Korea Cited for Gains on Terrorism,” Washington Post, May 1, 2001, p. A-
8)

Robert Einhorn, assistant secstate for nonproliferation, told a seminar at Woodrow Wilson Center in
Washington that the LWR project should be replaced with thermal power plants, South Korean
government sources said. (Seo Soo-min, “Is U.S. Trying to Alter Nuclear Project in North Korea?”
Korea Times, May 7, 2001)
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5/1/01:

In a 15-minute telephone conversation with President Bush, KD] withheld his support for missile
defense. “We feel there is no need to express our stance in a clear-cut manner at this point,” a top
presidential aide told reporters. (Oh Young-jin, “Seoul Withholds Commitment to U.S. Missile
Defense Initiative,” Korea Times, May 2, 2001)

Bush announced missile defense program: “We need a new framework that allows us to build missile
defenses to counter the different threats of today’s world. To do so, we must move beyond the
constraints of the 30-year-old ABM Treaty. This treaty does not recognize the present, or point
us to the future. It enshrines the past. No treaty that prevents us from addressing today’s threats,
that prohibits us from pursuing promising technology to defend ourselves, our friends and our allies
is in our interests or in the interests of world peace. This new framework must encourage still
further cuts in nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons still have a vital role to play in our security and
that of our allies. We can, and will, change the size, the composition, the character of our nuclear
forces in a way that reflects the reality that the Cold War is over. I am committed to achieving a
credible deterrent with the lowest-possible number of nuclear weapons consistent with our
national security needs, including our obligations to our allies. My goal is to move quickly to
reduce nuclear forces. The United States will lead by example to achieve our interests and the
interests for peace in the world. Several months ago, I asked Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld to
examine all available technologies and basing modes for effective missile defenses that could protect
the United States, our deployed forces, our friends and our allies. The Secretary has explored a
number of complementary and innovative approaches. The Secretary has identified near-term
options that could allow us to deploy an initial capability against limited threats. In some cases, we
can draw on already established technologies that might involve land-based and sea-based
capabilities to intercept missiles in mid-course or after they re-enter the atmosphere. We also
recognize the substantial advantages of intercepting missiles early in their flight,
especially in the boost phase. The preliminary work has produced some promising options
for advanced sensors and interceptors that may provide this capability. If based at sea or on aircraft,
such approaches could provide limited, but effective, defenses. We have more work to do to
determine the final form the defenses might take. We will explore all these options further. We
recognize the technological difficulties we face and we look forward to the challenge. Our nation will
assign the best people to this critical task. We will evaluate what works and what does not. We know
that some approaches will not work. We also know that we will be able to build on our successes.
When ready, and working with Congress, we will deploy missile defenses to strengthen global
security and stability.” (President George W. Bush, speech at National Defense University, May 1,
2001)

5/2-3/01:

Swedish PM Goran Persson, security chief Javier Solana, and top EU officials arrived in Pyongyang
and had brief meeting with KJI.They also met with Kim Yong-nam. (Paul Eckert, “EU Delegation
Begins Historic North Korean Visit,” Reuters, May 2, 2001) KJI met them again later at a dinner he
hosted. (Kim Ji-ho, “EU Leaders Talk Peace with Kim Jong-il,” Korea Herald, May 3, 2001) Kim Jong-
il told the EU delegation he would extend the North’s unilateral moratorium on medium- and longer-
range missile test launches until 2003. He said he will “wait and see” if the Bush administration
wants to resume progress toward better relations before resuming the missile tests, Persson told
reporters after meeting Kim in Pyongyang. “He was very articulate, spoke without notes,” said Chris
Patten. The talks were “surprisingly open and free-flowing.” (Doug Struck, “N. Korea Extends Its
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Missile Test Halt,” Washington Post, May 4, 2001, p. A-1) “We have a clear message that Kim Jong-il
is committed to a second summit,” to follow the historic meeting between leaders of North and
South Korea last June, Persson said. But he quoted the North Korean leader as saying he first
wanted “to see what the (Bush) policy review ended up with.” North Korea agreed to send officials
to Europe this summer to discuss opening talks about its human rights record. John Leicester, “Kim
Extends Missile Test Moratorium,” Associated Press, May 3, 2001) In the course of five hours of
meetings, Kim Jong-il said his missile sales are “part of trade. If he finds people who want to buy it,
he will sell it,” said Javier Solana, EU chief of foreign policy and security affairs. “He felt free, once
the dialogue was stopped, not to continue the moratorium. But he said he would like to express
restraint.” Solana said, “At one point, he made a comment on the side: “Well, the U.S. called me a
rogue state again.”” He said Kim “assured us - he insisted - that he is committed to all the
declarations” made to the United States and South Korea.(Doug Struck, “N. Korea Leader to
Continue Sale of Missiles,” Washington Post, May 5, 2001, p. A-13) A Chong Wa Dae official said of a
second North-South summit, “Kim Jong-il seems to stress that the ball is in the U.S.’s court once
again.” (Oh Young-jin, “Seoul, Pyongyang Expect U.S. to Act,” Korea Times, May 6, 2001) Rodong
Sinmun editorial: “The DPRK visit of the high-level delegation of the European Union marked an
occasion of historic significance in improving and developing the relations between the DPRK and
EU member nations in keeping with the changed situation in the new century. ...Leader Kim Jong Il
showed deep concern over the delegation's DPRK visit. During its stay, both sides had in-depth
dialogues on matters of mutual concern on several occasions, and in this course, came to be aware
of each other's stand. The delegation clearly expressed the EU's will to improve the relations with
the DPRK and help promote the process of inter-Korean reconciliation and ensure peace and
security on the Korean peninsula. We estimate this visit of the EU delegation as an affirmative and
significant one because it has laid a new groundwork for developing the relations between the DPRK
and the EU and its member nations in different fields and ensuring peace and security on the Korean
peninsula.” (KCNA, “Paper on Significance of EU Delegation’s DPRK Visit,” May 7, 2001)

KCNA: “The U.S. state department in an ‘annual report on terrorism’ on April 30 again labeled the
DPRK as a ‘terrorism sponsor.’ This is a provocative criminal move of the Bush administration to
internationally isolate the DPRK, pursuant to its undisguised hostile policy towards the DPRK. In this
regard the DPRK cannot but question the U.S. if it is entitled to talk about someone's ‘issue of
terrorism.” No terrorist acts, big or small, reported in the world were carried out without U.S.
involvement. A typical example of U.S. international terrorism was airstrikes the U.S. has made at
Iraq for the last ten years to overthrow the government of a sovereign state. In less than one month
since its appearance the Bush administration carried out air raids on Iraq, thus demonstrating its
‘strength’ as the kingpin of terrorism. Recently it again bombed Iraqi civilian facilities and
residential quarters, killing or wounding many people. Such being the case, the U.S. cited the DPRK
as a ‘sponsor of terrorism’ out of its guilty conscience. The DPRK has clarified more than once its
principle and stand on opposing all forms of terrorism and has put them into practice. The U.S. is
labeling other countries as ‘terrorism sponsors’ and putting political and military pressure on them.
This is aimed to conceal its true colors as the kingpin of international terrorism. Washington had
better mind its own business. The U.S. is well advised to have its terrorists' hands stained with blood
washed before taking issue with others. (KCNA, “KCNA Refutes U.S. Report on Terrorism,” May 3,
2001)

