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The Asian Vision Institute (AVI) is an independent 

think tank based in Cambodia. The vision of the Institute is to 

(1) impact positive changes through knowledge co-creation and 

multi-stakeholder partnerships (2) build peaceful, inclusive, 

adapting resilient and sustainable societies in Asia (3) promote 

Asian wisdom and perspective and the values of humanity, 

peace, and cultural diversity in Asia. 

To realise the above vision the Institute aims to (1) 

promote inclusive growth and people-centred development (2) 

conduct practical policy and program research (3) promote 

Multi-stakeholder dialogue and strengthen cross-sectoral 

partnerships and collaboration (4) advance knowledge sharing 

and build leadership and innovation capacity. 

The Asia-Pacific Secretariat of the Think Tank 2022 

is established to realise the vision and mission of the Universal 

Peace Foundation (UPF) by strengthening the ecosystem of 

peace in the Asia-Pacific region. The objective of the 

Secretariat is to connect people, connect knowledge, and 

connect actions on peace and mediation, with a particular focus 

on the Mekong Region and the Korean Peninsula. 

The Secretariat has the following main tasks, namely 

(1) providing platforms for dialogues and networking; (2) 

conducting academic and policy researches on peace and 

mediation; (3) promoting policy communication and 

coordination on peace and mediation; (4) promoting capacity 

building on leadership for peace; and (5) promoting the 

visibility and impact of UPF in the region. 
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Pursuing Peace: Conclusion of a Peace 

Treaty on the Korean Peninsula 

TOUCH Sorana a  

LIN Chankakada b 

Executive Summary 

 The predicament in the Korean Peninsula arose from 

the geopolitical rivalry between the United States 

(US) and the Soviet Union during the Cold War, 

followed by the adoption of different political 

systems and ideologies by the two Koreas. It led to a 

three-year bloody war in which China and the Soviet 

Union backed North Korea while the US backed 

South Korea. 

 

 There have been many attempts to solve inter-Korean 

conflicts through bilateral and multilateral 

approaches. Those efforts have not been able to solve 

the Peninsula’s deep-rooted conflict. 

 

 One can conclude a Peace Treaty on the Korean 

Peninsula as long as the underlying root causes of the 

conflict are addressed. These include the political and 

ideological differences between the two Koreas, the 

divergent views toward denuclearization, particularly 

between North Korea and the US, and the historical 

involvement of external powers in the conflict.  
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 While sticking to the non-interference principle, 

Cambodia is in a unique position to make a 

meaningful contribution to the peace process on the 

Korean Peninsula if the two Koreas formally request 

it to serve as a peace facilitator. Given its long-

standing ties with North Korea and robust economic 

bond with South Korea, the Kingdom can be a 

trustworthy friend for Pyongyang and Seoul.

 a TOUCH Sorana, Research Fellow, Think Tank 2022 Asia-

Pacific Secretariat. 

 b LIN Chankakada, Research Fellow, Think Tank 2022 Asia-

Pacific Secretariat. 
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Introduction 

The intensified political rivalry between the U.S. and the 

then-Soviet Union after World War Two (WWII) and the 

power struggle among the Koreans have left the Korean 

Peninsula in a prolonged conflict, exceedingly tense and 

precarious situation. The Korean War ended almost seven 

decades ago after the signing of the 1953 Armistice 

Agreement. A Peace Treaty on the Peninsula has yet to be 

actualized. North Korea and South Korea remain in a state 

of war. Several attempts to secure a permanent peace deal, 

a combination of inter-Korean and international 

approaches to resolving the disputes were employed. The 

Geneva Conference in 1954 was the first effort made to 

conclude a Peace Treaty on the Peninsula. It failed due to 

a myriad of discordance among participants, like issues 

regarding on how to form a government, the withdrawal 

of foreign troops, and the roles of the United Nations.1 

The “Four-Party Talks,” comprising North and South 

Korea, China, and the United States of America (US), 

were initiated in 1996. The initiative aimed to ease 

tensions and establish a long-term peace regime on the 

Peninsula. 2  The multilateral approach, unfortunately, 

failed to produce any fruitful outcome and ended in 1999. 

