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Our Mission
The National Committee on American Foreign Policy was founded in 1974
by Professor Hans J. Morgenthau and others.  It is a nonprofit activist
organization dedicated to the resolution of conflicts that threaten U.S.
interests.  Toward that end, the National Committee identifies, articulates,
and helps advance American foreign policy interests from a nonpartisan
perspective within the framework of political realism.  

American foreign policy interests include 

preserving and strengthening national security;

supporting countries committed to the values and the 
practice of political, religious, and cultural pluralism; 

improving U.S. relations with the developed and 
developing worlds; 

advancing human rights; 

encouraging realistic arms-control agreements; 

curbing the proliferation of nuclear and other 
unconventional weapons; 

promoting an open and global economy.  

Believing that an informed public is vital to a democratic society, the
National Committee offers educational programs that address security
challenges facing the United States and publishes a variety of publications,
including its bimonthly journal, American Foreign Policy Interests, that
present keen analyses of all aspects of American foreign policy.
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PREFACE
by Ambassador Winston Lord

This booklet records the highlights of a productive spring 2006 for the
Northeast Asia Forum of the National Committee on American Foreign
Policy. Several clear themes from the meetings and trips emerged then and
have generally persisted.

• The Taiwan Straits situation is encouragingly stable. The three principal
actors–China, Taiwan, and the United States–are content with the status quo. 

• The North Korean threat continues to unfold ominously in the absence
of active negotiations. There are sharp disputes over both process and
substance among the key parties.

• Nationalism is on the march in Northeast Asia with rising tensions
between Tokyo and Beijing/Seoul. U.S.-Japan relations are at a peak,
while Washington’s ties with China and South Korea are mixed. 

To be sure, events customarily overtake publications like this one. Witness, over
this summer, the missile tests of North Korea and the growing clamor in
Taiwan’s domestic scene. But some fundamental factors are apt to remain for
at least the near term.

As recounted in this booklet, China has shifted from pressuring for
reunification with Taiwan to deterring formal independence. The PRC
believes time is on its side. Its somewhat more benign approach is likely to
last at least until 2008, the year of the Beijing Olympics and Taiwan’s
presidential election. The overwhelming majority of Taiwan’s population
favors the status quo, desiring neither close political ties nor confrontation
with the mainland. The United States is nurturing this situation, warning both
sides against unilateral provocation and urging direct contacts.

North Korea, perhaps seeing the United States as hamstrung by the Middle
East and seeking the kind of negotiating attention Iran is receiving, has
launched missiles and increased its bluster. Although the major powers,
including China, found surprising unity chastising Pyongyang in a United
Nations Security Council resolution, there remain deep differences among
the parties. Japan and the United States fear nuclear weapons more than
instability in North Korea. China, South Korea, and Russia have the opposite
priorities. Serious doubts exist about North Korea’s willingness to accept a
reasonable deal; disunity within the U.S. government; the unwillingness of
Beijing and Seoul to pressure the North; and the inherent difficulties of
sequencing and verification in any package add up to a gloomy forecast.
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The impasse on Korean negotiations blocks any near-term prospect of
converting the currently moribund six-party talks into a broader forum
addressing regional tensions. Meanwhile, nationalist sentiments are
coursing through Northeast Asia. Japan, apprehensive about China’s rise
and North Korea’s missiles, is flexing its military and diplomatic muscles.
Chinese leaders are appealing to nationalism, with particular emphasis on
Japan’s historical sins, to maintain popular support at a time of growing
unrest. South Korea’s government and much of its younger generation
sometimes seem to judge Japan and even the United States as more of a
threat than the brutal regime terrorizing its fellow Koreans in the North.

All of this is, of course, subject to change for better or worse. But one can
safely assume that the core challenges will persist for years if not decades.
The long-term relationship between Taiwan and the mainland remains to be
defined, as do the implications for the United States. In the meantime, with
the military balance shifting toward the PRC and the growing sense of a
Taiwanese identity, there is no room for complacency.

The minimum requirement on the Korean Peninsula will be to avoid war
while somehow containing the threats from the North. Any positive
movement in negotiations will take years, not months, to bear fruit. And
even a breakthrough would leave a host of delicate issues concerning the
peninsula and the role of surrounding powers.

Managing if not easing nationalist moods and actions will perhaps be the
supreme diplomatic headache in Northeast Asia. Would a new security forum,
perhaps evolving from the six-party talks, help provide stability? Who should
take part, what should be the agenda, how would it relate to other Asia-Pacific
institutions, what would be the implications for the U.S. bilateral alliances?

In short, the rationale and agenda for the NCAFP’s Northeast Asia Projects
are solidly assured for years to come. No organization is better equipped to
carry on this assignment. One can point not only to its experience and
contacts accumulated over a decade but to its record of proved results. Like
some other successful track II operations, the NCAFP projects have–as the
Foreword of this booklet states–spurred candid, unofficial dialogue, floated
trial balloons, suggested new avenues, and improved lines of communication.
They have also provided an umbrella for informal side conversations and
developing personal bonds for participating government officials.

In fact, this is to understate the NCAFP’s achievements substantially. As this
booklet suggests, NCAFP dialogues have produced concrete results in
national policies. These range from helping to restart negotiations to
providing ideas in major speeches to promoting shifts in diplomatic postures.



We might better describe the projects as track 1.5 rather than track II, that is, as
semigovernmental rather than strictly academic. The participants have included
current, past, and future policy officials from the countries involved. While acting
informally and unofficially, they have probed their counterparts and reported to
their superiors and factored conclusions into their national approaches. The
NCAFP, in turn, has been meticulous in staying independent of the U.S.
government while securing its unofficial attendance and keeping it fully posted.

At a time when events in the Middle East and elsewhere absorb so much of our
governmental, academic, and public attention, this forum is a particularly
valuable asset. America must devote sufficient focus and resources to what will
be the world’s most important region in this century. This is what the Northeast
Asia Projects should continue to do, with policy relevance and impact.

K–––––R––––––k
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FOREWORD

In the past several years, the National Committee on American Foreign
Policy has organized three track II projects on Northeast Asian
security–one on U.S.-China Relations with a particular emphasis on the
Taiwan issue, a second on the North Korean nuclear challenge, and a third
on the future of the U.S. alliances with Japan and South Korea.

What ties these projects together is concern over geopolitical stability in
East Asia, especially Northeast Asia. Northeast Asia is a region of great
strategic and economic importance to the United States–a region where the
interests of four great powers (the United States, China, Japan, and Russia)
intersect. It is home to 100,000 U.S. troops and contains three of the world’s
12 largest economies. U.S. trade with East Asia now accounts for one-third
of total U.S. trade.