5/4/01:

Japanese authorities expelled the eldest son of Kim Jong Il following his detention for allegedly
trying to enter Japan with a fake passport. Japanese media reported he told officials he wanted to
visit Tokyo Disneyland. A bus took Kim Jong Nam, 29, to Tokyo's Narita Airport where he boarded a
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plane and left for China. He was stopped at the airport Tuesday after authorities received a tip that
he would try to enter the country with two women and a 4-year-old boy on a flight from Singapore
using false passports from the Dominican Republic. The government moved quickly after relatives of
Japanese kidnapped by North Korea demanded that he be detained. “This is an ideal device for
solution of the kidnapping problem,” said the group. Reports said Kim's fake passport showed he
had enter Japan last year and officials say they believe he was the “polite young man” who had
toured Japan and gone to Disneyland in 1995. Yomiuri Shimbun reported authorities had followed
him then [!], but had not known his identity. [?] This time immigration authorities had been tipped
off and were watching for him when his Japan Airlines flight landed May 1. Sankei Shimbun quoted
unidentified police officials as complaining he could have been charged with previous illegal entries
and that the decision to expel him was political. (Doug Struck, “Japan Expels North Korean Leader’s
Son,” Washington Post, May 4, 2001, p. A-21) One government official said, “We managed to avoid
what might have developed into an impediment to Japanese-North Korean relations. Now that we
have saved face for North Korea, there may be some positive reaction from the North.”
Koike Yurike of the New Conservative Party said, “The government could have gained the most
desirable card to break the impasse between Japan and North Korea.” He was accompanied by two
women and boy, whom he identified as his wife, her relative, and 4-year-old son. (Yomiuri Shimbun,
“Government Decided Not to Threaten Ties with N. Korea,” May 5, 2001; Chosun Ilbo, “Japan
Identifies Kim Jong-nam’s Wife,” May 15, 2001) Britain tipped off Japan about the illegal entry, a
diplomatic source familiar with North Korea said. (Kyodo, “British Intelligence Tipped off Japan over
Illegal Entry,” May 4, 2001) He visited Japan three times, spending at least 17 days there in October
through December, security sources said. (Yomiuri Shimbun, “’Kim Jong Nam’ Spent 17 Days in
Japan; Suspected Son of North Korean Leader ‘Visited 3 Times in October, December,”” May 15,
2001)

The Justice Ministry announced the total number of visitors to North Korea was 475,691, a 42.1
percent increase from 334,546 in 1999. Some 98.2 percent were Koreans, 230,898 as tourists, 1,159
for business, 650 to see their hometown, 488 work-related, 376 for official duties. (Chosun Ilbo,
“2000 Sees Most Visits to North Korea Ever,” May 4, 2001)

5/5/01:

Vice FM Kim Gye-gwan will visit the United States in June, invited by a Washington-based think
tank. (Yomiuri Shimbun, “N. Korean Senior Official Likely to visit U.S. in June,” May 5, 2001) “Kim’s
visit to the United States is seen to be aimed at sounding out the views held by U.S. officials on
North Korea,” a South Korean government source said.(Shin Young-bae, “N.K. Vice Foreign Minister
to Visit U.S. Next Month,” Korea Herald, May 17, 2001)

5/9/01:

Dep SecState Richard Armitage in Seoul will discuss LWR project with South Korea, Japan. “It is not
true that the U.S. made a decision to replace the reactor project with steam-powered generators and
delivered the decision to our government.” (Reuters, “S. Korea Denies Change in N. Korea Nuclear
Project,” May 7, 2001) In a 70-minute meeting with KD]J, he conveyed a letter from Bush, who vowed
“to fully reflect Kim’s views” in the North Korea policy review. “At the moment, we are not talking
with North Korea on anything,” Armitage told reporters after meeting FM Han Seung-soo. “But I
suspect we will in the near future.” His visit sparked small anti-U.S. protests. (AFP, “U.S. Intends
to Resume Talks with North Korea Soon,” May 9, 2001) After Armitage met with UnifMin Lim Dong-
won, said director of policy Lee Bong-jo at the ministry, “These talks were important because we
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received confirmation that U.S. talks with North Korea would resume and Washington has shown
strong support for South Korea’s sunshine policy.” (Bill Tarrant, “U.S. Woos Seoul with pledge to
resume Talks with North,” Reuters, May 10, 2001) Armitage said he told KDJ the U.S. “was almost
done” with its policy review and would seek support from Seoul “in how to engage North Korea” in
future talks. UnifMin Lim Dong-won told Armitage at a press conference, “Your suggest that the U.S.
... will re-engage North Korea has been treated as very big news here.” (Jay Solomon, “U.S. Vow to
Talk with Pyongyang Lifts Hope for Peace in the Koreas,” Wall Street Journal, May 11, 2001, p. A-12)
Armitage, one of several U.S. emissaries fanning out around the world seeking support for missile
defense, was accompanied by Asst SecState James Kelly, NSC nonproliferation senior director
Richard Falkenrath, JCS representative BGen Kevin Chilton, USAF, and others. “Son Key-young and
Seo-Soo-min, “Washington Asks Seoul to Boost Understanding on Missile Defense,” Korea Times,
May 10, 2001) A tour of major capitals from London to Moscow to Beijing to sell President Bush’s
national missile defense program met with deep skepticism. “It’s a crock,” said one Western
diplomat of the entire scheme. Even Kim Jong-il, one of the “rogue threats” who inspired NMD
seemed to outmaneuver the Americans last week. Pyomngyang announced it would maintain its
suspension of missile tests. “The have never tested the Taepo-Dong 2, which is the only thing
capable of reaching the U.S. with a sizable warhead,” says Leon V. Sigal,. “If there are no tests, then
you can’t have a missile” Armitage’s moptorcade was pelted with rotten eggs by protesters opposed
to missile defense, and he spent only a few minutes discussing missile defense with President Kim
Dae-jung. “He expressed understanding,” Armitage said later. (Roy Gutman, “Bush Bombs Out,”
Newsweek International, May 28, 2001)

