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Resumen

El propósito de este paper es sugerir  los pasos correspondientes y acercamientos futuros para el desmantelamiento del programa de armas nucleares de Corea del Norte. Siguiendo el acuerdo de la declaración común en febrero, y del acuerdo de los Estados Unidos y la Republica Democrática de Corea,  algunas sugerencias para la desnuclearización nuclear norcoreana son los siguientes: Primero, Corea del Norte tiene que permitir medidas de la verificación para evitar un juego de suma cero, en la forma que los  E.E.U.U. tomaron la medida de quitar a Corea del Norte (RDC) de la lista de terroristas. 
En segundo lugar, Corea del Norte tiene que satisfacer su desmantelamiento nuclear, y las cinco naciones de negociaciones de Seis Partes deben realizar la ayuda económica a Corea del Norte basada en la cooperación en lo económico, energía y ayuda humanitaria en un juego diferente a suma cero con el propósito de obtener beneficios mutuos. Tercero, Corea del Norte debe abandonar todos los programas nucleares, y las naciones integrantes de las Seis Partes, menos la RDC, deben discutir, en un tiempo apropiado, el tema de la disposición de reactores de agua ligera a la RDC para las aplicaciones pacíficas de la energía nuclear antes que su uso en bombas, para reducir la posibilidad de uso en amenazas y de dirección al límite hacia cada uno.

Cuarto, hay una necesidad de establecer un régimen de la seguridad en el Norte con el fin de garantizar la seguridad norcoreana, induciendo para renunciar el uso de amenazas y de la violencia, el antagonismo y la confrontación, y en su comprometerse en medidas  basadas en confianza mutua.

Quinto, la RDC y los E.E.U.U. tienen que tomar medidas para normalizar sus relaciones para quitar la desconfianza y la hostilidad y para promover la reconciliación y la cooperación. 
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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to suggest corresponding steps and further approaches for dismantlement of North Korea's nuclear weapons program. In pursuit of the Joint Statement, February agreement, and US-DPRK accord, some suggestions for North Korean nuclear denuclearization are as follows.

First, North Korea has to allow verification measures to avoid a zero-sum game, as the US took the step of removing North Korea from the terrorism list. 

Second, North Korea has to fulfill its nuclear disablement, and the five nations of six-party talks should carry out economic aid to North Korea based on cooperation in economic, energy and humanitarian assistance in a non-zero sum game with the view of obtaining mutual gains.

Third, North Korea should abandon all nuclear programs, and the participating nations in the six party-talks except the DPRK have to discuss, at an appropriate time, the subject of the provision of light water reactors to the DPRK for peaceful uses of nuclear energy rather than bombs, to reduce the possibility using of threats and brinkmanship towards each other.

Fourth, there is a need to establish a security regime in the North for the purpose of guaranteeing North Korean security, inducing to forgo use of threats and violence, antagonism and confrontation, and instead engage in confidence-building measures.

Fifth, the DPRK and the US have to take steps to normalize their relations to remove mistrust and hostility and promote reconciliation and cooperation.
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Introduction

Until recently, US-DPRK relations had been going steadily downward on account of North Korea's counterfeiting, missile launches, and nuclear bomb tests. Apart from these issues, the two countries had been confronting each other in a way that originated from an earlier argument over whether North Korea should dismantle its nuclear weapons first or whether the US should built it light-water reactors first. 
Furthermore, in spite of the Joint Statement and February agreement, the nuclear standoff continued because of North Korea’s slowing down the process of disabling its nuclear facilities and declaring its nuclear programs, and delays in the supply of heavy fuel oil to North Korea. Since the second nuclear test as well as ROK Ship Cheonan accident carried out by North Korea, nuclear standoff has been continued.
Facing up to this reality, this paper attempts to focus on providing some suggestions concerning ways to solve the nuclear problem and corresponding steps and further approaches for dismantlement of North Korea nuclear weapons program by applying game theory, bargaining theory, and prospect theory.

