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‘It's mere chance that has brought us together. Mere chance? Then it's by
chance this room is furnished as we see it. It's an accident that the sofa on
the right is a livid green, and that one on the left’s wine-red. Mere chance?
Well, just try to shift the sofa and you'll see the difference quick enough ...
I tell you they’ve thought it all out. Down to the last detail. Nothing was
left for chance. This room was all set for us ... we're chasing after each

other, round and round in a vicious circle, like horses on a roundabout.’

Jean-Paul Sartre, Huis Clos [No Exit], 1944.

‘The smaller a nation, the stronger a nation must be to keep its pride.’
Kim Jong-il, interview with South Korean media
representatives, Chosun Ilbo, 13 August 2000
“Where else was such a country, such a revolution?’

Rodong Sinmun, 8 January 2010
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North Korea’s nuclear infrastructure: known and suspected locations




INTRODUCTION

Despite episodic, partial diplomatic successes and repeated
calls for the denuclearisation of the Korean peninsula, the
behaviour of North Korea across the decades suggests the
precise opposite. For a quarter of a century, the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) has defied, stymied,
deferred or circumvented repeated efforts by allies, adver-
saries and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to
inhibit its pursuit of nuclear weapons and ensure Pyongyang’s
compliance with its declared non-proliferation obligations.
Any residual ambiguity in North Korea’s nuclear intentions
dissipated over the past decade, though the ultimate scope and
purposes of the nuclear programme (beyond protecting the
DPRK from supposed existential threats from the United States
and its insistence on treatment on ‘an equal footing with other
nuclear weapons states’) remain obscure.!

The DPRK signalled its final breach of the nuclear divide
with its pull-out from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT) in January 2003; there followed an official statement in
February 2005 that it had manufactured nuclear weapons and
the conducting of nuclear tests in October 2006 and May 2009.
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The North has also asserted that its entire inventory of pluto-
nium has been weaponised; it has claimed advances in enriched
uranium as an alternative source of fissile material and made
efforts to develop long-range missiles as a presumed means to
deliver a nuclear weapon. It has also provoked sharp responses
from the international community by transferring materi-
als and technology with nuclear-weapons potential to other
nuclear aspirants. The DPRK persists in making explicit claims
to standing as a nuclear power outside the NPT, and insists that
any future negotiations acknowledge its status as a nuclear-
armed state. Despite continued technological, economic and
industrial impediments to a fully realised nuclear capability
and periodic intimations that it would be prepared to forgo its
nuclear-weapons programme, the leadership of the DPRK long
ago concluded that its power, identity and interests were more
effectively ensured and protected with nuclear weapons than
without them.

Why and how has the nuclearisation of the Korean penin-
sula reached this point, and what are the consequences? Is it
more attributable to a failure of political will and diplomatic
imagination on the part of those seeking to prevent the DPRK’s
nuclear-weapons development, or is it better explained by
factors internal to the North Korean system and to the regime’s
perception of its place in the world? Perhaps more important
is whether the pattern of the past decade will be sustained in
future years, with no possibility of resolution or reversal.

These issues have long triggered intense debate among
policy analysts. On one side of the debate are those who
believe that North Korea’s pursuit of nuclear weapons reflects
anxieties triggered by the end of the Cold War and the DPRK’s
loss of explicit security guarantees from Russia and China.?
But Pyongyang’s quest for strategic autonomy has far deeper
roots. The first meeting between senior US and DPRK officials
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occurred in January 1992, when Undersecretary of State for
Political Affairs Arnold Kanter metin New York with the Korean
Workers Party (KWP) Secretary for International Affairs, Kim
Yong-sun.? These exchanges provided senior American policy-
makers with initial exposure to the world as viewed by leaders
in Pyongyang. However, America was a late entrant into the
Korean nuclear saga, though it has been enmeshed in high-
stakes diplomacy with North Korea ever since.

From the DPRK’s earliest existence, North Korea’s ruling
elite has tried to define and build a state apart from the interna-
tional system. Even during its period of maximal dependence
on the Soviet Union and China, the DPRK insisted that its
citizens envied no one, and that exclusionary strategies were
necessary to protect it from the depredations of a malign
outside world. Survivalism has long dominated the thinking
of leaders in the North, who characterise the DPRK as a small,
vulnerable system surrounded by far more powerful states
unprepared to accord it requisite autonomy and international
standing. Given the continuous deployment of US forces on the
peninsula since the Korean War, the United States has loomed
very large in Pyongyang’s calculations. In the name of national
defence, Pyongyang maintains in relative terms a level of mili-
tary preparedness unmatched by any other state in the world.
North Korea also denies outside powers information about its
decision-making, on issues from the banal to the most conse-
quential. Moreover, the information withheld from the outside
world pales by comparison to what the North denies its own
citizens.

Despite North Korea’s extreme introversion, the docu-
mentary record on the DPRK is more substantial than many
observers realise.* Even before the collapse of the Soviet Union,
the DPRK’s official version of the Korean War had begun to
unravel, and this trickle became a torrent during the tenure of



16 | No Exit: North Korea, Nuclear Weapons and International Security

Russian President Boris Yeltsin. Invaluable information (mainly
from Soviet and East European archives and to a lesser extent
from Chinese sources, but also encompassing interviews with
participants in early Cold War history) produced an outpouring
of new scholarship.® Archival information also included impor-
tant disclosures about North Korea’s early interest in nuclear
technology, which came to fruition in weapons development
decades later. Individuals who worked in the North or who
have dealt with North Korean officials, diplomats and engi-
neers have furnished additional insight into the evolution of
the system.® Despite the obfuscation and obscurity, the DPRK’s
negotiating strategies and propaganda can be highly revealing.
North Korean diplomats exhibit discipline, diligence and utter
mastery of their negotiating brief. Even Google Earth provides
valuable information about the system’s economic underpin-
nings, military deployments and leadership locations.”

The DPRK is America’s longest-standing adversary in the
international system. Since the establishment of the North
Korean state in September 1948, Washington and Pyongyang
have never experienced normal relations, and the Korean War
cemented lasting animosity on both sides. America has dealt
with the North primarily in four contexts: as an enemy in the
Korean conflict; as a primary focus of US defence planning
in Northeast Asia for more than 60 years; as a US intelligence
priority (in particular American efforts to monitor the DPRK’s
nuclear-weapons and missile activities); and in negotiations
seeking to end the nuclear impasse. Despite intermittent politi-
cal and diplomatic contact over the past two decades, especially
negotiations during the Clinton administration, animosities
and mutual suspicions have deepened ever since. The North’'s
nuclear tests and its accumulation of fissile material are the
latest and most lethal manifestations of this deeply troubling

legacy.