Then came the “Six-Party Talks” initiated in 2003. It 

involved the two Koreas, China, Japan, Russia, and the 

US. The prime aim of this initiative was to dismantle 

North Korea’s nuclear program. The denuclearization of 

North Korea is one of the prerequisites for the peace 

process. The “Six Party Talks,” like previous attempts, 

                                                 
1 Tokola, “The 1954 Geneva Conference on Korea.” 
2 Kang, “The Four‐party Peace Talks.” 
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was terminated without achieving any significant result. 

North Korea resumed its nuclear program at the end of 

2008 and prohibited inspectors from accessing its 

facilities. North Korea conducted repeated missile 

launches, followed by a nuclear test in 2009. These 

actions of North Korea pushed the US to impose harsher 

sanctions against the country.3 

After more than a decade of disengagement, dialogues 

and negotiations through the inter-Korean and bilateral 

approaches have resumed. Since 2018, three inter-Korean 

summits and two US-North Korea summits have re-

energized negotiation on establishing permanent peace on 

the Peninsula. Kim Jong Un, the North Korean leader, 

also held separate meetings with Chinese President Xi 

Jinping and Russian President Vladimir Putin. The inter-

Korean negotiations stopped halfway following the 

failure of a Trump-Kim summit in Hanoi in February 

2019.4 Despite the diplomatic progress, the Korean peace 

process has been stalled. The parties involved failed to 

build trust and reach a consensus to end a decades-long 

imbroglio. Tension in the Korean Peninsula had worsen 

due to North Korea’s continued missile tests, provocative 

remarks among the parties concerned, military exercises 

between South Korea and the US, and the ongoing sanctions 

against North Korea. 

The paper will analyze the underlying root causes of the 

conflict in the Peninsula. It will examine the players 

                                                 
3 Niksch, “When North Korea Mounts Nuclear Warheads on Its 

Missiles.” 
4 Nah, “The Prisoner’s Dilemma and the U.S.–DPRK Summit in 

Vietnam.” 
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involved in the Korean peace process, focusing on both 

state and non-state actors. It will examine the previous 

attempts to resolve the conflict and promote peace, and 

Cambodia’s constructive role in the Korean peace 

process. The paper will finally provide recommendations 

for a peace proposal. 

Underlying Root Causes  

The protracted animosity between the North and the South 

is a complex matter resulting a series of historical events, 

mistrust, suspicion, and involvement of major powers. 

First, the adoption of different political system and 

ideology by the two states is one of the significant 

stumbling blocks to formal peace on the Korean 

Peninsula. Since the end of WWII, the Korean Peninsula 

was divided into Soviet-backed North Korea and the US-

backed South Korea.5 Against the backdrop of rising Cold 

War tensions, two independent governments were 

founded in 1948, accompanied by two different ideologies 

and political systems. It led to a major war in 1950 that 

ended with an armistice agreement in 1953. 6  While 

accusing each other of being pawns for outside powers, 

each and everyone thought the other government was 

illegitimate and claimed to be in charge of the whole 

country because of their different political systems and 

ideologies. To protect its regime, the leaders of the two 

Koreas have constantly modernized their defense 

capabilities to deter each other from conducting military 

                                                 
5 Hong, “Why Have Attempts to Settle Inter-Korean Conflict 

Failed?” 
6 Jervis, “The Impact of the Korean War on the Cold War.” 
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offensives. Such a security dilemma has further deepened 

the existing mistrust and become one of the key sources 

of tension.  

