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1.0 Introduction 

There has been much interaction between the U.S. and North Korea over the last twenty 

years, spanning two nuclear crises, four presidential administrations, several agreements and 

frameworks, and much bellicose rhetoric by both sides.  In looking for answers to the North 

Korean nuclear problem, it is easy to look at North Korea’s behavior and come to the conclusion 

that there is no way to figure out the reasons behind their actions.  The temptation exists to 

categorize North Korea’s behavior as irrational and deny the chance to analyze their behavior, 

especially their behavior in response to outside events.  If one were to take that view, one could 

argue that any actions taken by those wanting to stop North Korea’s nuclear program would be 

pointless; that North Korea acts independently of everything and everyone else.   

This paper argues that U.S. nuclear diplomacy policies and actions (official and 

unofficial, congressional and executive level) toward North Korea matter greatly, and that they 

make a difference in how North Korea acts (the case will also be made that North Korea behaves 

rationally, reacting to these and other actions).   

The 1994 Agreed Framework (hereafter known as “the Agreed Framework” or “the 

Framework”) is a case in point.  The Framework outlined the steps necessary for North Korea to 

give up its nuclear program in return for economic assistance and normalization of diplomatic 

relations.  After signing the Framework in 1994 to optimism on both sides, the stipulations to be 

followed were never fully implemented.  In researching the lack of full implementation of the 

Framework, it became clear that to evaluate the effectiveness of the Framework, it must be 

looked at in a broader context.  While the Framework represented the high water mark of nuclear 

diplomacy for the Clinton Administration, in terms of success in negotiating an agreement with 

North Korea for the cessation of their nuclear programs, the George W. Bush administration also 
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had success in that area.  The 2005 Joint Statement, reached at the fourth round of the Six Party 

Talks, outlined steps that North Korea and the other members of the Six Party Talks would take 

to bring about the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula.   

From a western perspective, it is easy to attribute the failure of the Framework and 2005 

Joint Statement to North Korea.  Especially in the United States, North Korea is seen as a rogue 

state; an irrational actor with few friends and little with which to bargain except for their nuclear 

weapons program.  It must be remembered, though, that to solve the cycle of crises on the 

Korean peninsula, an agreement that is acceptable to all parties, including North Korea, will have 

to be created.  As Alexander P. Losyukov, deputy foreign minister of Russia noted, “…it is a 

must to learn what the DPRK’s [the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (North Korea)] 

concerns are based on and to eliminate them.  Only after that is it legitimate to expect Pyongyang 

to take actions that will alleviate the concerns of the international community.”1 

The paths the Clinton and George W. Bush administrations followed regarding events on 

the Korean peninsula are quite similar.  Both administrations had to deal with a crisis involving 

the threat of war on the Korean peninsula and/or North Korea increasing production of fissile 

material, and both emerged from the crisis with an agreement in place that, if followed to a 

logical completion, would have ended North Korea’s nuclear program while providing it with 

either normalized relations, economic and food aid, or both.2  The means by which these 

administrations used to come up with these agreements was very different.  The primary 

difference was that the Framework was a bilateral agreement and the 2005 Joint Statement was a 

                                                 
1 Yoichi Funabashi, The Peninsula Question: A Chronicle of the Second Korean Nuclear Crisis (Washington D.C.: 

Brookings Institution Press, 2007), 176-177. 
2 Agreed Framework Between the United States of America and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, 

Geneva, October 21, 1994,” Arms Control Association web site, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/2475; 
“2005 Joint Statement of the U.S. and DPRK,” 
http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/news/dprk/2005/dprk-050920-kcna03.htm. 
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product of a multilateral approach – the Six Party Talks.  What caused this difference?  How did 

the difference in administrations’ policies of engaging North Korea affect the outcome?  Can 

U.S. policy affect North Korean behavior?  This paper will attempt to answer these questions.   

The timeline of this paper runs from 1993 to 2005, although some more recent references 

were used when presenting the next steps and recommendations, and notable events that 

happened after 2005, such as the Obama administration’s overall nuclear policy, are discussed.      

2.0 Background of U.S. Nuclear Diplomacy toward North Korea: 

1994-2005 

The 1994 North Korean Nuclear Crisis brought the U.S. and North Korea very close to an 

all out war on the Korean peninsula.3  Many things came together, through hard work, luck, or 

both, to prevent a war.  From this crisis emerged the Agreed Framework, which listed the steps 

to be taken by the U.S. and North Korea to ease tensions and to achieve a lasting peace.4    

The period between the signing of the Framework and the flurry of diplomatic activity at 

the end of the 1990’s and into 2000 represented the high water mark in U.S-DPRK relations for 

the Clinton administration.  A real hope for a lasting peace on the Korean peninsula, as well as 

the thawing of relations between the U.S. and North Korea seemed Possible.5  Although genuine 

effort from both sides was made to implement the stipulations in the Framework,6 this process 

was slowed down due to events in both the U.S. and North Korea.  In the U.S., providing 

assistance to North Korea, specifically the building of nuclear reactors, was abhorrent to many 

                                                 
3 Joel Wit, Robert Gallucci and Daniel Poneman, Going Critical: The First North Korean Nuclear Crisis 
(Washington D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2004), xvi.  
4 Poneman, Daniel, “The History of the Agreed Framework,” History News Network web site, 

www.hnn.us/articles/31633.html,  
5 Walter Mondale (former U.S. Vice President, U.S. Senator and U.S. ambassador to Japan at the time of the 1994 

crisis), interview with the author, September 9, 2009. 
6 Joel Wit (Agreed Framework Coordinator, 1995-2001, U.S. State Department), telephone Interview with the 

author, March 24, 2010.   
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lawmakers; they tried to stall or end funding for such projects.7  Despite this resistance, the 

Clinton Administration kept to their policy of engaging North Korea, making progress toward 

the ends spelled out in the Framework.  In North Korea, the succession of power from Kim Il-

Sung to Kim Jong-Il, coupled with the famine in that country in the mid 1990’s, focused that 

country’s attention elsewhere.  But toward the end of the decade and into 2000, North Korea, 

too, focused on the implementation of the Framework.8   

The Bush administration inherited the Framework and, although the Framework was 

criticized first by congressional republicans and then by those within the Bush administration’s 

leadership, the administration’s official policy was to continue with the policy set by the Clinton 

administration, which included the continued effort to implement the terms of the Agreed 

Framework.9  Even though that was the official policy, dissent within the administration gave the 

impression of an administration that was not in favor of the continuation of the Framework.  This 

difference of opinion also contributed to the administration’s response to the intelligence relating 

to North Korea’s highly enriched uranium (HEU) program.10  In their study of the republican 

Congress of the 1990s and its effect on George W. Bush’s foreign policy, Hathaway and Tama 

have this to say: 

 
Republicans in the 1990s locked the (Republican) Party into positions that limited 
President Bush’s freedom of maneuver after the Republicans recaptured the White House 
in 2000.  For the first 21 months of his presidency, Bush employed hard-line, bombastic 
rhetoric designed to obscure the reality that, in its essentials, his approach toward North 
Korea displayed surprising similarities to Clinton’s.11 

                                                 
7 Robert Hathaway and Jordan Tama, “The U.S. Congress and North Korea during the Clinton Years: Talk Tough, 

Carry a Small Stick,” Asian Survey, Vol. 44, No. 5 (Sep. – Oct. 2004): 711-733. 
8 Wendy Sherman (Counselor of the Department of State, 1997-2001), telephone interview with the author, 

December 8, 2009. 
9 George W. Bush, “Statement on Completion of the North Korea Policy Review,” June 6, 2001, Accessed from 

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=45819. 
10 Christopher Hill (Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs 2005-2009), telephone interview 

with the author, April 24, 2010. 
11 Hathaway and Tama, “The U.S. Congress and North Korea,” 714. 
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During the second term of the Bush administration, especially after the dismissal of Secretary 

of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, the administration was able to both clearly articulate and put into 

practice their policy of engagement, this time in a multi-party context.12  Using a multilateral 

approach was not a decision made solely by the United States, but rather a natural progression of 

the talks, given South Korea’s Sunshine Policy, China’s willingness to play an active part in 

regional negotiations, and Japan’s interactions with North Korea on normalizing relations and 

solving the abduction issue.13  Within this multilateral context, an agreement was reached that 

was similar in outcome to the Framework - the 2005 Joint Statement.14  While an 

implementation plan took almost two years to finalize,15 and even though this agreement is 

currently stalled, the signing of the Statement shows the worth of the multilateral approach.  I

also shows that all parties involved in the negotiations agree that the Korean peninsula should 

free of nuclea

t 

be 

r weapons.16   

                                                

2.1 Paper Purpose and Outline 

This paper will study U.S. nuclear diplomacy by both the Clinton and George W. Bush 

administrations as a means to end the nuclear threat posed by North Korea, from the 

manufacture, use or sharing of nuclear weapons.  This study will be accomplished by performing 

 
12 John Bolton, “One Korea,” part of a joint article by James Kelly, “Standoff at the 38th Parallel,” The National 

Interest, November/December 2008, p.27. 
13 Funabashi, Peninsula Question, 72.  Some background on the abduction issue: in the 1970’s and 1980’s, North 

Korea kidnapped somewhere between 13 and 17 Japanese citizens.  The two main reasons for the 
abductions were a) to gain native Japanese speakers and use them to train North Koreans in Japanese, and 
b) to use the abductees to help penetrate South Korea on information gathering or other subversive 
missions. (See Funabashi page five). 

14 “Agreed Framework Between the United States of America and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, 
Geneva, October 21, 1994,” Arms Control Association web site, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/2475; 
“2005 Joint Statement of the U.S. and DPRK,” 
http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/news/dprk/2005/dprk-050920-kcna03.htm. 

15 Christopher Hill, telephone interview with the author, April 24, 2010. 
16 Tan Yingzi, “Kim says committed to nuclear disarmament,” The China Daily, online version, May 10, 2010, 

http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/world/2010-05/10/content_9826923.htm 
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a critical analysis of how the Clinton administration engaged North Korea during of events 

leading up to, and those following, the resolution of the 1994 crisis (Embodied in the 

Framework), and comparing that with the North Korea engagement policy of the George W. 

Bush administration, highlighted by their ending of the Framework in 2002, the subsequent 

joining in the multilateral process that led to the Six Party Talks and, eventually, the signing of 

the 2005 U.S.-DPRK Joint Statement.  The paper will also discuss the role of Congress in the 

creation and implementation of U.S. nuclear diplomacy policy toward North Korea. 

Recommendations to the current administration from what was learned during these negotiations 

will be parsed into three different scenarios of the short-to-medium term political future of North 

Korea.   

2.2 Literature Review 

Books, journals and newspaper articles are combined with the use of a small amount of 

North Korean summary statistics, particularly economic and foreign aid statistics, in an attempt 

to present a clear picture of the current situation.     

The Don Oberdorfer book The Two Koreas17 is considered a foundational book for the 

understanding of the post-Korean war history of the Korean peninsula, specifically the period 

after 1970.  Oberdorfer went to South Korea as an Army lieutenant after the signing of the 

armistice that ended the Korean War, and two years later started his career in journalism.  He 

served as a Washington Post reporter in NE Asia for over 25 years.  Oberdorfer’s journalistic 

leaning comes through in this book.  The advantage of this leaning is that the book is clearly and 

chronologically presented, and many insights that were gained by Oberdorfer’s experience as a 

journalist are mentioned.  In writing the book, Oberdorfer sought to put the events that have 

                                                 
17 Don Oberdorfer, The Two Koreas: A Contemporary History (Reading, MA: Addison Wesley, 1997). 
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taken place on the Korean peninsula since the end of the Korean War in context.  As Oberdorfer 

himself states, “…most people in most countries have little idea how the recurrent Korea crises 

developed or what their significance has been.”18  To tie events together, to show how these 

events are related helps the reader gain a sense of continuity surrounding these events.  Since this 

paper attempts to show how U.S. nuclear diplomacy policy and related actions toward North 

Korea affects North Korean behavior, this book helps the reader gain the sense that the crises 

that arise on the Korean peninsula are not just the random schemes of an irrational North Korean 

leadership, but rather reactions to something either internal or external.  Oberdorfer himself 

addresses the seeming limitations of a single American writing about an issue that has many 

perspectives.  His credentials are bolstered from his meeting every South Korean President save 

for the first, Syngman Rhee.  Oberdorfer has also met with high ranking government officials of 

the remaining members of the Six Party Talks (Russia, China, the U.S., and Japan).   

Oberdorfer rightly cites the lack of transparency of the North Korean decision making 

process as an impediment to drawing conclusions.  This almost total secrecy by North Korea 

makes it necessary for Oberdorfer to find secondary sources that speak to the reasons behind 

North Korean policy decisions.  These sources come primarily from China, Russia (and the 

former Soviet Union), and East Germany.  Another drawback is the book’s lack of rigor, 

especially when it comes to citations.  Nothing is actually cited in the text itself.  While there are 

source citations at the end of the book, they are very hard to reference, due to the lack of 

citations mentioned above.  Yet even though The Two Koreas lacks academic rigor, it is the one 

Korean history book mentioned by the authors of “Going Critical.”19  Other important works on 

North Korea, including the definitive work on the Second North Korean Nuclear Crisis, The 

                                                 
18 Oberdorfer, Two Koreas, xiii. 
19 Wit, Poneman and Gallucci, Going Critical, xii. 
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Peninsula Question, and Scott Snyder’s Negotiating on the Edge, a critical analysis of North 

Korea’s negotiating behavior and logic, also reference Oberdorfer.  For this study, the 

Oberdorfer book was helpful in finding the motivation for the two countries to enter into a 

dialogue, the product of which were several agreements, including the North-South Joint 

Communiqué of 1972, the first diplomatic agreement between the two Koreas, the 1992 Joint 

Declaration of South and North Korea on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, the first 

nuclear agreement between the South and the North.   

Oberdorfer’s main finding of the book is that, of all the dynamics of the Korean 

peninsula, North Korea’s international and domestic prospects have changed most of all.  This 

was primarily caused by two main events:  the decline and fall of the Soviet Union and China’s 

transformation into a quasi-market economy.20  Vietnam, another Asian communist state, chose 

to follow China’s model.  North Korea did not.  Instead, North Korea sought to “…bargain its 

way out of difficulties with the nuclear weapons program as its principal negotiating asset.”21  

The book ends on Hwang Jang-Yop’s defection to South Korea.  Hwang, the principal developer 

of North Korea’s juche (self-reliance) philosophy and one-time tutor to Kim Jong-Il, is shown as 

choosing to leave North Korea because he sees the growing power of the military and the 

straying of North Korea from the true meaning of juche.22    To have one so prominent in North 

Korean leadership defect, especially one who designed the philosophy by which the country 

operated for thirty years, Oberdorfer contends, is compelling evidence that North Korea, both 

politically and economically, is in serious trouble.   

The first nuclear crisis, lasting from 1993-1994 and whose conclusion was the signing of 

the 1994 Agreed Framework, is extensively covered in Going Critical: The First North Korean 

                                                 
20 Oberdorfer, Two Koreas, 409. 
21 Ibid., 410. 
22 Ibid., 404. 

 10



Nuclear Crisis.23  Written by those who played leading roles in the crisis, it is the definitive work 

on the U.S. perspective of events leading up to, including, and after the first nuclear crisis.  This 

is the only book which draws on the complete record (U.S. declassified or never classified 

information) of the crisis.24    A limitation of this book is the potential for a Democratic, U.S. 

centric bias in the analysis.  All three authors are Democrats and served in the Clinton 

administration.  While the authors note the importance of impartiality, the very nature of their 

experience may preclude the authors from achieving it.  They give first-hand accounts of the 

thought processes of U.S. leaders, but because of the closed nature of North Korean leadership, 

an equivalent look at the North Korean thought processes is not possible.   

The authors, being of similar backgrounds, are all of the opinion that engaging North 

Korea through dialogue as a way to reach a negotiated settlement concerning North Korea’s 

nuclear program was, in their words, the “least worst alternative” in preventing North Korea 

from acquiring nuclear weapons.25  Most of the recommendations for future action are centered 

on the benefits of engaging North Korea in this manner.  The authors provide eight 

recommended future actions, and six of these recommendations are based on engaging with 

North Korea and the other members of the Six Party Talks.26  As compared to the Oberdorfer 

book, Going Critical presents more of an insider perspective.  None of the authors is a journalist, 

and as such the reading is much more analytic as compared to Oberdorfer’s journalistic nature.  

Oberdorfer’s conclusions tend to be based on his own experience, while the authors of Going 

Critical rely more on firsthand sources (that of their own recollection or that of others who 

played a role in the 1994 crisis.) 

                                                 
23 Wit, Poneman and Gallucci, Going Critical. 
24 Ibid., xi. 
25 Ibid., xvii. 
26 Ibid., 396. 
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As recommended by James A. Kelly, former Assistant Secretary of East Asian and 

Pacific Affairs during the first term of the George W. Bush administration, Yoichi Funabashi’s 

The Peninsula Question27 is considered the seminal piece on the second nuclear crisis.28  

Funabashi, editor-in-chief of the Asahi Shimbun, “…probably the best-wired, non-Chinese 

newspaper in China,”29 was able to conduct interviews with all of the parties of the North 

Korean nuclear issue, including the North Koreans.  The broader context of his book make

different, less U.S.-biased point of view, which, when combined with first person accounts from 

U.S. leadership, makes for a more rigorous analysis, especially in the describing of the dynamics 

of the members involved in multilateral negotiations.  It also provides a clearer window into 

explaining North Korean behavior.

s for a 

                                                

30  It also provides a fresh perspective on the negotiating 

policies of the Bush administration.  Of particular note is the author’s claim and subsequent 

evidence to support the irrationality of the negotiating position of the Bush administration.31   

The Funabashi book, while rich in information, suffers from anonymity of many sources 

of information.  Without these confidential sources, the author would not have gotten nearly the 

amount of detail, yet not knowing the source of information leads the reader to question the 

validity if it.   

As one of the central figures in Funabashi’s book, Former Assistant Secretary of State for 

East Asian and Pacific Affairs James Kelly, in his article “Six-Party Tales,”32 describes the 

book’s strengths and limitations.  Funabashi successfully shows how each of the five members of 

the Six Party Talks, when asked about North Korean behavior, come away with “wildly different 
 

27 Funabashi, Peninsula Question. 
28 James Kelly (Assistant U.S. Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs: 2001-2005), telephone 

interview with the author, April 12, 2010. 
29 Ibid. 
30 Funabashi, Peninsula Question, 369. 
31 Ibid., 87. 
32 James Kelly, “Six-Party Tales,” The American Interest, May-June 2008, http://www.the-american-

interest.com/article.cfm?piece=433. 

