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Dear Conference Participant: 
 
We are pleased to present you this “Briefing Book,” which is intended to facilitate and enrich the 
discussion at our upcoming conference on trilateral relations between the United States, South 
Korea, and North Korea from 1976 through 1979, to be held at the Woodrow Wilson International 
Center for Scholars in Washington, D.C. on December 3-4, 2013. The volume consists of selected 
documents from archives in the United States, South Korea, (East) Germany, Romania, Hungary, 
Australia, the United Kingdom, the former Yugoslavia, and the United Nations, that we hope will 
refresh memories, provide context, and help anchor the conversation in the facts. 
 
This collection, compiled by the North Korea International Documentation Project (NKIDP) with 
the help of many others, is by no means comprehensive, just as the conference will not be the final 
word on the “Carter Chill” in Korea. However, in selecting the materials, the NKIDP sought to 
include some of the most important materials available and made a substantial effort to mine 
relevant official archives. Our goal was to emphasize materials that are either newly available or 
previously unpublished but at the same time incorporate other records that offer important insights 
into the crises. The briefing book is organized chronologically, starting with April 1976 and the U.S. 
presidential race which culminated in Jimmy Carter’s election, and ending with December 1979 in 
the immediate aftermath of Park Chung Hee’s death. 
 
In compiling these documents, the NKIDP received much appreciated cooperation and assistance 
from scholars, archivists, and other colleagues from several countries, reflecting the multinational 
scope of this project. We are particularly grateful to Shin Jongdae for contributing documents from 
the South Korean diplomatic archives; Eliza Gheorghe for both obtaining and translating 
documents from the Romanian archives, and for contributing materials from the National Archives 
in Kew; Bernd Schaefer for contributing documents from Germany; Balazs Szalontai for 
contributing Hungarian documents; Charles Kraus for contributing documents from the Jimmy 
Carter Library; James Person for obtaining materials from the United Nations Archives; and Jooeun 
Kim for her work in the National Archives in Kew.  
 
We would also like to recognize the team of NKIDP interns and junior scholars who worked 
diligently to make sure the briefing book was ready for dissemination: Minji Kim, Arielle Shorr, 
Soomin Oh, Woorim “Phoebe” Moon, and Misun Kim. For their sage advice, we would also like to 
thank Ambassador Sun Jounyung, Charles Armstrong, and Gregg Brazinsky. 
 
We are especially grateful to the Korea Foundation, whose support made this conference possible. 
Last but not least, we would like to thank Jane Harman, President, Director, and CEO of the 
Woodrow Wilson Center, and Dr. Michael Van Dusen, Executive Vice President, for providing 
Center resources for this conference. 
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1976 
 

22 January 1976 President Park Cancels Nuclear Deal with France 

 Under mounting pressure from the US, ROK President Park Chung Hee 

agrees to cancel a nuclear reprocessing deal with France. 

  

16 February 1976 Report on the Illegal Activities of KCIA 
 US Congressman Donald M. Fraser submits a report to the House of 

Representatives on the illegal activities of the Korean Central Intelligence 

Agency (KCIA) in the United States. 

  

1 March 1976 Activists Issue the Declaration of National Democratic Salvation 

 Dissident Jaeya activists issue the Declaration of National Democratic 

Salvation at Myeongdong Cathedral in Seoul.  

  

17 March 1976 Jimmy Carter Publicly Suggests Removing Nuclear Devices from ROK 

 Jimmy Carter tells a Washington Post reporter that the US should remove 

roughly 7,000 nuclear devices from South Korea. 

  

2 April 1976 Prime Minister of Pakistan Visits Pyongyang 

 Ali Bhutto, the Prime Minister of Pakistan, arrives in Pyongyang to meet 

with DPRK President Kim Il Sung. 

  

 Congressman Fraser Asks Ford to Reconsider Aid  

 Citing human rights concerns, US Congressman Donald M. Fraser and 118 

other congressmen ask President Ford to reconsider military aid to the 

ROK. 

  

27 April 1976 President of Madagascar Visits Pyongyang 

 Didier Ratsiraka, President of the Democratic Republic of Madagascar, 

arrives in Pyongyang to meet with DPRK President Kim Il Sung. 

  

14 May 1976 Prime Minister of Mali Arrives in Pyongyang 

 Moussa Traore, Chairman of the Military Committee of National 

Liberation, Head of State, and Prime Minister of the Government of the 

Republic of Mali, arrives in Pyongyang for meetings with DPRK President 

Kim Il Sung. 

  

18 May 1976 Delegation of Swedish Foreign Ministry Arrives in North Korea 

 Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs official Leif Leifland arrives in North 

Korea to discuss Korea at the UN and the future of the Neutral Nations 

Supervisory Commission (NNSC). 

  

20 May 1976 Fifth Conference of the Non-Aligned Movement 

 The fifth conference of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) is held in 

Colombo, Sri Lanka. North Korea plans an elaborate propaganda campaign 
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in anticipation of Kim Il Sung’s personal participation, but the members of 

the NAM disapprove of North Korea joining the organization. 

  

25 May 1976 DPRK Establishes Relations with Nigeria 

 North Korea establishes relations with the Federal Republic of Nigeria. 

  

26 May 1976 Ninth Annual ROK-US Security Consultative Meeting 

 The Ninth Annual ROK-US Security Consultative Meeting (SCM) opens 

in Honolulu and concludes on May 27. 

  

4 June 1976 President of Madagascar Visits Pyongyang 

 Didier Ratsiraka, President of the Democratic Republic of Madagascar, 

arrives in Pyongyang to meet with DPRK President Kim Il Sung. 

  

15 June 1976 US and ROK Representatives Discuss Nuclear Cooperation 

 US and ROK representatives hold discussions and reach an agreement on 

nuclear cooperation in Washington, D.C. 

  

23 June 1976 Carter’s Campaign Promise on Korea 

 During a routine campaign speech, US presidential candidate Jimmy Carter 

announces his desire to withdraw American troops from South Korea and 

his extreme dissatisfaction with South Korea's human rights record. 

  

10 July 1976 President of Benin Arrives in Pyongyang 

 Mathieu Kérékou, President of the People's Republic of Benin, arrives in 

Pyongyang for meeting with DPRK President Kim Il Sung 

  

23 July 1976 Kissinger Suggests Four-Party Talks 

 US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger suggests a cross recognition 

between the Koreas and their allies, a convening of four-party talks on 

Korea, and the simultaneous entry of North and South Korea to the United 

Nations. 

  

18 August 1976 Axe Murder Incident 
 North Korean soldiers kill American soldiers with axes at Panmunjeom’s 

Joint Security Area (JSA), in what came to be known as the Axe Murder 

Incident or the Poplar Tree Incident. 

  

19 August 1976 DOD Orders State of Emergency After Panmunjeom Incident 

 The US Department of Defense orders American troops in South Korea to 

assume a state of emergency and to transfer military forces and weapons to 

Okinawa, following the incident at Panmunjeom. 

  

20 August 1976 DPRK Ambassador to Denmark Expelled 

 DPRK ambassador to Denmark and 3 other diplomats expelled for illegally 

selling drugs, cigarettes and liquor 
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21 August 1976 Americans Chop Down Panmunjeom Tree 

 Americans uproot the tree which triggered the Panmunjeom Incident and 

demolish the outpost of the North Korean sentinel, while mobilizing a large 

number of military personnel, helicopters, and bombers. 

  

30 August 1976 DPRK Disconnects telephone Hot Line with ROK 

 The DPRK suspends the operation of the direct Seoul-Pyongyang 

telephone line. 

  

24 October 1976 Washington Post Exposes “Koreagate” Scandal 

 The Washington Post publishes the headline "Seoul Gave Millions to US 

Officials", exposing the “Koreagate” scandal in which South Korean agents 

bribed US Congressmen and other officials. 

  

26 October 1976 DPRK Diplomats Deported from Finland 

 Four North Korean diplomats are deported from Finland due to 

involvement in smuggling. 

  

28 November 1976 Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld Opposes Troop Withdrawals 

 Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, citing the role of Korea in the stability of 

East Asia, expresses his opposition to the troop withdrawal proposal put 

forth by Presidential Candidate Jimmy Carter. 

  

3 December 1976 Department of State Assistant Secretary Hummel on US Troop Levels 

 Arthur W. Hummel Jr, assistant secretary for Far Eastern Affairs, states that 

troops stationed in Korea will be maintained at current levels. 

 

1977 
 

1 January 1977 Kim Il Sung Proposes Peace Treaty with US 

 Kim Il Sung proposes a peace treaty with the United States in his New 

Year's address. Kim also mentions that DPRK should ease the strains 

created in some branches of the economy, implicitly admitting that the 6 

year plan is not a success 

  

4 January 1977 President Ford cautions Against Sudden Changes in Korea Policy 
 US President Ford warns that sudden changes in Korea policy would be 

harmful and would negatively affect relations with Japan, China, and the 

USSR. 

  

5 January 1977 The New York Times says Troop Reductions will Cause Alarm 

 The New York Times says that US troops stationed in Korea serve as a 

check against the Soviets, and a reduction in forces will even alarm China. 

  

9 January 1977 General Vessey Criticizes Troop Withdrawals 
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 General Vessey is quoted in a Washington Post article stating that a military 

withdrawal from Korea would heighten the risk of war. 

  

11 January 1977 Secretary of State Vance says ROK, Japan to be Consulted on Troop 

Reductions 
 Secretary of State Cyrus Vance testifies in Congress that South Korea and 

Japan will be consulted on the proposed reduction of American troops in 

the Republic of Korea. 

  

12 January 1977 President Park Calls for Non-Aggression Pact 
 President Park Chung Hee calls for a non-aggression pact between North 

and South Korea as a precondition for his non-opposition to US troop 

withdrawals. 

  

16 January 1977 US Department of Defense States No Plans for Troop Withdrawals 

 The US Department of Defense clarifies that there are no plans to withdraw 

or relocate troops stationed in Korea. 

  

25 January 1977 DPRK Proposes Inter-Korean Talks 

 North Korea indirectly rejects South Korea’s proposal for a non-aggression 

pact and instead proposes a joint conference attended by all North and 

South Korean political parties and social organizations. 

  

26 January 1977 NSC-13 Calls for Review of Korea Policy 

 Presidential Review Memorandum/NSC-13 is issued, calling for a broad 

review of US Korea policy, including the possibility of reducing US 

conventional force levels. 

  

31 January 1977 Secretary of State Vance Rejects US-North Korean Relations 
 US Secretary of State Cyrus Vance states that there will be no contact with 

North Korea without consultations with and agreement from South Korea. 

  

1 February 1977 Vice President Mondale Meets Fukuda 

 US Vice President Walter Mondale meets with Japanese Prime Minister 

Fukuda Takeo and asserts that the US will “preserve a balanced and 

flexible military strength in the Pacific.” 

  

15 February 1977 Carter Writes to Park on Troop Withdrawals, Human Rights 

 US President Carter sends a letter to Park Chung Hee affirming the US 

commitment to Korean security, but still raises the issue of troop 

withdrawals and human rights in South Korea. 

  

23 February 1977 Secretary of Defense Brown says Counteroffensive Capabilities in 

Pacific Must not Change 

 US Secretary of Defense Brown states in Congress that even if there is a 

change in US troops stationed in Korea, America’s counteroffensive 
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capabilities must be retained at current levels in the Pacific. 

  

28 February 1977 Brzezinski Emphasizes Role for ROK in US-DPRK Contact  

 US National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski notes that in light of 

North Korea's efforts to establish contact with the US, it is important to 

maintain the stance that the US will “discuss matters bearing on Korea's 

future provided representatives of ROKG are present.” 

  

3 March 1977 Carter asks for $280 Million in Military Aid to ROK 
 The Carter Administration requests congressional approval of a military aid 

package worth $280 million for South Korea. 

  

5 March 1977 Carter: American Forces will be Withdrawn 

 President Carter writes handwritten memo to US National Security Advisor 

Brzezinski and Secretary of State Vance stating that “American forces will 

be withdrawn.” 

  

7 March 1977 JCS Advocates a Phased Withdrawal 

 In response to NSC-13, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) advise Secretary of 

Defense Brown that a phased withdrawal through September 30, 1982, 

along with continuously reviewing the situation, is preferable. 

  

 ROK Foreign Minister Criticizes Troop Withdrawals 

 South Korean Foreign Minister Park Tong-jin criticizes the withdrawal or 

reduction of US troops in the ROK. 

  

9 March 1977 Carter States 4-5 Year Period for Ground Force Withdrawals 
 President Carter states that US ground forces will be withdrawn over a 

period of 4 to 5 years, and the US Air Force will remain in Korea. 

  

10 March 1977 President Carter Meets ROK Foreign Minister 

 President Carter, in a meeting with Foreign Minister Park Tong Jin, states 

that US troop withdrawals are contingent on the enhancement of South 

Korean military capabilities. 

  

22 March 1977 General Vessey: Nuclear South Korea a Possibility 

 General Vessey, Commander-in-Chief of the United Nations Command in 

Korea, states that there is a possibility that South Korea may develop 

nuclear weapons if their self-defense capabilities are threatened. 

  

21 April 1977 PRC Meeting  Discusses Combat Force Withdrawal 

 The Policy Review Committee (PRC) meeting, involving Vance, 

Holbrooke, Habib, and Brzezinski, concluded that no one favored a quick 

withdrawal of combat forces from Korea, and that there should be 

flexibility with the withdrawal schedule. 
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23 April 1977 Kim Il Sung Skeptical of Carter’s Campaign Pledges 

 In a talk with the executive managing editor of Yomiuri Shinbun, Kim Il 

Sung notes his skepticism of Carter's campaign promises and condemns the 

South for hampering with unification efforts of the North. 

  

5 May 1977 Presidential Decision 12 on Troop Withdrawals Issued 

 Jimmy Carter issues Presidential Decision 12, ordering substantial troop 

withdrawals from Korea, including the removal of one brigade by the end 

of 1978 and the complete removal of all ground forces by 1981-1982. 

  

16 May 1977 The Pentagon Submits Detailed Plan for Initial Withdrawal 

 The US Department of Defense submits to the White House a plan for 

withdrawing the first two brigades of the Second Infantry Division and for 

providing additional military assistance to the ROK. 

  

25 May 1977 General Brown and former assistant secretary of state Habib Meet 

with Park Chung Hee 

 Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Harold Brown and former 

assistant secretary of state for East Asian Affairs Philip Habib meet with 

President Park to discuss US ground force withdrawals, as well as human 

rights issues. 

  

8 June 1977 Former KCIA Director states Park Tong Sun is an Intelligence Agent 

 Former Korean Central Intelligence Agency (KCIA) director Kim Hyung 

Wook states that Park Tong Sun is a Korean intelligence agent. 

  

11 June 1977 Senate Foreign Relations Committee Investigates Troop Withdrawals 

 The US Senate Foreign Relations Committee calls for a thorough 

investigation of Carter's troop withdrawal policy, stating that it is a 

campaign promise which does not take into consideration the actual 

circumstances of the Korean Peninsula. 

  

20 June 1977 Kim Il Sung Criticizes Partial Troop Withdrawal 

 In an interview with the Editor-in-Chief of Le Monde, Kim Il Sung 

criticizes the planned US troop withdrawal for being only partial, not total. 

  

21 June 1977 Senate Minority Leader Baker requests Delay in Troop Withdrawals 

 US Senate Minority Leader Howard Baker requests a delay in troop 

withdrawals. 

  

27 June 1977 JCS Backchannel Messages Delivered to Congress 
 The US Department of Defense turns over a large number of politically 

sensitive Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) messages concerning the troop 

withdrawal issue to the Stratton Subcommittee of the House Armed 

Services Committee. 
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2 August 1977 Commander in Chief Vessey Concerned about Withdrawals 

 John Vessey, Commander-in-Chief of the United Nations Command, 

expresses concern over withdrawal of ground forces. 

  

24 August 1977 Park Tong Sun Insists he did not Bribe US Congressmen 

 Park Tong Sun states in a press conference after being investigated by the 

Seoul District Prosecutors office that he has not bribed US congressmen, 

and therefore does not need to be interrogated by the US Congress. 

  

 Tito in Pyongyang 
 Yugoslavia President, Marshal Tito, visits Pyongyang for talks with Kim Il 

Sung. 

  

6 September 1977 Department of Justice Indicts Park Tong Son 
 The US Department of Justice indicts Park Tong Son on thirty-six counts 

conspiring to bribe US Congressmen, defrauding the government, mail 

fraud, racketeering, and illegal campaign contributions. 

  

8 September 1977 Carter writes to Park about Koreagate 

 The White House announces that the President has sent a personal letter to 

President Park Chung Hee requesting cooperation on the investigation 

regarding Park Tong Sun. 

  

10 September 1977 Carter Pushes Forward on Troop Withdrawals 

 US President Carter states that he will push forward with plans to withdraw 

troops from Korea regardless of whether Congress passes a military aid 

package. 

  

29 September 1977 DPRK uses Yugoslavia Channel to Reach out to US 

 Edvard Kardelj of Yugoslavia, on his visit to the US, transmits a message 

from North Korea concerning their interest in holding bilateral talks with 

the US. 

  

1 October 1977 Carter says South Korea Must be Involved in US-DPRK Talks 
 US President Carter notes that he is willing to participate in talks with 

North Korea under the condition that South Korea also participates. 

  

22 October 1977 Carter Asks for $800 Million in Military Equipment Transfers 

 As a measure to prevent the weakening of Korean defense capabilities, 

President Carter submits a bill to Congress that authorizes the transfer of 

$800 million in military equipment. 

  

6 November 1977 Brown says Koreagate is Harming Weapons Transfers 

 Secretary of Defense Brown expresses concern over the Park Tong Sun 

issue, stating that it is harming the congressional authorization of weapons 

transfers to South Korea. 
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6 December 1977 Vance Links Koreagate, Human Rights to US Aid 

 Secretary of State Cyrus Vance states in an interview that if the ROK 

government does not show flexibility in the Park Tong Sun case and human 

rights issues, then this would have negative consequences on US aid to 

Korea. 

  

13 December 1977 Congress told of North Korea’s Military Advantages 

 The US Congress learns that North Korea is engaged in a “major, long-

term buildup” of its military, with a “sizable” advantage in weaponry over 

South Korea. 

 

1978 
 

17 January 1978 Carter writes to Park on Human Rights, Koreagate 

 President Carter sends a letter to President Park Chung Hee, noting the 

improvements on human rights and successes in negotiating the Park 

Tongsun case and reaffirms his efforts to get congressional approval for 

compensation for troop withdrawals. 

  

2 February 1978 Carter Requests Approval for $330 Million Aid Package 
 The Carter administration requests congressional approval of $330 million 

aid package to South Korea. 

  

6 February 1978 US Army Chief of Staff Urges Military Equipment Transfers to Korea 

 US Army Chief of Staff Rogers points out problems of the withdrawal 

policy and urges the transfer of military equipment to Korea. 

  

3 March 1978 South Korea Urges Resumption of SNCC Talks 

 The South Korean representative of the South North Coordination 

Committee (SNCC) urges the resumption of talks 

  

7 March 1978 Tito Meets Carter, Delivering Message from Kim Il Sung 
 Yugoslav President Tito visits President Carter, and delivers Kim Il Sung's 

message of wanting bilateral talks with the US, but not in the presence of 

Park Chung Hee. 

  

4 April 1978 Senator Glenn Expresses Concern about Troop Withdrawals 

 Senator John Glenn, Chairman of the Subcommittee on East Asian and 

Pacific Affairs, sends a letter to President Carter expressing concern over 

the premature nature of troop withdrawals, given the Koreagate scandal 

and the delay in the proposed military aid. 

  

11 April 1978 Carter Advisers Conclude Koreagate Complicates Troop Withdrawals 

 Carter’s closest advisers, including Brzezinski, Vance, Brown, and 

Holbrooke, conclude that it is difficult to obtain congressional approval of 
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any aid package to Korea due to the Park Tong Sun affair and consider the 

implications for the president’s creditability in East Asia if troop 

withdrawals are postponed. 

  

21 April 1978 Carter Announces Adjustments to Troop Withdrawals 

 US President Carter announces a revised schedule for withdrawing the first 

brigade of the Second Division 

  

5 May 1978 Hua Guofeng in Pyongyang 

 Hua Guofeng, Chairman of the Central Committee of the CCP and Premier 

of the PRC, arrives in Pyongyang as part of an official visit to North Korea. 

Hua discusses bilateral relations, inter-Korean relations, and the Non-

Aligned Movement with his North Korean counterparts. 

  

10 May 1978 CIA Suggests Military Balance Favors North Korea 

 A report on the military balance on the Korean Peninsula issued by the CIA 

National Foreign Assessment Center states that the military situation favors 

North Korea by a substantial margin. 

  

17 May 1978 Carter Reassures Park 

 US President Carter writes to President Park Chung Hee in an effort to 

reassure him of the US commitment to maintaining a military balance on 

the peninsula. Carter also maintains that the US will continue to decline 

direct bilateral talks with North Korea. 

  

20 May 1978 Brzezinski Meets Huang Hua 

 US National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski meets with Chinese 

Foreign Minister Huang Hua to discuss the Korea question, inter-Korean 

relations, and US troop withdrawals from South Korea. 

  

25 May 1978 Brzezinski Meets Park Chung Hee 
 US National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski meets with President 

Park Chung Hee to discuss two recent exchanges between the US and 

China regarding Korea. 

  

20 July 1978 Carter Assures Congress that Troop Reductions are Flexible 

 US President Carter sends a letter to House Speaker Tip O'Neill, assuring 

him that troop withdrawal will not follow a rigid schedule but will take into 

consideration the prevailing circumstances. Carter also urges Congress to 

approve equipment transfers and sales to Korea. 

  

26 July 1978 Senate Authorizes Military Equipment Transfers to Korea 
 The US Senate passes a bill authorizing the transfer of military equipment 

to Korea amounting to $1.1 billion. 

  

1 August 1978 Holbrooke Admits US-DPRK Contact 
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 Holbrooke states that there have been five instances of contact between 

North Korea and the US, but that the Carter administration discusses such 

things in advance with the ROK. 

  

15 August 1978 Park Urges North Korea to Resume Dialogue 

 President Park Chung Hee states that the era of unifying the Korean 

Peninsula under a communist military force is gone and urges North Korea 

to resume dialogue and economic cooperation with South Korea. 

  

30 August 1978 Congress Criticizes South Korea 

 Forty-two members of the House of Representatives write a letter to 

President Carter criticizing Korean domestic policies and the electoral 

system in that country. 

  

13 September 1978 SNU Students Demonstrate against Yushin 

 Two-thousand students from Seoul National University stage a 

demonstration demanding the abolition of the Yushin constitution. 

  

15 September 1978 Kim Il Sung Visits Beijing 
 Kim Il Sung visits Beijing to reciprocate the earlier visit by Deng Xiaoping 

and Hu Yaobang. Kim reiterates North Korea's friendship with China, and 

acknowledges Chinese assistance during the Korean War. 

  

1 October 1978 North Korean Tunnel Discovered 
 A North Korean tunnel under the Demilitarized Zone is discovered. 

  

17 December 1978 ROK Amnesties Violators of Emergency Measures 

 The ROK government grants special amnesty to 106 violators of the 

emergency measures. 

  

20 December 1978 Nixon Urges Carter to Reconsider Troop Plan 

 In a letter to President Carter, former US president Richard Nixon urges 

him to reconsider his decision on troop withdrawals or, at the very least, to 

substantially increase military aid to Korea. 

  

27 December 1978 Park Chung Hee Sworn in for Fifth Term 

 Park Chung Hee is sworn in for his fifth term as the President of the 

Republic of Korea. 

 

1979 
 

19 January 1979 Park Proposes Resumption of Inter-Korean Dialogue 

 South Korean President Park Chung Hee proposes an unconditional 

resumption of dialogue at any place, any time, any level between North and 

South Korea. 
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22 January 1979 Carter Revises Troop Withdrawal Plan 
 In PRM-45, President Carter takes account of new intelligence estimates 

and decides that further troop withdrawals will be held in abeyance until 

the administration examines the impact of the newly assessed North 

Korean military strength. 

  

23 January 1979 DFRF Offers Four-Point Proposal 

 The Central Committee of the Democratic Front of the Reunification of the 

Fatherland (DFRF) responds positively to President Park's proposal on 

January 19th, offers a four-point proposal for accelerating the reunification 

process, including holding a grand national convention. 

  

26 January 1979 ROK Government Responds to DFRF 
 The ROK Government issues a response to the DPRK's 23 January 

proposal, stating that a preliminary meeting between the “responsible 

authorities” should be held to discuss all problems raised so far by both 

sides. 

  

9 February 1979 Carter Announces Freeze on Troop Withdrawals 

 President Carter announces that he has placed the troop withdrawal 

schedule in abeyance pending a reassessment of certain changed 

circumstances on the Korean Peninsula. 

  

17 February 1979 North and South Korean Delegations Meet 
 The ROK delegation for the South-North Coordinating Committee (SNCC) 

and the North Korean “Democratic Front for the Reunification of the 

Fatherland” meet in Panmunjom. The North Korean delegation rejects the 

SNCC as a framework for future contacts, and argues for a large-scale 

conference on reunification. 

  

28 February 1979 Carter’s Visit to Korea Announced 
 South Korean Foreign Minister Park Tong Jin announces plans for US 

President Carter to visit South Korea for a summit with Park Chung Hee. 

  

5 March 1979 Korean Activities Urge Carter on Human Rights 

 Ham Sok Hon, Yun Po Sun, and Kim Dae Jung write to President Carter to 

express that Carter's planned visit to Seoul should be preceded by 

improvements in South Korea’s human rights. They also indicate that US 

troop withdrawals will lend greater support to the dictatorial measures of 

the Park regime. 

  

10 April 1979 ROK Refuses to Recognize North Korea’s DFRF 

 The ROK delegation for the South-North Coordinating Committee refuses 

to meet the Democratic Front for the Reunification of the Fatherland 

(DFRF), stating that the delegates were not “responsible authorities” of 

North Korea. 
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20 April 1979 The US and ROK Announce Carter’s June Visit to Seoul 

 The US and ROK governments announce that President Carter will visit 

South Korea at President Park Chung Hee's invitation in June 1979. 

  

2 May 1979 UN Secretary General Visits North Korea 
 UN Secretary General Kurt Waldheim visits Pyongyang and meets with 

Kim Il Sung. 

  

4 May 1979 UN Secretary General Visits South Korea 
 UN Secretary General Kurt Waldheim visits Seoul and meets with Park 

Chung Hee. 

  

7 May 1979 Kim Yeong-nam Wants US-DPRK Talks before Trilateral Talks 

 In interviews with Western and Japanese journalists in Pyongyang, Kim 

Yeong-nam suggests that South Korea could take part in trilateral or 

multilateral talks only after North Korea opens negotiations with the US. 

  

10 May 1979 Senate Freezes US Troop Levels in Korea 
 The Senate Armed Services Committee freezes US troop levels in Korea. 

  

29 June 1979 Carter in Korea 
 US President Carter visits Korea and meets with President Park Chung 

Hee. 

  

1 July 1979 US-Korea Joint Communique Issued 

 In a joint communique, President Carter reaffirms the US security 

commitment to Korea, while both Presidents Park and Carter jointly 

propose the convening of a meeting of senior official representatives of 

South Korea, North Korea and the US. 

  

5 July 1979 ROK Government Agrees to Release Detainees 
 The ROK government agrees to release 180 political prisoners over the 

course of six months. 

  

10 July 1979 DPRK Rejects Proposed Tripartite Talks 
 The DPRK Foreign Ministry Spokesperson denounces the proposal for  

tripartite talks as a scheme to create permanent division on the Korean 

Peninsula. 

  

18 July 1979 Joint Chiefs of Staff Suggest Troop Levels be Maintained until 1981 

 The US Joint Chiefs of Staff suggests current level of troops be maintained 

until 1981. 

  

20 July 1979 Brzezinski Issues Statement on Troop Withdrawals 

 US National Security Advisor Brzezinski issues a statement from the White 
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House indicating that there would be no further withdrawals of United 

States combat forces from South Korea. 

  

22 August 1979 DPRK Rejects Good Offices of Kurt Waldheim 
 North Korea officially rejects UN Secretary General Waldheim's offers to 

help with starting talks between North and South Korea. 

  

9 September 1979 North Korea Joins NAM Joint Coordination Committee 
 North Korea becomes a member of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) 

Joint Coordinating Committee. 

  

4 October 1979 Kim Young-sam Expelled from National Assembly 
 The ROK National Assembly passes a proposal for disciplinary action 

against Kim Young-sam and expels him from the National Assembly 

  

 State Department Criticizes National Assembly Decision 

 A US Department of State spokesperson states that the expulsion of Kim 

Young-sam is not in agreement with principles of democratic government. 

  

13 October 1979 Carter Shows His Distress toward Events in Korea 
 In a confidential letter to President Park Chung Hee, US President Carter 

expresses distress at recent political events and urges Park to resume a 

liberalizing trend. 

  

17 October 1979 Park Declares Emergency Martial Law in Busan 

 President Park Chung Hee declares emergency martial law, establishes 

curfews, and closes schools in Busan. 

  

26 October 1979 Park Chung Hee Assassinated 
 After being in power for nearly two decades, South Korean President Park 

Chung Hee is assassinated by Korean Central Intelligence Agency Director 

Kim Jae-kyu. 

  

3 November 1979 Vance Travels to Korea 
 Secretary of State Cyrus Vance visits Korea to attend Park Chung Hee’s 

state funeral and states that the military is in support of a civilian 

government and that he is confident that they will proceed in a 

constitutional manner. 
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Telegram from the Minister of Foreign Affairs to the Ambassador in the United States, April 
1976 
[Source: Roll G-06-0045, File 06, Frames 126-128, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Sending Telegram 

File No. :                    Date :   131200       
To     :   Ambassador to the United States            
From   :   Minister of Foreign Affairs                
   

1. For your information, guidelines are delivered to major embassies in Asia, Europe and 
Americas to let them know the government’s stance on the U.S. troop withdrawal from Korea and 
U.S.'s resultant change in policy on Korea as follows: 

 
a. In the middle of the current presidential campaign, Jimmy Carter, U.S. Democratic 

candidate, has once suggested that the U.S. foreign policies on Korea would be likely to change, 
stating that it would be necessary for the U.S. troops in Korea to phase out.  

 
b. The U.S. forces are stationed in Korea to in accordance with the U.N. Security Council 

resolution and the ROK-US Mutual Defense Treaty. The U.S. forces have been effective war 
deterrence against North Korea, and played an important role in keeping security and power balance 
in Northeast Asia and the Pacific regions. 

 
c. Therefore, it is indispensable for U.S. armed forces to continue stationing in Korea at this 

point; the U.S. withdrawal would take risk of breaking the power balance in the Korean Peninsula 
and security in Far East. 

  
d. Under these circumstances, we hope our friendly countries support our stance stated above 

and cooperate with us. In addition, every nation concerned is encouraged to deliver either directly or 
indirectly to the U.S. that it is not wise to make light of the U.S. troop withdrawal from Korea. 

 
e. You are required to work secretly and report frequently based on the following guidelines:  
 
i. Persuade both authorities in your host country (mainly the ministry of foreign affairs in 

your host country, or other possible ways, if necessary, under local circumstances.) and influential 
political figures into stressing the necessity of the U.S. presence in Asia and U.S. forces in Korea to 
local authorities, such as the U.S. government and Congress, either officially or unofficially at every 
opportunity. 

 
ii. Influence the media in your host country so that they claim the above point in the editorials, 

articles, or other ways. Try to persuade high-ranking personnel or influential public figures in your 
host country into stating similar opinions frequently and officially so as to appeal to the public. 
(North America Division 1, East Asia Division, West Asia Division, and Europe Division 1)  

 
Addressee: Korean ambassadors to Malaysia, Indonesia, Thai, Singapore, Philippines, 

Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, Netherland, Sweden, France, Germany, Belgium, and 
Canada. 

 
2. You are required to have the U.S. government announce that the Carter administration 

would keep the same policy toward Korea as the previous ones at appropriate time and way, work 

1



tactfully in order to affect public opinion into such points, and report the outcomes at any times. 
(North America Division 2 –   ) 
 
Signature: Illegible 
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Telegram from the Ambassador in Japan to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, 27 May 1976 
[Source: Roll G-06-0045, File 05, Frames 7-9, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

 
Sending Telegram 

File No. :   JAO – 0574       Date :               
To     :   Minister of Foreign Affairs                
From   :   Ambassador to Japan                   
 

The following is the summary of U.S. Secretary of State Elliot Lee Richardson's remarks on 
the issue of Korean human rights, raised during a professional luncheon at the Foreign 
Correspondents' Club in Tokyo on March 27, 1976. 

 
1. I broached it directly during talks with President Park Chung Hee for an hour and half and 

with the Prime Minister. I only brought up concerns that the United States had. But the situation in 
Korea is different from other democracies because it faces a threat. The problem should be viewed 
from the point of admiration [sic] of the fact that Korea provides large measure of freedom in this 
situation.  

 
2. Question: What did President Park confirm about the concerns that you had conveyed?' 

(Mr. Malcolm [sic] from the New York Times) 
 
Answer: President Park replied that laws of Korea were different from those of the United 

States and that the former were designed to minimize social unrest in Korea, and clearly stated that 
Korea complies with laws. During the dialogue, President Park showed “respectable hearing”. 

 
3. Question: Are you content with his response? (Mr. Krisher from Newsweek) 
 
Answer: I don’t think that I need to go beyond more.  
 
4. Notes 
 
a. Issues on Korea were initiated by John Roderick of AP, who asked about Korea’s military 

circumstances, the U.S.’s role in the U.S. troop withdrawal from Korea, and if human rights issues in 
Korea were discussed. 

 
b. Secretary Richardson remarked that the United States has no plan to pull the forces out of 

Korea at present and the United States would review it as the occasion demands, and that he was told 
that North Korea is in a state of “unpredictability,” because it could risk a surprise attack at any time. 

 
c. He also told that the U.S. forces in Korea have a symbolic importance and that such 

perception has been growing after the Vietnam defeat. He commented that the modernization plan of 
the ROK forces is carrying out successfully and it will be expected to end by 1977 if it goes as 
planned. Moreover, Korea is maintaining high "vigilance" and felt great confidence in Korean 
military competence. 
 
 
 
    (Information Officer – Ministry of Culture and Public Information) 
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Central Intelligence Agency, “The Two Koreas,” 2 August 1976 
[Source: CIA-RDP81T00700R000100050011-7, CIA Records Search Tool (CREST), National 
Archives and Records Administration. Obtained for NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
Prefactory Note 
 
I. South Korea 

A. Political 
1. Form of government 
2. Pak' s support and his opposition 

B. Economy 
 
II. North Korea 

A. Political 
1. An overview 
2. The succession problem 

B. Economy 
 
III. North-South Relations 
 
IV. North Korea's International Diplomacy 
 
V. The Military Balance 

A. Key Judgments 
B. The Warning Problem 
C. Foreign Commitments 
D. The Force Balance 
E. Military Policies 
F. The Islands Problem 

 
 

2 August 1976 
 

I. The Two Koreas 
South Korea 
 
The present form of government dates from 1972, when Pak scrapped the democratic 

constitution. 
 
He was motivated by concern over: 
-- The growing strength of the opposition New Democratic Party. In the elections of 

April 1971 his opponent, Kim Tae Chung, won 45% of the popular vote. 
-- Developing signs of a return to the faction-ridden politics that preceded the military 

coup of 1961. 
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-- The prospects of diminishing support from the United States. His worries here 
stemmed first, from the 1969 Nixon Doctrine, then, from the developing Washington-Peking 
relationship. 

-- His belief that the ROK would be at a serious disadvantage in talks with a monolithic 
North if firm controls were not imposed on the domestic scene. 

 
Under the present constitution, the president 
-- can serve any number of terms 
 

[2] 
 
-- controls the national assembly 
-- has sweeping emergency powers which Pak has used extensively. The best known of 

the Emergency Measures -- EM 9 -- prohibits public criticism of the president, government 
policy, or EM 9 itself. 

 
Pak's government is very much a one-man show 
 
-- It rests ultimately on the loyalty of the military, but the military do not themselves play 

a role in government. 
-- To keep him in touch with what' s going on, Pak depends on his Blue House staff and a 

handful of close advisers. Right now, his most important advisers are Presidential Secretary, Kim 
Chong-you, and the Head of the KCIA, Sin Chik-su. 

-- Professionalism has become very important at all levels of government -- the economic 
ministries are run by economists, the legal ministries by lawyers and so forth. Expertise does 
play an important part in the decision-making process. But Pak makes the decisions. And once 
he has, his advisers, however professional, tend to tell him what he wants to hear. 

-- Advisers and others who show signs of becoming too prominent or ambitious are 
quickly sidelined. This has been the fate of civilians like Kim Chong-pil -- 

 
[3] 

 
former head of the CIA and until recently Prime Minister. And of senior military like General 
Yun Pil-yong, former head of the capital security command. 

 
The national police and the KCIA are the principal instrumentalities of internal control. 

Both of them, particularly the KCIA, also play an important part in keeping the President 
informed. 

 
-- The KCIA's role is pervasive. It monitors and, on occasion, influences the activities of 

opposition political elements, student groups, and the media. (See attached page 3a only in 
response to questions.) 

 
But Pak’s government rests on a good deal more than pervasive controls and the ultimate 

support of the military. 
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-- Because fear of the North is still very strong, Pak's belief that stability and order come 
first is widely shared. 

-- The expanding economy has provided increasing benefits for most of the population. 
-- The military, the bureaucracy, and the major business elements are generally satisfied 

that Pak's leadership has served ROK interests and their own. 
 
Many, even among his supporters, feel that Pak’s authoritarianism is too rigid. And when 

he seemed on the verge of a break with Japan 
 

[3a] 
 

To Be Used Only in Response to Questions 
 

1. The ROK is as aware as any other sophisticated foreign government of the role of 
public relations activities in developing favorable attitudes among the us public and the 
executive and legislative branches. The Koreans take this effort particularly seriously because of 
the importance they attach to our support as their major ally. Accordingly all members of their 
diplomatic mission here -- including the KCIA are expected to participate in the effort. Recent 
allegations concerning ROK and KCIA congressional connections are being investigated by the 
Department of Justice and the FBI. 

 
2. The ROK also regards it as very important to retain the loyalty and active support of 

the members of the ethnic Korean community in the United States, most of whom came here 
after the Korean war. Two of the largest centers of this community are in the Los Angeles area, 
where over 60,000 Koreans live, and the Washington area with close to 30,000. [Redacted] 

 
3. Moon Sun-myung. Although there have been many allegations that the ROKG or the 

KCIA supports or directs the activities of Moon and his church, we have no real evidence that 
this this is the case. The ROK has vigorously denied any such connection. 
 

[4] 
 
in the fall of 1974, it appeared possible that he would lose the support of the major 

interest groups. But that crisis passed. And the general view among the elite remains that South 
Korea cannot afford the disorder, immobilism, and inefficiency they associate with political 
party rule. 

 
The opposition is weak and divided 
 
-- The political opposition centered in the New Democratic Party is fractious [redacted] 

Pak and the KCIA are adept at manipulating these weaknesses. 
-- The students, the ground troops of the opposition, are easily intimidated and their ranks 

require renewal every graduation day. 
-- The most principled and serious opposition comes from the Christians. Although a 

distinct minority (some 13% of the population), they are influential because of their important 
role in the pre-war independence movement and because of the number and quality of their 
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educational institutions. But nevertheless they are a minority, and, for the most part, a very 
cautious one. Many of their leaders believe strongly that the church, should stay out of politics. 

-- The current trial of clergyman and others who have urged the restoration of democracy 
has attracted a good deal of attention in the United States. But it has failed to spark wider anti-
government activity in Seoul. 

 
[5] 

 
The record of economic progress has been a remarkable one and President Pak is given a 

good deal of credit for this. In the past decade 
 
-- Real GNP has expanded at a 9% average annual rate. 
-- Exports have increased on an average of 30% annually. Industrial output has grown by 

roughly 25% annually. 
-- The manufacturing share of GNP has increased from 12% in 1965 to 28% in 1975. 

Progress has been especially marked in shipbuilding, petrochemicals, petroleum refining, and 
most consumer goods.  

-- Since the early 1970s, exports of manufactures have shot up at a 60% annual rate. 
 
As everywhere, the benefits have been unevenly distributed and standards of living are 

not as high as in Taiwan, for example. But, to a significant degree, the results of economic 
progress have filtered down to the factory worker and the peasant. 

 
-- Per capita personal income has increased almost fivefold since 1966. 
-- Farmers have benefitted from higher agricultural prices and adequate supplies of 

fertilizers. Wages are now eight times the 1965 level. However, roughly two-thirds of the gain 
has been eaten up by inflation; taxes have also made major inroads into take-home pay. 

 
[6] 

 
-- But in 1976, if the government can contain the inflation rate at the current 10%, real 

income will increase about 5%. 
 
Because it is heavily export oriented, the ROK economy was badly hurt by the world-

wide slump. 
 
-- The economy is particularly closely linked with ours and Japan's. We and the Japanese 

are the ROK's principal trading partners, suppliers of technology, and sources of foreign capital. 
-- South Korea was also badly hit by the oil price increase. It is almost entirely dependent 

on imports for its energy sources. 
 
However, South Korea is now leading almost all of the non-OPEC LDC's in the pace of 

its economic recovery: 
 
-- Real growth was 8% in 1975. 
-- It will probably exceed 9% in 1976. 
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-- In 1975 with export volume up 20%, industrial production expanded by 19%. 
-- Industrial unemployment fell from 10% in early 1975 to about 6% in the first quarter of 

1976. 
-- This year, so far, export volume is up 65% from the first half of 1975. Consumer goods, 

especially textiles and footware, are in the lead. 
 
Overseas sales will probably not maintain this pace in the next six months. 
 

[7] 
 
Trade barriers in importing countries -- especially textile quotas -- will almost certainly 

have a restraining effect. 
 
-- Production capacity limits will also operate as a restraint. 
-- The present annual rate of increase in industrial production -- 36% -- probably cannot 

be maintained. 
 
In addition to commodity exports, overseas construction will be playing an increasingly 

important part in the ROK balance of payments. 
 
-- New contracts, almost all in the Middle East, should reach $2 billion this year, more 

than double 1975. 
 
The extraordinary surge in exports of goods and services has substantially narrowed 

Seoul's balance-of-payments gap and bolstered foreign lender confidence. 
 
-- Imports have been held down thus far by high inventories, bumper crops in 1974 and 

1975, and government policies. 
-- Import growth is likely in the second half, however. This will probably bring the total 

import bill to $8 billion in 1976 compared with $6.5 billion in 1975. 
-- With exports likely to reach $7.5 billion, the current account deficit should go at least 

as low as $1.2 billion compared with $2 billion in 1974 and 1975. 
 

[8] 
 
In 1976, Seoul should be able to cover its financial gap -- about $1.8 billion -- 

comfortably from 
 
-- new medium and long-term credits, with Western Europe a notably larger contributor 

this year. 
-- new direct investments. 
-- a reduced interest burden in the current account as the result of repayments of short-

term credits. 
 
North Korea 
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Like the ROK government, the North Korean government is authoritarian and dominated 
by a single individual 

 
-- Unlike the ROK, it is totalitarian as well as authoritarian. 
-- The society is remarkably closed, perhaps uniquely so. 
-- We know very little about the political pecking order and not much more about internal 

policy processes and problems. 
 
Nevertheless we have been able to perceive some of the political repercussions of 

economic problems. We also see signs of a succession problem. 
 
Late in 1972 Kim instituted a series of changes resulting in 
 
-- a new constitution 
-- a consolidated government structure 
-- a purged and reorganized party. 
 

[9] 
 
All of these changes, and the mass campaign that accompanied then, seemed to be linked to the 
difficulties North Korea was encountering in carrying out its economic plans. They also seemed 
to be intended to increase Kim's personal control and intensify the extraordinary adulation with 
which he is treated. 

 
The succession problem applies to Kim Il-sung himself -- he is 63 and not very well. It 

also applies to Kim's small group of long-time associates -- like him veterans of the post-World 
War II period. 

 
Over the years, Kim has given high position to members of his own family to a degree 

unusual in a Communist state. It now appears that he wants his son Kim Chong-il -- aged 36 -- to 
succeed him. 

 
We believe the President has been pursuing this effort for at least the last three years. But 

we do not know how far the campaign has gone. 
 
-- Within Party circles it appears that Kim Chong-il is being given authority and prestige 

almost equal to his father's. 
-- We believe that frequent media references to the Party Center are really references to 

Kim Chong-il. But he is never mentioned by name in the press or on the radio as the President's 
successor or in any other. Capacity. 

-- There is some evidence of at least passive resistance in the party to the idea that Rim 
Chong-il should succeed his father. 

 
[10] 
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We have no clues as to which of the middle level figures will rise to the top to replace the 
President's immediate subordinates. 

 
-- This spring the prime minister and the defense minister resigned because of ill health. 

But they were replaced by men nearly as old as they. 
 
Meanwhile the postponement of the Sixth Party Congress from 1976 to 1977 suggests 

that important policy and personnel issues remain unresolved. 
 
Although economic shortfalls frequently appear to be a source of political tension, North 

Korea, like South Korea, ranks among the more advanced of the LDCs. Measuring progress is 
difficult because North Korean statistics are highly suspect and our independent data is very 
limited. Our best judgment is that 

 
-- Industrial production has grown at an annual rate of roughly 10 percent over the past 

decade or so. 
-- Agricultural production has kept pace with population expansion. 
-- The two Koreas produce roughly the same amount on a per capita basis. 
 
Living standards in North Korea are no better, and perhaps are more austere, than in the 

South. 
 
-- Supplies of food and clothing are adequate but not abundant. 
 

[11] 
 
-- Grain is still being rationed. 
-- Housing is tight despite substantial progress since 1955. 
 
The North has drawn on superior natural resources- -- coal, iron ore, and hydroelectric 

power to develop an industrial base. 
 
-- Its industrial output consists primarily of steel, nonferrous metals, fertilizer, cement, 

and heavy machinery. 
-- Light industry barely keeps pace with subsistence needs. 
-- Development of a petrochemical industry is underway. 
 
North Korea's most remarkable industrial achievements, however, have been in the field 

of military production. We will be returning to this subject later when we discuss the military 
balance on the peninsula. The priority given to military production, however, obviously affects 
the pace of development in the civilian industrial sector. 

 
-- We know that under the current Six Year Plant construction of key civilian industrial 

facilities is far behind schedule. 
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-- Even though a number of factors are responsible, including foreign exchange 
difficulties, the demands of the military machine building sector on domestic investment 
resources have also played a significant part in the shortfall. 

 
[12] 

 
Kim Il-sung talks constantly of self-sufficiency. North Korea's success at industrialization, 

however, has fluctuated with its ability to acquire foreign industrial equipment and technology. 
 
-- The USSR and China contributed to the success of the Five-Year Plan, completed in 

1960. This created a rudimentary industrial base emphasizing heavy industry. But in the early 
'60s the USSR suspended aid for several years because North Korea sided with Peking in the 
Sino-Soviet dispute. This was a major factor in delaying the completion of the ambitious Seven 
Year Plan. 

-- With the initiation of the current Six-Year Plan in 1971, Pyongyang began trying to 
reduce its dependence on the USSR and China by purchasing industrial plants and related 
equipment from Western Europe and Japan.  

-- Since 1970, such purchases have amounted to more than $600 million. 
 
However, beginning in 1974, North Korea began to encounter serious balance of 

payments problems. 
 
-- In that year, it was unable to finance its hard currency deficit and became the first 

Communist country to default on a large scale with Western creditors. 
 

[13] 
 
-- As a result of persisting massive defaults, Japan and a number of West European 

countries have suspended further credit guarantees for North Korea. 
 

- Some suppliers have stopped equipment deliveries until back payments are 
made. 

- Other suppliers are demanding substantial down payments for new purchases. 
- North Korea has been unable to obtain hard currency relief from the Communist 

countries. 
 
There is some evidence that Pyongyang is seeking additional aid from the Soviet Union, 

the only feasible Communist supplier for most of the high technology equipment it wants. 
 
-- Even if the USSR were to respond fully to North Korean requests, it would be unable 

to provide all of the types of equipment and technology that North Korea has been seeking in the 
West. 

-- Thus far, the USSR has done little more than declare a five year moratorium on North 
Koreas repayment of Soviet credits. 

-- In a new agreement signed in February 1976 no new aid projects were mentioned. 
Nevertheless, with Soviet exports including equipment for plants already under construction, the 
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level of Soviet-North Korean trade reportedly will be 40% more in the next five years than 
during 1971-75. 
 

[14] 
 
-- There have also been reports of some additional Chinese aid in the form of cancellation 

of past debts and perhaps some credits tor additional petroleum purchases. 
-- In general, Sino-Soviet aid committed thus far appears too meager to enable North 

Korea to meet the major goals of its next long-term plan which reportedly ends in 1983. 
 
II. The State of Play Between Them 
 

For the most of the time since the end of the Korean War, North and South have 
confronted each other across the DMZ with intense hostility. 

 
Tension reached its peak in the middle and late 'sixties. This was the period of 
 
-- North Korean efforts to organize an underground Marxist-Leninist party in the South. 
-- Frequent clashes in the DMZ. 
-- Large scale guerrilla raids into the South, culminating in ~he raid on the. Blue House 

and in a 120-man landing on the East Coast. 
-- The seizure of the Pueblo and the EC-121 shootdown. 
 
In the late 'sixties, however, North Korean tactics changed 
 
-- Guerrilla raids ceased and military officers most directly responsible for this campaign 

were purged. 
 

[15] 
 
-- Infiltration declined. 
-- And the number of DMZ incidents was markedly reduced. 
 
The change could have reflected merely the realization that violent tactics had been 

counter-productive – strengthening Pak's position and the unity of South Koreans in hostility to 
the North. But whether or not there was a connection, the alteration in North Korean tactics 
smoothed the way for the more fundamental shift in the relations between the two Koreas that 
took place in 1971-1972. 

 
Primarily, this shift -- the opening of the North South dialogue -- was precipitated by 

international developments. A number of events 
 
-- the enunciation of the Nixon doctrine 
-- the events culminating in the Nixon visit to Peking 
-- the Nixon Brezhnev visits 
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were read in much the same way by both North and South. Both saw a disturbing possibility that 
deals affecting them might be made without their participation. Accordingly, each began to show 
by various signals and proposals a strong interest in talking to the other. 
 

In 1971 and 1972, the prospects for genuine and long-lasting reduction of tensions on the 
peninsula seemed better than ever before or since. 

 
[16] 

 
-- Each of the two governments abandoned its long standing refusal to deal with 

representatives of the other. 
-- Machinery was established through which contact could be made and agreement 

reached -- the Red Cross talks and the South North Coordinating Committee. 
-- Representatives of the South were warmly received in Pyongyang, as were 

representatives of the North in Seoul. 
 
The basic stance of each side remained much the same 
 
-- The North insisted on the abrogation of South Korea's treaties with the United States 

and Japan and the withdrawal of US forces. Its reunification proposals called for rapid movement 
into a broad political conference arrangement and a formal confederation. 

-- The South was unwilling to contemplate any early withdrawal of the protection 
provided by external ties. It favored a more gradual step by step approach to reunification 
beginning with family visits and economic exchanges. 

 
Nevertheless, there was considerably less rigidity in the way each side put forward its 

proposals. The change in atmosphere was symbolized by the July 4 Joint Communique. The two 
sides agreed that they would refrain from slandering each other and 

 
[17] 

 
from armed provocations while they were moving forward toward reunification which would 
take place 
 

-- independently and without outside interference 
-- peacefully 
-- and on the basis of "great national unity transcending ideology." 
 
Beginning early in 1973, however, the trend was reversed. The last plenary meeting of 

the South North Coordinating Committee took place in June 1973; two years later, in June 1975, 
the lower level meetings that had continued intermittently were suspended by the North. 

 
Although the dialogue has been, in effect, terminated, there has been considerable 

carryover from this period in the behavior patterns of both sides. 
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-- Neither has reverted to the earlier position that the other government is a bandit regime 
with which in principle there can be no contact. 

-- Contacts have not been wholly broken off - working level Red Cross talks take place 
every month or two even though they are little more than propaganda exchanges. 

-- The hotline remains in being. 
-- The North has not resumed guerrilla tactics in its campaign against the South, although 

it continues its infiltration efforts. 
 

[18] 
 
Most significantly in terms of current problems North Korea’s campaign to improve its 

international standing at the expense of South Korea has continued and has met with increasing 
success. 

 
-- In 1969 Pyongyang had diplomatic relations with only 28 countries, half of them 

Communist. At last count this summer it had relations with 88 as compared with Seoul's 93 (both 
countries have accepted dual representation -- 45 countries have relations with both). 

-- North Korea has been accepted as a member of the non-aligned movement from which 
it derives considerable support in the General Assembly. Last year, of the 54 states voting for the 
pro-Pyongyang resolution, 40 were non-aligned. 

 
The General Assembly has become a principal theatre of Pyongyang's effort to establish 

diplomatic superiority over the South and to win wide support for their long-standing demand for 
US troop withdrawal. In 1975, the pro-Pyongyang resolution called for 

 
-- dissolving the UN command 
-- replacing the armistice agreement by a peace treaty negotiated by the "real parties to 

the armistice agreement" - that is, the United States, the PRC, North Korea, but not South Korea. 
 
The pro-ROK resolution called upon all parties concerned to negotiate a replacement for 

the armistice agreement. 
 

[19] 
 
Both resolutions passed, the pro-North resolution won 54 votes (43 opposed, 42 

abstained), the pro-ROK 59 (51 opposed, 29 abstained). 
 
This year, there is as yet no sign that North Korea will abandon confrontation tactics in 

the UN. 
 
-- The United States, Seoul's other strong supporters, and many of the non-aligned would 

prefer a consensus resolution like the one passed in 1973 which endorsed continued North/South 
efforts to reduce tensions. 

But in 1973 the PRC played an important role in making the consensus resolution 
possible. Since then, it has shown no inclination to repeat this role. 
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The PRC in fact, and the USSR as well, share with the other major powers involved - 
ourselves and the Japanese - a conscious stake in continued avoidance of major hostilities on the 
peninsula. But, when problems of a lesser nature are involved, neither Moscow nor Peking seems 
prepared to put pressure in Pyongyang to do things it is obviously not prepared to do. They are 
restrained from doing so because 

 
-- they know that a fiercely independent Pyongyang will normally see no reason for 

adjusting its policies to their demands 
-- and they know that Pyongyang's independence has been reinforced by its relatively 

recently acquired ability to mobilize third world support on its own and even more by the 
opportunities Sino-Soviet rivalry affords North 
 

[20] 
 

Korea to balance its two allies off against each other. 
 

This is not to say that Pyongyang can count on Soviet or PRC support when the 
overriding interests of either dictate a contrary course 

 
-- Neither seems prepared to stretch itself to help Pyongyang overcome its present 

economic difficulties  
-- and each has accepted with apparent equanimity periods of quite troubled relationships 

with Pyongyang brought on by aid or other policies adopted by Moscow or Peking for its own 
reasons but deeply resented in Pyongyang. 

 
Its uncertainty over the response of its allies – especially the amount of assistance they 

would provide -- is we believe an important factor in deterring North Korea from initiating 
hostilities. In the military briefing to follow, we will elaborate on this point. 
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Analysis on the Suggestion of the U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger for Holding 4-Party 
Talks, 21 September 1976 
[Source: “Kissinger, Henry Mi Guk Gukmujanggwan Ui Han Guk Munje E Gwanhan 4ja Hoedam Je 
Ui, 1976”(“The Suggestion of US Secretary of State Kissinger For Holding 4-Party Talks”), Roll D-
06-0024, File 09, Frames 0001-0177, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

Analysis on the Suggestion of the U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger for Holding 4-Party 
Talks 

 
(The Wording Expected to Be Insert in the Script of U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger's 

Keynote Address at the 31st United Nations General Assembly) 
 

1976. 9. 21 
 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
 

When Park Tong-Jin, Minister of Foreign Affairs met Philip Charles Habib, Assistant 
Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs on September 17, Assistant Secretary P. Habib 
told that he was considering the proposal as below on the Korean issue in the keynote address to be 
delivered by Secretary of State Henry Kissinger at the United Nations General Assembly and asked 
our immediate response.  
 
I. The proposal 
 
a. In order to give more flexibility, the United States wanted to change the 4-party talks on Korea, 
proposed by Secretary of State Henry Kissinger on July 22, to the inter-Korean ones and have the 
United States and Communist China participate in the talks as observers. 
 
b. In case that both Koreas made an agreement during the South-North Korea talks, those other 
parties concerned, such as the U.S.S.R., Japan, etc. would be asked to confirm the agreement, which 
would be asked by mutual consent between the United States and Communist China.  
 
II. Purpose of the proposal 
 

a. To emphasize the importance of the inter-Korean talks in the resolution of the Korean 
question 

 
b. To gain more supporters of the ROK by showing its flexible attitude (The United States 

thinks that the North Korean puppets would certainly refuse this proposal; consequently, the United 
States assumes that the opposition of the North Korean puppets would relatively work to our 
advantage.)    

 
c. To declare that the United States will not negotiate directly with the North Korean puppets 

and that ROK' participation in the talks is absolutely necessary, as an extension of Secretary 
Kissinger's proposal on the Korean question made on July 22  

 
d. To formulating alternatives to the armistice agreement in an arrangement separate from 

resuming inter-Korean dialogue under the July 4th North-South Joint Statement.  
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III. Analysis on the proposal 
 
Advantages 
 

a. This proposal undergirds His Excellency's policies on peace and peaceful unification policy, 
especially His Excellency's basic stance on the independent and peaceful settlement of the Korean 
question. At the same time, it repudiates the demand of the North Korean puppets for a peace treaty 
with the United States.  

 
b. The proposal not only allows the ROK and the United States to show their sincere and 

flexible attitude in order to address the Korean question but also contrasts Korea’s rightful and 
pragmatic claims with the unyielding and unrealistic ones of North Korean puppets, who actually 
want to avoid the settlement between those directly concerned. As a result, it serves to intensify our 
stance in the eyes of the international community and underline the fact that we, the ROK, are one of 
the parties directly concerned.  

 
c. It is most likely to help us resolve the issues on a more unrestrained stand through 

backstage negotiation while the U.S. and China are attending the talks as observers. Moreover, the 
bilateral talks formally stop North Korea from participating in the 4-party talks on the same footing 
with the U.S.; accordingly, it undermines North Korea's propaganda that the U.S always intervene 
the inter-Korean issues. 
 
Disadvantages 
 

a. Because the United States has frequently revised its proposals related to Korea with no 
particular changes under the same the circumstances, its inconsistent changes may look as if the U.S. 
takes popular tactics to gain more votes.  

 
b. It may boost Communist China's position excessively higher than that of the U.S.S.R. in 

handling the Korean question, considering the U.S.S.R.'s historical involvement in Korea. 
 
c. It may possibly leave the impression of a prelude to the gradual reduction of American 

involvement in Korea, particularly in light of this year’s presidential election.  
 
IV. Suggestions: 
 

The following directions to the Minister of Foreign Affairs need to be assented first, 
considering the moves of North Korean puppets to withdraw its proposal of resolution that it has 
submitted to the upcoming United Nations General Assembly:  

 
1. You are required to report as soon as possible any relations between content of Secretary 

Kissinger's address script (regarding the bilateral talk) at the United Nations General Assembly, 
which you reported before, and North Korea's withdrawal of its resolution that she attempts. 

 
2. Subsequent directions on how to reply to Secretary Kissinger will be given after 

considering your forthcoming report. 
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Telegram to the President from the Minister of Foreign Affairs, “Report on the Meeting 
between the Foreign Minister of the ROK and the U.S. Secretary of State and Foreign 
Ministers of the ROK and Japan,” 28 September 1976 
[Source: “Kissinger, Henry Mi Guk Gukmujanggwan Ui Han Guk Munje E Gwanhan 4ja Hoedam Je 
Ui, 1976”(“The Suggestion of US Secretary of State Kissinger For Holding 4-Party Talks”), Roll D-
06-0024, File 09, Frames 0001-0177, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Report 

 
File No: Foreign Bang-Yeon [United Nations Division] 731. 1 – 1430 
1976. 9. 28 
To: President  
CC: Prime Minister 
Title: Report on the Meeting between the Foreign Minister of the ROK and the U.S. Secretary of 
State and Foreign Ministers of the ROK and Japan 
 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs presents its report as follows: 
 
1. Related to file no. Foreign Bang-Yeon [United Nations Division] 731. 1 – 1425 (76. 9. 28.) 
 
2. Pak, Tong-Jin, Minister of Foreign Affairs had conversation with Henry Alfred Kissinger, 

U.S. Secretary of State, in Washington D.C. on Monday, September 27, at 11:00 a.m. (local time). 
The following is its summary: 

 
a. Remarks Regarding Korea in Secretary Kissinger’s keynote address in the U.N. General 

Assembly. 
 
i. The Korean Foreign Minister asked Secretary Kissinger to deliver the ROK-U.S. relations 

during his keynote address in the 31st U.N. General Assembly as follows: 
 
a) to state that United States opposes the direct negotiation with North Korea 
 
b) to refrain from emphasizing on holding an expanded meeting regarding the Korean issues 

at this point. 
 
ii. In response, Secretary of State Kissinger stated that because there is no objection, he 

promised to adjust his address to reflect the Korea’s position. 
 
iii. Secretary Kissinger mentioned that the purpose of his keynote address is not for United 

States to attach new importance to the expanded meeting, but to emphasize that the direct talks 
between South and North Koreas is the most important factor to address the Korean issues. 

 
iv. The Korean Foreign Minister, Pak, came away with the strong impression that the United 

States side did not seek to propose anything new and that it sought to demonstrate our flexibility. 
 
b. Regarding the Korean issues in U.N. 
 
i. The Foreign Minister stated that it was fortunate that the 31st U.N. General Assembly 

abstained from discussing the Korean question. He also mentioned that both Korea’s own efforts and 
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the cooperation of friendly nations including U.S. have paid off, and that therefore, North Korea 
made a tactful and temporary retreat mainly because the voting in the U.N. had developed favorably 
to Korea, and then asked Secretary Kissinger’s opinion on it.  

 
ii. Secretary Kissinger expressed satisfaction that the Korean issues had been dealt as we had 

wished and assumed that North Korea withdrew its agenda item mainly because she did not get 
sufficient support at the conference of Non-Aligned countries and had disgraced herself 
internationally due to the Axe Murder Incident on August 18, 1976.  

 
iii. In addition, recognizing that the possibility of the Korean issue being raised again in the 

future cannot be completely excluded, both parties agreed to closely monitor the situation and 
prepare in close bilateral consultation.   

 
c. The Axe Murder Incident in the Joint Security Area 
 
i. With regard to the Axe Murder Incident on August 18, the Foreign Minister stated that the 

ROK thinks it was fortunate that the United States responded promptly to the provocations of North 
Korean puppets and the demonstration of such firm resolve left a favorable impression both 
domestically and internationally at a time when there was certain skepticism in public opinion 
regarding the defense of Korea since the communization of Vietnam. He also stated that the close 
consultation between the governments of Korea and the United States in dealing with the incident 
reflected the solid ties between the two countries.  

 
ii. Secretary Kissinger echoed what the Korean Foreign Minister told and replied that 

fortunately, new measures were taken to reinforce security on the Joint Security Area of 
Panmunjeom after the incident.  

 
d. The cooperation of the United States to enhance Korea’s international position  
 
i. The Foreign Minister requested consistent cooperation of the United States to enhance 

Korea’s further diplomatic status. For example, he requested that the United States indirectly assist 
the improvement of our relations with Egypt, Pakistan, Tanzania, etc. At the same time, he requested 
that the United States persuade countries such as Yugoslavia, Algeria, etc., into relaxing their stances 
toward Korea.  

 
ii. In response, Secretary Kissinger pledged to spare no efforts in the future. 
 
e. Others 
 
The Foreign Minister told that he was proud of Korea because she has maintained stability of 

the state under all situations and developed more rapidly than any other developing country. 
Secretary Kissinger complimented Korea’s consistent development and also told that the United 
States praised and supported President Park’s vigorous and efficient leadership. 

 
3. (See attached.) 

 
Minister of Foreign Affairs 
 
Signatures: Illegible 
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Forecast on Presidential Candidate Carter’s Policy on ROK and Analysis on It, November 
1976 
[Source: Roll G-06-0045, File 06, Frames 179-192, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

 
Forecast on Presidential Candidate Carter’s Policy on ROK and Analysis on It (extracted) 

 
1. Issues regarding the withdrawal of U.S. troops and nuclear weapons 
2. Issues on discontinuation of the Armed Forces Assistance for Korea 

 
 

1976. 11. 
 

North America Division 2 
 
 
[…] 

Contents 
 
 
I. Forecast on Presidential Candidate Jimmy Carter’s Policy on the ROK  
 
II. Advantages and disadvantages of the U.S. troop withdrawal 
 
III. Advantages and disadvantages of the Armed Forces Assistance for Korea 
 
* Documents attached 
 

1. Log of Candidate Carter’s remarks on the South Korean matter 
 
2. Log of senior Democratic Representatives’ remarks on the Armed Forces Assistance for 

Korea and the U.S. Armed Forces in Korea 
 
3. Subsequent issues deriving from Carter’s policy on Korea 

 
[…] 
 
I. Forecast on Presidential Candidate Jimmy Carter’s Policy on the security of the ROK 
 

a. Carter's policy on the security of the ROK during his presidential campaign 
 
 (1) Reinforcing the cooperation with ROK as an ally 
 (2) Continuing its efforts to defend ROK 
 (3) Withdrawal of nuclear weapons 
 (4) Phased withdrawal of the U.S. ground forces within 5 years 
 (5) Reduction of the Armed Forces Assistance for Korea 
 (6) Consulting with Japan on the Korean question  
 (7) Consulting with the USSR to maintain peace on the Korean Peninsula  
 
b. Conclusion 
 

20



i. There will be no change in the recognition of the ROK’s strategic importance in Northeast 
Asia and the Pacific under the Carter administration; however, there would be tactical modifications 
in the security policy towards the ROK. 
 

ii. The phased withdrawal of the U.S. forces and nuclear weapons, which presidential 
candidate Carter has frequently remarked, are expected to be implemented; thus, the ROK should 
prepare for them. 

 
iii. The U.S. is expected to cite human rights issues in strengthening its position regarding 

U.S. troop withdrawal, reduction of the Armed Forces Assistance for Korea, and ROK itself. 
 
II. Advantages and disadvantages of the U.S. troop withdrawal 
 

a. Advantages 
 
i. Promoting the modernization plan of the ROK armed forces 
ii. Promoting the development of defense science and technology 
iii. Weakening of the U.S. interference on domestic issues of ROK 
iv. Advantageous to diplomacy with Non-Aligned Movement and U.N. 
v. Increasing opportunity for the direct inter-Korean negotiations 
 
b. Disadvantage 
 
i. Aggravating insecurity among the people and hampering economic growth  
ii. Weakening US's automatic military intervention  
iii. Weakening deterrence capabilities vis-à-vis the North Korean puppets (elimination of 

nuclear deterrence) 
iv. Raising questions regarding the validity of the United Nations Command and the 

continuance of the armistice agreement   
v. Increasing tensions and anxiety in Northeast Asia and upsetting the regional balance of 

power 
vi. Prompting the strengthening of Japan's armament and its assertiveness regarding the 

Korean question 
 
c. Countermeasures 
 
i. If the U.S. troop withdrawal is inevitable, their presence should be continued at least until 

the completion of the modernization plan of the ROK armed forces.  
 
ii. ROK should negotiate with US in a way that the complete withdrawal of the U.S. troops 

will be postponed until measures to maintain peace on the Korean Peninsula are achieved. 
 
iii. The ROK-U.S. Mutual Defense Treaty should be complemented, particularly with a 

guarantee of a nuclear umbrella. 
 
III. Advantages and disadvantages of the Armed Forces Assistance for Korea 
 

a. Advantages 
 
i. Promoting ROK's self-reliant defense efforts 
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ii. Removal of ROK's dependence on U.S. 
iii. Weakening the case for U.S. Congressional criticism on Korea 
 
b. Disadvantages 
 
i. Setback in the modernization plan of the ROK armed forces, and the Force Improvement 

Program (FIP) 
ii. Prompting the possibility of misjudgment on the part of the North Korean puppets 
iii. Boosting apathy and antipathy of the United States toward ROK 
 
c. Countermeasures 
 
i. Pushing the modernization plan of the ROK armed forces, and the Force Improvement 

Program (FIP) 
ii. Strengthening special negotiations with U.S. 
iii. Reinforcing self-reliant defense and increasing defense spending 
iv. Diversifying negotiation of the military financing program 
v. Strengthening ROK-Japan relations 
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Talk between Yoo Chong-Ha, Counselor of the Korean Embassy to the U.S., and Takakazu 
Kuriyama, Counselor of the Japanese Embassy to the U.S. in Washington D.C., 18 November 
1976 
[Source: Roll G-06-0045, File 05, Frames 25-28, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

1976. 11. 18 
North America Division 2 

 
Summary 

(Talk between Yoo Chong-Ha, Counselor of the Korean Embassy to the U.S., and Takakazu 
Kuriyama, Counselor of the Japanese Embassy to the U.S. in Washington D.C.) 

 
1. According to the Japanese Counselor, Takakazu Kuriyama, the Japanese Embassy anticipates that 
it is highly likely for the U.S. government to conduct a comprehensive reexamination of troop 
withdrawal from Korea.  
 
2. Following the guidelines of the Japanese government, the Japanese Embassy in the United States 
does not take an opposite stand on the U.S. troop withdrawal if it would be consented by both the 
Republic of Korea (ROK) and the United States. 
 
3. Counselor Kuriyama stated that that aides to President Jimmy Carter had told that there would be 
no changes in the mission of the U.S. Air Forces and the U.S. 7th Fleet. 
 
4. The Korean Counselor Yoo, Chong-Ha told the Japanese Counselor Takakazu Kuriyama that he 
wanted Japan to take the same position as that of the ROK government because ROK had been 
strongly rejecting the withdrawal. 
 
5. The Japanese Counselor Takakazu Kuriyama replied that it would be better for the ROK 
government to urge the United States through official diplomatic channels not to pull its forces out of 
Korea. Such approach would benefit Japan because Japan could comment on the U.S. withdrawal 
from the viewpoint of its interests. 
 
Signatures: Illegible 
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Telegram to the Minister from Affairs from the Ambassador in the United States, 18 November 
1976 
[Source: Roll G-06-0045, File 05, Frames 25-28, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
 

Receiving Telegram 
Category :                                                  
File No.  :  USW - 11356      Date :   171850                
To      :   Minister of Foreign Affairs                         
Cc (copy) :   Director of the Korean Central Information Agency      
From    :   Ambassador to the U.S.                           
 

Yeon : USW - 11314 
 
1. Yoo Chong-Ha, Counselor of the Korean Embassy to the U.S. met Takakazu Kuriyama, 

Counselor of the Japanese Embassy to the U.S. in Washington D.C. He asked Counselor Takakazu 
Kuriyama to what extent the local Japanese Embassy anticipated the U.S. troop withdrawal, what 
stance the Japanese government took on it, and if the Japanese Embassy contacted the Americans in 
authorities about the withdrawal issue. What the Japanese Counselor Takakazu Kuriyama answered 
is as follows:  

 
a. The Carter Administration’s stance on the withdrawal of the U.S. forces from South Korea: 

Counselor Kuriyama told that the Democratic Presidential Candidate, Jimmy Carter’s remarks on the 
issue had been already known, but that it was highly likely to make a grave misjudgment about what 
measures Jimmy Carter would really take if he were elected to be President. Thus, he concluded that 
it would be right to assume that only Carter could answer it. However, he carefully assumed that the 
Carter authorities would probably review if it would be necessary to bring the U.S. Armed Forces 
back home from South Korea, considering the profiles of the presidential candidate’s aides and the 
position of the Democratic Party. He added that it was his assumption on a short-term basis and that 
the U.S. forces would leave from South Korea after all on a long-term basis.   

 
b. The stance that the Japanese Embassy to the U.S. takes: 
With regard to the issue of the U.S. troop withdrawal, Japan does not worry most the 

withdrawal itself, but the circumstances under which it would be done. Japan does not oppose the 
withdrawal if both South Korea and the U.S. consented on it after they calculate their forces needed 
and estimate the extent of danger that North Korea would cause.  

 
However, Japan would be strongly against it if the U.S. forces leaves the ROK regardless of 

the strong opposition of the Korean government and then the withdrawal causes both the Korean 
government and nationals considerable concerns. This stance is not based on the specific instruction 
from Tokyo, but on the general guidelines of the Japanese authorities. 

 
c. The contact with Jimmy Carter’s aides by the Japanese Embassy: 
 
The Japanese Embassy does not have direct conversations with Jimmy Carter’s immediate 

aides; however, the Embassy has had a lot of conversation with important figures close to Jimmy 
Carter and has been asked a lot from them. They have frequently asked what Japan would respond to 
the gradual removal of the U.S. forces from South Korea. However, they have always asked with the 
proviso that only some major parts of the U.S. ground forces would be evacuated from South Korea, 
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and there would be no changes in the mission of the U.S. Air Forces and the U.S. 7th Fleet even if the 
U.S. forces left South Korea. Japan answered the same response as the mentioned above in b because 
it is not appropriate for Japan to comment directly on the issue consented by both the ROK and the 
U.S. The Vice-Minister of Defense of Japan has already told that he rejects the U.S. forces removal 
from South Korea. Moreover, the Japanese Ambassador to the U.S. as well as the staffs in the 
Japanese Embassy to the U.S. have frequently explained Japan’s situation whenever they meet those 
in authorities such as those close to Jimmy Carter, Congressional figures, and academic figures. 
While he is now on the tour of speech-making in major cities in the U.S., Fumihiko Togo, 
Ambassador to the U.S. of Japan, mentions that Japan does not want the changes of the current 
situation because the U.S. troop keeps an important role in guaranteeing the security in the Korean 
Peninsula. 

 
2. Counselor Yoo suggested that Japan should clarify that she oppose the U.S. troop 

withdrawal because she had already known that both the Korean government and nationals had been 
strongly opposing it, rather than that Japan would convey a fine nuance that she would not oppose it 
if it would be done by the consent of both the South Korean government. The Japanese Counselor 
asked back if Yoo was sure of that and Yoo reaffirmed that. Then, Counselor Kuriyama worried that 
such attitude backfired on ROK even if she were desperately against the withdrawal, or lobbied 
against it, considering the current attitude of the U.S. toward ROK. Then, he stated that it would be 
better effective for South Korea to express such attitude through diplomatic channels and keep 
silently in public in order to defend the critics toward the ROK in the U.S. 

 
In that case, it would be more reasonable for Japan to support South Korea from a view of her 

interests. 
 
(North America Division 1) 
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Summary of the Conversation with Mauzy, Committee Staff of the Subcommittee on Foreign 
Affairs of the U.S. House of Representatives, and William J. Garvelink, aide for Rep. Donald 
M. Fraser, 2 December 1976 
[Source: Roll G-06-0045, File 06, Frame 221, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

 
1976. 12. 2 

North America Division 2 
 
 
Summary of the Conversation with Mauzy, Committee Staff of the Subcommittee on Foreign Affairs 
of the U.S. House of Representatives, and William J. Garvelink, aide for Rep. Donald M. Fraser 
(1976. 11. 25) 
 
1. Current newspaper articles regarding the ROK have demoralized supporters of Korea in the U.S. 
Congress.  
 
2. The Carter administration has argued that Korea must implement measures addressing the human 
rights issue and responding to the criticism of Korea in the U.S. Congress.  
 
3. The Carter administration may ask Korea for a considerable increase in the Foreign Military Sale 
(FMS) to Korea in the 1978 Fiscal Year just as the Ford administrations did. In this case, Korea 
would be publicly criticized and forced to accept a decrease in the FSM. Therefore, it would be wise 
for the U.S. government to request from Korea a small amount of the FMS. 
 
4. It is impermissible to expect the Korean issue to be cast in a positive light because supporters of 
Korea in the U.S. Congress have largely diminished. 
 
5. The U.S. media is expected to keep on writing articles on Korea from critical viewpoints for a 
long while. 
 
Signature: Illegible 
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Telegram to the Minister of Foreign Affairs from the Ambassador in the United States, 28 
December 1976 
[Source: Roll G-06-0045, File 06, Frames 277-278, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive] 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Receiving telegram 

 
Category :                                                
File No.  :  USW - 12478 (assumed)   Date :   291740         
To      :   Minister of Foreign Affairs                         
Cc (copy) :   Director of the Korean Central Intelligence Agency     
From    :   Ambassador to the U.S.                          
 
 Related report file No. : Dae [Embassy] YUS (assumed) 1221 

 
1. Yoo Chong-Ha, Counselor of the Embassy in the United States met a Director [Edward 

Hurwitz] of the Office of Korean Affairs of the U.S. Department of State and asked about the 
meeting of Parliamentary Secretary L [trans. note illegible, but it is assumed to be the name of the 
Parliamentary Secretary of Sweden.] and H [illegible] Deputy Secretary on December 27 through 28. 
Below is the report on what Counselor Yoo was told about what L [illegible] had told H [illegible] on 
the meeting. 

 
a. It is unimaginably difficult to conduct diplomatic negotiations with North Korean puppets. 

The position of North Korean puppets is built on an extremely self-centered view of reality that is far 
removed from reality. Nobody could have a meaning discussion with them. The North Korean 
puppets are certain to have difficulty in conducting diplomacy in the future. 

 
b. When I [Parliamentary Secretary L (illegible)] visited Communist China, I was clearly told 

that Communist China fairly disapproved of the U.S. troop withdrawal from Korea. (According to 
the U.S.’ interpretation, it can be considered that when Communist China discusses the issue of U.S. 
forces in Korea to a country like Sweden, it is professing its genuine concerns) Communist China 
opposes the withdrawal because of the implications for relations with both the U.S.S.R. and Japan; 
the U.S.S.R. does not want the withdrawal of the U.S. troops from Korea, either. The U.S.S.R. is 
concerned about the possibility that the withdrawal of U.S. forces from Korea would bring 
Communist China and the North Korean puppets close together. 

 
c. North Korea’s smuggling is an organized financing scheme totally controlled by the center 

and its European headquarters turn out to be located in Poland and East Germany. 
 
As far as Sweden knows, both the governments of Poland and East Germany are thoroughly 

investigating the smuggling affair of the North Korean puppets and their diplomats concerned are 
expected to be deported from both countries; some of them may have already been deported. 
Actually, many bottles of liquor smuggled were bought and transported there. (The United States had 
already confirmed from 3 – 4 embassies of the third world that many diplomats of North Korean 
puppets had recently left Moscow. The Soviet Foreign Ministry declared that it could not doubt the 
fact that the diplomats of North Korean puppets had left on the charge of smuggling at the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry’s request.) 

 
2. More details of the meeting between Sweden and the United States will be reported in the 

near future. (North America Division 1, Europe Division 2) 
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Telegram to the Minister of Foreign Affairs from the Ambassador in the United States, 28 
December 1976 
[Source: Roll G-06-0045, File 06, Frames 279-282, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
 
 

Receiving telegram 
 
Category :                                                
File No.  :  USW - 12479      Date :   291900               
To      :   Minister of Foreign Affairs                         
Cc (copy) :   Director of the Korean Central Intelligence Agency     
From    :   Ambassador to the U.S.                          
 

Yoo Chong-Ha, Counselor of the Embassy in the United States had dinner with Director 
[Edward] Hurwitz on December 28 and had an exchange of views on a wide range of current issues. 
Below is the summary of what Hurwitz told:  

 
1. The Office of the Korean Affairs of the U.S. Department of State submitted its report on 

the Korea to the incoming Secretary of State Cyrus Vance on December 28. The report was originally 
30 pages long, but was reduced to 15 pages as directed. The report was made after wide exchange of 
views with superior authorities and sufficient consultation with the related bureaus within the 
department. The main ideas of this report are to claim that the basic relationship between the U.S. 
and South Korea should be maintained, and especially, to propose that it is advisable not to make a 
drastic change in the issue of the U.S. troop in Korea considering all circumstances. 

 
2. While new personnel of the Department of State including new secretary are taking shape, 

Assistant Secretary Philip C. Habib is certain to continue in office. His wide jurisdiction, actually, 
keeps him from being deeply involved in any issues; however, he has been deeply involved in every 
issue of Korea and has a reputation within the department that his idea and judgment are always 
appropriate when it comes to issues related to Korea. Accordingly, Secretary Vance seems to heavily 
rely on Habib in terms of the U.S.-Korean relation; thus, it is expected that policies on Korea would 
be fairly consistent even under a new secretary.  

 
3. It is hard to clearly state how the Carter administration will deal with the U.S. troops in 

Korea. However, frequent modifiers, such as “carefully, slowly, methodically, in consultation with 
ROK and Japanese govts [sic]” [in Carter’s remarks] imply that the U.S. troop withdrawal will be 
difficult to implement. After Carter’s remarks on the U.S. troop withdrawal, the Japanese 
government’s concerns and response are so serious that the Department of State is surprised at them. 
Japan is expected to keep opposing any changes in the U.S. forces stationed in Korea. Instability in 
the Communist Chinese power structure will be one of the main considerations of the United States.  

 
4. According to the current statement of the Korean Foreign Minister, Korea declared that the 

Korean government has nothing to do with Park Tong-Sun and that if Mr. Park had done something 
wrong, he should be dealt with according to the U.S. law. The U.S. welcomes that statement and has 
the same attitude as that of the Korean government in terms of dealing Mr. Park according to the U.S. 
law. Thus, it is said that this statement was written well enough to be very helpful to settle the 
situation.  
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5. It still remained to be seen what the investigation would discover; however, in my personal 
opinion, the result would be optimistic. To consider this bribe scandal as crime, first, it has to be 
proved that Park Tong-Sun has something to do with the Korean government; second, it should be 
proved that any Congressman who took a bribe from him did some public activities in return for the 
bribe, which is technically hard to prove from a view of prosecutor’s. Now, all the data that have 
been collected to prove the relationship between Park Tong-Sun and the Korean government depend 
largely on intelligence reports; these kinds of data are, by their nature, difficult to be used in the 
courts. Accordingly, many of the charges against him actually cannot be presented as proof of 
criminality in court.  

 
6. The United States is not asking Korea to implement drastic political reform that might 

jeopardize social stability. While the Park Tong-Sun scandal and subsequent issues are causing waves 
at the moment, the least the United States wants is to aggravate the situation. Also, the United States 
wishes to see Korean society open gradually and do so in a manner consistent with the prevailing 
current circumstances. The United States does not want the Korean government to initiate dramatic 
changes that might compromise current economic development and destabilize the enforcement of 
regulations regarding the defense of Korean security.   

 
Even though Senator Edward M. Kennedy sent one of his aides to the Department of State 

recently to question the human rights situation in Korea and call for measures to address them, the 
Department of State explained to the aide that the Korean situation has been far from the news 
articles by Mr. John Saar or Mr. Halloran, and that Korea belongs to open societies, basically in 
contrast with communist societies. Then, the aide asked back if the Department of State knew 
anything about Korean dissidents’ movement and stance. I [Mr. Hurwitz] showed him the report files 
on contacts with Korean dissidents by officials of the U.S. Embassy in Korea and reiterated that 
Korea is an open society enough to allow the U.S. Embassy to make close and free contact with its 
dissidents, which is something that could never happen in communist societies. The same aide noted 
a report on conversation with Yun Bo-Seon, former President of Korea by an officer of the U.S. 
Embassy and confirmed that former President Yun Bo-Seon had been able to publicly express his 
anti-government opinions with a staff of the U.S. Embassy. 

 
7. No matter what American media reports on Korea, many officials in the Department of 

State view Korea as extremely constructive and promising. One of the factors that play a central role 
in sustaining social stability in Korea is fair distribution of wealth. Korea is considered a rare case 
among underdeveloped countries that has relatively succeeded in fair distribution of wealth. The 
Saemael Movement, reform of bureaucracy, and another special example, keep-green movement are 
evaluated to be one of the standards to assess the future prospects of a society; yet, extravagance and 
excessive vanity by high-income groups are still abundant. Thus, the Korean government is advised 
to make more efforts in correcting them. This would build the internal strength to ultimately resist 
communism.  

 
8. (Mr. Hurwitz requested to never quote him in answer to the question about why Mr. 

Halloran of the New York Times is more critical about Korea than any other journalists.) There are 
many factors to consider why Mr. Halloran is so anti-Korean. 
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I guess that the most decisive factor is that Mr. Halloran is a Roman Catholic, which connects 

himself with Korean Catholics such as Bishop Ji Hak-sun and Poet Kim Chi-Ha and makes him 
dedicated to realizing their ideals.  

 
9. The Rev. Kim Sang-Keun issue (Reported separately.) 

 
(North America Division 1) 
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The Government Stance on the Proposal to Conclude a South-North Korean Mutual Non-
Aggression Pact, 18 January 1977 
[Source: “Nam Buk Han Sangho Bulgachim Hyupjeong Je Ui E Gwanhan Jeongbu Ui 
Gyeonhae, 1977” (“Korean Government's Remarks  on the Matter of Non-aggression 
Agreement”), Roll 2007-25, File 02, Frames 4-11, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

The Government Stance on the Proposal to Conclude a South-North Korean Mutual Non-
Aggression Pact  

 
January 18, 1977 

 
[…] 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, International Affairs Division 
 

I. Background of the Proposal 
 

1. President Park Chung Hee proposed the conclusion of a mutual non-aggression pact 
between the South and North Korea during the New Year press conference on January 18, 1974. 
This was based on the conviction that if the North Korean puppets genuinely desire peaceful 
unification of the Korean Peninsula, the key to this would be to deter the outbreak of war and 
bring about peace. The proposal contained the following main points: 

 
A. The South and the North pledge to the world that they will not militarily invade each 

other.  
 
