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Executive Summary

The provocations from North Korea, including the Cheonan sinking, the disclosure of highly enriched
uranium program, and the Yeonpyeong incident led to unstable circumstances on the Korean peninsula. The
Asan Institute for Policy Studies invited experts on the Northeast Asian region to have meaningful discussions

on how to cope with the circumstances in the future.

North Korea has been using a highly enriched uranium program as an instrument to keep its nuclear power,
improve its relationship with the U.S. and justify its authoritarian regime. The fact that the international
community has not reached its consensus on dealing with North Korean provocation is worsening the current
situation and serving as a source of North Korea’s confidence. Therefore, reaching the international consen-
sus on disapproving North Korea as a nuclear power is necessary. Especially, China needs to change its policy
towards North Korea and play an integral part in the Six Party Talks. Furthermore, stronger policy coordina-
tion is necessary between ROK-U.S., ROK-Japan and U.S.-Japan.
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Hahm Chaibong: Good morning. Thank you all for agreeing to do this. I would also like to thank Chosun
lIbo for setting up this interview.

We are hitting a crucial time in terms of the security environment in Northeast Asia. Things are in flux, but
we are fortunate to have these experts on the region gathered here so that we can discuss these issues in

depth.

My first question relates to North Korea's recent provocations, which are in a sense nothing new. You could
even say that we've become accustomed to North Korea’s brinkmanship tactics. We've known for decades
that North Korea has been developing nuclear weapons. So the revelation about its uranium enrichment
program may be "nothing new.” But the recent provocations appear to have their own unique features.

Do you see North Korea’s latest actions as a game changer? And, if so, why?

Victor Cha: I think the reason people see these recent provocations as different from other North Korean
actions is because of two things:

First, it is because of the compressed time frame in which this is happening (i.e. the Cheonan sinking in
March, the enriched uranium program revelation, and Yeonpyeong incident all happened within the last
month). We have never really seen this kind of compressed time frame before except back in 1968-71.

Second, North Korea is increasingly talking about deterrence. In part, this aggressiveness may be driven by
internal factors, but I think they don't feel that vulnerable anymore. They mistakenly feel they are secure
because of their nuclear deterrent. If this [rationale] is what is driving their actions, then it is a game
changer.

Scott Snyder: I would add that we haven't really seen this kind of provocation on the conventional front in
a very long time. Another factor that makes this more serious is that it seems South Korea is becoming more
intolerant of North Korean activities.

Gordon Flake: I would agree. What makes this different from even the sinking of the Cheonan is the fact
that the South Korean public opinion and policies are changing. The pictures of the Yeonpyeong artillery
attack were broadcast in broad daylight on TV — the Cheonan incident happened when it was dark. The
images of columns of smoke rising from the island and of refugees were seared into the minds of Koreans.
These images seem to be a key factor driving the immediate public response. The public is putting greater

pressure on the government to take action and that is driving [President Lee Myung-bak’s] response.
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Second, the Yeonpyeong incident is taking attention away from the revelation of North Korea's uranium
enrichment program, and I think this is far more significant. The full implications of the uranium enrichment
program are not yet fully understood, but this could be a greater game changer. With the public revelation
of the uranium enrichment program, the prospects for a negotiated settlement of the nuclear crisis have
dropped significantly. This is due to the nature of the two different nuclear programs. North Korea’s pluto-
nium program is different from its uranium program because the plutonium program (Yongbyon facility) is
location-driven with a single immaobile reactor. Negotiators can negotiate the freezing of the Yongbyon
facilities. But with the uranium program, it is technology-driven, meaning that there is little to be gained by
freezing only one facility because they could have hundreds of other facilities producing nuclear material.
This means it will be tougher to negotiate the standards of a nuclear freeze and of verification, making it

infinitely harder for negotiators to reach an agreement.

Thomas Christensen: I think there is another factor that makes these recent incidents more serious. The
international community is not unified in its reaction to the North Korean provocations. In 2006 and 2007,
the international community, including China, was largely unified in responding to North Korean violations.
The fact that China has not pressured or pointed a finger at North Korea this time could be another source

of confidence for the North Koreans.

