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 North Korea's Defensive

 Power and U.S.-North Korea

 Relations

 Kyung-Ae Park

 O w ver the years, the U.S. has attempted to exert an influence on North

 Korea to contain the latter's potential threat to the security of East

 Asia in general and South Korea in particular. In an effort to exhibit

 its power over North Korea - its ability to get North Korea to do things the

 latter otherwise would not do - the U.S. has sometimes threatened the use

 of force, as it did at the height of the nuclear crisis in 1994. When the U.S.

 approved the dispatch of substantial military reinforcements to South Korea

 in the early summer of 1994, it was widely believed that the Korean peninsula

 was at the brink of another war. The intention of the U.S. to resort to military

 force, however, was vigorously protested by South Korea and its neighboring

 countries. To South Korea, another war would devastate not only the North

 but also the South itself. When the situation did not warrant the use of force,

 the U.S. adopted another strategy - engagement. In spite of condemnations

 from hard-liners that appeasement would merely encourage North Korea's

 bad behavior, the Clinton Administration calculated that "well-placed

 concessions could have a powerful controlling effect on a country that needs

 the world and that has something to give by following the rules of

 international society."' This strategy of conflict avoidance resulted in the

 bilateral Agreed Framework of 1994, which eventually led to the formation

 of a multilateral organization to implement the agreement, the Korean

 Peninsula Energy Development Organization (KEDO). Although North

 Korea often threatened to scuttle the agreement, accusing the U.S. of delaying

 the delivery of heavy oil and the funding for light-water reactors, the two

 sides continue to abide by the agreement. In line with the U.S. engagement

 policy towards North Korea, the South Korean president, Kim Dae Jung,

 adopted the reconciliatory "sunshine policy" toward North Korea. China

 and Japan also followed suit by participating in such multilateral efforts to
 engage North Korea as the four-party talks and the KEDO, respectively. More

 recently, South Korea, the U.S., and Japan have dramatically improved

 relations with North Korea. North Korea's positive response to South Korean

 l Ralph B.A. Dimuccio, "The Study of Appeasement in International Relations: Polemics,
 Paradigms, and Problems,"Journal of Peace Research, vol. 35, no. 2, March 1998, p. 253.
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 overtures led to the landmark summit meeting between the two in June

 2000. Following this first inter-Korean summit meeting, the North Korean

 leader, Kim Jong Ii, dispatched his first special envoy, General Jo Myong

 Rok, to the U.S. in October 2000, and the U.S. Secretary of State, Madeleine

 Albright, made an immediate return visit to Pyongyang. Since April 2000,

 Japan also has engaged in bilateral talks with North Korea towards the goal

 of diplomatic normalization.

 Nevertheless, since August 1998, a series of developments regarding North

 Korea's nuclear and missile issues have continued to set off alarms in the

 U.S., Japan, and South Korea: North Korea's launch of an allegedly new

 rocket missile (Taepodongl) - which revealed a much more advanced missile

 program than the U.S. had expected; the discovery of its suspected

 underground nuclear facilities in Kumchang-ri; and North Korea's alleged

 intention to test-fire a new long-range missile (Taepodong II) unless a missile

 deal is made with the U.S. The Taepodong I missile is believed to have the

 capacity to reach South Korea and Japan. The suspected underground

 facilities could have put the Agreed Framework in danger of collapse had it

 not been for the U.S.-North Korea bilateral agreement reached in March

 1999. The Taepodongll missile is believed to be capable of delivering a several-
 hundred-kilogram payload anywhere in the U.S. These incidents resulted in

 a stalemate between North Korea and the U.S. and heightened tensions in

 East Asia. South Korea started talks with the U.S. to gain approval on its bid

 to develop long-range missiles to extend its missile range, and Japan has

 approved the new U.S.-Japan defense cooperation guidelines and cooperative

 research in the Theater Missile Defense system with the U.S.

 There is no conclusive evidence that North Korea has already deployed

 the new Taepodong missile, but if it were deployed it would result in the

 precipitation of a major security crisis in the region. Likewise, although the

 investigation of the Kumchang-ri site did not find any nuclear facilities, if

 other suspected sites were to be detected, it could implode the Agreed

 Framework, marking a significant setback in U.S.-North Korea bilateral

 relations and in easing tensions on the Korean peninsula. After her visit to

 North Korea, Albright emphasized that it is "absolutely essential" for North

 Korea to disclose details of its nuclear capabilities for further cementing of

 bilateral relations. North Korea has put a moratorium on further missile

 launches since the Berlin agreement of September 1999 in return for the

 lifting of economic and political sanctions by the U.S. Also, the Albright visit

 to North Korea resumed the bilateral missile talks, easing concerns over the

 issue. Nevertheless, the missile issue will continually threaten U.S.-North

 Korea relations until tangible progress is made on the research, testing,

 development, and export of North Korean missiles. In addition, North Korea

 reportedly possesses chemical and biological weapons, which could cause

 further strain in Washington's relations with Pyongyang.
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 North Korea's Defensive Power

 This paper will examine nuclear and missile tensions in U.S.-North Korea

 relations and analyze North Korea's defensive power, i.e., its ability to resist

 U.S. influence. It will first examine the development of tensions arising from

 North Korea's alleged missile launch, underground nuclear facilities, and

 continuing missile threat. It will then analyze various sources of North Korea's
 defensive capability, in an attempt to probe how the missile and nuclear

 tensions are intertwined with North Korea's defensive power and why U.S.

 deterrence policy would not be an effective way of managing nuclear and

 missile conflicts with North Korea.

 Controversy over North Korea's Nuclear Facilities

 and Missile Development

 In the middle of August 1998, U.S. spy satellites detected a huge underground

 complex in North Korea, suspected to be nuclear facilities under

 construction. Upon its discovery, Washington concluded that it might be

 North Korea's effort to revive its frozen nuclear program. The U.S.

 immediately insisted on access to those facilities and the House of

 Representatives Appropriations Committee voted to drop US$35 million in
 funding for North Korea's heavy oil from a foreign aid bill. The U.S. Congress

 subsequently gave the Clinton Administration a deadline of 1 June 1999 to

 inspect the questionable site.