Second, the North Korea’s nuclear ambition and 

deterrence is another root cause that halts the progress of 

peace negotiations. The ambition of a nuclear-armed 

North Korea urged Kim Jong Il to end his Nuclear Non-

proliferation Treaty (NPT) commitment in early 2003 and 

embark on nuclear and missile programs in an attempt to 

strengthen the grips of power and serve as a “bargaining 

chip”.7 This move has been met with harsh measures by 

the US-led efforts to curtail the development of 

provocative programs. While the US and its regional 

allies, particularly Japan, insist that Pyongyang must work 

toward “complete, verifiable, irreversible 

denuclearization”, North Korea also regards nuclear and 

missile programs as integral to ensuring its survival. 

Without tangible security assurances from its so-called 

“adversaries” namely the US, Japan, and South Korea, 

Pyongyang will not abandon its ever-growing nuclear and 

missile strike capabilities, leaving minimal room for 

peace and unification. In addition, the differences among 

the relevant stakeholders over the denuclearization of 

only North Korea or the entire Korean Peninsula presents 

another challenge for addressing the nuclear conundrum 

in the Peninsula.8 

Third, in light of the long-standing engagement of major 

powers, the prospects for peace on the Korean Peninsula 

are gloomy, and it appears to be out of the control of the 

                                                 
7 Suleman, “Bargaining in the Shadow of Violence.” 
8 Panda, The Korean Peninsula and Indo-Pacific Power Politics.  
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two Koreas. It is widely acknowledged that the four major 

powers namely China, Japan, Russia, and the US, hold the 

key to breaking the Peninsula’s stalemate toward peace. 

If a Peace Treaty is eventually achieved, it may lead to the 

peaceful reunification of the two Koreas. This means that 

reunification will eventually change the status quo in 

Northeast Asia which may undermine the security 

interests of the relevant powers. In other words, the major 

powers concerned fear that the balance of power in the 

Peninsula will be disrupted after the two Koreas unify.9 

Indeed, although the two Koreas are the most vital players 

in a Peace Treaty, the four major powers’ positions still 

loom large in the peace process.  

Actors in the Peace Process 

Due to the complexity of the Korean Peninsula crisis, 

multiple actors have been involved in establishing a peace 

regime on the Peninsula. 

State Actors 

The role of state actors in brokering a peace settlement on 

the Korean Peninsula is critical. As Jagannath P. Panda 

argues in his edited book, “The Korean Peninsula and 

Indo-Pacific Power Politics”, “developments in the 

Korean Peninsula are indispensably linked to the Indo-

Pacific power politics.”10 The four major powers, namely 

China, the US, Japan, and Russia, are the key players in 

                                                 
9 Hong, “Why Have Attempts to Settle Inter-Korean Conflict 

Failed?” 
10 Panda, The Korean Peninsula and Indo-Pacific Power Politics. 



8 

shaping the stability, peace, and development of the 

Peninsula. While taking part in the negotiation process, 

these powers have long been caught in the act of striking 

a regional balance of power through the exertion of their 

respective influence aimed at advancing their national 

interests in Northeast Asia and the broader region of the 

Indo-Pacific. 

The first major power is China. Its participation in the 

peace process is sensible, given its long history of 

engagement on the Korean Peninsula. Because of its 

proximity to North Korea, China has long been viewed as 

the only major power that retains a certain influence over 

the country. While one of its top agendas is to pursue 

domestic development, Beijing needs to proactively build 

a stable and peaceful external environment conducive to 

domestic economic modernization. With this spirit, 

Beijing adheres to the “three Nos” policy of “no nuke”, 

“no war” and “no collapse” and thus has long been active 

in efforts to mitigate the possibility of military escalation 

on the Peninsula and ensure regional stability and 

security.11 

Second, the US conducted military intervention on the 

Korean Peninsula in the 1950s. After the Korean War 

ended, Washington and Seoul signed the Mutual Defense 

Treaty which aims at protecting South Korea from any 

military attacks.12 For the US, North Korea’s missile and 

nuclear programs pose a security threat to not only 

Americans who are living in the continental US but also 

                                                 
11 Dwivedi, “North Korea-China Relations.” 
12 Seldin, “US, South Korea Plan for Broader, More Ambitious 

Alliance.” 
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those who are dwelling in Japan, South Korea, and Guam. 