Two potential flashpoints in the region could pose serious challenges to U.S.
and global security. One of the most serious of these challenges is posed by
North Korea’s continuing efforts to develop nuclear weapons. Another is the
impasse between China and Taiwan over the status of Taiwan–a deadlock
that could involve the United States in a conflict with China.

Despite these two hot spots, the region itself now holds out great promise
for institution building. For the first time in many decades, the great powers
in the region have a common interest in regional stability and prosperity,
and they are working together on a number of common security challenges,
including the North Korean nuclear issue. The existing six-party framework
on the North Korean nuclear problem could eventually be transformed into
a Northeast Asia security forum that, along with existing U.S. alliances,
could provide a cooperative structure of regional security. This is the issue
we are exploring in our third track II project on the U.S. alliances with
Japan and South Korea.

The NCAFP’s track II projects have been designed to help overcome the
limitations of formal diplomacy through unofficial, informal dialogues
designed to help resolve conflicts and increase understanding. These
dialogues, which frequently include current government officials, permit
unusual freedom to speak candidly, to float trial balloons, and to hear
informal proposals for conflict resolution. Such track II dialogues can open
or expand lines of communication where channels are closed or very
constrained–as in the current cases of U.S.-Democratic People’s Republic
of Korea (DPRK) Relations and China-Taiwan Relations. Such dialogues
can also help seed specific ideas, offer new inputs or ideas for
consideration, and open dialogues on topics that are too sensitive for



official government interaction.

Our longest-running project deals with U.S.-China-Taiwan Relations. It
involves frequent small group visits to both Beijing and Taipei, as well as
numerous meetings throughout the year with individual Chinese and
Taiwanese diplomats, officials, and scholars. Our most recent visit to
Beijing and Taipei took place in April 2006. A report on our findings, as
well as a list of participants on the trip, plus a list of people we interviewed,
follows. Also included are favorable comments on this project from a
number of officials in the United States, China, and Taiwan.

The NCAFP’s project on U.S.-China-Taiwan Relations and the Cross-Strait
issue is now in its ninth year. This project is currently being funded by the Ford
Foundation, the Henry Luce Foundation, and the John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation.

Our second track II project involves a continuing informal dialogue with the
North Koreans that has been designed to defuse the current standoff between
the United States and the DPRK. Both U.S. and DPRK government officials
credited the NCAFP with having played a “decisive” role in bringing about
the resumption of the official six-party talks in the summer of 2005.
Although these official talks have not resumed during the past year, the
NCAFP continues to play an important role in maintaining an informal,
authoritative dialogue. Our last meeting took place in March 2006.  A
summary of that meeting, including a list of participants, follows. Also
included are comments on this dialogue from U.S. and DPRK officials.

The multilateral North Korea project is now in its fourth year with the
support of the Carnegie Corporation of New York, the Korea Foundation,
and the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation. Our most recent
March 2006 meeting was cohosted with the Korea Society.

The third NCAFP track II project involves bringing together officials, former
officials, and scholars from the United States, Japan, and South Korea to discuss
the future of the U.S. alliances with Japan and the Republic of Korea
(ROK/South Korea) in the post-9/11 security environment. Our most recent
meeting took place in Seoul, Korea, in April 2006. A summary of that meeting,
including the participant list, follows.

In the last 18 months, the NCAFP and its partner organizations (the Japan
Institute for International Affairs in Tokyo and the International Policy
Studies Institute of Korea in Seoul) have held three trilateral policy forums
on the future of the U.S. alliances in Asia and regional security. The
NCAFP is able to participate in these conferences with the support of the
Japan Foundation’s Center for Global Partnership and the John D. and
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Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation.

Expressing thanks for the generosity of our Northeast Asia benefactors would
be incomplete without expressing special gratitude to Mutual of America Life
Insurance Company for its continued generous support of all NCAFP projects.

Professor Donald S. Zagoria is the project director for the NCAFP’s
Northeast Asia Projects. The author of four books and more than 200
articles on Asian security issues, Prof. Zagoria wrote a seminal work on the
Sino-Soviet conflict. He has also recently edited a book titled Breaking the
China-Taiwan Impasse, the result of the National Committee’s track II
efforts on Taiwan. The NCAFP’s Northeast Asia Projects have a very
distinguished Board of Advisers cochaired by Dr. Henry A. Kissinger and
the Honorable Paul A. Volcker.

In the NCAFP offices in New York, Professor Zagoria is assisted by Iku
Fujimatsu, assistant project director. Tiffany Chan is the research assistant
for the projects. 

For  more  infor mat ion  and  access  to  a l l  o f  the  NCAFP
Northeast Asia Projects’ summaries and reports, please visit our Web
site at http://www.ncafp.org/projects/NEasia/index.htm.

K–––––R––––––k
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THE U.S.-CHINA-TAIWAN TRIANGLE: Towards Equilibrium

Although the Taiwan Strait remains a potential flashpoint in U.S.-China
Relations, the findings of an NCAFP study group on a trip to China and
Taiwan in April 2006 suggest that a tentative equilibrium among the three
key players–the United States, China, and Taiwan–may now be within sight.

The first step toward such an equilibrium would be for China and Taiwan
to reach an interim agreement on preserving the status quo. The basic idea
behind such an agreement, long discussed in American think tanks, is that
China and Taiwan should each agree to abandon its bottom line–for China,
the use of force; for Taiwan, a formal declaration of independence. For a
variety of reasons, largely having to do with domestic politics, it is unlikely
that Beijing and Taipei will formally agree on this subject. However, both
sides now seem to be moving toward a de facto interim agreement.

China will not formally renounce the option of using force against Taiwan
because it seeks to maintain the threat of military action should Taiwan
declare independence. But the Chinese increasingly emphasize their desire
for “peaceful” reunification, and they are increasingly relying on the
economic and cultural card–“soft” power–to win the “hearts and minds” of
the Taiwanese people. In the past year or two, Beijing has developed a very
sophisticated strategy of targeting separate constituencies in
Taiwan–businessmen, doctors, farmers, students, and the opposition
Kuomintang–by reducing tariffs for Taiwan farmers, announcing
scholarships for Taiwan students, and encouraging direct party-to-party
contacts between the Chinese Communist party and the Kuomintang
(Nationalist) party in Taiwan.