 12



assessments.”33  Funabashi compares this difference in interpretation to the story of the blind 

men and the elephant, how each person could describe only the part of the elephant which they 

could feel.  The main limitation of the book is its lack of analysis; it tends to be very descriptive, 

sometimes to a fault.  As Kelly points out, Funabashi’s book is “…perhaps the perfect book for 

those intent on understanding how things work in and around the Korean dilemma.  For those 

more interested in why they do or do now work, a reader will have to look elsewhere.”34 

Central to this paper is the proposition that North Korea reacted in a rational manner to 

influences both internal and external.  In Negotiating on the Edge: North Korean Negotiating 

Behavior,35 Scott Snyder, 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, analyzes 

the reasons for North Korea’s behavior during bilateral and multilateral negotiations.  Contrary 

to the popular view that North Koreans are irrational and crazy,36 Snyder finds that North 

Korean negotiators behave in a rational way, a way that is shaped primarily by their his

geographical, and political history.

torical, 

                                                

37  The book’s key findings relate to how North Korean 

negotiators are skilled at taking a weakness and, through threatening behavior, turn it into 

leverage.  These tactical skills reflect a society that has failed strategically, especially in their 

faltering economy, as evidenced by their heavy dependence on external food aid during the mid 

to late 1990’s.38 

Snyder points out six major themes in North Korean negotiating style, including, notably, 

the identification of a pattern North Korean negotiators follow, “…in which hard-line and 

 
33 Kelly, “Six-Party Tales.” 
34 Ibid. 
35 Scott Snyder, Negotiating on the Edge: North Korean Negotiating Behavior (Washington D.C.: United States 

Institute for Peace Press, 1999). 
36 Ibid., 5. 
37 Ibid., xii. 
38 Ibid. 
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bellicose opening statements are followed by a period of quiet flexibility away from the official 

negotiating table and then a return to hard-line positions a part of an end game designed to wring 

additional concessions from the counterpart prior to reaching a final agreement.”39  The above 

mentioned pattern, combined with the finding that North Korea’s hard-line behavior is muted 

when they have “something to lose,” are important considerations to take into account when 

crafting this paper’s recommendations. 

Further evidence of North Korean negotiating tactics comes from the writings of Andrei 

Lankov.  Soviet Union-born and educated at Leningrad State University and Pyongyang's Kim 

Il-sung University, Lankov is currently a senior lecturer at the Australian National University as 

well as a columnist for the Korea Times.  His North Korean education, his close ties to North 

Korea through the Soviet Union and his frequent trips to North Korea speak to his being 

considered one of the foremost analysts of North Korean policy.  Lankov’s interpretation of 

North Korean negotiating strategy closely parallels that of Snyder.  Lankov outlines three stages 

of North Korean negotiation:  The first stage is when North Korea raises tensions.  Second, they 

perform provocative acts like launching missiles, conducting nuclear tests, or making threatening 

statements.  Last, they use the heightened tensions to engage in negotiations that extract 

concessions from those with whom they negotiate.  These concessions can be seen as a reward 

for stopping behavior that was started by North Korea for the express purpose of gaining 

concessions in the first place.40  Lankov speculates that the United States has come to the 

conclusion North Korea will never surrender their nuclear program, and because of this 

realization is much less willing to “shower Pyongyang with concessions.”41  This opinion is 

                                                 
39 Snyder, Negotiating on the Edge, 9. 
40 Andrei Lankov, “A Crisis in the North Korean Leadership?” eastasiaforum.org, March 12, 2010, 

http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/03/12/a-crisis-in-the-north-korean -leadership/print/. 
41 Ibid. 
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shared by others, such as John Bolton, Mitchell Reiss, and Victor Cha.42  Lankov also hints that 

Kim Jong-Il’s apology to the North Korean people indicates a lessening of his hold on power 

within the country.43 

Lankov advocates an economic engagement of North Korea as the only way to end the 

nuclear threat.  This economic engagement, if sufficiently intense, will cause the North Korean 

regime to collapse.  The economic situation in North Korea is so desperate right now, Lankov 

says, that even though Kim Jong-Il knows this economic opening will spell the end of the 

regime, he is willing to entertain the idea because not doing so would bring an even quicker end 

to his control. 

An opposing view on negotiations as a way to end North Korea’s nuclear programs is put 

forth by Amy King, an Oxford doctoral student.  She points out the Obama administration’s 

summit meetings with South Korea and China have led to closer cooperation on North Korean 

nuclear and other security issues.  Importantly, a week after President Obama’s visit to Beijing, a 

Chinese delegation travelled to Pyongyang, pledging to strengthen the military alliance between 

China and the DPRK.  Far from causing alarm in the U.S., this move shows that China is doing 

its part in trying to ease North Korea’s fears of isolation, from a military standpoint.  The 

knowledge that China (with tacit approval from the United States) will ensure North Korea’s 

safety (nee survival) may be enough reassurance North Korea needs to consider dealing away its 

nuclear threat, says King.44 

Sources researched were nearly unanimous in the opinion that North Korea must not be 

allowed to have a nuclear program.  Why many of those interviewed and many people cited in 

                                                 
42 Bolton and Kelly, “Standoff at the 38th Parallel,” 25; Mitchell Reiss, “Hard Containment,” The American Interest, 

Jan/Feb 2010, 75; Victor Cha, “Say the U-word,” The American Interest, Jan/Feb 2010, 90. 
43 Ibid. 
44 Amy King, “North Korea: a Victory for Obama’s Asian Diplomacy,” eastasiaforum.org, December 8, 2009, 

http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2009/12/08/north-korea-a-victory-for-obamas-asian-diplomacy/print/. 
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this paper indicated that it would be difficult or impossible to negotiate North Korea to give up 

their nuclear programs (even those who favored engagement with Pyongyang were pessimistic at 

the prospect), opinion was not as uniform as to what to do in light of this information.   

Bolton echoes many other in the “non-proliferators” group (this group is defined by their 

hawkish, non-engagement foreign policy stance toward North Korea and similar nations) when 

he advocates for an end to negotiations and use pressure alone to cause the toppling of the North 

Korean regime.45  Mitchell Reiss, former Director of Policy Planning for the U.S. State 

Department from 2003-2005, puts forth a very similar recommendation.46  Another view, 

championed by James Kelly, is that engagement of North Korea is preferred to isolation.  The 

main reason for this view is that isolation requires help from China and South Korea especially, 

but these countries are unwilling to follow a policy that risks war or instability.47  Wendy 

Sherman, herself very involved in nuclear negotiations with North Korea, shares Kelly’s view of 

the worth of engagement and recommends negotiating with Kim Jong-Il before he dies.  

Sherman views Kim Jong-Il as motivated to come up with an agreement that would stabilize the 

transition of power to his son.48  

In addition to the recommended actions put forth in Going Critical,49 Hitoshi Tanaka, 

Japan’s former deputy minister for foreign affairs, provides five principles for dealing with the 

North Korean nuclear issue.50  The main theme of these principles, aside from the absolute 

necessity to end the North Korean nuclear program, is the focus on collaboration between the 

U.S. and other countries that have a stake in seeing North Korea end its nuclear threat.   
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2.3 The North Korean Nuclear Program 

According to the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS), North Korea’s 

nuclear weapons development program began when North Korea and the Soviet Union signed a 

nuclear cooperation agreement in 1959.51  This agreement was typical of those signed both by 

the Soviet Union (U.S.S.R.) and the U.S. during the cold war, and while this partnership did not 

have the specific purpose of starting North Korea’s indigenous nuclear weapons program, it did 

give the North Koreans the chance to learn how to produce and separate plutonium.  This 

knowledge was eventually used when North Korea pursued a stand alone nuclear program.   

The Soviets helped build a small research reactor, the IRT-2000, at Yongbyon in the 

early 1960s.  The Soviet Union insisted the site be placed under International Atomic Energy 

Agency (IAEA) inspection to ensure the material was not diverted to weapons.52  This reactor 

was built for the purpose of basic nuclear research and also for producing industrial and medical 

isotopes.  Originally with a power rating of less than 1MWe (one million watts of electricity 

generated), the reactor was upgraded to a capacity of 2MWe by 1987.   

North Korea decided to pursue independent nuclear development activities in 1963.  In 

1967, Kim Il-Sung secretly visited Moscow to request Soviet cooperation for North Korea’s 

nuclear development program, but he was turned down.  Kim Il-Sung also contacted China for 

help in creating their nuclear program.  Shortly after China’s first nuclear test, in 1964, Kim Il-

Sung wrote a letter to Mao Zedong asking for China’s help.  Citing the high cost of the program 

and the small size of North Korea, China refused to help.  In 1974 Kim Il-Sung tried again to 
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elicit help from China, this time citing South Korea’s pursuit of their own nuclear program.  

Again, China refused.53   

The fundamental reasons why Kim Il-Sung moved toward indigenous nuclear 

development were fear of a nuclear attack by the United States and distrust of North Korea’s 

allies, China and the Soviet Union, which he feared might betray North Korea.54  Since North 

Korea has large quantities of natural uranium and graphite, and since North Korea chose reactor 

designs that were both publicly available (based off of 1950’s technology originally developed 

by France and the UK) and relatively straightforward to operate, they were able to develop and 

run their own nuclear program with minimal assistance.   

North Korea started their indigenous program around 1979 or 1980.55  When an East 

German legation visited North Korea in 1981, they reported, “The DPRK is strongly interested in 

the importation of nuclear power stations.  Here it is estimated that they do not by any means 

exclude the military use of the nuclear technology.”  As one East German official noted after the 

visit, “They (North Korea) said very frankly, ‘We need the atom bomb,’”56 

The core of the North Korean indigenous nuclear program was centered on three gas 

cooled, graphite moderated, natural uranium fuelled nuclear reactors of sizes 5MWe, 50MWe, 

and 200MWe (MWe stands for megawatts of electrical capacity).  Of these three reactors, only 

the 5MWe reactor was completed.  According to North Korean officials, the 50MWe reactor was 

within a year of being operational when the Framework was signed, freezing construction.  If 

operational, this reactor would have the ability to produce 55 kilograms of weapons grade 

plutonium per year.  There has been little or no indication that North Korea has resumed 
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construction on this reactor since the freeze in 1994.  The 200MWe reactor, when operational, 

would have the capacity to produce up to 220 kilograms of weapons grade plutonium per year.  

This reactor was in the early stages of construction when the Framework was signed.57  As with 

the 50MWe reactor, there is no sign of North Korea continuing construction on the 200MWe 

reactor.  It is important to note that approximately five to eight kilograms of weapons grade 

plutonium is required for one implosion-type nuclear weapon, the type believed to have been 

tested by North Korea in 2006 and 2009.58 

In 1993, the U.S. estimated that North Korea would be able to produce about 150 

kilograms of weapons grade plutonium a year once all three of its nuclear reactors were 

operating.  That would be enough to build more that thirty Nagasaki-sized nuclear weapons 

annually, and more than enough to export.”59 

To address North Korea’s energy shortage, in a May 1984 visit to Moscow, Kim Il-Sung 

approached Soviet leader Konstantin Chernenko about Soviet provision of civilian light water 

nuclear reactors (LWRs) to North Korea.   In December of 1985, the Soviet Union agreed to 

supply North Korea with four light water reactors of the Chernobyl type.  When the U.S. heard 

of this deal, they urged the Soviet Union to add the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 

signing as a necessary clause in the agreement.  Since it was in the best interest of the Soviet 

Union to keep the nuclear club small, they agreed.60  North Korea accepted the proposal.  Due to 

the decline of the Soviet Union, North Korea never received the four promised reactors, yet 

because they had signed the NPT, North Korea was bound to adhere to the terms of the treaty.   
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2.3.1 The NPT and North Korean obligations  

The NPT says, “Non-nuclear weapons states (NNWS) are to conclude agreements with 

the IAEA for safeguards to be applied on all source or special fissionable materials in all 

peaceful nuclear activities within the territory of such States. Such agreements are to be 

concluded with the IAEA, individually or together with other States, and enter into force within 

18 months after their accession to the Treaty.”61  Because of this, North Korea had to submit to 

inspections of these safeguards.   

2.3.2 Status of North Korea’s Fissile Material 

While exact amounts of fissile material held by North Korea is either classified or 

unknown, enough is known and declassified to give estimates of fissile material amounts at 

certain points in time.  According to Joel Wit, as of the signing of the Framework in 1994, North 

Korea had between six and seven kilograms of plutonium, with uncertainties in grams, not 

kilograms.62  As of October 2003, North Korea completed the reprocessing of 8,000 spent fuel 

rods.  These rods contain enough material to produce weapons grade plutonium for 4-8 nuclear 

weapons.63  This is corroborated by Joel Wit when he said “North Korea has enough for eight 

(weapons) now.”64  It is accepted that North Korea has not taken steps to increase their stock of 

Plutonium.  “They (North Korea) haven’t really done anything to start accumulating more 

plutonium,” said Wit.65  Christopher Hill agrees with this assessment.  He adds, “The North 
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Koreans have not run their reactor (the 5MWe Yongbyon reactor) since they shut it down in the 

summer of 2007.”66 

2.3.3 North Korean Reprocessing Capabilities 

North Korea started construction on a plutonium reprocessing facility in 1984.  In 1992, 

IAEA inspected the facility to confirm that it was a reprocessing facility.  At that time, one 

reprocessing line was finished and a second was under construction.  At the time of the signing 

of the Framework in 1994, the second line was scheduled to be completed in 1996.  The facility 

is capable of reprocessing the entire core load of the 5MWe reactor in 150 days, with nonstop 

reprocessing.  If the two lines were operational, the facility would have the capacity to keep up 

with the core loads of both the 5MWe and 50MWe reactors.67 

2.4 U.S.-North Korea Relations 

James Kelly:  “American interests with North Korea really are primarily about non-

proliferation, and then about deterring a conventional attack on our South Korean neighbor, and 

for that matter on Japan, as has been the case since 1953, or 1950 if you prefer.”68  Regarding the 

state of U.S.-North Korean relations in general, Joel Wit added “it is hard to reverse 40 years of 

mistrust and hostility.”69  Wendy Sherman discussed North Korea’s interest in the United States.  

“… (North Korea’s) belief (is) that the U.S. is the last remaining superpower and is the major 

threat to their existence.”70  The U.S. and North Korea, along with China and South Korea, were 

also the major participants in the Korean War.   

North Korea’s animosity toward the United States has inspired revisionist history.  One 

of the first incidences of U.S. – Korean conflict came in 1866 when the U.S.S. General Sherman, 
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an armed merchant marine schooner sent to Korea under the auspices of trade, steamed up the 

Taedong River against the wishes of the Koreans and got stuck just outside of Pyongyang.  The 

ship was attacked and all aboard were killed by the Koreans.71  Kim Il-Sung claimed his great 

grandfather Kim Ung-U fought in the battle that destroyed the General Sherman, and that Korean 

anti-American struggles began as early as the 1880s.  This and other tales of members of the Kim 

family engaging in the anti-American struggle are historical fabrications, yet to serve the purpose 

of fueling anti-American sentiment in North Korea while lending legitimacy to the Kim family 

as the inevitable rulers of Korea.72 

In addition to the Korean War and apocryphal accounts of Korean-American struggles, 

the Pueblo incident served to further galvanize the already poor relations between the two 

countries.  The Pueblo was part of a secret intelligence gathering program run jointly by the 

National Security Agency (NSA) and Naval Intelligence.  On January 23rd, 1968, while operating 

approximately 15 miles off the North Korean coast, the Pueblo, after sustaining heavy machine 

gun fire that killed one serviceman, was boarded by North Korea and piloted to Wonsan harbor.  

The 82 remaining crew members were taken to Pyongyang, where they endured torture, 

malnutrition, disease and loneliness for eleven months.73  After signing false confessions of 

violating North Korean waters, the crew was released on December 23rd.  The U.S.S. Pueblo is 

now moored on the spot where the U.S.S. General Sherman was sunk in the 19th century.  

2.5 Methodology and Limitations 

Primary sources (the interviews the author conducted were with people who played a role 

in either the first, second, or both crises) are used to augment the published materials.  This paper 
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will rely heavily on these firsthand accounts for two reasons.  First, having the interviewees talk 

about their experience (all of the interviews were conducted either face-to-face or via telephone) 

eliminates the step of putting their recollection into written form.  The other advantage of 

firsthand accounts is the ability to gain very current information.  This is especially important 

when getting interviewees’ opinion on the future of U.S. – North Korea nuclear negotiations.  

For example, Joel Wit, one of the interviewees of this paper, is also one of the authors of Going 

Critical.74  In the book, Wit and the other authors present their recommendations for future 

nuclear negotiations with North Korea.  The interviews of Mr. Wit and the other interviewees 

enabled them to present recommendations based on the most up-to-date information possible.   

In presenting the results of this paper (the Conclusions/Recommendations section), I took 

both the recommendations from the interviews and the recommendations from the written 

material to formulate my own recommendations.  This method is likely more robust than relying 

on only one or the other of these two types of sources.  For example, because the issue of North 

Korean rationality is central to evaluating the effect the Clinton and Bush administration’s 

policies and actions had on North Korea’s nuclear capability, the question of “can North Korea 

be considered a rational actor?” was posed to all the interviewees.  Their answers, especially 

those who had direct contact with, and experience negotiating with, North Korean leadership 

(Wendy Sherman in particular, and also Joel Wit, Desaix Anderson, James Kelly and 

Christopher Hill) yielded important insight into the question of North Korean rationality.  The 

responses were unanimous in that North Korea is a very rational actor.  Several pointed out that 

North Korea’s power structure allows for more linearity in their policies as compared to the U.S., 

and all agree on North Korea’s consistency in how they negotiate and respond to crises.  This 
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range of opinions, from journalists to policy analysts to political insiders, Russians to Japanese to 

Americans, has provided a rich variety in perspectives in how best to engage North Korea.   