Therefore, Washington’s primary objective is to 

denuclearize North Korea, and it cannot tolerate the fact 

that Pyongyang retains nuclear weapons that pose a threat 

to itself as well as its allies. 

Third, Japan has strong security and economic interests in 

the Peninsula. Indeed, Japan has also been an active 

participant in the Korean peace process for at least two 

main reasons. First, North Korea’s increased security 

threat to Japan through its missile and nuclear programs 

has prompted Tokyo to take a vibrant part in the peace-

building endeavor. Second, Tokyo has yearned to resolve 

the alleged abduction of Japanese citizens by North 

Korea.13 Finding a solution to Pyongyang’s abduction of 

the Japanese people is always a top agenda for any elected 

Japanese government.  

The fourth country is Russia. Despite declining influence 

as the chief security guarantor for Pyongyang after the end 

of the Cold War, Moscow as a member of the United 

Nations Security Council and a trusted partner of North 

Korea still has a critical role in resolving the Korean 

Peninsula quagmire. Compared to other key state actors, 

Russia has maintained stable economic and political links 

with the two Koreas, providing it with a unique role in the 

negotiation process. For Moscow, stability along its 

borders is one of its top priorities. One of Russia’s primary 

objectives in the Peninsula is to ensure North Korean 

                                                 
13 Hiraiwa, “Japan’s Policy on North Korea.” 
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denuclearization, avoid armed conflict on the Korean 

peninsula, and keep Pyongyang from collapsing.14 

Non-State Actors (NSAs) 

NSAs have played a constructive role in the peace process 

while their roles are expanding and becoming an integral 

component. The democratization of South Korea in the 

1980s created a new political space for NSAs. Civil 

society organizations (CSOs) play a proactive and 

influential role in the peace process. 15  NSA’s role in 

South Korea is to establish favorable conditions for the 

peace dialogues. To this end, they have conducted a 

series of activities to build trust and engage the North 

Korean side with the expectation that this will help pave the 

way for the restart of peace talks.  

First of all, South Korean CSOs’ crucial areas of activity 

include food and medical assistance, nutrition support, 

health care, and agriculture.16 As North Korea suffered a 

major famine in the 1990s, for instance, the South Korean 

CSOs worked closely with the government to provide 

humanitarian assistance to the North, aiming at alleviating 

the food shortage and increasing frequent people-to-

people contacts.17 In their efforts to push for people-to-

people exchanges last October, South Korean CSOs 

successfully secured USD 8.5 million from the 

                                                 
14 Tan and Govindasamy, “Russia and the Korean Peninsula.” 
15 Forss, “‘A People’s Peace.’” 
16 Kudláčová, “South Korean Civil Society Organizations as 

Confidence-Builders?” 
17 Lim, “A Theological Assessment of Reconciliation for 

Missiology in the Korean Context.” 



