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Introduction &
Acknowledgments

One of the more successful innovations of the last six years in the

area of U.S.-Japan and U.S.-South Korea alliance management has

been the establishment and use of the Trilateral Coordination and

Oversight Group (TCOG) for developing common policies toward

the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, or North Korea).
This series of regular meetings of high-level diplomats from the

United States, Japan, and the Republic of Korea (ROK, or South Ko-
rea) has allowed the three governments to discuss together a range

of options for dealing more effectively with North Korea, and it has

provided a hitherto absent forum for coordinating policies on a

regular basis. The benefits have included a better understanding

among the three of each other’s policy objectives and methods for
achieving them, a lessening of concern if ends or means do not ex-
actly correspond, a coordination of policies toward the North, and a

more unified voice in dealing with the ruling regime in Pyongyang.
As a result, the coordinating group became the first regular, suc-
cessful trilateral process that provides some degree of substance

to stand in for the missing “third leg” (the Japan-ROK connection)

in the alliance structures among these three vital nations in the

Asia Pacific region.

Since its formal introduction in 1999, however, the TCOG has
changed a great deal, both in terms of how it functions and in terms
of its role within a broader negotiating framework. Some have ar-
gued that the TCOG process has weakened over time and that it has
been strained under the weight of conflicting views and interests

14
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regarding appropriate North Korea policy. Others have countered

that although the TCOG now meets less formally and less frequent-
ly, this has more to do with the underlying strength of trilateral

relations, and the group simply requires fewer of the ceremonial

trappings of trilateral diplomacy. The degree to which their policies

and priorities differ will naturally change over time, the argument

goes, but there exist certain core interests that all three parties

recognize and understand, rooted in shared democratic and cap-
italist principles.

It would be hard to dispute that the countries’ respective po-
sitions vis-a-vis North Korea have shifted quite dramatically over
time, to the point where South Korea is practically playing the
role of mediator between North Korea on one side, and the United
States and Japan on the other. But, as this book demonstrates, each
nation’s policies toward North Korea have oscillated at one point
or another over this short period of six years, and each has pressed
for policy approaches that were at odds with those of the other two.
As it seems unlikely that complete resolution of the North Korean
nuclear crisis will be reached during the present administration
of any of the three countries, it would be premature to relegate the
TCOG to the diplomatic waste bin.

The TCOG was aunique trilateral experiment, born out of need,
but one that has potential utility in the future, not only with re-
gard to North Korea policy, but also with respect to other aspects
of America’s relationships with its two key Asian allies. This book
offers an assessment of the TCOG process and explores the oppor-
tunities for applying some of its attributes to issues beyond those
of immediate North Korea policy. The first chapter describes the
history of the TCOG, including its strengths and weaknesses, not
only from the American vantage point, but also from the Japanese
and South Korean perspectives. This discussion is the first attempt
in the policy community to provide a narrative focused solely on
the TCOG’s evolution from the perspectives of all three countries.
A thorough understanding of this evolution is essential in order to
evaluate constructively the best ways to enhance trilateral policy
coordination and cooperation, either as a potential model or a les-
son from which to learn. The TCOG has proven itself to successive
administrations in each of the three countries that it is valuable
and worth maintaining (which is no small feat), but over the years

Vi



Introduction and Acknowledgments

it has changed in a variety of ways, some promising and others
discouraging.

The TCOG was originally established for a specific purpose: to
consult on the development, and later to coordinate the imple-
mentation, of the so-called Perry Process, a 1999 official review of
U.S. policy toward North Korea led by former U.S. Defense Secre-
tary William J. Perry. The TCOG was led at the start by very senior
representatives of the three countries, but over time it came to be
managed at a more junior level. This was not necessarily an un-
welcome development, but it has had important implications for
the relative strength of the TCOG’s policy formulation function
(largely a bottom-up process) versus its implementation function
(oversight from the top down), and it has placed greater demands
on the process of interagency coordination, in particular in the
United States and South Korea.

The TCOG has seen periods of intense activity, sometimes meet-
ing every other month, while in 2005 there have been relatively few
trilateral gatherings, and the group failed to convene (as it often
had) before the latest resumption of multilateral talks with North
Korea in September. Starting in 2003, the group began meeting
less formally. It dropped its habit of issuing statements to the press,
and it later stopped labeling the trilateral consultations as official
TCOG meetings.' The participants have come to know each other
quite well, but their ability to influence the decision-making pro-
cesses in their countries is often not as strong as it was before.

In addition, the group is now operating within a broader, multi-
lateral context, and it has taken on a new role as a sort of informal
caucus among allies within the so-called six-party talks on North
Korea’s nuclear weapons programs.> How effective is today’s TCOG

1 Even though the three countries no longer refer to this North Korea tri-
lateral policy coordination process as the “TCOG,” this report, for the
sake of simplicity, will use the term “TCOG” to include both the formal
TCOG meetings (held before June 2003) and the regular, informal trilat-
eral meetings that followed.

2 The six-party talks consist of China, Japan, North Korea, Russia, South
Korea, and the United States. For a discussion of the six-party talks and
how they can be strengthened, see James L. Schoff, Charles M. Perry,
and Jacquelyn K. Davis, Building Six-Party Capacity for a WMD-Free Ko-
rea (Herndon, Virginia: Brassey’s, 2004), and related project materials
at http://www.ifpa.org.
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compared to before? Can it be made more effective? What does the

TCOG teach us about how bureaucratic change affects continuity
in foreign-policy making, especially in a complicated triangular
arrangement? Is the TCOG in danger of being overtaxed, or might

it, in fact, be underutilized at this moment? Do the three govern-
ments view the TCOG similarly, or are there gaps in perceptions

and expectations?

Far from being an academic exercise, the exploration of these
questions is the only way to evaluate objectively the efficacy and
potential transferability of this unique policy coordination mech-
anism. Unfortunately, the policy makers involved in the TCOG
rarely have time to review the process itself, and even when they
do it is only from their own country’s perspective. If the process
is not functioning properly, it could harm policy making vis-a-vis
North Korea and weaken these important alliance relationships. If
the TCOG is working well, then it could be a model for further coop-
eration in other policy issue areas of concern to the three countries.
Perry himself expressed this hope when he presented his report to
Congress in 1999, predicting that “this tripartite cooperation will
endure into the future, and be applied to other problems in the re-
gion, as well.” To what extent, for example, can the TCOG model
be used to encourage trilateral cooperation on important securi-
tyissues beyond those directly linked to the DPRK, or, as this book
explores in some detail, to facilitate cooperation when planning
for and responding to a variety of regional crises? Building on the
TCOG in this way can strengthen the two bilateral alliances and
help to build connecting threads between them - a development
that is seen as essential if existing alliance structures are to thrive
in the future.

It is on these issues that the second chapter of this book fo-
cuses. A brief look at the current security environment facing the
three countries is followed by an exploration of the opportunities
for strengthening and expanding the TCOG process, with a partic-
ular emphasis on the opportunities to improve crisis contingency
planning and response cooperation. The massive December 2004

3 William Perry, U.S. North Korea policy coordinator and special advisor
to the president and the secretary of state, testimony before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on East Asian and Pacific
Affairs, Washington, D.C., October 12, 1999.
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earthquake and tsunami that devastated parts of South and South-
east Asia present a vivid reminder of both the value of recent efforts

to facilitate multilateral relief coordination, as well as how much

room for improvement remains in this area. The damage and trau-
ma caused by hurricane Katrina in the United States in August

2005 demonstrated how vulnerable even wealthy, modern societies

can be, and the painful spikes in world energy prices that followed

underscored the broad impact that these kinds of events can have.
Knowing what we do from the TCOG experience, how could a tri-
lateral dialogue on crisis response cooperation be structured?

What are the opportunities, and what should be the priorities?

How might a trilateral crisis response planning exercise relate to,
or be coordinated with, broader multilateral initiatives?

In order to answer some of these questions, chapter 2 includes
a detailed exploration of the tsunami relief effort from the per-
spectives of all three countries. The discussion focuses on three
components of the multilateral response: diplomatic, military, and
civilian/humanitarian. This is not to suggest that the three coun-
tries were somehow uniquely responsible for the overall relief effort,
because that effort was in fact a broad multinational operation.
Still, for reasons explained in chapter 2, the tsunami case study is
a good opportunity to evaluate the potential utility and practica-
bility of greater trilateral cooperation in this area, as well as how
it relates to regional capacity building. Chapter 2 also includes a
review of current and planned security policy reforms in the Unit-
ed States, such as the so-called global posture review and military
transformation, and how they mesh with similar reforms in Japan
and South Korea, which are important to consider if the study’s
findings are to be sufficiently forward looking.

From the 2004 tsunami response example, it seems clear that
joint consultations, planning, and training and exercises can have
ademonstrable, positive impact on the ability of countries to coop-
erate efficiently and effectively in times of crisis, as well as to assist
in national stabilization and reconstruction missions. A number
of these forums and exercises are explored in chapter 2, and they
demonstrate that the tools for enhancing cooperation in these ar-
eas already exist to a large extent. There is a need, however, to
make better use of these tools and to integrate them in a coor-
dinated fashion. This is most likely where the TCOG lessons will
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apply to managing complex contingencies, as officials from the
three countries (and other nations in the region) come together to
identify common objectives and to develop a constructive agen-
da for progress, despite the inevitable misalignment of priorities
and interests.

It is also clear that military assets from around the region are
indispensable for a timely and life-saving response to certain cri-
ses, especially those involving island nations like the Philippines or
Indonesia where access can be limited, or when military commu-
nications, command, and control capabilities are vital to success.
Given the unique nature of the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-ROK military
relationships, this suggests that there is something valuable to be
gained by stepping up allied and regional consultations on the is-
sue of crisis response planning, possibly in a loosely coordinated
manner that weaves together bilateral, trilateral, and multilater-
al initiatives.

Itis relatively easy to prescribe additional joint planning, train-
ing, workshops, and exercises as a way to improve multilateral
military-to-military and civil-military cooperation in crisis re-
sponse or disaster relief situations. But the reality is that all the
national militaries, government and UN agencies, and non-govern-
mental organizations are working with limited staffs and budgets,
and they do not always share the same training priorities or polit-
ical freedom of action. Putting together multilateral exercises is
a time-consuming and complicated task, which only gets harder
as more participants are added to the roster. Just one bilateral or
multilateral military exercise, for example, can often involve five
or six separate meetings among all the participants to develop the
scenario, identify and agree upon training objectives, carry out ini-
tial planning, visit the exercise site, and then further consolidate
and finalize the planning.

The mere fact that improving multilateral crisis response co-
ordination is difficult, however, should not dissuade leaders in the
region from pursuing this goal. All the hard work, interaction, and
compromise that go into putting together a multilateral exercise
(that is, what makes it difficult to achieve) is precisely what makes
the effort valuable. The success of the overall tsunami relief ef-
fort was a direct result of the work that was done before at various
workshops, exercises, and networking initiatives. The ability to co-
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operate effectively does not just materialize out of nowhere. It is
planned for and practiced.

In the trilateral context, the relatively small number of par-
ticipants should make some logistical tasks simpler, but, as will
be explained, there are several political and legal differences that
complicate formal trilateral cooperation. For the United States,
Japan, and Korea, therefore, trilateral cooperation on these fronts
might need to be incremental and informal, but it can still be pur-
sued deliberately and with a strong sense of commitment from
the nations’ leadership. There are at least three levels of potential
focus for a series of conversations regarding crisis response plan-
ning: 1) understanding each other’s processes and reforms (in both
the civilian and military areas); 2) discussing how to respond in a
trilateral fashion to certain contingencies; and 3) discussing how
the three countries’ trilateral interaction can mesh with others in
the region as a core component of a broader, multilateral crisis re-
sponse network.

The inspiration for this latter focus can be traced to the recent
Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), which brings together coun-
tries from around the world to discuss common approaches and
to practice joint exercises for combating the illicit proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and other dangerous cargo.
The PSI itself is problematic as an avenue for trilateral coopera-
tion, mostly because of sensitivities in Seoul that the initiative can
appear to be targeted primarily at North Korea, but it is appeal-
ing as a potential model for other activities. Proponents of the PSI
praise its loose and flexible structure, emphasizing that the PSI is
not a treaty or an organization but is instead a coordinated activ-
ity. Could a similar approach be developed to respond to regional
crises (such as a crisis response initiative, or CRI)? If so, is there
value in creating a special trilateral dialogue to help stimulate its
development?

The short answer, at this point, to the final question above ap-
pears to be “maybe.” The development of a CRI, and a TCOG-like
caucus within that group, is simply an approach to take better ad-
vantage of the cooperative tools that are already available in Asia,
and it is a means to help improve the effectiveness and efficiency of
multilateral responses to large-scale crises. There is also an added
benefit of building confidence and familiarity among the region-
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al militaries, as well as improving their capacity to work together
in a range of non-traditional security operations. Though many
suggest that China will look at trilateral military cooperation sus-
piciously, the general idea of stepping up regional, non-traditional
security cooperation is often promoted in Beijing, so trilateral ac-
tivities should not cause significant problems, as long as they are
not exclusive.* U.S. military leaders have also expressed a desire
to cooperate with China in these areas.

This research project began in January 2004 and was a coop-
erative effort of three organizations in the TCOG countries, made
possible in large part by a generous grant from the Japan Founda-
tion’s Center for Global Partnership (CGP). The Institute for Foreign
Policy Analysis (IFPA) led the project in collaboration with the
Japan Forum on International Relations (JFIR) in Tokyo and Yon-
sei University’s Graduate School of International Studies (GSIS)
in Seoul, with additional assistance from the Korea Institute for
Defense Analyses (KIDA) and many generous and knowledgeable
individuals.

The overall project objective was to strengthen the U.S.-Japan
and U.S.-ROK relationships, as well as to enhance regional stability
by improving alliance management tools for the purpose of more
effectively addressing important issues of concern to all three
nations. America’s bilateral military alliances with these two coun-
tries are unique, and together they form the cornerstone of the
regional security architecture. These relationships are, however,
also undergoing transformation, and in the absence of a function-
al multilateral security mechanism for East Asia, establishing new
patterns of cooperation beyond the bilateral context could be an
effective way to build confidence and lay the foundation for a new,
regional security architecture.

The primary methods of research for this project were one-on-
one or group interviews. These were supplemented by archival
research, as well as one large public workshop held in Tokyo in

4  For an example of Chinese interest in regional, non-traditional security
cooperation, see General Xiong Guankgai, “Stand up to New Challeng-
es Hand in Hand and Build Mankind’s Happy Homeland with Joint Ef-
forts,” International Strategic Studies, no. 3, serial no. 77 (July 2005): 1-11.

5 Keith Bradsher, “U.S. Seeks Cooperation with China,” New York Times,
September 12, 2005.
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The Evolution of the TCOG
as a Diplomatic Tool

The Logic of Trilateral Cooperation

When North Korea ran afoul of the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) in early 1993, the United States, Japan, and South
Korea began intensifying their coordination of policy toward the
North through a series of ad hoc bilateral and trilateral meetings.®
A trilateral approach was attractive to the three countries, as each
had been involved in bilateral discussions with the DPRK before
1993, and it was apparent to all that their negotiations with the
North were inextricably linked with one another.
A senior official at Japan's embassy in Washington explained,
“We always held a wider vision than that of simply managing our
bilateral relations with North Korea...[and] realized that the issue
involving the Korean Peninsula is first and foremost a matter for
the two Koreas.” We [must also] make sure that whatever we do
with North Korea does not undermine the security arrangement
with the United States...[and] these considerations result in close

6  One of the earliest trilateral meetings on the subject took place in New
York on March 22, 1993, to discuss North Korea’s March 12 announce-
ment that it intended to withdraw from the Nuclear Non-proliferation
Treaty (NPT).

7 Japan began a series of bilateral meetings with North Korea to dis-
cuss the potential for normalizing relations in January 1991. After eight
meetings, the talks broke down in November 1992 and did not resume
until April 2000.
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policy coordination between and among the United States, South
Korea, and Japan; the best example being the TCOG.” Although
Japan was an economic powerhouse by the early 1990s, it was con-
strained in how it could respond to North Korean threats both
militarily (by its constitution and World War II legacy) and diplo-
matically (lacking a permanent seat on the UN Security Council).
By sticking close to Washington and Seoul, Tokyo strengthened
its hand in dealing with Pyongyang and kept itself well informed
of its partners’ overtures to the North.