In analyzing the efficacy of U.S. nuclear diplomacy, it is useful to judge its effectiveness 

by the progress, or lack thereof, of North Korea’s various nuclear and missile programs (missiles 

are North Korea’s preferred means of delivery of a nuclear weapon).  For example, if accurate 

data on North Korean fissile material were available, including what was produced and when, 

one could correlate those data with other events.  For the sake of this analysis, we would be 

interested in correlating North Korean periods of fissile material production with U.S. actions 

specifically, and in general actions taken by those involved in the security of Northeast Asia 

(China, South Korea, Japan, and Russia).  The debate surrounding the decision by the Bush 

administration to terminate the Framework focuses on the extent of the North Korean highly 

enriched uranium (HEU) program.  One side of this debate says that the evidence of a North 

Korean HEU program was too clear to discount, while the other side thinks the evidence was not 

compelling.  Clear information about the amount of HEU produced, and where and when it was 

produced, would support one side or the other, depending on the nature of the information.  As it 

is, since specific information on North Korea’s HEU program is either unknown or classified, 

judging which of the schools of thought regarding North Korea’s HEU program is most correct 

is not possible. 

Due to the reclusive nature of North Korea, data on the country, even when it can be 

found, is quite limited.  Statistics such as health and education data, which are self-reported, are 

prone to bias from North Korean leadership.  Other data, such as economic and military 

information, must be indirectly calculated and is thus far from complete.  Again, an important 

example of this is the status of North Korea’s highly enriched uranium (HEU) program.  The 
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most recent report from the Congressional Research Service, which reflects current U.S. 

intelligence on the program, says North Korea most certainly has at least the start of an HEU 

program, but the capability of large scale production of HEU remains unclear. 75 

Another limitation is the opacity of the North Korean decision making process.  North 

Korea does not make available any policy reviews or similar documents.  It is only indirectly that 

we can attempt to explain North Korean behavior.   

3.0 Analysis of the North Korean Nuclear Diplomacy of the Clinton 

Administration 

3.1 The 1994 (First) North Korean Nuclear Crisis 

In 1994, opposing forces on the Korean peninsula nearly went to war.  U.S. military 

leaders estimated that the war, if it had happened, would have caused one million casualties in 

South Korea, including tens of thousands of American soldiers and many more American 

expatriates.76  Out of pocket cost to the United States would have been in excess of one hundred 

billion dollars.  The estimated economic losses would have exceeded one trillion dollars.77  The 

crisis on the Korean peninsula in 1994 did not turn into an overt war, however.  How close the 

world came to seeing a Second Korean War is a matter of debate, but it is significant to note that, 

in the words of Don Oberdorfer, “…those in the U.S. and ROK [Republic of Korea – South 

Korea] governments who were closest to the decisions are among those who, in retrospect, rate 

the chances for hostilities to have been the highest.”78 
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Former U.S. President Jimmy Carter, a central figure in the negotiations, implied that, 

through successful negotiations, the crisis resolved and a war had been averted.79  Walter 

Mondale had these thoughts about President Carter’s visit to North Korea in 1994: “…that brief 

meeting that Carter had with Kim Il-Sung, they did seem to make some progress.  It was not a 

perfect meeting, but they did agree to try to reduce tensions, they tried to walk back the nuclear 

risks …and I think Carter talked about building diplomatic relations.  …   Jimmy Carter stayed 

with me in Tokyo.  He really thought he made a lot of progress.  He felt really good about it.80   

The Framework can be said to be a victory for the North Korean leadership.  The result of 

the agreement left them in control of their country, and they retained their bargaining chip (the 

nuclear fuel rods), not to mention any other nuclear activities outside of Yongbyon.  Some 

groups, most notably conservative hawks (the “non-proliferators”) have criticized the U.S. for 

giving up too much, or for legitimizing the North Korean regime by conducting bilateral talks.  

The opinion of these groups is that, without the talks and the signing of the Framework, the 

North Korean government most likely would have fallen.   

Other groups (the “pro-engagement school” among them) see the Framework as a victory 

for the U.S.  The crisis showed us that it is possible to work with North Korea; that Pyongyang 

responds to logic and rational arguments.  In the negotiations, the U.S. built up international 

capital by showing restraint in an explosive situation.   

Subjectivity aside, the Framework prevented a war and left both parties with a sense that 

they benefited from the outcome.  But getting to this outcome was far from straightforward.  

Infighting between the U.S. and South Korea contributed to weakening the U.S. position in 

discussions with the North Koreans.  The North, in turn, exploited the divisions between these 
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countries to try to gain as much advantage as possible, yet they made several missteps that led to 

international opinion, including that of their historical ally China, to swing against them.  

Finding themselves alone, they used the only bargaining assets they had, their nuclear program 

and threat of war on the Korean peninsula, to press their case.  If not for the intervention of 

Jimmy Carter, who, through direct talks with North Korean leader Kim Il-Sung, defused the 

situation, the course of action taken by the two main protagonists would have likely led to a 

major conflict.81   

How did we come to the brink of a costly, bloody war?  What were the reasons we did 

not go to war?  How could a civilian, Jimmy Carter, influence the outcome of the crisis?  This 

section of the analysis will focus on the lessons learned from the successful prevention of war 

and the reduction in tensions on the Korean peninsula in 1994. 

3.11 Crisis Overview 

North Korea’s nuclear program started with assistance from the Soviet Union.  After the 

Korean War, The Soviets built a small experimental nuclear reactor at Yongbyon, about 60 miles 

north of Pyongyang.  At the time, the Soviet Union insisted that the reactor be placed under 

inspection by the IAEA to ensure material from the reactor not be used to make nuclear 

weapons.82  

In 1985, to address their growing power shortages, North Korea reached an agreement 

with the Soviet Union, whereby the Soviets would supply four light water reactors to North 

Korea.  Under pressure by the United States and others, the Soviet Union made North Korea’s 
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joining the NPT a requirement for receipt of the reactors, a requirement that North Korea 

accepted.83    

As the end of the Cold War was unfolding, the prospect of North Korea receiving the 

four light water reactors all but faded, yet they were still bound to the stipulations of the NPT.  

North Korea was stuck in a bad situation – it could either withdraw from the NPT and fall under 

extreme international criticism, or it could remain a signatory and be subject to IAEA inspections 

of its nuclear operations.  Either from not understanding its obligations to the IAEA or from 

underestimating the IAEA’s efficacy in inspections, North Korea decided to remain a signatory.  

This provided the legal basis for the U.S. and other actors to intervene in North Korean nuclear 

affairs.84   

North Korea had frequent disagreements with the IAEA, resulting in inspections being of 

limited value.  Significantly, in 1989, when North Korea removed some fuel rods from their 

indigenous five megawatt reactor at Yongbyon (under the guise of routine maintenance), the 

IAEA was not there to monitor the activity.  It is not known how much of the spent fuel was 

reprocessed, but had it all been reprocessed, it would have been enough to provide enough 

plutonium for use in one or two nuclear bombs.85   The small amount of potential plutonium 

reprocessed, coupled with the Bush Administration’s decision that it did not constitute a crisis, 

resulted in very little outward protest from the U.S.  Later, as pressure increased for North Korea 

to allow complete IAEA inspections, Pyongyang would argue the hypocrisy of being threatened 

by nuclear weapons in the monitoring of their own nuclear activities.  North Korea flouted their 

NPT obligations, with little punishment in return. 
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With the end of the cold war, in September, 1991, President Bush announced the 

unilateral withdrawal of all U.S. ground based tactical nuclear weapons.86   This, along with 

other factors, paved the way for a flurry of diplomatic activity between North and South Korea, 

culminating with the North-South Denuclearization Declaration.  This agreement went further 

than the NPT did to guarantee a Korean peninsula free of nuclear weapons.  Specifically, both 

countries were barred from plutonium reprocessing or Uranium enrichment.87   

North Korea, having agreed to nuclear inspections, allowed IAEA groups to visit 

Yongbyon.  From their subsequent visits, the inspectors were able to produce evidence detailing 

likely discrepancies in the amount of plutonium the North Koreans declared to have produced, 

and the amount actually produced.  Finding no better solution, in March, 1993, North Korea 

declared their intent to withdraw from the NPT.88   

Bilateral U.S. – North Korea talks defused this immediate crisis, but other crises would 

arise between that incident and when the foundation for the Framework was proposed, sixteen 

months later.   

North Korea’s continued blocking of access to the Yongbyon sites led the IAEA to 

declare a failure in their ability to account for all nuclear material.  Because of this, North Korea 

officially withdrew from the IAEA.89  Sanctions against North Korea seemed likely, and those, 

combined with a potential increase in U.S. military presence in South Korea, led both sides to the 

brink of war.   
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Former Vice President Jimmy Carter’s visit to North Korea and meeting with Kim Il-

Sung helped defuse the situation.  At this meeting, Carter proposed what turned out to be the 

foundation for the Framework, signed three months thereafter.  The Framework called for a 

freeze on North Korean nuclear reactors and related facilities, along with continual monitoring 

by the IAEA.  In return, the U.S. would organize an effort to provide North Korea with two light 

water reactors.  In the interim, fuel aid would also be given.  The U.S. would also provide formal 

assurances against using nuclear weapons against North Korea.90   

3.12 Crisis Analysis 

The U.S. was hindered in their dealings with North Korea by their obligations to other 

entities, namely South Korea and Japan.  North Korea played these interests against each other to 

their benefit, but they also made missteps.  This section will specifically address issues critical to 

the playing out of the crisis.   

Issue 1:  What contributed to the ineffectiveness of the U.S. negotiations?   

In the administration of President George H.W. Bush, there was dissent between 

departments as to the aim of their policies.  One group, dubbed the “Arms Controllers,” consisted 

of mostly State Department officials who called for strict adherence to North Korea’s obligations 

to the NPT and to the IAEA.  The other group, the “Security Pragmatists,” supported by the 

Office of the Secretary of Defense, were more concerned with blocking North Korea access to 

nuclear materials used to make weapons.  Because of this, the Arms Controllers and Security 

Pragmatists were sometimes in conflict with each other as to the right course of action in the 

negotiations.   Due to inertial bureaucratic effects, this division and others like continued into the 
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Clinton administration.91  (As will be seen later in the paper, the George W. Bush administration 

also suffered from internal dissent regarding policy issues.  This dissent in the George W. Bush 

administration would prove to be the most destructive of the three administrations mentioned.)   

More significantly, differences between the U.S. and South Korea caused a major 

impediment to effective discussions with North Korea, and North Korea exploited this weakness 

to their advantage.  Some examples: 

South Korea – North Korea dialogue, initially thought of as another good channel for 

negotiation, turned out to be equally as damaging.  Throughout the crisis, North Korea sought 

bilateral talks with the United States, seeing them as the most powerful and influential 

negotiating partner.  South Korea, ostensibly in support of the bilateral talks, sometimes turned 

to distrust of the Americans.  After the first meeting between Robert Gallucci and North Korean 

representative Kang, for example, initial South Korean enthusiasm turned to criticism.  Initially 

fueled by unsubstantiated media reports of deals that ignored South Korean interests, public 

opinion in South Korea quickly turned against the bilateral talks.92  As a result, the U.S. should 

have taken South Korean politics (which can be very volatile) more into account.   

Also, South Korean fears of a North Korean collapse prevented them from following 

through in implementing sanctions.  South Korea reasoned that the political, economic, and 

social repercussions of such an event would be highly unfavorable to them.93   

In deferring to the South Koreans, U.S. negotiators were facing an extremely difficult 

task.  Facing North Korea presented its own challenges, but having to find a solution deemed 

ideal to all three parties was found to be nearly impossible.  The creation of the Senior Steering 
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Group on Korea (SSK) helped clarify the U.S. position, but it was still necessary for the U.S. to 

be wary of the actions and statements of their partners.94   

Issue 2:  What mistakes were made by the North Korean negotiators? 

North Korea tried, and sometimes succeeded, to cause a rift between the U.S. and the 

South Koreans.  In doing so, they ultimately got what they were after, namely the survival of 

their regime and the ability to retain leverage in future negotiations.  The Framework specified 

North Korea to fully dismantle their existing nuclear facilities, ship their used fuel rods out of the 

country, and agree to submit to IAEA inspections.95  These stipulations, however, were 

contingent on reciprocating steps taken by the U.S. and its allies, and by North Korea.  The pace 

of implementation of the Framework slowed greatly, and each party blamed the other (as history 

showed, fifteen years after the event, North Korea is still a viable state, its sovereignty intact and 

nuclear bargaining chips in place.) 

On more than one occasion, North Korean passion96 worked against them.  A famous 

example is, during a North-South negotiating session, the North Korean representative told his 

counterpart, “…Seoul is not far from here.  If war breaks out, it will be a sea of fire.”97  That 

comment, relayed to the South Korean people on that day’s news, caused opinion worldwide to 

swing against North Korea. 

Issue 3:  Why would North Korea prefer war over allowing inspections? 

North Korea took keen interest in the result of the first Gulf War.  In the post-Cold War 

environment, North Korea saw how a quickly a nation, Iraq, could be defeated militarily.  The 

U.S. was allowed to build up forces, and then, when ready, they carried out an irresistible 
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offensive.  Even though Iraqi leadership was allowed to remain, North Korea argued that Iraq 

was no longer in control of their destiny.98  The imposition of sanctions, no fly zones, and 

constant inspections reinforced this.  North Korea would do anything in its power to prevent 

Iraq’s fate from becoming their own.99   

During negotiations, the reinstatement of operation Team Spirit, a yearly U.S.-South 

Korea exercise of military readiness on the Korean peninsula in 1993 caused resentment and 

genuine fear of attack by the U.S. in the North.100  Canceling that exercise in 1992 caused a thaw 

in relations, and North Korea had hoped that it would be cancelled permanently.  The North 

Korean leader had in fact taken credit for its cessation, and took it as a grave threat when it 

resumed.   

Issue 4:  Why was Jimmy Carter, as a civilian representative of the Clinton Administration, able 

to wield so much influence with North Korean leadership?  

On the surface, it appears as though Jimmy Carter’s meeting with Kim Il-Sung was the 

deciding factor in North Korea’s agreeing to renewed talks that eventually led to an ending of the 

1994 crisis.  But other events that happened just before his visit were vital in getting North 

Korean acquiescence.   

Approximately one month before Carter’s visit to Pyongyang, President Clinton decided 

to grant most-favored-nation trade status with China.  Previously, this was to be granted only if 

China further addressed its human rights issues.  Clinton dropped this condition in return for 

Chinese support on the North Korean nuclear issue.  The Chinese, having favored an improved 

economic relationship with the U.S. over their long standing relations with North Korea, urged 
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Pyongyang to bow to international opinion and come to an agreement.  If North Korea had failed 

to do so, they would have had to do so without China’s support. 101 

  Nevertheless, Jimmy Carter’s visit was an important part of North Korea’s decision to 

cooperate.  North Korea had, for over twenty years, sought a meeting with an influential foreign 

leader, especially one from the most powerful country on Earth.  Even though Jimmy Carter was 

not an official member of the Clinton administration, his stature held great sway with Kim Il-

Sung.  The North Korean leader saw this as another chance to show the legitimacy of his 

country.   

The First North Korean Nuclear Crisis was averted, but if the U.S. and other countries 

that negotiate with North Korea are to stop reacting to North Korean provocation and 

preemptively take action to further their policy aims (primarily a nuclear-free North Korea), it is 

also important to look at the crisis from the standpoint of what is to be learned from it.  The 

following section will outline these lessons. 

3.13 The First North Korean Nuclear Crisis: Lessons Learned 

First, it is important to have singularity of purpose and solidarity in a negotiating 

position.  It can be seen, from the internal dissent within the U.S. negotiating team, and also 

between the U.S. and the South Koreans, differing priorities among the negotiators can lead to 

miscommunication, perceived deception, and a weakened case.  Having clarity in the U.S. - 

South Korea negotiating position would have prevented any real resentment on the part of the 

North Koreans, who sometimes rightfully felt they had abided by one of the parties’ demands, 

only to be rebuffed by another.  They may still complain of unfair treatment, but could not point 

to examples of it happening.  Also, if the positions of those negotiating with North Korea differ, 
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there is the potential for North Korea to exploit that difference.  In an interview, Wendy Sherman 

supported this idea when, in addressing multilateral cooperation, she said “The issue is, ‘are we 

well-coordinated?  Are we working with our partners?  Are we ensuring that North Korea can’t 

drive a wedge between us and any of our partners?  That’s the issue.”102 

Second, remember that to reach an agreement, the terms must be favorable, or at least 

acceptable, to all parties involved in the agreement.  North Korea ended up agreeing to the 

proposal outlined by Jimmy Carter not because they had no other choice, but because the central 

part of that agreement was what they had proposed over a year earlier, in the July, 1993 meeting 

in Geneva.103  It is important for North Korea to see benefits of cooperation.  Too often in the 

negotiations leading up to the 1994 agreement, they saw a more attractive alternative in not 

talking.  Joel Wit, who joined the negotiations with the North Koreans after the Framework was 

signed, said he “…didn’t have such a bad experience” negotiating with the North Koreans 

“...because they wanted to implement the agreement.”104   

Third, continue to leverage other nations and supra-national organizations to solidify 

negotiating position.  Clinton’s compromise with China with Most Favored Nation trading status, 

as stated above, enabled the U.S. and South Korea enlist China’s help in pressuring North Korea 

to come to an agreement.   

Fourth, hold to your principles (in this case, hold to your “red lines”).  In the case of the 

1994 crisis, North Korean procurement of nuclear weapons (specifically plutonium processing 

into material for nuclear weapons) was deemed unacceptable by the U.S.  That position never 

wavered.  Setting this “red line” or “line in the sand” may limit your options, but it also sends a 

clear signal to your opponent where you stand.  As Walter Mondale reviewed the crisis, he had 
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this to say about the Clinton administration and the setting of these “red lines:”  “I was 

ambassador to Japan 1993-1996.  While I was there we were afraid we were going to go to war.  

I think the triggering fact was that the North Koreans were enriching plutonium at Yongbyon.  

We considered that a threat to our allies and a threat to our own future.  Secretary Perry notified 

North Korea of a “Red Line” they must not cross.  If they started enriching plutonium, then we’d 

take it out.”105 

3.2 The 1994 Agreed Framework – Was it successful? 

With the Framework signed, the future of the Korean peninsula, and of U.S.-DPRK 

relations, looked promising (see appendix for the full text of the Framework).  Both parties were 

motivated to implement the agreement.106  Even though the Framework ultimately broke down, 

there is still debate among scholars and politicians regarding its effectiveness.  Can the 

Framework be considered successful?  This is an important question, since the history of 

negotiations shows that 1) this Framework represented a level of agreement that has since been 

reached only by the 2005 joint statement, and even with that agreement, the implementation did 

not proceed as far as with the Framework, and 2) the parties involved are trying to get back to 

something like the Framework.107  If the Framework (or something similar to it, such as the 2005 

Joint Statement) serves as the template for future agreements, the importance of verifying its 

effectiveness is self-evident.   