11 

Unification Ministry of South Korea for their aid 

projects.18 

In addition, South Korean CSOs have worked to shape the 

policies of the two Koreas toward peace and reunification 

by convening meetings with relevant stakeholders. The 

finest example is the activities of Universal Peace 

Federation (UPF). Since its establishment in 2005, UPF 

has n thousands of prominent figures from all over the 

world as “Ambassadors for Peace”, held international 

events, and proposed initiatives that aim at building peace 

and stability in the region.19 In addition, in the 1980s, the 

National Council of Churches in Korea (NCCK) launched 

a critical endeavour that promoted peace and unification 

in the Peninsula. Inspired by its movement and in 

collaboration with other NSAs, NCCK held multiple 

meetings that helped change South Korea’s policy toward 

North Korea, culminating in the 1991 Basic Agreement.20 

Although NSAs have played significant roles in fostering 

interactions between leaders of the North and the South, 

they face a mounting task to sustain their roles due to the 

governments’ tight control of their activities, the changing 

positions of the two Koreas’ governments, and the 

fragmented principles of “progressive” and 

“conservative” CSOs in South Korea.21 

                                                 
18 Yonhap, “Ministry Approves 3 Requests by Civilian Groups to 

Provide Humanitarian Aid to N. Korea.” 
19 Bitter Winter, “The Universal Peace Federation.” 
20 Kim, “Building Relationships Across the Boundaries.” 
21 Forss, “‘A People’s Peace.’” 
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Previous Peace and Mediation Attempts 

After the Korean War ended in 1953, there have been a 

plethora of attempts to resolve the ongoing conflict and 

establish a peace regime by oscillating between bilateral 

and multilateral approaches.  

Inter-Korean Settlement Approach 

The two Koreas have strived to settle their disputes with 

six noticeable outcomes during and after the Cold War. 

First, Pyongyang and Seoul reached an Armistice 

Agreement on July 27, 1953, after three years of 

devastating war. Even though the agreement does not 

bring lasting peace to the Korean Peninsula, it does 

contribute to the maintenance of a truce between the two 

parties and mitigates the likelihood of another large-scale 

armed confrontation. 

Second, the rapprochement between China and the US in 

the early 1970s created a conducive environment for the 

two Koreas to embark on dialogues, leading to the July 4 

North-South Joint Communiqué. The joint statement set 

out three principles of unification. (1) independence and 

non-interference, (2) peaceful unification, and (3) nation-

wide unity.22 For the first time since the Peninsula was 

divided, this communiqué opened a new chapter of 

constructive dialogue aimed at achieving peace and 

reunification, while further reducing the possibility of 

military hostility renewal. 

                                                 
22 United Nations Peacemaker, “The July 4 South-North Joint 

Communiqué.” 
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Third, the international environment evolved so fast after 

the collapse of the Soviet Union.  A new world order 

begun led by US. Such development pushed the two 

Koreas to sign an “Agreement on Reconciliation, Non-

aggression, and Exchange and Cooperation between the 

South and the North” in February 1992, known as the 

“Basic Agreement”. 23  The agreement is considered 

another milestone toward the transformation of the 

armistice into permanent peace between the two states.  

Fourth, with the announcement of the Sunshine Policy, 

the leaders from the two Koreas held a historic summit 

and eventually adopted a Joint Declaration on June 15, 

2000. The Joint Declaration defined the notion of peaceful 

reunification based on a mutual component of the parties’ 

positions and also advocated for ties normalization on 

humanitarian, economic, and social grounds.24  

Fifth, South Korean president Roh Moo-hyun and North 

Korean leader Kim Jong II held another historic summit 

and signed the North-South Summit Declaration in 

October 2017. The Declaration reaffirms the two nations’ 

commitment “to resolve the issue of unification on their 

own initiative and according to the spirit of ‘by-the-

Korean-people-themselves’.”25  

Finally, the most recent attempts to settle the conflict in 

the Korean Peninsula took place in 2018 when Kim Jong 

                                                 
23 Kyoon Kim, “A History of and Recent Developments Concerning 

the Korean Peninsula Northern Limit Line (NLL).” 
24 Kim, “Inter-Korean Relations and the Future of the Sunshine 