 In the midst of the controversy on the underground facilities, another

 challenge came when North Korea was reported to have test-fired a ballistic

 missile overJapanese territory on 31 August 1998. It alarmed the U.S. because

 at risk were not only the countries surrounding Korea, but also nations within

 the range of those countries that might eventually purchase North Korean

 missiles. The U.S. has made it clear that the North Korean missile program

 is a serious threat to the East Asian region and will irreparably harm efforts

 to improve their bilateral relations. It has continued to press North Korea to

 cease all development, testing, deployment and export of missiles and missile

 technology.

 The report on North Korea's missile test over Japanese territory

 exasperated Japan. Its immediate response was that it would break off

 diplomatic talks with North Korea, refuse to give any food aid, suspend
 contributions to the KEDO, and ban all chartered flights between Japan

 and North Korea. Then-ruling LDP secretary-general, Yoshiro Mori, did not

 hesitate to say, "If the firing was intentional, it's quite fair to say that a war

 could have broken out."2 The Japanese flared up because of the mere fact

 that a booster flew over Japan, regardless of whether it was a missile or a

 satellite as North Korea insisted. Since then, Japan has continuously raised

 suspicions about North Korea: Japanese newspapers reported that North

 2 Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network Daily Report, 1 September 1998.
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 Korea has three suspected nuclear weapons development facilities and had

 begun construction on at least five underground ballistic missile launch sites

 near its borders with China and South Korea.3

 South Korea condemned North Korea's missile launch, arguing that it

 was a serious security threat to the region as it demonstrated North Korea's

 ability to deliver a missile, whether it was a ballistic missile or a satellite. The

 responses from China and Russia were less harsh. The Chinese Foreign

 Ministry simply stated that it had no prior knowledge of North Korea's plan

 to test-fire a ballistic missile, and urged all relevant parties to negotiate in

 order to safeguard peace and stability. Russia asked North Korea for an

 explanation of the test, but clearly stated, "It is our principled stance that we

 want a normal, neighbourly relationship with North Korea."4

 North Korea responded to these charges with great anger and a threat to

 wipe out "American imperialists, Japanese reactionaries and South Korean

 puppets." Claiming that the Kumchang-ri underground facility is for civilian

 economic use, it warned that U.S. allegations were "as good as a declaration

 of war." It demanded the U.S. compensate for "slander, insult and

 defamation" if the U.S. charges were proved groundless through a visit to

 the site. Its demand for $300 million or other economic benefits and food
 aid equivalent to that amount is claimed "very just, because once [North

 Koreans] open an object, which is very sensitive in view of [their] national

 security... [they] cannot use it for its original purpose."5

 According to North Korea, the August rocket launch was its satellite

 Kwangmyongsong No.1, and a satellite launch is a sovereign state's

 internationally recognized right. It accused the U.S. of taking an unnecessarily

 hard-line stance on the missile and nuclear issues in order to use it as an

 excuse to start a war. It went on to say that if the "U.S. imperialists provoke a

 war," North Koreans will not miss the opportunity and will answer it with an

 annihilating blow.6 Mass anti-U.S. rallies were held in Pyongyang with a stern

 message that the U.S. should know North Korea's warning was not a bluff.

 Vice Defense MinisterJong ChangYol warned, "If [the U.S.] finally unleashes

 a war, our People's Army will blow up the U.S. territory as a whole.... The

 U.S. imperialist aggressors should be mindful that this planet will never exist

 without Korea."7 North Korea then publicly announced its preparedness for

 another medium-range missile launch on Christmas Day 1998: "It was foolish

 for the U.S. to expect any change in our attitude. We are fully ready to launch

 an artificial satellite again when we think it is necessary."8 This was to show

 that the U.S. and its allies' warnings did not frighten North Korea. A Chinese

 3 Kyodo News Agency, 19 December 1998 and Yomiuri Shinmun, 8January 1999.

 4Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network Daily Report, 2 September 1998.

 5 Ibid., II January 1999.

 6 DPRK Press Release, Permanent Mission to the United Nations, no. 66, 3 December 1998.

 7 Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network Daily Report, 3 December 1998.

 8 New York Times, 26 December 1998.
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 North Korea's Defensive Power

 reporter stationed in Pyongyang confirmed that North Korea was then in a

 state of war-readiness against anticipated U.S. air strikes on the Kumchang-

 ri facility and a subsequent all-out war.9

 North Korea's attack on Japan was particularly severe. Following its

 criticism of the U.S., the North Korean Foreign Ministry stated, "what is

 more intolerable is Japan's behavior."10 According to North Korea, the
 Japanese authorities were "lonely insisting that the satellite launch was that

 of a ballistic missile" and were "running amuck alone even embarrassing

 their fellows."1 AccusingJapan of using the rocket launch as a "pretext to

 revive militarism," North Korea declared that bilateral relations had reached

 the point of "heading to the dangerous threshold of war." Japan is accused

 of using the missile issue to create favourable public opinion for the revised

 U.S.-Japan defense cooperation guidelines and the development of the

 Theater Missile Defense system. North Korea sternly warned that whether

 its artificial satellites would be used for a military purpose or not entirely

 depends on the attitude ofJapan, the U.S., and South Korea, all of which it

 denounced for engaging in a "criminal triangular military alliance."

 Following the alleged missile launch, there had been widespread reports

 about North Korea's plan for a second launch in the fall of 1999, which

 caused further tension between U.S. and North Korea. As another North

 Korean launch could trigger a missile race in East Asia, it was perceived as a

 grave threat to U.S. interests. North Korea's expected launch of a missile

 alarmedJapan and South Korea again. Yomiuri Shimbun reported that about

 60 percent of theJapanese feared a direct attack onJapan by North Korea.'2
 South Korea began to pressure the U.S. for an agreement to increase the

 range of its military missiles from 180 km to 500 km and to nullify the limit

 on the range of commercial launch vehicles.

 As tensions were rising in U.S.-North Korea relations and around the

 Korean peninsula, the U.S. initiated talks with North Korea on these issues.