To answer the question of the success of the Framework, a good place to start is to look 

at the situation in 1994 and compare that with 2002, the year the agreement broke down, and ask 

whether the U.S. is better off for having signed the Framework as compared to not having signed 

it.  Since the end policy goal for the U.S. is the denuclearization of the Korean 
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peninsula,108,109,110 it is essential to look at the effects of the Framework on North Korean 

production of fissile material to be used in nuclear weapons.  In signing the Framework, bot

sides agreed on the following: 

First

h 

, both sides agreed to take steps to honor previous agreements.  The U.S. and North 

Korea  

 

a 

y 

 to 

g 

                                                

agreed to uphold the principles of the June 11, 1993 Joint Statement between the U.S. and

the DPRK, which called for three things: assurances against the threat and use of force, including 

nuclear weapons, a nuclear-free Korean peninsula, and support for peaceful reunification of 

Korea.111  The Framework also called for both sides to take steps to implement the Joint 

Declaration of South and North Korea on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula.  

Notably, this declaration explicitly forbade possession of nuclear reprocessing and uranium

enrichment facilities.   Second, the U.S. agreed to make arrangements to provide North Kore

with two light water reactors (LWRs), each with a generating capacity of around 2,000 MWe b

a target date of 2003.  Third, the U.S. agreed to supply North Korea with 500,000 gallons of 

heavy fuel oil (HFO) annually.  Fourth, North Korea agreed to permanently shut down the 

5MWe reactor at Yongbyon and freeze construction of its two graphite moderated nuclear 

reactors (of 50MWe and 200MWe) still under construction.  Fifth, North Korea also agreed

seal the 8,000 fuel rods stored at the Yongbyon storage facility, close and seal their reprocessin

facility, and have their nuclear activities monitored by the IAEA.112 
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From a cost-benefit standpoint, the U.S. provided HFO shipments to North Korea starting 

in 1995 and ending in 2002.  The U.S. also contributed money toward the operation of KEDO, 

the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization, until 2003.  According to KEDO’s 

website, “…KEDO was established on March 9, 1995, when Japan, the Republic of Korea 

(ROK), and the United States expressed their common desire to implement the key provisions of 

the Agreed Framework.”113  The total cost to the U.S. for the HFO shipments and KEDO 

administration costs was $403.7 million (see table 1, below).114  At the end of construction of the 

two light water reactors (LWRs) at Kumho, on December 1, 2003, the entire project was 34.5% 

complete, with no sensitive technology having been transferred to the North Koreans.   In total, 

the U.S., Japan, and South Korea spent $1.3 billion to finance construction of the two LWRs at 

Kumho, North Korea.  Had they been completed, total project cost would have been $4.6 

billion.115 

As pointed out in Wit, Poneman, and Gallucci book Going Critical, “from the standpoint 

of American taxpayers, the arrangement left them a good deal safer at a relatively small cost, 

even if the North Koreans eventually broke the freeze or did not dismantle their nuclear program.  

In other words, the Agreed Framework did not deprive the United States of any future 

options."116   
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According to Joel Wit, we are better off for having the Framework than if we had not 

agreed to it, for two reasons (paraphrased):  

 

1.  The North Korean nuclear program was much less developed than what the U.S. thought in 

the 1990’s.  The U.S. thought North Korea might have had as many as 100 nuclear weapons’ 

worth of material.  When the Framework broke down in 2002, North Korea had between 6-7 kg 

of plutonium.117  That was the same amount as they had at the beginning of the period of 

operating under the Framework.    

 

2.  While operating under the Framework, existing North Korean nuclear facilities (specifically 

the 50 and 250 MW reactors being built at Yongbyon) deteriorated.  North Korea did not take 

care of them and could not go back to building them when the agreement collapsed. 118   

 

Taking into consideration a “what if not?” scenario, if the Framework had not been 

signed, then war could have broken out on the Korean peninsula or North Korea would have had 

an extra eight years to produce and reprocess plutonium.  The freeze of North Korean nuclear 

facilities at Yongbyon stopped all would-be production.   

On the negative side, the Framework did not address the timing of the special inspections 

of North Korea’s nuclear facilities to check for compliance.  During a briefing of the press by 

President Clinton and Robert Gallucci, Gallucci acknowledged that inspections of North Korea’s 
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nuclear facilities may not come until five years after the new, proliferation resistant reactors start 

to be built.119   

Press coverage of the Framework was also generally negative.  The New York Times 

published an article on the agreement with the headline “Clinton Approves Plan to Give Aid to 

North Koreans,”120 giving the impression that the agreement had nothing to do with disarming 

the crisis.  Even though this portrayed a misleading picture of the nature of the Agreement, the 

effects of a negative newspaper article on the front page of one of the most well-respected 

newspapers in the U.S. would be significant.  Editorials were split between being favorable, 

“Diplomacy with North Korea has scored a resounding triumph”121 to very negative, as 

evidenced by when former Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger called the Framework 

“monstrously wrong.”122 

Still, had the Framework not been signed, North Korea would still have been within the 

bounds of the NPT had it kept operating its gas-graphite reactors and reprocessing plant.123  As 

Robert Gallucci said, “It seemed preferable to persuade the North to give up its dangerous 

program, which was designed for nuclear weapons production, in exchange for new reactors that 

were not.”124 

It is also important to realize that the Framework, in the short term, defused an explosive 

situation.  The threat of North Korean retaliation to a U.S. attack was real, and the Framework 

eliminated that threat.  That alone speaks to the worth of the Agreement, yet the longer term 
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effects (the eight year suspension of North Korea’s nuclear program) make it even more 

beneficial.   

It is also important to examine the reasons why North Korea signed the Framework.  It 

provided that country a face-saving way out of the crisis.  It allowed that country to keep their 

(albeit frozen) nuclear program.  It also extracted concessions in the form of heavy fuel oil 

(HFO) shipments and the construction of two light water nuclear reactors.  From North Korea’s 

point of view, the Framework allowed them to keep their nuclear program, thereby giving them 

future leverage.  

It is also not insignificant that North Korea only shot one missile between August 1998 

and February 2003 (although the 1998 missile launch was extremely significant – the 

significance of which will be addressed in a following section.)125 

Related to this, and in a general show of support for the benefit of the Framework, Colin 

Powell said, “President Clinton, Bill Perry, all those folks did manage to cap Yongbyon…And 

they got a moratorium on missile shooting.”126 

James A. Kelly, whose job as Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific 

Affairs was to uphold the Bush administration’s policy of “improved implementation of the 

Agreed Framework,”127 is of the opinion that the Framework “was generally successful, within 

its somewhat limited context.”128  And Christopher Hill, who took over for James Kelly as lead 

negotiator with North Korea, said the Framework was “…the best deal that was available at the 

time.”129 

                                                 
125 Funabashi, Peninsula Question, 478. 
126 Ibid., 153. 
127 George W. Bush, “Statement on Completion of the North Korea Policy Review,” June 6, 2001, Accessed from 

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=45819. 
128 James Kelly, telephone interview, April 12, 2010.   
129 Christopher Hill, telephone interview, April 24, 2010.  

 41

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=45819


3.3 Why did the 1994 Agreed Framework ultimately end in failure? 

If an agreement like the Framework is to be pursued in future negotiations, an analysis of 

why it broke down is vital.  Generally, it can be said with confidence that both sides did not hold 

up their side of the bargain.  David Kang refers to this situation as a “spiral of mistrust and 

misunderstanding.”130  Others agree that both sides did not do what they had pledged to do.   

From a strategic standpoint, this means both parties were involved in “hedging their 

bets.”  In other words, while both sides tried to implement the Framework, they were planning 

for the event of the Framework’s failure.  In North Korea’s case, they started (or continued) 

developing their HEU program.  The U.S. withheld normalization of relations and was late to 

deliver on their energy assistance commitments, due in large part to congressional actions (it 

must be pointed out that this lateness in delivery did not constitute a violation of the terms of the 

Framework, but it did serve to heighten North Korea’s distrust of the U.S.).   

3.4 Congress and North Korean Nuclear Policy 

The U.S. midterm election of 1994, on November 8, saw control of the U.S. House of 

Representatives change from the Democrats to the Republicans for the first time since 1954.  The 

54 seat swing in the House and 8 seat swing in the Senate (giving the Republicans the majority 

there as well) is sometimes referred to as the “Republican Revolution.”   

The Framework was signed on October 20th.  Even before the elections, congressional 

criticism (from both Democrats and Republicans) of Jimmy Carter’s role and of the Clinton 

administration’s North Korea policy in general was heard.  Lee Hamilton, D-Indiana, the 

chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, did not think that Carter’s trip had defused 

the crisis.  “The fundamentals have not changed….North Korea is still not living up to its 
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commitments.”131  Republicans were harsher in their criticism.  Lawrence Eagleburger, former 

secretary of state, said he was “horrified” to hear President Carter “taking the word of this 

murderer who runs North Korea.”132   

During the campaign, the Republicans had criticized the Framework as a performance by 

the Clinton White House designed to produce a diplomatic coup.  After emerging victorious 

from the election, the party increased its criticism of the agreement, crippling hopes for 

normalization of DPRK-U.S. relations.”133  A senior State Department official said, “There was 

a political intention to take this opportunity to annihilate Clinton, who had boasted of the Agreed

Framework as a great diplomatic achievement.”

 

                                                

134 

As outlined by the Constitution of the United States, the President is responsible for 

implementing foreign policy, conducting diplomacy, and commanding the armed forces.135  

Congress, while it has no direct say over foreign policy, has the role “to pay the Debts and 

provide for the common Defense and general Welfare of the United States.”136  

Congress, in exercising its right and duty to ensure the country’s money is being spent 

wisely, created the FY98, FY99, and FY00 Foreign Operations Acts.  These include conditions 

on the distribution of funds to KEDO based off of the stipulations of the 1992 ROK (South 

Korea) – DPRK (North Korea) Joint Declaration of the Denuclearization of the Korean 

Peninsula.  This declaration, usually known by just the 1992 Joint Declaration, states that both 

North and South Korea “…shall not test, manufacture, produce, receive, possess, store, deploy or 

use nuclear weapons” and they also “shall not possess nuclear reprocessing and uranium 
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enrichment facilities.”137  The Framework explicitly cites this Declaration when, in article three, 

section two, it says, “The DPRK will consistently take steps to implement the North-South Joint 

Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula.”138  Under these conditions, the 

President must certify to Congress that the parties to the Framework have taken demonstrative 

steps to implement the 1992 Joint Declaration.139  Theoretically, if any of the signatories (North 

Korea or the U.S.) was not holding up their end of the deal, Congress had the right to stop 

funding for the implementation of the Framework.   

From a political science perspective, it is important to note the institutional differences 

between the Executive and Legislative branches of government make for different responses to 

foreign policy issues.  Since the Executive branch is responsible for foreign policy, it tends to act 

in a more realistic manner, as compared to the Legislative.  Since the Legislative branch has no 

say in foreign policy, aside from supplying the funding, members are less inclined to provide 

policy alternatives and more inclined to simply criticize the Executive branch’s handling of 

foreign policy.140 

An analysis of the actions outlined in the Foreign Operations Acts shows that there was little 

Congressional oversight to the President’s certification, thereby making the certification largely 

symbolic.  Any concerns of North Korea’s living up to its obligations could have been further 

researched by Congress, but, despite repeated offers for briefings, administration officials from 

both the Clinton and George W. Bush administrations found Congressional officials were more 
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concerned with crying foul than with addressing the problem.  The situation is addressed below 

by James Kelly: 

 
What’s really kind of significant was that Congress was going through the debate on 
the Iraq war bill, which they eventually passed at the time.  And so afterwards, the latter 
part of October, when this information was leaked and became public, the more 
extensive uranium enrichment program, a lot of members of the Congress, particularly 
Democrats, really became upset.  However, I have a very interesting record of all the 
briefings I had offered these individuals and which they had turned down.   
 
I had briefed a number of people, including fortunately one Democrat, who had 
attended the briefing.  But Senators Chuck Hagel, Senator Dick Lugar, had both 
received extensive and complete briefings on this, because they had accepted them, and 
on the House side, Jim Leach (R-Iowa) was Chairman of the East Asia Subcommittee, 
and he and his ranking minority member, Faleo Mavaega (D-American Samoa) …who 
was then the ranking member, and who I think now is chair of that subcommittee, were 
there for the briefing, and so later on I remembered some closed session Bill Delahunt 
of Massachusetts (D-House of Representatives) was screaming, going, and I pointed 
out that his committee had already been briefed, including the ranking member, and 
that quieted him down.141  
 

 
In response to the 1998 North Korean launching of a Taepodong-1 three state missile over 

Japan and into the Pacific Ocean, Dennis Hastert, Speaker of the House of Representatives, 

asked nine members of the House to form the North Korea Advisory Group (NKAG).  In 

November, 1999, the NKAG and Dennis Hastert released “…the most comprehensive 

congressional report ever on policy toward North Korea.”142  The report, authored by the 

Speaker’s hand-picked North Korea Advisory Group, which consisted of nine prominent 

Republican members of the House (and no Democrats), concluded that the threat to the United 

States posed by the DPRK had increased considerably over the past five years.143  The two most 

serious reasons given for this increased threat were the LWR program and the improvement in 
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North Korean missile capability.  The report argued that the LWRs provided to North Korea 

through the stipulations of the Framework gave North Korea the potential to produce annually 

“enough fissile material for nearly 100 bombs.”144  An analysis of the stipulations of the 

Framework reveals this to be a conclusion that is misleading.  According to the Framework, 

North Korea’s existing nuclear facilities (including reprocessing facilities) must be dismantled 

before the LWRs come online.  Also, before the KEDO LWRs become active, North Korea 

would be subject to inspections by the IAEA.   

That the report was created in reaction to a North Korean missile launch, and that the report 

points out the missile threat being just as serious as the nuclear proliferation threat is evidence 

that the NKAG did not focus solely on the Framework.  North Korean missile development 

between the signing of the Framework and the writing of the report did improve, but in analyzing 

the findings, the report grossly exaggerated the North Korean missile threat at the time.  North 

Korean missiles could deliver a nuclear weapon “…not just to Seoul, but also to Seattle,” it said.  

This was written in 1999.  At that time, North Korea had just launched a Taepodong-1 two stage 

missile with an added third stage that had a range of 2,500 km.  Because of the third stage, 

reports were that pieces of the missile were found around 4,000km away, yet the main missile 

travelled only 1,500km.145  The Taepodong-2, an upgrade of the Taepodong-1 and a missile with 

a built in third stage, has a theoretical range of 6000km, but the latest test firing, in February, 

2009, only went 3,800km.146  This is 11 years after the Hastert Report came out, and yet the best 

North Korea has been able to do is fly a little more than 40% of the distance from Pyongyang to 

Seattle.  And that is without a nuclear payload (the distance from Pyongyang to Seattle is 
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approximately 9,000km.)  Even though (or maybe because of) Congress overestimated North 

Korea’s missile capability, attention to this issue was given by the administration. 

The report also showed concern that, if North Korea is found to be engaged in “…undeclared 

nuclear activity, such as underground nuclear facilities, weaponization, or enrichment activities, 

[it] would be inconsistent with the 1994 Agreed Framework.”147  This was in direct reference to 

the 1998 controversy about North Korean activity under the mountain at Kumchangni, where 

North Korea was reported to have an active HEU program operating.  Inspections of the site in 

1999 showed that the facility was just empty tunnels.   

The report condemned North Korean missile sales, poor human rights, collaboration with 

terrorists, counterfeiting of money, and selling of drugs.  Not one of these things is mentioned in 

the Framework.    

The report blamed all of these things on the Clinton administration (albeit indirectly) by 

implying cause and effect between U.S. aid to North Korea and North Korea’s ability to survive.  

The report also tried to show a causal relationship between the amount of U.S. aid to North 

Korea and the range of North Korean missiles (see the below diagram).   
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Source: North Korea Advisory Group, Report to the Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, 
November 3, 1999.  Report Summary.  The numbers are in millions of U.S. dollars.   
 

In answering the question “Does U.S. assistance sustain the North Korean government?” 

The report concludes North Korea would not be able to sustain itself without U.S. aid.  The 

report calls the food distribution a “scam.”148 

The weakness of the report is that it fails to mention that North Korea was working on 

two more powerful reactors, and the Framework stopped the production of these, thereby halting 

the potential production of tens of warheads’ worth of plutonium every year.  The report also 

                                                 
148 North Korea Advisory Group, Chapter 4 – Sustaining the North Korean government. 
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fails to mention the plutonium that would have been able to have been produced if the 

Framework had not been signed.   

Aside from there being no Democrat participation in the creation of this document, there 

were no policy recommendations included in the report.  The report only addressed whether or 

not North Korea posed more of a threat then as compared to five years before.149  This lack of 

policy recommendations in this extensive report suggests the Republican Party (again, there were 

no Democrats on the panel) only wished to highlight the deficiencies in the Clinton 

administration’s North Korea policy and distance themselves politically from it, not actually seek 

to modify the policy.  Additional evidence for this statement can be seen that, for the whole of 

the Clinton administration, not once did Congress deny money when it was requested for the 

implementation of the Framework150  Congress could have provided policy recommendations 

but did not.  Congress could have blocked the implementation of the policy but did not.  Mo

evidence of a lack of Congressional motivation to change the Clinton administration’s policy 

regarding North Korea is seen in the days before the easing of the 1994 North Korean Nuclear 

Crisis.  In these days, the Senate passed a nonbinding resolution by a vote of 93-3 that urged the 

administration to “take all necessary and prudent actions to deter and, if necessary, repel a 

potential North Korean attack.”

re 

                                                

151  A critical evaluation shows this resolution to have absolutely 

no meaning.  Those who called for tougher action had the ability to submit a resolution calling 

for a preemptive strike but chose not to do so.   