In sum, Beijing has not abandoned “sticks” but feels time is on its side and
is increasingly using “carrots” in its Taiwan policy. The doctrinal basis for
this policy was laid down by Hu Jintao himself with his “Four Nevers,” the
most important of which is “never abandon faith in the Taiwan people.” The
remaining three are “never sway in adhering to the one-China principle;”
“never give up efforts to seek peaceful reunification;” and “never
compromise in opposing Taiwan independence.” On our recent trip, PRC
officials insisted that Beijing is largely concerned with preventing Taiwan’s
de jure independence, not with pushing for immediate reunification.

In Taiwan neither the ruling Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) nor the
main opposition party, the Kuomintang (KMT), will formally renounce the
independence option. This would be political suicide for any Taiwanese
political party. But the DPP and the KMT are closer on the sovereignty
issue than is generally recognized. The common denominator is the belief
that the 23 million people of Taiwan should decide Taiwan’s future status.
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Both major parties in Taiwan agree on the “Four No’s,” a pledge first made
by President Chen in 2000. The “Four No’s” are (1) not to call a referendum
on changing the status quo in regard to Taiwan's independence; (2) not to
write “the two-state theory” or the concept of "state-to-state relations”
between the island and the mainland into the constitution; (3) not to seek
to change Taiwan’s name or flag; and (4) not to declare independence.
Although Taiwan’s President Chen Shui-bian has in the past flirted with
changing the Taiwan constitution and moving toward de jure independence,
the defeat of the DPP in the legislative elections of December 2004, the
weakening of Chen’s position as a result of corruption scandals, and
American pressure have moved Chen closer to the center on the
sovereignty issue. The centrist position is to support neither independence
nor reunification but to accept the status quo–a position supported by the
vast majority of the Taiwan people. In our meetings in Taiwan, Chen’s
advisers kept assuring us that he stands by the “Four No’s.”

The United States, for its part, is now adeptly combining a policy of
deterrence and reassurance for both China and Taiwan. U.S. policy is
principally on target. This policy has six core elements.

• Instead of identifying a preferred outcome, for example, reunification as
favored by the PRC or independence as favored by some in Taiwan, the
United States insists only on a peaceful solution that is mutually agreeable
to both sides.

• The United States continues to tell both China and Taiwan that it
opposes unilateral action by either side that seeks to change the status
quo. In line with this position, the United States seeks to deter any use
of force by China and any provocative action by Taiwan.

• The United States retains a residual security commitment to Taiwan,
as embodied in the Taiwan Relations Act (TRA) and various
presidential statements (that is, President George W. Bush’s 2001
statement that the United States will do “whatever it takes” to ensure
Taiwan’s security).

• The United States continues to recognize the government in Beijing, the
PRC, as the sole, legitimate government of China, and it continues to
reassure the PRC that it has a one-China policy.

• The United States continues to promote growing cultural and economic
integration between China and Taiwan. 

• The United States continues to reject the role of mediator in the Cross-
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Strait impasse and insists that the two sides settle the problem between
themselves.

Vis-à-vis China, the United States has convinced Beijing by a variety of
actions and policies that it will not allow it to take Taiwan by force. Thus the
deterrence side of U.S. policy is working. At the same time, the Bush
administration–the most pro-Taiwan administration in recent decades–has
reassured the PRC that it does not support Taiwan independence. This has now
become part of the official American mantra and was reiterated by President
Bush in his April 2006 meeting with President Hu Jintao in Washington. 

Vis-à-vis Taiwan, the Bush administration, after a recent spat over President
Chen’s abolition of the largely symbolic National Unification Council
(NUC), got Chen to agree to the position that the Council was not being
abolished but had simply ceased to function. Moreover, the United States
has now gone a long way toward convincing President Chen that it is not in
the U.S. or Taiwan’s interests for Chen to provoke the PRC by making
statements or adopting policies that would unilaterally alter the status quo.
Here, too, deterrence is working. At the same time, the Bush administration
is reassuring President Chen and the Taiwan people that it will not sacrifice
Taiwan’s interests in its dealings with the mainland and that its
commitments to Taiwan’s security remain intact. A new U.S. representative
in Taiwan has already played an important role in this effort.

The conditions for equilibrium in the Taiwan Strait are now at least visible.
It is possible but unlikely that President Chen, in his remaining two years in
office, will be able to challenge this equilibrium. He cannot revise the
constitution without a three-quarters vote in the legislature, and the
legislature is now controlled by the KMT, which opposes any more
constitutional changes. In addition, Chen has assured the U.S. government
that in the remaining two years of his presidency, there will be no more
“surprises.” In his most recent speeches, he has played the “democracy”
rather than the “secessionist” card against Beijing.

Cross-Strait relations may be headed for more tension during Chen’s
remaining two years in office, but the PRC line remains the same–that
“China’s principles and policies will not change.” Beijing will continue to
work for stability in Cross-Strait relations, counter secessionist tendencies,
and be prepared for Chen’s efforts to change the status quo. During
President Hu Jintao’s meeting in 2005 with the former chairman of the
KMT opposition, Lien Chan, new economic and trade proposals were put
forth to build on the consensus forged during the meeting.

This optimistic scenario does not mean that the United States can be
complacent. Two things could go wrong, one in the short term and the
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second over the longer term. In the remaining two years of President Chen’s
term, he may, out of frustration with Beijing’s continuing efforts to isolate
him and China’s continuing missile buildup, reverse course on the “Four
No’s” and seek to revise the Taiwan constitution. Such a move could
produce a crisis in his relations with both the PRC and the United States.
To head off such a development, Beijing–in its own interests –should enter
into a dialogue with President Chen and the DPP and begin to reduce the
number of missiles that face Taiwan. The United States, for its part, should
play a more active role in bringing about such a dialogue.

Over the longer run, Beijing could become impatient with progress on
reunification and return to a policy of threat and intimidation. In this
respect, much will depend on the political evolution of the mainland.

Still, the prospect for greater equilibrium exists. If this potential is
translated into practice, it will go a long way toward helping to develop a
framework for a stable and cooperative U.S.-China relationship.

R
MULTILATERAL DIALOGUE TO RESOLVE

THE NORTH KOREAN NUCLEAR ISSUE

The nuclear standoff between North Korea and the United States over North
Korea’s nuclear weapons program is one of the gravest current challenges to
U.S. security and global security. In the past few years, North Korea has
withdrawn from the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), evicted
inspectors from the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), and
restarted its frozen plutonium-based nuclear program at Yongbyon, including
a reprocessing facility that separates plutonium for nuclear weapons from
spent reactor fuel. The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), or
North Korea, also admitted (although it later denied having done so) that it
has begun developing a new, highly-enriched-uranium (HEU) nuclear
program. Furthermore, reports from U.S. intelligence indicated that North
Korea was ready to test a long-range missile.