South Korea cancelled an air-naval rescue exercise with Japan and demanded that Japan correct
distortions in its schoolbook accounts of ist role on the Korean peninsula before and during WWIL.
(Don Kirk, “South Korea Scraps Military exercise with Japan,” New York Times, May 9, 2001)

5/11/01:

North Korea recently withdrew its workforce and equipment from reconnecting the Kyongui rail line
linking the two countries. (Kim Ji-ho, “North Korea Pulls out of Rail Reconnection Site,” May 11,
2001)

Thomas Hubbard, acting assistant secstate, will be named ambassador to South Korea. (Korea
Times, “Hubbard Named U.S. Ambassador to Korea,” May 11, 2001)

5/14/01:

DoS spokesman Susan Pittman said “consistent with our long-standing policy of giving assistance to
meet humanitarian needs around the world,” the U.S. would continue food aid to North Korea,
donating 100,000 tons to the World Food Program targeted at children and pregnant and lactating
women. (Associated Press, “U.S. Food Aid to N. Korea to Continue,” May 14, 2001) north Koreans
are facing a bleak spring and are once again eating leaves and roots to survive. In South Korea,
donations of food and fuel have come under increasingly sharp attack by critics who feel that aid
should be withheld to exact a positive response from Pyongyang on issues such as family reunions,
completion of a rail link and improved relations. “We should get something in return from the
North,” complained opposition legislator Lee Han Koo when South Korea announced a “loan” of
500,000 tons of food in octoiber, “The money that North Korea does not need to spend on food
because of the generosity of its enemioes is spent on weapons,” wrote Pascal Comeau, deputy
cooprdinator of a Seoul-based organization that assits North Korean refugees in a recent article in
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the Korea Herald. This year the North will produce less than 3 of the 4.8 million metric tons it needs.
The WFP hopes donors will contribute 810,000 tons of food. “By next month, the public distribution
system will have nothing in it,” David Morton, U.N. coordinator in Pyongyang. “There’s no doubt
people are dying from the combination of weakness, shortage of food and other factors like drinking
contaminated water, poor sanitary conditions and lack of medical facilities.” (Doug Struck, “N. Korea
Food Crisis Intensifies,” Washington Post, May 16, 2001, p. A-20)

North Korea is negotiating to purchase military hardware from Russia, a senior ROK government
official said. Kim Jong-il last month cancelled a planned visit to Moscow. (Kim Kwang-tae, “N.K.
Seeks to Purchase Weapons from Russia,” Korea Times, May 15, 2001) DefMin Kim Il-chol signed
two agreements April 27 in Moscow on defense cooperation. “In April Russia demanded North Korea
to guarantee payment. As far as I know, a vice-ministerial figure from the North Korean Defense
Ministry is visiting Moscow to deliver Pyongyang’s response to the issue,” said a high-ranking Seoul
official. (Hwang Jang-jin, “N. Korean official in Russia to Negotiate Weapons Deal,” Korea Herald,
May 16, 2001)

The EU said it will open diplomatic relations with North Korea to “facilitate the EC’s efforts in
support of reconciliation in the Korean peninsula and, in particular, in support of economic reform
and easing of the acute food and health problems” there. (Suzanne Daley, “North Korea May Get
Help under Plan by Europeans,” New York Times, May 15, 2001, p. A-3)

Gilinsky and Sokolsky: “North Korea can't get ‘key’ nuclear components until they comply. But these
parts comprise perhaps 15 percent of the total. By agreement ‘significant portion’ includes quite a
lot -- fabrication of major reactor components for the first LWR unit; delivery of essential non-
nuclear components, including turbines and generators; construction of major buildings including
the reactor building and containment structure to the point suitable for the introduction of the
reactor itself and steam generators; and some civil construction and fabrication and delivery of
components for the second LWR unit. The organization in charge of the project now estimates the
project will reach this point in 36 months. Thirty-six months also turns out to be the lowest IAEA
estimate for how long it will take to assess compliance if it gets the North's full cooperation. The
figure takes account of the agency's experience in verifying the South African nuclear material
stocks, after that country gave up its nuclear weapons, and cooperated fully with the IAEA. Without
such cooperation the verification process cannot work at all. In other words, unless North Korea
opens up its nuclear sites and records to full inspections now, there is no chance they will come into
full compliance when they promised to do when a significant portion of the project is will be
completed. So far, North Korea hasn't cooperated and no one thinks they will really open up. The
question is, how do we react? The answer of the Clinton administration was to treat the Agreed
Framework verification provision as if it only required the North to start complying at the
‘significant portion’ completion point. But the Agreed Framework says, "When a significant portion
of the LWR project is completed,"” that North Korea will come into ‘full compliance.” This means
North Korea must open up fully to IAEA inspectors now. Are we going to continue indulging the
North in their foot-dragging on IAEA verification? What is more important to do, continue with the
LWR project or enforce the Agreed Framework's verification provision? These questions are the ones
the president's current review of Korea policy must answer. Common sense suggests that there be a
pause in the reactors' construction. ...There’s another reason to demand Pyongyang open up fully to
IAEA inspectors as it promised. LWRs, while billed as ‘proliferation resistant,” are still to dangerous
to turn over to anyone suspected of planning to stay in the bomb business. ... Pressure may be
building to cut a missile deal with Pyongyang. But no one should expect North Korea to abide by it
unless the Bush administration insists that they stick to their deal on nuclear materials first.” (Victor
Gilinsky and Henry Sokolsky: “Enforce Pyongyang's Nuclear Pledge,” Asian Wall Street Journal, May
14, 2001)
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5/16/01:

