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Welcoming Messages

We live in an age that calls for greater creative strategic thinking than ever before. With the
vision of President Park Geun-hye’s new administration, “A New Era of Hope,” the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs strives to pursue a diplomacy that seeks to provide happiness to individuals, to
the Korean peninsula, and to the international community as a whole. However, the ‘Asian
paradox’ phenomenon remains prevalent in the region, whereby strong economic interde-
pendence among countries has not been translated into order in regional security and politics.
Furthermore, North Koreas nuclear threat and provocation, along with tensions among re-
gional actors, function as important factors that threaten to destabilize regional peace and se-
curity. As a result, we particularly need to adopt a wise diplomacy that will identify opportuni-

ties among crises.

Diplomacy based on strategic “thinking outside the box” has thus become ever more im-
portant in shaping the future of a nation and has prompted the Ministry to host an interna-
tional conference on “New Strategic Thinking: Planning for Korean Foreign Policy” Along
with the world's leading scholars with great expertise from the United States and China, and
with expert practitioners of strategic planning in foreign policy from the United Kingdom,
Turkey and Japan, the Ministry aims to seek implementation strategies for the new admin-
istration's Trustpolitik doctrine, and discuss the opportunities offered by the 'trust-building
process on the Korean peninsula’. We will also share advanced practices of creative strategic
policy planning of the twenty-first century at the conference.

Our new government, pursuing to become a responsible middle power, envisions to establish
trust in the Korean Peninsula and to contribute to world peace and prosperity. In this regard, I
would like to extend my humble invitation to you to this meaningful conference where we will
share this vision.

Byung-se Yun
Minister of Foreign Affairs
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New Strategic Thinking: Planning for Korean Foreign Policy

The diplomatic environment of the 21st century has introduced new problems in the midst of
globalization, digitalization, and democratization. Globalization, first led by market integra-
tion in the areas of international production, trade, and investment, is expanding to the phys-
ical and social aspects of the environment and human welfare. Sharing responsibilities and
implementing appropriate measures through multilateral cooperation are ever more neces-
sary for countries to respond effectively to common problems of poverty, climate change, ex-
haustion of natural resources, proliferation of mass destruction weapons and terrorism, pan-
demics, natural disasters, and internal warfare. As a rising middle power, South Korea has
begun to participate in the venues dealing with these issues. As such, the expansion of strate-
gic planning capability as a means to strengthen South Korea’s multilateral diplomacy has
become a necessity.

On the other hand, security environment surrounding the Korean Peninsula today is under-
going dynamic changes. Security tension in the Korean Peninsula has escalated by North Ko-
rea’s proclamation that it would abolish Non-Aggression Pact with South Korea after it has
launched long-ranged rockets and conducted its third nuclear test. The Park Geun-Hye ad-
ministration is now facing a tough task of cooperating with new leaders of countries sharing
the similar challenges in East Asian region to solidify the foundation for peace and prosperity
in the Korean Peninsula. In the case of major bilateral relations, South Korea should maintain
vigorous alliance relationship with the United States facing the budget cut problems; develop
stronger political cooperation with new Chinese leaders who will lead the country for next ten
years; and work to restore good relations with the Japanese government and politicians lean-
ing to rightist agenda.

Reflecting on these mid-to-long term diplomatic tasks and challenges, the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and the East Asia Institute are holding an international conference on “New Strategic
Thinking: Planning for Korean Foreign Policy.” I hope that this conference helps for Korea’s
foreign policy to better respond to the increasingly complex diplomatic environment.

Sook-Jong Lee

President of East Asia Institute
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Program of the Conference

09:30-10:00

10:00-10:20

10:30-12:30

12:30-13:40

13:40-15:40

15:40-16:00
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Registration
Opening Remarks
Byung-se Yun, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Korea
Welcoming Speech
Young-Sun Ha, East Asia Institute
Session 1 National Strategic Policy Planning in the Twenty-First
Century
Moderator Sang Hyun Lee, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Korea
Presenters “Strategic Policy Planning: American Experience”
Daniel Drezner, Tufts University
“Strategic Policy Planning: British Experience”
Peter Hill, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, United
Kingdom
“Strategic Policy Planning: Turkish Experience”
Esat Safak Goktiirk, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Turkey
Discussants Kang Choi, Korea National Diplomatic Academy
Qingguo Jia, Peking University
Kenji Kanasugi, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Japan
Luncheon
Session 2 Envisioning Strategies for the New Administration
Moderator Sook-Jong Lee, East Asia Institute
Presenters “In Search of a New Strategy:
South Korea’s Middle Power Diplomacy”
Yul Sohn, Yonsei University
“South Korean Foreign Policy of Park Geun-hye Government”
Chaesung Chun, Seoul National University
Discussants Victor Cha, Georgetown University
Kang Choi, Korea National Diplomatic Academy
Esat Safak Goktiirk, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Turkey
Peter Hill, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, United
Kingdom
Coffee Break