 In March 1999, both sides successfully defused the nuclear site crisis, at least

 for the present, by agreeing on U.S. visits to the suspected site at Kumchang-

 ri in return for a political reward as well as economic aid promised by the

 U.S. However, suspicions about other alleged nuclear facilities still remain,

 as the agreement deals only with the Kumchang-ri site.

 Talks on North Korea's missile test also began and the Berlin Agreement

 in September 1999 brought about North Korea's pledge not to test-fire a

 long-range missile for the duration of the high-level talks with the U.S. In

 order to derive North Korea's cooperation, the U.S. lifted some economic

 sanctions, administered under the Trading with the Enemy Act, the Defense

 Production Act, and the Department of Commerce's Export Administration

 9 Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network Daily Report, 14 December 1998.
 10 DPRK Press Release, Permanent Mission to the United Nations, no.60, 5 August 1998.
 "1 Ibid., no.62, 16 September 1998.

 12 New York Times, 15 August 1999.
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 Regulations. In response to this, North Korea announced a temporary ban

 on its missile tests to help create an atmosphere favorable for bilateral talks.

 Another negotiation effort inJuly 2000 over this issue ended in a stalemate,

 however, as both reiterated their stance: North Korea sought compensation

 for suspending its exports of missile technology and the U.S. refused to pay.

 North Korea also rejected U.S. demands to curb its missile development

 program, arguing that missile development is part of its right to self-defense.

 The second Berlin meeting, in January 2000, led to the agreement on the

 first high-level North Korean visit to the U.S., reciprocating U.S. Presidential

 Special Envoy William Perry's visit to Pyongyang in May 1999. The subsequent

 visit of the North Korean special envoy to the U.S. and Albright's following

 visit marked a milestone in the U.S.-North Korea relations. After the exchange

 of visits, the two countries moved closer towards easing concerns over the

 issue as North Korea proposed to give up its long-range missiles in exchange

 for the launching of its satellites by other countries. Nevertheless, the missile

 talks stalled again, in November 2000, and major issues remain to be resolved.

 In regards to resolving the impasse between the U.S. and North Korea,

 many policymakers in the U.S. have advocated a power politics position.

 Representative Bob Livingston argued that the U.S. ought to stop talking to

 North Korea and withdraw from the Agreed Framework. He said, "I see this

 [missile launch] as a pretty good excuse just to get out of the [Agreed

 Framework] ."13 Another Congressman, Benjamin Gilman, Chairman of the

 House International Relations Committee, echoed Livingston, saying, "It is

 time for the Administration to reappraise our policy toward North Korea.

 It's evident our current policies have been ineffective in engaging the North

 Korean machine and reducing military tensions on the Korean Peninsula."14
 He goes on to say, "For the first time in our history, we are within missile

 range of an arguably irrational rogue regime. Regrettably, we cannot defend

 against that threat."115 They contend that the absence of a strategy based on
 power politics by the U.S and its allies will only maintain high tension. Senator
 Craig Thomas, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee

 on East Asian and Pacific Affairs, expressed his strong doubt in North Korea's

 goodwill to solve the problem: "I don't think there is any reason to trust

 them. You have a government that is more like a cult, and that is obviously

 going downhill economically."1 The agreement on the Kumchang-ri site
 and the Berlin Agreement were criticized as U.S. buyouts of North Korea's
 belligerence. The House Republicans also raised their doubts about the Perry
 report, which suggests a comprehensive peace proposal to establish

 diplomatic relations with North Korea. Overall, the engagement policy is

 attacked as appeasement, bribery, and a one-sided love affair.

 13 Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network Daily Report, 1 September 1998.
 14 Ibid., 2 September 1998.

 15 The Washington Times, 28 October 1999.

 16 New York Times, 6 December 1998.
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 This hard-line stance by policymakers derives from the traditional power

 approach, which is grounded in the belief that the powerful can make the

 less powerful act against the latter's will. It is the contention of this author,

 however, that although North Korea is much less powerful than the U.S.,

 the power-politics approach is of limited use in analyzing U.S.-North Korea

 relations. It will be demonstrated in the following section, by analyzing various

 sources of North Korea's ability to resist U.S. demands, that North Korea is

 able to defend its interests even against the only superpower, the U.S.

 North Korea's Defensive Power

 In accordance with traditional power politics, relations between countries

 with power asymmetries are often characterized by impositions from the

 stronger nation. In this case, any noncompliance by the weaker is expected

 to meet with a sanction by the stronger party. However, a small number of

 studies have pointed to a paradoxical phenomenon of the "power of the

 weak," suggesting that weak powers are able to exercise substantial influence

 in the international system and manipulate and lead a great power against

 its will. In analyzing the power of weak states, most of these studies - which

 were conducted during the cold war era - focussed their analyses on

 structural/systemic factors, especially the matter of bipolarity and the degree

 of great power competition." They analyzed the power of the weak mostly
 within alliances, such as the influence of the weak on their great power allies

 under a tight or loose bipolar system. In assessing weak allied states' influence,

 the relationship between the superpowers was also regarded as a dynamic

 factor, and many studies explored whether weak state power increased or

 decreased as tensions between the superpowers arose. Weak state power was

 mainly accounted for by external factors such as polarity and great power

 relations, while internal domestic factors received little attention. Although

 critics of neorealism have recently shown the salience of domestic constraints

 on state behavior, they have based their studies primarily on great powers.