Hahm Chaibong: Let’s get back to the extent of the nuclear program in North Korea. What do you think

is the level and extent of North Korea’s nuclear program, especially the uranium enrichment program?

Victor Cha: Siegfried Hecker [on the visit to North Korea] himself said he was very shocked [by North
Korea’s uranium processing technology]. This is not like the facility in Yongbyon, which is really old and
based on old Soviet designs. Hecker said the uranium enrichment facilities were quite new and polished. It's
possible there might be more facilities out there. I don’t know what the extent of the program is, but experts
who have read Hecker’s report believe that the program is more advanced than people ever thought and
there are more [facilities] out there.

Scott Snyder: I agree there are probably more facilities out there that no one knows about. Since North
Korea deliberately chose to reveal its uranium enrichment program, this raises the question about what its
intentions are in making such a revelation and how we should respond. It also shows that there is a gaping
hole in counter-proliferation efforts. We have failed to keep North Korea from advancing its nuclear program
— we should do something about this.

Gordon Flake: While we don‘t know how widespread the program is, I believe it would be irresponsible for
security planners to think that it is limited to one facility. If they have the technology and the materials, then
they can do the same thing in other places. Some will say that the known enrichment facility only represents
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some six cascades, 2000 centrifuges designed
for power generation, and not weapons grade
uranium. However, it is important to empha-
size that even that activity represents a stark
violation of the September 19, 2005 Joint
Statement of the Six Party Talks and UN
resolutions, which ban all nuclear programs.

Thomas Christensen: It is significant that

North Korea chose Dr. Hecker to examine its
facilities because he is a nuclear expert and has even expressed doubts about the existence of their uranium
enrichment program before.

But I think what we really need is a different Chinese policy towards North Korea. Yet, the question is
whether China can change its policy again.

In terms of counter-proliferation, there are two important aspects: 1) HEU is a higher threat and more
dangerous than plutonium because if it got into the hands of non-state actors, it would be easier for them to
make nuclear weapons; 2) If Dr. Hecker’s report is correct and the plant was built recently, this suggests that
sanctions have failed to prevent North Korea from importing materials to build the plant. This means the
U.S., Japan, and ROK will have to push harder to limit North Korea’s ability to import materials for its nuclear
program and to limit North Korean exports that could cause problems internationally.

Hahm Chaibong: Was it an intelligence failure that we didn't know about the uranium enrichment
program?

Thomas Christensen: It is hard to say, but on an abstract level, we study North Korea very carefully to
the best of our ability and we've had concerns about a uranium enrichment program before. One can have
a good intelligence structure and corps of excellent intelligence officers without knowing everything about an
isolated country like North Korea. So the standard one uses to discuss intelligence failure or success needs
to be realistic. Critics often say that if we didn't know everything, it's an intelligence failure. I think that's an

unrealistic standard.

Gordon Flake: Ididn't serve in the government or have access to intelligence, but if there was an intelli-
gence failure, it was probably by China and Russia. We had long running suspicions about the North's
uranium enrichment program. Recent evidence suggests that China was far more stunned than Washington
by the revelation about North Korea'’s uranium enrichment program.

04
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The other disturbing factor is that the only way to get these materials into North Korea appears to be through
China. I hope that these revelations will prompt Beijing to seriously reevaluate [the situation]. The implica-
tions for China’s responsibility seem to be stark.

Scott Snyder: It's clear that we've known about this for a long time. There’s a reason why the Agreed
Framework broke down over the issue of the enriched uranium program. North Korea said that it was going
to do this. Usually when the North Koreans make a statement, they follow through. We should look at the
policy impact. I see this potential divide between the denuclearization piece and the proliferation piece. Some
argue that we should take care of one or the other first. I think we should tackle both at the same time.

Victor Cha: I don't think this was an intelligence failure. It was a success because eight years ago, policy
makers confronted this issue [of enriched uranium], which led to the breakdown of the agreement. If you
talk to experts, they may be surprised about the extent but not the existence of the uranium enrichment

program.

Hahm Chaibong: Was this a public relations failure then? A failure to convince the public about the

existence of this uranium enrichment program?