South Korea, of course, had been involved in bilateral talks with
the North on a variety of issues for years, but its negotiations with
the DPRK became increasingly complex and influenced by outside
events when Tokyo and Washington began their high-level meet-
ings with Pyongyang in 1991 and 1992, respectively. At that time,
Seoul worried when U.S.-DPRK relations seemed to be moving for-
ward too quickly, and it strove to link progress in those talks with
its own North-South dialogue. Seoul was also wary of any moves
that could suggest a weakening of America’s security commitment
to South Korea and the stationing of thirty-seven thousand U.S.
troops in the country. At the same time, and reflecting the ROK’s
delicate position, Seoul was also cautious when Washington want-
ed to upgrade defenses for its forces and the South Korean military
as a hedge against a breakdown in negotiations — with, for exam-
ple, the dispatch of a U.S. Patriot missile battalion to the ROK in
1994 - for fear of provoking Pyongyang.

Moreover, the loci of interests on Seoul’s diplomatic map were
multiplying around this time, as it managed to normalize relations
with the Soviet Union in 1990 and China in 1992. In addition, both
South Korea and North Korea entered into the UN in 1991. These de-
velopments complicated South Korea’s foreign policy calculus and
contributed to the appeal of trilateral meetings. The United States
remained critical to Seoul’s foreign relations strategy, and though
some ROK officials were less than thrilled to share Washington’s
attention with Tokyo, Japan’s economic strength and clout at the

8 Yamamoto Tadachi, “Japan’s Role for Peace and Security in North-
east Asia: North Korea’s Nukes, Missiles, and WMD,” ICAS Lectures, no.
2003-0214-TMY (February 14, 2003).
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UN made it an increasingly important international player.® All of
this coincided with a strengthening of participatory democracyin

South Korea in the late 1980s and early 1990s, coming on the heels

of its first popular balloting for president since 1971. It was an elec-
toral process in which Seoul'’s foreign relations with the DPRK, the

United States, and its regional neighbors were becoming impor-
tant domestic political issues and attracting greater interest from

the executive branch.”

North-South relations had been on an upswing in late 1991, when
the two governments finalized a nonaggression agreement and
the North-South Denuclearization Declaration in December, but
this all fell apart in the second half of 1992 and early 1993 because
of ROK election-year politics and the North’s tussle with the IAEA.
Kim Young Sam defeated Kim Dae-jung in the ROK presidential
election in December 1992, in part by painting his opponent as
too conciliatory toward the North. Kim took office on February 25,
1993, right after Bill Clinton assumed the U.S. presidency in Janu-
ary and in the midst of a fierce DPRK-IAEA argument over nuclear
inspections. Two weeks later, Pyongyang announced it was with-
drawing from the NPT, touching off the first North Korean nuclear
crisis and more than a year of tense standoffs and off-and-on nego-
tiations. The United States and its allies developed and promoted
a plan for sanctions at the UN when negotiations faltered, and the
U.S. military began preparing for a possible violent North Korean
reaction if sanctions went forward. The crisis did not subside until
the United States and North Korea worked out the Agreed Frame-
work in 1994, which froze the North’s nuclear program in return for
oil supplies, a U.S. promise to oversee the construction of nuclear
reactors, and a sketchy roadmap for normalization.

9  The United States was the ROK’s military ally in deterring and prepar-
ing to defeat a potential invasion from the North, as well as its guaran-
tor of energy security and its largest trading partner at the time. Japan
was South Korea’s second-largest trading partner and a major source
of direct investment. Though Japan lacked a permanent seat on the
UN Security Council, it was the second-largest financial contributor to
the UN and held a rotating seat on the council as often as procedures
would allow.

10 For a discussion of the 1987 election, see Don Oberdorfer, The Two Ko-
reas: A Contemporary History, new edition (Indianapolis: Basic Books,
2001), 172-78.
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As U.S. officials involved in the discussions later described, “Man-
aging the North Korean crisis felt like playing a multi-tiered chess
game on overlapping boards. It required dealing with the North, the
South, China, Japan, the IAEA, the UN, the non-aligned movement,
Congress, the press, and others.”™ From the U.S. perspective, sitting
down together with its two primary political and military allies in
the region was one way that it could try to simplify the process. “Tri-
lateral cooperation had been the cornerstone of American strategy
for dealing with North Korea...[and] securing support from Seoul
and Tokyo would be the first act in the unfolding drama of build-
ing a multilateral coalition supporting sanctions.”

Underlying these diplomatic considerations were important
strategic imperatives. If hostilities broke out on the peninsula, the
American plan to defend the South and defeat the North rested
heavily on cooperation and logistical support from Japan, as well
as the quick deployment of U.S. forces and military assets stationed
there (which included an aircraft carrier battle group and some
twenty thousand marines). In addition, the evacuation of American
and Japanese noncombatants from the peninsula during a crisis
relied on close trilateral coordination, especially when the plan
was updated in 1994 to accommodate the significant growth of
that population over the previous decade. Effective trilateral policy
coordination regarding North Korea was a prerequisite for success-
fully handling any serious problem that arose, whether it involved
bolstering deterrence, offering economic incentives, threatening
sanctions, or responding to crisis contingencies. All of this helps
to explain the appeal of trilateral policy coordination.

The Political and Diplomatic Backdrop for the TCOG
Ad hoc trilateral cooperation among the three diplomatic bureau-
cracies helped to defuse the first nuclear crisis, though the United
States clearly took the lead. Soon after the Agreed Framework was
signed in October 1994, however, it became apparent to all that
the road toward implementation would be a rocky one. Disagree-

11 Joel S. Wit, Daniel B. Poneman, and Robert L. Gallucci, Going Critical:
The First North Korean Nuclear Crisis (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Insti-
tution Press, 2004), 193.

12 Ibid., 194.
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ments, delays, mutual suspicions, charges, countercharges, and
complaints were plentiful, such as U.S. accusations in 1996 and
1998 that North Korea was developing a nuclear program-related
site at Mount Kumchangni.

Dissatisfaction with the agreement grew quickly in Washington,
following the Republicans’ historic victories in the 1994 mid-term
elections when they took simultaneous control of the House and
the Senate for the first time in forty years. The new chairman of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Jesse Helms, and oth-
ers criticized the Agreed Framework as a poor deal for the United
States and were dubious about the DPRK’s intentions. The Clinton
administration was on the defensive at home with regard to im-
plementation, since the money to buy heating oil for the North (as
per the agreement) had to be appropriated each year by Congress.”
Many U.S. diplomats worried that it would be impossible to satisfy
both the North Koreans and Congress at the same time.

Still, the United States and its partners pressed ahead with the
Agreed Framework, carrying out shipments of fuel oil to the DPRK
and setting up the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organi-
zation (KEDO) to begin planning and construction of the two light-
water reactors (LWRs) promised to the North in the agreement.*
The three countries were the primary partners in the KEDO under-
taking, which was led by an American executive director and two
deputy executive directors from the ROK and Japan. South Korea
and Japan provided the majority of funding for the reactor project,
while the United States contributed an average of nearly $35 mil-
lion annually to support KEDO and the fuel oil deliveries.

The United States, Japan, and South Korea began more regular,
trilateral diplomatic consultations on North Korea policy in 1996,

13 Congress made various attempts (sometimes successful) to place con-
ditions or restrictions on the use of these funds as early as March 1995
(e.g., see Authorization for Implementation of the Agreed Framework be-
tween the United States and North Korea Act, Public Law 104-6, 109, 104"
Cong., 1* sess. (September 29, 1995)).

14 A key provision of the Agreed Framework was that the United States
would supply North Korea with two “proliferation-resistant” nuclear reac-
tors to support the North’s pursuit of energy security. KEDO, created after
the 1994 agreement, was the vehicle for providing the reactors. Its three
original members were Japan, South Korea, and the United States; the Eu-
ropean Union (EU) later became the fourth executive board member.
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and the United States and South Korea were finally able to convince

North Korea (and China) to join them in “four-party” talks in 1997."

The main purpose of these talks was to discuss a possible peace trea-
ty that could replace the uneasy armistice, which had persisted on

the peninsula since 1953." Japan was not happy to be left out of the

four-party negotiations, but it stayed on the sidelines and contrib-
uted when it could at the periodic trilateral meetings (and in its bi-
lateral meetings with the United States and the ROK). The start of
the four-party talks coincided with Kim Dae-jung’s election as ROK
president in December 1997, which ushered in a new, more concil-
iatory South Korean policy of engagement with the North and al-
tered the trilateral diplomatic dynamic.

The new Kim administration and its “sunshine” policy toward
the North put additional pressure on trilateral policy coordination.”
Seoul became more willing than Washington or Tokyo to consider
proposals for lifting sanctions on North Korea or providing it with
additional aid and assistance. The Blue House (the ROK equivalent

15 The trilateral consultations came about as a result of a meeting among
Foreign Ministers Gong Ro-Myung of the ROK and Kono Yohei of Japan
and U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher, held on the side of the
seventh Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) ministerial meet-
ing in Osaka, Japan, in November 1995. The first of this series of senior-
level meetings to coordinate policy toward North Korea was held in
Hawaii in January 1996, followed by one on Cheju Island in May 1996,
and later one in Japan. The talks were led by U.S. Assistant Secretary of
State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs Winston Lord, ROK Deputy For-
eign Minister Chung Tae-ik, and Deputy Foreign Minister Yanai Shunji
of Japan. Other meetings followed from 1997 to 1999, including a series
of “defense trilaterals” involving representatives from the defense bu-
reaucracies. None of these discussions, however, was as sustained or as
formally structured as the TCOG later became.

16  Six rounds of the four-party talks were convened from December 1997
through August 1999, but they were plagued by insurmountable differ-
ences between North Korea and the United States over agenda setting,
as Pyongyang kept insisting that a U.S. troop withdrawal from South
Korea be discussed.

17 The “sunshine” policy got its name from one of Aesop’s fables that suggest-
ed the power of persuasion was stronger than force. In the story, a more
effective way to get a traveler to remove his coat was warm sunshine (dé-
tente and economic engagement) rather than to try and blow it off with
a stiff wind (force). Kim Dae-jung was adamant that the South would not
lower its guard, but he also intended to de-link politics from econom-
ics, respond more quickly with aid when appropriate, and encourage new,
North-South interactions in areas of business and civil society.
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of the White House) also urged Tokyo to move forward on normal-
ization talks with Pyongyang and suggested that Japan could show
more flexibility on the issues of abducted Japanese (by North Korea
in the 1970s and 1980s) and DPRK missiles. Trilateral coordination
was becomingless focused than either the consultations regarding
the Agreed Framework and KEDO or the more formal meetings ex-
perimented with in 1996. Officials from the three countries were still
getting together in 1997 and 1998 to discuss North Korea, but the
U.S. government was less actively leading the process overall and,
more specifically, the White House was not coordinating America’s
North Korea policy as aggressively as it had before."®

In August 1998, six months into Kim Dae-jung’s five-year term,
however, North Korea tested a three-stage Taepo-dong missile that
flew over northern Japan, hardening critics of engagement with the
North. Japan was furious, dropping out of KEDO negotiations and
suspending food aid to Pyongyang, but it was coaxed back to the
table by the United States and South Korea, which were not yet pre-
pared to risk a fatal blow to the Agreed Framework. In Washing-
ton, one result was a congressional demand that President Clinton
name a North Korea policy coordinator to conduct a “full and com-
plete interagency review of United States policy toward North Ko-
rea.”” Even though the Clinton administration was on board with

18 Former U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for Political/Military Affairs
Robert Gallucci filled the role of North Korea policy coordinator from
1994 to 1996 (as chair of the president’s Senior Policy Steering Group on
Korea), but no one specifically filled that role until William Perry be-
came U.S. North Korea policy coordinator and started his review in No-
vember 1998.

19 This was an idea first raised in Congress back in January 1995 (see Express-
ing the Sense of the Congress with Respect to North-South Dialogue on the Ko-
rean Peninsula and the United States-North Korea Agreed Framework, HR 19,
104™ Cong,, 1* sess. (January 25, 1995)), not only for the president to “ap-
point a senior official to represent him in communicating directly with the
North Korean government,” but also “to consult with South Korea and oth-
er allies on these matters.” Nearly four years later this “suggestion” became
a stipulation and was included in an omnibus appropriations bill signed
by President Clinton on October 21, 1998 (Public Law 105-277, title V, sec-
tion 582 (e), 105™ Cong,, 2™ sess.). The law also required the president to
certify that North Korea was complying with all provisions of the Agreed
Framework and was making progress on implementation of the 1992 Joint
Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, which Clin-
ton did in 1999 and 2000.
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the idea of a policy review (and worked closely with Congress on
the bill’s text), it is questionable that such a formal and prominent
review would have taken place without the missile test. In a very
direct sense, therefore, the Taepo-dong missile launch subsequent-
ly helped launch the so-called Perry Process, which in turn led to
the establishment of the TCOG.

When former U.S. Defense Secretary William Perry took the
job as U.S. North Korea policy coordinator and special advisor to
the president and the secretary of state in November 1998, he was
adamant that he be given the authority he needed to direct the pol-
icy process on North Korea. He did not want the traditional role
of an outside policy reviewer who researched a situation, made
recommendations, and left. Perry brought on his former assistant
secretary of defense for international security policy, Ashton Carter,
to help with the review process. They worked closely with Wen-
dy Sherman (State Department counselor-ambassador), Charles
Kartman (special envoy for the Korean peace talks), and other U.S.
government officials for the next nine months to consider differ-
ent policy options and determine an updated and comprehensive
policy strategy toward North Korea.

Perry’s review team consulted often with representatives from
the ROK and Japan, but they were eager to create opportunities
for all three countries to sit down together at one meeting. When
the U.S. team raised the idea of a more formal and regular trilat-
eral meeting format, the Japanese and ROK representatives were
initially cautious. They agreed that it could be a useful forum, but
they insisted that each be allowed to hold bilateral meetings first
with the United States, prior to any trilateral gathering. As an
American participant later recalled, “It wasn’t until about the third
meeting when enough trust was developed that all three could sit
down together.™°

Perry believed strongly that “no U.S. policy can be successful if
it does not enjoy the support of our allies in the region,” and thus

20 Remarks made at “Japan-U.S.-Korea Dialogue: Future of the Korean
Peninsula and Japan-U.S.-Korea Security Cooperation,” public work-
shop co-sponsored by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Glob-
al Forum Japan, Japan Forum on International Relations, and Yonsei
University Graduate School of International Studies, held November 19,
2004, at the International House of Japan, Tokyo, Japan.
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the TCOG became one of three key managerial components for
Washington’s North Korea policy. The goal of the TCOG was to “pre-
pare frequent consultation on this issue between the President and
the ROK President and Japanese Prime Minister.”* The other two
managerial components of the new policy were 1) the creation of “a
strengthened mechanism within the U.S. government for carrying
out North Korea policy...chaired by a senior official of ambassado-
rial rank, located in the Department of State” and 2) a process for
soliciting bipartisan input and support from Congress (perhaps
similar to the Senate Observer Group of the mid-1980s that acted
as an official witness to the arms reduction and control negotia-
tions between the United States and the Soviet Union).>

Perry kept his role as North Korea policy coordinator, but he
tapped Wendy Sherman to head the interagency policy process and
the U.S. TCOG delegation. A Senate observer group for North Ko-
reanever materialized, however, and the situation remained tense
between the U.S. executive and legislative branches for the rest of
Clinton’s term. In fact, House Speaker J. Dennis Hastert appointed
an all-Republican North Korea advisory group in 1999 to “examine
[the] Clinton-Gore effort to buy good will,” which released a very
critical report in November of that year.>

The Start of TCOG

The TCOG was officiallylaunched at a trilateral gathering in Hono-
lulu on April 25, 1999, as a means of institutionalizing the process

of consultation and policy coordination on North Korean affairs

that had begun several years before. The original intent was for the

group to meet quarterly, but it ended up meeting more frequently,

21 William J. Perry, U.S. North Korea policy coordinator and special ad-
visor to the president and the secretary of state, Review of United States
Policy toward North Korea: Findings and Recommendations, unclassified
report (Washington, D.C., October 12, 1999).

22 Ibid.

23 House Policy Committee, “Policy Chairman Cox to Represent House
Leadership on North Korea Advisory Group: Panel Starts Work; Will
Examine Clinton-Gore Effort to Buy North Korea’s Good Will,” news re-
lease (September 2, 1999), http://policy.house.gov/html/news_release.
cfm?id=71. For the report to the Speaker, U.S. House of Representa-
tives, by the North Korea Advisory Group, see http://www.fas.org/nuke/
guide/dprk/nkag-report.htm.
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driven by the hectic diplomatic schedule surrounding the North

Korean nuclear issue. The first few meetings were conducted at a

high level. William Perry, who had been appointed by President

Clinton, led the U.S. delegation for the first three meetings. Similar-
ly, the head of the ROK delegation, Lim Dong-won, worked for the

executive branch and was a top foreign policy advisor to President

Kim Dae-jung.** Japan, in contrast, was not in the habit of coor-
dinating foreign policy out of the prime minister’s office, and the

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) took the lead. Japan’s selection

of Kato Ryozo as its TCOG representative, however, demonstrated

the seriousness with which it approached this process, since Kato

was well known and respected in Washington, and Japan believed

that Perry would listen to him.?s Kato had also previously head-
ed the Asian Affairs Bureau, so he had personal experience with

regional issues.