16:00-18:00

Session 3
Moderator
Presenters

Discussants

New Strategic Thinking: Planning for Korean Foreign Policy

Trustpolitik and the Korean Peninsula

Dal-Joong Chang, Seoul National University

“Building Trust with North Korea: American Perspective”
Victor Cha, Georgetown University

“Building Trust with North Korea: Chinese Perspective”
Qingguo Jia, Peking University

“Building Trust with North Korea: Japanese Perspective”
Kenji Kanasugi, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Japan
Daniel Drezner, Tufts University

Yong-Pyo Hong, Office of the President, Korea

Thn-Hwi Park, Ewha Womans University

*Simultaneous interpretation is provided for all sessions.
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Biographies of Participants

Victor Cha

Victor Cha holds the D.S. Song-KF Professorship in Government and International Affairs
and is director of Asian Studies at Georgetown University. Since 2009, he is also Senior Advis-
er and Korea Chair at the Center for Strategic and international Studies (CSIS) in Washington,
D.C. He is an award-winning author, and his latest book, Impossible State: North Korea, Past
and Future was selected by Foreign Affairs as one of 2012's best books on Asia and the Pacific.
His next book looks at the origins of the U.S. alliance system in Asia (Princeton). He previous-
ly served on the National Security Council for President George W. Bush.

Dal-Joong Chang

Dal-joong Chang is a Professor of Political Science at Seoul National University. He is current-
ly Chairman of the Department of Political Science and International Relations. His major
areas of interest are Northeast Asian Politics, Inter-Korean Relations, and Contemporary Ko-
rean Politics. Throughout his career, Professor Chang has been engaged in various advisory
activities for national unification, security, and foreign policy. He is now writing political col-
umns for the JoongAng Daily. He was a Fulbright scholar and a two-time Japan Foundation
Fellow. Before joining Seoul National University, he taught at Korea Military Academy and
Sogang Jesuit University. He earned his Ph.D in Political Science at the University of Califor-
nia at Berkeley after having completed his B.A. and M.A. degrees at Seoul National University.

Kang Choi

Choi Kang, Dean of Planning and Assessment in Korea Naional Diplomatic Academy(KNDA),
is recognized as one of the top experts in the field of foreign affairs and national security in
Korea. After having received his Master's degree in Political Science at the University of Wis-
consin-Madison and a Ph.D. in Political Science at Ohio State University in the U.S., he
worked as a researcher and a specialist on Korean foreign policy at Korea Institute of Defense
Analysis(KIDA) as well as at the Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security. With his
academic background, he is currently contributing hugely to strategic planning for the Korean
government, broadening the horizons of Korean foreign policy.

Chaesung Chun

Chaesung Chun is a Professor at the Department of International Relations in Seoul National
University, majoring in international relations theory and security relations in East Asia. He is
also a director of Asian Security Initiative of East Asian Institute. He is a member of Advisory
Committee for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, and the Ministry of Reunification.
He was a visiting professor at Keio University in Tokyo from 2010-2011. He received his MA
degree from the Seoul National University , and Ph.D degree from Northwestern University in
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the field of International Relations Theory. Major books and articles include East Asian Inter-
national Relations, Is Politics Moral: Reinhold Niebuhr’s Transcendental Realism, “A Study on

» <«

the Formation of European Modern States System,” “Critique of constructivism from the per-

spective of postmodernism and realism,” “The Rise of New Powers and the Responding Strat-
egies of Other Countries,”

Daniel Drezner

Daniel W. Drezner is professor of international politics at the Fletcher School of Law and Di-
plomacy at Tufts University, a nonresident senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, and a
contributing editor at Foreign Policy. Prior to Fletcher, he taught at the University of Chicago
and the University of Colorado at Boulder. Drezner has received fellowships from the German
Marshall Fund of the United States, the Council on Foreign Relations, and Harvard University.
He has previously held positions with Civic Education Project, the RAND Corporation, and
the Treasury Department.

Esat Safak Goktiirk

His Excellency Ambassador Safak Goktiirk, Director General for Policy Planning in the Turk-
ish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, has had a long and illustrious career in the Turkish Foreign
Service. He formerly worked as Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Repub-
lic of Turkey to the Republic of Singapore (2009-2011) and to the Arab Republic of Egypt
(2005-2009). He also served as Deputy Director General for the Middle East. His previous ap-
pointments abroad also include Deputy Permanent Representative in the Permanent Mission
of Turkey to the United Nations, Consul General of Turkey in Frankfurt and various diplo-

matic assignments in Iran, Greece and Nigeria.