B. The South and North not interfere in one another’s affairs. 
 
C. The armistice regime will be maintained under all circumstances. 
 
2. Under the pretext of replacing the armistice agreement with a peace treaty, the Sureme 

People’s Assembly of the North Korean puppets sent a so-called letter of appeal to the U.S. 
Congress, calling for the conclusion of a peace treaty between the United States and the North 
Korean puppets and the withdrawal of American troops based in Korea. The main points of the 
proposal of the North Korean puppets are as follows: 

 
A. The United States and the North Korean puppets commit to a pledge of mutual non-

aggression and eliminate the cause of direct military confrontation 
 

B. Halt the increase in and competition over military expenditures and cease the 
introduction of weapons into the Korean Peninsula  

 
C. Dissolve the the United Nations Command (UNC) and the immediately withdrawal 

foreign troops stationed in Korea. 
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D. Make it impossible for the Korean Peninsula to become a military base for foreign 
troops after foreign troops are withdrawn  

 
3. During his speech on the occasion of National Liberation Day on August 15, 1974, 

President Park stated the three principles [for unification] and reiterated that the establishment of 
peace on the Korean Peninsula through the conclusion of a South-North Mutual Non-Aggression 
Pact constitutes the first stage of peaceful unification.  

 
4. During his New Year’s press conference on January 12, 1977, President Park stated 

that he would not oppose the withdrawal of American troops stationed in Korea after the 
conclusion of a South-North Mutual Non-Aggression Pact and reiterated his proposal for such a 
pact. He demanded that the North Korean puppets sign proposed pact to prove they have 
abandoned their desire to communize the peninsula by force, the abandonment of which is a 
precondition of peaceful unification, and called for the resumption of South-North dialogue 
aimed at concluding the non-aggression pact.  
 
II. Significance of the Proposal 
 

1. The proposal both reconfirms the government’s policy of peaceful unification and 
clarifies its fundamental stance of peace before unification. 

 
2.  The proposal states that the reason there has been no progress toward unification and 

tensions continue on the Korean Peninsula is due to the North Korean puppets’ ambition of 
achieving unification through communization. It further highlights the difference between our 
peaceful unification policy and the North Korean puppets’ policy of communizing the peninsula 
by force. 

 
3. The government has reiterated that maintaining the current armistice regime and 

preventing interference in the internal affairs of one another are required as an institutional 
guarantee to reduce tension and maintain peace on the Korean Peninsula. 

 
4. The withdrawal of U.S. troops must be preceded by measures deterring the outbreak of 

war on the Korean peninsula through an institutional guarantee based on the South-North Mutual 
Nonaggression. The proposal calls for the new U.S. government to carefully consider the matter. 

 
5. The government’s decision to base mutual non-aggression pact consultations on 

dialogue grounded on the July 4 Joint Communique has reconfirmed its basic position that the 
South and North Korea, as the main concerned parties, must resort to dialogue to resolve issues 
related to peaceful unification. 

 
6. The government has proven its flexibility over the issue of withdrawing American 

troops (foreign troops) by publicly announcing it will not oppose the withdrawal under certain 
conditions. Through this, the government has secured diplomatic dominance over the North 
Korean puppets and their supporting forces. 
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7. The proposal has instilled the spirit of independence in national defense among the 
people and has confidently displayed the country’s strengthened defense posture to domestic as 
well as international audiences.  
 
III. The Relationship between the Non-Aggression Pact Proposal and the Proposal for a Meeting 
among the Directly Related Parties Concerning the Armistice 
 

1. A major goal of the South-North Mutual Non-Aggression Pact is to maintain the 
armistice regime. As such, the pact proposed to the North Korean puppets on January 12, 1977, 
does not contradict but rather complements the proposal for a meeting among the directly related 
parties concerning the armistice. This is because they are both based on the maintenance of the 
armistice regime and the settlement of peace on the Korean Peninsula.  

 
2. The withdrawal of American troops from Korea will mean the dissolution of the 

United Nations Command (UNC). The dissolution of the UNC means the nullification of the 
armistice, and consequently lead to an institutional vacuum for maintaining peace on the Korean 
Peninsula. Therefore, the government’s proposal to conclude a non-aggression pact before the 
withdrawal of American troops is aimed at institutionalizing through explicit means the North 
Korean puppets' position that they will not start war again.  
 
IV. The North Korean Puppets' Previous Attitude toward a South-North Mutual Non-Aggression 
Pact 
 

1. Since immediately after the Korean War, the North Korean puppets have made 
proposals domestically and internationally for seeking unification without resorting to the use of 
force or signing of a North-South mutual non-aggression pact. In the July 4 Joint Communique, 
the South and North agreed to stop slandering each other and work to prevent inadvertent 
military clashes. 

 
2. Since then, the North Korean puppets have pursued their phony peace offensive with 

increasing intensity by proposing the conclusion of a North-South peace treaty in 1969. When 
our side proposed a South-North Mutual Non-Aggression Pact on January 18, 1974, the North 
Korean puppets switched from their previous phony peace tactics towards the south to calling for 
a so-called peace treaty with the United States on March 25, 1974.  

 
3. Given the inconsistent position of the North Korean puppets ranging from non-

aggression pact and peace treaty, the underlying motives lay in weakening our security posture 
through deceptive political propaganda and aiming to unravel the balance of power between the 
north and south by having the withdrawal of American troops materialized at an early date. 
Ultimately, they aim to materialize their ambition to achieve unification by communizing the 
Korean Peninsula by force. Therefore, it is unclear whether the North Korean puppets will accept 
this most recent proposal. 

 
V. Matters to Consider Regarding the Withdrawal of American Troops Stationed in Korea 
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1. The government may consider the withdrawal of American troops only in the 
following three circumstances. 

 
A. The goals of stationing American troops is achieved and there is no further need for 

their presence in Korea (a state of security is obtained) 
 
B. Following judgment that the goals of stationing American troops in Korea cannot be 

met, the conclusion is made that their continued presence is a waste and of no benefit (their 
presence does not serve a meaningful purpose) 

 
C. A viable military alternative becomes available, such as a drastic increase in the 

defense capabilities of the ROK armed forces that is sufficient for deterring the possibility of 
North Korean puppets' war provocation 

 
2. As long as the United States does not present a satisfactory position regarding the three 

issues in the above, the American measure of withdrawing troops stationed in Korea would be a 
defeatist and unilateral capitulation in the struggle against communism. Such a measure would 
weaken the security and defense of the Korean people who are faced with the threat of invasion 
and war provocation by the North Korean puppets, and would run contrary to the moral ideals 
championed by the U.S. government.  
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Joint Meeting of Political Parties and Social Organizations Discussing Unification of the 
Fatherland, 1 February 1977 
[Source: “Nam Buk Han Sangho Bulgachim Hyupjeong Je Ui E Gwanhan Jeongbu Ui Gyeonhae, 1977” 
(“Korean Government's Remarks  on the Matter of Non-aggression Agreement”), Roll 2007-25, File 02, 
Frames 36-41/47-56, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 
   Communist World Broadcast Listening Report 
 
Title : Joint Meeting of Political Parties and Social Organizations Discussing Unification of the 
Fatherland                                                  
File No.  :   53/77         Date :    1977/01/02          
To       :      _________________   Cc (Copy) :            
From     :       Promotion Department Head                       
 
Signature: 
 

[illegible] ...A joint meeting of political parties and social organizations discussing effective 
ways to remove the perpetual state of national division and the threat of war and advance independent 
peaceful unification was held at the People’s Palace of Culture. Those attending the meeting discussed 
how to remove the perpetual state of nation division and danger of war and advance autonomous and 
peaceful unification. 

 
Those who participated in the meeting included members from each party social groups and 

central government workers from the education, culture, publishing and reporting sector.  
 
[Kim Il], Kang Yang Uk, Seo Chol, Im Chun Ju, Yang Hyuong Seop, Hwang Jang Hyeop, and 

others including Lee Jang Suk, Hong Gi Mun, Kim Song Ryul, Kang Jang Su, Kang Hyun Su, Kim 
Kwan Seop, Kim Kuk Hun, Kim I Hung, Ji Jae Rong, Lee Su Weol, Jo Yong Chul, Kim Ki Nam, Park 
Yong Hee, [Chae] Min Sun were present on the platform of the chuseok [chuseokdan]. 

 
The meeting was presided over by Hong Ki Mun, the director of the Fatherland Reunification 

and Democracy Front. 
 
Cadres and workers of the social organizations from each party participated in the meeting, 

along with workers from the education, culture, publishing and reporting sectors and central 
government cadres. 

 
During this meeting we will discuss how to remove the perpetual state of national division and 

threat of war and advance the autonomous and peaceful unification of the fatherland.  
 
If any of you hold a different opinion towards discussing this issue, please speak now. If there 

are no other opinions we will move forward and discuss the issue. 
 
A report on this issue will be made by Yang Hyung Seop, the secretary of the Korean Worker’s 

Party Central Committee.  
 
Comrades: This year’s historical New Year’s Statement made by our revolutionary mentor, the 

sun of the Korean people and national hero, the great Suryeong Kim Il Sung, has greatly encouraged 
laborers nationwide to work harder to achieve the three revolutions of ideology, technology and culture. 
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In an environment where the fight for democracy and peaceful unification by patriotic people and 
democracy leaders [illegible] in south Korea is ongoing, we are holding this joint meeting of political 
parties and social groups. 

 
In order to remove the perpetual state of national division and threat of war and advance our 

country’s autonomous and peaceful unification we must first carry out the grand consolidation of those 
socialist forces in the north and patriotic democratic forces in the south that support unification 
[underlined in original]. The unification of the country is a great national patriotic task of vital interest 
to all the people of Korea, whether they be laborers, farmers, the rich and the poor, atheists and 
religious people, communists, or nationalists. This task of great national importance can only be 
achieved by the combined strength of all forces in north and south that genuinely desire unification. 

 
The forces of socialism in the north and patriotic democracy in the south all carry the same 

attitudes toward opposing fascism and supporting democracy, opposing war and supporting peace, 
opposing division and supporting unification, and there are no contradictions between them in 
resolving this national issue. 

 
Even if there are differences in belief systems and political views and in circumstances, as long 

as the two sides share the same national blood they can come together in solidarity. Even if their 
systems are different, they can create an ideal system based on uniform goals that is diametrically 
opposed to the fascist system both forced upon the people through violence and in opposition to their 
desires. 

The grand consolidation of socialist forces in the north and democratic forces in the south must 
not force upon the other the ideology or views of the other side, must respect and trust each other, and 
devote everything to the great common national task.  

 
The consolidation of socialism and democracy will be the most powerful propelling force to 

destroy the scheme to perpetuate national division and advance the autonomous and peaceful 
unification of the fatherland. This consolidation will be, without question, a dependable guarantee for 
unification of the fatherland.  

 
The alleviation of tensions between the north and south and the speedy removal of the threat of 

nuclear war are the preliminary conditions of achieving the autonomous and peaceful unification of the 
fatherland. 

 
The situation where a state of tension between north and south and the threat of war continues 

to exist makes it impossible for the country to unify, and consequently an environment beneficial to 
unification cannot be established. The south Korean authorities talk about some kind of non-aggression 
pact as if they are hoping for unification and peace, but as long as massive military forces continue to 
face each other and military power continues to increase, the conclusion of some pact or agreement will 
not lead to the disappearance of the state of tensions in our country. The confrontation of military 
power between the north and south across the military demarcation line has produced 
misunderstandings and mistrust, bred confrontation and hostility, and has worsened the state of tensions. 

 
Moreover, it is only natural that the perpetual threat of war exists when the U.S. military and 

nuclear weapons are stationed in one half of the country. 
 
All of these things not only produce distrust that could lead to war but also greatly negatively 

affect the improvement of the national economy and efforts to improve stability in the lives of the 
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people. Do we really have to see the continuance of such a senseless situation that has millions of 
young men of the same blood pointing guns at each other; that produces tensions within the country; 
that negatively affects the development of the national economy and the lives of the people; and that 
wastes the precious resources of the nation? 

 
Can we tolerate the humiliating situation where south Korean youngsters carry the guns handed 

to them by the American and Japanese imperialists, face the danger of nuclear war and must fight 
against communism in order to fill the bellies of the imperialists? What our people need now is not 
empty rhetoric calling for a nonaggression pact but the speedy adoption of real measures to relieve the 
military confrontation and tensions between north and south and to remove the danger of nuclear war. 

 
What is needed more than anything else to achieve this is the closure of nuclear bases in south 

Korea, the withdrawal of all weapons of murder including the nuclear weapons brought in by the 
Americans, and the unconditional withdrawal of American troops. We recognize that there is a need to 
adopt groundbreaking measures to reduce the military strength of both sides and scale down military 
expenditures to improve the lives of the people. We raise our voices and call for the relaxation of 
tensions between the political parties of north and south and the tensions between the authorities of 
both sides and demand the quick adoption of measures to remove the danger of nuclear war. We also 
call for the holding of an armaments reduction conference aimed at bringing about the withdrawal of 
American troops, the halt of competition over increases in military power and expenditures, and the 
stoppage of weapons being brought in from abroad. If the above proposals are realized, our country’s 
state of tensions will be reduced, peace will surely be guaranteed, an environment susceptible to 
peaceful unification will be established, and improvements will come to the nation’s economic 
development and the lives of the people. In order to advance the coming of autonomous and peaceful 
unification for our country, we must remove the basis of disharmony inside our country and form an 
atmosphere of great national solidarity. 

 
The restrictions placed on the free speech of the people and the hostility and confrontation in 

the country makes it impossible to remove both the misunderstanding and mistrust between north and 
south and establish great national solidarity, while ultimately making it impossible to successfully 
achieve autonomous and peaceful unification of the country. Creating discontent domestically and 
harming the atmosphere of solidarity is only beneficial to operators at home and abroad who are afraid 
of the solidarity of the Korean people more than anything else, and aim to disrupt unification and 
maintain two separate states. 

 
There is no reason whatsoever for the Korean people to hate and confront each other, and in the 

face of that great national task of unification we cannot accept the artificial establishment of hatred 
within the country. 

 
We must quickly remove all elements forming disharmony and delaying solidarity between 

people of the same race and must invest all efforts to establish an atmosphere of national unity. This 
can be achieved by removing the fascist and divisive system of oppression that has created a crisis of 
fear and a state of tension while undermining great national solidarity; achieving democracy; 
and unconditionally releasing the patriotic democracy leaders who have been arrested and imprisoned 
unjustly. 

 
The slandering of the other side must stop and the anti-communist policy promoting hatred of 

one’s own countrymen must be rescinded. In order for the misunderstandings and mistrust to disappear 
and national unity to return, the north and south must establish wide-ranging economic cooperation.  
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These measures above will create understanding and trust between north and south, promote 

great national solidarity among our people, and contribute immensely to the great patriotic task of 
achieving autonomous and peaceful unification of our country. All of our above proposals to achieve a 
great consolidation of socialist forces in the north and democratic forces in the south, relieve tensions 
between the north and south and remove the danger of nuclear war, and create an atmosphere of great 
national solidarity must be urgently undertaken to advance our country’s autonomous and peaceful 
unification. 

 
Anyone who is loyal to our nation’s honor, whether he lives in south or north, domestically or 

abroad, will turn his attention to the desperate issues and national disaster facing the people at this time, 
and will support the unity hoped for by our 50 million people. We respectfully call for the holding of a 
north-south political meeting between political parties made up of people from all levels of north and 
south society aimed at overcoming the permanence of national division and dangers of a new war, 
while discussing the above issues for the realization of our country’s peaceful reunification. 

 
The holding of such a meeting is the most rational and realistic way to resolve our country’s 

unification issue autonomously and peacefully and by and for the benefit of all Korean people. At a 
time when it is clear that nothing more can be resolved through dialogue with the south Korean 
authorities who have proclaimed a policy of two states, it is of the utmost urgency to find a way 
forward for national reunification by bringing together all patriotic forces of north and south who 
represent the intent of all Korean people. At such a future meeting, the two sides would discuss in frank 
terms our proposals and ways to achieve our country’s autonomous and peaceful unification. 

 
In order to prepare for this meeting we think it is necessary to hold a preliminary working-level 

meeting of liaison representatives as quickly as possible at Panmunjeom or another temporary location 
agreed upon by both sides. 

 
The fight for national unification is not between communists and nationalists but between 

patriots and traitors, and between national independence forces and imperialist invader forces. Anyone 
who genuinely loves our country and nation and hopes for unification of the fatherland will, regardless 
of ideology or beliefs, be able to sit across from each other and negotiate, find points of agreement and 
seek out a joint path to achieve unification. 

 
If the south Korean authorities revoke their policy of maintaining the division of the two Koreas, 

stop upholding anti-communism, halt their oppression of [illegible] people and democratic leaders, and 
abandon their policy of war under the pretext of a threat of a southern invasion, we will again conduct 
dialogue with them and not be opposed to their participation in the political conference. The success of 
our great national task will be solidarity with all patriotic forces in the fatherland. 

Our united strength will overcome the national tragedy, and the strength of our nation will 
advance our hopes for unification. 

 
At a time now when so many countries across the world that were oppressed or looked down 

upon have now achieved national independence and liberation and those people who were once divided 
are now realizing their national unification, how is it that our country, which has a long history and 
magnificent culture, has to accept the subjugation and [illegible] forced upon us by foreign powers? 

We can no longer live like that and must move to build with our own hands an independent, 
prosperous and united Korean absent of any subjugation or oppression. 
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Nothing can come between the fraternal love that makes every Korean person’s heart beat with 
pride and our united aim to achieve national unification. Nothing can prevent the iron-like will of 
patriotic forces north and south to stand together and fight. 

 
We call fervently on all the laborers, farmers, students, intellectuals, religious people and 

patriotic democracy leaders to unite with us to destroy the schemes of those who want division 
domestically and abroad, and fight strongly to advance to that day of glory when Korean again 
becomes one. 

 
We believe that political parties from the around the world and the UN that are showing 

enthusiastic support toward our people’s fight for independent and peaceful national unification will 
continue to send a strong message of solidarity to our people’s struggle for justice to resolve the 
question of unification by themselves without interference from outside powers. 

 
The first draft of the letter will be read aloud by Heo Jong Suk, the secretary general of the 

Fatherland Reunification and Democracy Front.  
 
A letter being sent to political social parties in south Korea, people of all levels of society and 

overseas Koreans, 
 
To the leaders of south Korean political social organizations, 
 
To our countrymen and countrywomen in south Korea, 
 
To our countrymen overseas, 
 
After 32 years of division etched in our nation’s history, our country still does not see any signs 

of unification but rather the deepening danger of eternal division; not peace, but the shadow of heavy 
clouds of war.  

 
We carry a heavy responsibility for our country and people and we realize quite clearly the 

seriousness of the current situation with its joint diplomatic issues and the danger of war. We desire to 
prevent the everlasting division of the nation through the combined strength of the north and south, 
eliminate the danger of war, and advance the peaceful unification of the fatherland. As such, we send 
this letter from Pyongyang to invite you to a joint meeting of political parties and social organizations. 

 
The announcement of the historical South-North Joint Communiqué which was based on the 

three principles of independent, peaceful unification and national solidarity and reflected the ardent 
hope of the entire nation toward unification, made the Korean people hope genuinely for the speedy 
elimination of division in accordance with this joint national communiqué and to live in one unified 
country. 

 
However, those who desire division at home and abroad with their policy of “two Koreas” have 

unceremoniously crushed the principles of the joint communique and have put the great task of 
unification into grave jeopardy. 

 
The south Korean authorities are going along with their American and Japanese masters’ 

scheme to divide Korea into two. Meanwhile, they are pursuing confrontation and division between 
north and south and intend to split the historically unified Korean nation into two countries. 
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For the past 30 or so years national division has caused our people great misfortune and pain 

and they have paid a very high price for the unification of the country. How painful it must be for them 
that now the enormous disaster of permanent division is being forced upon them. 

 
The division of north and south for a long period of time has separated our people who share the 

same blood and has stopped our country’s unified development. Meanwhile, the whole nation lives 
constantly under a feeling of apprehension. 

 
If our nation is split into two forever this unfortunate history will ceaselessly continue to repeat 

itself and our generation and the next and the next will be unable to overcome a fate of servility. The 
division of the nation will be a constant source of mistrust and confrontation, discontent and tension, 
and ultimately war between our countrymen. 

 
The reality we face shows us clearly that it could lead our country again into the misfortune of 

war. 
 
The south Korean authorities have brought in the invasion forces of American and Japan under 

the pretext of a southern invasion. They also bring in weapons from abroad while illegally preparing 
for war. 

 
Moreover, it cannot but upset you that the south Korean authorities and the US have turned half 

of our country into a nuclear base and while continually placing massive amounts of nuclear weapons 
in the south are planning openly for a nuclear war that will turn our country into a wasteland. 

 
At a time when many people throughout the world are expressing opposition to nuclear zones 

and nuclear war, and even Americans themselves say that nuclear weapons should be withdrawn from 
south Korea, the south Korean authorities instead oppose all this and intend to use the nuclear weapons 
of the imperialists to kill their countrymen. Where on earth would such traitorous acts toward one’s 
own people exist?  

 
If we did not think about the future of our nation and gambled to bring in the nuclear weapons 

of someone else, imagine what kind of impact it would have on the land our people have cared for with 
their blood and sweat for thousands of years and the land that the sons and daughters of our future 
generations should live happily on. 

 
The criminal policies of splitting Korean into two and of war being conducted under the cry of 

anti- communism in south Korea has brought fascist terrorism to its peak and is suffocating everything 
that is democratic and patriotic.  

 
People are jailed for wanting democracy and are put on trial for calling for peaceful unification. 

They are being hurt and killed for being concerned about the nation’s future. 
 
The entire nation and the world are angry at the intolerable situation where the fate of people 

who love the country and people and who call for democracy and peaceful unification are punished by 
the fascist government. The criminal acts of those who desire our country to be divided into two have 
now reached a state of complete irrationality. The only thing that will remain when the nation is divided 
into two and war breaks out due to their careless actions will not be American or Japanese people but 
the Korean people who live on this land.  
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Perpetual division and the threat of nuclear war in our country will not come tomorrow but is a 

reality facing us this very moment. The country and its people are facing a very serious situation. 
 
Oh, leaders of south Korean political social organizations, 
 
Oh, our countrymen overseas, 
 
Will we have unification or perpetual division? 
 
At this grave time when fortunes of the nation rest on the question of peace or war, we must 

block the permanent division of the nation and danger of war and move forward to open the path to 
peace and peaceful unification. The unification of the nation is our only path to survival, but it is the 
division of our nation that will lead to our nation’s disaster.   

 
No one can betray our nation and block the perpetual division of our nation, nor get rid of the 

danger of war that looms, or present use with a unified fatherland. 
 
We believe the time is here for all people who love their country and people to leave their 

selfishness behind and unite as one to stop the scheme of those who want to divide our country into two. 
We must join together in a struggle to achieve the autonomous and peaceful unification of our country.  

 
With only the one hope of saving our country and people from the crisis of destruction, we 

respectfully propose to you a plan to save the nation by advancing the national unification that the 
entire people of Korea ardently desire. 

 
To achieve autonomous and peaceful unification of the nation we need to achieve a grand 

consolidation of the forces of socialism in the north and the forces of patriotic democracy in the south. 
The noble task of national unification can only be achieved through the united strength of socialist 
forces in the north and patriotic democratic forces in the south who genuinely long for unification. 

 
Even if there are differences in belief systems and political views, as long as the two sides share 

the same national blood they can come together in solidarity. Even if their systems are different, they 
may unite based on shared goals, not a system of fascism. 

 
The grand consolidation between these two forces will oppose fascism and support democracy, 

oppose war and support peace, oppose division and support unification. 
 
The grand consolidation of socialist forces in the north and democratic forces in the south must 

not force upon the other the ideology or views of the other side; must respect and trust each other; and 
must devote everything to the great common national task.  

 
The consolidation of socialism and democracy will show off its united strength from both south 

and north Korea, and it will be without question a propelling force to block the perpetual division of 
and advance unification of the nation. 

 
The alleviation of tensions between the north and south and the removal of the threat of nuclear 

war are required to achieve the autonomous and peaceful unification of the fatherland. 
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The unprecedented concentration of military power between the north and south across the 
military demarcation line in such a small country as ours has been a fundamental factor in forming 
tensions and unrest. 

 
Moreover, the constant threat of war exists because a foreign military and nuclear weapons are 

stationed inside the nation. 
 
Currently, an irrational situation exists in our country that has millions of young men of the 

same blood pointing guns at each other. This situation negatively affects the development of the 
national economy and the lives of the people while wasting the precious resources and strength of the 
nation. 

 
Can we permit a humiliating situation where south Korean youngsters carry the guns handed to 

them by the American and Japanese imperialists, face the danger of nuclear war and must fight against 
communism in order to fill the bellies of the imperialists? We need to move without haste to relieve the 
military confrontation and tensions between north and south that is threatening our peace and blocking 
the path to peaceful unification. 

 
We call for the closure of nuclear bases in south Korea, the withdrawal of all weapons of 

murder including the nuclear weapons brought in by the Americans, and the unconditional withdrawal 
of American troops.  

 
There is also the need to reduce the military strength of both sides and scale down military 

expenditures to improve the lives of the people.  
 
We also call on the political parties and people of north and south to demand the authorities of 

both sides to adopt the above measures and work hard to make them a reality. 
 
We also call on the military authorities to hold an armaments reduction conference aimed at 

bringing about the withdrawal of American troops, the halt of competition over increases in military 
power and expenditures, and the stoppage of weapons being brought in from abroad. 

 
In order to advance the coming of autonomous and peaceful unification for our country we must 

remove the basis of disharmony inside the nation and form an atmosphere of great national solidarity. 
 
The restrictions placed on the free speech of the people and the hostility and confrontation in 

the country makes it impossible to remove both the misunderstanding and mistrust between north and 
south and establish great national solidarity. This ultimately makes it impossible to successfully achieve 
autonomous and peaceful unification of the country.  

 
There is no reason whatsoever for the Korean people to hate and confront each other in the face 

of the greatest national task of unification. 
 
We must remove the fascist and divisive system that has created disharmony among our 

countrymen while undermining our great national solidarity. There must be guarantees of the freedom 
of press, publishing, gathering and demonstration to people who desire peaceful unification, 
and unconditionally free patriotic people democratic leaders who have been arrested and imprisoned 
unfairly. 
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The anti-communist policy promoting hatred of fellow countrymen must be rescinded and the 
slandering of the other side must be stopped.  

 
In order for the misunderstandings and mistrust to disappear and national unity to return, the 

north and south must establish wide-ranging economic cooperation.  
 
All of our above proposals will be the groundwork for friendship and unity between our 

countrymen and will be a brilliant first step to advance our country’s independent and peaceful 
unification. 

 
Now, a north-south meeting between political parties made up of people from all levels of north 

and south society should be held to talk about the above issues.  
 
The holding of such a meeting is the most rational and realistic way to resolve our country’s 

unification issue autonomously and peacefully, and by and for the benefit of all Koreans.  
 
At such a future meeting, the two sides would discuss in frank terms our proposals and ways to 

achieve our country’s autonomous and peaceful unification. 
 
In order to prepare for this meeting we think it is necessary to hold a preliminary working level 

meeting of liaison representatives as quickly as possible at Panmunjeom or another temporary location 
agreed upon by both sides. 

 
Anyone who genuinely loves our country and nation and hopes for unification of the fatherland 

will, regardless of ideology or beliefs, be able to sit across from each other and negotiate, find points of 
agreement and seek out a joint path to achieve unification. 

 
If the south Korean authorities rescind their policy of splitting our country in two, give up their 

anti-communism, halt their oppression of [illegible] people and democratic leaders, and abandon their 
policy of war under the pretext of threats of an invasion of the south, we will again conduct dialogue 
with them and not be opposed to their participation in the political conference. The success of our great 
national task will be solidarity with all patriotic forces in the nation. 

 
We can no longer accept the subjugation and division that the foreign invaders and small-

numbered traitors desire.  
 
We should destroy the schemes of those who want division domestically and abroad and fight 

strongly to advance to that day of glory when Korea becomes one. 
 
Let’s undertake a nationwide patriotic movement to advance that day of glory when our 50 

million countrymen can live in our beautiful country that is unified, autonomous and prosperous. 
 
It is now that we send a warm message of fraternal and patriotic support to the people of south 

Korean and patriotic democracy leaders who are pushing through a forest of bayonets to fight without 
submission for freedom, democracy, and our country’s peaceful unification. 

 
We are certain that south Korea’s political parties, social organizations, people from all levels of 

society and our brethen abroad will give our proposal to block our nation’s perpetual division and 
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danger of war and realize our nation’s independent and peaceful unification the attention it deserves 
and actively support it.  
 
Korean Workers’ Party, Korean Democratic Party, Korean Chondogyo Young Friends Party, Fatherland 
Reunification and Democracy Front, Central Committee’s North Korean Committee for the Peaceful 
Reunification of the Fatherland, General Federation of Korean Trade Unions, Young Socialist Labor 
Alliance, Union of Agricultural Working People, Union of Democratic Women, General Federation of 
Korean Literature and Arts Unions, Korean Christians Federation, Korean Buddhists Federation, 
Korean Journalist Union, Korean Democratic Lawyers Association, Korean Students Committee, 
Korean Committee for International Solidarity, Korean Committee for Asian-African Solidarity, 
Korean National Peace Committee. 
 
January 25, 1977 
Pyongyang 
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Telegram 065141 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, “the Korean Question,” 2 February 1977 
[Source: "Telegram 065141 from the the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The Korean Question" March 02, 1977, History and Public Policy 
Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Folder 
931/1977, Issue 220/E, Bilateral relations between the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
and socialist countries in Asia (the People’s Republic of China and the People’s Republic of 
Kampuchea), February – October 1977. Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114863.] 
 
TELEGRAM  065141 
 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, to comrade Constantin Oancea 
 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
 
Subject: the Korean Question 
 
Date: February 2, 1977 
 
Classification: Secret 
 
1. According to our contact with Chinese envoys and members of the diplomatic corps, there has 
been an increase in the level of interest and concern towards the Korean problem. The dominant 
note of the remarks and observations emphasize the possibility of new developments in terms of 
the Korean issue, determined by Sino-American relations, Sino-Soviet-American relations and 
by the DPRK’s recent diplomatic initiatives. 
 
2. The US and China’s insistence on reaffirming the validity of the 1972 agreements is 
interpreted as being indicative of both countries’ interest in settling the complex issues in the 
region, chief among which [ranks] the Korean problem.   
 
Chinese officials from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs have informed us that China sincerely 
wishes for the withdrawal of US troops from South Korea and Korean reunification. 
 
It is generally acknowledged that the Sino-American solution to the problem is currently 
benefiting from much more favorable conditions, both in Asia and internationally, due to: 
 
a) The Carter administration’s decision to withdraw troops from South Korea. Japan analyzed the 
decision. However a recent discussion with Vice President Mondale reveals that, despite 
assurance of a gradual troop withdrawal in close cooperation with the Japanese and South 
Korean governments, Japan is not as of yet fully prepared to assume increased responsibilities 
regarding the security of the region. Japan’s concerns about the implications of the US 
withdrawal for regional stability and Japan’s security are also underlined by the possibility of 
Prime Minister Fukuda to discuss such aspects in the following meetings with President Carter. 
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b) Changes in the DPRK’s position regarding Korean reunification: 
 
- withdrawing the proposal to discuss the Korean question at the UN General Assembly; 
 
- certain North Korean officials’ visit to countries in Asia, Africa and Europe (Premier Pak Song-
chol, Vice Premier Heo Dam, Minister of Armed Forces O Chin-u and others); 
 
- clear statement of the DPRK’s wish for political contact with the US expressed during official 
visits (Japanese delegation received by Kim Il Sung); 
 
- proposals addressed to South Korean parties and political forces in a letter on January 25. 
 
Such changes are based on the understanding that [being in favor of] a forced military solution 
has undermined North Korea internationally. This approach not only produced tensions with the 
US, but also reservations from Chinese officials and a lack of response from the Non-Aligned 
Movement. 
 
Significant for this new approach are the proposals in the January 25th letter, the fundamental 
aspect of which is the idea of an inter-Korean dialogue – an idea endorsed by China and the US, 
generating wide international support. China’s prompt public support of these proposals – 
considered just and reasonable – and the manner in which Chinese propaganda advertised North 
Korea’s initiative have been notable. China’s speedy reaction confirms that it continues to play 
an important political and economic role in moderating North Korea’s position. 
 
c) the DPRK’s economic hardships and the impossibility of overcoming them in the near future, 
as well as the North Korean Premier’s recent failed attempts to receive economic assistance from 
the USSR, are likely to compel the DPRK to turn to the PRC and other partner countries, as well 
as to increase its openness towards Japan and other Western countries. 
 
3. In our opinion, it is possible to initiate negotiations regarding the Korean question, both in 
terms of American military withdrawal from the South and working towards a political 
settlement. 
 
We believe the US and the PRC’s actions to achieve their strategic objective of removing the 
Korean Peninsula from Soviet influence to be determinative. Concurrently, we believe Japan to 
be influential as it requires time to adopt the appropriate military and economic measures in 
concordance with its close ties to South Korea. 
 
Therefore, this appears to be a lengthy process (according to Western estimations, only the troop 
withdrawal itself will go beyond 1979), with various deviations reflecting the complexity of the 
issue, the large discrepancies between North and South, and the assortment of conflicting 
interests in the region. 
 
Compiled by P. Lefter and Al. Niculescu 
 
Signed: Nicolae Gavrilescu 
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Memorandum for the President from Zbigniew Brzezinski, “Information Items,” 7 
February 1977 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
KO00221. Http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?url_ver=Z39.882004&res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft_d
at=xri:dnsa:article:CKO00221.] 
 
Top Secret-Sensitive 
Contains Codeword        February 7, 1977 
 
 
Memorandum for:   The President 
 
From:     Zbigniew Brzezinski 
 
Subject:    Information Items 
           
 
Seoul Loosens up Slightly in Human Rights: Seoul, in response to U.S. concern over human 
rights issues, is loosening, slightly, its constraints against domestic dissent, but the trend could be 
reversed at any time. The recent favorable signs include Seoul’s decision not to carry out the 
death sentence imposed on a theology student recently convinced of espionage and the slight 
relaxation of press censorship. 
 
For President Park and Seoul’s leadership, the human rights issue has long pose a fundamental 
dilemma – how to maintain a strong, cohesive society in the face of an immediate threat from 
North Korea while acceding to U.S. pressure to relax domestic repression of dissent. Park feels 
that the North Korean threat is not adequately understood by human rights critics and that Korea 
has been unfairly singled out for their criticism. He is not likely to change the essentially 
authoritarian character of his government or the Korean Central Intelligence Agency’s domestic 
role against dissent. 
 
[…] 
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Telegram 084120 from the Romanian Embassy in Washington, DC, to the Romanian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 7 February 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Folder 933/1977, Issue 220/H: Partial US troop withdrawal from South 
Korea – Discussions regarding the reunification of the two countries, January – October 1977. 
Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114868.]  
 
TELEGRAM  084120 
 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Washington, DC 
Subject: US – South Korea 
Date: February 7, 1977 
Classification: Secret 
 
Edward Hurwitz, Director of the Korea Desk in the US State Department, told Comrade Petre 
Anghel, Third Secretary, the following: 
 
The Carter administration has decided to implement measures announced during the 1976 
political campaign, particularly those regarding improving bilateral relations and US troop 
withdrawal from South Korea. According to the bilateral security treaty, the US will maintain its 
commitment to strengthen the security of this country and gradually withdraw ground troops in 
consultation with both South Korean and Japanese authorities. 
 
This position has been recently restated by Vice President Walter Mondale in discussions with 
the Japanese Prime Minister. 
 
The situation in the Korean Peninsula remains tense and explosive, and the US does not want to 
alter the military and strategic balance in the region through its position. 
 
The decision to partly withdraw American troops from South Korea is mostly the result of 
internal pressure within the US, especially after Vietnam, to maintain limited military presence 
so as to avoid a potential implication in a new military conflict. 
 
The DPRK’s recent four-point statement regarding contacts between various political and 
military organizations in North and South Korea is not concurrent with the joint North-South 
four-point statement and, thus, not viable. Furthermore, reopening discussions on the Korean 
question at the United Nations in the current context is not likely to decrease tensions within the 
Peninsula. 
 
The US believes that a first step could be made through a joint Sino-Soviet-American effort and 
is willing to have contacts with the DPRK as long as the USSR and the PRC initiate contact with 
South Korea. 
 
Signed: Nicolae M. Nicolae 

48

http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114868


Telegram to the Minister of Foreign Affairs from the Ambassador in Malaysia, 8 February 
1977 
[Source: Roll 2007-25, File 7, Frame 16-17, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Receiving Telegram 
Category :                                                   
File No.  :  MAW - 0224      Date :   091600                  
To       :   Minister of Foreign Affairs    CC (copy) :             
From    :   Ambassador to Malaysia                            
 

Dae: AM - 0115, 0106 
 
1. On February 8, 1977, I visited Zakaria, Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs with Counselor 

Park Young-Woo, and had a talk with him for an hour and half, focusing on the President’s New Year 
press conference held on January 12, 1977.  

 
a. First, I explained the proposal suggested by President Park Chung Hee that Korea would 

not oppose the U.S. troop withdrawal on the condition that a South-North non-aggression pact be 
concluded, and emphasized that the North Korean puppets should resume inter-Korean dialogue at 
an early date for the peaceful resolution of the Korean question. I also pointed out that despite our 
peaceful and sincere proposal, North Korea continues to respond in the same unrealistic and 
hypocritical manner as it had in the past. In response, Vice-Minister Zakaria expressed his 
understanding of our position. He felt that the proposal represented a forward step in comparison to 
previous ones because it suggested a practical alternative to the U.S. troop withdrawal even though 
many alternatives had been frequently offered so far regarding the dissolution of the United Nations 
Command as well as armistice agreement. 

 
b. Also, Vice-Minister Zakaria commented on the political situation in Asia and the Pacific 

region and added that he welcomed the overall trend towards reducing American military 
intervention in the region, but implied his opposition to drastic changes. Regarding the removal of 
U.S. forces from Korea, he added that as long as the United States has profound interests in Korea, it 
would not make any drastic changes. 

 
c. He stated that the Malaysian government has not decided if she will participate in the 

Foreign Minister Conference of the Joint Coordinating Committee of the Non-Aligned Movement 
which will be held in New Delhi coming April. He added if Malaysia would decide on the 
participation as an observer, the Malaysian High Commissioner to India would be assigned, and that 
Malaysia would mainly focus on issues related to the primary products and the economic 
developments in this conference.  

 
d. He stated that North Korea would not be able to make a bid for the 1978 Foreign Minister 

general conference of the Non-Aligned Movement, considering North Korea's status in the 
Movement and her deficient experiences, and that Yugoslavia would be the most likely venue for the 
conference at this moment.  

 
2. The Vice-Minister is going to accompany Prime Minister Abdul Razak Hussein's official 

visit to Turkey on Feb. 11 - Feb. 14 and Iraq on Feb. 14 - Feb. 18 next week. I reminded him that 
some Korean construction companies had already worked in Iraq, and requested that the Vice-
Minister persuade the Iraqi authorities into understanding and supporting Korea's basic stand, if 
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possible, during his visit to Iraq. Vice-Minister Zakaria showed a positive response.   
 
3. In addition, I asked if the North Korean diplomatic mission would visit Malaysia regarding 

North Korea's appointment of the high-level envoy to Africa and the Middle East. The Vice-Minister 
answered that North Korea had not offered any visit yet. The Korean Embassy is going to keep an 
eye on it and report any movement. 
 
(United Nations, East Asia, and Middle East Divisions) 
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Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Brown to President Carter, 9 February 1977 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 34-36.] 
 

Washington, February 9, 1977 
Memorandum1 

 
SUBJECT 

The People’s Republic of China and US National Security Policy 
 
[…] 
 
—US–PRC Relations and Third Country Issues. There are a number of third country areas—
Korea, Japan, South Asia, the Middle East and Europe—where the Washington–Peking dialogue 
has led to parallel policies which have served the security interests of both sides. Defense, of 
course, has great interest in this process and of how the China relationship might be used to 
reinforce our security interests on issues like Korea or in response to any future crisis which 
might affect both countries. 
 
[…] 

1 Secret; Eyes Only. Secretary Brown sent copies of this memorandum to Vance and Brzezinski. On February 1, 
McAuliffe sent Brown a draft of this memorandum, on which Brown wrote, “2/2. Gene McA—Let me have a) a 
memo which I can use as a talking paper with ZB and then send to him along the lines marked [illegible] on next 
page. b) a memo to the President (cc to CV and ZB) urging that we move forward along the lines of this paper. HB.” 
(Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–80–0035, Republic of China, 092) 

51



Letter to the US Secretary of State from Heo Dam, 11 February 1977 
[Source: South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

Letter from the DPRK to the US Secretary of State 
 
(Enclosure) 
 

1977. 2. 11 
 

 
“As you have been inaugurated as Secretary of State, I am writing from the need for a 

common search for practical ways to reduce tensions on the Korean Peninsula.  
 
 It has been twenty-three years since a truce has been established on the Korean peninsula; 
however, the political situation in this area has not significantly improved yet and tensions continue 
to persist.  
 
 President Jimmy Carter has stated the intention to remove U.S. troops and withdraw nuclear 
weapons from Korea. His remarks deserve welcome and are worthy of notice by people around the 
world. We, the people of the DPRK, welcome it as well. 
 
 We have continuously argued that the question of Korean unification should be resolved in a 
peaceful manner and frequently made clear that we have no intention to invade South Korea.   
 
 We believe that both the DPRK and the United States should have active talks immediately 
in order to ease tensions and sustain peace on the Korean Peninsula.  
 
 If both the DPRK and the United States had contacts and dialogue with each other, and 
tensions were reduced in Korea, it would contribute much to world peace including in Asia. I am 
looking forward to hearing from your positive reply to this letter.” 
 
 
       Heo Dam 
       Minister of Foreign Affairs of the DPRK  
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Letter from Jimmy Carter to Park Chung Hee, 15 February 1977 
[Source: Roll 2009-22, File 02, Frames 6-9, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 
His Excellency 
Chung Hee Park 
President of the Republic of Korea 
Seoul, Korea. 
 
February 15, 1977 
 
Dear Mr. President: 
 
I wish to take this early occasion to convey to you personally my Government's continuing 
commitment to the security of the Republic of Korea and my own personal interest in the Korean 
situation. The United States and the Republic of Korea have had a long, close relationship which 
I intent to maintain. You can be assured of this. 
 
As you know, I have publicly stated my intention to gradually withdraw our ground combat 
forces from Korea. In taking this position I have stressed that any ground force withdrawal 
would be over a period of time and would involve the fullest consultations with you. Further, any 
such reductions will be approached in a manner which leads neither to misinterpretation of our 
determination to maintain our defense treaty commitment nor to upsetting the overall military 
balance on the Korean peninsula. We are now beginning an internal study of the complex 
questions related to ground force levels with a view to beginning consultations with you quietly 
later in the spring. 
 
Further, after reviewing our Fiscal Year 1978 budget, I have decided to forward to Congress once 
again this year a request for $275 million in foreign military sales defense guaranteed loans. In 
requesting this figure, we are prepared to defend vigorously our security relationship and to 
demonstrate concretely that we remain determined to support and strengthen your own defense 
efforts. 
 
At the same time there is in the Congress, which must approve these requests, and in other 
important groups in the United States, a continuing concern about human rights issues 
throughout the world. It is a concern which I deeply s hare, over the rights of the individual, 
particularly as they relate to personal liberty, due process and imprisonment. It is not directed 
towards reordering particular political structures. 
 
My administration does not wish to involve itself in other countries' domestic matters or to 
interfere in them. We do hope that our friends would demonstrate their sensitivity to these issues 
in a manner which allows us to maintain and properly justify to Congress and the public our 
closer relationships. Just as we intend to defend our relationships with your country, particularly 
in the security field, I request that you give consideration to what can be done in the human 
rights area in Korea. I ask you to consider how you could help deal with this question, which is 
of personal and public importance, and let me know your views.  
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Please be assured, Mr. President, of my intention that consultations on all matters of importance 
to our mutual interests be conducted frankly and with full recognition of the importance we 
attach to our relationship with your country. 
 
Secretary Vance has informed me that he will be meeting with your Foreign Minister in March. 
That will give us an opportunity to consider each other's views at an early stage. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jimmy Carter 

54



55



56



57



58



59



Letter from Park Chung Hee to Jimmy Carter, 26 February 1977 
[Source: Roll 2009-22, File 02, Frames 10-20, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 
(Translation) 
 
February 26, 1977 
 
Dear President Carter: 
 
I wish to thank you for your letter delivered to me on the 15th of February by Ambassador 
Sneider. I am grateful to you for conveying personally to me, at an early stage of your 
Administration, the United States Government's continuing commitment to the security of the 
Republic of Korea and your deep personal interest in the Korean situation. 
 
As you pointed out, our two countries are close allies which have traditionally maintained a 
friendly and cooperative relationship. In particular, the Korean Government and people always 
remember with gratitude that your great country did not hesitate to render invaluable assistance 
to us in time of great difficulties. It is indeed heartening to us that you made clear your intention 
to continue this close relationship, and I wish to take this occasion to assure you that I and my 
Government will pursue, as in the past, the consistent policy of maintaining and further 
cementing the close ties existing between our two countries. 
 
With regard to the problem of reduction of the United States ground combat forces in Korea, 
mentioned in your letter, my Government has closely followed its developments with keen 
interest. Needless to say, the United States forces in Korea, both as visible evidence of the 
Korean-American mutual defense arrangement and as an indispensable factor in the structure of 
the balance of power in this area, have been playing an important role in deterring the recurrence 
of war on the Korean peninsula and in ensuring peace and stability in the Northeast Asian region 
as a whole. 
 
Accordingly, I appreciate your view that any reduction of the United States ground forces, 
regardless of its size and scope, will be approached in a manner which leads neither to the 
misinterpretation of the United States determination to maintain its commitment to the defense of 
this Republic nor to upsetting the overall military balance on the Korean peninsula. Also, I am 
pleased to note your assurance that the fullest prior consulations [sic] will be conducted between 
the Governments of the United States and the Republic of Korea, the two immediate parties 
concerned, before any decision is made in this regard. 
 
At a time when the North Korean Communists have not abandoned their sinister scheme of 
communizing the whole of Korea by means of force or violence, and when the Republic of 
Korea's self-defense capabilities have not yet reached the sufficient stage, my Government 
believes that any reduction in the current level of the United States forces in Korea is not 
desirable and, therefore, hopes that any such change would not take place for a considerable 
period of time. But I wish to state that if your Government proposes to hold consultations in this 
regard, my Government intends to enter into such consultations in good faith and in the spirit of 
friendship and cooperation that has characterized the relationship between our two countries. 
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I appreciate your decision to forward to the United States Congress a request for $275 million in 
foreign military sales defense guaranteed loans for upgrading Korea's defense capabilities in 
Fiscal Year 1978 and your willingness to vigorously defend this request. As a developing 
country, the Republic of Korea faces the enormous tasks of developing her national economy and 
promoting the welfare of her people and at the same time is burdened with the heavy 
responsibility of strengthening self-defense capabilities. However, we are determined to do the 
best within our means to meet this challenge. 
 
In connection with the recent trend in the United States Congress, you expressed your concern 
about human rights issues throughout the world. I pay tribute to you for emphasizing on many 
occasions, particularly in your inaugural address, the importance of morality and respect for 
human rights in politics, foreign relations and administration, since I myself subscribe to those 
lofty political ideals. 
 
Recently, some people at home and abroad who are opposed to the present political system of my 
country have been trying to insinuate that human rights are being repressed or infringed upon in 
Korea. Such allegations apparently stem from their failure or reluctance to correctly understand 
the special situation existing on the Korean peninsula or the nature of the problems involved. 
 
Under the difficult circumstances of national division, the Republic of Korea has been making 
steady progress as a free democratic nation while coping with war provocations and incessant 
military threats by the North Korean Communist regime which totally denies individual 
freedoms or human rights to its people and indulges in merciless repression. Unfortunately, in the 
absence of long tradition and solid foundation for democratic governments, some senseless 
elements in our society tended to resort to radical and illegal anti-state actions, thereby not only 
endangering political stability, social order and economic development but also creating a grave 
threat to the very existence of our nation. 
 
You will no doubt understand that the prevention of war and communization of the Korean 
peninsula is the foremost concern in the minds of the Korean people. We in Korea are a people 
who experienced the scourge of Communist aggression. We also know that, in spite of our 
continuing efforts for securing a permanent peace on the Korean peninsula, the North Korean 
Communists have never given up their avowed scheme of bringing the whole of Korea under 
their domination. Furthermore, for the past several years, they have persistently pursued the 
scheme of fomenting political and social confusion with a view to instigating the uprising of the 
so-called popular revolutionary force in the south. 
 
Under these circumstances, it is quite clear that any acts leading to political confusion and social 
chaos or detrimental to national unity would, by exposing a grave vulnerability to the North 
Korean Communists, be tantamount to an open invitation to them to launch an aggression against 
us. Thus, the overwhelming majority of the Korean people realize that the reservation of some of 
their rights is unavoidable in order to ensure the security, stability and the very survival of the 
nation. With this understanding, they came to fully support the measures taken by the 
Government in this regard. 
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It is to be noted that our Constitution, while guaranteeing the fundamental human rights 
including the one to criticize the Government, contains explicit provisions empowering the 
President to issue emergency decrees including the limitation of certain individual rights in time 
of national emergency or when the nation's security is seriously threatened. These provisions in 
our Constitution were supported and approved by the overwhelming majority of the Korean 
people through the national referenda held on two occasions in the past. I am convinced that it is 
incumbent upon the President who is entrusted with the responsibility of safeguarding the 
security of the nation to take necessary measures to cope with the threat to the national security 
and the survival of the people in accordance with the constitutional process. 
 
As all men are equal before the law, no one who has violated it can be exempted from being dealt 
with according to the relevant provisions of the law. Therefore, those who are being tried on 
charges of violating the Emergency Decrees promulgated under the explicit provisions of the 
Constitution have nothing to do with the question of human rights. They are being tried through 
due process of law by an independent judiciary in open and fair courts. They are also guaranteed 
of appeals to higher and supreme courts. The court alone has the authority to determine whether 
a person is guilty or not. I and my Government are convinced that since this process is the due 
application of the Constitution and domestic law, human rights issues do not exist in Korea. 
 
I wish to assure you that individual liberties and human rights are protected to the fullest extent 
possible within the framework of the Constitution and relevant laws. It is also clear that 
inasmuch as the law is executed fairly and in accordance with lawful procedures, there cannot 
exist any valid ground for alleging that human rights are arbitrarily violated in Korea. 
 
My sole wish and intention are to ensure the survival of my country and my people as a free 
nation and ultimately to make all of the Korean people enjoy freedoms and fundamental rights to 
the fullest degree. For this, we are endeavoring to bring about political and social stability and 
continued economic progress in national unity and harmony and to forestall the North Korean 
Communist aggression by strengthening our defense capabilities. I sincerely hope that with deep 
understanding of the situation you will place your confidence and trust in what I intend to do and 
give your support and assistance to our painstaking efforts for the survival and freedom of the 
entire 35 million Korean people in the south. 
 
I share your hope and confidence that our two countries will continue to further promote the 
cooperative relationship in security and-other important fields. With this in mind, I am in full 
agreement with your view that we should conduct frank consultations with each other on matters 
of mutual concern and interest with full recognition of the importance both of us attach to our 
traditional relationship. I am confident that my Foreign Minister's consultations with your 
Government leaders during his forthcoming visit to the United States will prove to be both 
fruitful and rewarding. 
 
I wish to extend once again my heartiest congratulations to you on your inauguration and my 
warmest wishes to you and your Administration for every success and good fortune. 
 
Sincerely, 
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/s/ Park Chung Hee 
 
 
His Excellency 
Jimmy Carter 
President of the United States of America 
Washington, D. C. 
U.S.A. 
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Memorandum for Zbigniew Brzezinski from Mike Armacost, “Contacts and 
Communications with North Korea,” 28 February 1977 
[Source: Korea, Democratic People's Republic of, 1/77-1/81, Bos 43, Records of the Office of 
the National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski's Country Files (NSA 6), Jimmy Carter 
Library. Obtained for NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
MEMORANDUM 

1017 
 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
 
SECRET 

INFORMATION 
February 28, 1977 

 
MEMORANDUM FOR: ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI 
 
FROM: MIKE ARMACOST (signature) 
 
SUBJECT: Contacts and Communications with North Korea 
 
On our Evening Report of February 17, you raised a question as to why you or Secretary Vance 
should not receive a letter from North Korean Foreign Minister Ho Tam carried by a friend of 
Jerry Cohen’s. I have two answers -- one short; one longer. The first is mainly procedural; the 
other is more substantive. 
 

(1) The short answer is that this is an unlikely channel for serious communications. For 
the last few years North Korea has made a variety of efforts to get in touch with U. S. officials. 
In the process they have discovered that a number of governments are quite eager to extend their 
good offices in promoting a dialogue between Washington and Pyongyang -most notably 
Pakistan, Egypt, and Romania. Thus there is no dearth of plausible channels. At the same time 
there are lots of people like this friend of Cohen’s who are eager to get in on the action. Why 
offer them encouragement? This is not to say that we should refuse to receive a letter. On the 
contrary, Cohen was told that if his friend (Neumoff) wanted to deliver a message, he should 
pass it to Bill Gleysteen at State. To date no letter has come. I will report to you on its contents if 
and when one does. 

 
(2) But there are more serious reasons why we need, in my view, to exercise some 

caution in the way we respond to North Korean desires to establish bilateral contacts with us at 
this time. The case is built on these propositions: 

 
-- While North Korea has never renounced its objective of reunifying the Korean 

peninsula on its own terms, it has been reasonably flexible with respect to its strategy for 
achieving its aim. For example, in the late 1960’s it pursued without notable success a 
confrontationist approach. Subsequently, it tried a “détente” strategy culminating in the abortive 
North-South talks of 1972. Thereafter it turned to a more adroit diplomatic offensive designed to: 
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(a) enhance North Korea's international standing while putting the South on the defensive 
diplomatically and casting it in the role of a pariah; (b) diversify its trading links in order to 
accelerate industrial development, expand commercial entrée to the West, and diminish 
dependence on Moscow and Peking; (c) obtain preferred access to the nonaligned movement and 
use it to alter the international climate of opinion on the Korean issue; (d) increase South Korea’s 
sense of political isolation by alienating it from its principal allies; and (e) generate growing 
international and domestic pressures in the U. S. for the withdrawal of U. S. forces from the 
peninsula. 

 
-- In 1973-75 this diplomatic strategy netted Pyongyang notable results. The North was 

recognized by a large number of states, and now enjoys diplomatic relations with nearly as many 
countries as Seoul. The DPRK was admitted to the nonaligned movement; the South was not. A 
pro-North Korean resolution was passed in the UNGA for the first time in 1975. The North 
established commercial links with Western Europe and Japan. They outpaced the South in the 
development of an indigenous defense industry. The North's hopes for U. S. troop withdrawals 
were buoyed by growing Congressional criticism of President Park. Kim Il-sung floated many 
proposals for direct contacts with the U.S.; he refused to talk with the South so long as Park 
remained in power. He enjoyed the diplomatic momentum. He seemed persuaded time was on 
his side. 

 
-- In 1976 North Korea fell on hard times. Growing debt problems compromised efforts 

to accelerate industrialization and expand commercial ties with western countries, while forcing 
the DPRK back toward greater dependence on Peking and Moscow -- neither of which has been 
very generous in furnishing hard currency loans. Scandals involving North Korean smuggling 
activities in Scandinavia impaired North Korea's international reputation. Ham-handed North 
Korean diplomacy at the Colombo Non-aligned Conference alarmed many moderate LDCs. 
Pyongyang was forced to withdraw its resolution from the UNGA when it realized that support 
for its position was declining. The DMZ incident on August 17 provoked a more immediate and 
forceful U. S. reaction than the North presumably expected; and Japan supported U. S. moves 
without the usual skittishness and hesitancy. There were also signs of political turmoil in 
Pyongyang. 

 
-- These developments must have been all the more discouraging to the North in view of 

South Korea's phenomenal economic performance (15 percent real growth in GNP in 1976 and 
exports exceeding $8 billion) and relative political tranquility. If the North enjoyed broader 
recognition, moreover, Pyongyang found that few states were willing to give up ties with Seoul 
in order to preserve links with them. Thus an increasing number of states (now 48) recognize 
both, thus lending increased legitimacy to the reality of two Koreas. And Seoul's relative 
advantages in most measurable elements of national power continued to grow. Meanwhile, U. S. 
forces remained on the peninsula, and the U. S. refused to be drawn into direct discussions of 
Korean problems with Pyongyang without participation by ROK representatives. 

 
-- These developments should force North Korean leaders to reexamine the premises 

underlying their current strategy -- including their refusal to deal with President Park's regime. 
But the DPRK, like most other governments, probably finds it distasteful to face up to unpleasant 
realities. It may therefore be expected to postpone hard choices as long as possible. At present 
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Kim will certainly probe with special care the Korean policies of new governments in the United 
States and Japan while testing the support of Moscow and Peking. 

 
-- The U.S. is the key to North Korea’s Strategy. President Carter's troop withdrawal 

plans have evinced a cautious optimism from the North. Kim has indirectly relayed (via the 
Pakistanis) his intent to avoid confrontation with the U. S. and to pursue reunification peacefully, 
but he has also sought to open direct peace talks with us which (at least initially) would exclude 
representatives of the South. We need not play their game on this. Promotion of our interests in 
Korea requires resumption of a serious North-South dialogue. That can come only when Kim 
recognizes that he cannot hope to resolve Korean issues behind Seoul’s back. 

 
-- I believe our best bet for now is, therefore, to welcome any signs of North Korean 

moderation, and to affirm regularly our willingness to discuss with them matters bearing on 
Korea’s future provided representatives of the ROKG are present. It is particularly important that 
we maintain this stance during a time when we are contemplating major troop withdrawals from 
the South. 
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Intelligence Memorandum Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency, March 1977 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 45-48.] 
 
RP 77–10038         Washington, March 1977 
 
Intelligence Memorandum1 
 
“THE VALUE OF THE UNITED STATES TO CHINA’S NATIONAL SECURITY” 
Key Judgments 
 
[…] 
 

The Chinese leaders do not desire further US pullbacks from bases in the Far East. 
However, they are confronted by a basic contradiction in their Korea policy. They privately favor 
a two Koreas policy and maintenance of the status quo on the peninsula, but they are impelled, 
primarily by their competition with the Russians for Kim’s favor, to support his one Korea 
policy. This requires them to demand the withdrawal of US troops from the South. They have 
viewed the US troop presence as a stabilizing factor, but they probably calculate that if US 
troops were to be reduced in number, the remaining troops (and remaining command-and-control 
as well as air force units) together with the big South Korean army would still be adequate 
deterrents to Kim’s occasional military adventures. A further deterrent to instability is the silent 
convergence of interest in Peking and Moscow in keeping Kim cool. 

 
[…] 

1 Central Intelligence Agency, Office of Current Intelligence, Job 78 T02549A, Box 3, Folder 9, RP 77–10038. 
Secret; [handling restriction not declassified]. A footnote on the first page indicates that the memorandum was 
prepared in the Office of Regional and Political Analysis and was coordinated with the Office of Strategic Research 
and the Office of Economic Research. 
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Report, Embassy of Hungary in Belgium to the Hungarian Foreign Ministry, 3 March 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, MOL, XIX-J-1-j Korea, 1977, 78. 
doboz, 2, 00673/2/1977. Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Balazs 
Szalontai. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/110128.] 
 
The World Conference for the Peaceful Reunification of Korea (Conference Mondiale pour la 
Réunification Pacifique de la Corée) held its meeting in Brussels on 21-22 February 1977. In 
addition to the leading functionaries of the Belgian Socialist Party and the Communist Party of 
Belgium, Christian Democratic public figures also participated in the Belgian preparatory 
commission that undertook to organize the conference. The members of the international 
supporting commission were the following: Ratsiraka, President of the Malagasy Republic 
[Republic of Madagascar]; Eyadéma, President of the Republic of Togo; Kérékou, President of 
the People’s Republic of Benin; Narita Tomomi, Chairperson of the Japan Socialist Party; 
Minobe, Governor of Tokyo; Carrillo, General Secretary of the Communist Party of Spain; 
Rómulo [Escobar Bethancourt], Rector of the University of Panama and special adviser to the 
head of state. 
 
[…] 
 
The government of the DPRK was represented at the meeting by Minister of Education Kim 
Seok-gi [Kim Sok Gi], who headed a delegation of a few persons. 
 
[…] 
 
After two days of discussion, the participants in the conference adopted a resolution that had 
been prepared by a drafting committee. The introduction to the resolution notes that the 
conference intends to mobilize world public opinion, particularly public opinion in the West 
European countries and North America, which is poorly informed about the Korean question; it 
wants to call attention to the tragic situation of this nation, which was divided against its will, 
and to the threats to peace that result from this division. 
 
The adopted resolution demands, among others, the following: 
 
[…] 
 
4.) It calls attention to the danger of stationing American nuclear forces in South Korea and 
demands their immediate withdrawal. 
 
5.) It regards the increasing cooperation of certain states with the Seoul regime in the military 
and nuclear field, which enables this regime to increase its armament capacity and create a 
military nuclear potential, as deeply disquieting, and therefore it calls upon every state to cease 
providing the Seoul regime with patents and technical and financial assistance [that can be used] 
for the establishment of defense factories. 
 
[…] 
 
József Vince 
Ambassador 
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Memo to President Carter from Cong. Donald M. Fraser, “U.S. Policy Toward Korea,” 3 
March 1977 
[Source: 3/8/77 [11], Box 11, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, Presidential Files, 
Jimmy Carter Library. Obtained for NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
[…] 
 

March 3, 19771 
 
MEMO TO: President Carter 
 
FROM: Cong. Donald M. Fraser (signature) 
 
SUBJECT: U.S. Policy Toward Korea 
 
1. Next Monday, March 7th, the Foreign Minister of South Korea will be in Washington, D.C. 
This will be the first contact above 'the ambassadorial level between the Korean government and 
your Administration. The meeting will be with Secretary Vance. 
 

In recent weeks the United States’ public position has taken a turn for the worse: 
 
a. A public announcement has been made that military assistance to South Korea would 

be increased above last year’s level (last year's level was a substantial increase over the year 
before). 

 
b. Secretary Vance stated publicly that the United States would not consider cuts in 

military assistance to Korea because of our security interest there. 
 
These two statements replicate the Nixon-Ford-Kissinger line which has permitted 

President Park Chung-Hee to steadily reduce and eliminate the political rights of the Korean 
people since 1971. 

 
The announced intention of the administration to phase out U.S. ground forces in South 

Korea doesn't help the situation in relation to the human rights problems. If anything, this 
announced intention may make matters worse. Once the United States begins withdrawing 
troops, our flexibility in dealing with South Korea will steadily diminish. Our maximum 
opportunity to attempt to help the Korean people comes while our troops are still there. 

 
The challenge to the Administration of the human rights problem in South Korea 

represents the severest test of the Administration’s commitment to human rights. The Koreans 
are highly capable but also very tough and President Park is as tough as any of them. He is 
determined to keep his principal political opponent, Kim Dae-Jung, in jail and suppress all 
political opposition by whatever means are necessary. The situation in Korea today bears a 
striking resemblance to the situation in the Soviet Union, with the KCIA playing essentially the 
same role as the KGB. 

1 A handwritten note, “Zbig – I wanted to meet the FM – What is status? J,” was added below the date. 
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2. Those of us who have been concerned about human rights in Korea are faced with an 

enormous dilemma. We want to be supportive of the Administration, but acquiescence in the 
present public posture of the Administration is almost impossible. A fight on the question of 
military aid to South Korea will put most of the strong believers in human rights against the 
Administration’s position. We do not want this to happen. 

 
3. We can head off a fight on this issue, I believe, if we can have some assurance that the 

United States is moving with firmness on the human rights issue. I strongly recommend that the 
Foreign Minister of South Korea be advised that, although the Administration is publicly 
supporting the Ford Administration increase in military assistance, the Administration will find it 
difficult to go forward with the obligation of that money until and unless the Administration has 
a clearer understanding about, the intentions of the Park government with respect to the human 
rights situation. It should be made clear that the U.S. expects substantial improvement in the 
human rights situation. Secretary Vance ought to identify the major actions of the Seoul 
government which have given us difficulty. 

 
So long as United States troops are present in Korea, the Administration can afford to use 

the military aid levels as leverage because the U.S. forces represent such an overwhelming 
deterrent to any action by the North that temporary reductions in the flow of military assistance 
will not significantly affect the security of the South. 

 
The United States has other levers to pull but the threat of holding back military 

assistance will be the most effective way to underscore your determination. 
 
4. If, despite our firmest and toughest efforts, President Park persists in his present 

course, then the withdrawal of troops accompanied by adequate levels of military aid will 
represent our last remaining option. 

 
[…] 
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Handwritten Note from Jimmy Carter for Zbigniew Brzezinski and Cyrus Vance, 5 March 
1977 
[Source: Korea, Republic of 1-4/77, Box 43, Records of the Office of the National Security 
Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski's Country Files (NSA 6), Jimmy Carter Library. Obtained for 
NKIDP by Charles Kraus.]          
 

3-5-77 
Zbig & Cy: 
 
 I’ll see the S. Korean Foreign Minister next week. Park must understand: 
 

a) American forces will be withdrawn. Air cover will be continued. 
 
b) US-Korean relations as determined by Congress and American people are at an all 

time low ebb. 
 
c) Present military aid support and my reticence on human rights issue will be 

temporary unless Park voluntarily adopts some open change re political prisoners. 
 
 

J.C. 
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Telegram from the Minister of Foreign, 8 March 1977 
[Source: Roll 2007-25, File 7, Frame 73-77, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

 
Sending telegram 

File No. :                           Date :                        
To     :   Refer to recipient below (Not indicated)    (copy) :  Minister of Foreign Affairs   
From   :   Minister of Foreign Affairs                                
 

1. Regarding the Ministerial Meeting of the Coordinating Bureau of Non-Aligned Movement, 
which will be held in New Delhi from April 6 through 11, the following are recent trends in the 
actions of the North Korean puppets as of March 8: 

 
a. The North Korean puppets sent a letter of appeal to the Yugoslav government to "appeal to 

friendly countries and progressive forces". (information from the Foreign Ministry of France) 
 
b. The North Korean puppets attended as an observer for the first time the Ambassador-Level 

Meeting of the Coordinating Bureau of Non-Aligned Movement in New York during the 31st Session 
of the U.N. General Assembly, which was held to review the first draft of the activity report of the 
Non-Aligned Movement. (report by our mission to the U.N.) 

 
c. The North Korean puppets recently solicited India’s help in submitting its own resolution 

regarding the Korean question. In response, India proposed that the North Korean puppets refrain 
from the submittal of its independent resolution, citing the fact that twenty five countries at the 5th 
Conference of Heads of State or Government in Colombo expressed reservations about it and that in 
addition, six of them (India, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Peru, Liberia, and Zaire) are included in the 
Coordinating Bureau composed of twenty five countries. India reasoned that if these six countries 
opposed the independent resolution of the North Korean puppets, it would prevent the conference 
from running smoothly (information from the Foreign Ministry of Malaysia) 

 
d. According to the Indian Foreign Ministry, the North Korean puppets have never proposed 

any resolution regarding the Korean matter to the Indian government. Even if the North Korean 
puppets did propose any resolution, it certainly would not, the Indian Foreign Ministry supposes, be 
discussed during the Ministerial Meeting because the North Korean puppets are not a member of the 
Coordinating Bureau (report by our ambassador to India) 

 
e. Basically, India, host of the meeting, does not want the Korea issues to be discussed in the 

meeting; nevertheless, if some countries brought up them, they, India assumes, would be inevitably 
debated in the meeting. However, India intends to avoid any biased words in the documents if any 
kinds of documents on the Korean matter should be adopted after the meeting. (report by our 
Ambassador to the India)   

 
2. Judging from the information and report mentioned above, the North Korean puppets seem 

to propose or mention the issues related to Korea at the New Delhi meeting in any ways while 
attending the meeting as an observer.  

 
3. Considering the following and the talking paper sent previously, you are required to ask for 

the cooperation of your host country so that the Korean question should not be mentioned at the 
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Ministerial Meeting of the Coordinating Bureau of Non-Aligned Movement held in New Delhi, and 
to report the outcomes. The list of representatives of your host country for the meeting is also 
required. 

 
a. Twenty five countries objected to North Korea's stance in the 5th Conference of Heads of 

State or Government in Colombo because they think that the Korean issue should be addressed at the 
inter-Korean talks, between the parties directly concerned, rather than in the conference. (You are 
recommended to remind the 25 countries about the 5th Conference of Heads of State or Government 
in Colombo.) 

 
b. The Korean issues were not dealt at the 31st Session of the U.N. General Assembly because 

the communist parties withdrew the agenda voluntarily. It is because most of the U.N. members do 
not want the issues discussed at any international meetings including the U.N., but they want the 
direct parties, the two Koreas, to peacefully resolve the issues through talks among themselves. 

 
c. In light of the basic principles of the Non-Aligned Movement, the Korean issues are not 

eligible for any meeting of the Non-Aligned Movement, but for the direct inter-talks between those 
parties concerned. 

 
d. Incidentally, no resolution on any issues has ever been adopted in the Ministerial Meeting 

of the Coordinating Bureau of Non-Aligned Movement so far. (United Nations Division) 
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Memorandum for Jimmy Carter from Zbigniew Brzezinsky, “North Korean Proposal for 
Discussions of Reunification with South Korea,” 14 March 1977 
[Source: Korea, Democratic People's Republic of, 1/77-1/81, Bos 43, Records of the Office of the 
National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski's Country Files (NSA 6), Jimmy Carter Library. 
Obtained for NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
MEMORANDUM 

1332 
 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
 
SECRET 

INFORMATION 
March 14, 1977 

 
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 
 
FROM: ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI (signature) 
 
SUBJECT: North Korean Proposal for Discussions of 
 Reunification with South Korea 
 
You raised a question on the attached news report concerning the significance of a North Korean 
proposal which implied its readiness to discuss confederation with the ROK. Its significance is 
limited. 
 
The proposal, announced on January 25, was reportedly written by Kim Il-sung. It calls for a 
“political conference of representatives of all the political parties, public organizations and 
people…in the North and South” that desire reunification. 
 
This is not a new proposal; Pyongyang has been calling for such a broadly based conference for 
at least five years. They have regressed in one important respect. Their original conference 
proposal presented during the North-South dialogue in 1972 -- provided for official South 
Korean participation. Under the latest version the South Korean Government would be permitted 
to sit in only if it agrees “to renounce anti-communism, stop the suppression of patriotic people 
(in the South) and give up its .war policy. Clearly the preconditions are designed to block rather 
than facilitate a serious government-to-government dialogue. 
 
The immediate North Korean aim in surfacing this proposal was to counter President Pak’s 
January 12 call for a bilateral nonaggression pact between the North and South. Beyond this, 
Pyongyang probably wishes to highlight the "peaceful unification" theme to forestall moves by 
the major powers toward a “two Korea” understanding, and to repair the North's tarnished 
international image -- which suffered greatly last year as a result of massive indebtedness, a 
smuggling scandal involving its diplomats, and the brutal murder of two Americans at the DMZ 
in August. 
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In short, the North is replaying an old record. Kim still resists direct discussions with the Park 
Government, and that is an essential prerequisite to any genuine reduction of tensions in the 
peninsula.1 
 

1 This paragraph is crossed out. 
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Memorandum, Hungarian Foreign Ministry, 16 March 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, MOL, XIX-J-1-j Korea, 1977, 78. 
doboz, 81-2, 001197/1/1977. Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Balazs 
Szalontai. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/110127.] 
 
On February 14, at his request, I received Czechoslovak First Secretary Lehocky. Referring to 
instructions received from his center [the Czechoslovak Foreign Ministry], he informed me that 
in the view of their embassy in Pyongyang, the declaration made by the DPRK on January 25 
and its four-point proposal had an extremely threatening tone. For example, it describes the 
situation on the Korean peninsula as if it might directly lead to the outbreak of a global nuclear 
war. The declaration also includes a veiled reference to the fact that the DPRK is equipping itself 
with nuclear weapons. 
 
The government of the DPRK launched an international campaign to gain support for its 
proposals. In the opinion of the Czechoslovaks, the Korean side will ask the [governments of 
the] socialist countries to make official statements supporting the four-point declaration. 
The Czechoslovak side could hardly fulfill a request of such nature. 
 
Comrade Lehocky inquired about the Hungarian standpoint and the steps that we had taken, or 
planned to take, with regard to this issue. 
 
I said that we had not noticed any fundamentally new element in the tone and contents of the 
declaration. The DPRK's initiative was motivated by the intention to respond to the newest 
“proposal” of the South Korean regime (that the two Koreas should conclude a non-aggression 
pact, in tandem with which the American troops would be withdrawn) and sound out the Carter 
administration's plans for Korea. 
 
I informed him that Comrade Deputy [Foreign] Minister Házi had already received the DPRK 
ambassador in Budapest. During their conversation, he informed him [the ambassador] that the 
declaration had been described in detail in the Hungarian press, with positive comments, right 
after its publication. He repeatedly assured him that we support their struggle for the peaceful 
and democratic unification of Korea. The DPRK ambassador did not ask [the Hungarian 
government] to make an official statement. 
 
András Forgács 
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Telegram 065241 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, “Soviet Comments on Sino-North Korean Relations,” 16 March 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Folder 931/1977, Issue 220/E, Bilateral relations between the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea and socialist countries in Asia (the People’s Republic of China and 
the People’s Republic of Kampuchea), February – October 1977. Obtained and translated for 
NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114864.] 
 
TELEGRAM  065241 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, to comrade Constantin Oancea 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
Subject: Soviet Comments on Sino-North Korean relations 
Date: March 16, 1977 
Classification: Secret 
 
Soviet diplomats noted, with an obvious concern, that there has recently been a surge in activity 
in terms of Sino-North Korean relations. 
 
According to them, this surge originated particularly after the North Korean Premier’s visit to 
Moscow in January this year, and consists of the following: politically, according to the USSR, 
Chinese support for the DPRK’s proposals for reunification issued on January 25th 1977 is 
‘more adamant and accentuated than before;’ economically, the North Korean delegation visited 
China in view of scientific and technological cooperation, and, more recently, there was a visit 
headed by the Vice Premier who signed a long-term trade agreement. 
 
In our opinion, the Soviet concern regarding Sino-North Korean relations confirms what wider 
diplomatic circles have already suspected, namely that the DPRK was not satisfied with the 
outcomes of the North Korean Premier’s visit to Moscow, and that it is increasingly turning to 
the People’s Republic of China in the attempt to surpass its current economic difficulties. 
 
What we find significant in terms of Sino-North Korean relations is the recent meeting between 
Chairman Hua Guofeng and the DPRK’s Ambassador to China, who had just concluded his 
mission in Beijing. 
   
Signed: Nicolae Gavrilescu 
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Memo for Dr. Brzezinski from The Situation Room, “Evening Notes,” 18 March 1977 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
KO00226. http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?url_ver=Z39.88-
2004&res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft_dat=xri:dnsa:article:CKO00226.]  
 
          March 18, 1977 
 
[…] 
 
North Korea Criticizes U.S. Withdrawal Plans: Pyongyang is evidently starting a new series of 
propaganda attacks against U.S. policy in South Korea. A March 17 radio announcement sharply 
criticized remarks by the President at a recent press conference, where he projected a five-year 
phase out of U.S. ground forces and retention of U.S. air force units in South Korea. Apparently 
the North Koreans are signaling that they will not be satisfied with a gradual and partial U.S. 
withdrawal. They showed caution in their initial reaction by only commenting on a previously 
published Laotian news item; however, more direct attacks may follow. 
 
[…] 
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Telegram 084354 from the Romanian Embassy in Washington, DC, to the Romanian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 21 March 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Folder 933/1977, Issue 220/H: Partial US troop withdrawal from South 
Korea – Discussions regarding the reunification of the two countries, January – October 1977. 
Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114869.] 
 
TELEGRAM  084354 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Washington, DC 
Subject: the Korean question 
Date: March 21, 1977 
Classification: Secret 
 
During 8-10 March, the South Korean Minister of Foreign Affairs visited Washington to consult 
with the US on the matter and met with President Carter at the latter’s request. 
 
During the meeting with the South Korean Minister, President Carter reaffirmed: 
 
- the United States’ commitment to maintain and preserve security in South Korea; 
 
- the United States’ decision to gradually withdraw American ground troops from South Korea in 
consultation with South Korea and Japan, without damaging South Korea’s security or altering 
the strategic and military balance in the Korean Peninsula; 
 
- the US administration’s firm position regarding human rights issues and the need for Seoul to 
take appropriate measures so as not to compromise the development of bilateral relations in the 
future. 
 
Edward Hurwitz, Director of the Korea Desk in the US Department of State, told Comrade Petre 
Anghel, Third Secretary, that the South Korean Minister’s discussions with President Carter and 
State Department representatives have managed to reduce South Korea’s concerns regarding 
allegations of a diminished US interest in their bilateral relations and in the region. 
 
US officials reassured the South Korean Minister that they will not proceed to an immediate 
withdrawal of American troops and that the process will be gradual, with the direct cooperation 
and participation of South Korean authorities. Concurrently, American representatives reiterated 
the position that the US will not accept discussing solutions to the Korean issue in the absence of 
envoys from Seoul. According to the US diplomat, the DPRK sent a message to the new 
administration via the Pakistani government, proposing to initiate a dialogue with the US in 
order to sign a definitive peace treaty and establish stable bilateral relations.    
  
The US responded that it cannot accept a dialogue with the DPRK, which excludes South Korea, 
and proposed a four-party meeting to discuss a new settlement initiating a constructive bilateral 
dialogue between the two Koreas. 
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According to Hurwitz, although it is difficult to estimate if and to what extent the DPRK will 
abandon the rigid position upheld hitherto, a less aggressive tone has been noticeable in its recent 
statements regarding the United States. 
 
In regards to discussing the Korean issue at the UN, the US would prefer a situation similar to 
the one from the last General Assembly. Thus far, American representatives have no knowledge 
of the issue’s inclusion on the agenda for the next Assembly. However, if this were to happen, it 
would only lead to sterile discussions and a potential intensification of the tensions in the Korean 
Peninsula.   
 
Signed: Nicolae M. Nicolae 
 
 

89



Notes on a Meeting in the Office of the Secretary-General on Tuesday, 22 March 1977, at 10 
A.M. 
[Source: “Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-0904-0075-07, 
United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained 
for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
CONFIDENTIAL 

FMG/jeb 
23 March 1977 

 
NOTES ON A MEETING IN THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY- 

GENERAL ON TUESDAY, 22 MARCH 1977, AT 10 A.M. 
 

Present: H.E. Mr. Tong Jin Park, Foreign Minister of the Republic of Korea 
 H.E. Mr. Duk Choo Moon, Permanent Observer 
 
 The Secretary-General 
 Mr. Ferdinand Mayrhofer-Grunbuhel 
 

The following main points were made by the Foreign Minister: 
 
1.  His Government would try to avoid a debate on the question of Korea during the thirty-
second session of the General Assembly. This would, of course, also depend on North Korea, 
which last year also did not press for a debate, due to lack of support from the non-aligned and to 
incidents such as the smuggling affair in Scandinavia and the border incident where two 
Americans were slain. The Foreign Minister wondered whether the Secretary-General, in his 
introduction to the Annual Report, could again make a conciliatory statement referring to the 
Korean question, which might be helpful in this connexion. 
 
2. South Korea was trying to continue the dialogue, which was at present suspended, with 
North Korea. There were, however, occasional meetings of the Red Cross organizations in which 
political subjects were discussed, so far without success. 
 
3.  In reply to a question by the Secretary-General about the political and human rights 
situation, the Foreign Minister said that his country did not have the tradition of a democratic 
system and tended to pursue a “black and white approach”. The opposition acted in absolute 
terms without due moderation. The Government did permit demonstrations etc. but it was not 
possible to transfer American standards to the situation, in view of the constant threat posed by 
North Korea. By and large, there was political stability in South Korea and they had been very 
successful in the economic field increasing their exports by 49% since last year. 
 
4. When questioned by the Secretary-General, the Foreign Minister said that his 
Government knew that the US presence in his country would have to be terminated at some point 
but that they did not think this should be done for a few more years and not without obtaining 
something in return from the North. 
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5. The Foreign Minister also said that it was not possible to withdraw the United Nations 
flag and dissolve the UN command since it was a signatory to the armistice and its presence, 
therefore, was essential so long as the armistice was not replaced by other arrangements. 
 
6. The Foreign Minister wondered whether it would be useful for the Security Council to 
deal with the Korean question, which could be done only after consultations with the permanent 
members. 
 
7. Provided there would be no technical or political difficulties for the Secretary-General, 
the Foreign Minister invited the Secretary-General to pay a visit to South Korea. The Secretary-
General said that he did not usually visit non-member states and if here to accept such an 
invitation it would be necessary to pay a visit to North Korea as well. 
 
 
 
CC:  RA/AR [signature] 
 Mr. Urguhart 
 Mr. Buffum 
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Telegram to the Minister of Foreign Affairs from the Deputy Director of the United Nations 
Division, 10 April 1977 
[Source: Roll 2007-25, File 7, Frame 73-77, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Receiving telegram 
Category :   Urgent (Personal)                               
File No.  :  Service – 04?? (Illegible)      Date :   102130      
To      :   Minister of Foreign Affairs                         
Cc (copy) :   Director General for International Organizations        
From    :   Deputy Director of the United Nations Division       
 

Regarding the Ministerial Meeting of the Coordinating Bureau of Non-Aligned Countries in 
New Delhi, the United Nations Division has frequently reported through open either regular telegram 
or personal one. With the plenary meeting approaching on April 11, the deputy director of the United 
Nations Division would like to report what he has observed and felt for the Foreign Minister’s 
information as follows:  
 
1. India’s attitude toward the ROK regarding the meeting of Coordinating Bureau of Non-Aligned 
Countries  
 

India who hosts this meeting is observed to have pro-Korean attitude because of the 
following points:  

  
a. When she was drafting the Korean matter in the joint declaration of the meeting, India 

could have quoted the same draft that had been adopted at the 5th Conference of Non-Aligned Heads 
of State in Colombo last year; however, India presented its draft which India corrected through prior 
consultation with Sri Lanka because India’s draft was originally presented by Sri Lanka, but failed to 
be adopted.   

 
b. Right before the Korean matter was about to be discussed at the Political Committee, Ri 

Jong-mok, vice foreign minister of the North Korean puppets visited Vellodi, vice Foreign Minister 
of India to express his dissatisfaction with India’s first draft and suggested a long first draft prepared 
by the North Korean puppets. However, the Indian Vice Foreign Minister rejected North Korea’s first 
draft.  

 
c. When Algeria asked India’s view on the Korean matter at the request of the North Korean 

puppets, India informed Algeria the same position it had expressed to the North Korean puppets. 
 
d. When Algeria orally suggested a correction at the Political Committee, India also 

suggested a slight correction on Algeria’s proposal even though her suggestion was not accepted. 
 
e. Regarding the seating arrangement for the opening ceremony, India provided country name 

tags for those members of the Coordinating Bureau, but did not provide them for the representatives 
of observer states and other guests (including our ambassador). Its reason was later known, by the 
representatives of various countries attending the ceremony, that there had been a rumor circulated 
that North Korean puppets were dissatisfied with the invitation of the Korean ambassador and would 
have walked out.  

 
f. Despite their very tight schedule as organizers of the conference, Metha, permanent vice-
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minister, and Vellodi, vice foreign minister of India, met with Ambassador Lee at his urgent request. 
In particular, Vellodi, vice foreign minister telephoned him to inform him as frequently as possible 
the discussions involving the Korean matter.  

 
The following will be reported later by telegram after ciphering. 
 

2. Analysis of the Attitude of the North Korean Puppets towards the New Delhi Meeting 
 

It is certain that the North Korean puppet regime would like to add its peace offensive of so-
called inter-Korean politics negotiation, which North Korea has been offering since the beginning of 
the year, to the joint declaration of the New Delhi meeting, along with its old claims. However, the 
North Korean puppets do not seem to have consulted it with countries sympathetic to them and come 
to a spontaneous decision to advance it on the spot. This analysis was made based on the following: 

 
a. The North Korean puppets could have contacted India long before the meeting. However, 

North Korea did not contact India, host of the meeting, until the Korean matter was about to be 
discussed at the Political Committee. As India negatively responded to the North Korean puppets, 
they asked Algeria three times to propose their version of the draft. 

 
b. Ri Jong-mok of North Korea arrived at New Delhi earlier before other delegations of the 

coordinating committee; thus, he had sufficient time to consult with the representatives of countries 
sympathetic to them prior to the meeting. Yet, he did not begin the consultation until the Korean 
matter was about to be discussed at the Politics Committee. (This fact is a reflection of how the 
diplomatic efforts of the North Korean puppets prove to be counter-productive.) 

 
c. The North Korean puppet regime had the keynote address scheduled to coincide with the 

Political Committee's discussions on the Korean matter. (The United Nations Division adroitly 
obtained a copy of Ri Jong-mok’s address draft, which had apparently been telegrammed from 
Pyongyang. There are a few points that should be placed under further consideration.) 

 
d. There does not seems to have been frequent contact between the North Korean puppets and 

the delegations of countries sympathetic to them, either at the hotel lobby or the Political Committee. 
(The delegation of the North Korean puppets stayed at a different hotel from where delegates of the 
coordinating committee stayed.) 

 
e. The North Korean puppets expressed dissatisfaction when Algeria’s separate correction 

was adopted at the Political Committee, because Algeria did not respond to North Korea’s request at 
the committee and suggested a separate correction, which was similar to the politics declaration and 
the resolution, both of which had been adopted in Colombo last year. 

 
3. Attitude of the related countries toward South and North Koreas 
 

a. It seems that there are no general changes in the attitude of the 25 countries of the 
coordinating bureau toward South and North Korea, compared to the last conference in Colombo last 
year. 

 
b. As reported above, Algeria, Yugoslavia, and Cuba, countries that have traditionally been 

sympathetic towards the North Korean puppets, refrained from supporting the North Korean puppets 
on the Korean matter more than they did at the last conference in held in Colombo and were reluctant 
to include the North Korean puppets' proposal calling for the so-called North-South political 
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negotiation in the first draft of the committee. This possibly seems to indicate the emergence of a 
new facet in the relations between the North Korean puppets and its traditional supporters. 

 
c. The countries that had opposed North Korea’s stance at the conference in Colombo last 

year declared that they maintained the same stance on the Korean issues, considering the character of 
the ministerial meeting of the coordinating bureau itself; nevertheless, they made an excuse of Non-
Aligned meeting on the Korean matter, and hesitated to be publicly against North Korea’s position 
and to show active support for our stance. In particular, it attracted attention that ambassadors of 
India, Zaire, and Bangladesh took an understanding attitude toward Korea’s stand. Peru’s air of 
indifference was beyond North Korea’s expectation, under circumstances without Silva (assumed), 
Peru Ambassador’s presence. 
 