Victor Cha: Where I do think this was a failure was in countries like China and Russia, where there
appeared to be very little concerns about it. And if Gordon is right, China should be concerned since this
could not have happened without materials coming through China. Hopefully they will be more surprised and
determined about non-proliferation.

Thomas Christensen: We should make a distinction — materials have passed through China, but they did
not necessarily come from China. Still it is a matter of great concern. One doesn’t need to point a finger at

China as an intentional violator of international norms to say that China’s behavior has been insufficient. As
a result, North Korea was able to produce this program.

Hahm Chaibong: Now we know they have this uranium enrichment program. What do we do? What can
we do?

Thomas Christensen: I don’t know if there is a magic bullet, but first we have to get international consen-
sus and create pressure. China has had a very different position these last 18 months. It is very different
from the multilateral and bilateral pressure exerted by China on North Korea in 2006. We need to get China
on the same page again and make them understand the damage to regional security and China’s prestige
caused by taking an agnostic position on North Korean actions.

05
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Gordon Flake: I would agree that the key is to forge an international consensus to resist actions that would
recognize North Korea as a nuclear power. The failure to maintain sanctions would also be a problem. The
nuclear issue is broader than just the Korean peninsula — there is an international NPT regime that we have
to consider. By rewarding North Korea, it would set a bad example and undermine the entire NPT regime. I
would add that the challenge has grown much larger — the North Korean regime is wrapping itself and its
entire identity with its nuclear status. You've heard how they've been talking this week about nuclear deter-
rence. I'm afraid that with each passing day, the possibility of North Korea giving up its nuclear program is
getting slimmer.

Scott Snyder: Iagree with what Tom said earlier. We need to shape the environment. To do this, we need
a different Chinese policy towards North Korea. The policies in 2006 were more conducive and in 2009 they
were different. The question is: can China change its policy again? Another thing that makes it harder to push
forward is the fact that the idea of rollback [of the nuclear program] is sometimes conflated with regime
change. We need to find some way of pushing forward with rollback, one that doesn't immediately suggest

a necessity of regime change. Otherwise, we will find it hard to get China on board.

Thomas Christensen: It's one thing to say we want regime change and another thing to say that the
counter-proliferation policy is specifically geared towards regime change. I would say that the pressure that
the U.S. put on North Korea in 2006 was not fundamentally designed to overthrow the regime. The policies
were designed to get North Korea to accept a package of benefits in exchange for denuclearization and open-
ing up to the outside world. Intellectually, we can separate this from regime change and rollback policies.
China doesn't want regime change, so I think we need to separate them. We have to be careful of how we

want to see change happen in the future.

Scott Snyder: I was referring to the broader environment. There appears to be a lot of defeatism in policy
circles. I don't think we can afford to buy into that.

Victor Cha: I agree with the comments. If the solution is not regime change, then it really does rest on
China and shaping the international environment so that China will be as helpful as in 2006. The tactical
problem is how we can manage to do that. Sooner or later, debate will arise — should we re-engage or
continue to stand-off and perhaps engage in trilateral cooperation to put more pressure on China?

Let's suppose we get back to negotiations. There is concern about how far these things can go. Maybe
we could freeze the plutonium program, but now, as mentioned, a whole basket of problems has arisen with

the uranium program. This is a real challenge.

Gordon Flake: My anticipation is that there is an appropriate role for diplomacy. There is a need to have a
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discussion with China that is different from going back to the Six Party Talks. I see zero signs that North
Korea is willing to make the minimal concessions to go back to a halfway meaningful dialogue.

Hahm Chaibong: I intentionally left out the topic of the Six Party Talks (SPT). What are the prospects, the
preconditions for it? Can we go back?

Victor Cha: I think you are right about the pessimism towards the Six Party Talks. December 2007 was the
last full round. But I don't really see a substitute model out there. The only way of doing this is to make China
an integral part of it. The issue is if it is some form of multilateral negotiation (including China), then from a
diplomatic perspective, there are less costs in sticking with the old structure than creating a new one. For that
reason, Six Party Talks still have some life. It is still the only multilateral institution in Northeast Asia. There is
something to that.