Young-Sun Ha

Young-Sun Ha is Chairman of Board of Trustees, East Asia Institute. Chairman Ha is also
Emeritus Professor of Department of Political Science and International Relations at Seoul
National University; co-chairman of Korea-Japan Joint Research Project for New Era; and
member of foreign affairs and security advisory group to the President of Korea. He served as
Director of Center for International Studies, Seoul National University, Director of American
Studies Institute, Seoul National University, President of Korea Peace Studies Association, and
research fellow at Center for International Studies in Princeton University and Center for In-
ternational Peace in Stockholm. Ha received both his B.A. and M.A. from Seoul National Uni-
versity, and received his Ph.D. in international politics from University of Washington. He re-
cently published new books entitled Editorials by Ha Young-Sun (2012) and Young Pioneers in
Korean History (2011). He also edited many books including Toward 2020: Ten Agendas for
South Korea’s Foreign Policy (2013), The History of Social Science Concepts in Modern Korea 11
(2012), Complex World Politics: Strategies, Principles, and a New Order (2012), A New Era of
Korea-Japan Relations and International Politics of East Asia (2012), A New Era of Korea-Japan
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Relations and Economic Cooperation (2012), A New Era of Korea-Japan Relations and Complex
Network for Symbiosis (2012), Transformation of World Politics (2012).

Peter Hill

Peter Hill joined the FCO in 1998 after a brief period working as an academic at Oxford Uni-
versity. efore taking on his current role he worked in the Home Office on counter-terrorism; at
the independent Inquiry into the Iraq conflict; and in the European Commission, where he
worked in the cabinet of two European Trade Commissioners, Peter Mandelson and Baroness
Ashton. He has also worked on a range of security and multilateral issues in the Foreign Office

and overseas.

Yong-Pyo Hong

Yong-Pyo Hong, Secretary to the President for Unification, studied political science and interna-
tional studies at Yonsei University, and received a Ph.D. on international relations from Oxford
University. Before having been appointed as Secretary for Unification at the Office of the Senior
Secretary to the President for Foreign Affairs and National Security, Secretary Hong taught po-
litical science and international relations at Hanyang University. He was also actively involved in
academia on areas of security and unification, and served various positions in the National Uni-
fication Advisory Council, Korea Institute for National Unification, the Korean Political Science
Association, and the Korean Association of International Studies. After working as member of
the foreign affairs and unification subcommittee of Saenuri Party, Secretary Hong was appoint-
ed as working member at the 18th Presidential Transition Committee, where he contributed to
shaping the new administration's diplomatic vision and strategies.

Qingguo Jia

Qingguo Jia is Professor and Associate Dean of the School of International Studies of Peking
University. He received his Ph.D. from Cornell University in 1988. He has taught in University
of Vermont, Cornell University, University of California at San Diego, University of Sydney in
Australia as well as Peking University. He was a research fellow at the Brookings Institution
between 1985 and 1986, a visiting professor at the University of Vienna in 1997 and a CNAPS
fellow at the Brookings Institution between 2001 and 2002. He is a member of Standing
Committee and the Foreign Affairs Committee of the National Committee of the Chinese
People’s Political Consultative Conference and a member of the Standing Committee of the
Central Committee of the China Democratic League. He is also the Vice President of the Chi-
nese American Studies Association and board member of the China National Taiwan Studies
Association. He is serving on the editorial board of several established domestic and interna-
tional academic journals. He has published extensively on U.S.-China relations, relations be-
tween the Chinese mainland and Taiwan, Chinese foreign policy and Chinese politics.
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Kenji Kanasugi

Kenji Kanasugi is currently serving as Deputy Director-General for Asian and Oceanian Af-
fairs Bureau in the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Having entered the Ministry in 1983,
Mr. Kanasugi previously served as executive assistant to Prime Minister Yoshihiko Noda in
2011. He also served as Senior Assistant for Policy Coordination, Director for Management
and Coordination Division and Personnel Division. Prior to this, he worked at the Embassy of
Japan in the U.S. as Counselor for Economic Affairs in 2005.

Sang Hyun Lee

Director-General for Policy Planning Sang Hyun Lee of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is an
academic and an expert in the fields of Korea-US relations and national security strategy. A
graduate of Seoul National University (International Relations) and University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign (Political Science, Ph.D.), Director-General Lee worked as a researcher at
Korean Institute for International Studies(KISS) and Korea Institute for Defense Anal-
yses(KIDA). He also served as a research fellow and director of security studies program at
Sejong Institute. In May 2011 he began serving as Director-General for Policy Planning, and
has since contributed to planning a balanced foreign policy strategy by providing independent
analyses and alternatives on various issues directly to the Minister of Foreign Affairs.

Sook-Jong Lee

Sook-Jong Lee is a professor of public administration at Sungkyunkwan University, Seoul, Ko-
rea. Professor Lee is currently the President of East Asia Institute, an independent, non-profit
think-tank based in Seoul. Her research interests are the civil society and democracy of Korea
and Japan, and the two countries’ political economy and policy opinions. Her previous posi-
tions include Research Fellow at the Sejong Institute, Visiting Fellow at the Brookings Institu-
tion, and Professorial Lecturer at the SAIS of Johns Hopkins University. She has been partici-
pating in the Korea-Japan Forum, speaking at various American universities as well as think-
tanks. She also published numerous articles, and edited several books. Her recent publications
include “The Demise of ‘Korea Inc.: Paradigm Shift in Korea 's Developmental State ;” “The
Assertive Nationalism of South Korean Youth: Cultural Dynamism and Political Activism,’
and “Japan’s Changing Security norms and Perceptions Since the 1990s.” Professor Lee re-
ceived her Ph.D. in Sociology from Harvard University.