KCNA “today releases, upon authorization, the following detailed report on the too much delay in
the construction of the LWR project under the DPRK-U.S. agreed framework: ...The 7th session of
the 9th Supreme People's Assembly held in April 1994 adopted a decision to finish off the atomic
power plants under construction as early as possible and embark on a new power plant project with
reinforced efforts in order to solve the acute shortage of electricity in the country. An inevitable
historical background made us proceed with graphite-moderated reactor project. The former Soviet
Union was reluctant to offer us a LWR, while offering supplies to her satellite states, for the reason
that we did not join COMECON. We then tried to purchase it from western countries such as Canada
but ended up with empty hands due to political reasons. We determined to live our own way and
made public the policy on building nuclear power industry suited to the actual conditions of our
country and embarked on developing our own technology related to the nuclear power industry
relying on uranium and graphite easily available in the DPRK. After long-drawn strenuous efforts,
we developed a technology of graphite-moderated reactor and succeeded in building one. However,
the U.S. began to spread the ‘nuclear suspicion’ on our graphite-moderated reactor and eventually
came up with creating ‘nuclear crisis.” This was how the DPRK-U.S. bilateral talks on ‘nuclear issue’
came to take place and they were driven into stalemate due to the hostility and mistrust that existed
between the two nations for such a long time. It was against this backdrop that in June 1994
President Kim Il Sung gave audience to the visiting former U.S. President Jimmy Carter. At the
meeting, the President told Carter that the outbreak of the issue on ‘nuclear suspicion’ was
grounded in the misunderstanding and distrust between the DPRK and the U.S. The resolving of this
issue depended entirely on how much confidence the U.S. had in the DPRK and that the U.S.
provision of LWR would clear away misunderstanding and distrust between the two nations.
Carter indicated the U.S. willingness to supply LWRs to the DPRK. This led to the conclusion of the
agreed framework at the DPRK-U.S. bilateral talks with major emphasis on the DPRK nuclear freeze
versus the U.S. supply of LWRs defusing the crisis eventually. Both the DPRK and the U.S. had
expected that the freeze on the graphite-moderated reactors and their related facilities would
address the U.S. security concerns, while the U.S. LWR supply would help remove the DPRK
mistrust of the U.S. and promote confidence-building between the two nations. ...After all, we have
lived up to our obligation under the agreed framework over 100 percent. But, the construction of lwr
power plants the U.S. pledged to complete by the year 2003, witnesses too much delay making it
difficult to expect its completion. ...The very nature of the DPRK-U.S. relations, based on hostility,
not on confidence, resulted in the stipulation of the DPRK nuclear freeze and the U.S. LWR provision
as simultaneous actions in the agreed framework. The failure by the U.S. to live up to its obligation
to LWR project by the year 2003 would possibly drive us to respond to it with abandoning on-going
nuclear freeze. We cannot sit idle over our loss while maintaining the nuclear freeze. ...At the
DPRK-U.S. talks held in New York in March 2000, we laid out our proposal on
compensation for electricity loss resulting from the delay in the LWR project. We made clear
that the compensation for electricity loss should be made by electricity and that other
member countries of KEDO could contribute to this effort if the U.S. is in a real difficult position to
make that compensation. ...Under the circumstances where the LWR project has been delayed by
far, a serious issue is presented as to whether the U.S. is going to make due compensation for the
electricity loss caused by the freeze of graphite-moderated reactors by the year 2003 or skip it over
without making compensation. If the U.S. goes without compensation, it would possibly create
the situation where we have to reoperate the graphite-moderated reactors. In the light of the
sentiments of our army and people, we can not allow the U.S. to go without any compensation to us
on any account. If the U.S. side fails to meet its obligation to the provision of LWR project and tries
to evade its responsibility to make due compensation for our electricity loss, it will only compel us to
go our own way.” (KCNA, “Report on Delay in Construction of Light-Water Reactor Project Issue,”
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May 16, 2001)

Famine and economic collapse cut North Koreans’ life expectancy from 73.2 years in 1993 to 66.8 in
1999, Deputy FM Choe Su Hon told a UNICEF conference in Beijing in a rare disclosure. The
population grew by 1.5 million in the same period to 22.6 million, The mortality rate for children
under 5 rose from 27 to 48 per 1000 and for infants from 14 to 22.5 per 1000 births. Per capita GNP
dropped from $991 to $457. The population with access to safe drinking water dropped from 86
percent in 1994 to 53 percent in 1996. (Associated Press, “Life Expectancy Plummets, North Korea
Says,” New York Times, May 16, 2001, p. A-6)

5/17/01:

“Washington’s hand-line position has hindered the negotiations. We will decide when to restart talks
after watching the United States’ attitude,” said Ri Yong-ho, councilor in charge of CBMs at the
DPRK FoMin, chief DPRK delegate at the ASEAN Asian Regional Forum in Hanoi. Asked if he will
meet with Asst SecState James Kelly at the conference, he said, “As of now, no meetings are
scheduled. But I think an encounter is possible in the course of the international forum.” (Hwang
Jang-jin, “Resumption of U.S.-N.K. Talks Will Depend on U.S. Stance,” Korea Herald, May 18, 2001)

KCNA: “The plan for South Koreans' tour of Mt. Kumgang was accepted by the north in November
1998 out of noble patriotism and the desire to contribute to national reunification by meeting the
South Koreans' strong wish to see Mt. Kumgang, the famous mountain of the nation, and helping
them contribute to national reconciliation, unity and great national unity. The United States has
hampered the tour in every way from the outset as it is displeased with the favourably developing
inter-Korean relations and any movement for the reunification of Korea. ...On December 28, 1998,
when South Koreans' tour of Mt. Kumgang just started under the contract with Hyundai the
Japanese Yomiuri Shimbun reported that the U.S. North Korea policy coordinator, Perry, during his
visit to Seoul early December, referring to the South Koreans' tour of Mt. Kumgang, expressed his
apprehension as to the possible diversion of a huge amount of money paid to the DPRK for the tour
into military spending and, accordingly, the South Korean authorities put the brake on Hyundai's
remittance to the north. The February 2, 2001, issue of the Japanese Sankei Shimbun reported that
"the concern over North Korea's possible use of Hyundai's fund for a military purpose has been
expressed by both sides of the government and the military since the days of the Clinton
administration and the U.S. forces command in South Korea met the Hyundai representative in
November last year to protest such assistance." This proves that the U.S. military authorities
pressurized South Korea not to pay for the tour. Commander of the U.S. forces in South Korea
Schwats testified at the U.S. senate on March 27, 2001, that "threat from North Korea has grown
more serious than last year and North Korea is conducting intensive military drills and busy buying
arms," bringing into bolder relief the "threat from North Korea" and craftily trying to support
through such expression as "arms purchase" his assertion that Hyundai's payment for the tour may
be exclusively used as military spending (March 29, 2001, issue of Kyunghyang Daily News). ...If the
tour is suspended or derailed, the U.S. and its followers who have stood in its way will be held
wholly responsible for it. The U.S. is well advised to stop meddling in the Mt. Kumgang tour, the
business of the Korean nation.” (KCNA, “U.S. Urged to Stop Hampering Mt. Kumgang Tour,” May
17,2001)

5/18/01:
“Our new challenge is not so much to manage the nuclear arms race with Moscow but rather to

44



enlist all civilized countries in a battle against the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The
problem is that the Bush administration doesn’t seem to accept that international diplomacy is
crucial to success in combating this new danger. ...That is why the Bush administration’s handling of
North Korea is so disturbing. The most effective defense against potential North Korean missiles is
to persuade Pyongyang to give them up. ...So far, the Bush administration has spurned diplomatic
efforts to deal wioth this issue, saying the matter is still under review. What is taking so long to
decide whether to seek a diplomatic solution to a national security problem? ...The Clinton
administration secured a commitment from Kim Jong-il to ban the production, testing, transfer, and
deployment of medium- and longer-range missiles. Key questions about how to verify this
commitment needed to be answered, and the tricky issue of compensation for stopping future sales
of missiles and technology needed to be addressed. Reasonable people can disagree on what
verification measures would be adequate fror such an agreement. ... But refusing even to discuss
these questions is simply irresponsible.” (James P. Rubin, “No Time to Delay on North Korea,”
Washington Post, May 18, 2001, p. A-31)