 Due to this great power bias, studies have been largely silent on the domestic

 elements of weak states.'8

 In the post-cold war era, however, the matter of bipolarity or superpower

 tension in assessing weak state power is no longer relevant. Furthermore, in

 17 For studies on these factors, see Ulf Lindell and Stefan Persson, "The Paradox of Weak State
 Power," Cooperation and Conflict, no. XXI (1986) and Kjell Goldmann, "Tension Between the Strong,

 and the Power of the Weak: Is the Relation Positive or Negative?" in Kjell Goldmann and Gunnar

 Sjostedt, eds., Power, Capabilities, Interdependence (London: Sage, 1979).
 18 However, there are a few exceptions to this. They include Miriam Fendius Elman, "The

 Foreign Policies of Small States: Challenging Neorealism in Its Own Backyard," British Journal of

 Political Science, vol. 25, no. 2, April 1995, pp. 176-7; Michael N. Barnett andJack S. Levy, "Domestic
 Sources of Alliances and Alignment: The Case of Egypt, 1962-73," International Organization, vol. 45,
 no. 3, Summer 1991; and Steven David, "Explaining Third World Alignment," World Politics, vol. 43,

 no. 2,January 1991.
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 analyzing a country that is not yet integrated into the international

 interdependence web, such as North Korea, domestic variables are of greater

 importance. The following section examines the domestic factors that help

 Pyongyang increase its capacity to withstand pressure from Washington and

 compensate for the asymmetry of power between the two systems. These

 factors contribute to enhancing North Korea's "defensive power" to resist

 U.S. "offensive power." "Offensive power" refers to influence capability, or

 the ability to affect the environment, while "defensive power,"

 correspondingly, is the ability to avoid being influenced by other states, that

 is, the ability to resist the offensive capabilities of the environment.19

 Threat to its Survival

 The rapidly changing security environment since the late 1980s has been

 filled with frightening developments for North Korea. The demise of

 socialism and normalization of the relationship between North Korea's

 former allies, Russia and China, and South Korea have been widely viewed

 as a prelude to North Korea's collapse. When Moscow informed Pyongyang

 of its decision to establish diplomatic ties with Seoul, then-Foreign Minister

 Kim Young Nam warned that North Korea had no choice but to facilitate

 the development of necessary weapons, indicating a possible development

 of nuclear weapons. North Korea perceived a grave danger to its security

 and survival, and the new developments around the world and on the Korean

 peninsula aroused its fear and a sense of crisis. Since early 2000, North Korea

 has made diplomatic offensives. It has established diplomatic relations with

 Italy, Australia, and the Philippines and agreed to move toward normalizing

 ties with Canada, Great Britain, and New Zealand. These initiatives reflect

 North Korea's efforts to overcome the perceived danger to its security and

 survival.

 For the U.S., the nuclear and missile problem with North Korea is

 explained as part of its global strategy to prevent their proliferation. It is

 also part of American efforts to reduce military conflict in the post-cold war

 era. Although it is a matter of major significance in the U.S. global strategy,

 it is not a matter of life and death for the U.S. The American stakes in the

 Korean nuclear and missile standoff are high, but by no means the highest.

 After all, the U.S., preoccupied with deterring the proliferation effect and

 preserving the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), agreed to settle the

 problem in 1994 by freezing the present nuclear activities of North Korea. It

 gave up its initial condition of any negotiation, namely, nuclear transparency,
 including North Korea's past nuclear activities. Despite the CIA's estimate

 that there was a "better than even" chance that North Korea had already

 developed one or two bombs, the U.S. left these intact for five years at least.

 19 Hans Mouritzen, "Tension Between the Strong, and the Strategies of the Weak," Journal of

 Peace Research, vol. 28, no. 2, May 1991, p. 219.
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 On the other hand, North Korean stakes in the nuclear and missile issues

 with the U.S. are directly linked to its own survival. North Korea has always

 been excessively concerned with the American military threat. North Korea

 has believed that the U.S., having brought down socialism in the former

 Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, is also determined to overthrow its own

 government, in collusion with South Korea. Washington's uncompromising

 position on keeping its troops in South Korea further bolsters North Korea's

 perceived threat. North Korea's 1999 New Year joint editorials called for

 making the year a "turning point in building a powerful nation," emphasizing

 both a militarily and economically powerful socialist state. This indicates

 that its survival under security threats and economic difficulties is given first

 priority. For North Korea, avoiding transparency in missile and nuclear issues

 is a desperate need, as it could contribute to building a militarily powerful

 state or at least to being perceived as a militarily powerful state. In this sense,

 North Korea has a compelling reason to resist U.S. demands for inspection

 of alleged missile and nuclear underground sites, unless it receives some

 economic compensation and thus increases its ability to survive economic

 disarray. For state survival, concessions in military areas need to be

 compensated to increase economic survivability. Otherwise, giving in to U.S.

 demands and giving up whatever leverage North Korea might have in nuclear

 and missile issues would be putting both military and economic survival in

 grave danger.

 Moreover, considering that missiles and nuclear weapons have great

 economic value and are thus indispensable for its economic survival as well,

 North Korea has every reason not to give them up, especially through mere
 pressure from the U.S. and other countries. The North Korean economy

 continued to decline during the 1990s, with the result that fewer than 20

 percent of its factories were in operation. It is not surprising that North

 Korea has demanded monetary compensation whenever nuclear and missile

 problems have been raised, in return for an inspection of their alleged sites

 or for ending their exports. According to the U.S. CIA, North Korea has

 become the world's largest missile exporter, earning about $580 million

 between 1987 and 1992. North Korea itself acknowledged the value of missile
 exports for foreign exchange: "Starting with the food problem, we must

 solve our economic problems alone.. .by aggressively progressing in the global

 advanced technology market which includes commercial satellite launches."'2'
 Missile and nuclear weapon issues are aimed at boosting its survival, as they
 have multifaceted merits, not only militarily, but also economically.

 20 Joint editorial was published by Rodong Sinmun, the organ of the central committee of the
 Workers' Party of Korea; Joson Inmingun, the organ of the Ministry of the People's Armed Forces;

 and ChongnyonJonwi, the organ of the central committee of the Kim II Sung Socialist Youth

 League.

 21 Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network Daily Report, 15 September 1998.
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 In short, North Korea's fear of military insecurity and economic failure

 have led it to perceive the nuclear and missile issues as struggles about the

 very existence of the nation. When the issues are perceived to be mainly

 about its survival rather than as something to do with U.S. efforts to prevent

 nuclear and missile proliferation, North Korea has compelling reasons to

 resist U.S. demands. As noted by A. George, the relations between stronger

 and weaker states are often characterized by asymmetry of motivation.22 This

 motivational asymmetry can compensate for the inferiority of a weaker state

 in power capabilities when that state has stronger motivational power, which

 is closely related to the stakes in a dispute. North Korea's perceived stakes in

 the nuclear and missile issues are much higher than the stakes for the U.S.,

 and this motivational power of North Korea greatly enhances its resistance

 and exercise of defensive power.