Polkicy.” 
25 Daily NK, “The Analysis on the 2007 Inter Korea Summit 

Declaration.” 
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Un and Moon Jae-in held three inter-Korea summits. The 

first summit took place on April 27, which concluded with 

the “Panmunjom Declaration.” It declares a joint 

commitment to officially ending the Korean War, 

promoting inter-Korean relations, and decreasing military 

tension. The second summit took place on May 26 and 

concluded with both leaders reaffirming their 

commitment to the Panmunjom Declaration. On 

September 18-20, the two leaders met in Pyongyang and 

issued the “Pyongyang Joint Declaration,” which called 

for the complete denuclearization of the Korean 

Peninsula.26  

Multilateral Settlement Approach 

The post-Cold War world has witnessed two 

extraordinary multilateral approaches toward the 

settlement of the Korean Peninsula crisis. First, the format 

of “Four-Party Talks”, comprising the two Koreas, China, 

and the US, was initiated by the US and South Korea at 

their 1996 Cheju summit. The four parties met six times 

in Switzerland between 1997 and 1999 to de-escalate 

tensions and fostering trust on the Korean peninsula. The 

Talk did not come with constructive solutions. However, 

they did offer a temporary way out of the impasse through 

the resumption of dialogue among the principal players.27  

After North Korea withdrew from the NPT in 2003, 

China, the US, North and South Korea, Japan, and Russia 

reached a consensus to launch the “Six-Party Talks.” It 

                                                 
26 Denisov and Pyatachkova, “The Future of the Korean Peninsula.” 
27 Kwak and Joo, “The Future of the Korean Peninsula.” 
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intended to end North Korea’s nuclear programs through 

constructive dialogues. While the diplomatic negotiations 

lasted six rounds, the first one took place in August 2003 

and resulted in no significant outcome, save for a shared 

commitment to continue the Talks. The second round that 

resumed in February 2004 ended with a reiteration of 

North Korea’s nuclear-free pledge, whereas the third 

round concluded without any breakthroughs in June 2004. 

Unlike the previous ones, the fourth round held between 

July and September 2005 closed with Pyongyang’s 

commitment to abandoning all of its nuclear programs, 

rejoining the NPT, and welcoming the international 

inspectors. The US and South Korea, in exchange, vowed 

to abstain from nuclear weapons deployment on the 

Korean Peninsula. They assisted North Korea’s energy 

demands through cooperation with China, Russia, and 

Japan. While the fifth round culminated in November 

2005 amid intensifying tensions between Washington and 

Pyongyang over alleged money laundering, North Korea 

conducted its first nuclear test in October 2006 and 

boycotted the Talks. The last round of the Talks occurred 

between 2007 and 2008.  North Korea committed to 

demolishing the Yongbyon’s nuclear plant but denied any 

verification. 28  Finally, the “Six-Party Talks” were 

suspended in early 2009 after Pyongyang conducted an 

intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) test and announced 

its intention to withdraw from the Talks.  

Despite several attempts, a formal Peace Treaty on the 

Korean Peninsula, that needs to be made official and 

legally secured, did not materialize. There is a myriad of 

                                                 
28 Grzelczyk, “Failure to Relaunch?” 
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factors that prevent the two Koreas from achieving a 

permanent peace regime. Factors included are: (1) the 

adoption of different political systems and ideologies by 

the two Koreas since the end of WWII, (2) the constant 

acts of provocation by conflicting parties, (3) the 

deepened mistrust and misunderstanding among the 

parties concerned, (4) the inability to overcome the 

setbacks through the negotiating process coupled with the 

dishonesty of conflicting parties and (5) divergent core 

interests of state actors long involved in the Korean 

Peninsula crisis. 

Cambodia Contribution to Peace on the 

Korean Peninsula  

As widely known, Cambodia is adamant about opposing 

the interference in the domestic politics of other states.29 

The Kingdom may have a dynamic role in the peace 

process on the Peninsula if both Koreas make a formal 

request to Cambodia to serve as a mediator. Phnom Penh 

has proactively pursuing a viable solution on the Korean 

Peninsula, which is widely notable, from unilaterally 

calling for the peaceful settlement of conflict to 

collectively working with ASEAN member states and its 

partners to relieve regional tensions. It is no secret that 

Cambodia’s strong commitment to promoting peace on 

the Peninsula comes from a concern that a destabilized 

Korean Peninsula will affect stability, peace, and 

                                                 
29 Ry, “Primer Minster: International 'tricks' a barrier to peace.” 
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development in Northeast Asia and beyond, including 

Southeast Asia. 