5/21/01:
The UN Development Program and Caritas International will launch a joint reforestation project in
North Korea worth $190,000. (Korea Herald, “UNDP to Help Reforestation in N.K.,” May 21, 2001)

5/22/01:

Kim Dae-jung’s approval rating fell to 39.6 from 43.3 percent in March while the GNP rose from 25.6
to 37.9 percent. Lee Hoi-chang stood at 32.7 percent, up from 16.3 last October. (Korea Herald,
“President Kim’s Popularity Slides,” May 22, 2001)

5/25/01:

A high-level team from the International Atomic Energy Agency has opened negotiations in
Pyongyang with fresh demands for access to the nuclear weapons project that North Korea agreed
to abandon seven years ago. At the heart of the demands, South Korean experts said, is pressure to
verify that North Korea has fully complied with the Geneva agreement of 1994 under which it gave
up the weapons project in return for the promise of twin nuclear reactors to fulfill its energy needs.
North Korea needs to go through a special inspection before crucial components of the reactors are
installed, said Kim Sung Han, a professor at the Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security in
Seoul. If the North does not agree, he said, it will be “chaos.” Olli Heinonen, director of safeguards
for the atomic energy agency in Asia, is asking North Korea for a detailed program guaranteeing
scrutiny of every aspect of the facilities in which the North is suspected of having produced and
stored weapons-grade plutonium for one or two nuclear warheads. The North warned last week that
a delay “would possibly drive us to respond to it with abandoning the ongoing nuclear freeze.”
American and South Korean analysts say they believe that the North's position is part of an
elaborate cover-up to disguise its success in extracting the plutonium needed for nuclear warheads
and possibly in building the weapons system for delivering a warhead to a target thousands of miles
away. John McLaughlin, the deputy CIA director, said in April that North Korea “probably has one or
two nuclear bombs,” an assessment that jibes with estimates that intelligence experts have been
sharing for nearly a decade. Han Yong Sup, a professor at South Korea's National Defense
University, who has done extensive research on the topic, said he thought that the North Koreans
had accumulated 7 to 10 kilograms (15 to 22 pounds) of plutonium through past activities that they
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had not reported to the atomic energy agency. “We are still wondering whether they finished making
a nuclear bomb with that type of plutonium,” he said. Other South Korean analysts said they
believed that the North produced 7 to 40 kilograms of weapons-grade [??] plutonium in the six years
from 1985, when North Korea signed the nonproliferation treaty, and 1991 with the arrival of the
first atomic energy agency inspection team. If North Korean scientists actually have built a warhead,
Han said, “they must have relocated elsewhere,” to a secret facility outside the North Korean
nuclear complex at Yongbyon, north of Pyongyang. Such a facility, Han said, would be hidden, not
only from two-man atomic-energy agency inspection teams that are constantly rotating in and out of
Yongbyon, but also from spy satellites. Definitive proof of McLaughlin's estimate lies in what agency
officials call “the history” -- scientific evidence that can be revealed by analysis of spent fuel rods
and plutonium waste, to which the North Koreans have always refused access. “The problem is to
have access to the historical record,” Heinonen said last weekend before leaving Vienna,
headquarters of the atomic energy agency, an arm of the United Nations. "They have never shown us
the data." Heinonen will request access, not only to facilities that were "frozen" under the 1994
Geneva agreement but also to a manicured park and a mysterious building that shrank from two
stories to one in the early 1990s before inspectors could see what was on the original ground floor.
Satellite photographs showed the building had been two stories, and dump trucks seemed to have
deposited a large amount of dirt and gravel around it to cover up the original ground floor. The
North Koreans refused, however, to let inspectors dig through the floor to see what lay below. There
is no way, U.S. officials say, that the reactors can go on line without verification from the North that
it has no nuclear weapons. “The reactor project stops, and they have to come clean,” said Joel Wit, a
former State Department official who was in charge of coordinating the agreed framework. “What
the TAEA really wants is to prepare for the full examination,” said Wit, who has visited Yongbyon
several times, “but their activities are limited to what the North Koreans want them to see.” (Don
Kirk, “North Korean Bomb: Do They Have It?” International Herald Tribune, May 25, 2001, p. 1) It is
possible that North Korea has enough plutonium for one or two bombs, said former U.S. ambassador
to Seoul Stephen Bosworth. “That’s what our intelligence community has been saying for one year or
two.” He added, “What we do know for sure is that North Korea has not produced any more
plutonium or fissile materials from its plant in Yongbyon. The plant was frozen and has been under
international inspection since the 1994 Agreed Framework was signed by the United States and
North Korea.” (Korea Times, “"NK Extracted No More Plutonium,'” May 29, 2001)

South Korea plans to ask that North Korea be removed from the U.S. list of state sponsors of
terrorism, Maeil Business reported. “North Korea can join international financial organizations such
as the Asian Development Bank only after the U.S. drops it from the list,” a South Korean official
said. A Foreign Ministry official said the report was “speculative.” (Reuters, “S. Korea Said Seeking
North’s Removal from U.S. List,” May 25, 2001)

5/26/01:

At TCOG in Honolulu, Assistant SecState James Kelly discusses how to “improve” the AF by having
early IAEA inspections and substituting thermal power plants for nuclear. Makita Kunihiko, MOFA
Asian and Oceanian Bureau chief, and Deputy FM Yim Sung-joon. (Hwang-Jang-jin, “Seoul
Washington, Tokyo Hasten Consultations on N.K.,” Korea Herald, May 26, 2001) A MOFAT official
said that Assistant SecState James Kelly had offered a presentation on the tentative outcome of its
North Korea policy review. South Korea will prepare its response by the time that FM Han Seung-
soo visits Washington next month. (Son Key-young, “U.S. Briefs ROK on Future N. K. Policy,” Korea
Times, May 25, 2001; Chosun Ilbo, “TCOG Issues Joint Statement on North Korea,” May 30, 2001)
“The United States is likely to propose the replacement of light-water reactors with thermal power
plants during the forthcoming TCOG meeting,” a South Korean government official said. “We are not
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in a position to oppose the proposal in an outright manner, as long as the United States pursues it
goals under certain conditions.” The official said, “Although the United States will raise the issue
and enter into negotiations with North Korea, the prospects for the substitution are not bright.” In
South Korea it is also hard for the unpopular Kim Dae-jung administration to win the National
Assembly’s endorsement for a revised deal if it involves added financial burdens. KEDO has already
spent $600 million for the leveling of the ground and other construction for the nuclear plant. “The
former Kim Young-sam government already made excessive financial pledges for the construction of
the reactors. It is impossible for us to increase the level of our contribution,” another official said.
(Son Key-young, “Seoul Braces for Revision of Agreed Framework,” Korea Times, May 21, 2001)