 Juche Ideology

 Juche (self-reliance) ideology in North Korea is the central guideline for both

 domestic and foreign policies. The core concepts of Juche, independence

 and sovereignty, have been the manifest goal of North Korea's foreign policy.23
 North Koreans commonly believe that the Juche ideology successfully

 protected the country from the uneasiness of Sino-Soviet tension and shielded

 Pyongyang from the strong winds of "revisionism" that swept other socialist

 countries. Concerning the winds of reform sweeping across Eastern Europe

 in the 1980s, Kim Ii Sung emphasized that North Korean socialism, in

 conformity with Juche ideology, was quite "unique" and completely different

 from the socialism in Eastern Europe which lacked leadership and a central

 ideology:

 All other socialist countries have adopted old forms of socialism or have
 adopted mechanically other countries' socialist formula to their countries
 without having a correct leadership and a leading ideology even though
 they are quite different in social character and social situation.
 Consequently, the socialist construction there will not be successful.24

 Lack of nationalistic ideology rather than the superiority of capitalist

 countries was blamed for the demise of socialism.5 Socialism in North Korea,

 Kim maintained, "remains completely unchanged, to the wonder and

 admiration of the entire world."26 Accusing Moscow of colluding with South

 22 A. George, Bridging the Gap: Theory and Practice in Foreign Policy (Washington, D.C.: United
 States Institute of Peace Press, 1993), p. 111.

 23 See B.C. Koh, The Foreign Policy Systems of North and South Korea (Berkeley, CA: University of
 California Press, 1984), chapters 5 and 11.

 24 North Korea News, 24 December 1990.

 25 A private conversation with a professor of the Academy of Juche Science, North Korea, during
 my visit there inJune 1994.

 26 Pyongyang Times, 1 January 1991.
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 Korea on the occasion of establishment of full diplomatic relations between

 the two, Rodong Shinmun emphasized that this was an era of independence. It

 contended that no matter how serious the twists and turns might be, the

 North Korean people would live their own way to the end.27

 What is important in North Korea's foreign policy with respect to the

 promotion of Juche is the principle of anti-foreign intervention, which is

 clearly prescribed in the Constitution itself. Article 3 states that "the DPRK

 is against imperialist aggressors, and it is a revolutionary regime which

 embodies the spirit of national independence (emphasis added)...." As such,

 the regime is built on the grounds of national self-determination and anti-

 imperialism. Under this Juche doctrine, North Korea has pursued a policy of

 military self-defense, economic self-sufficiency, and ideological nationalism.

 Apparently, the pursuit of Juche in all walks of life has not always been

 congruent with harsh reality, and North Korea has shown a remarkable

 resilience over the years, as we can see in its appeal for food aid to the

 international community. Nevertheless, Pyongyang has extolled

 independence as a major tool in foreign policy. In the first editorial of Rodong

 Shinmun on foreign policy, after the death of Kim Ii Sung on 8 July 1994, it

 was reaffirmed that "the ideology of independence is a basic cornerstone of
 our republic's foreign policies and activities."28

 In light of this ideological conviction, it would be difficult for the U.S. to

 compel North Korea to comply with its demands regarding missile and

 nuclear sites. Being promoted as the Mecca of the "immortal idea" of Juche,

 it is unthinkable for North Korea to give in to any intervention and pressure

 from the "imperialist" it has denounced since the country's inception. It is

 one thing to talk and negotiate with the "imperialist" in a situation where

 both will lose some and gain some; it is another to yield to its pressure. The

 U.S. should expect full and firm resistance from a country where

 independence and sovereignty are hallmarks of foreign policy. U.S. demands

 to open up alleged missile and nuclear sites and to end these programs run

 completely against Pyongyang's self-defense principle. North Korea makes

 it clear that its missile program is part of its right to self-defense. According

 to Juche, "the implementation of self-defense is a military guarantee for the

 political independence and economic self-sufficiency....''29 North Korea's

 official stand on this matter is unambiguous and straightforward:

 A country incapable of defending itself by its own strength has no say.
 When one relies on others in national defense, he is bound to study
 their faces and moods and cannot say freely what is on his mind. Any

 27 Rodong Shinmun, 5 October 1990.
 28 Ibid., 8 September 1994.
 29 Chang Ha Kim, The ImmortalJuche Idea (Pyongyang: Foreign Language Publishing House,

 1984), p. 324.
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 sensible man can easily find such cases in the events taking place in the
 international arena today.30

 It is only in this context that we can understand North Korean military

 generals' condemnations of the U.S. stance toward the suspected Kumchang-

 ri nuclear site. They reiterated a threatening rhetoric, notwithstanding that

 it is unusual for them to make a public statement.31 Undoubtedly, all countries

 have some ideology of self-reliance, sovereignty, and independence. However,

 no other country has adopted self-reliance as the ruling ideology. In North

 Korea, Juche is linked to politics, economics, social life, and even to the very

 existence of Kim Jong Il's leadership and his legitimacy. In this situation,

 North Korea has no choice but to withstand U.S. pressures. Juche provides

 the rationale for Pyongyang to exert defensive power over the U.S.

 Rivalry with South Korea

 Ever since the division of Korea and the ensuing inception of two separate

 regimes on the peninsula, the two have engaged in a fierce competition to

 be recognized as the only legitimate state on the peninsula. The failure of

 reunification through the Korean War triggered a "legitimacy war" between

 the two, in which they attempted to undercut each other in every possible

 way. The current reconciliatory moves by both Koreas do not suddenly end

 the deep-rooted system competition. Five decades after the division, it became

 clear that Pyongyang had lost the race to Seoul. Diplomatically, South Korea

 put Pyongyang off balance with its successful Nordpolitik, earning recognition

 from North Korea's former allies, while Pyongyang became increasingly

 isolated in the international community until it initiated the recent diplomatic

 offensives. Also, the military balance on the peninsula has changed over the

 years in favor of South Korea, which still maintains a strong military alliance

 with the U.S., while North Korea can no longer rely on China or Russia for
 the supply of weapons and military equipment. The economic arena

 undoubtedly marked the most dramatic losing battle for North Korea.

