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Time to Address North Korea’s
Prison Labor Camps

Roberta Cohen
Non Resident Senior Fellow
The Brookings Institution

It is time for the international community to address itself directly
to the most serious of North Korea’s human rights violations — the
prison labor camps. Situated in the mountains of North Korea, the
camps are estimated to hold some 100,000 to 200,000 prisoners, in-
cluding whole families, many of whom are not expected to survive.

The issue has come to the fore through the combined efforts of hu-
man rights NGOs and former North Korean prisoners who have es-
caped the country. For several decades, NGOs, academics and journal-
ists from the United States, Western Europe and the Republic of Korea
have conducted painstaking research to unearth verifiable information
about the camps and North Korea’s overall human rights situation.
They have come up with persuasive evidence despite the regime’s ef-
forts to conceal its conduct through denial of access. The last time a
human rights organization was allowed into North Korea was in 1995
when Amnesty International visited the capital under heavy restric-
tions. Since that time, no human rights NGO or UN human rights
expert looking into North Korea has been allowed into the country.
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When in 2003 the Committee for Human Rights in North Korea pub-
lished its widely quoted report about the penal labor camps, updated
in 2012, it was unable to set foot in North Korea. It relied instead on
the testimony of those who escaped the country. Of the 25,000 North
Koreans who have made their way to the South over the past ten to fif-
teen years, hundreds were former prisoners and former prison guards.
Their testimonies were found to largely corroborate one other and have
been verified by satellite photos. North Koreans hiding in China have
reinforced this testimony as well.

The accumulated information contradicts Pyongyang’s assertions
that there are no human rights violations in North Korea nor any labor
camps. In fact, governments and the United Nations have come to rely
on the NGO information in producing their own reports and policy
positions. The information will prove critical as well to any transitional
justice measures developed to hold North Korean authorities accoun-
table. The South Korean NGO, the Data Base Center for North
Korean Human Rights and others have been compiling information
on individual prisoners, including those currently held in the camps
and on the perpetrators so that the information can become the basis
for accountability in the future.

But there are serious challenges to this work that need to be
addressed. Because the testimony of survivors has been damaging to
North Korea, the Kim regime has sought to stem the flow of North
Koreans escaping to tell their stories. It has been cracking down at the
border in collaboration with China and has reduced by nearly half the
number of North Koreans escaping through China to South Korea.
In 2012, some 1,500 reached the South as compared to close to 2,800
the year before. North Korea of late has been filling its detention centers
with people trying to escape or those pushed back. Its most recent foray
was into Laos to forcibly bring back a group of young North Koreans.
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North Korean authorities have also harassed defectors in the South,
sometimes by designating them enemies of the state, hacking into their
computers or punishing their family members, friends and colleagues
left behind. North Koreans who come out are haunted by what has hap-
pened or may happen to those with whom they were close.

Still another impediment to collecting information has been the lack
of resources. Whether in the United States or South Korea, resources
are limited when it comes to NGO research and publication of reports,
even though the importance of putting the information out there could
not be more evident. While new technology, the growing role of private
markets, and some courageous North Koreans sending out messages
have been eroding the information blockade, significant gaps remain
in what we know. This includes the rate of deaths in detention, the ex-
tent to which whole families continue to be incarcerated, the status of
existing camps and the numbers and punishment of North Koreans
forcibly repatriated from China. Nonetheless, as a well-attended con-
ference in Washington on the gulag concluded last year, “We know
enough” to make a serious case meriting action.

Indeed, defector testimony — the main source of information about
North Korea’s camp violations — has begun to be given more weight
by UN officials and governments. For many years United Nations
High Commissioners for Human Rights espoused the view that it was
necessary for the UN izself to assess the situation on the ground in order
to form an independent diagnosis. Even the annual State Department
Human Rights Reports on North Korea include a disclaimer about de-
fector testimony and being able fully to assess human rights conditions.
But increasingly, UN and government officials have come to realize
that the gold standard of proof in which international monitors can
verify on the ground every piece of information is unrealistic when a
country has a deliberate closed door policy. Moreover, constantly
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drawing attention to the lack of fully verifiable information on North
Korea can serve as a rationale for inaction and could even have the unin-
tended effect of lending support to North Korea’s claims that the hu-
man rights abuses reported are unfounded emanating from those who
have betrayed their country.

Last year, the world body made important strides on this point. After
some ten years of resolutions and requests for dialogue and entry into
North Korea, the UN Special Rapporteur on Human Rights in North
Korea declared that human rights violations had reached “a critical
mass.” And the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights took the
decision to meet with camp survivors for the first time and called North
Korea’s human rights situation unparalleled. She declared: “I don’t
think the world should stand by and see this kind of situation, which
is not improving at all.” With the support of Japan and the European
Union, followed by South Korea and the United States, the 47 member
Human Rights Council set up a commission of inquiry in March to
investigate whether North Korea’s violations constitute crimes against
humanity for which its officials could be held accountable. The vote
was by consensus, reflecting a growing international unanimity around
North Korea’s widespread abuses.

But the commission of inquiry will face many challenges. When it
comes to the penal labor camps, or to forced abductions, information
is available to establish crimes against humanity, but when it comes to
other violations, a great deal of time and effort will be needed to put
together the information required. If the commission needs to extend
its work — it was allotted a year — then Japan, the European Union,
and the US-South Korean alliance should be ready to support its con-
tinuation, even though China will be on the Council next year. And
these countries must be prepared to recommend strong steps if North
Korea is found to be committing crimes against humanity.
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The commission should not be considered an end in itself but rather
part of a larger strategy at the UN to promote human rights in North
Korea. There is a myriad of UN offices and agencies — whether on refu-
gees, health, information, food and development, that are involved
with North Korea. The entire system should be tapped to reinforce hu-
man rights where it can. Humanitarian agencies, for example, which
emphasize the importance of reaching the most vulnerable in the soci-
ety should at least be expected to strategize about gaining access to the
camps, especially to reach children, who pose no danger to North
Korea’s security.

In their bilateral relations with North Korea, both the United States
and South Korea have been cautious when it comes to raising human
rights issues. Political and strategic issues and preoccupation with
North Korea’s nuclear program have been the main reasons. But it is
also true that discussions over sensitive strategic and nuclear issues with
the former Soviet Union did not stop human rights discussions. Nor
do discussions with China preclude reference to human rights concerns.
With North Korea the ground needs to shift and there are signs it is
beginning to. In the past, the camps were always considered too provo-
cative to talk about, but in March Ambassador Glyn Davies told the
Senate that “The world is increasingly taking note” of North Korea’s
human rights violations, and he specifically drew attention to North
Korea’s “elaborate network of political prison camps” on which he
commented at some length, and made reference to defector testimony
— Shin Dong-hyuk and the book Escape from Camp 14. “How the
DPRK addresses human rights,” he continued, “will have a significant
impact on prospects for improved US-DPRK ties.” And in his con-
firmation hearings, Secretary Kerry also publicly pointed to the gulags
in North Korea and spoke of an American leadership role here.

It is now time for these pronouncements to make their way into ac-
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tual policy toward North Korea. Otherwise the issues which North
Korea can benefit from — food issues or family reunification issues for
which they receive payments — would principally be on the table to-
gether with possible training programs for select lawyers handpicked
by Pyongyang.

Last month’s G8 communique urged North Korea for the first time
to address human rights violations and it specified the abductions of
foreigners and the treatment of returned refugees. But it omitted refer-
ence to the camps. And the May Joint Declaration of Presidents
Obama and Park Geun-hye omitted human rights principles as a foun-
dation of peaceful reunification. Denuclearization, democracy and a
market economy were mentioned but do not adequately cover those
principles.

On this 60" anniversary of the US-ROK alliance, it is time for the
US and South Korea to begin to end the exceptionalism accorded
North Korea in the human rights area, and to develop a strategy with
other countries and international institutions for bringing onto the
diplomatic agenda international access to North Korea’s political
prisoners.
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Middle East Q&A:
Egypt’s 2013 Coup and the Demise of Democracy

Jang Ji-Hyang and Peter Lee
Research Fellow and Program Officer
The Asan Institute for Policy Studies

Egypt’s future looks bleaker than ever. One year since its first ever
democratic elections, mass protests and the military have ousted
President Mohamed Morsi from the Muslim Brotherhood in a popu-
larly-supported coup. Viewed by his secular liberal critics as an in-
capable authoritarian fundamentalist, Morsi’s brief tenure at the helm
of Egyptian politics was marred by consecutive crises. Egypt today is
poorer, more polarized, and more unsafe than it was a year ago.
However, his ouster should be no cause for celebration. This Asan Issue
Brief argues that the Egyptian people have sold their hard-won democ-
racy to the military in exchange for temporary relief from economic
frustration. This is a deal with the devil whose long-term repercussions
for the future of Egyptian democracy will soon become apparent.

Q. Is Egypt’s 2013 military coup a setback for democracy?

Yes. It has set a dangerous precedent for the future of civil-military
relations. It has set the stage for rule by the fickle and temperamental.
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[t will alienate the country’s moderate Islamists — both the Muslim
Brotherhood and the Wasat Party — from the democratic experiment.
And, most importantly, it will entrench the misconception that de-
mocracy is simply the power of popular protest and not about elections,
political settlement, and, most importantly, tolerance.

At its core, democracy encompasses free and fair elections and the
supremacy of the rule of law. No matter how incompetent or incapable
a government is, its electoral mandate should be respected. Public an-
ger and opposition obstructionism are all legitimate reactions to bad
governance, but the ultimate arbiter of a government’s performance
must be the ballot box. In democratizing countries such as Egypt, inter-
vention risks further trapping the country in what Przeworski once
called the “valley of transition” where the necessary reforms for democ-
ratization are hard to implement.

Q. What were the reasons behind the protests and coup?

Economic mismanagement and marginalization of the opposition. The
greatest challenge for Morsi and the Muslim Brotherhood has been
their failure to improve Egypt’s economic situation. Almost all eco-
nomic indicators, from inflation to unemployment, show that Egypt
today is worse off than a year ago. Political instability in the newly de-
mocratizing country deterred essential international investment, with
the economy barely surviving on financial loans from wealthy Gulf
states such as Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates.

Yet there exists a fundamental misunderstanding of the fruits of de-
mocracy among the opposition. In new democracies, economic reform
is the most urgent yet most difficult task. Democracy is not necessarily
an economically efficient system, but people in all segments of society
expect to be better off in a new system. That is why many of the con-

Middle East Q&A: Egypt’s 2013 Coup and the Demise of Democracy | 19

ditions that international financial institutions place on the provision
of loans — shrinking the size of the state and removing inefficient
grants such as food and fuel subsidies — are often excruciatingly diffi-
cult for new democracies to meet. New democracies face resistance
from not only the bloated state bureaucracy created by previous au-
thoritarian regimes, but also the middle and lower classes who enjoyed
the benefits of subsidies. And yet, democracies do not repress those
complaints. In this regard, Egypt was not a deviant case in the trajectory
of new democracies’ economic challenges.

Secondly, it was always a difficult task for the Muslim Brotherhood
to adopt an inclusive governing style. Having been repressed for deca-
des and operated in the shadows of Egyptian society, it lacks the experi-
ence of compromising and negotiating within an institutional setting.
Using its grassroots influence, the Brotherhood was able to mobilize
its supporters to capture an overwhelming parliamentary majority and
win the presidency. However, those same attributes that helped it win
power have not helped it from sharing power. Instead, the Brothers
sought to exclude the secular liberal opposition from the new political
order and push its pro-Islamic agenda on the country’s religious
minorities. Nevertheless, faced with growing pressure, Morsi did even-
tually pull back from some of his harsher rhetoric and policies.

Q. Why did so many people protest this time?

Democratization creates expectations. Egypt’s 2011 revolution has
opened the space for the people to express their grievances and
preferences. Even during the height of 2011’s revolution, many people
remained fearful that if the protests failed, there would be violent
consequences. With the fear that Egyptians lived under during the
Mubarak era now gone, tens of millions have been able to take to the
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streets to voice their opinions and to seek their own interests. The peo-
ple’s newfound political freedom creates impatience when their live-
lihoods do not begin to improve. Watching the same old economic
problems continue to fester leads to a sense of frustration; a sense that
the revolution has failed. One of democracy’s greatest strengths is that
political expression will not risk retribution and punishment.

Q. Who are the winners and losers of the 2013 coup?

The military won and the Muslim Brotherhood lost. Looking back over
the past year, one of the great falschoods of Morsi’s tenure was that he
had tamed the Egyptian military. When Morsi orchestrated the resig-
nation of Field Marshall Mohamed Tantawi, Chairman of the
Supreme Council of the Armed Forces (SCAF), in August 2012, many
commentators hailed the move as a victory in civilian control over the
military. What the 2013 coup has demonstrated, however, is that after
six decades of accumulating power as an institution, the military can-
not be tamed by politicians. We are witnessing the beginning of a dan-
gerous chapter where periodic military interventions to ‘stabilize’ the
country may become the new norm in Egypt. Having attempted dur-
ing the tumultuous post-Mubarak transition to avoid being blamed
for the ensuing chaos, instability, and incompetence, the military pre-
fers this to trying to actually rule. This way it can preserve its economic
interests and also its high prestige among the Egyptian people.

In contrast, the Muslim Brotherhood now faces an existential di-
lemma since the military issued arrest warrants against 300 of its
leaders. Having participated in the democratic process, been demo-
cratically-elected, yet been removed from power by the military after
only a year, the question will arise for the Brothers: Why bother with

democracy? To be sure, we are unlikely to see a total breakdown into
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civil war in the short-term. The Brothers will recall their long op-
pression during the Mubarak era when they were severely persecuted
and imprisoned and will be hesitant to engage in a militant response.
Nonetheless, in the long-term, these moderate Islamists may reject de-
mocracy as being unable to accommodate their political aspirations.
Then, the consequences would be that any future government would
be stuck in a vicious cycle, unable to effectively govern, and faced with
entrenched resistance from a sizeable portion of the population. It
should not be forgotten that the Muslim Brotherhood’s Freedom and
Justice Party earned 47.2 percent of the vote in the previous parlia-
mentary elections while Morsi was elected with 51.7 percent of the

popular vote.
Q. What does the 2013 coup mean for South Korea?

It is a test for Korea’s middle power aspirations. Given that Egypt is
a critical player in the region’s security and power configuration,
Korea, as a member of the United Nations Security Council and
emerging middle power, needs to closely observe the future of Egypt’s
democracy just as the entire international community is doing so. Of
course, there is a certain detachment for many Koreans watching the
current turmoil in Egypt. The country is not a major source of oil, nor
does our bilateral trade rank particularly high at roughly $18 billion.

However, Egypt is the region’s traditional great power and a key
player in the Arab League mediating in the Israel-Palestine conflict and
Iranian nuclear negotiations, and pushing to end the Syrian civil war.
For Korea, the promise of an active, democratic Egypt that plays a con-
structive role in stabilizing the region’s many flash-points is something
that must be strongly supported. To support Egypt’s continued move
towards democracy, Korea should use its position at the UNSC to pres-
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sure the Egyptian military to call for fresh elections as soon as possible.

Whether Egypt emerges as a peaceful, prosperous democracy also
holds major implications for Korea’s Middle East trade policy. Egypt
represents a huge untapped market of 83 million potential consumers
and a strategic trade location at the crossroads of Europe, Africa, and
Asia. As Korea continues to diversify its trade relationships in the re-

gion, fostering ties with newly emerging oil-rich democracies such as
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(2011.09~12), 72 AF-Hok F3e] 9 LM NEF2], 12/ -5 FHo]
o} 8 Wi =5 O 2= “Japanese History Textbook Issues in Sino-Japanese Re-

lationship (I-1)” (New Thinking (g Il), 2010.06, Vol. 72 £} 2010.07, Vol. 73),

“The Multilateral Economic Cooperation for Tumen River Area and China’s Leadership”
(FEAA A AT, Vol. 13, n0.2 2010.12), “n]=] A AIF0] 7 of 2ot AZks}e] ot
QI= AP, (Fa5 Al A2 A, No. 2012-23, 2012.08), “5= &+ o A 9] ¥}

A A AR A e] Bt A9} s R, (2012 - A HA]
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A 2+2 for the Future: The First Korea-Australia
Foreign and Defence Ministers’ Meeting

Lee Jaehyon and Joo Haeri
Research Fellow and Program Officer
The Asan Institute for Policy Studies

Korea, having a 2+2 Meeting with Australia?

On July 3-4, 2013, Korea and Australia held the inaugural Foreign
and Defence Ministers’ Meeting (hereafter 2+2) in Seoul. In addition
to Korea’s 2+2 meeting with the United States, which has been held
biennially since 2010, the meeting marks Korea’s second such
dialogue." Whereas the 2+2 with the United States understandably
receives more attention and acceptance given its weight in Korea’s se-
curity matters, the Korea-Australia 2+2 meeting raises many ques-
tions. Why Australia? Is Australia such a crucial partner for Korea’s for-
eign, security and defence interests to warrant holding a 2+2 meeting?
What would be discussed in the meeting? Ordinary Koreans would not
put Australia high on a list of potential security partners, at least for
now. The meeting, unlike the Korea-United States 2+2 meeting, is not
about imminent and pending issues between the two countries. It is
more about middle power diplomacy (MPD) — how to better coor-
dinate and cooperate on foreign and defence policies between the two
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“pivotal middle powers” for the sake of their national and regional
interests. Therefore, the Korea-Australia 2+2 meeting is futuristic in
nature.

What's Been Discussed and What Are the Implications for the Region?

Forging a closer bilateral partnership — Joint Statement

The ministers in the Korea-Australia 2+2 meeting expressed their
consensus on the future direction of cooperation in the meeting’s
“Joint Statement.” The statement starts with a strong emphasis on a
broad-based strategic partnership and economic-security cooperation
between the two countries. The ministers also reached consensus on
their views regarding the North Korea issue. The statement un-
equivocally urges North Korea to fully comply with its international
obligations, particularly its duties related to its nuclear program. The
statement also demands that North Korea take proper measures to im-
prove human rights by directly mentioning “the recent forced repa-
triation of nine children” from Laos via China. The ministers also ex-
pressed their support for setting up the United Nations Commission
of Inquiry into human rights abuses in the North.

Beyond the Korean Peninsula, Australian Foreign Minister, Bob
Carr, and Defence Minister, Stephen Smith, voiced their support for
Korea’s “Trust-Building Process on the Korean Peninsula” and
“Initiative on the Northeast Asia Peace and Cooperation.” In addition,
the statement also touches upon some new aspects of security issues
and ways to deal with them, which require better global and regional
coordination among countries. The four ministers agreed to cooperate
with each other on cybersecurity — a new security issue — and on other
existing security threats as well. The statement also mentions that the
ministers agreed to “acknowledge the important contribution of the
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annual Seoul Defence Dialogue for senior regional Defence officials
and also welcome the Australia-hosted 1.5 Track North East Asia
Security and Defence Forum in 2013.” These efforts made by the two
countries deserve praise in that they made opportunity and official
space for senior defence officials and academics from around Northeast
Asia, Australia, and the United States to gather together.