Gordon Flake: It's important to emphasize that Six Party Talks are more than just negotiations — it
IS @ process of building relationships among the parties dealing with the North Korean problem and
building regional consensus. The Six Party Talks also have content and the more we can focus on the
September 19, 2005 Joint Statement, the better. The idea that the U.S. and the ROK have established
preconditions for returning to the Six Party Talks as suggested by China is inaccurate. We are only
asking that North Korea return to talks with a scope and objectives as defined by the September 19
Joint Statement.

Thomas Christensen: I agree with what Gordon says. The term precondition is a dangerous concept to
throw around loosely. We would have to accept North Korea’s preconditions and acknowledge their nuclear
status in order to return to talks unconditionally.

North Korea already agreed to the 2005 statement and so to start a new round of talks without recognizing

past progress would allow North Korea to put forth their own set of preconditions.

Hahm Chaibong: Why is North Korea doing
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getting the U.S. to negotiate bilaterally with
North Korea. 1 think we should look at their
actions at face value instead. With North Korea's s
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announcement of the uranium enrichment program, their intention is to be recognized as a nuclear power.
I think the latest series of actions are part of a strategy designed to attract attention away from their nuclear
program.

Scott Snyder: I think North Korea's real intentions are to help secure regime succession and to use the
uranium enrichment program as a source of legitimacy and an instrument to secure power. It places them
at the center of the international stage. And it provides a procedural advantage vis-a-vis South Korea [to

achieve] their goal of someday taking over the peninsula.

Victor Cha: I wrote about this last year in The Washington Quarterly. 1 said that the only deal that North
Korea wants is the India deal (acknowledgement of nuclear state status). They want a fundamentally trans-
formed relationship where they get to keep their nuclear deterrent to give the impression of power. This
would be a fundamental change in the strategic balance on the peninsula.

Thomas Christensen: I don't think anyone exactly knows what North Korea is up to. It is dangerous when
actors assume this is all about the U.S. Then the solution takes the form of “the U.S. needs to talk to North
Korea” or “the U.S. needs to give North Korea assurances” — it's too easy an option for other actors to adopt
to pass off responsibility. Then countries can say that they will help the U.S. but in exchange for some other
benefits related to their core national interests. If North Korea continues down the same path, then the
biggest losers will be the North Korean people and China. The regional environment will transform so that
activities will run against China’s interests. China will lose face. If China cannot influence a small state on its
border, then it will show that it is not yet ready to play a leading role on the global stage.

Ultimately, putting blame on the U.S. removes responsibility from other actors. And the U.S. will respond
robustly — there will be costs for China in these actions. I think China will be a loser in this process.

Hahm Chaibong: How stable is the North Korean economy and the political situation?

Victor Cha: It is impossible to know entirely since they are in the process of another transition. This is all
happening in the context of a very different North Korean
internal situation. How smoothly the transition will
proceed depends a lot on China. Anything that North
Korea desires to create will require massive investment
from China. The North Korean situation will depend

greatly on Chinese cooperation.

— Y

Scott Snyder: The problem is North Korea’s lack of Fﬂﬁ; = _

ToEE
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transparency, but transparency is a great threat to the regime. We are making some progress, but no one

can predict what will happen.

Gordon Flake: There was some over-reaction last November to the currency devaluation, and many
experts predicted more instability than was realistic. We should look at underlying trends to determine
North Korea’s stability. The North Korean regime has always sought to control flows of information into the
country but that control has been weakened. There are almost 20,000 refugees in South Korea who send
information and materials back to their relatives in the North. You have tremendous flows of information
coming in from South Korea and from China. When you have information flows like this, then internally in
North Korea, there will be an increasing gap between expectations and reality - that is the most dangerous

time.,

Also, in any society, third generation successions are tough.

Thomas Christensen: It's a mystery how a regime like North Korea could survive. We have to determine
that before we can talk about its collapse.

Since North Korea has managed to survive, we can't really predict its collapse.

Hahm Chaibong: What do we do about the high likelihood of increasing low intensity provocations?