4. Comprehensive Analysis on the Ministerial Meeting 
   

a. When the Korean matter was discussed at this New Delhi meeting, we could not obtain 
much objection to North Korean puppets' claims and gain strong support for our position. However, 
we make particular note of the fact that North Korea’s attempts at the meeting were discouraged by 
its countries traditionally sympathetic to them. This is a good point of reference for our future actions 
in the United Nations. 

 
b. It is difficult to completely figure out North Korean puppets' stance targeting for the next 

United Nations General Assembly only by this New Delhi meeting. Yet, North Korean puppets' real 
intention was verified at the meeting that they wanted to use its so-called North-South political 
negotiation as its peace offensive and, at the same time, use the negotiation as its counterattack on 
our peaceful stance which urges the resumption of South-North dialogues. By doing so, the North 
Korean puppets intend to frustrate our supporters and other third forces who endorse the resumption 
of inter-Korean dialogue. Such attitude was actually proven at this conference. From this, it is 
possible to at least partly predict what the North Korean puppets will attempt to gain at the United 
Nations General Assembly this year.  

 
c. The New Delhi meeting is the first international conference this year to discuss the Korean 

matter. Accordingly, Ri Jong-mok’s speech is a useful point of reference for understanding North 
Korea’s future attitude towards the United States and its position at the United Nations General 
Assembly regarding the Korean matter, and foreign relations in the near future. 

 
d. There was much difficulty in contacting the delegations of other countries and obtaining 

relevant information in New Delhi. Nonetheless, Ambassador Lee’s close friendship with officials in 
the Indian Foreign Ministry as well as Counselor Lee Hyun-Hong’s visit to India enabled us to 
operate from a more advantageous position during the Colombo Conference. More details will be 
separately reported upon return. 
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Telegram 066567 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 13 April 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Folder 929/1977, Issue 220/E: Bilateral relations between the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea and several socialist countries in Europe (the Socialist Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia, the People’s Republic of Poland, the German Democratic Republic and 
the People’s Republic of Hungary), April – December 1977. Obtained and translated for NKIDP 
by Eliza Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114849.] 
 
TELEGRAM 066567 
 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, to comrade Constantin Oancea 
 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
 
Subject: Bilateral relations between the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and the Socialist 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
 
Date: April 13, 1977 
 
Classification: Secret 
 
i. During March 29th and April 5th this year, the Yugoslav governmental delegation led by Mara 
Radic – member of Government, President of the Yugoslav team in the advisory commission on 
intergovernmental economic, technological and scientific relations between the DPRK and the 
SFRY – was in Pyongyang. Given this opportunity, the first session of the aforementioned 
commission took place and the following [documents] have been [signed]: the first protocol of 
the session, a long-term trade agreement for 1977-1980, and a trade protocol for 1977. 
 
During its stay in the DPRK, the Yugoslav delegation enjoyed special attention from Korean 
officials, was received by Korean Premier Pak Seong-cheol [Pak Song Chol] and visited various 
economic and social-cultural sites in Pyongyang and Hamheung. 
 
Although the delegation’s mission was primarily economic, Korean officials sought to imprint a 
pronounced political character on it, and discuss not only economic matters but also aspects 
related to a long-term development of political bilateral relations and other issues. 
 
During the official and unofficial discussions, the Korean side emphasized the need to intensify 
activity within the Non-Aligned Movement in order to solve major current issues. 
 
On this occasion, Pak Seong-cheol showed that currently the main problem within the Non-
Aligned Movement is maintaining unity amongst its member states, this being highly important 
especially given that the imperial powers are carrying out an intense activity to divide these 
states and undermine the movement.    
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The Yugoslav delegation remarked that its Korean counterpart did not make any reference to 
either Third World or developing countries. 
 
Discussing issues related to a new world economic and political order, the Yugoslav delegation 
wanted to know the DPRK’s stance in regards to Pakistani Prime Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto’s 
initiative of a high-level Third World countries conference. The Korean delegation avoided the 
answer, only mentioning that, presently, it is necessary to meet the conditions agreed upon in 
1976 at Colombo. 
 
On receiving the Yugoslav delegation by Premier Pak Seong-cheol and, particularly, during 
official discussions with Kong Jin-tae [Kong Jin Tae], both parties emphasized that bilateral 
economic relations are not commensurate with political ones. It was pointed out that neither 
party had made sufficient efforts to accomplish the tasks and agreements reached during Kim Il 
Sung's visit to Belgrade. It is necessary for the appropriate bodies in both countries to actively 
work towards developing trade and technological and scientific cooperation, thus also enacting 
the decisions agreed upon at Colombo in 1976. 
 
The Korean delegation expressed its conviction that the Yugoslav delegation's visit to the DPRK 
will contribute to the substantial improvement of economic bilateral relations. 
 
The Yugoslav delegation appreciates that the visit has been extremely helpful. The first session 
of the intergovernmental commission established the judicial framework of the commercial, 
technological and scientific relations between the two countries.    
 
The Yugoslav party manifested an interest in substantially enlarging cooperation in terms of 
production with the DPRK. In turn, the DPRK was particularly interested in the matter. 
 
ii. During discussions for signing the first protocol of the intergovernmental commission, the 
following issues have been discussed: 
 
a) The DPRK wishes to obtain from the SFRY, or via the SFRY from the German Democratic 
Republic, the technology of coke production using anthracite coal. The Yugoslav delegation 
claims there is no such technology in the SFRY. However, in cooperation with the Korean 
specialists who are about to arrive in Belgrade, all possibilities will be examined. 
 
b) Cooperation between the two countries in the production of diesel locomotives – each will 
produce certain components and will trade specialists; 
 
c) Technical cooperation in naval construction. The DPRK will import ship engines from SFRY. 
We remind that several years ago the DPRK had imported from Yugoslavia 20 such engines, of a 
total worth of 5,500,000 pounds sterling, without reimbursement. The Yugoslav delegation 
required a payment of one million pounds sterling this year, with the remained to be reimbursed 
in a five-year installment plan after a period of 18 months from the first payment. The proposal is 
under review. 
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d) The DPRK wishes to obtain technical documentation for the production of ships employed in 
deep-water oil extraction. The Yugoslav delegation explained that SFRY does not dispose of its 
own vessels and uses highly expensive Swedish ships for these purposes. Recommendations will 
be made for an appropriate Yugoslav organization to assist DPRK in the matter. 
 
iii. The long-term agreement stipulates: 
 
a) DPRK exports: machinery and other equipment worth a total of 1,000,000 pounds sterling; 
44,000 tons of iron and steel products; 25,000 tons of electrolytic zinc; 140 tons of cadmium; 
66,000 pounds sterling worth of chemical products; 460,000 pounds sterling worth of 
commercial goods; 40,000 tons of rice; 26,000 tons of freshly frozen fish; 950 tons of the 
common hop. 
 
b) DPRK imports: machinery and other equipment – no final figures have been established; 
20,000 tons of iron and steel products; 5,700 tons of aluminum and aluminum products; 450 tons 
of brass; 10,800 tons of chemical substances – insecticides, herbicides, etc.; 450 tons of 
concentrate feeds; 640,000 pounds sterling worth of chemical fertilizers; 2,000 tons of various 
types of paper, including rolling paper. 
 
iv. The trade protocol for 1977 stipulates an extra hundred tons of tobacco and feathers in the 
Korean export to Yugoslavia, in addition to the long-term agreement. 
 
Information based on V. Nanu’s discussion with I. Dinic, First Secretary of the Yugoslav 
Embassy in Pyongyang. 
 
Signed: D. Popa 
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Policy Review Committee Meeting, “Korea,” 21 April 1977 
[Source: [Meetings-PRC 14: 4/21/77], Box 34, Zbigniew Brzezinski Collect, Subject File, Jimmy 
Carter Library. Obtained for NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 

POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

April 21, 1977 
 

Time and Place: 3:00 p.m. - 4:00 p. m., White House Situation Room 
 
Subject: Korea 
 
Participants: 
 

State: 
Secretary Cyrus Vance 
Richard Holbrooke 
Philip C. Habib 
 
Defense: 
Secretary Harold Brown 
Charles W. Duncan 
David E. McGiffert 
Morton Abramowitz 
 
JCS: 
General George S. Brown 
Lt. Gen. William Smith 
 
CIA: 
Admiral Stansfield Turner 
[Redacted] 
 
Treasury: 
Secretary W. Michael Blumenthal 
C. Fred Bergsten 
 
OMB: 
Bert Lance 
Edward R. Jayne 
 
ACDA: 
Paul Warnke 
Marvin Humphreys 
 
NSC: 
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Zbigniew Brzezinski 
David Aaron 
Mike Armacost 
 

The Military Balance in Korea 
 
There was general agreement with the Intelligence Community's assessment that the North 
enjoys a substantial advantage in the static military balance between the forces of North and 
South Korea alone. The prevailing view was that U.S. ground combat forces can be withdrawn 
from Korea without undermining the deterrent, provided our troops are withdrawn slowly, we 
offer substantial assistance to the Republic of Korea in augmenting its firepower and overcoming 
other deficiencies in its defenses, consult closely with the South Koreans and Japan on this issue, 
and remain prepared to provide air, naval, and logistic support for the foreseeable future. 
However, several participants raised the question as to whether the potential risks -- given the 
inherent uncertainties -- might exceed the benefits of full-scale withdrawal of ground troops. 
 
Ground Force Withdrawal Options 
 
No one favored a quick withdrawal of all ground combat and combat support forces. All agreed 
that we should allow ourselves some flexibility with regard to the timing of the later stages of 
our withdrawals in order to take the political and military situation into account. State leaned 
towards a five-year, three-stage withdrawal: one brigade would be withdrawn in 1978 with a 
concurrent announcement that further withdrawals will take place on a phased basis -- the 
presumption for planning purposes would be that the second brigade would come out in FY 79 or 
80, the third in FY 82. Defense preferred to “back load” the withdrawal plan -- bringing the first 
brigade and support elements out next year, postponing withdrawal of the other two brigades 
until 1982. This, they feel, is mere prudence, would give US the best chance of retaining 
operational control of ROK forces during the transitional period of our troop withdrawals, and be 
mare protective of the U. S. ground forces remaining. ACDA favored the most conservative 
ground force withdrawal option (i. e. early withdrawal of 700 personnel with subsequent 
withdrawals’ contingent on a reduction of tension) as the necessary political and military 
prerequisite for the early withdrawal of all nuclear weapons. OMB expressed no views on the 
withdrawal options other than to indicate the need for a more precise assessment of the budget 
implications of each alternative. The NSC favored the withdrawal of two brigades by 1980, 
while leaving our future plans regarding the deployment of the last brigade intentionally vague 
for the time being. 
 
Questions were raised concerning the importance of operational control and whether we could 
retain it under the various withdrawal alternatives. It was agreed this subject requires further 
study, and that follow-up work should include a detailed analysis of the benefits and costs of 
preserving OpCon as well as of alternative command arrangements. Some differences were also 
expressed concerning the desirability of describing withdrawal plans publicly in terms of broad 
aggregate numbers or in terms of brigades and appropriate support elements. 
 
[Redacted] 
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Timing and Methods of Consultations 
 
It was generally 'agreed that we need to initiate consultations with South Korea quickly 
following a Presidential decision on force withdrawals; that Ambassador Sneider and General 
Vessey should handle these consultations in Seoul; and that a few senior Congressional leaders 
should be informed of the President's decision just prior to discussions with the South Koreans. It 
was agreed that we would essentially inform President Park of our plans for the first stage of our 
withdrawal scenario but that we would consult wj.th them regarding an appropriate package of 
compensatory measures, future command arrangements, and, possibly, the phasing of subsequent 
ground force withdrawals. One unresolved problem involves the question of when and how to 
approach Congress on a possible compensatory package. 
 
Follow-Up Work 
 
It was agreed that State, Defense, OMB, Treasury, and the NSC should develop by June 1 a 
detailed set of proposals for implementing the first stage of withdrawals and for compensation 
packages, alternatives to existing command arrangements, and scenarios for handling the 
Congressional and public aspects of this issue. In addition, all agreed that the net risks and 
benefits of force withdrawal [redacted] need to be set forth more clearly in the inter-agency 
paper before Presidential decisions are reached. The Inter-agency Group on East Asia, chaired by 
Dick Holbrooke, will undertake to incorporate such an assessment as an addendum to the paper. 
Finally, all agreed on the importance of holding a full NSC meeting on this major issue. 
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Countermeasure to North Korea's Proposal on DMZ Alternation, 23 April 1977 
[Source: Roll 2009-42, File 06, Frames 2-4, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

 
Countermeasure to North Korea's Proposal on DMZ Alternation 

 
 
 

1977. 4. 23. 
North America Division 2 

 
1. Background 
 

Intelligence is obtained that North Korea is getting ready for a proposal of expanding the 
range of the demilitarized zone (defined by the Article 1 of the Korean War Armistice Agreement), 
which is 4 km wide now. (April 15, 1977.) 
 
2. Analysis on North Korea's proposal 
 

a. Intending to urge the U.S. troop withdrawal from ROK on the pretext of developing the 
inter-Korea reconciliatory mood, which is actually disguised. 

 
b. Aiming to weaken the United Nations Command (UNC) functionally by a disguised 

proposal in order to amend the major article (Article 1). 
 
c. Targeting to propagandize against U.S. at the 32nd session of the United Nations General 

Assembly 
 
- as part of their peace offensive 
 
d. Creating an opportunity of contacting U.S. directly 
 
- to conclude a peace treaty with the United States 
 
e. Planning to conceal the internal contradictions in North Korea by escalating the tensions 

between the two Koreas 
 
f. Attempting to cause confusion in defense posture at our frontlines against the North Korea 

puppets (needing analysis by the Department of Defense) 
 
3. Our stance on the proposal 
 

a. Definitely opposing any measures that cause confusion over validity of the armistice. 
Needing effective countermeasures and mutual agreement in advance. 

 
b. Demanding the resumption of the inter-Korean dialogues to secure the validity of the 

armistice more clearly and guarantee the peace settlement institutionally in the Korean Peninsula  
 
c. Opposing U.S. initiative to launch direct contact with the North Korean puppet regime  
 
d. Calling for the United Nations Command (UNC) and the United States to conduct 
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sufficient prior consultation with Korea if the North Korean puppets raise the issue in question 
 
4. Countermeasures 
 

a. Not accepting North Korean puppets' proposal until the faithful fulfillment of the current 
armistice is completely guaranteed 

 
i. North Korea, needing to stop armed provocation within the demilitarized zone (DMZ) 
 
ii. Restoring the Joint Observer Team and reviving the Neutral Nations Supervisory 

Commission 
 
b. Immediately resuming the inter-Korean dialogues to implement the armistice definitely 

and institutionalizing the peace settlement in the Korean Peninsula 
 
c. If either the United Nations Command or U.S. were offered the alternation of DMZ by the 

North Korean puppets, both needing to check out the fulfillment of both a and b as stated above and 
urging North Korean puppets to resume the inter-Korean talks 

 
d. Encouraging those nations involved in the armistice to hold the talks as early as possible 
 
e. Unless the faithful fulfillment of the current armistice is guaranteed, actively informing the 

Non-Alignment nations of the fact that any proposal by the North Korean puppets would be no more 
than fabrication and propaganda so that they support our position.  
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CIA and National Intelligence Reports on Ground Troop Withdrawals, April-May 1977 
[Source: CIA-RDP79R00603A002500020022-2, CIA Records Search Tool (CREST), National 
Archives and Records Administration. Obtained for NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
[…] 
 

28 APR 1977 
 

TASK FOR THE CIA FROM PRM ON KOREA 
 

What are the public opinion concerns with our withdrawal from Korea in the various 
countries involved? 

 
1. We should address these as we go through the process of making this decision. 
 
2. We should find ways to minimize the adverse, impact. 

 
[…] 
 

U.S Ground Force Withdrawals from Korea: 
Advantages and Disadvantages 

 
Withdrawal of U.S. ground troops over a four to five year period would result in 

important advantages from U.S. policy standpoints; it would also involve disadvantages and 
risks. 

 
Advantages 
 

l. When completed, withdrawal of ground troops will eliminate the risk of automatic U.S. 
ground force involvement in any renewed hostilities, while retaining our security commitment as 
well as our essential air presence and naval role. 

 
2. Ground force withdrawal will reduce the danger of a Congressional challenge to our 

basic security relationship, lessen Congressional pressures for complete withdrawal of our 
presence, and strengthen congressional support for our essential security assistance program. 

 
3. Ground force withdrawal will spur South Korean efforts achieve greater military self 

reliance. 
 
4. Withdrawals will free U.S. forces for deployment elsewhere. 
 
5. Our moves will implement the President’s pledge on ground troop withdrawal. 
 

The Disadvantages and Risks 
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1. Unless compensated for, withdrawals will reduce Overall combat power and mobility 
in South Korea, weaken command and control, and reduce intelligence capability. 

 
2. Ground troop withdrawals will reduce the deterrence to North Korean aggression. This 

effect would be increased by complete and simultaneous withdrawal of nuclear weapons. 
 
3. Withdrawals could stimulate President Park to attempt to reactivate South Korea’s 

nuclear and 1ong-range missile programs. 
 
4. Withdrawals will heighten South Korean anxieties over the future and could lead to 

political instability greater repression. They might also adversely affect the ROK economy and 
the investment climate. 

 
5. Ground force withdrawals may reduce our ability to restrain ROK military and other 

responses to North-South incidents. 
 
6. There will be heightened concern in the PRC, Japan, and other countries of the region 

that the United States is disengaging from Asia, more because of domestic considerations than as 
a result of favorable changes in the strategic balance. 

 
7. The USSR may become more responsive to North Korean pressures for increased 

military assistance as South Korean military capabilities expand and U.S. restrains and presence 
are reduced. 

 
Taking the foregoing into account, the Options developed in PRM-13 consider the 

compensatory and reassuring steps necessary to reduce disadvantages and risks; they also 
consider the ways in which risks may be heightened or reduced by combinations of actions under 
the various sets of options. 

 
[…] 
 

THE US FORCE WITHDRAWAL FROM KOREA: 
RISKS AND COMPENSATIONS 

 
The essential risk involved in a US force reduction flows from our judgment that the 

North continues to seek reunification on its own terms and has not ruled out the use of force. The 
US security commitment has been a major factor in deterring renewed hostilities, and the US 
ground force deployment has been an important element of this commitment. Thus there is 
general agreement that a US ground force withdrawal will have some negative impact on the 
deterrent. 

 
In strictly military terms, there is also general agreement that adequately armed and led 

South Korean troops could, with us tactical air and logistical support, repel a North Korean 
invasion. There are, however, doubts--short of a prevailing view--that the deterrent itself will be 
maintained in the absence of US ground forces. The extent of the doubts varies according to 
different sets of judgments about the ability of the South Koreans to improve their defensive 
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capabilities sufficiently before the withdrawal is completed; the general atmosphere that would 
prevail thereafter; and the uncertainties stemming from the fact that the North Koreans 
themselves are the ultimate judges of the deterrent. 

 
In deciding whether to undertake major hostilities, Pyongyang is likely to weigh its 

military objectives against its perceptions of political conditions in the South, the status of US-
ROK relations (e.g., the reliability of the US security commitment and the net military balance. 

 
The North’s most likely military objective would be to seize Seoul, lying only 25miles 

from the DMZ, in the shortest possible time and then to consolidate its gains. In so moving, 
Pyongyang would hope to deny the South the opportunity to bring its larger reserve forces into 
play, minimize the duration and extent of US involvement, and avoid reliance on Soviet or 
Chinese military assistance. And in moving successfully, the North would calculate that it could 
easily achieve complete reunification on its own terms given the demographic, economic, and 
political significance of Seoul and its environs. 

 
Political turmoil in the South would be an important inducement to the North, since it 

would provide a pretext for intervening, lessen South Korea’s ability to defend itself, and perhaps 
cause the US to avoid military involvement. In assessing the prospects for unrest, the North may 
be especially hopeful that members of the South Korean elite will come to believe that President 
Pak’s policies and behavior have significantly lessened the US security commitment to Korea 
and thus attempt to oust him. In view of the US withdrawal, the human rights issue and the US 
investigation of alleged ROKG improprieties in Washington, the North may believe that the 
chances of a concomitant worsening of US-ROK relations and South Korean dissatisfaction with 
Pak are reasonably good. 

 
In weighing the net military balance after the withdrawal of us ground forces, the North 

will assess the extent to which the South Koreans have absorbed the 2nd Division’s anti-tank 
capabilities, have created command and control arrangements and otherwise improved their 
military posture. The North will also be interested in determining the degree of coordination 
between US tactical aircraft and ROK ground forces. 

 
Even in a worst case scenario—serious US-ROK frictions, political unrest in the South, 

and clearly perceived ROK military deficiencies--the North would remain uncertain about the 
US will to intervene massively and decisively. However, other considerations--perhaps Kim Il-
song’s advancing age or a judgment that time no longer favored the North—could lead 
Pyongyang to run the risk and opt for hostilities. In this respect, the most sensitive period would 
appear to run from fairly near the end of the US troop withdrawal until 1985, when we estimate 
that the South will be making major progress in redressing the military balance between the two 
sides alone. 

 
There are various ways in which the basic risk to the deterrent can be reduced: 
 
--careful consideration of the timing and extent of the US withdrawal; 
 
--various compensatory measures designed to improve ROK military capabilities; 

107



 
--assuring that our other actions do not send the wrong message to either the North or the 

South, but rather demonstrate our continued security commitment. 
 
Stretching the withdrawal over a period of four to five years would do a great deal to 

facilitate the necessary improvement in ROK capabilities and, in short, appears to be a wholly 
necessary step. The extent of the withdrawal--whether to make an irrevocable commitment to 
withdraw all ground forces by a set date--warrants special consideration. It might be prudent to 
retain some flexibility about a final departure date, given the possibility of unfavorable 
circumstances developing a few years hence. Flexibility in this respect might encourage the 
South Koreans in turn to attempt a delaying operation, but this possibility appears manageable. 
We reserve judgment, however, on whether US Congressional cooperation and support might be 
decreased by the lack of a firm commitment to withdraw. 

 
Compensation measures designed to bolster ROK anti-tank capabilities and command 

and control arrangements need special priority. The US 2nd Division, for example, has more of 
an anti-tank capability than the entire ROK army. North Korean military strategy, moreover, 
relies heavily on rapid armored advances. Should budget restrictions limit the overall size of the 
compensation package, priority should be given to improving ROK command and control 
arrangements rather than achieving a 75-day war reserve stock. 

 
US-ROK problems such as the human rights issue will need to be carefully managed 

during the withdrawal period so as to avoid excessive bilateral friction s and perhaps political 
unrest in the South as well. Diplomatically, the ROK will be acutely sensitive to the possibility of 
US-North Korean bilateral contacts and to any modification of the cross recognition formula. 
Movement in these areas could increase South Korean anxiety that our ground force withdrawal 
is only a prelude to a total pull out. A decision to withdraw all US nuclear weapons from Korea 
rapidly could also be misinterpreted by North and South alike. The deployment of a USAF 
squadron to Korea and continued US-ROK training exercises, on the other hand, would be useful 
signals to both sides. 

 
************* 

 
A second risk relating to peace on the peninsula is that an escalatory series of incidents 

along the DMZ could lead to serious hostilities following South Korea assumption of command 
and control arrangements. While it is clear that a steadying US hand has been useful during 
previous periods of North Korean provocation, there is no clear cut way of assessing whether 
both sides might be compelled into major hostilities by intense animosity and reasons of face. 
The resulting uncertainty in this regard appears to be an inevitable price for a US ground force 
withdrawal. 

 
Other potential risks--strong Japanese interests in the peninsula, Soviet and Chinese 

concerns, and general South Korean anxieties about their future--essentially relate to the issue of 
whether peace on the peninsula can be maintained by means of a credible deterrent and measured 
South Korean responses to North Korean provocation. 
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[…] 
 
1. For thirty years, North Korea has steadfastly sought the reunification of the Korean 

Peninsula on its own terms. It has been deterred since the mid 50’s from the use of force by 
combined US-South Korean military strength and the US commitment to the defense of the 
South. Over the last five years, however, the military balance between North and South Korea 
alone has changed from a position of rough equality to one that favors the North. Stable 
deterrence therefore now depends on the presence of US military forces in Korea. 

 
2. In this situation the withdrawal of US ground forces runs a risk of upsetting a delicate 

balance. The North might be encouraged to believe that US will to defend South Korea was 
weakening and therefore would conclude that there was less risk in seeking reunification by 
force. The withdrawal will shake South Korean confidence and could cause political instability. 
Uncertainties among foreign investors could have a serious impact on the South Korean 
economy. In the context of the human rights issue and the alleged ROKG improprieties in 
Washington, members of the South Korean elite may come to believe that President Pak’s 
policies and behavior have contributed to a reduction in the US security commitment, and might 
seek to oust him. Political turmoil in the South would create an important temptation to the 
North, since it would provide a pretext for intervening, lessen South Korea’s ability to defend 
itself, and perhaps cause the US to avoid military involvement. 

 
3. Should the North move, its most likely military objective would be to seize Seoul, 

lying only 25 miles from the DMZ, in the shortest possible time and then to consolidate its gains. 
In so moving, Pyongyang would hope to deny the South the opportunity to bring its larger 
reserve forces into play, minimize the duration and extent of US involvement, and avoid reliance 
on Soviet or Chinese military assistance. Moreover, the North has postured itself to withstand 
any initial US retaliator y strikes. It might calculate that the US, China, and the USSR would all 
seek to bring hostilities to an end at the earliest possible time. In such a situation, with the ROKG 
likely in disarray, the North would see itself in an extremely advantageous position. 

 
4. If events did not follow this dangerous course, the US would still suffer some loss of 

control over the situation. The ROKG has made it clear that it will insist on full control of its 
own forces if there is any significant reduction in US force levels. This would increase the risk 
that minor incidents might escalate beyond control. Moreover, South Korean interest in acquiring 
advanced weapons would be rekindled. And finally, any perceptions that the US commitment 
had diminished would have severe repercussions on US relations with Japan, which considers the 
commitment and troop presence as central to maintaining stability in Korea, and hence to its own 
security. 

 
5. The weaknesses in South Korean military forces, particularly in anti-tank weapons, can 

be rectified by substantially increased US assistance. It should be noted, however, that this 
assistance will probably have to continue over a number of years if the military forces of the 
South are to keep pace with those of the North. Beyond, this, however, the crucial factor will be 
whether the US conducts itself in ways that demonstrate to the North Koreans and reassure the 
South Koreans and Japanese that our commitment is as firm as ever. The extent and timing of 
ground force withdrawal, the retention of US air, naval, and army support capabilities in Korea, 
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and US diplomatic activities can emphasize this message. But nonetheless the situation will be 
more uncertain after ground force withdrawal than it is at present. 

 
[…] 
 

US GROUND FORCES WITHDRAWAL: KOREAN 
STABILITY AND FOREIGN REACTIONS* 

 
Withdrawing US ground forces from Korea involves a variety of risks that revolve 

around stability on the peninsula and international reactions especially of the other major Asian 
powers. Following a withdrawal, the situation in Korea will be more uncertain than it is now, and 
the general perception of the US as an Asian power will be diminished. The extent to which these 
tendencies develop depends largely upon the combination of measures employed to offset or 
reduce the risks of a withdrawal. 

 
Stability on the Peninsula 

 
Setting 

 
1. The North continues to seek reunification on its own terms and has not ruled out the 

use of force. It has been deterred by US-South Korean military strength and the US commitment 
to the South, the most credible manifestation of which has been the presence of US combat 
forces on the peninsula. Since 1970, however, the military balance between North and South 
Korea a lone has changed from rough equality to one that substantially favors the North. This 
imbalance is likely to continue for at least the next five years. 

 
The Risks 

 
2. Our most important judgment is that Pyongyang would view the withdrawal of US 

ground forces [redacted] as removing key elements of deterrence. 
 
3. Moreover 
 
-- A US ground force withdrawal could greatly reduce ROK command and control and 

intelligence capabilities. [Redacted] 
 
-- The withdrawal of US ground forces could lead to diminished US control of the ROK 

armed forces. The South Koreans may seek greater control of their own forces in light of a 
significant reduction in US ground forces. This would remove the restraining influence of the US 
over ROK reactions to North Korean provocations. 

 
-- [Redacted] 
 

* This paper was prepared under the auspices of the National Intelligence Officer f or East Asia and the Pacific and 
is based on a draft prepared by CIA and reviewed by representatives of that Agency, DIA, NSA, and intelligence 
organizations of the military services. 
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-- Foreign lender confidence in South Korea may decrease. A ground forces withdrawal 
may make it more difficult for South Korea to attract needed foreign capital. South Korea 
depends on a heavy flow of foreign capital to pay off existing debts, keep its economy growing, 
and build up its defense industries. Seoul’s economic progress over the years has been a critical 
factor in maintaining political stability and general confidence in the Pak government. 

 
-- A US withdrawal, combined with a deterioration in US-ROK relations, could create 

political in stability in the South. President Pak’s ability to remain in power hinges in an 
important way on his management of relations with the US; this could become and after a troop 
withdrawal. [Redacted] 

 
-- The withdrawal of US ground troops could undermine South Korean resolve. US 

ground forces have always been an important psychological factor in South Korea. The 
withdrawal of these troops would have a major impact on the morale of the South Korean 
military and is also likely to affect general civilian confidence in the future of the country, as 
well. 

 
4. In deciding whether to undertake major hostilities during or after a US withdrawal, 

Pyongyang would be heavily influenced by its perceptions of the reliability of the US security 
commitment, the military balance, and political conditions in the South. If Pyongyang decided to 
attack the South, its most likely immediate military objective would be the rapid seizure of 
Seoul, and the consolidation of its gains.† In so moving, Pyongyang would hope to deny the 
South the opportunity to bring its larger reserve forces into play, minimize the duration and 
extent of US involvement, and avoid reliance on Soviet or Chinese military assistance. It might 
calculate that the US, China, and the USSR would all seek to bring hostilities to an end at the 
earliest possible time. In such a situation, with the ROKG likely in disarray, the North would see 
itself in an extremely advantageous position. 

 
Compensating Measures 

 
5. The ROK cannot, on its own, correct its military deficiencies and compensate for the 

capabilities of the US ground forces over the next five years under the current Force 
Improvement Plan. [Redacted]  

 
6. South Korea has a limited ability to increase defense allocations above planned levels 

without seriously reducing economic growth. During the next five years, each additional $1 
billion in annual ROK defense spending above programmed levels will reduce the planned 
annual increase in GNP by roughly 15 percent. The reduced GNP growth rate in turn would 
restrict subsequent government revenues, and increase Seoul’s difficulty in attracting the large 
amounts of foreign capital it needs to sustain its export oriented economy. 

 
7. The US, however, can reduce the risks attendant to withdrawal in a variety of ways: 

† The imbalance favoring the North over the South alone is probably sufficient to assure the success of a well-
executed military operation to seize the Seoul area. This assessment is based in large part on the ability of the North 
to achieve sufficient surprise to preclude South Korea from bringing its ground and air capabilities to bear in time to 
counter such an attack. 
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-- Retaining US tactical air capability and a residual logistical support group. Given the 

military balance, there is little question of the importance of maintaining us tactical air and 
residual logistic support facilities. 

 
-- Phasing troop withdrawals. A prolonged ground force withdrawal would have a less 

unfavorable impact than an early, compressed withdrawal. Indeed, leaving open the date for the 
withdrawal of all ground forces would have important effects in Pyongyang and Seoul. Both 
would view an open-ended schedule as an indication that withdrawal would be governed more 
by security conditions on the peninsula than by US domestic pressures. Moreover, the continued 
presence of US ground combat units, although reduced in size, will still confront Pyongyang 
with the possibility that aggression could result in some form of massive US intervention. Any 
inclination in the North to undertake provocations during a withdrawal would thus be inhibited. 
The South might be more inclined to delay assuming greater control of their own forces or more 
willing to compromise in deterring transfer of command arrangements. The result would be more 
US restraining influence over possible ROK military reactions. 

 
-- Retaining intelligence assets that might provide early warning of a North Korean 

attack. Early warning of an attack is absolutely essential for the successful defense of the South. 
Warning time is already critical and will become more so after US withdrawals. The ROK is 
deficient in sophisticated capabilities that could provide timely information on North Korean 
activity and indicators of hostile intent. 

 
-- Assisting the ROK in strengthening its defenses and in acquiring the military 

equivalence of the US 9round forces now stationed in Korea. A strong, unequivocal US effort to 
improve ROK military capabilities would be critical to continued stability on the peninsula. Such 
an effort would alter Pyongyang’s perception of the military balance, enhance the prospects for 
continued political stability in the South, [redacted]. 

 
-- Assuring that other US actions or statements do not send the wrong signal to either the 

North or the South, but rather underscore the continued US security commitment. 
Diplomatically, the ROK is acutely sensitive to the possibility of US-North Korean contacts and 
to any modification of the cross recognition formula. Movement in these areas could increase 
South Korean anxiety that our ground force withdrawal is only a prelude to a total pull out. 
[Redacted] On the other hand, initiatives to increase understandings among the major powers 
about the desirability of stability on the peninsula would be seen by Seoul as continued US 
willingness to work in its behalf and by Pyongyang with discomfort. 

 
The US security commitment would also be reinforced in Pyongyang and Seoul by the 

augmentation of US air power in the South, forward basing of US Navy assets in the Pacific, and 
demonstrations of US mobility capabilities through field exercises. 

 
To be credible in the Koreas and elsewhere, our public statements regarding US 

commitment to South Korea’s security should carry the clear message that our decisions on force 
levels will be based on security considerations. Such statements, supported by the compensating 
measures, mentioned above, would have an important ameliorative effect on all elements relating 
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to stability on the peninsula, including morale in the South and confidence of its economic 
lenders. 

 
International Reactions 

 
Japan 

 
8. Tokyo prefers that US ground forces remain in Korea, but is resigned to a withdrawal. 

Japanese perception of and policies regarding security issues in Northeast Asia and the peninsula 
in particular are unlikely to change appreciably. 

 
9. Japanese leaders want the US to preserve a maximum presence in Asia. They believe 

that stability in Korea is essential to Japan’s own security. Even so, Japan has been especially 
wary of direct involvement in South Korean security issues in light of its “no-war” constitution, 
its limited self-defense forces, and consistently negative Japanese popular attitudes toward issues 
termed either “Korean” or “military.” Although the Japanese public dialogue is now more open 
[redacted] about security issues, Japanese leaders still consider any direct military contribution to 
South Korean security a political impossibility. 

 
10. In 1976-77, the Japanese government voiced greater concern about Washington’s 

intention to withdraw US ground forces than it did in 1970 about the removal of the 7th Infantry 
Division. In stressing these concerns, Tokyo must realize that it is inviting a US counterproposal, 
i.e., that Japan more directly contribute to Korean security, something Tokyo is not prepared to 
do. Specifically, the Japanese are concerned that a withdrawal: 

 
-- be undertaken only after a careful review of strategic considerations and explained in 

such terms. The Japanese do not want a US withdrawal to be perceived as a consequence of US 
domestic pressures to chastise President Pak. Any evidence that US domestic concerns are 
overriding the strategic interests of its Asian allies would, in Japanese eyes, call into question 
American reliability. 

 
-- be carefully phased over 4-5 years to lessen the impact on the strategic balance and 

provide time for strengthening South Korean capabilities. 
 
-- involve consultations with Japan, enabling the government to assimilate US thinking 

and to demonstrate at home that Washington’s taking Tokyo’s interests into account. At the same 
time, the Japanese do not want to be cast in a codeterminant role that might involve 
responsibilities Tokyo would like to avoid. 

 
11. In voicing concern about a withdrawal, Tokyo is reassuring South Korea that it 

remains of paramount importance in Japan’s view of the peninsula. [Redacted] Predictably, 
Pyongyang has reacted strongly to Tokyo’s public support for a continued US military presence 
in the South. But Tokyo’s continuing support for Seoul is no surprise to the North, and the 
economic benefit of closer ties with Japan may prompt some positive responses by Pyongyang. 
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12. Tokyo does not expect the North to change its hostile attitude toward the South or to 
abandon its objective of controlling entire peninsula. The Japanese, however, believe that closer 
ties with Pyongyang will at least improve their chances of acting as a moderating influence and 
serve as a hedge against any further unanticipated adjustments in US policy in the region. 

 
13. Tokyo realizes that its increased nonmilitary involvement in Korean affairs cannot 

compensate for a shrinking US military presence in the South. Thus, Japan can be expected to 
continue to work for new international understandings that would shore up stability on the 
peninsula; in this respect, Tokyo would undoubtedly welcome any new US initiatives. Japan has 
been quietly representing Seoul’s interests in both Moscow and Peking. 

 
Pyongyang’s Major Allies 

 
14. A major factor currently shaping the strategic balance in Northeast Asia has been a 

rare convergence of Chinese and Soviet interest in maintaining Korean stability. 
 
15. The PRC and USSR approach the Korean situation in ambivalent terms. Both are 

Pyongyang’s treaty allies and traditional military suppliers, and both, in part because of their 
political rivalry with each other, publicly support North Korea’s call for withdrawal of US forces 
from the South. On the other hand, both Peking and Moscow clearly have placed pursuit of 
useful relations with the US and Japan above North Korean ambitions for reunification. They 
seek to disassociate themselves from Kim Il-song’s more rash actions and view the US security 
commitment to Seoul as a useful ingredient in the mix of factors that keep peace on the peninsula 
and restrain any Japanese impulse toward rearmament. The Chinese tacitly have taken an 
especially positive view of US military presence, not only in Korea but throughout East Asia, 
seeing it as a help in blocking the expansion of Soviet influence in the region. 

 
16. We lack hard and authoritative information on Moscow’s and Peking’s reaction to 

proposed US force reductions in Korea. Low level Soviet commentary has emphasized the likely 
maintenance of US air power in South Korea, pointing out that this represents continued US 
support for the Pak government and connotes no real change in the situation. The private 
comments of a few Chinese officials abroad have been in the same vein. 

 
17. This scant evidence probably reflects Chinese and Soviet concern that any withdrawal 

of US ground forces be accomplished in a manner that does not disrupt the basic political and 
military status quo on the peninsula. As long as a US force reductions accompanied by effective 
compensating measures -- and the maintenance of US air and naval power in the area -- it will be 
seen by Moscow and Peking as a continuation of the US military drawdown in Asia but not as 
the removal of a credible US security commitment to South Korea. 

 
18. Peking and Moscow probably fear that Kim will move too quickly and aggressively 

toward a “tension-building” policy in the wake of a US force reduction. There is some evidence 
that Kim unsuccessfully sought Chinese support for such a policy following the fall of Saigon in 
April 1975. 
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19. Moscow and Peking would be motivated to discourage Kim from embarking on a 
major conflict with all of its troublesome and uncertain implications for Japanese security policy, 
bilateral relations with the US, and the power balance in East Asia. But, if Kim became 
convinced that the US no longer posed a credible deterrent and that other signs of weakness or 
instability in the South had opened the door for a quick victory, it is doubtful that either Moscow 
or Peking would be willing or able to place a veto on the venture. 

 
20. Moreover, the buildup of offensive military capabilities in the North and its growing 

self-reliance in arms production suggest that Pyongyang recognizes that it must be able to mount 
a surprise attack without Soviet and Chinese support. We believe that the North is capable of 
such an operation. 

 
21. Moscow and Peking no doubt are anticipating North Korean pressure for increased 

military assistance in the event that a US force reduction leads to a substantia1 upgrading of 
South Korean military capabilities. The Chinese in recent years have been more forthcoming 
than Moscow in supplying military assistance. But Pyongyang would have to turn primarily to 
Moscow since China cannot supply the advanced equipment North Korea would require to 
match a US assistance package for the South. 

 
22. Moscow has turned a deaf ear to Pyongyang’s requests for more sophisticated 

military equipment in recent years. If, however, they believed that South Korea’s military 
capability had been significantly upgraded, they would probably respond with assistance to 
strengthen the North. Over the next year or so, Moscow is not likely to respond to requests for 
offsetting aid in a manner which further tilts the military balance in favor of the North. 

 
23. We do not believe that a US force reduction, accompanied by compensating 

measures, would significantly alter current Soviet or Chinese perceptions of the US as a world 
power or significantly complicate the US relationship with either. Both, for some time, have seen 
the US as generally on the defensive internationally and, more specifically, as unwilling to 
become engaged in a future land war in Asia. Both will base their future calculations of US 
influence in the East Asian region in large part on the degree to which the US maintains its 
ability to project military force as a Pacific power. 

 
Elsewhere in East Asia 

 
24. The ASEAN states share the general concern that stability be maintained on the 

peninsula and see a continuing link between the maintenance of American power in Asia and 
their own security. None, with the possible exception of the Philippines, has confidence that the 
US would defend them in any regional conflict. But all of them believe that a continued 
American presence and interest -- including a military presence “over the horizon” -- is an 
essential element in maintaining the present equilibrium in Southeast as well as Northeast Asia. 

 
25. The Chinese Nationalists on Taiwan probably will see a withdrawal of ground forces 

from South Korea as reinforcing their view of Washington's reduction of its commitments in East 
Asia and of the inevitability of an eventual normalization of relations between Washington and 
Peking. Over the short term, however, Taipei may also argue that the US should not 
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simultaneously withdraw its ground forces in South Korea and abrogate its security treaty with 
the Nationalists 

 
26. Elsewhere, North Korea may hope that a US ground force withdrawal from South 

Korea will be seen as vindicating its policies and thus provide additional support for Pyongyang. 
We believe, however, that US withdrawal plans will more likely work against North Korea's 
efforts to mobilize world opinion against Seoul and Washington. Support for North Korea in the 
Third World has levelled off in the last year or so due to Pyongyang's blunt tactics and an 
effective counterattack by South Korea and the US. With a US withdrawal underway, the Korean 
problem in general is likely to become less urgent in the nonaligned movement, even for Third 
World militants. Indeed, the US and South Korea may find it easier to focus international 
attention on the key issue of maintaining stability on the Korean Peninsula. 
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“Reactions to US Troop Withdrawals from Korea,” 2 May 1977 
[Source: CIA-RDP79R00603A002500020016-9, CIA Records Search Tool (CREST), National 
Archives and Records Administration. Obtained for NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 

2 May 1977 
 
SUBJECT: Reactions to US Troop Withdrawals from Korea 
 

1. Since my LDX message to you this morning (which inadvertently did not include 
[redacted] questions) on subject above, further guidance has been received from the DCI. 

 
-- The paper, contrary to the set of questions, will focus on the impact of troop 

withdrawal on the two Koreas; it will also address reactions of Japan, the PRC, the USSR, and 
 
-- CIA draft to be complete by COB Friday, 6 May. 
 
2. I will LDX copies of draft to you over the weekend. A representatives’ meeting will be 

held on Monday, 9 May. 
 

[Redacted] 
A/NIO/EAP 

 
ATTACHMENT 

 
[…] 
 

29 April 1977 
 

Asian and Other Reactions to Ground Force Withdrawal in Korea 
 

Japan, the PRC, and the USSR will need the most extended treatment. Southeast Asia can 
probably be treated as a region with variations noted where necessary. 

 
The paper should focus on perceptions and reactions when, as, and how we proceed with 

ground force withdrawals. Current attitudes toward our presence and perceived intentions should 
be treated as the point of departure; their description is not an end in itself. It will be necessary to 
deal both with expectations -- when decisions are announced of how our policies are likely to 
work out, and with perceptions for better or worse as implementation proceeds. Given the 
number of variables and our own uncertainties as we examine the problem over exactly what we 
will be doing and when, the answers it is possible to provide will probably be a lot less elaborate 
than the questions below. They are intended to suggest lines of thought, not as an outline. 

 
How will the countries considered react to the prospect of complete ground force 

withdrawal? 
 
-- How will our motives be perceived? 
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-- To what extent will concerns over the US role in Asia be accentuated? 
 
-- To what extent will the move be seen, as affecting the security of other countries? 
 
-- Will it cast doubt on the efficacy of US security commitments elsewhere? With what 

impact on our relations with the countries concerned? With what impact on their policies? 
 
-- Will other Asian countries be inclined to move closer to the ROK or draw further away 

from it? How will perceptions of future prospects of the ROK be affected? 
 
Given a firm us commitment to ground force withdrawal, what would other countries 

concerned see as the most reassuring modes of implementation? the most disturbing? 
 
-- What confidence will be placed in the efficacy of the compensating measures we may 

adopt? 
 
-- What measures would be most confidence inspiring? 
 
-- What measures would be most likely to be regarded with skepticism? 
 
-- As we proceed what will be perceived as the principal benchmarks of success or failure? 
 
Will perceptions of reduced us involvement correspondingly reduce the interest of 

Moscow and Peking in restraining North Korea? 
 
-- Or will Moscow/Peking concerns over the prospects for destabilizing actions by either 

Korea increase, and with what likely impact on policy? 
 
-- How will Peking and Moscow envisage the impact of our drawdown on Japan? 
 
-- Will either see significant implications –advantages or disadvantages for their own 

broader interests? 
 
How will Japan perceive the impact on its security? 
 
-- How will it perceive the impact on its own security relationship with the United States? 
 
-- Is it likely to adopt more supportive policies with respect to South Korea? 
 
-- In what areas? 
 
-- Is it likely to take initiatives of its own with respect to North Korea? 
 
Will the commitment to withdrawal affect US/ROK diplomatic problems in the UN, 

Third World, elsewhere? 
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-- Will it bring us an y diplomatic or foreign policy bonuses? 
 
-- Will it increase pressures for direct US/North Korean contacts? 
 
-- Will it move the waverers further away from the North Korean cause? 
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Presidential Directive/NSC-12, “U.S. Policy in Korea,” 5 May 1977 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
KO00228. http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?url_ver=Z39.88-
2004&res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft_dat=xri:dnsa:article:CKO00228.] 
 
[…] 
 
May 5, 1977 
 
Presidential Directive/NSC-12 
 
TO: The Vice President 
 The Secretary of State 
 The Secretary of Defense 
 
 ALSO: The Secretary of the Treasury 
  The United States Representative to the United Nations 
  The Director of Central Intelligence 
  The Director, Office of Management and Budget 
  The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
  The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
 
SUBJECT: U.S. Policy in Korea (U) 
 
Following the National Security Council’s review of U.S. policy options toward Korea, I direct 
that: 
 

-- The U.S. 2nd Division and supporting elements shall be gradually withdrawn from 
Korea. Withdrawal of one brigade and its supporting elements (but no less than 6, 000 ground 
force personnel) should be completed by the end of CY 1978; a second brigade and supporting 
elements (but no less than 9,000 ground force personnel) should be withdrawn no later than the 
end of June 1980. I will determine at a later date the timing for the completion of ground force 
withdrawals. The Defense Department should submit to me by May 16 a detailed plan for the 
withdrawal of the first two brigades. Final decisions on the precise phasing of ground force 
withdrawals shall be made following consultations with key Congressional leaders and the 
governments of South Korea and Japan. U.S. air units will remain in Korea indefinitely. 

 
[Redacted] 
 
-- During the period of ground force withdrawals, the United States will provide to the 

Republic of Korea military assistance at levels adequate to overcome deficiencies arising from 
the withdrawal of U.S. ground forces. The Department of Defense should submit to me by May 
16 a detailed proposal for military assistance to the ROK, including FMS credits, and the transfer 
of equipment from the 2nd Division. The Inter-agency Group for East Asia and Pacific should 
also submit to me by May 16 a plan for additional measures (e. g. military exercises, temporary 
augmentation of air deployments, Congressional scenario for military assistance to the ROK, 
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command arrangements, diplomatic moves, and public declarations) to sustain deterrence in 
Korea and avoid misunderstandings of U.S. intentions by South Korea, North Korea, Japan, and 
other countries. 

 
-- A Special Emissary should be sent to Seoul at an early date to begin consultations with 

the Republic of Korea on U.S. troop withdrawals. His objective will be to reassure the 
Government of the Republic of Korea of our firm intention to fulfill our treaty commitment; 
elicit President Park’s views on the phasing of troop withdrawals, ROK military assistance 
requirements, command arrangements, and the preservation of a favorable investment climate in 
South Korea; and reiterate U.S. concerns about the human rights situation in Korea. This 
Emissary is authorized to inform the Japanese Government of U.S. plans. 

 
(signature) 

Jimmy Carter 
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Memorandum for Jimmy Carter from Warren Christopher, “U.S. Policy in Korea: 
Withdrawal of Ground Combat Forces,” 19 May 1977 
[Source: Korea, Republic of 5-6/77, Box 43, Records of the Office of the National Security 
Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski's Country Files (NSA 6), Jimmy Carter Library. Obtained for 
NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 
 

May 19, 1977 
 

Secret 
 
NODIS 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 
 
From: Warren Christopher, Acting Secretary (signature) 
 
Subject: U.S. Policy in Korea: Withdrawal 
 of Ground Combat Forces [Redacted] 
 

In accordance with your request in Presidential Directive NSC 12 we are attaching a 
number of papers prepared by the East Asian Interagency Group on measures to sustain 
deterrence in Korea and minimize misunderstanding of our intentions. There have also been 
transmitted to you the Secretary of Defense’s proposed schedule for of ground combat forces 
[redacted] from Korea and his recommendations on ROK force requirements arising from the 
withdrawal of U.S. ground forces. 

 
This memorandum summarizes the major considerations discussed in these papers, and 

identifies issues which you will wish to consider before General Brown and Under Secretary 
Habib depart for Korea next week. 

 
Summary of Major Issues 

 
A. Ground Force Withdrawal Schedule 

 
Under the schedule you set forth, one brigade and its supporting elements will be 

withdrawn by the end of CY 1978 and a second brigade by the end of June 1980. [Redacted] 
 
The deferral of a decision on the timing of the final tranche has the advantage of 

permitting some flexibility in the consultations with President Park and the Japanese. But, we 
believe it essential that they understand that your decision will be in the context of your publicly 
stated policy of removing all ground combat forces within a 4-5 year time frame. We would not 
wish to create unrealistic expectations on the part of the ROK or GOJ that the final withdrawal 
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time is negotiable into the far future. Moreover, an essential element of any successful 
presentation in Congress for compensatory measures will depend on our commitment to 
complete ground force withdrawal within the 4-5 year time frame you have publicly stated. 

 
B. Defense Compensation Package: 

 
The Department of Defense has estimated the value of military equipment needed to 

overcome deficiencies in the ROK Army at $500-600 million. In making this estimate, DOD 
focused on ROK ground force requirements generated by the withdrawal of U.S. ground combat 
forces. The equipment levels recommended by DOD would be over and above the present 
procurement levels contained in the current ROK Force Improvement Plan which we are now 
supporting with FMS financing at an annual rate of $275 million. 

 
Approximately $200-250 million of equipment could (with Congressional authorization 

and replacement in Service budgets) be transferred from existing 8th Army stocks; the remainder 
would have to come from other sources. It is not possible to determine a final mix of equipment 
transferred or additional compensatory actions because this will depend to a considerable degree 
on our negotiations with the Koreans and our assessment of what Congress will accept. 

 
In addition, DOD feels that because of the loss in deterrence and a need psychologically 

to reassure the ROK as to its security, we might consider an additional $200 million to meet 
other deficiencies in critical ground force capabilities. 

 
In the military assistance area we will have to emphasize to the Congress that any 

supplementary assistance beyond levels already requested is to compensate for our troop 
withdrawals and not for more general purposes of force improvement. We will have to stress the 
need for Congressional support and the lack of any prospect for reinstitution of a grant MAP 
program for Korea. 

 
We are uncertain what additional level of support Congress would be willing to authorize. 

our efforts to obtain approval of the $275 million already requested this year have benefitted 
enormously from arguments that the assistance is necessary at a time of our troop withdrawals. 
For the same reason we may find considerable support for additional measures, particularly cost-
free transfer of existing equipment. We would expect opposition to develop in the face of major 
new requests and such opposition would probably grow in subsequent years. At a minimum we 
would envision a compensatory measures package which would include request for authorization 
to transfer .selected 8th Army equipment, continuation of the current level of FMS support for 
the Korean Force Improvement Plan, and possible consideration of limited additional FMS 
financing perhaps spread over the 5 year withdrawal period. (This would depend of course on 
our probing of Congressional attitudes). We feel a package of this sort is not only militarily 
necessary but will demonstrate the care with \'which we are withdrawing our ground forces and 
the strength of our commitment. 

 
C. Command Arrangements: 
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Operational control over ROK forces is now exercised by the U.S. commander in his 
capacity as Commander of the UNC. The Koreans have proposed that a combined structure be 
established in which they would have greater participation in command and control than they do 
at present. We will have to initiate early negotiations at the military level on establishment of 
combined command arrangements under a U.S. commander. We would want a combined 
command to maintain U.S. operational control over Korean forces. 

 
D. Other Compensatory Steps: 

 
We have attached a series of additional actions that we can consider in terms of exercises 

and temporary deployments to demonstrate visibly our continuing commitment to ROK security. 
Most are well within our present capability and policy guidelines. Although no decisions are 
necessary now, it would be helpful if our emissaries could convey our general intention to take 
compensatory action in this area. 

 
E. Public Handling of Diplomatic Moves and Public Gestures of Reassurance: 

 
As we move to detailed negotiations with the ROKG we can expect considerable 

confusion and uncertainty in public discussion of the issue. We will need therefore to emphasize 
authoritatively and publicly our determination to maintain our basic security commitment assist 
the Koreans in achieving a self defense capability; and retain our air and support units in the 
country as well as continue our naval role. As for our withdrawal plans, we would not want to 
make anything public until after we complete consultations with the Koreans. 

 
Apart from special arrangements in Korea and Japan we need to conduct a systematic 

program to keep our major East Asian allies generally informed of our plans, stressing privately 
and publicly the durability of our basic security commitment. 

 
We do not expect that our decision on the ground force withdrawal will offer significant 

leverage toward reciprocal diplomatic moves on the part of either North Korea or its two major 
supporters, Moscow and Peking. However, we think it most important to use existing channels to 
convey both to the PRC and the USSR our continued security commitment to the ROKG as well 
as our determination to maintain peace and security on the Korean peninsula. We should urge 
them to encourage North Korea to a more flexible stance with regard to the South and should 
urge continued restraint in supplying arms to North Korea. We should be especially careful to 
counter any suggestion that our ground force withdrawal reflects lessened U.S. interest in 
Northeast Asia and Korea. In that context, in the coming months particularly, we should avoid 
moves which could be interpreted as backing away from our insistence on full ROK involvement 
in any negotiations affecting the future of the peninsula. 

 
F. Congressional Consultations: 

 
A major element in our strategy for handling the ground force withdrawal must be close 

attention to Congress and major consultative efforts to bring the Congressional leadership with 
us each step along the way. We are already scheduling calls on key Congressional leaders prior to 
the departure of the emissaries for Seoul. These calls will have as their purpose assuring 
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Congress that we will not enter into any commitments and that we will keep them fully informed 
of our plans as they develop in the next months. Subsequent to the emissaries return from Korea 
and your final decisions with regard to the ground force withdrawal schedule and compensatory 
measures, we will have to engage in a serious, wideranging consultative effort on the Hill to 
assure acceptance of our position (and to be sure that any projected compensatory measures are 
in fact realistic). 

 
G. Visit of Presidential Emissaries to Seoul and Tokyo: 

 
Many of our final decisions on compensatory measures and. other actions are dependent 

in part upon the results of consultations both in Seoul and on the Hill. Others will depend on 
further detailed study and negotiations with the Koreans. At the same time it is important that we 
have general guidance from you for the emissaries. Specifically, we recommend the following: 

 
(a) Ground Force Withdrawal Schedule: We believe your emissaries should be authorized to 
outline to President Park and Prime Minister Fukuda your general views regarding the 
withdrawal of the first two tranches. It might also be useful if they could convey to President 
Park alone your present views about the tinting of the final withdrawal, making clear, however, 
that the complete ground force withdrawal will be within the 4-5 year period you have publicly 
indicated. 
 
(b) Compensatory Measures: It is important that the emissaries convey both our determination, 
within Congressional constraints, to compensate for deficiencies caused by the Second Infantry 
Division withdrawal as well as temper any unrealistic Korean expectations. Consequently we 
believe that they should be able to indicate that we will seek continuing Congressional 
authorization for present levels of FMS ($275 million) and will also seek Congressional 
authorization for measures to compensate for the loss of the Second Division's strength; for 
example, turning over certain Eighth Army equipment to the Koreans. 
 
(c) Combined Command: In addressing the combined command/operational control question, the 
emissaries should be able to indicate that we are prepared to enter, into detailed negotiation on 
establishment of a combined command with operational control continuing to be held by a U.S. 
General, who would hold the appropriate rank. With regard to the future of the UN Command 
itself, they should be able to state that we intend to maintain the UN Command but may have to 
review that question in the light of international realities later in the 1978-81 period. They would 
note the importance of Congressional consultations before we could reach any final agreement 
on any combined command arrangements. 
 
(d) Follow-on Decisions: The two emissaries should be authorized to inform President Park that 
we would be prepared to begin detailed discussions in Seoul under Ambassador Sneider and 
General Vessey in mid-June with a view toward completing these negotiations in the context of 
this year’s Seoul Security Consultative Meeting in which Secretary Brown will participate (July-
August time frame). 
 
(e) Security Commitment: It is also important that the emissaries be authorized in your name to 
assure President Park of our continued security commitment and to so indicate publicly. They 
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should also be authorized to confirm to President Park what he already knows, i.e., we intend to 
maintain our air presence, logistic support und our naval role in the ROK for the foreseeable 
future. 
 

ADDITIONAL COMPENSATORY STEPS 
 

Apart from military assistance to Korea, we should consider other actions designed to 
enhance South Korea’s sense of security, to demonstrate our commitment, and to maintain the 
strength of our deterrent. A number of such possible steps, involving exercises and deployments, 
are discussed below. They could be begunn any time during the troop withdrawlal process after 
consultations with the Koreans and, as appropriate, the Japanese. 

 
Exercises 

 
Within the last year, six significant U.S./ROK exercises were conducted in the vicinity of 

Korea. These varied in scope from large-scale land, sea, and air exercises to smaller combined 
marine landing teams conducting amphibious operations along the coast. Exercises of this type 
should be conducted more frequently to serve as a signal of continuing commitment and as a 
vehicle for enhancing U.S. and ROK training. For example, we could: 

 
-- Have an additional U.S./ROK amphibious exercise in 1978 (and each year thereafter). 

It would include about 4,200 Navy and Marine forces. 
 
-- Increase the size and frequency of CONUS-based tactical fighter exercises in Korea. 
 
-- Add a second national level U.S./ROK command post exercise in 1979 (and each year 

thereafter) to strengthen coordination between the ROK/U.S. military structure and ROKG 
national ministries/civilian agencies--and increase the proficiency of the ROK battle staff. 

 
-- Add another major Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine training exercise in 1980 (scope: 

13,000 men). 
 

Deployments 
 
Additional Air Force Deployments could serve to diminish losses in the surveillance, 

firepower, and maneuver capabilities of the 2nd Infantry. The following options are possible: 
 
-- Beginning in 1978, temporarily augment air strength by periodically deploying one 

squadron of tactical fighters from Kadena Air Base, Okinawa and/or Clark Air Base, Republic of 
the Philippines into Korea. These temporary augmenting forces would maintain a presence in 
Korea approximately six months out of every twelve. The estimated additional cost for these 
deployments would be $960,000 annually. 

 
-- In 1980, increase the strength of Kunsan Air Base, Korea, assigned fighters by 12 UE, 

and begin deployment of AWACS (E-3A) aircraft to Kadena Air Base, Japan. AWACS 
detachment will be fully operational in 1981. 
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-- Carrier task group operations off the Korean coast and visits to Korean ports by U.S. 

Navy ships might be increased; however, such increases could affect naval requirements in other 
parts of the Western Pacific, and could bear upon required naval force levels there. 

 
APPROACH TO CONGRESS ON MILITARY ASSISTANCE 

 
DGD has identified $500-$600 million as the value of the equipment we need to make 

available to the ROK to reduce the loss to firepower, mobility, and deterrence results from the 
withdrawal of our ground troops. Part of this requirement -- DOD estimates $200-$250 million --
could be met by turning over to the ROK as we withdraw appropriate equipment items now-held 
by the 2nd Division (or other units of the Eighth Army). FMS assistance, beyond that we have 
contemplated to assist the Koreans with their Force Improvement Plan, will also be required. 

 
Our approach to Congress will need to be shaped in accord with the following general 

principles: 
 
-- our requests will have to be fairly close to what we actually hope to achieve. Large cuts 

by Congress could give the impression that we are unable to compensate for our withdrawals and 
are therefore putting Korea's security in jeopardy. 

 
-- we probably stand the best chance of eliciting significant amounts of assistance from 

the Congress in the early stages of the troop withdrawal process, when the impact of our new 
policy will be greatest. As time passes, Congress’s awareness of the need for compensating 
measures may ebb. 

 
-- the Congress will be most receptive to forms of compensation which appear most 

directly related to demonstrable deficiencies created by the withdrawal. 
 
With these factors in mind, we believe we should consider presenting the Congress with a 

single compensatory package at an early stage. As a major component, we should ask Congress 
to authorize a non-reimbursable transfer to the ROK of appropriate equipment items held by our 
ground forces as they withdraw. This has the advantage of being clearly related to the troop 
draw-down, is a one-time action covering the whole period of the withdrawal unlike the FMS 
authorization which must be voted annually, and can be presented as a means of facilitating the 
withdrawal. At the same time, however, and to deal with deficiencies which are not compensated 
for by this transfer of equipment, we should seek FMS credits to permit the Koreans to purchase 
appropriate items. This initial package should not include any proposals concerning war reserve 
material stockpiles since accumulating adequate reserves will require large-scale outlays, and 
including this item now in our legislative program would raise the apparent costs by considerable 
magnitudes.  

 
Apart from this early approach to Congress to compensate for deficiencies associated 

with our withdrawals, we would intend, over the next four years, to seek annual FMS credits at 
approximately the $275 million level we requested for FY-78. These credits would permit the 
Koreans to proceed with their existing Force Improvement Plan. 
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In presenting our position to Congress, we would, of course, consider any alternative 

course of action recommended by Congressional leaders as a more effective means of achieving 
our objectives. 

 
We will clearly face substantial problems in securing from Congress legislation to help 

compensate for the withdrawal of our ground forces. Although our troop withdrawal plans have 
helped us achieve our basic assistance goals for FY-78, the extent to which Congress will be 
willing to go beyond these levels over the period of the withdrawal process is open to question. 
We are not optimistic that there will be enough improvement in the Korean human rights 
situation to overcome Congressional criticism on this score. At the same time, the various 
investigations into allegations of improper Korean activity in the U.S. will continue to put Korea 
in a bad light and to make it more difficult for members of Congress to speak out in favor of aid 
to Seoul. 

 
Whatever specific requests we make of Congress, the Administration will have to mount 

a major campaign, including visible Presidential involvement, in an effort to push them through. 
We should begin by briefing key Congressional leaders prior to the visit of General Brown and 
Under Secretary Habib to Seoul, informing them in general terms of our intentions. We should 
continue to keep the Congress informed of developments in the withdrawal process, underlining 
the serious need for compensatory measures  not only to make up for Korean defense 
deficiencies but to demonstrate our commitment and maintain the deterrence. 

 
COMMAND ARRANGEMENTS 

 
Since the Korean War, operational control over ROK forces has been exercised by the 

U.S. Forces Commander in his capacity as Commander of the United Nations Command. In 
recent years, however, the Koreans have proposed a combined U.S.-ROK structure which would 
give them a greater share of command responsibility and experience. They are almost certain to 
press for such a structure in anticipation of our ground force withdrawal and are likely to raise 
the subject during the emissaries’ visit to Seoul. 

 
We would agree that our planned ground force withdrawal makes it essential to enhance 

ROK command and control capabilities and that this should be accomplished before the 
withdrawal is completed. [Redacted] 

 
In light of the above considerations, we would favor the creation of a combined U.S.-

ROK command under the UNC/USFK Commander. Such a structure would give the Koreans 
much needed experience in the command function while retaining operational control in the 
hands of a U.S. officer. Presumably once the ground force withdrawal was completed the ROK 
would insist on having operational control over its own forces. 

 
We believe that our emissaries should be authorized to tell the Koreans that we would be 

prepared to move toward such a combined command once the details can be worked out. 
 

PUBLIC STATEMENTS AND DIPLOMATIC MOVES 
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General Themes 

 
Especially because of the confusion and anxiety in Asia and elsewhere over our Korean 

policy, we will need to emphasize the following themes in our public statements and diplomatic 
contacts. 

 
-- We are able to withdraw our ground troops because of the growing national strength of 

the Republic of Korea. The South Korean forces are adequate in number to fulfill a ground 
defense role without the U.S. ground force presence. 

 
-- As we withdraw our troops, we will take measures to assist the Republic of Korea in its 

self-defense efforts. 
 
-- Our commitment to the defense of Korea remains firm and we will take whatever 

actions we consider are necessary to make this clear. 
 
-- The removal of our ground troops will be a phased, carefully executed process. Our air 

presence and support and naval capability will remain. 
 
-- Nothing will be done to upset the military balance on the peninsula or to destabilize the 

situation in Northeast Asia. 
 
Statements Relating to Consultation Plans 

 
While our emissaries are conferring with the Koreans and the Japanese, we can expect a 

good deal of press probing and, in addition, leaks from Tokyo and Seoul. It will be important 
during this period to avoid statements that might lead to the conclusion that consultations with 
the ROK are purely pro forma. Responses to press and other queries should emphasize that 
fulfillment of the President’s intent requires close consultations with the Koreans and discussions 
with the Japanese and that no specific announcement will be made until after this process has 
been completed. Departure statements should be equally unspecific, emphasizing the candor and 
fruitfulness of the bilateral exchanges. (A detailed agenda for press guidance, VOA coverage, etc. 
is in preparation.) 

 
Fuller statements of our intention will be desirable once the mission makes it report. The 

President could present his plans in broad outline. Thereafter, the Secretary’s Asia Society speech 
will provide an occasion for reiterating our plans and commitments in the broader Asian context. 
As decisions are reached more detailed public announcements can be made: the Joint 
Communique at the conclusion of the SCM would provide one such opportunity. 

 
Diplomatic Moves 
 

Our diplomatic moves should have two basic objectives: to reassure our friends and allies 
that our plans will be carefully executed so as not to weaken the deterrent and that our 
commitment remains firm and to clarify our intentions to the North Koreans. 
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We will need to remain in close contact with the Japanese at high levels, in Tokyo and 

Washington, informing them as candidly as possible about our plans as they develop and our 
ongoing discussions with the South Koreans. We must be particularly careful to discuss with 
them any augmentation plans that could involve movement through Japan and to assure them of 
prior consultation in this regard. 

 
Our other principal allies in the Pacific--Australia, New Zealand, and the Philippines--

should also be kept as fully informed as possible in Washington and their respective capitals. In 
other Asian capitals and elsewhere, U.S. Ambassadors on appropriate occasions should make 
sure that our plans and implementing measures are clearly understood. With the Chinese and the 
Russians we should stress the firmness of our commitment, the advantages we will derive from 
peace in Korea, and the importance of a clear understanding in Pyongyang of our intent to retain 
a strong position in the South in close consultation with the ROK. 

 
We should use our Chinese and Soviet channels to stress the firmness of our continuing 

commitment to ROK security. While we are not optimistic that our withdrawal will pave the way 
for diplomatic approaches to ease tensions, we should, nevertheless try to exploit them for this 
purpose. In our discussions with the Soviets and Chinese, apart from stressing our continuing 
commitment to the South’s security, we should point out that our troop withdrawals ideally 
should be matched by tension-reducing steps on the part of Pyongyang. As our plans for 
withdrawals are made public or as the removals begin, we should consider reiterating at a high 
level our proposal for four-power talks to seek a more permanent alternative to the Armistice 
Agreement. A clear idea of the diplomatic possibilities, however, will be possible only after we 
learn of the reaction of our allies and adversaries to the specifics of our plans and it becomes 
clearer what sort of atmosphere the withdrawals will create. 

 
Pyongyang has already used the advent of the new Administration and our announced 

troop withdrawal intentions to press hard for direct U.S.-North Korean contacts. It is likely to 
continue this approach, possibly giving some indication of flexibility in various areas of its 
policies on the Korean question. [Redacted] 
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Memorandum for Jimmy Carter from David Aaron, “Brown/Habib Report on Korea,” 29 
May 1977 
[Source: Korea, Republic of 5-6/77, Box 43, Records of the Office of the National Security 
Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski's Country Files (NSA 6), Jimmy Carter Library. Obtained for 
NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
[…] 
 

May 29, 1977 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
 
FROM:  David Aaron 
SUBJECT:  Brown/Habib Report on Korea 
 
Attached is the report of Phil Habib and General Brown on their visit to Korea and Japan. We 
will be staffing out with State and Defense the concrete implications of some of the 
recommendations. However, Zbig agrees that I should convey to you two concerns that relate to 
this report: 
 

-- In dealing with the Congressional reaction to their Korea policy, it is important to go 
beyond merely stressing that military security will be maintained; we should also explain 
what will be achieved by a U.S. ground force withdrawal. Among the positive 
accomplishments could be (a) greater flexibility in using the 2nd Division now dedicated 
solely to South Korea, or (b) possible Defense budget savings through deactivating the 
2nd Division or using it to replace less ready forces in the United States which would be 
deactivated. 
 
-- The possibility of pursuing such positive objectives may be limited by several of the 
suggestions put forward to Phil Habib and General Brown. For example, the thrust of 
them would, in effect preserve the “shell” of the 2nd Division in Korea as long as 
possible while reducing manning levels. This might make it impossible to either use the 
Division flexibly in other contingencies or to replace stateside forces such as the 7th 
Division at Fort Ord (a possible candidate for replacement because of its low state of 
readiness). 
 

You will note from Cy Vance’s evening report that Phil and Gen. Brown have been asked to 
testify before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the House International Relations 
Committee. Together with State and Defense, we will develop for your approval positive 
objectives that could be set forth in their testimony. 
 
[…] 
 

May 28, 1977 
 
TO:  The President 
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FROM: General George S. Brown (signature), Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
  Philip C. Habib (signature), Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs 
 
SUBJECT: Troop Withdrawal from Korea 
 

In compliance with your instructions, we held consultations in the Republic of Korea and 
in Japan on the Presidential decision to withdraw United States ground forces from Korea. 
Detailed reports of the discussions held have been filed with the Secretary of State and the 
Secretary of Defense. The following are our principal observations and conclusions. 
 
KOREA 
 
-- President Park and his principal ministers now have a clear understanding of the Presidential 
directive concerning troop withdrawal from Korea. Although they would prefer no change in 
force levels, they understand specifically that the United States Second Division and supporting 
elements are to be withdrawn from Korea in a phased manner within a period of 4-5 years. 
 
-- While the United States program is accepted, there was clear concern for the risk of instability 
on the Korean Peninsula unless “compensatory actions” were taken in conjunction with the 
withdrawal so as to maintain an acceptable balance of military power during and following our 
ground force withdrawal. 
 
-- “Compensatory actions” is a term used by the Koreans to include the transfer of additional 
U.S. military equipment and the expansion of Korean ability to produce arms and other military 
requirements. The specific items and quantities of equipment are yet to be defined but include 
such things as anti-tank weapons, artillery, communications equipment, air defense weapons, etc. 
We did not discuss quantities or the value of assistance to be provided. We stressed the necessity 
for Congressional approval and appropriation for any compensatory action. [Handwritten in the 
margins by Jimmy Carter: Do not get over-obligated.] 
 
-- It will therefore be essential that Congressional support be secured for the programmed 
withdrawal of our forces. Specifically, Congressional agreement should be sought for those 
compensatory actions which should be agreed upon and defined in general terms at 
the ,forthcoming Ministerial Security Consultative Meeting Which is due to be held in Sec1ul in 
July. 
 
-- In our discussion of Command arrangements, it was agreed to plan for a combined U.S./ROK 
Command. The character and functions of the Command will be the subject of consultations 
between General Vessey and Korean military authorities with the Objective of agreeing on the 
new structure at the forthcoming Security Consultative Meeting. The Command will be formed 
and operating when the initial increment of O.S. ground forces is withdrawn from Korea before 
the end of calendar year 1978. 
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-- It was generally accepted that a U.S. Officer would command the Combined Command so 
long as the bulk of the Second Division (defined as two Brigades plus the Headquarters) remains 
in Korea. Command arrangements beyond that point will require further discussion. 
 
-- In view of the Korean attitude toward Command arrangements and in response to President 
Park’s specific request, it is recommended that when the second increment is withdrawn, no later 
than the end of June 1980, it should be so structured that the Second Division Headquarters and 
two Brigades remain. This will still allow for the projected 15,000 ground personnel to be 
withdrawn in the first two increments. [Handwritten in the margins by Jimmy Carter: Seems too 
slow.] 
 
[Redacted paragraph] 
 
JAPAN 
 
-- The discussion in Japan with the Foreign Minister and Self Defense Agency were “pro forma” 
because of the number of people involved and the danger of leaks to the press. The discussion 
with Prime Minster Fukuda was substantive and informative. 
 
-- In general the Japanese also would prefer maintenance of the status quo. However, they 
seemed to accept our explanation of why U.S. ground forces were being withdrawn and our 
determination to maintain security on the Korean Peninsula. 
 
-- Prime Minister Fukuda emphasized the importance of reassuring all the friendly countries in 
East Asia of the continued presence and commitment of the United States to the security of the 
region. We delivered to Fukuda the Presidents message concerning the importance of Japan’s 
contribution to Korea’s security. The Prime Minister understood and asked that the President be 
assured that Japan would contribute, as it could, to south Korea's economic and political strength 
through Japan’s decisions on trade and investment and in the way in which Japan would publicly 
handle relations with North and South Korea respectively. 
 
-- Both in Japan and Korea, in describing the proposed U.S. course of, action, great stress was 
placed on the following points: 
 
1. The United States would remain a Pacific power with substantial military capability in a 
forward position: 
 
2. The United States commitment to the Mutual Security Treaty with the Republic of Korea 
remains firm; 
 
3. The United States would withdraw ground forces in a phased manner so that the military 
balance would generally be maintained and instability would not result; 
 
4. We were confident that the program could be carried out successfully based upon the 
economic strength of Korea, the Korean people's will to resist Communism and the deterrent 
capability of the Korean and U.S. forces remaining in the area. 
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Memorandum for Jimmy Carter from Zbigniew Brzezinski, “Korean Troop Withdrawals: 
Brown/Habib Testimony,” 10 June 1977 
[Source: Korea, Republic of 5-6/77, Box 43, Records of the Office of the National Security 
Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski's Country Files (NSA 6), Jimmy Carter Library. Obtained for 
NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
MEMORANDUM 

 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 
 
CONFIDENTIAL June 10, 1977 
 
ACTION 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR: The President 
 
FROM: ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI (signature) 
 
SUBJECT: Korea Troop Withdrawals: 
 Brown/Habib Testimony 
 
We get conflicting reports of how the Senate session went this afternoon. After Phil Habib’ss 
opening statement, Senator Case apparently read from notes of a CIA briefing on the Korean 
threat. As he related it, the CIA briefing was extremely pessimistic, raising serious questions 
about the wisdom of your policy. The CIA briefing took place a few days ago and was based on 
the intelligence assessment that was part of our PRM effort. Apparently, CIA had not informed 
State that they had briefed the Committee nor of the Committee's reaction. 
 
Concern was expressed over whether you had access to this intelligence before you made your 
decision on Korean troop withdrawals. Even Senator Humphrey, who supported your decision, 
indicated that it was an extremely serious matter and deserved the most careful study by the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Others were even less positive in their comments. 
 
The upshot is that the Committee wants to hear testimony from Stan Turner on the military 
balance and the security situation in North Asia. They will not hear further testimony from Habib 
and Brown until after they have heard from Turner. In this connection, the Committee was 
apparently completely disinterested in what President Park or the Japanese had to say or" for that 
matter, any other aspect of the consultations in Korea and Japan. 
 
Phil Habib’s assessment is that the meeting went all right and that in the long run the briefings of 
the military balance will strengthen our case for Congressional support for the equipment and 
other actions required to offset our withdrawal. Dick Holbrooke has a more pessimistic 
assessment. He believes that the resistance shown by the Foreign Relations Committee to your 
policy must be taken seriously and that we may have lost control of the consultative process. 
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In this connection, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee staff is now asking for copies of the 
PRM-l3 study and the intelligence, annex to it. This raises serious questions about the 
confidentiality of studies done for you and of intelligence assessments prepared for you. While it 
may advance our case to turn over the relatively more optimistic intelligence assessment, this 
would set a precedent that could be extremely unfortunate. We cannot expect to get objective and 
candid assessments if the intelligence analysts believe they are going to be turned over to the 
Congress and become part of Executive/Congressional political debates. We also understand that 
the Committee staff already has a copy of this intelligence annex through unauthorized sources. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Stan Turner be instructed to provide the Senate Foreign Relations Committee with a full 
and complete and objective briefing 'based on the agreed assessment, but that the assessment and 
the PRM-l3 study not be turned over to Congress. 
 

Approve       ✓___  Disapprove ______ 
 
J 
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Telegram 066667 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 7 July 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Folder 933/1977, Issue 220/H: Partial US troop withdrawal from South 
Korea – Discussions regarding the reunification of the two countries, January – October 1977. 
Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114872.] 
 
TELEGRAM  066667   
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
Date: July 7, 1977 
Classification: Secret 
 
Current US Secretary of State’s reprise of Henry Kissinger’s old ideas of ‘cross-recognition’ – 
the USSR and the PRC recognize the ROK and the US and Japan recognize the DPRK – and 
concurrent recognition of both Koreas within the UN has triggered vocal and disapproving 
reactions in Pyongyang against the United States for its policy of brutal interference in Korea’s 
internal affairs and endorsement of Korean division. The central press, radio, and television are 
actively campaigning against these American ideas. 
 
On the other hand, socialist diplomats in Pyongyang consider the possibility that, due to this anti-
American campaign, C. Vance’s future visit to Beijing will enable unofficial contacts between 
the US and the DPRK in view of clarifying the main problems between the two countries. 
 
Signed: D. Popa 
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Telegram 066678 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, US Helicopter Incident on July 14, 19 July 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Folder 933/1977, Issue 220/H: Partial US troop withdrawal from South 
Korea – Discussions regarding the reunification of the two countries, January – October 1977. 
Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114874.] 
 
TELEGRAM  066678 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
Subject: US helicopter incident on July 14 
Date: July 19, 1977 
Classification: Secret 
 
Diplomatic circles in Pyongyang discuss at length the calm and highly balanced manner in which 
North Korean media has covered the incident on July 14 in the area of the Military Demarcation 
Line – the incursion of a US military helicopter in the DPRK’s airspace – as well as the reserved 
nature of the Armistice Committee’s discussions in Panmunjeom, and especially the rational and 
constructive way of resolving the incident. 
 
The North Korean press objectively presented the facts, without any comments against the US. 
 
During discussions with Ambassador Dumitru Popa and Victor Nanu respectively, the 
Ambassadors of Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and the First Secretary of the Yugoslav Embassy in 
Pyongyang noted that the calm and extremely balanced attitude of the Korean government 
regarding the aforementioned incident reflects, among others, the DPRK’s efforts of creating 
favorable conditions for initiating dialogue with the US. 
 
The DPRK’s attitude vis-à-vis the July 14 incident is also considered significant in view of US 
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance’s forthcoming visit to Beijing and the potential contacts between 
the American delegation and North Korean officials. 
 
It is particularly notable that, in comparison to other incidents, military maneuvers etc. along the 
Military Demarcation Line, on July 14, North Korean authorities were, for the first time, calm, 
compliant and understanding. Evidently, this is partly due to the fact that the US assumed 
responsibility for the incident. 
 
We consider this to be a step further towards establishing favorable conditions for initiating a 
dialogue to solve the Korean question.    
 
Signed: Dumitru Popa 
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Letter from Jimmy Carter to Park Chung Hee, 21 July 1977 
[Source: Korea, Republic of: President Park Chung Hee, 2/77-12/78, Box 12, Records of the 
Office of the National Security Advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski's President's Correspondence with 
Foreign Leaders Files (NSA 3), Jimmy Carter Library. Obtained for NKIDP by Charles Kraus; 
Roll 2009-22, File 02, Frames 21-23, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

July 21, 1977 
 

Dear Mr. President: 
 
In connection with the important discussions which will take place at the 10th US-Korea 
Security Consultative Meeting, I want to convey to you personally the United States 
Government's position on our ground force withdrawal plans and our security commitment to the 
Republic of Korea. 
 
I wish to emphasize strongly that our ground force withdrawal plans signify no change 
whatsoever in our commitment to the security of the Republic of Korea. The Mutual Defense 
Treaty between our two countries remains fully in force, and our determination to provide 
prompt support to help the Republic of Korea defend against armed attack, in accordance with 
the Treaty, remains firm and undiminished. Neither North Korea nor any other country should 
have any doubts about the continuing strength of this commitment. 
 
I want to assure you again that our ground force withdrawal, which will take place over a four to 
five year period, will be carried out gradually and carefully, in a manner which will preserve 
peace on the Peninsula. As a further step in our bilateral consultations on this matter, Secretary 
Brown will be discussing our plans in greater detail with you and Minister Suh. 
 
As we repeatedly have made clear, our air force units, military intelligence and logistic support 
personnel will remain in Korea for the indefinite future. And we will continue our naval 
deployments in the area. 
 
At the same time, it is our intention to seek from the Congress substantial military assistance for 
Korea -- in the form of 2nd Division equipment transfers and additional MFS credits so that as 
our ground troops are withdrawn, the Republic of Korea will be able to assume a greater share of 
its defense responsibilities. 
 
Mr. President, I know that the Government and people of the Republic of Korea are determined 
to meet their defense responsibilities and to maintain the outstanding record of growth and 
progress which your country has already achieved. We for our part are determined to work 
together with you to maintain peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
His Excellency 
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Chung Hee Park 
President of the Republic of Korea 
Seoul 

192



Memorandum for Jimmy Carter from Zbigniew Brzezinski, “Congressional Reaction to 
our Korean Policy,” 21 July 1977 
[Source: Korea, Republic of 7-9/77, Box 43, Records of the Office of the National Security 
Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski's Country Files (NSA 6), Jimmy Carter Library. Obtained for 
NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
[…] 
 

July 21, 1977 
 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 
FROM:   ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI (signature) 
SUBJECT:   Congressional Reactions to our Korean Policy 
 
 
The reaction of Congressional leaders to Harold Brown’s Korean briefing this morning was very 
chilly. Not one Senator or Congressman spoke up in support of the troop withdrawal. Many 
expressed outright opposition or noted significant misgivings. It is clear that we face an uphill 
battle on this issue with Congress. Some are still uneasy with the manner in which the decision 
was made. Others are still waiting for a convincing rationale. There have been a variety of 
explanations why troop withdrawals are not a bad idea, but no compelling case has been 
presented as to why it is a good idea. 
 
We heard some of the results this morning. Derwinsky, Tower, Glenn, and Stratton all expressed 
concerns about the impact of the withdrawals on our reputation as a great power. Case and 
Humphrey acknowledged misgivings that our withdrawal was not made conditional upon 
reciprocal moves by North Korea to stabilize the status quo. Don Fraser noted that the policy 
would save no money, yet would relinquish a source of leverage in relation to internal political 
reform inside South Korea. Lester Wolf, Clem Zablocki, and others echoed these concerns. 
 
In short, sentiment in favor of troop withdrawal is at best lukewarm and passive. This is bad 
enough, but worse yet are the indications that it will be very difficult to secure the needed 
military assistance to upgrade ROK defenses as we withdraw. To withdraw without providing 
such assistance would be disastrous to our Asian policy and our reputation as a serious world 
power. Yet support for an aid package is going to be difficult to muster. George Mahon and 
Chuck Percy both suggested that there could be no less propitious moment to ask for additional 
aid for Korea. Some, like Fraser, will oppose on human rights grounds. Others because they are 
against military assistance per se. Still others because they oppose the withdrawal. And many 
Congressmen may vote against a request to prove to the folks back home that their vote has not 
been bought. Les Aspin is persuaded that these groups together constitute a majority of the 
House of Representatives. 
 
One is forced by these considerations to several conclusions: 
 

-- First, in talking to the Koreans next week, Harold Brown will have to pull his punches 
a bit. He will have to indicate our determination to supply substantial military assistance, but 
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should leave flexible the mix of equipment transfers and FMS credits. (I believe we will have to 
emphasize the former, minimize the latter.) And he will need to avoid saying precisely when we 
will present a request for assistance to the Hill. 

 
-- To secure support for aid, the Administration will have to mount a very major effort 

involving the expenditure of significant political capital without any certainty that such an effort 
can succeed on the Hill. 

 
-- Congress considers the presence of U.S. troops essentially in terms of our defense 

interests, but assesses military assistance in terms of other factors. We say we cannot remove 
U.S. troops without augmenting ROK military capabilities. Congress buys the proposition, but 
would prefer to accommodate it by leaving troops there rather than by appropriating a large new 
assistance package. 

 
-- Finally, all of the above as well as the Korean scandal in Congress, may warrant some 

adjustment in our withdrawal policy. Such an adjustment could come through a stretchout in the 
schedules or by making its implementation conditional upon steps by North Korea. We have 
preserved flexibility for such a contingency by avoiding a fixed date for the completion of 
withdrawals. We need not fall back now, but I wanted to alert you to the fact that we may have to 
face these tough choices when Harold Brown comes back from his discussions in Seoul. 
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Memorandum of Conversation with Jimmy Carter, Cyrus Vance, Harold Brown, Richard 
Holbrooke, 30 July 1977 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 123-132.] 
 

Washington, July 30, 1977, 9:30–11:15 a.m. 
Memorandum of Conversation1 
 
PARTICIPANTS 

Jimmy Carter, President of the United States 
Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State 
Harold Brown, Secretary of Defense 
Richard Holbrooke, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs 
Hamilton Jordan, Asst to the President 
Zbigniew Brzezinski, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
Michel Oksenberg, Staff Member, NSC 
 

SUBJECT 
China Policy 
 

 
President Carter: The purpose of this meeting is to outline basic strategic considerations 

in our dealings with China and to exchange views on our China policy. My first question is: 
“What would the worldwide reaction be to normalization?” 