Strategic implications for the region

However, the 2+2 meeting does not seem to have drawn much atten-
tion from regional countries. Nevertheless, that Korea and Australia,
two regional middle powers and allies of the United States, held a for-
eign-defence ministers meeting that will have some strategic ram-
ifications for the region. As far as the United States is concerned, the
2+2 is good news. At least, it would not do any harm to US strategy
in the Asia-Pacific. In a sense, the Korea-Australia 2+2 is a completion
of a missing link in the region. The United States already has a 2+2
with Australia and Korea separately. With the Korea-Australia 2+2, the
Australia-US, US-Korea and Korea-Australia 2+2 linkages are now
complete.

These linkages among the three countries will be a strategic asset in
the US pivot to Asia. As far as US strategic interests are concerned, it
would have been better if there had been a “2+2+2” — where the foreign
and defence ministers of the three countries could get together. This
kind of linkage could have shown, in a sense, that the US pivot to Asia
had significant regional support and had the potential to encircle
China if necessary. Instead, the three 2+2 meetings are a good alter-
native from the US perspective. While it does not immediately raise
eyebrows in China, it still has the potential to consolidate strategic co-
operation among the three allies.

The Korea-Australia 2+2 is something to watch closely as far as
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China is concerned. Both Korea and Australia are pivotal countries in
the region. The two countries are strategically located in the regional
geopolitical scene and both are US allies, with significant economic
power. Korea is geographically a neighbour of China. Individually,
Korea already has deep economic relations with China. Australia is im-
portant for China as a source of commodities. China has every reason
to foster friendly relations with the two middle powers to outwit the
US pivot to Asia. It is in China’s interest not to make the two countries
inimical to China, at the least. In the worst case, it would be a serious
strategic setback for China if the two middle powers were to team up
with the United States. If this is the case, it does not just mean that
China loses the two countries. The development would affect other
regional countries to review their strategic posture in the US-China ri-
valry in Asia.

When the rise of China and the US pivot to Asia met in the Asia-Pacific,
it created a strategic competition between the two superpowers. The
competition is basically a race to expand their own strategic spaces in
the Asia-Pacific. If the race deepens, it narrows spaces for other regional
countries and eventually there will be no space left for other regional
countries to manoeuvre, which means that those countries are now
forced to choose between the United States and China. Small and me-
dium countries in the region, not to be engulfed by the strategic ex-
pansions of the two superpowers, have to maintain and expand, if pos-
sible, their own autonomous strategic spaces. Given the overwhelming
power of the United States and China, a single country’s effort to pre-
serve its autonomy will be a daunting job. Joint actions and endeavours
by a group of middle powers, however, have a better chance to secure
their strategic space. It is better if the effort by the middle powers is
backed up by smaller powers or by other middle powers such as ASEAN
in the Asia-Pacific context. Closer 2+2 cooperation between Korea and
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Australia has the potential to maintain and expand regional small and
medium countries’ autonomous space.

The Korea-Australia 2+2 meeting has some strategic implications
for Japan as well. Japan has long been a lynchpin of the US strategic
posture in the Asia-Pacific. Recently, however, Japan’s position is be-
ing eroded by other regional powers like Australia and Korea. Japan’s
economic hardship is salt in the wound. In addition, Japan is strategi-
cally hard-pressed by China because of maritime territorial disputes
and of its strong nationalist foreign policy under Prime Minister Abe.
Japan is working hard to secure its position in the regional strategic
scene. One such effort has been a series of meetings among defence
ministers of Japan, Australia, and the United States on the side of the
Shangri-La Dialogue in Singapore. In addition, Japan has 2+2 meet-
ings with the United States and Australia. The Korea-Australia 2+2,
and thereby the indirect linkage of 2+2 dialogues among Korea,
Australia, and the United States, is a blow to Japan’s recent attempts
to shore up its position.

ASEAN countries’ strategic interests in the Asia-Pacific might also
be affected by the Korea-Australia 2+2 meeting if it develops further
in the future. ASEAN has been punching above its weight strategically
in the region thanks to the power of numbers — the collective power
of 10 ASEAN countries. This power has enabled ASEAN to get region-
al countries, including superpowers such as China and the United
States to respect ASEAN’s voice despite the fact that ASEAN countries
individually are rather weak. This structure, often called ASEAN cen-
trality, is only sustainable when regional countries orbiting around
ASEAN are in competition or at least are divided. This is exactly why
ASEAN was alert when three Northeast Asian neighbours — Korea,
China and Japan — launched trilateral cooperation. In a similar vein,
it would make a crack in the ASEAN centrality strategy if regional piv-
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otal powers reach a strategic consensus to have their own bilateral or
minilateral frameworks without ASEAN. The Korea-Australia 2+2
meeting could potentially be interpreted as the beginning of a crack
in the ASEAN centrality structure in the Asia-Pacific.

Future of Korea-Australia 2+2: Dos and Don’ts

The beginning of middle power cooperation

Korea and Australia should make the 2+2 meeting a launch pad for
genuine middle power cooperation. In many ways, Australia is an ideal
middle power cooperation partner. The two countries have substantial
economic power with similar economic sizes’ while the economic
structures are mutually complementary.” Korea is Australia’s 4th larg-
est trading partner and its 3rd largest export market. Korea imports lots
of commodities from Australia while Australia imports manufacturing
and consumer goods from Korea (refer to Table 1). As G20 members,
both Korea and Australia are active actors and have a significant say
in regional and global economic and trade matters.

Table 1. Major Items of Korea-Australia Trade (2012)

(Unit: US$ Million)

Korea’s Exports to Australia Korea’s Imports from Australia

Item Amount Item Amount
1 | Petroleum Product 3,096 Petroleum/ Coal 9,478
2 | Car 2,607 1 Coal 6,465
3 | Electronic Product 910 Crude Oil 2,187
4 | Machinery & Computer 705 LNG 802
5 | Steel Products 230 5 Ore 8,189
6 | Plastic 252 Iron Ore 6,323
7 | Steel 220 3 | Meat 780
8 | Rubber Products 185 4 | Grain 747
9 | Paper & Board 162 | Source: Embassy of the Republic of Korea
10 | Inorganic Compound 128 | to the Commonwealth of Australia
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Second, the two countries, being strong allies of the United States
for the past few decades, have particular strategic meaning in the
Asia-Pacific, especially after the US pivot to Asia. This is an incentive
for bilateral strategic and military cooperation to cope with common
threats or challenges. Third, both Australia and Korea enjoy stable
democratic politics, which is an exception rather than a norm in this
region. The two countries have a common interest in promoting de-
mocracy and good governance in the region. Fourth, the two countries
have experience cooperating in many regional multilateral institutions
such as the East Asia Summit (EAS), Asia-Pacific Economic Council
(APEC), ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), ASEAN Defence Ministers’
Meeting Plus (ADMM-+) and so forth. In addition, Korea and Australia
put their hands together in a KIA (Korea-Indonesia-Australia) mini-
lateral cooperation dialogue in the previous government. Bilaterally,
the two governments have been conducting both Track I and Track
II strategic dialogues for a few years.

Most importantly, self-perceptions and foreign policy priorities of
the two countries are focused on middle power activism. Australia,
with its proven track-record as a middle power, clearly recognises itself
as a middle power. For example, Australian Prime Minister Kevin
Rudd, when he was the Minister for Foreign Affairs, opined, “Australia
is a middle power with regional and global interests.”* Korea, too, has
emerged as a significant middle power player in global and regional af-
fairs in recent years. It is the world’s first country to go from being an
aid recipient to an aid donor. Furthermore, with its successful hosting
of global events such as the G20 summit, Nuclear Security Summit,
and 4th High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness (HLF4) has increased
its visibility as a regional and global middle power substantially.’

Australia, particularly in the post-Cold War period, has been one of
the most important middle power players in the region. The country
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spearheaded the advent of APEC and has been active in ARF and EAS
more recently. In the 1990s, Australia began to engage extensively with
Asian countries under the leadership of former Prime Minister Paul
Keating.’ The tradition is an important element in Australian foreign
policy, summed up in a recent foreign policy vision, Australia in the
Asian Century.” Meanwhile, the Park Geun-hye government is pursu-
ing “Middle Power Diplomacy” along with a “Trust-building Process
on the Korean Peninsula” and the “Northeast Asia Peace and Cooperation
Initiative” as one of its major foreign policy visions. The ministers in
the 2+2 meeting already indicated that they “agreed that Korea and
Australia, as middle powers with regional and global interests and lev-
erage, would jointly seek to enhance regional and global stability and
prosperity, in partnership with other key middle power countries.”

More than anything else, middle power cooperation between Korea
and Australia should focus on the provision of regional and global com-
mon goods on top of bilateral issues and interests. Among others, deep-
ening regional multilateral cooperation and fixing the deficit of in-
stitutionalisation of regional institutions would be a challenge for
Korea and Australia to jointly tackle.® There are numerous non-tradi-
tional and human security challenges on which the two countries have
expertise and common interests. Joint operation in humanitarian aid
and disaster relief (HADR) would be a good item for cooperation. The
Asia-Pacific region is exposed to massive and frequent natural disasters
and maritime insecurity, including piracy.” Lack of human and materi-
al capacity, and preparedness, however, has prevented swift responses
to disasters, leaving many casualties and economic losses. Joint ex-
ercises and operations between Korea and Australia will not only help
those in disaster-stricken areas, but also be an example for regional
countries to learn from.

Cybersecurity is also increasingly becoming a major security threat
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in the regional and global scene. Both Korea and Australia are so de-
pendent on networked industrial infrastructure and at the same time
are vulnerable to cyberattack and crimes. Therefore, Korea and
Australia, fortunately equipped with high IT skills and expertise, have
to jointly counter this transnational challenge not only for the interests
of the two countries, but also for the sake of the regional and global
community as a whole. Climate change might be another issue for
common interests. Australia has been an active participant in the global
discussion on climate change. Korea, similarly, has been championing
green growth since the previous government. Australia’s accumulated
know-how on climate change issues would bring about a substantial
common good for the region if it is met with Korea’s emphasis on link-
ing responses to climate change with economic growth. Cooperation
between Korea and Australia in the field of development cooperation
is promising as well. Australia has been one of the major players in the
development cooperation while Korea has substantially stepped up its
official development assistance (ODA) commitment. The two coun-
tries can coordinate their ODA policies to increase aid effectiveness
and champion the issue of development cooperation in global multi-
lateral economic institutions such as the G20.

Mind regional strategic circumstances

As mentioned earlier, the Korea-Australia 2+2 meeting would
strengthen bilateral cooperation and enhance middle power diplo-
macy and regional cooperation. Furthermore, the deepening of strate-
gic cooperation between Australia and Korea would make regional ac-
tors be more alert either in a positive way or negative way. This possi-
bility, if managed well, would enhance the leverage or bargaining pow-
er of Korea in its relations with other regional players, i.e. the United
States, China, Japan, and ASEAN. The pivotal middle power coopera-
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tion of Korea and Australia could be used as a bargaining chip in their
negotiation with stronger counterparts. In a more positive way, the
deepening of strategic cooperation between Korea and Australia would
provide a third alternative beyond a simple dichotomy — either the
United States or China.

Some words of caution are needed at this point, however. As widely
accepted, the strategic circumstance in this part of the world is highly
volatile. Any initiative or move by one is easily misunderstood by com-
peting powers. So much so, the Korea-Australia 2+2 meeting and any
developments thereafter have a risk of being misunderstood by region-
al countries. Assuming that the 2+2 coordination further develops and
consolidates, the United States may hail the development. The United
States may think it as a completion of a strategic chain envisioned by
the United States in the Asia-Pacific.

On the contrary, China would be uncomfortable with the two US
allies putting their hands together, completing the US strategic circle
in the Asia-Pacific. In a different context, deeper bilateral cooperation
up to a level of a strategic consensus between Korea and Australia would
narrow the strategic manoeuvring space of Japan in the group of US
allies in the Asia-Pacific. ASEAN countries may interpret the close co-
operation as a variable that may weaken their centrality and the source
of their bargaining leverage. In sum, despite the good will behind the
2+2 meeting, it has a high chance of being misinterpreted by regional
countries.

The Korea-Australia 2+2 and its further development, have to be
careful not to send out wrong signals to regional countries. Being auda-
cious in advancing the dialogue is different from being apathetic to the
responses of other neighbouring countries. From the beginning, the
2+2 cooperation between Korea and Australia has to make it clear that

their middle power cooperation is not to encircle or to outmanoeuvre
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anyone in the region, whether it is China, Japan or ASEAN. Particu-
larly, it is important to get the right balance between the United States
and China given the fact that both Korea and Australia have huge eco-
nomic and security stakes with both countries.

From the beginning, the 2+2 has to put bilateral interests forward
as the main goal of the meeting. More importantly, foreign policy and
defence cooperation should be described as their joint effort to provide
regional common goods. Concrete actions, of course, should follow
this clarification. In addition, when the cooperation is further con-
solidated in the future, it should be transparent and flexible — open
for other countries to join, especially in the field of security coo-
peration. For example, the 1.5 Track North East Asia Security and
Defence Forum proposed in the 2+2 meeting in 2013 could be utilised
to secure transparency and openness of Korea-Australia security coop-
eration by inviting most regional countries to the forum.

Middle powers in the Asia-Pacific should be facilitators, mediators,
and conveners rather than leaders. Depicting the middle power’s role
in this region as such would be helpful to avoid any misunderstanding
of Korea-Australia middle power cooperation. Although this may
sound simple and familiar, the middle power’s role has two hidden
aspects. First, the facilitator, mediator, or convener role of Korea and
Australia is not simply someone walking in the middle or mirroring
opposing or competing views and positions. It has to have its own
views, agenda, and visions for the region. Without this qualification,
the role is simply that of a messenger rather than of a pivotal middle
power.

Second, middle powers in the Asia-Pacific actually have to lead oth-
ers without being leaders. Leading superpowers in this region are not
unable to lead. Strategic competition among superpowers and poten-

tial leaders prevents a country to be a leader, which makes regional co-
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operation in the Asia-Pacific different from that of Europe. While
powerful countries such as France and Germany led regional in-
tegration in Europe, China or Japan — perhaps the Asia-Pacific equiv-
alents of France and Germany — are unable to carry out such a role.
Middle powers, therefore, can, on the one hand, persuade the super-
powers and, on the other hand, lead smaller countries to pool their re-
sources together for the region.

Well Begun Is Half Done

Despite the past history of bilateral cooperation between Korea and
Australia through regional multilateral cooperation frameworks and
other occasions of bilateral or minilateral talks and dialogues, this is
the first time that defence and foreign ministers from the two countries
have gotten together to discuss their common interests. In fact, this first
meeting is a symbolic event. The joint statement for the press might
look very abstract. We, however, have to look beyond this first meeting.
There are plenty of opportunities not just for Korea and Australia but
also for the region as a whole if the two governments manage the 2+2
meeting well and maintain the momentum of middle power coo-
peration. Middle power diplomacy is one of the main foreign policy
visions of the current Park Geun-hye administration. There is no
doubt of Australia’s commitment in middle power diplomacy. The
very concept of middle power diplomacy may start with this 2+2 meet-
ing of “regional pivotal middle powers.”

Taking this opportunity, the Korean government has to seriously set
to work on a grand vision of middle power diplomacy, given that it
is one of the three main pillars of the government’s foreign policy
vision. The middle power diplomacy grand plan and strategy should
focus on non-traditional security and human security functionally and
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on regional and inter-regional middle power networking. The Korea-
Australia 2+2 meeting has to be the basis as well as an essential part of
the Korean middle power diplomacy grand plan. At the same time, the
meeting should be the starting point of drawing a middle power diplo-
macy grand plan. The experience and know-how that the Korean gov-
ernment would gain from 2+2 meetings with Australia in the coming
years will lead to bigger and more successful Korean middle power
diplomacy. Both the Korean and Australian governments should not
miss this golden opportunity and maintain the momentum.
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. In contrast, Australia has 2+2 meetings with Japan and Indonesia, which were both held in 2012 for
the first time. It has also had foreign and defence ministerial consultations with United States
(AUSMIN), United Kingdom (AUKMIN), and Singapore (SAJMC) which can be seen as 3+3
meetings including Trade ministers.

. The two countries are similar in economic size. Australia’s gross domestic product (GDP) is US$1.3
trillion in 2011 while that of Korea is US$1.1 trillion in the same year. By GDP, Australia is ranked
at 13th while Korea is 15th. See: The World Bank, World Databank, http://data.worldbank.org/
indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD.

. Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Australian Government, 7rade Matters 2012 Australia—
trading with the world, http:/[www.dfat.gov.au/tradematters/.

. Kevin Rudd, “Australia’s Foreign Policy Interests in the Middle East” (speech, Canberra, February
22, 2011), heep://www.foreignminister.gov.au/speeches/2011/kr_sp_110222.html.

. The Australian Defence White Paper recognises, “The Republic of Korea is a significant middle
power---with a growing range of interests in wider regional and global stability.” Commonwealth of
Australia, Australian Defence White Paper 2013.

6. Paul Keating, Engagement: Australia faces the Asia-Pacific (Sydney: Macmillan, 2011).
7. Commonwealth of Australia, Australia in the Asian Century White Paper 2012, http://asiancentury.

dpmc.gov.au/white-paper.

. For example, when it comes to security and defence cooperation, the Asia-Pacific region has the ARF
and ADMM+. There are various schemes for economic integration and of trade liberalisation,
including APEC, EAFTA, CEPEA, RCEP, and TPP. For regional architecture, the region has
ASEAN, ASEM, ASEAN+3, EAS, etc. None of them, however, progressed or performed convincingly.
Most of them are characterised by soft institutionalism, which presumably explains the poor
performance of regional multilateral institutions.

. After 2000, the region had a huge tsunami in the Indian Ocean (2004), cyclone Nargis that swept
Myanmar (2007), and, more recently, unusually massive flood cases in many of Southeast Asian

countries, notably the one in 2011, Thailand.
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1. Go Myong-Hyun, 2013. “Economic Improvement in North Korea,” The Asan Institute for Policy
Studies Issue Brief No. 58.
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Middle East Q&A: Iran’s New Moderate President
and Resetting the Relationship

Jang Ji-Hyang and Peter Lee
Research Fellow and Program Officer
The Asan Institute for Policy Studies

On August 4, 2013, Hassan Rouhani took office as the 7th president
of the Islamic Republic of Iran. Many view his election as an oppor-
tunity to reset the troubled relationship between Iran and the interna-
tional community. This Asan Issue Brief argues that while there are
promising signs that Rouhani and his reformist-centrist faction will
make progress on improving the economy and fostering greater plural-
ism at home, he will face strong challenges from conservative hard-lin-
ers opposed to any changes to the country’s foreign policy. Continued
public support for the country’s nuclear program and Rouhani’s re-
cord as a naive reformist during his time as chief nuclear negotiator will
inhibit any grand bargains. Nonetheless, he will shun the confronta-
tional rhetoric of his predecessor and be more open to any negotiations
with the United States that could strengthen his position domestically.

This Issue Brief also examines the implications of Rouhani’s election
for Korea. On the security front, Iran continues to see North Korea
as a pragmatic partner given the mutual benefits from technical cooper-

ation and arms sales between the two countries. On trade relations,
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South Korea has a keen interest in whether Rouhani can successfully
implement a reformist agenda and convince the US and others to lift
sanctions. Also, as the Park Geun-hye administration promotes the
role of small and medium-sized enterprises (SME) as vehicles of growth
and job creation, the easing of sanctions on Iran, where more than
2,000 Korean SMEs were working until recently, will be pivotal for
her administration’s performance.