Wendy Sherman, whose job as Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs was to get the 

Framework and the funding for the heavy fuel oil through the U.S. Congress, noted that, 

concerning the Framework and its provisions, “there were many people who opposed it….many 

 
149 North Korea Advisory Group, Report Summary. 
150 Hathaway and Tama, “U.S. Congress and North Korea,” 715. 
151 Ibid., 718.   
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in the Republican Party what hated the Agreed Framework, spent the Clinton administration 

trying to chip away at it, and under the Bush administration were able to scuttle it.”152   

As Walter Mondale, former U.S. Vice President and member of the U.S. Senate, said in 

reference to Congressional (primarily Republican) opposition to the Clinton administration’s 

North Korea policy, particularly the administration’s policy for implementing the Framework, 

“They [Republican controlled Congress] didn’t want to deliver on any of these commitments.  

They took a very hard line on Korea.  They didn’t want to have anything happening to make 

Clinton look good.”153  Desaix Anderson, executive director of KEDO from October 1997 to 

April 2001, mentioned the decision not to lift all trade sanctions with North Korea was made in 

part because of the Republican takeover.154 

  As shown above, there is ample evidence that Congress did not actively work to end the 

Clinton Administration’s policy to implement the Framework, yet there is also evidence that 

shows Congressional actions and attitudes helped shape those of the Bush administration when it 

took office.  George W. Bush saw what Congress did to Clinton (and what it did to his father) 

and decided not to let it happen to him.  As James Kelly said, “George W. Bush believed that one 

of the big mistakes that his father had made was ever getting the right wing mad at him.  And he 

was never going to do that.”155   

As shown above, there is ample evidence that Congress slowed down the implementation 

of the Framework but did not end it.  In fact, looking at KEDO data shows the first assistance to 

North Korea channeled through KEDO did not start until 1995, the year after the Republicans 

                                                 
152 Wendy Sherman, telephone interview, December 8, 2009.   
153 Walter Mondale, interview, September 9, 2009. 
154 Desaix Anderson, telephone interview, September 9, 2009. 
155 James Kelly, telephone interview, April 12, 2010.   
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took control of congress.156  KEDO funding increased every year between 1995 and 2002 (with 

the exception of a slight dip between 1999 and 2000, doubtless due to the 1998 North Korea 

HEU incident.)  Desaix Anderson mentioned that when he left KEDO (in April, 2001), he 

thought the U.S. was well positioned to bring North Korea out of its isolation.  This was seven 

years after the Republican Party gained a majority in both the House and Senate.  Wit mentions 

that when George W. Bush took office, the Framework was doing “okay.”157 

The argument can be made that North Korea, being frustrated and confused by the U.S. 

political process, decided to hedge their bets and draw up contingency plans (in the form of a 

uranium program).  Hindsight says they actually did this, but not because they did not understand 

the U.S. political process.  As Victor Cha, Director of Asian Affairs for the National Security 

Council from 2004 to 2007 points out, the North Koreans were aware of this impediment to 

progress and asked for personal guarantees from President Clinton that he would do everything 

possible to ensure the implementation of the Framework remained on schedule.158  Desaix 

Anderson agreed, saying the North Koreans “…recognized some of the (political) problems we 

(The U.S.) had in implementing it.”159 

3.5 Overview of Clinton Administration Policy toward North Korea 

While it has been shown that Congress took steps to slow down the implementation of 

the Framework, they did not stop it altogether.  How Clinton administration officials handled 

their responsibilities as the main interlocutors with North Korea played a significant role in how 

the implementation of the Framework played out.   

                                                 
156 Mark Manyin and Mary Beth Nikitin, “Foreign Assistance to North Korea,” Congressional Research Service, 
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157 Joel Wit, telephone interview, March 24, 2010 
158 Cha and Kang, “Debate Over North Korea,” 247. 
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The Clinton administration was determined to implement the accord, (I heard no discord 

from those whom I interviewed) but efforts were hampered by events in the U.S. Congress, 

Seoul, North Korea, and the international community.  “Hence it was impossible to put the 

framework on a firm and lasting footing.”160  

Before the 1998 South Korean presidential election brought Kim Dae-Jung to power, 

South Korea took a relatively hard line regarding the North, and the United States.  Then 

president Kim Young-Sam held ill feelings toward the U.S. because he felt the U.S. did not 

involve South Korea enough in the negotiations leading up to the Framework.  North Korea held 

a grudge against South Korea, and Kim Young-Sam in particular, when the South Korean 

president failed to offer any condolences on the death of Kim Il-Sung.161  The 1996 incident of 

the discovery of a beached North Korean submarine and subsequent manhunt of the members of 

the crew further contributed to the air of mistrust between the Koreas.162 

After the 1994 crisis abated, international community soon forgot or grew apathetic about 

the issue, leaving the Clinton administration struggling to find sources of funding to follow 

through with their obligations as outlined in the Framework.163  This situation would be changed 

in 1998 due to the South Korean Sunshine Policy and the North Korean missile launch. 

Aside from Congress, the Clinton administration’s North Korea policy had other 

detractors.  This is from a (self-styled) non-partisan veteran U.S. diplomat:  “They (the Clinton 

administration) were probably convinced that they would be succeeded by another Democratic 

administration.”164   

                                                 
160 Wit, Poneman and Gallucci, Going Critical, 372. 
161 Ibid. 
162 Harry Dies, “North Korean Special Operations Forces: 1996 Kangnung submarine infiltration,”   

Military Intelligence Professional Bulletin, Oct-Dec 2004, 
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163 Wit, Poneman and Gallucci, Going Critical, 373. 
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Wendy Sherman, in her assessment of the causes of the fall of the Framework, supports 

this view:  “North Korea didn’t understand our (Clinton administration) timetable and our 

system, and when they finally got very serious eight years later it was at the end of the Clinton 

administration and we ran out of time.”  An explanation for North Korean lack of movement on 

the Agreement for the first few years after it was signed can be traced to their internal situation.  

After the signing of the Framework, the domestic situation in North Korea was elevated to 

greater importance than foreign affairs.  The death of Kim Il-Sung and subsequent assumption of 

power by his son Kim Jong-Il demanded much of the country’s energies in 1994.  Then, in 1995, 

the country experienced severe flooding.  This flooding contributed to crop failures, which 

caused widespread starvation among the North Korean population.  Due to this famine, the 

United Nations World Food Program started providing food assistance to North Korea that 

year.165  The U.S. was the biggest contributor, donating two million tons of food over a ten year 

period, peaking in 1999.166   

Another career diplomat, a specialist in East Asian Affairs, made a stronger, more 

negative observation: “If the Clinton administration had not been possessed by excessive 

ambition, the grab of historical legacy, and if there had been a smoother transition between 

administrations, it would have been quite conceivable that the Bush administration might from 

the beginning have pursued a policy much more similar to that of the Clinton approach.”167 

Responding to Congressional calls to add to or modify provisions to the Framework, or at 

least to address a national security issue that was not brought up in the Framework, Wendy 

Sherman took a leading role in working with North Korea on a missile control agreement.  That 
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agreement, which was “tantalizingly close” to being completed during the last days of the 

Clinton administration, would have “…halt[ed] North Korea’s missile exports of missiles and 

related technology and stop further production, deployment, and testing of long-range 

missiles.”168  On another occasion, Ms. Sherman said that, "although there were still critical 

details to be worked out, it appeared that an agreement was within reach,"169  The foundation of 

the agreement would have been North Korea’s not producing, testing, or deploying missiles with 

ranges greater than 300 miles.  North Korea would also halt missile and missile component sales, 

technology and training.  According to government sources, Kim Jong-Il had, in confidential 

discussions, agreed to do these things.  In return, the U.S. would provide nonmonetary aid to the 

North.170   

It is unclear as to the exact reason the missile agreement was never finalized.  In an 

interview, Wendy Sherman pointed to the rushed timeframe and the imminent transfer of power 

to the incoming Bush administration.171  Critics say the Clinton administration made a strategic 

mistake by not pursuing this matter when the 2000 election results were being sorted out (the 

administration’s stance is that they did not want the President to travel abroad during a potential 

constitutional crisis.)  Other critics say that because of the uncertainty of the election, the Clinton 

administration choose not to brief the Bush administration on the issue for fear of legitimizing 

their claim to the Presidency.172  Wendy Sherman mentions that President Clinton was busy in 

the Middle East and did not have time to pursue both initiatives.173  Congressional opposition 

needs to be considered too.  It would have been highly unlikely that, given the opposition in 
                                                 
168 Wendy Sherman, “Talking to the North Koreans.”  New York Times, Op-ed,  March 7, 2001,   

http://www.nytimes.com/2001/03/07/opinion/talking-to-the-north-
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169 Michael Gordon, “How Politics Sank Accord on Missiles with North Korea,” New York Times.  March 6, 2001.   
170 Ibid.   
171 Wendy Sherman, telephone Interview, December 8, 2009. 
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 54

http://www.nytimes.com/2001/03/07/opinion/talking-to-the-north-koreans.html?scp=3&sq=%22Talking+to+the+North+Koreans%22&st=nyt&pagewanted=print
http://www.nytimes.com/2001/03/07/opinion/talking-to-the-north-koreans.html?scp=3&sq=%22Talking+to+the+North+Koreans%22&st=nyt&pagewanted=print


Congress toward the funding for the implementation through KEDO, that additional hundreds of 

millions of dollars would have been allocated to North Korea.   

If the 1994 takeover of Congress did not cause the termination of the Framework, then 

what did?  It will be shown that a combination of a bipolar Bush administration North Korea 

policy and provocative North Korean statements and actions contributed to the breaking down of 

the Framework, and with it the communication link between the two countries.   

4.0 Analysis of the North Korean Nuclear Diplomacy of the Bush 

Administration: 

4.1 Bush Administration Policy related to the 1994 Agreed Framework and 

North Korea 

The Bush administration followed closely the North Korea policy set by the Clinton 

administration, at least in theory.  Internal administration dissent prevented the full 

implementation of official administration policy though. 

After taking office, the Bush administration performed a comprehensive policy review 

with respect to North Korea.  Completed in June, 2001, the review has not been released to the 

public, but details therein have been identified through administration statements.  President 

Bush himself released a statement on the policy review on June 6th.  In it, he reported that he 

directed his national security team to “undertake serious discussions with North Korea on a 

broad agenda,” including improved implementation of the Framework.174  In another signal that 

he was continuing the Clinton administration policy toward North Korea, he indicated he would 
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keep the open dialogue option, announcing that the United States was prepared to negotiate 

“without conditions and virtually whenever and wherever the North Koreans wanted it.”175 

The central figures in the aforementioned policy review represented the administration’s 

two camps of thought regarding North Korea.  These two camps are sometimes called “non-

proliferators” and “pro-engagement school” and were represented in the policy review by 

Thomas Hubbard (for the engagement school) and Robert Joseph (for the non-proliferators).  

Hubbard and his team thought that the Framework, though flawed, was worth keeping, albeit in a 

modified form.  Joseph and the non-proliferators “found the Agreed Framework useless and felt 

that there was no need to engage or negotiate with North Korea.”176  The gap between these two 

groups was so wide that they had a hard time finding any common ground.177  Even though the 

outcome of this review kept the willingness to follow the Framework as the foundation of U.S. – 

North Korean relations, the Framework was now “…wrapped in some body language that 

was…much more harsh.”178 

Body language and the impression it conveys matters.  Before the policy review was 

completed, South Korean President Kim Dae-Jung made a visit to the White House.  This was in 

March, 2001.  The day before South Korean president Kim’s visit, Secretary of State Powell 

gave a clear indication of administration policy when he said, “We want to make sure that our 

North Korea policy is totally synchronized with what our South Korean friends are doing….We 

do plan to engage with North Korea to pick up where President Clinton and his administration 

left off.”179  This and subsequent remarks by Powell the next day left Kim Dae-Jung and most 
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everyone else (Powell’s remarks were reported to the media immediately after he made them) the 

impression that the Bush administration would mirror the Clinton administration policy 

regarding North Korea.  Politically, this was something the Bush administration did not want to 

admit, even if it would have been true. 

James Kelly, on addressing the issue of politics and policy, mentioned that when a new 

administration comes in, it follows many of the same policies of its predecessor, but because 

either they do not want to give credit to the outgoing administration for their policy choice, or 

because up until getting elected the incoming administration derided the particular policy, the 

new administration, regarding their following similar policies as the previous administration, 

“won’t admit to any of it.”180 

And so it was that, even though Powell’s remarks were essentially true, and the 

administration still was willing to adhere to the Framework, Powell was made to recant his 

earlier remarks.  That sent a signal to Kim Dae-Jung, and all those paying attention to the Kim 

visit (including Kim Jong-Il181) that the Bush administration’s North Korea policy was disputed 

internally. 

4.2 Factions within the Bush Administration  

John Bolton himself acknowledged this when he said, “Some argue that President Bush 

43 [George W. Bush] followed a ‘hard line’ in his first term, but that the policy failed.  In fact, 

internal conflict marked Bush’s first term, which the National Security Council mechanism 

failed to resolve, leaving an incoherent and contradictory policy.”182 
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James Kelly implied that because of the divisions within the Bush administration, official 

policy was not followed.  As the analogy goes, “The squeaky wheel gets the grease.” Said Kelly:  

 
The problems were within the Bush Administration.  The policy was fine.  President 
Bush really would have agreed to a serious negotiation.  He understood that there 
were no good military options in North Korea.  And that wasn’t going to work.  But 
his own rhetoric in the 2002 state of the union address about the axis of evil, this was 
fine domestic rhetoric, but it made things very difficult internationally.  Because 
nobody overseas ever really understood it and they all assumed that it was one size 
fits all for Iran, Iraq, and North Korea, which of course was never the case at all.  
…there was never any attempt to reign in confusing rhetoric by the right wingers 
(non-proliferators), (and) that was very confusing to our allies, and I’m sure it was 
confusing to North Korea as well.183 

 

Kelly explained the reason why nothing was done by President Bush or others to clarify 

the administration’s official position: “…nobody told them [those within the administration who 

did not agree with official policy] to be quiet and follow the policy.”184 

Who were in these factions?  At the White House, Vice President Dick Cheney and 

Robert Joseph were highly skeptical and highly vocal about the pro-engagement school’s 

approach to North Korea, as was Under Secretary of Defense Douglas Feith.  John Bolton, 

Undersecretary of State for Arms Control and International Security, shared the same view.185  

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, who had earlier written a memo that advocated for the 

toppling of the Kim Jong-Il regime,186 did too.  These are the leading characters in the non-

proliferator group.  The pro-engagement school was composed primarily of those in the State 

Department, led by Colin Powell.  James Kelly and later Christopher Hill were given primary 

responsibility of the North Korean nuclear issue.  First Charles “Jack” Pritchard, and later Joseph 
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DeTrani assumed the position of ambassador and special envoy for negotiations with North 

Korea.187 

Non-proliferators’ main goal was to cancel U.S. obligations to build LWRs.188   

As Wendy Sherman pointed out, “It was those light water reactors that were most hated by the 

opposition (the non-proliferators).  They thought there shouldn’t have been any reactors, that it 

should have been coal fired plants or something that had no nuclear capability.”189 

In his book “The Peninsula Question,” in his analysis of the factious situation of the Bush 

administration policymaking process, Funabashi equates the non-proliferators with neocons.  As 

an outside observer (Funabashi is from Japan), his definition of a neocon comes from a more 

unbiased perspective.  Those not directly involved in a situation sometimes can see things with 

more clarity.  Funabashi’s definition of what a neocon believes is insightful:  “The neocons 

believe that there is a dichotomy between Good and Evil in international politics, and they 

worship the power of the United States, which they believe represents the Good.”190  This 

description closely parallels the way a senior member of the State Department described Bob 

Joseph, a member of the non-proliferator school: “Bob Joseph has contempt for all allies and 

sees everything in the world as America.”   

Vice President Dick Cheney’s office had 15 staff specializing in foreign policy.  This was 

the largest foreign policy section of a vice president in history.191  Cheney had unprecedented 

access to President Bush.  He and the President shared an intelligence briefing every morning, 

ate lunch together every Thursday, and talked “…alone with the president for a long time every 
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day.”192  Lawrence Wilkerson, former chief of staff to United States Secretary of State Colin 

Powell, faults Cheney for Bush administration’s lack of a coherent North Korea policy.  “The 

Secretary of State (Powell) sometimes would say ‘Somebody got to the President after I did.’  

Well, it’s not very difficult to figure out who…The main impediment to Colin Powell was the 

vice president of the United States.”193  Wilkerson even went so far as to say that Rumsfeld and 

Cheney were leaders of a “…Secretive, little-known cabal.”194  

As can be seen, the division within the Bush administration frustrated those working 

there and also confused our allies, and most likely North Korea too.  What effect did this have on 

U.S. nuclear diplomacy?  James Kelly mentioned that in his negotiations with North Korea, he 

was “forced to take people on the delegation (non-proliferators) who were disasters, and I should 

have been able to throw them off.  THEY WERE TRYING TO SUBVERT THE PRESIDENT’S 

POLICY! [His emphasis]”195  This implied that President Bush was aware of the subversion, yet 

was either unwilling or unable to do anything about it.  Further, in his negotiations, James Kelly 

was given extremely limited freedom in how he conducted the negotiations.  Cheney’s office and 

Robert Joseph had decided on how the negotiations would go, and they would monitor Kelly to 

make sure he was doing what they had instructed.  He was heard to say “A trained monkey who 

can speak English could do this job.”196  In many ways, Kelly was similar to the North Korean 

negotiators, who for the most part were not given any leeway in their negotiating either.   