This extraordinary series of events has profound implications for security
and stability throughout Northeast Asia, a region that is home to 100,000
U.S. troops and three of the world’s 12 largest economies. North Korea’s
actions also threaten the integrity of the NPT, the nuclear nonproliferation
regime, and if not stopped could encourage other states to develop nuclear
weapons. A debate is already underway in Japan about whether that country
should respond to these new threats by developing a nuclear weapons
program of its own.
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We believe, however, that a peaceful solution to this problem is possible.
Recognizing this, in 2003 the NCAFP began to host a series of conferences
with North Korean delegations led by Ambassador Ri Gun, a high-ranking
North Korean official and deputy director of the DPRK Institute of
Disarmament and Peace (IDP). Thus far we have held four track II meetings
in New York with Ambassador Ri who has recently been promoted to direct
DPRK policy on the six-party talks. We held one meeting in September
2003, others in August 2004 and June/July 2005, and most recently in
March 2006. Both U.S. and North Korean officials have stated that our
June/July 2005 meeting played a “decisive” role in bringing about a
resumption of the official six-party talks in July 2005.

The NCAFP has two overriding goals. The first is to assist the U.S. government
in probing the North Korean position on a variety of issues in contention and to
determine whether there is a potential for making progress toward the ultimate
goal–the denuclearization of North Korea. The second is to emphasize to the
North Koreans all the benefits they can obtain from abandoning their nuclear
weapons program.

This summary reports the views, perspectives, and discussions that were
developed at our most recent conference on Northeast Asia Security in
March 2006. This meeting took place several months before the North
Koreans resumed missile tests.

Fourth Conference on Northeast Asian Security
On March 6, 2006, in New York City, the NCAFP and the Korea Society
cohosted a North Korean delegation led by Ambassador Ri Gun to discuss
prospects for the resumption of the six-party talks. This meeting took place
one day before the North Korean delegation met with U.S. officials in New
York to discuss U.S. allegations about North Korean “illicit activities,”
including the counterfeiting of U.S. currency, money laundering, and drug
smuggling–charges that were followed by a U.S. freezing of DPRK assets
in a bank in Macao. 

The talks came at a time of mounting frustration on both the U.S. and the
DPRK sides. The United States has been losing patience with the North
Koreans over the DPRK’s continued reprocessing of plutonium at
Yongbyon, its on-again, off-again approach to the six-party talks, and its
newly revealed counterfeiting of U.S. currency. The North Koreans, for
their part, have demonstrated frustration with U.S. financial sanctions,
which, they argue, are part of a government effort to mount pressure on the
DPRK in order to overturn the current regime. 

First Session–The Current State of the Six-Party Talks
An American emphasized that the U.S. government is focusing a lot of
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activity and efforts on how to implement the September 19, 2005, Joint
Statement, which was agreed to by all six parties at the Fourth Round of
talks in Beijing. The Joint Statement committed the DPRK “to abandoning
all nuclear weapons and existing nuclear programs and returning, at an
early date, to the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons and
to IAEA safeguards.” It also committed both the DPRK and the United
States to “take steps to normalize their relations.” Furthermore, it
committed all six parties to “promote economic cooperation” in the fields
of energy, trade, and investment, to “negotiate a permanent peace regime
on the Korean Peninsula,” and to promote security cooperation in Northeast
Asia. 

The U.S. Department of the Treasury maintains that its imposition of Article
311 of the Patriot Act was not an effort to pressure the DPRK but a measure
to protect the credibility of American currency. These sanctions have not
been designed to shut North Korea out of global financial activities but to
combat illegitimate activities.

A North Korean said that recent U.S. government statements about the
DPRK government’s involvement in the counterfeiting issue have damaged
North Korean credibility. The DPRK issued an official statement agreeing
that the United States has a right to protect its currency. But the United
States should not implicate the DPRK government in these activities. Such
charges are creating great obstacles to implementing the September 19
Statement. They are politically motivated charges designed to disgrace the
DPRK regime and to overthrow it eventually. U.S. policy is to get North
Korea to abandon its nuclear weapons first; and, financial sanctions have
been designed to apply pressure to achieve that goal. 

An American presenter declared that the United States does not have an
interest in dominating Asia or any other area of the world. Instead, it wants
all of the states in the region to have constructive relations with one another
and with the United States. There is nothing to be gained by military
conflict–especially in view of modern technology. The United States has no
permanent adversary in the region. If the nuclear issue could be resolved,
it would be possible to develop a security framework for all of Northeast
Asia, including North Korea.

However, if the nuclear issue is not resolved, there will continue to be
concerns and pressure not only from the United States but from all of the
states in the region. Should North Korea go down that road, it would limit
its potential for growth. Moreover, North Korea cannot expect to have
nuclear weapons without influencing Japan to take comparable steps; China
will not be indifferent; South Korea will see it as an obstacle to
reunification; and the United States will continue to oppose it. Therefore,
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pressures against a North Korean nuclear program will intensify.

It is necessary to understand DPRK concerns about regime change. The
issue is whether it is possible to do away with North Korean nuclear weapons
while providing assurances for North Korean security and economic and
social evolution. It is necessary to resume the talks and make some serious
progress. To many in the United States, it looks as though the DPRK wants
to keep its nuclear program and to stall. To many in the DPRK, it looks as if
the United States wants North Korea to disarm and only then will the United
States decide what it intends to do.

The sequencing issue remains a problem. It must be broken up into various
stages so that tangible quid pro quo steps can be worked out for both sides
for each stage. There must be a degree of simultaneity on both sides. A visit
to Pyongyang by a high-level U.S. official visitor would be possible after
some progress has been made. However, such a visit by itself could not
make a breakthrough. The first stage of the breakthrough would have to
take place in Beijing at the six-party talks.

Second Session–Where Do We Go from Here?
A significant portion of the conference focused on how to move the six-
party talks forward. First, from an American perspective, immediate steps
must be taken to reduce the levels of mutual mistrust. Some in North Korea
believe that U.S. policy is dedicated to regime change in North Korea and
therefore the United States is not serious about a negotiated settlement.
Some in the United States believe that a negotiated settlement is not
possible because North Korea is simply unwilling to eliminate its nuclear
weapons program. In order to reduce mistrust, both sides should tone down
their rhetoric, and the North Koreans should be allowed to go to
Washington, D.C. 

Second, the six-party talks should not be held hostage to the problem of illicit
activities. A separate channel should be established for resolving the latter issue. 

Third, concerns over a light-water reactor for North Korea should not be
allowed to throw the negotiations into gridlock. Some neutral method must
be found to deal with energy cooperation.

