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Dear Representative,

         Hello, my name is Arjun Banerjee and I am the Head Chair of the 2019 Inter-Korean 

Dialogue. This is a historic moment in our nation’s history, as we have come to an agreement 

to hold dialogue with the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea on March 1-3, 2019. In this 

committee, you and your colleagues will be responsible for setting possible terms, proposing 

said terms, and compromising with DPRK to develop a comprehensive unification agreement. 

After developing your agreement, the bloc will decide whether such terms is best for our 

country and choose to keep or defect from the agreement. Lastly, representatives have the 

freedom to affect the cooperative environment by proposing directives, which will be voted 

on by the bloc and passed when there is a majority vote (50% +1). One exception to this rule 

is the declaration of war. This directive needs to pass unanimously by the bloc and must 

undergo evaluation by the chairs. Remember, our goal here is not to go to war, but create 

terms that will be advantageous to us.

Additionally, two representatives from the United States will be present in the bloc to help 

provide guidance and support during the entire process. US delegations will be unable 

vote on setting and agreeing to the terms and directives pertaining to South Korean action 

(including the declaration of war). However, these representatives can not only propose 

and vote on logistical matters, such as unmoderated, moderated caucus, etc (if confused, 

all BMUN procedures are fine), but also send directives of their own to influence decision 

making.

Attached to this is a brief background of the history of two Koreas, the structure of our 

government, and possible areas of negotiations with the Democratic People’s Republic of 

Korea. Review them carefully, conduct more research, and develop certain terms that can be 

discussed in committee. We will be waiting.

Sincerely, 

Arjun Banejree

Head Chair, Joint Cabinet Crisis

Berkeley Model United Nations, Sixty-Seventh Session 
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 Introduction
 In the field of international relations, there is a tendency for scholars to observe 

trends and hypothesize about a certain future. However, to predict correctly is harder than 

one thinks, primarily due to two reasons. First, the international community is in a state 

of anarchy. Anarchy, in this context, does not mean chaos or destruction, but rather the 

absence of binding laws that govern the behavior of these states. To put it simply, states 

do not have a set of consequential guidelines that they must follow. Therefore, in the 

international community, states are self-interested by nature. This makes predicting actions 

of countries so much more difficult, as self-interest dictates action rather than dictating laws. 

Second, these states are run by people, and people are irrational. Different administrations 

have different foreign policies, decisions and their implications are never crystal clear, 

and leaders have significant say in the direction of a state’s position in the international 

community. And no issues can embody these two difficulties more than that of Korean 

Reunification.

 With current developments, Korean Reunifications seems to be an almost impossible 

issue to predict and solve. With every step taken, the issue seems to take two steps back. 

When one thinks that the issue is going in a certain direction, it completely shifts to a 

different one. However, despite the issue’s many variables, there are trends in both South 

and North Korea that have the possibility to significantly benefit or deter both nations from 

reunification. In other words, although difficult, there is still a possibility of reunification and, 

when it occurs, it will have a reverberating effect in the international community.

 
History of Separation

The Emergence of North and South Korea
         The emergence of North and South Korea began when the Korean peninsula received 

its independence from Imperial Japan in 1945. However, despite Korean independence, 

Korean self-determination was severely limited due to the expanding spheres of influence 

from both the Soviet Union and the United States. Few months later, under the jurisdiction 

of the Yalta Agreement, the Korean peninsula was officially split at the 38th parallel, with 



Berkeley Model United Nations LXVII 3

North and South Korea under the “guidance” of the Soviet Union and the United States 

respectively. Despite both superpowers agreeing that both spheres of influence would 

reunify, there was a lack of action that would have signaled the possibility of reunification. 

With a lack of a definitive plan, the matter of Korean reunification was handed to the United 

Nations, which declared that elections would be held in 1948. However, the elections, 

which would have selected parliamentary seats based on population, would have severely 

underrepresented North Korea relative to South Korea. Despite lack of top-down willingness 

to effectively monitor reunification, grassroots organizations made efforts to do otherwise. In 

protest of the United Nations decision to hold elections in 1948, the North Korean People’s 

Committee held a conference where leaders from both North and South Korea announced 

that they would boycott the 1948 elections. Among those leaders were Kim Ill-Sung, the 

North Korean premier, and Kim Gu, the founder of the Korean Provisional Government. 

This would be the last time leaders from both nations would meet, as the United Nations 

constitutional election was held only in South Korea on May 10, 1948, followed by a 

presidential election that elected Rhee Syngman over Kim Gu by 91.8 percent, and the formal 

establishment of the Republic of Korea on August 15, 1948. Following the separate election, 

North Korea held its own parliamentary election on August 25, 1948 with a single coalition, 

the Democratic Front for the Reunification of the Fatherland, taking 98.49 percent of the 

vote. Finally, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea was established on September 9, 

1948.