Thn-Hwi Park

Ihn-hwi Park is an Associate Professor of the Division of International Studies at Ewha
Womans University. Prof. Park’s area of expertise lies in international security, U.S. foreign
policy and Northeast Asian regionalism. He was a Research Professor of Asiatic Research
Center at Korea University (2001-02), and has been a Non-resident Research Fellow for Ko-
rea-US Exchange Council (2001-04). He has also being served as a member of the Internal
Performance Evaluation Committee of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade since 2006
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and a member of the Advisory Committee of Ministry of Unification since 2009. Dr. Park has
written articles on international relations and East Asia in journals including Korea Journal of
Defense Analysis, Korea Political Science Review, the Korean Journal of International Rela-
tions, National Strategy, Strategic Studies, Korea and World Politics, and etc. Prof. Park re-
ceives his Ph. D. from Northwestern University in 1999.

Yul Sohn

Yul Sohn is Dean and Professor of the Graduate School of International Studies at Yonsei Uni-
versity, Seoul, Korea. Before joining the faculty at Yonsei, Sohn taught at Chung-Ang Univer-
sity, Seoul, Korea, and was a visiting scholar at institutions in the University of Tokyo, Waseda
University and the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Currently, Sohn serves a
number of government advisory committees including the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Trade, Korea National Diplomatic Academy, and Northeast Asian History Foundation. He al-
so has served President of the Korean Studies of Contemporary Japan. Sohn has written exten-
sively on Japanese and East Asian political economy, East Asian regionalism, and global gov-
ernance. His most recent publications include “Attracting the Neighbors: Soft Power Competi-

» <«

tion in East Asia,” “Securitizing Trade: The Case of US-Korea FTA,” and “Japan’s New Region-
alism: China threat, Universal Values, and the East Asian Community.” Sohn received his Ph.

D. in Political Science from the University of Chicago, Illinois, USA.

Byung-se Yun

Minister of Foreign Affairs Yun Byung-se, who studied law at Seoul National University, en-
tered the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Korea in 1977. Under President Roh Moo-hyun, he
served as Senior Coordinator at the National Security Council, Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs, and Senior Presidential Secretary for Foreign, Security and Unification Policy. Recent-
ly, just before the inauguration of President Park Geun-hye, Minister Yun worked as a mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Foreign Affairs, National Defense and Unification in the 18th
Presidential Transition Committee, playing a crucial role in constructing the new administra-
tion's foreign policy strategy such as the 'trust-building process on the Korean Peninsula.' As
head of Korean foreign policy, Minister Yun endeavors to best serve Korea's diplomatic inter-
ests, based on his diverse experience of having worked in Asian and Pacific Affairs Bureau,
serving in Geneva, and in the United States.

* The list is in alphabetical order.
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“Strategic Policy Planning: American Experience”
Daniel Drezner, Tufts University
Introduction

. The following is based on:
What I learned writing and editing Avoiding Trivia
Some follow-on research on the Obama administration’s foreign policy
Consultation with current and former policymakers

. Three basic points:
The overall narrative about U.S. policy planning is badly skewed by nostalgia
There are a few simple rules for when policy planning plays an important role in devising
strategy
It is impossible to separate planning from operations, budgets

II. The Errors of Nostalgia

. General tendency to bemoan post-Cold War U.S. foreign policy compared with the “con-
tainment” strategy of the Cold War era.
The cult of Kennan in particular — he came up with a very big idea at a crucial moment
in history that was both influential and correct
The contrast between Kennan and the thinking behind the 2003 invasion of Iraq seems
quite stark.

. It's worth remembering that Kennan himself was rather dubious about what he achieved

In his diary in November 1949, he wrote: “it is time I recognized that my Policy Plan-
ning Staff, started nearly three years ago, has simply been a failure, like all previous at-
tempts to bring order and foresight into the designing of foreign policy by special institu-

tional arrangements.”

. Kennan was also wrong about some very big elements of the Cold War world

NATO
Korean War

Little understanding of domestic politics and society

. My point isn't to disparage Kennan — merely to point out that the passage of time can

skew historical comparisons
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II1. Rules of Thumb for Good Policy Planning:
In the United States, there has been wide variation in the influence of foreign policy plan-
ners. A few trends emerge:

1. A president invested in foreign affairs
* Truman, Eisenhower, George H.W. Bush all cared deeply about foreign affairs, were per-
sonally invested

LBJ and Clinton, not so much.