Within a few months Perry and Lim stood aside, and the TCOG
became entirely a State Department-Foreign Ministry process. Coun-
selor-Ambassador Wendy Sherman took over for the United States,
and ROK Deputy Foreign Minister Jang Jai-ryong led the South Ko-
rean team.>® Sherman was close to Secretary of State Madeleine
Albright and had the strong support of the White House. She had
presidential authority to be a coordinator for North Korea policy,
taking over daily coordination in 1999 and then replacing Perry of-
ficially in 2000, in a job that occupied roughly half of her time. She
presided over sometimes weekly meetings dedicated to the issues

24 Lim was close to President Kim and was one of the principal architects
of Kim’s sunshine policy of engagement with the North. At the time, he
was senior presidential secretary on diplomacy and national securi-
ty. Within months of the launch of the TCOG, he was appointed unifica-
tion minister.

25 At the time, Kato was the deputy vice minister for foreign policy and
director general of the Foreign Policy Bureau. He later became deputy
minister for foreign affairs and currently serves as Japan’s ambassador
to the United States.

26 Jang Jai-ryong was a former head of the North American Affairs Bu-
reau at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MOFAT) and also led
a special ROK delegation to Geneva in October 1994 to consult with the
U.S. team that was in a critical phase of negotiations with North Korea.
The deputy foreign minister is the third-highest ranking diplomat (out-
side of MOFAT’s trade portfolio) after the minister and vice minister of
foreign affairs and trade.

10
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discussed at the TCOG, which were attended by up to thirty officials

from the State Department, the National Security Council (NSC),
the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS), and other key offices. Government agencies with an interest

in North Korean policy did not want to miss those meetings. Sher-
man and a handful of other top officials met almost every day.

A subset of representatives from State, NSC, OSD, and other rel-
evant agencies participated in the actual TCOG meetings, often
joined by the U.S. ambassador to Japan or the ROK, depending on
location. Each country’s delegation consisted of about twelve to
fifteen people. The South Korean team also had a multiple-agency
makeup, with representatives from the Blue House, the Unifica-
tion Ministry, and occasionally the Ministry of National Defense
(MND) joining Jang’s colleagues from MOFAT. After Lim moved to
head the Unification Ministry, the TCOG process in South Korea
came to be led by MOFAT, in close consultation with the president
and his advisors.

Japan’s interagency challenge had more to do with communi-
cation within MOFA than it did among different ministries. The
National Security Policy Division (of the Foreign Policy Bureau) was
primarily responsible for the TCOG at the start, but the meetings
also included officials from other divisions of the Foreign Policy Bu-
reau, the Northeast Asia Division of the Asian Affairs Bureau, and
various divisions in the North American Affairs Bureau. Later, in
September 2001, a representative from the Japan Defense Agency
began regularly attending the TCOG meetings (usually from the
Defense Policy Bureau).

MOFA’s Foreign Policy Bureau was established in 1993 to be
a sort of “control tower” for foreign policy coordination among
the bureaus and departments, but it has been criticized at times
for not being effective enough in its mission. The most recent at-
tempt to remedy these shortcomings came in July 2004, when
Japan’s Cabinet approved a measure to create a special policy co-
ordination post within the bureau, among other MOFA reforms.
Balancing the interests and perspectives of the North American
Bureau and the Asian Bureau was a particularly tough challenge
for MOFA's policy coordination team.

In the fall of 1999, an important leadership change took place in
Japan’s TCOG delegation. Takeuchi Yukio took over for Kato when

11
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Kato became deputy minister for foreign affairs, disappointing some
U.S. officials. Takeuchi, like Kato, was well known and respected
in Washington (having just finished a stint as director general of
the North American Affairs Bureau), but at least a few Americans
involved in the process had hoped that Kato would take the TCOG
portfolio with him upon his promotion.

The decision to tap Takeuchi also caused tension within MOFA
between the Foreign Policy Bureau and the Asian Affairs Bureau, as
the latter thought it the proper time for that office to reassert con-
trol over policy making for its region, now that the TCOG was be-
coming more institutionalized. For the time being, however, MOFA
decided that it did not want to risk the perception that Tokyo was
downgrading its commitment to the TCOG and chose to stand be-
hind the selection of Takeuchi for the job.*” For the first two years
of the TCOG's existence, therefore, Japan would stick with a prom-
inent MOFA “America hand” to lead the country’s coordination on
North Korea policy with the United States.

Despite the disappearance of Perry from daily leadership, the
White House was confident that Sherman had the necessary clout
to drive North Korean policy coordination and lead the TCOG, giv-
en her access to Albright and presidential imprimatur. With only
a few misgivings in the U.S. delegation that the ROK and Japanese
teams lacked the same level of seniority and policy-making influ-
ence, Sherman plunged ahead and pushed an ambitious agenda
centered on U.S.-DPRK bilateral discussions regarding implemen-
tation of the Agreed Framework and the Perry Process, North
Korean missile programs, and other diplomatic engagements with
Pyongyang, including the resumption of Japan-DPRK talks in April
2000, a “North-South” summit in June 2000, and Secretary of State

Albright’s visit to North Korea in October of that year. In thirteen
months the three partners held fourteen trilateral meetings.*®

27 One consideration, apparently, was the fact that the director general of
the Foreign Policy Bureau also carries the title of deputy vice minister
for foreign affairs, and MOFA decided that the inclusion of “minister”
in Takeuchi’s title was still an important message for Washington.

28 In an effort to emphasize the extent of their trilateral coordination ef-
fort, the three countries considered a trilateral meeting involving the
foreign ministers and the secretary of state or the heads of state (usual-
ly on the sidelines of a multilateral gathering such as APEC meeting) as
a “TCOG ministerial.”

12
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The Korea Desk at the State Department acted as the TCOG’s
secretariat in the beginning, and the meetings took on an air of
formality (the meetings were numbered, and the three countries
regularly issued a joint press statement afterwards). The early
meetings were relatively productive, building matrices of policies
and delegating assignments for further study. Generally, the three
delegations met for a day and a half, holding separate bilateral dis-
cussions with each other (U.S.-ROK, U.S.-Japan, and ROK-Japan,
each for about an hour and a half) before conducting a two-hour
trilateral session the next morning. All three teams usually met for
dinner after the first day, as well as a group lunch following the
plenary session and a press briefing.

In the beginning, some U.S. officials feared that representatives
of Japan and the ROK would hesitate to speak in front of each oth-
er during the plenary session, but that worry proved unwarranted.
The Japanese and South Koreans not only contributed substantive-
ly to the plenary discussions, but they also took early advantage of
their bilateral sessions. One American participant remarked, “The
fact that the United States was the secretariat proved helpful, since
it gave us something to do while the Japanese and Koreans talked
at length amongst themselves. When there were occasional bilat-
eral flaps, they could still get together and discuss issues unrelated
to North Korea policy under the trilateral guise and insulated from
a political backlash at home.” In this manner, Japanese and South
Korean diplomats used the TCOG to strengthen their relationship
in modest ways.

Another American official noted, “The TCOG put Japan and the
ROK at the same table as equals. That was a salutary development
in and of itself. From the most mundane perspective, we always
went way out of our way to make sure that the three tables for the
three delegations were exactly the same size, that the flags were
displayed in proper protocol order, and even that the angles of the
tables ensured that there was no suggestion that the U.S. delega-
tion was closer to any one of the two other delegations. The TCOG
systematized consultation and became so regular that the players
all became quite comfortable with one another. The most sensitive
discussions often took place off line, on the fringes of the meeting.
The casual events around the TCOG (such as the dinners and cof-
fees) were very productive.”

13
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The United States was driving the TCOG agenda in 1999 and
2000, as it was anxious to avoid sending Pyongyang any mixed
signals from each nation’s separate discussions with North Korea.
Early on, the most uncomfortable aspect of the consultations was
the lopsided nature of the countries’ interactions with the DPRK.
One American noted, “During that period...we all had things go-
ing with the DPRK, and the Japanese had almost nothing...and the
TCOG agendas always had an item on contacts with the DPRK. So
[the Japanese] had little to brief on and were usually demanders for
information. That was one kind of underlying tension in the pro-
cess.” This tension dissipated to some extent, however, when Japan
resumed normalization talks with North Korea in April 2000.

Washington saw the TCOG as an opportunity to get Seoul and
Tokyo involved in the U.S. policy-making process and on board with
initiatives early, which was a recognized weakness of the process
that led to the Agreed Framework in 1994.> A display of trilateral
unity was important, from the U.S. perspective, to help isolate and
pressure Pyongyang on Kumchangni and other issues, as well as
to improve the chances for success on the back end of any agree-
ment on missiles or a further diplomatic opening. The latter half of
2000 was particularly tricky, as all three countries had different ne-
gotiating priorities and tempos, and either a complete breakdown
or surprising breakthrough in any one set of talks could adverse-
ly affect the other two.

Tokyo, for example, needed reassurance that the United States
would not fail to address shorter-range DPRK missiles that could
threaten Japan, if not the United States, during U.S.-DPRK missile
negotiations. It also wanted to ensure that Washington continued
to mention the issue of abducted Japanese to the North Koreans,
lest it lose an important source of leverage in this very sensitive
(for Japan) matter. These tensions reached a peak ahead of U.S.
Secretary of State Albright’s visit to Pyongyang late in 2000 and
subsequent speculation regarding a possible follow-up visit by
President Clinton. For its part, South Korea tended to worry that
stagnation in the other two sets of talks would hamper progress

29 One of the perceived problems with implementing the Agreed Frame-
work was that three of the five parties necessary for implementing the
deal struck between Pyongyang and Washington were never involved
in the original negotiation.

14



The Evolution of the TCOG as a Diplomatic Tool

in its own negotiations. In the end, however, trilateral coopera-
tion held firm, and although in many ways this united approach

prevented a bold solution to any single issue, it did keep the three

governments aligned in pursuit of a more comprehensive and mu-
tually acceptable settlement.

The trilateral process was also helpful in preparing for (and re-
acting to) potential shocks to the engagement process, similar to
North Korea’s Taepo-dong missile test launch over Japan in August
1998. As a Council on Foreign Relations task force report noted in
1999, “In response to the first Taepo-donglaunch...the three govern-
ments went in entirely different directions. Seoul downplayed the
launch, Tokyo reacted viscerally, and Washington rushed to rees-
tablish Pyongyang’s bona fides before the Agreed Framework came
under threat [from Congress]. As the three nations anticipate a pos-
sible second launch [in the summer of 1999], there is a far greater
convergence of views.”* Indeed, a display of trilateral unity, warn-
ing of fairly specific repercussions for a second launch, even by the
more conciliatory Kim Dae-jung government, was the first signif-
icant test for the TCOG.*' The fact that North Korea did not follow
through on a second launch suggests that the TCOG helped to de-
ter this kind of provocative behavior by Pyongyang.

The TCOG was unable to prevent friction from developing among
the three members, however, as the countries’ sometimes conflict-
ing strategic priorities and approaches would occasionally rise to
the surface. A high-profile speech by Kim Dae-jungin March 2000in
Berlin was one example of how the partners could sometimes leave
out relevant information from TCOG discussions, thereby frustrat-
ing the coordination process. Just four weeks after a Seoul TCOG
meeting, President Kim surprised everyone with an announcement
in Berlin of extensive new proposals for ROK assistance to the North,
including highways, harbors, and electric and communications fa-
cilities. U.S. officials learned about the proposals just hours before

30 U.S. Policy toward North Korea: Next Steps, report of an independent
task force sponsored by the Council on Foreign Relations, Morton I.
Abramowitz, and James T. Laney, co-chairs, Michael J. Green, project
director (1999).

31 See U.S. State Department, “Transcript: U.S., Japan, Korea Press Con-
ference on North Korea,” from a press conference held at the Four
Seasons Hotel, Singapore, July 27, 1999, http://www.fas.org/news/
dprk/1999/990727-dprk-usiai.htm.
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the speech, and Secretary of State Albright protested the lack of
advance notice to the ROK foreign minister.>* Though the speech
helped pave the way for the historic North-South summit in June,
it demonstrated the limitations of how comprehensive and frank
the trilateral consultations could be. This problem would recur in
the TCOG, but it was never so prevalent that it undermined each
country’s basic confidence that it was getting close to full disclo-
sure from its partners and that national policies would not divert
significantly from their collectively agreed positions.

Another example of TCOG limitations was a U.S. effort in 2000
to replace one of the planned LWRs with the equivalent in con-
ventional power generation (about 1000 megawatts). Washington
argued that this approach could ease the DPRK’s energy troubles
more quickly, and at less cost, than the original scheme. It would
also help assuage some U.S. critics who did not want to see any sort
of nuclear program in North Korea. What is interesting is that U.S.
officials made this proposal to the ROK bilaterally and not as part
of the TCOG, despite Japan’'s involvement in the LWR project. An
American official recalled, “We would have eventually taken the
proposal to Japan and the European Union (EU), but Seoul did not
want to proceed. The ROK was necessary, if not sufficient, to make
it all work. It was a bilateral issue at the start.” The concept of what
constituted “bilateral issues” and “trilateral issues,” therefore, was
often in the eye of the beholder.

Overall, what made the TCOG unique was how it formalized
and established routines for trilateral policy consultations on the
North Korean issue, as well as how it connected the three-party dis-
cussions to a high-level interagency process in the United States
and, to a lesser extent, in South Korea and Japan. The frequency
of the meetings was remarkable, as was the periodic elevation of
the TCOG concept to the ministerial and presidential level. All of
this, of course, is a testament to the seriousness with which each
nation viewed the issue and the extent to which the countries’ se-
curity interests overlapped. Moreover, all three had something to
contribute toward a solution.

Despite all of these common interests, however, it is important
to note what the TCOG did not achieve. There were enough differ-

32 Oberdorfer, The Two Koreas, 428.
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ences in the three countries’ strategic and political priorities that

the TCOG never attempted to become a common negotiating plat-
form vis-a-vis North Korea. It generally succeeded as a forum for

trying to coordinate each nation’s bilateral initiatives with Pyong-
yang and, to some extent, with each other, but it did not develop

into a mechanism for developing joint proposals that the TCOG

could present to the North Korean leadership as a truly corporate

position. This was neither practical nor desired by the three coun-
tries at the time.

Initially, the TCOG’s most important role was its public display
of trilateral solidarity toward North Korea, and it effectively en-
sured that no one country got ahead of its partners (or at least not
too far ahead) in its overtures to the DPRK. It also contributed to
the relatively smooth operation of KEDO and the provision of fuel
oil, despite delays in the LWR construction schedule. As will be-
come clear later on, however, the TCOG’s role would change with
anew U.S. administration in 2001 and with the advent of the mul-
tilateral, six-party talks in 2003.

By the end of 2000, in any event, the Clinton team ran out of
time trying to achieve a settlement with the North on missiles
that could satisfy all parties, and it had to hand over a fragile
Agreed Framework to a new, more skeptical, Republican admin-
istration. The political landscape in South Korea was changing
as well. Whereas before Seoul sought to slow down Washington’s
push for a diplomatic breakthrough with Pyongyang, it now wor-
ried that a hard-line approach by the United States and Japan could
stymie progress on North-South reconciliation efforts. The most
visible signs of discontent were found in the younger and more lib-
eral segments of South Korean society, who felt that their country’s
priorities were being sacrificed for American and Japanese secu-
rity concerns. KEDO and the LWR project were falling further
behind schedule, prompting North Korean threats to nullify the
Agreed Framework if KEDO did not pick up the pace.

The TCOG had gotten off to a fast start and was beginning to
feel like an institution, but it was still less than two years old, and
countless Washington initiatives with longer and more impressive
legacies had failed to survive political transitions in the past. In
a June 2004 interview with the author, Wendy Sherman observed
that “policy mechanisms [like the TCOG] are empty vessels without

17



|
TOOLS FOR TRILATERALISM

authority, leadership, policy coherence, and a hell of a lot of hard
work.” Except for the “hard work” part, the most important mech-
anism for trilateral policy coordination was about to face major
changes in these components with the inauguration of President
George W. Bush in 2001.