Q. Who is Hassan Rouhani and how much power does he wield?

A reformist, but with limited foreign policy making power. Hassan
Rouhani came to power with the backing of the reformist-centrist coa-
lition, including former presidents Mohammad Khatami and Akbar
Rafsanjani. Having been a national security advisor and chief nuclear
negotiator, he has long experience in dealing with the international
community. Interestingly, despite being the only cleric among the can-
didates for this year’s presidential election, Rouhani’s policy platform
was also the most reformist-oriented.

So who were the 50.7 percent who voted for Rouhani in the first
round of the elections? The main constituents for the reformist faction
include educated intellectuals, the urban middle class, women, and
youth. Given that Iran is experiencing one of the world’s most extreme
youth bulges, with more than 60 percent of the population under 30
years old, the youth vote in particular played an important role. In con-
trast, Saced Jalili, the current chief nuclear negotiator and outgoing
president Mahmoud Ahmedinejad’s designated successor, only re-
ceived 11.3 percent of the vote. This was a clear rejection of Ahmedine-
jad’s eight-year rule. During the election’s televised debate, all of the
other candidates cited Jalili’s failure in stopping the US and European
Union from implementing their latest sanctions as evidence of his un-
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suitability to lead the country.

Rouhani has focused on solving the country’s deep economic prob-
lems under the electoral slogan of “hope and prudence.” While Iran
has lived under some form of sanctions ever since the 1979 Islamic
Revolution without economic collapse, the past decade has been acute-
ly difficult. This has largely been due to Ahmedinejad’s eight years of
economic mismanagement as well as the EU’s recent severing of trade
ties. Today, the official inflation rate is currently hovering around 30
percent, though it is widely believed to be anywhere from 60 to 80
percent. Consequently, Rouhani has made improving the economy his
foremost priority.

Perhaps the best way to understand the role of the president in
Iranian politics is to think of it as akin to an elected Interior Minis-
ter-cum-Finance Minister. The president has free reign to pursue a
wide range of domestic reforms and economic policies, but not on for-
eign policy issues. Until 2009’s fraudulent election and violent crack-
down against the protestors, Iran was considered one of the region’s
better democracies along with Israel, Turkey, and Lebanon, having
competitive elections and institutional checks and balances. But grow-
ing clashes between the reformist movement — led by President
Khatami and the burgeoning civil society — and the unelected con-
servative factions — mainly from the Judiciary and Islamic Revolutio-
nary Guard Corps (IRGC) — in the early 2000s, saw the country back-
track on many of its democratic aspects. Even Ahmedinejad, a staunch
conservative, often ran afoul of the country’s unelected Supreme
Leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, despite being strongly endorsed in
his 2009 reelection. To rule, Rouhani will now have to negotiate with
a range of unelected bodies and ultimately receive Khamenei’s endorse-
ment.
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Q. Will there be a critical change in Iran’s nuclear aspirations?

Up to a point. Iran will continue negotiating, but with a milder attitude.
The official Iranian position will remain that they are not seeking nu-
clear weapons, but rather nuclear energy for peaceful uses. This will
be the starting point for any discussion of how Rouhani is likely to ap-
proach the nuclear issue. In his inauguration speech, the new president
stated that foreign powers should speak with Iran in the language of
respect. The purported self-reliance that nuclear energy will bring as
well as the prestige of mastering a technology traditionally reserved for
the great powers are significant factors in Iran’s strategic calculation.
Furthermore, Iran now finds itself trapped in a ‘path dependency,’
whereby it is too late to dismantle the nuclear program given the time,
resources, and political and social costs it has incurred over the past
decade.

Progress on the Iranian nuclear program today has created such mo-
mentum that there are very few, if any, domestic forces pushing to give
it up. Even as sanctions hurt the country’s economy, Iranians widely
criticized the poor negotiation skills of the Ahmedinejad government,
not the nuclear program itself. Rather, efforts by the international
community to stop the program have often galvanized public opinion
in favor of it. Also, Israel’s attempts to slow the program, such as the
assassination of nuclear scientists and cyber attacks, have instead em-
powered hard-liners that praise the murdered scientists as martyrs for
a greater cause.

Rouhani will also be hindered by his record as a naive reformist who
played into the hands of the West during his time as chief nuclear nego-
tiator under former president Khatami. In 2004, Rouhani was in-
strumental in temporarily freezing the country’s nuclear program and
fostering closer ties with the EU. Yet, the subsequent failure of those
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efforts to substantially lift international sanctions led to Ahmedinejad’s
rise and also a deep suspicion among many Iranians, including
Ayatollah Khamenei, of conceding anything on the nuclear front.

In sum, the final decision about Iran’s nuclear program is made by
Khamenei. Also, Rouhani will be wary of making the same mistake
twice. However, the new president will adopt a more flexible strategy
at the negotiation table, particularly on the lifting of sanctions, al-
though here will be no freeze on enrichment or the removal of cen-
trifuges. In a similar vein, regarding the Syrian issue, the new moderate
government will not dramatically withdraw its support for the Assad
regime. This will only be possible insofar as Iran is offered feasible in-
centives to do so, such as the easing of sanctions and efforts by the West
to ensure that no radical Sunni regime takes power in a post-Assad
Syria.

Q. Will the United States change its policy towards Iran?

Yes. In tone, if not substance. From American perspectives, the nuclear
issue, while critical, is not the only issue at stake. Iran also remains cru-
cial to successfully resolving some of the Middle East’s most intractable
security problems, including the US drawdown in Afghanistan, Iraq’s
sectarian bloodshed, the Syrian civil war, and the survival of Hezbollah
in Lebanon. To resolve these challenges, the momentum to engage
Rouhani — a man who said that he would work to improve the relation-
ship with the US — will be strong.

Given the limited power of the presidency in Iranian politics to dic-
tate foreign policy decisions, anything that the international commun-
ity can do to weaken the position of the regime’s conservative hard-lin-
ers should be applauded. During the Khatami-Clinton era in the
1990s, when both presidents belonged to liberal-progressive parties,
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relations were particularly amicable. Through the extension of an early
olive branch, President Obama can set the tone with Rouhani for the
remaining four years of his presidency. In fact, some Congressmen and
former government officials have already been urging the president to
support Rouhani by actively offering the possibility of easing sanctions.

However, the passage of the Nuclear Iran Prevention Act on the eve
of Rouhani’s inauguration suggests that Congress — which has been
far more aggressive on the issue of sanctions than the White House —
wants to maintain the status quo. Many Congressmen argue that since
Khamenei continues to control the nuclear program, nothing has
changed. What they fail to recognize, though, is that Rouhani and the
reformists can be bolstered in Iran’s internal politics by improving rela-
tions with the West.

Q. Is there likely to be a change in Iran’s relations with North Korea?

No. Not for the foreseeable future. On the issues of nuclear technology
sharing and military cooperation, the Iran-North Korea relationship
will remain relatively solid for some time. The research and develop-
ment branches of their respective militaries and their weapons pro-
ductions units have invested great time and resources working together
over the past decade. North Korea has needed an opportunity to test
new military technology and gain access to hard currency while Iran
has wanted to secure arms and military training supplies.

This explains why Rouhani invited a senior delegation of North
Korean officials to his inauguration. Led by Kim Yong-nam, Chair-
man of the Presidium of the Supreme People’s Assembly, as well as Pak
Kil-yon, Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs, the delegation included
some the regime’s highest ranking officials. The system of which Rouani

remains a prisoner sees North Korea as a pragmatic partner, not a dan-
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gerous liability. In fact, Rouhani greeted the delegation saying that in-
dependent countries should defend their inalienable nuclear rights.

South Korea must convince Rouhani that it is in Iran’s best interests
to desist from covert military and nuclear cooperation with North
Korea. Given Rouhani’s focus on economic improvement, Seoul has
some leverage as a major trading partner. However, even if Rouhani
can be convinced of this fact, there will be far less leverage to persuade
power brokers in the military in general and the IRGC in particular.

Q. What are the implications for South Korea-Iran trade relations?

It depends. If sanctions are eased to some degree, both countries will
benefit. With the withdrawal of the EU, Japan, South Korea and other
major consumers, sanctions on Iran have allowed China to monopo-
lize its access to cheap oil. The irony of this is that, as Iran’s dependence
on China grows, there may emerge a base level of decline beyond which
Chinese officials will not allow the Iranian economy to fall. If this as-
sessment is valid, South Korea and other major oil importing countries
should focus on persuading the US to support an easing of sanctions
to break Iranian dependence on China. Iran, of course, will then di-
versify its trade partners to escape the consequences of a closed sanc-
tions economy.

For South Korea, President Park Geun-hye has emphasized “econo-
mic democratization” as one of her central policy agendas since her in-
auguration in February. Intended to weaken the conglomerates” mo-
nopolistic control over the economy by empowering SME, she has
sought to strengthen domestic financial regulations on corporate
cross-holdings, support local retailers, and finally sustain develop-
ment. Until the recent sanctions, there were over 2,000 SMEs operat-

ing in Iran, particularly in the manufacturing and construction sectors.
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Whereas Korea’s economic relations with the Middle East are led by
the conglomerates, particularly in places such as the Gulf, Iran is over-
whelmingly dominated by SMEs. Today, many of those companies
have temporarily relocated to nearby Turkey and continue to wait to
return to Iran when sanctions are eased and relations improve.

Jang Ji-Hyang is a Research Fellow and the Director of the
Middle East and North Africa (MENA) Center at the Asan
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parative and Middle East politics at Seoul National University, Yonsei
University, Ewha Woman’s University, and the Hankuk University of
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the Middle East and has most recently published a co-edited book with
Clement M. Henry titled, 7he Arab Spring: Will It Lead to Democratic
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Complex and Confusing:
Public Opinion Reaction to the NIS Scandals

Kim Jiyoon and Karl Friedhoff

Research Fellow and Program Officer
The Asan Institute for Policy Studies

Scandal, Truth, & Politics

Discerning truth from politics is never an easy task, and it was impos-
sible in June and July, 2013 in South Korea. Two major scandals —
one involving the Northern Limit Line (NLL) and the other involving
the National Intelligence Service (NIS) meddling in the 2012 presi-
dential election — came to the fore with the NIS serving as a common
thread between them. The investigations revealed multiple violations
of the law, but the timeline and cast of characters was opaque. Unsur-
prisingly, the country’s major political parties used these scandals to
attack one another, hoping to deflect any negative public opinion in
the direction of their political rivals. However, the complexity of these
scandals and the cynicism of the South Korean public prevented any
significant movement in terms of public opinion.

The parties reached an awkward status quo in early August, unable
to gain or lose ground in terms of public support. But this did not stop
them from partaking in an ugly race to the bottom. This race, interest-
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ingly enough, did not hurt the job approval rating of President Park
Geun-Hye, and it may have helped Ahn Cheol-Soo, the 2017 presi-
dential hopeful. While neither made grand political gestures or speeches,
they stayed above the fray allowing the two parties to demonstrate why
the National Assembly is the least trusted institution in the country.

A Scandal of Choice

The first scandal began in October 2012 — just two months before
the presidential election — when members of the Saenuri Party claim-
ed that former president Roh Moo-Hyun had disavowed the NLL at
his 2007 summit with Kim Jong-Il. To back this claim, party members
cited a then-secret transcript of the meeting in which President Roh
is said to have made the statements. Of course, the timing of these
claims created speculation that this was an attempt to smear Moon
Jae-In, the Democratic [United] Party’s (DP) presidential candidate
and President Roh’s former chief of staff. But the fact that Saenuri had
ostensibly seen this transcript raised serious procedural questions.
Chief among them: Why did members of the Saenuri Party have access
to what was supposed to be classified material? All signs pointed to a
leak from the NIS.

Revealing the transcript now looks like a miscalculation on the part
of the Saenuri Party. First, it failed to dent the presidential hopes of
Mr. Moon, as issues related to North Korea played no part whatsoever
in the presidential election. As shown in Figure 1, South-North rela-
tions were one of the least important issues to the South Korean public
in October and had been for months. More importantly, the disclosure
of the secret transcript broadened suspicion that the NIS was interfer-
ing in the presidential election and spurred the uncovering of the sec-
ond scandal.
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Figure 1. Most Salient Issues to the Korean Public
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By mid-November, rumors had already surfaced in Seoul that a bu-
reau within the NIS was tasked with creating favorable public opinion
for Moon Jae-In as it would be easier for Park Geun-Hye to defeat him
than Ahn Cheol-Soo. While the above scenario was not uncovered by
the subsequent investigation, it was seemingly an open secret that some
type of NIS interference was taking place. Despite the initial inves-
tigation concluding that no meddling took place — a conclusion
reached due to interference in the investigation directed by the then-
Seoul chief of police — a subsequent investigation did uncover NIS
activities.

The exact involvement of Saenuri Party members is not yet clear —
and it may never be — but neither party was punished in the court of
public opinion. Since the December presidential election, support for

the Saenuri Party was elevated and sustained (Figure 2). However, not
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Figure 2. Party Support
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too much should be made of its decline from a high of 49.4% in March
to 41.6% in July. This looks more like a regression to the mean rather
than the party being punished for its role in the scandal. Moreover,
there was no continued decline. In early August support remained in
the mid-40s.

For its part, the DP was at rock bottom since losing the presidential
election, and speculation about its ultimate demise abounded. Yet, it
has also managed to continue on unscathed. Since January, there was
no significant change in the level of party support, and its supporters
dug in, unwilling to abandon their party.

Not to be forgotten throughout this was Ahn Cheol-Soo. Now a
member of the National Assembly, Dr. Ahn was quiet throughout this
process. He allowed the two main parties to clearly demonstrate why

his presence in politics is necessary in a way that Dr. Ahn himself never
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could. These episodes will only serve to strengthen his platform as he
forms his own party and begins a serious run at the presidency in 2017.

Complexity and Confusion

Why the Saenuri Party raised the issue in the first place remains un-
known, but the game did not appear to play out the way its members
anticipated. Asan polling indicates that views of the scandal seem to
break down along party lines, but a high degree of confusion remained
for the Korean public.

Numerous studies have confirmed that the public has a limited level
of sophistication with regard to political knowledge. When an issue
is simple and thoroughly discussed in the public sphere, people are
ready and able to express their opinions. However, in cases where the
subject matter is complex and no clear narrative exists within the public
realm, people rely on the opinions of political elites, parties, and the
journalists that they trust.’ This is particularly true on subjects related
to national security, an issue which divides the South Korean public
along ideological and partisan lines.

When viewing the top-line findings, it looks at first glance as though
the partisan line was upheld. While 40.6% of all respondents stated
agreement with the Saenuri position — that Roh’s NLL comments
should be investigated — 33.7% agreed with the DP position that this
was a political maneuver plotted by the NIS and the Saenuri Party to
distract from the NIS involvement in the December 2012 presidential
election.” But it is important to note that more than one-fifth (21.2%)
responded as “don’t know” (DK). Overall, this roughly aligns with par-
ty support, illustrated previously in Figure 2. However, on this issue
it is important to look at the breakdowns among party supporters.

As illustrated in Table 1, among those who supported the Saenuri
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Table 1
(%)
Saenuri DP DK
Total 40.6 33.7 21.2
Saenuri 57.5 15.2 24.1
DP 26.2 60.4 12.2
Independent 25.0 40.3 26.5

Party, 57.5% agreed with the party position, while 15.2% sided with
the DP. But notably, nearly one-quarter of Saenuri Party supporters
identified as DKs. On the DP side, 60.4% sided with their party, while
26.2% sided with the Saenuri position. The fact that there was such
significant cross-over, as well as a high proportion of DKs illustrates
the confusion surrounding the issue.

Both parties called for a full disclosure of the transcript, albeit for
very different reasons. However, a search at the National Archives —
where the original transcript was supposed to be stored as an electronic
file — turned up nothing. Speculation about where that file is now and
who put it there has sparked rumors that will not be recounted here.
However, it is important to note that the move by the parties to disclose
the transcript was not made at the behest of the public. In fact, the pub-
lic was largely split in late June on what should be done with the docu-
ment in question. While 31.6% thought the entire transcript should
be disclosed, 33.2% of respondents stated that it should remain
classified.” While 21.1% favored revealing only part of the document,
13.0% were DKs. Such a spread is not surprising given the confusion
previously documented, but clearly no public consensus was reached.

When broken down by party affiliation (Table 2), it becomes clear
that respondents did not toe the party line. Instead, they were split be-
tween keeping the document classified and disclosing it in its entirety.
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Table 2

(%)

Partly disclose WIB) ilic:;):ceu:l:lin " Do not disclose DK
Total 21.1 31.6 33.2 13.0
Saenuri 22.2 335 29.4 13.9
DP 21.1 33.0 41.2 4.4
Independent 19.3 26.8 30.9 20.0

There was relatively little appetite for revealing only part of the
transcript. Also notable is that among Saenuri supporters — a group
famous for their unwavering support of the party — 29.4% opposed
disclosing the document and 13.9% identified as DKs.

The take away is that after such a fierce political battle, the public
remained as it was — confused. The NLL itself is too intricate an issue
for the public to understand and the addition of the controversy over
the confidentiality of the summit documents complicates it even more.
Furthermore, the target of accusation is the late president Roh Moo-
Hyun, and accusing him has proved a complicating factor in the whole
affair. What can be said with some certainty is that the debate on the
NLL did not work the way in which the Saenuri Party expected.
Instead, both parties arrived at a tacit understanding to chalk the dis-
pute up to much ado about nothing. It left them both deeply scarred
but able to move forward.

Quo Vadis, National Assembly?

The question that remains is what happens to both parties and, more
broadly, the National Assembly. Although the phenomenon is not ex-
clusive to Korea, the lack of confidence in the National Assembly is
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Figure 3. Confidence in Institutions
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palpable. Since the Asan Institute began tracking confidence in in-
stitutions, the National Assembly has continually been seen as the least
trusted institution (Figure 3).4

There have long been calls for the Blue House to wield less power
over the governing process, and those calls came from all corners and
from the National Assembly, in particular. However, the recent spate
of scandals has done little to present the National Assembly as able to
take on a greater role in governing the country. Instead, its members
continue to pigeon-hole themselves as the sideshow to the Blue House.
With President Park now leading the country, and her approval ratings
virtually unaffected by the scandal, the Blue House remains the sin-
gle-most trusted institution, and the only institution in which a ma-
jority of South Koreans express confidence.

Despite these scandals, it is impossible not to notice just how far
South Korea has come. It was only a generation ago that the KCIA —
the notorious forerunner to the NIS — struck fear into the hearts of
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progressive South Koreans due to its spying, coercion, and torture. By
contrast, it now attempts to influence public opinion through posts
on Internet message boards.

This is in no way meant to minimize the seriousness of an intelligence
agency actively meddling in domestic politics — these are actions that
strike at the very heart of democracy and are reminiscent of the world’s
remaining political backwaters. But what remains curious is that the
activities of the NIS did not yield the kind of public outcry one might
expect considering how seriously the South Korean public generally
guards its democratic principles.