[\

. Close working relationship between policy planners and policy principals

In late 1940s, Kennan, Marshall and Truman
In late 1980s, Ross, Baker and Bush
Post-9/11 was the low point — Haass and Powell estranged from George W. Bush

3. Trust of the president

Obama, Anne-Marie Slaughter, and Denis McDonough

4. Luck — or, rather, circumstances

* Napolean’s adage about lucky generals

* Jimmy Carter inherited a horrible hand

*  George H.W. Bush inherited a winning hand
Barack Obama inherited a decidedly mixed hand

IV. How Budgets and Operations Skew Planning

1. DoD commands the lion’s share of the foreign policy budget, statfing, and prestige

The budget numbers are obvious

Number of soldiers in military marching bands > Foreign Service Officers

Gallup polling on trust in government — the military towers above all else

\S]

. The thing is, organizations that command greater staff, resources and prestige are more
likely to get their way in policy implementation

* In theory, this doesn't have to happen. That’s why there’s policy planning.

* In practice, planning as an emergent process — those with operational control reverse-
engineer the planning

* This creates a vicious feedback loop

v Competent agencies given more operational control

v' Officials from these agencies take policy principal positions at other agencies (State,
NSC, CIA, DNI)
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3. The bureaucratic responses to this are not good
*  “Face time” has its own problems
* The “securitization” of everything — even political science funding at NSF!!

V. Conclusion

1. Beware the nostalgia of the past — planning wasn’t any better in those days, it was just
that they had more time to process new information

2. There are some rules of thumb for ensuring good policy planning

3. Itis incorrect to think that foreign policy planning can be divorced from the organizational
distribution of resources.
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“Strategic Policy Planning: British Experience”
Peter Hill, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, United Kingdom

Economic - and to some extent political — power is shifting east and south with a growing
number of influential regional and global actors. Public expectations of Government
are also changing. As a result, the UK - and many other Europeans - are reassessing our
international priorities and how we do foreign policy. The UK is shifting diplomatic re-
source towards the major new markets and political actors, particularly in Asia, including
by opening new missions in major growing economies. Given sluggish growth in our tra-
ditional markets, we are working hard to re-balance our trade and investment towards
new markets where we have not done well enough in the past. Alongside this, we are in-
vesting more in our relationships with growing regional powers, particularly in Asia.

This changing international context presents challenges for the UK and other Europeans,
including in how we seek to maintain a liberal, rules-based international order — which
we believe serves not only our interests, but the interests of others. The ideas and values
which Europeans have promoted for generations have spread around the world following
the demise of the Soviet Union, but many of the major growing powers do not necessarily
share our views on aspects of the international order including the relationship between
the state and the individual and the role of the state in the economy. Adapting the major
global institutions to these changes while maintaining their effectiveness present chal-
lenges to established and new powers.

As Europeans build new relations so they will continue to invest in existing alliances. Eu-
rope and the United States and other enduring partnerships eg with Australia, will remain
central to British foreign policy. While the interests and priorities of individual European
nations will differ in some details, they will continue to see these relationships as critical
to promoting their interests and values.

Changes in the international order, changing expectations of Government and information
technology are also changing how Governments promote their values and interests overseas.
A deep understanding of local culture and language and good relations with the key politi-
cal and economic figures will always be important. But modern diplomacy increasingly
requires engagement with a broader range of opinion beyond traditional elites, whether
through social media or cultural diplomacy/soft power. It also requires policy-making at
home to be increasingly open to external input and transparent to public opinion.

Strategic policy planning in the UK is evolving as a result of these changes. Shaping the di-
rection and orientation of British foreign policy; and providing challenge to policy remain
core business for policy planning. But building policy capability - ie the ability to make
good policy - across the Foreign Ministry and joining up policy and corpo-
rate/organisational issues is an area of growing importance for UK strategic policy planning.
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“Strategic Policy Planning: Turkish Experience”

Esat Safak Goktiirk, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Turkey

The context in which national strategic policy planning is made has changed radically
over the past quarter of a century. Over this period, events have become less predictable
and gauging them more complicated. The dispersal of global power in all its sorts and the
intensifying web of interaction among myriad power centres is now a defining character-
istic of our times.

Turkey, as an emerging power which has reinforced its interregional centrality during this
process, is currently expanding its regional footprint and taking a growing interest in
global interaction and collaboration.

Thinking, methodology and tools that one needs to employ under the current circum-
stances have also changed substantially, and this transformation impacts directly on the
cognitive work and practice of the policy planning units.

To start with, coordination of ministerial and inter-agency activities has become more in-
tense and continuous. Joint studies and initiatives with non-governmental bodies and the
academia are becoming commonplace. External partners have diversified, and variable
platforms of cooperation are acquiring greater significance.

All these trends draw strategic analysts and planners from around the world closer, as
their mission becomes a more central ingredient of national and broader decision making.
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“In Search of a New Strategy: South Korea’s Middle Power Diplomacy”

Yul Sohn, Yonsei University

D.—i

Why Middle Power Diplomacy?

—

. Middle power approach requires reevaluation of, and departure from, South Korea’s tradi-
tional foreign policy that relies heavily on the ROK-US alliance and indulges in the penin-
sula question.