Fourth, all sides should adhere to a schedule for the six-party talks. The on-
again, off-again nature of the talks is disturbing. To adhere to a regular
schedule of meetings would in itself be a confidence-building measure.

Fifth, the details of implementing the Joint Statement should be divided
into segments. The U.S. bureaucracy is hard at work figuring out how to
implement the Joint Statement in a process that will proceed according to
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phases. The United States wants a shortened process based on the Libya
model, but that is not realistic. There must be a reciprocal, sequenced
process. Asking the United States or North Korea to take unilateral steps is
not realistic because of the logic of mutual mistrust. Detailed, reciprocal
steps should be laid out within a set timeframe. The initial step will be very
important. For the United States, the first step must be tangible. In this first
step, North Korea should present a complete and accurate inventory of its
nuclear facilities, including its uranium-enrichment program. 

From the DPRK’s point of view, the United States should ease sanctions
against North Korea as the first step. 

There was some skepticism from an American standpoint about the North
Korean negotiating position. North Korea needs to give a stronger response to
overtures made by Assistant Secretary Hill. Pyongyang is awaiting the next
U.S. presidential election in 2008. North Korea seems to have concluded that
the United States, distracted by Iraq and Iran, believes that the DPRK has only
three choices: to ignite a war, to implode, or to join the community of nations.
North Korea is slowly joining the international community, but time is of the
essence. The absence of progress will encourage some in the U.S. Congress to
introduce hostile legislation, which would be very damaging. Many in
Congress are increasingly impatient with the lack of progress. The Joint
Statement provides an opportunity to move forward, and it should not be lost.

It was noted by another American presenter that there are, in fact, four choices
for North Korea: to ignite an explosion, to implode, to integrate into the
international community as a nonnuclear state, or to try to integrate into the
international community as a nuclear weapons state. However, the United States
cannot normalize relations with a nuclear North Korea. If North Korea continues
down the road of pursuing nuclear weapons, it will become less, not more,
secure. There is no short-term solution to the problem. The long-term process
should begin with training North Koreans and helping them develop their human
capital by educating economists, lawyers, teachers, doctors, financial experts,
scientists, and others. There needs to be massive international investment in
North Korea irrespective of the resolution of the nuclear issue. There must also
be increased development assistance and greater people-to-people interaction in
the arts, sports, and tourism. The six-party talks have little prospect of success in
the next two years. North Korea does not see it in the DPRK interest to abandon
its nuclear weapons, and the United States has no compelling story to relate to
convince it to change its mind. The only way to begin the process is with people-
to-people diplomacy and training. In short, the United States should try to shape
a more positive environment for dealing with North Korea and the nuclear issue. 

Congress is not ready to give up on diplomacy. President Bush in 2002 said
on the eve of Secretary Kelly’s visit to Pyongyang that he was prepared to
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make a “bold decision.” In that statement, he listed technical assistance,
training, the normalization of relations, entry into international financial
institutions, and a peace mechanism–all in exchange for the
denuclearization of North Korea. This bold offer was derailed by the
discovery that Pyongyang was developing a uranium-enrichment program.
Why has North Korea not explored with the United States a way to return
to the “bold program” in exchange for information on its enriched uranium
and other nuclear programs? One possible conclusion is that North Korea is
not serious about abandoning its nuclear program. 

From an American stance, what is needed is a sense of urgency on both
sides. The best way to overcome the present impasse is to identify the
common interests of the United States and the DPRK. Both share a
common interest in resolving the issue quickly. If there is drift, the situation
will get much worse.

A DPRK participant asserted that North Korea would like to see the
improvement of U.S.-DPRK relations be treated as a process to reach
denuclearization. Serious negotiations can occur at any time if North Korea’s
concerns are taken into account.

Some Conclusions
1. Most of the Americans were struck by the relatively conciliatory tone of

the North Koreans throughout the meeting. Many attributed this
conciliatory tone to the effectiveness of the U.S. financial sanctions.

2. Several Americans expressed considerable skepticism about whether
North Korea is serious about abandoning its nuclear weapons program.
Others thought it too early to tell without a serious effort at negotiations
in the six-party talks. The North Koreans argued that they are serious
about implementing the September 19 Joint Statement and that the
problem stems from strong mutual distrust, along with the recently
declared U.S. financial sanctions.

3. The North Koreans did not deny the existence of such “illicit activities”
as counterfeiting, drug smuggling, and money laundering. They said that
these activities violate North Korean law and that the DPRK had already
announced that it would punish all violators. They also said that North
Korea is prepared to join international or bilateral discussions on these
illicit activities.

4. The diplomatic challenge for both sides lies in the issue of how to achieve
simultaneity in the process of denuclearization. North Koreans repeatedly
insisted that “our way is not to denuclearize first” but to see the
improvement of U.S.-DPRK relations as a process to reach
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denuclearization. Americans, for their part, insisted that the DPRK needs
to illuminate its nuclear program in some detail.

5. As a result of this challenge, several participants thought it essential for
both the United States and the DPRK to develop a reciprocal, sequenced
process. Asking either the United States or North Korea to take unilateral
steps is not realistic because of the logic of mutual mistrust. Detailed,
reciprocal steps should be laid out within a set time frame. The initial step
will be very important. The DPRK should issue a complete and accurate
inventory of its nuclear facilities, and its highly enriched uranium program
will have to be on the list. The United States should begin to take credible
steps toward normalization of relations with the DPRK.

6. Several on the U.S. side made the point that the six-party talks should
include a discussion, perhaps in a working group, of a new security
architecture in Northeast Asia.

R
U.S.-JAPAN-ROK RELATIONS AND EAST ASIA:

Toward A Northeast Asian Security Forum

There are several factors that should prompt the United States, Japan, and
South Korea to think seriously about promoting a multilateral system that
could serve as a direct channel of communication among China, Japan,
South Korea, North Korea, Russia, and the United States. Unlike Europe,
Asia lacks strong multilateral political institutions. The Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), by including some of the Northeast
Asian powers with its ASEAN+3 (China, Japan, and South Korea) format,
is too large and unwieldy an organization. The ASEAN Regional Forum
(ARF), the region’s main strategic dialogue, and the Asia-Pacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC) forum fare no better, for they serve largely as
consultative bodies. Moreover, the region launched another multilateral
regional institution, the East Asia Summit (EAS), in December 2005.
Created to be a regional trade, economic, and security forum, it omits the
United States–a necessary partner for conducting a meaningful strategic
dialogue. Asia must develop a new set of multilateral organizations in
parallel with existing bilateral alliances led by the United States.