Victor Cha: What has been done thus far is to increase the tempo of exercises (the U.S., Japan, ROK joint
military exercises), and we've been trying to get China to do more. These are right things to do now. But
there will be more provocations and thus we need to do other things. I think we should think about increas-
ing the U.S. troop presence [on the peninsula] and enhancing U.S. capabilities. There is no more important
message we can send than increasing the U.S. presence in South Korea — North Korea doesn’t want to see
it happen and it will calm markets. Some people say it's not a good time, but the next low intensity provoca-
tion will not just be a tap on the back. We should be concerned about escalation.

Scott Snyder: We need to enhance deterrence and reduce our areas of vulnerability. North Korea has
utilized our vulnerabilities in the past and hit us in places we haven't expected. We should look at areas
where we are most vulnerable.

Victor Cha: The problem is we don't know where we are vulnerable until North Korea does something.

Scott Snyder: All North Korea needs to do is to look at the newspaper to find out where the U.S. & ROK
(forces) think they are going.

09

THE ASAN INSTITUTE for POLICY STUDIES



ASAN ROUNDTABLE NO.16

Gordon Flake: We also have to remember that North Korea has a higher tolerance for risk than we do.
And they know we have a lot more to lose. Our focus should be to work closely with the Chinese to make
sure North Korea is no longer shielded from the consequences of its actions. We need to get China to stop
enabling North Korean behavior. There should be a return to the United Nations Security Council and a full
condemnation of North Korean actions.

Thomas Christensen: Deterring low-intensity provocations is difficult. Even to deter a weaker actor is
very difficult because it requires a high level of superior capabilities. North Korea has raised the bar. We need
to bolster the ROK, the U.S. & Japanese capabilities — and show them we are part of a coordinated alliance
system.

We need to emphasize the danger of high intensity provocations as well. I'm talking about transfers of
nuclear materials and technology to dangerous actors. This is not hypothetical — we've seen this happen
before [with North Korea and Syria]. To prevent this we need more robust policy coordination tools between
ROK-U.S., ROK-Japan and U.S.-Japan. We should actively search ships leaving North Korea. Some will see
this as destabilizing behavior by the U.S. But we need to respond to challenges and these may have side
effects that China may not like. They need to recognize this now so that we can make progress in gaining

tighter coordination.

Hahm Chaibong: I would like to hear your thoughts on trilateral coordination. Some experts say a new
cold war structure is emerging with — the ROK, the U.S., Japan on one side and China and North Korea on
the other. At the same time, there is some unease about trilateral coordination — as witnessed by Prime

Minister Kan's latest comments. What are your perspectives on this?

What about ROK-Japan efforts to turn a virtual alliance into a real alliance? What real expectations do you
have for improvement in ROK-Japan relations?

Victor Cha: If anyone is worried about Japan’s military capabilities they shouldn’t be — I don't think [any]
development will happen under the current government. What are the American expectations? I personally
would like to see the ROK and Japan have a bilateral security declaration like the Japan-Australia agreement
that doesn't infringe upon national sovereignty. The virtue of the Kan government, unlike the former admin-
istration, is that it appears not to be constrained by some past historical issues. There is some room for

improvement in ROK-Japan bilateral relations. A bilateral security statement would be useful.

Scott Snyder: It is clear that a trilateral would be of great interest to the U.S. The U.S. has in fact been
framing its strategy in the region with cooperation in mind. How sustainable will it be if the U.S. is the only
one pushing it? I dont know. We also have to examine whether the public in Japan and the ROK have
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matured enough to make progress. Yet, there is a
tremendous set of variables where the ROK and
Japan are converging in threat perceptions, which
gives us hope for cooperation. Enhanced trilateral
cooperation can also be a hedge against domestic
political volatility in each country.

Gordon Flake: South Korea has nothing to fear
from a greater build-up in the Japanese military. I'd «--.’"‘
be worried more about Japanese weakness than strength. A stronger ROK-Japan relationship is favorable. I

can see a growing recognition that Japan and Korea have shared interests.

Additionally, when the U.S., Japan, and the ROK stand together on policy issues, they are far more influential
with China. When all together on the same page, they can be remarkably influential. The latest Foreign
Minister summit [on trilateral cooperation] had positive results and was very articulate. My hope is that Prime
Minister Kan's statement won't distract from the positive trend.