The TCOG in Transition

President Bush entered office with a stated emphasis on U.S. bi-
lateral alliances with Japan and South Korea. There was some

speculation at first as to what this implied for the future of trilat-
eral coordination. When Secretary of State Colin Powell met with

his counterpart from the ROK, MOFAT minister Lee Joung-binn,
in February 2001, the two agreed to set up a regular channel of di-
alogue on North Korea at the assistant minister level. The Korean

press quickly noted a change of tone and quoted a MOFAT official

as saying, “We need to launch further negotiations on whether to

hold a three-way meeting with Japan following a bilateral meet-
ing or invite Japan to the next occasion.” Clearly, some at MOFAT
were angling for enhanced bilateral discussions at the expense of
the TCOG, as another unnamed official later suggested: “The Bush
administration is set to change the name of the group as part of
its policies centering on bilateral dialogue, although the three-way
channel...on North Korea policies will be maintained.”s*

Not much changed in the near term, however, and the Bush
administration’s first TCOG meeting was held in March 2001 follow-
ing a U.S.-ROK presidential summit in Washington and a meeting
twelve days later between President Bush and Prime Minister Mori
Yoshiro. For the time being, the TCOG would remain, and despite
predictions to the contrary, the U.S. team did not push for a change
in name or format. The new administration was in the process of
reviewing its North Korea policy, and the TCOG was a convenient
way for Washington to solicit input from its allies and discuss new
approaches under consideration. The group followed up its March
meeting with another trilateral session in May 2001, just before the
Bush administration wrapped up its DPRK policy review.

33 “Future of TCOG Uncertain,” Korea Times, February 13, 2001.
34 “Schedules of Korea-U.S. Dialogue Take Shape,” Korea Times, February
27, 2001.
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During the policy review, ROK officials were giving their U.S.
counterparts a hard time over what they detected was a shift in
the U.S. approach to the Agreed Framework and missile negotia-
tions with the DPRK. North Korea had picked up on this shift and
was using U.S. statements about the need to “improve” the Frame-
work and enhance verification as an excuse to slow down the
North-South dialogue and possibly drive a wedge between Seoul
and Washington. Pyongyang correctly perceived that segments
of South Korean society would blame the Bush administration
for Korea’s failure to realize the hope of more stable and peaceful
North-South relations, which was kindled at the Kims’ historic
summit a year earlier.

At the same time, some ROK officials were disheartened at their
inability to sway U.S. officials. One complained that “this can be
interpreted as the United States’ practically having scrapped the
‘Perry Process,” and that the “principle of comprehensive reciproc-
ity,” proposed by President Kim during his meeting with President
Bush, was hardly reflected in the process of reviewing U.S. policy
toward North Korea.*s Seoul also tried suggesting that Washing-
ton should consider addressing the issue of removing North Korea
from the U.S. list of terrorist-sponsoring countries and allowing it
to join international financial organizations, as an incentive for
Pyongyang.

The new U.S. team, however, was determined to correct what it
viewed as shortcomings in the previous administration’s approach.
Bush officials had doubts that North Korea was abiding by the
agreement, and they sought more publicly to replace the LWR proj-
ect with one based on conventional power plants. Some Americans
felt they had an ally in Japan, since Japan was anxious to see the
North Korean nuclear and missile issues dealt with resolutely and
harbored as well some reservations about the potentially disrup-
tive aspects of a speedy North-South reconciliation. U.S. officials
might have thought that discussing LWR replacement in a trilat-
eral setting could help convince South Korea to sign on. When the
issue was finally addressed, however, Tokyo’s position was staked

35 PuKyong-kwon, “Bush Administration’s North Korea Policy; DPRK-US
Relations Practically Return to the ‘Starting Point,” Seoul Tong-a Ilbo
(in Korean), 0948 GMT May 27, 2001, translated in FBIS Publications
(CD-ROM), May 2001-June 2001, disc 33.
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in the middle ground between Seoul’s and Washington’s. Some in

the ROK actually believed that the trilateral dynamic offered a bet-
ter chance to help soften the Bush team’s harder line. Early in the

Bush administration, the TCOG was beginning to take on char-
acteristics of a trilateral negotiation process rather than simply a

means to coordinate bilateral policies.

As aresult, the limitations of the TCOG were once again evident.
At the broadest level, the TCOG was not seen as an effective means
to enforce policy continuity from one U.S. administration to the
next, and the Bush administration’s policy review underscored the
fact that trilateral policy coordination remained vulnerable to pol-
icy changes in the individual countries. At best, the TCOG could be
amechanism for the partners to try to manage their own evolving
policy differences vis-a-vis North Korea and to maintain a united
public front. The process reflected as well the relative strength of the
three countries, and the United States was generally strong enough
for the Bush administration to get a lot of what it wanted. Still, it is
important to note that while the TCOG might bend to the force of
contending national pressures, it would not break. In the final anal-
ysis, the ties that bound the United States to its allies were strong
enough to keep the TCOG together during this transition.

The outcome of the U.S. policy review, therefore, contained ele-
ments of a compromise. Washington expressed its support for the
North-South dialogue and the Agreed Framework, but it wanted

“improved implementation of the Agreed Framework...verifiable
constraints on North Korea’s missile programs and a ban on its
missile exports, and a less threatening conventional military pos-
ture.”* South Korea was less than pleased with the introduction
of these new agenda items, but the fact that it stuck with the TCOG
shows that the ROK government still viewed the trilateral mecha-
nism as a valuable tool for its own policy-making process and an
important component of its alliance with the United States. Indeed,
former MOFAT minister Yoon Young-Kwan later recalled in a May
2004 interview, “TCOG was the starting point of dealing with the
nuclear issue. It was the most important basis for implementing
policy toward North Korea.”

36 Statement by President George W. Bush, the White House, June 13, 2001,
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/06/20010611-4.html.
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Still, although the Bush administration carried on with the
TCOG - even while it dropped nearly every other legacy of Clin-
ton-era policy - it changed the way it managed the interagency
process in support of the trilateral meetings, with significant im-
plications for the TCOG’s operation. President Bush never named a
replacement for Wendy Sherman, so the post of North Korea policy
coordinator disappeared.’” Jack Pritchard, the senior director of
Asian affairs at the NSC under Clinton, became America’s special
envoy for negotiations with North Korea, replacing Chuck Kartman.
Pritchard handled most of the informal discussions with the North
via the DPRK’s UN mission in New York (the so-called New York
channel), and he reported to Jim Kelly, who had been appointed
assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific Affairs. Kel-
ly was designated the new U.S. point person for the TCOG.

Unlike Sherman, however, Kelly did not have the authority to
oversee the interagency process, so he had less control over how U.S.
positions would be conveyed at TCOG gatherings. Instead, the NSC

“refereed” interagency meetings, where officials from NSC, OSD, JCS,
and different State Department offices hammered out “scripts” for
Kelly to follow. Some complained that the NSC was not playing a
strong enough coordination role, since it tended to meld together
positions that trickled up from the different offices, some of which
confused the allies, rather than impose a uniform policy from the
top down. At one such interagency meeting in the White House sit-
uation room ahead of a TCOG meeting, a U.S. official recalled, “We
were arguing over adverbs.”

Consequently, Kelly had a weak hand in the trilaterals, accord-
ing to some U.S. officials, since the United States did not have a
coherent policy at the time, and Kelly was given little freedom to
explore different options at TCOG meetings. Kelly, himself, grew
uncomfortable with the interagency approach, as well as with the
formality that seemed embedded in the TCOG, such as always issu-
ing press statements and sometimes conducting press conferences.
The TCOG, as a result, became less connected, and arguably less
important, to the U.S. policy-making process. Trilateral meetings
were only held four times in 2001, compared to six meetings the

37 Presumably the requirement for a North Korea policy coordinator, as
called for in Public Law 105-277, was never meant to be permanent,
though the law’s language is ambiguous on this point.
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year before and eight in 1999. Instead, the State Department sup-
plemented the trilaterals with less formal bilateral meetings.

America’s allies noticed the difference. One Japanese official re-
marked, “The United States persisted not to hold the TCOG meeting
because of friction between [State] and [OSD]. This illustrated the
difficulties in U.S. decision making, and because of these reasons
we recognized how domestic difficulties in each country adversely
impact the flexibility of the TCOG.” A South Korean official noted,

“The U.S. government has clearly been riven by internal disputes that
hampered good use of the TCOG. The TCOG always worked best
when the U.S. was leading. Japan and the ROK have developed some
good ideas and can push them forward to some degree, but we real-
ly need the United States to take the lead to get things done.”

There were changes in the South Korean and Japanese teams
as well. The new ROK deputy foreign minister, Yim Sung-joon, re-
placed Jang, and Japan shifted the TCOG leadership altogether to
the director general of MOFA’s Asian and Oceanian Affairs Bureau,
who at that time was Makita Kunihiko. This was a victory for the
Asian Affairs Bureau, which had long believed that it deserved the
TCOG portfolio. Officials from the Foreign Policy Bureau and the
North American Affairs Bureau continued to attend TCOG meet-
ings, and both the ROK and Japan had a habit of also including
the top political counselor from their embassies in Washington,
regardless of where the meeting was held. Nonetheless, the shift
was a slight downgrading to a regional bureau, in much the same
way that the Bush administration delegated responsibility to the
State Department’s East Asian and Pacific Affairs Bureau. More-
over, Makita’s career did not suggest that he was as qualified as
his predecessors to manage the U.S.-ROK dynamic. His only stint
in the North American Affairs Bureau was in the early 1980s, and
he had never been posted in the United States or South Korea (al-
though he had worked extensively in, and with, China).

To complicate matters for Makita, ROK-Japan relations were
in turmoil in the summer of 2001, when Japan refused to order
revisions or stop the publication of controversial middle school
textbooks, which critics claimed whitewashed Japanese crimes
during its colonial rule of Korea from 1910-1945. That led South
Korea to cut military ties and postpone economic liberalization
with Japan, among other measures, steps that were followed by
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an escalation in tensions when Prime Minister Koizumi visited
the controversial Yasukuni shrine in August. The TCOG meetings
in September and November of that year were just about the only
opportunities Japanese diplomats had to interact with a South
Korean counterpart as senior as Yim. When Makita was due to be
promoted toward the end of 2001, MOFA made sure that the new
chief at Asian Affairs had extensive U.S. experience. Tanaka Hi-
toshi, the new head of Japan’s TCOG delegation, had formerly held,
among other posts, those of director general of the North Ameri-
can Bureau and consul general in San Francisco, and at one time
he had led the Northeast Asia Division.

On top of all of this TCOG tension, the new faces, the interagen-
cy squabbles in Washington and a more demanding U.S. approach,
the textbook controversy, and further delays with the LWR proj-
ect, a new problem was beginning to emerge. By August 2001 at
the latest, the United States had apparently informed South Ko-
rea of its suspicions regarding a North Korean highly enriched
uranium (HEU) program.®® To what extent these suspicions con-
tributed to the harder line toward the DPRK that emerged from
Washington’s policy review is unclear, but the HEU issue eventu-
ally became the trigger for the second North Korean nuclear crisis
in 2002. One relevant point is that the United States never used
the TCOG as a forum for airing these suspicions with its allies be-
fore Kelly’s Pyongyang visit. Instead, Washington used bilateral
channels to convey that information. Last, but not least, the Sep-
tember 11 terrorist attacks in New York and Washington vaulted
nuclear proliferation concerns even higher up the list of Amer-
ica’s top foreign policy priorities, concerns that could only have
been sharpened by the news that the DPRK might be developing
a covert capacity to produce (and perhaps export) weapons-grade
nuclear material.

Despite the above difficulties, the three countries worked with
what they had and brainstormed strategies to try to jump-start
bilateral contacts with the DPRK. Although Washington clearly
stated that it would meet the North Koreans without precondi-
tions, Pyongyang interpreted America’s policy review results as a
new, de facto agenda for high-level talks and lambasted the United

38 Doug Struck and Glenn Kessler, “Hints on North Korea Surfaced in
2000,” Washington Post, October 19, 2002.
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States. Over the course of three TCOG meetings between Novem-
ber 2001 and April 2002, the partners continued to look for an
opening. The situation was more difficult after President Bush la-
beled North Korea as part of an “axis of evil” in his January 2002
State of the Union speech, as well as following his decision about
two months later not to certify DPRK compliance with the Agreed
Framework.

During this time, only South Korea was engaged in dialogue
with the North, which enhanced Seoul’s status at the TCOG. When
the ROK’s special presidential envoy, Lim Dong-won, traveled to
Pyongyang in early April 2002, he went not only to help improve
North-South relations but also to push the Kim Jong-il regime to
resume bilateral talks with Washington. The results of Lim’s trip
were quickly discussed a few days later by the TCOG in Tokyo, and
all agreed that the signs were positive. Pyongyang seemed open
to a visit by Jack Pritchard as a first step, but preparations were
painfully slow. Pritchard finally had a chance to discuss the issue
with North Korea’s UN ambassador in New York on June 14, 2002;
these talks were followed four days later by another TCOG meet-
ing in San Francisco.

The TCOG was still considered a useful forum for the three
countries to share information following such important meet-
ings and to discuss reactions and interpretations, saving a great
deal of time and minimizing potential misunderstandings. “The
TCOG is not a decision making body,” said one U.S. official, “but
it offers a real time’ check on the feasibility and viability of differ-
ent ideas. It gives people deadlines and forces the development of
talking points.” It was at the June 2002 trilateral that South Korea
pushed Kelly and his team to consider raising the seniority level
of America’s planned delegation to Pyongyang, from Pritchard to
possibly Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, or at least
to someone of Kelly’s rank. The United States eventually decided
on Kelly himself.

During the same June 2002 TCOG meeting, Japan dropped its
first hint that Prime Minister Koizumi was considering a visit to
North Korea to meet with Kim Jong-il. The hint was vague enough,
however, that the announcement regarding Koizumi’s planned
trip to Pyongyang in September 2002 still took almost everyone
by surprise, and it underscored how the TCOG was not a forum
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for discussing such sensitive information. These events also co-
incided with the strengthening of U.S. convictions regarding the
existence of a significant HEU program in North Korea. Less than
three weeks after Koizumi’s summit with Kim Jong-il, Kelly made
his long-delayed trip to Pyongyang, and he confronted the North
Koreans with accusations regarding their HEU program. What
followed was a series of claims, counterclaims, and demands that
led to the suspension of KEDO fuel oil deliveries to the North, the
DPRK’s effective withdrawal from the NPT, and its overt pursuit of
a nuclear weapons program. This marked the first of two impor-
tant turning points for the TCOG in the Bush era.

Since President Bush’s inauguration, the TCOG had functioned
primarily as a means to help manage the gaps in and between
each country’s North Korea policy, and events developed relative-
ly slowly. After the events in the fall of 2002, however, no one had
a policy in place for the series of changes that were taking place.
Japan, for example, thought that its resumption of a dialogue with
the North would just be a supplement to U.S.-DPRK talks, but in-
stead the stakes were higher when those talks faltered, and some
feared that Pyongyang would try to drive a wedge between Japan
and its allies by courting Japan.

Not since the start of the first nuclear crisis in 1993 had the
choice seemed so stark for South Korea and Japan between acqui-
escing to Washington’s priority of pushing the nuclear issue to the
brink of sanctions (or possibly war) and advancing their own agen-
das. Moreover, the ROK political environment had changed in the
past nine years, and a growing number of South Koreans were less
likely than before to fear the North and more apt to doubt the Unit-
ed States. The U.S.-ROK alliance appeared particularly fragile.

Almost by default, therefore, the TCOG started functioning as
a way to coordinate strategies within the context of different policy
approaches, which is a subtle, but important, difference. The gaps
separating national policies were still too big for a single, common
approach to the situation to be forged, but the three countries (as
a group) had some important decisions to make, and the need to
do so tested the limits of trilateral policy coordination. As a result,
the group met more often: four times in five months in late 2002
and early 2003, four months in a row in 2003, and five times in sev-
en months from the very end of 2003 through mid-2004.
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The first major decision, discussed in November 2002, was
whether and when to halt fuel oil shipments to the North. One
shipment was already en route at the time, and, against the bet-
ter judgment of South Korea and Japan, the three decided to turn
that delivery around and send it back to Singapore. At the next
TCOG meeting in January 2003, more differences surfaced. The
United States began to press for an early suspension of the LWR
project, while the ROK pushed the U.S. delegation to consider offer-
ing a nonaggression pledge to the North Koreans in return for their
agreement to dismantle the nuclear program. Kelly had no room
to explore adjustments to U.S. policies decided in Washington, and
so he stuck to his script. One Japanese senior official remarked,

“The basic procedure of the trilateral dialogue [at that time] is that
South Korea produced policies based on its own domestic matters,
which the United States ultimately refused. Meanwhile, Japan at-
tempted to present different policy options to the United States,
but the United States is not able to decide on anything.”

The situation reached a critical point at the June 2003 TCOG
meeting in Hawaii. By now the ROK and Japan delegations each
had new leadership. Japan’s new director general of Asian affairs,
Yabunaka Mitoji, had taken over at the January 2003 meeting, and
the ROK had a new deputy foreign minister by June, Lee Soo-hyuck.
Since February 2003, South Korea also had a new president, Roh
Moo-hyun, who mentioned after his election that he was “skepti-
cal” of the U.S. approach to North Korea. For its part, the United
States had just finished participating in a first-ever three-way dia-
logue, held in Beijing in April 2003, on the nuclear issue with North
Korea and China, signaling a new willingness on Pyongyang’s part
to address nuclear matters in a multilateral (as opposed to bilater-
al) format. Just four months later, in August 2003, the Beijing talks
evolved into the six-party dialogue, bringing in the ROK, Japan,
and Russia, and sparking a series of more complex and detailed
policy coordination problems.

