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U.S. "BUYOUT" OF NORTH RKOREA’S NUCLEAR WEAPONS EFFORT:

A BLUEPRINT OR A MISTARE?

Introduction

"North Xorea Pact Contains U.S. Concessions--Agreement Would
Allow Presence of Key Plutonium-Making Facilizies for Years"--so
trumpeted the headlines on the front page of The Washington Post
on October 19, 1994 (Smith, "North*"). These headlines and the
accompanying ar:-icle reflected negatively on an agreement
concerning North Korea’s nuclear program. That agreement was
subsequently signed in Geneva by U.S. Ambassador-at-Large
Roser: Gallucci and North Korean Deputy Foreign Minister
Kang Sox Ju on Oczooner 21, 199<4 afzer 17 months o inzense
necotiation [Drozciak).

These were not tnae only words to be punlished tha: are wary
0Z the accord and 1ts implications Zor Zuture U.S. policv--
critics decry 1ts enforceability, potenzia. costs, and 1ts
rewarding oI North Xorea for bad benavior. On tne other hand,
President Clinton, who announced tha:c the deal "...will make the
United States, the Korean Peninsula and the world safer®
(C_inton, 2(67) leads many supporters who hera_d tne acreement.

The nee¢ o _imi:z YNorta Korean nuclear cajpability 1s an
important issue on many levels. Whether or not North Korea
eizner nas or 1s close to naving nuclear wean»ons has grave
repercussions Zor recional stadility in terms of zhe immeciate

threat co Souta Xorez .and the Tnited Statss). A nuc_ear armei
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Stickford-2
rethin< 1ts security needs. Addizionally, the temptation for
economically~strapped North Xorea to gain hard currency througn
the sale of nuclear materials or weapons to currently non-nuclear
states 1s all too real, with global consegquences. While it
apopears obvious tha:t denying a nuclear weapons capability to
North Korea 1s in the Unitec¢ States’ best interests, 1t 1s not
obvious taat this agreement will accomplish that feac:z.

Over and aosove North Korea's capabilities, the recent:
agreement has implications of i1ts own, the most notable, in my
view, beinc tha:t 1t may set a precedent for future non-
proliZeration eZforts. Has the U.S. sent a signal to other
states wita the potential to make nuclear weapons that taey can
bargain Zor great gain oselore agreeing to internationally
accepzed limits, controls, and inspections?

In this paver, Z wi_l _ook a: this wa:zersaed accord bhetween
tns U.S. anc the Democratic People’s Republic of Xorea (D?RX);
1-s history, 1ts substance, and tae controversy surrounding 1ts
implicaticns. From there I will step to some thougiats on

ramiZications for U.S. non-prolileration policy.

Hiszory
Tne Norzh Xorean nuclear program began wi:za the Soviez-
assisted construczion of a 1C00 kilowatt reac:tor in the 1957s.
Thlis was followed Dv a 2-4 megawat: reactor in the mid-15&0s.
Tne DPXK sussecuent.y completed a 5 mecawatt reactor i1n the mic-
1980s and »ssgan constructing a 50-250 megawvact reacter ZIor

completicn in tae mid-_929%0s. Norca Xorea nas also comstructad a
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spent-Iue. processing plant at Yongbyon [Wenct, 1).

North Xorea signedé the Nucl_ear YXon-Proliferation Treaty
{(N?2) 1in 1985. Tae NPT, which has over 140 signatories:

"Obliges non-nuclear states 'such as zThe D2RK) to reifrain from
acguiring nuclear weapons and to accept IAEA International Azomic
Enercy Agency) safeguards on their nuclear energy facilities.
Oolices nuclear states to refrain from providing nuclear weapons to
non-nuclear states...Obliges nuclear states to wor< toward global
nuc_egar disarmament" (Kemp, 229).

Although Article III of the NPT requires signatories to
conclude agreements wita the IAZA which allow for inspection of
nuclear facilities within 24 months of signing the N2T
‘Treaty, 179), the DPRK did not reaca an inspection agreement
with the IAZA until early 1992 (Soclomon, 4..

Tae ZAZA conducted six inspections of the DPRX’s nuclear
facilities bDetween May 1992 and March 1¢93. Tnese visits led the
IAEA to suspect that Norta Xorea was pursuing nuclear weapons
Zevelcoment. Suoseguent IAEA recuests to inspect suspected
nuc_ear-waste areas in order to resolve the issue were cenied.