* Middle power approach is grounded in the foreign policy traditions of states that play an

activist and leadership role on the international and multilateral stage.

* Definitions: (a) realist “considerable” powers; (b) normative/identity-driven approaches

(i.e., good international citizenship); (c) behavioral approaches (i.e., role characteristics,

mode of behavior)

[\

. Grappling with this idea has been provoked by the rebalancing challenges South Korea’s

foreign policy was facing. Three sources include:

1) “Power” and “prestige”

* There is an increasing demand that South Korea should play an active international role
commensurate with its increased material capability (i.e., the so-called “contribution di-
plomacy”)

2) Changes in the regional strategic environment

* Power shift (decline of American hegemony, rise of China, retreat of Japan) creates a fluid
international space in which more than a few states become dominant players as global or
regional actors.

v Mid-sized powers like Korea may find a room (or niche) to play a meaningful role.
* The very shift creates rivalry and tensions in East Asia: China is increasingly assertive
while the United States is responding by complex strategies of engagement and balancing.
v" Sino-American contest for leadership in designing a regional architecture.
v" Clinton vs. Yang/Hu/Xi
V" The fate of the Korean peninsula, located in the fault line, is steadily falling again into the
realm of great power politics. South Korea might be mired into an “either-or” situation.
This presses Korea to an imperative that it should work to assuage rivalry between great
powers and transform great power politics (or politics driven by offensive realism).

3) Changes in global environment: global governance failure

* The fate of South Korea as a trading state is increasingly determined by the effectiveness

of global governance mechanisms. In 2008, the failure of global financial governance di-

rectly pushed the Korean economy to the verge of bankruptcy.

v" Need to better cope with new global issues and non-state actors.

v" Need to actively participate in reconstructing global governance.
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II. New Space for Middle Power Leadership

* Changes in the nature of the international system — actors are increasingly interdependent
and networked.

v" Given a deepened interdependence that would cause greater sensitivity and vulnera-
bility to US and China, “a new type of great power relationship” emerged.

v Network structures created by interdependent relationships constrain or enable ac-
tors.

V' State power is no longer derived solely from individual attributes (i.e., material capa-
bilities) but from its position in the network. This gives middle power states a wide
range of opportunity to exercise its power more than given material constraints.

*  While network power may grant middle powers possibilities of increasing influence more
than distributed national capabilities, the world is not uniformly networked. Units in
some issue areas are more networked than those in others.

* Koreas middle power role is to play a bridge or brokerage; to convene and foster like-
minded group; and help to design regional and global architectures.

II1. Middle Power Approaches

1. “Alliance Plus”
* Advance complex alliance relationship with the United States and simultaneously, expand
and deepen a strategic cooperative partnership framework with China.

2. New power game: network-oriented approach:

* As Koreas new strategic vision in East Asia, establish “symbiotic complex networks” that
maintain “systemic flexibility” to buffer the impact of great power politics and minimize
strategic distrust between Washington and Beijing in the coming decade.

v" Establish networks with diverse actors in various issue areas.
v" Use networked governance to overcome BOP politics.
v' Exercise soft power, knowledge power to bridge.

3. Designing a regional trade architecture
* South Korea is connected with virtually all FTA talks: CK FTA, CJK FTA, RCEP and very
likely the TPP; far from encountering an “either-or” situation to take side.
* A South Korean strategy as a middle power can be fourfold.
V" First, by concluding CK FTA, South Korea will be able to stay connected with the two
superpowers and thereby balance Chinese and American interests.
v" Second, Seoul can play a broker role in CJK FTA negotiations.
v" Third, situated between US and China, South Korea can bridge communications in
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improving the compatibility and harmonization between the US-led TPP network
and the China-led RCEP network.

v" Fourth, South Korea can take the initiative to forging a like-minded group or a mid-
dle-power network that includes Japan, Australia, Indonesia and the like in order to
create pressures for multilateral cooperation from superpowers.

. Actively participating in global governance

South Korea needs to help expand the financial safety net and assume the role of an “hon-
est broker” by linking regional multilateralism with global multilateralism.

With respect to development cooperation, South Korea should assume the role as a bridge
among great powers. Enhancing multilateral cooperation in East Asia, bridging donor
and recipient states and reforming domestic institutions can help South Korea successful-
ly implement Official Development Assistance (ODA) diplomacy based on the “selection
and concentration” strategy.