 Nevertheless, North Korea believes itself to have an edge on the South in

 one area that has attracted many South Korean students and intellectuals

 over the years, especially in the 1980s - national sovereignty based on the

 Juche ideology. Juche promotes the belief that North Korea represents a

 sovereign polity embodying a national spirit. In contrast, it depicts South

 Korea as a country militarily, economically, and politically dependent on

 "imperialist powers." To Pyongyang, the governments in South Korea have

 not been in any position to declare political sovereignty and to appeal to the

 30 Ibid., p. 325.

 31 For example, statements by a spokesman for the General Staff of the Korean People's Army

 on 2 December 1998; by Vice Defense MinisterJong ChangYol on 3 December 1998; and by Army

 General Officer 0 Kum Chol on 8 December 1998. See Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network

 Daily Report, respective dates.
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 nationalist sentiment of the people: American troops are still stationed on

 South Korea's soil, in contrast to Chinese troops' withdrawal from the North

 as early as 1958; South Korea normalized relations with the former colonial

 power, Japan, as early as 1965, in spite of public uproar and student

 demonstrations; and South Korean governments have made no resistance

 against American interventions in domestic political affairs, in order to gain

 Washington's support.

 North Korea has exploited this edge in its reunification policy as well. Its

 fundamental reunification strategy and its various demands for maintaining

 a meaningful inter-Korean dialogue have been remarkably consistent over

 the years.32 As far as Pyongyang is concerned, reunification should be achieved

 independently, free from any foreign intervention. Pyongyang never forgets

 to remind South Korea of the fact that the principle of independence for

 reunification was embodied in the historic North-SouthJoint Communiqu6

 of 4 July 1972, and reaffirmed in the 1991 inter-Korean Agreement on
 Reconciliation, Nonaggression, Exchanges, and Cooperation. This principle

 was declared again in the 15 June agreement of the historic inter-Korean

 summit meeting in 2000.

 North Korea's tenacious and fervent emphasis on Juche in reunification

 met with sympathy among South Korean youth, students, and dissidents in

 the late 1980s. With the democratization movement, South Korean students

 and intellectuals began to voice their aspirations for reunification, which

 even included a demand to pursue reunification on North Korean terms.

 These radical student activists and dissidents earned "high respect" as

 "patriotic democrats"33 by Kim Ii Sung, who lost no time in capitalizing on
 the dissident movement and anti-Americanism in the South. Democratization

 in South Korea created confusion and instability, which led to the ascent of

 radical anti-government groups sympathetic to the North. It also boosted

 anti-Americanism in South Korea. The anti-Americanists viewed the presence

 of U.S. troops in South Korea as a national disgrace and a humiliation, as

 well as the primary factor prohibiting national unification. They also viewed
 the U.S.-ROK Combined Forces Command (CFC) as a national disgrace.

 Formed in 1978, the CFC put over 600,000 personnel from both the U.S.

 and South Korea (about 80 percent of the Korean army) under the direct
 command of an American four-star general until 1994.34 In fact, even the
 former UN commander in South Korea, General Richard Stilwell, called it
 "the most remarkable concession of sovereignty in the entire world."35 Many

 32 About changes and continuities in North Korea's unification strategies, see Kyung-Ae Park
 and Sung-Chull Lee, "Changes and Prospects in Inter-Korean Relations," Asian Survey, vol. 32, no.

 5, May 1992.

 33 New Year Message, Pyongyang Times, 1 January 1988.
 34 As of 1 December 1994, the peacetime operational control of the South Korean combat

 forces was transferred to the chairman of the ROKJoint Chiefs of Staff from the commander of the
 CFC, a U.S. general. The control will revert to the CFC commander in time of war.

 35 Far Eastern Economic Review, 12 May 1988, p. 21.
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 nationalistic student activists were involved in a nation-wide organization,

 Jusapa (Juche ideology group), which believed in Juche and aimed at

 eliminating foreign powers from South Korea.

 Ever since the fierce competition between the two Koreas began, North

 Korea has been at a disadvantage. Nevertheless, Pyongyang could secure a

 comparative advantage in asserting ideological sovereignty and

 independence. Although South Koreans' attraction toJuchehas recently been

 on the wane,36 viewed from North Korea's perspective, this is the only area

 where it could possibly beat the South in the race. Even today, if South

 Koreans were assured of non-violence by North Korea and somehow led to

 believe that North Korea's missiles or nuclear facilities were to be raised

 only in the context of U.S.-North Korea relations, many South Koreans would

 not hesitate to support North Korea's unbending attitude toward the U.S.

 North Korea's ability to exert defensive influence on the U.S. in the missile

 and nuclear problems should be understood in this context. No matter how

 strongly the U.S. pressured North Korea, Pyongyang could not afford to

 submit. Its submission would mean giving up the only comparative edge it

 possibly has over the South, and consequently would signify a complete defeat

 in the competition.

 Furthermore, the consequences of being bullied into submission by the

 U.S. and having to give up the nuclear and missile programs, without being

 able to extract any deal, would not be limited to the missile and nuclear

 issues. It would have a far-reaching impact on the reunification strategy based
 on independence, and on the united front strategy that aims at mobilizing

 North Korean sympathizers in the South. A North Korean cave-in to the

 U.S. would disappoint South Koreans who are sympathetic to its independent

 policies. For North Korea, losing these sympathizers would be directly linked

 to losing ground for its united front strategy. In this sense, helplessly

 complying with the U.S. has multiple implications for North Korea beyond

 the missile and nuclear issues. In view of the rivalry with South Korea,

 therefore, there is every reason to expect North Korea's refusal to submit to

 U.S. pressure, and to expect its response of tough resistance.

 Consolidation of the New Regime

 North Korea revised its constitution in September 1998, making the late

 Kim Ii Sung "eternal President" and Kim Jong Ii chairman of the National
 Defense Commission which emerged as the nation's most powerful organ.