_n Marca 1993, tae DPRK gave taree months’ notice that i1t would
withdraw from the NPT in June (Wendt, 1).

Tae U.S. pursued intense negotiations with the DPRK 1in an
attempt to get North Korea o comply with 1ts obligations under
the N?7. As a result, in June tane DPRX agreed to "suspend' its
witnadrawal Zrom the NPT, »ut i1t remained successfully resistanc
to IZAEA inspections of the ques:iionasle activizy. In eiZect, the
DPRK neld zna:t since 1t had merely "suspendec" 1:ts withdrawal

Zrom tha Y27, 1t was uncer no _egal obligation ts a_low the ZAZA
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time tna: Ambassador-at-Large Gallucci began tne negotiations
whica led o tne October 1994 agreement.

Of great concern to the U.S. and the IAEA was tnhe worst case
scenario that Nor:th Xorea had shut down 1ts active reaczor in
1989 Zor 100 days, giving 1t suiZficient time to recover enough
o-_utonium {after reprocessing. to construct one or two weapons
{Cumings, . Despite warnings, North Korea had destroyel evidence
of the reac:tor’s history in a suspected attempt to mask this
aczivity (Lief).

The potential for a repeat existed in the Spring of 1994,
when the reactor was shut down and the fuel rods were again
withdrawn without international observation--making possible an
uncetected supply of plutonium for possible weapons use. Tais
was done in an atmosphere of increased tensions on the Xorean
Peninsula and in the face of J.N.-tareatened sconomic sanctions.
_t was at tnais point that former >President Carter necotiazed with
the DPRX to leave tne reac:tor saut down, ccmmi: the fuel rods :o
szorage only, and to resume discussions with oZficial U.S.
necotiators [(Smith, "U.S.").

Before I move on to particu_ars of the subsequent agreement,
1t 1s germane to note tha:t North Xorea had a.so signed a non-
proliZferation agreement with Souzh Xorea in Decemoer 1991. In
that pact, the parties agreed to ban reprocessing facilities and
to concuc:t mutual inspections o each other’s nuclear facilities
Zor verificazion purposes. Despite several mestings between tae
CwO Dparties, tnse agreement was never implemenc=d (Wend:o, 2.

Zt s also wortn noting that <during the ezrlyv 1320s, llortn

Xoresa was tns k=2neliciary oI several Concessicns Iy 3ouLth Korea
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anc the United States. In particular, modest U.S. troop
reductions took place on the Korean Peninsula, the annual
"Team Spirit" joint South Korean-U.S. exercise was cancelled in
1992, and a’ll nuclear weapons were withérawn “rom -ae Korean

Peninsula, the region, and the surroundinc wazers (Solomon, 4).

The Agreement

Under the agreement reached in October of 19%4, North Korea
essentially promised to freeze 1its nuclear program in 1ts current
state and dismantle i1t over the next decade. This includes the
three reactors that are complete or in progress, as well as the
DPRX’s fuel rod reprocessing facilizy. In return the United
States pledged to arrange the construction oI two 1,()) megawatt
lighz-water reactors in North Korea and the shipment to the DPRK
o sufiicient o1l to replace the energy forZeited by the freeze
on 1ts nuc’lear program. The U.S. also acreed o open a
diplomatic Ziaison ofZice in Pyoncyang (Smizh, "N.K.U.",|.

70 comply witn the agreement, tne United States will direc:
{out no:t finance) a consortium that includes South Xorea and
Japan to builc the nuclear reac:tors, worth roughly $£ billion.
The light-water reactors, which will produce only a small
Zraction oI the plutonium the DPRX's graphite reactors would
have, wzll be completed no sooner taan 20C3. The U.S. expects
the roucghly 507,0CC tons of o1l to be shipped to the DPRX
annually under tnae agreement to o2e financed primarilv by others

(Smita, "YMorch*)

ecc
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AlTnougn tihe agreement callsd fzr ZAEA 1nspectcrs to ins
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freeze was being oosservecd, Norta Korea does not nave to allow
inspeczion of 1its undeclared nuclear sites until "significan:
Dortions”® oI the two new light-water reactors are complete. Tais
means tiaat tae suspected waste sites that would shed light on
wnether the DPRK currently has nuclear weapons would not be
subject to inspection until after the turn oI the century.
Acdditionally, at least one of tae new reac:-ors can be completed
before the DPRK must finish dismant_ing its nuclear facilities

Smitn, "North'"; Drozdiax).