. Better use of public diplomacy

In order to enhance diplomatic leverage in the age of complex interdependence, public
diplomacy is an essential tool for a middle power. South Korea needs to exercise a public
diplomacy that tailors to the target audience by developing a two-way communication
channel with diversified actors. Use Korea’s soft power resources including economic de-
velopment experience, the Korean wave and knowledge base to serve global public goods
and Korea’s diplomatic leverage.
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“South Korean Foreign Policy of Park Geun-hye Government”

Chaesung Chun, Seoul National University

I. Searching for More Integrated and Long-Term Strategic Concepts

Nordpolitik (Roh Tae Woo gov’t) — Globalization (Kim Young Sam gov’t) — Sunshine
policy/Asia-Pacific core state (Kim Dae Jung gov't) — policy of peace and prosperi-
ty/strategic balancer between China and Japan (Roh Moo Hyun gov’t) — Global Korea
(Lee Myung Bak gov’t) —Trustpolitik and trust diplomacy (Park Geun-hye gov’t)

Korean . L
) East Asia Global priority
Peninsula
Searching for normal
Roh Tae Priority with Peninsula
) relations with the Not yet
Woo active engagement _ focused
USSR, China
Kim Young Boosting globali- Global fo-
confrontation Alliance first
Sam zation cused
Kim Dae Weakening alliance, Peninsula
Sunshine policy weak
Jung toward balance focused
Focus on
Roh Moo Continuation of ) _ Peninsula
) ) Strategic balancer Northeast Asia;
Hyun sunshine policy focused
weak
Lee Myung Global fo-
confrontation Strong alliance Global Korea
Bak cused
Park Geun- » Northeast Asia peace | Responsible mid-
Trustpolitik
hye process dle power

II. Sources of Difficulties in Designing Strategic Concepts

* The task to harmonize different levels of strategy; Korean Peninsula-Northeast Asia-East
Asia-Global politics; different emphasis of each administration

* Lack of coherent ideas for different levels and across administrations

* Continuing and aggravating North Korean problem which absorbs tremendous national

resources
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* Changes in East Asian balance of power and competition for regional architecture
* Rise of new power elements; soft power, network power, and institutional power

* Rising discourses of new type of “middle power diplomacy” in East Asia

* Ideological division in domestic politics

I11. Pillars of Park Geun-hye Government’s Foreign Policy So Far

* trustpolitik, which coincides with the transformation taking place in international com-
munity as policy focus shifts from states to individuals, with emphasis on human security.
* Aims:
v' to pursue a sustainable peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula, The Need for
Trust-Building Process on the Korean Peninsula
v" to build peace and cooperation in Northeast Asia
V" to contribute to common prosperity and happiness of the global village?

IV. Tasks Ahead

—

. North Korea

* how to build trust with untrustworthy North,

* how to induce the North from “two-track simultaneous strategy” (Byungjin) to coexist-
ence (Gongjin),

* whether South Korea take the lead for the next stage of negotiation reflecting each coun-

try’s exit strategies

[\

. ROK-US alliance
* the compatibility between alliance partnership and “middle power” diplomacy,

South Korea’s more enhanced role as an alliance partner (123 agreement and nonprolifer-
ation, burden sharing, alliance going global, engaging with China, etc.)

W

. Regional strategy

*  whether Northeast Asian peace building process can survive in the market of institutional
balancing,

*  whether South Korea can survive “Asian paradox,’

* the possibility of performing “middle power diplomacy” with architectural impacts be-

tween the United States and China,

% Yun Byung-se, Minister of Foreign Affairs. 2013. “Trustpolitik and Expanding the Horizon of Korea’s Foreign
Policy.” 2013 World Journalists Conference, Seoul. April 15.
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how to develop more concrete and feasible agendas for “symbiotic complex network’,
how to increase regional “systematic flexibility” to absorb the impact of power shift and to
make the transition smooth

. Global strategy
how to define South Korea’s global roles with appropriate types of norms and realistic lev-
els of policy resources
how to find sustainable grounds and infrastructure for global strategy,
how to harmonize policy purposes of different levels
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SHIE AMB|TZAMAC] 7|3 L 2|30l

Session 3

Trustpolitik and the Korean Peninsula
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“Building Trust with North Korea: American Perspective”

Victor Cha, Georgetown University

US-DPRK relations are a critical case test of any model for trust-building because it is the

quintessential distrustful relationship in the international system. There are few that rival it.

* The quintessential adversarial relationship: the United States and DPRK

v

AN NI NN

War

Domestic rhetoric and national identity (to an extent)
Positioning of military forces in close proximity

Very little communication

Non-recognition

* Past efforts at diplomacy and negotiation

v

DN NI NI NN

25 years: Reagan Bush 41, Clinton, Bush 43 and Obama
Two major agreements: 1994 and 2005

Security assurances given (33)

Economic and humanitarian assistance

Energy assistance
All have failed.....

*  What are the obstacles to building trust?

v
v

LSRN RN

Cognitive biases are rigid and difficult to change

Motivated biases are also prevalent — decisions that create the search for confirming
evidence of the decision

No mirror-imaging taking place

Insecurity spirals are rampant

Each sees the other as a predator state

What one views as critical to security and survival, the other sees as the key quid pro quo

*  How does one build trust in such a difficult environment?

v

v

Strategies: Tit for tat
* Leon Sigal believes this is an effective strategy
* 1994 Agreed Framework

Strategies: GRIT - graduated reduction in tension
* Chung-in Moon believes this is effective
* Kim Dae-jung’s Sunshine policy
* Roh Moo-hyun’s Peace and Prosperity policy
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v" Signaling
* Credible signaling becomes very important
* Very difficult when levels of distrust are so high
* Signals must be costly and genuine, not duplicitous
* Big problem is the fundamental attribution error
- Seeing genuine signaling as situational and not a sign of dispositional
change
v" Charles Kupchan (Mar/Apr 2010)
* Not commercial interdependence....this is only ancillary
= Strategic accommodation and diplomacy are key
* Otbher factors.....