The National Committee on American Foreign Policy’s track II project on
U.S.-Japan-ROK Relations has been designed to develop a common strategy
for creating a Northeast Asian security forum while strengthening America’s
bilateral alliances. Intellectuals and policymakers in the United States,
Japan, and South Korea have spoken on the post-cold war security dynamic
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and the necessity to review and reevaluate the current alliance structure.
Changes in the Asia-Pacific region– especially the rise of China–necessitate
a strengthened U.S.-Japan alliance. Such an alliance can assist other regional
players that, in light of China’s growing economic power and influence, are
sure to face pressure to accommodate Beijing in the security realm.

In cooperation with the Japan Institute of International Affairs (JIIA) in Tokyo
and the International Policy Studies Institute of Korea (IPSIKOR) in Seoul,
the NCAFP has had three track II trilateral meetings in the past two years.

On April 19, 2006, in Seoul, Korea, the NCAFP cohosted a meeting of
security specialists from the United States and its two Northeast Asian
allies, Japan and South Korea (Republic of Korea/ROK). This meeting
concentrated on four topics: U.S.-ROK relations; U.S.-Japan relations; the
Taiwan problem; and the North Korea nuclear issue.

The following summary draws on the discussion at the meeting in Seoul
and three papers distributed at the meeting–one written for the conference
by Professor Kim Sung-han; another based on a recent lecture at Claremont
McKenna College by Dr. Han Sung-Joo; as well as a recent lecture at the
University of Shimane by Professor Robert A. Scalapino.

U.S.–ROK Relations
An assessment was made by a South Korean that the future of their country’s
alliance with the United States is not as gloomy as some analysts have
suggested. First, the ROK government is taking a more understanding and
cooperative position regarding such issues as the “strategic flexibility” of U.S.
forces in Korea–a realignment that the U.S. military regards as critical.
Strategic flexibility is a euphemism for the possible use of U.S. forces in Korea
for contingencies elsewhere. Second, South Korea and the United States have
agreed to enter into full negotiations in June 2006 for the purposes of
concluding a Free Trade Agreement. Third, the United States has begun to show
a positive attitude toward negotiating the return of war-time command and
control of the Korean armed forces to Korea even though the United States will
continue to keep troops in Korea. Finally, the ROK has joined the United States
in attaching great importance to the problem of counterfeiting U.S. currency by
North Korea, an issue that the United States regards as critical.

There are good reasons why both the ROK and the United States want to
maintain the alliance. For the United States, the partnership helps preserve a
favorable balance of power among the major powers in the region and helps to
deter North Korean adventurism. It is also a critical factor in helping to defend
Japan and is consistent with U.S. economic interests in the ROK and the
region as a whole. For the ROK, the alliance helps to deter a North Korean
million-man army and a regime wielding absolute power and makes the South

– 21 –



Korean security situation less vulnerable. In addition, it enables South Korea
to get support in securing advanced arms, strategy, and intelligence and
promotes the ROK’s own position vis-à-vis its powerful neighbors.

There remain, however, issues of potential strain in the alliance. The two
allies differ over the proper strategy for dealing with North Korea. The
United States believes that any successful strategy must combine sticks and
carrots, whereas South Korea is inclined to think that any use of sticks will
be counterproductive. Furthermore, the United States is dubious about
North Korea’s right to peaceful nuclear energy, and the United States favors
a tougher stance in dealing with the human rights issue in North Korea.

Despite these differences, the two allies remain patient with each other and
have tried to narrow the policy gap. The South Korean government has been
cooperative with the United States on a range of issues, including the
dispatch of troops to Iraq, “strategic flexibility,” and its response to the
counterfeiting of U.S. currency. The United States, for its part, has
understood the irony faced by the Korean government: in order to neutralize
anti-American sentiments in South Korea, the Korean government has had to
resort to rhetoric that is more assertive than is intended. 

Above all, both governments recognize that despite their differences it is in
their mutual interests to continue their alliance.

American views agreed with the South Korean assessment that the alliance
remains on reasonably firm ground despite the fact that there has been a
growth of anti-Americanism, especially among the younger generation.
Moreover, policy differences over North Korea have complicated the
relationship. However, the most recent ROK presidents, Kim Dae-jung and
Roh Moo-hyun, have pursued Korean security through time-honored paths
of seeking both good relations with neighbors, as well as an alliance with
an external power.

U.S.–Japan Relations
From the American perspective, the U.S.-Japan relationship is, on the
whole, very good and in some respects has never been better. Immediate
problems such as the repositioning of U.S. forces in Okinawa are
manageable, and military-to-military relations have never been better. As
the United States undertakes a new strategic policy emphasizing modern
weaponry, rapid deployment, a reduction of bases abroad and troops
deployed overseas, and a greater dependence on alliances to keep facilities
operational, its support for an expanded Japanese security role is natural.
Japan provided some US$13 billion to support the Gulf War and dispatched
some logistics forces to Iraq, thus demonstrating that it understands the need
to show the United States that it is a good ally. Economic relations between
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the two allies are also positive, and the focus of U.S. attention has now
shifted to China. The old issues of unfair Japanese competition and extensive
Japanese protectionism, especially in the agricultural sphere, although not
wholly resolved, have been significantly reduced. Moreover, there is a new
enthusiasm in U.S. business circles about the revived Japanese economy. But
there is still concern over the question of whether Japan can carry out the
reforms required to keep it competitive.

Two key challenges remain. The first is to coordinate the respective roles of
the two alliances in their joint contributions to security and peace. The
danger is an unrealistic U.S. expectation about Japan’s security role at a
time when domestic constraints on Japan’s military policy remain
substantial. It seems likely that there will be a modest revision of Article
Nine (which prohibits Japan from having an army and deciding
international disputes by military force) in the Japanese constitution. But
Japan will continue to behave cautiously in security matters.

The second challenge will be to coordinate policy toward China. Japanese
Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi is focused on maintaining the alliance
with the United States, but he has no real strategy for dealing with China.
The danger is that the next prime minister may focus more on the China
threat, which could draw the United States into a territorial dispute between
China and Japan.

From the Japanese perspective, geography is the key to the U.S.-Japan
alliance. Consequently, it is essential for an island nation such as Japan to
maintain an alliance with a strong maritime power such as the United
States. Japan is dependent on the United States for importing energy and
controlling the sea lanes of communication. Moreover, the United States
and Japan share common values and imperatives such as democracy and
free markets. Both nations should enhance their people-to-people exchange
programs and increase their cooperation on intelligence sharing.