Kelly: “Q: Mr. Kelly, did you discuss at all the possibility of direct talks with North Korea - either
with all three countries or the United State alone - and what those talks might contain and when
they might be held? KELLY: We discussed that. As President Bush had made clear in the past, we
will be talking with North Korea. And very much a part of our consultation was some of the elements
that we would think would be important in those things and that. We did not go into precise detail as
to when such talks may be done. That would all be dependent on the end of the policy review on our
part.” (Assistant Secretary of State James Kelly, Briefing following the TCOG, Honolulu, May 26,
2001) 6/1/01:

Minju Chosun signed commentary: “The Bush administration is insisting that the DPRK reduce its
conventional forces under the absurd pretext of a number of threats from it and working hard to
build up public opinion on the issue. Disarmament on the Korean peninsula calls for
terminating the hostile relations between the DPRK and the United States, withdrawing
the U.S. forces from South Korea, wiping out mistrust and misunderstanding between the
north and the south and reducing their armed forces. The main point is to put an end to the
hostile relations between the DPRK and the United States and effect the U.S. forces pullback from
South Korea. Armed forces in the north and the south cannot be cut down without finding a solution
to the issue. When the agreement on nonaggression was adopted early in the 1990s thanks to the
initiative and positive efforts of the DPRK the United States staged a large-scale war exercise
against the north under the pretext of the non-existent ‘suspected nuclear program’ of the DPRK,
barring the implementation of the agreement. This taught a lesson that inter-Korean reconciliation
and cooperation is bound to strike a snag unless the U.S. forces' pullback from South Korea is
preceded. There may be different ways for effectuating it. The best of them is for the United
States to give up its wrong policy towards the DPRK and sign a peace agreement with it. ...
There is a very big gap not only in the strength of armed forces but in combat equipment. The DPRK
does not have even a single nuclear weapon but the U.S. troops have a lot of nukes. As seen above,
the troop reduction on the peninsula would be meaningless and invalid without the
withdrawal of the U.S. troops from South Korea in view of either the aim and content of the
issue of disarmament there or imbalance in the strength of armed forces between the
DPRK and the United States. Troop cutback on the Korean peninsula should begin with the
pullout of the U.S. troops; the withdrawal of the U.S. troops is prerequisite to disarmament on
the peninsula.” (KCNA, “U.S. Forces’ Pullout from S. Korea Demanded,” June 1, 2001)

6/4/01:

Senior North Korean officials have told Selig Harrison of the Century Foundation that Pyongyang
will not stick to its promised two-year moratorium on missile tests unless the Bush administration
signals it is willing to pursue the possibility of normalizing relations. Senior North Korean military
officers, meanwhile, repeated their recent threat to resume the country's nuclear weapons program
unless the United States speeds up a plan to build two nuclear reactors in North Korea. Harrison
met with four senior officials, including a three-hour meeting with FM Paek Nam-sun, and five hours
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with Gen. Ri Chan-bok. “As to whether we will maintain the moratorium until 2003, that is yet to be
decided,” he quoted Paek as saying. “It depends entirely on the policy of the new administration.”
Gen. Ri was even more blunt, threatening to resume North Korea’s nuclear program and saying,
“Right now our government has not decided that we need nuclear weapons, but everybody is
thinking in that direction.” (John Pomfret, “N.Korea Said to Warn of New Missile Tests,” Washington
Post, June 4, 2001, p. A-15)

Rodong Sinmun signed commentary: “According to diplomatic sources from Washington, the United
States asserts that it will pursue only business-like political negotiations even though the dialogue
with the DPRK is resumed while maintaining its ‘basic hard-line stand towards the DPRK.’
Negatively reviewing the DPRK-U.S. dialogue held in the period of the previous administration on
the basis of falsified facts, the Bush ruling team seeks to lead the DPRK-U.S. dialogue which it wants
to resume from a ‘hard-line negotiating stand’ and justify it. This shows that it is not truly willing to
have a dialogue with the DPRK. ‘Hard-line negotiation” and ‘leadership’ are unacceptable to the
DPRK.

It is the DPRK's unchangeable stand to seek a negotiated settlement of the issues between the DPRK
and the United States. It is a very wrong logic for the U.S. ruling quarters to talk about a ‘hard-line
negotiating stand.” The Bush administration insists that the DPRK respond to a dialogue to be held at
a time and place appointed by it. This high-handed behavior rubs the DPRK up the wrong way. The
DPRK does not have even the slightest intention to resume the dialogue with the U.S., allowing its
pride to be damaged. It is the DPRK's demand and stand that the DPRK and the U.S. should have a
dialogue on an equal footing on the principle of independence and impartiality if the latter wishes to
have it. There should be neither selfish motive nor precondition as far as a dialogue is concerned. If
the administration seeks a conditional dialogue with the DPRK, a dialogue aimed at disarming it,
talking about ‘verification,” ‘cutdown of conventional forces,” ‘inspection’ and the like, the DPRK has
no interest in such a dialogue. Its practice of putting a precondition on the DPRK-U.S. dialogue is, in
fact, a reflection of its stand of denying it. It is preposterous for the administration to impose its
unilateral unjust conditions upon the DPRK before reaching any agreement with it. The DPRK does
not care about whether it has any dialogue with the United States or not. Even if the dialogue is not
resumed, the DPRK will have nothing to worry about or to lose. It will never beg the U.S. for a
dialogue. The United States should have a right approach to the dialogue before discussing the issue
related to the dialogue with it. Everything depends on the United States. the ball is in its court. The
U.S. is well advised to bear this in mind and approach the DPRK from a right stand on the dialogue.
The DPRK will have its independent option, closely following Washington's attitude.” (KCNA,
“DPRK’s Principled Stand on U.S. Approach to Dialogue Clarified,” June 4, 2001)