At the April 2003 Beijing meeting, North Korea reportedly sub-
mitted an eight-point plan aimed at easing tensions, including of-
fers of a freeze on its nuclear program and experimental launches
of ballistic missiles in exchange for concessions from the United
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States.?* The U.S. delegation apparently labeled the proposal a “non-
starter,” but it opened up a new set of challenges for the allies. The

ROK and Japan came to the June 2003 TCOG meeting with definite

(though not unified) opinions about which proposal had merit, what

the United States might consider offering in return, and how the

talks could be expanded to include themselves. The U.S. team had

its own ideas about scrapping the LWR project and considering a

containment strategy to limit DPRK sources of hard currency, such

as drug trafficking and missile sales. As a result, the TCOG agen-
da was getting longer, and the reports of policy divergence were be-
coming more public.

The second major turning point for the TCOG came a few weeks
after the June 2003 meeting, when the three allies decided to gather
for “informal consultations” in Washington (or what one reporter
called a “non-TCOG TCOG meeting”). The State Department spokes-
man downplayed the significance of the meeting, suggesting that
these were just “informal consultations between allies who talk to
each other all the time...that not every time the allies get together do
they come out with some big announcement or press statement.”*
The inference was that TCOG meetings would continue, but that
less formal get-togethers might be sprinkled in between. The fact
is, however, that the TCOG never met again under that name, and
it was essentially replaced by this new, unnamed process.

The difference between the old and new TCOG meetings was
almost imperceptible. Aside from dropping the name, the infor-
mal consultations involved the same people, the same agenda, and
the same meeting format (three bilaterals and a trilateral). The
only significant change was the decision not to issue a joint press
statement or hold a press briefing afterwards. Pre-meeting an-
nouncements also became very low key, or disappeared altogether.
The net result was a desired one: less media attention.

Contributing to this desire for greater informality, at least on
the part of the Americans, was a coexisting sense of both comfort
and uneasiness. The comfort stemmed from a judgment that pub-

39 “Peace Process: Japan Push for U.S. to Heed North Korea’s Eight-Point
Plan,” Asahi Shimbun, June 13, 2003, http://www.asahi.com/english/in-
ternational/K2003061300382.html.

40 U.S. Department of State, daily press briefing, Richard Boucher, spokes-
man, Washington, D.C., July 2, 2003.
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lic displays of trilateral unity were simply less necessary than they
were before. The TCOG had had a transforming effect on trilateral

relations, at least publicly, and at a certain base level the solidar-
ity of America’s allies on the North Korean nuclear issue was now
generally beyond doubt. Uneasiness was rising, however, as squab-
bles over the details about how to resolve the current crisis became

more apparent. In addition, according to one U.S. official, “The is-
suance of a joint statement after each session, whether there was

any message to convey publicly or not, was a particular pain and

often a waste of time.” Without a joint statement, the three delega-
tions had more time to discuss pertinent issues, and there was the

added benefit of lowering the stakes and taking some of the pres-
sure off the U.S. interagency process.

Given the conflicting positions of the three countries at the time,
these small changes to the TCOG probably saved trilateral poli-
cy coordination from failure. America’s allies still had complaints
about the U.S. position and its overall lack of direction, but the spot-
light shone less intensely on this aspect. A Japanese senior official
remarked, “The United States is ill-prepared for the TCOG meeting.
Compared with the six-party talks held in February [2004], China
prepared a concept paper for the working group. Each state hand-
ed in its comments on the concept paper, but the United States did
not. Also, in July 2003, the discussion was diffused even in the work-
ing-level discussions among the three before the trilateral session.
Nothing would proceed.”

But the allies also found virtue in the informal TCOG sessions,
especially as they contributed to some degree of consensus build-
ing ahead of multilateral meetings. A South Korean official noted,

“The TCOG has worked well when it could help advance a common
position on concrete issues, such as [DPRK nuclear dismantlement]
and approaches to it. The discussions have helped flesh out agree-
ment among the three on what coordinated steps might be taken in
response to North Korean [dismantlement] steps. It could help get
clarity on how we want North Korea to initiate ‘complete, verifiable,
and irreversible dismantlement’ [CVID].” Another South Korean of-
ficial said, “TCOG is now doing more work related to real problems.
It has grown beyond its earlier public relations role.”

The description of current problems as “real” was echoed in oth-
er project interviews across all three nationalities, though this char-
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acterization would no doubt draw protest from officials involved in

earlier TCOG meetings. The problems were just as “real” back then,
but the advent of multilateral negotiations altered the TCOG’s role

in the process to some degree. Interagency coordination in Wash-
ington was now focused on the six-party talks and dealt with the

nuclear issue in abroader context. As aresult, the trilateral sessions

tended to feed into the U.S. interagency process more than being

directly affected by those discussions. In this sense, the informal

TCOG consultations were transforming into a de facto allied cau-
cus within the multilateral dialogue framework.

The TCOG in a Six-Party Context and Beyond

The current, informal TCOG has found a tenuous stability in its

role as a forum for trilateral discussion and consensus building

ahead of six-party plenary sessions and working-group meetings.
The TCOG agenda is usually obvious, as it derives directly from pre-
paring for, and comparing notes after, a six-party gathering, and

it is becoming increasingly concrete and technical. But the TCOG

and the six-party process, in and of themselves, are not sufficient
to mitigate the differences between the countries when it comes to

their North Korea policies. The TCOG has come under increasing
pressure since 2004, as the gap between South Korea and its part-
ners has widened, and it is unclear how long the caucus role of the

TCOG can remain viable. In addition, each country’s delegations

came under new leadership in early 2005, requiring the teams to

get to know each other once again.

As an example of the concrete nature of current TCOG discus-
sions, starting in December 2003 the group agreed to a broadly
worded set of principles to end North Korea’s nuclear program
with “coordinated steps.” It has also apparently agreed that the
North’s HEU program must be investigated, and it has identified
other common platforms to serve as a basis for negotiation at the
six-party talks. Trilateral policy coordination is not about simply
trying to keep the group in lock step with regard to North Korea,
however, as the process allows South Korea and Japan to move a
comfortable distance ahead of the United States in certain areas,
such as offers of economic assistance in a nuclear freeze scenario.
In the near term, Washington has ruled out any direct assistance
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from the United States, but it would not object to aid extended by its
allies. ROK Unification Minister Chung Dong-young made an ener-
gy supply offer to Kim Jong-il in June 2005, for example, amounting
to roughly 2 million kilowatts of electricity annually as a replace-
ment for the LWR program, and this proposal emerged as key to
restarting six-party talks.

Most of the previous points of tension among the three remain,
since the misalignment of policy priorities has not improved (and
in some cases has actually worsened), but the friction is better
managed in an informal atmosphere by people familiar with each
other. The Kelly-Yabunaka-Lee trio of delegation leaders held the

“honor” of serving the longest as a team in TCOG history, with ten
meetings in fifteen months, compared to the previous record hold-
ers (Sherman-Takeuchi-Jang), who met seven times over eleven
months. Officials from all three countries remarked in interviews
about how comfortable the participants feel with each other. A Jap-
anese official explained, “We've come to know each other very well.
When someone is out of the room and a certain question is raised,
we can all laugh about how we know how that delegate would re-
spond if he was present.”

Inevitably the players rotate, however, and an entirely new lead-
ership team took over during the early part of President Bush’s
second term. Jim Kelly’s replacement at the State Department was
Christopher Hill, who had been serving as U.S. ambassador to the
ROK since 2004, following a number of foreign service postings in
(and related to) Southeastern Europe.” In Japan, Sasae Kenich-
iro replaced Yabunaka as the new director general of the Asian
and Oceanian Bureau. Song Min-soon became South Korea’s new
deputy foreign minister in late December 2004, succeeding Lee Soo-
hyuck.* There is always a chance that the trilateral chemistry will
change to some degree, when new participants are introduced, but

41 Christopher Hill was the U.S. ambassador to Poland from 2000 to 2004,
ambassador to the Republic of Macedonia from 1996 to 1999, and spe-
cial envoy to Kosovo from 1998 to 1999, among other postings. He was
specially recognized for his contributions as a member of the U.S. nego-
tiating team in the Bosnia peace settlement.

42 Song Min-soon previously served as director of planning and management
at MOFAT, ROK ambassador to Poland (around the same time as Hill’s
term there), director general of the North American Affairs Bureau, and di-
rector of the Security Policy Division, among other positions.
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this is not the most important factor determining success or fail-
ure. As one ROK participant observed, “The limitations we face are
not so much the formula or the forum, it’s the substance.”

Still, there are indications that the change in personnel, partic-
ularly in the United States, has made a difference to some degree.
Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice has a stronger personal rela-
tionship with President Bush, compared to her predecessor, and a
large portion of NSC staff remaining at the White House used to
report to her. As aresult, Rice has more authority to direct the day-
to-day tactics toward the six-party talks than did former Secretary
of State Powell, and she has delegated a good deal of that authori-
ty to Hill. In effect, the Bush-Rice-Hill relationship on North Korea
policy more closely resembles the Clinton-Albright-Sherman re-
lationship during the 1990s, and it has allowed for greater U.S.
negotiating flexibility, which contributed to the resumption of six-
party talks in July 2005 and the agreement on a joint statement in
Spetember. As the ROK participant observed above, however, it is
ultimately the substance behind the policy making that will decide
how much progress is made in the talks, as well as how trilateral
policy cohesion fares in the future.

With regard to the TCOG process itself, a few officials in Japan
and South Korea still believe that there is a continued role for more
formal meetings in the trilateral coordination process. A senior
ROK official commented, “You need the informal meetings and
exchanges to get the texture of things, and it provides the flexibil-
ity delegations need to size up counterparts. But you also need the
formal process to approve and endorse positions, and to establish
a common record of what is and is not agreed.”

For the time being, however, it appears that the informal process
will continue as it has, though it is possible that TCOG technical
working groups could be formed to mirror a similar structure at
the multilateral level, should that develop. Another idea that has
been discussed at the TCOG is the possibility of holding an inten-
sive TCOG-based brainstorming session or a type of “retreat” that
would allow the three delegations to explore new ideas for dealing
with the nuclear issue, beyond the constraints of current national
policies. This could be particularly appealing in the event that the
six-party talks reach an impasse or actually break down, since the
group could be venturing into relatively uncharted territory.
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China, despite some discomfort with the TCOG caucus, seems
content to accept and to work with the trilateral dynamic, rather
than rail against it. As a Japanese official explained, “During one
six-party session, when all member states were scrutinizing a pro-
posed terms of reference, China offered the United States, Japan,
and South Korea to work together, and it did not attempt to seize
the initiative over those three states.” China has also had relatively
numerous bilateral discussions with the ROK in recent years, and
it may see the TCOG as a way to inject some of its views into the
trilateral talks, via the ROK and even Japan, as a supplement to its
own bilateral meetings with U.S. officials.

There is much that the three countries can be proud of when
considering the efficacy of trilateral consultations, but the pro-
cess requires consistent attention and constant effort, and it can
only make as much progress as the countries’ leaders are willing
to allow. The TCOG should not be taken for granted, and there will
always be opportunities for improvement. While U.S. policy ap-
proaches will continue to frame the debate for TCOG discussions
for the foreseeable future, Washington must listen to and accom-
modate its allies’ positions in order to secure reciprocal support
and to enhance the effectiveness of its own policies. All three coun-
tries need to remain flexible and try to be as open and upfront as
they can in TCOG meetings, recognizing that there will always be
some issues of concern that are dealt with via different channels.

Regardless of how the six-party process evolves, U.S.-Japan-ROK
policy coordination will continue to be an important diplomatic
toolin all three capitals. Progress on North Korean nuclear disman-
tlement, if achieved, will likely require implementing a carefully
calibrated set of incentives, verification measures, and steps to-
ward diplomatic normalization. If technical working groups are
formed in the six-party multilateral setting to help carry out an
agreement, the U.S., Japanese, and ROK members of those groups
ought to gather trilaterally, perhaps in parallel TCOG-like meet-
ings on the margins of general TCOG sessions.

Potential Japan-DPRK normalization, in particular, will need
to be well integrated into a broader deal on the nuclear issue, giv-
en the potential for large aid flows from Japan, in part as a form of
compensation for damage and hardship inflicted during the colo-
nial era. The TCOG can play a vital role in coordinating aid and
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energy assistance, which should be a tool to reinforce compliance,
improve the lives of North Koreans, and punish agreement viola-
tions. This might be especially valuable if KEDO either falls apart
for lack of support or transforms into a six-party version of itself,
by taking on China and Russia, in addition to the United States, Ja-
pan, the EU, and South Korea.

As long as the six-party process continues and shows some
signs of promise, it is impractical to expect the TCOG to resume
its previous pattern of strong, centralized U.S. leadership, public
press statements, and regular meetings of the foreign ministers
and the secretary of state. The fact is that the TCOG now plays
only a supporting role to the six-party process, and this situa-
tion will continue as long as the multilateral negotiations remain
viable. Though there were problems at the start of the Bush admin-
istration with the relatively weak link between U.S. policy making
and the trilateral consultations, it now appears that the TCOG
has found a zone of comfort where it can work productively in a
manner that feeds into the policy debates in Washington. Amer-
ica’s allies’ positions are not always accommodated, but they are
heard and seriously considered. In the six-party context, it is ap-
propriate that the TCOG should be a more informal mechanism
for exchanging information and coordinating positions ahead of
(and after) multilateral meetings.

That said, even in its current format, there is notable interest
in Japan and South Korea (and among some in the United States)
in holding more-formal sessions from time to time, perhaps at the
ministeriallevel, as a way to strengthen the link between the TCOG
and actual decision making in each capital. In contrast to his pre-
decessors in the Clinton administration, former Secretary of State
Colin Powell did not lead a formal trilateral session on North Korea
policy of any consequence, and neither has his successor. More-
over, if the six-party talks show signs of breaking down, the United
States should give serious consideration to again naming a high-
level North Korea policy coordinator close to the White House to
help manage what will surely be a very difficult and contentious do-
mestic, trilateral, and multilateral discussion about how to contain
and pressure a nuclear North Korea. After all, Assistant Secretary
of State Hill has the rest of Asia in his portfolio, and there could
come a point where he can neither spend the bulk of his time on
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North Korea issues nor delegate the responsibility to someone of
alower rank.

The three countries should also explore the opportunities for
expanding trilateral consultations beyond the North Korean nu-
clear issue, and it is on this area that the next chapter of this book
focuses. It is clear that the North Korean nuclear issue has com-
manded the allies’ collective attention in a way that no other single
issue probably can. The prospects for initiating a regular, open-
ended, and high-level trilateral policy dialogue on environmental
concerns, trade rules, or the like are not strong,. Still, a finite set
of meetings to discuss certain issues, such as coordinating crisis
management strategies and capabilities in the region, could be
productive. Although sporadic trilateral defense meetings have
taken place, security cooperation is predominantly a bilateral is-
sue, especially when high-level officials and alliance relations are
involved. Given that the TCOG has demonstrated that the three
partners are able to overcome political obstacles for common ben-
efit, this same type of vehicle might provide a way to approach the
element of disconnectedness among the three countries’ security
and military establishments in a trilateral context. While there are
various political and historical reasons why this situation persists,
the disconnectedness is particularly discouraging when one con-
siders the common interests the three share and the opportunities
for enhancing interoperability, increasing effectiveness, and pos-
sibly rationalizing procurement. The TCOG's relationship to the
six-party talks also suggests that trilateral policy discussions can
be a useful supplement to a broader regional dialogue, and that
it need not necessarily be seen in zero-sum terms by important
neighbors such as China and Russia.
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Trilateral Cooperation beyond the TCOG

Chapter 1 presented the logic and history of trilateral cooperation
in the North Korean context, but what about formal cooperation
on policy issues beyond North Korea? In fact, the record is quite
thin in this area. Japan and South Korea only normalized relations
in 1965, and throughout the Cold War there were few, if any, trilat-
eral initiatives in either the political, economic, or security arenas.
This was due to a variety of factors, stemming largely from the eco-
nomic and military asymmetries that existed between the nations,
which led each country to address issues of concern or opportunity
in abilateral format. Of the three bilateral relationships, the Japan-
ROK connection has traditionally been the weakest, given the lack
of a direct security link, as well as for historical and other reasons.
Instead, the two U.S. alliance relationships have been the primary
mechanisms for coordinating policy among the three, though the
relative strength of America’s bilateral ties has fluctuated over the
years. In fact, Japan-ROK cooperation has appeared to be strongest
during times when U.S. engagement seemed to waver.*

The trilateral relationship began to change with the close of
the Cold War, however, and the North Korean nuclear and mis-
sile challenges in the 1990s became an irritant around which the
pearl of trilateral coordination formed. Such trilateral tendencies

43 Victor D. Cha, Alignment Despite Antagonism: The U.S.-Korea-Japan Secu-
rity Triangle (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1999).
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then began to appear in other, related situations, albeit in a modest
way. In 1994, the United States worked on updating its procedures
for evacuating Americans from Seoul in case of a crisis, which in-
volved significant support from (and consultation with) Japan,
among other interactions. Then, in the second half of the 1990s,
the U.S.-Japan negotiations on revising their Guidelines for De-
fense Cooperation were accompanied by trilateral dialogues that
included South Korea in both official and unofficial forums.