Removal of North Korea from Terrorism List vs. 
Establishment of Verification Regime

Based on the US-DPRK negotiated agreement, North Korea has to allow verification measures as the US took the step of removing North Korea from the terrorism list to avoid a zero-sum game.

To implement the February 13 agreement, as the first and small step toward denuclearization, Pyongyang carried out a shutdown of its Yongbyon nuclear facilities. These moves probably derived from a blend of new confidence and desperation in Pyongyang, shaped only marginally by ROK carrots.
 

As for the agreement, North Korea agreed to let nuclear inspectors visit to its main nuclear facilities and equipment, review related documents, and conduct interviews with technical personnel and nuclear scientists, but refused sample-taking, insisting that it was not part of the deal. Its statement contradicts the U.S. Contention that it was a breakthrough deal between the U.S. and the DPRK concerning how to verify a list of nuclear programs turned in by the North under a disarmament pact in June 2008, and that North Korea agreed to allow nuclear experts to take samples and conduct forensic tests at all of its declared nuclear facilities and undeclared sites according to mutually agreed upon scientific procedures.

Such contradicting statements had arisen because a fact sheet issued by the Bush administration did not say where those tests would be done. In the context of watching for an unguarded moment, Pyongyang showed its will not to accept sample-taking. Its behavior was aimed at not merely creating a small crisis with the United States, but also at urging the Obama government to accept bilateral talks and negotiation between the U.S. and the DPRK. Therefore, there are problems ahead as to how to verify declarations without sample-taking, which is believed to be the core means of nuclear verification. Without the process of sample-taking, the DPRK is not considered to really be taking a step for nuclear dismantlement.
The Bush administration had refused to remove North Korea from the list of state sponsors of terrorism until the government in Pyongyang agreed to a credible nuclear-inspection plan. However, the administration removed DPRK from its list of state sponsors of terrorism, granting the communist state a long-sought prize in exchange for wider scrutiny of its nuclear-weapons program. This was resulted from that Pyongyang agreed inspectors to examine facilities used for any part of its nuclear program. At the same time, it was supposed to immediately resume disabling the Yongbyon reactor which is a source of weapons-grade plutonium. Yet North Korea has not carried out the agreed verification process.
The United States government needs to have a firm position on a strong verification regime, so it can put North Korea back on the terrorism blacklist if there is no process corresponding with verification requirements. Accordingly, in pursuit of the action-for-action principle, Pyongyang should allow sampling and forensic activities that comply with verification requirements set by the six-party talks.

Nuclear Disablement vs. Economic Assistance and Compensations

In pursuit of the February 13 agreement, North Korea has to fulfill nuclear disablement, and the five other nations of the six-party talks should carry out economic aid to North Korea based on cooperation in economic, energy and humanitarian assistance in a non-zero sum game with the view of obtaining mutual gains.

Disablement of the North Korean nuclear program and compensation are corresponding steps agreed to at the six-party talks. Compensation includes carrying out commitments on providing energy and economic assistance toward North Korea.

In accordance with the February 13 agreement, economic, energy and humanitarian assistance up to the equivalent of one million tons of heavy fuel oil by China, the U.S., Russia, Japan, and the ROK is supposed to be provided to the North. Even though the U.S. later became reluctant to provide energy to North Korea, the original decision to do so was one that bore great importance in leading the other related countries to do so.

South Korea already provided 50,000 metric tons of oil to the North as part of a February 13 deal in exchange for the North shutting down the nuclear facilities at Yongbyon as a first step in its abandonment of all nuclear weapons and research programs. Based on this disablement-for-aid deal, the U.S., South Korea, China, and Russia provided about 500,000 tons of fuel to the North. These energy supplies contributed to relieving North Korean power shortages, and helped rejuvenate its industries in 2007. Apart from this, as one of the energy-supporting countries, the ROK should provide two million kilowatts of free electricity to the North, according to the Joint Statement. But in order to transmit electric power, the ROK has to first construct power lines for transmitting electric power. This, still incomplete, will take at least two to three years.