Even North Korea saw the effects of the split in ideology within the Bush administration: 

During a press conference on March 31, 2005, Bush referred to the North Korean leader as “Mr. 
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Kim Jong-Il,” North Korea quickly responded: “if Bush’s remarks put an end to the scramble 

between the hawkish group and the moderate group in the United States, which has thrown the 

Korean policies into a state of confusion, that would help create an atmosphere for the Six Party 

Talks.”197  The reason North Korea responded so positively was because DPRK translators had 

translated “Mister” as “Master.”  The story is amusing, but it also tells of the futility of showing 

a divided front in negotiations.  The U.S. delegation to the Six Party Talks was made up of 

people from the White House, Department of State and the military.  The delegations of the other 

five countries were composed mainly of diplomats only.  This is evidence that the factions in the 

administration wanted to check the influence of the other.198 

Yet it is ultimately the president who makes the final decision, and it is with the President 

where the responsibility for success or failure ultimately resides.  Bush seems to have been torn 

between his personal convictions of the practicality in engaging with the North Koreans, and the 

political expediency and moral inkling to not do so.    Judging from the President’s actions, it 

would seem that there are two competing visions in the President’s mind of the proper way to 

engage North Korea competing for supremacy.  It is a microcosm of the schism within Bush’s 

administration.  Evidence of this ambivalence can be seen when, on January 15, 2003, Bush 

declared the U.S. would pursue a ‘bold initiative’ including provision of energy and food 

supplies to North Korea if Pyongyang would abandon its nuclear weapons program, yet at the 

end of that same speech he announced that “all options are on the table,” including a military 

attack on North Korea.199  Kim Dae-Jung, having experienced Bush’s attitude toward North 
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Korea firsthand, was left with the impression that the President was impulsive and 

unpredictable.200   

Other countries took action to avoid the ramifications of the Bush administration 

ideological split.  For example, when Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi decides to visit 

Pyongyang, he does not share the news with the U.S. until three days before the event.  The 

reason he did not share information earlier, Koizumi said, was because: “There are elements, 

both in the United States and Japan, that wish to derail the attempts at Japan-DPRK 

normalization.  That’s why I could not disclose my plan until the very end.”201 

To place the blame for the termination of the Framework solely on the “non-

proliferators” faction within the administration would be too simplistic.  As has been shown, this 

schism within the Bush administration was a detriment for the U.S. in the negotiations, yet as 

James Kelly pointed out, “So it was an irritation.  It wasn’t decisive.”  The non-proliferators took 

outside events (namely North Korean actions) and used them to fit their policy aims.   When 

looking at these actions, it is necessary to delve deeper into the reasons behind them. 

Behind the U.S.-DPRK engagement lies 50 years of deep distrust, hatred, and war (See 

History of U.S.-DPRK Relations section, above.)  First the Korean War, which is still officially a 

war, and then the cold war, where North Korea received most of its assistance from China and 

Russia.  This history made it difficult for each party to trust the other party would carry out the 

obligations the Framework set out for them.  A fundamental difference in interpretation of the 

Framework caused distrust and started the “spiral of mistrust” mentioned earlier in the paper. 
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North Korea saw the Framework as the normalization of relations between them and the U.S., 

while the U.S. saw it as a denuclearization agreement.202   

  As mentioned earlier, those in Congress who opposed the implementation of the 

Framework caused delays in the Framework schedule of implementation, which caused North 

Korea to claim the U.S. was not in compliance with the Framework.  Along with this, other 

points of contention arose that caused a strain in the U.S.-DPRK relationship during the duration 

of both parties’ adherence to the Framework.  North Korea backed down from establishing 

liaison offices in the U.S.  The KEDO light water project moved slower than planned due to 

technical problems, as well as North-South relations issues.203  North Korea was late in seizing 

the opportunity to engage with the Clinton administration.204  This tardiness on the part of North 

Korea was partly due to that country’s internal situation (as discussed earlier, the transfer of 

power from Kim Il-Sung to Kim Jong-Il, flooding and famines) and partly due to external 

circumstances.   

Part of the reason North Korea did not negotiate much before 1998 was because South 

Korea and Japan were not actively engaged in negotiations.  When Kim Dae-Jung assumed the 

South Korean presidency, the implementation of the Sunshine Policy opened up diplomatic 

communication with the North.  Also in 1998, Japan became involved due to the North Korean 

missile launch and due to more information about Japanese citizens kidnapped by North Korea. 

North Korea’s admission of their highly enriched uranium (program) is known to be the 

event that terminated the Framework and started the Second North Korean Nuclear Crisis.205  

Having made the case that the non-proliferator group in the Bush administration was looking for 
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ways to end the Framework, this event seemed the ideal opportunity.  On hearing the news from 

James Kelly that North Korea admitted to having a uranium program, Donald Rumsfeld “hit the 

desk and declared, ‘Jim Kelly is an American hero.’”206  Others, however, remain skeptical of 

this “admission.”  The story of what happened and what was said when North Korean negotiator 

Kang Sok-Ju met with James Kelly differs by who tells the story, yet those who were there share 

some similarities.   

In October of 2002, James Kelly went to Pyongyang for negotiations with North Korea’s 

top negotiator Kang Sok-Ju.  Kang, known to be a confidante of Kim Jong-Il, is well versed in 

the art of diplomacy.  This meeting, however, he was unusually blunt.  Starting with being called 

part of the “axis of evil” in President Bush’s State of the Union address, and continuing with 

being put on a list of countries targeted for possible nuclear attack as a result of the U.S. latest 

Nuclear Posture Review (NPR),207 North Korea was feeling the pressure and was fearful of a 

U.S. attack more than ever.  Because of these things, Kang accused the United States of violating 

the terms of the Framework, which said “The U.S. will provide formal assurances to the DPRK, 

against the threat or use of nuclear weapons by the U.S.”208 

In the course of Kang’s diatribe, he touched on the HEU issue when he said, “What is 

wrong with us having our own uranium enrichment program?  We are entitled to possess our 

own HEU, and we are bound to produce more powerful weapons than that.”209 

Since 9/11, the Bush administration ordered all intelligence on North Korea’s HEU 

program be re-analyzed.  After having done so, most members of the administration, including 
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James Kelly (usually not one to follow the non-proliferator way of thinking) thought the 

intelligence was sound.  Said Kelly: 

 
I hunted high and low for intelligence analysts that would tell us that this 
information was invalid or was wrong...THERE WERE NONE.  All the analysts 
said ‘Nope.  This is serious.  This is genuine.  This is hard scudwork of 
intelligence.  It is new information and it is a serious problem.’  Now it was not 
complete information, and I doubt if it is complete now, a lot of details were 
certainly not known, but the information that was known was enough to show that 
there was a substantial uranium enrichment effort that was going on in North 
Korea, and that’s what changed and that’s what ended up ending the Agreed 
Framework at that time.210  
 

Kelly is equally adamant about the meaning of Kang’s words.  All members of Kelly’s 

negotiating party “…thought that it was impossible to interpret what Kang Sok-Ju said as 

anything other than an admission of the existence of an HEU program in North Korea.”211  

Yet ambiguity about both what Kang said and about the nature of North Korea’s HEU 

program remains.  Kang Sok-Ju’s HEU remarks were very tricky.  Many Korean language 

experts were confused by his remarks.  A Senior State Department official, after having read the 

transcripts of the event, thought the U.S. misinterpreted Kang’s remarks.212  Kang Sok-Ju’s 

words could be similar to Saddam Hussein not denying his nuclear program, even though he did 

not have one.  North Korea may have just been trying to have other aces in the hole to protect 

North Korea’s sovereignty.  North Korea could have also thought that if they bring up a new 

nuclear program, the U.S. would offer concessions to North Korea in return for the cessation of 

their program, just as had been done in 1994 with the Plutonium program.  This time, the Bush 

administration would have none of it.213  In the words of a Chinese diplomat, “That admission 
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(that North Korea had an HEU program) de facto killed the Agreed Framework, which had been 

most beneficial for North Korea.  It also killed the momentum toward diplomatic normalization 

with Japan, too.”  He called North Korea’s admitting to their HEU program “…one of the 

greatest diplomatic errors in history.”214 

  A question to ask is why the Bush administration decided to bring up the HEU issue in 

the fall of 2002.  Was there any ulterior motive?  This question was on the minds of U.S. allies as 

well.  To answer this question, it is necessary to look into the history of the HEU intelligence.  

While most of the intelligence is top secret, Funabashi, with his contacts, has pieced together a 

sketch of what was known and when.   

In 1997, South Korea gave the U.S. their first HEU intelligence.215  Judging from the 

intelligence, North Korea’s uranium program seemed to be for research purposes only.  In 1998, 

more South Korean-collected intelligence indicated that North Korean scientists had visited 

Pakistan.  Eventually it was discovered that Pakistan had purchased North Korean missile 

technology in exchange for selling North Korea Uranium enrichment technology.216  

The drawback to this intelligence was that it did not provide proof of any HEU produced.  

Neither the U.S. nor South Korea saw any HEU production facilities in operation.  There was 

never any HEU detected in inspections in North Korea (although an HEU program is much 

easier to conceal than a plutonium program.) 

Indications are that external circumstances drove the Bush administration to perform a 

new review of the existing HEU intelligence, and due to these changed circumstances (most 

notable 9/11) came up with a revised estimate of the scope of the HEU program.  Tellingly the 
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Bush administration did not ask the intelligence community for new information when they 

conducted their North Korea policy review, on June 6, 2001.217   According to Richard 

Armitage, a full-scale assessment of North Korea HEU intelligence did not happen until 

February of 2002.218 

                                                

The state of U.S. knowledge of North Korea’s HEU program can be summed up in the 

words of a senior U.S. Administration official: “It was beyond doubt that the North Koreans 

were aiming for HEU.  We were very certain of their aim.”219  But were they firing (analogy), or 

just aiming?  As of the fall of 2002, the Bush administration did not have answers to the basic 

questions of North Korea’s HEU program, such as the amount of HEU produced, the location of 

the facilities, and the quality of uranium produced.220 

4.3 Why did North Korea pursue an HEU program?   

North Korean internal politics may have forced Kim Jong-Il to proceed with the HEU 

program.  To placate the military after signing the Framework, the HEU was pursued.  In her 

meeting with Kim Jong-Il, Madeline Albright heard him say, “If we are properly guaranteed by 

the United States that our security will not be threatened, I can persuade the military that the 

United States is no longer a threat, which will make it easier to reroute the military budget 

toward the general economy and other areas.”221  This may be another ploy by Kim Jong-Il, but 

it may also reflect his loss of some of his power to the military.   
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4.4 Did Bush Administration Policies Contribute to North Korea’s Nuclear 

Buildup? 

Having established the reason for the termination of the Framework, it is necessary to 

find out whether or not the actions by the Bush administration were instrumental in North 

Korea’s decision to bolster their nuclear capability.  If the answer is yes, than that implies the 

Bush administration’s possible missteps in their North Korea policy.  The question, then, 

becomes, “at what point did North Korea pass the nuclear threshold?  When did they ‘go 

nuclear?’”  The reason this question needs to be answered is that if the North had already crossed 

this threshold during the Clinton administration, the argument could be made that any policy by 

the Bush administration, no matter how aggressive, could not have stopped North Korea’s march 

toward possessing a nuclear arsenal.  Also, if North Korea’s ramping up of their nuclear weapons 

program coincides with their decision to fundamentally alter their economic and military posture 

(see below), something that happened in 2002, then that may point to North Korea’s doing so 

only after they waited for the Bush Administration to continue the work that the Clinton 

administration had done; namely, active engagement with the North and a genuine effort to keep 

following the steps outlined by the Framework.   

The answer to the above question can take several forms, depending on the definition of 

“going nuclear.”  The Yongbyon reactor, which started operation in 1987, is capable of 

producing about six kilograms of plutonium annually, enough for a single bomb per year.  U.S. 

intelligence estimates that by 1990, North Korea had enough fissile material to produce one 

nuclear bomb.   

According to Wendy Sherman, the deciding factor in determining when North Korea 

crossed the threshold was when they decided to reprocess, or weaponize, their plutonium (as 

 68



mentioned earlier, this was the “red line” that the Clinton administration set for North Korea – 

the line North Korea must not cross).  When North Korea did this was unclear; what is clear is 

the North’s detonating a nuclear device in 2006.  Prior to this test, there were no indications 

(save for North Korean rhetoric) that any material had been weaponized.  At the end of the 

Clinton administration, Sherman says, the best intelligence estimates were that North Korea had 

enough fissile materials for only one to two nuclear weapons.  This would remain the same until 

after the Framework was scuttled.  As Sherman points out, if you only have one or two weapons, 

it is less likely that you would test, sell, or use them.   

A word must be said here about the Bush administration and the setting of red lines.  

Unlike the Clinton administration, who made it clear to North Korea that they must not convert 

used nuclear fuel into material that could be used in the manufacture of nuclear weapons 

(reprocessing), the Bush administration did not set any red lines.222  Secretary Colin Powell, in a 

December 29, 2002 interview with Tim Russert on NBC’s Meet the Press, hinted at the Bush 

administration’s setting of a red line at North Korea’s selling or shipping nuclear material or 

bombs.  Yet three months later, when North Korean negotiator Li Gun, during trilateral 

consultations in Beijing, said “We will not hesitate to demonstrate, transfer, or further develop 

nuclear weapons,” the Bush administration did not interpret that as a crossing of a red line, 

mostly because the administration had not set any up.223  There are several reasons why the Bush 

administration did not set up red lines with North Korea.  Richard Armitage notes the 

administration’s wish to maintain freedom of action and the difficulty in getting all allied 

countries to agree on what constitutes a crossing of the red line (The Bush administration had 
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pursued a multilateral approach to North Korean nuclear diplomacy).224  Funabashi also points 

out that the Bush administration’s Iraq policy greatly affected their North Korea policy; the U.S. 

invasion of Iraq limited the ability to effectively mount an operation that would end North 

Korea’s nuclear thereat.225  In addition, factors not directly related to the invasion of Iraq had an 

influence on U.S. policy regarding military action against North Korea.  First, it was not known 

where all the North Korean nuclear programs were; during the 1994 crisis it was known that all 

nuclear facilities were at Yongbyon.226  North Korea’s suspected HEU program had yet to be 

found.  Second, North Korean missiles were also becoming more advanced.  Last, South Korean 

leadership in 2003 Under Roh Moo-Hyon took an accommodating stance toward the North.  All 

of these factors helped lead U.S. policy against taking military action against North Korea.227 

The most recent estimates are that North Korea has between six and ten nuclear weapons’ 

worth of fissile material.  This increase effectively gives North Korea the material to have a 

viable nuclear program.  In Sherman’s words, “Your ability to put the Genie back into the box 

[after the increase in fissile material] is much, much more difficult.”228   

It can be concluded, then, that North Korea became a nuclear power sometime between 

2002 and 2006, when they detonated their nuclear device. 

Even though we cannot prove causation between the Bush administration’s diplomatic 

disengagement and North Korea’s increasing their nuclear deterrent, it appears that these two 

events are related. 

The Bush administration’s abrupt termination of the Framework has been the subject of 

criticism.  Thomas Hubbard pointed out that the U.S. had already “…paid to get to the table 
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(meaning we had to give North Korea an incentive to stop their plutonium program) in the 

Clinton administration and now we had to pay again (during the Bush administration).”229  

According to another senior U.S. administration official:  “…the biggest mistake we made was 

just saying ‘because they violated it [the Framework], we stop.’  Without thinking through how it 

affects the next stage of the game….And what happened, or course, was they started 

reprocessing.”230 

Christopher Hill agreed and added that it is not prudent to jettison a functioning nuclear 

control program when there is no other alternative.  “So we ended up getting nowhere with 

uranium enrichment, and put ourselves in a worse position with the plutonium,” he said.  

4.5 Why did the Bush Administration opt for a Multilateral Approach in 

Negotiations?   

There is evidence that George W. Bush was following the path his father took relative to 

this issue.  George H.W. Bush saw the need for a multilateral approach to the North Korean 

nuclear problem.  This was in 1989.  “The first impulse of the Bush administration was to inform 

others with potential influence about what Washington’s space satellites had seen rising at 

Yongbyon (the 5MWe research reactor).  If the North Koreans were to be stopped or even 

slowed, it was clear that the United States would have to gain the cooperation of the other major 

powers with interests in the Korean peninsula.  Then Secretary of State James Baker supported 

this by saying, “Our diplomatic strategy was designed to build international pressure against 

North Korea to force them to live up to their agreement to sign a safeguards agreement 

permitting inspections.” 231 
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In 1993-1994, the time of the First North Korean Nuclear Crisis, the cold war had just 

ended and Northeast Asian countries were slow to change their national security strategies.  

South Korea’s sunshine policy had not yet been formulated.  Japan did not feel an acute threat 

from North Korea at this time.  Russia was busy with its own internal transformation, and China-

DPRK relations, being at a low point due to China’s normalizing relations with South Korea in 

2002, limited China’s influence with North Korea.232  These are reasons why the Clinton 

administration did not seek a multilateral approach to the First North Korean Nuclear Crisis.    

The Bush administration may have chosen to take a multilateral approach regarding 

North Korea, but it can be shown that the choice was not solely theirs to make.  The following is 

a look at why the other eventual members of the Six Party Talks decided that being involved in 

North Korea was in their best interest.  It will be discussed later the specific motivations of the 

U.S. for pursuing a multilateral approach.   

The end of the cold war opened up the possibility of improved relations between the two 

Koreas.  These improved relations were embodied in Kim Dae-Jung’s Sunshine Policy, which 

started in 1998.233  This in turn enabled Japan to engage with North Korea on a path to normalize 

relations.   

4.51 South and North Korean Motivation for Multilateralism  

The origins of the Sunshine Policy start from soon after the cold war ended.  As Don 

Oberdorfer puts it in The Two Koreas, “The winter of 1991 inaugurated a period of unusual 

progress in North-South relations and in North Korea’s relations with the United States.  It was 
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one of those rare periods when the policies of the two Koreas were in alignment for conciliation 

and agreement, with all of the major outside powers either neutral or supportive.”234   

The dissolution of the Soviet Union was the major factor that provoked President George 

H. W. Bush, on September 27, 1991, to announce the unilateral removal of all ground-based and 

sea-based tactical nuclear weapons from U.S. forces worldwide.235  Importantly for U.S. – 

DPRK relations, after President Bush decided to remove these warheads, he also decided in 

principle to allow North Korean inspectors into the airbase where the warheads had been 

stored.236  This was one of North Korea’s demands, and President Bush’s agreeing to this 

demand was one of the factors in the improved atmosphere for negotiations.  

                                                

Another reason why North Korea was willing to negotiate was due to South Korea’s 

improved relations with North Korean traditional allies China and the Soviet Union, as well as 

the Soviet Union’s relationship with China.  In 1989, Gorbachev traveled to Beijing for the 

purpose of ending the China-U.S.S.R. dispute.  This was troubling for North Korea because they 

had been using one country as leverage over the other for most of the cold war period and feared 

that a warm China-U.S.S.R. relationship would lessen that leverage with both countries.  In an 

even bigger blow to North Korea, in September 1990 the Soviet Union granted diplomatic 

recognition to South Korea.  North Korea, because of this betrayal of loyalties by the Soviet 

Union, threatened to accelerate the development of their nuclear weapons programs.237  In 

October of 1991, on a visit to China, Kim Il-Sung was advised by the Chinese to open up his 

country economically, as China had done, and to reach a settlement with South Korea in the 
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name of regional security.238  On the South Korean side, 1991 was the last year of Roh Tae-

Woo’s Presidency, and he wanted to have a summit meeting with Kim Il-Sung.  The stage was 

set for fruitful North-South negotiations. 