The foray into trilateral consultations came at a time when re-
gional dialogues in Asia more broadly were mushrooming, and thus
it did not seem like any great new innovation. One of the first, reg-
ular multilateral gatherings in the region was the Western Pacific
Naval Symposium that started in 1988, followed by the Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC) in 1989, the Association of South East
Asian Nations (ASEAN) Regional Forum in 1994, and the ASEAN+3
(with Japan, China, and South Korea) in 1997. There was a particular
emphasis on cooperation on maritime issues, in part for geograph-
ical reasons and due to the explosive growth of regional trade, but
also because the Law of the Sea Treaty was revised in 1994 and lat-
er ratified by key nations in Northeast Asia (ROK, Japan, and China
in 1996; Russia in 1997), which clarified to some extent the overlap-
ping exclusive economic zones. In addition, Russia-ROK (1990) and
China-ROK (1992) normalization made U.S.-Japan-ROK cooperation
seem less “containment oriented” in a Cold War sense, even though
the American military presence did not see any significant reduc-
tions in either Japan or South Korea.

The departure of U.S. forces from the Philippines in 1992 and
the persistent threat from North Korea contributed to a shared
desire among the three countries for strong and stable security
relations. North Korea, in particular, was a catalyst for a series of
informal trilateral security-related dialogues in the latter half of
the 1990s, and although China and Russia were not thrilled with
this development, they understood that it was not targeted at them
specifically. These so-called defense trilaterals involved defense
officials at the assistant secretary level and convened periodical-
ly to discuss broad regional security issues. The official trilaterals
were supplemented by occasional non-governmental or semi-gov-
ernmental forums and exercises, such as a series of trilateral naval
conferences in the late 1990s and a trilateral workshop organized
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by IFPA in 2000 on military responses to nuclear, biological, and
chemical contingencies.** During this time, South Korea and Ja-
pan were also stepping up the frequency and quality of their official
and unofficial interactions on security-related issues, particularly
after Kim Dae-jung’s visit to Tokyo in 1998 and the signing of the
Japan-ROK Joint Declaration for a new partnership in the twenty-
first century.

For all of the factors bringing the three countries closer togeth-
er on security and related matters in the 1990s, however, there are
many persistent reasons why the growth of this kind of coopera-
tion has been slow, and why it might have bumped up against a
ceiling above which it simply cannot grow. These include Japa-
nese constitutional restrictions on the use of its military, South
Korean historical sensitivities regarding Japan's armed forces from
its colonial era, slightly divergent threat perceptions, a lingering
territorial dispute, tight budgets on all sides that limit opportu-
nities to design special trilateral exercises, and varying levels of
tolerance for alarming China or Russia with stepped-up securi-
ty cooperation.

One key question for this study is whether or not the situa-
tion is sufficiently different today than it was during the 1990s to
allow for a broader array of trilateral cooperation initiatives, par-
ticularly in the security arena. Is there any reason why the three
countries should actively pursue such a course, or are the poten-
tial rewards simply not enough to warrant the extra effort required
to overcome legal, cultural, historical, and strategic hurdles? Can

“trilateralism” be a useful, even necessary, evolutionary step to-
ward a broader, multilateral security framework for the region, or
is the geopolitical dynamic such that the sprouts of trilateralism
will more likely give way quickly to bilateral traditions and mul-
tilateral trends?

The answers to these questions are not clear cut, but a num-
ber of recent developments suggest that the United States, Japan,
and South Korea may yet find common causes that will benefit
from auniquely close trilateral relationship. Overarching changes
include the U.S. global posture review (GPR) and military trans-

44 The trilateral naval conferences were co-organized by the Center for
Naval Analyses in the United States, the National Institute for Defense
Studies in Japan, and the Korean Institute for Defense Analyses.
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formation, which could shake up traditional roles and missions

for the allies in the region, particularly in the area of crisis re-
sponse. The global war against terrorist organizations is another
potential point of trilateral cooperation. Although many past ar-
guments for building up regional security cooperation focused on

somewhat vague objectives of regional stability, transparency, and

greater confidence, there exists today a potentially powerful unify-
ing theme of counterterrorism and counterproliferation that can

sharpen the attention of political leaders and military planners in

the three countries. Indeed, a new paradigm among U.S. military
professionals in the Pacific theater is that “exercises and training

operationalize the war on terrorists.”*

This is not to suggest that counterterrorist functions will be-
come the primary rationale for the U.S. alliance relationships in
the region. In the case of the ROK, for example, counterterrorist
functions will remain only supplementary to the defense of South
Korea and the central tenets of the Mutual Defense Treaty. The
same is true for Japan and the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty. More-
over, these countries understandably do not view the war against
terrorist groups with the same primacy as does the United States,
and they have their own priorities that can be accommodated in
their alliances with Washington. Indeed, one country’s counter-
terrorism mission can be another country’s relief or development
mission, and in some cases these efforts are combined so as to be
inseparable. Some U.S.-led counterterrorism support missions in
the Philippines, for example, combine military operations with the
provision of medical and dental clinics for local populations.

There are also important reforms underway with respect to Ja-
pan’s and South Korea’s own security policies, which could have
a significant impact on the development of trilateral security co-
operation, depending on how the reforms are implemented and
how they mesh with U.S. military transformation. Although Japan
and South Korea are each making substantively different security
policy adjustments, they are both to some degree pursuing great-
er “jointness” in the armed forces, the ability to operate off-island
or off-peninsula to defend a more broadly defined set of national

45 U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, “Marines in the Pacific,” unclassified
briefing (November 29, 2004).

38




Security Policy Reforms and a Crisis Response Planning Opportunity

interests, and “enhanced combined operational capabilities” with
the United States, which suggests either a convergence (or a poten-
tial conflict) of interests that could benefit from direct, trilateral
dialogue. There is even the potential for greater compatibility in
military capabilities over time, as South Korea builds up a blue-
water navy, for example, and Japan develops an expeditionary
ground capability.

In addition, new multilateral forums are emerging in the region
for which a trilateral component could become an important cor-
nerstone. The most obvious example is the six-party talks, where
the TCOG is already playing a unique role as an informal caucus.
Might the same be possible some day within the PSI, or perhaps
a similar initiative to improve the region’s ability to respond to

crises, such as the devastating 2004 tsunami in South and South
east Asia? The tsunami relief case study is particularly useful as
a means to understand the three countries’ attitudes toward, and
mechanisms for, responding collectively to large-scale regional
crises. This area of cooperation is probably the easiest way for the
three to work together jointly on security-related issues, and the
tsunami relief effort provides valuable lessons in this regard.

Why should the three countries even bother to invest time and
money to improve cooperation in these non-traditional security ar-
eas? As described in this chapter, there is an increasing complexity
and lack of clarity when designing (and combining) military and
civilian operations for war, peace enforcement, peace keeping, hu-
manitarian assistance and disaster relief, country stabilization,
and crisis management. The United States, Japan, and South Ko-
rea have already cooperated in the tsunami relief effort, as well as
in Iraq and Afghanistan, among other locations, and similar chal-
lenges will no doubt arise in the future, be they natural disasters,
health epidemics, failed states, or nuclear, biological, and chemi-
cal (NBC) events.

Moreover, despite the degree to which many Koreans would
like to ignore or discount the possibility, a large-scale humanitar-
ian, environmental, or military crisis involving North Korea is still
a distinct possibility in the foreseeable future, perhaps triggered
by a nuclear accident, or a collapse of the economy or of govern-
mental control in the North. Therefore, improving trilateral and
multilateral civil-military cooperation in the region more broadly
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is probably the only politically acceptable way that the three coun-
tries can effectively prepare for a range of Korean contingencies, in

the areas of civilian evacuation and medical treatment, search and

rescue, refugee management, command-and-control (C2) issues,
or other related activities. This could be particularly important

now that it appears U.S.-ROK joint planning for such contingencies

might not be as strong an official alliance activity as was earlier
conceived.*®

In each of these examples, it is unlikely that the United States,
Japan, and South Korea will become the sole agents of counter-
terrorism, counterproliferation, crisis response, or consequence
management. There are many other capable and interested coun-
tries in the region. The fact remains, however, that the U.S.-Japan
and U.S.-ROK alliances are unique in the region in terms of their
history, the large presence of American troops and equipment, the
frequency and level of joint training and interoperability, and the
degree to which they share common economic and political values.
The only other U.S. relationship that comes close in this regard is
probably its relationship with Australia. The alliances, therefore,
can be a useful core for any inclusive regional activity that involves
the deployment of military and economic assets.

The potential of this trilateral relationship remains to be ex-
plored, developed, and tested. It requires that the three countries
look beyond the crisis of the moment and work to build patterns
of coordination and planning that are appropriate, constructive,
and long lasting. The TCOG can serve as a useful model if they de-
cide to make this effort, but policy makers will need to consider
the changes that are taking place today in all three countries and
how they might take advantage of opportunities to strengthen the
trilateral relationship in the future. For a variety of reasons (some

46 In 2005, the ROK NSC suspended development of a joint U.S.-ROK plan
to cope with various North Korean contingencies. On April 15, it said
in a press release, “We have terminated the U.S.-South Korea Com-
bined Forces Command’s efforts to map out a plan, code named 5029,
because the plan could be a serious obstacle to exercising Korea’s sov-
ereignty. We reached the conclusion in January and informed the Com-
bined Forces Command through the Ministry of National Defense.” For
more details, see Kim Min-seok, “Seoul Halts Joint Plan for North Col-
lapse,” JoongAng Daily, April 16, 2005, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/20
0504/15/200504152203130939900090309031.html.
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mentioned before and others explained in this chapter), it is likely
that any effort to strengthen trilateralism will be informal, low-key,
and non-exclusive. That does not mean, however, that it should not
take on some type of structure and be guided by a clear purpose.

Impact of U.S. Military Transformation and

Related Reforms in Japan and Korea

One of the important changes occurring today in East Asia, as not-
ed above, is the adjustment in the composition, location, and to

some extent the roles and missions of U.S. military forces in the

region, as part of the GPR and military transformation. In this

context, the term “transformation” is defined rather broadly to en-
compass more than simply the impact of revolutionary military
technologies. For this report “transformation” includes the way in

which U.S. forces are positioned around the world, how the United

States works with its allies and partners, and even what types of
missions (including “stability operations”) its soldiers are trained to

conduct. Some of these changes were pondered by the Bush admin-
istration before the September 11 terrorist attacks, but the global

war against terrorist groups has influenced the urgency and char-
acter of this effort. As Douglas Feith, then U.S. under secretary of
defense for policy has explained, “A key facet of transformation

is realigning our global defense posture [including] updating the

types, locations, numbers, and capabilities of our military forces,
and the nature of our alliances.”

Moreover, this is not simply a matter of how military posture
adjustments in one country (principally, the United States) will
affect the other two allies, but how all three countries can best
manage and coordinate what is really a fairly simultaneous pro-
cess of strategic review and transformation in each country. One
or two may be transforming at a faster pace than one or two of the
others, and each has unique motivations and incentives, but all
three are indeed transforming in response to the post-September
11 security environment. So this is not a case of one country forc-
ing the other two to change, but a question of how best to navigate

47 Douglas]. Feith, U.S. under secretary of defense for policy, “Transform-
ing the U.S. Global Defense Posture,” speech before the Center for Stra-
tegic and International Studies, Washington, D.C., December 3, 2003.
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together the transition to new, more appropriate national and al-
liance postures.

The U.S. GPR and Military Transformation

The U.S. GPR and transformation initiative is the result of a Defense

Department planning effort that has spanned more than four years

and has its intellectual roots in the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Re-
view and the 2002 National Security Strategy, both of which called

for a new approach to defense planning that emphasizes capabil-
ities-based planning over traditional threat-based planning. The

basic idea is that in this new post-Cold War and post-September
11 world, the United States cannot know precisely where, when, or
even whom it might need to fight, but Washington does have a pret-
ty good idea of the types of challenges it might confront — namely,
terrorism, WMD proliferation, failed states, piracy, and the like.
Thus, the wisest course is to focus on fielding those capabilities

that would be needed to address this more likely range of risks.

Because many of these new risks are fairly distant from U.S.
overseas bases built for Cold War threats in Europe and North-
east Asia, Washington believes that it needs to move from the
fairly static basing arrangements of the past, in which U.S. troops
were deployed where they were expected to fight, to a more flexi-
ble, expedition-oriented posture that will allow U.S. troops to move
quickly from forward bases to more distant trouble spots. At the
same time, access to a wider array of support facilities and infra-
structure near or en route to likely areas of concern and instability
are also being sought.

While the primary alliances of the United States — certainly
those with Japan and South Korea — remain critical to this new
global posture, especially to maintain stability and security on and
around the Korean Peninsula, U.S. and even allied forces may not
be optimally positioned to support this new and increasingly im-
portant off-island, off-peninsula expeditionary orientation. This
has led the United States to press for some relocation and reconfig-
uring of its forces to meet its goals, which resulted in an agreement
with South Korea to reduce the U.S. troop count by roughly 12,500
and the number of U.S. bases there by about half, to relocate the
Yongsan Garrison headquarters out of Seoul, and to transfer ten
U.S. Forces Korea (USFK) missions to ROK forces by 2006. U.S.
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discussions with Japanese officials on possible U.S. Forces Japan
(USFJ) adjustments are anticipated to be concluded by the end of
2005, though in the USF] case, the changes might be less extensive,
as this is already a relatively mobile and flexible force.

With regard to U.S. force structure, the direction is toward
fielding units that are more agile, deployable, and deadly but with
fewer forward-deployed forces, which has the added benefit of
yielding a less intrusive footprint in host countries overall. This
should be achieved by using new technologies and modes of orga-
nization that will allow more tailored operations to exploit speed,
stealth, long reach, precision, knowledge, and lethality. The em-
phasis here is less on numbers of forces and more on capabilities
available and effects delivered. One result of keeping forward-de-
ployed forces relatively light is a greater dependence on reaching
back to U.S. command-and-control and other assets in places like
Guam, Hawaii, and the mainland as they are needed. In this case,
when ROK forces and the Japanese Self-Defense Forces (SDF) work
with U.S. forces, they will essentially be reaching back to the same
place, with important implications for interoperability (both bilat-
erally and trilaterally). This could be particularly true if a new U.S.
Army command being contemplated for Camp Zama in Japan is
assigned regional control over allied forces in the event of an emer-
gency on the Korean Peninsula.*®

In moves related to these bilateral consultations on base and
force realignment, the allies have also negotiated adjustments to
the way they cooperate in certain missions, generally expanding
the legal basis for providing each other with goods and services
connected to their militaries’ operations. The United States and
Japan in 2004, for example, agreed on updates for their Acquisi-
tion and Cross-Servicing Agreement to facilitate the cross-military
provision of supplies and services in new types of operations, nota-
bly disaster relief and international peace and security missions.*
A similar U.S.-ROK agreement was struck in time for South Ko-

48 “New U.S. Command in Japan Would Handle Korean Emergency,” Cho-
sun Ilbo, August 1, 2005.

49 Government of Japan, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, exchange of notes
concerning modification of Annex 2 of the Acquisition and Cross-Ser-
vicing Agreement (ACSA) between Japan and the United States, July
29, 2004, http://www.infojapan.org/announce/announce/2004/7/0729-
2.html.
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rea’s participation in the international reconstruction efforts for
Afghanistan and Iraq.

It is worth keeping in mind that while changes in the near and
medium term may be more extensive in one country than the oth-
er — and here it would seem that South Korea will, for a number of
reasons, face more changes sooner than Japan — what happens in
one will inevitably have a major impact on the other and on the U.S.
forces they both host. A relevant example is arecent U.S.-Japan dis-
cussion about a potential rotational U.S. Marine Corps presence in
South Korea, drawn from Okinawa-based units. There is also the
presence of multiple U.S. Aegis destroyers off the coast of Korea as
part of a missile defense system to protect Japan and USF], which
is another near-term issue involving all three countries (though
not directly with regard to command and control).