Thomas Christensen: China should understand that trilateral cooperation between the three allies is not
targeted at China. I don't believe Japan will consider putting forces on the Korean peninsula — Japan can
adopt other measures to deal with North Korea such as anti-submarine warfare, missile defense measures,
et cetera.

There is another piece — some argue that North Korean nuclearization could be a catalyst for Japan’s nuclear-
ization. I think there are still many domestic constraints in Japan that will prevent this from happening.
Development of Japanese strike weapons to protect against nuclear missiles would be a better option. The
best way to defend against ballistic missiles is to destroy them before they are launched. China doesn’t want
to see this, but it is extremely likely Japan could develop them. Beijing needs to calculate this.

Hahm Chaibong: What should be the role of China? What are your expectations? How much does it
depend on what China does?

Victor Cha: We've talked a lot about China. China’s role is important. The argument is that there is nothing
that is more in China’s interests than solving the North Korean nuclear problem. What the latest incidents
have shown is that China is just not ready for prime time [global leadership] and to step up. If we accept
that it has leverage over North Korea, it means that it has leverage but doesn’t know how to use it. Either
that or it has leverage and is afraid to use it.
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Scott Snyder: One challenge is that the Chinese have acted disinterested despite their interests. Their
actions have been inconsistent. We need to get them to correct their inconsistencies. The Chinese public is
also weary of North Korean behavior — we need to ask the question of where the CCP is trying to take the
policy on North Korea.

Gordon Flake: China blocked UNSC sanctions in May, and the North Korean ambassador to the UN
declared it a diplomatic victory. But I dont know that the Chinese leaders would agree -- when you look at
the recent past, China has paid a price for North Korea’s actions. There appears to have been in the last year
a clear policy shift in China born out of fear of change and potential instability in North Korea. The Chinese
have argued that their approach will bring about greater stability. But in the last month, we've seen the
revelation of the uranium enrichment program and the Yeonpyeong shelling, so the impotence of Chinese
strategy has been laid bare. A fundamental re-evaluation of their politics toward North Korea must be going
on right now in China. They have set back their diplomacy and their broader international image by many
years. Rather than promoting stability, China’s actions have led to instability. If China had joined in the

criticism of the sinking of the Cheonan, would North Korea have bombed Yeonpyeong Island? It is doubtful.

Thomas Christensen: China adopted proactive policies on North Korea from 2006 to 2008. Most China
specialists were actually surprised at the amount of pressure it asserted on North Korea. But this was part of
a broader set of policies (i.e. Sudan/Darfur, crack-down on pirates in Somalia). This was an assertive,
creative type of foreign policy, but since 2008 we've seen this reversed. China often says it can't control
North Korea or that its influence is limited. But China believes it can influence North Korea to the extent that
it can create instability. This appears to be a contradiction. China doesn't want North Korean instability, but
North Korean leadership wants to see it even less. I think this is leverage that China can use.

By raising robust pressure on North Korea, China will get the attention of North Korean leaders. Instead of
the more recent passive and reactive policies, we need China to return to proactive and creative policies. But

we need to be prepared to react with or without China.

Hahm Chaibong: This wraps up our session. Thank you very much for all your comments. With your
combined experience, I hope we can come up with some good solutions for the Northeast Asian region in
the future.

The views expressed in this publication do not necessarily reflect the views of the Asan Institute for Policy Studies.
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Biographies
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AUESE - Victor CHA was named to the newly created Korea Chair at CSIS in May 2009.
. He is also a professor of government and director for Asian Studies at George-
town University. From 2004 to 2007, he was director for Asian affairs at the
White House, where he was responsible for coordinating U.S. policy for Japan,
the two Koreas, Australia, New Zealand, and the Pacific Island nations. He also
served as U.S. deputy head of delegation to the Six-Party Talks and has acted
7 as a senior consultant on East Asian security issues for different branches of the
U.S. government. A recipient of numerous academic awards, including the prestigious Fulbright schol-
arship (twice) and MacArthur Foundation fellowship, Dr. Cha spent two years as a John M. Olin National
Security Fellow at Harvard University and as a postdoctoral fellow at Stanford University’s Center for
International Security and Cooperation. Dr. Cha is the author or coauthor of numerous books and
articles, including Beyond the Final Score: The Politics of Sport in Asia (Columbia University Press, 2009),
Nuclear North Korea: A Debate on Engagement Strategies (Columbia University Press, 2003), and Align-
ment Despite Antagonism: The U.S.-Korea-Japan Securnty Triangle (Stanford University Press, 1999). He
is also a frequent contributor and guest analyst for various media outlets, including Chosun Ilibo, Joon-
gang llbo, CNN, National Public Radio, New York Times, Washington Post, Time, Newsweek, Asahi Shim-
bun, and Japan Times. Dr. Cha holds a B.A., an M.I.A., and a Ph.D. from Columbia University, as well
as an M.A. Oxford University.