Lest we forget, amid the rising tensions in the early 2010s, 

Cambodian Foreign Minister Hor Namhong paid a three-

day visit to North Korea in June 2012. This visit is part of 

ASEAN’s attempts to help deescalate tensions on the 

Korean Peninsula.30 For several observers, Cambodia is 

in a unique position to play a mediator role. Given its 

historical relations with North Korea and a strong 

economic ties with South Korea, the country can be a 

trusted friend of Pyongyang and Seoul. In an exclusive 

interview with a local newspaper in May 2017, North 

Korea  ambassador to Cambodia claimed that he was 

“confident that Cambodia, as a friend, really understands 

the tensions on the Korean Peninsula.” He further 

suggested the country could play a key role in mediating 

the dispute “through ASEAN.”31 As noted, Cambodia is 

one of the few nations still hosting a North Korean 

embassy. 

With the role of a mediator, Cambodia is ready to help 

both Koreas conclude a Peace Treaty. To this end, 

Cambodian Prime Minister Hun Sen has pushed forward 

Cambodia’s peace diplomacy in the Korean Peninsula, 

starting from his enormous endeavors and initiatives, 

especially his active participation in the UPF World 

Summit. While attending the World Summit 2022 on 

                                                 
30 Vong, “North Korea Set to Attend Regional ASEAN Meeting.” 

31 Sonny and Cheang, “No Peace No War on Korean Peninsula - 

Khmer Times.” 
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“Peace in the Korean Peninsula” in February 2022, he 

proposed the “Two States Toward One Nation: One 

Peninsula, One People, One Culture” Initiative. 32  This 

initiative is a stepping stone toward a durable peace on the 

Korean Peninsula as it aims at bolstering people-to-people 

exchanges and cultural ties between the North and the 

South. This proposal may potentially be utilized to 

address one of the root causes of the conflict between the 

two Koreas – that is the adoption of different political 

systems and ideologies. 

Way Forward 

Following Moon Jae-in’s election in 2017, the president 

pledged to normalize inter-Korean relations which led to 

the prospects for peace on the Korean Peninsula with 

several rounds of inter-Korean summits during the last 

five years. One of the major foreign policy achievements 

of the Moon Administration is the de-escalation of tension 

in the Peninsula, despite the failure to achieve a formal 

“end-of-war declaration”.  

Nevertheless, the election of the conservative candidate, 

Yoon Suk-yeol who emphasizes the need to further 

develop pre-emptive defense capabilities against North 

Korea’s threat33, does not augur well when it comes to the 

prospects for peace on the Peninsula. Yoon, known as a 

“political novice” and a “rebel prosecutor”, won the 

extremely tight presidential race by defeating the ruling 

                                                 
32 AKP, “Cambodian PM Proposes "Two States Toward One 

Nation.” 
33 Shin, “What to Expect From Yoon Suk-Yeol’s Policy on North 

Korea.” 
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Democratic Party candidate, Lee Jae-myung, by a slim 

margin of 0.73%.34  

The next government looks forward to undergoing 

significant changes in its policy toward North Korea 

based on the election campaign. South Korea will boost 

its strategic alliance with Washington to address 

Pyongyang’s security threats. Yoon also vows to 

“neutralize North Korea’s nuclear and missile capabilities 

by strengthening South Korea’s air and missile defenses, 

reinforcing Washington’s extended deterrence against 

North Korea”.35  He maintains a precursory condition that 

sanctions against North Korea shall be retained unless the 

country takes a bold step toward denuclearization.  