Perhaps the most troubling aspect is the apathy of the Korean public.
This kind of apathy raises concerns about the loss of political efficacy in
Korea. The Asan Institute’s Annual Survey in 2012 indicates 55.1% of
Koreans thought politicians were not interested in what ordinary citizens
think, and 34% were skeptical of the people’s power to change politics.

Even though this was much more complex than the ordinary scandal
in Korea, with significant confusion over what laws were broken and
how severe the punishments should be, citizens have come to expect
this from politicians. But the prospect for real reform is minimal.
Neither party was punished by public opinion, and neither budged
from its position.

In the end, the parties were unable to agree on even who should testify
before the National Assembly in hearings related to the matter, not to
mention a set of serious reforms. Considering that the parliamentary
special committee charged with investigating the NIS scandal should
conclude by August 23, it is obvious that the NIS and NLL disputes
will be remembered as one absurd mishap.
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Appendix

The sample size of each survey was 1,000 respondents over the age
of 19. The surveys were conducted by Research & Research, and the
margin of error is +3.1% at the 95% confidence level. All surveys em-
ployed the Random Digit Dialing method for mobile and landline
telephones.
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B N =

. The work of John Zaller explores this extensively.
. Survey conducted June 22-24.
. Survey conducted June 22-24.

. The increase in confidence for the presidency is a result of the “honeymoon”, as it clearly began to

take hold even before President Park was in office.
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Middle East Q&A: Intervening in Syria and
Lessons for North Korea

Jang Ji-Hyang and Peter Lee
Research Fellow and Program Officer
The Asan Institute for Policy Studies

The Syrian civil war has reached a turning point. On August 21,
2013, the Syrian government was believed to have used sarin gas to in-
discriminately kill over 1,400 civilians and rebel fighters in the suburbs
of Damascus. The use of chemical weapons shows that the last vestiges
of restraint by the regime of Bashar al-Assad have disappeared.
Anything less than a forceful response will signal to dictatorial regimes
around the world that the international community, and particularly
the United States, no longer has the will to deter acts of barbarism.
From a South Korean perspective, how the US and its allies respond
will not only determine the fate of Syria but also set a precedent for
how the international community will deal with North Korea. As US
President Barack Obama declared, the international community’s
credibility is on the line.

This Asan Issue Briefargues that the international community should
punish the Assad regime for its use of chemical weapons. However, be-
cause of the enduring cohesion of the key military elites and the ambiv-
alent international anti-Assad coalition, the civil war will not end any-



114 | ISSUE BRIEF NO. 69

time soon. It also argues that South Korea, as a responsible global actor,
should strongly condemn the regime and provide more humanitarian
assistance. Finally, it contends that South Korea should begin planning
for situations in which North Korea does not completely collapse, but
rather experiences a Syrian-style civil war. The lesson must be to target
only a handful of core military units and incentivize China to not back
the regime.

Q. Is an air strike on Syria a viable response for now?

Yes, to punish the use of chemical weapons against civilians. If the inter-
national community does not punish this flagrant breach of interna-
tional norms, it will give a green light to Assad and other rogue
dictators. But, a limited military action led by the US will not resolve
the two and a half year long civil war where the death toll has exceeded
100,000 and over 6 million people have been displaced. President
Obama declared in August 2012 that the use of chemical weapons in
Syria would cross a red line that would change his calculus and
equation. The August 21 sarin gas attack by the Assad regime is the
first major wartime use of chemical weapons since Saddam Hussein
of Iraq used mustard gas to kill thousands of Iraqi Kurds in the late
1980s.

The Obama administration has reacted swiftly to the attack. Secretary
of State John Kerry has been at the forefront in urging the US Congress
and Senate to endorse a limited military response without boots on the
ground. Internationally, France has also called for a military response
while Turkey, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, and Qatar have
pledged to support a US military response. However, Russia and China
have vehemently opposed any action, questioning whether the Assad
regime was even responsible for the chemical attack and demanding
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that any response should be decided at the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC). For them, the overthrow of Libya’s Muammar
Qaddafi under the pretense of humanitarian protection two years ago
reinforced their suspicion that the doctrine of “Responsibility to
Protect” is merely a foil for Western-backed regime change.

Because of the American public’s opposition to military action, the
Obama administration has made clear that it has no intention of enter-
ing into another war in the Middle East. It has insisted that its response
to the chemical attack will be limited to a small number of targets that
will not overthrow the regime. Instead, the goal is to send a clear signal
to an adversary that crossing a designated threshold set by the interna-
tional community will be punished. Yet, having tacitly permitted
Assad to fight a protracted conflict for two and a half years, the Obama
administration still faces an ultimatum: respond forcefully or risk be-
ing portrayed as a toothless tiger.

Q. What are the key factors to explaining the prolonged civil war in
Syria?

Internal cobesion of the core military elites and external division among
the international anti-Assad coalition. First, the security establishment
has not abandoned the hereditary dictatorship of the Assad family out
of fear that the future uncertainty will be more costly than the status
quo. Ever since Hafez al-Assad, the current president’s father, came to
power in 1970, the Assad family has built a patrimonial coercive appa-
ratus of a loyal security establishment. Thus, even as most of Syria’s
300,000 mainly low-ranking soldiers and conscripts have defected, the
regime has held on with less than 50,000 core troops from the Republi-
can Guard, Special Forces, Air Force, and intelligence services. The re-

gime’s reliance upon a select number of elite divisions has ensured that
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its security network has been able to survive largely intact.

Second, while Iran, Russia, and China have backed the Assad regime
with determination, the international community has not reached a
consensus about how to support the fragmented rebel groups as well
as their ultimate goals in Syria. Instead, the competing goals and differ-
ent agendas of the international anti-Assad coalition led by Turkey,
Saudi Arabia, Qatar, the European Union, and the US have brought
about sporadic support. In contrast, Russia and China have con-
sistently provided diplomatic cover by vetoing sanctions proposals at
the UNSC and propping up the regime with weapons sales and finan-
cial assistance. Similarly, Iran views Syria as vital to maintaining its

presence in the Levant.
Q. What should South Korea do about the Syrian crisis?

Strong Security Council condemnation and more refugee assistance. As
a responsible member of the international community and a State
Party to the Chemical Weapons Convention, the South Korean gov-
ernment has condemned the recent chemical weapons attack in Syria.
While South Korea has limited leverage over Syria, it should nonethe-
less continue to use its seat at the Security Council to call on the Assad
regime to respect international norms and refrain from the use of weap-
ons of mass destruction. When it held the presidency of the Security
Council in February 2013, South Korea organized a meeting to delib-
erate on the protection of civilians in armed conflict, a debate in which
Syria figured noticeably. In addition, the interception of North Korean
gas masks and chemical warfare suits destined for Assad’s forces in April
2013 should also be heavily condemned. That Pyongyang was sup-
porting the regime in plans to launch chemical attacks shows how dan-
gerous the Syria-North Korea connection remains. These two coun-
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tries share much in common, and none of it is good.

In line with the government’s efforts to build up South Korea’s glob-
al presence, providing humanitarian assistance to Syria can also be a
vital project. South Korea’s aid commitment to the Syrian human-
itarian crisis so far has totaled roughly $5 million. There is significant
scope for increasing this contribution. For instance, South Korea can
support developing refugee camp facilities for the nearly two million
refugees in neighboring Turkey, Jordan, Lebanon, and Iraq. These
countries have already reached the limit of their ability to assist those
displaced and are starting to experience instability. Regional spillover
will be quite harmful to South Korea’s regional trade relations and po-
litical interests.

Q. If North Korea goes the way of Syria, what lessons can be learnt?

Target only the core military units and incentivize China. Syria and
North Korea share a number of vital similarities. Both are hereditary
dictatorial regimes based on the twin pillars of party affiliation and
military loyalty. Both are similar in size, population, and geostrategic
value. Both are close allies of Russia, China, and Iran. And both have
some of the largest arsenals of weapons of mass destruction in the
world. Importantly, the same factors that have prolonged the Syrian
civil war — military elite cohesion and the backing of powerful, com-
mitted allies — exist in North Korea.

First, the key military elites are fundamental to a dictator’s survival.
While many commentators point to the sectarian nature of Syria’s civil
war, this is, in fact, a byproduct of the protracted nature of the conflict,
not the underlying cause. Rather than a Sunni-Shiite war, the conflict
is a regime vs. anti-regime war between the beneficiaries of the party’s
rule and the rest of society. Similarly, in North Korea, the Pyongyang
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elites in the core military have been the biggest beneficiaries of the
system. The Kim family has relied upon a parallel military apparatus
led by the Pyongyang Defense Command and Guard Corps to protect
itself. Just as the Assad regime has been able to hold onto power despite
losing control of the countryside, in the event of a North Korean upris-
ing or civil war, Kim Jong-un might be able to protect Pyongyang.
Thus, efforts should focus on facilitating the defection of high-ranking
generals in those units by providing financial incentives and evacua-
tion options.

Second, China, Russia, and Iran will likely continue to defend Kim
Jong-un’s regime in a civil war while the international community
might struggle to effectively respond but fail to produce a swift and
meaningful coordinated action. The lesson from the Syrian experience
is that the international community should provide them incentives
to give up their support for Kim’s regime so that joint stabilization op-
erations are possible. This will be easier than the Syrian case since a pro-
tracted crisis in North Korea will do enormous damage to the region’s
economies and thus make China more inclined to seek a speedy con-
clusion to the conflict.

But the question still remains: what if, in the midst of similar civil
war in North Korea, Kim Jong-un ordered a chemical weapon attack
against a city in rebellion? If he continued to have control over nuclear,
missile, and artillery forces, dominant influence of major cities, and
the support of China, would a military response be possible? As a matter
of fact, the US has been unable to seriously plan for a ground invasion
of Syria because of Assad’s continuing military capabilities and strong
international backers. Moreover, when the Assad regime crossed a red
line, the US administration sought congressional authorization thus
delaying a swift military response. South Korea might need to plan for
situations in which North Korea does not completely collapse, but
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rather partially breaks down like Syria. In such situations, it will be pos-
sible that US-led military action under the ROK-US alliance may be
difficult.
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Two years since the passage of the Budget Control Act (BCA) and
less than one year into the implementation of the automatic across the
board spending cuts deemed “the sequester,” the United States is fac-
ing some hard choices on its national defense policy. Critics have long
warned that sequestration would “severely damage military readiness”
or even “hollow out the force.” The latest study by the Department
of Defense (DoD) paints an ominous future for the US military with
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overstating the impact of a much-needed drawdown in US defense
spending.4 Fact or fiction, the defense spending cut is a reality and how
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and explore potential options available for one of the key stakeholders
in the region, namely South Korea.
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Worst Case Scenario: Strategic Choices and Management Review
(SCMR)

Contextual understanding of the current drawdown in US defense
spending is useful in providing a perspective on its magnitude and
impact. From a historical standpoint, current reduction is the fifth of
its kind since the end of World War II and will likely be one of the deep-
est (if the full impact of BCA is realized) (See Figure 1).

On its face, the BCA imposes a US$487 billion reduction in DoD
spending over a ten-year period in addition to the US$500 billion se-
quester-level caps and US$150 billion reduction in defense spending
that the President’s budget imposes over the same period.” Barring any
changes to the budget, these measures add up to about US$1 trillion
of reduction over the next decade.’ Accounting, of course, can be elu-
sive depending on how one goes about counting her beans. There are

Figure 1. US Federal Defense Outlay, FY 1945 - FY 2014

US$ Billion 950 - 130 Percent
2005 900 w Defense Outlay
850 - == % of Federal Budget 120
800 - — = % of GDP 110
750 - 100
700 -
650 A 90

600 -
550 -
500 -
450 1}
400 -}
350 |
300 |
250 1|
200 -
150 -
100 -
50 -

0

80
70
60
50
40
30

10

1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Source: US DoD

Budget Driven Defense: Implications of Potential Shifts in US Defense Posture | 135
for the Korean Peninsula and the Asia-Pacific in the Coming Decade

competing estimates — some more conservative (or liberal) than
others. Michael O’'Hanlon, for instance, estimates the BCA imposed
reduction as US$350 billion rather than US$487 billion — making
the total drawdown to be a lot less than what the DoD claims.’
Mackenzie Eaglen, on the other hand, claims that the three year spend-
ing reduction imposed by the Obama administration pre-sequestra-
tion amounts to as much as US$1 trillion already.® Regardless of the
numbers, everyone agrees that the cuts are a lot deeper and wider than
they would like. While most analysts expect some type of grand bargain
or an economic turnaround before these austerity measures are fully
implemented, the immediate impact is a US$52 billion cut for Fiscal
Year 2014 and similarly sized cuts in subsequent years thereafter.
The numbers are certainly telling, but what does this all mean? That
is, exactly how will the reduction be implemented and what impact will
it have on the strategic priorities of the United States? The DoD has
released the results of its latest study, which addresses these questions
in detail. In keeping with the Obama administration’s 2012 Defense
Strategic Guidance,’ the DoD’s Strategic Choices and Management
Review (SCMR) frames the future of US defense strategy as a choice
between capacity (i.e. number of Army brigades, Navy ships, Air Force
battalions, and Marine battalions), capability (i.e. ability to modernize
weapons systems and defense technology), and readiness. The two op-
tions outlined by the DoD necessarily pits the first two of these three
dimensions against each other whereby an emphasis on capability
would mean that the US military will be “smaller and able to go to fewer
places and do fewer things, especially if crisis occurred at the same time
in different regions of the world;” while emphasis on capacity would
make the US military “less effective against more technologically ad-
vanced adversaries.”"’ Although the DoD has not been open about the
exact impact that either of these approaches will have for its civilian
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workforce, the Secretary of Defense has already announced plans to
reduce the headquarters budgets by 20 percent as well as implement
reforms that will streamline intelligence gathering and report
activities. The actual balance between capacity, capability, and read-
iness still remains to be seen, but the emerging consensus in Washing-
ton seems to favor capability over capacity. In a set of parallel in-
dependent exercises led by the Center for Strategic and Budgetary
Assessments (CSBA) in collaboration with the American Enterprise
Institute (AEI), the Center for New American Security (CNAS), and
the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), the pre-
ferred approach was to emphasize investment in new technologies and

accept deeper cuts to readiness as well as DoD civilian personnel (See

Table 1)."

Table 1. Comparison of Proposed US Defense Spending Reduction

DoD SCMR | DoD SCMR

Category AFEI CNAS CSBA CSIS High High

Capability Capacity
Army Active End 412,000| 417,000 420,000 327,000 380,000 420,000
Strength
US Marine Corp
77 7
Active End Strength 135,000 155,000 177,000 182,000 150,000 175,000
Carriers 8 8 9 7 8 9
LHA/LHDs 9 11 11 11 8 11
Legacy -630 -170 -300 240 N/A N/A
TACAIR
Next- +60 -300 -380 20| No Change| Elimiace JSF
Generation
Legacy RBe_[ilriglC{ No Change RetireB L_llll RetireB :flll RetireB alll RetireB alll
Bombers some B-52 ; B

Next- . Accelerate | Accelerate Accelerate Cancel | No Chnnge Cancel
Generation LRS-B
Readiness -$32 Billion | -$62 Billion F$132 Billion | -$36 Billion N/A N/A
DoD Civilians -10% -33% -27% -19% N/A N/A

Source: CSBA
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Whither Strategy? Implications of Possible Shifts in US Defense
Posture

Rightly or wrongly, the above assessment suggests that the US de-
fense priorities under BCA will be constrained more by budget than
strategy. That is, the US rebalance to the Pacific is not likely to look
as it was originally conceived if the BCA is allowed to run its course.'?
The latest set of independent and internal assessments commissioned
by the DoD confirms that the current US defense posture is adequate
in deterring and defending against potential threats in the Asia-Pacific,
but a shift in the US national security strategy will mean that alternative
postures will have to be considered.” One recent independent assess-
ment, which entertains a budget driven US defense posture, considers
significant drawdowns in the region, including reduction of ground
forces in Korea by 14,000 to 18,000, along with the withdrawal of
9,000 Marines from Okinawa as well as the elimination of four F-16
squadrons from Misawa and Kunsan."

With negotiations underway to renew the terms of the bilateral
Special Measures Agreement (SMA), there is an increasing call in
Washington for burden sharing with respect to US military basing in
South Korea. As of 2012, the United States spent about US$10 billion
on overseas military presence (excluding Afghanistan and military per-
sonnel costs) of which 70 percent of this amount was used to support
military bases in Germany, Japan, and South Korea. The total amount
allocated to non-personnel related cost of basing 28,500 US troops in
South Korea was about US$1.1 billion." Historical trends in relative
contributions towards US military presence in Korea shows that the
US share has exceeded that of South Korea as of 2010 (See Figure 2).
However, the cost sharing program in place for consolidating and re-
positioning US forces on the Korean Peninsula calls for South Korea
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Figure 2. Funding Support for US Military Presence in South Korea, 2008 - 2012
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shouldering a heavier load than the United States — in the range of
about US$4 billion — by the completion of the Yongsan Relocation
Plan (YRP) and the Land Partnership Plan (LPP)."

Could reduction in spending lead to a significant drawdown on the
Korean Peninsula? Not likely. If anything, there are stronger argu-
ments for a build—up.17 But if cuts have to be made, there are at least
three arguments for why these cuts should not come from US Forces
Korea (USFK). First of all, the amount of spending set aside for USFK,
though not insignificant, is too small to make a serious dent on the
DoD’s overall spending. If overseas presence needs to be curtailed in
the Pacific, cutting forces stationed in other places, such as Japan,
would allow for more significant savings. Secondly, the geostrategic
importance of USFK has never been greater since the end of the Korean
War given the frequency and magnitude of North Korean provoca-
tions in recent years.'® While North Korea fields an aging force with

Soviet/Chinese designed legacy hardware, they have a sizable forward
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deployed presence with an evolving nuclear program as well as an
emerging cyberwarfare and ballistic missile capabilities (See Table 2
and Figure 3)."” History also teaches us that technological superiority
is not the only benchmark by which to judge North Korean capa-
bilities. For instance, sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan
in 2010 effectively demonstrates what a poorly equipped North
Korean navy can achieve against a technologically superior South
Korea.” Finally, continuing the current level of troop presence in
Korea makes for a good foreign policy from the standpoint of the
United States. As shown in the latest set of polls conducted by the Asan
Institute for Policy Studies, an overwhelming majority of the South
Korean public supports both short (78%) and long-term (68%) pres-
ence of USFK on the Korean Peninsula (See Figure 4).

Figure 3. North Korean Ballistic Missile Table 2. North Korean Military Capability and Capacity
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Source: US DoD
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Figure 4. South Korean Public Support for US Forces Korea
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The plurality (48%) also supports continued USFK presence
post-reunification. This pattern persists even after accounting for any
negative public sentiments against the USFK (See Figure 5). Among
those that perceive the US military as a source of historical and/or social
problem (50%), the general view is that the US military presence in
South Korea is a necessity (over 80%). An explanation for this dichot-
omy is the recognition that the USFK security guarantee is the source
of stability on the Korean Peninsula (over 60%). In other words, the
South Korean public seems to appreciate the instrumental value of US
military presence even after accounting for all the baggage (historical
and/or social) that might come with this package.
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Figure 5. South Korean Public Opinion on the US Forces Korea
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What Next?