* Burma case study
v" Though not comparable to the North Korean case, it is an interesting one to follow
v" Clear capacity for the military junta to signal change through the treatment of oppo-
sition politician
v" Does such a signal exist in the North Korean case?
» Isitareturn to denuclearization agreements? I don’t think so.
» There is no equivalent to ASSK in North Korea
* However, gulags might be an important signal metric
v" In the end, the problem is not just signaling but the nature of the regime

* From a DPRK perspective, trust can only be built if the US/ROK help North Korea
achieve what they want? So, what do they want?
v" Nuclear deal as opposed to denuclearization
v' Regime assurances as opposed to regime security

e The Dilemma: there are not things that any U.S. government could give to North Korea

* The purpose of diplomacy and dialogue:
v" Trust-building versus crisis management?
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“Building Trust with North Korea: Chinese Perspective”
Qingguo Jia, Peking University

Given North Korea’s capricious behavior, one feels odd to talk about building trust with
North Korea. On second thought, however, it may be a useful exercise if one attempts to
develop an appropriate policy toward North Korea.

Before one talks about building trust with North Korea, one needs to clarify what trust means.
According to common understanding, trust means reliance on another person or entity.
Building trust with someone therefore means develop mutual reliance with that person.

Since reliance suggests some kinds of dependable expectation, further analysis leads one
to identify four broad categories of trust: positive trust, negative trust, maximum trust
and minimum trust. Positive trust means trust built on expectation of positive behavior of
the other side such as support. Negative trust means trust built upon expectation of nega-
tive behavior of the other side such as retaliation. Maximum trust means the maximum
amount of trust states can obtain in international relations. Minimum trust means the

minimum amount of trust states can obtain in international relations.

On this basis, one can develop four types of scenarios of trust building possibilities ac-
cording to the following table:
Positive Negative

Maximum

Minimum

The first type is maximum positive trust. In this case, one finds ROK-US relations. It rep-
resents maximum amount of trust built on expectation of positive behavior of the other
side. The second type is minimum positive trust. It represents minimum amount of trust
built on expectation of positive behavior of the other side. In this case, one finds ROK-
Japan relations. The third type is maximum negative trust. It is built upon maximum
amount of trust built upon negative behavior of the other side. In this case, one finds
ROK-DPRK relations during Kim Il Sung period. The fourth type is minimum negative
trust. It is built upon the minimum amount of trust built upon expectation of negative
behavior. In this case, one finds, ROK-DPRK relations during the Kim Jong Il period.
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Positive Negative
Maximum US-ROK ROK vs. DPRK (dur-
ing Kim Il Sung)

ROK-DPRK  (since

. -ROK
Minimum Japan Kim Il Sung died)?

Given these possibilities, what kind of trust can South Korea build with North Korea? It
appears it can only start with building minimum negative trust with North Korea. That
means that it needs to be able and ready to retaliate when if the North Korea undertakes
provocation and effectively communicate its determination and will to North Korea. This
requires South Korea to (1) build up its arms; (2) be prepared to fight; (3) make it clear to
North Korea that it will take retaliatory measures in response to its provocations; and (4)
secure international support or at least neutrality in case of conflict from all the con-
cerned powers, especially the United States and China. Over time, it is hoped that South
Korea will be able to obtain maximum negative trust with North Korea.

While building up negative trust with North Korea, South Korea should also take neces-
sary steps to build up minimum positive trust with North Korea. Negative trust, even
maximum, does not assure security, especially unification, as Koreans aspire. Therefore,
while it tries to build negative trust, it should also engage in efforts to build positive trust.
That means that it should be ready to help North Korea if the latter agrees to abandon its
nuclear weapons program and adopt a policy of conciliation. This requires (1) passing
legislations to promote relations with North Korea to be effective when the latter decides
to give up its nuclear program and adopts a conciliatory policy; (2) setting aside sufficient
resources to be used to help North Korea (setting up a goodwill fund?) under the circum-
stances; (3) effectively communicating its determination to do so to the other side; and (4)
secure international endorsement and help such as international security guarantee for
and economic assistance to North Korea under the circumstances.

In a way, it is a carrot and stick approach. However, it is more than a normal carrot and
stick approach in that it defines the carrots and sticks with greater clarity, lowers the bar
for rewards and punishments, and is more attainable.

The most difficult parts are how to define provocation and conciliation and their levels.
Once this problem is appropriately addressed, it is relatively easy to execute the reactions.
That is what the South Korean Government has dwell upon.
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