Furthermore, the tensions in the Peninsula have recently 

re-escalated amid Washington’s insistence on North 

Korea’s denuclearization before the sanctions relief, 

Yoon’s strong posture toward North Korea, and 

Pyongyang’s increased frequency of extensive missile 

tests since late 2021. Historically, North Korea’s repeated 

provocations mean the diplomatic mechanism is 

interrupted, forcing it to exacerbate tensions to break the 

impasse. Such an intention is dangerous as it pushes the 

Peninsula to the brink of a major war. It warns about the 

dangers of strategic miscalculation that may culminate in 

a large-scale armed conflict. While North Korea’s Kim 

Jong Un moves to upgrade the country’s nuclear 

capabilities by vowing to ramp up the nuclear arsenal36 

                                                 
34 Kim, “Yoon Seok-Yeol’s Rise from Rebel Prosecutor to 

President.” 
35 Yoon, “South Korea Needs to Step Up.” 
36 Jalil and Mao, “North Korea.”  

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/north-korea/2021-09-22/last-chance-stop-north-korea


20 

and adopt a more hostile stance against Yoon’s South 

Korea, the US and its allies have expanded their sanctions 

against Pyongyang. With these worrisome developments, 
it is not difficult to anticipate that the Korean Peninsula 

will again sink deeper into a quagmire, causing a 

reemergence of regional insecurity and instability. 

Recommendations for a Peace Proposal  

Given the constant fluidity of politics in the Korean 

Peninsula, a new round of tensions is reemerging. The 

world will see endless cycles of crisis if the root causes of 

the conflict are not solved. First, although the two 

governments have long adopted different political 

systems and ideologies that are deeply rooted in their 

leaders’ mindsets, it is not an impossible mission to close 

this gap. While many have stressed the importance of a 

“Myanmar-owned” and “Myanmar-led” process to bring 

normalcy to Myanmar, so too should the same be applied 

to the Korean Peninsula crisis. In other words, both 

Koreas needs to take the driving seat. The first step that 

the two Koreas must take is to lead in resolving the 

deeply-rooted cause of the conflict by restoring the mutual 

trust eroded for several decades. As both Koreas have 

shared the same language and traditional culture, this is 

the greatest asset they have in hand to promote people-to-

people exchanges. The engagements can be academic, 

cultural, sports, health, and humanitarian activities. These 

exchanges, if sustained, can help restore and solidify 

mutual trust among Koreans, eventually leading to the 

formation of a common stance to address political and 

ideological disagreements. 
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Second, denuclearization is one of the most contentious 

issues that obstruct the path toward a permanent peace 

regime. Despite more than twenty years of diplomatic 

negotiations, the concerned parties failed to curb North 

Korea’s nuclear programs. One of the first steps to 

advancing the denuclearization process is to give North 

Korea security assurances. Pyongyang’s leadership 

regarded its nuclear capabilities as the most secure means 

of regime security. While the current US administration 

and its allies insist the country abandon its nuclear 

program as a pre-condition for lifting economic sanctions 

and assistance, it appears impossible because 

Pyongyang’s nuclear capability is their sole key 

bargaining chip. Therefore, the relevant stakeholders must 

work in tandem to establish a set of concrete confidence-

building measures to ensure that North Korea feels secure 

and agrees to develop a successful denuclearization 

roadmap. 

Lastly, China, Japan, Russia, and the US play paramount 

roles in the peace process on the Peninsula. While the two 

Koreas must work together to determine their future, the 

relations between the two Koreas and these powers also 

affect the Korean peace process. The four power has a 

common interest in preserving the status quo. A unified 

Korea must also propose them a guarantee that the change 

in the regional status quo will not undermine the core 

interests of those powers. It is impossible to pursue a 

Peace Treaty without any welcome assurances that the 

change in the status quo will not pose a security threat to 

the major powers. Without such an assurance, there may 

be no political commitment from those powers to advance 

the peace process on the Peninsula.   
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