 
Secretary Vance: It would be positive. The Japanese would accept it. The Southeast 

Asians would welcome it. The Soviets would not be surprised, and it would strengthen our 
position with them. It would make them realize that they have to work out something with us. 
This would be the case as long as we have no arms sales to China. The Middle East would be 
generally good and accept it. The Saudis are close to Taiwan, but they would accept it; our 
bilateral relations would not be affected. In Korea, the South Koreans would be ambivalent. In 
fact, it could mean a more positive future for them, but no doubt they would wonder. The North 
Koreans, I suspect, would have a mixed reaction. 
 
[…] 

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Far East, Oksenberg Subject File, Box 47, 
Presidential 7/30/77 on Cyrus Vance Trip to China: 4–8/77. Top Secret; Sensitive. All brackets are in the original. 
The meeting took place in the White House. Talking points for this meeting that Brzezinski prepared for Carter are 
in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Far East, Oksenberg Subject File, Box 56, Policy 
Process: 7/77. 
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Telegram 066688 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 30 July 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Folder 933/1977, Issue 220/H: Partial US troop withdrawal from South 
Korea – Discussions regarding the reunification of the two countries, January – October 1977. 
Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114875.] 
 
TELEGRAM  066688 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
Subject: US – ROK talks 
Date: July 30, 1977 
Classification: Secret 
 
In a discussion with Ambassador Dumitru Popa on July 28, Vice Premier Heo Dam noted that 
the recent US-ROK agreements in Seoul triggered discontent and even concern for the North 
Korean state and party leadership. 
 
The personal letter President Carter addressed to Park Chung Hee also contains "direct attacks 
against the DPRK." 
 
The result of the recent talks in South Korea between US Secretary of Defense Harold Brown 
and Park Chung Hee clearly proves that President Carter is not keeping his campaign promise 
regarding American troop withdrawal from South Korea. According to the existing agreement on 
the matter, the withdrawal is to be partial and gradual, concurrent with strengthening the South 
Korean navy and air force. The ROK is to receive all the equipment and armament of the 
withdrawn troops. 
 
Heo Dam considers the recent decision to establish a joint US-ROK military command that will 
replace the current UN command "worrying." 
 
The Korean official mentioned that the North Korean government will shortly publish a 
document expressing the DPRK’s position regarding the recent American-South Korean talks 
and agreements. 
 
Signed: D. Popa 
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Telegram 066691 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 31 July 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Folder 933/1977, Issue 220/H: Partial US troop withdrawal from South 
Korea – Discussions regarding the reunification of the two countries, January – October 1977. 
Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114876.] 
 
TELEGRAM  066691   
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
Date: July 31, 1977 
Classification: Secret 
 
Referring to Cyrus Vance’s forthcoming visit to Beijing and his possible meetings with North 
Korean officials, Vice Premier Heo Dam noted during a recent discussion with Ambassador 
Dumitru Popa that there are currently no favorable conditions for an American-North Korean 
dialogue. The DPRK government does not plan to contact Cyrus Vance during his visit to 
Beijing. 
 
Referring to certain allegations according to which the PRC is interested in retaining American 
troops in South Korea, Heo Dam implied that North Korean officials are not fully aware of their 
Chinese counterparts’ intentions. However, in official talks, the PRC declares to support the 
DPRK in terms of Korean reunification. 
 
Signed: D. Popa 
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Letter from Park Chung Hee to Jimmy Carter, 5 August 1977 
[Source: Roll 2009-22, File 02, Frames 24-26, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 
(Translation) 
 

August 5, 1977 
 
Dear Mr. President: 
 

I wish to express my sincere appreciation to you for your letter dated July 21, 1977, 
which was delivered to me on July 25 by Defense Secretary Harold Brown who came to Seoul to 
participate in the Tenth Annual Republic of Korea-United States Security consultative Meeting. 
It was thoughtful of you to convey to me personally the United States Government's position on 
its ground forces withdrawal plans and the United States' commitment to the security of the 
Republic of Korea. 

 
I am pleased to note that you emphasized strongly that United States ground forces 

withdrawal plans signify no change whatsoever in the United States’ firm commitment to the 
security of the Republic of Korea and that you assured me again that the withdrawal will be 
carried out gradually and carefully in a manner which will preserve peace on the Korean 
peninsula. 

 
The Tenth Annual Republic of Korea-United States Security Consultative Meeting has 

provided a very useful occasion for our two Governments to make consultations closely with 
regard to the planned withdrawal of United States ground combat forces and the measures to 
offset their withdrawal. I am pleased to note that our frank and friendly consultations during the 
Meeting have resulted in agreements and understandings on a number of points in connection 
with the matters of our mutual concern and that the development of Korean capabilities, the 
military balance on the Korean peninsula and other developments affecting peace and security in 
this region would be the subject of continuing consultations between our two Governments to 
ensure that the deterrent to north Korean aggression remains strong. 

 
I do wish to stress, however, that, as you might have heard from Secretary Brown, my 

Government considers that the success of the planned withdrawal will depend upon the effective 
and speedy implementation of the various compensatory measures that two sides have discussed 
and agreed upon during the Consultative Meeting in Seoul. 

 
I assure you, Mr. President, that the Republic of Korea will continue to make every 

possibly [sic] effort to strengthen further the friendly and cooperative relationship happily 
existing between our two countries, and to work together with the United States in order to 
lessen tension and consolidate peace and stability on the Korean peninsula. 

 
Please accept my cordial thanks to you for your kind thought for me and deep personal 

interest in the Korean situation, and you may rest assured that I will maintain close personal 
communication and cooperation with you in our endeavors for world peace and progress. 
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Sincerely, 
 
 

/s/ Park Chung He 
 
His Excellency 
Jimmy Carter 
President of the United States of America 
Washington, D. C. 
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Telegram 085068 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 9 August 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Folder 933/1977, Issue 220/H: Partial US troop withdrawal from South 
Korea – Discussions regarding the reunification of the two countries, January – October 1977. 
Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114877.] 
 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
Date: August 9, 1977 
Classification: Secret 
 
During a discussion with Third Secretary Petre Anghel, Edward Hurwitz, Director of the Bureau 
of East Asian and Pacific Affairs at the US Department of State, noted the following: 
 
1. Relations between the US and South Korea are currently less tense than when President Carter 
announced the decision to withdraw American ground troops from South Korea. The tension at 
the time was a product of the sudden manner in which the drawback was announced, without 
prior consultation with the South Korean and Japanese authorities. Subsequently, however, 
following discussions with American officials, the ROK came to terms with the idea of US troop 
withdrawal despite preferring otherwise. The Carter administration reassured the ROK that the 
drawback will not damage the military balance in the Peninsula and that the US will help 
strengthen South Korean forces in order to effectively replace US troops. 
 
The most delicate part of the issue is now in the hands of the US administration which will have 
to make serious efforts to persuade Congress of the opportunity for withdrawal and the need to 
offer additional military assistance to the South Korean government – in particular, loans for 
acquiring military equipment. 
 
Troop withdrawal has been another contentious point between the administration and Congress, 
which recently decided that every troop reduction in South Korea must have explicit Congress 
approval. Congress opposition against troop withdrawal is due to the large number of 
Congressmen who believe the drawback will instigate aggression from North Korea and, 
therefore, alter the fragile military balance in the region. 
 
2. Recently, a move towards the idea of a bilateral meeting with the US has been noticeable in 
the DPRK’s conduct. Also notable has been the manner in which the North Korean authorities 
solved the recent helicopter incident, leaving a good impression. 
 
Nonetheless, the US administration believes it would be detrimental to positively respond to the 
DPRK, as long as the DPRK intends to avoid South Korean participation in future talks. 
 
The DPRK’s recent decision to establish a 50-mile militarized zone in the ocean is considered 
unilateral, arbitrary and against the armistice. The US administration has not managed to fully 
decipher the intent behind this decision, particularly since it did not affect the supply to several 
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islands in the zone. The US Department of State tends to believe that the decision is simply the 
materialization of a Third World conference on maritime law. 
 
3. The US has no knowledge of the DPRK’s intentions regarding the next UN General 
Assembly. However, the State Department believes that the current international scene is not 
favorable for introducing a pro-North Korean resolution due to the ‘scandal’ regarding North 
Korean diplomats’ illegal currency dealings in various countries, as well as to the American 
decision to withdraw ground troops from South Korea, which is likely to reduce, if not eliminate, 
attacks against the US. 
 
Signed: Advisor Gh. Ionita 
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Memorandum of Conversation with U.S. Secretary of State, and PRC Foreign Minister et 
al, 22 August 1977 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013),141-157.] 
 
Memorandum of Conversation1 

Beijing, August 22, 1977, 4–6:40 p.m. 
SUBJECT 

U.S. Foreign Policy; Domestic Roots; Allies; Strategic Forces; Arms Control; East-
South Asia; Yugoslavia; ME 

 
PARTICIPANTS 

U.S.                                                                      P.R.C. 
The Secretary                                                   Huang Hua, Foreign Minister 
Ambassador Woodcock                                   Huang Chen, Chief, PRC Liaison 
Under Secretary Habib                                             Office in the U.S. 
Assistant Secretary Holbrooke, EA                Wang Hai-jung, Vice Foreign 
Assistant Secretary Carter, PA                                Minister 
Peter R. Tarnoff, Executive                              Lin Ping, Director, American and 

Secretary                                                              Oceanian Department, MFA 
William H. Gleysteen, Jr., Deputy                 Chien Chi-chen, Director, Infor- 

Assistant Secretary                                             mation Department, MFA 
Michel Oksenberg, NSC                                   Liu Hua, Acting Director, Protocol 
David Dean, Deputy Chief, USLO                          Department, MFA 
Harry E. T. Thayer, Director,                          Tang Wen-sheng, Deputy 

EA/PRCM                                                            Director, American and 
John F. Cannon, Director, EA/P                              Oceanian Department, MFA 
Alan D. Romberg, S/P                                      Ting Yuan-hung, Chief, American 

Division, American and 
Oceanian Department, MFA 

        (seated behind:      Shih Yen-hua, interpreter 
        Jeanette Porpora, notetaker)     

(seated behind: 
Lien Cheng-pao, Deputy Chief, 

American Division, American 
and Oceanian Department, 
and two other notetakers) 

[…] 
 
Korea 

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Far East, Oksenberg Subject File, Box 56, Policy 
Process: 8/22–31/77. Secret; Nodis. The meeting took place in the Great Hall of the People. Vance left Washington 
for Beijing on August 20. Vance and Oksenberg reported in the accounts they telegraphed to Washington that the 
first day of the visit, August 21, had gone well. Vance’s account is in telegram Secto 9013 to the Department of 
State and the White House, August 22. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770302–1245) 
Oksenberg’s is in telegram Secto 9012 to the NSC, August 22. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy 
File, D770302–1245) 
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Let me now turn to the question of the Korean peninsula. As you know, we have 

announced that we are initiating a phased withdrawal of our ground forces over a period of five 
years from Korea. In doing this we have proceeded in full consultation with the South Koreans. 
Mr. Philip Habib and General George Brown have been to South Korea to discuss the plans in 
advance of the ultimate decision. In addition to 4 Vance attended the OECD Ministerial meeting 
in Paris June 22–24. 152 Foreign Relations, 1977–1980, Volume XIII that, we have had close 
consultations with the Japanese about this action and have made it very clear that this gradual 
and phased withdrawal in no way changes or diminishes our firm commitment to our Mutual 
Security Treaty with the Republic of Korea. In addition, we have indicated to the Koreans that as 
we withdraw these ground forces, which incidentally constitute approximately five percent of the 
total ground forces in the Republic of Korea, that as we withdraw them we will provide the 
necessary equipment and additional training which will be required to replace our forces. So, by 
the time the full withdrawal is made, the Republic of Korea will be self-reliant and sufficiently 
strong so as not to miss the United States Forces. 
 

In addition, we have made it clear that the ultimate withdrawal of the last elements of the 
U.S. ground forces will only be made in light of the circumstances that exist at that time, 
including the political circumstances, and thus in terms of the potential danger to the Republic of 
Korea. In addition, we have indicated to the South Koreans that we will maintain our air and 
naval forces for the foreseeable future so that they will have no question about our commitment 
to their security. 
 

Insofar as North Korea is concerned, we have indicated to North Korea that we are 
willing to talk to them as long as the South Koreans are present. We have indicated also to the 
North Koreans that if allies of North Korea will talk to the South Koreans, we would be willing 
to talk to the North Koreans. Further, we have indicated that we would welcome discussions 
which would look to realistic replacement arrangements for the current United Nations 
Command, but this must be approached in a constructive way. Our position remains that we 
would support the admission of both North and South Korea to the United Nations without 
prejudice to unification, and we would welcome discussions on the four-party basis to discuss 
ways of improving the dialogue between North and South Korea and the peaceful resolution of 
problems in the area should the other parties be willing to consider such discussions. 
 
[…] 
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Memorandum of Conversation with the U.S. Secretary and PRC Foreign Minister et al, 23 
August 1977 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013),158-190.] 
 
Memorandum of Conversation1 

 
Beijing, August 23, 1977, 9:30–11:50 a.m. 

 
SUBJECT 

Africa; Latin America; Normalization with other Countries; Human Rights; Non-
Proliferation; ME; Yugoslavia; Normalization of US–PRC Relations 

 
PARTICIPANTS 

U.S.                                                                   P.R.C. 
The Secretary                                                   Huang Hua, Foreign Minister 
Ambassador Woodcock                                   Huang Chen, Chief, PRC Liaison 
Under Secretary Habib                                            Office in the U.S. 
Assistant Secretary Holbrooke, EA                Wang Hai-jung, Vice Foreign 
William H. Gleysteen, Jr. Deputy                          Minister 

Assistant Secretary                                    Lin Ping, Director, American and 
Michel Oksenberg, NSC                                           Oceanian Department, MFA 
Harry E. T. Thayer, Director,                          Chien Chi-chen, Director, Infor- 

EA/PRCM                                                           mation Department, MFA 
         (seated behind:     Liu Hua, Acting Director, Protocol 
         Jeanette Porpora, notetaker)       Department, MFA 

Tang Wen-sheng, Deputy 
Director, American and 
Oceanian Department, MFA 

Ting Yuan-hung, Chief, American 
Division, American and 
Oceanian Department, MFA 

Shih Yen-hua, Interpreter 
(seated behind: 
Lien Cheng-pao, Deputy Chief, 

American Division, American 
and Oceanian Department, 
MFA, 

and two other notetakers) 
[…] 
 

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Far East, Oksenberg Subject File, Box 56, Policy 
Process: 8/22–31/77. Secret; Nodis. The meeting took place in Guest House No. 5. Vance’s report of the meeting is 
in telegram Secto 9017, August 23. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P840076–0837) 
Oksenberg sent an account of this meeting via the Voyager Channel in telegram 166 to the White House, August 23. 
(Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Trip File, Box 42, Vance, China, 8/20–27/77) 
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Korea 
 

As Mr. Vance discussed the Korean issue yesterday, I would like to give you our view on 
this question. To be candid with you, our two sides hold different views on this issue. The views 
presented by Mr. Vance on the issue of Korea are not unfamiliar to the Chinese side. In fact, the 
United States continues to try to delay the dissolution of the UN Command and the total 
withdrawal of US armed forces from South Korea, and it is also trying to perpetuate the division 
of Korea so as to obstruct the reunification of Korea. The US side should learn that the 
reunification of Korea is the common desire of the entire Korean people. Any actions aimed at 
obstructing reunification and perpetuating the division of Korea run counter to the common 
desire of the Korean people. Our consistent position is that the Korean people should settle their 
question of independence and peaceful reunification among themselves, free from outside 
interference. We firmly support the responsible proposition put forward by the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea on independence and peaceful reunification. We will never take part 
in any activities designed to perpetuate the division of Korea. 
 
[…] 
 
Korea 
 

I have already explained our position with regard to Korea very clearly to you. I don’t 
think there is anything for me particularly to add. But you mentioned just now that in Korea awar 
may flow out of the development of events there. If there exists the danger of war in that area, it 
exists from the Park Chung Hee Clique. The US is boasting about strengthening the armed forces 
of Park in South Korea. Although you have answered that you will withdraw part of your forces, 
you are maintaining your air forces in South Korea. This means that you continue to support the 
warlike actions of South Korea. This is of no help to the independent and peaceful reunification 
of Korea. As for the admission of two Koreas into the UN, we stated our position very clearly at 
the UN. 
 
[…] 
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Memorandum of Conversation Between the U.S. Secretary of State and the PRC Vice 
Premier et al, 24 August 1977 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 191-207.] 
 
Memorandum of Conversation1 
 

Beijing, August 24, 1977, 3–5:40 p.m. 
SUBJECT 

International Issues; Normalization 
 
PARTICIPANTS 

U.S.                                                                      P.R.C. 
The Secretary                                                     Teng Hsiao-ping, Vice Premier 
Ambassador Woodcock                                     Huang Hua, Foreign Minister 
Under Secretary Habib                                      Huang Chen, Chief, PRC Liaison 
Assistant Secretary Holbrooke, EA                        Office in the U.S. 
William H. Gleysteen, Jr., Deputy                   Wang Hai-jung, Vice Foreign 

Assistant Secretary, EA                                    Minister 
Michel Oksenberg, NSC                                     Lin Ping, Director, American and 
Alan D. Romberg, S/P                                              Oceanian Affairs Department, 
(seated behind:       MFA 
Cornelia Mossellem, notetaker)     Chien Chi-chen, Director, Infor- 

mation Department, MFA 
Tang Wen-sheng, Deputy 

Director, American and 
Oceanian Department, MFA 
(and interpreter) 

Liu Hua, Acting Director, Protocol 
Department, MFA 

Ting Yuan-hung, Chief, American 
Division, American and 
Oceanian Department, MFA 

Shih Yen-hua, Interpreter 
(seated behind: 
Lien Cheng-pao, Deputy Chief, 

American Division, American 
and Oceanian Department, 
MFA; 

two other notetakers) 
[…] 
 

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Far East, Oksenberg Subject File, Box 56, Policy 
Process: 8/22–31/77. Secret; Nodis. The meeting took place in the Great Hall of the People. Vance’s account of this 
meeting is in telegram Secto 9029, August 24. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P840076–
0832) 
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Vice Premier Teng: I recall when we met last time we also discussed the issue of Korea, 

and I said at that time: Do you think the Korean issue is different from other issues? It belongs in 
the same category with the question of the so-called two Chinas, two Germanys, the two 
Vietnams, and the two Koreas. I have on numerous occasions tried to advise our American 
friends that they should think earnestly when dealing on issues like this in which whole countries 
are split into two. Germany, no matter Western or Eastern Germany, has nationalist sentiment to 
strive for reunification, for that is a tide which is irresistible. Same with regard to Taiwan and 
China and the two Koreas—as to two Vietnams haven’t they recently been reunified? I recall 
saying with regard to two Germanys if this issue is not solved within one hundred years, it will 
be solved within one thousand. 
 
[…] 
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Memo for the U.S. President from Zbigniew Brzezinski, "Information Items,” 27 August 
1977 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
KO00238. http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?url_ver=Z39.88-
2004&res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft_dat=xri:dnsa:article:CKO00238. ] 
 
Top Secret-Sensitive 
Contains Codeword        August 27, 1977 
 
 
Memorandum For:   The President 
 
From:     Zbigniew Brzezinski 
 
Subject:    Information Items 
 
 
[…] 
 
 
South Korea Interest in Peking and Moscow: [Redacted] continued ROK interest in developing 
better relations with Peking and Moscow. 
 

[Redacted] since the U.S. is seeking improved relations with Peking, Seoul must also 
develop its own rapprochement policy toward the PRC. Park asked for an in-depth study 
of U.S.-China policy as a basis for future South Korean initiatives toward the PRC. 

  
[Redacted] 

 
State notes that since 1973 Seoul has labored to improve ties with the PRC and USSR, but with 
little response. In view of the importance3 of Peking’s ties with Pyongyang, the Chinese appear 
unwilling to make any reply to Seoul that could annoy the North Koreans. The Soviets – whose 
current relations with Pyongyang are chilly – are more receptive to contacts with the South 
Koreans, but there is no clear evidence Moscow yet intends concrete moves on ties with Seoul. 
 
The Korean Issue in the UN:  For the first time in several years, North Korea does not intend to 
bring up the Korean issue in the upcoming UNGA, [redacted]. The decision appears to have 
resulted from Pyongyang’s fear that a new vote would only reflect an erosion of its international 
support since passage of the 1975 UNGA resolution calling for the withdrawal of all foreign 
forces from Korea. The North Korean charge at the UN did tell North Korea’s UN supporters, 
however, that ROK lobbying for its own positions might provoke a North Korean counter-
proposal at the upcoming session. State, however, believes that the chances of this happening are 
small. 
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Notes on a Meeting in the Office of the Secretary-General on Thursday 22 September 1977 
at 9:30 a.m. 
[Source: “Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-0904-0026-06, United 
Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for 
NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
Confidential 

23 September 1977 
FMG/sr 

 
REPUBLIC OF KOREA 

 
Notes on a meeting in the office of the Secretary-General on Thursday 22 September 1977 at 

9:30 a.m. 
 

Present: The Secretary-General 
 Mr. Ferdinand Mayrhofer-Grunbuhel 
 
 Foreign Minister Tong Jin Park, Republic of Korea 
 Ambassador Duk Choo Moon, Permanent Observer 
 
 

In the meeting which lasted approx. 1/2 hour the Foreign Minister made the following 
points:  

 
- There is no indication for progress in the Korean question. The North has never 
responded to his Government’s proposal for bilateral negotiations and it is busy with its 
own internal problems. 
 
- His Government hopes that the United States, China and the USSR will eventually use 
their influence to help resume the dialogue. However, the Chinese reaction which Mr. 
Vance got in this regard in Peking was not very positive. The Republic of Korea will not 
take any new initiative unless China and the USSR take a positive interest in seeking a 
solution. 
 
- His Government is glad that the question of Korea is not on the Agenda on the 32. 
General Assembly. A debate would have been useless and would only have contributed to 
a deterioration of the atmosphere. Chances for unifications are very small and his country 
therefore hopes to become a full member of the United Nations (the Secretary-General: 
“Does this mean that in your view both Koreas should be members?”, the Foreign 
Minister: “Yes.”) 
 
- He hopes that when the North Korean Foreign Minister comes to pay his respects to the 
Secretary-General (he will be in New York for a Non-Aligned Conference and this will 
be his first trip to the United States) the Secretary-General will urge him to have direct 
talks on the basis of the 1972 Joint Communique. The Foreign Minister is a relative of 
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Kim Il Sung and has a strong position. His real motive in coming is to try to establish 
direct contacts with the United States but it is the American attitude not talk with North 
Korea without the participation of the Republic of Korea (Mr. Park even excluded 
informal contacts). 
 
- The withdrawal of American troops depends on political and military developments. 
Should there be provocations it will have to be reconsidered. 
 
- The Red Cross talks have stopped as it was clear that the North was not interested to 
pursue them. 
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Telegram 085374 from the Romanian Embassy in Washington, DC, to the Romanian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 22 October 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Folder 933/1977, Issue 220/H: Partial US troop withdrawal from South 
Korea – Discussions regarding the reunification of the two countries, January – October 1977. 
Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114880.] 
 
TELEGRAM  085374 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Washington, DC 
Subject: the DPRK – US dialogue attempts, outcomes forthcoming 
Date: October 22, 1977 
Classification: Secret 
 
Ever since Jimmy Carter was elected President of the United States, North Korean officials have 
attempted through various means to initiate a dialogue with the US in order to discuss the Korean 
issue. According to several Department of State representatives, the attitude of North Korean 
officials is due to Jimmy Carter’s position on the matter during his electoral campaign, – i.e. 
reducing US troops stationed in South Korea – as well as to the potential support from the USSR, 
the PRC and several Non-Aligned countries. 
 
Thus, the DPRK addressed an open letter to President-elect Jimmy Carter and, following his 
inauguration, sent messages through various heads of state from Africa and Asia, including the 
President of Gabon and former Pakistani Prime Minister Z. A. Bhutto. 
 
During his recent visit to the US, Edvard Kardelj also transmitted a message to the American 
government on behalf of North Korea, through which the DPRK expressed its interest to initiate 
a dialogue with the US administration regarding the Korean issue. R. Petkovic, Minister at the 
Yugoslav Embassy, told Comrade Gh. Ionita (Advisor) that North Korean leaders asked 
President Tito, during his visit to the DPRK this summer, to ensure President Carter receives the 
message as soon as possible. According to the Yugoslav diplomat, President Jimmy Carter read 
the message intently, telling Edvard Kardelj that his administration is interested in initiating talks 
with the North Koreans, however South Korean envoys must also participate with equal rights. 
Jimmy Carter emphasized to Kardelj what he also responded to the other North Korean 
messages, namely that: 
 
a) the Carter administration considers that discussing the Korean issue at the UN is not likely to 
be conducive to the proper conditions for finding an adequate solution to the situation in the 
region; 
 
b) the Carter administration is willing to do everything to decrease tensions on the Korean 
Peninsula and minimize the possibility of a military conflict in the region; 
 
c) the US does not oppose a direct dialogue with North Korean envoys, however South Korean 
representatives must also participate since the US cannot accept excluding South Korea due to its 
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binding obligations under bilateral treaties, as well as to the potential negative reactions South 
Korea’s exclusion would trigger in Asia, particularly in Japan. 
 
Compiled by Advisor Gh. Ionita and Third Secretary Petre Anghel 
 
Signed: Nicolae M. Nicolae 
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Memorandum from the White House, 27 October 1977 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
KO00242. http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?url_ver=Z39.88-
2004&res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft_dat=xri:dnsa:article:CKO00242.  
 
Top Secret-Sensitive 
Contains Codeword        October 27, 1977 
 

1. Tong-Son Park Case: Ambassador Sneider reports that comments by senior Korean 
officials in the past two days indicate growing pressures on President Park to compromise 
on the Tong-sun Park case. The officials believe the case has grown increasingly serious 
and is no longer a U.S.-Korean problem, but a “domestic issue” which the Korean people 
want to see resolved. Sneider comments that the nature of the compromise has not been 
well defined, but apparently involves interrogation of Tong-sun Park in Korea. (Seoul 
9067 NODIS) 

 
[…] 
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On Relations Between DPRK and PRC, 17 November 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Political Archive of the Federal 
Foreign Office, Berlin (PolA AA), MfAA C 6857. Translated by Bernd 
Schaefer. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114128.] 
 
GDR Embassy to the DPRK 
Pyongyang, 17 November 1977 
 
On Relations between DPRK and PRC 
 
1.0 General Assessment and Interests 
 
1.1 Since their foundation, both states, the DPRK and PRC, have developed friendly relations 
and close cooperation in various areas. Of major importance was the participation of Chinese 
volunteers to push back the imperialist aggression against the DPRK between 1950 and 1953 and 
their sacrifices committed during this undertaking. 
 
The development of relations, however, was not continuous. With the beginning of the Cultural 
Revolution in the PRC during the mid-Sixties relations drastically worsened at times. Reasons 
for this were attempts by the Chinese leaders to interfere into internal matters of the DPRK and 
apply pressure in order to move the DPRK towards a broad acceptance of Maoist positions and 
principles. Only with [PRC Premier] Zhou Enlai’s visit to the DPRK in 1970 relations returned 
to normal, and they gradually improved until the current situation. 
 
The most important event for building up relations in recent years was Kim Il Sung’s visit to the 
PRC in 1975. It was the first official foreign trip of Kim Il Sung for many years and opened a 
series of visits to other countries. In 1976 relations stagnated due to the volatile domestic 
situation in China and the resulting uncertainties of the DPRK. In addition, during the Kim Il 
Sung [1975] visit China had denied his request for supporting a military solution to the problem 
of Korean unification. Then promised economic aid turned out to fall well below DPRK 
expectations. 
 
1.2 The DPRK interest in close and friendly relations with the PRC represents a long-term 
strategy. In its pursuit of such the DPRK is guided by the following factors and goals: 
 
- Geographical proximity and a long common border (DPRK – PRC: 1,336 kilometers; DPRK – 
Soviet Union: 16 kilometers), as well as the political, economic and military potential of the 
PRC; 
 
- Aspirations to secure the maximum political and, if necessary, military support of the PRC in 
the DPRK’s conflict with the U.S. and South Korea; 
 
- Maintaining the strong DPRK economic ties to the PRC, in particular the major dependency of 
the DPRK on vital supplies (coke coal, coke, oil); as well as continuing DPRK efforts to receive 
economic, financial, and scientific-technological aid. 
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In addition, there are factors at work like the traditional ties between both Chinese and Korean 
peoples, the multi-year struggle by Korean partisans against the Japanese in Northeastern China, 
the important political-ideological influence by the CCP on the careers of leading Korean 
comrades in the 1930s, and the support of the DPRK for a united front of the “revolutionary 
peoples in Asia.” 
 
1.3 The PRC also has a major interest in close relations with the DPRK. The latter belongs to the 
small number of states China can count to a certain extent as an ally. This carries some weight 
for China after the distancing by the Socialist People’s Republic of Albania, and in consideration 
of the development of Chinese-Vietnamese relations. Also the Chinese leadership is concerned 
about an improvement of relations between the DPRK on one hand and the Soviet Union and 
other socialist states on the other hand. For that reason the PRC currently undertakes major 
efforts to move the DPRK further away from the socialist fraternal states, or at least keep it in a 
“neutral” position in this regard. In the long run, the PRC has not changed its goal to include the 
DPRK in its big power chauvinist, anti-Soviet policy. Based on respective DPRK interests, the 
Chinese leadership uses the DPRK as its ally in the Non-Aligned Movement and towards 
developing countries, and it supports the DPRK in a focused way in its policy towards those 
states. Learning from the experiences during the “Cultural Revolution,” the PRC is acting in a 
sensitive manner to give the DPRK the feeling it is treated by China as an equal partner. 
 
2.0. On Concurring Opinions and Positions 
 
2.1 The basis for close relations between DPRK and PRC is the consent in, or closeness of, 
opinions of both parties on some basic ideological concepts, on methods of socialist 
construction, and on international politics. With some gradual differences only, this applies in 
particular to the following questions (though it is noteworthy that motives vary for certain 
positions of different kind): 
 
- Definition of the character of the epoch, the main contradiction and the main forces in the 
course of the global revolutionary process; 
 
- Overexposure of national specifics in the construction of socialism and actual negation of 
experiences made by the other socialist countries; 
 
- Far-reaching turn away from the principles of proletarian internationalism; 
- Overexposure of “independence” and “self-reliance” of the respective parts of the International 
Communist Workers’ Movement and the socialist states, as well as efforts to establish special 
relations with those fraternal parties and socialist states that also emphasize in particular 
“independence” and “self-reliance;” 
 
- Negation of role and function of the socialist community of states in current times and non-
participation in collectively designed actions of the fraternal parties and the socialist states; 
 
- The PRC is acting openly against Comecon and socialist economic integration, and the DPRK 
is extremely reserved against multilateral cooperation; 
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- The DPRK and PRC tout the “great-powers-theory” and stress the need for struggle against 
“hegemonism” (PRC) and “dominationism” (DPRK) (yet it is noteworthy that the DPRK 
apparently counts China as a “great power” and does not share at all the PRC position which 
considers the Soviet Union in its capacity as a “great power” to be the main enemy); 
 
- Overexposure of the role of the Third World (there is no congruence of opinions as far as the 
“First and the Second World” are concerned); 
 
- Positions on peaceful coexistence and the struggle for détente and disarmament (CSCE 
[Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe], Mutual Balanced Forces Reduction 
negotiations in Vienna, collective security in Asia). 
 
In general, it must be assessed that current KWP positions on basic theoretical and practical 
issues are closer to those of the CCP than to those of the Marxist-Leninist fraternal parties. 
 
2.2 The DPRK does not approach the global confrontation of the damaging theories of Maoism, 
and the PRC’s anti-socialist and anti-Soviet policy, from a class-based position. The DPRK 
attempts to label these patterns as differences in opinion between the CPSU and CCP and 
between the USSR and PRC. Among else, this shows when the KWP calls the CCP a “Marxist-
Leninist” party. 
 
The DPRK does not endorse the open anti-Sovietism espoused by the Chinese leadership, yet it 
officially acts from a “neutral” position. In conversations with high-level representatives of other 
socialist fraternal states, Korean comrades voice criticism of the relentless anti-Soviet policy by 
the Chinese leadership, in particular as far as the characterization of the Soviet Union as “social-
imperialism” and as “main enemy” is concerned. Based on its support for unity and closed ranks 
of socialist states, as well as looking at its own national interests, the DPRK wants to see a 
normalization of relations between the USSR and PRC. 
 
3.0 On Differences in Opinions and Issues of Contention 
 
There are some basic differences in interests, theoretical positions, and also in actual policy 
between the DPRK and PRC and their two respective parties. They might increasingly influence 
the relations between both sides. 
 
3.1 
 
- - In recent years, the DPRK apparently realized that the PRC does not sincerely support the 
DPRK struggle for the withdrawal of U.S. forces from South Korea. Instead the PRC regarded, 
in the context of its anti-Soviet policy, the American military presence in Asia as desirable (an 
implementation of the [current] U.S. withdrawal plans, however, would remove this contentious 
issue almost completely). 
 
- Based on its anti-imperialist policy, the DPRK does not endorse the unprincipled collusion of 
the PRC with the U.S. and other imperialist powers in the pursuit of anti-Sovietism. In particular 
given the U.S. presence in South Korea, the DPRK follows these developments with mistrust. 
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- In contrast to the PRC, the DPRK cultivates friendly relations with the Soviet Union and other 
socialist states. The DPRK is interested to further develop these relations and their very 
beneficial cooperation. 
 
- The DPRK does not endorse the splittist activities of the CCP in the International Communist 
Workers’ Movement and has no relations with Maoist splinter groups in third countries. 
 
- There are also different opinions on policy towards Japan. The DPRK is concerned about 
Japan’s increasing militarization accompanied by the PRC’s silent tolerance. Thus the DPRK is 
very skeptical towards efforts by the PRC to conclude a friendship treaty with Japan. 
 
In contrast to the PRC, the DPRK also argues against a security agreement between the U.S. and 
Japan. 
 
- The DPRK does not share Chinese positions on NATO, but is right on target when condemning 
the latter as an aggressive military alliance of imperialist states. 
 
- The PRC’s open support for the most reactionary forces of imperialism in the FRG is also not 
condoned by the DPRK. In spite of its reluctance to support GDR policy vis-à-vis the FRG, 
which is mostly based on the divergence of this policy with DPRK unification concepts [for 
Korea], the DPRK embraces in general a class-based position in its assessment of FRG 
imperialism. 
 
- There are also other current international problems where positions of the DPRK are basically 
different from those of the PRC, and actually closer to those of the other socialist states. Such 
concerns, for instance, the cases of Chile, Angola and the assessment of roots of the Middle East 
conflict. The DPRK does not support the PRC in its condemnations of Soviet policy in Africa. 
 
3.2 Furthermore there are some straight contrasts between the DPRK and PRC that directly 
affect the interests of both states: 
 
- Claim to improve and develop Marxism-Leninism (“Maoism” – “Juche Ideology”); as the 
DPRK does not support “Maoism” in general, the PRC also denies its support to “Juche 
Ideology;” 
 
- Claim for international leadership, in particular in the “Third World” (“Great Chairman Mao” – 
“Great Leader Kim Il Sung”); 
 
- Territorial Issues (it is not known that the PRC officially confirmed Mount Baektusan, which is 
of special symbolic value to the DPRK, as part of DPRK territory; it is also said there are 
difference in opinions regarding the continental shelf in the Yellow Sea); 
 
- Question of the Korean minority in the PRC (about 1 million citizens); the DPRK wants their 
autonomy which the Chinese leadership is not willing to grant; 
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- Apparently the PRC is no longer willing to tolerate the DPRK’s non-compliance with its export 
commitments, and has therefore moved in 1977 towards a calibration of its exports to the DPRK 
which hurts the DPRK economy considerably 
 
4.0. On the Current State of Relations 
 
4.1. At every occasion, the DPRK and PRC underline the close relationship between parties, 
states and peoples and emphasize in particular that their friendship “was sealed with blood.” 
Domestic events in the PRC in recent years, however, created complicated problems for the 
DPRK. Still, the latter supported all the important campaigns, beginning with the [1976] 
criticism of Deng Xiaoping (during Kim Il Sung’s visit to the PRC in 1975 Deng was his main 
partner!) and extending to the struggle against the “Gang of Four” (in September 1975 a CCP 
delegation led by Zhang Chungqiao had visited the DPRK and was also received by Kim Il 
Sung!). 
 
From their side, the PRC also fully supports DPRK domestic policy, in particular everything 
related to the cult of personality. 
 
Mutual propagandistic support in mass media is very extensive and based on the principle of 
reciprocity. 
 
Since Mao Zedong’s death one can observe DPRK tendencies to become evasive in openly 
supporting the PRC foreign policy course or resort to very general statements, with the exception 
of the Taiwan question. Apparently the DPRK follows its own interests in the Non-Aligned 
Movement. It is also guided by the insight that Chinese foreign policy is compromised in the 
eyes of the peoples and its open support could be detrimental to the DPRK. 
 
After Mao Zedong’s death, DPRK efforts became obvious to establish a profile as an equal 
partner and to follow a more independent line towards the PRC. 
 
In contrast to the years before Mao’s death, in current publications of documents from the PRC, 
anti-Soviet passages are omitted (e.g. in Hua Guofeng’s speech at the XI Congress of the CCP). 
Here the DPRK exploited the [Chinese] temporary cessation of polemics [against the USSR]. 
 
The PRC still supports all tendencies of “independence” and “self-reliance” in DPRK foreign 
policy. Within the U.N. and other international organizations the PRC actively acts on behalf of 
the [absent] DPRK. 
 
Yet also the PRC is refraining from unconditional support for DPRK foreign policy, especially 
when its own interests are directly at stake. So China reacted, for instance, very reserved towards 
the August 1976 Panmunjom Incident [“axe murders”] since the PRC is not interested in an 
escalation of tensions on the Korean peninsula. 
 
4.2. In 1976 activities in bilateral relations were somewhat reduced in comparison to 1975. Only 
one important CCP party delegation visited the DPRK in late 1976. There was no exchange of 
representative delegations on the state level. 
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Overall, in 1976 there were 18 DPRK delegation visits to the PRC (1975: 17) and 12 Chinese 
delegations came to the DPRK (1975: 20). Exchange of those delegations focused on the fields 
of trade, scientific-technological cooperation, culture, and sports. 
 
Apparently there are no contacts between mass organizations. 
 
However, assessments of delegation exchanges must take into account that mutual delegation 
visits are not always made public. Thus exchanges might be much more extensive than it can be 
gleaned from the press. 
 
In 1976, the following contractual agreements were signed: 
 
- Agreement on Postal and Signal Communication 
- Protocol about Navigation of Border Rivers 
 
- Trade Protocol for 1976 
- Plan for Cooperation of the Academies of Sciences for 1977/1978 
- Protocol about Railway Border Traffic 
 
In 1977, activities increased again in political, economic, military and cultural fields. Yet one can 
still feel a certain restraint in party relations. 
 
Currently there also is a certain unknown number of PRC specialists in the economy and the 
military present on site in the DPRK. 
 
After Mao Zedong’s death, Chinese literature was temporarily unavailable in the DPRK. Only 
recently the first four volumes of Mao Zedong’s works in Korean language have become 
available again. The fifth volume, which contains anti-Soviet outbursts and the claim of Mao 
Zedong being the “greatest Marxist-Leninist,” is not on sale. 
 
4.3. Negotiations to conclude a new long-term trade agreement for the years between 1977 and 
1981 and the trade protocol for 1977, concluded in March 1977, were tedious and complicated. 
 
The PRC rejected the DPRK requests for credits. It only conceded to defer Korean debt 
repayments until 1980. New rates according to prices on the world market were established for 
oil and other resources. The long-term “Agreement about the Mutual Delivery of Important 
Goods for the Years 1977 to 1981” stipulated an increase of trade volume until 1981 by 12 
percent. Yet in the 1977 trade protocol they agreed on a volume of 18 percent less compared to 
the 1977 numbers in the long-term 1977 to 1981 agreement. According to the annual protocol, 
the volume for 1977 is said to be 820 million Swiss francs, with DPRK exports to the PRC 
consisting of 420 million and Chinese exports to the DPRK of 400 million. These numbers are 
considerably lower than the plan for 1976 (975 million Swiss francs) that was fulfilled by the 
PRC to 86 percent and by the DPRK to only 52 percent. 
 
The main features of the 1977 trade protocol are as follows: 
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DPRK Exports:  
 
- 2.0 to 2.2 million tons of anthracite 
- 1.0 to 1.3 million tons of iron ore 
- 140,000 tons of black metal products 
- 80,000 tons of zinc 
- 1,500 tractors 
- 100 trucks (2.5 tons each) 
- 500,000 tons of cement 
- 1,000 lathes 
- 5 million square meters of textiles 
DPRK Imports: 
 
- 2.2 to 2.5 million tons of coke coal 
- 80,000 tons of coke 
- 1 million tons of oil 
- 200 trucks (4 tons each) 
- 10,000 tons of railroad trucks 
- 20,000 pairs of tires 
- 170,000 tons of salt 
- 30,000 tons of soy beans 
- 10,000 tons of sugar 
- 100,000 tons of fish 
 
Since the DPRK also insufficiently meets its export commitments during 1977, the PRC has 
moved towards calibrating its own exports in order to achieve a somewhat balanced sheet. 
 
4.4. The PRC Embassy in the DPRK is maintaining very active contacts to various organs of the 
DPRK. They are extremely eager, in the context of their activities, to avoid anything that could 
upset the Korean comrades. Special emphasis they put on highlighting equality [between PRC 
and DPRK]. 
 
There exists an agreement between the DPRK and PRC to not permit anti-Soviet attacks by 
Chinese representatives in the DPRK. In recent years the Chinese Embassy has violated these 
rules very rarely; thus there is no concern about this embassy within the diplomatic corps. 
 
Chinese diplomats are treating representatives of other states in Pyongyang with correctness and 
politeness. 
Contacts by embassies of the fraternal socialist states to the PRC Embassy are basically limited 
to official diplomatic events. 
 
4.5. According to the Soviet comrades, the DPRK population has the feeling that DPRK-PRC 
relations are closer and better than DPRK-USSR relations. This is a result of intense reporting on 
the PRC in DPRK mass media and apparently of internal political-ideological education as well. 
Yet there exists also a lack of understanding in the population about internal developments in the 
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PRC like, for instance, the open power struggles and the absence of a long-term prepared 
successor for Mao Zedong, as well as reservations towards some minor features of Chinese 
policy. 
 
Overall and to major degree, the feelings of the Korean people are still highly influenced by the 
participation of Chinese volunteers in the fight against the U.S. and South Korean armies during 
the war between 1950 and 1953—though the DPRK officially commemorates this only for the 
occasion of certain bilateral events. 
 
5.0. Conclusions 
 
5.1. In principle, the DPRK will continue its policy of “balancing” between the Soviet Union and 
the fraternal socialist states on one hand, and the PRC on the other. This will not preclude certain 
tilts towards one side or the other based on pragmatic considerations. 
 
Yet there is no reason to expect in any foreseeable time any substantial changes in relations 
between the DPRK and PRC. 
 
5.2. The PRC will further undertake major efforts to draw the DPRK closer to China, and to 
counter developments of friendly relations by the DPRK with the Soviet Union and other 
socialist fraternal states. 
 
Currently the policy of the Chinese leadership vis-à-vis the DPRK is pretending to bolster the 
DPRK in its overreaching efforts towards “independence” and “self-reliance.” 
According to our opinion, the PRC will, however, not succeed in enlisting the DPRK for China’s 
anti-socialist and anti-Soviet policy. Actual interests and foundations of DPRK ideology and 
policy will not allow for this. 
 
5.3. Since the death of Mao Zedong, the DPRK has sharpened its profile as an equal partner of 
the PRC and lessened to certain degree its tilt towards the PRC in the context of its “policy of 
balance.” Still, there will be a particular continuity in the future: The DPRK approach to certain 
international issues will take positions of the PRC into consideration. 
 
Ourselves we must continue to monitor closely some recent indications for certain DPRK 
concerns regarding the PRC. Among other things, those might have been due to results of the 
recent China visit by U.S. Secretary of State [Cyrus] Vance and China’s cool reactions towards 
American measures concerning a planned withdrawal of U.S. forces from South Korea. 
 
5.4. Differences in opinions and issues of contention, as listed above under 3.0, will increasingly 
influence relations between both states. Especially the strident anti-Soviet course of the Chinese 
leadership stands in contradiction to DPRK interests, North Korean notions of the enemy [U.S., 
not USSR], and DPRK goals to achieve unity and cohesiveness among the International 
Communist Workers’ Parties. Here we have some angles for our efforts to draw the DPRK closer 
towards the fraternal socialist parties. This makes it imperative for us to expose in appropriate 
ways, in particular by drawing on concrete examples, the character of the current Chinese 
leadership’s policy in internal talks with the Korean comrades at high, and at the highest, levels. 
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Steinhofer 
Attache 
 
CC: 
- Central Committee, Department International Relations 
- Foreign Ministry, Far Eastern Department 
- Foreign Ministry, Main Department 
- Embassy, Political Department 
 

258



Telegram 085579 from the Romanian Embassy in Washington, DC, to the Romanian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 15 December 1977 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Folder 933/1977, Issue 220/H: Partial US troop withdrawal from South 
Korea – Discussions regarding the reunification of the two countries, January – October 1977. 
Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114881.] 
 
TELEGRAM  085579 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Washington, DC 
Subject: US – South Korea relations 
Date: December 15, 1977 
Classification: Secret 
 
During discussions with Comrade Petre Anghel, Third Secretary, David Blakemore, Deputy 
Director of the Korea Desk, and Robert Martens, Director of Regional Topics in the Bureau of 
East Asian and Pacific Affairs, both at the US Department of State, noted: 
 
American-South Korean relations are presently going through a tense period, whose outcomes 
are difficult to predict. This situation is due to pressure from the US [on the ROK] to fulfill 
certain objectives at a time when either the government in Seoul was unprepared to achieve, or 
these objectives interfered with South Korean plans for strengthening its economic and military 
forces. 
 
The result has been the current state of affairs, in which bilateral relations are being tested by 
three very difficult and interdependent issues: US ground troop withdrawal, human rights and the 
current investigation led by a committee of the House of Representatives against the government 
in Seoul, regarding actions of corruption and influence in the decision process of Congress and 
the US administration. 
 
1. American ground troop withdrawal. This foreign policy measure was announced by Jimmy 
Carter when he was still a candidate for President of the United States and became directive post-
inauguration, when he assumed office in the White House. Although the measure was not 
explained in detail, following pressures from Japan and the US military, the Carter 
administration decided to gradually withdraw troops within a period of 4-5 years, in close 
consultation with the two aforementioned countries and providing adequate material and 
financial assistance. 
 
In view of the withdrawal, the administration has already forwarded to Congress a funding 
request pending approval, in regards to selling military equipment to the South Korean 
government and compensating for the first troop withdrawals scheduled for 1978 – 
approximately 6000 combatants. 
 
The request is structured in such a manner that the material compensation will precede the 
complete troop withdrawal scheduled for the most part at the end of the 4-5-year period. 
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Although the two representatives of the US State Department firmly stated that the first 
drawback will take place in 1978, they were unsure whether Congress would approve the 
requested funding necessary for an adequate planning of the full withdrawal. This is due to an 
increasingly stronger view in Congress to suspend all transfers of military equipment until Seoul 
decides to cooperate with Washington in resolving the aforementioned allegations and ensures it 
will take appropriate measures to improve human rights. 
 
2. The human rights issue. This has become an important aspect of American-South Korean 
bilateral relations and is closely followed, especially by the US. Congress hearings on the issue 
have emphasized the connection between the attention offered by Seoul in respecting human 
rights, on the one hand, and the economic and military assistance from the US, on the other. 
 
Despite the Carter administration’s commitment to human rights, the directorate for political 
affairs of the Department of State is trying to minimize the potential negative effects as much as 
possible, under the justification that South Korean security and economic development, 
including US assistance, must not be threatened since they hold undeniable priority in 
maintaining Korean independence and balance on the Korean Peninsula. 
 
3. The scandal sparked by allegations of influence against South Korean officials has not only 
raised questions regarding American-South Korean bilateral relations, but also led to serious 
pressures on the South Korean government from both Congress and the Carter administration. 
This has increased the tension between the two countries. 
 
Given that numerous members of the House of Representatives are involved in the scandal, 
proving them guilty could negatively affect their stance towards the administration’s request to 
continue offering assistance to Seoul. 
 
This entire situation, as well as Seoul’s economic achievements, has led to strengthening South 
Korea’s national pride and confidence in its own abilities. 
 
Consequently, the US State Department representatives mentioned that Seoul might decide to 
increasingly distance itself from the United States, if the pressures continue, although this is a 
very remote possibility. 
 
Signed: Gh. Anghelescu 
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Letter from C.G. Woodard to Andrew Peacock, “DPRK: The Year in Review,” 3 January 
1978  
[Source: FCO 21/1652, “North Korea: Internal Political,” National Archives, Kew. Obtained for 
NKIDP by Jooeun Kim.] 
 

AUSTRALIAN EMBASSY 
PEKING 

 
Despatch No. 1/78 
 

3 January 1978 
 

My dear minister: 
 

DPRK: THE YEAR IN REVIEW 
 

Introduction 
 

Although this Mission no longer has any direct accreditation to Pyongyang it continues to 
have a reporting responsibility on the DPRK. Our sources are limited. We rely particularly on a 
few West European Embassies whose Ambassadors visit Pyongyang from time to time (no more 
often than they have to) or who have political or commercial representation there, third world 
Embassies, although with the exception of our Sri Lankan and Sierra Leone colleagues they 
rarely have anything to offer but generalities, and the Japanese Embassy which has now added 
discreetly to its staff an officer working full time on the DPRK. In attempting in the attached 
paper to give an over-view of developments in the DPRK in 1977 its author, Mr Gerovich, notes 
that the view from Peking is hazy. Nevertheless, a detached vantage point probably is no bad 
alternative to Pyongyang where one is swamped daily in the nauseous outpourings of adulation 
of the formerly “beloved and respected”, now “great”, leader Kim Il Sung. 

 
Politics 

 
Mr Gerovich notes that the major feature of the DPRK political scene is continuity and 

even stability of leadership. It is true that the suggestions sedulously put out by the ROK over the 
last couple of years that Kim Il Sung either was suffering from a terminal illness or was off his 
increasingly bumpy head (a condition former Ambassador Lo was wont graphically to describe) 
have proved to be greatly exaggerated. It also seems clear now that divisions within the 
leadership created by Kim Il Sung’s determination to ensure the succession of his son Kim 
Chong Il have been healed or papered over. Nevertheless, the extreme form of the cult of the 
personality practised in the DPRK has in it the seeds of instability. Many visitors find it not only 
repellent but frightening, although with the advantage of detachment their more reflective 
reactions are mainly of amusement. It is hard to believe that the intensely emotional attachment 
of younger generations to Kim Il Sung can be transferred to his son or that his passing will not 
leave a dangerous spiritual void. 

 
Economy 
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The North Korean economy in 1976 was still in a mess. The judgment of my 

Scandinavian colleagues is that the DPRK will not be in a position to repay its debts for at least 
another two years. Over the last year DPRK practice in respect of the greater part of its debts, on 
which it began defaulting in 1975, has been to seek a rescheduling providing for repayment of 
interest only in 1977, to make one repayment at the time of, or soon after, rescheduling, and then 
to default again. Some creditors have not been lucky enough or shrewd enough (although all 
have learnt much this year) to obtain the first tranche. The DPRK’s pattern of defaulting has led 
to, in ascending order of importance, the exasperation of Peking-based creditor representatives 
with what they regard as complete mendacity on the part of DPRK Ministers and officials, the 
exasperation of creditor governments with their Ambassadors for failing to achieve the 
impossible, much tougher and much more hard-headed attitudes by the DPRK’s suppliers, a 
sharp decline in the DPRK’s international prestige, and a consequent healthy moderating of the 
tone of its external policies. One hears almost as much exasperation from the Russians as from 
Western countries (although the Russians have agreed to a debt moratorium). As Mr Gerovich 
notes the Chinese are more discreet, but they too are almost certainly quietly applying now 
tougher policies in regulating the supply of goods to the DPRK’s capacity to repay, My Danish 
colleague has told me that a Chinese mission to his country in June cross-examined Danish 
officials closely on the quality of the cement from the cement factory being built by the Danes 
north of Pyongyang – the largest in the world – and made no secret that their interest was in 
cement imports to help to restore a trading balance. 

 
Foreign Relations 

 
Korea did not become the hermit kingdom without reason. The Koreans look back on a 

history of being “a shrimp among whales”. Their consequent fierce independence is a factor to 
be borne in mind on the plus side in thinking of the long-term nature of our relationship with the 
DPRK. The negative side of the same proposition is that the DPRK’s sense of isolation and 
vulnerability directly contributes to the arcane and dogmatic elements in its policies. It makes 
possible the excesses of and contradictions in a sternly puritanical regime which indulges in drug 
smuggling and uninhibited bribery and which unblushingly practises gross privilege for the 
leadership, a hallowed Korean tradition. Tales of the latter are legion. The latest, noted by my 
colleagues who recently went to Pyongyang at the DPRK’s expense for the opening of the new 
Assembly, is that Kim Il Sung and his four top colleagues have new Lincoln Continentals, and 
that, while smaller cars were put at their disposal for six of the seven days of their visit, on the 
day they had an audience with the great leader each was provided with a Mercedes in mint 
condition. 

 
 Compared with the setbacks they suffered last year and given the restrictions imposed by 

their parlous foreign exchange situation, 1977 has not been a bad year internationally for the 
North Koreans. They have retrieved their position fairly well in the non-aligned movement, 
helped by the laying on of hands by Tito, and are once again working their passage back with Sri 
Lanka (though not before it had opened an Embassy in Seoul). They have lines out to the 
Americans. They have retained the tenaciously ritualistic backing of the Chinese, despite a strong 
impression of a cooling of relations in the first half of the year, and the provocation of the 
DPRK’s unilateral declaration of off-shore economic and military zones in July. In small ways 
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they seem to have got a bit closer to the Russians again. The obvious setbacks – breaches with 
Argentina and Mauritania – are probably regarded less seriously than continuing ROK economic 
success, at home and overseas. 

 
Relations with Australia 

 
[…] 

Yours sincerely, 
 

(signature) 
 

(C.G. Woodard) 
Ambassador 

 
The Honourable Andrew Peacock, M.P., 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
CANBERRA 
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Telegram 066.532 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 28 January 1978 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs (AMAE), Folder 782/1978, Matter 220/F, Relations between North Korea and 
Socialist Countries (Czechoslovakia, China, Cuba, GDR, Yugoslavia, USSR), January-December 
1978. Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/116401.] 
 
TELEGRAM 066.532 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
Date: January 28th, 1978 
Classification: Secret 
 
On the occasion of a fare-well visit to Mioara Nanu, Third Secretary [illegible], the Third 
Secretary of the PRC Embassy in Pyongyang, referring to Korean-Chinese relations, pointed out 
that during 1977, these [relations] unfolded normally, in a generally positive direction, without 
any unusual [events]. 
 
Mentioning certain assessments made in the ‘diplomatic world’ about the equidistant policy 
promoted by the DPRK vis-à-vis the PRC and the USSR, the Chinese diplomat said that, in 
principle, the DPRK is trying to promote such a policy, but concrete, historical, and geographic 
conditions, make the DPRK visibly tilt towards Korean-Chinese relations. The Chinese diplomat 
showed that, during 1977, six Chinese delegations were received by President Kim Il Sung. 
 
On these occasions, the DPRK President underlined [how] good Korean-Chinese relations [are], 
[emphasizing] the solidarity of the Chinese people with the Korean people, noting that ‘in case of 
a war against the DPRK, China would, as it had done in the past, provide the backing of the 
Korean frontline. 
 
[…] 
 
Signed 
Dumitru Popa 
 

268

http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/116401


Letter from Park Chung Hee to Jimmy Carter, 30 January 1978 
[Source: Roll 2009-22, File 02, Frames 36-38, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 
(Translation) 
 

January 30, 1978 
 
Dear Mr. President: 
 

I have received with deep appreciation your letter dated January 17, 1978, expressing 
your views on a number of important matters pending between the Republic of Korea and the 
United States. 

 
As you are well aware, I have always attached utmost importance to the ties of friendship 

and alliance between our two countries and have made it a firm policy of my Government to do 
its best to maintain and enhance close cooperative relationship in all fields. 

 
It is needless to say that our two countries share common aspiration while we 

occasionally follow different approaches in attaining national goals mainly due to different 
political, economic, cultural and social traditions and backgrounds of our two nations. 

 
I am gratified to note your belief that the recent agreement reached between our two 

Governments regarding the so-called Tongsun Park case would help to reassert the climate of 
close cooperation and friendship between our two countries. It is my understanding that on the 
basis of the said agreement, close cooperation is continuing very smoothly in Seoul between the 
representatives of your Justice Department and officials of the Korean Justice Ministry. 

 
It is my firm belief that an issue like the Tongsun Park case must not be allowed to affect 

unfavorably our longstanding friendly ties. The current situation in the United States leads us to 
assume that it will take still some time before we are finally able to put this unhappy case to rest. 
But I share your view that, if we both approach the remaining problems in the same spirit we 
approached the recent negotiations, we will succeed in overcoming them. In this connection, you 
may rest assured that my Government is prepared to extend adequate cooperation to the United 
States Congress in response to Speaker O'Neill's appeal. 

 
I feel encouraged that you have reaffirmed the importance of our joint efforts for the 

maintenance of peace and security in Northeast Asia. I note with satisfaction that you have 
reassured that your Administration will make the best efforts to effectively implement those 
measures to compensate for the planned withdrawal of the United States ground combat forces 
from Korea according to our agreement reached last summer. I wish to emphasize strongly that, 
while certain adjustments may be considered in an effort to cope with changing international 
environment, we must not forget that any such adjustment should require close prior consultation 
between our two Governments on the basis of careful study and analysis of the situation. 

 
The Republic of Korea in recent years has made considerable development in many fields 

as a result of effective and harmonious cooperation between government and people while 
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safeguarding its national security in the face of ever-present threat from communist north Korea. 
In order to sustain the momentum of development in the Northeast Asian area confronting the 
formidable communist forces, I hope that the American people and their leaders will have 
sympathetic understanding of our circumstances and render necessary support to all our future 
efforts toward this goal. You may rest assured that the Republic of Korea will fully reciprocate 
the same spirit of understanding and cooperation. 

 
Sincerely yours, 

 
 

/s/ Park Chung Hee 
 

 
 
His Excellency 
Jimmy Carter 
President of the United States of America 
Washington, D. C. 
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Telegram 066.539 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 2 February 1978 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs (AMAE), Folder 782/1978, Matter 220/F, Relations between North Korea and 
Socialist Countries (Czechoslovakia, China, Cuba, GDR, Yugoslavia, USSR), January-December 
1978. Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/116486.] 
 
TELEGRAM 066.539 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (comrade Deputy Foreign Minister Constantin 
Oancea; comrade Director Ion Ciubotaru) 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
Subject: the visit to the DPRK of the Soviet delegation led by D. Kunaev (January 18-22, 1978) 
Date: February  2nd, 1978 
Classification: Secret 
 
On January 30th, 1978, in a discussion with V. Nanu, the Minister-Counselor of the Soviet 
Embassy to Pyongyang, B. Pimenov, recounted that both the Soviet and the [North] Korean 
delegations were, in general, satisfied with the visit to the DPRK of the party and state delegation 
led by D. Kunaev, a member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the CPSU. [North 
Korea] granted the Soviet delegation the attention it deserved. The [North Korean] delegation 
[included] two members of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the Workers’ Party of 
Korea, Pak Seong-cheol and Kae Eung-tae [sic]. 
 
Throughout the discussions, the heads of the two delegations presented briefs on topics which 
were not set before the meeting. 
 
Therefore, D. Kunaev talked about the internal situation in the USSR, about the CPSU’s activity 
and initiatives, and about the [role of the] Soviet government on the international stage – the 
struggle for peace, for détente, about USSR’s relations with the US and about Soviet-Korean 
relations. The head of the Soviet delegations, Pimenov added, said that Soviet-Korean relations 
[were] good; the Soviets are content with the status of [Soviet-Korean] relations. At the same 
time, he added that ‘in the area of bilateral relations, especially in the area of political relations, 
there are still many reservations.’ D. Kunaev expressed his regret that on the territory of the 
DPRK, many embassies disseminate propaganda materials which criticize a third country.’ 
When asked [about this], the Soviet delegation said that [it was referring to] those publications 
which contain criticisms and labeling against the USSR, disseminated by the Chinese and 
Albanian embassies. 
 
In turn, Pak Seong-cheol, without mentioning the problems brought up by D. Kunaev, talked 
about the specific conditions of the DPRK – as a divided country – which leave a deep mark on 
the domestic and foreign policies of the country, on the life of the Korean people. 
 
Talking about the reunification of Korea, the head of the Korean delegation reiterated the well-
known position on the North-South dialogue, cross-recognition, simultaneous admission of the 
two Koreas to the UN, or the separate admission of South Korea to the UN. 
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Mentioning the Vietnamese-Cambodian and the Ethiopian-Somali conflicts, the head of the 
Korean delegation mentioned that ‘the DPRK does not want to lose any friends, that it is doing 
its best to have good relations with all states.’ 
 
The Workers’ Party of Korea and the Korean government think that any conflict can and must be 
solved peacefully, through negotiations. 
 
With respect to the Vietnamese-Cambodian military conflict, after mentioning that the DPRK 
has good relations both with Vietnam as well as with Democratic Cambodia, Pak Seong-cheol 
said that ‘it is necessary for the two sides to solve their differences through negotiations. 
Presently, it would be [appropriate], the North Korean government believes, that Vietnamese 
troops withdraw to their position before the beginning of hostilities, to clean up (completely 
evacuate) the disputed areas by the side [occupying them], and then to sit down at the 
negotiations’ table. 
 
On the occasion of the reception of the Soviet delegation by the head of the DPRK, D. Kunaev 
gave [Kim Il Sung] a letter from Leonid Brezhenv which [contains], among other things, [a 
renewal of] the invitation to President Kim Il Sung to make an official friendship visit to the 
USSR. President Kim Il Sung thanked for the invitation and mentioned that ‘if no extraordinary 
events occur, it would be possible for the visit to take place in 1978.’ 
 
No economic bilateral issues were raised during the talks. 
 
On the occasion of the aforementioned visit, the following [matters] were agreed upon: 
 
The plan for liaison [work] between the CPSU and the Workers’ Party of Korea for 1978, which 
includes: a Workers' Party of Korea delegation will go to the USSR for an experience exchange 
in the area of machine-building, and a CPSU delegation will visit the DPRK to study [North 
Korea’s] experience in the field of organizing and undertaking the socialist competition, 
achieving the technical, cultural, and ideological revolutions, mutual visits of journalists to the 
party press departments, as well as exchanges of groups of activists. The plan for cooperation 
between friendship associations between the two countries, which is to be signed in a very near 
future in Moscow. 
 
Signed 
Dumitru Popa 
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Telegram 066.566 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 2 February 1978 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs (AMAE), Folder 782/1978, Matter 220/F, Relations between North Korea and 
Socialist Countries (Czechoslovakia, China, Cuba, GDR, Yugoslavia, USSR), January-December 
1978. Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/116402.] 
 
TELEGRAM 066.566 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (comrade Director Ion Ciubotaru) 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
Subject: DPRK-PRC relations 
Date: February 2nd, 1978 
Classification: Secret 
 
The DPRK’s relations with the PRC, a neighboring country, with [a record] of cooperation and 
traditional friendly relations, a great power with influence in the region and in the world [in 
general], [is given] particular attention in the foreign policy of the Korean government, having a 
special place in the foreign relations of the DPRK. 
 
[Judging] by the number of delegations, the level and attention with which these delegations are 
received [reciprocally], the magnitude of celebrations marking historic events and the 
[achievements] of the peoples of the two countries, mutual promotion, the PRC enjoys one of the 
top positions in DPRK’s foreign relations with other countries.   
 
Six of the approximately 10 Chinese official delegations which visited the DPRK in 1977, 
among which two were delegations of the Sino-Korean Friendship Association, the delegation of 
Xinhua [news] agency, the military delegation, the delegation of the telecommunications 
ministry, etc., were received by President Kim Il Sung (the largest number of delegations 
received in one year from one single country). 
 
Moreover, several Korean delegations which visited the PRC – the Workers’ Party of Korea 
delegation, led by Kim Gi-nam, member of the Central Committee of the Workers’ Party of 
Korea, editor-in-chief of Nodong Sinmun, the delegation of the Academy of Science of the 
DPRK – were received  by people in the party and government leadership of the PRC. Such 
receptions are regarded as reciprocal special attention given to delegations, to relations between 
the two countries. 
 
The PRC has promptly reacted to DPRK initiatives regarding the reunification of Korea, offering 
constant support to the Korean government’s position on the reunification of the motherland. 
 
Although on average the DPRK pays great attention to its relations with the PRC, we noticed 
that in its foreign relations, the DPRK seeks to preserve some sort of equilibrium in its relations 
with the PRC and the USSR, alternatively tilting towards one and the other (a [phenomenon] 
which can be [measured] in the number of contacts, their level, the attention with which 
delegations are received, the portrayal of such visits in the media, etc.). 
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At the same time we noticed that the positive political attitude and appraisal given by the DPRK 
towards PRC’s policies have constant preponderance. 
 
[Judging by] the available information, one can say that, overall, political Korean-Chinese 
relations are better than Korean-Soviet relations, which Korean-Soviet relations are richer than 
Korean-Chinese relations in other sectors. 
 
With respect to Sino-Korean economic relations, in a conversation with Ambassador Dumitru 
Popa, the Chinese Ambassador to Pyongyang, Lü Zhixian stated that these [economic relations] 
do not meet the level of political relations between the two countries. 
 
After tedious negotiations, in March 1977, [the DPRK and the PRC] signed a long-term 
agreement for 1977-1981. The volume of Sino-Korean trade reached approximately 630 million 
Swiss francs, out of the total 820 million Swiss francs, with China covering 330 million Swiss 
francs out of the total 400 million Swiss francs it committed to, and the Koreans covering 303 
million Swiss francs out of the total 420 million Swiss francs it committed to. Chinese export 
dues were caused by the hardship [encountered by] China’s economy after the 1976 earthquake 
and the internal economic strife triggered by the actions of the ‘Gang of Four.’ 
 
Currently, the PRC is granting the DPRK technical assistance with building a refinery with an 
annual capacity of 1.5 million tons of crude (a quantity annually exported by China to the 
DPRK). 
 
The Koreans are pushing the Chinese to increase crude exports to the DPRK, but the PRC is not 
in a position to give an affirmative answer (crude consumption per capita in the DPRK is higher 
than crude consumption per capita in China). 
 
Currently, negotiations on the signing of the Korean-Chinese commercial protocol for 1978 are 
being carried out. The main issue is the pricing mechanism. 
 
As far as [the future development] of Korean-Chinese relations are concerned, we believe that as 
no major changes will occur in the region, these relations will have a normal evolution, in 
accordance with the past record. 
 
Signed 
Dumitru Popa 
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Interoffice Memorandum from James S. Suterrlin to Rafeeuddin Ahmed, “North Korean 

Memorandum of 1 February 1978,” 9 February 1978 

[Source: “Democratic People's Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt 

Waldheim, S-0904-0025-13, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN 

ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 

 

DATE: 9 February 1978 

 

TO: Mr. Rafeeuddin Ahmed 

 Executive Assistant to the Secretary-General 

 Offices of the Secretary-General 

 

THROUGH: 

 

FROM: James S. Sutterlin, Chief (initials) 

 Political Affairs Division 

 

SUBJECT: North Korean Memorandum of 1 February 1978 

 

Attached is a brief summary of the memorandum issued by the North Korean 

Government of 1 February 1978 of which a copy was transmitted to the Secretary-General by the 

North Korean Acting Permanent Observer in New York. 

 

The memorandum constitutes a heated attack against the idea of UN membership for the 

two Koreas or recognition of both Koreas by third countries. Since the United States has been 

notably silent on this subject lately and is clearly preoccupied with other aspects of the Korean 

situation, the motivation of the memorandum is unclear. The oblique reference to the Third 

World and the rather surprising appeals to the socialist and non-aligned countries could suggest 

that there exists some interest in pursuing the idea of recognizing South Korea while maintaining 

relations with North Korea. The memorandum is more understandable if this is the current North 

Korean concern. 

 

SUMMARY OF THE MEMORANDUM OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE 

DEMOCRATIC PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF KOREA OF 1 FEBRUARY 1978 

 

The United States sought first to achieve domination in all of Korea through military 

means. After having been defeated in war, however, it has reshaped its policy and is seeking to 

achieve its goals by splitting Korea and keeping it divided. In this the United States is assisted by 

Japan and the puppet regime in South Korea. 

 

At the present time the “splittists” are seeking to create an international climate for the 

acceptance of two Koreas through the scheme of cross recognition and by legalizing the division 

of Korea through the United Nations. Under this cross recognition scheme, those countries which 

recognize the North would also recognize the South and vice versa. Secretary Kissinger’s 

statement at the 30th session of the General Assembly is quoted that if “North Korea and her 

allies improve relations with South Korea, the United States is ready to take similar action with 
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North Korea”. Efforts have been made to infiltrate Third World countries with this idea. 

Advocates of the cross recognition concept claim that “international mediation” by the big 

powers is a reasonable way to guarantee peace in Korea and settle the question of Korea’s 

reunification. 

 

This is an entirely false theory. Talking of international mediation on Korea’s 

reunification is contrary to the will of the Korean people who are determined to solve the 

question of reunification independently. Maneuvers to have the two Koreas admitted to the 

United Nations are intended to further the division of the country and will inevitably fail. 

Nevertheless, efforts continue and there is now also a scheme to support the admission of South 

Korea. If South Korea is admitted separately or North and South Korea together, Korea’s 

division will be permanently fixed. 

 

The US is continuing to seek to maintain its domination over South Korea and the 

permanent division of Korea through a policy of so-called equilibrium of strength. It is making 

enormous quantities of arms available to South Korea as “compensation” for the withdrawal of 

US ground forces. Even so, the South Korean regime is trying to prevent the withdrawal by 

claiming that there is increased tension in the area. 

 

The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea appeals to the socialist and non-aligned 

countries and to all peaceloving countries to reject cross recognition, UN membership and all 

other manifestations of the “two Koreas” plot. The Korean people hope especially that the 

American and Japanese people will struggle against the two Koreas policy. 
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Unofficial Translation of the Yugoslav Minutes of Conversation between President Carter 
and Yugoslav President Tito, 7 March 1978 
[Source:  Archives of Yugoslavia, Belgrade, Serbia, Office of the President, AJ-837, I-2/73-1, 
Visit of Josip Borz Tito in the USA, 6-9 March, 1978, Notes of Conversation. Translated for 
CWIHP by Branka Bogetic.]  
 

Participating in the discussions from the Yugoslav side were: S. Kraigher, President of the 
Presidency of the Socialist Republic (SR) Slovenia, M. Minic, Vice-President of the Federal 
Executive Council (SIV) and Federal Secretary for Foreign Affairs, J. Vrhovec, member of the 
Council of the Presidency of SFRY, D. Delovski, Ambassador of SFRY in the U.S., Dr. B. 
Pavicevic, President of the Montenegrin Academy of Arts and Sciences, B. Badurina, Chief of 
Cabinet of the President of the Republic, D. Bernardic, Assistant Federal Secretary for Foreign 
Affairs, M. Maksic, Advisor of the President of the Republic for Foreign Affairs, B. Mandic, 
Press Advisor of the President of the Republic, Z. Kostic, Personal Secretary of the President of 
the Republic and S. Starcevic, Managing Director of the Federal Secretariat for Foreign Affairs. 

  
Also participating in the discussion from the American side were: U.S. Vice President 

Walter F. Mondale, U.S. Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance, U.S. Secretary of Defense Harold 
Brown, Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski, Assistant for the National Security of the U.S. President, U.S. 
Ambassador to SFRY Lawrence Eagleburger, George Vest, Assistant Secretary of State for 
Europe and other functionaries of the White House and the Department of State. 

  
Interpreter: Liana Ocokoljic 
Stenographer: Tea Tos 

 
[…] 

  
JIMMY CARTER: … Regarding North Korea, Edvard Kardelj informed me about it 

when he visited the U.S. We would like the question of South Korea to be resolved, because 50-
60 countries recognize South Korea, and it has representatives in a number of international 
bodies. Our wish is for talks to be held between North Korea and South Korea as our friend and 
there be an exchange of opinions. I know that you were in North Korea and that you held 
discussions with them, so I would be grateful if you could give me some advice or message.  

 
 JOSIP BROZ TITO: I think that perhaps you could first read some positions from the 

message of President Sadat. (Some parts of the message of President Sadat were read) 
  
JIMMY CARTER: This will be of great help to us since we have good relations with 

President Sadat. Would you be kind enough to tell us something about North Korea. 
  
JOSIP BROZ TITO: Kim Il Sung sent me a message when he heard that I am traveling to 

the U.S. However, there is nothing new in this message beyond what I had already conveyed to 
you. The most important point is that they want to have a dialogue, but not in the presence of the 
South Korean President Park Chung-hee. He emphasized that they do not think, if a 
confederation or federation is created, to impose their system on South Korea, but that they want 
cooperation because it is one people and two states. They also think that there could not be two 
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Koreas in the United Nations and that everything must be done to arrive at a peaceful solution of 
that unity in federation or confederation. 

 
If you ask me, I think it would be good if there would be a dialogue because many things 

would clear up that way, rather than through intermediaries. 
 
I could not tell you anything more on that question. I conveyed to you what Kim Il Sung 

told me. We have good relations with North Korea, and we do not have relations with South 
Korea. It would be good for that question to be resolved in such a way that things do not escalate 
between the two Koreas.  For example, if there would be a meeting, not at the top level but at the 
level of delegations of both countries, they could discuss that question. That way, it would be 
possible to discuss the situation in much more detail, and what needed to be done would become 
clearer. Of course, the U.S. should provide its delegation as the third party. 

 
JIMMY CARTER: That is a good advice. 
 
Mr. President, we will see each other tonight at dinner and on Thursday again at the 

meeting. I think that we can break discussion for lunch. 
 
I would like to express great pleasure that we had an opportunity to discuss with you 

three important questions, but we will continue with discussions so that I can inform you about 
the progress with Begin and also to inform you about the progress we made with Soviet Union 
regarding the ban on the nuclear arms, about the question of the Indian ocean, etc. 

 
I think that your Minister of Foreign Affairs and our Secretary of State could consider 

what could be done about the proposal that you made in regard to North Korea. 
  

JOSIP BROZ TITO: I will inform Kim Il Sung about it, but I need to know if you agree 
with my proposal, and I will also propose it to him. 

  
JIMMY CARTER: It would definitely be better for us and for South Korea that our 

delegations meet at the lower level; later we shall see. 
  

JOSIP BROZ TITO: This could probably take longer, and probably it will be so, but 
there will be some results as well. 

  
JIMMY CARTER: I hope that you will continue to assist us in this. 
 
Thank you, we will see each other again. 
  
(Conversations completed at 12:35 hours). 
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Notes on a Meeting in the Office of the Secretary-General on 3 March 1978 at 11.30 a.m., 8 
March 1978 
[Source: “Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-0904-0026-06, United 
Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for 
NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
Confidential 
 

8 March 1978 
FMG/SR 

Bf: RA/AR/MKP 
cc: Messrs. Urquhart 

Buffum 
 

Notes on a meeting in the office of the Secretary-General on 3 March 1978 at 11.30 a.m. 
 

Present: The Secretary-General 
 Mr. F. Mayrhofer-Grunbuhel (signature) 
 
 Foreign Minister Tong Jin Park of the Republic of Korea 
 
 Ambassador Duk Choo Moon Permanent Representative of the Republic 
 of Korea to the United Nations 
 
1. The question of Korea 
 

The Foreign Minister said that there were no new developments and his Government 
would not take an initiative to put the question of Korea on the agenda of the 33rd Session of the 
General Assembly. The economic development of his country was good, of course, his 
Government was concerned about maintaining a peaceful situation with regard to North Korea. 
The United States intended to withdraw 6,000 troops in the course of this year and his 
Government hoped to be able to take the the [sic] compensatory measures necessary to maintain 
the balance. He believed that world opinion would be in favour of having the two Koreas as 
members of the United Nations, as advocated by his Government on an interim basis until 
unification can be obtained. Of course, his Government knew that the Security Council 
constituted a hurdle in this regard. The Foreign Minister added that his Government would 
pursue efforts aiming at a resumption of the dialogue with North Korea. He mentioned that his 
country, with some success, had tried to improve trade relations with Eastern European countries.  

 
In the Ambassador’s opinion Peking’s influence in North Korea was still greater than 

Moscow’s. The Soviet Government resented, what they felt was a lack of gratitude for the 
important assistance it had extended to North Korea in the past. In her public statements China 
very strongly defended North Korea’s point of view in order to avoid the impression that she 
could be influenced by her policy vis-à-vis United States. 
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North Korea had serious foreign exchange difficulties and was forced to considerably 
reduce her foreign service. Alltogether it now played a less active role on the international scene. 

 
2. Namibia 

 
The Foreign Minister informed the Secretary-General on the occasion of the forthcoming 

Special Session, his Government would announce financial assistance to training programmes 
for Namibia. 
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Notes on a Meeting Held in the Secretary-General’s Office on Monday, 20 March 1978, at 
4.45 pm 
[Source: “Democratic People's Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt 
Waldheim, S-0904-0075-08, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN 
ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
Present: The Secretary-General 
 
 H.E. Mr. Han S. Hae, Permanent Observer of  
 the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
 
 Mr. Kim Chung Gol, Minister Counsellor 
 
 Mr. Rafeeuddin Ahmed 
 

The Permanent Observer of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea stated that he had 
sought this meeting to inform the Secretary-General about the new situation in the Korean 
Peninsula. The United States and South Korea had undertaken a huge military exercise from 7 to 
17 March in which 107,000 troops had been mobilized. His Government regarded this as an act 
which gravely threatened peace in Korea. In their view, the main purpose for this exercise was to 
prepare for an over-all nuclear war in Korea. 

 
In the exercise, lance missile units were deployed from the US mainland. B-52 strategic 

bombers were also brought in from the mainland, as well as from Japan and Okinawa. The 
nuclear aircraft carriers Midway and Kitty Hawk were involved. As distances in Korea are short, 
any small incident of violation of territorial sovereignty could lead to over-all warfare. DPRK 
armed forces had been instructed to take immediate action in case of any such violation. 

 
It was noteworthy that this military exercise followed a statement by US authorities that 

they would not hesitate to use nuclear weapons in Korea. Article 13 of the Military Armistice 
Agreement stipulates that no military forces or combat units will be introduced into Korea – 
changes could take place on a one-to-one basis. Contrary to this provision, the US has brought in 
21,000 fresh troops, including the 25th infantry division from Hawaii. This was the Division 
which had been initially involved when the Korean War had first erupted. 

 
The Secretary-General interjected that he had thought that the US was withdrawing its 

forces from South Korea. The Ambassador replied that the US was using the signboard of 
withdrawal but in fact was carrying out a grave impeachment of the Korean Armistice 
Agreement. It was also a violation of the United Nations Charter and the resolution adopted at 
the thirtieth session of the General Assembly. 

 
It should be noted that these joint exercises under the UN flag by US forces stationed in 

Korea mobilized about 20,000 troops and under the US flag by US forces from the mainland and 
Hawaii and necessitated that the UN take serious note of these exercises. The Secretary-General 
stated that he took note of the information provided, adding that he would be willing to take this 
up with the SU Government to see what they had to say if this were to be the wish of the DPRK 
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authorities. The Ambassador agreed this would be a good approach so that these dangerous 
games are not repeated as the situation is grave and every effort must be made to prevent another 
war. The Secretary-General responded that he could not imagine that the US would wish to have 
another war, although he had noted the information provided by the Permanent Observer of the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. 

 
(signature) 
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Telegram to the Minister of Foreign Affairs from the Ambassador in the United Kingdom, 31 
March 1978 
[Source: Roll 2008-29, File 03, Frames 8-11, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

 
Receiving telegram 

Category :                                                       
File No.  :  UKW - 03114                Date :   311805           
To      :   Minister of Foreign Affairs     Cc (copy) :                 
From    :   Ambassador to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland     
 
Related report file no. : Dae [Embassy] WUK – 03107, 03127 
 

On March 20, Councilor Kim Jae-Sung visited J. Thorold Masefield, acting director of the 
Far East Bureau and had conversation with him. Below is the report of what was confirmed during 
the meeting and what the acting director stated about the political circumstances in Communist 
China and the North Korean puppets: 

 
1. Premier of the Communist China Hua Guofeng’s visit to the North Korean Puppet Regime: 
 
a. No other information has been obtained so far except that the Communist Chinese 

government has never mentioned anything about the rumor of Hua’s visit to the North Korean 
puppets and the their ambassador to Beijing told that he knew nothing about it at a cocktail party. 
However, the British Foreign Ministry analyzed that Hua’s visit to Pyongyang would be likely to 
take place. 

 
b. Background of the Possibility of the Visit 
 
i. The Hua administration aims to strengthen the foreign relations which had been stagnant 

for a long time, and, especially, to keep the friendly relations with neighboring countries, focusing on 
surrounding Asian countries, in order to check the rise of Soviet influence. In an effort to do so, 
Deng Xiaoping has already visited Burma and Nepal, and Li Xiannian went to the Philippines and 
Bangladesh. In the same way, there is no reason why Hua should not visit the North Korean puppets. 
Moreover, the competition between Communist China and the Soviet Union for influence over the 
North Korean puppets makes their position all the more important.  

 
ii. One of the reasons for Hua's visit to the North Korean puppet regime being a strong 

possibility is that he plans to visit Yugoslavia, Romania, and France in Europe as well as one or two 
countries in the Arab region in the near future to strengthen its external relations. No Chairman of the 
Communist Party of China has gone abroad for last twenty years so far; accordingly, Communist 
China has been paying keen attention to the overseas trips of the chairman of its party. Therefore, 
Communist China would consider the North Korean puppets the place to “rehearse” before visiting 
other countries and therefore Hua is most likely to visit the North Korean puppets first. 

 
iii. The British acting director of the Far East Bureau, however, thinks that Hua’s visit to the 

North Korean puppets will not bring any changes in Communist China’s policies toward the Korean 
Peninsula.  

 
2. Kim Il Sung’s Visit to the Soviet Union 
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a. According to the report by the British Ambassador in Moscow, the Soviet government sent 

an invitation to Kim Il Sung, and he accepted the invitation. Thus, Kim’s visit to the Soviet Union is 
certain to happen; its time is predicted to be this spring or fall.  

 
b. As for the background of Kim’s visit to the Soviet Union, it is generally analyzed that the 

Soviet Union, which has been in competition with Communist China in terms of relations with the 
North Korean puppets, needs to revive relations with the North Korean puppets, which have been 
long stagnant or strained, in response to Communist China's active approach to the North Korean 
puppets. In particular, this measure is taken in consideration of the strategic importance of the North 
Korean puppets in the expansion of its influence in the Far East. The North Korean side wants to 
build active relations with the Soviet Union in order to keep the equidistant diplomacy between 
China and the U.S.S.R., to secure economic assistance and military aid from the U.S.S.R., and to 
preclude Korea from approaching the U.S.S.R.   

 
c. According to the report by the British Ambassador to Moscow, relations between the Soviet 

Union and the North Korean puppets had been extremely stagnant so far. However, it is slowly 
"strengthening" as follows: 

 
i. On January of this year, D. Kunayev (or D. Kunaev), a member of the Soviet Politburo, 

headed the Soviet delegation to visit Pyongyang. During his visit, Kunayev delivered the Order of 
Lenin to Kim Il Sung, following up on the decision to bestow him with the Order in 1972. 

 
ii. The cultural agreement between the both parties was renewed to extend. 
 
iii. And trade between the two countries has increased. 
 
3. Communist China's Foreign Policy: 
 
The British acting director visited Korea, Japan, and Communist China from the end of 

February to the middle of March. During his visit to Communist China, he came in contact with 
officials in charge of the economy in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and commented as the following 
on what he detected from those contacts with Chinese officials: 

 
a. Communist China will pursue active economic and technological cooperation with the 

West in order to achieve the economic development plan announced this year; thus, Communist 
China is expected to strengthen its external relations. 

 
b. There is no change whatsoever in Communist China’s anti-Soviet attitude. For example, 

the Chinese officials vehemently denounced the Soviet Union's penetration into Africa.  
 
c. Communist China is expected to actively maintain economic and technological cooperation 

with Japan. Communist China considers its geographic conditions, economic necessity of Japan 
while Japan considers Communist China’s supply of oil energy as well as long-term marketability.    

 
d. Within this year, Communist China's Foreign Minister Huang Hua is certain to visit Great 

Britain. In the acting director’s observation, Huang’s planned visit will be concretized when 
(illegible) Cortazzi from the British Foreign Ministry visits Communist China in April. 

 
e. As Geng Piao was appointed as vice premier of the State Council in charge of foreign 
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affairs at the Fifth National People’s Congress in February, Huang’s status as foreign minister has 
been that much more weakened. 

 
4. Prospect of the Attitude of the North Korean Puppets  
 
The British acting director exchanged views with Japanese foreign ministry officials in a 

discussion on possible attitudes of the North Korean puppets and summarized its main points as 
follows: 

 
a. The North Korean puppets are predicted to take one of the following attitudes: 
 
i. To keep the status quo 
 
ii. To attack Korea before any further enhancement of Korea's national strength, using a 

certain pretense 
 
iii. To strengthen relations with the Soviet Union and China and at the same time pursue 

economic and technological cooperation with the West in concentrating on economic development in 
order to prevail over Korea in economic competition.  

 
b. If North Korea chose the second method, the Soviet Union is sure to assist North Korea 

immediately. However, the Soviet Union is deeply involved in Africa now and its relation with the 
United States is increasingly becoming strained due to the situation in the Middle East and arms race. 
Under these situations, the Soviet Union will not want to confront the United States with new 
conflicts on the Korean Peninsula; thus, the Soviet Union will force the North Korean puppets to 
accept a truce under conditions deemed appropriate. Communist China's current preoccupation with 
domestic problems such as economic development and military modernization and rivalry with the 
Soviet Union would prevent it from offering substantial aid to the North Korean puppets. Therefore, 
As a result, it is certain that the North Korean puppets would not be able to accomplish its aims.  

 
c. Accordingly, the most probable choice would be the third method. The North Korean 

puppets are likely to strengthen relations with Communist China and the Soviet Union and actively 
pursue cooperation with the West for economic development. Recent rumors of the North Korean 
puppets' new foreign loan and of pursuing a contract for offshore developing oil are analyzed as a 
way to induce economic and technological cooperation with the West. (Europe Division 3, North 
America Division 2, Information Division 2, Korean Central Intelligence Agency) 
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Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs 
(Holbrooke), the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for East Asian and Pacific Affairs 
(Abramowitz), and Michael Armacost and Michel Oksenberg of the National Security 
Council Staff to Secretary of State Vance, Secretary of Defense Brown, and the President’s 
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski), 4 April 1978 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 324-337.] 
 