 As the chief of the Commission and as general secretary, Kim Jong Ii is in
 full control of North Korea. Moreover, the eternal authority of his father

 backs his leadership. However, now that the official succession process is

 completed, the new regime has to prove its leadership in order to maintain

 36 Nevertheless, South Korean students have continually held protests to demand the
 withdrawal of U.S. troops from South Korea, supporting North Korea's position.
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 the regime's legitimacy. Kim Jong Il's ideological basis of legitimacy is

 provided by his status as the executor of the Juche idea. However, he will

 ultimately have to satisfy the people with his leadership performance. Being

 aware of this task, North Korea claimed the rocket launch, for example, as

 Kim Jong Il's achievement that gives "pride and delight to the nation" and

 as "one more fruit of the independent national economy and technology"

 under the "wise leadership" of Kim. Its launch on 31 August 1988, a few days

 before the adoption of the new constitution, was in part intended to boost

 people's morale ahead of the formation of the new regime.

 In the diplomatic area, results of the negotiations in the missile and nuclear

 issues would coincide with the building of Kim Jong Il's leadership. In this

 situation, giving in to U.S. pressure would be an unthinkable option for

 Pyongyang. It would damage not only Kim's performance-based legitimacy

 but also his ideological base of legitimacy as the "realizer" of Juche. His

 leadership-building through credible performance in the foreign policy area

 becomes even more important considering the fact that his performance in

 the economic area is constrained by the inherent dilemma he faces. On the

 one hand, he is bound to protect ideological purity to maintain his ideological

 base of legitimacy, which can be done most effectively under a tightly closed

 and controlled system; on the other hand, the economic performance-base

 of his legitimacy would be enhanced in a more open system.37 Thus, he is in
 a system that has "generic vulnerability"38 built into it. In this dilemma, Kim's

 achievement in the foreign policy area could somewhat offset constraints in

 the area of economic performance. In this regard, he would be credited for

 any success in making Washington comply with North Korea's demands and

 in squeezing any concessions from the stronger nation. The necessity of

 KimJong Il's leadership-building thus enhances North Korea's ability to resist

 the U.S. and increases its capacity to exert defensive power over Washington.

 Being "Small"

 Several studies have attached importance to the smaller international

 environment of a small state as an advantage over a big state. While big

 states' international environment of interest is global, that of small states is

 mainly regional, and this means that the number of problems that a small

 state has to deal with is smaller than that of a big state. Therefore, the small

 state can concentrate on a smaller number of issues, enhancing the possibility

 of making a more coherent policy.39 As one scholar puts it: "[i] n relations

 37 For the two bases of legitimacy as they apply to North Korea, see Han S. Park and Kyung-Ae

 Park, China and North Korea: Politics of Integration and Modernization (Hong Kong: Asian Research

 Service, 1990).

 38 Larry Diamond, "Beyond Authoritarianism and Totalitarianism: Strategies for
 Democratization," Washington Quarterly, vol. 12, no. 1, Winter 1989, p. 150.

 39 About the difficulties of a big state with general interests, see David Vital, The Making of British

 Foreign Policy (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1968).
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 between great and small states it will often be more useful to inquire about

 intensity of interest than to define interest in terms of power."40 Keohane

 echoes the same point:

 Weakness does not entail only liabilities; for the small power, it also creates
 certain bargaining assets. Typically, the smaller the state, the more it can
 take large-scale patterns of international politics for granted, since
 nothing it does can possibly affect them very much... [a small state] is

 able to concentrate on a narrow range of vital interests and ignore almost
 everything else. At the same time, it can disregard or heavily discount
 the effects of its actions on the stability of international politics in
 general.4'

 The asymmetry in "attention" and the "cohesion of concentration"

 between North Korea and the U.S. is beneficial to Pyongyang in its missile

 and nuclear dealings. These issues are the only major foreign policy issues

 that North Korea has to cope with, while they are only two of many vital

 foreign policy issues for the U.S.; accordingly, Washington has to disperse its

 attention over many issues. In addition, by virtue of being the only superpower

 in the post-cold war era, the U.S. has to take many considerations into account

 in choosing its course of action, including the impact of its policies on other

 major countries in East Asia, the NPT, the Missile Technology Control regime,

 and other small states which could be the next North Korea. As such, it has

 to consider the divergent interests of other countries and pressures from

 them, which pose various constraints to its policy. The KEDO is a case in

 point. Differences of opinion among members led one KEDO official to say,

 "it is at least as hard getting consensus among KEDO participants on

 nonproliferation strategy as it is getting agreement with the DPRK"42 China's

 deviant position on North Korea's underground construction site is another

 case. China argued that the U.S. had no right to demand an inspection

 based only on suspicions; "no country in the international community is

 entitled, or authorized, to have such a right."43 Divergent views on North

 Korea's rocket launch were also evident. While Japan and the U.S. were

 linking North Korea's launch of another missile with the collapse of the

 Agreed Framework and the KEDO project, China maintained that the missile

 issue was irrelevant to the latter. Meanwhile, South Korea urged the U.S.

 andJapan to take a softer stance toward North Korea, contending that closer
 U.S.-North Korea ties would improve Seoul's relations with Pyongyang.44

 40 Erling Bjol, "The Power of the Weak," Cooperation and Conflict, no. 3, 1968, p. 11.

 41 Robert Keohane, "The Big Influence of Small Allies," Foreign Policy, vol. 1, Spring 1971, pp.
 162-3.

 42 Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network Daily Report, 12January 1999.
 43 An interview with Wu Dawei, China's ambassador to South Korea, Korea Herald, 7January 1999.

 44 For a statement by South Korea's Foreign Minister, see Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network

 Daily Report, 11 January 1999.
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 According to U.S. officials, South Korean officials have downplayed the

 discovery of North Korea's underground facilitates because they fear

 undermining President Kim's "sunshine policy" toward North Korea.45 When

 the Japanese decided to refuse to endorse its financial commitment to the
 KEDO, South Korea pushed them to separate that issue from North Korea's

 alleged missile test. Although all of these countries share broadly consistent

 interests on the Korean peninsula, there are differences in priorities, which

 put pressure on the U.S. and constrain its policy toward North Korea.