Despite all this, it would be a mistake for South Korea to rest solely
on what makes good policy sense for the United States. As numerous
critics have argued, the current budget challenge facing the United
States was guided less by good policy sense and more by political con-
venience and personal ambition in Washington.”' What guarantees
exist to reassure the South Korean government that good policy sense
will somehow prevail this time? Even as late as this past August, the
Treasury Secretary Jacob Lew alerted the leaders on the Hill about an
imminent breach of debt ceiling by mid-October. Time is running out
and consensus looks to be in short supply.

On this side of the Pacific, difficult circumstances demand difficult
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choices for Seoul. While South Korea should seek to maintain good
relations with all partners, including the United States, it should also
plan ahead for contingencies that may arise from deepened budget cuts
and even possible reordering of strategic priorities in Washington.

One possible option available to the Park Geun-Hye administration
is to consider adjustments to the existing Defense Reform 307 Plan
(DR307). Although some assessments suggest that even as large as a
30 percent reduction of USFK would not be significant enough to tip
the balance in favor of North Korea,” we know from experience that
the existing level of USFK presence does not necessarily deter North
Korea from engaging in aggressive behavior or encourage the regime
to end its nuclear program. While some independent experts have
hailed DR307 as an improvement over its precursor (i.e. Defense
Reform Plan 2020), the plan itself was conceived as a response to a series
of North Korean provocations in 2010.” In short, it does not account
for a possible reduction in US defense spending or change in its strate-
gic priorities. Time is ripe for the administration to revisit DR307 and
consider possible changes to scheduled modernization or possible
force size in light of new developments in Washington.

Even before considering adjustments to the DR307, however, the
administration can consider raising the bar on South Korea’s own de-
fense spending. The Defense Reform Plan 2020 (DRP2020) called for
a spending level set to three percent of GDP. South Korea’s defense
budget has never exceeded this level since 1996. Granted, South
Korea’s economy has continued to grow and its defense budget has
generally increased over time; however, the rate of this growth has not
kept up with the requirements of cither the DRP2020 or DR307.**
Under the developing circumstance in the United States, a more sen-
sible spending level may call for a target in the range of three to four
percent of GDP.
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In the way of increasing the defense budget, the Park administration
may also consider propping up South Korea’s contribution to the
SMA. Putting aside all calls for fairness, one key area of renegotiation
may be the 2009 SMA provision for capping South Korea’s con-
tribution at four percent per year. Having an upper limit which strait-
jackets the allies from making strategic defensive adjustments is some-
what perplexing to say the least especially when dealing with an un-
predictable neighbor like North Korea or a potentially explosive sit-
uation in the East China Sea or the East Sea. Aside from the fact that
increased contribution signals South Korea’s commitment to the alli-
ance, it also keeps the defensive posturing in the Peninsula from being
driven by the budget rather than strategic necessity.”’

Another possible option available to the Park administration is to
continually build upon South Korea’s past successes in forming and
maintaining strong bonds with other states in the region. There is some
rationale (both theoretic and empirical) suggesting, for instance, that
increased trade between two or more states will lower the likelihood
of war between these parties since likelihood of conflict will raise the
cost of breaking this relationship.”® The proposed move to complete
a free trade agreement with China and/or Japan is a positive step in this
regard. South Korea’s renewed interest in the once marginalized
Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) with Japan’s entry into the negotia-
tions could also have some positive security implications as well. South
Korea must take care, however, that these trade regimes truly raise the
mutual benefits of all participating countries; otherwise, the principled
condition by which increased trade can incentivize the parties to seek
peace would not hold.

In addition to trade, South Korea also has the option of deepening
its political engagement or security cooperation with other countries.
The current hub-and-spoke model of security architecture in the
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Asia-Pacific is largely a historical legacy of the postwar settlement that
resulted in the failure of the Pacific Pact.”” Possible weakening of the
hub (i.e. the United States) in the future may mean that this structure
is not a sustainable option. Instead of attempting to reinvent the wheel,
it may bode well for the current administration to consider increasing
its participation to build up existing cooperative arrangements, such
as the East Asia Summit (EAS), ASEAN Defense Ministers’ Meeting
Plus (ADMM3+), or ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF). Of the three,
ADMM+ seems most promising.”® While there are many obstacles to
the solidification of regional security framework in the Pacific, there
is no reason to completely discount this possibility in the long run.
Needless to say, destabilization on the Korean Peninsula does not only
threaten the involved parties and immediate neighbors but also others
in the region, whose interests are intricately tied to one another. South
Korea can exploit this moment as an opportunity to lead if it wishes
to build on its ambitions as a middle power on the global stage.”

Conclusion

There are encouraging signs that the US economic recovery is catch-
ing steam, but at the same time, the political jockeying on the Hill sug-
gests that the impasse over the federal budget is not likely to be resolved
any time soon. If current conditions persist without any changes down
the road, South Korea may be forced into a corner without any choice.
The good news is that the Park administration has the opportunity to
make the right choice by planning for a potentially difficult future.
Winston Churchill once observed that “kites rise highest against the
wind-not with it.” Will South Korea rise above this challenge to achieve
new heights?
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Information Sharing for Cyber-Security:
Evidence from Europe

Neil Robinson
Research Leader
RAND Europe

Recent cyber-attacks witnessed in the Republic of Korea on March
20th and subsequently on 25 June 2013, which affected financial in-
stitutions and newspapers, have highlighted the need for a well organ-
ised response to cyber-attacks. Cyber-attacks (and their response) cross
the boundaries of public and private sector. Depending on the likely
motivation attacks may require a response from: the police; regulatory
authorities or, in the most serious cases, military and intelligence. The
sharing of information between such entities is increasingly seen as
important.

Concerns about cyber-security are widely held. In its 2012 survey
of senior decision-makers in the public and private sector the World
Economic Forum (WEF), found that cyber-security was ranked espe-
cially high by respondents as a technological risk being of global
importance.' In 2011, Norton, part of the Symantec multi-national
cyber-security firm, estimated the total cost of cyber-crime to be worth
US$338bn per year.” Outages in the submarine infrastructure off the
coast of Egypt resulted in a severe degradation of internet speeds across
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many countries in the Middle East and parts of Asia.”

In this issue brief* the results of three research projects gathering em-
pirical evidence regarding information sharing’ are discussed, drawing
lessons relevant to the situation in the Republic of Korea.

Policy Mechanisms in the Republic of Korea

Perhaps understandably, the approach taken by the Republic of
Korea is of a top down nature with the Blue House taking the lead in
efforts since the attacks earlier in 2013. The Blue House has responsi-
bility for response whilst he NIS (National Intelligence Service) co-or-
dinates the actual response.’ The 2008 Korean Defence White Paper
identified cyber-security as an essential component of national de-
fence,” a theme which was reflected in the 2010 Defence White Paper
where cyber-attack was identified as one of several non-traditional se-
curity threats that the government needed to address.”

Alongside the seeming increasing urgency of attacks and evolving
cyber-risks, the South Korean government has been making efforts to
expand its policy framework and capabilities. The National Cyber
Security Management Regulation (Presidential Directive No. 141) as
the main policy instrument guiding official South Korean response,
sets out roles and responsibilities of various organisations. It is sup-
ported by the National Intelligence Agency Act and various other regu-
lations on security.

Discussions over a proposed new bill that is intended to encompass
many different aspects of cyber security are understood to be underway
in the South Korean Parliament which will mean that South Korea
joins an increasingly long list of countries with such broad omnibus
national level frameworks: either in formal legislation or through cy-

ber-security strategies and action plans. It remains to be seen, however,
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the extent to which information sharing is reflected as a key element
in this draft legislation.

Presidential Directive 141 created the National Cyber Security
Response Center (NCSC) which is the central government point for
identifying, preventing and responding to cyber-attacks.” Other or-
ganisations of note include the national Cyber Security Strategy
Council and a National Cyber Security Countermeasure Committee
(playing a role as a crisis management committee). In order to further
allow for more efficient communications, efforts are also underway to
develop information dissemination systems and joint action teams be-
tween civilian, government and military stakeholders."”

Concerning information exchange between public and private sec-
tors, the 2008 Act on Information and Communications Infrastructure
Protection provides a framework for Critical Infrastructure (CI) own-
ers and operators in regulated sectors to create effective information
security arrangements.

The Informatization Office of the Ministry of Science, ICT and
Future Planning (MISP) reported that it was working on building a
system of information sharing on the cyber-threat” by the end 0f 2014."

Finally, the quasi-public model espoused by the Korean Internet
Security Centre and its parent agency, the Korean Information Secu-
rity Agency hold promise for effective exchange of information be-
tween Internet service providers and government.

For such frameworks to be as effective as possible in addressing cy-
ber-security, some sharing of information must take place. We now

turn to an analysis of the nuances of this requirement.
Types of Information Being Shared

In the context of this paper, a distinction is made between the type
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of relevant transaction involving cyber-security information. Infor-
mation sharing is understood to concern a one way transmission to a
known group without an expectation of reciprocation; information
disclosure concerns a broader transmission of information to an un-
known audience (for example the general public); notification implies
transmission to a specific entity and finally information exchange con-
cerns the transmission of information with an expectation of reciprocity.

Such transactions may include different types of information. Ex-

amples include:

* Technical information such as IP addresses, security telemetry,
network traffic or Indicators of Compromise (IoC) describing
technical aspects about an incident;

* Threat relevant data: involving either a possibility of the type of
attacker (nation state; criminal enterprise) or the type of attack vec-
tor used; *

* Vulnerabilities can cover: either a specific product or service or an
organisation’s policies and procedures;

Experience of attacks; incidents and mitigations: anecdotal evi-
dence from examples suggested that in a trusted forum, organ-
isations may be willing to inform each other of security incidents
affecting their operations; the impacts and what was done to re-
solve it (for example specific technical or procedural steps taken).

Why Does It Help to Share Information?
The sharing of some types of information between peers is com-

monly understood to be useful for two reasons: companies are able to

learn from each other’s mistakes to improve their own levels of cy-
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ber-security and secondly, if the government can access such in-
formation then it provides a ‘window’ into the level of security of crit-
ical infrastructures, further informing long term policy intervention."

Within an organisation, reliance upon other information sources for
security information (especially from peers operating in the same sec-
tor) may be seen as a useful way to triangulate understanding especially
applied to mitigation measures and best practice on the basis that if
something was reportedly successful for one organisation then there
is the possibility that it might also be the case for others. Such activities
can be useful in both the current and future efforts: firstly, by allowing
the organisation to reduce vulnerabilities on deployed systems and sec-
ondly, by highlighting to the recipient that risks could be avoided in
the future by not implementing a specific technology with which an-
other party has reported problems.

Theoretical Barriers to Sharing Information

Neo-classical economic theory suggests that information will only
be shared in an Information Exchange (IE) when the benefits of doing
so outweigh the costs. Particularly, economic theory suggests two ways
in which economic incentives can be misaligned when individuals act
in groups: externalities and free-riders."*

When a participant to an information exchange weighs up the bene-
fits and costs of information sharing there is potentially a problem of
externalities. The participant only takes into account the direct bene-
fits to himself of information sharing, and not the wider benefits which
may accrue to other members of the group.

A second barrier suggested by the economics literature, and stem-
ming from misaligned economic incentives, is the problem of free-

riding. A participant to an information exchange may be tempted to
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‘free-ride’ and under-invest in information sharing in the hope of ob-
taining helpful information from other members for little or no cost.

Away from neoclassical economics, there are a host of other barriers
that have been identified, including those concerning technical credi-
bility (e.g. whether a technical specialist views his peers as technically
credible); trust in the organisation receiving information; complex so-
cio-behavioural issues' and in many different areas, laws, rules and
procedures. For example, in regard to the latter, the European legal
framework governing privacy and data protection prohibits the wide-
spread sharing of data that is considered to be able to identify a person
(such as Internet Protocol addresses) unless one of a number of con-
ditions is met.

Three examples of how barriers and incentives work in practice are
presented below using illustrative evidence from recent European cy-

ber-security research studies.
Example 1: Information Sharing in Critical Infrastructure Protection

In 2009 the European Network and Information Security Agency
(ENISA) published research into the exchange of information am-
ongst owner-operators of critical information infrastructure. The re-
search identified a host of incentives and barriers which operated either
prior to or during participation in an IE. An IE is a specific type of trust-
ed forum where peers gather to exchange information about incidents;
mitigation and effects of cyber-security with peers. Although this con-
cept has its origins in the United States, IEs are increasingly seen as pop-
ular in Europe. Thirty representatives of companies participating in

. 16
IEs were consulted as part of this research.
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The top three identified incentives were:

The first incentive was identified as cost savings. As security is very
often seen as a cost centre with a difficult to prove return on investment
(until it is too late), participants regarded that IEs were an important
mechanism to reduce the costs of running and managing their cyber
security operations.

The second most important incentive concerns the quality, value
and use of the information derived from an IE. Participants were more
motivated to either join an IE or volunteer information if they were
already in one and if the value to them of the information obtained in
an IE was something which was above and beyond what they could
get from other sources.

The third most important incentive or encouraging factor was in re-
lation to the existence of a clear playing field or set of rules and processes
for participation. Those either thinking of joining an IE or participat-
ing in one considered that such a common framework or level playing
field that all were aware of was especially important in managing ex-
pectations amongst their peers.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the barriers or inhibitors to information
sharing in an IE were something of a mirror image of the incentives.

The most important barrier in the top three was poor quality infor-
mation. This was seen as being a barrier for two reasons. If the partic-
ipants were receiving information which they could easily obtain else-
where (especially either from free or paid for sources) then they would
question participation, especially since IEs can occupy a lot of time for
staff members. The second consequence was that the information ob-
tained in an IE must be trustworthy, since the recipient must know that
by implementing something he or she learnt in an IE won’t make the
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situation in their home network any worse.

The second most important barrier was in regard to reputational
risks and that participants were concerned about whether the types of
information would leak, exposing their firm as being incompetent or
subject to cyber-attacks. This was particularly important with regards
to publicly listed firms whose reputation is a key component of their
stock market price.

Finally, the last most important barrier concerned poor manage-
ment. If the running and administration of the IE was inept, then par-
ticipants thought that they would quickly become disillusioned and
not consider the meetings as being less or not valuable.

Example 2: Legal Barriers Affecting CERT Co-Operation

The second example presented here concerns information sharing
between Computer Emergency Response Teams (CERTs). CERTss
may be considered as fire brigades for cyber-space, having the priority
for finding and fixing (remediation) of security incidents and restora-
tion of service. ENISA’s 2011 study into legal and operational barriers
affecting CERT co-operation ran an online survey of 20 CERTs in
Europe to gather evidence as to their frequency of information ex-
change. Knowledge of legal and regulatory factors and the extent to
which these factors represented a barrier in real practice.”

Cross border information exchange between peer CERTs in Europe
is not a rare phenomenon: just over half of those participating in the
research reported participating sharing information with peers more
than once per month.

One of the key challenges with regards to CERT co-operation in
Europe is the conflicting demands imposed upon CERT's who are act-
ing to maintain security following an actual or detected incident. To
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effectively co-ordinate a response and mitigate the effects of an in-
cident, CERTs may need to impinge upon fundamental rights, espe-
cially given the somewhat unique nature of European legal framework,
the right to the protection of personal data (given that the processing
of IP address data must respect certain legal obligations).

The research found that CERTs in general do not have access to legal
expertise and thus, are confronted with a great deal of uncertainty re-
garding what they can and cannot do, not least because of the uneven
implementation of European law in many areas. This uncertainty
could lead to a number of consequences: ignoring the need to respect
certain legal obligations; being overly restrictive in their response (ie.
being extra cautious by withholding more information) or inefficient
in response and co-ordination where a response may be delayed due
to the need to seck definitive legal advice.

CERT:s reported a number of legal frameworks as having a positive
or negative effect upon information sharing including:

* The definitions of computer and network misuse (for example,
not everyone used the 2001 Council of Europe Cybercrime
Convention as a definitional framework).

* Privacy and data protection legislation might require in Europe
one of a number of conditions to be met before exchanging certain
types of relevant data for example IP addresses. Examples of these
conditions might be that the consent of the person needs to be ob-
tained or that they need to be informed.

Other specific frameworks could be involved such as public sector
re-use of information (which imposes some obligations upon countries

to publicly disclose certain types of information upon request). Laws
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relating to working with law enforcement (for example, certain forms
of criminal procedural law imposing certain time-limits upon co-oper-
ation) and a range of others could apply.

Although many participants in this research reported familiarity
with their own national frameworks, the level appeared less so with in-
ternational legal frameworks (such as the aforementioned 2001 Coun-
cil of Europe Cybercrime Convention) or the EU’s 1995 General Data
Protection Directive.

Example 3: Exchange of Cybercrime Related Information

The final example consists of evidence from law enforcement co-
operation. Law enforcement units frequently collaborate on inves-
tigating, detecting cross border crimes such as different types of cy-
ber-crime (fraud or scams, circulation of child exploitation material;
credit card fraud and attacks against banking institutions). Many
countries have a national level cyber-crime or high-tech crime unit but
each has a varying approach to tackling cybercrime ranging from prose-
cuting as much as possible to more strategic approaches involving tar-
geting particular suspects or operations. However, in order to identify,
investigate and prosecute suspects, law enforcement needs to co-oper-
ate with a range of other types of organisation including CERTS; busi-
nesses (like financial institutions, Internet Service Providers) and
citizens. As has been shown previously, CERT's may be trying to ach-
ieve different objectives after a cyber-attack: rather than preserving the
scene of the crime they are more concerned with re-establishing service.
The private sector may be reluctant to share information with law en-
forcement for fear that it will be disclosed, adversely affecting their rep-
utation whilst citizens (who may be victims or witnesses) might be con-

fronted with a wealth of potentially confusing ways to report incidents
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and co-operate with the police: either through online reporting mecha-
nisms; a standard crime report or via intermediaries such as an Internet
Service Provider.

To investigate these issues, as part of a feasibility study for a European
Cybercrime Centre, research was carried out on the operation of police
cyber-crime units across 15 European Union Member States.'*

Amongst all of this, then, information sharing between peers in the
law enforcement community can be fraught with difficulties. There
are many different national interpretations of what constitutes cy-
ber-crime — each country defines cyber-crime differently and may fo-
cus on specific phenomena. There are also difficulties in obtaining a
truly pan European intelligence picture (since some countries are re-
luctant to contribute to a shared intelligence overview) because those
being asked to contribute may consider there to be little return benefit
or there might need to be attribution of results to the originating coun-
try: a complex issue in cross border investigations. Finally, the role of
the public prosecutor is different in many countries. In some countries
the public prosecutor is responsible for actually deciding how the in-
formation may be used and so, if the case gets to court, the information
obtained informally through a trusted mechanism may end up being
publicly disclosed in a courtroom.

A number of barriers to the private sector co-operating with law en-
forcement were identified: not least the uncertainty that for many com-
panies they felt that they were putting their reputation in the hands
of the police (who in some cases were seen as less technically competent)
when sharing information on cyber-crimes that they had fallen victim
to. There is also a perception that they could fix the problem internally
rather than alerting law enforcement — a decision seen as having little
value overall.