Washington, April 4, 1978 
 

SUBJECT 
 

Issues for Decision on Korea and China 
 
We need to make decisions on pressing, interrelated issues in East Asia: (1) the Korean 

troop reduction/compensatory package; (2) determining a strategy for seeking to normalize 
relations with the PRC; (3) deciding whether to seek normalization before or after the fall 
elections; (4) selecting the weapons to be sold to Taiwan; and (5) deciding whether to continue 
the case-by-case approach for expediting technology 
transfers to the PRC. 
 
Context 
 
In making decisions on these issues, a few considerations ought to be kept in mind: 
 

—Our aim is to create the ratcheting effect we were able to obtain in 1971–1973 when 
our moves toward both Moscow and Peking were carefully staged to be reinforcing. Success 
depends upon our capacity to weave our China and Soviet policies into a coherent strategy. This 
means that our strategy for normalization cannot be considered in isolation, but must be jointly 
designed with our Soviet policy. Neither our Soviet nor our China policy should be derivative of 
the other; the two must proceed in tandem. 

 
—It is important that we act boldly. The public increasingly assesses the Administration 

as lacking the capacity for dramatic and decisive moves. Our prestige in Asia is low, and we 
need to act to reverse this before the impression is irretrievable. In response, we believe we 
should select issues on which we can act boldly and which fall preeminently in the executive 
domain. 

 
—Our Korean policy is at a critical juncture. Congress may not pass the equipment 

transfer legislation; Jaworski seems to hold the key at this time, and we cannot expect him to be 
helpful.1 If we go through with the first withdrawals without the compensation package, the JCS 
would withhold their support. As long as the Korea issue remains, it will be hard for us to 
generate broad support for our Asia policy. 

 

1 Leon Jaworski was then serving as the Special Counsel for the House Ethics Committee. He had threatened to ask 
Congress to cut off all aid to Korea unless that government cooperated with his investigation into influence-buying. 
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—Our China policy is stalled; there never seems to be an opportune time to move 
forward, and this robs our diplomacy of much needed flexibility. 

 
—In the region as a whole—most notably in the eyes of the Japanese— our policies are 

perceived to lack decisiveness and a sense of priorities. Yet, our policies in Asia are basically 
sound and opportunities exist for consolidating our favorable position in the region. Proper 
management of our relations with Seoul, Peking, and Taipei in the months ahead will test our 
ability to exploit the opportunities that beckon. 
 
I. Korea 
 

The equipment transfer legislation is stalled on the Hill, and our refusal to discuss 
modifications of the withdrawal plan is becoming a high-risk policy. 

 
—Jaworski still maintains a link between aid to Korea and Congressional access to Kim 

Dong-jo. 
 
—The pertinent Subcommittee Chairman will not supply a strong lead on the transfer bill. 

Glenn because he favors postponement; Wolff because he is skittish for personal reasons. 
 
—Most legislators prefer to finesse the Korean issue in this election year. 
 
—Neither the HIRC nor the SFRC has reported our proposals out of committee. Even if the 

committees act favorably, we must expect floor amendments designed to reduce aid or block 
passage of the entire package. 

 
In short, we will soon have to expend major political capital to protect the Korean package, 

and success is far from assured. A defeat would be devastating for our credibility in Asia. We 
have consistently told the Koreans and Japanese that our aid would accompany the withdrawals. 
JCS support for the withdrawal plan is contingent upon honoring that pledge. 

We cannot delay action on this matter for long. Support units are rapidly being withdrawn. 
House markup on the transfer bill is scheduled to begin in mid-April. If we are to introduce or 
accept modifications, they must be decided upon probably within the next two weeks. 

 
The Options 
 

We have four options. No matter which one is selected, we will have to seek planned 
levels of FMS credits for Korea in FY 79 (i.e., $275 million). These credits support the ROK 
Force Improvement Plan which runs through 1981. The ROK expects them. They serve our own 
interest in making South Korea more self-reliant. They are virtually “cost-free” to the U.S. 
taxpayer. 

 
—Option 1: Proceed to withdraw the first brigade by December 31. Even if Congress 

fails to act on the transfer legislation, the equipment of the withdrawing units would be placed in 
storage pending Congressional action. 
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This option would put Congress on the spot, and might prompt them to act responsibly on 
the transfer package this year. Unfortunately, such action would not be assured, and this 
approach entails very high risks of exacerbating the Administration’s relations with Congress, 
reinforcing Japanese doubts about our reliability, exposing to both North and South Koreans the 
hollowness of our pledges and evoking criticism from conservatives for taking actions which 
endanger the safety of remaining U.S. forces. 

 
In order to offset these disadvantages, we might either deploy additional air units to 

Korea (e.g., a squadron of A–10 “tank killers”), [less than 1 line not declassified] or declare that 
there would be no more withdrawals until Congress acts on the package. 

 
Each of these steps raises its own problems. Deployment of A–10s may not be cost-

effective and would adversely affect our European plans and promises. [1 line not declassified] 
hence delay in those redeployments would not provide much general reassurance. The 
attachment of conditions to the withdrawals may have real merit but may not be believed. 

 
—Option 2: Postpone the December 1978 withdrawal of the combat brigade until 1979—

either by six months or a year. The decisions would be justified on grounds that Congress cannot 
address Korean policy while the Tongsun Park affair hangs over it. 

 
This option would remove a contentious issue from the Congressional agenda. It would 

enable us to avoid expending political capital on a possibly losing issue. It would be reassuring 
to the ROK and other Asian allies. It would not require the President to change the basic 
contours of the withdrawal decision. Withdrawals would still be completed within four to five 
years; the basic effect of the delay would be to “backload” the withdrawals further. It would 
permit us to reintroduce the transfer package next year in an atmosphere hopefully less 
dominated by the specter of Korean influence-peddling. 

 
Such delays could, of course, be interpreted as giving Congress a veto over any 

withdrawals, embolden opponents to employ additional delaying tactics next year, and invite 
charges of another Administration flip-flop. 

 
—Option 3: Seek Congressional authority to transfer only that equipment associated 

with the withdrawals in the first phase (the “Stratton Solution”). The value of this equipment is 
estimated at $96 million (as opposed to the current request for $800 million in transfer authority). 

 
This option would increase the possibility of favorable Congressional action prior to the 

withdrawal of the first increment by allowing Congressmen to “vote against Korea,” by slashing 
the transfer amount. Yet it meets our need to balance withdrawals with improvements in South 
Korean forces and should reassure the Koreans and our other Asian allies. 

 
It also has several disadvantages. We cannot be certain that Congress would approve 

even a scaled-down request, in which case the effect would be even more devastating 
internationally than if Congress had simply failed to act on our original proposals. 
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In addition, Stratton sees it as a means to avoid Congressional endorsement of the overall 
withdrawal program. It would establish a precedent for incremental Congressional review of the 
withdrawal program and would open the Administration to an annual legislative authorization of 
transfer plans. Such an approach would reduce U.S. and Korean capabilities to effectively plan 
and implement the interrelated elements of the plan (withdrawal, training, equipment transfer, 
and ROK force improvements) which have varying lead times. 
 

—Option 4: Delay all further withdrawals until Congress acts. Postponing the 
withdrawal of all remaining elements of the first increment for six months or one year would 
offer essentially the advantages and disadvantages of Option 2. It would be most satisfactory 
from the perspective of our allies and our military but would give maximum encouragement to 
Congressional initiative and those who oppose the withdrawal. 
 
[…] 
 
The Chances of Success 
 

Is this scenario realistic? We do not know. We note these caveats: 
 
—We do not know if the Chinese will agree to normalization on our terms. Our minimum 

demand on Taiwan—that we continue to sell arms after normalization—may be more than they 
are willing to accept. The Taiwan issue is an extraordinarily difficult one for them, and a weak or 
divided leadership may not be able to accept a normalization agreement which did not 
discernibly increase the chances of an eventual recovery of Taiwan. If the PRC cannot agree to 
our minimum demands, normalization obviously cannot occur, and we can either seek to sustain 
the relationship at its present level or seek to advance the normalization process through 
unilateral means. 

 
—We doubt the Chinese will respond favorably to all our ancillary initiatives. They may 

wish to defer certain types of exchanges until after normalization. 
 
—Our sequence will be more difficult on the Hill if the Korean troop 

reduction/compensatory package problem has not been resolved, at least for this year. 
 
[…] 

299



Memorandum for the President from Zbigniew Brzezinski, “Summary of April 11, 1978, 
Meeting on Korea, and China,” 11 April 1978 
[Source: Serial Xs-[8/77-8/78], Box 36, Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection, Subject File, Jimmy 
Carter Library. Obtained for NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
[…] 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 
 
FROM:   ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI 
 
SUBJECT:   Summary of April 11, 1978, Meeting on Korea, and China 
 
I met with Cy and Harold to survey our China and Korea policies. We are particularly interested 
in ascertaining your reaction to our discussion on technology transfer summarized below: 
 

On Korea. We face considerable problems on the Hill in securing the arms transfers 
which we have pledged to the Koreans would accompany the withdrawal. JCS support of the 
withdrawal is contingent upon Congress approving equipment transfer to the ROK. However, 
Koreagate has made many Congressmen to vote for any aid to Seoul this year. Cy, Harold, and I 
sought to identify the alternatives if we conclude the compensatory package will not be obtained: 
(1) to persist in withdrawing the entire brigade in December, as now planned; (2) to begin the 
first withdrawals in December but prolong the process; or (3) to be willing to delay the 
withdrawals at the behest of Congress if the leadership thinks the climate for the transfer 
legislation would be greatly improved by early next year. We will hold a meeting with the JCS 
and Stan Turner before presenting an options paper to you. (S) 

 
[…] 

 
MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 
 
SUBJECT: Summary Minutes of the April 11, 1978 Meeting on Korea and 

 China  
 
PARTICIPANTS: Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski, Assistant to the President for National  
  Security Affairs 
 Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State 
 Harold Brown, Secretary of Defense 
 Richard Holbrooke, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 
  for East Asia and Pacific Affairs 
 David Aaron, National Security Council 
 Morton Abramowitz, Deputy Assistant Secretary, East 
 Asian and Pacific Affairs for ISA 
 Michael Armacost, Staff Member, National Security Council 
 Michel Oksenberg, Staff Member, National Security Council 
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DATE, TIME, AND PLACE: April 11, 1978, 3:15 p.m. - 4:35 p.m. 
    The White House (Situation Room) 
 
I. KOREA 
 
Dr. Brzezinski: Each of the items on the agenda falls under a particular person's jurisdiction, so 
let's have different people lead the discussion for each topic. Harold, why don't you lead the 
discussion on Korea? 
 
Secretary Brown: The key situation involves the Hill, where the prospects for obtaining the 
compensatory package which we initially sought are not good. Lester Wolff is talking of $400 
million, O'Neill wants the whole Korea problem to go away, Zablocki is for the whole package 
but is dubious of his ability to get it. Meanwhile, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee will 
begin hearings on Monday, and will act on FMS. The Kim problem remains. Jaworski's attitude 
is firm, but Duncan is a friend of Jaworski and may try to talk to him. 
 
Secretary Vance: Don't have him do that. The more pressure on Leon, the more he digs in. We 
must keep working on him indirectly. If we can get him to answer questions under oath in Korea, 
then Leon might accept it. That is not impossible. There may be a long-run solution to the 
Jaworski problem, but we must assume for purposes of today's discussions that the problem will 
continue during the coming months. 
 
Secretary Brown: There are four options. The fourth one is out, and Option 1 is what Carter leans 
to. But it is not clear that that option is viable on the Hill, and even if it were, it would come at 
considerable cost to our credibility in East Asia. 
 
Dr. Brzezinski: I do not understand why Option 1 would have a negative reaction with the 
Chinese. 
 
Secretary Vance: The way I see it, this is a no-win proposition. If the President delays, then he 
intensifies his image as a vacillator at home. If the President persists with the reduction, he loses 
in his credibility abroad. But if the Congress took the initiative -- say the leadership came to the 
President and requested delay in the reductions -- then the Congress would be in front and the 
President would be seen as concurring with the Congressional initiative. 
 
Mr. Holbrooke: If we followed the Stratton compromise -- at least a portion 
of it, namely a partial transfer -- we could go along. But there are two problems: 
 

-- There is no guarantee of success. The Stratton compromise may not pass. 
-- If the President goes Option 1, then he will be hard hit on the Hill. Option 3 will help in 

Congress. The only support which has been viewed for the President's policy and for 
withdrawals even without the compensatory package has been voiced by Steve Solarz. 
 
Secretary Brown: Option 2 goes better with normalization. Option 3 is possible, but one cannot 
do it with normalization. 
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Dr. Brzezinski: Why not Option 1? Why isn't Option 1 compatible with normalization'? 
 
Mr. Oksenberg: For two reasons: 
 

-- Our credibility in East Asia will suffer, and we must move forward on normalization 
against a strong posture in the region. 

-- Second, any promises we make to Taiwan about post-normalization relations with it 
will ring hollow. 
 
Mr. Abramowitz: With Option 1, we also will face the resignation of our military commander. 
Vessey is likely to resign under those circumstances. Second, we will lose the JCS. 
 
Mr. Aaron: Why delay? The watchword of this Administration is becoming "delay." Let's get to 
the heart of this matter. Congress is playing for a veto over the troop reduction. It is opposed to 
the President's policy.  
 
Secretary Brown: That is not correct. The Congressional attitude is due to a combination of 
factors. If it were just the withdrawal, there would be no problem. The withdrawal has become 
linked with ''Koreagate." With the passage of time, the mood on the Hill will change. 
 
Mr. Holbrooke: That is correct. I have talked to the Congressional people daily. I have breakfast 
with Congressmen every morning. The issue is not the withdrawal but the Tongsun Park affair. 
Because of "Koreagate," Congressmen fear political retribution at the polls if they vote for any 
sort of aid to Korea this year.  
 
Secretary Brown: One has to recognize the military consequences of taking out our first combat 
forces. They guard key mountain passes. When they have been taken out, if adequately armed 
replacements do not take their place, we will be susceptible to conservative charges in the U.S. 
that we are threatening the safety of the remaining two brigades. The entire brigade must be 
removed within a month. We cannot leave a portion of the brigade there. If a portion is 
withdrawn, how secure will the other portion be? If the equipment has not been transferred to the 
Koreans, then the Koreans will not be able to take the place of the withdrawn American forces. 
 
Mr. Holbrooke: That is the key point. If the U.S. arms remain in our possession and cannot be 
transferred to the Koreans, once our brigade is withdrawn a gap will exist. There is no easy 
solution to this problem. Lead time is required in order to t1ansfer the equipment to the Koreans 
and train them to use it.  
 
Mr. Aaron: Can't that training of Korean forces go on anyway? If there is an emergency, the 
President could hand over the equipment immediately. And if there is an emergency, the U.S. 
troops that have been withdrawn could immediately be returned. 
 
Mr. Abramowitz: But the question of deterrence remains. And combat capability of the Koreans 
would be reduced until the arms are actually in their hands.  
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Mr. Aaron: Let's be clear about one thing. It is not the President but Congress which is not 
fulfilling our commitment. Congress is not leading. The President remains credible on this issue. 
We cannot announce a delay of the planned first reduction which would in any manner enhance 
the President's credibility. We will never be able to get Congress to vote for the compensatory 
package, because the fact is that Congress does not want the withdrawal. 
 
Mr. Holbrooke: But that is not the way it would be perceived in East Asia. The question is 
whether the President is in command of his own house. We can't tell East Asians that the 
President is credible and the lack of American credibility is with the Congress. That simply 
underscores the weakness of the President. 
 
Dr. Brzezinski: This may have been the wrong decision, but now it has been made. We cannot 
afford to go back on it. 
 
Mr. Armacost: Option 2 does not advocate a change in policy. The policy is to reduce all combat 
forces within five years. We are not recommending a change in that policy. We are 
recommending additional backloading of the withdrawal. 
 
Mr. Holbrooke: It is wrong to say that Congress does not want to withdraw. Particularly the bulk 
of the new people in the House are very much for the withdrawal. But at least 100 votes in the 
House have been lost on the compensatory package simply because of Koreagate. Because of the 
atmosphere this year. Further, to proceed with withdrawal without the compensatory package 
would torpedo a normalization effort. Normalization will then be seen as part of a retreat policy 
from East Asia. 
 
Mr. Armacost: The only reason the Japanese eventually were brought along was because of the 
compensatory package. To proceed without it will have extraordinarily adverse consequences in 
Japan. 
 
Secretary Vance: I share all these concerns. We also must recognize we are running out of time 
with this Congress before it adjourns. The agenda is heavy; the arms sales package in the Middle 
East, energy, the Greek-Turkey issue, the Canal, and so on. If we could get the leadership to 
come to us and request us to delay the first withdrawal, if Byrd, Baker, Zablocki, and O'Neill ask 
us to do this, then I think it will not be perceived as additional Presidential vacillation but as a 
Presidential response to Congressional pleas. 
 
Dr. Brzezinski: Why couldn’t the Presidential response to such a Congressional plea be that 
while we will withdraw, we will only withdraw a part of a brigade? And we would extract a firm 
commitment from the leadership on the Hill that the compensatory package issue would be 
forthrightly addressed as soon as the new Congress convenes. That way the President would be 
able to indicate his continued resolve to proceed with the withdrawal. 
 
Mr. Holbrooke: But the price of a partial removal without compensatory measures still would be 
too high. It would still cause great consternation in Japan, for example. 
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Dr. Brzezinski: Well, perhaps we should send a message to the Japanese on this. Look, I have 
been a strong advocate of an equal partnership with the Japanese. But I must say that on the 
Korean matter, the Japanese have been as helpful as the Germans on the neutron bomb. As far as 
I am concerned, we should begin on schedule. I know I am going against my Asian experts on 
this, but I think that the President cannot change his decision. He must begin as scheduled, but he 
could slow down the pace of withdrawing the first brigade. How many battalions are in a brigade? 
 
Secretary Vance: Three, except in a reinforced brigade, which has four. 
 
Dr. Brzezinski: Fine. Then the President could announce, perhaps in response to Congressional 
urging, that he will withdraw but one battalion in December. He will withdraw a second battalion 
in, say, March and a third battalion in May. In my opinion, delay -- Option 2 -- is worse than a 
slowed-down and stretched-out withdrawal. 
 
Mr. Armacost: But this does not remove a contentious issue from a crowded agenda. In fact, this 
proposal may make the issue even more contentious, for the Chiefs may claim that we are 
endangering the remaining American forces and demonstrably lowering our preparedness on the 
Peninsula. 
 
Mr. Holbrooke: The Brzezinski proposal would also initiate withdrawals without any quid pro 
quo to the ROK, We still are going against our commitments to the Koreans. 
 
Mr. Aaron: How about when it comes to Taiwan? If the President demonstrates that lack of 
Congressional action can deter him from a course of action to which he is committed, then won't 
Congress believe it can exercise a veto power on normalization as well? 
 
Mr. Abramowitz: Our discussion has proceeded on the assumption that FMS will be voted. What 
if that promise is also not fulfilled? 
 
Mr. Holbrooke: If we select Option 2, Bennett believes we will be able to get the $275 million in 
FMS from Congress. If we pursue another option, FMS may also become vulnerable. 
 
Secretary Brown: We are, in briefs playing "chicken with Congress.” I am not opposed to that if 
one feels confident one has the votes and the capacity to deliver. But I am not sure that situation 
exists. We seem to be willing to act more firmly with Congress than with the Russians. 
 
Dr. Brzezinski: Precisely what has the President pledged to do? 
 
Secretary Brown: He has stated that we would withdraw 6000 military personnel by the end of 
1978, including one combat brigade, In fact, nearly 3000 support troops have already been 
withdrawn, and all that remains to be withdrawn is the combat brigade. We could use the 
withdrawals of the support forces as indication of the President's determination to pursue this 
course. 
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Dr. Brzezinski: Well, the question is whether the President is willing to defer the withdrawal of 
the entire brigade and perhaps take out one battalion instead, postponing the withdrawal of the 
remaining battalions by at least three months. This is the option to which I am inclined. 
 
Secretary Brown: I support Option 2. 
 
Secretary Vance: I support Option 2. 
 
[…] 
 
Secretary Brown: Now that we have worked our way through the agenda, how does the Korean 
issue appear? How is the reduction related to our normalization effort? 
 
Dr. Brzezinski: On postponement versus stretch-out, you mean? 
 
Secretary Brown: Yes, we should not make uncompensated withdrawals from Taiwan and Korea 
simultaneously. 
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The Overseas Visits of the Delegations of the North Korean Puppets (Analysis), May 1978 
[Source: “Buk Han donghyang, 1978” (“Northern Trends, 1978”), Roll 2008-30, File 04, Frames 
46-49, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

[78. 5] 
 

The Overseas Visits of the Delegations of the North Korean Puppets (Analysis) 
 
1. The North Korean puppet regime has dispatched 17 delegations composed of important 

figures to 48 countries from the beginning of the year 1978 to the end of April, 1978. During the 
same period of time in 1976, North Korea sent 30 delegations to 63 countries and in 1977, 12 
delegations to 25 countries. 

 
These visits are regionally divided into: 6 delegations to 15 countries in 1976, 4 delegations 

to 11 countries in 1977, and 6 delegations to 21 countries in 1978 to Africa; 6 delegations to 6 
countries in 1975, 4 delegations to 4 countries in 1977, and 4 delegations to 10 countries in 1978 to 
Asia. Therefore, number of overseas visits by the delegations of the Korean puppets has increased 
significantly this year compared to 1977 (a total of 48 countries: a total of 25 countries). The total 
number of visits in 1978 represents somewhat of a drop compared to that in early 1976 prior to the 
5th Conference of Non-Aligned Heads of State in Colombo (a total of 48 countries: a total of 68 
countreis). However, where the visits to Africa and Asia are considered, there has been a increase in 
the number of overseas visits compared to 1976. 

 
2. The dispatches by the North Korean puppets of delegations in 1978 are divided into the 

following four categories depending on characteristics of the countries they visited:  
 
a. To sustain and acquire forces supportive of the North Korean puppets within Africa and 

strengthen bilateral relations  
 
i. Vice Premier Jong Jun-ki’s visit to six countries friendly to the North Korean puppets in 

West Africa (Mali, Cape Verde, Guinea-Bissau, Congo, Sao Tome and Principe, and Angola) 
 
ii. Vice Chairman Pak Seong-cheol’s visit to four countries friendly to the North Korean 

puppets in East Africa (Zambia, Mozambique, Madagascar, and Tanzania) 
 
b. To undermine forces supportive of Korea in the international community by visiting 

countries that have friendly relations with us or are improving their relations with us  
 
i. Vice Foreign Minister Kil Jae-gyong’s visit to three neutral or pro-Korean countries in West 

Africa (Niger, Ghana, and Gambia)  
 
ii. Roving Ambassador Jo Ki-il’s visit to eight pro-Korean or neutral countries in West Africa 

(Central Africa Republic, Cameron, Zaire, Liberia, Sierra Leone, Guinea, Senegal, and Ghana) 
 
iii. Vice Premier Kong Jin-Tae’s visit to four Southeast Asian countries (Burma, Indonesia, 

Malaysia, and Singapore) 
 
iv. Vice Chairman Kang Ryang-uk’s visit to India and two surrounding countries (Nepal, and 

Bangladesh) 
 
c. To target a direct influence on the Foreign Ministerial Meeting of the Non-Aligned 
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Conference Coordinating Bureau 
 
i. Vice Foreign Minister Ri Jong-mok’s visit to four main members of the Non-Aligned 

Coordinating Bureau (Yugoslavia, Algeria, Sri Lanka, and Algeria [sic] [The fourth is assumed to be 
Afghanistan within the context.])  

 
Particularly, Ri Jong-mok encouraged Algeria to submit a separate resolution regarding the 

Korean matter at the Coordinating Bureau meeting and requested Afghanistan to discuss the Korean 
matter at the Kabul meeting. 

 
ii. Ambassador of the Foreign Ministry Son Chang-su’s visit to two Latin American countries 

of the Non-Aligned Coordinating Bureau (Jamaica and Peru) 
 
d. To try to promote the proposal for the Confederal Republic of Goryeo and achieve direct 

negotiations with the United States  
 
i. Director of the International Department of the Korean Worker's Party Kim Yeong-nam’s 

visit to two Eastern European countries (Yugoslavia and Romania)  
 
ii. Vice Chairman of the Supreme People’s Assembly Ho Jong-suk’s visit to three Eastern 

European countries (Yugoslavia, Romania, and Poland) 
 
iii. Kim Yeong-nam’s other visit to 4 Western European countries (Italy, France, Portugal, and 

Spain) is associated with their desire to increase contacts with their socialist parties or communist 
parties bandwagon on expansion of communist influence in Europe and establish the long-term 
groundwork for penetrating into the West.  

 
3. Starting the end of this January through the beginning of May, the North Korean puppets 

have been conducting extensive overseas diplomacy, which is expected to be pursued even more 
aggressively with Vice Chairman Kang Ryang-uk’s visit to pro-Korean or neutral Western African 
nations starting on May 5. Below are the common points made by the key figures of the North 
Korean puppet regime during their visits listed in the above: 

 
a. Based on the so-called “memorandum” that the North Korean puppets announced on 

February 1, they denounce our efforts for simultaneous entry into the United Nations, cross-
recognition, and a proposal for inter-Korean mutual nonaggression pact as attempts to perpetuate 
inter-Korean division. 

 
b. North Korea condemns the ROK-U.S. joint military exercise, Team Sprit 1978, as 

warmongering moves, and slanders the announcement of U.S. plans for troop withdrawal from Korea 
as a deceptive ploy. 

 
4. Considering the frequency of the overseas visits by the North Korean puppets in light of 

their policy towards the United Nations, their underlying intentions are as follows: 
 
a. The North Korean puppet regime realizes that its supportive forces are dwindling in the 

Non-Aligned Movement due to our successful diplomacy towards the Non-Aligned Movement bloc.  
 
Accordingly, the North Korean puppets are preoccupied with securing and reviving its 

supportive forces both on the Foreign Ministers Meeting of the Non-Aligned Coordinating Bureau 
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scheduled in May and the Foreign Ministers Meeting of Non-Aligned Nations in Belgrade, 
Yugoslavia at the end of July. 

 
b. The North Korean puppets are expected to devote its diplomatic efforts at the Non-Aligned 

meetings to have provisions related to Korea adopted, which claim any foreign troops out of the 
Korean Peninsula, oppose any attempt to perpetuate the division of the Korean Peninsula 
(simultaneous entry to the UN and cross-recognition), and propose the Confederal Republic of 
Goryeo. 

 
c. Depending on the outcome of the two Non-Aligned meetings mentioned above, if the 

North Korean puppet regime judges that there is a good chance of success in the United Nations 
General Assembly, they will likely raise the Korean matter for the first time in three years and 
attempt a confrontation of votes. 
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Memo for Dr. Brzezinski, “Noon Notes,” 3 May 1978 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
KO00257. http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?url_ver=Z39.88-
2004&res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft_dat=xri:dnsa:article:CKO00257.] 
 
Top Secret-Sensitive 
Contains Codeword         May 3, 1978  
 
Memorandum for Dr. Brzezinski 
 
From:  The Situation Room 
 
Subject: Noon Notes  
 
[…] 
 
DPRK Official on Korean Reunification: [Redacted] a senior North Korean diplomat asserted 
that the reunification of Korea is a local issue which should be resolved by the peoples of the two 
Koreas. He said that so long as major powers seek to expand their influence in the area, the 
conflict will continue. He also downplayed any chance that the PRC will assist in the resolution 
of the Korean problem since it is only out to further its own policy goals, particularly the 
economic and social development of its people, and does not “understand the difficult and 
important problems” of the Korean dilemma. The real question to him is “which countries wish 
to keep Korea divided for their own interest and at the expense of Korean national 
development?” 
 
[Redacted] the most important element for a solution is the total withdrawal of U.S. troops and 
the cessation of U.S. aid to South Korea. He said the DPRK regrets that the President, once in 
office, has backed off from his promise to withdraw U.S. troops. Admitting that he did not 
understand U.S. politics, he asserted that it is “not good to break promises,” particularly since the 
DPRK has no foreign troops stationed on its soil. He brushed aside the suggestion that a U.S. 
withdrawal might lead to war between the two Koreas and maintained that Pyongyang is trying 
to negotiate --  not fight. He claimed the main obstacle is the “dictatorial government” in South 
Korea and condemned Japan for cooperating with the ROK. 
 
[…] 
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Letter from Jimmy Carter to Park Chung Hee, 17 May 1978 
[Source: Korea, Republic of, 5/78-11/80, Box 2, Plains Files, President's Personal Foreign 
Affairs Files, Jimmy Carter Library. Obtained for NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
Dear Mr. President: 
 
Thank you for your kind letter of May 3 on the emergency landing of the Korean airline flight in 
the Soviet Union. We were glad to be of assistance, but regret the tragic and unnecessary loss of 
life. 
 
I have asked Dr. Brzezinski to share with you our thoughts and to seek your own views about the 
future of our relations. 
 
In my letter of July 21, 1977, I reiterated to you the commitment of the United States to the 
security of the Republic of Korea; that commitment remains firm. Although the speed of 
developments in our Congress offered minimal time for consultation with you prior to my recent 
decision to defer two-thirds of the first phase of withdrawal of ground combat forces until next 
year, I made that decision in the light of your views on the importance of adequate compensatory 
military measures being taken in parallel with the changes in our deployments. As I have assured 
you before, I shall implement this program in a manner which preserves a military balance on the 
peninsula, and thus protects the security of the Republic of Korea. Should circumstances 
affecting the balance change in any significant way, we will assess those changes in close 
consultation with you. 
 
The United States is determined to help maintain peace and an environment for economic growth 
in Northeast Asia. We fully appreciate Korea’s major sacrifices and firm dedication to the 
security and defense of your nation against aggression. We shall continue to provide appropriate 
assistance to help strengthen and modernize your armed forces. 
 
In view of the dangers of continued confrontation and the heavy burdens of defense which your 
society must shoulder, I hope you will continue.to look for ways of reducing tensions on the 
peninsula and facilitating the-resumption of a serious North-South dialogue. We are fully aware 
of the dangerous nature of the threat you face. We are prepared to consult closely on possible 
steps which might ease this situation. 
 
Rest assured that we understand what the North Koreans are trying to achieve through their 
current efforts to lure the United States Government into direct bilateral discussions. I have 
emphasized to all concerned that we will not engage in any such talks which do not include 
representatives of your government as full' and equal participants. Suggestions by the North 
Koreans that they will not talk with your government, but only with a successor regime, are 
completely unacceptable, and I made my views on this point clear to both Mr. Tito and Mr. 
Ceaucescu when they were recently in Washington. 
 
I applaud the repeated willingness of your government to address these issues with the North in a 
pragmatic dialogue. We stand ready to support any promising initiatives which you may suggest. 
These are matters on which we must continue to act in close consultation and coordination. 
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I have been .informed of the recent visit to Washington of your Minister of Energy and 
Resources and of the fruitful discussions he had with members of my government. The United 
States intends to remain a reliable supplier of nuclear power technology and fuel and we are 
pleased to be able to work together with you in your major electric power expansion program. 
 
I have noted with gratification the relaxation in recent months of certain restrictions on political 
expression in South Korea. While the internal affairs of your government are not my direct 
concern, you are aware of the American people’s strong commitment to the rights of the 
individual. I am confident that you will find your society and government strengthened by the 
free interplay of ideas, and I look forward confidently to further steps in the next few months 
along the road of political evolution and freedom on which you are embarked. 
 
In closing, I would like to commend you and your government for taking a number of difficult 
actions designed to overcome some of the strains that have troubled our relations in this last year. 
These have been very helpful. Through our combined efforts I believe we can fully restore the 
special friendship and common interest binding our peoples. 
 

Sincerely, 
/s/ 

 
 
 
 
His Excellency 
Park Chung Hee 
President of the Republic of Korea 
Seoul 
 
 
President signed letter May 17, 1978--ZB has oiginal -- taking on the trip for hand delivery 
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Telegram 084.650 from the Romanian Embassy in Washington to the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, 17 May 1978 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, AMAE, Folder 784/1978, Issue 
220: Features of political-diplomatic relations between the Democratic People's Republic of 
Korea and some countries in Europe, Asia, Africa, America (Cyprus, Spain, USA, Bangladesh, 
Philippines, India, Indonesia, Japan, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Central African Republic, Egypt, 
Gabon, Iraq, Iran, Libya, Nigeria, Mozambique, Syria) January 7, 1978 – September 23, 1978. 
Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/116414.] 
 
TELEGRAM 084.650 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Fifth Directorate) 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Washington, D.C. 
Date: May 17th, 1978 
Classification: Secret 
 
Subject: Korea 
 
David Blakemore, Deputy Head of the Korean Desk in the State Department, told Comrade Petre 
Anghel, Third Secretary in the Romanian Embassy in Washington, D.C., the following: 
 
There have been no new special elements in Korean-American relations recently. The current 
problems that concern both sides, especially the Carter administration, and which can affect in a 
great measure bilateral relations, depending on the manner in which they are resolved, are the 
retreat of the American forces, the Congressional investigations into the illegal activities of 
South Korea in the United States, and the situation of the human rights in Korea. 
 
President Carter announced that the withdrawal of American troops would be delayed for 1978, 
which is considered a concession of the administration to various political circles, especially the 
Congressional ones, which are against the withdrawal of the American ground troops from 
Korea, arguing that this withdrawal would result in unfavorable consequences for the security of 
South Korea as well as for the political situation in that area. 
 
Moreover, the US House Committee on Armed Services signed an amendment to the law 
regarding the budget of the Department of Defense, which stipulates that the withdrawal will not 
take place unless the conditions of financial compensation and maintaining at least 26,000 
soldiers in Korea, from the approximately 33,000 soldiers planned to be withdrawn, will be met. 
 
The financial compensation proposed by the Carter administration (which amounts to 
approximately $800 million) was approved by the respective committees but it must be approved 
in the joint sessions of both Senate and the House of Representatives. While difficulties in the 
House of Senate aren’t foreseen, the situation in the House of Representatives is more difficult. 
These difficulties are the result of the fact that a large number of House representatives are 
conditioning the signing of the financial compensation amendment on the respect for human 
rights in South Korea and on the cooperation South Korea will show in the investigations of 
illicit activities of some South Korean representatives. 
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The situation in the Korean peninsula is still tense and potentially dangerous. At the current 
moment no action can be taken to improve this situation.  For the time being, no action which 
could mitigate this state of affairs is foreseen. 
 
Recently, the North Koreans made some declarations regarding a three-party meeting, 
[denouncing it] as a new plot of the United States of America. Actually, the proposal was made 
by President Tito and it entails a meeting between the representatives of North Korea, South 
Korea, and the US. 
 
In these circumstances, the American diplomat noted the efforts of USSR and People’s Republic 
of China, which influenced the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea to adopt a more reserved 
attitude. Moreover, even though they were expecting a more virulent position against the United 
States of America and South Korea from the president of the Chinese Communist Party during 
his visit to the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, the Chinese did not express such a 
position. Another clue of the moderating role of China is the absence of some military 
personalities in the delegation of the Chinese President Hua Guofeng. 
 
Signed 
Nicolae M. Nicolae 
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Telegram 066.588 from the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 18 May 1978 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs (AMAE), Folder 782/1978, Matter 220/F, Relations between North Korea and 
Socialist Countries (Czechoslovakia, China, Cuba, GDR, Yugoslavia, USSR), January-December 
1978. Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/116404.] 
 
TELEGRAM 066.688 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (comrade Deputy Foreign Minister Constantin 
Oancea) 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
Date: May 18th, 1978 
Classification: Secret 
 
In a conversation with Ambassador Dumitru Popa, the Chinese Ambassador Lü Zhixian, 
referring to the official visit of President Hua Guofeng to North Korea (May 5-10), underlined 
the importance and exceptional results of this visit. 
 
During the official talks between Presidents Hua Guofeng and Kim Il Sung, the two sides 
informed each other about the situation in their countries and discussed the issue of developing 
the militant friendship and brotherly cooperation, [as well as] the revolutionary unity between the 
two parties, [and] countries, as well as several international matters of common interest. 
 
The agenda of the official talks between the two presidents focused on the following issues: 
 
Bilateral relations – the two sides expressed their satisfaction with the high level of political 
relations between the Workers’ Party of Korea and the Chinese Communist Party, [as well as] 
between the DPRK and the PRC. 
 
According to the Chinese Ambassador, there are no divergences between the two parties and 
peoples. 
 
With respect to the reunification of Korea 
 
The Koreans reiterated the position of the DPRK government with respect to reunification and 
the Chinese reasserted the full support for the DPRK’s reunification policy, firmly condemning 
any attempt to artificially create ‘two Koreas.’ This firm position of the PRC was publicly 
expressed by President Hua Guofeng in the speeches he delivered at receptions and at the 
workers’ rally in Pyongyang.  The PRC and the DPRK rejected and countered, yet again, the 
1976 US proposal regarding the convening of a reunion on the Korean question, to be attended 
by the four countries: the PRC, the DPRK, the US and South Korea. President Kim Il Sung 
informed President Hua Guofeng about the results of the talks on the Korean question carried out 
with the Carter administration, by President I B Tito and President Nicolae Ceausescu, on the 
occasion of this year’s visits to the US. Kim Il Sung said that the issue of direct contacts between 
the DPRK and the US will be discussed during his talks with President Nicolae Ceausescu. 
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Third World countries and the Non-Aligned Movement 
 
Presidents Kim Il Sung and Hua Guofeng expressed their opinion that currently, Third World 
countries’ and Non-Aligned Movement’s solidarity and unity are confronted with adversity, 
caused by the interference and influence exerted especially by the two superpowers (the US and 
the USSR). In this context, Kim Il Sung showed that the current situation urgently calls for the 
creation of a common front of recently liberated and non-aligned countries, which can fight 
against imperialist, colonialist, neo-colonialist, and [authoritarian] forces. 
 
Hua Guofeng said that Kim Il Sung’s proposal was a just one. 
 
During the preparations for the visit, at President Hua Guofeng’s initiative, the two sides agreed 
not to sign [any] documents regarding the visit, in accordance with a decision of the Central 
Committee of the Chinese Communist Party, taken two years ago. 
 
The Chinese diplomat said that the two sides reached a full identity of views on the issues 
discussed. 
 
Signed 
Dumitru Popa 
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Memorandum of Conversation Between Dr. Brzezinski and Foreign Minister Huang Hua, 
20 May 1978 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 390-409.] 
 
Memorandum of Conversation1 

 
Beijing, May 20, 1978, 3:30–6:40 p.m. 
 

SUBJECT 
Summary of Dr. Brzezinski’s Meeting with Foreign Minister Huang Hua 
 

PARTICIPANTS 
Zbigniew Brzezinski, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
Leonard Woodcock, United States Ambassador to the People’s Republic of China 
Richard Holbrooke, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs 
Michel Oksenberg, Staff Member, NSC 
William Gleysteen, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific 
Affairs 
Morton Abramowitz, Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 
Samuel Huntington, Staff Member, NSC 
Michael Armacost, Staff Member, NSC 
Benjamin Huberman, Staff Member, NSC 
Gertrude Werner, Secretary, NSC (Notetaker) 
Francine Obermiller, Secretary, NSC (Notetaker) 
Huang Hua, Foreign Minister, People’s Republic of China 
Chai Tse-min, People’s Republic of China Ambassador to the United States 
Lin Ping, Director of the Department of American and Oceanian Affairs 
Ting Yuan-hung, Division Chief of the Department of American and Oceanian Affairs 
Chao Chi-hua, Deputy Division Chief, Protocol Department 
Ni Yao-li, Staff Member, Department of American and Oceanian Affairs 
Wang Hai-jung, Vice Foreign Minister in Charge of American and Oceanian Affairs 
Kao Chien-chung, Deputy Director of the Protocol Department 
Lien Hung-pao (Notetaker) 

 
[…] 
 

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Office, Outside the System File, Box 46, China: 
Brzezinski, May, 1978, Trip: 5/25/78–6/78. Top Secret; Sensitive. The meeting took place in the Shanghai Room of 
the Great Hall of the People. Brzezinski and his party, including his wife, arrived in Beijing on May 20. He recalled 
that he was “given a formal but very cordial greeting at the airport by Foreign Minister Huang Hua, his wife, and a 
host of Chinese officials. While on board the plane we had speculated about what kind of greeting I would receive 
from the very protocol-conscious Chinese, and this greeting by the Foreign Minister himself was a signal that the 
Chinese had decided to treat the visit on the same level as one by the Secretary of State.” (Power and Principle, p. 
209) 

336



 (Dr. Brzezinski:)  We and the Japanese share an expressed interest in maintenance of 
peace on the Korean Peninsula—an interest also implicitly shared with you. We intend to remain 
in South Korea in spite of the gradual reductions in ground forces. There will still be a physical 
military presence as well as naval presence in the area. 
 

We believe it is important that the two Koreas talk to each other at some point on the 
basis of equality. Many countries recognize both Koreas and deal with them. We would be 
prepared, if it was useful, to participate in a dialogue involving both Koreas. No one should have 
any misunderstanding regarding the depth, durability and firmness of the American commitment 
to the security and well being of the Republic of Korea. Anything less than that would be highly 
destabilizing to the peace and security of the Far East and would certainly be exploited by the 
Soviet Union in a manner detrimental to American interests and threatening to Japan and to the 
countries in that region of the world. 
 
[…] 
 
We feel that our forces are sufficient to protect our interests in Japan and Korea and to provide 
assistance to any of our friends who may be in need. 
 
[…] 
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Memorandum of Conversation Between Dr. Brzezinski and Foreign Minister Huang Hua, 
21 May 1978 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 410-431.] 
 
Memorandum of Conversation1 

Beijing, May 21, 1978, 9:52 a.m.–1:20 p.m. 
 

SUBJECT 
Summary of Dr. Brzezinski’s Meeting with Foreign Minister Huang Hua 
 

PARTICIPANTS 
Zbigniew Brzezinski, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
Leonard Woodcock, United States Ambassador to the People’s Republic of China 
Richard Holbrooke, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs 
Michel Oksenberg, Staff Member, NSC 
William Gleysteen, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific 
Affairs 
Morton Abramowitz, Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific 
Affairs, Office of the Secretary of Defense 
Samuel Huntington, Staff Member, NSC 
Michael Armacost, Staff Member, NSC 
Benjamin Huberman, Staff Member, NSC 
David Dean, Deputy Chief of Mission, United States Liaison Office in Peking 
Patricia Battenfield, Secretary, NSC (Notetaker) 
Francine Obermiller, Secretary, NSC (Notetaker) 
Huang Hua, Foreign Minister, People’s Republic of China 
Chai Tse-min, People’s Republic of China Ambassador to the United States 
Lin Ping, Director of the Department of American and Oceanian Affairs 
Ting Yuan-hung, Division Chief of the Department of American and Oceanian Affairs 
Chao Chi-hua, Deputy Division Chief, Protocol Department 
Ni Yao-li, Staff Member, Department of American and Oceanian Affairs 
Wang Hai-jung, Vice Foreign Minister in Charge of American and Oceanian Affairs 
Kao Chien-chung, Deputy Director of the Protocol Department 
Lien Hung-pao (Notetaker) 

 
[…] 
 
 (Minister Huang:) Now I would like to discuss the Korean question. We think in order to 
stabilize the situation in Korea and not allow the Soviet Union a chance to meddle, the U.S. 

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Far East, Oksenberg Subject File, Box 56, Policy 
Process: 5/16–31/78. Top Secret; Sensitive. The meeting took place in the Great Hall of the People. On May 21, 
Brzezinski cabled accounts of his initial two meetings with Huang to Carter. (Backchannel message 8 from Beijing 
to the White House Situation Room, May 21; Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Far East, 
Oksenberg Subject File, Box 56, Policy Process: 5/16–31/78.) 
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should immediately withdraw all its forces from the Korean Peninsula and stop its support to the 
Park clique. 
 

The reunification of Korea is the common aspiration of the entire Korean people. Any 
attempt at perpetuating the division of Korea is bound to be defeated and any pretext to stall the 
withdrawal of forces from Korea will be frustrated. The intensified efforts of the U.S. to 
strengthen the Park clique will only increase the tensions in the Peninsula. 

 
We are opposed to the admission of two Koreas into the United Nations. We are also 

opposed to the so-called cross recognition of North and South Korea because that would 
constitute a continuation of perpetuation of the division of Korea which is detrimental to the 
reunification and stability of Korea. 

 
Chairman Hua Kuo-feng recently visited Korea. During the visit the Korean side stated 

explicitly that it had no intention to move southward. It is not the DPRK but the Park clique that 
is endangering the situation in Korea. In South Korea the Park clique is most unpopular. It is 
deliberately creating tension so as to win the support of the U.S. by deceptive means in its efforts 
to oppress the Korean people. All of this has met with strong resistance of the Korean people. If 
things come to such a point that the South Korean people rise to oppose the ruthless ruler Park, it 
is likely that he may try to provoke conflicts with the North so as to divert people’s attention. 

 
We firmly support the just proposal made by the DPRK for independent and peaceful 

reunification of Korea. China recognizes only the DPRK as the sole legal representative of the 
Korean people. Let no one have any doubt about China’s position of opposing perpetuation of 
the division of Korea. The DPRK is the principal immediate party concerned on the issue of 
Korea. The U.S. side is obliged to have direct negotiations with the Korean side for the 
settlement of the Korean issue. 
 
[…] 
 
 (Brzezinski:) Finally, regarding Korea. I must state frankly that the U.S. has no intention 
of withdrawing militarily or politically from its association with the ROK. That Republic is 
recognized by very many countries in the world. It has made remarkable economic, social, and 
political progress. American withdrawal would be destabilizing and would create openings for 
the expansion of influence of a country whose influence neither you nor we wish to expand. It 
would prove frightening to the Japanese and would alter the military and political balance in the 
Far East. We are prepared to participate in tri-partite talks between two existing Korean 
governments if both of them desire such talks. We will not engage in separate talks with the 
North Korean government, and we will not participate in any efforts direct or indirect to weaken 
the political stability and the security of the ROK. 
 
[…] 
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Memorandum of Conversation between Takeo Fukuda and Zbigniew Brzezinski, 23 May 
1978 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
KO00261. http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?url_ver=Z39.88-
2004&res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft_dat=xri:dnsa:article:CKO00261.]  
 
Memorandum of Conversation 
 
Participants:  Japanese 

Prime Minister Fukuda 
Foreign Minister Sonoda 
EPA Director General Miyazawa 
Chief Cabinet Secretary Abe 
Deputy Foreign Minister Takashima 
Director General (American Affairs) Nakajima 
Mr. Owada, Private Secretary to Prime Minister 
Mr. Ryuichiro Yamazaki (Interpreter) 

 
U.S. 
Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski 
Ambassador Mansfield 
Assistant Secretary Richard Holbrooke 
Mr. Michael Armacost 
Mr. Breer (Notetaker) 

 
Date & Place: May 23, 1978 

Prime Minister's Official Residence, Tokyo 
 
[…] 
 
Turning to the Chinese analysis of the world situation, Dr. Brzezinski said he could comment on 
three issues -- Korea, Indochina, and Japan -- and would be happy to respond to questions. He 
said that one of the few points of disagreement during the exchanges had been on Korea. In 
terms of the general analysis, there had been substantial agreement about the Soviet Union, U.S.-
Soviet relations, the Middle East, Africa, and Europe. Throughout the discussions the Chinese 
tone had been realistic and, [redacted]. Dr. Brzezinski said he told the Chinese in a friendly but 
categorical way that the U.S. would remain in Korea, that the U.S. commitment was 
unshakeable, and that we would not participate in separate talks with the North. He said, 
however, if the North and South were willing, we would participate in tripartite talks. He stressed 
that the U.S. posture was a positive contribution to the peace and stability of the Far East and that 
the real adversary of the U.S. and China was in the North. He commented that following these 
remarks the Chinese did not argue their case further. 
 
[…] 
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Dr. Brzezinski said he generally agreed with the Prime Minister’s assessment. He said he thought 
in their statements regarding North Korea the Chinese had merely adopted a formal posture with 
no expectation that he would agree. He said he felt that the Chinese realized that a sudden change 
on the Korean peninsula would have unpredictable results -- at the minimum uncertainty, at the 
maximum, results inimical to Chinese interests. 
 
[…] 
 
The Prime Minister asked about the Chinese reaction to the Tito and Ceausescu proposals for the 
Korean problem. Dr. Brzezinski responded that the Chinese leaders had referred to the proposals 
and that he had outlined for them the answer we gave to Tito and Ceausescu in Washington. He 
said he had told the Rumanians that he was surprised that they were so busy promoting the 
Soviet line on Korea and that they should stick to areas with which they had greater familiarity. 
He said we had told Ceausescu he was wasting his time. 
 
[…] 
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Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to 
President Carter, 25 May 1978 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 469-473.] 
 

Washington, May 25, 1978 
SUBJECT 

Report on My China Visit (May 20–23) 
 
[…] 
 

7. In their conversations with me, the Chinese were not particularly condescending and 
did not accuse us of appeasement. That was new. The only real area of professed disagreement 
was Korea, where they claimed to favor a total U.S. withdrawal. I rejected this outright. 
Chairman Hua conveyed to me, however, North Korean assurances that there will not be a North 
Korean attack against the South. In thanking him for it, I pointedly referred to the assurance as 
involving no repetition of the North Korean attack—a point not lost on my hosts but also not 
contested. 
 
[…] 
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Memorandum From Michel Oksenberg of the National Security Council Staff to the 
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)1, 25 May 1978 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 462-469.] 
 

Washington, May 25, 1978 
SUBJECT 

Appraisal of the China Trip 
 

[…] 
 

• Korea. Both sides have an underlying interest in stability, but for different reasons, each 
of us must provide reassurances to our adversarial allies. China still competes with the Soviets 
for influence in North Korea, while we must reassure the South in part to comfort Japan. As a 
result, the real differences between us at this point are less than the rhetoric suggests. But we 
harm the Chinese cause by saying this. Hence, in our public statements, it is best to ignore the 
genuine commonality of our views. 
 
[…] 

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Far East, Oksenberg Subject File, Box 56, Policy 
Process: 5/16–31/78. Secret; Sensitive. Sent for information. 
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Notes of a Meeting Held in GA-200 on Wednesday, 31 May 1978, at 3:15 p.m. 
[Source: “Democratic People's Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt 
Waldheim, S-0904-0025-13, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN 
ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
Notes of a meeting held in GA-200 on Wednesday, 31 May 1978, at 3:15 p.m. 
 
In attendance: The Secretary-General 
 H.E. Mr. Lee Jong Mok, Deputy Foreign Minister 
  of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
 H.E. Mr. Han Si Hae, Permanent Observer of the 
  Democratic People’s Republic of Korea to the 
  United Nations 
 Mr. Refeeuddin Ahmed 
 

The Deputy Foreign Minister indicated that he was passing through New York on his way 
back from the Non-Aligned Conference. He wished inform the Secretary-General of their latest 
thinking with regard to the problem of reunification of Korean Peninsula. The dialogue with 
South Korea has made no progress as the latter is interested in maintaining the division. The 
United States has also not responded to the proposal to have a peace agreement. The position of 
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea remains unchanged. Namely, that reunification 
should be achieved on the basis of a peaceful and independent Korea. He thanked the Secretary-
General for his continuous efforts in support of reunification. 

 
The Secretary-General expressed regret over the fact that no progress had been made in 

the bilateral talks. He also understood that the DPRK would first wish to have peaceful 
reunification and then seek admission of one Korea to the United Nations. 

 
The Deputy Foreign Minister confirmed this position. If membership in the United 

Nations was to be sought before reunification, it could only be in the name of a Korean 
confederation. However, South Korea was opposed to this suggestion. 

 
The Secretary-General inquired whether it was intended to have a debate on the Korean 

question at the next regular session of the General Assembly. 
 
The Deputy Foreign Minister stated that for now it was important for them to have first 

the implementation of what was adopted at the thirtieth session of the General Assembly. 
Whether a debate takes place at the forthcoming session would depend on the attitude of the 
other side. 

 
The Secretary-General inquired if there was any change in the attitude regarding the 

holding of quadripartite talks. He recalled that two years ago the idea for such a meeting to 
include North and South Korea, China and the United States had been put forward. 

 
The Deputy Foreign Minister replied that they wanted talks with the United States to 

replace the armistice agreement. 
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The Secretary-General mentioned that the United States wants the South Koreans to join 

in the talks. 
 
The Deputy Foreign Minister responded that while South Korea publicly says that it 

would like to have a dialogue, it in fact is not really in favour of it. The United States has 
occupied that country for thirty years, but they were convinced that ultimately they would be 
forced to withdraw. The situation is developing in favour of our side day by day. 

 
(signature) 
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Minutes of Conversations at the Official Meetings between the Romanian Delegation and 
the Korean Delegation, May-June 1978 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, National Central Historical 
Archives, Romanian Communist Party, Central Committee, Foreign Relations Section. Obtained 
and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114456.]  
 
Participants: 
  
From Romania: Nicolae Ceausescu, the General Secretary of the Romanian Communist Party, 
President of the Socialist Republic of Romania, Elena Ceausescu, member of the Executive 
Political Committee of the Central Committee of the Romanian Communist Party, Cornel 
Burtica, member of the Executive Political Committee of the Central Committee of the 
Romanian Communist Party, Vice-Prime Minister of the Romanian Government, Minister of 
Foreign Trade and International Economic Cooperation, Dumitru Popescu, member of the 
Executive Political Committee, secretary of the Central Committee of the Romanian Communist 
Party, Stefan Andrei, Deputy member of the Executive Political Committee, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, Vasile Musat, secretary of the Central Committee of the Romanian Communist Party, 
Vasile Pungan, member of the Central Committee of the RCP, Minister within the Presidency of 
the Socialist Republic of Romania, head of the councilors group of the President of the republic, 
Dumitru Popa, Romanian ambassador to Pyongyang. 
  
From the Democratic People's Republic of Korea: Comrade Kim Il Sung, General Secretary of 
the Central Committee of the Workers’ Party of Korea, president of the Democratic People's 
Republic of Korea, Kim Song-ae [Kim Song Ae], member of Central Committee of the Workers' 
Party of Korea, president of the Korean Democratic Women’s Union, Li Jong-ok [Ri Jong Ok] 
member of the Political Committee of the Central Committee of the Workers' Party of Korea, 
premier of the Administrative Council of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Kye Ung-
tae [Kye Ung Tae], member of the Political Committee of the Central Committee of the Workers' 
Party of Korea, Vice-Premier of the Administrative Council, Kim Yong-nam [Kim Yong Nam], 
deputy member of the Political committee, Secretary of the Central Committee of the Workers' 
Party of Korea, Vice-Premier of the Administrative Council, Minister of Foreign Affairs, Kong 
Jin-tae [Kong Jin Tae], member of the Central Committee of the Workers' Party of Korea, Vice-
Premier of the Administrative Council,  Shin In-ha [Sin In Ha], ambassador of the Democratic 
People's Republic of Korea to Bucharest. 
  
[…] 
 
Comrade Kim Il Sung: 
  
Thank you very much for the quite detailed presentation you made regarding the internal 
situation in Romania. We are very happy for your results, we are happy for them like we are for 
ours and we take into account that they were achieved under your direct leadership. 
  
Do our comrades have any questions? They do not. Thank you. 
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We have enough time, so, if I may, I would like to inform you about the internal situation as 
well. Starting this year, we entered in the first year of a new seven-year economic plan. This plan 
was adopted last year in November, at a meeting of the Supreme People's Assembly. 
Numerically speaking, we could say that the situation is quite good. The plan is going to end in 
1984. The numbers that we intend to reach by 1984 are as they follow: steel—7.5- 8 billion tons, 
500 kg per inhabitant; for concrete we intend to reach 12 billion tons, which represents about 800 
kg per inhabitant. 
  
Regarding rice, you know that the arable land is limited and we intend to obtain a harvest of 12 
billion tons. This year we decided to make an effort to obtain 8,800,000 tons. It is enough to 
satisfy our requirements and we do not import anything. 
  
Regarding electricity, we plan to produce 56 to 60 billion kilowatt (kW), which calculated per 
inhabitant is about 4,000 kWh. As you can notice, we are a developing country as well. 
Regarding the chemical fertilizers, this year we plan to obtain around 5 million tons. It concerns 
all the chemical fertilizers, both based on nitrogen and phosphorus. Right now we produce about 
3 million tons, and in the next years we want to increase the production to 5 million tons. Given 
that the arable land is limited to 2 million hectare, we are satisfied with the current production. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu: 
  
Active substance? 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung: 
  
It is about the weight calculated in volume; in active substance, it amounts to about 1 million 
tons. At the current level, we do not lack chemical fertilizers; we have enough. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu: 
  
You are then a developed country.  
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung: 
  
Yes, in this case we are, if you consider that we have a limited arable surface. We cannot 
produce fertilizers based on potassium with the country’s raw materials, so we import them. 
Actually we trade fertilizers. 
  
Regarding the production of colored metals, we plan to reach about 1 million, of course we target 
lead, zinc, aluminum, copper, altogether. We consider that it is quite good; it is not a bad 
number. You know, there is always room for improvement. We can reach this number 
considering we have rich deposits. While beforehand we were not able to produce mining 
equipment, now we can. We have a production of machine tools of a calculated weight of about 
5 million tons. We also focus on heavy-machine production, mostly on large scale installations. 
We somewhat lack large machine-production factories and we are now building bigger factories. 
In the future, we want to focus on the ships production industry. 
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Basically, our economy, regarding trade, is bound to the Soviets and the Chinese and for this 
reasons we are somewhat limited, we have some restrictions; therefore, in the future, we want to 
develop trading with the other countries from Asia and Europe. For this we need ships. Without 
ships we do not have anything to send the merchandise with. Therefore we will focus more on 
the ship-production industry. We have assigned ourselves a target to build around 100 ships with 
a capacity of over 12,000 tons. In this situation we can also modify the trade structure a little. We 
have lots of requests for developing trade from the following countries in Southeast Asia: 
Indonesia, Thailand, Malaysia, Vietnam, Kampuchea, Pakistan and India. All these countries 
have expressed their wish to increase their trade with us. We want to establish a balance of trade 
as well and, only by acting in this way can we overcome the current limits and restrictions. The 
countries that I have mentioned request lots of concrete and products. We have a lot of magnesite 
clinker therefore we will be able to overcome the current restrictions that we have in foreign 
trade. 
  
We have also established a series of tasks that regard modernization, technology, science and 
basing the economy on the raw materials that we have and the objective is to develop the 
economic branches that have the raw materials secured. Of course, we emphasize modernization 
and mechanization. Like you, we are taking actions to raise the technological and scientific level. 
The problem with increasing the quality of products is very important to us. Our level of quality 
is still low and the quality of the merchandise is quite low; nevertheless, we talk about the quality 
of machines or mass consumption goods, and that is why we emphasize on improving the quality 
of products. 
  
Currently, regarding the [standard of living], in our country, the problem is the diversity of the 
merchandise rather than the money necessary for buying merchandise, especially when it comes 
to mass consumption goods. This is why we now believe the diversification of mass 
consumption goods a high-priority problem and that is why the two main high-priority problems 
are: raising the products’ quality and diversifying the array of goods. The problem is not the 
money but the different kinds of goods the population wishes to buy. The peasants’ income is big 
enough but they do not have merchandise to buy. To solve this problem we use different 
methods. We develop large industrial central units too, and at the same time, we develop small 
industrial units, the local industry, where we will build medium factories and even smaller types. 
  
We do not have high hopes regarding livestock; however, we are very optimistic about the 
development of fishing. We have a lot of fish. If we used to sell a lot of fish in winter, now, 
because of a slight climate change, we are catching a lot in the summer too and we want to solve 
the protein problem using fish. In our Seven-Year Plan in this field we have set the task of 
fishing 3.5 million tons of fish. We have a fish production of about 1.2 million tons and with the 
other sea products we reach 1.5 million; by 1984, we will reach 3.5 million tons of fish and sea 
products. We move forward entirely convinced that we can accomplish these tasks. There are 
lots of suggestions coming from the masses and there are lots of proposals regarding the 
accomplishing and exceeding the plan one year, a year and a half and even two years earlier. It 
seems like two years may be too much. Regardless, the problem is being studied. The 
circumstances are favorable, we have a good foundation. On this good foundation, if we organize 
ourselves well, we can accomplish the plan. The atmosphere is also good. Of course we will 
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analyze the suggestions coming from the population regarding the accomplishment of the plan 
two years earlier. It is not a bad idea and we think that it is possible to accomplish this plan one 
year earlier. One of the main problems that will be decisive for the accomplishment of the plan 
will be the energy industry and if we will assure the assigned quantity of electricity. Especially in 
the Northern part of the country we have lots of power-plants and the production is affected by 
the lack of water. Therefore we consider granting more attention to coal plants in the future and I 
think we can solve this problem too, especially if we organize the [work-force] well and we build 
coal plants in a shorter period of time, because we need many big industrial units built that can 
help us in this activity. We do not have any remarkable hard problems. 
  
The party’s internal situation is also good. We have about 2,200,000 party members and 
the percent of the party members relative to the population is big enough, but I think it is good. 
The atmosphere within the population is good; all the people are closely united around the party 
and everything can work very well if we assure the necessary raw materials. We have enough 
raw materials and we can procure them.  All that is left to do is to conduct a good activity for 
acquiring the raw materials from imports, which are harder to acquire. Considering we are facing 
the enemy, we sure have large costs and we have undertaken great efforts for the country’s 
defense, which has repercussions on this situation. Ideologically speaking, everything is fine and 
the people are closely united within the army, there is a lot of enthusiasm. 
  
Regarding the educational system, as I informed you last time [we talked], we are staying on the 
same trend-line. Last year we have adopted the theses regarding the educational system and now 
we carrying out our activities according to these precepts. We focus on the quality of the 
educational system as well. Before, we have focused on the number, training and education of as 
many specialists as possible, but now we focus on the quality of the training, especially in the 
educational system. As I informed you last time, we are still carrying out a sustained struggle to 
put the two revolutions, the ideological-technical revolution and the cultural revolution, into 
practice. And this is the internal situation. An important problem for our country is the 
unification [of the country], which I would like us to discuss later. If you have any questions, 
please [go ahead and ask them]. 
  
Comrade. Nicolae Ceausescu: 
  
I would like to thank comrade Kim for the particularly valuable report [he provided us with]. I 
am very happy for the results [you have achieved], for the prospects until 1984 and for your 
successes, because they strengthen the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and open up 
perspectives for a good cooperation between our countries. May you achieve all those objectives 
in the best conditions possible. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung: 
  
Thank you. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu: 
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We could discuss something about the bilateral relations, and leave the international problems 
for some other time, for tomorrow. Or should we talk about international problems? 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung: 
  
Discussions on international matters may take a while, so I think you should talk about the 
question of bilateral matters for now, [especially] since we do not have any remarkable problems 
regarding bilateral relations and we do not have any divergent views; the only problem that 
arises is how to improve the collaboration between us even more. 
 
[…] 
  
-2nd June 1978 
  
Minutes of Conversation between Nicolae Ceausescu, the Secretary General of the Romanian 
Communist Party, the President of the Romanian Socialist Republic and Kim Il Sung, the 
Secretary General of the Central Committee of the Workers’ Party of Korea and the President of 
the Democratic People's Republic of Korea, 21 May 1978. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung reported that at that moment, the biggest share of the foreign commerce of 
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea—75-80 percent was being carried with the Soviet 
Union and the People’s Republic of China. For this reason, especially when one of those 
countries did not deliver or buy some goods, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
[incurred losses]. In order to address this problem, it was decided that in the future the share of 
trade with the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China would be 25 percent each; about 
20 percent for European socialist countries and the rest of the trade would be with the third world 
countries and some capitalist countries. The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea would act to 
maintain the current volume of trade with the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China. 
All that would be produced in excess of the quotas would be directed to other countries in order 
to reach the proposed objectives. 
  
Regarding the Korean-Soviet relations, the comrade Kim Il Sung pointed out that they were 
mainly good. There were some difficulties in bilateral commercial relations, especially when the 
Soviet comrades did not deliver the goods that the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
needed. Recently, the Soviet Union had helped the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea with 
the construction of a refinery with a capacity of one million tons, but afterwards not only had 
they not delivered the required petroleum, but they also had raised its price a lot. 
  
Referring to the politics of the Soviet Union, he said he could not tell if the Soviet comrades had 
a defined line that they were following. 
  
Regarding comrade Leonid I. Brezhnev it seemed like because of his age, on many matters he no 
longer acted like he should. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu reported about the visit of the American journalist Valos, to whom 
he granted an interview as well and passed to comrade Kim Il Sung the wish of the American 
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journalist to visit the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and to get an interview with 
comrade Kim Il Sung. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung said that he would consider it and give an answer later. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung reported that at that point in time, the situation within the Non-Aligned 
Movement was very complicated; non-aligned countries were divided. 
  
Globally, there was a powerful movement from key countries to attract the non-aligned countries 
in their sphere of influence. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung reported that, as far as he knew, many countries were displeased with the 
participation of Cuba to the military actions in Angola and Ethiopia. The Cubans were actually 
waging war in Africa for someone else and with the support of someone else. The participation 
of the (colored) Cuban military in the battles in Africa was not helping the nations on this 
continent at all.  
  
The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea declared itself against such actions. The African 
states should be left alone to solve the problems between them by themselves. 
  
If the Cubans really wanted to contribute to the fight against imperialism, then they should have 
supported Egypt and the other Arab countries in their fights against Israel. 
  
The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea received lots of support requests from African 
countries involved in conflicts, but it did not reply to any of them. During the wars in Vietnam, 
Cambodia and the Near East, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea offered substantial 
help, even by participating with several military aircraft formations. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu informed about the content of the speeches held at Beijing by the 
foreign minister of the People’s Republic of China and U.S Secretary of Defense, as well of 
President Carter’s declarations regarding the normalization of American-Chinese relations. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung reported that he had information according to which the normalization of 
the American-Chinese relations would result in the moving of the American Embassy from 
Taiwan to Beijing and the transfer of the actual representation from Beijing to Taiwan. There 
were other sources saying that the Chinese comrades feared that after the withdrawal of the 
Americans from Taiwan, their place would be taken by the Soviets. 
  
Considering the fact that Chiang Kai-Shek’s son was supported by the Americans, it was hard to 
imagine that the Americans would leave Taiwan promptly. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung agreed with the idea that the Soviets’ actions on the international stage 
were pushing both the Americans and the Chinese to act for the normalization of bilateral 
relations. 
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He added that the expansionist policies adopted by the Soviet Union and the United States of 
America, which implied the spreading out of their spheres of influence in Asia, were very 
powerful. Regarding the discussions he had had with Hua Guafeng, the Chinese leader declared 
that, for the time being, he was not very hopeful of the normalization of the relations with the 
United States of America. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu showed that the United States of America and the American Senate 
were interested in normalizing the relations with China. If this normalization would not affect 
other countries, it would be a good thing. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung showed that the People’s Republic of China needed peace and security to 
develop its economy, to solve its internal problems and improve the living standards of the 
population. 
  
For this reason, he personally did not expect that the People’s Republic of China would wage 
war in Taiwan after the Americans’ withdrawal. 
  
Moreover, the Soviet Union was not ready to start military actions. The fact that the Soviet 
Union had big and well-trained armed forces was not bad. But those armed forces must be used 
for defense purposes only. 
  
Lately, the Soviet Union has been selling weapons everywhere and is generally making great 
profit by selling weapons. 
  
What is more, for military reasons and because of the mistakes [made by Moscow], the Soviet 
Union pulled out of Egypt. 
  
With the occasion of the visit made in 1975 in Algeria he was informed that the Soviets asked 
Algerians to allow them to build bases on the territory of Algeria, but the Algerians refused. One 
of the objectives of building a Soviet military base on foreign lands was to impose their 
influence. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung agreed with the idea that at that point in time there was no possibility of a 
Soviet-American conflict, but he said that the possibility of some conflicts should not be 
neglected. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung showed that the Soviet and Cuban actions in Africa had a negative 
influence over the national liberation movements [there], and their interference in Angola, 
Ethiopia, Zambia and other countries allowed the danger of outside intervention from other 
countries. 
  
In the official declarations and talks, the Soviet Union was claiming to be in favor of peace, but it 
acted exactly in the opposite direction. 
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Referring to the communist movement in Europe, comrade Kim Il Sung showed that the Koreans 
appreciated as positive the position of the communist parties from Italy, France and Spain, to act 
starting from the actual relations between those countries. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung agreed with the idea that the foreign policy actions of the Soviet Union 
and their military presence in Europe are of such nature to make other countries fear the Soviet 
Union and no longer request the dismantlement of NATO and the withdrawal of the Americans 
from Europe. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung showed that the complete failure of the revolution in Portugal is also the 
result of the reservations of the population of this country regarding the Soviet Union, as well of 
Soviet interference. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu informed about the conversations he had with President Jimmy 
Carter regarding the Korean problem, at the request of comrade Kim Il Sung. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung informed that he asked President Tito to press the United States of 
America to accept negotiations regarding the Korean matter. 
  
The response was the same: the United States of America cannot remove Park Chung Hee and 
they want trilateral negotiations. 
  
The Koreans understands the difficulties the United States of America is facing, because of the 
economic crisis and the opposition in Congress regarding this matter. The problem of initiating 
discussions between the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and the United States of 
America was discussed with the comrades in South Korea. They are currently against initiating 
trilateral negotiations. Of course, trilateral negotiations have some disadvantages, but they also 
have numerous advantages that cannot be neglected. During those negotiations many problems 
like the democratization of the South Korean society, the release of the prisoners from jails, the 
legalization of political parties in South Korea and the initiation of peaceful negotiation between 
different parties and organizations from the North and the South, could be solved. 
  
The comrades from South Korea do not agree with the participation of the representatives of the 
Seoul regime at the negotiations, saying that it will encourage Park Chung Hee in his actions 
against the organizations and democratic elements that exist in South Korea. 
  
It would be an achievement for the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea just to solve the 
problems of legalization of the democratic parties [in South Korea]. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung agrees that, if there are going to be negotiations with the United States of 
America, the problem of their retreat from South Korea should be discussed gradually. Even if 
there will be trilateral negotiations—United States of America-the Democratic People’s Republic 
of Korea-South Korea—their problems will be actually discussed only by the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea and the United States of America. In the solving of initiating 
negotiations with the United States of America and South Korea, the Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea has difficulties with the comrades from South Korea who do not agree with 
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the participation of the South Korea. The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea understands 
those comrades and advises them to accept, because a solution to the Korean problem has to be 
found. The radical forces from South Korea could have a greater success if the political parties of 
South Korea were legalized and the prisoners released. 
  
At the request of the comrade Nicolae Ceausescu to be informed about the view of the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea on trilateral negotiations in order to inform the president 
of the United States of America, comrade Kim Il Sung said that he could not give an answer yet, 
as he had to consult with the comrades from South Korea first. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung believes that it will take a longer period of time to convince the comrades 
in South Korea to accept trilateral negotiations. In his [forthcoming] discussions with them, he 
will insist on the advantages that the democratization of the South Korean society, the 
legalization of the political parties and transformation of the armistice into a peace agreement 
will bring.  
  
He informed Comrade Ceausescu that at that point in time, the democratic forces in the South 
Korea were not able to overthrow the regime of Park Chung Hee, while on the other hand, the 
circumstances for military actions were not favorable. For this reason, he believes that another 
way out must be found, a way of taking action on the unification problem. 
  
Considering the possibility of negotiations with the United States of America, the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea criticized Jimmy Carter only once, on the occasion of the American-
South-Korean maneuvers. 
  
-22 May 1978- 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu invited comrade Kim Il Sung to spend his vacation in Romania. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung said he planned to visit some socialist countries in Europe, and so, he 
would agree to spend his vacation in Romania. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung informed he was invited to visit Czechoslovakia, German Democratic 
Republic, the Soviet Union, Syria, Egypt and many other countries. 
  
On the occasion of his visit in Korea in 1977, comrade Tito addressed him an invitation to visit 
him in Yugoslavia. 
On the occasion of his recent visit in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Hua Guofeng 
informed him that he planned to visit Romania and Yugoslavia in the second half of 1978. 
  
As he had not been in the People’s Republic of China since 1975, comrade Kim Il Sung 
informed that, in the future, he planned to visit China. 
  
From the recent discussions with President Hua Guofeng, the latter informed him that, because 
of the numerous problems he had to deal with in 1976 he lost 16 lbs. Kim Il Sung added that, 
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indeed, the People’s Republic of China has faced many difficulties in the last 2 years, and on the 
other hand, it has lost several leaders: Mao Zedong, Zhou Enlai, Zhou De and others as well. 
  
In the discussions held with President Hua Guofeng, the latter informed him that the People’s 
Republic of China would like to improve its relations with Yugoslavia. Even the former 
president Mao Zedong recognized that he did not do well in China’s relations with Yugoslavia. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung said he had information that Albania held the Chinese comrades from 
improving their relations with Yugoslavia. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu said that Romania had good state relations with Albania. We do not 
have any party relations. 
  
Regarding the proposals to have party relations, the Albanian comrades said that in this matter 
“we have to advance gradually.” The Romanians agreed with the proposals of the Albanian 
comrades to expand economic exchanges even more. There are no special problems between 
Romania and Albania. We had good relations in the past too; many Albanian citizens studied in 
Romania. In the discussions with the Chinese and Albanian comrades, the Romanians said that it 
is not good for the People’s Republic of China and the People’s Republic of Albania to have 
relations with different groups from Europe that call themselves communist. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung said that if Albania is isolated, it is because it has isolated itself. 
  
At the request of comrade Kim Il Sung to be informed about the relations between Albania and 
Yugoslavia, comrade Nicolae Ceausescu reported that the relations are normal. Economic 
relations are good though. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu then reported about the relations of Romania with socialist 
countries, emphasizing on the following: the relations with Bulgaria are good. We are building a 
hydro plant on the Danube, a chemical industrial unit and a heavy-machinery factory. With the 
German Democratic Republic we maintain good relations. Between 1976 and 1977, there have 
been visits at the highest level between the two countries. In 1977, comrade Nicolae Ceausescu 
visited Poland. Bilateral relations [with Poland] are good. It looks like the Poles have some 
economic difficulties and they are forced to import cereals. Relations with Czechoslovakia are 
good; in 1977, comrade Husak visited Romania. Actually, Romania had good relations with 
Czechoslovakia since before the liberation. It looks like Czechoslovakia has some internal 
problems, including the presence of the Soviet troops. In 1977 comrade Nicolae Ceausescu had a 
meeting with comrade Kadar, at the border between the two countries. Bilateral relations [with 
Hungary] are good. There is a Hungarian minority in Romania and they [the Hungarians] are 
interfering a little bit in this matter and they are seeking to agitate the chauvinistic elements 
[among them]. There is a smaller Romanian minority in Hungary as well. During bilateral 
negotiations it was decided that each country has to resolve their minority problems. 
Unofficially, the Hungarians undertake some activities causing turmoil. 
  
Relations with the Soviet Union are good. There were serious discussions on bilateral matters 
with the Soviet Union, even on the Bessarabia and Bucovina matters. Romania does not have 
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territorial claims, but it cannot accept [the claim] that the two territories were freed of Czarism 
when [in reality] they were actually occupied by force. A state was established on Moldavian 
territory and Romania admits this fact. In 1976, Leonid Brezhnev made an official visit to 
Romania, and with this occasion, a common Declaration it was adopted. 
  
In the relations with the Soviet Union, there are some differences of opinions regarding 
international matters, the problems regarding the COMECON and the Warsaw Pact. The Soviet 
side is for integration, but Romania is against it. The other socialist countries in Europe are for 
integration, but they act against it. 
  
Soviet-Romanian economic relations are good. About 20 percent of the external commerce of 
Romania is with the Soviet Union. We have good economic relations with the other socialist 
countries as well. The share of the socialist countries in the foreign trade of Romania is of 46-48 
percent. 
  
We have good economic relations with developing countries too, which have a share of about 20 
percent of the foreign trade. 
  
Romania has good economic relations with developed capitalist countries as well. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung showed that the DPRK's share of foreign trade with the Soviet Union is 
around 75-80 percent. In the future trade will be structured as follows: 25 percent with the Soviet 
Union, 25 percent with the People’s Republic of China, 20 percent with European socialist 
countries, and the rest with Third World countries and capitalist countries. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu informed that Romania’s relations with the People’s Republic of 
China are good. At the discussions held at Beijing, there was an agreement on all problems 
discussed and a long-term agreement of economic cooperation was signed. 
  
The Chinese comrades were informed that Romania does not understand the theory of the Three 
Worlds but we do not wish to have polemics on this subject. 
  
It has been shown that we do not consider the thesis of the People’s Republic of China, 
according to which the Soviet Union is not building the socialism, to be correct. Even though the 
Soviet Union is making some mistakes, especially on international matters, and in its relations 
with socialist countries, it is nonetheless a socialist country. 
  
Regarding the problems of the communist movement, the Chinese comrades said that they would 
think about it. 
  
Both sides have the same position on the establishment of a new international economic order, 
for the protection of the independence and sovereignty. 
  
Both Romania and China agreed that, on the whole, the danger of war did not vanish. 
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The Chinese were advised that it would be good if the People’s Republic of China and the Soviet 
Union would improve their bilateral relations. 
  
The relations with the Socialist Republic of Vietnam are good. However, the Vietnamese 
comrades were not too happy about the attitude Romania had adopted in the conflict with 
Kampuchea. 
  
Relations with Laos are good. Two years ago, the First Secretary of the Communist Party visited 
Romania. 
  
Regarding Kampuchea, we have good relations. However, we barely have any economic 
collaboration. This problem will be discussed with the occasion of the visit that we will 
undertake to that country. 
  
Overall, relations between Romania with Cuba can be seen as good. The Cubans request high 
prices for sugar, arguing that through these prices, socialist countries offer them support. We do 
not agree with this position, especially because of the Cubans’ actions in Angola and Ethiopia. 
  
Regarding Romanian-Korean relations, comrade Nicolae Ceausescu said that they were 
discussed at the first meeting. They are very good; there are no divergences between the two 
countries. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung informed that the relations between the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea and the Soviet Union have a distinctive character. On different occasions the Soviets 
affirmed that the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea is on the side of the People’s Republic 
of China. 
  
In a discussion with Kunael, comrade Kim Il Sung showed that many Soviet-Korean bilateral 
problems were caused by distrust. 
  
In the discussion he had with the representatives of the People’s Republic of China, the latter 
declared that they had nothing against the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea improving its 
relations with the Soviet Union. 
  
Regarding economic relations, he showed that the Soviets built a refinery for the North Koreans, 
but now they raised the price of crude oil, which creates some difficulties for the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea. In exchange for crude, the Soviets request magnesite. After 
finishing working for opening an exploitation mine, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
will satisfy all the requests of the Soviets. 
  
In the relations with the Soviet Union, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea meets some 
difficulties because the Soviet Union is not giving them all the spare parts they need for the 
modern weapons of Soviet fabrication. By not delivering the spare parts, the Soviets are trying to 
make pressures on Korea, but they must know that the Korean comrades would not beg them. 
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Comrade Kim Il Sung showed that there are some divergences between the Soviets and 
Egyptians and considers the measure taken by the president [Anwar] Sadat as just. 
  
Regarding the relations with the People’s Republic of China, comrade Kim Il Sung showed that 
in the 1970s the bilateral relations were quite tense. After the visit of Zhou Enlai to Korea in 
1970, bilateral relations have improved a lot. During his visit to Korea, Hua Guofeng expressed 
his full support for the policies promoted by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and 
explained a series of internal problems of the People’s Republic of China. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung informed that before the visit of President Hua Guofeng to the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea, the Soviet ambassador paid him a visit and asked him to press the 
Chinese to prevent any criticisms from being addressed to the Soviet Union during his visit. The 
Soviet ambassador was assured that no remarks on the Soviet Union will be made in the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. 
  
With the occasion of this visit, no common documents were signed, at the request of the Chinese 
comrades who do not practice such things. All which had to be said was said in the speeches held 
at the meeting and receptions. 
  
It has been noticed that lately, in North Korea’s relations with the People’s Republic of China, 
the Chinese comrades no longer reproduce the phrase “Japanese imperialism” from the Korean 
documents, but only “Japan.” This is explained through their desire to improve their relations 
with Japan. The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea approves of the improvement of the 
relations between the Chinese and the Japanese. China needs technology, and Japan needs raw 
materials. 
  
As for the relations between the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and Japan, the problem 
is more delicate. Because Japan is for the existence of two Korean states, only economic 
exchanges and visits of some persons take place between the two countries. The matter of state-
to-state relations with Japan will be raised only after the unification of Korea.  
  
The relations of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea with European socialist countries 
are good. There are no reasons to have any other kind of relations. The Democratic People’s 
Republic is in favor of visit exchanges and trade. 
  
Relations with Vietnam and Cambodia are good. The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
has always supported the struggle of the people in those countries. 
  
About the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea position on the conflict between Vietnam and 
Cambodia, the Romanians were informed through the message sent by comrade Kim Yong-nam, 
secretary of the Central Committee of Workers’ Party of Korea, with the occasion of his visit to 
Romania, in the spring of this year. The conflict between Vietnam and Cambodia had actually 
started at the same time with the war in Vietnam. 
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On the occasion of the visit to Korea of a delegation from Cambodia, the Koreans were asked to 
stop using the word “Indochina”. It is true that there was a Communist Party in Indochina, but it 
separated and expanded in an independent way in every country later. 
  
At a moment, the Vietnamese proposed the establishment of a united army of the countries of 
Indochina, but Cambodia was against it and fought separately. After the victory in Cambodia, the 
relations between the Workers’ Party of Korea and the Communist Party of Cambodia developed 
a lot. Pol Pot visited [the Democratic Republic of] Korea and had long discussions with Kim Il 
Sung, who regarded him as a competent comrade. The matter of forming a Confederation in 
Indochina was raised for the first time to the Koreans by Pol Pot. Both Cambodia and the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea are against forming this sort of Confederation. 
  
From the talks with Pol Pot resulted that within the Communist Party in Cambodia there were 
pro-Vietnamese groups, but they were removed, the situation within the party being normal at 
the moment. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung thought the Soviets committed a mistake when they kept their embassy at 
Phnom Penh under the lead of Lon Nol. They committed a mistake later as well, when, after the 
victory of the revolutionary forces they withdrew the embassy. Actually they were kicked out of 
Cambodia. 
  
The [North] Koreans believe that the Socialist Republic of Vietnam did not act properly on the 
border problems it had with Cambodia. The Parrot’s Beak is Cambodia territory. It was used by 
the Vietnamese as a retreat place, as a place for establishing hospitals and repair shops for 
armament during the war. Sihanouk’s permission to let the Vietnamese use this territory made 
the Americans disgruntled, and so they ordered Lon Nol to remove Sihanouk. This was also 
observed from the fact that once Sihanouk was toppled, the Americans took larger scale actions 
in the Parrot’s Beak territory. 
  
The affirmations of the Vietnamese which have a large and well prepared army, that they were 
attacked by the Cambodians, are not believed by anyone. It is a well-known fact that the 
Vietnamese got 2-3 billion dollars’ worth of equipment from the Americans.   
  
If during the war the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea supported Vietnam and 
Kampuchea in the battle against imperialism, now, just like the Romanians, they advised them to 
retreat from the occupied territories and to try to solve their problems through negotiations. 
  
The relations with the People’s Republic of Mongolia are oscillating, between good and bad, just 
like the relations between the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and the Soviet Union. 
  
The relations with Cuba were good for a while but they got colder later. In 1976, the State 
Secretary of Cuba paid Kim Il Sung a visit in Korea. On this occasion he requested the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea to take action at the next high level Conference of the 
non-aligned countries from Colombo so as the conference would not turn into an anti-Soviet 
Conference. 
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It was explained to the Cubans that the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea had submitted a 
declaration on the Korean matter. Vietnam and Cuba were against a paragraph in this declaration 
in which we [the North Koreans] requested that the key-countries not to meddle in the Korean 
problem. Of course we do not target the socialist countries but the United States of America and 
Japan in the first place. In this problem the discussions with the representatives of Cuba were 
very intense, but the declaration was adopted as it was proposed. Cuba did not vote. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung showed that just like Romania, the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea did not agree with the Cuba’s action in Angola and Ethiopia. Many Africans were asking 
themselves what the Cuban soldiers are doing in these countries. As it is known, the Soviet 
Union is behind of all of the actions undertaken by the Cubans. 
  
All these actions will have a negative influence over the summoning and the course of the high 
level conference of the non-aligned countries from Havana in 1979. 
  
The relations between the Workers’ Party of Korea with the Communist Party of Japan are good. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung said that at that point in time, there were many speculations at the 
international level regarding the visit of the comrade Nicolae Ceausescu to the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea and the visit to China of the American Secretary of Defense 
[Brown]. Many think that those visits were preparing [the ground] for some negotiations between 
the United States of America and the People’s Republic of Korea. Actually, the 21 Japanese 
journalists group on the side of the Socialist Party raised the question of whether in the 
discussions with the comrade Nicolae Ceausescu the problem of trilateral negotiations (the 
United States of America, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and South Korea) would 
be brought up. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu appreciated that it was a good thing to start these trilateral 
negotiations. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung showed that before taking a decision, he must first consult with the 
comrades from South Korea, which were currently against those negotiations. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu showed that the South Koreans were indeed in a special situation. 
He pointed out that undertaking military action to solve the Korean problem was not possible 
and it would be a shame to do it considering how beautifully built the city of Pyongyang was. 
  