The GNP condemned the government’s decision to allow North Korean cargo vessels to pass through
the Cheju Strait if they seek advance permission. Rep. Park Se-hwan called on the government to
withdraw its decision. Rep. Kang Chang-sung said, “The latest North Korean move is not a simple
passage of the strait without permission, but it amounts to a military aggression against Korea,”
saying it illustrates the North’s true intention not recognize the sovereignty of the South. Rep.
Chang Young-dal urged the GNP to shake off what he called its Cold War mindset in dealing with
inter-Korean issue. “The government has recognized the right of foreign civil vessels to sail through
the Cheju Straits, as it is an area in which the right of innocent passage is respected,” he said. Rep.
Yu Sam-nam of the ruling party saw the decision as imprudent: “The Cheju Strait should be
maintained a s Korea’s territorial waters until substantial military confidence-building measures are
reached with the North, including the signing of a peace treaty.” (Kim Kwang-tae, “Parties Clash
over N. Korean Vessel Incursion Controversy,” Korea Times, June 4, 2001) A North Korean cargo
ship intruded into South Korean waters again, prompting a security alert for the second consecutive
day, the Joint Chiefs of Staff said. The 15,600 ton ship crossed the Northern Limit Line between
South Korea’s Paengnyong and Yonpyong islets despite repeated warnings. (Kim Kwang-tae, “N.
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Korean Vessel Intrudes Again,” Korea Times, June 4, 2001) A 1,200 South Korean patrol boat
collided with a 13,000 ton North Korean freighter today as it tried to steer to away from the NLL,
DefMin Kim Dong-shin told the National Assembly on June 8. Last month a South Korean fishing
boat came in contact with a North Korean patrol boat near the NLL and some North Koreans fired
their sidearms at it. (Chosun Ilbo, “Minister Reveals N.K. Ship-Navy Vessel Collision,” June 9, 2001)
South Korea said it was seeking talks with the North after North Korean ships sailed into its waters
for a fourth day. (Joanna Chung, “S. Korea Seeks Talks with North on Ship Incursions,” Reuters,
June 5, 2001) The Joint Chiefs of Staff announced that the North Korean 9,700-ton freighter
Daedongkang was detected June 15 sailing toward the NLL changed course after it was warned by
the ROK Navy. (Yu Yong-won, “N.K. Freighter Diverts from NLL after ROKN Warning,” Chosun Ilbo,
June 17, 2001) The opposition GNP called for an investigation into an alleged agreement at the N-S
summit to allow North Korean cargo ships to pass through the NLL. GNP spokesman Kwon Chul-
hyun said, “We decided to submit dismissal motions against defense and unification ministers for
their inappropriate reactions to the violation of the NLL by North Korean cargo vessels.” (Kim
Kwang-tae, “Partisan Standoff Set to Escalate over Alleged Deal on N.K. Ships,” Korea Times, June
18, 2001) Reformist GNP lawmaker blasted the party’s hard-line response on the recent NLL
intrusions at a party meeting on June 20. (Kim Hyung-jin, “Some Opposition Members Criticize
Conservative Colleagues, Party Policy over North Korea,” Korea Herald, June 21, 2001)

6/6/01:

North Korea policy statement: “Over the past several months, my Administration has been reviewing
our policy towards North Korea. We have recently discussed the results of our thinking with our
close allies, South Korea and Japan. We have now completed our review. I have directed my national
security team to undertake serious discussions with North Korea on a broad agenda to include:
improved implementation of the Agreed Framework relating to North Korea's nuclear activities;
verifiable constraints on North Korea's missile programs and a ban on its missile exports; and a less
threatening conventional military posture. We will pursue these discussions in the context of a
comprehensive approach to North Korea which will seek to encourage progress toward North-South
reconciliation, peace on the Korean peninsula, a constructive relationship with the United States,
and greater stability in the region. These are the goals South Korean President Kim Dae-Jung and I
discussed during his visit here last March. I look forward to working with him. Our approach will
offer North Korea the opportunity to demonstrate the seriousness of its desire for improved
relations. If North Korea responds affirmatively and takes appropriate action, we will expand our
efforts to help the North Korean people, ease sanctions, and take other political steps. I have asked
Secretary of State Powell to outline our approach to South Korean Foreign Minister Han when they
meet tomorrow here in Washington and we will also inform our allies in Japan.” Pritchard explains
last paragraph: “Unfortunately, someone leaked the results of the administration’s policy review to
the news media, and rather than wait to consult with Foreign Minister Han Sung-soon, the White
House scrambled to make the announcement itself, trying to ensure that the appropriate ‘spin’
accompanied the story. ...A casualty of this rush to get the announcement on the air was, of course,
the consultative process that the government normally engages in with a close U.S. ally.” (Pritchard,
Failed Diplomacy, pp. 4-5) Talking point: “We have in mind a comprehensive approach on which we
make progress on all fronts simultaneously.” (p. 6) Senior administration official: “Only a
comprehensive program to limit North Korea’s military potential can serve as a foundation for
improved relations with the West. So North Korea must make simultaneous concessions on nuclear
issues and conventional arms, and any missile agreement must be subject to extensive verification.”
(Michael Gordon, “U.S. Toughens Terms for North Korea Talks,” New York Times, July 3, 2001, p. A-
9) On the timing of talks, Jack Pritchard would see the North’s U.N. delegation in New York in a few
weeks, officials said. “Starting at a low level means delay. Starting at the bottom is not serious,” said
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Yang Sung-chul, South Korea’s ambassador. “How did you start the opening with China? With
Kissinger and Nixon.” Yang said, “In the last three years, there was phenomenal progress. But now
it’s stalled, and we don’t like it. Six months have gone.” Douglas Paal, president of the Asia Pacific
Policy Center said, “It presents tougher criteria for North Korea, which they won’t want to accept.”
(Jane Perlez, “U.S. Will Restart Wide Negotiations with North Korea,” New York Times, June 7, 2001,
p. A-1) “The United States is ready to call for the replacement of lightOwater reactors with thermal
power plants whenever North Korea doesn’t behave,” a Korean official said. One opf the ultimate
U.S. goals is to have North Korea join the Missile Technology Control Regime. (Son Key-young, “U.S.
Keeps LWR Substitution As Option,” Korea Times, June 8, 2001)