From a consumer perspective as well as the multiplicity of reporting
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avenues a number of issues were identified in their co-operation with
law enforcement, not least free riding and the ease in which some re-
porting mechanisms enable spurious or unimportant reports to be sub-

mitted causing further inefficiencies for law enforcement.
Conclusion

Each case study presents a textured picture of the realities of in-
formation exchange to address cyber-security, whether they be in the
context of Critical Information Infrastructure Protection (CIIP); cross
border co-operation between CERT' or law enforcement working to
tackle cybercrime. When crafting responses to cyber-security issues
and galvanising operational co-ordination, policy-makers need to be
aware of a range of broad factors which may enable or inhibit infor-
mation. T'o maximise the chances of these enablers being further sup-
ported and the problems caused by the barriers inhibited, policy-ma-
kers should take a multidisciplinary approach to understanding the
phenomena of information exchange, bringing insights from econom-
ics, sociology, law, behavioural sciences and psychology.

Recommendations for the Republic of Korea

As we have seen, evidence from these three case studies could shed
light on how evolving arrangements in the Republic of Korea might
be most effectively organised to tackle the complex domain of cy-
ber-security. In particular, the sharing of information through formal
but also informal trusted networks is a key characteristic that would
appear to be necessary. The success of the proposed “system for in-
formation sharing on cyber threats” will be driven by socio-economic
factors as much as mere technical capability. Such mechanisms should
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be supported by appropriate incentives to encourage sharing, such as
confidentiality agreements. These are especially important with regard
to the private sector. Finally, within public administrations, the differ-
ent cultures and working methods (across police; military; intelligence
for example) may serve to encourage or inhibit information sharing:
therefore effort should be focused on ensuring that any legislation takes
account of these characteristics.
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Introduction

While both Korea and Japan agree that their bilateral relationship
is important for the long-term security of each country, the relation-
ship has reached its lowest point in recent memory with no serious ef-
fort to seek improvement. The return of Abe Shinzo as Japan’s Prime
Minister further soured relations as it was accompanied by discussion
of amending Japan’s constitution and/or of re-interpreting clauses per-
taining to its collective self-defense to allow Japan’s Self Defense Forces
to widen its scope of activities. These discussions created much hand-
wringing in South Korea as a normalizing Japan revives the specter of
its imperial past.

Of course, it is no secret that the South Korean public holds negative
views of Japan, and the public opinion data included in this report con-
firms this. Thus far, this has been incorrectly assumed to mean that the
public would oppose efforts by President Park Geun-Hye to pursue

improved relations. But according to recent survey data, there is clear
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support for President Park to take steps to repair the relationship with
Japan. This support is both bi-partisan and includes all age cohorts.

While Japan has already signaled its willingness to establish a work-
ing-level relationship, both by proposing a Park-Abe summit and by
other movement behind the scenes, President Park’s hesitancy is
understandable. However, with her approval ratings near 70 percent
and evidence illustrating that the public is in favor of improving the
relationship, it may be time for her administration to rethink its posi-
tion on Japan.

Favorability of Japan

The current negativity towards Japan did not always prevail. While
resentment of Japan’s imperial past permeates the attitudes of South
Koreans on Japan, there is also a substantial exchange of cultural goods
and a deep economic relationship. As recently as 2010, Japan was viewed
almost as favorably as China (Figure 1). The view was still not positive
overall, but it was certainly much less negative than in 2013." From
2011 to 2013, Japan’s favorability has been closer to — and sometimes
below — that of North Korea’s.

With current sentiment, the risk of public backlash for engaging
Japan is thought to be embedded with no clear upside. But as the data
suggests, these views are not intractable. Unlike the ratings for the
United States, China, and North Korea — the decline from 2012 to
2013 notwithstanding — the favorability of Japan is more volatile.
Because the favorability of Japan declined sharply from 2010 through
2012, this also suggests that it could rebound quickly given the correct
conditions. Of course, creating those conditions is tricky.

A complication in creating those conditions is the perceived right-
ward shift taking place under Mr. Abe, with 76 percent stating that
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Figure 1. Country Favorability”
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such a shift was taking place. This perception, coupled with statements
made by Prime Minister Abe and other Japanese politicians that
Koreans interpret as denying history, are driving the low favorability
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ratings of Japan and its leader. To be sure, Mr. Abe is deeply unpopular
in South Korea.

Among the leaders of countries active in the region, Prime Minister
Abe (1.7) was found to be only slightly more favorable than Kim
Jong-Un (1.1), and both trailed the favorability of all other leaders in-
cluded in the survey by a large margin (Figure 2). The negative senti-
ment toward Mr. Abe was broad, encompassing all political affiliations
and age cohorts.

The Path Forward

With the toxicity of Japan in public opinion results discussed thus
far, it is understandable that President Park has avoided engaging
Japan. Interpreting this data to mean that the South Korean public
does not support engagement with Japan is certainly politically con-
venient, but is also incorrect. Questions on favorability and leadership
draw on a respondent’s memory and understanding of both historic
and recent events. They say little about what the South Korean public
wants to see unfold between Korea and Japan moving forward. When
respondents are questioned on specific events that would ostensibly be
seen as a step forward, a majority of South Koreans are in support.
These steps would include the signing of the General Security of
Military Information Agreement (GSOMIA) and a Park-Abe summit.

For its part, Japan has signaled willingness to establish a working level
relationship. It was Japan that proposed the Park-Abe summit, and ac-
cording to a Japanese diplomatic source who requested anonymity due
to the sensitivity of the subject, the two sides were also in discussions
to meet bilaterally at the ADMM+ in Brunei in late August 2013. While
the source declined to confirm which side proposed the meeting, it
seems likely that Japan approached Korea given the circumstances
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(The two sides did not meet due to a “scheduling conflict”). At the same
time, when Korea is ready to sign GSOMIA, Japan is ready and willing,

A Park-Abe Summit

Thus far, President Park has pursued the low-hanging fruit of
summits. Meetings with United States, China, the G-20, and Vietnam
all presented convincing domestic PR wins and came at opportune
times. They allowed her to appear presidential, to pursue economic
gains by toting along significant business delegations, all while avoid-
ing difficult domestic subjects. Thus far, the Park administration has
been risk adverse, and engaging Japan is certainly seen as a risky pro-
position. But a summit with Mr. Abe is not as risky as the Blue House
may think.

Despite the negative attitudes on Prime Minister Abe and towards
Japan itself — the latter of which are not set in stone — there is clear
support among the South Korean public for a Park-Abe summit. A ma-
jority (58%) of the South Korean public supports a potential summit
between President Park and Japan’s Prime Minister.” What is more,
such a summit has both support across the ideological spectrum
(Figure 3, right) and support of a majority of all age cohorts (Figure
3, left). While 57 percent of Saenuri supporters approved of such a
summit, 67 percent of Democratic Party supporters stated the same.
For age cohorts, those in their sixties (52%) were least likely to support
the summit, and those in their twenties (67%) were most likely.

While a summit with Prime Minister Abe is certainly not going to
cure all that ails the Korea-Japan relationship, it could be used as a
springboard to move the relationship in a positive direction. With
President Park’s high approval ratings — above 70 percent through the
first weeks of September — she has the political capital and has shown
the PR savvy to bring even more of the Korean public on board. It could

Rethinking Public Opinion on Korea-Japan Relations | 183

Figure 3. Support for Summit
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also serve as a lead-in to the signing of the moribund GSOMIA.

GSOMIA

Korea and Japan previously sought to enact GSOMIA in June 2012
while Lee Myung-Bak was still serving as the South Korean president.
However, the agreement was abandoned mere hours before the sched-
uled signing due to public outrage in South Korea. Opposition to the
agreement was clear in a public opinion poll conducted in the immedi-
ate wake of its failure. While 61 percent opposed the agreement, only
23 percent stated support. But on the question of necessity of the agree-
ment, the public was evenly divided with 44 percent viewing the agree-
ment as necessary and 44 percent as unnecessary.

The failure of GSOMIA was broadly interpreted by both foreign and
domestic observers as being sparked by anti-Japan sentiment in Korea.
However, the data does not support this interpretation. In the data
gathered from the July 2012 survey, just after the failure of GSOMIA,
regression analysis showed that attitudes on Japan — measured by fa-
vorability — were significant in predicting both support/opposition
and on the necessity of the agreement. However, the predictive power



184 | ISSUE BRIEF NO. 73

was very weak. A far stronger predictor was attitudes towards President
Lee. It was the high animosity toward the president himself and his
handling of the agreement which sparked the protest against GSOMIA
and led to its ultimate failure.

Now that President Lee has left office and the initial furor over
GSOMIA has passed, attitudes on the necessity of GSOMIA have im-
proved significantly (Figure 4). In September 2013, 60 percent viewed
GSOMIA as being necessary.

Figure 4. Necessity of GSOMIA
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Moreover, this was not a result that was skewed by one demographic
being heavily in favor while another was largely opposed. Support was
both bi-partisan (Figure 5, right) and spread across all age cohorts
(Figure 5, left).

It is worth noting that the questions for July 2012 and September
2013 differed slightly from the question asked in February 2013.
Because the February 2013 survey was conducted in the wake of North
Korea’s third nuclear test, the question wording asked respondents if
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Figure 5. Necessity of GSOMIA
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GSOMIA should be pursued as a response to the North Korean threat.
The other two data points did not include that reference. That the re-
sults from September did not differ greatly from those of February sug-
gests that the necessity of GSOMIA is not just based on the North
Korean threat, and that this number should remain stable moving
forward.

While President Park may be wary on pushing for the signing of
GSOMIA due to the treatment given to President Lee when he at-
tempted to do the same, analysis shows that the initial opposition was
not a strong anti-Japan reaction, but rather a reaction to the method
President Lee employed — a method that was interpreted by the
Korean public as a backroom deal. When President Park is ready she
can learn from President Lee’s mistakes. She must first present a clear,
reasoned, principled argument for why she believes GSOMIA im-
proves the long-term security of South Korea, and then open the floor
for discussion. The numbers suggest she will win that debate, giving
her a significant foreign policy victory in the process.
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Conclusion

It is easy to assume that the South Korean public does not support
an attempt at rapprochement with Japan. However, an investigation
of the public opinion survey data indicates that a broad swath of the
South Korean public does support a move to improve relations with
its neighbor. Summits with the United States, China, and Vietnam
were easy wins and helped President Park to establish political capital,
and progress on inter-Korean relations helped to push her approval rat-
ings into the low 70s. While the time to spend that political capital may
not be now, it should not be significantly delayed. When President
Park’s approval ratings begin to decline — as they have for every presi-
dent — engagement with Japan will be a more difficult sell. With public
opinion data in mind, perhaps it is time for President Park to rethink
her position on Japan.

Appendix

Annual Survey 2010: The Asan Annual Survey 2010 was conducted
from August 16 to September 17, 2010 by Media Research. The sam-
ple size was 2,000 and it was a Mixed-Mode survey employing RDD
for mobile phones and an online survey. The margin of error is +2.2%
at the 95% confidence level.

Annual Survey 2011: The Asan Annual Survey 2011 was conducted
from August 26 to October 4, 2011 by EmBrain. The sample size was
2,000 and it was a Mixed-Mode survey employing RDD for mobile
and landline telephones. The margin of error is +2.2% at the 95% con-
fidence level.

Annual Survey 2012: The Asan Annual Survey 2012 was conducted
in two parts. The sample was recruited from September 5 — 14, 2012
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via RDD for mobile and landline telephones. The data was gathered
from September 25 — November 1, 2012 via an online survey. The
sample size was 1,500 and the margin of error is +2.5% at the 95% con-
fidence level. The survey was conducted by Media Research.

July 2013, September 2013: The sample size of each survey was 1,000
respondents over the age of 19. The surveys were conducted by
Research & Research, and the margin of error is +3.1% at the 95% con-
fidence level. All surveys employed the Random Digit Dialing method
for mobile and landline telephones.



188 | ISSUE BRIEF NO. 73

1. Data from the survey conducted September 5-7, 2013.
2. Favorability of each country is measured on a scale of 0 to 10.

3. Itis important to note that the question on the summit set no preconditions for the meeting to take

place.
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US Missile Defense Program and
Its Asian Implications

Richard Weitz

Senior Fellow and Director
The Hudson Institute

North Korea already has one of the largest fleets of long-range ballis-
tic missiles in the world. US government experts believe that North
Korea might have an intercontinental ballistic missile ICBM) capable
of hitting a target in North America within the next few years. The
United States has employed a variety of tools to address these kinds of
missile threats, ranging from unilateral threats, multilateral diplo-
macy, extended deterrence, and ballistic missile defense (BMD)
systems. These systems include short-range weapons such as the
Patriot Advanced Capability-3 (PAC-3), theater systems such as
Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) and Aegis-equipped
naval vessels, and the ground-based midcourse BMD interceptors
based in Alaska and California. The BMD systems are not designed
or able to counter the large and sophisticated strategic nuclear missile
arsenals of China and Russia, but both their governments describe the
US missile defenses in Asia as potential threats. Japan has been the most
important Asian BMD partner of the United States. The Republic of
Korea (ROK) is constructing a Korea Air and Missile Defense, but its
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capabilities focus on protecting the Korean Peninsula, despite US de-
sires that the ROK join its regional missile defense network in northeast
Asia. Along with disputes over South Korea’s civilian nuclear energy
plans and how much host-nation support South Korea should provide

the US troops in Korea, ROK-US differences on the BMD issue will
need careful management in coming years by both parties.

The DPRK Threat

The DPRK already has sufficient missile capabilities to inflict major
damage on US interests in the Asia-Pacific region, as well as against US
allies such as Japan and South Korea. The DPRK has developed several
ballistic missile types, of varying ranges and capabilities, which may be
able to deliver a nuclear warhead against targets in South Korea and
Japan. The DPRK is working on an intercontinental-range missile ca-
pable of hitting targets as far as California and Alaska. North Korea
has already tested three nuclear explosive devices and, given its esti-
mated past production of plutonium, likely possesses several addi-
tional nuclear weapons. North Korea also employs its missiles and re-
lated research-and-development efforts to enhance its non-nuclear
strike capabilities, compensate for its weak air force, and earn revenue
from foreign buyers. The DPRK has a history of selling or exchanging
ballistic missiles as well as their components and technologies with oth-
er regimes of proliferation concern, especially with Iran, Pakistan, and
Syria.

The United States and some of its Asian allies and partners are trying
to counter North Korea’s missiles and thereby deter DPRK aggression
and strengthen the credibility of US extended deterrence guarantees.
The United States has employed a variety of tools to address DPRK
and other missile threats. US officials have engaged in bilateral and

US Missile Defense Program and Its Asian Implications | 205

multilateral diplomacy in an effort to persuade North Korea to end its
nuclear weapons programs and refrain from the further testing of bal-
listic missiles. They have also used declaratory policy by repeatedly
warning North Korea against developing, testing, or using these
capabilities.

The United States has offered many countries diverse security guar-
antees, including implicit and sometimes explicit pledges to poten-
tially employ US nuclear capabilities to protect them. The US govern-
ment has provided security assistance — such as weapons, defense tech-
nologies, and financial support — to US friends and allies to enhance
their defense capabilities. The Pentagon also bases or deploys large
numbers of US troops in Asia, with an impressive range of conven-
tional and unconventional capabilities, reinforced by globally usable
US-based assets, such as long-range strategic bombers.

Among other problems, North Korea’s growing nuclear and missile
capabilities are calling into question the US extended deterrence guar-
antees to South Korea. At times, sudden changes in the troop size, or
the withdrawal of all US nuclear weapons in the ROK, have aroused
concern among South Koreans regarding the credibility of US
commitments. The United States has always planned to defend South
Korea with forces from other locations in a crisis. In addition, US con-
ventional forces have become more powerful over time, which has also
allowed them to fulfill many of the missions previously assigned to nu-
clear weapons. What is new, however, is that North Korea is develop-
ing the capacity to launch nuclear-armed missiles against US territory,
which raises questions about whether the United States is really pre-
pared to use nuclear weapons against North Korea in defense of other
countries and thereby raise the risk of DPRK retaliation against the US
homeland. North Korea’s imminent acquisition of a long-range nu-
clear strike capacity against the United States is a novel and un-
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acceptable development for Washington, which refuses to accept a
mutual hostage relationship with Pyongyang. The fear is that the
DPRK would use a nuclear shield to immunize itself against US mili-
tary retaliation for future provocations against the United States and
its allies, especially South Korea.

US Missile Defenses

The United States has been constructing missile defense archi-
tectures in Asia and other world regions as well as globally to counter
North Korean missile threats. The Pentagon has been developing a
multi-layer defense system designed to maximize the possibilities of de-
stroying incoming missiles. The US ballistic missile defense system
(BMDS) includes networked sensors, especially ground and sea-based
radars for target detection and missile tracking. It also has ground and
sea-based interceptor missiles for destroying a ballistic missile using ei-
ther “hit-to-kill” technology or, with older systems, an explosive blast
fragmentation warhead. The current BMDS interceptors for the vari-
ous missile flight phases are the Ground-based Midcourse Defense
(GMD), THAAD, PAC-3, and the Aegis BMDS. More advanced
BMD systems using non-kinetic means are still under development.
Thus far, the demonstrated capabilities for the mid-course inter-
ception have proved superior. Efforts to develop advanced boost-phase
systems (such as an airborne laser) have made only limited progress.
Battlefield terminal defenses have a better record, both in tests and ac-
tual operations, but their area of protection is limited. In contrast, the
Aegis radar combined with the SM-3 interceptor has managed to hit
a variety of targets under various testing conditions, as well as success-
fully shoot down a wayward satellite. The Aegis/SM-3 combination
has been deployed on many naval platforms, and is being developed
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and deployed as a land-based system as well.

The United States has missile defense cooperation programs with
Japan, Israel, Australia, and many European countries. The traditional
US strategy is to develop military capabilities and conduct military op-
erations in partnership with other countries, but to have the capacity
to act unilaterally if necessary. The United States has been spending
some US$8-10 billion annually on missile defense, though recent
spending has declined from previously projected amounts due to
budget cuts, failed tests, and inadequately developed technologies.
The United States faces the challenge of balancing the need to continue
developing and testing more advanced BMD technologies against the
demand to field already proven current-generation systems. Budget
stringencies also magnify the challenge of juggling investments be-
tween augmenting future BMD capabilities and fielding existing
systems. Potential adversaries are deploying current-generation mis-
siles that can be addressed by present-day US BMD systems. But they
are also developing more advanced missile capabilities that require

more advanced defenses to counter.
Regional Reactions

Russia and China have reacted negatively to the US BMD initiatives
in Asia. Russian officials vocally complain about the unpredictable na-
ture of the evolving US missile defense architecture, its potential to in-
tercept Russian strategic nuclear missiles, its disruptive effects of global
and regional stability, and the unconstrained dimensions of the US
program. No existing treaty explicitly limits how many BMD systems
the United States can develop and deploy. Washington has repeatedly
rejected Russian demands to sign a new binding legal document speci-
fying what the United States can and cannot do in the missile defense
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domain. More generally, Russian officials tend to exaggerate US BMD
capabilities and the potential for a US technological breakthrough.
They worry that, behind an invulnerable missile shield, the United
States will no longer be deterred by threats of Russian military counter-
action or the missile forces of other countries, such as Iran or North
Korea, from engaging in more foreign military interventions like those
in Kosovo, Iraq, and Libya.