In the meantime, disablement of the five-megawatt reactor slowed in part because the United States decided that unloading the irradiated fuel rods as fast as North Korea proposed could needlessly risk exposing the North Korean workers to excessive radiation.
 On the other side, Pyongyang was dissatisfied that the supply of heavy fuel oil had been slow. Therefore, to satisfy the other parties’ demand, North Korea must disable a plutonium processing plant at Yongbyon, and all energy aid promised by Pyongyang’s negotiating partners - the U.S., Japan, China, ROK, and Russia -- should be provided to the North. Although such processes were slowed, they need simultaneous action to complete the disablement-for-aid deal after this and corresponding action in pursuit of the second phase of denuclearization.

More economic assistance should be given to the North. The international community will provide economic incentives and substantial help towards North Korea. It may be that this help will not be provided in the form of cash, but funding will be disbursed according to an economic reform master plan to retain leverage over Pyongyang. U.S. financial help also will be given to the North. U.S. help for the North is included in the Supplemental Appropriation Act of 2008, ‘HR 2642.’
 It is sure to help the impoverished North Korean economy recover and further promote cooperation in trade and investment.

However, the U.S. is unlikely to not only provide energy aid promised by the six-party talks according to dismantlement-for-aid deal but more economic benefits and compensation without being satisfied about nuclear dismantlement. This is because the U.S. is willing to utilize economic sanctions as a means of achieving its goals of nuclear nonproliferation.

Nuclear Dismantlement vs. Provision of a Light Water Reactor

Based on the Joint Statement, North Korea should abandon all nuclear programs, and the participating nations in the six party-talks except the DPRK have to discuss, at an appropriate time, the subject of the provision of light water reactor to the DPRK for peaceful uses of nuclear energy rather than bombs, to reduce the possibility of using of threats and brinkmanship towards one another.

Under the 1994 Geneva framework agreement, two light-water reactors for power, which were to provide the North with alternative energy to compensate for the freeze of its nuclear facilities, were supposed to be built in the North, with a target completion date of 2003.
 Construction was stopped before they were completed amid the second nuclear crisis that began in October 2002. The United States strongly accused Pyongyang of pursuing a secret uranium enrichment program. 

In this confrontation it is apparent that the U.S. and North Korea don’t trust each other, and both want the other side to take the first step. However, as long as each side does not make any concession, the nuclear standoff will continue. Consequently, as a plan to solve this impasse, it is that recommended simultaneous actions be taken; i.e. starting the process of nuclear dismantlement while construction of a LWR is undertaken. Taking into consideration the 3-5 years needed for dismantling of all nuclear facilities and more than 5 years needed for construction of an LWR (probably at the Shinpo reactor site) it will be conducive to each side for both processes to begin simultaneously. Since both processes require such a large amount of time, trust can be built as the process goes on and each sees the other working to fulfill their promise. At the opposite extreme, it will continue to be an extremely thorny issue if each side insists on beginning their end of the bargain after the other begins to fulfill their promise, due to the major distrust each side holds for the other.

Though it may seem reasonable to start building a LWR after North Korea pushes forward its nuclear dismantlement, joins the NPT and fulfills IAEA safeguards, this posture is exactly what has led to this years-long unresolved standoff. It can be the Shinpo LWR or some newer design; however it is essential that North Korea receive electric power while KEDO maintains turnkey management rights. This is a way of preventing plutonium diversion while still providing a supply of electric power for North Korean industry, which is badly needed to boost its failing economy. 

Guarantee for Security Regime

On the Basis of the Joint Statement, a security regime needs to be established for the purpose of guaranteeing North Korean security, looking to forgoing use of threats and violence, antagonism and confrontation, and developing confidence-building measures.