KCNA: “The construction of light-water reactors (LWRs) with a total generating capacity of 2,000
mw(e) which the United States committed itself to provide to the DPRK by 2003 under the DPRK-
U.S. agreed framework (AF) is too much delayed and thus the implementation of the agreement has
reached a serious pass. Though 7 years have passed since the adoption of the agreement the site
preparation has not yet been completed, to say nothing of the start of the ground work. But the
U.S. has taken a number of opportunities such as the recent Honolulu meeting to spread
the theory of ‘early inspection’ of the ‘nuclear-related facilities’ of the DPRK instead of
taking measures to compensate for the resultant loss of electricity. The DPRK-U.S. agreed
framework stipulates that negotiations should be held with the International Atomic Energy Agency
(TAEA) after the most of the LWR project has been carried out and before the delivery of the major
nuclear-related parts and, accordingly, the agreement on assurances should be implemented.
However, the U.S., turning aside from the present situation where the date for the completion of the
LWRs can not be predicted, has come out with sophism that it is necessary to conduct an early
special inspection in order to complete the LWR project as early as possible because this inspection
to be made before the delivery of the key parts will take a considerable time. The inspection is
unthinkable before a great deal of the LWR project has been carried out. The U.S. talk about
the ‘early inspection’ before fulfilling its commitment is a trick to backpedal all its commitments
under the AF and raise issues which have nothing to do with the AF in a bid to evade its
responsibility for the delay in the LWR project and compensation for the loss of electricity. It is
preposterous for the U.S. to unilaterally pull up the DPRK without implementing the AF. As far as
the implementation of the AF is concerned, the DPRK had completely frozen the graphite-moderated
reactors and their related facilities within one month, allowed the IAEA's inspection of them and
completed the safe storage of spent-fuel rods. But the U.S. has taken no measures to settle the
issue of the indefinite delay in the construction of LWRs it committed itself to provide to
the DPRK in return for the DPRK's nuclear freeze. Yet, the U.S. demanded the DPRK take
‘necessary measures for the successful implementation of the AF.’ This is like a thief crying ‘stop the
thief.” As the DPRK repeatedly clarified, the demand for compensation for the loss of
electricity is not a tactic but a crucial issue related to the right to existence. If this issue is
not solved, the DPRK will be left with no option but to restart the construction of graphite-
moderated reactors for its existence. The DPRK has suffered a huge loss of electricity due to its
freeze of the nuclear power industry under the agreed framework. If it had gone ahead with the
construction of the graphite-moderated reactors as scheduled it would have already completed
them, created a total generating capacity of over 1 million kw and produced a lot of electricity. The
DPRK can not sit idle for an indefinite period while leaving the issue of electricity vital to the state to
be settled by others. It will be a serious mistake if the U.S. considers the DPRK's demand for the
compensation for the loss of electricity as a lever for putting a sort of ‘pressure’ or reigning over
‘negotiations.” Before the adoption of the AF the DPRK made a political concession to sacrifice its
independent nuclear power industry out of its good intention to clear the U.S. of its ‘nuclear
suspicion’ and promote global peace and security. But now we do not feel any need to abide by the
AF allowing its right to existence to be infringed upon. It is the deserved right and option for the
DPRK to restart the construction of graphite-moderated reactors for its right to existence
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unless compensation is made for the electricity loss resulting from the heavy delay in the
LWR project which makes its prospect gloomy. If the U.S. truly wants to save the DPRK-U.S.
agreed framework it should meet the DPRK's demand. If the U.S. fails to meet the demand for the
compensation for the loss of electricity, it will be hard to save the AF from its collapse and the DPRK
will find no option but to go its own way.” (KCNA, “U.S. Urged to Compensate for DPRK’s Loss of
Electricity,” June 6, 2001)

The Unification Ministry announced a go-ahead to the Northeast Asia Education and Cultural
Cooperation Foundation to establish Pyongyang IT University in cooperation with the DPRK Ministry
of Education. (Kim In-ku, “Ministry Gives Go-Ahead for IT University in N.K.,” Chosun Ilbo, June 6,
2001)

6/7/10:

FM Han Seung-soo and SecState Colin Powell discussed U.S. plans to reopen diplomatic
negotiations with the North. “The Washington-Pyongyang talks should be ‘meaningful’ ones that
ease tension and promote the peace process on the Korean peninsula,” Han was quoted as saying.
Han met with NSA Condoleezza Rice and Asst SecState James Kelly yesterday. (Hwang Jang-jin,
“Bush to Resume Talks with North Korea,” Korea Herald, June 8, 2001) Powell: “I think we have
expanded areas of dialogue by putting conventional forces on the agenda and by making it clear to
the North Koreans that we want to talk about missiles and missile technology and missile sales and
nuclear weapons programs, but also we want to talk about humanitarian issues. We want to talk
about other issues that affect relationships between North and South Korea, but especially between
North Korea and the United States. So I think we're expanding it in a more comprehensive way, and
I think that I would list that as one of the major changes.” (Secretary of State Colin Powell, Remarks
with Foreign Minister Han of the Republic of Korea after Their Meeting, DoS, June 7, 2001)

DefMin Kim Dong-shin vowed to take strong action, including the use of force, against North Korean
ships violating the NLL. “In accordance with wartime regulations and rules of engagement, our
military will use force and other stern measures if North Korean unarmed vessels violate our
territorial waters again,” he told the National Assembly’s National Defense Committee. (Kang Seok-
jae, “Defense Chief Warns Stern Action on N.K. Ships Violating Maritime Border,” Korea Herald,
June 8, 2001)

6/?/01:

An NSC official in the Bush administration notified a South Korean official in the Washington
embassy recently that it would place priority on tracing North Korea’s past nuclear activity as laid
out in 1994 accord, a diplomatic source said, and that improved implementation of the accord would
be a litmus test for its dialogue with Pyongyang. (Lee Ha-won, “U.S. to Trace N.K.’s Past Nuclear
Record,” Chosun Ilbo, June 19, 2001)

6/9/01:

North Korea reached agreement with Chung Mong-hun, chairman of Hyundai-Asan to open a road
across the border, allowing tourists to visit Mount Kumgang (Diamond Mountain). (Choe Sang-hun,
“Hyundai: N. Korea to Allow Tourists,” Associated Press, June 9, 2001)
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Former President George Bush sent a memo forcefully arguing the need to reopen negotiations with
North Korea, according to people who have seen the document, because not to do so would seriously
undermine the current government in South Korea and hurt United States security interests in
North Asia. The advice in the memo appears to have been largely incorporated into the
announcement this week by President Bush that his administration would seek to talk to North
Korea about a range of issues, including its missile program. It was clear that former President
Bush, who regards the author of the memo, Donald P. Gregg, as an expert on Asian affairs, wanted
his son to adopt a more moderate position instead of going with the advice he was receiving from the
Pentagon. Ari Fleischer, President Bush's spokesman, said that the Gregg memo was sent to the
national security adviser, Condoleezza Rice, who passed “the thoughts in the note” to the president.
He described this as one of many useful pieces of information passed to Bush from former foreign
policy advisers like former Secretary of State George P. Shultz and former Defense Secretary
William ]J. Perry, who advised President Bill Clinton on Korea. In a report to be issued tomorrow, a
task force of Korea experts created by the Council on Foreign Relations in New York will urge the
United States to “stand by its commitments” under the 1994 agreement with North Korea, which
requires the United States to help provide fuel oil to North Korea to help alleviate its severe energy
shortage. But the report notes that in the next two years North Korea will have to comply with a
series of nonproliferation steps included in the agreement, and the report suggests that Bush make
it clear “we will not accept any delay” in reaching those goals. (Jane Perlez, “Fatherly Advice to the
President on North Korea,