The problem can be solved through negotiations, but for this, democratic activities in South 
Korea must be intensified; negotiations must be combined with fighting as well. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung appreciated that the democratization of the South Korean society would 
result in the intensification of the democratic forces’ fights. Also, a positive combination would 
have as a result the legalization of the political parties and the release of prisoners from jails. 
Since the United States of America are not withdrawing from South Korea for the time being, 
solving those problems would be a great success. 
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Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu said that the main American tactic in Korea was to create two 
states. To annihilate this policy, sustained actions and a powerful movement in South Korea were 
required. All Kim Il Sung had to do was to convince the comrades from South to accept trilateral 
negotiations. The situation in South Korea, the high density of people per square kilometer, the 
over 3 million people in the armed forces, police and paramilitary troops, did not allow our 
comrades to undertake an action, they cannot undertake partisan actions. They could deploy 
successful actions only in the circumstance of a battle of North against the South. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu appreciated that the initiation of negotiations, even trilateral 
negotiations, would help the progressive groups from South Korea. Moreover, even in the 
relations with other countries, it would be easier to impose the idea that the Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea was acting independently and could solve its problems on its own, through 
negotiations. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung asked if, by accepting negotiations with the United States of America 
there was the danger for the Soviets entering negotiations with South Korea. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu showed that it was impossible. There are foreign troops in South 
Korea and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea has the right to discuss with the leaders 
that manage South Korea. The Soviet Union cannot justify by any means entering negotiations 
with South Korea. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung said that he somewhat fears that the Soviet Union might recognize South 
Korea in the same way it did with Germany. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu showed that if negotiations with the United States of America were 
to be started, it will be hard for the Soviets to contact the South. Of course, by the lack of 
contacts and negotiations with the United States of America, it would be possible for the Soviets 
to contact South Korea. The situation in Germany is completely different. It is said that there are 
two nations in Germany. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung currently does not know how the Soviets will react. He has some 
information that there are many contacts of the South Korean diplomats with the Soviet 
diplomats mentioned in the reports that the South Korean diplomats sent to the government. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu:  
The Soviets think that the international problems can be treated only through them. They also 
reproach Egypt that it is not treating the problem of the conflict in the Near East through them 
and does not let them solve it. Basically it can be said that the problems in the Middle East are a 
deal between Soviets and Americans. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung: We consider starting negotiations with the Americans too. This problem 
was discussed many times at the party discussions. By common assent it was decided that such 
kind of negotiations are necessary, but we will not act until we consult with the comrades in the 
South. 
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The South Koreas want to participate in the trilateral negotiations without the representatives of 
Park Chung Hee, which South Korea cannot accept. Sadly, our comrades in South Korea have 
not become a force yet, and they cannot overthrow Park Chung Hee. 
  
In the foreseeable future, they will send a comrade from the administration in South Korea to 
discuss this problem in detail.  
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung promised he would assign the right people to analyze carefully the 
problem of receiving the American journalist Valas to the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea. For now, he has some reservations, not because he fears the American journalist but for 
the fear that later, Soviet journalists will visit South Korea or journalists from South Korea will 
visit the Soviet Union. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu showed that such an action from the Soviets would be a big 
mistake. The visit of this journalist in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea would be a 
great opportunity to illuminate the American public opinion [on what is happening in North 
Korea]. He assured Kim Il Sung that [Valas] was a serious, unbiased journalist and that he had 
promised he would publish the entire text of the interview with comrade Kim Il Sung. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung personally thinks that the Soviets will not initiate relations with South 
Korea, but he cannot ignore the fact that the Soviets make many mistakes. The Soviets are still a 
key country and act accordingly. 
  
The Koreans completely trust the affirmations of comrade Nicolae Ceausescu regarding this 
journalist and they will analyze the possibility of receiving him. It remains to be seen how the 
Soviets will react. Kim Il Sung is saying this because in the discussions with the Soviets, they 
affirm that in South Korea there is a de facto regime and a state and they let it be understood that 
they plan to recognize it. Through this, they have in view the recognition of two Korean states. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu exemplified the case of Cuba which did not have relations with the 
United States of America, but president Fidel Castro had welcomed many delegations of 
American journalists, senators etc. He expressed this opinion that before starting official 
negotiations with the United States of America it would be good to have such kind of contacts. 
Regarding the problem of “a second Korea” he showed that, if the division of the country takes a 
long time, then they could bring the problem of other states establishing contacts with South 
Korea as well. A presence of those states in South Korea could be a support for the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea. If the unification takes less time, such contacts are useless. For this, 
however, it is necessary to undertake sustained efforts. The representatives of South Korea to a 
European country contacted the Romanian ambassador and informed him that they would be 
interested in discussing with Romania the problem of the negotiations between North and South. 
The Romanians gave no answer. He said that the Soviets would not take actions to force the 
recognition of South Korea. 
Nicolae Ceausescu informed about the situation in Europe emphasizing on the following 
problems: 
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The conference held in Belgrade ended without the expected results, mainly because the 
positions of the United States of America and the Soviet Union. They tried to impose their points 
of view, but the contradictions between them were shown even more. 
  
Currently in Europe, there are about 70-80 percent of the entire world’s weapons; the two 
military blocks, many bases and foreign troops are on the territories of other states, which 
complicate the situation a lot. Romania acts for undertaking firm measures, for the improvement 
of the relations between states, for military disengagement. The Soviet Union and the socialist 
countries agree with those measures. In reality though, the Soviet Union is subordinating 
everything under their negotiations with the Unites States of America. In Europe, there is a fear 
of the Soviet Union, as well of the increasing influence of the communist parties, especially 
those in France, Italy and Spain. 
  
Overall, the evolution of the political situation in Europe is good; the influence of progressive 
forces is increasing, led by the communists. Romania has good relations with all the European 
states. On 13 July [1978], he will visit England. Romania has good relations with the communist 
parties, the socialist parties and other parties. 
 
[…] 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung, referring to the RCP party delegation visit to the People’s Republic of 
China in 1964, said: 
 
On the morning when the Romanian delegation arrived in Bejing, Mao Zedong sent Peng Chen 
to Pyongyang with a note in which he requested me to urgently go to Beijing, [to discuss] a very 
urgent and important matter. 
  
After arriving in Beijing, Mao Zedong asked me, in the presence of Kang Sheng, Liu Shaoqi and 
other Chinese leaders, about who you were. I answered that Romanians are good people, they 
defend their independence and therefore we must go hand in hand with them 
  
Both Kang Sheng and Liu Shaoqi contradicted me in the presence of Mao Zedong. Then, Mao 
Zedong told me not to listen to what Kang Sheng and Liu Shaoqi said and invited us to have 
lunch. 
  
In the evening of the same day, Comrade Kim Il Sung paid a visit to the Romanian delegation 
which was in Beijing at the time. 
  
In the recent conversations with President Hua Guofeng, [comrade Kim Il Sung] praised the 
sovereign policy promoted by Romania and said he would pay a visit to Romania to strengthen 
their bilateral relations even more. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung expressed his wish to have as many meetings and talks as possible in the 
future. The conversations they had allowed him to see that on very many issues their positions 
were identical. On the international matters discussed, there was a full identity of positions. 
  

371



Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu said that they managed to get to know each other better and that he 
really appreciated the activity of Comrade Kim Il Sung.  
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung showed that he very much appreciated the activity of Comrade Ceausescu 
domestically and internationally. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu: There are no matters on which there are differences of opinion 
between our countries and parties. 
  
As the conditions in which the two countries exist are so different, each [party] solves its 
problems according to the specific situation in their country.  
  
Subsequently, Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu showed that on the occasion of his visit to the United 
States, he sought to see and know as much as possible, to meet different [political] figures. The 
United States have numerous [breakthrough] in science, technology and management from 
which [useful] conclusions and lessons can be drawn. Romania is not in favor of isolationism. 
The defense of independence is one thing, while cooperation is a different one. 
  
True friendship and cooperation can only be established when both parties openly state 
everything that is on their mind. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung: The meeting [I had] with Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu was very good and 
was extremely useful for [our] bilateral relations. They testify to the unity and solidarity between 
our peoples. Moreover, they are useful for other countries and peoples as well, as they can see in 
them our unity and cohesion. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu thanked for the invitation [to visit the DPRK], for the 
extraordinarily warm hospitality with which he was received, as well as for the full agreement 
that had been reached.  
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung said he was very satisfied with the visit.  
  
If the DPRK's relations with the USSR were to improve, he planned to pay a visit to some 
countries in Europe, including the USSR. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu said that such a visit in itself could help to improve relations with 
European countries. The Soviets are extremely sensitive if they are given attention. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung said that problems with the Soviets would be solved at the right moment.  
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu: We cannot solve all problems. There must be collaborations to 
solve them. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung: It is necessary to cooperate more closely with the Soviets to solve the 
unification of Korea. 
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Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu: If the Soviets are told something directly, they [sit and] reflect on 
these problems. Countries which think one thing and do another have the wrong approach. These 
countries are not helping the Soviets understand things clearly. The same thing was said directly 
to Brezhnev. 
  
On this issue, Comrade Kim Il Sung said that during his visit to Bulgaria in 1975 an open-air 
rally was organized. Initially, only the portraits of Comrade Zhivkov and Kim Il Sung were 
displayed. Later, a very large portrait of Brezhnev was also displayed, pushed on the stage on a 
cart. At a reception, Comrade Zhivkov said that he did not always respect the guidance [from the 
center]. 
  
Comrade Kim Il Sung noticed such acts on the occasion of the visit he paid in 1956 to some 
socialist countries in Europe, countries which because they followed the Soviets in their policy to 
eliminate the cult of personality, did not display any portraits of their party leaders. 
  
The only country which continued to display the portraits of its party leaders was Romania, 
which shows that it did not follow the guidance from the center. 
  
Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu pointed out that the world is constantly changing and that this is a 
law of development. 
  
7 June, 1978 
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Letter from Park Chung Hee to Jimmy Carter, 8 June 1978 
[Source: Roll 2009-22, File 02, Frames 46-50, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 
(Translation) 
 

June 8, 1978 
 
Dear Mr. President: 
 

I have received your kind letter delivered to me by Dr. Brzezinski who called on me on 
May 25. I highly appreciate your expression of views and determination on some of the 
important current matters of our mutual interest. 

 
 I had a very useful meeting with Dr. Brzezinski, and I believe that his visit this time has 

contributed to further deepening our understanding of various questions of strategic importance 
to both of our two countries in common endeavors for peace and security in the Korean 
peninsula and Northeast Asia. 

 
I have closely followed your recent actions taken in connection with the planned 

withdrawal of the United States ground forces from Korea. Your strong personal urges for an 
early Congressional passage of a bill for the transfer of military equipment to the Republic of 
Korea armed forces and your announcement of April 21 of partial adjustment in the planned 
withdrawal of ground combat units for current year reflect, I believe, the firm commitment of the 
United States to the security of the Republic of Korea as well as your own position in favor of 
the careful implementation of redeployment plan. In this connection, I am pleased to note that 
you share with me the view on the importance of close prior consultation between our two 
Governments on this question as it affects the security of the Republic of Korea allied with the 
United States through the existing Mutual Defense Treaty. 

 
I am also pleased to note that you continue to address your special concern for military 

compensatory measures aimed at strengthening and I modernizing the Republic of Korea armed 
forces in connection with the planned redeployment of the American ground combat forces in 
Korea. 

 
With regard to our endeavors for reducing tensions on the Korean peninsula, I am 

confident that my Government has been making every possible effort under the prevailing 
circumstances to resume serious dialogue with the North in the spirit of the Joint Communique 
of July 4, 1972. I can assure you that we will continue to pursue this policy in the hope that the 
North would eventually come to realize that the peaceful solution of Korean problems can only 
be reached through constructive dialogue between the South and the North of Korea. 

 
I wish to state, however, that it is my observation, which I expressed to Dr. Brzezinski, 

that North Korea is not sincere enough to seek any substantial progress toward solving Korean 
problems, thus making our own initiatives rather unilateral approach. Accordingly, I appreciate 
your firm stand against the North Korean attempts to have a bilateral talk with the United States. 
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Dr. Brzezinski and I had a frank discussion on 'tripartite talk proposal' and were able to 
reach better mutual understanding of the matter. I felt much heartened by the forthright position 
you took when discussing the Korean situation recently with Tito and Ceausescu, respectively. 

 
While we pursue the same political objective as that of the United States in the field of 

domestic politics, I consider it my duty as President of this Republic to preserve the national 
security and to promote the well-being of my people in the face of the persistent danger of 
military provocations from the North. 

 
The precarious peace that is being maintained only by the Armistice Agreement and high 

degree of our own vigilance and deterrent power inevitably dictates us here in Korea to deal with 
the present situation with certain special measures which many other countries enjoying total 
peace and stability do not have to employ. I wish to assure you, however, that it is my intention 
to sustain a steady and sound evolution in the political life of our nation in parallel with our 
economic and social development in pursuit of the goal of modernization that I have established. 

 
On receiving your personal letter, and through my talk with Dr. Brzezinski, I feel greatly 

encouraged to note that the United States is determined to help maintain peace and an 
environment for stable economic growth in Northeast Asia and that you are prepared to extend 
your firm support to the maintenance of our special friendship and the promotion of our common 
interest in attaining our goals. 

 
Please accept my gratitude to you for providing me with another valuable opportunity to 

reason together on matters of common interest and bilateral cooperation through the visit of Dr. 
Brzezinski to Seoul. 

 
With my warmest personal regards, 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/ Park Chung Hee 

 
 
His Excellency 
Jimmy Carter 
President of the United States of America 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 
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Telegram to the Minister of Foreign Affairs from the Ambassador in Finland, “Report on 
Dialogue with Vainiomaki, Ex-Commercial Attaché in Pyongyang,” 28 June 1978 
[Source: Roll 2008-29, File 03, Frames 45-49, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

 
Ambassador of the Republic of Korea to Finland 

 
File No.  : Fin Jung [Finland Political] : 770 - 116 
To      : Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Cc      : Deputy Director General for European Affairs Bureau, 
         Deputy Director General for Information and Culture 
Title     : Report on Dialogue with Vainiomaki, Ex-Commercial Attaché in Pyongyang 
 
Related document file no. : FNW – 0837 [number is assumed] 
 
Attached is the report on dialogue with [Arto] Vainiomaki, ex-commercial attaché to Pyongyang, 
who has come back to Finland after two years of service. 
 
Enclosure: Report on dialogue with Vainiomaki, ex-commercial attaché to each recipient 
  
 

Ambassador of the Republic of Korea to Finland 
 

Report on Dialogue with Vainiomaki, Ex-Commercial Attaché to Pyongyang 
 
1. Date & Time: 12:30 – 14:30 June 28, 1978  
2. Place      : Hotel Torni in Helsinki 
3. Attendee   : Arto Vainiomaki, ex-commercial attaché to Pyongyang 
             Kim Hyun-kin, commercial attaché of the Korean Embassy to Finland 
             Chung Dong-gyun, first secretary of the Korean Embassy to Finland  
 

4. Content of the dialogue: Below is the summary of what Vainiomaki ex-commercial attaché 
told. 

 
a. I (Vainiomaki) was appointed to Pyongyang in May 1976 and came back recently after two 

years of service. As I promised at the end of last year, I wanted to visit the ROK right after I left 
Pyongyang, but it could not be realized due to a sudden turn of events. I proposed a visit to Korea to 
my government. The government replied to me that “At the beginning of this year, a Swedish 
diplomat visited South Korea right after finishing his service in Pyongyang. His visit became known 
because South Korean newspaper and broadcasting companies spotlighted him,” opposed the visit to 
South Korea because of possible diplomatic complications, and encouraged me to visit South Korea 
at an appropriate time in the future. Thus, I gave it up. I told my trip plan to a friend of mine, a Head 
of Sweden mission of the United Nations Command Military Armistice Commission (UNCMAC) in 
Pyongyang. He promised that he would gladly arrange the trip to South Korea by his own car 
through Panmunjeom.  

 
b. According to the Soviet Ambassador and the Ambassador of the P.R.C. in Pyongyang, I 

was told that North Korea evacuated civilians who lived around the truce line, or civilians of 
Kaesong, as a preparation for war, and that Kim Song-man, second-in-command of the North Korean 
armed forces, suddenly disappeared last months, but it was disclosed later that he had been 
commanding the 7th Fleet of the North Korean armed forces near Hamheung to reinforce them. Two 
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ambassadors of the Soviet Union and of the P.R.C. told the fact mentioned above with anxiety. I 
believe the truth of the evacuation of the civilians can be checked by the Swedish Head of the 
UNCMAC. 

 
c. Hua Guofeng visited the North Korean puppets in the beginning of this May and offered 

them the following: 
 
i. Free supply of oil up to 1.5 million ton  
 
ii. Assistance for construction of two paper-mill factories (for newspapers and paper kraft, 

respectively) 
 
iii. And cooperation to construct about 30 factories (purposes of factories unknown). 
 
iv. Also, Communist China had already provided North Korea with $100 million loan through 

the Beijing Bank at the beginning of the year. 
 
v. However, the Communist China rejected North Korea’s request for military aid. 
 
As mentioned above, Communist China's assistance to the North Korean puppets is thought 

to be a scheme intended to keep the North Korean puppets under its complete control. 
 
d. Kim Il Sung plans a visit to the Soviet Union around this September at the official 

invitation from the Soviet government (It is said that he may visit Bulgaria during the visit.) The 
invitation to Kim Il Sung was delivered by a deputy chairman of Kazakhstan Communist Party 
(name unknown) when he visited the North Korean puppet regime. [It was Dinmukhamed Kunaev 
who delivered the Order of Lenin to Kim Il Sung in January 1978. He was formerly deputy chairman 
of the Council of Ministers of Kazakhstan from 1942 to 1952, but was first secretary of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of Kazakhstan when he visited North Korea.] The Order of 
Lenin was delivered to Kim Il Sung during the visit. However, Kim Il Sung was so unpleased with 
the fact that the invitation was delivered by a low-ranking official of the Soviet Union and the way in 
which the Order of Lenin was not bestowed in accordance with ceremonial customs that he seemed 
to not welcome the trip to Moscow this year. Additionally, Kim Il Sung is trying to find an excuse to 
take revenge on Korea in return for the recent sinking of a spy boat, and is very likely to take 
retaliatory action in either July or August. It is circulated in the diplomatic circle in Pyongyang that 
Kim Il-Sung would instigate such provocations in connection to a request for military aid from the 
P.R.C. and possibly cite internal circumstances as a pretext to cancel the visit to the Soviet Union. 

 
e. Of special note in the first half of the year are that the authorities of the North Korean 

puppet regime decided to reinforce their penetration into Korea this year, and the North Korean 
puppets dispatched a high-level military mission to Communist Vietnam to request the transfer of 
two ROK diplomats in detention (it is said that one of them is a general-level officer), but the 
Vietnamese authorities firmly refused on grounds that it would be inconsistent with international 
conventions. (I was told from a Vietnamese diplomat in Pyongyang.) 

 
f. While the ROK-U.S. joint exercise was being conducted on a large scale this spring, the 

North Korean puppet regime conducted mass defense drill throughout the nation in response to it. It 
was estimated that about two million people were mobilized to participate in the drill. During the 
defense drill, smoke was witnessed from the mountains around Pyongyang due to shots from 
antiaircraft guns and rocket launchers and tanks were observed to be rolling from underground, 
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which indicates that the North Korean puppets have placed all of its military equipment underground 
or under caves in the mountains. 

 
h. Regarding Kim Jong Il, it is said that he has long been hospitalized due to fatal injury 

sustained in a car accident, but there is no way to confirm it. It is unclear whether the accident was 
plotted by his opponents among young officers in the military or by his own mistake; however, he 
definitely has not been seen in public since last fall. According to a unconfirmed information, he is 
said to be hospitalized at the Communist Hospital of the North Korean puppets. 

 
i. The North Korean puppets were supposed to pay the interest to the debt of paper factory by 

June 15 this year, and fortunately, it paid the first installment of interest in the amount of $250,000 
within due (Refer to the report file no. FNW – 0614.). The North Korean puppets paid the first 
installment of interest based on the agreement of the Finland-North Korean debt negotiations, which 
was held in Helsinki in March this year. The North Korean puppets requested Finland for expert 
engineers to help construct a pulp factory in this agreement. A Finnish mission is scheduled to be 
dispatched by the government to Pyongyang in August to discuss the construction of a pulp factory 
and conclude the debt problems. I (Commercial Attache Vainiomaki) think that I will visit 
Pyongyang again as a member of the Finnish delegation. 

 
Incidentally, the Finnish side refuses to dispatch skilled engineers unless the North Korean 

puppets agree to pay their salaries for six months in advance.  
 
j. My successor to Pyongyang, Mr. Lassi Vuori is a career diplomat aged around 50. The 

Foreign Ministry had difficulty finding a successor because all refused to work in North Korea; 
however, Mr. Vuori’s application resolved the successor problem. 

 
k. When I left my office in Pyongyang, a farewell party was given by the Chief of Protocol of 

the North Korean Foreign Ministry. When I left Pyongyang at the Pyongyang station, I had a chance 
to meet with Foreign Minister Heo Dam; he asked me to refrain from telling unpleasant stories when 
I came back to Finland. I left Pyongyang by train and arrived home via Beijing, Hong Kong, and 
India. Now, I am appointed to work in a treaty division of the Finnish Foreign Ministry, and work 
there.  
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Telegram from the East Europe Division, Foreign Ministry, “Prospect of Kim Il Sung’s Visit to 
the Soviet Union,” 15 July 1978 
[Source: Roll 2008-29, File 03, Frames 50-54, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

 
Prospect of Kim Il Sung’s Visit to the Soviet Union 

 
Date: 1978. 7. 15                           
From: East Europe Division, Foreign Ministry    
 

1. Possibility and Timing of Kim Il Sung’s Visit to the Soviet Union 
 
Based on the information collected through contacts with the government of friendly 

countries, the below forecasts the timing and purpose of Kim Il Sung’s possible visit to the Soviet 
Union. 

 
a. Possibility of Visit to the Soviet Union 
 
i. Expected to accept the invitation of the Soviet Union and visit this year 
 
ii. Confirmed by a staff of Foreign Ministry of the Soviet Union, who accompanied D. 

Kunaev, leader of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and government delegation in January 
1978 that Kim Il Sung accepted the invitation but the date of the visit is not decided yet. 

 
In June 1978, stated by an official of the Soviet Foreign Ministry that the Soviet government 

expected Kim Il Sung’s visit to the Soviet Union this winter, also suggested by the same official Kim 
Il Sung’s visit to East Germany as well as Czechoslovakia. 

 
b. Timing of the Visit to the Soviet Union 
 
i. Expected either this winter or the end of the year 
 
(Told by a former commercial attaché of the Finland Embassy in Pyongyang in September 

1978 that Kim Il Sung is preparing for the visit to the Soviet Union 
 
Observed by the Japanese Foreign Ministry that the visit would depend on the guarantee of a 

Soviet high-level official) 
 
ii. Concrete schedule during the visit not yet confirmed 
 
2. Purpose of the Visit to the Soviet Union 
 
a. Economic assistance by the Soviet Union, including the supply of oil, on the main agenda; 

the deferred payment of loan from the Soviet Union 
 
b. Soviet Union: the necessity of improving relations with the North Korean puppets in 

response to Communist China's active approach to the North Korean puppets; North Korea’s 
geographical significance for the expansion of its influence in the Far East   

 
c. North Korean Puppets: equidistant diplomacy between the Communist China and the 

Soviet Union; securing both economic assistance and military aid; checking our approach towards 
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the Soviet Union 
 
3. Relations between the Soviet Union and the North Korean Puppets 
 
a. Top-level’s visits between the Soviet Union and the North Korean Puppets 
 
i. None after Kim, Il-Sung’s visits to the U.S.S.R. in July 1961 to sign the bilateral Treaty of 

Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance and in October 1961 to attend the 22nd Congress of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union  

 
 (Kim Il Sung did not visit the Soviet Union as had been anticipated around the time of his 

visit to Communist China in April 1975 and tour of Eastern Europe (Romania, Bulgaria, and 
Yugoslavia) in May 1975.) 

 
ii. Chairman Alexei N. Kosygin’s visit to the North Korean puppets in February 1965 
 
No head of the Soviet state has visited the North Korean puppets.  
   
b. Top-level’s visits between Communist China and the North Korean Puppets 
 
i. Kim Il Sung’s visit to China in July 1961 to sign the bilateral Treaty of Friendship, 

Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance 
 
ii. Kim Il Sung’s trip to China in April 1975 
 
iii. Chairman of the Chinese Communist Party Hua Guofeng’s visit to the North Korean 

puppets in May 1978. 
 
c. Recent Relations between the Soviet Union and the North Korean Puppets 
 
i. There is no change in the Soviet Union's position of supporting the North Korean puppets; 

in reality, it maintains the policy of upholding the status-quo on the Korean Peninsula 
 
(The Soviet Union avoids improving relations with us, in light of the equidistant position the 

North Korean puppets have towards the Soviet Union and Communist China.) 
 
ii. For a long time, relations between the Soviet Union and the North Korean puppets have 

been stagnant and strained (the Soviet Union's sensitivity to the relationship between Communist 
China and the North Korean puppets, lukewarm attitude toward the North Korean puppets' request of 
economic assistance and military aid, and dissatisfaction with the North Korean puppets' declaration 
of military sea boundary) 

 
iii. Recently noticed signs of somewhat improving relations between the Soviet Union and 

the North Korean puppets 
 
(Delivered the Order of Lenin to Kim Il Sung when the Soviet delegation headed by Kunaev, 

among the leadership in the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, visited the North Korean puppets 
in January 1978 

 
A visit by a military delegation headed by Minister of Defense O, Jin-U’s on the 60th 
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anniversary of the establishment of the armed forces of the Soviet Union 
 
d. Soviet Union's Assistance to the North Korean Puppets 
 
i. Military assistance 
 
Concluded the Korean-Soviet Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance in 

February [sic] 1961 [trans. note—it was actually signed in July 1961.]  
 
Effective for the next 10 years and then automatic renewing every 5 years 
 
Renewed in July 1975 the treaty effective up to year 1981 
 
ii. Economic assistance 
 
1) Assisted in the construction of 50 factories from 1949 to 1970 
 
2) Assisted in the construction of 10 factories from 1971 to 1975 
 
3) Assisted in the construction of 16 factories from 1976 to 1980 
 
(Total amount of assistance spent: around $100 million) 
 
iii. The North Korean Puppets' loan from the U.S.S.R.: around $700 million 
 
iv. Scale of Trade between the Soviet Union and the North Korean Puppets 

(unit: million dollars) 
Year 

Trading 1974 1975 1976 1977 

Export 196.7 209.7 158.3  
Import 256.7 258.7 242.4  
Total 453.4 468.4 400.7 469 

 
4. Analysis and Prospect 
 
a. Kim Il Sung's visit to the Soviet Union is expected, judging from the North Korean 

puppets' equidistant diplomacy between Communist China and the Soviet Union 
 
(Kim Il Sung’s visit to China in April 1975, 
 
Hua Guofeng’s visit to the North Korean puppets in May 1978) 
 
b. Anticipated that Kim Il Sung would bestow the highest decoration of the North Korean 

puppets to Leonid I. Brezhnev during the visit, in return for the Order of Lenin bestowed to Kim Il 
Sung 

 
(The decision to award Kim Il Sung with the Order of Lenin was made in April 1972, but its 

delivery had been delayed. 
 
The North Korea puppets decided to award Brezhnev with its highest decoration in December 
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1976.   
 
No delivery of the prize money) 
 
c. The North Korean puppets, in need of the Soviet Union's active economic assistance (due 

to the deteriorating economy, increasing foreign loan burden, etc.) 
 
Completely dependent on the Soviet Union in the military scene 
 
d. The Soviet Union wants to prevent the North Korean puppets from leaning too much 

toward Communist China and considers the geographical significance of the North Korean puppets 
in the expansion of its influence in the Far East. 

 
e. Given the foregoing circumstances, Kim Il Sung's visit to the Soviet Union will likely take 

place this winter. 
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Memorandum for Dr. Brzezinksi, “Evening Notes,” 29 August 1978 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
KO00269. http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?url_ver=Z39.88-
2004&res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft_dat=xri:dnsa:article:CKO00269.]  
 
 
Top Secret-Sensitive 
Contains Codeword        August 29, 1978 
 
Memorandum for Dr. Brzezinski 
 
From:  The Situation Room 
 
Subject: Evening Notes 
 
 
[…] 
 
PRC Military Attaché’s Comments on Korea: The defense attaché in Ankara reports that the 
PRC military attaché in a conversation in his “compound” said that it would be no problem if the 
U.S. withdrew troops from Korea. He said that North Korea would not attack, but suggested that 
this did not mean that South Korea would not. When the attaché asked “is this the policy of the 
Chinese government that you are saying the Chinese see no harm in the withdrawal of U.S. 
troops from South Korea,” the PRC official said, “yes.” The attaché asked what he thought about 
Japanese reaction to this and what signal the USSR and the rest of the world would get. His reply 
was that Japan would do nothing and he did not think the Soviets would either. He did not seem 
concerned about any such withdrawal. 
 
The defense attaché comments that he was impressed with the Chinese official’s open frankness 
and apparent willingness to discuss any subject. If the Chinese comments are true, it is 
significant that they would take U.S. withdrawal from Korea lightly, especially since they seem 
so concerned about possible Soviet intentions in that section of Asia. 
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Record of Conversation with H.E. Mr. William H. Gleysteen, Jr., 31 August 1978 
[Source: “Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea – Republic of Korea – Relations – Diplomatic 
Competition in Canberra,” A1838, 3126/4/4 Part 1, National Archives of Australia, Canberra.] 
 

AUSTRALIAN EMBASSY, SEOUL 
221/5/3 

 
Record of Conversation with  H E MR WILLIAM H GLEYSTEEN JR 
 on  31 AUGUST 1978 
 Officers Present MR W G T MILLER 
 
MAIN SUBJECT(S): ROK/DPRK RELATIONS : DEVELOPMENTS IN NORTH ASIA 
 
Ambassador Gleysteen, who arrived in Seoul at almost exactly the same time as me, ie nearly 
two months ago, called for a general talk and comparison of impressions. Before his present 
appointment he was Deputy Assistant Secretary of State £or North East Asia, and be is an East 
Asian expert. 
 
2.  I said that during a recent trip to the south I had been struck both by the consistent 
prosperity and orderliness of the countryside and by the air of a country very rm.1ch at peace: 
Seoul too had very much the feel of a busy civilian city at peace. This sat oddly with the fact of a 
million armed men facing each other 40 kms away. 
 
3. Gleysteen said that the feeling was very different north of Seoul. (I have not been north 
yet, but go to Panmunjom next week.) The situation there was very dangerous, too dangerous, 
and “we” therefore needed to do all we could to encourage contacts and negotiations between the 
two sides. Very little seemed possible, however. North Korea was very rigid and south Korea, 
while now “conservative” rather than “rigid”, as it had been, was very nervous about the United 
States. In contrast to Australia, which by recognizing north Korea had “broken out of the box”, 
the United States “can't even mention the words ‘north Korea’”.  
 
4. I mentioned Steven FitzGerald’s seminar on Korea at the ANU, and recent “private 
visitors” from north Korea to Australia. Gleysteen said there were some very limited direct 
contacts between north and south Korea, and gave an instance which is being reported separately. 
In his view in these contacts the south was laying the groundwork for developments that might 
take place in a year or two; the north, he felt, was pursuing specific narrow aims. Gleysteen said 
that although so far the south had moved only from “rigid” to “conservative” in its attitude to the 
north, if things went well with the south, ie if the economy adjusts successfully to some of the 
external and internal constraints now evident, if it gets its defence industries right and if it can be 
reassured that in military terms it is not inferior to the north “as it is now in some ways”, “we 
may be on the thresh-hold” of a period of considerable flexibility and innovation in regard to the 
south’s approach to the north. “But we are not in that period yet.” 
 
5. I mentioned that recently a Korean academic had commented that the south “would have 
to get used” to coming up against northern representatives in various international fora. 
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6. I said that the Japan/China treaty seemed to have implications for north/south 
relationships in Korea. Japan had links with both north and south, China with the north, the 
United States, which was very important to both China and Japan, had close links with the south. 
There seemed in all of this to be the potential for some movement. 
 
7. Gleysteen said that during a recent visit he had made to Peking a Chinese General, who 
had commanded a Division in Korea during the Korean War, had eventually agreed “as a 
personal view” with Gleysteen’s arguments for contacts by China with the south as well as the 
north, and for treating both north and south as realities. Apart from this there were, he said, other 
signs now of the stirring of Chinese interest in south Korea. The ROK Foreign Minister had told 
him the day before that recent trade contacts with China through Hong Kong had been “a notch 
higher” than before. (I think this may refer to a recent purchase by the ROK from the PRC, 
through Hong Kong, of 1000 tonnes of red peppers and 500 tonnes of garlic, on which we will 
also report separately; we will shortly prepare a report summarising what the Embassy knows 
about north/south contacts and ROK trade with Communist countries.) The Soviet Union “of 
course” was “very interested”. Although, because of its links with the north, it had to resort to 
various subterfuges for trade and other contacts, these were not very deeply conealed. 
 
8. I said that pragmatism in East Asia indeed seemed to be spreading widely, judging by the 
recent press report of PRC gestures toward Taiwan in terms of trade overtures, Thai airways 
flights and joint attendance at a scientific conference in Tokyo. In all this pragmatism north 
Korea seemed to be the anachronism. On the other hand the United States position seemed 
particularly strong: it was being courted in varying degrees by China, Japan, Viet nam, south 
Korea, Taiwan, and even north Korea. Gleysteen agreed with evident satisfaction – “the way to 
be” – to this description, noting with some regret that Cambodia was not at present among the 
United States’ suitors. 
 
9. Gleysteen commented that “the traumas of the establishment of Asian communist 
governments seemed nearly over, and we were all probably safer as a result”, although north 
Korea was still obdurate and dangerous. He hoped the United States could maintain its present 
desirable position, although it would of course have to make certain choices in time. An obvious 
one was in relation to China and Vietnam. He thought this was really a “management” problem 
for the United States; important as China was he did not see how its bilateral difficulties could 
for long hold up the formalisation of United States’ relations with Vietnam. China of course 
needed the United States primarily in relation to the Soviet Union, and in regard to Taiwan. As 
regards the latter, while the United States and China were reaching an agreement over Taiwan 
their aims in doing so were different: China was fundamentally seeking means of changing the 
status quo on Taiwan, while at least in the short term the United States was interested in 
preserving it. 
 

Report prepared by (signature) 
(W G T Miller) 

Ambassador 
 

DISTRIBUTION: 
ONA 
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Washington 
Peking 
Tokyo 
Hanoi 
Hong Kong 
Prime Minister 
and Cabinet 
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Telegram from the Foreign Minister, “Analysis of North Korean Puppet Kim Il Sung’s speech 
on the So-called September 9th Day,” 13 September 1978 
[Source: “Buk Han donghyang, 1978” (“Northern Trends, 1978”), Roll 2008-30, File 04, Frames 
150-151/154-155, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Sending Telegram 
 
File No. :  AM – 0912        Date :   131850                         
To     :   All heads of overseas agencies of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs    
From   :   Minister of Foreign Affairs                                 
 
Signature: Illegible 
 
Title: Analysis of North Korean Puppet Kim Il Sung’s speech on the so-called September 9th Day 
 

 1. North Korean Puppet Kim Il Sung made the following speech on the occasion of the 30th 
anniversary of the foundation of their so-called communist regime on September 9th, 1978. The 
following is its summary: 

 
a. North Korea leaves the door of dialogues open to the South Korean authorities as well as 

each political party of South Korea in order to peacefully address the reunification issue.  
  
b. However, South Korea has pursued the North-South talks on the purpose of division rather 

than reunification so far. As a result, the North-South talks discontinued due to South Korea’s 
treacherous intention. The North-South talks should be resumed for reunification rather than division. 

    
c. If South Korea really wanted to resume dialogues with North Korea, she should change her 

policies from division to reunification and attitude from anti-communism to adopting a softer 
position on communism. 

 
d. South Korea needs democratization. She should abrogate the Yushin Constitution, abolish 

the anti-communist laws and the National Security Act, and allow communist political activities.  
 
2. The overall analysis of Kim Il Sung’s speech in the above is as follows: 
 
a. The North Korean puppets are shifting the onus of discontinuing the South-North talks on 

us and trying to create the impression that it has retreated from its previous rigidity for consumption 
in the international community. However, North Korea actually reiterates its old propagandas since 
she does not offer anything new regarding the inter-Korea talks and, by extension, peace and 
reunification in the Korean Peninsula.  

 
b. Ostensibly, Kim Il Sung seems to imply its intention of resuming the inter-Korea talks; 

fundamentally, he does not want to reopen talks because he repeats offers that South Korea could not 
accept. Thus, he tries to skillfully conceal his basic strategy toward South Korea for reunification 
through forceful communization.  

 
c. Kim Il Sung hopes offset North Korea’s currently inferior diplomatic standing with the 

help of Communist China and revamp its diplomatic standing through the Non-Alignment 
Movement. Nevertheless, it would be difficult for North Korea to expect satisfying outcomes.  
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d. North Korea has been demanding early withdrawal of the U.S. troops from Korea as well 

as a peace treaty with the United States. Moreover, she has been waiting for a chance of having a 
direct negotiation with the United States in order to isolate South Korea.  

 
3. Each overseas mission should take appropriate measures against North Korea's consistent 

and disguised peace propaganda, based on the analysis mentioned above, considering the atmosphere 
in the host country. All missions are expected to use this analysis when they give press release and 
briefings.   
 

(Information Division 2 - ) 
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Telegram 085.304 from the Romanian Embassy in Washington to the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, 21 September 1978 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, AMAE, Folder 786/1978, Issue 
220: Regarding some Aspects of the Republic of Korea’s Foreign Policy. Relations between the 
United States and the Republic of Korea (January 21st – September 22nd 1978). Obtained and 
translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/116435.] 
 
TELEGRAM 085.304 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Washington, D.C. 
Date: September 21st, 1978 
Classification: Secret 
Subject: Korea 
 
David Blakemore, deputy head of the Korea desk at the State Department, told Comrade Petre 
Anghel, Third Secretary: 
 
The American-South Korean relations are currently going through a calmer period, determined 
by the termination of the Koreagate affair (acts of corruption led by South-Korean 
representatives in the United States of America), but also by the salience in the US foreign policy 
agenda of problems like the Middle East , relations with the USSR. 
 
The Congressional approval of the Legislation regarding the American military equipment –
worth 800 million US dollars - that will be left in South Korea after the withdrawal of American 
troops, contributed to this [calmer period] as well. The same legislation stipulates the sum of 275 
million dollars as credits for selling military equipment. 
 
This turn of events allow the continuation of the retreat of US troops at the proposed rate – 2400 
soldiers by the end of the current year and 3600 soldiers in 1979. 
 
Regarding the discussion of the Korean question at the [next] session of UN General Assembly, 
the US has no clue if the Korean question is on the agenda and it  hopes that it will not be 
[introduced], because such discussion would be sterile and detrimental to the discussion of 
problems of immediate concern. 
 
Regarding the attitude of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, the American diplomat 
mentioned one aspect which [he noticed] in the recent speech of the president Kim Il Sung in 
which he said that for the peaceful reunification of Korea 3 conditions are necessary: the 
modifications of South Korea’s constitution , the liberty of the political parties, and the change of 
the South Korean government. The novelty of this remark consists in the fact that until now, the 
three conditions were referring to the beginning of the discussions for reunification, which hints 
to the fact that the North Koreans wish to resume the North-South discussions. Of course, this 
declaration will have to be confirmed by the actions that the North Koreans will undertake. 
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An interesting element is the attitude of the Soviet Union towards South Korea. Lately, a South 
Korean sport team has performed in the USSR and the South Korean ministry of health was 
granted the permission to take part that the session of the World Health Organization, but he also 
requested a separate meeting with the minister of health of USSR. The US interprets this attitude 
as a wish of the USSR to initiate economic relations with South Korea, which has one of the 
prosperous economies in the Pacific region. 
 
Signed 
Ion Besteliu 
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Notes on a Meeting in the Office of the Secretary-General on 22 September 1978 at 5.00 
p.m. 
[Source: “Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-0904-0075-07, 
United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained 
for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
[…] 
 
Present: The Secretary-General 
 Mr. F. Mayrhofer-Grunbuhel 
 
 Foreign Minister Tong Jin Park of the Republic of Korea 
 Ambassador Duk Choo Moon 
 
- The Foreign Minister hoped that conditions would exist soon which were favourable to a visit 
of the Secretary-General to the Republic of Korea. 
 
- He expressed his contentment that the question of Korea was not an item on the agenda of the 
33rd Session of the General Assembly. North Korea seemed less interested in a debate of this 
question since her support among the Non-Aligned had somewhat eroded. This had been visible 
at the Conference of the Non-Aligned Foreign Ministers in Belgrade. 
 
- “Even the Soviet Union” refrained from an initiative to put the Korean question on the agenda 
of the United Nations. On a few occasions it had been possible for the Republic of Korea to send 
her delegates to UN Conferences in the Soviet Union (as an example he mentioned a recent 
WHO Conference in Moscow for which the South Korean Minister of Health had received a 
Soviet visa). 
 
- There was still no dialogue between the two Koreas. On 23rd June his President had proposed a 
joint consultative body on economic co-operation, but so far no answer had been received. (The 
proposal was made by a public broadcast). 
 
- There were few incidents at the border. With 500,000 troops on each side which disposed of all 
modern equipment, the situation could be described as “a balance of terror”. 
 
- The Republic of Korea had the highest rate of economic growth (15%) among the development 
countries. 
 
- At present North Korea, as a consequence of the Sino-Soviet rivalry seemed to depend more on 
China than on the Soviet Union. 
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Telegram 026.023 from the Romanian Embassy in Budapest to the Romanian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 23 September 1978 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, AMAE, Folder 784/1978, Issue 
220: Features of political-diplomatic relations between the Democratic People's Republic of 
Korea and some countries in Europe, Asia, Africa, America (Cyprus, Spain, USA, Bangladesh, 
Philippines, India, Indonesia, Japan, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Central African Republic, Egypt, 
Gabon, Iraq, Iran, Libya, Nigeria, Mozambique, Syria) January 7, 1978 – September 23, 1978. 
Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/116492.] 
 
TELEGRAM 026.023 
To: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Comrade Vasile Sandru) 
From: the Romanian Embassy in Budapest 
Date: September 23rd, 1978 
Classification: Secret 
 
According to the statements of the ambassador of Democratic People’s Republic of Korea Kim 
Jae-suk, no special elements have recently appeared in Korean-Japanese relations. Relations are 
carried on the basis of direct ties, established between different institutions of the two countries, 
in the economic and cultural domains, as well as at the level of mass organizations. 
 
The Korean ambassador added that it could be noticed that the attitude of the Japanese 
government is more flexible about granting Korean residents the right to visit their relatives in 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. 
 
Regarding the matter of establishing diplomatic relations, the Korean ambassador said that the 
Japanese government continues to maintain its known position of conditioning the establishment 
of diplomatic relations between the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and Japan on similar 
steps undertaken by other socialist countries to establish diplomatic relations with South Korea. 
This wish basically represents the wish to maintain the separation of Korea, and represents the 
concept of the existence of two Koreas, which is unacceptable. 
 
Japan also aims, and is being encouraged, to take the place of the American forces in case they 
are gradually withdrawn from South Korea. There are some cues in this sense, such as the 
participation of the Japanese armed forces, the so called defense forces, in joint American-South 
Korean-Japanese military drills. 
 
The Korean ambassador added that their concern about the unification of Korea is incessant. In 
the speech offered by Comrade Kim Il Sung on the occasion of the 30th anniversary of the 
proclamation of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, new proposals were made 
regarding the withdrawal of the US forces from South Korea, cutting the support offered to the 
Park Chung Hee’s faction, which would allow the internal democratic forces to achieve the 
national desideratum, the unification of the country. Such conditions would offer an opportunity 
to negotiate not only with Japan but also with United States. 
 
Signed: Victor Bolojan 

400

http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/116492


401



402



403



404



405



406



Memorandum of Conversation Between Secretary Vance and Foreign Minister Huang 
Hua, 3 October 1978 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 538-559.] 
 
Memorandum of Conversation1 

New York, October 3, 1978, 6:55–11:55 p.m. 
SUBJECT 

Summary of Secretary Vance’s Meeting with Foreign Minister Huang Hua 
 
PARTICIPANTS 

Secretary of State Cyrus Vance 
Leonard Woodcock, U.S. Ambassador to the People’s Republic of China 
Richard Holbrooke, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs 
Michel Oksenberg, Staff Member, NSC 
Harry Thayer, Director, PRC Desk, Department of State 
Foreign Minister Huang Hua 
Ch’ai Tse-min, PRC Ambassador to the U.S. and Chief of the People’s Republic 
of China Liaison Office 
Chen Chu, Ambassador and Permanent Representative to the United Nations 
Chu Chi-chen, Deputy Director, American and Oceanian Affairs, MFA 
Kuo Chia-ting, First Secretary, PRC United Nations Mission 
Shu Erh-wei, MFA (Interpreter) 

 
[…] 
 
 Secretary Vance: In Asia, we see a stable system of nation states. Let me say, before 
saying a word or two on Vietnam, how pleased we are about the conclusion of the Treaty 
between Japan and the People’s Republic of China. This is a major positive step. Insofar as the 
Korean Peninsula is concerned, we hope and expect that the situation there will remain stable. As 
you know, our relations are close and good with South Korea. We will continue to work closely 
with them on economic matters, and we stand fully behind our Mutual Security Treaty with 
them. 
 
[…] 
 
 Foreign Minister Huang Hua: As to the situation on the Korean Peninsula, we have 
always maintained that the Korean people should solve their problems through peaceful and 
independent means, free from external interference. We hold that the U.N. Command should be 
abolished and that the U.S. should withdraw forces as early as possible. The U.S. policy of 
strengthening the forces of South Korea is not conducive to the peaceful reunification of Korea. 
 
[…] 

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Office, Outside the System File, Box 51, Chron: 
10/1–7/78. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only; Alpha. The meeting took place at the PRC United Nations Mission. 
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Telegram 1/010020 from the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs to the Romanian 
Embassy in Pyongyang, 1 November 1978 
[Source: History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, Archive of the Romanian Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs (AMAE), Folder 782/1978, Matter 220/F, Relations between North Korea and 
Socialist Countries (Czechoslovakia, China, Cuba, GDR, Yugoslavia, USSR), January-December 
1978. Obtained and translated for NKIDP by Eliza 
Gheorghe. http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/116411.] 
 
TELEGRAM 1/010020 
To: the Romanian Embassy in Pyongyang 
From: the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (the First Directorate) 
From: Date: November 1st, 1978 
 
For your information and that of [your] assistants, we are sending you the following Soviet 
assessments of the main features of Soviet-Korean relations: 
 
In general, bilateral party and state relations can be regarded as normal. Party and state 
delegations take part in ceremonies marking important events taking place in the other country. 
[The two countries] are exchanging delegations for documentation and experience exchanges on 
party and mass organizations management. The Soviets continue to build economic facilities in 
the DPRK, on loan. Commercial exchanges increased and their flow, both ways, is developing 
much better than in 1977.According to the Soviets, however, the development of bilateral 
cooperation is hindered by some attitudes of the Koreans, such as: The postponement of comrade 
Kim Il Sung’s visit to the USSR. The Koreans did not reply to the January and February 
messages sent by the Soviet leadership, which asked the Koreans to set the date for the visit. It 
would be possible for the visit to take place in 1979, because President Kim Il Sung is supposed 
to visit the GDR and Czechoslovakia. In the party documents and speeches of the Korean 
leadership, the role of the USSR in the liberation of Korea and the assistance offered by the 
USSR and the other socialist countries [in Europe] during the American aggression is ignored; 
this assistance contributed to the survival of the DPRK. Moreover, the congratulatory telegrams 
sent to the Soviet leadership avoid mentioning that ‘bilateral relations are taking place on the 
basis of Marxist-Leninist principles.’ The provocative [inclusion] in the August 1st issue of 
Nodong Sinmun of the article written by the Chinese Defense Minister, and published in the 8th 
issue of Huntzi [sic] magazine, dedicated to the anniversary of the Chinese People’s Liberation 
Army - which included virulent, Chinese-style attacks on the USSR. The explanations given to 
the Soviet Chargé d’affaires ad interim to Pyongyang by the leadership of the Nodong Sinmun 
newspaper and by Kim Yeong-nam, a member of the Politburo, and secretary of the Central 
Committee of the Workers' Party of Korea, who said that the publication of the Chinese article 
was the result of a ‘technical’ error, and the Nodong Sinmun issue was withdrawn from the 
newsstands, was not [enough] to give satisfaction to the Soviets. If the content of the Chinese 
article did not reflect the position of the Korean leadership, then a public denouncement in this 
respect should have been made. ‘The Inclusion of the aforementioned article shows that the 
Korean comrades took the side of the PRC in its dispute with the USSR, receiving in turn a 
certain reward.’ 
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The Korean action prompted the Soviet leadership not to give way to the Korean proposal that 
the Soviet party and state delegation which took part in the celebrations of the 30th anniversary 
of the creation of the DPRK was headed by a member of the Politburo of the Central Committee 
of the CPSU. 
 
The absence of any mention about Soviet-Korean relations in the Korean documentary on the 
creation of the DPRK. The parts about the visit of President Hua Guofeng to the DPRK, included 
by the DPRK Embassy in Moscow, caused great dismay to the Soviet guests, which included the 
representatives of the Foreign Relations Section of the Central Committee of the CPSU. The 
attitude of the Koreans on the DPRK’s relations with the USSR, as well as on some international 
matters shows that the DPRK is distancing itself from the countries of the socialist camp, 
drawing closer to China and giving increasingly more attention to the DPRK’s membership in 
the Third World. A diplomat from the DPRK embassy in Moscow said to a Romanian diplomat 
that: The DPRK’s political relations are better with the PRC than with the USSR. The Chinese 
press is publishing more materials on Korea than the USSR press. In turn, the Korean press 
releases more materials about China than about the USSR. The DPRK’s economic relations and 
commercial exchanges are better with the USSR than with China. The Soviets are striving to 
persuade the Koreans that Beijing’s official statements in support of the DPRK do not chime 
with their concrete, back-stage actions. While China declares it supports the reunification of 
Korea, in reality the Chinese leadership tries to perpetuate America’s presence in South Korea. 
The Koreans are closely monitoring China’s position, but they do not have the necessary 
evidence to assert that [Beijing’s] actions do not chime with its official declarations. [The 
DPRK] does not believe the PRC would be capable of giving up its support for the cause of the 
peaceful and independent reunification of Korea, without external interference. 
 
Signed 
Vasile Sandru 
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Letter from Park Chung Hee to Jimmy Carter, 22 November 1978 
[Source: Roll 2009-22, File 02, Frames 53-56, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 
(Translation) 
 

November 22, 1978 
 
Dear Mr. President: 
 

I received with appreciation your kind letter of November 2 which Secretary of Defense 
Harold Brown conveyed to me at the time of his recent visit to Korea. 

 
Your letter and the useful discussion that I had with Secretary Brown provided me with 

another opportunity to review the state of our relations with the United States and examine the 
areas of cooperation that our two countries may jointly undertake in the years ahead. I feel 
encouraged to note that, as the recent controversy involving the U.S. Congress draws to a close, 
our traditional bond of friendship is returning to normalcy and that prospects for future 
cooperation and partnership are even brighter. 

 
I have followed with keen interest the recent legislative process in the United States 

Congress with regard to U. S. cooperation with the Republic of Korea including the expected 
compensatory measures for the phased reduction of the American ground troops in Korea. We 
were gratified to confirm that, in the course of relevant public debates, the United States 
Congress and the American people seemed to attach undiminished importance to the security of 
the Republic of Korea and the peace and stability in the Northeast Asian region. 

 
Secretary Brown's visit and the important events that took place while he was in Korea 

including the inauguration of the ROK-US Combined Forces Command and the reinforcement of 
the U.S. Air force in Korea served to renew the confidence of the Korean people in the treaty 
commitment of the United States to the security of the Republic of Korea and also to further 
enhance the spirit of cooperation existing between our two defense authorities. I wish to assure 
you, Mr. President, that the Republic of Korea is ready to do its best to maintain and further 
strengthen our joint defense posture on the Korean peninsula. I am also confident that you share 
our view that Korea is the key to the maintenance of peace and stability in Northeast Asia in 
which the United States has a vital strategic interest. 

 
Important developments are taking place in and around Korea which present us with 

opportunities and challenges alike. Under such circumstances, our two countries should work 
more closely than ever in order to cope with the changing international situation and also to 
provide a solid basis for a lasting peace and security. With these in mind, I heartily subscribe to 
your hope that in 1979 we will be able to meet together and personally exchange views on 
matters of our mutual concern. I look forward to that occasion with much pleasure. 

 
I wish to take this opportunity to extend my hearty congratulations to you on your 

significant achievements for peace in the Middle East. You have the full blessing and warm 
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support of my Government in your continuing diplomatic endeavors to bring about a successful 
peace accord so that a permanent peace could be finally established in that troubled area. 

 
Please accept, Mr. President, my best wishes for your happiness and success as well as 

those of your family. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/ Park Chung Hee 
 
 

His Excellency 
Jimmy Carter 
President of the United States of America 
Washington, D. C. 
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Telegram to Ministers of Commerce and Industry and Energy and Resources from the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, 11 December 1978 
[Source: “Buk Han donghyang, 1978” (“Northern Trends, 1978”), Roll 2008-30, File 04, Frames 
199-200, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 
File No. :  Tong Yi (Trade 2)  764 – 482 
Date:  78. 12. 11.                   
Drafter:  Park Sang-keun              
Division:  Trade 2                   
From:  Minister of Foreign Affairs                                       
To:  Minister of Commerce and Industry, Minister of Energy and Resources    
Title:  Asking to take countermeasures against the penetration of the North Korean puppets into trade 
markets in Central and South America 
 

1. According to the analysis on the North Korean puppets' foreign trade during the period 
from January through November in 1978, they have been struggling to cultivate new trade markets 
by increasing its trade with seven countries in Central and South America and conducting active 
public relations to promote its economy.  

 
2. The underlying intentions of the North Korean puppets for seeking to increase their 

economic presence in Latin America despite high transport costs and even tolerating the requirement 
of cash payment in some cases, are analyzed as follows:  

 
a. To create the conditions for market penetration into Central and South America by 

bandwagoning on the pragmatic policies of the countries of the region to strengthen the Non-Aligned 
movement. 

 
b. To use the seven countries as footholds for creating new markets in Latin America in the 

near future. 
 
c. To secure the long-term supply of plentiful natural resources in the region. 
 
d. To expand the external relations of the North Korean puppets with the members of the 

Non-Alignment movement in Latin America based on an economic approach  
 
3. The persistent efforts of the North Korean puppets to penetrate the Central and South 

American markets despite problems posed by long-distance transport and differences in their 
products and market structures, could enable the North Korean puppets to enlarge its trade scale 
significantly in the long term. In addition, it is most likely for the North Korean puppets to try to 
develop its political relations [in Latin America] through the economic approach. This warrants 
vigilance and a search for countermeasures on our part. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs requests 
your ministry–Ministries of Commerce and Industry and of Energy and Resources– to reflect this 
analysis into establishing the plans of overseas trade activities and of obtaining foreign natural 
resources for year 1979.    

 
Enclosure: a copy of North Korea’s current trade with 7 countries in Central and South America. 

 
End. 
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Letter from Former President Nixon to President Carter, 20 December 1978 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 667-670.] 
 
        San Clemente, December 20, 1978 
[…] 
 

With regard to specific countries, I am most concerned about Korea. I realize that you 
have announced a decision to withdraw American forces by 1983. I would strongly urge you to 
reconsider that decision in view of Soviet supported adventurist policies in Afganistan, Ethiopia, 
and other countries in Africa.1 If you believe you should not do so, I would suggest that at this 
time it would be most helpful to increase substantially the budget for military aid to Korea as a 
symbolic move to put North Korea and others on notice that the action on Taiwan should under 
no circumstances be interpreted as the beginning of a U.S. withdrawal from other parts of Asia. 

 
[…] 

1 In the first three sentences of this paragraph, Carter underlined “I am most concerned about Korea,” “to withdraw 
American forces by 1983,” and “to reconsider.” 

430



431



432



433



434



Telegram from the Liaison Office in China to the Department of State, 11 January 1979 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 703-711.] 
 

Beijing, January 11, 1979, 0623Z 
 

162. Subj: Codel Nunn Meeting With Deng Xiaoping. 
The following is a transcript of the discussion between Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping 

(Teng Hsiao-ping) and Codel Nunn January 9, 1979: 
 
[…] 
 

Nunn: One of our areas of concern is the situation in Korea. Our two countries have made 
great progress in normalizing our relations. It would be tragic if an outbreak in Korea were to 
take place. I know that you too are concerned. Our Intelligence Community has told us that there 
are more powerful forces in the North than we had previously thought. If the United States were 
to talk to South Korea and China to North Korea, our cooperation could reduce tension and 
perhaps bring about direct talks between the two. 
 

Deng: In the past other US friends have brought up this question. During my trip to 
Japan, Japanese leaders posed the same question to me. In posing such questions, people 
expressed apprehension of possible military activities on the part of North Korea. The Japanese 
were apprehensive and spoke to me of a very tense situation in Korea. On that occasion we were 
told by Japanese leaders that Japan had the same impression of the existence of tensions in 
Korea. There is no question of the DPRK waging an offensive. We said then that we are aware of 
the following facts. We [have] faith in what Kim Il Song has said about peaceful reunification 
and we have rendered our consistent support to that policy. 
 
 I say to our American and Japanese friends what deserves attention is that peaceful and 
independent reunification as spoken of in North Korean policy means reunification in a peaceful 
manner. We understand that thoroughly. In my view, there is some information that is not correct 
in this regard. We are on good terms with the DPRK and we understand their situation. You 
should understand the following facts. In the past President Kim Il Song and North Korea sought 
to hold direct talks with the South Korean authorities. Later on the South Korean authorities 
suspended those talks. We are also aware of the fact that Kim wants very much to resume talks 
with Korea. While we desire that negotiations resume, we also express the hope that since South 
Korea suspended the talks once before, North Korea hopes that the government in South Korea 
represented by Park and the democratic parties in South Korea will initiate discussions. I wonder 
if the United States will help bring about direct talks. There is no question that North Korea 
desires their resumption. 
  

Nunn: We would welcome such a development. But the inclusion of opponents of the 
present government in South Korea seems unrealistic and seems to be tantamount to the North 
saying that they don’t want direct discussions. I do believe that China and North Korea, the 
United States and South Korea have a considerable area to work in. Violence in this region 
would be a blow to both of our interests. Our relationship should not be subject to such risks. 
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Deng: I would like to repeat my point. We don’t feel such tension in the situation. As far 

as China is concerned, years ago the United States made such a proposal. China has no direct 
responsibility in this area. The United States has; the United States has troops there. The U.S. 
should enter into a direct dialogue. Through a direct dialogue the two sides can get a deeper 
knowledge of each other. 

 
Anyway we hope that this matter should not involve the four parties. We have no troubles 

in Korea. When I was in Japan, the Japanese suggested that China should work with North Korea 
and Japan with South Korea. 

 
We said this was unrealistic. We said to the Japanese leaders in explicit terms that China 

and North Korea have a good relationship because we do not interfere in North Korean affairs. 
What we can do is to convey the North Korean position to you. I hope you will convey North 
Korean ideas to the South Korean authorities. We think this approach has merit. 

 
Nunn: We hope the two sides can talk directly. China has much influence in the area. In 

any case, we hope that both sides can peacefully resolve the problem. 
 
Deng: I say to you from deep in my heart that overt interference in a nation’s affairs can 

only achieve the opposite of what is intended. China and North Korea enjoy good relations 
because we fully respect them and do not interfere in their affairs. I can tell you something which 
has not been publicized: the reason North Korean and Soviet relations are bad is because the 
Soviets interfered in North Korean affairs. The Soviet Union has tried to use its aid to North 
Korea to assert influence and control and that is why relations are bad. Another point: our 
position would be better if US troops disengaged from South Korea. When I was in Japan, 
Japanese leaders asked me if in so doing, US strength in East Asia and the Pacific would be 
weakened. I said to them that to move US troops several hundred kilometers would not weaken 
strength in the region. Others questioned whether the withdrawal would lead to a North Korean 
offensive. I say that the military strength of South Korea is no lower than that of North Korea. 

 
Senator Glenn: I would like to congratulate you on the initiative taken to restore relations 

between our countries. I would like to explore a different area. Foreign governments often do not 
understand the importance of the Congressional input into our conduct of foreign relations. As 
we move into agreements to make normalization work on such matters as claims and assets, 
loans, our future financial relations, all of these must be approved by Congress. Difficulties in 
this area could upset and ruin the new relationship between the two countries. Congress is 
sensitive to the mood of the people. We have millions of people who are still concerned about 
the security in Taiwan. I have followed closely the statements that the Vice Premier has made 
and have been gratified and happy to hear what he has had to say about the use of peaceful 
means. If we are to realize the good things that should flow from normalization then the people 
of the United States must get behind the normalization process. When Vice Premier Teng visits 
the United States the American people will be more impressed than anything else by statements 
on peaceful reunification. This will do more to get public opinion behind most favored nation 
status, a claims and assets settlement, and financial arrangements that will be most beneficial to 
the two countries. 
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Notes on a Meeting Held in the Office of the Secretary General on 24 January 1979 at 5.30 
p.m. 
[Source: “Democratic People's Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt 
Waldheim, S-0904-0025-13, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN 
ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
[…] 
 
NOTES ON A MEETING HELD IN THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY GENERAL ON 24 
JANUARY 1979 AT 5.30 P.M. 
 
Present: The Secretary-General 
 
 Ferdinand Mayrhofer-Grünbühel 
 
 Ambassador Han, Permanent Observer of the Democratic 
 People’s Republic of Korea 
 
 One Official 
 

The Ambassador said that he was instructed to inform the Secretary-General of 
developments regarding the question of the re-unification of Korea. On 23 January a joint 
meeting of all political parties had taken place in Pyongyang which had discussed this matter in 
particular also in the light of a South Korean statement of a few days earlier concerning the 
desirability of renewing the dialogue between the two Koreas. His leadership believed that the 
South Korean proposal was a good one and it had welcomed it. 

 
The joint meeting in Pyongyang had made a number of concrete proposals with a view to 

resume the dialogue (bilateral talks between the North and the South) and to arrive at a 
reunification: 

 
Both North and South Korea should revert to the principles and ideas of the joint 

statement of the two sides of July 4, 1972, which stipulated a reunification and the creation of an 
independent Korea without interference from the outside and by peaceful means. To this end the 
following concrete measures should be taken: 

 
1. The authorities of both North and South Korea should publicly reaffirm their 

adherence to the principles of the 1972 joint statement on February [illegible] at 10.00 a.m. local 
time. 

 
2. Both sides should immediately refrain from any slanders and calumnies against each 

other in order to create better conditions for a reunification. 
 
3. All military actions antagonizing or threatening the two sides should be immediately 

and unconditionally discontinued. The shipment of weapons and the reinforcement of military 
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installments in the border areas should be discontinued. All military exercises (maneuvers) 
should be discontinued as of 1 March 1979 0.00 hours. 

 
4. The convocation of a :whole nation congress” of both sides should take place, a sort of 

unified parliament which would discuss the problems relating to a “many sided co-operation and 
intercourse in all fields” and all other problems arising from the reunification, including “the 
complete opening of the North and the South and the free activity of all political parties on both 
sides”. The Congress should be attended by representatives of all political parties and public 
organizations of both sides and should also include the President of the ruling party in South 
Korea, other prominent figures as well as South Koreans living abroad. The Congress should be 
convened in September 1979 in Pyongyang or Seoul. Bilateral or multilateral meetings on a 
working level for the preparation of the Congress should take place in June in Pyongyang. 

 
The Ambassador Indicated that these proposals have been conveyed to South Korea and 

his leadership was now awaiting a positive reply. 
 
The Secretary-General thanked for this information and enquired what action the North 

Korean government would wish him to take. The Ambassador said that he did not have any 
instructions in this regard but he hoped that the Secretary-General would be able to be helpful in 
this matter and to encourage South Korea to consider the proposal carefully and positively. He 
also hoped that the Secretary-General would explain the situation to other member states. 

 
The Secretary-General said that he intended to meet with the South Korean Ambassador 

telling him that he would welcome any move which would improve the relations between the 
two Koreas and ask him for his government’s reaction to the North Korean 
proposals. Ambassador Han indicated agreement with such action but repeated that he was not 
instructed to request this from the Secretary-General, it was rather up to the Secretary-General to 
take such an initiative. 

 
The Secretary-General said that he would contact Ambassador Han again after having 

talked to South Korea’s representative. 
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Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to 
President Carter, 25 January 1979 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 718-736.] 

 
Washington, January 25, 1979 
 

SUBJECT 
Your Meeting with Deng Xiaoping 

 
[…] 
 
Goals for Your Discussion 
 
[…] 
 

—On Korea: Encourage the Chinese to (1) restrain any potential 
North Korean effort to take the South militarily; (2) influence the North 
to talk to the South; (3) talk directly to the South.1 
 
[…] 
 
US Objectives 
 
[…] 
 

5) On Korea, we wish to encourage the Chinese to support Pyongyang’s latest indications 
of willingness to accommodate with Seoul. We should explain to Deng our position, our treaty 
commitments to Seoul, and your intention to visit there later this year. Deng will not want to get 
out ahead of North Korea, particularly at this point, and we should not expect any sudden change 
in Deng’s position during the visit; this is the global issue on which the US and China have been 
in the most open disagreement for the longest time. Nonetheless, while your discussion may in 
itself be inconclusive, it will be useful now to make clear that we want the Chinese to take 
account of our position and actively support bilateral North-South talks. (Your talking points on 
this issue reflect our detailed discussions with both Tokyo and Seoul.) 
 
[…] 

1 Someone drew a vertical line in the right margin next to this and the next paragraph. 
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Letter from A. Hardie to D.G. Lambert, "Romanian Reaction to North Korean Initiatives," 
26 January 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 

Restricted 
  

British Embassy 
Bucharest 

  
26 January 1979 

  
D G Lambert Esq 
EESD 
FCO 
  
Dear David 
  
ROMANIAN REACTION TO NORTH KOREAN INITIATIVES 
  
1. The reunification proposals put forward by North Korea on 23 January have been extensively 
reported in the Romanian press. Both Romania Libera and the Party daily Scinteia carry detailed 
accounts of the propaganda, together with brief unsigned comment. 
  
2. The comment in both papers follows similar lines, under-scoring its official provenance. In 
substance it is that the Romanian people supports the initiatives which it believes will lead to the 
peaceful reunification of North and South Korea. The papers argue in general terms that no 
international problem is so complex that it cannot be solved by negotiation in a spirit of goodwill. 
Invoking the name of Ceausescu to add weight to the sentiment, both papers assert the necessity 
of the achievement of Korean national unity on a democratic and peaceful basis, without outside 
intervention, through the exercise of the country’s right to dispose, in a free way, of its own 
destiny. 
  
3. This language maintains the tone of warmth and solidarity set during Ceausescu’s visit to 
Pyongyang in May 1978 and reflects the continuity of excellent Romanian/North Korean 
relations noted in Samuel’s minute of 10 August 1978. 
  
4. Several of the statements summarised above are, of course, generally applicable to Romania’s 
own position and are doubtless intended to be read in this sense. The reference to “outside 
intervention”, is standard in Romanian discussion of inter-state relations, but in this context it 
may also have been inspired by the maverick Romanian attitude to the Vietnam/Cambodia 
conflict. Romania will be following Soviet and Chinese reactions to the North Korean initiatives 
with the greatest of interest. 

  
Yours [illegible], 

A Hardie 
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Memorandum for Jimmy Carter from Cyrus Vance, “Prospects for Intra-Korean 
Dialogue,” 28 January 1979 
[Source: Korea, Republic of, 1-6/79, Box 44, Records of the Office of the National Security 
Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski's Country Files (NSA 6), Jimmy Carter Library. Obtained for 
NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
[…] 
 

January 28, 1979 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 
FROM:   Cyrus Vance (signature) 
SUBJECT:   Prospects for Intra-Korean Dialogue 
 

The flurry of recent proposals and responses by South Korea and North Korea indicates 
that both sides appear to have an interest in renewing some form of contact. The North has 
dropped a number of its earlier preconditions. However, scheduling of any talks remains 
impossible as long as the North insists on determining who represents the South at talks and on 
the inclusion of its fictitious Revolutionary Party for Reunification as a spokesman for the South. 
 

We believe Seoul is serious about dialogue, but meaningful dialogue must be between the 
responsible authorities on both sides. This is the essential message to convey to Deng: 

 
-- Recent statements by both Seoul and Pyongyang have shown some significant 

movement forward. We believe both the US and the PRC should encourage this. 
 
-- However North Korea is call for a meeting of disparate groups, along with their wish to 

determine the list of invitees, is unrealistic and actually blocks the genuine dialogue which the 
US and China would both like to see. 

 
The talks should be between the authorities in Seoul and Pyongyang. 
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Memorandum of Conversation Between the President and the People’s Republic of China 
Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping, 29 January 1979 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 755-766.] 
 
Memorandum of Conversation1 

Washington, January 29, 1979, 3:35–4:59 p.m. 
 

SUBJECT 
Summary of the President’s Meeting with the People’s Republic of China Vice 
Premier Deng Xiaoping 
 

PARTICIPANTS 
President Jimmy Carter 
Vice President Walter Mondale 
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance 
Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
Richard Holbrooke, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs 
David Aaron, Staff Member, National Security Council 
Michel Oksenberg, Staff Member, NSC 
Trudy Werner, Notetaker, NSC 
Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping 
Vice Premier Fang Yi 
Foreign Minister Huang Hua 
Ambassador Chai Zemin 
Vice Foreign Minister Zhang Wenjin 
Acting Head of Department of American and Oceanian Affairs Zhu Qizhen 
Head of the Department of Protocol Wei Yongqing 
Pu Shouchang, Member, State Planning Commission 
Lien Zhengpao, Notetaker 

 
President Carter: Mr. Vice Premier, we are very excited about the gifts. They are very 

beautiful. 
 

Vice Premier Deng: They are very little gifts. 
 

President Carter: This afternoon I thought we might go over the range of world problem 
areas. Let me try to explain our own attitudes toward them and in some circumstances outline 
what steps we are taking to alleviate the problems.  

 

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Office, Outside the System File, Box 47, China: 
President’s Meeting with Vice Premier Deng: 1–2/79. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. The meeting took place in 
the Cabinet Room. Brzezinski gave Carter suggested talking points for this meeting, which were initialed “C.” 
(Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, VIP Visit File, Box 2, China: Vice Premier Deng 
Xiaoping, 1/28/79–2/1/79: 1/25/79 Briefing Book [III]) 
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I understand that Secretary Brown gave you a description of what we are doing in Europe 
with our NATO allies to strengthen our defense. 

 
We have a very good spirit and a sense of purpose and cohesion in NATO that was not 

there several years ago. As Secretary Brown undoubtedly told you, we have about 340,000 men, 
armed forces personnel, in the European Theatre. 

 
Concerning the Soviet Union, we are also deeply concerned about recent developments in 

Afghanistan and Vietnam, Ethiopia, South Yemen, earlier of course in Angola and we share your 
concern about these developments. 

 
I think, though, in an effort to be accurate, all of the trends in recent years have not been 

in favor of the Soviet Union.  
 
Several countries have moved from a closer allegiance to the Soviet Union more and 

more to an allegiance to the Western world and indeed with your country as well. 
 
A few years ago, for instance, Egypt was a very close permanent ally of the Soviet 

Union. Now, of course, it is a very close friend of ours and yours as well. I think it is accurate to 
say that since Madame Ghandi’s departure, with her replacement by Desai, that India has taken a 
much more positive attitude toward the United States than it had before. 

 
I won’t mention the countries one-by-one because you know them as well. But I think in 

the case of Indonesia their relations with us are better. In several countries in Eastern Europe, 
Romania and others, their relations with us have improved. Yugoslavia has increased its 
friendship toward us. Nigeria is much more friendly toward the West. So too is Guinea, North 
Korea, formerly dependent on the Soviet Union, is much more friendly with you. Perhaps we 
have our best relationship with Japan in recent years. The ASEAN nations are much more 
cohesive, much more independent economically. I think their recent action in the United Nations 
concerning Vietnam’s invasion of Kampuchea was encouraging. Somalia, for a while very 
closely dominated by the Soviets, now is much more independent. And in the Middle East, the 
Soviets complained because they have been excluded from deliberations there. While many 
trends favor the Soviet Union, in many other ways, I think Soviet influence has been decreased. 
 
[…] 
 

President Carter: I think to summarize what I said so far, there are many areas of the 
world where you and we have a common goal an d where we can cooperate. In Pakistan, in 
strengthening the ASEAN nations, in the Middle East, among the non-aligned countries who 
look to you for leadership and guidance quite often. The recent Kampuchea issue in the U.N. was 
an encouraging development. In Korea, I would like to hear your idea of what we might do to 
assure future peace and non-aggression in Korea. 

 
Vice Premier Deng: While I was in Japan, former Prime Minister Fukuda raised this 

question; a number of U.S. Senators and others raised this question with me. Here I can say in 
clear and explicit terms that there does not exist a danger of North Koreans preparing to launch a 
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war. Even should the United States withdraw all its armed forces from South Korea, leaving only 
the South Korean armed forces there, under those circumstances there still would be no 
possibility of the North Koreans attacking South Korea. I am sure that Mr. President has already 
noted the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea has suggested a new proposal for resuming 
negotiations and put forth concrete suggestions. And the North Koreans hope to engage in 
negotiations with the United States. And they are even more eager to engage in a dialogue with 
South Korea. 

 
But because the Park Chung-hee government in the past rejected negotiations with the 

Democratic Republic of Korea, so this time North Korea hopes that should such negotiations be 
resumed, they should not only be conducted on a government basis but that different parties and 
various peoples’ organizations could also take part in negotiations on both sides. 

 
President Carter: This makes it difficult if not impossible for the South Koreans to agree 

because of the inadmissibility of North Korea’s deciding who should represent the South 
Koreans in the discussions. If it was possible for the government authorities to negotiate directly, 
this would open up immediate possibilities for fruitful discussion. 

 
President Carter: Are you in a position to have any communications directly with the 

South Koreans? 
 
Vice Premier Deng: For similar reasons, like Israel, we cannot have direct contacts with 

the South Koreans because if we were to do that we would lose the possibility of doing work 
with regard to other parties. These are very sensitive problems. 

 
President Carter: Yes, I know. Of course we would be very glad to have a trade 

relationship with North Korea if you could have a similar relationship with South Korea, and 
perhaps these openings might provide new avenues of choice and new ways to resolve 
differences. 

 
Vice Premier Deng: It would be best for us not to create a situation in which it would 

make it even more difficult for North and South Korea to contact each other. 
 
President Carter: We will continue to use our good offices to bring the two governments 

together for discussion and to the extent you can, you will do the same. We will cooperate and 
share advice. 

 
Vice Premier Deng: While in Japan, Prime Minister Fukuda also made a similar 

suggestion that they will work with regard to South Korea and we with regard to North Korea. 
But we did not agree to this. The Japanese could work with the South Koreans but if we were to 
do the same with the North Koreans, results would be just the opposite of what we would want. 

 
I would like to explain this point. Some think the Soviet Union is increasing its influence 

in North Korea. That is not correct. Actually, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea has all 
along maintained a relationship of trust with China. And there is no secret to that. We never 
interfered in the internal affairs of North Korea and we never took a part in their decision 
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making. Whatever aid we gave them, it was totally devoid of any conditions. Whereas, Soviet 
aid always has strings attached. In fact, some of those conditions were very hard indeed, which 
involved Korean internal affairs and that is why the North Koreans became unhappy with the 
Soviet Union. 

 
President Carter: Do you think it would be inappropriate for you to encourage the North 

Koreans to meet with the South Korean government officials or authorities? 
 
Vice Premier Deng: We can just express our support for the North Koreans’ position for 

independent, peaceful reunification. Mr. President probably has already noted that the promise of 
the recent North Korean proposals is that the two sides should engage in peaceful consultations. 
And in this field, I think we can do work that includes Japan to encourage them to engage in 
direct negotiations. 

 
[…] 
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Letter from Park Chung Hee to Jimmy Carter, 31 January 1979 
[Source: Roll 2009-22, File 02, Frames 60-63, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 
(Translation) 
 

January 31, 1978 
 
Dear Mr. President: 
 

I wish to express my appreciation for the thoughtful message you have conveyed through 
Ambassador Gleysteen, informing me in advance of your announcement to establish diplomatic 
relations with the "People's Republic of China." 

 
As your Administration has embarked on a new course of policy toward China, I would 

like to convey to you some of my personal observations with regard to the changing international 
situation surrounding us. 

 
It is my hope that the establishment of diplomatic relations between the United States and 

the "People's Republic of China" and the accompanying improvement in dialogue between the 
two countries will contribute to reducing tension and enhancing peace in the Asian and Pacific 
region. I trust that serious efforts by your Administration will be directed to obtaining China's 
cooperation toward this end. 

 
However, what keeps me concerned is that we may fall into an error of overestimating 

the role of China and of underestimating the impact of diplomatic and military maneuvers of the 
Soviet Union in our area. I am also concerned over the attitude of North Korea which may find 
some disadvantage in the current efforts of China to cultivate closer and friendly relations with 
the United States and other Western powers. 

 
The fact that the recent invasion of Vietnam into Cambodia took place not long after the 

conclusion of the military treaty between Vietnam and the Soviet Union and immediately after 
the normalization of relations between the United States of America and the "People's Republic 
of China" reinforces my concern. Obviously, the rivalry between China and the Soviet Union 
will continue to have destabilizing effects on the peace and security in this part of the world. 
Therefore, our attention is focused on how North Korea will manage their relations with China 
and the Soviet Union under the newly emerging circumstances. It is my hope, in this connection, 
that the changing balance of power in this region will not bring about a situation wherein North 
Korea's military capabilities are further strengthened by modern weapons supplied by the Soviet 
Union, thus disturbing the military balance on the Korean peninsula. 

 
I assume that Korea will be one of the major subjects for discussion when Mr. Teng 

Hsiao-ping visits Washington in late January. I believe it is important for you, Mr. President, to 
personally impress the Chinese leader on the magnitude of the American interest in Korea, 
particularly by expressing, in strong terms, its desire to establish a lasting peace on the Korean 
peninsula and by reiterating its firm determination to maintain close cooperative relations with 
the Republic of Korea in political, economic and military fields. 
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The possibility of establishing any formal relations between the Republic of Korea and 

the "People's Republic of China" seems to be remote under the present circumstances in view of 
the latter's current relations with Communist North Korea and the Sino-Soviet rivalry. 
Nevertheless, I feel that efforts should be made earnestly by both sides to face reality and 
gradually soften the hitherto hostile posture between the two countries. 

 
The new developments in this region require our two allies to cooperate and coordinate 

our policies more closely than ever before. It is for this reason that I recognize the usefulness in 
holding personal meeting between us in the near future as you have suggested. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/ Park Chung Hee 
 
 

His Excellency Jimmy Carter 
President of the United States of America 
Washington, D. C. 
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Telegram Number 27 from Seoul to the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, “South/North 
Korean Relations," 1 February 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
GR 310 
Restricted 
Fm Seoul 010715Z Feb 79 
To priority FCO 
Telegram Number 27 of 1 February 
Info Tokyo 
Info Washington 
Info Peking 
Info Moscow 
  
My telno 25 – 
South/North Korean Relations 
  
1. The acting South Korean Co-Chairman of the South-North Coordinating Committee, Min 
Kwan Shik, gave a press conference yesterday in which he said that he regarded North Korea’s 
recent affirmation of the joint communique of 4 July 1972 as a positive gesture. The joint 
communique was the basis on which the SNCC had been set up, the bilateral talks had been held 
and the direct telephone link between Seoul and Pyongyang had been opened. Yet the North had 
made no specific proposals about re-implementing the provisions of the joint communique. He 
invited the North to attend a working level meeting to prepare for the resumption of full SNCC 
meetings, which were broken off by Pyongyang in August 1973. He also called for the telephone 
link to be restored. 
  
2. In reply to a question he said that there was no direct connection between the SNCC and  the 
meeting which President Park had proposed in his New Year press conference. He (Min) had 
decided to issue his statement because the North had expressed a desire for the joint 
communique to be reaffirmed. He could see no reason why the North should not resume the 
SNCC meetings if it adhered to the joint communique. 
  
3. He went on to describe the North Koreans’ undertaking to cease slandering the ROK from 
today as an act of political propaganda. 
  
4. Min’s statement may mark a further step in the deterioration of the North-South exchanges 
into a mere propaganda battle. Resumption of the SNCC talks, for which the framework already 
exists, would be a logical way to renew direct contact. Min’s proposal is thus a valid one. But the 
North’s prompt action in promising to stop its abuse of the South is likely to prove an 
embarrassment to the ROK. Min’s comment on this is unconvincing. 
  
Bates 
  
[…] 

460



Note for the File, “The Question of Korea,” 2 February 1979 
[Source: “Democratic People's Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt 
Waldheim, S-0904-0025-13, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN 
ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 

Orig: SG 
bf: RA/AR 

cc: Mr. Urquhart 
 
NOTE FOR THE FILE 

CONFIDENTIAL 
 

The Question of Korea 
 
1) Having met with the Permanent Observer of the DPRK on the previous say, the Secretary-
General received Ambassador Moon of the ROK on 25 January and briefed him about the 
conversation with Ambassador Han (DPRK). Ambassador Moon (ROK) thanked the Secretary-
General for the information and for his continued interest in the question of Korea. He clarified 
that the South had learned of the North Korean proposals through the radio and not through 
diplomatic channels. He made reference to the press conference of President Park of 19 January, 
who had proposed the reopening of a dialogue at any time, any place, at any level and without 
preconditions. Ambassador Moon told the Secretary-General that he had received a telephone 
call from his Foreign Minister, who had given him the basic content of the statement which 
would be made on the following day (see attached) and which he had been instructed to convey 
to the Secretary-General. He made clear that although his Government did not like some of the 
North Korean proposals (Whole-Nation Congress), it would not outwardly reject them but would 
declare its readiness to get together without preconditions when these proposals could then be 
entertained. The most positive element in the N. Korean statement of 23 January was that it did 
not reject the proposal President Park had made on 19 January. 
 

(On 26 January, Ambassador Moon sent the S. Korean statement of that date for the 
Secretary-General’s information as well as the text of another of 29 January). 
 
2) On 26 January the Secretary-General also talked to Ambassador Petree (US) on the telephone 
and informed him of the conversations with the two Korean Ambassadors and instructed me to 
contact the N. Korean Observer Mission in order to keep it informed of the Secretary-General’s 
contacts. 
 
3) I called Ambassador Han on 29 January and offered to meet with Deputy Ambassador Chon, 
who subsequently called me back on 31 January and we fixed a meeting for 1 February. 
 

I informed Ambassador Chon, who was accompanied by another member of his Mission, 
about the conversations which had taken place and asked him about the N. Korean reaction to the 
statement of the ROK of 26 January. He explained it to me on the basis of the statement of the 
Central Committee of the Democratic Front of 27 January (see attached Press Release of 28 
January). He stressed the question of the composition of the working-level talks which, 
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according to their proposal, could now take place in April. In the opinion of the DPRK, it was 
essential that all Koreans, including those living abroad, should participate in the efforts for 
reunification. He said that approximately 100 thousand Koreans lived in the US and 600 
thousand in Japan alone. The loyalties of these were divided between the North and the South but 
in any case they should participate in the dialogue. With regard to the opinion expressed by 
Seoul that the talks should be conducted between responsible authorities he said that these 
authorities, including the ruling party in the ROK, should also be represented. To my question as 
to how representatives of the various groups, especially those living abroad, would be selected, 
he said that this was subject to “bilateral or multilateral negotiations between the parties”. 

 
Ambassador Chon enquired whether the Secretary-General had also talked to 

representatives of other countries, to which I replied in the affirmative. He was visibly interested 
in the fact that the Secretary-General had also talked to an American representatives. 

 
Finally, Ambassador Chon handed over to me a press release of the Korean Central News 

Agency in which the DPRK reaffirms its adherence to the 1972 joint statement and announced 
that it will discontinue the propaganda against the ROK. 

 
He asked me to thank the Secretary-General for his interest in this matter and expressed 

the hope that he would continue to help make the position of the DPRK better understood by 
“other governments”. We agreed to keep in contact on further developments. 

 
(signature) 

F. Mayrhofer/jb 
2 February 1979 
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Report from the US Delegation to NATO, “North-South Korean Developments,” 6 
February 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
  

NATO CONFIDENTIAL 
U.S. Delegation 

February 6, 1979 
  

North-South Korean Developments 
  
Responding to US-PRC normalization, North and South Korea have made several concessions 
toward each other, aimed at re-establishing dialogue. The series of proposals and counter-
proposals began with a January 19 flexible proposal by President Park that authorities of North 
and South meet at any time, place, and level without preconditions to prevent war, guarantee 
prosperity and make initial steps toward peaceful reunification. Both sides have thus far agreed 
to: 
  

--A return to the cooperative spirit of the July 4, 1972, joint communique; 
  
--A cessation of “slander and of provocative military actions directed against each other, 

and 
  
--The notion that an initial meeting should take place soon. 

  
Scheduling of actual contacts remains impossible because of North Korea’s insistence that initial 
talks include private and social groups as well as the “authorities.” While both sides appear to 
have a serious interest in renewing some form of contact, their pronouncements were also for 
effect during Deng Xiaoping’s arrival in Washington. 
  
North Korea’s insistence on a different kind of meeting is based upon its fear of perpetuating a 
“Two Koreas” arrangement by bestowing legitimacy on the Park government (Pyongyang’s 
language allows for Park’s participation in any talks as head of his party, but makes no 
acknowledgement of his government role). This position is unacceptable to Seoul because: 
  

--South Korea believes that only representatives of the two governments can negotiate 
authoritatively on policy questions; 

  
--The North’s formula would require participation by dissident leaders and its fictitious 

revolutionary party for reunification as a spokesman for the South. 
  