Pyongyang leaders strongly wish to attain a security guarantee from the United States. In an October 2000 meeting between the DPRK and the U.S in Washington, each side pledged no hostile intent toward the other. The joint pledge amounted to a constructive compromise between the North’s demand for a nonaggression pact and the traditional U.S. position that the UN Charter already bans aggression.
 The importance of the pledge was underlined in 2002 when the Bush administration refused to reaffirm it.

Nevertheless, after facing and recognizing lots of difficulties in the North Korean nuclear problem, the Joint Statement confirmed that the U.S. had “no intention to attack or invade the DPRK with nuclear or conventional weapons.”
 But Pyongyang leaders remain concerned about a possible US invasion as always. The worry began since US President Bush placed the North with Iran and Iraq on the ‘axis of evil,’ and deepened and increased since the US invaded Iraq while talking about regime change and pre-emptive strikes. Since then, North Korea has judged the best way to keep the US from attacking and to guarantee regime survival would be to develop a nuclear arsenal for deterrence.

To solve such security worries, a nonaggression agreement needs to be completed. But it is quite a formidable task to obtain a nonaggression pact from the US Congress, which has long-viewed North Korea as a rogue state. Instead, it is suggested that Pyongyang accepts a promise of nonaggression made by a means other than US presidential documents. Additionally, a nonaggression agreement should be concluded through an international guarantee in the framework of the six-party talks.

In addition to nonaggression, it is proposed that the U.S. give up its outwardly hostile policies against the DPRK. As long as such policies exist, the DPRK will continually take the position of a US enemy. Giving up such policies will confirm North Korean security and confirm nonaggression. Furthermore, if the DPRK decides to make a security deal with the West and put an end to the continuing Cold War on the peninsula, it could precipitate a major shift in resource allocation from a war-footing economy to a peace economy. Depending on the government’s commitment to socio-economic reforms, then on the one hand the dramatic improvement in the external security environment may facilitate domestic reforms, or on the other hand, it may discourage the reformist movement by relieving the central government in Pyongyang from pent-up economic pressures through the provision of additional external funds as a payoff for international compliance by a newly minted client-state.

For long-term trust it is necessary to conclude a peace treaty among the US, the DPRK, the ROK, and China. North Korea has long wanted to replace the armistice agreement that ended the 1950-53 internecine Korean War with a peace treaty. A long-held belief holds that Pyongyang’s relations with the US will steadily improve if a peace treaty is concluded. Another suggested idea is for the ROK and US to combine their forces in the short run and completely withdraw US forces in Korea in the long run, which will have a strong effect on the ROK-US mutual defense treaty. 

Normalization between the US and the DPRK

In Accordance with the Joint Statement and February agreement, the DPRK and the United States have to take steps to normalize their relations in prospect of removing mistrust and hostility, promoting reconciliation and cooperation, and moving towards improved relations.

Normalization between the US and the DPRK is a core goal of North Korea. In the September 2005 agreement, the US and the DPRK confirmed to “exist peacefully together and take steps to normalize their relations subject to their respective bilateral policies,”
 and in the February agreement, to start “bilateral talks aimed at resolving pending bilateral issues and moving toward full diplomatic relations.”

Pyongyang’s leaders desire a great deal of assistance from the West, in particular from the US. Above everything, they want regime guarantee and security that would spring from a lasting bilateral relationship with the US, not from the current six-party talks. They want to develop a better relationship with the US, and their ultimate object is to establish diplomatic normalization.

Therefore, if a peace treaty is reached, it can be expected that diplomatic ties between the US and the DPRK will be established. It can be viewed that normalization may be possible when the following preconditions are met: North Korea takes steps for giving up or abandoning all nuclear weapons and its existing nuclear programs; the U.S. promises a security guarantee, along with giving up its hostile policies towards the North; and the U.S., ROK, DPRK, and China conclude a peace treaty. 