The North Korean Nuclear Issue
A South Korean assessment emphasized that energy is emerging as a
particularly critical element in resolving the North Korean nuclear issue.
First, North Korea wants to be supplied with energy in return for
abandoning its nuclear weapons and nuclear program. Second, North Korea
insists on its right to a “peaceful use of nuclear energy.” Third, as part of its
right to peaceful nuclear energy, Pyongyang wants to be supplied with
light-water reactors, as agreed on in the Geneva Agreed Framework of
1994. With respect to the first condition, South Korea has offered to supply
North Korea with two million megawatts of electricity provided that North
Korea abandons its nuclear weapons program. North Korea wants the right
to the “peaceful use of nuclear energy” not only because of its energy needs
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but probably because it wants to retain the option of developing nuclear
weapons. A creative solution is needed in order to satisfy North Korea’s
security and energy needs while allaying legitimate fears and concerns that
North Korea will end up with the nuclear option.

An American viewpoint was consistent with the South Korean analysis.
There can be little doubt that the DPRK has been pursuing its nuclear
weapons program because of a genuine fear of an American attack and
because it represents the only bargaining chip available in negotiations with
the external world. The six-party talks clearly designated the key issues,
namely, verification and timing. The United States has demanded in-depth
verification of the North’s abandonment of its nuclear weapons program,
citing evidence of cheating after the 1994 Agreed Framework whereby the
DPRK agreed to abandon its nuclear program in exchange for the
construction of a light-water nuclear energy facility by external nations. The
United States also demands that initial North Korean actions be verified
before various economic and political responses can be made. The DPRK
insists on a bilateral DPRK-U.S. treaty pledging nonaggression. Recently, it
demanded the right to construct a nuclear facility for energy purposes.

It would be suicidal for the North to opt for war. Given the costly U.S.
participation in recent conflicts, including Iraq, American policy will
certainly seek to avoid war, as pledged. Moreover, the attitude of the South
Korean government and its people provides a further deterrent to any
American use of force. Thus it seems probable that sporadic negotiations
will continue, both at the bilateral and multilateral levels.

According to a South Korean, there is debate in South Korea on four issues:
(1) the counterfeiting issue; (2) whether the North will return to the
negotiating table; (3) China’s role; and (4) South Korea’s strategic choices.
On the counterfeiting issue, most agree that U.S. financial sanctions are
having a very serious impact on the North Korean regime. But it is not clear
whether the North will be compelled to give up its nuclear program. On
whether North Korea will return to the negotiating table while the Bush
administration is in power, there are differing views. There also are differing
views on China’s role. Some observers note that China is maintaining a low
profile on the counterfeiting issue and that it did not publicly denounce the
United States. Finally, on the issue of the ROK’s strategic choices, South
Korea is currently walking a tightrope between appeasing domestic
pressures for accommodation with the North and maintaining an appropriate
distance from the North. However, only a consensus among the six parties
could encourage North Korea to dismantle its nuclear program.

The Taiwan Issue
From an American perspective, all three sides–Washington, Beijing, and
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Taipei–are satisfied and will seek to maintain the status quo. China thinks
time is on its side: there are extensive economic interactions with Taiwan;
the political situation favors the opposition party–the Kuomintang (KMT);
Taiwan President Chen Shui-bian’s popularity rating is down to 20 percent;
and the Bush administration is acting as a restraint on President Chen.
Moreover, if China were to pursue a more aggressive approach toward
Taiwan, it would risk paying large economic and diplomatic costs. Finally,
China needs to focus on its huge domestic, political, and social challenges
and therefore needs a calm international environment.

In Taiwan, the status quo enjoys overwhelming support from the vast
majority of the population. The Taiwanese have de facto independence and
do not see the need to risk a conflict with the mainland in the pursuit of de
jure independence. Moreover, the Taiwanese public is by now fully aware
of the U.S. position on this issue, and the United States is playing an
increasingly important role.

The United States, for its part, is content with the status quo, which allows
it to have good relations with both Taiwan and China. Moreover, the Bush
administration is preoccupied with the Middle East; President Bush’s poll
numbers are down; and it is not in the U.S. interest to have tension in the
Taiwan Strait. 

China is self-confident and patient. Its only true “redline” is de jure
independence. Chinese President Hu Jintao’s policy is a combination of a
hard and a soft line. The hard line is harder than that of previous President
Jiang Zemin, and the soft line is softer. The elements of the hard line
consist of continuing the military buildup, squeezing Taiwan’s
international space, and isolating President Chen. The soft line involves
courting President Chen’s opposition and making targeted concessions to
a number of the Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) constituencies such
as farmers and doctors. China, meanwhile, will not react provocatively to
President Chen’s initiatives. Its mild response to the cessation of the
National Unification Council is a case in point. China has also given up
any real timetable on unification and has also begun to drop its
controversial formula of “one-China, two-systems,” a formula that has few
takers in Taiwan.

From a Japanese standpoint, the issue may be approaching a workable
modus vivendi between China and Taiwan based on a de facto interim
agreement. Taiwan would refrain from moving toward de jure
independence, and China would refrain from using force. Developments
are moving in this direction.

In a dialogue between two Japanese military participants, one’s analysis
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was that time was on China’s side and the other was that Taiwan’s military
was qualitatively superior to China’s. Although Taiwan’s military might
decline in 10 years, an unfavorable trend could be delayed if Japan and
the United States helped Taiwan. According to the viewpoint expressed,
the Chinese are simply not investing enough to modernize their military
to the point at which it could prevail in a conflict in the Taiwan Strait.

In regard to whether the United States could live with a Taiwan unified
with the mainland, an American perspective indicated that this was
possible as long as the decision was made peacefully and reflected the
will of the Taiwan people. But this is highly unlikely until the Chinese
political scene has been transformed dramatically.

K–––––R––––––k
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COMMENTS ON THE NCAFP TRACK II PROJECT:
U.S.-China-Taiwan Relations

“I just wanted to thank you for your summary of the National Committee on
American Foreign Policy’s trip to Beijing and Taipei this past January [2005].
This is a perfect example of what ‘open source intelligence’ can provide, and I
have disseminated your findings through appropriate channels. The cross-strait
situation will continue to remain on the forefront of our consciousness for the
foreseeable future. Your work on this subject couldn’t be more timely–thank you
so much for bringing it to my attention.”

The Honorable John D. Negroponte
Director of National Intelligence

R
“The National Committee on American Foreign Policy is very renowned in
Chinese diplomatic circles. It does useful work in promoting U.S.-China
relations. The Chinese side attaches great importance to your visits.”