President Park and his government genuinely want North-South contacts and reductions of 
tensions, but the North’s lack of flexibility is disappointing. The North’s reluctance so far to 
reopen the established but moribund private channels is also discouraging. It is difficult to 
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evaluate Pyongyang’s actual intentions because of misperceptions of the actual situation in South 
Korea which appear to be held even among top policymakers in Pyongyang. 
  
While Peking has traditionally opposed outside interference in any intra-Korean dialogue, in part 
because of its position on resolution of the Taiwan question, the Chinese would like to see both 
sides move toward accommodation in Korea. The U.S. supports direct South-North dialogue as 
an essential pre-requisite for reduction of tensions and is hopeful that the North will react 
realistically to resume the dialogue. 
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Cable from the British Embassy in Tokyo to the British Embassy in Seoul, "Visit of Deng 
Xiaoping," 8 February 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, “Relations Between North & South Korea,” National Archives, Kew. 
Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
[…] 
 
Confidential 
FM Tokyo 080700Z Feb 79 
TO Immediate FCO 
Telegram Number 101 of 8 Feb 
INFO Immediate Seoul Washington and Peking 
Routine Moscow and Hong Kong 
Saving All EEC Posts 
 
M.I.P.T (Not to All) 
 
Visit of Deng Xiaoping 
 

In briefing EEC ambassadors on 8 February on Korea Takashima said that Deng began 
by referring to the recent exchanges as a “good omen”. He said that the views expressed by 
North Korea had been the position of its govt not just non-governmental bodies. 
 
2. Takashima went on to say that each of his Japanese interlocutors (Mr Chira, Mr Fukuda and 
Mr Tanaka) had asked Deng whether China would not open some sort of dialogue with South 
Korea.  They had done this at the urging of South Korean politicians who had recently come to 
Japan. Deng said that he did not think such a dialogue would be useful at this time. He did not 
want to put any pressure on North Korea. He said that he had told President Carter that the total 
withdrawal of all U.S. forces would not adversely affect the situation in the Peninsula. He was 
confident that North Korea would not launch an attack. He believed the military forces of North 
and South to be in balance. (Takashima commented that this last point did (not) represent the 
Japanese view). 
 
[…] 
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Statement by Mr. Lee Dong-Bok, Seoul Side Spokesman of the South-North Coordinating 
Committee, on Panmunjom Contact on 17 February, 1979, 15 February 1979 
[Source: “Democratic People's Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt 
Waldheim, S-0904-0025-13, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN 
ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 

 
Seoul, 15 February, 1979 

 
Statement by Mr. Lee Dong-Bok, Seoul side spokesman of the South-North Coordinating 
Committee, on Panmunjom contact on 17 February, 1979 
 
1. The Seoul side of the South-North Coordinating Committee (SNCC) proposed to the 
Pyongyang side on February 12, 1979, that the Vice Chairmen of the SNCC of the two sides 
meet at the Freedom House in Panmunjom at 10.00 a.m., February17, 1979, in order to discuss 
procedural matters necessary for calling into session the fourth SNCC Plenary Meeting. In 
response, the Pyongyang side made it public on February 13, 1979, that it would send several 
persons to the conference room of the Neutral Nations Supervisory Commission (NNSC) in 
Panmunjom at 10.00 a.m., February 17, 1979. In view of the fact that both the Freedom House 
and the NNSC’s conference room are located within the Panmunjom area, we shall not be 
inflexible about the suggested contact points. 
 
2. We are currently engaged in an effort to reopen the South-North dialogue in accordance with 
the principles and agreements stipulated in the South-North Joint Communique of July 4, 1972, 
and, therefore, it is naturally our primary concern to have the SNCC operation brought back to 
normalcy. We intend to make use of the Panmunjom contact of February 17 to have our 
aforementioned position conveyed to the Pyongyang side through those persons whom the 
Pyongyang dispatches to the South-North contact at Panmunjom. 
 
3. We earnestly hope that the Panmunjom contact will prove to be a turning point in the inter-
Korean relations in normalizing the SNCC operation in consonance with the wishes of the 50 
million Koreans in the two divided parts of Korea for an early resumption of the South-North 
dialogue. 
 
4. The Seoul side of the SNCC will be represented at the Panmunjom contact of February 17 by 
the following persons: 
 
Mr. Min Kwan-Shik, SNCC Vice Chairman for the Seoul side; 
 
Mr. Hahm Byoung Choon, SNCC Member for the Seoul side; 
 
Mr. Chung Hong Jin, SNCC Executive Member for the Seoul side; 
 
Mr. Lee Dong-Bok, SNCC Spokesman for the Seoul Side. 
 

- THE END - 
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Letter from Jimmy Carter to Park Chung Hee, 18 February 1979 
[Source: Roll 2009-22, File 02, Frames 64-67, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

February 18, 1979 
 
Dear Mr. President: 
 

I want to bring you up to date with the status of our efforts to contain the widening 
conflict in Southeast Asia. For some time, we have been counseling the Chinese not to respond to 
the Soviet-supported Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea by embarking on a direct military 
action of their own. I made this point quite clear to Vice Premier Deng during his visit here. 

 
It is my view that such action only detracts international attention from the Soviet-

supported Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea and underlines growing international pressure for 
the withdrawal of Vietnamese forces. I also pointed out to the Vice Premier that overt Chinese 
action could possibly increase rather than diminish Soviet presence and influence in Southeast 
Asia and could lead to wider war. 

 
The Chinese have said that this action is limited and restricted in scope. We have 

nonetheless made clear to them that we will publicly oppose this action and that we will take the 
position that all Vietnamese forces should be withdrawn from Kampuchea and all Chinese forces 
should be withdrawn from Vietnam. 

 
I have also communicated directly with President Brezhnev to make clear our position. I 

made clear to him that the United States seeks a stable and peaceful structure of independent 
nations in Asia and that the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea led directly to the existing 
situation. I urged that the Soviet Union conduct itself with the maximum restraint. Only if all 
parties cooperate can stability and security be re-established for the entire region. 

 
I want to assure you that we will continue our efforts, both directly with the countries 

involved and at the United Nations, to secure an end to fighting in the region and to bring about a 
withdrawal of Vietnamese and Chinese forces. At the same time, we are continuing to express 
our concern that this conflict may widen still further -- with unforeseen consequences for nations 
in the region and beyond. In any event, I am prepared to protect our vital interests wherever they 
may be challenged. 

 
I wish you to know that in response to these events we are making special efforts to 

monitor security developments throughout the region closely. We have observed nothing to 
indicate preparations for extension of conflict beyond the Indochina area at this time, nor any 
increase in the threat on the Korean peninsula. We will continue to monitor events closely and to 
keep your Government informed. 

 
As I know you are aware, I have recently instructed that plans for any further withdrawal 

of United States forces from Korea be held in abeyance until such time as we can complete our 
analysis of the North Korean buildup of forces. We will of course give careful consideration to 
any developments arising out of the present conflict that could affect this decision. 
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I should also like to take this opportunity to say how pleased I am that talks have once 

again been initiated between the Republic of Korea and North Korea. Your personal commitment 
and efforts to seek an accommodation are deeply gratifying to me and are of benefit to both our 
nations. 

 
Secretary Vance will give Foreign Minister Park a fuller discussion of these matters when 

they meet in a few hours. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/ Jimmy Carter 
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Letter from Duk Choo Moon to Ferdinand Mayrhofer-Grunbuhel, 20 February 1979 
[Source: “Troubled areas - question of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-
0904-0094-06, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN ARMS), New 
York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
KD/96/79 
 

20 February, 1979 
 
Dear Mr. Mayrhofer-Grunbuhel, 
 

For your further information, I now have pleasure in enclosing the text of remarks made 
by Mr. Min Kwan-Shik, Seoul-side Vice Co-Chairman of the South-North Coordinating 
Committee, at the Panmunjom meeting on Saturday, 17 February, 1979. 

 
I look forward to keeping you informed of any further developments in the South-North 

dialogue. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
(signature) 
Duk Choo Moon 
Ambassador 
 

Mr. Ferdinand Mayrhofer-Grunbuhel, 
Special Assistant to the Secretary-General, 
United Nations, Room 3802C, 
New York, N.Y. 10017 
Enclosure. 
 
[…] 
 
No. 13/79 
20 February 1979 
 
PRESS RELEASE 
 
Remarks by Mr. Min Kwan-Shik, Seoul Side Vice Co-Chairman of the South-North 
Coordinating Committee, at Panmunjom contact Saturday 
 

(Seoul, 17 February, 1979) 
 

In my capacity as Acting Co-Chairman for the Seoul side of the South-North 
Coordinating Committee, I extend my greetings to you who have come to this place from 
Pyongyang in response to our sincere efforts to resume a constructive and productive South-
North dialogue by all means at an early date. I would like to state the basic position of our side 
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with regard to the issue of resuming the South-North dialogue, on which the attention of the 
whole world, not to speak of the 50 million people of the South and North, has been focused. I 
ask for the Pyongyang side's affirmative review and response thereto. 

 
As is well known, the South and North ·solemnly agreed upon and signed the historic 

South-North Joint Communique on 4 July, 1972, in order to meet the 50 million Korean people’s 
aspirations for independent peaceful unification of the divided fatherland, and announced it 
simultaneously in Seoul and Pyongyang. In article 7 of the Joint Communique, the two sides 
solemnly pledged before the entire people that they would faithfully carry out the agreed items 
contained in the Joint Communique.  

 
In accordance with the specific agreement embodied in article 6 of the Joint 

Communique, the two sides established the South-North Coordinating Committee as a 
mechanism for conducting dialogue between the South and North, with the responsibility of 
managing the implementation of all the agreed matters enumerated in the Joint Communique, 
inaugurating the Committee formally on 30 November, 1972.  

 
However, the South-North Coordinating Committee thus activated has yet to hold its 

fourth meeting to date, five years and eight months after the third meeting took place in June 
1973 in Seoul. Despite the fact that under the express provisions of the agreed minute on 
formation and operation of the South-North Coordinating Committee the next meeting of the 
Coordinating Committee was supposed to be held in Pyongyang in due order within two to three 
months of the preceding meeting. 

 
In order to normalize the suspended operation of the South-North Coordinating 

Committee, the two sides have held a total of ten rounds of Vice Co-Chairmen’s meetings at 
Panmunjom, beginning in December 1973. 

 
It is a well-known fact, however, that the Pyongyang side has shunned even the Vice Co-

Chairmen's meeting since the tenth such meeting was held in March 1975. Moreover, the 
Pyongyang side on 30 August, 1976, suspended the operation of the direct Seoul-Pyongyang 
telephone line which had assumed an important role as the most direct, accurate and speedy 
means of communication between the South and North, refusing to restore its operation ever 
since, in spite of our side’s numerous urgings to have it brought back to normal operation. 

 
We know that there have been many changes in the internal and external situations in 

which our divided country finds itself. 
 
Internally, there has been a rising voice by the 50 million people urging more strongly 

than at any other time in the past that all pending problems should be solved in an effective and 
realistic manner through independent and peaceful efforts, and that thereby, South-North 
relations be improved substantially, advancing the time for the final independent and peaceful 
unification of the divided fatherland. 

 
Externally, many turbulent changes have taken place in the situation surrounding the 

Korean Peninsula in the past few years. However, it is evident that the dominant trend, 
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characterized by rationalism, realism and a social opening all based on detente, has been moving 
in a direction advantage to consolidating more firmly the basis for peace and stability on the 
Korean Peninsula and accelerating an independent and peaceful solution of the unification issue. 

 
These situations within and without call upon the responsible authorities of the South and 

North, realizing correctly the direction of the general trend as well as the aspirations of the 50 
million people and the hopes of the world, to sit face to face with each other in an open-minded 
manner and settle smoothly all the issues pending between the two sides, based on practicable 
reality and mutually acceptable rationality. 

 
Since I attach particular significance to the fact that this encounter today has been 

realized at a time when all concern, internal and external, is concentrated upon the question of 
the South-North dialogue, I earnestly hope that a momentum will be provided through this 
contact today to resume our South-North dialogue in a really constructive and productive 
framework. 

 
As is well-known, the South and North agreed, in the 4 July South-North Joint 

Communique, to achieve unification of the divided fatherland through independent efforts and 
peaceful methods by all means and, to this end, to promote a national unity transcending 
differences in ideas, ideologies and systems. As has been emphasized at every opportunity, the 
constant position of our Republic of Korea is that this principle of unification and all other 
agreed items envisaged in the seven articles of the South-North Joint Communique agreed upon 
between the South and North should be observed and carried out faithfully. 

 
As is mentioned in the 4 July South-North Joint Communique, there are a multitude of 

problems to be solved by both sides jointly in order to make it possible to achieve truly 
autonomous and peaceful unification of our fatherland. 

 
First of all, a lasting peace must be established, tensions eased, mutual distrust dissolved 

and trust firmly founded through mutual exchange and cooperation, and the opening up of the 
society between the two sides. 

 
The tasks of establishing peace and of reviving mutual trust between the South and 

North, tasks which are prerequisite to the solution of the unification issue, require solid 
agreement between the two sides for their solution, and there is no room at all for dispute of the 
fact that such an agreement will be substantive and effective only when it is reached between the 
responsible authorities who are capable of guaranteeing the implementation of the agreed 
matters. 

 
It is for this obvious reason that we have always insisted on a direct dialogue between the 

responsible authorities of the South and North. 
 
Nevertheless, the Pyongyang side has obstinately continued to show the insincere attitude 

of hiding behind the so-called “Democratic Front for Unification of Fatherland”, a suspicious 
social organization which we can in no way regard as a responsible authority of the Pyongyang 
side and, thus, which we can never accept .as a counterpart in a serious dialogue with us. 
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I believe that the Pyongyang side should discard such an insincere attitude as soon as 

possible if the Pyongyang side has any real interest in and sincerity about a genuinely 
constructive and productive dialogue with us. 

 
The unreasonableness of the attitude of the Pyongyang side is underlined by the fact that 

it contravenes outright the agreements, embodied in the 4 July Joint Communique, which is a 
document solemnly agreed upon between the South and North, because the South-North 
Coordinating Committee was thereby created as the channel to carry out the dialogue. 

 
The functions with which the South-North Coordinating Committee is charged are 

weighty indeed. We have agreed in the Joint Communique that the South-North Coordinating 
Committee shall carry out the functions of consulting on, solving and guaranteeing the 
implementation of the issues: 

 
1. Of realizing the autonomous and peaceful unification of the divided fatherland; 
 
2. Of realizing exchanges between political parties, social organizations and individual 

personnel of the South and North; 
 
3. Of realizing economic, cultural and social exchanges between the South and North; 
 
4. Of easing tensions, preventing military conflict and dissolving the situation of military 

confrontation between the South and North; and 
 
5. Of taking concerted steps in external activities of the South and North. 
 
The two sides have also agreed to create political military, economic, cultural and 

diplomatic sub-committees within the South-North Coordinating Committee. 
 
We are also willing to consult, if necessary, on the expansion of the scale and scope of the 

Coordinating Committee which has been organized duly under an agreement reached between 
the South and North. 

 
In this connection, we should like to recall that our side made a rational proposal at the 

second SNCC Vice Chairmen’s meeting on 19 December, 1973, that the size of the delegation of 
each side be expanded from five members to about ten, in order to make room for representatives 
of political parties and social organizations, if necessary. We hereby reconfirm our stand that we 
are still ready to consult with the Pyongyang side on the expansion and reorganization of the 
South-North Coordinating Committee within the limits of rationality and efficiency. 

 
Therefore it is my belief that, should the Pyongyang side genuinely desire to resume the 

South-North dialogue with unfeigned sincerity, the shortest way to that end is for the Pyongyang 
side to respond promptly to our appeal to normalize the functions of the South-North 
Coordinating Committee. 
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There is no problem blocking the way for normalization of the Coordinating Committee 
at this moment. The functions of the Committee will automatically be normalized if the long-
pending fourth plenary session of the Committee is simply held in Pyongyang, as was agreed at 
the third session held in Seoul in June of 1973. 

I understand that there have been various pending problems raised by the two sides in the 
meantime in relation to the South-North dialogue, and I believe that these problems can be 
solved through open-minded discussions between the two sides at the next plenary session of the 
Coordinating Committee. 

 
I wish emphatically to reiterate that we are as willing as ever to discuss sincerely all 

problems to be raised through this channel of dialogue, which was created under an agreement 
reached between the two sides. 

 
In order to normalize the operation of the South-North Coordinating Committee on the 

basis of such a stand of ours, I should like to propose to the Pyongyang side of the Coordinating 
Committee: 

 
First, to hold the fourth plenary session of the South-North Coordinating Committee in 

Pyongyang on 3 April, 1979: 
 
Second, to reinstate the direct South-North telephone circuit of the Coordinating 

Committee at 09.00 hours, 20 February, 1979, for smoother communication of the intents of both 
sides; 

 
Third, to make a contact between officials of the South-North Coordinating Committee at 

10.00 hours on 7 March at Panmunjom to discuss the issue of normalizing the South-North 
Coordinating Committee. 

 
I look forward to the Pyongyang side’s affirmative reply to the above proposals. 
 

- END - 
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Cable to P.R. Whiteway from W. Morris, “ROK-North Korea Relations,” 12 March 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, "Relations Between North & South Korea," National Archives, Kew. 
Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 

 
BRITISH EMBASSY 

SEOUL 
 

12 March 1979 
 
P R Whiteway ESQ 
FED 
Foreign and Commonwealth/Office 
 
Dear Paul, 
 
ROK-NORTH KOREA RELATIONS 
 
1. The temptation to draw comparisons between the advent of spring and an apparent willingness 
on the part of the South and North Koreans to return to the conference table proved, for most 
newspapers in the South, too strong to resist but the fact is that although there have been no less 
than six meetings of one kind or another at Panmunjom during the past 3 ½ weeks there are very 
few signs so far of a genuine thaw. Moreover as a result of yesterday’s meeting South Korea’s 
chances of participating in the forthcoming World Table Tennis Championships in Pyongyang 
now appear to be negligible. 
 
2. Of the six meetings mentioned above four were between delegations representing the Table 
Tennis Associations of the two sides. For the record, these were held on 27 February, 5 March, 9 
March and 12 March. The South side’s delegation comprised the President of the KTTA, Chae 
Yeong-cheol, the Vice President, the Managing Direction and one ‘instant’ KTTA board member, 
Chung Choo-nyun, better known as South side spokesman for the Red Cross talks. 
 
3. According to Chung, with whom I have spoken several times over the past few weeks, the 
atmosphere at the first couple of meeting was friendly enough but it was clear from the outset 
that the north’s proposal of February for a joint team to participate in the Pyongyang 
Championships was quite unrealistic in view of the time factor. The Championships, as you 
know, open on 25 April and the draw for matches is due to be held on 14 and 15 March. The 
procedures for selecting the joint team’s players and other staff, the training programme, the 
choice of a team name, etc. could not possibly have been completed in time. All the signs are 
that the whole idea was put forward by North Korea in the certain knowledge that it was quite 
unworkable, but would score them propaganda points and at the same time give them a reason 
for not allowing the South Koreans to enter North Korea as an independent team. In North 
Korean eyes it is a case of “we offered you the chance to participate in the Championships (as 
part of a joint team) and you have turned the opportunity down”. 
 
4. The South Korean delegation’s attitude was that North Korea should first of all give a 
guarantee that visas would be issued for an independent South Korean team to go to Pyongyang 
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and then South side would be happy to discuss the question of a joint table tennis team, as part of 
the broad framework of sports exchanges in general. However, attempts by the South Korean 
delegation to discuss the question of independent participation in the Championships, to which 
they are entitled as members of the ITTF, failed to produce any positive reaction. At one stage 
last week the North Korean denied that they had even received the South side’s visa applications. 
 
5.  Anxious to stay in the game however and to prevent North Korea from gaining any further 
propaganda points the South side has now proposed that a meeting between the two sides be held 
at Panmunjom in May of this year, to coordinate arrangements for a South-North Korean 
Friendship Table Tennis contest to be held in Seoul and Pyongyang respectively in June and July 
of this year. It is hard to believe that this proposal will meet with a favourable response from the 
North Koreans but in the absence so far of any progress in the other series of meetings between 
representatives of the South side of the SNCC and of the North Korean Democratic Unification 
Front, the next of which is to be held on 14 March, it may at least help to keep some sort of 
dialogue going. The North side closed yesterday’s meeting by calling for a fifth meeting on 17 
March. The South Korean delegation replied that unless they received a guarantee by 16 
March that visas would be issued they could not agree to the proposal. For the moment then the 
ball is back in the North Korea’s court. 
 

Yours ever, 
Warwick 

 
W Morris 

 
[…] 
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Telegram to the Direct of the Korean Central Intelligence Agency from the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, “Report on DPRK’s Foreign Minister Heo Dam’s Visit to Yugoslavia, etc.,” 7 April 
1977 
[Source: Roll 2007-25, File 8, Frames 11-12, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 
File No. :  Ah Il (Asia Japan)  760 – 663    
Date :  79. 4. 7.                         
Drafter  :  Cho Nam-shin               
Division :  Japan Department, Asia Division    
From   :  Minister of Foreign Affairs                                            
To     :  Director of the Korean Central Intelligence Agency                         
Cc     :  Deputy Directors of the Korean Central Intelligence Agency                  
Title   :  Report on DPRK’s Foreign Minister Heo Dam’s Visit to Yugoslavia, etc. (extracted)   
 
   Related report file no.: PNIO 9 – A – P – 15 – 3  
                      PNIO 9 – A – P – 13 – 1  
 

Heo Dam, Foreign Minister of North Korea, visited Yugoslavia, Malacca City, Iran, and 
Pakistan from March 6 through March 19. The Japanese Embassy to the R.O.K. informed our 
ministry of what the Japanese Embassy to Yugoslavia was answered by the Yugoslavian Foreign 
Ministry (Mr. Gricizi, Counselor on Far East Division) about North Korean Foreign Minister Ho’s 
visit to Yugoslavia. For your information, please be advised to refer to the following: 

 
1. It seemed that North Korea was anxious about the Non-Aligned Movement, and she 

wanted to know the analysis and prospect on the movement by Yugoslavia, which has close 
relationships with a lot of Non-Aligned nations; thus, North Korean Foreign Minister, Heo Dam was 
sent to Yugoslavia. Most of the conversation with Ho was centered on the Non-Aligned Movement. 

 
2. Yugoslavia told Ho that the Non-Aligned Movement should be independent of “bloc” and 

should not become “bloc” itself (i.e. should not bind members based on specific ideology). That is 
the only way that it would have a future, and this kind of thinking has been gaining increasing 
recognition among Non-Aligned countries. 

    
Yugoslavia added that there is, however, an exception such as Cuba, which wants the 

movement to wield influence as a “bloc”; nevertheless, such is an extreme minority exception within 
the entire Non-Aligned movement.  

 
3. North Korea completely agreed with Yugoslavia’s idea mentioned above. North Korean 

Foreign Minister Ho stated that the Non-Aligned diplomacy is the primary policy of the North 
Korea’s diplomacy and North Korea would like to contribute as most as possible to the development 
of the Non-Aligned Movement. 

 
4. Additionally, North Korea asked Yugoslavian’s support for North Korea’s “initiative” in 

inter-Korean reunification. In response, Yugoslavia told that North Korea, Yugoslavia believes, had 
made constructive efforts as best as possible on that matter. For example, North Korea recognized the 
South Korean government as her “partner” of the negotiation, which signaled a “leap” that required 
considerable resolve on North Korea's part and this should be duly noted. Yugoslavia would not 
expect North Korea to do something more at this moment. (It implies that such “resolve” of North 
Korea, mentioned above, was exercised at the request of Yugoslavia.) 
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5. There was some mention about the political situation in Indochina. North Korea stated that 
she totally has the same attitude as that of Yugoslavia on the matter of the armed forces of 
Communist China’s invasion of Vietnam. However, North Korea refrained from making such 
position public. 

 
6. The full text of the joint statement is almost the same as what was reported in newspapers. 

Even though it assumed the format of an official visit, the meeting was mainly about the Non-
Aligned Movement as mentioned above. It was thought to be needless to announce a joint statement; 
however, simple one was announced at the request of North Korea. 

 
(A longer statement was avoided presumably because it would have touched on the Sino-

Vietnamese conflict.)* 
 
* (   ) contains the presumption of the Japanese Embassy in Yugoslavia. 
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Telegram to the Minister of Foreign Affairs from the Director of the Korean Central 
Intelligence Agency, “Document regarding Forecasts on the North Korean Puppets' Foreign 
Loans from Western Countries and Its Redemption,” 19 April 1979 
[Source: “Buk Han donghyang, 1979” (“Northern Trends, 1979”), Roll 2009-35, File 18, Frames 
25-37, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

The Korean Central Intelligence Agency 
 

79. 4. 19 
 
File No.: Beijing 400 – 1124  
To    : Minister of Foreign Affairs 
From  : Director of the Korean Central Intelligence Agency 
Title   : Document regarding Forecasts on the North Korean Puppets' Foreign Loans from Western 
Countries and Its Redemption 
 

1. Enclosed is the document that was requested at the overseas mission meeting in the 
European countries. Please be advised to use it as relevant to each Ambassador’s duties in the 
respective host country. 

 
a. Title: Forecasts on the North Korean Puppets' Foreign Loan from Western Countries and Its 

Redemption 
 
b. Recipients: Ambassadors in Belgium, the Netherlands, Spain, the Holy See, Portugal, 

Turkey, and Greece 
 
Enclosure: 7 copies of the document “Forecasts on the North Korean Puppets' Foreign Loan from 
Western Countries and Its Redemption”  
 
 
 
Forecasts on the North Korean Puppets’ Foreign Loans from Western Countries and Its Redemption 

 
1. Scale of foreign loan 
 
The North Korean puppets' foreign loan from Western countries is mainly machinery and 

equipment loan on a deferred payment. It is estimated to be $1.3 billion including $730 million 
overdue balance as of the end of 1977, which mainly come from Japan, France, West Germany, 
Sweden, etc., reaching up to $1 billion. (table 1 – 2) 

 
2. Causes of Debt Accumulation 
 
a. Because communist countries including the Soviet Union have reduced their assistance for 

the production facilities and technology of the North Korean puppets since the 1970s, the North 
Korean puppets have consequently lagged behind its schedule for economic development. 

 
b. Also, the North Korean puppets' economic development centered on raw materials, 

engineers and production facilities, has run its course, which jeopardized the fulfillment of the Six-
Year Economic Development Plan from 1971 to 1976; thus, it is inevitable for the North Korean 
puppets to introduce advanced technology and facilities from Western countries.   
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c. Therefore, the North Korean puppet regime has introduced considerable facilities from 

Western countries to implement the Six-Year Economic Development plan. 
 
i. However, its absolute shortage of cash income and inexperience in international financial 

transaction has weakened its flexibility and adaptability in the international balance of payments. 
 
ii. In particular, as the global economy has depressed due to natural resources shock since the 

end of 1973, the North Korean puppets' export markets for mineral resources including its major 
export items such as lead, zinc, iron ore, etc., as well as metal goods have decreased, and as a result, 
their prices have fallen; this has presented problems for the North Korean puppets' export plans.  

 
iii. The North Korean puppets' foreign debt incurred on loans from Western countries 

increased due to additional pressures stemming from the difficulties in overseas transportation (ships 
and seaports) as well as rising charterage fees and import prices.   

 
3. Attempts to Defer Foreign Loan Payment 
 
a. When the capability of the North Korean puppets for loan repayment came to its limit by 

the end of 1974, twelve Western creditor countries including Japan, West Germany, and England 
gathered three times in [illegible], Paris, discussed how to collect loan, and decided to “take joint 
steps in order to collect bonds of North Korea.” (table 3)  

 
b. In line with them, Western creditor banks gathered in Paris in March 1977 and agreed on 

postponing some of the North Korean puppets' loan repayment for seven years (1978 – 1984) as 
financing loan (table 4), equivalent to $478 million. 

 
c. From June 1975 through February 1978, the North Korean puppets separately contacted 

nine creditor countries including England, France, Japan, and Sweden, negotiated with them the 
deferred payment, and succeeded in agreeing on it for 1 – 4 years with them. (table 5) 

 
d. The following is the amount of the North Korean puppets’ payment estimated by the 

Korean Central Intelligence Agency, based on the North Korean puppets' agreement of deferred 
payment with Western countries:  

 
Estimated Payment of the North Korean puppets' foreign loan from Western countries 

 
(unit: million dollars) 

Year Principal Interest Total 
1978  144 101  245 
1979  189  89  278 
1980  235  75  310 
1981  279  57  336 
1982  226  35  261 
1983  226  17  243 
Total 1,299 374 1,673 
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4. The North Korean puppet regime's movement to negotiate the postponement of overdue 
payment  

 
a. The North Korean puppet regime has been unable to meet the payment schedule previously 

agreed upon with creditor countries and they, in turn, have frequently pressed for principal payment.  
 
b. Therefore, the North Korean puppet regime has actively pursued negotiations with Sweden, 

Italy, Switzerland, England, Japan, and the Netherlands for the postponement of overdue payments 
since the beginning of the year 1978; however, no common ground has been reached except for the 
negotiations with the Netherlands (table 6). 

 
5. Forecasts on the Redemption of Foreign Loans 
 
a. The North Korean puppet regime cannot but adopt advanced technology and equipment 

from Western countries in order to fulfill the 2nd Seven-Year Economic Development Plan (1978 - 
1984); however, its inability to redeem foreign loans has been the biggest stumbling block.  

 
b. Therefore, Kim Il Sung, in an unprecedented move, proposed a trade expansion policy that 

is primarily aimed at boosting credit in his 1979 New Year Address. In this connection, the North 
Korean puppets have made the following efforts:  

 
i. Intensively promoting the production of its six major export items—lead, zinc, iron ore, 

cement, magnesium clinker, and anthracite. 
 
ii. Making a departure from trading mainly with communist countries and Japan to 

diversifying export/import markets to include countries in Southeast Asia, the Middle East, Africa, 
and Central and South America in order to acquire more foreign currency. 

 
iii. Focusing on attracting "oil dollars" from oil-producing countries in the Middle East, 

particularly, from Iraq, Libya, and Kuwait. 
 
c. Because the North Korean puppets, however, cannot expect drastic increase in export at 

this moment, they are expected to: 
 
i. strengthen economic cooperation with the Soviet Union and Communist China as well as 

Western countries  
 
ii. pay some of the urgent principals in order to bring in advanced equipment from Western 

countries and recover its credit.  
 
iii. and try to postpone its large overdue repayment once again. In this connection, the North 

Korean puppet's move towards cooperation with the West require special attention. 
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Letter to Mr. Murray from J.T. Masefield, “World Table Tennis Championships in 
Pyongyang,” 19 April 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, “Relations Between North & South Korea,” National Archives, Kew. 
Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
Mr Murray 
 
WORLD TABLE TENNIS CHAMPIONSHIPS IN PYONGYANG 
 
Problem 
 
1. The North Koreans have refused to allow visas for the South Korean team to participate in the 
“World Table Tennis Championships” to be held in Pyongyang from 25 April to 6ay (the Israelis 
have been similarly barred). The South Koreans have approached the Hong Kong Government 
to seek their support in order to persuade the North Koreans to reverse their decision (see 
attached Telno 470 from Hong Kong). 
 
Background and Argument 
 
2. The World Championships are held under the auspices of the International Table Tennis 
Federation, to which national Table Tennis Associations are affiliated. The decision to hold the 
1979 Championships in Pyongyang was approved by a large majority of the national delegations, 
after the North Koreans had given assurances that all member countries of the ITTF would be 
allowed to participate in accordance with ITTF regulations. (South Korea and Israel were 
specifically mentioned in this context). 
 
3. In the meantime, following the North’s apparently forthcoming response to President Park's 
call for a renewal of the dialogue between North and South Korea in January, the North 
Koreans proposed the formation of a joint North/South Korean table tennis team. Several 
meetings between the respective table tennis associations were held before deadlock resulted: 
this was because the South Koreans believed a joint team would be impractical, and because the 
North Koreans refused to give an assurance that a separate South Korean team would be 
admitted to North Korea. It appears that the North’s tactics were designed to find a means of 
denying the ROK team entry while making it appear the result of the South’s unreasonableness. 
 
4. Britain is to be represented by three separate teams (English, Welsh and Scottish). The English 
Table Tennis have told us that they intend to travel to Pyongyang despite North Korea’s decision 
to exclude South Korea and Israel. Their view (which is probably shared by the Welsh and 
Scottish associations) is that it is for the ITTF to consider what action to take if North Korea 
persists in breaking ITTF regulations in this way. They expect an ITTF meeting to be convened 
once the teams have assembled in Pyongyang, and have said that they would support any motion 
which called for changing the title of the Championships from the “World Table Tennis 
Championships” to the “Korean Table Tennis Championships”. If such a change in the title is 
made, they would wish to compete as planned. 
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5. The problem with the ETTA’s approach is twofold. First, it is likely that the majority of the 
other member countries will acquiesce in the North Koreans’ action. (The ITTF is heavily 
dominated by communist and third world countries). Second, the ITTF would be at the 
psychological disadvantage at any meeting in North Korea. Transport to and from Pyongyang is 
being managed by the North Koreans by means of charter flights. Member countries pulling out 
of the Championships could find that they were unable to get home before the end of the 
Championship.  
 
6. HMG’s influence is limited. The British teams leave for Geneva (where they are to pick up the 
North Korean charter flights) tomorrow morning. While the Sports Council (an independent 
body wholly funded by the Government) has given an undertaking that a grant would be 
available to enable the British teams to compete, both they and the Department of the 
Environment adhere to the basic principle that politics should be kept out of sport (the only 
exception to this rule has been South Africa). Moreover, as three separate teams are involved the 
question would need to be referred to the Welsh and Scottish Sports Councils and to the Welsh 
and Scottish Offices. This would not possible before the teams depart for Pyongyang. While we 
understand that the money has not yet changed hands, it would clearly be very awkward if the 
grants were to be withheld after the expense of travelling to Pyongyang had already been 
incurred. 
 
7. The view which the Department has adopted in informal discussions hitherto is that it is for 
the ITTF and not the national governments to sort the matter out, a line with which the 
Department of the Environment agree. We understand that the Canadians, the Norwegians, the 
French, the Germans, the Australians and the Italians all intend to send teams to North Korea 
notwithstanding the regime’s action (we have been unable to ascertain what the Americans 
intend to do). 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
8. At this stage there seems to be little we can do to prevent the ETTA and the other UK teams 
from participating and strong general policy grounds for not becoming involved. I 
therefore recommend that we reply to Telno 470 from Hong Kong along the lines of a draft 
which I now submit. Hong Kong and General Department, Cultural Relations Department and 
the Department of the Environment have been consulted. 
 
9. If the ITTF meeting in Pyongyang does not lead to the admission of the Israeli and South 
Korean teams I believe that we should make the Government's views known to the ITTF, either 
directly or via the ETTA. We could ask the Federation in turn to make our views known to its 
members. This would get round the recognition problem and would serve as a warning to other 
countries, e.g. the Russians in connection with the Moscow Olympics. We could easily 
encourage likeminded countries to take similar action. However, we shall submit again on this 
point in the light of developments in Pyongyang. 
 

(signature) 
 

J T Masefield 

492



Far Eastern Department 
 
19 April 1979 
 
[…] 
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“Korea Status Report,” May 1979 
[Source: “Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-0904-0026-04, 
United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained 
for NKIDP by James Person.] 

 
Korea Status Report 

 
The Talks 
 

-- The two sides remained deadlocked on the status of the delegations although each has 
modified its original position. The South now propose that the two sides hold “working-level 
contacts” with the next meeting on 28 March. The North proposes, instead, that the meetings 
should be between “liaison delegations of the political parties, public organizations and 
authorities” with the next meeting on 5 April. It remains open if and when a further meeting will 
take place but the contacts seem likely to continue. 

 
-- While the official statements made by both sides sound harsh, the atmosphere has been 

quite good. Both sides have given the contacts low-key domestic coverage and avoided raising 
great expectations. The North, while continuing to broadcast criticism of the South, has honored 
its commitment to end propaganda attacks. The North also reacted with relative moderation 
(compared to previous years) to the joint US-ROK military maneuvers which began on 1 March. 
The DPRK might have used them as a ground for breaking off the talks, had I t been so inclined. 

 
Ping-pong Diplomacy 

 
-- Simultaneously with the political contacts, talks have taken place in Panmunjom 

between the Table Tennis Associations of the North and the South concerning Korean 
participation in the World Table Tennis Championships which will be held in Pyongyang on 25 
April. The North has proposed a United Korean team. The South, while not rejecting the idea, 
has insisted that the South Korean Tennis Team participate, in any event, as such. 

 
-- The ping-pong discussions have attracted attention because of the role of ping-pong in 

opening the way for broader US-Chinese contacts. The South has had some difficulty dealing 
with the issue since while publicly favoring reunification, it does not wish to lend credence to a 
one Korea concept with joint international representation. A unified team now seems ruled out 
and the South is suggesting a North-South tournament as a means of encouraging cooperation. 

 
Prospects 

 
-- The South is interested – at least to some limited degree – in a “German style” 

arrangement in Korea. The North rejects the concept, as such. It should be possible to find 
middle ground that would meet some of the interests of both sides and the generally favorable 
atmosphere suggests both sides are interested in exploring possibilities. So far, however, 
substance bas not been touched and until it is, no assessment can be made of the prospects of 
establishing a more stable relationship on the peninsula. 
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Main Points of the Talks with Foreign Minister Ho Dam of the Democratic People's 
Republic of Korea on 2 May 1979 
[Source: “Democratic People's Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt 
Waldheim, S-0904-0081-03, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN 
ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 

bf: RA/AR 
cc: Mr. Urquhart 

Mr. Sutterlin 
 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 

Main points of the talks with Foreign Minister Ho Dam of the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea on 2 May 1979 

 
1. Replacement of armistice agreement 
 
- This question (as opposed to reunification as such and other problems) can only be negotiated 
between the DPRK and the US. The armistice agreement was signed by the American UN 
Commander and the RK did not recognize it. For legal and practical reasons (the American 
Commander is also the Commander of the 8th US Army) the disarmament agreement has to be 
replaced by an agreement with the US. 
 
- The DPRK proposed negotiation with the US 5 years ago. The US has so far not replied and 
has raised preconditions to such talks. 
 
- The DPRK is prepared to meet with US at any time, at any place and at any level. 
 
- Once the talks between the DPRK and the US have started the further procedure and the 
question of further participation can be discussed. In view of China’s position the question of 
quadripartite negotiations does not arise. 
 
- If the US abandon its hostile policy it could have good relations with the DPRK. There is no 
danger that a unified Korea falls into the zone of influence of another power; she will always be 
non-aligned. 
 
- The Secretary-General is asked to convey the above to the US and to lend his assistance in the 
contacts between the DPRK and the US. 
 
2. Dialogue between the DPRK and the RK 
 
- The DPRK wants reunification by peaceful means through negotiations. 
 
- Reunification should be achieved by the Koreans themselves, without any outside interference. 
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- The main difficulty in the dialogue stems from the different basic positions: the DPRK wants 
reunification, the RK (and the US) is not sincere about it and really wants to cement the division 
(separate UN membership, parallel recognition of both governments). 
 
- The dialogue has to take place on a broad basis. The DPRK is not opposed to talks between the 
governments, but reunification concerns the entire nation and all must be involved in finding a 
solution. It is not understandable why the RK rejects this, if her policy is supported by her 
people. What is she afraid of? Wide strata of the people in the south object to the DPRK dealing 
with President Park’s government only. 
 
3. Role of the Secretary-General 
 
- The DPRK requests the Secretary-General to convey to the US Government the wish of the 
DPRK to enter into negotiations with the aim of replacing the armistice agreement by another 
agreement. He is also asked in a general way to be of assistance in the contacts with the US. 
 
- There is nothing which the DPRK Government would request the S.G. to convey to the RK; in 
what way the SG talks to the RK is, of course, up to him. If he considers it helpful and in the 
interest of reunification he can discuss the situation with the RK taking into account the DPRK’s 
position as explained. 
 
- In his talks with the RK, the S.G. may convey the sincerity of the DPRK’s policy towards a 
negotiated realization of national reunification. It would be very desirable to renew the North-
South dialogue (this statement was made at the end of the meeting). 
 
- If the DPRK sees any concrete matter in which she would need the S.G.’s assistance, she will 
not hesitate to approach him in the future. 
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Main Points Made by Foreign Minister Jong Jin Park of the Republic of Korea during the 
Meeting with the Secretary-General on 4 May 1979 at 5 p.m. in Seoul 
[Source: “Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-0904-0026-04, 
United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained 
for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 

bf: Mr. R. Ahmed 
 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 

Main Points made by Foreign Minister Jong Jin Park of the Republic of Korea during the 
meeting with the Secretary-General on 4 May 1979 at 5 p.m. in Seoul 

 
- The main problem during the recent resumption of the talks was the status of the DPRK’s 
representatives. The DPRK delegation should have official status. The Government can 
appoint whomever it wants, but they have to be authorized representatives. 
 
- The DPRK is not sincere in its desire to negotiate. Her positive reply to President Park’s 
initiative of 19 January was only intended for propaganda purposes. There are many 
contradictions between what the DPRK says and what she does. 
 
- The three principles announced in the ROK’s proposal for unification of August 1974 and the 
announcement of the June 1973 constitute the “back-bone” of the ROK’s policy with regard to 
the Korean question. 
 
- The people of the ROK prefer no unification to unification under communist rule. 
 
- The attempt of the DPRK to negotiate directly with the US and thus to ignore the 36 million 
people of the ROK is absurd. President Tito has inquired with the DPRK last year whether she 
would accept tripartite meetings, but he never received a response. 
 
- His Government often wonders whether Kim Il Sung is being properly informed of 
international developments and of what his negotiators are doing. This is very dangerous since it 
can lead to misjudgments on Kim’s part. 
 

******* 
 

At the end of the meeting it was agreed that the UN would inform the press along the 
following lines: 

 
The Secretary-General informed the Foreign Minister about his talks in Pyongyang and 

the Foreign Minister explained the position of the ROK. Possibilities were discussed in order to 
overcome the actual stalemate in the negotiation process. The talks have helped the Secretary-
General to better understand the situation and the discussions would be continued with the 
President tomorrow. 
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United Nations Press Release, “Secretary-General Holds Talks with Acting Prime Minister 
of Japan and Foreign Minister of Korea during Visits to Tokyo and Seoul,” 4 May 1979 
[Source: “Seoul, Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-0987-
0008-13, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN ARMS), New York, NY. 
Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
United Nations Press Release 
Department of Public Information 
Press Section 
United Nations, New York 
 

SG/T/897 
4 May 1979 

 
SECRETARY-GENERAL HOLDS TALKS WITH ACTING PRIME MINISTER OF JAPAN 

AND FOREIGN MINISTER OF KOREA DURING VISITS TO TOKYO AND SEOUL 
 
[…] 
 

The Secretary-General arrived this afternoon in Seoul for a two-day visit to the Republic 
of Korea. The Secretary-General was met at the airport by Foreign Minister Tong Jin Park of the 
Republic of Korea. 

 
Immediately upon arrival, the Secretary-General went to the Foreign Ministry for two 

hours of talks with Tong Jin Park which focused entirely on the question of Korea in the light of 
the Secretary-General’s recent visit to Pyongyang. Following the meeting, a spokesman for the 
Secretary-General said Mr. Waldheim had informed the Foreign Minister of the impressions he 
had formed during his talks with President Kim Il Sung and Foreign Minister Ho Dam in the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. For his part, the Foreign Minister gave the Secretary-
General the views of his Government on the Korean problem. The possibilities for overcoming 
the present stalemate in the bilateral talks between the Republic of Korea and the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea were discussed. The Secretary-General felt that his discussions had 
helped him to understand better the position of the South Korean Government. 

 
The talks will resume tomorrow, 5 May, at 11 a.m. local time, with President Park Chung 

Hee, who will later give a luncheon in honour of the Secretary-General. 
 

[…] 
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Teleletter to P.R. Whiteway from W. Morris, “Visit of the U.N. Secretary-General to North 
and South Korea,” 11 May 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, "Relations Between North & South Korea," National Archives, Kew. 
Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
[…] 
 
Teleletter 
 
From W Morris, Seoul 
 
021/1 11 May 1979 
 
Following  P R Whiteway [illegible] 
Miss S Harden, MBE, UKMIS New York 
Chancery, Washington 
Chancery, Tokyo 
Chancery, Moscow 
 
Visit of the U.N. Secretary-General to North and South Korea 
 
1. The visits that Dr Waldheim paid to Pyongyang, 2-3 May, and Seoul, 4-6 May, have been 
widely reported and the Secretary-General and the 21 strong party of officials and newsmen who 
accompanied him will doubtless be conveying their own impressions in New York. The 
following comments and observations may however be helpful. 
 
2. North Korea: According to western news agency reports from Pyongyang Dr Waldheim told 
reporters that on the question of a dialogue between the two Koreas Kim Il Sung showed “a 
certain flexibility”. He described his talks which included one hour with Kim and three with Ho 
Dam as having gone “better than expected”. Later, on the flight from Pyongyang to Tokyo, 
where he stopped over for a night, he told reporters that his talks had touched on finding some 
new arrangements to replace the armistice agreement and on the wider issue of reunification. He 
also quoted Kim as having said that the North “would never attack South Korea”. 
 
3. At a farewell lunch given by Kim on 3 May Dr Waldheim said, according to a North Korean 
broadcast, that there was “full understanding that only the Korean people can resolve the 
problem of the division of their country….I also assure you that I stand ready to assist in 
whatever way possible in advancing the negotiating process…Every endeavor must be made to 
find a negotiated settlement in accordance with the principles of the UN Charter, in particular, 
respect for the territorial integrity, independence and political sovereignty of all states, non-
interference in internal affairs and the non-use of force”. 
 
4. South Korea: Dr Waldheim met with President Park for three and a half hours and with the 
Foreign Minister for one hour. According to the Presidential Spokesman Dr Waldheim briefed 
the President on his Pyongyang trip and discussed possible methods of reanimating the South-
North dialogue. President Park for his part explained the ROK’s peace formula including the 
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conclusion of a non-aggression pact and simultaneous entry to the UN of South and North Korea. 
Dr Waldheim again made it clear that he would assist in whatever way possible in advancing the 
negotiating process. He described the talks as constructive and frank. 
 
5. At a press conference before leaving Seoul Dr Waldheim was asked where things stood. It was 
agreed by both President Park and Kim Il Sung, he said to continue this dialogue, this peace 
effort, through their Observers at the UN. He said that both sides had indicated that they wanted 
to keep in touch with him. These contacts would be on a “discreet, personal basis” and not with 
the UN as a specific body. The precise method was still to be determined. 
 
6. ROK reaction: Now that the visit is over everyone is asking themselves what progress, if any, 
has been made. Soon after Dr Waldheim’s departure the ROK Foreign Minister told journalists 
that, while he thought the exercise had been useful, it was premature and difficult to count on any 
concrete and immediate outcome. Dr Waldheim, he said, had found that one point on which the 
ROK and North Korea widely differed was the crucial question of how to proceed in their 
bilateral dialogue, the ROK wanting gradual step by step progress while the North favoured the 
all exbracing [sic] approaching. 
 
7. The Director of the MFA’s UN Division, Chang Sun Sup, made a few additional comments 
when I called on him on 10 May. The ROK he said took some of Kim Il Sung’s more 
conciliatory remarks with a pinch of salt. Dr Waldheim had told Foreign Minister Park that 
although Kim appeared to show some flexibility Ho Dam was absolutely rigid in his approach, 
insisting that before any progress could be made all US troops in the South had to go, and totally 
ruling out simultaneous entry to the UN of the two Koreas. Dr Waldheim had apparently told the 
North Koreans that in his view no dialogue between North Korea and the US could be carried 
out over the head of the ROK. 
 
8. Comment: Dr Waldheim did not (last word underlined) visit the Korean Peninsula in any kind 
of trouble-shooting role or with any special mission. He came as part of extensive Asian tour 
which could hardly have avoided including the two Koreas. Nonetheless the visit will have given 
him an unprecedented opportunity to see something of the Korean situation at first hand, and his 
offer to put himself personally at this disposal of the two sides in New York can have done no 
harm. A cartoon in Dong-A Ilbo last week showed Dr Waldheim holding in each hand a long 
pole with a glove at the end. President Park is warmly shaking hands at the end of one pole, 
while Kim Il Sung is doing likewise at the end of the other. If only this much can be achieved 
between the two Korean missions in New York then some good will have come out of Dr 
Waldheim’s visit. No one here though will forecast even this much with any confidence. 
 
9. Miscellaneous: While visiting the ROK Dr Waldheim turned down an opportunity to visit a 
front-line area and, apparently because of a stomach upset, was unable to attend a dinner given 
by the UN Association. 
 
10. Red Registry please pass to Washington and New York and copy to Research Dept, FCO and 
MODUK D14. Also other FCO departments as necessary. 
 
W Morris 

500



 
NNNN 

501



“Notes on a Meeting in Seoul on 5 May 1979, 10:30 – 12:30 AM,” 21 May 1979 
[Source: “Representatives and Observers to the United Nations - Republic of Korea,” Office of 
Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-0907-0012-15, United Nations Archives and Records 
Management Section (UN ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 

 
File: Korea 
Xref: Trip 

 
FMG/EF 

cc: Mr. Sutterlin 
bf: RA/AR 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
NOTES ON A MEETING IN SEOUL ON 5 MAY 1979, 10:30 – 12:30 AM 
 
Present: The Secretary-General 
 Mr. R. Ahmed 
 Mr. F. Mayrhofer-Grünbuhel (signature) 
 Mr. F. Giuliani 
 
 President Park Chung Hee 
 Foreign Minister Park Tong-Jin 
 Ambassador Yun, Permanent Observer 
 One official 
 

Following an exchange of courtesies the Secretary-General briefed President Park about 
his talks in Vietnam and China concerning the situation in Indo-China. With regard to Korea he 
stressed that China apparently was interested to keep the situation in the Peninsula quiet for the 
time being. Vice Premier Deng, in particular, had indicated that an attack of the DPRK against 
the ROK was unlikely. 

 
The Secretary-General then gave an extensive account of his talks in Pyongyang. He 

referred to the difficulties which originally had arisen over the visit to the DPRK. In his very 
extensive meeting with the Foreign Minister he hardly had noticed any change of North Korea’s 
well-known position regarding the Korean problem. The talks with President Kim Il Sung had 
yielded a substantially different picture. The President had accepted his thesis that neither of the 
two sides could be expected to give up their respective social system. It would therefore be 
necessary to take a pragmatic and practical approach which would take account of this. What 
should be achieved was a stabilizing modus vivendi, some loose framework of unification which 
would enable the resumption of economic and cultural ties. President Kim who had accepted this 
idea had said repeatedly that he did not want to force his country’s system on the South. What he 
wanted was peaceful reunification. 

 
With regard to the procedural aspects, in particular, who should participate in the 

negotiations to replace the Armistice Agreement, President Kim had shown some flexibility. He 
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did not exclude the participation of the ROK and stressed that he had never been given a chance 
to discuss this subject with the Americans. What he apparently had in mind were discreet 
contacts with the United States in which he then would accept trilateral talks. Kim Il Sung had 
said that he would even make concessions once the South accepted the principle of reunification. 

 
As to the Secretary-General’s role President Kim had been rather positive. He had not 

been against the Secretary-General’s concrete suggestions in this regard (Observer, channel of 
communications) but had said that his Government needed more time to study these proposals 
and an answer would be given later on. 

 
In conclusion, the Secretary-General said that although the principal positions appeared 

unchanged President Kim shown some flexibility. Given the new political and strategic 
developments in Asia it was his feeling that the present situation should be used in order to make 
renewed efforts for a South-North dialogue. 

 
President Park briefly reviewed the history of the United Nations involvement in Korea, 

mentioning inter alia that the United Nations had recognized the Government of the ROK as the 
only lawful Government in Korea. Even now, 25 years after the unprovoked attack of the North 
against the South the DPRK maintained that the war was a result of a Southern provocation. 
Such falsification of history caused grave doubts about the sincerity of the other side. In her 
many dealings with the North over the years the ROK had found out that President Kim’s 
Government was not sincere. The statistics by the UN Command showed more than 4,000 
violations of the Armistice Agreement since it had entered into force. He gave further examples 
of Northern war preparations against the South such as the digging of tunnels. Even when the 
two sides were negotiating the Joint Communiqué of 1972 the North was busily engaged in 
building these tunnels. 

 
In such a situation, unification was not an easy task. The most reasonable and practical 

approach was to start with the easiest problems in order to make some progress in reducing the 
existing tension. The Northern concept of starting with the basic political problem which would 
later automatically solve all other issues was illogical. Given the present situation, reunification 
might realistically take place in hundred to two hundred years. But everything should be done to 
avoid hostilities and a fratricidal war. Peace to come first, then reunification. If the two sides 
would agree on a federation or a similar concept this would only increase the risk of war. 

 
The Northern proposal of a whole nation congress was impractical. He was convinced 

that the North still thought of unifying the country under its ideology, if necessary, by use of 
force. Therefore the South had to maintain strong armed forces in order to repel any aggression. 
At the same time it made all efforts to continue the dialogue in order to dissolve mistrust and 
tension. 

 
However, in this dialogue the South wanted to deal only with authorized representatives, 

not with the envoys of some unknown social organizations. As to the replacement of the 
Armistice Agreement it should be kept in mind that treaties existed in order to be abided by. The 
present agreement was enough to prevent hostilities but the North had violated it on numerous 
occasions. Any new agreement would have to contain safeguards to guarantee that it will be kept. 
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It was obvious that the South had to be immediately involved in any agreement to replace 

the Armistice Agreement. The forces of the South vastly exceeded those of the UN Command. In 
wanting to negotiate with the United States only, the DPRK might be thinking of the Vietnamese 
example. A replacement of the Armistice Agreement might of course in the DPRK’s view entail 
the loss of justification for the presence of U.S. forces in the ROK. But it should be kept in mind 
that the American forces were stationed in the ROK on the basis of the Mutual Defense Treaty. 

 
In spite of all difficulties the ROK did not lose hope and would continue to negotiate with 

patience and perseverance. The President welcomed the Secretary-General’s suggestion to 
appoint an observer to the dialogue who could be in many ways of practical assistance, for 
example in calling meetings between the two authorities at the UN headquarters or in Geneva. 
The talks in Pamunjom had always been very unpleasant with the Northern representatives 
shouting at and threatening the Southern delegation. A change of venue would be welcome. 

 
The Secretary-General ascertained the correctness of his understanding that the President 

agreed to his nominating an observer to facilitate the holding of talks between the two sides and 
the negotiations of an agreement replacing the Armistice Agreement. 

 
The President made clear that his side was not very interested in trilateral talks about the 

Armistice Agreement. The South-North dialogue was more important, in it the question of the 
replacement of the Armistice Agreement could be taken up. 

 
He felt that the positions were still wide apart but they seemed to have moved closer in 

one point, namely the Secretary-General’s good offices. Maybe this was a basis for future efforts. 
However, when the North agreed with this suggestion it should be made clear that both sides 
should send properly authorized officials. Otherwise a meeting would be meaningless. 

 
He would make Ambassador Yun responsible for any further contacts with the Secretary-

General. 
 
In conclusion, it was agreed that the idea of the appointment of an Observer should not be 

mentioned to the press. 
 

21 May 1979 
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Letter from J.S. Wall to Mr. Samuel, “Secretary of State’s Talks with Mr Vance: North 
Korea," 23 May 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
 Mr Samuel (FED) 
  

Secretary of State’s Talks with Mr Vance: 
North Korea 

  
Mr Vance told the Secretary of State this morning that the North Koreans were pressing 

the Americans to have talks. The United States would not agree to do so unless the South 
Koreans wanted it. The Americans proposed to ask the South Koreans whether they were 
interested in a 3-way meeting. North Korean motives were probably that they felt an offer of 
talks would throw the South Koreans offside since hitherto the initiative had been taken by the 
South Koreans in an attempt to get bilateral talks going which, from the North Korean point of 
view, would have implied recognition by them of South Korea’s separate existence. Re-
unification remained North Korea’s ultimate objective. 

  
[signature] 
(JS Wall) 

  
23 May 1979 
  
[…] 
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Memorandum From Michel Oksenberg and Nicholas Platt of the National Security Council 
Staff to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski), 24 May 1979 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 882-883.] 
 

Washington, May 24, 1979 
SUBJECT 

Beijing, Taipei, and the Korean Issue 
 

It is by no means certain that the Chinese will be willing to exercise much leverage, even 
behind the scenes, to produce a flexible North Korean posture during any trilateral talks among 
Pyongyang, Seoul, and Washington. 

 
Beyond that, the major incentive for South Korea to participate meaningfully in such 

talks would be the knowledge that as a result of those talks, South Korea could expect to initiate 
contacts with Beijing. South Korea, as you know, would like to enter into a constructive 
relationship with the PRC, at least in the economic realm.  

 
It is highly unlikely that China at this stage is prepared to reciprocate the Seoul desire. 
 
What incentive could we offer Beijing to encourage it to initiate contacts with Seoul? I 

believe the route is through Taipei. China has long seen a parallel between the North Korea–
South Korea “civil war” and their own relationship with Taipei. They fear any policy they pursue 
toward South Korea would set a precedent for their Taiwan policy. If they are willing to accept 
the “two Korea” solution, why not “two Chinas?” the argument goes. 

 
In addition, the Chinese would like to get talks going with Taipei and would hope that we 

could play a role there. 
 
We believe it is worth considering our indicating to Beijing that we would be prepared to 

encourage Taipei to adopt a more forthcoming attitude toward contacts with China—particularly 
in the trade realm— in exchange for the PRC initiating economic contacts with South Korea. 
Naturally, the proposition would have to be put in more delicate terms. 

 
We would have to think carefully about the combination of pressures and incentives we 

would have to apply in Taipei to get it to initiate contacts with Beijing. One source of leverage 
which we have over Taiwan, of course, is arms sales. And those arms sales would go down a 
good deal easier in Beijing if they were to take place after Taipei had somewhat relaxed its 
position of “no trade with Communist China.” 

 
In short, the specific proposal we have to make is this: When we request the Chinese to 

assist in establishing trilateral talks with North Korea, we indicate that South Korea proceeds on 
the assumption that one result of the talks will be the initiation of economic contact with the 
PRC. In the event such contacts develop, the U.S. would also be prepared to try to encourage 
Taiwan to develop economic contacts with the PRC as well. 
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Recommendation: 
That you approve our developing this idea in more concrete form among the East Asian 

Group.1 

1 Brzezinski did not check either the Approve or Disapprove option. Instead, he 
wrote, “Doubtful line—I am troubled by the [parallel]. (What about the summit idea—where does this stand?) ZB.” 
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Telegram to the American Embassy in Seoul, “Coordination of Initiative with President 
Park to Reduce Tensions on the Korean Peninsula,” 29 May 1979 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
KO00298. http://nsarchive.chadwyck.com/cat/displayItemImages.do?queryType=cat&ResultsID
=13E6129B5591&ItemID=CKO00298&ItemNumber=78.]  
 
TO: AMEMBASSY SEOUL IMMEDIATE 
 
[…] 
 
SUBJECT: Coordination of Initiative with President Park to Reduce Tensions on the Korean 
Peninsula 
 
1. The President would like his forthcoming visit to Korea to result in a joint US-ROK proposal 
for tripartite summit talks with North Korea to test Pyongyang’s willingness to adjust its policies 
and deal with practical measures for the reduction of tensions in the area. 
 
2. Both we and the ROKG have agreed that the question of a North-South Korean dialogue and 
future policies on the peninsula should be part of our summit agenda; in addition to security 
relations, Korean economic growth, and human rights. 
 
3. You should therefore seek a meeting with President Park to inform him of the importance with 
which the President views his forthcoming discussions, particularly an initiative to reduce 
tensions on the peninsula. Tell President Park that the President has instructed you to consult 
with him in advance to seek to work out the outlines of a joint proposal which could be 
announced by the two Presidents. 
 
4. Assure Park that we recognize that the obstacle to reducing tension has been in Pyongyang, 
not in Seoul, and that we will stand fast on our commitment not to deal directly with Pyongyang 
without the participation of the ROK. We know that North Korea has avoided even taking the 
step that they agreed to in 1972 for talks between recognized government authorities. Our mutual 
ROK-US position has been that we are of course willing to meet with the North Koreans as long 
as the ROK is a full and equal partner to any such discussions and both Korean parties desire 
U.S. participation. 
 
5. The President feels that the U.S. and ROK should seize the diploma tic initiative from 
Pyongyang and test whether Kim Il-sung is prepared to make the policy adjustments which the 
changing international framework and Korea’s own economic difficulties would seem to dictate. 
One way to proceed would be for the two Presidents in Seoul to propose a high level 
tripartite summit meeting to Kim Il-sung. 
 
6. You should assure Park that we will remain firm in rebuffing manipulative proposals from 
North Korea or to allies which would in any way exclude the ROK or undercut its position, but 
that the time appears right to stand together in testing North Korean readiness to have a 
reasonable dialogue with both of us. 
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7. You may tell Park that the President understands the linkage connection between the troop 
withdrawal security issue and ROK’s willingness to take diplomatic risks in dealing with North 
Korea. The President is considering adjustments in the U.S. ground force withdrawal program in 
response to our current appreciation of North Korean force buildups. The summit in Seoul will 
afford an opportunity for the two Presidents to establish a personal dialogue and discuss the 
security issues of prime importance to the Republic of Korea. 
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“Korea – Unproductive North-South Contacts,” June 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, Relations Between North & South Korea, National Archives, Kew. 
Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 

June 1979 
 

KOREA – UNPRODUCTIVE NORTH-SOUTH CONTACTS 
 

When President Carter visits Seoul at the end of June, 
he is unlikely to find any easing of tensions between 

North and South Korea. 
 

Private citizens of South Korea have had no communication with the North, whether or 
not they have relatives there, since the end of the Korean War in 1953. Various attempts to open a 
dialogue that might lead to a peace treaty and reunification have broken down – recently mainly 
because of the North’s requirements about who should represent the South in any negotiations. 
The South Korean Government, meanwhile, remains anxious about the indications that Kim Il 
Sung – in power in the North since 1949 – still hopes to bring the whole of Korea under his rule. 
A North Korean official made it clear on 10 May 1979 that the North's latest reunification 
proposals envisaged Kim leading a unified country. 

 
During his Asian tour in April and early May 1979, the UN Secretary-General, Dr 

Waldheim, visited both Pyongyang and Seoul. On 5 May he told reporters in Seoul that North 
and South Korea had agreed to open a new channel of communication – through their respective 
observers at the UN. But no progress seems to have been made, though he also saw some 
movement on the procedural question of who would represent the two sides at any peace talks. 
This was the factor which halted the latest attempts to establish a dialogue; disagreements over 
the titles and standing of the proposed delegations resulted in the contacts being broken off early 
in April. In addition, the North Korean authorities prevented South Koreans (and Israelis) from 
taking part in the World Table Tennis Championships in Pyongyang at the end of April. They 
suggested the formation of a joint Korean team – but too late for this to be a realistic proposition 
– and refused to grant visas for a South Korean team. [Note—the word “expand” is handwritten 
in the margins] 

 
The presence of many foreign journalists in Pyongyang for the championships prompted 

the North Koreans to seek new publicity for their case and to denounce US activities in the area. 
At the same time they reverted to the idea of talking to US officials before becoming involved in 
a dialogue with the South Koreans. In interviews with Western and Japanese journalists in 
Pyongyang (7-10 May 1979), Kim Yong Nam, a member of the North Korean Workers’ Party 
Politburo, suggested that the South could take part in trilateral or multilateral talks after North 
Korea had opened negotiations with the United States to “settle differences”.  He claimed that his 
country had no interest in imposing its “Socialist system” on the South and said that the North 
and South might form a confederation to precede reunification as one way forward. A South 
Korean official commented on 9 May that North Korea’s idea of including the South in talks 
after the negotiations of a peace pact with the US gave no signal of any change of attitude 
towards the South. 
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The impression of deadlock was confirmed by a “Commentator” article in the North 

Korean party newspaper Nodong Sinmun on 10 May, accusing the United States of “hasting war 
preparations against our country, especially preparations for a nuclear war”. US arms 
reinforcement and air exercises in South Korea threw a “dark shadow” on the North-South 
dialogue, it asserted, and the South Koreans were obstructing a settlement; if the United States 
“truly” wanted peaceful reunification, it should withdraw from South Korea. A major reason for 
the hardening of the North Korean line seems to be the reaffirmation of US support for the South 
in the form of recent Senate Foreign Relations Committee and other votes in favour of military 
and economic assistance for South Korea in 1980. 

 
Abortive 1972 agreement 

 
The first peaceful contacts between North and South Korea after the war of 1950-53 

came in 1971 when the two sides' Red Cross organisations initiated a series of meetings. 
Officials joined the talks and a joint communiqué was issued on 4 July 1972 outlining possible 
steps towards reunification. Hostilities were renounced and undertakings given for the avoidance 
of clashes in the Demilitarised Military Zone (DMZ). Agreement was reached on the setting up 
of a South-North Co-ordinating Committee (SNCC) with official representatives from both sides 
and for a “hot line” between the two capitals. 

 
Virtual deadlock was soon reached, however, and mutual recriminations resumed. The 

SNCC stopped meeting after 1973. The North Koreans became increasingly insistent that they 
could only talk to the UN Command and after the withdrawal of American troops from the 
South. A proposal for a non-aggression treaty by President Park Chung Hee of South Korea in 
January 1974 was rejected by the North, and the direct telephone link was suspended in 1976. 

 
On 19 January 1979, shortly after the formal agreement between China and the United 

States to renew diplomatic relations, President Park called for the resumption of discussions 
between North and South Korea. Representatives from the South were ready to meet their 
counterparts “at any time, at any place and at any level”, he said, with the aim of preventing war 
and achieving prosperity and reunification. The North’s response was speedy and in general 
positive. The Central Committee of the Democratic Front for the Reunification of the Fatherland 
(DFRF – a front organisation) welcomed President Park’s proposal (Pyongyang Radio, 23 
January), though its suggestions about who should take part in the talks were clearly 
unacceptable to the South. It called, not for talks at official level, but for the convening of a 
“National Congress” of 700 to 1,500 representatives of “all political parties and groups” in North 
and South with a preliminary meeting in Pyongyang in June. And while the North Korean 
statement recognised President Park’s right to attend such a congress, this would be as head of 
his Democratic Republican Party, not of the government. More promising was the lack of 
preconditions in the North Korean proposals by comparison with those of 1973, which had 
included demands for the abolition of the Anti-Communist Law and the National Security Law in 
South Korea before negotiations could begin. 

 
In a reply on 26 January 1979, the South Korean Minister of Culture and Information 

insisted that preliminary meetings must be between “the responsible authorities only” of the two 
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sides. His government sees little purpose in dealing with North Korean “front” bodies which are 
in no position to conclude binding agreements. 

 
Following further exchanges, the two sides eventually met in Panmunjom (in the DMZ) 

on 17 February. The four South Korean delegates were members of the South-North Co-
ordinating Committee, but those from North Korea were described as “liaison delegates of the 
Democratic Front for the Reunification of the Fatherland”. The South Korean delegation urged 
the North to reactive the SNCC in accordance with the 1972 communiqué and to reopen the 
direct telephone link between Seoul and Pyongyang. The North Koreans said that each side 
should nominate a liaison team of four to help organise a national unification preparatory 
committee – thus indicating that a large-scale conference was still their aim. Although the talks 
were amicable, the only agreement reached was for the two sides to meet again on 7 March. On 
this occasion, the North Koreans declared openly that they regarded the SNCC as “redundant”, 
while the South said that it could not accept the DFRF as a “responsible authority” (South 
Korea’s leaders recall that it was the DFRF which called for a meeting of all political parties in 
June 1950 just before the North’s invasion of South Korea). 

 
After a further meeting on 14 March, the exchanges became deadlocked on the question 

of representation, the head of the South Korean team reiterating on 2 April that “inter-Korean 
talks should be conducted between delegations appointed by the authorities”. A projected 
meeting on 10 April did not take place as the South Koreans refused to accept the North’s 
delegation – retitled but exactly the same in composition as previously – as authoritative. The 
atmosphere had also been affected by the North Koreans’ refusal to issue visas to a South Korean 
team for the table tennis championships at the end of April.  

 
North Korean motives 

 
International developments, in particular the United States rapprochement with China, the 

possible withdrawal of US troops from South Korea, and the changing political scene in Asia, no 
doubt influenced North Korea’s reactions to the South's proposal for a dialogue. In 1978, 
President Carter had announced the gradual withdrawal of some of the 33,000 American ground 
troops in South Korea (under the UN Command), and the North Koreans would obviously like to 
encourage this by appearing cooperative and peace-loving. The US defence authorities disclosed 
early in 1979, however, that they had underestimated North Korea's current ground forces by 
about 25 per cent (they totalled 600,000 rather than 430,000) and in mid-February President 
Carter said that he was halting the withdrawal of troops. The North Koreans probably still 
[Note—the words “no doubt” are handwritten above “probably] hope for a resumption of the 
withdrawals – which would put them in a stronger position to exert pressure on the South. 

 
There is no evidence as to whether the Chinese had encouraged them to adopt a more 

flexible stand in January, though the North Koreans no doubt [Note—the word “presumably” is 
handwritten above “no doubt] realized that Korea would be discussed during Vice-Premier Deng 
Xiaoping’s visit to Washington in January and February 1979. Although China publicly supports 
North Korean calls for the withdrawal of all US forces from the South, her leaders may see these 
forces as a stabilising factor in the area and would certainly prefer a reduction in tension between 
North and South to new polemics or clashes in the DMZ. The North Korean leaders for their part 
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have shown a shift towards Peking over the past year, moving away from their non-committed 
position in the Sino-Soviet dispute. They condemn “dominationism” – the equivalent of China’s 
target of “hegemonism” – and were sharply critical of the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia. 
Deng Yingchao, a Chinese Politburo member, arrived on an “official friendly visit” to North 
Korea on 26 May and offered firm support for its “just cause”. 

 
From an economic point of view, North Korea needs all the friends it can get. The current 

foreign trade debt amounts to about US$2,000 million, the largest creditors being the Soviet 
Union, Japan and the West European countries. The North’s economy, meanwhile, is falling 
further behind that of the South. In 1978, the North’s estimated Gross National Product was 
about US$10,000 million, compare with about $46,000 million in the South. North Korea 
(population 17 million) is currently estimated to have a GNP per head of $700, compared with 
$1,242 in the South (population 37 million). 
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“Negotiations between North and South Korea,” 5 June 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, “Relations Between North & South Korea,” National Archives, Kew. 
Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
[…] 
 
EUROPEAN POLITICAL COOPERATION: POLITICAL COMMITTEE, PARIS 
5/6 JUNE 1979 
 
[…] 
 
ITEM 2: NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN NORTH AND SOUTH KOREA 
 
1 Mr Ruggiero said that efforts were being made to suggest that the dialogue between North and 
South Korea was genuine; in fact it was non-existent. The two positions were incompatible, and 
no solution was possible. The question was rather how to prevent the issue from reaching a level 
of dangerous tension. Mr Murray agreed that there was little sign of genuine dialogue; deadlock 
had been reached after only three sessions. Why had the North suggested the talks? Possible 
motives seemed to be: to create a forum in which spokesmen from the North would be united, 
those from the South divided; to demonstrate the North's peaceability, lest the United States 
should think they further slow down the withdrawal of their forces; to make easier their access to 
the West, by being seen to be negotiating with the South; to satisfy the Non-Aligned countries. It 
seemed especially likely that they had an eye to the US Congress. 
 
2 According to Mrs Lindsay-Poulsen (Denmark), the South Koreans recognized that there was 
no chance of a genuine dialogue; but they had said that they would try to use the talks to solve 
the human problems. She thought the North Koreans had been frightened by the Chinese 
invasion of Vietnam; perhaps they had suggested talks because they were afraid of being 
squeezed between the Soviet Union and China. M Leclercq (France) agreed that there was 
no genuine dialogue. The North were seeking a straight-forward reunification, bypassing the 
problem of the different Governments, while the South wanted to reaffirm the independent 
existence of their Government. The South had no need of reunification; their economic success 
made it unnecessary. Furthermore, the economic gap between the two countries would grow 
wider. 
 
3 Mr Ruggiero pointed to one advance achieved by the intervention of Dr Waldheim. The two 
permanent observers at the United Nations could now talk at official level; it must be remembers, 
though, that they were observers, not representatives. Mr Ahrens (Germany) estimated that talks 
at the UN would not get far, because the North would not abandon its non-recognition of the 
South. Both sides must have been aware that nothing would come of the negotiations; perhaps 
they had hoped that pressure on them to recognize each other would diminish if they were seen 
to be in contact. 
 
4 Mrs Lindsay-Poulsen said that she had been told by the South Koreans that North Korea was 
less keen on US withdrawal, now that Chinese criticism of her had increased. M Leclercq agreed 
that it was important to remember that each Korea was allied to one of the Great Powers, none of 
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which was concerned to push the negotiations very far; it was therefore most unlikely that they 
would make progress. Reunification would require compromise, and modifications of the border, 
which would displease the Russians. M Noville summed up that the negotiations had achieved 
no results, and were unlikely to do so; but said that they did demonstrate a change of direction in 
South Korea, which, given the anachronism of the situation, could only be a good thing. 
 
5 Mr Murray wished to seek information on three further points. First, the level at which Kim 
Jong-pil would be received in the other countries he planned to visit in June. Second, whether 
Shin Hyon-hwak (the South Korean Deputy Prime Minister) would be visiting other countries, 
and what plans such countries had for receiving him. Third, whether other countries were 
planning to take official note of the refusal of the North to allow the South to compete in the 
World Table Tennis Championships in North Korea. The United Kingdom had been unable to 
take an official stand, since the three British Table Tennis Associations were non-Governmental, 
but we were considering whether to make our views known to the ITTF. 
 
6 Mr Hoytink said that Kim Jong-pil would be received formally by the Queen and the Prime 
Minister would have talks with the Foreign Minister, and given lunch by him, and would also 
meet the Presidents of the two Chambers of Parliament. But it would not be a State Visit. Mr 
Petersen said that Kim Jong-pil would be received at a high level in Germany; the Reichskanzler 
himself would see him if he were available. M Devolder (Belgium) said that Kim Jong-pil would 
be received by both the Foreign Minister and the Minister of Trade. It had not yet been 
decided whether he should see the King or the Prime Minister. M Leclercq said that Kim Jong-
pil’s status and objectives were not very clear; he would be seen by the Secretaire General de le 
Presidence de la Republique, and by someone in the Foreign Ministry. Mr Hoytink explained that 
it was because Kim Jong-pil was the personal representative of President Park that the Queen 
was to receive him. Mr Ruggiero said that Kim Jong-pil had not asked to come 
to Italy, perhaps because of the forthcoming elections there. 
 
7 Mr Hoytink, Mr Petersen, M Devolder and Mr Ruggiero said that Shin Hyon-hwak was not 
coming to their countries. M Leclercq said that he was coming to Paris on two accounts; first, as 
Deputy Prime Minister, and second for the Aid Consortium Meeting. He would be received by M 
Barre, who had met Shin Hyon-hwak as Minister of Foreign Trade before he became Prime 
Minister. Mrs Lindsay-Poulsen remarked that the Danes had recently received a request from the 
North Koreans to visit Copenhagen. Her Government would probably have to agree; but they 
would try to keep the talks to an official level. 
 
7 Mr Hoytink said that there had been a debate in the Dutch Parliament about the ping-pong 
problem, but the Sports Minister had been unable to take any action, since the Dutch Table 
Tennis Association was non-Governmental. Mr Petersen and M Leclercq said that their 
Governments had no plans for any intervention on this issue. M Devolder said that his 
Government had no power to instruct the Belgian Table Tennis Association; but, were their 
advice to be sought, they would not encourage the Association to support the North Koreans’ 
action. 
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“Note for the File: Meeting with Ambassador Han Si Hae (DPRK) on 1 June 1979,” 5 June 
1979 
[Source: “Democratic People's Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt 
Waldheim, S-0904-0025-13, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN 
ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
[…] 
 
NOTE FOR THE FILE 
 
MEETING WITH AMBASSADOR HAN SI HAE (DPRK) ON 1 JUNE 1979 
 
- The Ambassador came to enquire about the Secretary-General’s talks in Seoul and about any 
American reaction to the advances made by his government. The Secretary-General informed the 
Ambassador about his meetings in South Korea and said that he had conveyed the DPRK's views 
to the Acting Secretary of State as well as to President Carter. 
 
- The Ambassador did not yet have a final reply to the Secretary-General’s suggestions regarding 
an observer for the Korean dialogue. This matter was still being considered and he would inform 
the Secretary-General as soon as possible. 
 
- Ambassador Han Si Hae referred to some negative press reports in the ROK about the 
Secretary-General's suggestions. According to these reports the ROK Foreign Minister had 
strongly denied that there was a question of good offices. He had also rejected the idea of 
tripartide [sic] talks. The Secretary-General said that it had been agreed to keep his suggestions 
confidential until a final answer was received by the DPRK. At no point the ROK officials had 
told him that they would propose the idea of trilateral talks. 
 
- The Secretary-General informed the Ambassador that he had asked Mr. Perez de Cuellar to 
follow the Korean question. 
 

F. Mayrhofer (signature) / 5 June 1979 
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Plan of Response to the U.S. Proposal for Three-Way Talks, 7 June 1979 
[Source: Roll 2009-36, File 01, Frames 43-51, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

CONFIDENTIAL 
 
 

Plan of Response to the U.S. Proposal for Three-Way Talks 
 

June 7, 1979 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
 

CONFIDENTIAL 
 
[…] 
 

Plan of Response to the U.S. Proposal for Three-Way Talks 
 
I. The U.S. Proposal 
  

Ambassador Gleysteen proposed on June 4, 1979, that the proper authorities of the United 
States and the Republic of Korea (ROK) begin consultations for the heads of both countries to 
announce a joint proposal to the North Korean puppet regime for either a summit meeting or high-
level talks among the ROK, the United States, and North Korea during President Carter's visit to 
Korea.  
 
II.  Problems with the Three-Way Talks Proposal and Basic Preconditions 
 

1. Such a dramatic American proposal is valid only when the bond between the United States 
and the ROK appears firm to everyone. During the current situation where there are serious threats 
from the North Koreas puppets and tensions between the two Koreas, it is possible that the American 
proposal could raise the following problems. 

 
A. Recent re-evaluations have revealed an increase in North Korea’s military strength, so it is 

highly possible that the North Koreans will misjudge that the proposal is coming from weakness on 
our side.  

 
B. The proposal could generate the illusion of a breakthrough in inter-Korean relations to the 

Korean people and weaken their sense of national security.  
 
C. It could provide a pretext for Japan and other countries in the West to improve relations 

with the North Korean puppets. In contrast, it would be difficult to expect communist countries to 
change their attitude towards the ROK. Therefore, the proposal could potentially lead to the loss of 
balance in the two Korea's diplomacy in the international arena.   

 
2. Consequently, whether President Carter has firm resolve regarding security issues such as 

the U.S. security commitment to the ROK and deferral of additional withdrawals of American 
ground troops in Korea  will be a precondition for examining the American proposal. 
 
III. The Position of Our Side 
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(1) We will not completely reject the American proposal of June 4 and will decide upon our course of 
action after grasping the motives and details of the American proposal. If the proposal is unfavorable 
to our national interests, we will present an alternative plan and ask for cooperation from the 
American side. 
 
(2) We must prepare for the danger that it could be used against us by the North Korean puppets – 
what are the hidden motives behind the U.S. plan (is it a pretext to withdraw troops?) 
 
IV. Plan of Response  
 
1. Grasp the motives behind and details of the American proposal 
 

Obtain sufficient explanation from the Americans about the following matters. 
 
A. Does President Carter himself believe that the American security cooperation with the 

ROK is strong enough to be able to propose a three-way summit? 
 
B. A clear definition of the three-way conference 
 
Would the U.S. and ROK become one side while the North Korean puppets become the 

other?  Or would each country be an independent party? Who would preside over the 
 conference, and how will the conference be held? 

 
C. What would be the agenda of the conference? 

 
- Withdrawal of American troops stationed in Korea (we oppose this) 
- North-South non-aggression pact 
- North-South exchanges (including economic exchanges) 
- Entry into the UN 
- Whether or not the issue of divided families reunions will be included? 

 
D. The time and Venue of the conference? 

 
- Are plans being made to hold a Camp David-style conference, like the Middle East 

negotiations? 
- How does [Carter/the U.S.] view the statement made by Kim Yong Nam, Director of the 

International Department of the Korean Worker's Party, on May 9, 1979, that the that the Korea 
question is different from the Middle East issue? 
 

E. Preliminary contact before the main conference and holding the conference 
 

How are plans for procedures being made?  
 
Emphasize that all three parties will participate in all meetings related to the preliminary 

 and main conferences, but the conferences’ leading players will be the North and South. 
 
F. What are the real intentions behind the U.S. proposal for the three-party talks when they 

also say there is a slim chance the North Korean puppets will agree to participate?  
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Do they think the three-way talks are just for show domestically and abroad, or are they 
hoping for real negotiations with the North Korean puppets?  (The statement by Director of the 
International Department Kim Yong Nam on May 9: North Korea is demanding to replace the 
armistice agreement with a U.S.-North Korean peace treaty and negotiations on the withdrawal of 
U.S. troops.) 

  
G. If three-party talks are held, the U.S. and ROK governments must reconfirm that they will 

sufficiently consult with each other beforehand on all issues, including procedures and agendas, and 
will deal with the North Korean puppets based on agreed, shared set of positions. 
 
2. Our Alternative Plan 
 

Because a three-party talks proposal plan is as of yet undecided upon, an alternative plan is 
presented here (This is an alternative plan to be presented to the American side if during the process 
of questioning and consulting with the American side a situation occurs where our side cannot accept 
the original [American] plan).  

 
A. Proposal to hold a North-South summit meeting: In an effort to restart North-South 

dialogue, which was halted unilaterally by the North in August 1973, our side proposed to the North 
on January 19, 1979, that dialogue take place between representatives of both sides at any time, any 
place or at any level. Regretfully, this proposal has seen no progress whatsoever. Dialogue between 
representatives of both sides is indispensible to ease tensions and bring peace to the Korean 
Peninsula, and our side is willing to propose the holding of a North-South summit meeting to jump-
start the currently gridlocked dialogue process. If this happens, we will propose holding a high-level 
preliminary conference to prepare for the summit conference. We hope that President Carter will 
support this proposal when he visits the ROK. 

 
B. Consider the Observer Proposal Presented by the U.N. General-Secretary: Coincidentally, 

U.N. Secretary-General Waldheim visited North and South Korea during the month of May. 
Following a proposal that he himself mediate the restart of halted North-South dialogue and observe 
the proceedings, the secretary-general has been contacting the U.N. ambassadors of North and South 
Korea in New York. It would be desirable to give this proposal an opportunity to play itself out since 
our side has shown a positive response to it and Kim Il Sung has promised to seriously examine it as 
well. 

 
C. The joint U.S. and ROK proposal for three-party talks is aimed at bringing about an easing 

of tensions and ensuring peace on the Korean Peninsula and it is believed that it will contribute to 
achieving this goal. A request for consultations on the following two issues which the U.S. President 
could address directly should be made. (Secretary of State Vance also advocated cross-recognition 
and UN entry during a policy speech he gave on June 29, 1977).  

 
1. Cross-recognition of North and South Korea by the United States, the Soviet Union, China 

and Japan: The U.S. should approach the leadership of both the Soviet Union and Communist China 
and emphasize that if they display a friendly attitude toward the ROK, the United States could adopt 
a favorable attitude toward North Korea. It should encourage them to cross-recognize North and 
South Korea in the spirit of promoting peace on the Korean peninsula and fairness. 

 
2. North-South Korea U.N. entry: The United States should encourage the Soviet Union and 

Communist China to take steps for North and South Korea’s separate entry into the U.N. as a 
transitional measure prior to unification. The entry of the two Koreas into the U.N. will have the 
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effect of establishing what would effectively serve as a durable arena for inter-Korean dialogue for 
preventing the resumption of war and bringing about peaceful unification on the Korean Peninsula. 

 
D. Continue working-level consultations between the United States and the ROK on the 

three-party talks issue. End. 
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Report from the Embassy of the Republic of Korea, London, “Republic of Korea 
Government's Initiatives for Peace and Unification of Korea: South-North Dialogue,” 7 
June 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, Relations Between North & South Korea, National Archives, Kew. 
Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
1.  Republic of Korea Government’s Initiatives for Peace and Unification of Korea: South-
North Dialogue. 
 
a. In August 1970, President Park, stressing that the renunciation by north Korea of its scheme to 
communise the whole Korean peninsula is a prerequisite to peaceful unification, called for 
contacts between the south and the north of Korea. In the following year, the south-north Red 
Cross conference took place for the first time since the Korean war. On July 4th 1972, the South-
north Joint Communique was issued and several south-north conferences were held alternately in 
Seoul and Pyongyang, until north Korea suddenly and unilaterally suspended the dialogue in 
August 1973. 
 
b. On June 23rd 1973, the ROK Government enunciated the Special Foreign Policy for Peace 
and Unification whereby the Republic of Korea, among other things, opened its doors to even 
those Communist countries not hostile to the ROK on the principles of reciprocity and equality. 
 
c. North Korea, even when the south-north dialogue was going on, began to construct an 
unidentified number of aggression tunnels under the DMZ. So far, we have uncovered three 
tunnels of considerable size within DMZ area. 
 
d. In the meantime, the ROK Government had repeatedly, but in vain, urged north Korea to 
return to the conference table. 
 
e. On January 19th 1979, President Park, in his New Year press conference, laid down a new 
positive proposal for the resumption of the suspended south-north dialogue. He urged that “the 
authorities of south and north Korea meet each other and have a dialogue at any time, at any 
place and at any level without any preconditions ……” 
 
f. North Korea responded to President Park’s call for resumption of the dialogue and three 
meetings took place at Panmungjom in February and March, but north Korea sent its delegation 
under the name of so-called “democratic front for the unification of the fatherland”, which was 
formed just before the Korean war as an organisation to support “all front warfare” in the Korean 
peninsula, and maintained to have “whole nation conference” comprising of 1500 persons from 
each side representing political parties, social organisations and other individuals. North Korea 
showed no sincerity at all, and only revealed its disguised peaceful gesture aimed at facilitating 
the withdrawal of United States forces from Korea and wooing especially the Western European 
nations. So the dialogue, rather than two monologues, stopped again. 
 