In the aftermath of normalization, in terms of prospect theory, it is expected the US will respect North Korea’s sovereignty and develop its overall relations with the North, abandoning the image of axis of evil and burying longstanding hostile relations. At the same time, it is also expected the US and western countries will further communication and increase exchanges with the DPRK, and two Koreas will advance various exchanges and cooperation. These measures will allow the North to escape from its international isolation and to be helped to overcome an external environment that is disadvantageous to itself.

Conclusion

Neither the DPRK nor the US wants to lose, but rather to win on the basis of a non-zero-sum game. The 1994 Framework Agreement that froze North Korea’s nuclear program in exchange for security assurances and energy and other economic assistance was a major example of a two-person non-zero sum game, but failed because of North Korea’s secret development of highly enrichment uranium. The nuclear game between the U.S. and the DPRK has continued in the aftermath of disclosure of North Korean highly enrichment uranium program.

Even though North Korean development and proliferation of nuclear weapons, the US financial sanction against the DPRK, and North Korean missile and nuclear test have aspects of a zero-sum game as well as a Chicken game, the Joint Statement and February 13 agreement were the outcome of concessions, cooperative and noncooperative action.
Realistically it is almost difficult for one to beat the other in a zero-sum game. Furthermore, non-zero sum game would be preferred in the North Korean nuclear solution. The method of disarmament-for-aid would be also a new approach on the basis of non-zero sum game. The deal contains “internal safeguards so that neither side can exploit the new situation to damage the other,”
 but faces a problem on how to verify and inspect the North’s nuclear declaration.

Common recognition of each side’s needs could lead to negotiations to reach a deal oriented toward mutual gain. The two national actors of the US and the DPRK are more likely to enhance their objectives “if they can frame and implement value-creating strategies aimed at mutual gain than if they pursue value-claming policies aimed at one sided gain.”
 An instrumental approach geared to “exploitation may yield short-term benefits for one side but tends to boomerang in the long run, so that costs outweigh benefits.”

In the real world, hard-line policies against the other side are likely to worsen the situation. Also, without making mutual concessions, there is unlikely to be a resolution of the issue. At the same time, neither the US nor the DPRK has wanted to take the first step to break the impasse, keeping in mind of the principle of ‘commitment for commitment,’ ‘action for action’ agreed to in the Joint Statement. But Pyongyang wishes for parallel tracks to be followed simultaneously – as in the precedent of the 1994 Agreed Framework. The U.S., on the other hand, holds out for different sequences of implementation in the second North Korean nuclear impasse, and intends to drive forward corresponding steps to implement the Statement and agreement, and take measure of further approaches as a means of accomplishing its goals of nuclear dismantlement in the North.

As a way to get out of the nuclear impasse and to solve the nuclear dilemma, it is very important to adhere to the mutual agreements of the Joint Statement and February agreement between the US and the DPRK. Issues in dispute need simultaneous responses. In the process, if North Korea accepts nuclear sample-taking for an effective verification, the US and the other main nations should resume building a light-water reactor in the North. Further approaches are also on the rise over Washington’s security guarantee toward Pyongyang as well as establishment of normalization between the U.S. and the DPRK if Pyongyang makes progress to take steps for fully giving up all nuclear programs and getting rid of its nuclear weapons. These requests originate from distrust, and DPRK distrust of the US exists at the same time, and both the US and the DPRK have still doubts as to how to fulfill the promises in the agreement. Accordingly, if North Korea is not taking steps for nuclear dismantlement, it has hardly acquired any compensation for its nonaggression, nor the regime guarantee, energy and economic assistance, and normalization of ties with the United States that it has asked for.

In order to reach a disarmament-for-aid deal, each side in pursuit of cooperative action, rationality, and rational choice must make an effort to not merely avoid creating a situation of a zero-sum game but also restrain its demand that the other side must act first. This will create an opportunity to select the optimum choice of action in strategic interactions, and in the long run, bring about mutual gains, improved communication and cooperation, and help build confidence-building measures.
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