His Excellency Tang Jiaxuan
State Councilor, People’s Republic of China

Former Foreign Minister of the People’s Republic of China

R
“The NCAFP program is the best Track II effort that exists in contributing to

stability in the Taiwan Strait and I hope it will continue in the future. I
specifically recall the April 2000 visit of an NCAFP group when I was
president-elect, and one month after that visit when I gave my inaugural
address, I put forward views on the cross-strait situation that were influenced
by your visit. I also recall the wonderful discussion I had with the NCAFP and
other groups during a transit stop to the United States in May 2001. Finally let
me say that the timing of the latest visit (April 2002) is very important,
especially since it has come after the December 2001 elections in Taiwan in
which the DPP emerged as the largest party in the legislature and it coincides
with the visit to the United States of PRC Vice-President Hu Jintao.”

His Excellency Chen Shui-bian
President, Republic of China

R
“I commend you for the thoughtfulness and sophistication of the analysis that you
generated at the Committee’s Roundtable. Your report makes a valuable and
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timely contribution, particularly given the recent visit of Chinese Vice Premier,
Qian Qichen. The NCAFP continues to be held in high esteem in the
international affairs community. We look forward to your continuing efforts to
illuminate these difficult and important issues.”

The Honorable Colin L. Powell
Former U.S. Secretary of State

R
“On behalf of . . . Secretary [of State Condoleezza] Rice thanks for forwarding
the report on the [January 2005] visit to Beijing and Taiwan by members of
the National Committee on American Foreign Policy. . . . The perspectives
reviewed in your report were very helpful and have been studied carefully by
the Department. I appreciate you sharing your observations and welcome
other reports from the Committee on foreign policy topics of interest.”

Joseph Donovan
Director, Office of Chinese and Mongolian Affairs

U.S. Department of State

R
“It was thoughtful of you to send me an inscribed copy of Breaking the
China-Taiwan Impasse, which you edited. It offers a timely and important
perspective on a complex relationship that is of great interest to the U.S.,
and I read it with much interest.  Thank you for bringing it to my attention.”

The Honorable Henry A. Kissinger
Former U.S. Secretary of State

R
“During four decades of service in and out of government, including as
President of the Council on Foreign Relations, I have shaped, steered, and
taken part in countless conferences, roundtables, and study groups. The
NCAFP Roundtable is one of a handful of the very best.”

The Honorable Winston Lord
Former Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs

Former U.S. Ambassador to China
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COMMENTS ON THE NCAFP TRACK II PROJECT:
Multilateral Dialogue–U.S., North Korea, South Korea, Japan,

China, and Russia

“A special mention should be made of the fact that delegates of the DPRK
Foreign Ministry and the U.S. Department of State met in New York from June
30 to July 1 and exhaustively negotiated the issue of providing the DPRK with a
justification for returning to the six-party talks and reached a consensus of views
on the matter in the main.”

Korean Central News Agency
The State-Run Agency of the DPRK

July 10, 2005

R
“You [Prof. Donald Zagoria] did an outstanding job in arranging for the
conference and facilitating our meetings in New York. You truly played a
decisive role in getting this process back in motion. Our sincere thanks.”

The Honorable Joseph R. DeTrani
Special Envoy for Six-Party Talks

U.S. Department of State
July 11, 2005

R
“On behalf of Ambassador Ri [Gun] and all others of the delegation, I
would extend appreciation to you for your kind invitation of them and
wonderful arrangement of the meeting this time. Ambassador Ri
personally asked me to convey his gratitude to you and your Committee
for your dedication, particularly for your setting up DPRK-US
confidential meetings, which provided decisive breakthrough for the
resumption of the nuclear 6 party talks to us. . . . [T]hank you very much
for your project on Track 1.5 diplomacy, your efforts, with which we
could make big steps for the resolution of the nuclear issue and better
bilateral relations.”

Ambassador Han Song-ryol
DPRK Deputy Permanent Representative to the United Nations

July 8, 2005

R
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“The U.S. Special Envoy for Six-Party Talks Joseph DeTrani and our Korean
Affairs Director Jim Foster are attending the conference in New York. . . . It’s
being hosted by the National Committee on American Foreign Policy with
Professor Zagoria on issues relating to the Korean Peninsula. . . . At these
sorts of conferences, which are organized independently, there is a natural
exchange among all the attendees during the conference presentations and
discussions. And you’re giving each of the participants’ opportunities to
express their views on resolving the nuclear issue.”

Sean McCormack
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Public Affairs 

U.S. Department of State
Daily Press Briefing, July 1, 2005

R
“[T]hank you once again for all of the work you put into organizing a most
interesting conference, and for including me in the session. . . . Given the
current stalemate, I think that the Track 1-1/2 that you organized can play
a useful role in at least creating the synapses between the two sides through
which some ideas lurching toward a solution can be cultivated.”

Daniel B. Poneman
Former Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Export Controls 

National Security Council
Principal, The Scowcroft Group

July 9, 2005

K–––––R––––––k



COMMENTS ON THE NCAFP TRACK II PROJECT:
The Future of the Bilateral Alliances: U.S.-Japan and U.S.-ROK

“I know of no other trilateral exercise of this kind which brings together key
members of the policy community in the three countries, which are linked
closely by way of bilateral alliances between the United States and Japan on
the one hand and the United States and the Republic of Korea on the other.
TCOG, the Trilateral Coordination and Oversight Group of the officials
dealing with the North Korean nuclear issue of the United States, Japan and
the Republic of Korea, has been discontinued due to its unmanageability
and lack of productivity. Since January, 2005, the activities and meetings of
track II trilateral U.S.-Japan-ROK have played a very useful role in
identifying issues, developing policies and strategies, and strengthening
cooperation and ties among the three ‘allies.’ I can think of no other similar
exercise that would be as useful and critical in supporting the policy-related
tasks of the governments of the three countries than the current trilateral
U.S.-Japan-ROK conference project.”

His Excellency Han Sung-Joo
Chairman of the International Policy Studies Institute of Korea 
Former Minister of Foreign Affairs and Ambassador to the U.S.

Republic of Korea

R
“The Japan Institute of International Affairs (JIIA) is engaged in track II
dialogue with the National Committee on American Foreign Policy
(NCAFP) and the International Policy Studies Institute of Korea (IPSIKOR)
on the subject of ‘U.S.-Japan-ROK Relations and East Asia: Towards a
Northeast Asian Security Forum.’The trilateral conference was already held
twice in January 2005, in Tokyo and last October in New York. The
meetings were very productive and contributed to deepening our
understanding of common security challenges in Northeast Asia.”

His Excellency Yukio Satoh 
President of the Japan Institute of International Affairs

Former Permanent Representative of Japan to the United Nations

K–––––R––––––k
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