2.  North Korea’s Strategy and Tactics. 
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a. Since its invasion of the ROK, in 1950, north Korea K never abandoned its ambition to 
communise the whole Korean peninsula by all means. North Korea has been continually building 
up its military strength, elevating the level of the armed forces up to 600,000. This is a 
wellknown fact to western governmental and civilian analysts. 
 
b. North Korea insists on dealing directly with the United States on the Korean question, totally 
disregarding the ROK. It is even calling for conclusion of a peace treaty with the United States. 
 
3. Elements essential to the maintenance of Peace and Stability on the Korean Peninsula. 
 
a. The presence of the United States forces in the ROK has definitely played a vital role as a 
deterrent to the recurrence of war in Korea and it will continue to play an important role in 
maintaining stability in that area. In this context, we are very appreciative of the view taken by 
the British Government that the presence of United States forces in the ROK contributes to 
maintaining peace and stability on the Korean peninsula and in northeast Asia as well. 
 
b. Geographically, the ROK is located in a less advantageous place because the ROK is far away 
from its friendly countries, United States, United Kingdom and other Western European 
countries, who are supposed to offer military assistance at a time of crisis, while north Korea is 
adjacent to China and Soviet Russia. 
 
c. Even now, after six years since the ROK declaration of the Special Foreign Policy for Peace 
and Unification of June 23rd 1973, all the countries of the Communist bloc who always stand 
united behind north Korea, remain unimproved as far as their relationship towards the ROK is 
concerned. On the contrary, a considerable number of western countries, who used to support the 
ROK only, has extended its recognition to north Korea. Fortunately, the major powers of the 
western world, the core members of the NATO such as United Kingdom, France and West 
Germany, have maintained with consistency their policy not to recognise north Korea. 
 
d. If any one of the core members of the NATO recognises north Korea, the present balance in 
the Korean peninsula will be immediately upset and it will prove to be seriously detrimental to 
maintaining peace and stability in that area. It will mean an extremely dangerous and painful 
blow to the ROK, especially in view of the fact that north Korea insists on dealing directly with 
the United States on the Korean question, excluding the ROK. 
 
e. In view of the above-described factors, which are directly related to the very survival of the 
Republic of Korea, it is most earnestly requested that the British Government continue to pursue 
its existing policy to support the position of the ROK Government and not to recognise north 
Korea. 
 
7th June 1979 
Embassy of the Republic of Korea 
London 
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TO B~ SO SPECIFIC AS TO SUGGEST THAT WE WERE READY FOR AN 
IMMEDIATe MEETING WITH NORTH KOREA, BUT WE COULD iNDICATE 

OUR SERIOUSNESS CAS WE~L AS THE SPECIAL RE~ATION~ BETWEeN 

US) BV STATING THAT THE US AND ROK FOREIGN MINISTeRS HAD 

BEEN INSTRUCTED TO MAKE CONCRETE PREPARATIONS FOR A 

TRIPARTITE MEETING WItHIN SOME GIVEN TIME. PCRNMtN 
NODD~D WITHOUT COMMENT. 
6. REFERRING TO FO~NMIN'$ COMMENTS TO CHARGE STIRN RE" 
GARDING POSSIBLE LINKAGE TO THE TROO~ WITHDRAWA~ AND 
HUMAN RrGHTs ISSUES, THF. AMBASSADOR SAID WE APPRECIATED 
THE ROK'S CONCERN TO HAVE A SOLID SECURITY BASE FROM WHICH 

TO LAUNCH A DIPLOMATIC INITIATIVE. HE SAID WE WfiRE CON;' 

FID~NT THAT OUR POSITION ON THE TROOP WITHDRAWAL ISSUE 

WOULD 8! SOUND EVEN THOUGH THE oeCISloNS HAD NOT veT bEEN 

MADE AND MJGHT NOT BE MADE UNTI~ APTER THE SEOUL SUMMIT~ 

P~RSONALLV HE FELT CONFIDENT THAT OUR POLICY wOU~O 

ACCOMMOOATE ROK CONCERNS. IN THE CASE OF HUMAN RiGHTS, 

THE AMBASSADOR URGED THAT THE ROKG DROP ANY THOUG~TS OF 

LINKAGE. WE SAID WE HAD OUR PO~Iev ON HUMAN RIGHTSJ 

PRESIDENT PARK HAD HIS POLICYJ ANO WE WOULD HAve"to DO 

CUR BEST IN COPING WITH CUR DIFFEREN~es, oBVroU~Cv WE 

WOULD NOT C~NDUCT OURSElves IN WAYS THAT WOULD (DMPLICATE

OUR BASIC RELATIONSHIP, BUT THERE WAS NO PROSPECT OF 

OUR BURYING THE HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUE IN ReTURN FOR PRO­

CEEDING WITH A DIPLOMATIC INITIATIVE. 
seCReT 

7~ FORNMIN $AID THAT PRESIDENT PARK HAD tO~D H!M THAT HE 

WAS OPENMINDEC ABOUT THE TYPE OF PRoposAL we HAD MADE~ 

BT 

SENSITIve 

 
, ' 
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8T 
SEC RET SECTION 02 OF 02 SEoUL 08610 
NODIS/CHEROKEE , 

PRESIDENT HAD LISTENED CLOSELY TO THE US PRESENT~fl0N AND 

THEN ASKeD THE FORNMIN TO INQUIRE ON THE VARIOUS POINTS 

PREVIOUSLY RAISED. FORNMIN STATED THAT IT WAS 'VeRY 

IMPORTANT THAT RELATIONS BeTWEEN THE us AND ROK Be FIRM , 

AT THIS TIME AND NOT LEAve ANY ROOM FOR POSSIBLE MISINTER; 

PRETATION Bv THE NORTH. OBVIOUSLY, THE NORTH WA~,AWARE

OP CHANGE IN THE US/ROK seCURITY RELATIONSHIP'., THEV WERE 

ALSO AWARE OF OUR DIFFERENCes eVER THE HU~AN RIGHts ISSuE~ 

AS A RESULT, THERE WERE THOSE WITHIN THE ROKG WHO FELT 

THAT THE PRESENT US/ROK POSITION WAS NOT AS STRO~G AS IT 

COULD BE AND THAT ANy DIPLOMATIC INITIATIVE SHQU~O Be 

ACCOMPANIeD BY A CLEAR'STATEMENT BOLstERING THE RELATlON­

SHIP, 	 ' 
8. COMMENT~ AS A NEXT MOVE WE W!LL URGE THE ROKG TO 
GIVE US A SPECIFIC RESPONSE TO OUR PROPOSA(~ AM8i$SADCR 
WILL TALK TO SECGEN KIM OF THe BLUE HOUSE .ANO ~O~$18LY 
SENIOR KCIA OFFICIALS. WE WILL CONTINUE TO REaUFPCQN­
tePT OF A HUMAN RIGHTS LINKAGE, BUT IT WI'L Be HARDER ' 
TO SET ASIDE ROKG CONCERN OVER THE SECURITY ISSUe IN 
ADVANCE OF SOME CLEAR INDICATION OF HOW WE ARe GCING TO 
HANDLE FUTURE GROUND FORce WITHDRAWA~S. THUS~ WHiLE WE 
MAY BE A8~e TO WORK OUT A MUTUAL~y SATISF~CTCRY iNITIATIVE 
FOR USE AT THE SEOUL SUMMIT, WE MAY NOT BE AB~E TO GET 
FULL ROKG AGREEMENT UNTIL PRESiDENTS CARTER AND PARK 
peRSONA~~Y REVIfW THE SECURITY Issue. GLEYSTEEN 
ST 
*8610 
NNNf'1 

seNSITIVE 
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ROK’s Position Regarding the Trilateral Meeting (Draft Plan), 19 June 1979 
[Source: Roll 2009-36, File 01, Frames 62-65, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 

 
ROK’s Position Regarding the Trilateral Meeting 

(Draft Plan) 
 

1979. 6. 19 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
 
[…] 
 

ROK’s Position Regarding the Trilateral Meeting 
(Guidelines to the Ambassador to the United States) 

 
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the ROK informs the Ambassador to the U.S. of the 

ROK’s stance on attending a trilateral meeting as follows. The Ambassador should open negotiations 
with the U.S. based on the following and report progress as often as possible. 

 
1. The ROK government recognizes that if the ROK and the United States jointly propose a 

dramatic offer such as a trilateral meeting during President Jimmy Carter’s visit, it would an effect as 
a diplomatic initiative of the ROK and the United States. The ROK agrees with the view of the 
American side that we need to sound out changes in the attitude of the North Korean puppets in light 
of the shifting political circumstances in and outside of the Korean Peninsula. 

 
2. However, after having examined the gains and losses if the North Korean puppets accept 

the proposal, the ROK side finds that there would be more loss than gain, and that there is high 
possibility that the ROK would be taken advantage of by the North Korean puppets. Accordingly, the 
ROK wishes to examine it in a prudent manner.  

 
Specifically, we are concerned about the possibility that the trilateral meeting could assume 

the format of the Paris negotiations on the Vietnam issue, effectively taking on the form of talks 
between the United States and the North Korean puppets, thereby strengthening the diplomatic status 
of the North Korean puppets and consequently weakening the status of the ROK. We are concerned 
about the possibility that the North Korean puppets would take advantage of any difference that 
might be exposed between the ROK and the United States. In addition, if the North Korea puppets 
were to raise military issues such as the U.S. troop withdrawal and the mutual reduction of armed 
forces, the ROK is of the view that it would be premature to discuss them at this point, and that such 
discussions must be preceded by a long term preparation period for prior consultations with the 
United States.  

 
3. However, because the proposal came from President Carter himself, the Korean 

government is willing to positively consider the proposal for a trilateral meeting if the ROK and the 
United States can reach a complete agreement on the following measures for complementing the 
proposal:  

 
a. If the United States is willing to take appropriate measures (for example, to be reflected in 

a joint statement) that can demonstrate a firm solidarity between our two countries to the North 
Korean puppets regarding issues of security, politics (being aware that Korean domestic politics 
could be included), economy, and society, thereby preventing the North Koreans from making a 
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misjudgment and possibly driving a wedge between Korea and the United States. 
 
b. With regard to the issue of U.S. troop withdrawal, if President Carter could directly and 

privately guarantee to President Park that no additional troop withdrawal will take place and make an 
announcement around July 15 (but make it clear that the trilateral meeting is not a condition to be 
exchanged for the postponement of troop withdrawal). 

 
c. If Korea and the United States can come to a prior agreement on all questions including 

agenda and procedure and proceed with a joint strategy  
 
d. If Korea and the United States can publicly declare that the key roles in the trilateral talks 

are to be played by the two Koreas, and if Korea can assume the leading role from our side and the 
United States takes an auxiliary position. In the proceedings of the meeting, the Korea and the United 
States should alternate their turn as chief representative.  

 
e. If the statement announcing the proposal declares that such diplomatic proposals are 

consistent with the spirit of our policies announced on June 23 as well as the proposal offered on 
January 19. 

 
4. Korea is prepared consult with the United States on the specific methods of pursuing the 

trilateral meeting only if the two countries can come to a complete agreement on the measures for 
complementing the proposal as listed in the above (if necessary, the agreement between Korea and 
the United States can be made in a separate document.) 
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Note for the File, 2 July 1979 
[Source: “Troubled areas - question of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-
0904-0094-06, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN ARMS), New 
York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
[…] 
 

2 July 1979 
 
 

NOTE FOR THE FILE 
 
1.  At 8.00 p.m. Saturday evening, 30 June 1979, Amb. Duk Choo Moon [note—the name is 
circled and above is written “(illegible) Amb. Yun”], the Permanent Observer to the United 
Nations of the Republic of Korea, called on Under-Secretary-General J. Perez de Cuellar at his 
home to ask him to inform the Secretary-General about the upcoming démarche by his 
Government and the United States Government to convene a meeting with the authorities of the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. Amb. Moon [note—Moon is crossed out, and “Yun” is 
written above] handed the attached excerpts to Mr. Perez de Cuellar and told him that his 
Government wanted the Secretary-General to be informed before the démarche was made public 
through the press. He also informed Mr. Perez de Cuellar that a third State had already been 
communicated this démarche to the DPRK. 
 
2. The Under-Secretary-General asked the Permanent Observer whether he saw any role for 
the United Nations. He said that his task was only to pass the information about the démarche to 
the Secretary-General. He personally felt, however, that DPRK may wish to convey their 
reaction through the Secretary-General. 
 
3. Unable to speak directly to the Secretary-General, in the morning of 1 July 1979 (New 
York time) the Under-Secretary-General conveyed the above information by telephone to the 
Secretary-General’s Secretary, Ms. Mary Ellen Martin, at the Intercontinental Hotel in Geneva. 
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Interoffice Memorandum from Ellen Lukas to the Office of the Secretary-General, “North 
Korea Denounced US-South Korea Communique Calling for Trilateral Talks on 
Reunification,” 3 July 1979 
[Source: “Democratic People's Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt 
Waldheim, S-0904-0025-13, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN 
ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
DATE: 3 July 1979 
 9:15 a.m. 
 
TO: Office of the Secretary-General 
 
THROUGH:  
 
FROM: Ellen Lukas, ERD/DPI 
 
SUBJECT: North Korea denounced US-South Korea communique 
 calling for trilateral talks on reunification 
 
[First page illegible] 
 
[…] 
 

At a luncheon given by the Permanent Observer of the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea, Ambassador Han Si Hae, the Secretary-General enquired whether the Ambassador has 
received any information on the proposal he had put forward to President Kim Il Sung on the 
appointment by him of an observer to the North/South talks. The Secretary-General recalled that 
President Kim’s initial reaction had been rather favourable but he had stated that the definitive 
answer of his Government would be communicated through the Permanent Observer. The 
Ambassador replied that he had been informed about the proposal and was told that the 
Government’s response would be communicated to him in due course for transmittal to the 
Secretary-General. The Ambassador then asked what would be the role of the observer in relation 
to the talks North Korea had proposed to have with the United States on the replacement of the 
armistice agreement by a more permanent peace arrangement. The Secretary-General replied that 
the proposal of the North Korean Side had been duly conveyed by him to President Carter as 
well as to Secretary of State Cyrus Vance. He was awaiting their response which he expected to 
receive after President Carter’s return from his visit to Seoul. Such a role for his observer, if it 
were to facilitate contacts, would certainly not be excluded in this context. 
 

The Secretary-General referred to the question of unification of families which he felt 
should be one of the first objectives in the North/South dialogue. The Ambassador stated that his 
Government had proposed this a long time ago but the main impediment was the anti-communist 
law in South Korea which forbade contacts with communists and made it an offense even to 
praise anything North Korean. The South Koreans further proposed that contacts between 
divided families should take place at Panmunjom. This meant that the South Koreans approached 
the whole problem on the basis of two countries rather than one people. The North Korean side 
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felt that the members of the divided families should be free to visit each other and even to decide 
in which part of Korea they wanted to live when united as a family. 

 
The Secretary-General then turned to the question of resumption of trade and economic 

relations between the two parts. The Ambassador again asserted that North Korea had proposed 
this more than thirty years ago. The South Koreans however insisted that such an exchange 
should be made on a Government-to-Government basis while they wanted enterprises on both 
sides to be free to deal directly with each other. 

 
The Secretary-General expressed the view that many of the problems could be removed if 

there was a better way of communicating with each other. It is for that reason that he had put 
forward his second suggestion to try to facilitate communications through his contacts with the 
two Permanent Observer Missions in New York. 

 
The Secretary-General asked the Ambassador to request his Government to give an early 

response to his proposals which he knew were acceptable to the South Koreans.  
 
 
 

(signature) 
Rafeeuddin Ahmed 

 
 
 
 
Cc. Mr. J. Perez de Cuellar 
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Telegram from the USDel Secretary Aircraft to the Secretary of State, “Secretary’s Meeting 
with Foreign Minister Sonada,” 3 July 1979 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
JA00574. http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?url_ver=Z39.88-
2004&res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft_dat=xri:dnsa:article:CJA00574.] 
 
[…] 
 
FM USDEL SECRETARY AIRCRAFT 
TO SECSTATE WASHDC IMMEDIATE 
AMEMBASSY TOKYO IMMEDIATE 
INFO AMEMBASSY SEOUL IMMEDIATE 
 
[…] 
 
1. Secret – Entire Text 
 
[…] 
 
3. Korea – The Secretary opened the meeting by saying that it is too early to know how North 
Korea will respond to the initiative. He expected considerable manuevering about time, place 
and attendance. In Seoul, the President’s talks with the Koreans on security had gone well. We 
shared with the Koreans our assessment of North Korean capabilities. Over the last two or three 
years the North Koreans have attained an edge in troop strength and superiority in armor, 
artillery and air. We and the Koreans agreed the South’s forces had to be strengthened in quality, 
especially in anti-tank weapons. South Korea is now spending 5.7 percent of GDP on defense. 
President Park agreed Korean spending will exceed 6 percent this year and move up to 7 percent 
over the next several years. The secretary told Sonoda that the President and Park talked frankly 
about U.S. troop withdrawals and the President said he would return to the U.S. and consult with 
his military and civilian advisors and the congress before making his decision. Contrary to press 
reports he did not agree to freeze our troop withdrawal. The Secretary estimated that the 
President would make his decision within the next two to three weeks. 
 
4. On human rights the President had told Park EM9 and the detention of political prisoners was 
a negative factor in our relations and urged park to cancel EM9 and release detainees. Park said 
he could not cancel EM9 now but was prepared to undertake liberalizing actions. 
 
5. The two presidents agreed that increased trade and open markets were in the interest of both 
nations. They also agreed MTN should be implemented rapidly. Park Proved to be more 
optimistic than his advisors about Korean inflation. On balance the secretary told Sonoda our 
relations with Korea are back on track after two difficult years. 
 
6. Sonada welcomed the results of the Korean discussions and said Japan understands that 
American is interested in Korean stability; not support for the Park regime. He believes the 
Koreans face a difficult economic situation. The advice which the President gave Park on human 
rights was good but Sonoda felt that Park’s military background made it difficult for him to fully 
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understand the value in political liberation. Koreans oppose Park not because they find the 
opposition an attractive alternative: they object to Park's heavy handedness. 
 
[…] 
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Telegram 1794 from Washington to the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, “Korea: 
North/South Talks,” 5 July 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
[…] 
  
Confidential 
  
Fm Washington 051515Z Jul 
To priority Foreign and Commonwealth Office 
Telegram Number 1794 of 5 July 1979 
Info priority Tokyo, Peking, Seoul, UKMIS New York, Moscow and MODUK (For D14) 
  
Seoul tells nos 133 and 134: Korea: North/South Talks. 
  
1. The apparently negative public North Korean reaction to Carter’s proposal for three way talks 
(North Korean radio and Rodong Shinmun as reported by UPI) is being taken by officials here 
with a pinch of salt. The State Department await a formal reply to the invitation delivered to 
North Korea via Indonesia in the name of Vance and the South Korean Foreign Minister, which 
had proposed talks in an Asian capital in early autumn at the level of Deputy Assistant Secretary. 
They interpret the North Korean reaction so far as being a necessary response for the record to 
the US/South Korea communique as a whole. They expect that in due course the private North 
Korean response will be a counter proposal involving some measure of prior North 
Korean/United States consultation without South Korean involvement. This the US will reject. 
After a good deal of quote backing and filling unquote, the State Department guess is that the 
North Koreans will eventually agree to the tripartite talks as proposed, on the grounds that from 
the wider political angle they cannot afford not to. 
  
Robinson 
  
[…] 
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Memorandum From Nicholas Platt of the National Security Council Staff to the President’s 
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski), 9 July 1979 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 896-898.] 
 

Washington, July 9, 1979 
SUBJECT 

My Peking Stop 
 

Foreign Minister Huang Hua received Dick Holbrooke and me July 6 for talks and dinner 
lasting a total of five and one-half hours. He passed up a dinner with Imelda Marcos to meet with 
us. The atmosphere was very cordial. We briefed Huang on the President’s visit to Japan and 
Korea, your talks with the Japanese Defense Minister on security, and Cy Vance’s meetings with 
the ASEAN and ANZUS Foreign Ministers. The telegrams from Peking containing the verbatim 
records of the talks are attached (at Tab A).1 The main points of Huang Hua’s reaction to our 
presentation were as follows: 
 
Korea 
 

—Aside from negative Pyongyang press comment, Huang Hua received no reaction from 
the DPRK Government on the joint US–ROK trilateral initiative. 

 
—As expected, Huang adhered faithfully to the North Korean line. He described the U.S. 

troop presence as responsible for tension in Korea. The U.S. should withdraw them all, and 
engage in direct talks with the North Koreans on the Armistice. Reunification is not an 
appropriate topic for trilateral discussions. Our reassessment exaggerates North Korean troop 
strength. The Soviets have supplied no additional sophisticated weaponry to the North Koreans 
for years. China has none to supply. By contrast, the U.S. is adding to the ROK arsenal of 
sophisticated weaponry and increasing the strength of a dictatorial regime. 
 
[…] 

1 Not found attached. Holbrooke’s lengthy account of the talks with Huang is in telegrams 4351, 4353, 4362, and 
4363 from Beijing, all July 9. (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Far East, Oksenberg Subject 
File, Box 47, Meetings: 7/79) In a June 25 memorandum to Brzezinski, Oksenberg strongly criticized the idea of 
sending Holbrooke to China for this meeting, suggesting that Brzezinski or Woodcock would be much better able to 
solicit Chinese cooperation regarding refugees from Indochina. (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, 
Brzezinski Material, Country File, Box 9, China (PRC): 6–7/79) 
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Statement of the Spokesperson of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 10 July 1979 
[Source: Roll 2009-36, File 01, Frame 119, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

 
Statement of the Spokesperson of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

1979. 7. 10 
 

The governments of the Republic of Korea (ROK) and the United States jointly proposed 
high-level talks among South and North Korea and the United States to the North Korean side on 
July 1, to encourage inter-Korean talks and come up with measures to reduce tensions on the Korean 
Peninsula. Such a groundbreaking proposal reflects the unshakable resolve of the ROK and the 
United States to relieve tensions and promote peace on the Korean Peninsula. Nevertheless, it is 
deeply regretful that the North Korean side responded negatively, through the statement delivered by 
the Spokesperson of the so-called Foreign Ministry, to the constructive joint ROK-U.S. proposal for 
holding tripartite talks.  

 
The joint proposal of ROK and the U.S. on July 1 is still open to a positive reaction of the 

North Korean authorities, just as our proposal made on 19. Accordingly, we urge the North Korean 
authorities to discard their preoccupation with their conventional propaganda that denounces us as 
splittist, but directly confront the reality of the Korean Peninsula and accept this joint proposal in 
light of the aspiration of the entire nation for the relaxation of tension and settlement of peace on the 
Korean Peninsula. End. 
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Note for the File, 10 July 1979 
[Source: “Troubled areas - question of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-
0904-0094-06, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN ARMS), New 
York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
[…] 
 

10 July 1979 
 
 

Note for the File 
 

A.  
 

The Permanent Observer of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Ambassador 
Han Si Hae, was received this morning at 10.30 a.m. by Mr. Perez de Cuellar, Under-Secretary-
General for Special Political Affairs. Subsequently, at 11.30 a.m. the Ambassador held a press 
conference. At both of these meetings, the following essential points were made. 

 
1. The Ambassador stated that the DPRK did not reel that the recent proposal by Mr. 

Carter and Park Chung Hee for “so-called” three-way talks was motivated by sincere desire for 
reunification. 

 
2. With reference to Mr. Carter’s trip to South Korea, the Ambassador said that this trip 

had been that of a hypocrite in favour of war. Immediately upon his arrival, Mr. Carter had 
inspected troops, had visited field installations and had stayed overnight with United States 
armed forces. Mr. Carter had said “a high degree of combat readiness will be maintained”. He 
had further pledged modern equipment for the armed forces of South Korea and prompt and 
effective support in the case of their being attacked. It was quite clear from all of this that the 
pledge by Mr. Carter to bring home American troops from South Korea and also his pledges with 
regard to human rights in South Korea were shown to be a hoax. It was clear that Mr. Carter 
advocates division and war, not reunification. 

 
3. The Ambassador next referred to Secretary of State Vance’s proposal for negotiations 

in the political, economic and cultural fields, as well as with regard to reunification. The DPRK 
wished to state that it found this to be “a confused proposal”. Some issues are two-way issues 
between the two Korean parties and others are two-way issues between the Americans and the 
DPRK. Two different questions cannot be mixed at three-way talks. With regard to reunification, 
only North and South Korea can participate. With regard to troop withdrawals only North Korea 
and the United States can participate, since South Korea is not a signatory of the Armistice 
Agreement. South Korea could participate in these later talks only when matters directly 
concerning them arose. 

 
4. The Ambassador next turned to the question of whether there was one Korea or two 

Koreas. The idea of two Koreas is a “wrong stand”. The DPRK does not support any proposals 
for admission of the two Koreas to the United Nations. 
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5. The DPRK, however, “leaves the door open” for a dialogue with South Korean 

authorities and political parties and social and public organizations. 
 
The door is also left open to a dialogue with the United States which would concern 

withdrawal of U.S. troops and replacement of the Armistice Agreement by a peace agreement. 
 
6. If the United States should insist upon this point, however, South Korea could 

participate in the U.S.-DPRK talks as an observer. Even in this case, talks should begin first of 
all between North Korea and the United States. 

 
B. 

 
The press conference was followed by a question period in which the following question 

was asked: What is the role of an observer? Can he comment or just listen? Would there be any 
similarity to the role of an Observer at the United Nations, who is permitted to comment and 
make questions? 

 
The Ambassador answered in the following terms: 
 
This was a matter to be settled between the United States and North Korea. The role of 

the South Korean Observer could be defined once an agreement had been reached on talks 
between the United States and the DPRK. The South Korean Observer could not negotiate as 
such, he would not be a negotiator. The Ambassador did not directly say, however, or indirectly 
imply, that a South Korean Observer would be unable to comment or make suggestions. 

 
C. 

 
1.  It should be noted that not only in his meeting with Mr. Perez de Cuellar but also during 
the press conference and the question period which followed, the DPRK Ambassador generally 
adopted a moderate tone with the exception of section A, para. 2. (See above.) The publicly 
stated comments of the Permanent Observer were much milder in tone than the official press 
release which was handed to Mr. Perez de Cuellar and distributed to the journalists immediately 
following the press conference. The press release itself contained some very strong and even 
insulting language. Even the tone of voice adopted by the Ambassador during the entire press 
conference was very mild and subdued. 
 
2.  With regard to nomenclature, the Ambassador referred to President Carter throughout the 
press conference as “Mr. Carter”. His official title was never used. However, the American 
Secretary of State was referred to as “Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance”. The President of South 
Koreas was simply referred to as “Park Chung Hee”, without any prefix whatsoever. 
 

D. 
 

During his meeting with Under-Secretary-General Perez de Cuellar, the Permanent 
Observer made two observations which were not repeated during the press conference. 
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1.  He stated that President Carter’s trip to South Korea was meant as a definite 

support to partition. 
 
2. He stated, as an important point, that there was a fundamental contradiction 

between three-way talks and reunification. 
 
Also during his talks with Mr. Perez de Cuellar, the Ambassador made the following 

points: 
 
1.  He asked whether there had been any reaction from the U.S. to the DPRK 

proposals made through the Secretary-General. Mr. Perez de Cuellar replied that the United 
States had promised to respond after having had the opportunity for discussions with President 
Park Chung Hee and the Secretary-General was now awaiting this response. 

 
2. In response to a question from Mr. Perez de Cuellar, the Ambassador said that 

there had been no final reaction as yet to the proposal by the Secretary-General to President Kim 
Il Sung for a U.N. Observer to participate in any talks between North and South Korea and to 
offer his good offices as a channel of communication in a general way. However, the 
Ambassador stated that the DPRK authorities welcomed the Secretary-General’s help and 
interest. 

 
3. In response to the above, Mr. Perez de Cuellar said that he thought it a useful 

thing that no final reply had yet been received from Pyongyang with regard to the Secretary-
General’s proposal. Now it would be possible for all recent factors to be taken into account 
before coming to a final conclusion. 

 
4.  The Ambassador then referred to the forthcoming United Nations Conference on 

Vietnamese Refugees. He wished to know what “categories” of countries would be invited to 
attend the Conference. Mr. Perez de Cuellar replied that the Secretary-General proposed, in a 
general way, to invite those countries willing to receive refugees or to offer financial assistance 
for their resettlement. The Ambassador further enquired as to which Government of Cambodia 
would be invited, should the Secretary-General decide to ask Cambodia to participate. 
 

----- 
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Note for the File, “Main Points Made by President Kim Il Sung in the Meeting with the 
Secretary-General on 3 May in PyongYang,” 10 July 1979 
[Source: “Democratic People's Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt 
Waldheim, S-0904-0025-13, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN 
ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 

FMG/MM 
cc: Mr. Perez de Cuellar 

b/f: RA/AR 
 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 

NOTE FOR THE FILE: 
 

Main points made by President Kim Il Sung  
in the meeting with the Secretary-General  

on 3May in PyongYang. 
 
- The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea wants reunification independently (without outside 
interference) and by peaceful means. It is possible that two different social systems can exist 
within one nation. The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea has no intention whatsoever of 
invading the Republic of Korea or converting it into a socialist state. 
 
- Even if Korea were unified it would never be a satellite of any other country but would always 
remain non-aligned and neutral. 
 
- The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea would like to have economical, political and 
cultural cooperation with the Republic of Korea. 
 
- The Republic of Korea and the US however, do not really want the nation to be reunified, rather 
they want to keep the country divided for the time being. In this, there is a basic difference of 
attitude on the two sides. 
 
- The Korean case should not be compared with the case of Germany – a country defeated in 
World War II. Foreign troops are stationed in both German states, there are no foreign troops in 
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. 
 
- The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea wants a dialogue with the US. The Secretary-
General has told the Foreign Minister that the Republic of Korea cannot be excluded from talks 
with the US. If the South agrees to such a procedure the North will not be opposed to it. But so 
far, the US has never even mentioned the possibility of tripartite talks, rather it has consistently 
refused to meet with representatives of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. The 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea’s position is to have first preliminary meetings with the 
US in which the procedure for further talks can be discussed. 
 

645



- The replacement of the armistice agreement, however, is a matter to be solved with the US 
directly since the South is not a party to the agreement and has rejected it originally. 
 
- He hopes that the Secretary-General will be able to assist the dialogue in particular with regard 
to contacts with the US. 
 
- With regard to the Secretary-General’s concrete proposals (channel of communication, 
Observer)  his Government will study the matter in more detail and inform the Secretary-General 
of its position. 
 
- Contact will be maintained through the Permanent Observer of the Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea in New York. 
 

(signature) 
FMG 

 
 
10 July 1979 
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Letter from J. Perez de Cuellar to the Secretary-General, 16 July 1979 
[Source: “Democratic People's Republic of Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt 
Waldheim, S-0904-0025-13, United Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN 
ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for NKIDP by James Person.] 
 

16 July 1979 
 

Dear Mr. Secretary-General, 
 

I am attaching, for your information, a memorandum on the most recent developments at 
Headquarters with regard to the Korean situation, subsequent to the North Korean statement on 
the U.S.-South Korean proposal for tripartite talks. 

 
Yours sincerely, 

(signature) 
 

J. Perez de Cuellar 
Under-Secretary-General for 

Special Political Affairs 
 
Mr. Kurt Waldheim 
Secretary-General 

 
[…] 

 
DATE:  16 July 1979 

 
TO: The Secretary-General (signature) 
 
THROUGH: 
 
FROM: J. Perez de Cuellar (signature) 
 Under-Secretary-General 
 for Special Political Affairs 
 
SUBJECT:  Korea 
 
1.  On Tuesday, 10 July, I received the Permanent Observer of the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea to discuss North Korean reaction to the United States-South Korean 
joint proposal for tripartite talks to “promote dialogue and reduce tensions in the area”. 
 
2. The Ambassador stated that the DPRK did not feel that this proposal was 
motivated by a sincere desire for reunification and found it to be “a confused proposal”. He 
stated that some issues are two-way issues between the two Korean parties and others are two-
way issues between the Americans and the DPPK. Two different questions could not be mixed at 
three-way talks. With regard to reunification only North and South Korea could participate. With 
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regard to troop withdrawals only North Korea and the United States could participate since South 
Korea is not a signatory to the Armistice Agreement. South Korea could participate in these latter 
talks only when matters directly concerning them arose. 
 
3. The DPRK however “leaves the door open” for a dialogue with South Korean 
authorities and political parties and social and public organizations. The door is also left open to 
a dialogue with the United States which would concern withdrawal of U.S. troops and 
replacement of the Armistice Agreement by a peace agreement. 
 
4. The Ambassador then stated as a DPRK initiative and not in response to a 
question that if the United States should insist upon this point South Korea could participate in 
the U.S.-DPRK talks as an observer. Even in this case talks should begin first of all between 
North Korea and the United States. This proposal has also been published in the official 
statement made public by the DPRK Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Pyongyang. 
 
5. A subsequent press conference was followed by a question on the role of an 
observer. The Ambassador answered that this was a matter to be settled between the United 
States and North Korea. The role of a South Korean observer could be defined once agreement 
had been reached on talks between the U.S. and the DPRK. A South Korean observer could not 
negotiate, he would not be a negotiator. The Ambassador did not directly say however, or 
indirectly imply, that a South Korean observer would be unable to comment or make 
suggestions. 
 
6. The foregoing would seem to indicate some degree of flexibility on the part of 
North Korea with regard to South Korean participation in the proposed tripartite talks.  The 
publicly stated comments of the DPRK Permanent Observer were much milder in tone than the 
official press release, which contains some very strong language. 
 
7.  On Thursday, 12 July, I received the Permanent Observer of the Republic of 
Korea. The Ambassador appeared extremely aggravated by the North Korean response to the 
South Korean-American proposal for tripartite talks and uninterested in signs of moderation 
indicated by the DPRK Ambassador's public use of diplomatic language at his press conference. 
The Ambassador stated that whereas North Korea speaks of two separate sets of issues, South 
Korea regards the two sets of issues as inextricably intertwined. South Korea regarded the North 
Korean statement as a rejection of the joint Republic of Korea-American proposal. Also, the 
ROK regarded an observer role for South Korea during separate DPRK-American talks as 
completely unacceptable. 
 
8.  In general, the South Korean Ambassador took a hard line and refused to see any 
nuances in the North Korean statement. However, he stated that the ROK-United States joint 
proposal of 1 July remained valid and “open for acceptance by the North Korean authorities”. He 
also stated that the ROK proposal of 19 January for bilateral talks remained valid. 
 
9. On Friday, 13 July, I received the Political Counsellor of the United States 
Mission and asked her for the American reaction to the North Korean statement with regard to 
the proposal for tripartite talks. The Political Counsellor said that the United States Mission had 
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not been in close touch with the State Department on this matter, but she was willing to say that 
the U.S. Mission did not regard the North Korean statement as an outright rejection of the United 
States-South Korean proposal. In a preliminary way, the Political Counsellor agreed with me 
that there were some signs of moderation and flexibility in the North Korean statement and in the 
press conference which North Korea had held. In response to a suggestion from myself, the 
Political Counsellor also agreed that signs of flexibility on the part of the North Koreans were 
probably due to Chinese influence. 
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Letter from W. Morris to P.R. Whiteway, “South Korea-North Korea Relations," 23 July 
1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1763, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 

BRITISH EMBASSY 
SEOUL 

23 July 1979 
  
Ref: 020/3 
  
P R Whiteway Esq 
FED 
Foreign and Commonwealth Office 
  
Dear Paul, 
  
SOUTH KOREA-NORTH KOREA RELATIONS 
  
1. It was reported at the weekend that a North Korean intelligence vessel, disguised as a fishing 
boat was sunk on Saturday near some islands close to Masan, off the South Coast. 
  
2. The 4-ton wooden vessel was first sighted by a police patrol boat at about 14.15 hours. When 
challenged it opened fire, two policemen were killed and one wounded. The naval authorities 
were alerted and a naval patrol boat sunk the North Korean ship at about 16.30 hours. 
  
3. We understand that five North Korean bodies have so far been discovered, as well as 
submachine guns, rifles, ammunition, rockets and espionage equipment. The vessel has been 
salvaged by the ROK navy. 
  
4. As is normal in these cases the UNC will now carry out an investigation and in all probability 
a MAC meeting will be called. 
  
5. This is the first case of its kind since a series of similar incidents last summer. Incidentally, 
according to recent West German and Japanese press reports, four North Korean fisherman who 
were handed back at Panmunjom on 3 July 1978 were later executed by the North Korean 
authorities. (My letter of 11 July 1978 refers.) 
  
6. This month also saw the defection to the South of a young political guidance officer, Second 
Lt. Kang Hyong Sun. A cutting giving details of his press conference on 11 July is attached. 
  
7. Finally, it was announced by the KCIA on 18 July that an 11 man spy ring had been rounded 
up late last month in the Busan area. Two of those involved, who had been sent to South Korea 
during the Korean war have already served prison sentences for violating the anti-communist law. 
Two others are known to have visited the North about 10 years ago for training. 
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Yours ever, 
Warrick 
W Morris 

  
[…] 
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Note from D.F. Murray, “Mr Vance’s Message to the Secretary of State,” 23 July 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1762, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
Private Secretary 
 
MR VANCE’S MESSAGE TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
 

Late on Sunday 21 July the US Delegation to the Geneva Meeting on Indo-China 
Refugees gave me the attached message for the Secretary of State. They explained that there had 
been administrative delays in Washington and telegraphic delays to Geneva, and a good part of 
the message was out of date; nevertheless they were under instructions to deliver it urgently. 
When I pointed out that the Secretary of State had left several hours beforehand, after talking to 
Vice-President Mondale, the Americans said they would ask the US Embassy in London to 
deliver a copy, but would I please take this copy back to London as well. 

 
(signature) 

D F Murray 
 

23 July 1979 
 
[…] 
 

UNITED STATES MISSION 
GENEVA, SWITZERLAND 

 
No. 107 
 

The Permanent Mission of the United States of America to the Office of the United 
Nations and other International Organizations at Geneva presents its compliments to the 
Permanent Mission of the United Kingdom and has the honor to request that the attached 
message, which was received telegraphically, from Mr. Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State, be 
conveyed to Lord Carrington. 

 
The Permanent Mission of the United States avails itself of this opportunity to renew to 

the Mission of the United Kingdom the assurances of its highest consideration. 
 

Permanent Mission of the 
United States of America 

July 20, 1979 
 
[…] 
 

July 20, 1979 
 
Lord Carrington 
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Dear Peter:  
 
I have just returned to the United States and want to bring you up to date on a number of 
important developments which took place since we met in Tokyo. 
 
The President’s visit to Korea proved to be most helpful. He reconfirmed to the Korean 
leadership our determination to stand by our security commitments to the Republic of Korea, and 
I believe they were satisfied with the President’s discussion of the security situation on the 
Peninsula. He has consulted with his military advisers and members of Congress, and I expect 
him to make an announcement shortly with respect to the deployment of our forces in Korea. 
 
The President also discussed human rights with President Park and made it clear to Park that 
Korea’s international image is affected by the political freedoms it extends to its citizens. Based 
on the President’s discussions, I am confident that his Government plans to take steps which will 
improve the situation. 
 
You are aware of the initiative which we and the South Korean Government launched. Through 
the good offices of the Indonesian Government, we and the South Koreans have confirmed the 
seriousness of our intention to reduce tensions on the Peninsula and our desire to begin talks 
early this fall in Jakarta. We have had no direct answer yet from North Korea, but a public 
statement issued in Pyongyang last week is quite negative. We intend to keep the door open and 
to seek a more considered response. Whatever the immediate result of the initiative, I believe we 
have taken an important step forward on a basis which will ensure that there is no derogation of 
the position of the Republic of Korea. A sine qua non for success in trying to reduce tensions on 
the Korean Peninsula is that at some stage North Korea must deal with the South on equal terms. 
 
[…] 
 

Sincerely, 
 
(signed: Cy Vance) 
 
CYRUS VANCE 
Secretary of State 
United States of America 
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Telegram from W. Morris, “Tripartite Talks Proposal," 31 July 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1763, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
[…] 
  
Tripartite Talks Proposal 
  
1. A month has now passed since the joint ROK-US proposal for tripartite talks with North 
Korea was made but the response from the North has so far been negative. 
  
2. Unfavourable unofficial reaction came within two or three days but a statement issued by the 
North Korean Foreign Ministry on 10 July denouncing the proposal as a scheme to create 
permanent division on the Peninsula provided the first official comment. The statement went on 
to underline thaidthere [sic] were two separate issues at stake. One was the withdrawal of US 
troops and the replacement of the Armistice Agreement by a peace agreement, the other was the 
question of unification. 
  
3. According to the statement, South Korea is, “fundamentally speaker”, not entitled to take part 
in the talks on the first issue because it is not a signatory of the Armistice Agreement. The 
statement went on to say however that “if the US side requests insistently we will allow the 
South Korean authorities to participate as an observer in the talks”. However “even in that case, 
talks should be arranged first between us and the US”. 
  
4. On the second issue, ie talks on unification, the statement argued that this was not a matter for 
the US to get involved in. The door was however open “for a dialogue with the South Korean 
authorities, political parties and social organisations”. 
  
5. Although this same line was repeated on 13 July by the North Korean Prime Minister, Li Jong 
Ok, at a party for the visiting Burmese Prime Minister, ROK officials have been at pains to stress 
both privately and in public that in spite of Pyongyang’s initial opposition to the idea of tripartite 
talks, neither the ROK nor the US regards this as a final rejection. Both US Ambassador 
Gleysteen and ROK Foreign Minister Park Tong Jin have gone on record as saying, amid 
rumours that a second approach (through the good offices of the UN Secretary-General?) is 
already being tried, that their diplomatic efforts to persuad the Northcro [sic] agree will continue. 
Unusually mild statemjts [sic] issued by the MFA have simply regretted North Korea’s negative 
reaction so far but have made it clear that the proposal still stands. 
  
6. No one, at least in South Korea, is or ever has been, under any illusions but the North’s 
reaction to date does not totally rule out further progress. In an obvious effort to draw the North 
away from their rigid distinction between unification talks and military ones, Foreign Minister 
Park made it clear in the National Assembly on 30 July that the purpose of the tripartite proposal 
was purely to get talks started again between the South and the North in order to reduce tension, 
and not to resolve essentially inter-Korean problems. 
  
Signed…..W Morris Seoul 
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Teleletter from G.P. Lockton to J.T. Masefield, “North-South Korean Dialogue," 23 August 
1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1763, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
[…] 
  
Teleletter 
Unclassified 
From G P Lockton, Seoul 
Ref 020/1 Dated 23 August 1979 
Following for J T Masefield Esq, FED 
Copied UK MIS New York 
Washington 
U Peking 
Moscow 
  
North-South Korean Dialogue 
  
1. The ROK Foreign Ministry announced yesterday that North Korea had rejected the offer by 
the UN Secretary General following his visits to Pyongyang and Seoul earlier this year to help in 
getting talks started between the ROK and North Korea. The head of the North Korean Observer 
Mission to the UN had informed the United Nations Secretariat that his Government believed 
that Dr Waldheim’s proposal for talks would only perpetuate the division of the Peninsula. While 
the North was anxious for a dialogue, the South was not. It was therefore difficult to get talks 
started at the present time. The Secretariat passed this news to the ROK representative on 20 
August. 
  
2. The MFA have issued no official comment on the matter so far but are naturally disappointed 
and concerned at the North’s rejection of yet another offer of talks. You will recall that the North 
have so far refused to hold tripartite talks with the ROK and USA as proposed by Presidents 
Carter and Park on 1 July. They have not responded to a proposal by the Korean Red Cross 11 
days ago that working level contracts should be resumed. The MFA Spokesman told reporters 
that the latest rejection proved once again that the North were not sincere in their call for a 
dialogue with the South. 
  
Signed……GP Lockton, Seoul 
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Memorandum of Conversation Between the Vice President and the People’s Republic of 
China Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping, 28 August 1979 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 945-962.] 
 
Memorandum of Conversation1 

Beijing, August 28, 1979, 9:30 a.m.–noon 
SUBJECT 

Summary of the Vice President’s Meeting with People’s Republic of China Vice Premier 
Deng Xiaoping 
 

PARTICIPANTS 
Vice President Walter Mondale 
Leonard Woodcock, U.S. Ambassador to the People’s Republic of China 
David Aaron, Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
Richard Moe, Chief of Staff to the Vice President 
Denis Clift, Assistant to the Vice President for National Security Affairs 
Richard Holbrooke, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs 
Michel Oksenberg, Staff Member, NSC 
 
Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping 
Huang Hua, Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Chai Zemin, People’s Republic of China Ambassador to the United States 
Zhang Wenjin, Deputy Foreign Minister 
Han Xu, Director of American Department 
Wei Yongqing, Director of Protocol 
Ji Chaozhu, Deputy Director of American Department 

 
[…] 
 
Korea 
 

Vice Premier Deng: On the Korean question, we have discussed this many times. Our 
present suggestion is that the U.S. considers getting in touch directly with the DPRK and leave 
aside the tripartite talks. Such contact can be held at many different levels and in the course of 
such contact maybe some modalities acceptable to both sides can be arranged. One thing I want 
to make clear is that while U.S. forces are still stationed in South Korea I do not think the DPRK 
will agree to any tripartite meeting. There may be something to be gained through direct talks. I 
want to clarify one point. As to the impression that the Soviet Union has a very large influence in 
North Korea, this is not correct. 

 
Vice President Mondale: We do not believe that. 
 

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Office, Outside the System File, Box 53, Chron: 
8/2/79. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. The meeting took place in the Great Hall of the People. 
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Vice Premier Deng: When Foreign Minister Huang told Dr. Kissinger that Kim Il Song 
had not visited Moscow for twenty years, Dr. Kissinger was very surprised. So that is the 
question we leave for you to consider. We feel that there is not a tense situation in that part of the 
world. 

 
Vice President Mondale: I do not want to go over our position again. You are familiar 

with the situation in that area. I will not take more time to express our views. You know our 
hopes, and the way we believe progress can be made. I will report your views to the President. 
 
[…] 
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Interoffice Memorandum from Javier Pérez de Cuéllar to the Secretary-General, “Korea,” 
28 August 1979 
[Source: “Korea,” Office of Secretary-General - Kurt Waldheim, S-0904-0026-06, United 
Nations Archives and Records Management Section (UN ARMS), New York, NY. Obtained for 
NKIDP by James Person.] 
 
DATE: 27 August 1979 
 
TO: The Secretary-General 
 
THROUGH: 
 
FROM: Javier Pérez de Cuéllar 
 Under Secretary-General 
 for Special Political Affairs  
 
SUBJECT: Korea 
 

Prior to our departure for Havana, I would like to provide a brief survey for you of the 
principal events which have occurred with regard to the Korean question, since President 
Carter’s visit to South Korea. I should also like to reiterate a few ideas as to how we might 
proceed at Havana, since the North Korean Foreign Minister will be in attendance at the 
Conference of the Non-Aligned: 

 
1. 1 July: Issuance of the joint Carter-Park communiqué at the conclusion of President 

Carter’s visit to South Korea. It was in this communiqué that tripartite talks between North and 
South Korea and the United States were proposed. 

 
2. 10 July: The North Korean Ambassador visited me, at his initiative, to convey the 

DPRK reaction to the tripartite talks proposal. The Ambassador indicated that from the North 
Korean point of view, two different questions could not be intermingled with three-way talks. 
With regard to reunification, only North and South Korea could participate. With regard to troop 
withdrawals or any other military matters stemming from the Armistice Agreement, only North 
Korea and the United States could participate, since South Korea is not a signatory of the 
Agreement. South Korea could participate in these latter talks only when matters directly 
concerning them arose. The Ambassador, however, offered as a DPRK initiative that South 
Korea could participate in the entire proposed DPRK-United States talks as an Observer. In 
defining the role of the Observer, the Ambassador at no time indicated that the proposed 
Observer would be confined to a completely silent role. In commenting on all these matters at a 
subsequent press conference, the Ambassador adopted the use of very consilatory and diplomatic 
language in explaining the proposals. 

 
3. 12 July: I received the South Korean Ambassador, who completely rejected any 

proposed Observer role for the ROK at DPRK-U.S. talks. The South Korean Ambassador also 
stated that the ROK regarded the North Korean statement of two days previously as a rejection of 
the South Korean-United States proposal. The Ambassador further indicated that the Republic of 
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Korea did not agree that there were two separate sets of issues; from the South Korean point of 
view, the two sets of issues were inextricably intertwined. 

 
4. 20 July: Dr. Brzezinski issued a statement from the White House indicating that there 

would be no further withdrawals of United States combat forces (which number 32,000) at this 
time from South Korea. Amongst the principal reasons offered for this alteration of President 
Carter’s original decision was a stated increase in the size of armaments of the North Korean 
armed forces. Conversely, the United States indicated that it wished to provide time for the 
Republic of Korea to augment its self-defense efforts. In sum, the United States offered four 
reasons for the medication of the withdrawal plans, including a) the maintenance of their security 
commitment to South Korea, b) the preservation of an adequate deterrent to any breach of the 
peace, c) the stabilisation of a favourable United States strategic position in East Asia, d) the 
nurturing of a resumption of a serious North-South dialogue. 

 
5. 26 July: On this date, the Americans made available a statement of the official United 

States position concerning the North Korean reaction to the joint U.S.-ROK proposal for 
tripartite talks. The United States statement consisted of four parts, the first of which was the 
most important: 

 
A. The American view is that while the North Korean statement was negative in tone, 

they do not consider it to be a final response – (this is very much in accord with my own 
interpretation); 

 
B. The United States rejects separate U.S.-DPRK talks;  
 
C. The joint U.S.-ROK proposal for tripartite talks remains open to acceptance; 
 
D. The United States endorses the North Korean position that only direct bilateral talks 

between North and South Korea can lead to reunification. 
 
6. 30 July: I proposed to the North Korean Ambassador that perhaps an informal meeting 

could be arranged between the Ambassador, the Americans and myself, in an informal setting – 
perhaps even outside the Headquarters building. I suggested that, after a suitable interval, a 
South Korean representative might join the meeting. I myself might then withdraw or stay, 
entirely as the parties themselves chose. The idea of the meeting with the Americans was 
naturally well received by the Ambassador. The idea that a South Korean representative might 
subsequently join us was less received, but did not obtain a totally negative reaction. 
Subsequently, this proposal was rejected by the Americans, after what appeared to be 
consultations with their South Korean allies. The United States view was that to separate 
themselves from their ally, even for five minutes, would have a symbolic effect injurious to their 
relations with South Korea and damaging to South Korean standing in the eyes of the DPRK. 

 
7. 30 July: During the course of your meeting on this day at the White House with 

President Carter, the President stated that he “very much hoped” that you would continue with 
your efforts to act as a channel of communications between the two parties. 
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8. 15 August: I received the Permanent Observer of North Korea, at his request, in order 
that he might convey the official North Korean response to your offer to act as interlocutor 
between North and South Korea. In essence, though the North Korean response was very 
carefully phrased in order to avoid giving any cause for offence to yourself, the North Koreans 
reinterpreted your offer of good offices in a general sense to an offer of good offices to achieve 
reunification. They then stated that the atmosphere for talks to achieve reunification was not 
propitious, since the South Koreans did not sincerely desire such talks. Consequently, the North 
Koreans did not feel it possible to accept your proposal at this time. However, the Ambassador 
then conveyed the North Korean “expectation and hope” that both you and I would continue our 
efforts. It should be noted that the North Korean response dealt only with your proposal to act as 
a channel of communications – and then only as a channel of communications with regard to 
reunification – and there was no response whatsoever to your other proposal that the United 
Nations have an Observer at any talks taking place at Panmunjom. 

 
9. 20 August: The South Korean Red Cross proposed a resumption of the so-called Red 

Cross Talks between North and South Korea, to take place in September. The North-South Red 
Cross Talks, which have occurred earlier and which are only suspended rather than terminated as 
with other negotiating bodies, is the only remaining format for direct communication between 
North and South on substantive issues. The issues in question are generally understood to consist 
of the whole spectrum of humanitarian issues, such as the bringing together of members of 
separated families (which are estimated to total about 10,000,000 people), the resumption of 
telephone service between North and South and the resumption of some form of mail service 
between North and South. 

 
10. This South Korean initiative occurred subsequent to my memorandum to you of 16 

August, in which I put forth similar proposals for your consideration, as a way of continuing 
your initiative. This would seem to indicate that the South Koreans have also concluded that in 
this completely non-political format lies the only possible vehicle for direct substantive 
communication between North and South. 

 
It might be useful, therefore, at Havana, for you to consider speaking to the North Korean 

Foreign Minister along these lines of channeling your offer of good offices into purely 
humanitarian sectors (as of this date, the North Koreans have not accepted the South Korean 
proposal for resumption of the Red Cross Talks). 

 
Taking into account the low-key nature of the early United States-China exchanges in the 

early 1970’s, you might wish to consider the use of some such similar device – such as a 
completely non-controversial cultural exchange, which might include reciprocal expositions of 
remaining objets d’art from the ancient Korean past. Such a device might be utilized either prior 
to or subsequent to the arrangement of humanitarian talks which would utilize your good offices. 

 
Note: Mr. Perez d.C. forwarded a copy of this to the S-G. Mr. Perez d.C had asked for a 

meeting with the DPRK foreign minister before the [illegible] received a [illegible] reply. 
[Illegible] therefore [illegible] not to [illegible] the minister for the time being. 

File 
(Signature) 
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Letter from S.I. Soutar to J.T. Masefield, “Korea,” 13 September 1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1763, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
[…] 
  
Dear [illegible], 
  
KOREA 
  
1. I called on Bob Rich, the Korea Country Director at the State Department yesterday, to ask 
him where matters now stood on the US/ROK proposal for tripartite talks. At a press conference 
last week, Mr Vance said that the US did not regard the North Korean reply as the final response, 
and that the US would wait and see what happened. 
  
2. Without any prompting, Rich volunteered an account of the events which had led up to the 
US/ROK proposal, and although this is to some extent ancient history (John Weston’s letters of 
23 July to Richard Samuel and 10 August to Hugh Cortazzi), it may be of interest for the insight 
it offers into the way the Americans handle the South Koreans. Rich said that in the early spring 
of this year the US and the South Koreans began to look at the possibility of inviting the North 
Koreans to tripartite talks. The US thought this track worth pursuing because they had no 
intention of responding to North Korean suggestions for bilateral US/North Korean discussions, 
but at the same time had received a number of indications that the North Koreans might be 
prepared to take up the idea of tripartite talks. The South Koreans, including Park himself, 
showed themselves amenable to the suggestion, largely because it was clear that the attempts to 
promote bilateral North Korea/South Korea talks were getting nowhere. 
  
3. When the Americans suggested however that the North Koreans ought to be given some 
advance warning of what was afoot, Park was initially very much opposed. (Rich commented 
that Park had been scarred by his experience with the North in 1973 when he had given them 
advance warning of what were a reasonable set of proposals, only to have them shot down within 
hours of his public statement by an obviously well prepared propaganda barrage). However, in 
the end, Park agreed that some minimal warning would have to be given. 
  
4. Considerable thought was given to the choice of intermediary. The Americans wanted 
themselves and the South Koreans to appear as equal partners (for background see below) and 
they therefore sought a country which had relations with all three parties and, given the need for 
effective communication, which had exchanged resident Ambassadors with all three parties. In 
the end the only suitable candidate appeared to be the Indonesians. Rich said (please protect) that 
this had proved an unfortunate choice for reasons partly of personality and partly of timing. 
When preparations for Carter’s visit to Seoul moved into high gear in June, the Indonesians were 
represented in both Seoul and Pyongyang by Charges d’Affaires and the Charge in Seoul was 
particularly ineffective. In the end although it had been decided to give the North Koreans at 
least 24 hours warning, Rich doubted whether the message got through more than 12 hours 
before the appeal was made. 
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5. Rich commented that as far as he was aware, the message from Vance and his South Korean 
counterpart to the North Korean Foreign Minister which followed up the Carter/Park appal was 
the first time a South Korean Cabinet level Minister had ever formally address his North Korean 
opposite number. No reply was ever received to this message (beyond confirmation via 
Indonesia of the public response), nor had the Americans or South Koreans had any response to 
the appeal by the two Presidents other than the North Korean Foreign Ministry Statement of 10 
July. 
  
6. Rich said that the public position taken by Vance last week (para 1 above) accurately reflected 
the Americans’ private stance. With the South Koreans, they had been sending signals to the 
North Koreans via the Yugoslavs and the Chinese (Rich said that they had been keeping the 
Romanians informed but implied that their usefulness as mediators was limited) to stress that 
they remained interested in pursuing the tripartite channel. If anything the indications which they 
had received in response to these further signals were that the North Korea position had further 
hardened. They had considered sending a further private message via the Indonesians, but had 
decided to hold off for the present. He personally was still hopeful, but was less optimistic than 
when the exercise was first launched. If it failed, the exercise would at least have made clear to 
reasonable people where the obstacle to progress lay. In the meantime the Americans would be 
having in depth consultations in Seoul in October to try to flesh out ideas which could be put to 
the North Koreans if a tripartite forum could be constructed. He believed that the South Koreans 
genuinely wanted to establish communication with the North Koreans, although he commented 
that they needed to bring a little more imagination into the process. 
  
7. Rich expanded somewhat on the reasons why America’s allies had not received more warning 
of the joint appeal by Carter and Park. The Americans had suggested prior notification but Park 
had been extremely resistant. He had only conceded this point at the last minute, and because of 
time differences between Europe and the Far East, certain allies such as ourselves, had received 
virtually no warning at all. (Rich also suggested, though this should not get back to the 
Americans, that the US Embassy in London were a bit slow off the mark.) By way of further 
background, he explained that the South Koreans had been profoundly influenced by the way in 
which, as they saw it, the US had negotiated directly with the North Vietnamese at the Paris 
peace talks, leaving the South Vietnamese a mere appendage of the US, to be informed of 
developments after the event. Vance, Habib and Holbrooked who had all at one time or another 
been involved in the Paris negotiations had all agreed South Korea should be given no excuse for 
feeling that she was in a position analogous to South Vietnam. Rich said that this policy had been 
“consolidated” within the US Government early last year, but at that time the South Koreans had 
no confidence in assurances by the US Government. It was a measure of the improvement in the 
relations between the US and South Korea in the meantime that they were prepared this year to 
contemplate the idea of a tripartite negotiation proposal. The United States had therefore been 
particularly careful not to get out ahead of the South Koreans; hence their desire to find an 
intermediary who would be able to approach all three parties on a more or less equal basis; and 
hence the question of informing Western Allies. 
  
8. Reverting to US relations with North Korea, Rich confirmed that the US would continue to 
reject North Korean attempts to promote bilateral US/North Korean talks. He said however that 
the US had told both the Chinese and the USSR that they were ready to contemplate easing 

671



American restrictions over practical links with North Korea if they were prepared to do the same 
for South Korea. He added that the exchanges on Korea between Mondale and Deng Xiaoping in 
Peking were the most “pro forma and insubstantial” of all Mondale’s discussions in China. 
  
9. Rich said that “someone in the FCO” had commented on the connection between US 
preparedness to contemplate and some progress towards normalisation of relations with North 
Korea and Western countries’ attitudes to North Korea. Rich said firmly that the US view 
remained that it would be most unconstructive if major Western powers were to move nearer 
recognition of North Korea unless there was some understanding that the Soviets and Eastern 
Europeans were prepared to move toward normalisation with South Korea. 
  

Yours ever, 
Ian 
  
S I Soutar 

  
[…] 
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Letter from H.L. Davies to S.I. Soutar,"Proposed Trilateral Talks on Korea," 27 September 
1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1763, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
Dear Ian, 
  
PROPOSED TRILATERAL TALKS ON KOREA 
  
1. Thank you for your letter of 13 September to Thorold Masefield whom I have just succeeded. 
We were grateful for the background to the joint US/ROK proposal for trilateral talks. 
  
2. It may be worth noting for the record that the duty officer at the US Embassy tried to contact 
the Korean desk officer to convey advanced news of this proposal on the morning of Saturday 30 
June: not finding the desk officer at home (he was not, as the Embassy believed, on duty) the US 
duty officer tried again in the afternoon, this time successfully. FCO telno 92 of the same date 
was the result. 
  
3. We are not sure who Rich was referring to when he spoke of “someone in the FCO” linking 
US preparedness to contemplate progress towards normalisation of relations with North Korea, 
and Western countries’ attitudes to the regime in Pyongyang. The new Government confirmed 
UK policy of non-recognition of North Korea on 25 June when the Lord Privy Seal met 
President Park’s special enjoy, Mr. Kim Jong-pil. We fully share the American view that 
recognition of North Korea should be accompanied by reciprocal action on the part of North 
Korea’s communist allies towards South Korea. Such developments seem extremely unlikely in 
the present climate. 
  

Yours ever, 
Hugh [illegible] 
H L Davies 
Far Eastern Department 

  
This is by way of establishing contact from my new perch in FED 
  
[…] 
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Telegram from the American Embassy in Seoul to the Secretary of State, “Ambassador’s 
Call on Acting President”, 27 October 1979 
[Source: Korea, Republic of: President Park Assassination, 5/79-19/27/79, Box 45, Records of 
the Office of the National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski's Country Files (NSA 6), Jimmy 
Carter Library. Obtained for NKIDP by Charles Kraus.] 
 
FM AMEMBASSY SEOUL 
 
TO SECSTATE WASHDC 
SECDEF WASHDC 
WHITEHOUSE WASHDC 
CIA WASHDC 
 
Subject: Ambassador’s Call on Acting President 
 
1.  (S) Entire text. 
 
2. I called on Acting President Choi Kyu-ha at his residence at 0300 October 27. I expressed 
my condolences over the death of President Park which had been announced on the radio just 
shortly before. 
 
3. Acting President provided following review of events leading to President’s death. 
[Redacted]. 
 
[Redacted] 
 
6. I informed the Acting President that I had been advised of unspecified trouble at about 
midnight and had subsequently learned the details at around 2100 A.M. I complemented him on 
the manner in which the government had handled this matter so far and had kept us aware of 
events as they progressed. I review our contacts with Washington and gave him the gist of our 
excellent statement (we had earlier provided copies of the statement to ROK: and it together with 
the Korean translation arrived at exactly this point in our conversation). I told him that people in 
Washington were stunned by the events and that we were prepared to be as helpful as possible in 
his efforts to lead the civilian government through this difficult period. 
 
7. Acting President said that he would shortly address the people of the Republic and that 
his remarks were already in draft. He would basically ask for calm and proper behavior in order 
that the proper security could be maintained. He would also be keeping a close eye on the 
activities of North Korea. He went on to say that the cabinet had decided on a nine-day mourning 
period and they were currently thinking of holding a state funeral on November 3. The Foreign 
Ministry is studying the question of inviting foreign delegations to attend. 
 
8. Reverting to the events surrounding the President’s death, he said that Kim Chae Kyu 
was currently under detention by the army. The army was also investigating the events 
surrounding this tragic event. 
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9. I told the Acting President I realized the difficulties he faced and urged that he do 
everything possible during this period to evoke a spirit of conciliation within the country. I told 
him I was pleased to have learned from his military that “the cabinet supports the Acting 
President and the military supports the cabinet”. 
 
10. Acting President said the military appeared  united 
 
BY 
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Letter from N.J.G. Bowie to P.A. McDermott, "North and South Korea," 14 November 
1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1763, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 

British Embassy 
SEOUL 

14 November 1979 
  
P A McDermott Esq MVO 
Far Eastern Department 
Foreign & Commonwealth Office 
London SW1 
  
Dear Patrick, 
  
NORTH AND SOUTH KOREA 
  
1. Further to paragraph 6 of Guy Lockton’s letter of 16 October about the South Korea National 
Liberation Front, it was announced yesterday that a further 25 members had been arrested or had 
given themselves up. This makes a total of 74 in custody out of 78 known members. Of the 
remaining 4, one is in North Korea and another abroad elsewhere, so only 2 are still at large. Of 
the 25 most recently arrested, 11 are university graduates and 5 dropped out or were expelled 
from university, 10 were unemployed and 2 were members of the Catholic Farmers’ Union. 
  
2. According to the National Police, the Front was in contact with the Chochongnyon [sic], ie the 
pro-North Korean residents’ federation in Japan, in November 1977 and asked for 300 million 
won. The Chochongnyon agreed to give them money as long as the Front spread some seditious 
leaflets, which they did in January 1978, though it is not clear whether the Front actually 
received any money. 
  
3. At a press conference, Im Hyon Yong, who had surrendered to the authorities earlier, said that 
“the ultimate aim of the organisation was to communise the south after setting up an interim 
government to result from the anarchic state which would result from the disturbances by 
labourers and farmers which the organisation members would stir up”. He is of interest because 
it is alleged that he was a member of the Korean branch of Amnesty International and had 
another member of the Front, Lee Jae O installed as its Secretary General. 
  

Yours ever, 
Nigel 
N J G Bowie 

  
[…] 
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Letter from PJ Weston to R.E. Samuel, "Korea: North/South Contacts," 21 November 
1979 
[Source: FCO 21/1763, “Relations between North and South Korea,” The National Archives, 
Kew. Obtained for NKIDP by Eliza Gheorghe.] 
 
[…] 
  
Dear Richard, 
  
KOREA: NORTH/SOUTH CONTACTS 
  
1. The following records the substance of what John Robinson was told this week by Wallach of 
Hearst Newspapers, who visited Korea earlier this year and gave us some preview of the 
tripartite initiative (John Robinson's minute of 27 June to me, copied to FED). 
  
2. Wallach said there has been a significant article in the North Korean Party newspaper on 9 
November which has indicated a continuing interest on the part of North Korea in moving 
forward in response to the Carter/Park initiative. He claims that in the NUMA reading North 
Korean conditions in the article there had been a shift in the language from "must" to "should"; 
and that this was matched by other signs (not enumerated) of the North's readiness to 
contemplate tripartite contacts. Dick Holbrooke was disappointed that the political mood here, in 
light of wire circumstances in the approaching elections, wouldn't affect the likely to preclude 
the Administration from taking as full advantage of North Korean overtures as he would 
otherwise have wish to do over the coming to 12 months. 
  
3. Wallach acknowledged that the Administration were pressing him to return to North Korea, 
presumably to see what further signs could be elicited; but then he did not wish to do so before 
next March or April. In the meantime he told John Robinson that a new man has been posted to 
the North Korean Mission to the UN with the specific remit of covering this whole subject (ie the 
tripartite contacts). Although normally do North Koreans are confined to a 25 mile radius around 
New York, Wallach said that some thought I was being given to whether this particular man 
could be invited down to Washington, for a meal or something, as an expression of interest on 
the US side and to take matters further. It was not clear to what extent the Americans were 
keeping the South Koreans here for we converse in with their thinking on all this. 
  

Yours truly, 
[Illegible] 
  
P J Weston 

 

709



Telegram from to Asia Department Head from Information and Culture Department, 
“North Korea Holds Chief Diplomatic Officers Conference,” 22 November 1979 
[Source: “Buk Han donghyang, 1979” (“Northern Trends, 1979”), Roll 2009-35, File 18, 
Frames 64-76, South Korean Foreign Ministry Archive.] 
 

Request for Cooperation 
Category : 
File No. : Jongi 770-2571 Date : 1979/11/22 
To : Asia Department Head Cc (Copy) : 
From : Information and Culture Department 
Title : North Korea Holds Chief Diplomatic Officers Conference 
 
First Opinion: 
 
 In regards to the title, please refer to the attached report which was submitted to the 
acting President.  
 
[…] 
 

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
Information to Report 

 
 
File No. : Jong-i 770-2571 Date : 1979/11/22 
To : the President Cc (Copy) : 
From :  
Title : The North Korean Puppets Hold Conference of the Heads of Overseas Missions 
 

1. Report Details 
 
To our knowledge, the North Korean puppets recalled the heads of thirty overseas 

missions and held a conference on November 20 in Pyongyang (Status of the return of the heads 
of overseas missions: attached separately). 

 
2. Analysis 
 
A. Status of the conference of the heads of overseas missions 
 
-February 1976 (Pyongyang) 
 
Heads of overseas missions from twenty five countries where the South and North are 

both represented and in confrontation returned (encompassing Asia, the Americas, Europe, 
Central Asia and the Middle East) 

 
-December 1977 (Pyongyang) 
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Heads of overseas missions from twenty countries where the South and North are both 
represented and in confrontation returned (encompassing all regions) 

 
B. Consulting measures to strengthen diplomatic offensive concerning our state of 

emergency 
 
-While the upcoming conference of the heads of overseas missions is thought to be 

convened following the practice of holding one every two years, it is believed that they are 
meeting to discuss ways to strengthen their external offensive during our country’s state of 
emergency. 

 
-The North Korean puppet regime is expected to take advantage of the period of our 

constitutional transition to instigate internal confusion in our country and strengthen their 
offensive position internationally in the following ways: 

 
1. As they have in the past, intensify their deceptive peace offensive by proposing the 

resumption of inter-Korean dialogue and their approaches to the United States (FYI:  
Ambassador to the UN Han Si Hae met with the UN Secretary-General and discussed the issue 
of inter-Korean dialogue. On November 9, an editorial in Rodong Sinmun expressed willingness 
to resume inter-Korean dialogue). 

 
2. Intensify their schemes to isolate the ROK from the Non-Aligned Movement 

 
3. Consult the measures for establishing and strengthening a united front against the ROK 

 
3. Response 
 
A. On November 2, this department instructed all overseas missions to intensify their 

intelligence gathering activities concerned with the North Korean puppet regime’s overseas 
activities connected with our country’s state of emergency, and has ordered that this information 
be reported immediately. 

 
B. This department will respond to the intensification of the North Korean puppet 

regime’s expected external schemes by taking measures to increase our country’s diplomatic 
activities aimed at countering them.  
 
Case Number: Reclassified as a general document (June 30, 1980) 
 
[…] 
 
(Attachment) 
 
Current Status of the Return of the North Korean Puppet Regime’s Heads of Overseas Missions 

 
Host Country  / Departure Date /Remarks 
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Asia 
 
Bangladesh / November 8 
India / November 10 
Singapore / November 11 
Indonesia / November 11 
Pakistan / November 11 
Burma / November 12 
Karachi/ November 14 
(Consulate General) 
 
Europe 
 
Norway / November 6 
Denmark / November 12 
France (UNESCO) / November 14 
Finland / Middle of November 
Sweden / November 11 
Austria  / Middle of November 
 
The Americas 
 
Jamaica / November 7 
U.N. / November 9 
 
Middle East 
 
Egypt / October 31 
Lebanon / November 8 / Accompanied by family 
Sudan / November 11 
Jordan / November 7 
Tunisia / November 15 
 
Africa 
 
Central African Republic / November 7  
Sierra Leone / November 9 / Accompanied by family 
Uganda / November 11 / Accompanied by second-grade secretary 
Ethiopia / November 11 
Upper Volta [Burkina Faso] / November 11 
Senegal / November 12 
Benin / November 12 
Togo / November 12 
Cameroon / November 9 
Chad / November 9 
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Out of a total of eighty four overseas missions, thirty four heads of overseas missions 
were recalled. The conference began on November 17 and will end on November 29. The heads 
of overseas missions will take part in a tour of industries and education sessions before returning 
to their host countries in early December.  
 

Host Countries of Recalled Heads of Overseas Missions 
 
           Current as of November 22, 1979 
 

Asia     
Bangladesh, India, Singapore, Pakistan 2 (Karachi), Burma, Indonesia (7)  
 
Middle East and Africa 
Ghana, Cameroon, Chad, Libya, Tunisia, Togo, Benin, Senegal, Jordan,  Upper Volta, Central 
African Republic, Sierra Lione, Lebanon, Sudan, Uganda, Ethiopia, Egypt (17) 
 
The Americas 
Jamaica, U.N., Peru, Cuba (4) 
 
Europe  
Sweden, Norway, Finland, Denmark, UNESCO, France 
 
Total 
34 diplomatic offices, 35 people 
 
<Analysis> 
 

1. It has been a standard practice for the North Korean puppets to convene the conference 
of the heads of overseas missions at the beginning of the year, but it is notable that this year’s 
conference was held particularly early.  

 
A. This may be a reaction to the series of changes in the international environment, 

including changes in Korea due to the “October 26 Incident” and predicament the United States 
is facing domestically and externally (the situation in Iran and the presidential election). 

 
B. The conference may aim to send instructions regarding diplomatic activities for the 

1980s at an early date. 
 
2. As a result, the strategic direction of the conference of heads of the overseas missions 

of the North Korean puppets may be as follows:  
 
A. The North Korean puppets may view this transitional period of political change as a 

period of slowdown in diplomatic activity and,  
 
-while trying to penetrate into countries with which the South and North compete for 

support or countries which are friendly to us, 
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-and by accusing the current transitional government of being successor to the Yushin 

regime and placing emphasis on its suppression of the people, 
 
- the North Korean puppets are placing its main drive on expanding anti-ROK, anti-

government forces and turning them in to a united front against the ROK   
 
B. Using the current domestic and external situation facing the United States 
 
-placing pressure on the United States to “Koreanize” the Korean question and counsel 

the ROK to democratize and tolerate those political forces not opposed to communism, 
 
- focusing on alternating between hard-line and soft-line tactics in trying to realize the 

withdrawal of U.S. troops from Korea and direct negotiations with the United States.   
 
2. Characteristics of this conference: 
 
A. The North Korean puppets pursued the participation of the wives of Kim Dae Jung 

and Yu Bo Son in the conference in an attempt to secure direct links with domestic anti-
government forces. 

 
B. In regards to the recent domestic situation, the North Korean puppets made the 

decision organize and expand (by each leader) the support activities for the democracy struggle 
of anti-government leaders and North Korea’s unification line. 

 
C. The North Korean puppet regime invited representatives (anti-South, pro-North forces) 

from the United States, Japan, and Italy and other Western countries to attend. They sent a 
resolution to the governments of the United States and Japan in an effort to use the current 
situation in Korea to increase public support in those countries for a change in policies toward 
the North Korean puppets.  

 
3. Given these circumstances:  
 
A. After the October 26 incident this year, the North Korean puppets held anti-South 

Korean propaganda meetings (thirty one countries, eighty four times) in various parts of the 
world along with its first international conference, and has engineered an increase in anti-South 
Korean activities internationally by spreading the main points of policy toward South Korea to 
various countries.  

 
B. At various other international conferences that support the North Korean puppets in 

the future, 
 
-The North Korean puppets appears have strengthened its international offensive by 

having unified South Korean anti-government and anti-regime leaders, overseas anti-South 
Korea groups and domestic South Korean representatives (Revolutionary Party for Unification, 
etc).    
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-By making it appear like what is being talked about at the conference is the shared 

opinion of North and South Koreans, the North will continue attempts to change attitudes toward 
the ROK in Western countries, including the United States and Japan. 

 
2. This recent recalling of the heads of the North Korean puppet regime’s overseas 

missions  
A. follows changes that have occurred since the demise of His Excellency, whereby the 

importance of North Korea’s traditional foreign policy goals focused the so-called anti-Park 
[Chung Hee], anti-Yushin question and human rights issues have receded 

 
- along with intensifying the anti-ROK offensive by denouncing the transitional new 

regime as “effectively succeeding the Yushin regime by the military” 
 
-while propagandizing that the conditions favorable to unification under the leadership of 

the North Korean puppets are emerging,  intensifying their peace offensive based on a dialogue-
centered approach, such as South-North political negotiations conference 

 
B. focuses on achieving results in political and economic diplomacy in their host 

countries  
 
C. [furthermore it] appears that the North Korean puppet regime  is aiming to move 

forward with approaching the United States and strengthen their ties with the Non-Aligned 
Movement.  

 
3. It is expected that the North Korean puppet regime will instigate the penetration into 

the ROK by various anti-ROK groups and overseas anti-government figures and actively seek to 
expand foreign trade, in light of the possibility that our foreign trade might increase and lead to 
the enhancement of our international competitiveness as our new political leadership seeks to 
advance political development. 

 
[…] 

 
1. The Mass Return of the North Korean Puppets’ Heads of Overseas Missions 
 
From November 6-14, the North Korean puppets recalled the heads of their overseas 

missions from seventeen countries in order to conduct consultations on their assignments. 
 

Date November 
6 

7-8 9-10 11 13-15 Total 

Name of 
country 
summoned 
from 

Norway Central 
African 
Republic, 
Jamaica, 
U.N., 

Sierra 
Leone, 
Uganda, 
India 
 

Sudan, 
Pakistan, 
Singapore, 
Ethiopia 

Karachi, 
Sweden, 
Denmark, 
UNESCO 

Seventeen 
Missions 
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Lebanon, 
Bangladesh 

 
<Analysis> 

 
The reason the North Korean puppet regime recalled the heads of their overseas missions 

has not been made clear. The conference of the heads of overseas missions that has taken place 
early in the year has not been convened since 1978. But due to the recent political changes as a 
result of the sudden contingency in the ROK, the North Korean puppets appear to have wanted to 
convene the conference of the heads of overseas missions earlier than usual to readjust the goals 
and direction of their foreign policy. 
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Cable from the U.S. Secretary of State to the U.S. Embassy in Seoul, “Korea Focus: ROK 
Ambassador Kim Trys to Exert Influence,” 15 December 1979 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
KO00329. http://nsarchive.chadwyck.com/cat/displayItemImages.do?queryType=cat&ResultsID
=13E618A6C661&ItemID=CKO00329&ItemNumber=109.]  
 
FM SECSTATE WASHDC 
TO AMEMBASSY SEOUL IMMEDIATE 
INFO WHITE HOUSE IMMEDIATE 
 
SUBJECT: KOREA FOCUS: ROK AMBASSADOR KIM TRYS TO EXERT INFLUENCE 
 
1.  Secret – Entire text. 
 
2. Assistant Secretary Holbrooke called in ROK Ambassador Kim Yong-shik late Dec 13 
and stressed to him the potentially grave implications for US-ROK relations if the events of 
December 12 should result in the reversal of the process of orderly political change in the ROK 
and re-imposition of political controls on freedom of expression such as EM-9 which would be 
unacceptable to the Korean people and unsupportable by Korea’s friends abroad. 
 
3. Expressing the hope that these potentially dire consequences would not emerge, 
Holbrooke requested assurances from the ROKG regarding future intentions. 
 
4. Ambassador Kim said that he understood fully the implications of the department’s 
statement of December 12 (State 321049) and that he would convey Mr. Holbrooke’s message 
promptly to Seoul and seek assurances in return. 
 
5. Subsequently, we were informed on Dec 14 that as a result of this meeting the 
Ambassador sent a very strong message to President Choi expressing the concerns of the 
American government as well as his own concerns and urging the President to act more 
forcefully to retain influence over the situation and preserve the momentum toward political 
development. This message was reportedly received by President Choi about five hours before 
announcement of the new cabinet. 
 
6. Ambassador Kim is also consulting with the defense attaché here, Major General Ahn, 
and seeking to enlist his influence to moderate the behavior of the young generals group. General 
Ahn is a KKA 11th Class classmate of Major General Chun  Tu-wan and a fairly close friend, 
Ahn is reported to US to have said he would have counseled Chun against direct action if he had 
been in Seoul (please protect). 
 
7. Another channel being used by Ambassador Kim for influence in Seoul is President 
Choi’s son-in-law. Nho is a junior officer in the political section here. The son-in-law has 
telephoned President Choi twice in the past two days urging his father-in-law to act more 
forcefully to prevent erosion of the situation.  Vance 
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Special National Intelligence Estimate, “North Korean Reactions to Instability in the 
South,” 20 December 1979 
[Source: Digital National Security Archive, Item 
KO00331. http://nsarchive.chadwyck.com/cat/displayItemImages.do?queryType=cat&ResultsID
=13E618A6C661&ItemID=CKO00331&ItemNumber=111.]  
 
[…] 
 

North Korean Reactions 
to Instability in the South 

 
Special National Intelligence Estimate 

 
[…] 
 

NOTE 
 

This contingency estimate addresses the likelihood of a North Korean attack on the South 
if severe fighting between South Korean military factions and widespread civil disorders develop 
there during the next two or three months. It assumes a level of instability which may not 
develop. 

 
KEY JUDGMENTS 

 
The emergence of fighting between South Korean military factions and widespread civil 

disorders in South Korea would prompt Pyongyang to consider forceful reunification of the 
peninsula. 

 
However, Pyongyang would face a crucial imponderable in attempting to determine the 

us response to a North Korean attack, given the presence of US ground forces in the south and 
the virtual certainty of their being engaged. With the [redacted] United States preoccupied with 
events in Iran and possibly elsewhere, the North would probably calculate that US capability and 
resolve to defend South Korea had been weakened. 

 
In view of the magnitude of the decision facing Pyongyang and the risk involved, we 

cannot judge with confidence whether or not it would opt for military action. We believe, 
however, that the chances of such action could be as high as 50-5O under this scenario.* 

 
If the North should decide to intervene, it would most probably launch a. massive assault 

designed to destroy organized resistance and consolidate its control over the South. 
 

DISCUSSION 

** The Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, believes it impossible to calculate odds in circumstances that 
demand so many subjective judgments, including North Korea's perception of the risk of war with the United States 
and loss of so much of the progress of which North Koreans are so proud. 

He agrees, however, that there would be a significantly higher risk of hostilities. 
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1. North Korean President Kim Il-song would view the emergence of fighting between 

South Korean military factions and widespread civil disorders in the wake of South Korean 
President Park’s death as a unique opportunity to reunify the Korean Peninsula on his terms. In 
1975, Kim publicly declared that the North would not stand idly by if “revolutionary conditions’ 
developed in the South, a sentiment that Pyongyang has subsequently publicized. Privately, Kim 
has described the unsettled period between the resignation of Syngman Rhee in 1960 and the 
military coup in 1961 as a golden opportunity that the North was militarily unprepared to exploit. 
Given the significant expansion of North Korean military capabilities over the past decade, Kim 
is now in far better position to take such action. 

 
The Deterrent 

 
2. In considering an attack on a militarily weakened South Korea, Pyongyang would 

weigh the attitudes of its major allies and, most importantly, the US security commitment to 
Seoul. For years, Moscow and Beijing have cautioned Kim, but their influence has decreased as 
the North’s military self-sufficiency has grown. If Kim were otherwise convinced that military 
intervention were in his interest, it is doubtful that China or the USSR could veto the venture.  

 
3. We judge that North Korea would attack the South if there were no us military 

presence. The presence of us ground forces, however, and the virtual certainty of their being 
engaged during any sizable North Korean assault must give Pyongyang pause. The North has 
long recognized that the presence of us infantry north of Seoul is a deterrent above and beyond 
the US treaty commitment to South Korea. We continue to believe that one of Pyongyang's key 
objectives throughout the 1970s has been to end the US troop presence in the South. 

 
4. [Redacted] 
 
5. The North would also consider US concerns and involvement outside Korea. It might 

perceive current US preoccupation in the Middle East and Southeast Asia as a factor that would 
decrease its degree of risk in taking military action. On the other hand, Pyongyang might 
consider us frustration and anger over the Iranian situation and evidence of a renewed mood of 
American assertiveness as ominous indicators of Washington's willingness to respond to an 
attack on US forces in Korea. The North would also assess us ability to respond rapidly. If the 
United States were to become militarily involved elsewhere in a major way, we would expect the 
North to see the degree of risk substantially reduced. A key indicator for Pyongyang would be 
the continued presence of US forces in Korea and elsewhere in Northeast Asia, or earmarked for 
use there. 

 
6. In view of the magnitude of the decision facing Pyongyang and the risk involved, we 

cannot judge with confidence whether or not it would opt for an all-out assault. We believe, 
however, that the chances of such action could be as high as 50-50.† 

 
Military Options 

 

† See footnote on page 1 in the Key Judgments for comment of the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency. 
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7. Pyongyang might consider either: (1) some form of limited military intervention that 
would minimize risks, test us resolve, and add to the process of disintegration in the South, or (2) 
launching a major offensive. We believe that Pyongyang would reject the first course. Since the 
Korean War, the North has tried a wide variety of lesser measures with little success. In view of 
those experiences, the North might well calculate that limited action would be a net loss. US and 
South Korean forces might not accurately gauge the North's limited objectives; if so, the North's 
risks would not be lessened. In the past, the assumption of a menacing posture by the North has 
had a unifying effect upon the South, and Pyongyang would have little reason to judge otherwise 
this time. Finally, measured North Korean military action would yield limited gains at best, and 
yet could help to suspend US troop withdrawals indefinitely. 

 
8. Thus we believe that North Korean military intervention would likely take the form of 

a large-scale, coordinated ground, naval, and air assault against the South. [Redacted] 
 
9. Although control of the Seoul area would be an initial objective, we believe that the 

North’s ultimate goal would be the unification of the entire peninsula through military conquest. 
[Redacted] 

 
10. In our view, North Korea would attempt to continue the invasion and to consolidate 

control over the South as long as its military operations were successful. The North’s increased 
numbers of military units, personnel, and equipment would permit sustained operations far 
longer than we considered possible even two years ago. [Redacted] 

 
11. The USSR and China, as treaty allies of Pyongyang, almost certainly would respond 

cautiously to a North Korean attack on South Korea. Both would want to avoid a direct military 
confrontation with the United States; the Chinese in particular would be loath to jeopardize their 
developing relationship with the United States. Nonetheless, because of their mutual rivalry and 
the strategic importance of maintaining a nonhostile state in North Korea, the USSR and China 
would feel compelled to provide at least some material assistance to Pyongyang. 

 
[…] 
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Memorandum from Secretary of Defense Brown to President Carter, 29 December 1979 
[Source: David P. Nickles, ed., Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980: Volume XIII: 
China (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 2013), 1025-1029.] 
 

Washington, December 29, 1979 
SUBJECT 

My Trip to China 
 
[…] 
 

—On Korea, I shall take note of recent Chinese assurances that North Korea will not seek 
to exploit the recent political changes in the ROK, emphasize the importance of continued DPRK 
restraint, remind the Chinese that direct discussions between authorities in Pyongyang and Seoul 
are indispensable to promote coexistence on the peninsula, and encourage them to urge the North 
Koreans to reconsider their attitude toward our proposal for Tripartite Talks which remains on 
the table. I will add that we are not prepared to initiate1 direct contacts with the North—however 
informal—to discuss Korean issues without ROK representation. 
 
[…] 

1 Someone, probably Carter, crossed out “initiate” and wrote “establish.” 
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