Thomas J. CHRISTENSEN is Professor of Politics and International Affairs and
Director of the Princeton-Harvard China and the World Program at Princeton
University. From 2006-2008 he served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for East Asian and Pacific Affairs with responsibility for relations with China,
Taiwan, and Mongolia. He has served on the Board of Directors and the Execu-

tive Committee of the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations and as

3 co-editor of the International History and Politics series at Princeton University
Press. His publications include "Fostering Stability or Creating a Monster? The Rise of China and U.S.
Policy Toward East Asia” (Intemational Security, 2006) and “"Will China Become a 'Responsible Stake-
holder? The Six-Party Talks, Taiwan Arms Sales, and Sino-Japanese Relations” (China Leadership
Monitor, 2005). Dr. Christensen received his B.A. from Haverford College, M.A. in International Relations

from the University of Pennsylvania, and Ph.D. in political science from Columbia University.
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Gordon FLAKE is Executive Director of the Mansfield Foundation. He received
his B.A. degree in Korean with a minor in international relations from Brigham
Young University and M.A. from the David M. Kennedy Center for International
and Area Studies, also at B.Y.U. He is a member of the London-based Interna-
tional Institute for Strategic Studies and serves on the Board of the United
i States Committee of the Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific
/ | | (USCSCAP) as well as on the Board of the U.S. Committee for Human Rights in

North Korea, and the Advisory Council of the Korea Economic Institute of America. He was previously
a Senior Fellow and Associate Director of the Program on Conflict Resolution at The Atlantic Council of
the United States and prior to that Director for Research and Academic Affairs at the Korea Economic
Institute of America. Mr. Flake is co-editor with Park Roh-byug of the book New Political Realities in
Seoul: Working toward a Common Approach to Strengthen U.S.-Korean Relations (Mansfield Founda-
tion, March 2008) and co-editor with Scott Snyder of the book Paved with Good Intentions: the NGO

Experience in North Korea (Praeger, 2003) and has published extensively on policy issues in Asia.

Scott SNYDER is the Director of the Center for U.S.-Korea Policy and Senior
Associate of Washington programs in the International Relations program of
The Asia Foundation. He received his B.A. from Rice University and M.A. from
Harvard University. Prior to joining the Foundation, Mr. Snyder was an Asia
specialist in the Research and Studies Program of the U.S. Institute of Peace,
and served as acting director of Asia Society's Contemporary Affairs Program.
2 Mr. Snyder has published numerous op-ed pieces and journal articles and is a
frequent commentator on Asian security issues with a particular focus on the Korean peninsula. His
publications include China’s Rise and the Two Koreas: Politics, Economics, Security (Lynne Rienner,
2009), Paved With Good Intentions: The NGO Experience in North Korea, co-edited with L. Gordon
Flake (Praeger, 2003), and Negotiating on the Edge: North Korean Negotiating Behavior (USIP, 1999).
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The Asan Institute for Policy Studies was founded as an independent think tank
to provide innovative policy solutions and spearhead public discourse on the core
issues that Korea, East Asia and the global community face. In particular, the
Institute’s mandate is to contribute to the peace, prosperity, and unification of
the Korean peninsula by engaging issues pertaining to national security, foreign
affairs, and governance, both domestic and global. "Human security” matters
such as human rights, humanitarian crises, energy and environment are also a
major focus. The goal of the Institute is not only to offer policy solutions but also
to train experts in public diplomacy and related fields in order to strengthen
Korea’s capacity to better tackle some of the most pressing problems affecting

the country, the region and the world today.
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