Controversv

The predominan: sentiment Zrom those wno believe tha: this
agreemen= 1s in the United States’ best interest seems to be tha:z
though not perfect, 1t i1s our best hope given the contex:. In
addition to tne President’s optimism expressed above, tae caief
U.S. negotiacor, Rooser: Ga_lucci, reported_v said "the deal
represents a gamble nasec on hope and Zaita, out one worth taking
compared with the ris<s of war or a_lowing North Korea to proceed
unimpeded wita the production of nuclear weapons" (Drozdiak).
According to Paul Levanthall, president of the Nuclear Conzrol
Znstizute, the deal “is probanly the nest tnaz could be acaieved
under very difficult circumstances" ("New". .

The zhrust of tae argument 1is taat 1f tahe DPRX d<id no:
already have nuclear weapons to use or sell, 1t was certainly on
the cthreshold o possession. Acddizionally, 1z had not resyonced
TO0 1nternational pressure TO curt-ail 1ts ac:tivities, anc due to
tae dismal state of its economy as we.l as 1ts i1solated position

s18-a-v13 the rest of tne world, 1t was not susceptible to
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economic sanctions. Furtaermore, 1its potent military capability
wilizh or witaout nuclear weapons and the perceived propensity to
unleasn 1t mitigated against continued pressure against tae
regime (Mataews).

Critics of the accord point to the fac:t that the DPRK has
gained expensive hardware, energy, and tecanology, and now has
access to markets and diplomatic legitimacy taat 1t did not enjoy
before. This did not come as a result of being a model member oI
the international community. As former national security advisor
Richard V. Allen summed 1t up:

"Over the past two years Pyonyang nas concluded nuclear
agreements with both the IA=ZA and Seocul that 1t has failed to
fulZill. Now the Clinton administration has offered 1z attrac:tive
economic and political benefits and granted the North ud to 10
vears to fulfill pledges it already has refused to honor" (Allen,.

Althougnh proponents of tae agreement point to the fac: that
the transfer o c¢oods o the DPXK can oe stopped 1f the D2RX 1s
fourd o n= vio_ating any tenets of the pazt, ncn-compliance has
seen nard to detect under similar recimes, and in large par:
uncder this agreement, i1nspection 1s not al_owed until substan:tial
sransZers have already taken place. Senator McCain has labeled
this prob_em as "The foolish time lags between Norta Korea's
recei1p:z oI tae beneZizs of this acreement and the points at waich
zney’‘re reguired to prove taeir good faith" (Security, 3 .

Many oZ those opposed to the agreement would second Senator
Dole’s worcds: "The accord...saows 1z 1s always possible to get an
agresment walen you give enouga away." He also chnarged tnhat long-
ter— strategic considerations may have 'taken a back sea:t to the

driv=s to mzke a short-tarm deal" (Smitna, "II.¥ A.T).
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One of tae "long-term strategic considerations" would aave
to be the incentive tha: this agreement seems to provide for any
other would-be nuclear powers. North Korea seems to have proven
hat ov »sreaxing international agreements and developing a
tareatening capability and posture, a state can extort legitimacy
and economic concessions from tae world’s superpower.

Along these lines, David A. Kay, former Chief Evaluation
OfZicer for the IAEA, argues that North Xorea has successfully
deterred tne U.S. from taking appropriate action. The U.S. has
no: treated the DPRX as a treaty signatory with an obligation,
bu:t as 1Z the U.S. purpose 1is o avoid confrontation on the
Korean Peninsula. His conclusion--"We’'ve already shown taat we
treat them diZferently because they may have nuclear weadons. I
think zhat 1s a lesson we have not yet fully assorbed. 3ut Z

suspect a ~ot of otaer countries have' (Xay, 5).

“molicaz-ions for Non-Proliferaczion Polxcv

The preponcerance of evidence supports the conclusion that
tae U.S. blatantly "bought out" the North Xorean nuclear program
Dased on a fixed-focus, cost-beneZit analysis. Whe:tner this was
a mistake 1n this parcicular case wi__ be determin=d by time.
Zowaver, the 1ssue of whether this was a mistake 1n the larger
scheme or should oe used as a blueprint for dealing with otaer
potential nuclear states can only be decided after looking at
broader policy goa.s and non-pro.iZeration strazeces.