At the end of 1991 and start of 1992, two documents were signed.  The second of these 

agreements was the “Joint Declaration of South and North Korea on the Denuclearization of the 

Korean Peninsula.”  This agreement called for, importantly, the prohibition of testing, 

manufacturing, producing, receiving, possessing, storing, deploying, or using nuclear weapons.  

It also called for both countries to not possess nuclear reprocessing and uranium enrichment 

facilities (See document.).  This document served as a foundational document both in the 

Framework and the 2005 Joint Statement, meaning that both of these documents stipulated that 

both parties adhere to the points mentioned in this document.   

In North Korea, the signing of the nuclear agreement (the “Joint Declaration of South and 

North Korea on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula”) was controversial among North 

Korean leadership.  According to Selig Harrison of the Carnegie Endowment for International 

Peace, he was told that there were two frames of thought among decision makers in North Korea.  

The pragmatists – those who favored making the nuclear deal – argued that compromising on 

nuclear issues would bring about economic benefits and normalization of relations with the U.S. 

and Japan.  The hard-line elements were more cynical; they wanted to suspend the nuclear 

program but not end it.  They feared that U.S. and Japanese cooperation would not happen.239  

This internal discord is similar to the workings of the second Bush administration’s first term.   
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4.52 Japanese Motivation for Multilateralism 

Two events galvanized Japan’s participation in the Korean Nuclear Crisis:  The 1998 

launch of a North Korean Taepodong-1 missile over Japan and into the Pacific Ocean, and the 

North Korean admittance of having abducting approximately fifteen Japanese citizens.  Prior to 

these events, Japan had little interest in taking part in North Korean issues.  With the support of 

the majority of the Japanese population, Prime Minister Koizumi traveled to Pyongyang and 

there, with Kim Jong-Il, signed the 2002 Pyongyang Declaration.  This document legitimizes 

past agreements (1992 North Korea-South Korea joint declaration, 1994 Agreed Framework, the 

Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), and the IAEA Energy Safeguards Agreement.)240  It 

also calls for early normalization of relations between the two countries, Japan’s apology for 

colonial wrongdoings, and North Korea’s assurance that the “regrettable incidents” with 

Japanese nationals not happen again.241  The report also “confirmed the necessity of resolving

security problems including nuclear and missile issues…”

 

t a 

 

 

he 

 Korea.243 

                                                

242  The last point was a watershed 

moment in relations with North Korea.  It was the first time that North Korea had moved pas

strictly bilateral (with the U.S.) missile and nuclear negotiation policy.  Reflected in the 

Pyongyang Declaration was the determination that agreements in the declaration should be 

placed within the overall framework of international agreements concerning the comprehensive

settlement of all the issues regarding the Korean peninsula.  This came to fruition (partially)

when the Joint Statement of the 4th round of the Six Party Talks (Sept. 2005) referred to t

Pyongyang Declaration as a norm of conduct for Japan and North
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Abductees were and still are a huge issue with Japanese people.  Public opinion would 

dictate whether or not a delegation could go to North Korea to start down the path of 

normalization of relations.244  Because of this, the Japanese government gave the abduction issue 

the highest priority because of this strong public opinion.245  A cultural note:  Japanese culture 

says that Japanese citizens do not discuss security matters.  If you do, you will be considered a 

militarist or right-wing.  Average citizens see this as a stigma and do not engage in these issues.  

Because of that, humanitarian issues are all that is talked about.  Culture dictates that the 

abduction issue was the only issue that was discussed among Japanese.246   

Yasuo Fukuda, for Japanese Prime Minister and Chief Cabinet Secretary, pointed out that 

the Pyongyang Declaration has given an incentive to China, Russia, and South Korea actively to 

engage in the Six Party Talks.  The declaration’s explicit announcement by Japan of economic 

cooperation with North Korea must have encouraged these countries to participate in Six Party 

Talks, because they realized that they could now depend on funds provided through Japan’s 

economic cooperation.247   

4.53 Russian Motivation for Multilateralism 

Russia has been an ally of North Korea ever since the founding of the country in 1945.  

Russian troops also fought in the Korean War.  Vladimir Putin, in visiting with Kim Jong-Il, 

found him to be a “modern man.”248  The Russian policy regarding North Korea was divided into 

three parts: developing oil and gas reserves and the infrastructure needed, connecting the Trans-

Siberian Railway with the Trans-Korean Railway, and providing assistance to achieve economic 
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reform in North Korea.249  Russia has also been firmly determined not to allow North Korea to 

possess nuclear weapons, as it thinks that North Korea’s pursuit of a nuclear program would 

induce nuclear arms and missile defense races in Northeast Asia.250 

On May 27, 2003 - Russia and China signed the Joint Declaration of the Russian 

Federation and the People’s Republic of China.  It stresses: 

1.  The importance of a “nuclear-free status of the Korean peninsula,” 

2.  The importance of security guarantees to North Korea, 

3.  The favorable conditions for North Korean socioeconomic development.251 

Because the two countries signed this document, it is in both of their best interests to 

work together and with all of the other countries in the region to work toward these points.   

4.54 Chinese Motivation for Multilateralism 

China’s motivations to join the Six Party Talks are political, historical, geographical, and 

economic in nature.  China is an old ally of North Korea (China intervened on North Korea’s 

side during the Korean War and saved North Korea from defeat) and shares a similar culture and 

political ideology with North Korea.  From an economic perspective, war would hurt China’s 

economic growth, something China wishes to avoid.252  China’s influence over North Korea 

economically is shown by the $2 billion (in 2007) in annual trade happening between the two 

countries.  In 2008 that figure jumped 41.3 percent compared to the year before.253  By some 

estimates, China provides 80 percent of North Korea's consumer goods and 45 percent of its 
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food.254  This shows how dependent North Korea is on China, and how important China’s 

support of North Korea is to that country’s survival.   

From a security standpoint, in 2003 China was very concerned about the possibility that 

the U.S. would preemptively attack North Korea (after the successful invasion or Iraq and defeat 

of Saddam Hussein’s forces).  Any attack of North Korea by the U.S. had the possibility of 

creating a refugee crisis, and China did not want that to happen, primarily for economic reasons.  

This fear of a U.S. attack on North Korea was the biggest factor in motivating China to join the 

Six Party Talks.255  Even though China accepted their role in the Six Party Talks out of fear of a 

U.S. attack initially, as James Kelly says, “…having approached it, [China] decided that they 

really like it.  It keeps Americans from cooking up untimely things with the North Koreans.”256  

In addition, China, as a nuclear power, does not want to see the region engage in an arms race.  If 

North Korea is allowed to posses nuclear weapons, China knows that Japan would quickly 

follow suit out of self-defense.  This is a situation China wishes to avoid.   

4.55 U.S. Motivation for Multilateralism 

There are four main reasons why the U.S. is motivated to favor multilateralism in their 

North Korea policy.  First is that, as it is, the U.S. has no leverage in bilateral negotiations.  The 

only threat they have is military intervention, but they had no intention of prosecuting a military 

solution.257  Also, Bush’s preemptive strike doctrine would not apply to the Korean peninsula.258  

There are three Reasons why the Bush administration felt they had lost military option: 

A:  In 1994, all North Korean military facilities were concentrated at Yongbyon.  In 2003 they 

were diversified. 
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B:  In 1994, South Korea-North Korea relations were poor, and the Republic of Korea (ROK – 

South Korea) took a hard line with the North.  In 2003, the ROK accommodated North Korea. 

C:  The missile threat is much stronger.  In 1994, North Korea had one Rodong missile launch.  

In 2003, 200 Rodongs were deployed.259   

The second main reason is that the Bush administration did not want to give South Korea 

or Japan any reason to be discontented at the negotiations.  If they became discontented, then 

North Korea could “divide and conquer.”  Bush administration wanted to avoid that.   

The third main reason is due to domestic U.S. politics – the Bush administration found 

that there was no political advantage in the promotion of U.S.-DPRK relations.  While North 

Korea merely promised not to pursue nuclear development, the United States had to promise 

North Korea normalization of diplomatic relations, economic assistance, and energy assistance, 

an exchange that the U.S. Congress would not swallow easily.”260  Bush administration felt 

pressured to involve other countries in the risks and costs of negotiating with North Korea.   

Fourth and last, U.S. non-proliferators thought Russia would play a key role in North 

Korean denuclearization verification.  They “…were convinced that the final stage of 

verification of North Korean nuclear dismantlement could be carried out only in cooperation 

with the Russians.”  People like John Bolton were used to dealing with the Russians.  Russia had 

nuclear weapons and knew what to look for. 261  

5.0 CONCLUSION 

Those who say one presidential administration took the “right” path and the other took 

the “wrong” path are either being too partisan, making judgments without sufficient information, 
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or both.  The above analysis of the choices made by both the Clinton and Bush administrations 

shows that both made good choices and both made mistakes in their North Korean nuclear 

policy.   

Clinton Administration Positives: 

• The 1994 Agreed Framework avoided a war and prevented North Korea from creating any 

more nuclear weapons material.  The Framework also had both sides agree on the end goal of 

a nuclear free Korean peninsula. 

• The administration’s negotiations with North Korea also laid the foundation for further 

bilateral and multilateral talks. 

• Even though there was some evidence of a North Korean effort at enriching uranium, a 

working and effective nuclear agreement was not terminated.   

• The administration was clear in their setting of “red lines” with North Korea.  North Korea 

was not confused at Clinton administration policy.  

• After being goaded by Congress, the Clinton administration focused on North Korean threats 

not specifically mentioned in the Framework, primarily missiles.262  

Clinton Administration Negatives: 

• Even though many diplomatic breakthroughs happened near the end of the Clinton 

administration’s second term, not enough thought was given to the time constraints, nor was 

enough attention paid to the transition of policy initiatives to the incoming administration.  

This led to a discontinuity in how the U.S. approached the Framework and interactions with 

North Korea in general. 

                                                 
262 Desaix Anderson, telephone interview, September 9, 2009. 
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• Even before the Republican Party gained a majority in both the House and Senate, the 

Clinton administration did not consult congress when deciding on the provisions of the 

Framework.  This resulted in a lack of Congressional support.  

Bush Administration Positives: 

• The Administration saw the need for, and worked with, the international community in their 

nuclear dealings with North Korea.  In the second term of the Bush administration, there was 

much less internal dissent on how to implement their North Korea policy.  The result was re-

engagement with North Korea and the rest of the members of the Six Party Talks and the 

eventual signing of the 2005 Joint Statement. 

• The 2005 Joint Statement set out a roadmap for the denuclearization of Korean peninsula.  

Significantly, this agreement was more politically feasible due to the LWR provision not 

being included.  This assuaged concerns from those who saw U.S. and allied funding of 

LWRs as contrary to the goal ending the North Korean nuclear threat.   

Bush Administration Negatives: 

• The Bush Administration terminated a working and effective agreement without replacing it 

with another one.  The result was North Korea creating four to eight weapons’ worth of 

fissile material, producing nuclear weapons, and testing them. 

• Internal dissent within executive branch sent mixed signals to North Korea and all others, 

hindering negotiation efforts and preventing administration policy from being fully or 

promptly carried out. 

• Domestic political pressures, particularly after 9/11, forced the Bush administration to treat 

all members of the “Axis of Evil” consistently.  This was contrary to their original North 

Korea engagement policy.  As Christopher Hill said, “In the early Bush administration, the 
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concept was ‘you cannot negotiate with a dictator.’  Since this was their opinion …it became 

a threat…if any negotiations could succeed.  No one felt good when a negotiation 

succeeded.”263   

Both the positives and negatives of each administration can be helpful in crafting a set of 

policy recommendations for the current President of the United States.  These recommendations, 

in order to be robust, must be looked at given three scenarios:  continued leadership of North 

Korea by Kim Jong-Il, a successful transition of power to one of his sons, and an unsuccessful 

familial transition and subsequent assumption of power by the military.  In all three of these 

scenarios it is essential to keep in mind the most important policy issue for the U.S. regarding 

North Korea is the removal of the nuclear threat North Korea currently poses.  All 

recommendations should support this goal.  Also, since this paper has shown the necessity of 

following a multilateral process when engaging North Korea, these recommendations are all 

predicated on the ability to work with the other countries involved in the Six Party Talks, namely 

South Korea, Japan, China, and Russia. 

6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Scenario 1 - Continued leadership by Kim Jong-Il: 

This is the scenario that is the most advantageous for the U.S.  Since there is no clear 

support by the North Korean military for economic reforms (the current North Korean “military 

first” policy suits them fine), and since any successor to Kim Jong-Il would wield less power, it 

is in the best interest of the U.S. and partner countries to work with the current leadership. 

 

 

                                                 
263 Christopher Hill, telephone interview, April 24, 2010. 
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Recommended Actions: 

1) Consistency within and between administrations in policies of dealing with the North.  

Joel Wit calls this a “durable process.”264  Only when both political parties agree on a course of 

action will it have staying power.  Any recommended action that is not supported by both 

Republicans and Democrats is doomed to fail as soon as the administration changes party 

affiliation.  The below actions all fall under the umbrella of this first recommendation. 

2) A continued push for multilateral dialogue with North Korea aimed at ending North 

Korea’s nuclear threat.  Involving China, Japan, South Korea and Russia is the only means of 

securing support for policies such as economic pressure or enforcement of sanctions.  This 

multilateral approach must include both dialogue with, and pressure on, North Korea, including 

enforcement of United Nations Security Council resolutions regarding North Korea.  It must also 

include incentives for North Korea to cooperate. 

3) Increase economic aid to North Korea.  It is a popular opinion among those who have 

had the most contact with North Korea that pressure alone will not cause a change in regime in 

North Korea, and that change in regime must come from within, through a gradual opening up of 

North Korean society.  This is already happening, and can be seen in loosened North Korean 

control on the spread of information from cell phones, DVDs (with South Korean and American 

movies) and radios.  The current U.S. administration should do everything possible to continue 

the opening up of North Korea’s economy and society, including the support for South Korea’s 

continued investment in North Korea and China’s assistance in opening special economic zones 

on the China-North Korea border.  More importantly, the support of small-scale businesses, 

especially those along the China-North Border has the potential to cause the most upheaval in the 

                                                 
264 Joel Wit, “Four Scenarios for a Nuclear North Korea,” Smart Talk Number 5 at the East Asian Institute, 

November 11, 2009, page 4, taken from www.eai.or.kr. 
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North Korean economy.  Since it is both China’s and South Korea’s intention to pressure North 

Korea to slowly open up their economy and attempt to conform to the Chinese model, it is 

possible to work with China and South Korea to expedite this process.  One possibility is the 

utilization of two not-in-service coal power plants on the China-North Korea border.  China 

could supply power to the border areas which would spur economic development, lessening 

North Korea’s dependence on Chinese aid.265  This would be in North Korea’s best interest (at 

least in the short term) and it would also be in the U.S. best interest.  The U.S. can also support 

Russia’s help in promoting economic development in North Korea in the areas of energy and 

transportation (railroads).266 

4) Encourage more cultural exchanges between North Korea and outside countries, 

especially student exchanges.  Even though those North Koreans who would participate in such 

programs would most certainly come from the North Korean elite, with an interest in 

maintaining the status quo in their country, their seeing what life is like outside North Korea 

would have an influence on their view of the West.  As an example of what might be possible 

from such an exchange, the first student exchange between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S. saw four 

Soviet students come to the U.S. to study.  One of them was a spy for the KGB, but he ended up 

being the first member of that organization to criticize that organization openly from within. 

Another of these four became a Communist Party Central Committee Secretary and, with 

Mikhail Gorbachev, outlined the perestroika policy. 267  Small programs can have a large impact. 

5) Expediency in reaching out to North Korea.  Now is the time, while Kim Jong Il is in 

relatively good health, to seek a compromise to the stalemate.  North Korean leadership is losing 
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Policy Research, volume 1, March 2009, 3. 
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legitimacy due to a worsening economy and related inability to uphold the guise of North Korean 

superiority, and waiting too long will risk the possibility of the U.S. dealing with new leadership, 

one keen on solidifying internal support by taking a more hawkish attitude toward the West.  

6) Continue to make clear, both individually and in conjunction with our international 

partners, that the agreed-on end goal of the negotiations is the elimination of North Korea’s 

nuclear program.  In return, the U.S. and other countries are willing to provide security 

guarantees, normalization of relations, and economic assistance (as mentioned above).  This 

process will happen slowly, developing in stages of small, meaningful actions.  If the U.S. 

remains consistent and demonstrates a bipartisan approval for this process, North Korea is more 

likely to respond positively. 

7) Use North Korea’s longing for legitimacy to our advantage. The visit by former 

President Clinton to North Korea in 2009 was the only bright spot in a recently rocky 

relationship.268  Dangling more high level visits as a reward for cooperation may carry some 

weight, especially for Kim Jong-Il’s plans to legitimize one of his sons as the rightful leader of 

North Korea.  If the U.S. and negotiating partners indicate that we would support Kim’s choice 

of a successor, it would provide leverage. 

8) Reach out directly to the North Korean people to share the truth about North Korea’s 

place in the world.  This would have to be done furtively.  As the North Korean newspaper says, 

p.449 – May 2005 North Korean Rodong Sinmun: “A cat cannot catch mice after knowing the 

taste of beef, and a revolutionary cannot engage in revolution after knowing the taste of 

money.”269  This implies that even North Korean leadership thinks their system, when judged 
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openly to the capitalist system, can not compare.  The benefits of this secretive action must be 

weighed against North Korean leadership reaction against it.   

Scenario 2 - Kim Jong-Il successfully transfers power to one of his sons: 

  In this scenario, North Korea will most likely be more difficult to negotiate with than 

under Kim Jong-Il.  The reason for this is that whichever of Kim Jong-Il’s sons takes over, he 

will have to first solidify his hold on power. To do that, he must first gain the trust of the 

military.  That means the new leader will look inward, and project a more hostile foreign policy, 

at least until power is solidified.270   

Recommended Actions (in addition to or modification of the recommendations outlined in 

Scenario 1): 

1) Recommended Action number 7 is made even more important to follow.  Since it is in 

the best interest of the North Korean elites to keep as much of the status quo as possible, U.S. 

and partners’ support in providing legitimacy for new leader will carry even more leverage.   