The Chinese government has been less vocal in its opposition to US
missile defense programs. Nonetheless, Chinese analysts have ex-
pressed similar concerns as their Russian counterparts. They also see
US missile defense initiatives in Asia as part of the US strategic re-
balancing policy designed to counter China’s rising influence and mili-
tary power. These systems potentially threaten China’s highly valued
portfolio of ballistic missiles, which are important tools of Beijing’s
strategy for deterring Taiwan’s independence, denying US forces ac-
cess to China’s coastal regions and air space, and intimidating other
Asian countries such as Japan and India. Chinese analysts also see US
BMD cooperation with Japan and other countries as encouraging
these US allies to confront China on territorial disputes since they be-
lieve the BMD systems will make it more likely that the Pentagon
would intervene on their behalf in an emergency.

Thus far, Russia and China have limited their collaboration against
US missile defense initiatives to issuing joint statements and making
other diplomatic moves. They both seek to discourage the DPRK from
testing its nuclear devices and missiles for fear of encouraging the
United States and its allies to strengthen their missile defenses in Asia.
But many Russian and Chinese analysts believe the Pentagon is ex-
ploiting North Korea’s provocations as a pretext to augment its missile
defenses and other military forces in Asia. Russia and China are also,
increasing their own strategic offensive forces, though separately, with-
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out the kind of cooperation seen, for example, between Britain and the
United States. Unlike their Russian counterparts, who have threaten
to launch their nuclear weapons against any nearby country that hosts
US BMD systems, Chinese officials express their opposition to US
missile defenses in Asia in more subtle ways, telling South Koreans and
others that collaborating with the Pentagon in constructing regional
missile defenses would have destabilizing effects and other negative im-
pacts on regional security.

Japan is the only country besides the United States that has the ca-
pacity to intercept ballistic missiles far above the earth’s atmosphere,
as confirmed by several sea-based intercept tests. Japan has acquired
its own layered missile defense architecture that includes Aegis BMD
ships with Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) interceptors, PAC-3 units, ad-
vanced BMD radars, and a sophisticated command and control
system. The United States already deploys one X-band radar in Japan
to assist with intercepting missiles launched from North Korea, and
the two governments are preparing to deploy a second such radar in
a different part of Japan. Both countries have co-developed the
next-generation SM-3 Block 2A system that will enable defense of larg-
er areas and against more sophisticated threats.

The ROK and the United States collaborate in developing missile
defenses for South Korea. The United States is helping the ROK devel-
op an independent Korea Air and Missile Defense (KAMD) for inter-
cepting short-to medium-range ballistic missiles. It will have PAC-2
interceptors, Aegis destroyers equipped with Standard Missile-6
(SM-6) surface-to-air missiles, and early warning radars. According to
current plans, the KAMD will not have the SM-3 or other longer-range
capabilities, which will limit its capabilities to defend South Korea’s
territory and population. For various reasons, South Korea has de-
clined to integrate its missile defense system into the larger Asian re-
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gional network being developed by the United States and Japan. Even
the US BMD radars and PAC-3 interceptors deployed in South Korea
are officially intended only to defending themselves and their host
country from a DPRK missile attack. For now, the United States and
South Korea are considering at most establishing a joint mechanism
to integrate the ROK’s Air and Missile Defense Cell (AMD-Cell) in
Osan with the US Forces Korea’s Patriot air-defense missile system.’

Enhancing ROK-US Cooperation

South Korean disinterest in acquiring more extensive missile de-
fenses is understandable. Missile defenses in general are costly, and
ROK officials have to allocate limited defense spending among many
priorities. The main North Korean missile threat to South Korea is its
large quantities of short-range missiles and long-range artillery capable
of devastating Seoul and other ROK population centers. The ROK de-
fenders aim to deter DPRK missile attacks primarily through threats
of retaliation rather than through direct defenses. South Korea is also
acquiring long-range missiles that could be used preemptively against
the North’s missiles before they have been launched. South Koreas’
tensions with Japan and its concerns about antagonizing Russia and
especially China also discourage Seoul from joining the missile defense
system the United States, Japan, and other countries are constructing
in the Asian region.

South Korea and the United States do share intelligence about North
Korea’s overall missile capabilities, but some US analysts would like
South Korea to augment its capabilities to support US regional missile
defenses. It would be more effective for South Korea to pool its limited
resources with the United States and its other Asian BMD allies and

acquire more advanced missile defense systems from them. For exam-
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ple, the more sophisticated SM-3 interceptors that are being deployed
by Japan and the United States would give South Korea greater ca-
pacity to intercept DPRK missile launches during their boost and mid-
flight phase, effectively extending the window of opportunity to target
North Korean missiles.

The DPRK might use longer range missiles to attack airfields, ports,
and other key transportation hubs in South Korea in a conflict to im-
pede the flow of US reinforcements. Even if inaccurate and not armed
with nuclear weapons, such launches could frighten civilian support
workers into abandoning their posts. Further back, the Pentagon will
rely on bases in Japan to transport reinforcements and other assets to
South Korea. Establishing an integrated network would make it easier
to use ROK-based BMD assets to defend Japan and the US forces based
there from DPRK missile attack.

Finally, the ROK is becoming a global security actor, so these capa-
bilities could also help protect ROK military units deployed in other
contingencies outside the Korean Peninsula, such as the earlier South
Korean missions in Iraq. Concurrently, South Koreans would benefit
from being able to have defenses against long-range missiles from the
dozens of countries that are acquiring intermediate-range ballistic mi-
ssiles.

US officials do not consider securing ROK integration in US region-
al BMD systems as important as, for example, securing a favorable out-
come in the negotiations over South Korea’s civilian nuclear expansion
plans or increasing the ROK’s host nation support. It is understood
that South Korea may contribute less to US missile defense initiatives
than possible, but is contributing more to other joint ROK-US
priorities. Even so, US and allied BMD capabilities have already pro-
ven their value against recent North Korean missile provocations. In
the past year, the United States and its allies moved new missile defense
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assets into northeast Asia and put those that were already there on a
higher state of readiness. These BMD capabilities gave US and allied
policymakers options short of the use of force to dissuade North Korea
from further belligerence. They also reassured civilian populations and
reduced the coercive effects of North Korea’s threats of missile attack.

Under some scenarios, the BMD issue could become a greater source
of tension in the alliance. In particular, if the United States can ever
develop a working early intercept system, the Pentagon might want to
place it in South Korea near the DPRK border, which China and there-
fore many South Koreans would not welcome. US and ROK defense
analysts should consider such contingencies and ways to manage them
well before an actual alliance crisis develops.

The United States could increase ROK support for regional missile
defenses by better explaining the nature of the DPRK missile threat
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The Republic of Korea has an elaborate diaspora management policy
since the 1990s. But what accounts for the variation in policies toward
Koreans in China, Japan, North America, and the former Soviet Union?
In this issue brief I explore various explanations for this variation: ethnic
hierarchy, with some of these communities considered as more purely
Korean than others; the timing and reasons behind the emigration of
each group; the skills that each community has; the degree of organ-
ization abroad; and, finally, the nature of interstate relations and balance
of power between South Korea and the respective host states.

Diaspora management is a term I have re-conceptualized to describe
both the policies that states follow in order to build links with their dia-
spora abroad and the policies designed to help with the incorporation
and integration of diasporic communities when they “return” home.'
In particular, I focus on the conditions under which a government treats
some of its diasporic communities more favorably — e.g. providing them
with incentives to “return” back to the homeland — than others. South
Korea fits the characteristics of a country with developed diaspora man-
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agement policies: it has a clear definition of a “national type”; a pop-
ulation outside of its borders that can fit the criteria of this definition;
and, since the late 1980s, the capacity to design and implement such a
policy. These characteristics together with the national security threats
that it is facing and its position in global economic competition render
ita good case to test my argument outside of the European continent.

But why should we care about this topic? I hold that the politics sur-
rounding diaspora management policies has been relatively under-
studied and so is the link between migration policy as a whole and eth-
nic return migration in particular. Diaspora management policies —
the combination of diaspora-building and ethnic return migration
policies — affect the likelihood of return of members of the diaspora
and this movement, in turn, affects a country’s migration policy. For
example, if we know that Koreans in the US or China are willing to
come back, the Republic of Korea may decide that it can afford a re-
strictive migration policy toward foreign migrants since overseas
Koreans are likely to come back and fill market place demands in cer-
tain sectors of the Korean economy or even the military. This was in
fact the case when thousands of Koreans from China migrated to the
Republic of Korea and met the demand for unskilled workers. On top
of that, such a development will save the Republic of Korea from the
effort that would be needed to incorporate foreigners. This is of course
assuming that the overseas Koreans that decide to repatriate are cultur-
ally more similar to the core group.” All in all, countries with a devel-
oped diaspora management policy are likely to end up with a more re-
strictive migration policy for foreigners. Moreover, while the world is
becoming more globalized and traditional countries of emigration like
India, China and Brazil develop economically, they are becoming
more and more interested in their diasporas. This process will signal

the dawn of a new era in diaspora management policies.
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Figure 1. Mapping the Field of Study: Diaspora Management Policy
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Source: Harris Mylonas, “Ethnic Return Migration, Selective Incentives, and the Right to Freedom of Movement
in Post-Cold War Greece,” in Willem Maas, ed., Democratic Citizem/ﬂp and the Free Movement ofl’eople
(Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff, 2013), 176.

Concepts and Definitions

Before we turn to the empirics of the case, i.e. the Republic of Korea
and its diaspora, it is useful to clarify some terms. The term “diaspora
management” captures both policies aiming to cultivate links with
co-ethnics abroad as well as policies that aim at attracting certain dia-
sporic communities back home. But what is a diaspora? In my state-
centric framework, the term diaspora refers to citizens of a state who
have emigrated with an intention to live abroad and their descendants,
as well as people that are not citizens of their purported homeland but
fit the definition of nationhood of that state and have not fully assimi-
lated into another society and their descendants. In this definition,
members of a diaspora do not have to act as co-ethnics while they are
residing abroad.” In fact, national states often consider communities
that have never lived in the purported homeland or do not keep ties
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with that homeland as their diaspora. At times a state’s official defi-
nition of its diaspora is less inclusive than the definition above. I try
to discern when this is part of a conscious policy or just neglect.
Thus, diaspora management policy involves both government ef-
forts to cultivate links with emigrants and their descendants abroad
(including in some cases groups of co-ethnics that have never lived in
the homeland) as well as policies targeting all or some of the diasporic
communities with selective incentives and privileges to attract them
back to the homeland and help them with their settlement. This latter
component of diaspora management policy is what is usually referred
to as repatriation policy. But the overlap is partial since a) not all repa-
triation policies target co-ethnics, b) not all emigrants are considered
diaspora members by their respective states, and ¢) not all diaspora
members repatriate voluntarily or as part of a state-planned diaspora
policy — one just needs to consider the cases of forced repatriated
refugees. Thus, diaspora management comprises diaspora-building
policies and ethnic return migration policies (bold lines in the Figure 1).

“Mapping” Overseas Koreans

The existence of overseas Koreans may not be the most salient topic
in the Republic of Korea today. Korean unification, the relationship
with Japan and China, the transfer of wartime operational control of
South Korea’s military to the Korean government, domestic political
scandals or battles, and concerns about sustainable economic growth
may be higher on the list at the moment. But the relationship with the
overseas Koreans is a topic of increasing importance for South Koreans
since — like most topics in the Republic of Korea — it is directly rele-
vant for Korea’s overall nation-building project. It is linked to debates
about military service, adoptee-birth parent reunions, North-South
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relations and the reintegration of North Korean defectors, nation
branding and economic development.*

The former President of the Overseas Koreans Foundation,’
Kyungkeun Kim, both in my meeting with him and in relevant pub-
lications emphasized the importance of the 7.2 million Koreans living
abroad in about 175 countries (see Figure 2).6 This estimate is based
on the definition that was put forward in the Overseas Koreans
Foundation Act in the late 1990s. In Article 2 from the Act, it is stated
that “Overseas Koreans are all persons of Korean origin, regardless of
their nationality, who reside in foreign countries.”” 2.8 million of these
hold the Korean nationality and are in fact eligible to vote since a 2010
bill extended voting rights to Korean nationals abroad.” I have identi-
fied the main categories of overseas Koreans,” which I briefly describe
in order of size.

Figure 2. The Global Distribution of the Korean Diaspora in 2011

Koreans across the globe
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Source: “World’s widest diaspo ra born over 100 yecars ago,” Korea Joongang D{Zi!y, Oct 2, 2013; Ministry <>fF()rcign
Affairs and Trade, Republic of Korea, 2011.
Note: The reporting team of Korea Joongang Daily designed this map based on the original data provided by the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade in 2011.
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The largest diasporic community of Koreans can be found in China.
They are a little less than 3 million people and are also known as
Joseonjok. This group is one of the 56 officially recognized minorities
in the People’s Republic of China. Besides the Joseonjok, which emi-
grated as early as the 1860s in Chinese provinces of the Qing dynasty
and during the Japanese colonization of Korea, a few South Koreans
emigrated to China since the early 1990s mainly to pursue economic
opportunities there.'”

The second largest group of overseas Koreans includes the ones that
live in the United States. Almost 2 million Koreans live in the US, pri-
marily a result of massive migration following the US Immigration Act
that abolished the Asian quota system in 1965. However, a significant
Korean overseas community has been in place in Hawaii since 1903."
A little less than half a million Koreans live in Canada, Australia, and
the UK, raising the number of Koreans in the English speaking world
to about 2.5 million.

Koreans in Japan include two main groups that amount to a little
less than a million people. The first group’s presence dates back to
Japanese colonization period (1910-1945). These people are also
known as Zainichi Koreans — ethnic Korean residents of Japan. A por-
tion of Zainichi Koreans aligns with the DPRK while the vast majority
aligns with the Republic of Korea. Some Zainichi Koreans hold the
Republic of Korea passports for traveling while some Zainichi Koreans
are not citizen of the Republic of Korea but have special permanent
residency in Japan. But there is a significant number of Koreans that
moved to Japan for educational and economic opportunities following
the Korean War."”

Koreans in the former Soviet Union (Russia, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan,
etc.) include the Koryo-in — descendants of Koreans who moved to
Russia in the 19" and early 20" centuries — as well as the Koreans from
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Sakhalin Island." Ethnic Koreans live in many other countries such
as the Philippines, Vietnam, and Brazil.

Finally, Koreans defecting from North Korea to South Korea could
technically be included in my analysis given the de facto situation.
Many South Koreans, however, would object to this categorization
given the fact that Article 3 of the Constitution of the Republic of Korea
includes the entire Korean Peninsula and adjacent islands as its terri-
tory, and thus, North Korean defectors are understood as Korean
nationals.

Beyond categorization based on the country of residence, we can
construct two more categories of overseas Koreans: Korean adoptees
— about 160,000 that live primarily in the US, Canada, and other
wealthy western European states'* — and Koreans over the age of 60

who are all eligible for the coveted F-4 visa."”

Explaining Variation in the Treatment
of Different Diasporic Communities of Koreans

The Republic of Korea has developed an elaborate diaspora manage-
ment policy since the early 1990s. However, as is often the case, this
policy was not treating the various groups of overseas Koreans
uniformly. For instance, Koreans from the US were treated differently
than Koreans in China. Koreans over the age of 60 are able to get cit-
izenship while younger Koreans living abroad are not. Accounting for
these puzzles motivates my work.

But what is the range of strategies that a nation-state can follow to-
ward its various diasporic communities? I suggest that the government
of a nation-state can choose from the following options:

* neglect its diaspora altogether.
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* neglect a specific diasporic community but not others.

* recognize a specific community but have no policy to attract it
back.

* strategically neglect a community while at the same time having
favorable policies in place for the members of that community.
This would be the policy toward the Koreans in China.

* recognize a certain diasporic community and have diaspora build-
ing policies but without a preference about whether it stays abroad
or comes back. This would probably be the case of Koreans in the
US.

* or, recognize a diasporic community and have diaspora building
policies but strategically keep them abroad. This policy is apt for
cases where the diasporic community is critical in the bilateral rela-
tions as a lobbying factor or a hostage.

These are the six different group specific policies that a state can fol-
low towards different diasporic communities. Of course, these options
represent ideal types and there may be cases where a mix of two different
policies could be pursued toward the same diasporic community. For
example, the Republic of Korea has a different policy for overseas
Koreans above 60 than those below 60 regardless of their country of
residence.

Reading the relevant literature and talking to South Koreans jour-
nalists, academics, and policy makers, I derived the following hypoth-
eses that could account for the variation in diaspora management poli-
cies toward the various communities of overseas Koreans. One is an
argument about hierarchy of ethnicity. In other words, the variation in
the treatment according to this argument is the result of state and pub-
lic perceptions about the different communities. Some people are seen
as more pure-blooded or as having preserved Korean values abroad
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while others not. Relatedly, others argue that their degree of assimilation
in the respective host state affects how the South Korean state treats
these communities. The size of a community may also affect policy
planning. If a community is truly big, a state is less likely to adopt very
generous policies for it because all of its members may decide to come
back and could affect employment rates in negative ways. Some schol-
ars suggest that diasporic communities themselves organize abroad
and lobby their own governments for more favorable policies.
Moreover, any initial policy creates feedback effects because once a sig-
nificant number of members of the diaspora return they can actively
lobby the government. Another explanation suggested by state officials
has to do with the different needs that the various communities have.
Some are facing more difficulties than others. This for example ex-
plains the more intensive efforts that the Republic of Korea puts to sup-
port schools and Korean language education for less developed com-
munities of Koreans abroad. Finally, the international community is
pushing a lot of developing or emerging countries to care more about
their diaspora as a part of a migration and development narrative.
The above mentioned factors matter for the form that group specific
policies take but I argue that diasporic communities are treated based
on the role they have in their host country relative to the role they would
have in their purported homeland. Let me unpack this. First, we need
to look at the role the diasporic community plays abroad for the send-
ing state. So are Koreans in the US more useful for Korea while they
are there or back in the Republic of Korea? Is it more important from
an economic, political or geo-political point of view to be there and
act as a lobbying group or would they be more useful in the homeland?
What would their role be if they were to come back? Would they have
a positive role; would they be loyal; or would they be a security threat?
Would they amend a deficit in the workforce in a certain sector or be-

The Politics of Diaspora Management in the Republic of Korea | 305

come a burden?

The second component of my argument focuses on the bilateral in-
terstate relations between the sending state and the country that is host-
ing the diasporic community. This, in turn, is interacted with the bal-
ance of power between the two — unless the two have friendly relations
and then balance of power may not matter as much, such is the case
between the Republic of Koreas and the United States. But the balance
of power definitely matters when you are dealing with an enemy state
that is hosting members of your diaspora. It is because the stronger par-
ty can dictate the rules of that relationship. This dynamic describes the
situation between Korea and China. For example, the Republic of
Korea cannot independently dictate the policy of the Republic of
Korea vis-a-vis the Koreans in China exactly because the balance of
power is not in South Korea’s favor and pursuing an aggressive dia-
spora-building policy would have too much of a destabilizing effect on
their bilateral relations. Such a development would also hurt the eco-
nomic interests of Korean firms that have invested in China.