All of these points underscore the collective, collaborative
dimension of alliance transformation, and the fact that this trans-
formation will likely push all three countries, not just the United
States, toward the acquisition of lighter, more responsive and de-
ployable military capabilities, able and poised to participate in a
wider range of regional and global contingencies, often as part of
a broader coalition.

Security Reforms in Japan and South Korea

For the last two years, Japan has been carrying out its own for-
mal process of introspection and consultation regarding military
transformation and security policy reforms. This process was in
part spurred independently by the same factors that drive the
debate in Washington (that is, technological innovation and the
post-September 11 security environment), but it was also prompted
and shaped by the U.S. GPR itself and the bilateral Defense Poli-
cy Review Initiative (DPRI) talks. The debate covered a variety of
national defense and international security policy reforms, from
statements of principles for Japan’s security policy to concrete
plans for SDF force structure and military procurement initiatives.
Policy makers, Diet members, scholars, and the media discussed
such issues as Japan’s right of collective self-defense, the interpre-
tation of the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty’s geographic applicability
(the so-called Far East clause), the SDF role in international peace-
building efforts, Japan’s weapons export ban, its C2 and crisis
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management process, and greater investment in Japan’s intelli-
gence infrastructure.

The direction for these policies began to take concrete shape
with the March 2004 release of a report by the Liberal Democratic
Party’s Defense Policy Studies Committee (National Defense Divi-
sion) of the Policy Research Council, followed by a special report of
the prime minister’s Council on Security and Defense Capabilities
in October 2004 and culminating in the Cabinet’s approval of the
National Defense Program Guideline (NDPG), FY2005,%° and the
Mid-Term Defense Program, FY2005-2009, in December 2004.5'

From the strategic point of view, Japan has shown through this
process that it is moving incrementally toward a more capabili-
ty-based approach to defense planning, although Tokyo remains
wary about traditional threats in the region and will prepare ac-
cordingly. Japan has also begun to recognize a need to counter

“new threats,” including the proliferation of WMD and ballistic
missiles, as well as international terrorist activities. To some de-
gree it has even embraced the concept of preemption, at least in
the context of an imminent missile launch from North Korea, but
overall Japan has no intention to abandon its defensive orientation,
and it continues to limit strictly the military’s ability to partici-
pate in collective defense. Instead, given the new threats Japan
faces, the NDPG signals that Japan will, “on its own initiative, ac-
tively participate in international peace cooperation activities...in
the region spreading from the Middle East to East Asia [empha-
sis added],” a region that will assume a higher mission priority for
the SDF in the future.>* Japan still places great importance on its
security relationship with the United States, and future steps to

50 Government of Japan, National Defense Program Guideline, FY 2005,
http://www.jda.go.jp/e/index_.htm.

51 Government of Japan, Mid-Term Defense Program, FY 2005-2009,
http://www.jda.go.jp/e/index_.htm.

52 One could argue that by “inextricably” linking the “peace and stability of Ja-
pan” to “that of the international community” and then reasoning that Ja-
pan should thus “actively participate in activities that nations of the world
cooperatively undertake to enhance the international security environ-
ment,” the theoretical wall preventing collective defense has essentially
been breached (since Japan is not the only country whose peace and stabil-
ity are presumably so linked). In practice, however, Japan will continue to
differentiate between such international peace cooperation activities and
other, more direct forms of collective defense (see Japan’s NDPG, FY 2005).
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buttress that link are a key subject of the DPRI strategic talks be-
tween the allies.

Operationally speaking, Japan will make a number of adjust-
ments to the SDF in line with its strategic tinkering. The SDF will
develop less-heavy and more-mobile ground forces over the next
ten years, add lift capability to its maritime and air forces, invest
heavily in intelligence and missile defense infrastructures, and en-
hance its C2 abilities while emphasizing greater “jointness” among
its services. In fact, a strengthened Joint Staff Office (JSO) is sched-
uled to unify command of the military services in March 2006.
Some of the key goals in this regard are to improve the SDF’s ability
to respond quickly to international crises and sustain operations,
as well as to protect against perceived threats from North Korea,
such as small-scale incursions via spy boats or missile attacks. Ja-
pan also wants to be able to protect its interests in the East China
Sea, given China’s rapid modernization of its naval forces and the
lingering disputes over islands, rocks, and their differing interpre-
tations about the line dividing their exclusive economic zones.

Inevitably, as Japan revamps its own operations and capabili-
ties, this will affect how it trains and operates with U.S. forces. The
NDPG states that Tokyo plans to strengthen U.S.-Japan security
arrangements and to promote intelligence exchange and “opera-
tional cooperation,” but how this will evolve is still not completely
clear. Will they have a horizontal relationship, working side by
side, or will the relationship be more vertical, with Japan largely
working in support of the U.S. military in the region? Could their
effort to enhance operational cooperation eventually include oth-
er regular partners, such as South Korea or Australia, for certain
missions? For the time being, Japan-ROK military cooperation will
probably remain limited to joint search-and-rescue drills, military
exchanges, and the like, but it might be possible to expand upon
this narrow base in a trilateral fashion in the future, particularly
in the area of crisis response planning and search and rescue. The
two countries are looking to sign a bilateral agreement on military
exchange and cooperation in the near future.”

53 “Japanese Defense Chief Verifies Report,” JoongAng Daily, August 27,
2005, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/200508/26/2005082622425320099
00090409041.html.
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In South Korea, the process of security policy reform has been
less formalized than in Japan, but Seoul is nonetheless contemplat-
ing a new orientation for its military forces and its own concept
of national security. Because South Korea essentially “went first”
in the sequence of America’s military realignment in the region,
it has had to focus rather heavily on the direct and practical im-
plications of the GPR, as opposed to the longer-term effect on its
security policies. As a result, Seoul has been preparing to take
over the missions scheduled for transfer and adjusting not only
to the departure of some U.S. forces, but also to the introduction
of new USFK capabilities made possible by some compensating
investments in helicopter upgrades, anti-missile batteries, and
other systems. Moreover, it is important to remember that given
the nature of the North Korean threat, the U.S. and ROK militaries
have a joint, combined forces command, unlike the parallel com-
mand structure in Japan. This joint command structure improves
interoperability but can also complicate the domestic policy-mak-
ing process, in the sense that certain decisions need to be made
together with the United States.

Still, Seoul has begun to articulate its own vision for South Ko-
rea’s national security strategy. In March 2004, the Blue House
agreed upon a set of national security strategic directives that
helped launch the concept of pursuing “cooperative, self-reliant
defense,” whose aim is to achieve a balance between the ROK-U.S.
alliance and development of a self-reliant defense posture. The
concept of self-reliant defense is apparently based on a number
of suppositions including the expectation that counterterrorism
and counterproliferation will continue to color the international
strategic environment and that South Korea will be called upon
to contribute in these efforts — not unlike Japan’s “new threats.”*
Later, at the October 2004 annual Security Consultative Meeting
(SCM) between the two countries, Defense Minister Yoon Kwang
Ung expressed the ROK commitment to coordinate its cooper-
ative self-reliant defense plan with U.S. transformation efforts.
One could wonder if, in the future, the “cooperative” part of “co-
operative self-defense” in the ROK might eventually include other

54 ChaDu-Hyeogn, “The Future of the ROK-U.S. Alliance: Toward the Evo-
lution of a Strategic Cooperation Alliance,” KIDA Papers no. 7 (Decem-
ber 2004).
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countries besides the United States. To some extent, this is already
happening via ROK deployments to join multinational operations
in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Interestingly, the drive by South Korea to become more self-reli-
ant in military terms does not mean that the ROK armed forces will
increase in size, though the effort is having an effect on the nation’s
military procurement plans. The Ministry of National Defense is
striving to develop itself into a more elite and efficient force, but
given tight budget constraints it is actually reducing the number
of troops in order to help free up funds for investment in new sys-
tems for surveillance and reconnaissance, real-time command and
control, and long-range strike ability. The MND’s military struc-
tural reform trimmed 10,000 troops from its ranks in 2004, and
it plans additional reductions in the overall active military force
(mostly in the army), from 681,000 to 500,000 by 2020, while in-
creasing its defense budget by 11 percent annually until 2015.5 The
fact that both South Korea and Japan are planning significant in-
vestments for intelligence gathering and C2 systems suggests that
some level of trilateral consultation might be advisable to enhance
interoperability, or at least to avoid incompatibility.

Both South Korea and Japan have also been changing the way
that they organize themselves (politically and bureaucratically)
to respond to various types of crises beyond those of a military or
national security nature.’® Each country faced slightly different
challenges that caused it to pursue these reforms, but a central
theme running through both efforts is a desire to improve the
information flow between and among ministries in certain situ-
ations and to centralize the decision-making process. In the case
of Japan, the Cabinet Secretariat now plays a critical coordinating
role in managing Tokyo’s response to a domestic or international
crisis, be it a natural disaster or a terrorist incident of some kind.

55 On September 13, 2005, the MND announced its fifteen-year military re-
form plan, which is focused on restructuring “the country’s manpower-
intensive force into a smaller but stronger one, suitable for the warfare
of the future.” Jung Sung-ku, “Seoul to Boost Defense Budget,” Korea
Times, September 14, 2005.

56 For a discussion of Japan’s crisis management reforms and their potential
impact on U.S.-Japan crisis management cooperation, see James L. Schoff,
Crisis Management in Japan and the United States: Creating Opportunities for
Cooperation amid Dramatic Change (Herndon, Virginia: Brassey’s, 2004).
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In South Korea, the Blue House established the National Security
Council Crisis Management Center (NSC-CMC) in March 2003 as
its first step in a process of reform that links what had been dispa-
rate systems dealing with conventional security crises on the one
hand, and natural or man-made disasters on the other.

On September 9, 2004, the ROK’s NSC-CMC presented the Cri-
sis Management Basic Guideline, which detailed the structure of
a new crisis management system. “We adopted a comprehensive
security concept in defining national crisis, rather than confining
it to the conventional security. Under the new concept, a nation-
al crisis refers to situations that have the potential to undermine
national sovereignty and core elements and values in the na-
tion’s political, economic, social and cultural systems. The crisis
management guide is being provided for the first time since the
establishment of the government [in 1948], and clearly defines re-
sponsibilities and roles of related government agencies to prevent
any vacuum or overlap on crisis management,” explained Col. Ryu
Hee-In, head of the NSC-CMC.5

The Basic Guideline classified crises into three categories: con-
ventional security, disaster, and the nation’s critical infrastructure.
Then, it clarified the highest-level decision-making mechanism
for each category by identifying the NSC for conventional security
and the prime minister for disasters and the nation’s critical infra-
structure. The prime minister has been responsible for managing
non-military crises in South Korea since the enactment of the Civ-
il Defense Law in 1975.

In addition to the Basic Guideline, the NSC-CMC also published
a set of crisis management manuals. The thirty-manual set com-
prises eleven on traditional security areas, including inter-Korean
conflicts; eleven on disasters; and eight on the nation’s critical in-
frastructure. The manuals specify the responsibilities and roles
of related ministries and agencies, step-by-step procedures, and
primary countermeasures in various cases. For example, when
responding to the 2004 tsunami crisis in Southeast Asia, the ROK
government followed procedures detailed in two of the manuals,
Earthquake and Protection of Overseas Koreans. The NSC-CMC is

57 Seo Hyun-Jin, “Security Panel Issues Crisis Management Manuals,” Ko-
rea Herald, September 9, 2004, http://www.koreaherald.co.kr.
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Changing Approach to Crisis Management
in South Korea after 2004

Crisis Management Disaster Management

Conventional Security Natural Disaster Man-made Disaster

Crisis/Consequence Management
Traditional Security
Disaster/Accident

Nation's Critical Infrastructure

currently drafting two more manuals on South Korean troop dis-
patch abroad, and all of these response guidelines will be followed

up by more detailed procedures developed in the related ministries

and agencies over the course of 2005.

In addition to the Basic Guideline and crisis management man-
uals, South Korea has also begun to discuss creating an emergency
relief and response unit in the military since its recent participa-
tion in the tsunami relief efforts. “It is necessary to prepare a special
unit for emergency relief in order to better respond to major disas-
ters at home and abroad,” said ROK Prime Minister Lee Hae-Chan
at a hearingin the National Assembly on February 14, 2005.5* Mem-
bers of the National Assembly, who visited Indonesia and Sri Lanka
in January 2005, recommended organizing an independent capa-
bility in the military for rapid dispatch after disaster strikes.>

In its report to the National Assembly Defense Committee on
April 18, 2005, the NSC also stated, “We are talking with the related
ministries over dispatching a standby unit to UN Peacekeeping Op-
eration (PKO) as well as to major overseas disasters.”*® According to
the MND report presented to a defense policy workshop at the Na-
tional Assembly, though it is still preliminary, two battalion-sized
units (roughly eleven-hundred soldiers) - composed of army, navy

58 “A Special Military Unit Is Necessary for Disaster Relief,” YTN News,
February 14, 2005.

59 Kim Myung-Ja, ed., “Report of National Assembly Delegates’ Visit of Affect-
ed Nations” (in Korean), report to the National Assembly, February 13, 2005.

60 “Crisis Management Practice Manuals Will Be Prepared within This
Year,” Yonhap News, April, 18. 2005.
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ROK'’s Crisis Management System and Manuals
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1) North Korean Nuclear Contingency 5) Terrorism
2) Yellow Sea Contingency 6) Protection of Overseas Koreans
3) Accident in Gaesong Industrial Complex 7) Presidential Power Vacuum
4) Riot/Disturbance 8-11) Four Classified Manuals
I
NSC
Crisis Management Center

Central Planning & Coordination

Nation's Critical Disaster / Accident
Infrastructure Central Safety

Government Policy Management Committee
Coordination Council Chaired by Prime Minister
Chaired by Prime Minister 1) Typhoon
1) Food/Water 2)  Earthquake
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3) Electricity 4)  Railway Accident
4) Nuclear Power Plant 5)  Livestock Disease
5) Transportation 6) Large-scale Environmental
6) Finance Contamination
7) Cyber Security 7)  Epidemic
8) Oil Supply 8-11)  Four other manuals

and air force - will be trained for PKO and emergency relief missions
and will be dispatched either to assist in a regional conflict or to af-
fected nations at the request of a host government or the UN.® Once
organized, this standby unit will operate according to procedures
developed in the newly prepared crisis management manuals.
Interestingly, unlike the United States, where the military’s devel-
opment of a more rapid and integrated emergency response capabil-
ity is being made as part of the broader GPR process, South Korea’s
approach toward creating an emergency relief and response func-
tion in the military is rather independent of its military transfor-
mation planning. This is evidenced by the recent MND document,

61 This plan includes infantry, medical, engineering, military police, and he-
licopter units in the army; LST, sea rescue, and explosive disposal units in
the navy; and air transportation (C-130) units in the air force. For more in-
formation, see ROK Ministry of National Defense, “Plan for PKO Standby
Unit Organization” (in Korean), report presented to a defense policy work-
shop at the National Assembly, April 21, 2005.
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“Four Objectives of National Defense Policy in 2005.” In this docu-
ment, pre-designating a PKO unit with disaster response capability
was listed as one of the sub-objectives under “Realizing the National
Defense with the People,” which mostly pertains to activities of mili-
tary support for the Korean public. It was not listed under “Building
a Future Oriented Defense Capability,” where policy objectives for
force structure improvement and command, control, communica-
tions, computers, and intelligence systems were proposed in light
of USFK’s relocation.®*In contrast with the United States and Japan,
South Korea views national defense transformation as distinct from
reforms targeted at international military contributions.

The overall result is that both Japan and South Korea are now
better prepared to respond in conjunction with other nations when
necessary, although there are still a number of unanswered ques-
tions in this area. In the case of South Korea, the government is
only just now beginning to seriously consider how to respond to
off-peninsula crises, given its traditional domestic focus and preoc-
cupation with the threat from North Korea. The ROK’s involvement
in such activities as peacekeeping abroad, the reconstruction of
Iraq, and the relief response for tsunami victims is a relatively re-
cent phenomenon, and so its policies for crisis management in an
international context are still being developed.

To some extent, this can be seen in the fact that South Korean
legislators have begun to discuss pre-designating PKO units and re-
sponding to foreign crises only recently in light of concerns about
constitutional restrictions. Article 60 of the ROK constitution, which
grants the National Assembly the right to consent to the dispatch of
armed forces to foreign countries, has inhibited and delayed prop-
er responses by the military to overseas crises in the past. It was
not until the ROK’s recent participation in the tsunami relief effort
that the National Assembly began discussing a simplified course
of legislative approval for the dispatch of armed forces, within cer-
tain limits.” In many ways, the channels for communication and

62 ROK Ministry of National Defense, “Four Objectives of National Defense
Policy in 2005” (April 28, 2005), http://mnd.news.go.kr/warp/webapp/
news/view?_id=p_sec_4&id=14b8edo7f5702baidfse2630.