2) Recommended Action number 8 could be emphasized as well.  In any transition, there 

is a period of time of adjustment.  The U.S. and negotiating partners should use this time to inject 

as much information of the outside world as possible.   

3) Recommended Actions number 2 and 4 would have to be put on a slower time frame 

due to North Korea’s likely inward looking policy during the transition.  Also, the need to hasten 

the negotiations is lessened as compared to Scenario 1.   

Scenario 3 - Family succession fails and the military take over North Korea: 

This is the most unpredictable scenario, and the one most ripe to foment a fundamental 

change in North Korean leadership.  Since for sixty-five years North Korea’s leadership has been 
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either Kim Il-Sung or Kim Jong-Il, any new entity assuming power will have to first consolidate 

their power (just as would one of Kim Jong-Il’s sons have to do).  Since the military leadership 

does not have the legitimacy of the Kim family, and since those within the circle of North 

Korean elites understand their position is dependent on their sticking together,271 there will be 

much more that is uncertain about this transition.  

Recommended Actions (in addition to or modification of the recommendations outlined in 

Scenario 1): 

1) An advantage in this scenario is the singularity of purpose of the North’s negotiating 

position.  Whereas before, Kim Jong-Il tried to balance the needs of the economy and please the 

military, the military are likely to be most receptive to negotiations regarding military matters.  It 

is unclear how the military leadership would seek legitimacy, but it would likely be through 

intimidation and strength.  The ability to sow dissention is greatest in this scenario; the U.S. and 

partners could support one group over another in the military leadership.  This could lead to a 

split in leadership, thereby weakening its power.   

2) As with scenario 2, Recommended Actions number 2 and 4 will have to be given a 

longer time frame to implement.  And of all the scenarios, aside from the subversive actions, the 

need to expedite the negotiations is the weakest here.   

3) As related to the first point of maintaining consistency in negotiations with North 

Korea, it is especially important in this scenario for the administration to draw the “red lines” 

similar to those that were in place during the First North Korean Nuclear Crisis.272   
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7.0 Epilogue 

 As this paper was being written, yet another crisis emerged regarding North Korea.  On 

March 26, 2010, the South Korean Navy ship Cheonan, while on patrol duty close to 

Baengnyeong, South Korea's northwestern-most island, mysteriously exploded and sank, killing 

forty six crew members.  An investigation revealed the source of the sinking to be a North 

Korean torpedo.  While North Korea denies this, the evidence provided by the international 

investigative team is compelling.273 

 North Korean motivation for this attack is unknown, but it is not surprising.  As 

mentioned in the literature review section above, North Korea has a habit of creating crises and 

then asking for concessions to end these crises.  This North Korean provocation may be in line 

with that pattern.  There is also the possibility that the Cheonan sinking may have been a way to 

legitimize the succession of power from Kim Jong-Il to his son Kim Jong-Un.  Another 

explanation for the sinking was that it could have been a calculated move that Kim Jong-Il made 

to reassert control over North Korea’s economy (any provocation by the North would result in 

South Korea’s severely cutting back on their economic cooperation - except for the Kaesong 

industrial complex – which is under tight North Korean governmental control.)  Kim may have 

hopes of suppressing the burgeoning economic elites and reassert control over the flow of goods 

into the country.  While this is the greatest loss of life by the South Korean Navy since the end of 

the Korean War, there is little threat of an escalated response by South Korea (and their allies, 

including the U.S.) for fear of destroying their economy.274  China, although it does not feel the 

potential economic repercussions as acutely, is sensitive of any North Korean instability and is 
                                                 
273 Jean Lee, “Analysis: Attack may be tied to North Korean succession,” Washington Post, May 27, 2010, accessed 
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actively working to prevent the North Korean government from collapsing, thereby encouraging 

the status quo, North Korea’s continued but shaky existence, to continue.275  

In the dawn of the nuclear age, those in the U.S. scientific high command (Vannevar 

Bush, James Conant), as well as many of the scientists working on the bomb (Niels Bohr being 

the most vocal) favored sharing nuclear technology with the rest of the world.  Openness, they 

said, “…would be one way to short circuit polarization between the two great powers [the United 

States and the Soviet Union], to defuse future power struggles throughout the world, and to avoid 

an atomic arms race.” 276  U.S. President Franklin Delano Roosevelt even shared this view.  It 

was General Leslie Groves and the military and policymakers who derailed that plan.  

Throughout the development and deployment process of the world’s first nuclear weapons, there 

was a lack of communication between policymakers and scientists.  In fact, this was the first time 

in human history where policy makers did not know enough about their subject to even ask the 

questions necessary for understanding what they were about to control.277   

Most of the scientists were in agreement that the nuclear Genie could not be kept in the 

bottle.  Those who thought the United States could monopolize this technology, the scientists 

postulated, were either shortsighted or ignorant (of the speed of communication, the spread of 

ideas, and mankind’s single minded pursuit of the new.) 

History shows that there was once a chance for international control of nuclear weapons, 

but that chance was fleeting, and those who made the decisions were not forward thinking 

enough to grab that chance. 
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It is my hope that we can learn from both the successes and mistakes of those who came 

before us to work for a world free of nuclear weapons.  If we are presented with an opportunity, 

as our predecessors were, let us take full advantage of it.   
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Appendices: 
Appendix A: Interviewee Biographies 
Desaix Anderson278 

A 35-year veteran of the U.S. Foreign Service, Desaix Anderson spent most of his career 

working on Asian issues. He served as Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State from 1989 

to 1992. He was the first envoy to the Socialist Republic of Vietnam following establishment of 

diplomatic relations, serving as charge d'affaires from August 1995 when the embassy opened 

until April 1997.  He subsequently was appointed executive director of the Korean Peninsula 

Energy Development Organization (KEDO) from October 1997 through April 2001. 

 

Bruce Bechtol279 

Bruce E. Bechtol Jr. (Ph.D. Union Institute), ICAS Fellow, is a Professor of International 

Relations at the Marine Corps Command and Staff College (2005 - present), and is a former 

Assistant Professor of National Security Studies at the Air Command and Staff College (2003-

2005). Dr. Bechtol was an adjunct Visiting Professor at the Korea University Graduate School of 

International Studies (2006-2007) and is also an adjunct Professor of Diplomacy at Norwich 

University.  

Dr. Bechtol was an Intelligence Officer at the Defense Intelligence Agency from 1997 until 

2003. He eventually served as the Senior Analyst for Northeast Asia in the Intelligence 

Directorate (J2) on the Joint Staff in the Pentagon. Before beginning his career at the Defense 

Intelligence Agency, he was on active duty for 20 years in the U.S. Marine Corps, serving at 

various locations in the western Pacific and East Asia. He has written widely on Korean security 

issues. 

 

Christopher R. Hill280 

Christopher R. Hill arrived in Baghdad on April 24, 2009, to begin serving as America’s 

Ambassador to Iraq. Immediately prior to this assignment, Ambassador Hill was Assistant 

                                                 
278 Taken from the National Committee on North Korea’s website,  http://www.ncnk.org/member-directory/l-desaix-

anderson. 
279 Taken from the Institute for Corean American Studies, http://www.icasinc.org/bios/bechtolb.html. 
280 Taken from the U.S. Department of State website, http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/biog/122026.htm. 
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Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, in which capacity he also was the lead U.S. 

negotiator at the Six Party Talks on the North Korea nuclear issue. 

Ambassador Hill’s lifelong career as a public servant began in 1974, when he served as a Peace 

Corps Volunteer in Cameroon. He joined the U.S. Foreign Service in 1977. 

A career member of the Senior Foreign Service, Ambassador Hill has served as the American 

Ambassador to the Republic of Korea (2004-2005), Poland (2000-2004), and the Republic of 

Macedonia (1996-1999). He also served as Special Envoy to Kosovo (1998-1999) and as Special 

Assistant to the President and Senior Director for Southeast European Affairs in the National 

Security Council. Earlier in his Foreign Service career, Ambassador Hill served in Belgrade, 

Warsaw, Seoul, and Tirana, and on the Department of State's Policy Planning staff and in the 

Department's Operation Center. 

Ambassador Hill is the recipient of numerous awards and decorations. He is a two-time recipient 

of The Secretary’s Distinguished Service Award, the Department of State’s highest award – the 

first for his work as the deputy of the U.S. negotiating team in the Bosnia peace settlement 

(1996) and the second for his leadership as Assistant Secretary and as lead U.S. negotiator for the 

Six Party Talks (2009). He received the Robert S. Frasure Award for Peace Negotiations for his 

work on the Kosovo crisis (1999). 

Ambassador Hill graduated from Bowdoin College in Brunswick, Maine, with a B.A. in 

Economics. He received a Master's degree from the Naval War College. 

 

James A. Kelly281 

James A. Kelly is a former assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific affairs. 

President George W. Bush nominated him on April 3, 2001; he was confirmed by the U.S. 

Senate on April 26, 2001, and sworn in on May 1, 2001. From 1994 to 2001, Mr. Kelly was 

president of Pacific Forum CSIS in Honolulu. Pacific Forum has analyzed and led dialogue on 

Asia-Pacific political, security, and economic/business issues since 1975. It is the autonomous 

Pacific arm of CSIS in Washington, D.C. From 1989 to 1994, Mr. Kelly was president of EAP 

Associates, Inc., of Honolulu, which provided international business consulting services with an 

Asia/Pacific focus to private clients. Earlier, he served at the White House as special assistant for 

national security affairs to President Ronald Reagan and as senior director for Asian affairs for 

                                                 
281 Taken from the website of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, http://csis.org/expert/james-kelly. 
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the National Security Council from 1986 to 1989 under Presidents Reagan and George H.W. 

Bush. From 1983 to 1986, Mr. Kelly was at the Pentagon as deputy assistant secretary of defense 

for international security affairs (East Asia and Pacific). He earned an M.B.A. from the Harvard 

School of Business Administration 1968. He is also a graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy (B.S., 

1959) and the National War College (1977). He served in the U.S. Navy from 1959 to 1982, 

concluding his active duty as a captain in the Supply Corps. 

 

Walter F. Mondale282 

U.S. Ambassador to Japan during the 1994 North Korean nuclear crisis, Democratic 

Nominee for President of the United States, Vice President of the United States, United States 

Senator, Minnesota Attorney General. 

Until his appointment as U.S. Ambassador to Japan, Mr. Mondale was a Distinguished 

University Fellow in Law and Public Affairs at the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public 

Affairs, University of Minnesota. From 1986-93, Mondale was chairman of the National 

Democratic Institute for International Affairs, an organization that conducts non-partisan 

international programs to help maintain and strengthen democratic institutions. 

 

Wendy Sherman283 

From July 1997 through January 2001, Wendy Sherman was the Counselor of the 

Department of State, with rank of Ambassador, appointed by President Clinton and confirmed by 

the United States Senate. Ms. Sherman served then Secretary of State Madeleine Albright as a 

special advisor and consultant on major issues of foreign policy, provided guidance to the 

Department and undertook special assignments. At the same time, she was the Special Advisor to 

the President and Secretary of State and North Korea Policy Coordinator.  

From 1993 to 1996, Ms. Sherman served Secretary of State Warren Christopher as Assistant 

Secretary for Legislative Affairs, where she directed the legislative efforts of the State 

Department with the U.S. Congress. Among other issues, she led the successful efforts to obtain 

                                                 
282 Dorsey and Whitney LLP, “Walter Mondale Bio,” 

http://www.dorsey.com/People/Detail.aspx?attorney=6447c1e2-3e18-4268-ae04-5ac54f62a996; 
Metropolitan New Company, http://www.mnc.net/norway/Mondale.htm. 

283 Wendy Sherman’s bio is taken from The U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, found at 
http://www.uscc.gov/hearings/2001_02hearings/bios/sherbio.htm. 
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the funding for Russia and the newly-independent states after the break-up of the Soviet Union 

and support for the Dayton accords.  

 

Joel Wit284 

Joel Wit was the Agreed Framework Coordinator at the U.S. State Department starting in 

1995. At State, Joel was responsible for formulating strategy, implementing, and overseeing U.S. 

policy on the 1994 U.S.-North Korea Agreed Framework, which froze Pyongyang's nuclear 

weapons program.  

Prior to his efforts on the Framework, Wit was assigned to the State Department's Office of 

Strategic Nuclear Policy, where he was responsible for U.S. policy on a range of issues related to 

nuclear arms control and weapons proliferation. In that capacity from 1988 to 1992, Wit helped 

negotiate strategic arms control agreements with the former Soviet Union and participated in the 

Nunn-Lugar program to dismantle its nuclear weapons. 

 

Appendix B:  The 1994 Agreed Framework 
Agreed Framework between The United States of America And The Democratic People's 

Republic of Korea 

October, 1994 

Geneva, October 21, 1994 

Delegations of the governments of the United States of America (U.S.) and the Democratic 

People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) held talks in Geneva from September 23 to October 21, 

1994, to negotiate an overall resolution of the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula. 

Both sides reaffirmed the importance of attaining the objectives contained in the August 12, 

1994 Agreed Statement between the U.S. and the DPRK and upholding the principles of the June 

11, 1993 Joint Statement of the U.S. and the DPRK to achieve peace and security on a nuclear-

free Korean peninsula. The U.S. and the DPRK decided to take the following actions for the 

resolution of the nuclear issue: 

I. Both sides will cooperate to replace the DPRK’s graphite-moderated reactors and related 

facilities with light-water reactor (LWR) power plants. 

                                                 
284 Taken from the Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/media/NewsReleases/1999/19991119jwit.aspx. 
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1) In accordance with the October 20, 1994 letter of assurance from the U.S. President, the U.S. 

will undertake to make arrangements for the provision to the DPRK of a LWR project with a 

total generating capacity of approximately 2,000 MW(e) by a target date of 2003. 

• The U.S. will organize under its leadership an international consortium to finance and 

supply the LWR project to be provided to the DPRK. The U.S., representing the 

international consortium, will serve as the principal point of contact with the DPRK for 

the LWR project. 

• The U.S., representing the consortium, will make best efforts to secure the conclusion of 

a supply contract with the DPRK within six months of the date of this Document for the 

provision of the LWR project. Contract talks will begin as soon as possible after the date 

of this Document. 

• As necessary, the U.S. and the DPRK will conclude a bilateral agreement for cooperation 

in the field of peaceful uses of nuclear energy.  

2) In accordance with the October 20, 1994 letter of assurance from the U.S. President, the U.S., 

representing the consortium, will make arrangements to offset the energy foregone due to the 

freeze of the DPRK’s graphite-moderated reactors and related facilities, pending completion of 

the first LWR unit. 

• Alternative energy will be provided in the form of heavy oil for heating and electricity 

production. 

• Deliveries of heavy oil will begin within three months of the date of this Document and 

will reach a rate of 500,000 tons annually, in accordance with an agreed schedule of 

deliveries.  

3) Upon receipt of U.S. assurances for the provision of LWRs and for arrangements for interim 

energy alternatives, the DPRK will freeze its graphite-moderated reactors and related facilities 

and will eventually dismantle these reactors and related facilities. 

• The freeze on the DPRK’s graphite-moderated reactors and related facilities will be fully 

implemented within one month of the date of this Document. During this one-month 

period, and throughout the freeze, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) will 

be allowed to monitor this freeze, and the DPRK will provide full cooperation to the 

IAEA for this purpose. 
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• Dismantlement of the DPRK’s graphite-moderated reactors and related facilities will be 

completed when the LWR project is completed. 

• The U.S. and the DPRK will cooperate in finding a method to store safely the spent fuel 

from the 5 MW(e) experimental reactor during the construction of the LWR project, and 

to dispose of the fuel in a safe manner that does not involve reprocessing in the DPRK.  

4) As soon as possible after the date of this document U.S. and DPRK experts will hold two sets 

of experts talks. 

• At one set of talks, experts will discuss issues related to alternative energy and the 

replacement of the graphite-moderated reactor program with the LWR project. 

• At the other set of talks, experts will discuss specific arrangements for spent fuel storage 

and ultimate disposition. 

II. The two sides will move toward full normalization of political and economic relations. 

1) Within three months of the date of this Document, both sides will reduce barriers to trade and 

investment, including restrictions on telecommunications services and financial transactions. 

2) Each side will open a liaison office in the other’s capital following resolution of consular and  

other technical issues through expert level discussions. 

3) As progress is made on issues of concern to each side, the U.S. and the DPRK will upgrade 

bilateral relations to the Ambassadorial level. 

 

III. Both sides will work together for peace and security on a nuclear-free Korean peninsula. 

1) The U.S. will provide formal assurances to the DPRK, against the threat or use of nuclear 

weapons by the U.S. 

2) The DPRK will consistently take steps to implement the North-South Joint Declaration on the 

Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula. 

3) The DPRK will engage in North-South dialogue, as this Agreed Framework will help create 

an atmosphere that promotes such dialogue. 

 

IV. Both sides will work together to strengthen the international nuclear non proliferation 

regime. 

1) The DPRK will remain a party to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 

(NPT) and will allow implementation of its safeguards agreement under the Treaty. 
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2) Upon conclusion of the supply contract for the provision of the LWR project, ad hoc and 

routine inspections will resume under the DPRK’s safeguards agreement with the IAEA with 

respect to the facilities not subject to the freeze. Pending conclusion of the supply contract, 

inspections required by the IAEA for the continuity of safeguards will continue at the facilities 

not subject to the freeze. 

3) When a significant portion of the LWR project is completed, but before delivery of key 

nuclear components, the DPRK will come into full compliance with its safeguards agreement 

with the IAEA (INFCIRC/403), including taking all steps that may be deemed necessary by the 

IAEA, following consultations with the Agency with regard to verifying the accuracy and 

completeness of the DPRK’s initial report on all nuclear material in the DPRK. 

Robert L. Gallucci 

Head of Delegation of the  

United States of America,  

Ambassador at Large  

of the United States of America 

 

Kang Sok Ju 

Head of the Delegation of the  

Democratic People's Republic of 

Korea, First Vice-Minister of Foreign 

Affairs of the Democratic People's 

Republic of Korea 
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