Yet another piece of evidence consistent with my argument is that
the Republic of Korea estimated the overseas Koreans to be about 1.5
million in 1991, but soon after the normalization of relations with
Russia and China, the South Korean state and public opinion
“discovered” that its overseas Korean population was a little more than
Smillion. The Koreans in China and the former Soviet Union ac-
counted for the difference. These diasporic communities were not even
recognized by the Republic of Korea before the collapse of the Soviet
Union and the formal establishment of diplomatic relations with
China in 1992. In the next couple of years, I hope to disentangle the
logic underlying the Republic of Korea’s diaspora management policy.
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When the five permanent members of the UN Security Council plus
Germany (“P5+1”) reached a nuclear deal with Iran in November
2013, in which Iran accepted to roll back key aspects of its nuclear pro-
gram in exchange for partial lifting of the sanctions, even casual ob-
servers of international affairs could see the stark contrast between the
progress that the international community was able to make vis-a-vis
Iran and its failure to achieve even a semblance of pressure with respect
to North Korea.

There is little doubt that the comprehensive sanctions regime that
exists in the case of Iran, as well as the lack thereof for North Korea,
played an important role in determining the difference in the out-
comes. The unequal enforcement of sanctions is even more surprising
in light of the fact that the international sanctions regimes against the
two countries share similar aims and governance structure, which are
rooted in the decade-long effort by the international community to de-
sign and implement effective sanctions regimes against WMD pro-
liferation.
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In sum, the difference in outcomes is not due to the fact that the two
sanctions regimes had different objectives and origins, but because the
two regimes evolved differently from the same baseline. A major factor
in explaining the divergence is the fact that Iran remained in the
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) while North Korea had left it in
2003. Because Iran was bound by the treaty requirements the interna-
tional community was able to build a systematic sanctions regime to
punish Iran’s transgressions within the non-proliferation framework,
whereas there was no obvious enforcement device to penalize North
Korea for leaving the treaty (Choi 2005).

The paradox of international sanctions regime against Iran and
North Korea lies with the fact that the international community’s ex-
perience with North Korea translated to better, tighter sanctions meas-
ures against Iran, but rarely vice versa. North Korea’s escalating nuclear
provocations, including its third nuclear test in 2013, led to ever-in-
creasing pressure on Iran instead. While such a course of action taken
by the international community against Iran arguably strengthened
the NPT regime, it also allowed a serious nuclear threat to grow un-
checked outside of it.

Inconsistent efforts on the part of the international community in
addressing the North Korean nuclear threat has undermined the
non-proliferation process, and reduced North Korea to the role of
Iran’s counterfactual: that is, North Korea became a useful illustration
of what Iran would become unless the international community stop-
ped its nuclear ambitions, rather than a serious nuclear threat in its own
right. It is about time the international community amended the sanc-
tions regime against North Korea to be in line with the actual level of
threat it poses to the world.
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1. Overview of Sanctions Regimes against Iran and North Korea

1) United Nations Security Council Resolutions

The basis for the international sanctions against Iran and North
Korea is founded on the landmark UN Security Council Resolution
1540, which declared WMD proliferation to be a threat to peace under
Chapter 7 of the United Nations Charter, and obliged all member
countries to create a legal framework for the prosecution of pro-
liferation activities. While resolution 1540 was principally motivated
by the presence of non-state actors (i.e., Al Qaeda) intent on acquiring
weapons of mass destruction, the same enforcement framework equal-
ly applied to non-state proliferators for nation states.

While UN Security Council resolutions form the basis of the inter-
national sanctions regimes, they also incorporate lessons and best prac-
tices from the member countries. The case in point is Banco Delta Asia
(BDA), which demonstrated to policymakers in the international
community that targeting designated individuals and entities’ access
and use of financial networks could be more effective than freezing tar-
gets’ financial assets (Loeffler 2009).

In addition, one of the original aims of resolution 1540 was to create
a common framework for interdiction of illicit cargoes (NTI 2013) in
the spirit of Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). This component,
while absent in the final draft of resolution 1540, has been gradually
incorporated into subsequent UN resolutions. As a result, the UN
sanctions measures came to include two major elements of interdiction
and financial sanctions, which essentially wrapped all major non-pro-
liferation initiatives (Non-Proliferation Treaty, Chemical Weapons
Convention, etc.) together with global interdiction efforts (i.e., PSI)
in a single framework under Chapter 7 of the UN Charter.

However, while the international community finally succeeded in
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formulating an effective non-proliferation framework, its application
was hamstrung by differential enforcement of the sanction measures.
Even a superficial lookover of the UN resolutions for North Korea and
Iran reveals that the sanctions against Iran were methodically increased
almost on an annual basis, and closely tracked Iran’s continued failure
to comply with IAEA demands. No such matching between sanctions
measures and progress (or lack thereof) in denuclearization is shown
in the resolutions against North Korea. Unfortunately, this pattern of
differential treatment is to be found with the other two major sanctions

regimes as well, shown subsequently in the next section.

2) US Sanctions against Iran and North Korea

The underlying basis of the US sanctions regime is a set of financial
restrictions and sanctions applied against individuals and entities that
abet WMD proliferation. The Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC)
under the Treasury Department complements the provisions outlined
in the Executive Orders of the President of the United States and main-
tains a list of designated individuals and entities. While the US priori-
tizes multilateral cooperation with other states and international bod-
ies, it often augments the UN sanctions measures with its own, in order
to put them in line with US national security policy.

As a result, the United States tends to take unilateral sanctions meas-
ures more liberally than other states and international bodies. In fact,
it was the United States that identified Iran’s energy industry as its weak
spot and banned investment in Iran’s oil sector through the Iran &
Libya Sanctions Act of 1996. The act was controversial for its extra-
territorial provisions, which would also figure in the unilateral sanc-
tions against Iran two decades later. Theoretically, the US government
could sanction non-US as well as US firms that invested in Iran’s oil

sector, but in practice the US government issued waivers for non-US
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firms investing in Iran to avoid diplomatic backlash from its allies.

As illustrated in the above example, extraterritorial measures and sec-
ondary boycotts have long been part of US coercive diplomatic strat-
egy, but the United States was not able to implement them to the full
extent due to the controversy surrounding its legal jurisdiction.
However, once the diplomatic mood was finally ripe, these types of
unilateral measures, such as the Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, Accoun-
tability and Divestment Act of 2010 (CISADA)', were successfully im-
plemented starting in 2010.

It should be noted, however, that these unilateral measures only ap-
plied to Iran. In the case of North Korea the United States limited the
scope of the restrictive measures to proliferation activities only, and
even then, these were issued after similar measures had already been
put in place against Iran. A good example is the Iran Nonproliferation
Act of 2000, the North Korean equivalent of which only came into
place in 2006. In sum, the two sanctions regimes have very significant
differences in terms of breadth and depth.

3) European Union Sanctions against Iran and North Korea

The European Union maintains a bilateral agreement with the
United Nations that obliges it to implement UN Security Council
resolutions. In addition, the Treaty on European Union gives the
Council of the EU discretion to implement sanctions measures in ac-
cordance with the EU Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP).
For a long time the EU position towards taking punitive actions against
Iran and North Korea was closely bound to the scope determined by
UN resolutions. These were implemented by the individual member
states first, followed by EU-wide measures shortly after.

The adoption of CESP goals to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear

weapons, however, turned the process on its head. Instead of waiting
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for the UN to take action, the EU assumed a more proactive role in
the process, which even resulted in accusations that the EU had over-
stepped its jurisdictional boundaries (Esfandiary 2013). Using its clout
in the international trade and financial networks, as well as the fact that
Iran had long relied on Europe for trade and financial services, the EU
adopted restrictive measures that greatly impacted Iran’s ability to fi-
nance its nuclear program. Council Decision 2010/413 not only tar-
geted individuals and entities engaged in proliferation activities, but
like UNSCR 1929 it included the Islamic Republic of Iran Shipping
Lines (IRISL) that targeted Iran’s transportation sector. The Council
Regulation No 267/2012 went further, by banning European in-
surance firms from providing coverage to Iranian shipping, as well as
excluding Iranian financial institutions from SWIFT interbank settle-
ment networks. Most importantly, the EU orchestrated a successful
embargo on Iran’s oil exports, the revenues of which finance much of
the government budget. Partly as the result of EU’s initiative, other
countries, most notably South Korea and Japan, also joined the oil em-
bargo against Iran.

By contrast, EU sanctions against North Korea have never over-
reached the boundaries set by the UN resolutions. This state of affairs
extended to the realm of human rights records as well. The European
Union has extensive provisions for sanctioning Iranian authorities sus-
pected of being involved in human rights violations. A case in point
is Council Regulation No 359/2011, which instituted embargoes on
telecommunication and enforcement equipment that could be used
for internal repression, in addition to designating individuals and enti-
ties involved in such activities. No such EU measures are in place in
regard to North Korea’s human rights situation, despite the fact that
North Korea’s records are possibly far worse than Iran’s.
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2. How to Quantify and Compare Sanctions Regimes?

The patterns of differential treatment of Iran and North Korea are
not only qualitative, but quantitative as well. Sanctions are essentially
legal measures that define the scope and depth of the restrictions on
the targeted activities. Because of their semantic nature, sanctions are
not easy to quantify for comparative analysis. Yet there is a major nu-
merical component to the sanctions regime, which is the list of in-
dividuals and entities targeted by the restrictive measures.

One can argue that the strength of a sanctions regime is correlated
with the length of the list of designated individuals and entities. While
the comprehensiveness of the target list does not necessarily indicate
the effectiveness of sanctions implementation, it nonetheless is in-
dicative of the intensity of the sanctions.

Yet there are important caveats when it comes to actual comparative
analysis. First, one should not use the absolute size of the designated
list to compare sanctions regimes corresponding to different countries.
Two factors come into play in determining the size of the list. One is
the number of individuals and entities involved in the restricted activ-
ities, i.e. targets, and the other is the range of economic and financial
activities that the sanctioned country is engaged in. The latter is very
important to take into account especially when it comes to comparing
Iran and North Korea, which are very differently structured in terms
of both their domestic economies and their roles in international trade.
In the case of Iran, despite its unique theocratic political system, its
economy and the government’s revenues rely heavily on energy
exports. Iran also welcomes foreign investment and its citizens travel
abroad relatively freely. North Korea could not be more different: its
total external trade is puny at USDG6 billion as of 2012 (II'T 2013), trav-
el is restricted, and it is one of the poorest countries in the world. It
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is only natural that Iran would offer more “targetable” individuals and
entities to the architects of international sanctions regimes compared
to North Korea. As a result, relying on the absolute number of des-
ignated individuals and entities to compare the intensity level of sanc-
tions regimes could actually be misleading. The length of the list would
only indicate the relative availability of the targets rather than the actual
level of sanctions enforcement.

If the lists are not directly comparable, how can one draw meaningful
inferences from this data? One salient feature of the lists of sanctioned
individuals and entities is the fact that these lists evolved over time and
consequently differentiable time trends became apparent. Figure 1 (see
page 322) shows that the number of sanctioned individuals and entities
for each sanctions regime accumulated in similar fashion since their
simultaneous inception in 2006, but have diverged radically beginning
in 2010. The “inflection point” denotes a significant change in the ac-
cumulation trends of individuals and entities listed in Iran and North
Korea sanctions after North Korea conducted its second nuclear test:
while the number of individuals and entities in the Iran sanctions in-
crease almost geometrically after that point in time, the corresponding
quantity for North Korea, despite the fact that it was one that crossed
“the red line”, did not increase.

Figure 2 and 3 (see pages 323-324) show what could be underneath
this difference: While North Korea and Iran sanctions regimes were
both founded on a series of non-proliferation UN Security Council
resolutions with the specific aim of stopping WMD proliferation, the
two sanctions regimes diverged significantly when the European
Union and the United States imposed unilateral sanctions on Iran. It
is apparent that after 2010, the EU took charge of the sanctions ini-
tiative for both Iran and North Korea. The relative sizes of circles,
which represent the number of individuals and entities added with
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each new sanctions measure, show that the EU escalated its sanctions
campaign against Iran much more rapidly and frequently from 2010.

3. Conclusion

The intensity of these unilateral sanctions on the part of the EU and
the US reflected the latters” preference for stronger measures than the
ones found in the UN resolutions, which have to be agreed on by all
five permanent members of Security Council. The US and the EU,
which consider themselves to be potential targets of Iran’s nuclear
weapons, had stronger incentives and sense of urgency than Russia and
China, which led them to formulate a more comprehensive sanctions
regime that complemented the already stringent measures taken by the
UN against Iran.

Given the technical similarities between Iran and North Korea’s nu-
clear programs,” the shared reliance on AQ Khan’s proliferation and
nuclear supply networks, antecedents of sponsoring terrorism, and an-
ti-Americanism deeply ensconced in both regimes, there is no doubt
that Iran and North Korea are similar in terms of the potential threat
that they pose to the international community. But there are funda-
mental differences that we cannot ignore. North Korea, unlike Iran,
has tested the weapon three times and it is clearly in possession of weap-
ons-grade enriched uranium and plutonium. Iran is yet to accumulate
sufficient levels of enriched uranium, let alone conduct a nuclear test.
The Iranian government, no matter how inadequate, has a democrati-
cally elected president. North Korea has the Kim Dynasty.

Yet, as this study shows, the international response to the two coun-
tries’ nuclear programs could not have been more different. The sanc-
tions regime against Iran is characterized by the steady application of
ever-increasing pressure to force Iran to give up its nuclear program.
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In terms of international policy coordination, the US and the EU
worked relentlessly to overcome the reluctance of China and Russia
over extending sanctions against Iran (Lim and Moon 2013). Such ef-
forts are missing in the case of North Korea. Moreover, the sanctions
regime against North Korea is still restricted in scope and not commen-
surate with the real level of threat it poses to the rest of the world. The
international community might have gone a long way with regard to
Iran’s nuclear program by treating North Korea as Iran’s counter-
factual, but it might have done too little, too late for North Korea itself.
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Appendix. UN, US, and EU sanctions measures

Table 1. Timeline of UN Security Council Resolutions against Iran and North Korea
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Adoption

North

Adoption - North Note Iran Note
Dates Korea
Calls for suspension of the
uranium enrichment
2006.7 UNSCR pr'ogram and compliance
1696  |with IAEA rules
Sanctions: None
Condemns North Korea for
conducting nuclear test and
prohibits further tests.
Calls for suspension of
ballistic and nuclear
weapons programs
2006.10 UNSCR Sanctions: export ban on
1718
nuclear related goods and
luxury goods. Calls for
cargo inspection. Travel
ban and asset freeze against
individuals and entities
associated with
proliferation activities
Requires Iran to suspend its
uranium enrichment
program and ratify IAEA’s
Additional Protocols
2006.12 UNSCR Sanf:ti'ons: export ban of
1737  |ballistic and nuclear related
goods. Travel ban and
financial sanctions (freeze of
assets) against individuals
and entities associated with
proliferation activities

Dates Korea Note Iran Note
Cites Iran for failing to
comply with UN demands
UNSCR .San.ct.ions: expandefi. list of
2007.3 1747 individuals and entities.
Strengthening of existing
sanction measures. Ban on_
lending financial services to
the Iranian government
Cites Iran for failing to
comply with UN demands
Sanctions: expanded list of
UNSCR |individuals and entities.
2008.3 . .
1803  |Strengthening of existing
sanctions. Ban on
trade-related financial
services. Transportation
restrictions
Condemns North Korea for
conducting its second
nuclear test. Calls for its
return to the six party talks
and the NPT
UNSCR
2009:6 1874 Sanctions: expanded list of
individuals and entities.
Ban on the provision of
financial services to North
Korea. Requires cargo
inspection
Cites Iran for failing to
comply with UN demands
UNSCR .San.ct.ions: expandefi. list of
2010.6 1929 individuals and entities.

Strengthening of existing
sanctions. Financial
sanctions that specifically
target IRISL and the IRGC
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Adoption| North

Note
Dates Korea

Iran Note
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Table 3. EU sanctions against Iran and North Korea (WMD related only)

ballistic missile test in
violation of previous
UNSCR |UNSCRs

2013.1 2087
Sanctions: strengthened
existing sanctions and

inspection regime

Condemns North Korea for

Iran

North Korea

UNSCRs.

2013.3 UNSCR strengthening existing

2094 .
measures, implemented
enhanced financial

Condemns North Korea for
conducting its third nuclear
test in violation of previous

Sanctions: in addition to

sanctions. Prohibited bulk
cash transfers and the use of

international financial
networks.

Council Decision 2010/413/CFSP

Amended or implemented by:
Council Decision 2010/644/CFSP
Council Decision 2011/299/CFSP
Council Decision 2011/783/CFSP
Council Decision 2012/35/CFSP
Council Decision 2012/152/CFSP
Council Decision 2012/169/CFSP
Council Decision 2012/205/CFSP
Council Decision 2012/457/CFSP
Council Decision 2012/635/CFSP
Council Decision 2012/687/CFSP
Council Decision 2012/829/CFSP
Council Decision 2013/270/CFSP
Council Decision 2013/497/CFSP
Council Decision 2013/661/CFSP
Council Decision 2013/685/CFSP
Council Decision 2014/21/CSFP

Council Regulation (EC) No 329/2007
Amended or implemented by:
Commission Regulation (EC) No 117/2008
Council Regulation (EU) No 1283/2009
Council Regulation (EU) No 567/2010
Commission Implementing Regulation
(EU)
Commission Implementing Regulation
(EU) No 137/2013
Council Regulation (EU) No 296/2013
Commission Implementing Regulation
(EU) No 370/2013
Council Regulation (EU) No 517/2013
Council Regulation (EU) No 696/2013

Note: Islamic Republic of Tran Shipping Lines, IRISL; Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps., IRGC.

Table 2. US laws concerning sanctions against Iran and North Korea

Iran

North Korea

Iran-Iraq Arms Nonproliferation Act of 1992
Iran & Libya Sanctions Act of 1996
Iran Nonproliferation Act of 2000

Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, Accountability and

Divestment Act of 2010 (CISADA)

Iran, North Korea, Syria Sanctions Consolidation

Act (May 2011)
Iran Threat Reduction Act (August 2012)

The Iran Freedom and Counter-Proliferation Act of

2012 (IFCA)

North Korea Non-Proliferation Act
(July 2006)

Iran, North Korea, Syria Sanctions
Consolidation Act (May 2011)

Council Regulation (EU) No 267/2012
Amended or implemented by:

Council Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 350/2012

Council Regulation (EU) No 708/2012

Council Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 709/2012

Council Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 945/2012

Council Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 1016/2012

Council Regulation (EU) No 1067/2012

Council Regulation (EU) No 1263/2012

Council Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 1264/2012

Council Regulation (EU) No 517/2013

Council Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 522/2013

Council Regulation (EU) No 971/2013

Council Regulation (EU) No 1154/2013

Council Regulation (EU) No 1203/2013

Council Regulation (EU) No 1361/2013

Council Regulation (EU) 42/2014

Council Decision 2013/183/CFSP

Note: Common Foreign and Security Policy of the European Union, CFSP.
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Figure 2. The number of individuals and entities listed in North Korea’s sanctions regimes
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Figure 3. The number of individuals and entities listed in Iran’s sanctions regimes
1. CISADA allows the US to sanction any financial institution that provides services to Iranian banks,

including those outside its jurisdiction.

2. Both countries took the same approach towards achieving nuclear capability by producing
@ @ weapons-grade Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) using centrifuge plants.
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