63 For more information, see ROK Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade,

“Improving Domestic Procedures for Korea’s PKO Participation” (in Ko-
rean), report presented to a defense policy workshop at the National As-
sembly, April 21, 2005.
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coordination among the United States, Japan, and South Korea in
times of crises have yet to be established.

Potential Areas for Trilateral Consultation

As all three countries make the transitions now underway, they
will need to grapple, singly and together, with a number of politi-
cal, legal, operational, and even budgetary questions raised by the
GPR and related security reforms. Clearly, the bulk of the work on
all of the above issues needs to be carried out at the national and
bilateral levels. However, given the fact that U.S. and national pos-
ture shifts in Japan and Korea will have obvious impacts on one
another (and on regional perspectives more generally), closer con-
sultations at the trilateral level do make some sense, and they could
be of considerable value. Some areas that might benefit from tri-
lateral consultations are outlined below.

Understanding Japan's and South Koreas overall comfort level with
regard to a regional operations focus. Here, the situation in Japan
may be a little more mature than in South Korea, given the re-
gional thrust of the 1997 revision to the Guidelines for U.S.-Japan
Defense Cooperation, the pre-existing expeditionary posture of
a good portion of the USF], and the trend toward greater involve-
ment of the SDF in international missions, as outlined in Japan’s
newly revised NDPG.

Until recently, the focus in South Korea has been relativelylocal
and Korea-centric, with a good deal of concern as well over China’s
possible reactions to regional operations by the USFK. Some ROK
policy makers see America’s push for “strategic flexibility” for the
USFK as a net negative for South Korea, because they fear either
abandonment or entanglement if USFK assets are deployed to re-
gional conflict areas, with Taiwan as the most sensitive potential
location. But there might be some room for a more prominent off-
peninsula role for the USFK, depending on the circumstances and
the level of prior consultation. At the 2004 SCM, for example, the
U.S. defense secretary and the ROK minister of national defense
reconfirmed “the continuing importance of USFK’s strategic flexi-
bility” and agreed to initiate the ROK-U.S. Security Policy Initiative
(SPI) from 2005 in order to contemplate restructuring the USFK as
well as the roles and missions of the ROK-U.S. alliance. Washing-
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ton and Seoul are still trying to resolve this issue, but many ROK
officials remain wary of USFK off-peninsula missions.

Seoul has also been hesitant to participate formally in small,
multilateral military exercises with the United States, such as the
Cobra Gold exercise in Thailand or similar activities. The ROK
MND has generally been interested in pursuing such opportuni-
ties, but Blue House officials are reportedly reluctant, apparently
fearful that its participation in trilateral or other “mini-lateral” ex-
ercises might run counter to its stated desire to play a balancer
(or stabilizer) role in the region.®* The balancer role is intended to
promote harmony and peace among all players in the region un-
der the principles of non-discrimination and openness, as a means
to help overcome confrontational bloc diplomacy. Thus, the Blue
House is concerned that its involvement in such mini-lateral secu-
rity frameworks might be perceived as exclusive or even offensive
to non-participants, particularly China, thereby undermining its
proposed course of balancer diplomacy. In this way, the ROK’s bal-
ancer concept has acted to some extent as a brake on any kind of
overt trilateral security cooperation.

Weighing the impact of any realignment of USFK and USF] forces on
ROK and Japanese capability needs. Given the scale of near- to mid-
term changes in USFK posture, avoiding any capability gaps for
self-defense and understanding what a greater focus on regional
operations means for future procurement priorities will be an im-
portant issue for South Korea. Japan, too, will have concerns on
this front, as USFJ units could move to different parts of the coun-
try (perhaps triggering the need for SDF adjustments) and as steps
are taken to move toward acquiring the military systems and plat-
forms advocated in the NDPG. Basically, the question here is how

64 At agraduation ceremony of the Korea Third Military Academy on
March 22, 2005, President Roh Moo-hyun explained his vision of Ko-
rea’s new role as a balancer (or stabilizer) in Northeast Asia. He said,

“We should play a balancing role not only on the Korean Peninsula but
also for the peace and prosperity of Northeast Asia. ... The power equa-
tion in Northeast Asia will change depending on the choices we make.”
For more details, see Cheong Wa Dae, “Address at the 40th Commence-
ment and Commissioning Ceremony of the Korea Third Military Acad-
emy,” March 22, 2005, http://english.president.go.kr.
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U.S. transformation does or does not mesh with national plans,
budgets, and priorities.

Assessing potential adaptations to headquarters and command-and-
control arrangements. This whole area of concern includes questions

with regard to headquarters reorganization, such as the potential

conversion of the Combined Forces Command in South Korea into

amore flexible combined joint task force (JTF) structure, the possi-
ble transfer of all or part of the U.S. Army I Corps headquarters to

Camp Zama in Japan, and even the possible creation of a Northeast

Asian command. In addition, there will be questions with regard to

command authority, such as whether South Korea should assume

wartime operational control in the event of conflict with North

Korea, as well as questions with regard to technology sharing and

innovation - especially in the information technology realm - to

facilitate connectivity, a common operational picture, and better
integrated command and control in key common mission areas

(such as missile defense and sea lane patrol).

Providing regular updates among the three on national and bilateral
initiatives, thereby reducing the prospects of any misconceptions
and misunderstandings and increasing the potential for cooperative
and reinforcing measures. Such updates, perhaps on a biannual cy-
cle, would be a good way to promote a more integrated discussion
ofnational transformation plans and the two major bilateral efforts

- the U.S.-Japan DPRI effort and the U.S.-ROK SPI talks. In terms of
process, one approach might be to convene a trilateral defense ex-
change on the margins of a TCOG session, as defense officials from
all three countries generally attend these sessions, and to follow the
more informal structure now preferred by TCOG attendees, so as
to avoid overly official, bureaucratic exchanges. In time, a dialogue
along these lines could evolve into a more routine transformation-
focused exchange, either at the defense bureaucracy level and/or
involving the uniformed services. One of the noticeable benefits
of the TCOG is that it facilitated strong relationships among the
participants and promoted continuity, even when new people were
rotated into new positions. It also allowed the ROK and Japan to
meet during times when it was politically difficult to do so bilater-
ally, such as during diplomatic disputes.
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Facilitating a lessons-learned dialogue on defense planning and op-
erational issues of common interest, as each country has unique

experiences to share that could be valuable to the others. For ex-
ample, Japan’s experiences in crafting the 1996 U.S.-Japan Joint

Declaration on Security and the 1997 Defense Guidelines revision

might be of considerable value to South Korea as it contemplates a

similar effort with the United States. South Korea’s experience as a

longtime member of an integrated, combined command could be

of great interest to Japan as Tokyo moves toward a more joint and

combined planning approach. In addition, the experiences of both

in recent regional and global operations (such as support efforts in

Iraq and Afghanistan, peacekeeping operations, anti-smuggling/
anti-piracy missions, consequence management, and PSI activities)

could constitute a database of immense value to all. Similarly, for

certain mission areas where it may have greater experience and

expertise (as in the areas of missile defense operations, homeland

security, and managing NBC weapons contingencies), the United

States could use such a dialogue to help jump-start allied planning

efforts that might not be as advanced.

Sponsoring and encouraging a cooperative strategic planning exer-
cise to include:

e Ajoint risk assessment and survey of
likely contingencies in the region.

e An assessment of capabilities needed and available,
such as in the area of reconnaissance and intelligence
sharing, given the deployment of new unmanned
aerial vehicles (the Global Hawk) in the ROK; that
is, can the three countries invest more rationally in
satellite and unmanned aerial vehicle technology
as a group, rather than independently?

e Discussion of possible divisions of labor regarding
certain missions (or within missions).

e The identification of niche capabilities among
ROK and Japanese forces that might allow them
to take the lead in certain circumstances or to
complement U.S. forces usefully. Such capabilities
might include PKO assets, maritime surveillance
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(perhaps as part of a regional maritime security
initiative), and NBC-related medical support.
e The exploration of leap-ahead/breakthrough technology
areas where all three could more effectively coordinate
their research and development efforts, together with a
discussion of better ways to exploit such technologies.
Here it is worth recalling that, despite the many, oft-repeated
differences between Europe and Asia, the initial strategic plan-
ning review process begun by NATO after the Cold War might hold
useful lessons to draw upon with regard to allied risk assessments,
capability-based planning, and the development of a shared but up-
dated vision for the future. The fact that new strategic planning
initiatives are underway at the bilateral levels makes the idea of a
trilateral variant or adjunct all the more sensible.

Developing and coordinating public diplomacy and education cam-
paigns on transformation activities, both for national audiences and

for other partners and neighboring countries. Given limited time

and other pressing priorities, it is easy to overlook the value of such

campaigns, but recent public debates - often not well informed - in

South Korea and Japan in the wake of U.S. GPR-related announce-
ments confirm that public diplomacy and education efforts will be

important, and that they need to be part of the process early on,
not an afterthought or end-of-project affair. As recent experience

has also demonstrated, properly informing and exchanging views

with the legislative leaderships in all three countries will be a key
piece of the puzzle, and a little advance planning on how best to

do this among the three could be very productive. The public di-
plomacy campaign might also involve China and Russia — in order

to prevent misunderstanding or suspicion - in addition to the do-
mestic audiences in Japan and South Korea.

Creating a platform for a wider regional dialogue when and where ap-
propriate. Perhaps more as aresult of these types of initiatives than
as a targeted activity in and of itself, trilateral exchanges along
the lines discussed, together with the TCOG sessions, could help
to create useful opportunities for expanding the dialogue to allow
other key regional powers to participate, including other estab-
lished partners and allies, such as Australia, Singapore, and the
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Philippines, as well as potential partners and collaborators in spe-
cific policy arenas and mission areas, such as China and Russia.
Such was the case recently when Russia agreed to join the NATO
operation Active Endeavor in the Mediterranean.

To draw on another European example, it often takes the con-
certed efforts of a small core group (like the core group in the EU
that helped establish the European Monetary Union) to push along
the prospects for wider multilateral cooperation, and it is not be-
yond the realm of imagination that the type of trilateral security
cooperation being proposed here could lead to broader regional di-
alogue and security cooperation, just as the TCOG has in some ways
established what appears to be a very productive “trilateral caucus”
within, complementing, and forwarding the six-party process.

The Example of NATO and the

Partnership for Peace (PfP)

An appropriate model for such a broader, regional arrangement
could be NATO’s Partnership for Peace (PfP) initiative launched

in 1994, which has served to further enhance NATO’s crisis man-
agement capabilities. PfP has enabled NATO to increase its

partnerships around the world in furtherance of a stronger crisis

management network. An attractive feature of this model, which

is also part of the PSI model discussed later, is its loose organiza-
tional structure that allows states to contribute and participate as

little or as much as they like. Although the PfP was originally seen

as a step toward membership in NATO, it has since evolved into

an initiative that includes states that have no desire for member-
ship but see the benefits of a cooperative initiative geared toward

crisis and consequence management. Of course, in the Asian con-
text, there are no institutional structures as strong as NATO from

which to launch a regional initiative. Nonetheless, there are some

aspects of PfP worth exploring.

Although NATO’s inclusion of crisis management on its agenda is
not new, the global order following the end of the Cold War allowed
NATO to sharpen its focus in this particular area. The enhancement
of NATO’s crisis management sector began with the New Strategic
Concept in 1991, followed by the Partnership for Peace initiative de-
veloped in 1994, and the Washington Summit in April 1999.
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In 1991, NATO, recognizing that the world order had changed
with the end of the Cold War, highlighted the importance of cri-
sis management in its New Strategic Concept. The Alliance then
strengthened its commitment to crisis management through the
development of the PfP in 1994. The PfP “provides a framework for
enhanced political and military cooperation for joint multilater-
al crisis management activities, such as humanitarian assistance
and peacekeeping.”® In essence, this partnership laid the ground-
work for the development of a strong network of states, both NATO
and non-NATO, that shared this commitment to coordinating and
cooperating in crisis situations. In 1999, the Washington Summit
propelled the initiative forward by stating that the PfP “provided
scope for strengthening the ability of Partners and allies to deploy
together in future crisis response operations through the Opera-
tional Capabilities Concept.”®

Originally designed with the intention of broadening NATO
membership and providing a way for states seeking entrance to
NATO to begin the process, the PfP allowed non-NATO countries
to establish ties with NATO members with whom they had not
previously had a cooperative relationship. The targets of this initia-
tive were nations that had been a part of the Warsaw Pact, and key
objectives included facilitating transparency in national defense
planning and budgeting processes and maintaining the capabili-
ty and readiness to contribute to crisis response operations under
the UN and other international organizations.®”

The PfP works through a series of agreements between aspiring
partner countries and NATO. “Once a country has joined the PfP,
it submits a Presentation Document to NATO explaining what re-
sources it will contribute to PfP activities and the steps that it will
take to meet PfP political goals, such as democratic control of the
military.”*® This allows for NATO and partner countries to estab-

65 “NATO Fact Sheet: Partnership for Peace (PfP)” (March 1996), http://
www.fas.org/man/nato/natodocs/fact_pfp.htm.

66 Isabelle Frangois, “Partnership: One of NATO’s Fundamental Security
Tasks,” NATO Review (spring/summer 2000): 28.

67 U.S. General Accounting Office, “NATO U.S. Assistance to the Partnership
for Peace;” report to congressional committees (July 2001), 3.

68 U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Public Affairs, “Fact Sheets: NATO,
Partnership for Peace, OSCE, and NATO Information Sources,” Dispatch
6, no. 23 (June 5, 1995): 483-87.
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lish a set of goals and commitments to the partnership in writing
that may serve as a guide for all parties to the arrangement.

The next step in the process is for the country wishing to partic-
ipate to develop a document stating its goals and objectives under
this partnership. “A unique Individual Partnership Program (IPP)
is then agreed to with the alliance. IPPs set forth shared objectives
and list activities planned to meet those objectives. Partners can as-
sign personnel on a full-time basis to NATO headquarters in Brussels
and to the Partnership Coordination Cell at Supreme Headquarters,
Allied Powers Europe in Mons, Belgium. Partners may participate in
an optional defense planning and review process designed to eval-
uate and enhance a partner nation’s interoperability with NATO.
Participating states work with NATO to develop interoperability
objectives, which can be used to help refine IPPs.”®

Those countries that are part of the PfP are also presented with
the Partnership Work Program. “The Partnership Work Program
is developed by NATO as a ‘menu’ of potential cooperative activi-
ties, from which PfP Partners may select according to their specific,
individual interests.””® The partners therefore know what activi-
ties are going on under the PfP and may participate in as many or
as few as they would like. Other PfP countries may even be willing
to sponsor another member’s participation.

A major component of the PfP is the exercises that take place
among partners. These exercises are used to start the cooperative
process and to practice responding to crisis situations before they
actually occur. For example, Finland hosted “two military crisis
management exercises...the NATO maneuver Cooperation Knowl-
edge 2003 and the joint Nordic Peace.”” Many exercises for crisis
management among partners take place on an annual basis.

There were promising gains at the beginning of the initiative:

“The interoperability achieved in the first years of the Partnership

was an early dividend and an important factor in the successful in-
tegration of Partner forces in IFOR and SFOR.””* As time passed and
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the progress of PfP continued, “NATO has recognized the progres-
sion of the PfP program and recently called for a more operational-
ly focused partnership, allowing more vigorous training.””

The success of both Partnership exercises and the Partnership
as a whole has led to activities said to take place “in the spirit of
PfP.” “NATO encourages allies to develop activities in the spirit of
PfP, which offer partners increased opportunities to get acquaint-
ed with the militaries, governments and educational process of the
member states.””* These exercises are meant to enhance relation-
ships and increase cooperation among states in the development
of crisis management, but they offer even more political, procedur-
al, and budgetary flexibility than formal PfP activities.

Another example of “in the spirit of” activities is a program de-
veloped between countries and individual U.S. states. “The State
Partnership Program links twenty-one U.S. states with the newly
independent democracies of Europe and Central Asia. This pro-
gram establishes broad and far-reaching ties between U.S. State
Governors and their National Guard forces with the Defense Min-
istries of partner nations and all levels of government.”” This is a
unique program done “in the spirit of PfP,” which creates a broad-
er network of state/country partnerships.

Again, it should be emphasized that a PfP approach is not a
practical option for Asia as a specific program, since the circum-
stances surrounding the creation of that program were unique
(that is, the collapse of competition between well-structured se-
curity blocs), and there is no Asian organization comparable to
NATO. The various components of PfP, however, such as the Op-
erational Capabilities Concept, IPPs, and specific PfP exercises,
can be useful models for similar initiatives in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion. Moreover, the “spirit of PfP” concept can also be useful when
political or bureaucratic hurdles make more formal or institu-
tionalized cooperation difficult. In fact, there are already some
similar initiatives being carried out in Asia, which are discussed
below, though they are not as ambitious and could probably ben-
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