U.S non-proliferation policy can rougaly be divides into
arszs of export contrcl, imTrovement in the

_igence collecTion a2nd &na.vsis, andc

._.l

asscziatel zontrols, 1nice
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divlomatic, economic, and military pressure [Graham, 259). By
assessing the ramifications of the 7J.S.-North Xorean agreement
against these four areas, we may determine its implications for
U.S. policy.

In my view, the only one of these areas that i1s not
signiiicantly affected oy the buyout ¢of the DPRK program 1is
intelligence collection and analysis. While a very important
function, neither the U.S. requirement nor the U.S. ability to
perZorm the intelligence function will be altered.

The other three areas are coercive in nazure. If a s:tate
coesn’t desire to proliferate nuclear capasilities, the non-
proliferazion pillars of controls, treaties, and pressure become
moot. 3ut 1f the opposite 1s true, coercive tools are the means
of con:zrol. The agreemen:t with tne D?RX undermines the
credibility tha: 1is necessary for coercive tToo.s to work.

IZxporT contro.s work either because the entizies involved
realize 1ntrinsic beneZit from them or because enforcement
measures serve as deterrents. Global export control regimes have
been damaged because the U.S. has demonstrated through this
agreement that 1t will not hold nations accounzable for
infractions of international acreements---ae de-errent aas fadec.

Even more direc:z_y anc guite obvious_y, the Nuclear Non-
Pro_iferation Treaty has been weakened by the U.S. fai_ure to
ensure 1ts enforcement. The DZPRX has not been punisihed for
violazting zhe treaty, but has been rewarded in many ways.

Various cip_omatic, economic, and miliTary Dressures were
21zaer not used or were usel 1nsufficient._y Or 1nap»prorriztely in

CAS runup CO Cl1s agrsament A_tnougn tners are certainly
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mitigcating circumstances, the fact taat the DPRX realized larce
concessions rather than punisament Zrom the world’s superpower 1s
evidence of this. Tae ability oZ an economically weak, treaty-
flaunting, i1nternational pariah to extract a Zavorable agreement

from the U.S. may no: be lost on others such as Iran or Libya.

Conclusion and Recommendations

In the October 1994 agreement with North Korea concerning
1ts nuclear program, the U.S. elected to use the "carrot" rather
than the "stick" approach. Whether this i1s a mistake in the
narrow sense of that agreement will only be revealed througa time
as the D?RX either honors the accord or violates 1it--as 1t has
done with similar agreements 1in tne near past.

In a larger sense, this agreement was a mistake--it has
harmed the Zuture of non-proliferation efforts. By granting
concessions to a treaty vioLator in an attemp:t O gain compliance
wizh the intent of taat very treaty, the U.S. has set a dangerous
precedent. Tae international community 1s ill-served by
undermining enforcement actions in favor oI incentives. Tais 1s
not to say zthat economic and dip-_omatic incenztives do no: aave a
place 1in national security stratecy, only taat that place 1is not
at the feet of an unrepentant violator of international norms.
Tnis acreement saou_-d not be used by the U.S. as a blueprint Zor
dea’ing wital states who may deve_o» nuclear jrograms. we can
on_yv nope that suca s:tates will not use the North Korean
experience as a olusprint for dealing with us.

n a pcst-co.l war world wita rapidly changing DOWeEr

centers, tasre 1S 1ncreased i1ncentive and oprortunity Icr weapons
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pro_iferazion oI all types, bu: especially weapons of mass
destruction. In this environmen:z, 1t 1s paramount that the
United States make more robust, not undermine, the policy tools
available o control proliferazion. Export controls, NPT and
other non-proliferation protocols, acceptance and enforcement,
and the full range of incentives |and sanctions, mus:t be
supported, enlarged, and used to uphcld international norms for
the benefit of the world community and, no: incidently, for the
benefi: of the United States.

In this light, 1t 1s essential that the U.S. loock for
opportunities to minimize the impression that 1t has embarked on
a new stracecy of appeasement. Its efforts and rhetoric should
saow strength and a clear resolve to enforce proper standards oI
international behavior. In the short term this i1s often not tae
mosST popu~.ar nor painless op:tion, but in tae long term i1t 1is
essential. Only throuch zhe streng:za and vision resident in, and
expeczecl of, a supervower can the international community oe <ept
free from being nostage to every rogue state with a weapon and an

agenda.
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