 Having limited relations with other states and only a limited range of

 foreign policy, North Korea can concentrate on its own interests. Free from

 any pressure to consult with other countries, North Korea can maintain a

 higher intensity of interest and can thus be prepared to pay a higher price

 to attain its objectives. Its higher intensity of interest improves its bargaining

 position and serves as a source of strength and influence it can exercise over

 the U.S.

 U.S. Policy Towards North Korea

 When North Korea is expected to exert its defensive power by resisting U.S.

 offensive power, it would be difficult for the latter to get North Korea to act

 the way it wants in resolving the missile and nuclear crisis. If coercion were

 not likely to solve the problem, the next best policy would be to further

 engage North Korea. Engagement should continue to be the most viable

 policy option for the U.S. An engaged North Korea would be much more

 conducive to stability in Northeast Asia than a desperate North Korea, because

 the latter might be more willing to accept risks if it is pushed further into a

 corner. As one unofficial spokesman for North Korea admits, if the Agreed

 Framework falls apart, North Korea's only option will be to go nuclear and

 do it publicly by targeting nuclear warheads at the U.S. and Japan, and by
 selling nuclear weapons to other countries.46 Avoiding a desperate North

 Korea should entail more extensive engagement by the U.S. and other

 regional actors in East Asia, in line with the detente mood between the two

 Koreas.

 Most of all, the U.S. should be more faithful in implementing various

 agreements with North Korea, including the nuclear reactor project agreed

 to in 1994, to build confidence in bilateral relations. U.S. Secretary of State

 Madeleine Albright acknowledged in August 1998 that, judging from all

 indications, North Korea was living up to its part of the Framework

 Agreement. Even after the alleged nuclear underground facilities were

 discovered, a U.S. official said that North Korea had not yet technically

 violated the accord because "there is no evidence that it has begun pouring

 45 New York Times, 17 August 1998.

 46 Ibid., 3January 1999.
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 cement for a new reactor or a reprocessing plant that would convert nuclear

 waste into bomb-grade plutonium."47 On the other hand, the U.S. fell behind

 in its promised oil shipments, and the program of light-water reactor project

 is already a few years behind the scheduled 2003 target date. The U.S.

 admitted this, saying that North Korea "clearly can complain as long as we

 have failed to meet that obligation.... "48 This has given North Korea an

 opportunity to threaten to scrap the agreement. When the U.S. fails to fulfill

 its obligations under the accord and at the same time turns a deaf ear to

 North Korea's repeated threats to abandon the agreement, it is only natural

 for North Korea to be frustrated and to doubt U.S. intentions regarding the

 accord. This will only strengthen the position of hard-liners in North Korea

 who question the deal as a U.S. lever to buy time after freezing North Korea's

 nuclear program. In their view, the U.S. has no intention of implementing

 it, as they have not seen the promised benefits such as diplomatic recognition,

 complete lifting of sanctions including counter-terrorism control on North

 Korea, and provision of two light-water reactors; they think the U.S. will only

 drag out the implementation process, waiting for North Korea's collapse.

 What they believe is that the U.S. agreed to the Framework Agreement on

 the unfounded assumption that North Korea would extinguish in the near

 future, as one senior Defense Department official said in 1995: "Five years

 from now, North Korea is not going to be there."49 The perception that the

 U.S. is reneging on its obligations will only invite North Korea's frustration,

 distrust, and eventually the development of other bargaining cards, such as

 missiles, to get U.S. attention. In fact, after North Korea tested its Rodong

 missile in May 1993, it ceased other tests when the U.S. detected North Korea's

 preparations and asked it to stop in the spring of 1994 and again in October

 1996.50 In light of this, the 1998 test reflects North Korea's frustration over
 the lack of progress in bilateral relations. Further engagement of North Korea

 requires keeping promises on already existing agreements.

 In addition, the missiles issue should be dealt with separately from the

 nuclear problem. The U.S. and Japan have warned that if North Korea

 launches another missile, the KEDO could be in jeopardy. However, the

 Geneva agreement does not cover missiles. Linking the two is dangerous

 because this could bring the already agreed-upon nuclear issue back to the

 starting point. Among the bilateral issues, the U.S. and North Korea have

 shown most progress in the recovery of the remains of U.S. military men

 killed during the Korean War. This is mainly due to the strategy of resisting

 linkages among issues. A U.S. official stated, "... [W] e steadfastly resist being

 tied to talks on missiles and nuclear facilities and to food aid. This separation

 47 Ibid., 17 August 1998.

 48 Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network Daily Report, 8 December 1998.
 49 Washington Post, 15 December 1995.

 50 Leon Sigal, "For Sale: North Korea's Missile Program," Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network

 Policy Forum Online, #22, 11 November 1998.
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 of issues has allowed our work in North Korea to continue virtually

 uninterrupted for three years in spite of other crises that have arisen."52

 North Korea has demonstrated that it is capable of separating issues and

 negotiating with skill if the terms of negotiation are acceptable. The U.S.

 should separate negotiation on missiles instead of putting both missile and

 nuclear issues in danger by linking them. While these measures can be

 initiated through U.S.-North Korea bilateral negotiations, they should be

 followed by multilateral efforts, as was the case in the development of the

 KEDO. The U.S. should enlist active support of other regional actors to

 form a multilateral consensus on "cooperative threat reduction."

 In conclusion, the U.S. is far more powerful than North Korea, and the

 latter, being a weaker state, is not usually able to twist the arm of the former.

 Weak states have great constraints placed on their influence over other states.

 Nevertheless, the traditional power approach falls short in accounting for

 North Korea's role and influence in the nuclear and missile crises with the

 U.S. America's superior military or economic power does not guarantee

 North Korea's compliance with U.S. interests. If North Korea is determined

 to exercise its defensive power, refusing to comply with U.S. pressure, it will

 intensify tensions between the two. The engagement policy will be much

 more effective and feasible in reducing tensions in U.S.-North Korea relations

 than policies based on power politics. Rapprochement between the U.S.

 and North Korea could come in the long run only if the U.S. devises more

 extensive engagement policies.

 University of British Columbia, Vancouver, Canada, November 2000

 51 The International Herald Tribune, 10 December 1998.
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