The Korean War
         One of Kim Gu’s takeaways in the meeting with the North Korean People’s Committee 

was the possibility of war. After the April Summit, Kim Gu, in his recorded conversation with 

the Chinese Nationalist Minister, Liu Yuwan, stated:

Even if the Communists stop expanding the Korean Red Army for three years to 

come, all the efforts in South Korea will hardly be able to build up an army to the 

present strength of the red army. The Russians will easily set it on its southward 

swoop without incurring the blame for the moment a government is set up here, 

the People’s Republic will be proclaimed. (Wilson)
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Kim Gu’s proclamation came true perfectly, when on June 25, 1950, North Korea, with a green 

light from the Soviet Union, launched a lightning attack on South Korea, not only capturing 

Seoul in two days but also driving South Korean forces southward to Busan. In response to 

North Korean aggression, the United Nations Security Council passed resolution 84, providing 

military aide to South Korea. The Soviet Union and China did not veto this resolution because 

the USSR was then boycotting the United Nations and Chinese delegation was the current-

day Taiwan rather than the People’s Republic of China. With a series of successful military 

maneuvers, South Korea was able to push back the North Korean forces, taking Pyeongyang 

on October 1950. As the war looked in favor of the South Korean and the United Nations 

forces, The People’s Republic of China joined the war. Following the Chinese support of North 

Korea, the South Korean and the United Nations forces were pushed back to the 38th parallel 

line. After violent skirmishes pushed back and forth the border between these nations, an 

armistice was established on July 27, 1953, ending the fighting but not the war. This event 

completely reaffirmed the notion of two separate Koreas and, since then, progress towards 

reunification has become bleaker.

Progression of the Korean War     Source: Chapter Map
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South Korean Government Structure

 As both North and South Korea were under the spheres of influence by the Soviet 

Union and the United States respectively, both nations have very different government 

structure. According to the CIA World Factbook, South Korea is a Presidential Republic, 

meaning that the office of power is held by the president and the legislature, all elected 

by the people (CIA). In fact, unlike the electoral college system of the United States, South 

Korea uses the popular vote system on a regional scale. What is similar to the United States 

is South Korea’s three branches of government: the executive branch, the legislative branch, 

and the judicial branch. In this committee, most delegates will be within the executive branch 

of the South Korean government and some will be those in the legislative branch. The judicial 

branch will not be reviewed in these sections and will not appear in committee.

Executive Branch
         The South Korean executive branch works as a semi-presidential system, meaning 

that the state has both a President and a Prime Minister. The South Korean president is the 

head of state, elected by the people through regionally based popular vote. According to the 

constitution of the South Korea, the president’s responsibilities and powers are to uphold the 

constitution, declare war, be the commander-in-chief of the South Korean Army, declare a 

state of emergency, and veto bills. Although very similar to the powers and responsibilities of 

a U.S. president, there is one more responsibility that the South Korean president must abide 

to: “work for a peaceful reunification of Korea, typically acting as the Chairperson of the 

National Unification Advisory Council.” Currently, the South Korean president is Moon Jae In, 

elected in 2017 after the controversial impeachment of former-president Park Geun-hye.

         A Prime Minister is appointed by the president and is approved by the National 

Assembly, South Korea’s legislative branch. Acting similar to the vice president of the United 

States, the prime minister’s responsibility is to advise the president, supervise the ministries, 

and act as the interim president when the acting one is impeached and discharged. Although 

lacking the executive power of the president, the prime minister is an important figure 

making sure that the ministries run smoothly. Below the office of the president and the 

prime minister, the executive branch is made up of different cabinets, run by Vice Ministers 
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appointed by the President. These cabinets handle both domestic and foreign issues that 

the federal government must address. Currently there are 20 cabinets in the South Korean 

government, such as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of National Defense, and the 

Ministry of Unification. Furthermore, these different ministries also have subcommittees 

that handle different sub-issues that fall under their jurisdiction. For example, the Office of 

Inter-Korean dialogue, a subcommittee under the Ministry of Unification, focuses on not 

only constructing dialogue between the two nations but also negotiating the terms of the 

agreement.

Legislative Branch
 The legislative branch, or the National Assembly, is a unicameral legislature with 

273 seats elected through a mix of single member districts, where a single seat is given to 

those who have the most number of votes, and proportional representation, where seats 

are granted according to votes that each party received, systems. Although its primary 

responsibility lies in domestic affairs, such as passing policies, approving ministers, and 

budgeting the South Korean reserve and treasury, these domestic affairs are crucial in the 

unification process. For example, according to Warwick J. McKibbin, based on which types 

of unification happens, South Korea, as the larger economic power, would have dedicate 

varying portions of its GDP to enhance North Korean labor productivity and catch up rates. 

In this committee, the National Assembly itself will not be present, rather few delegates will 

assume to the role of significant party members of the National Assembly with differing 

opinions about the matter of Korean reunification. These members will attempt to sway the 

ministers to the policies of their own.

 

Possible Areas of Negotiations
         To understand possible areas of negotiations, one can turn to the various Inter-

Korean Summit declarations, with the most recent one being 2018 Inter-Korean Summit 

at Panmunjom. From one declaration to another, representatives on both sides negotiate 

by either updating existing plans or creating new terms for future arrangements. However, 

some terms of negotiations, such as denuclearization and further continuation of the Inter-
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Korean Kaesong Industrial Complex, have either failed to be implemented or been completely 

ignored by one party. This is due to the nature of international law, where it does not have 

binding and consequential effect on the nations that agree to abide by it. Therefore, when 

presenting these terms, accountability that the other party will uphold their end of the 

bargain remains a crucial characteristic of these negotiations. This section will explore some 

of the major areas of negotiations and how South Korea might see that as a benefit or a 

concession.

Economic Cooperation
         A main point of negotiations in the 2007 October 4 Declaration was that of economic 

cooperation. Unlike some of the terms of negotiation which uses very broad terms, such as 

“the South and the North have agreed to firmly transform inter-Korean relations into ties of 

mutual respect and trust, transcending the differences in ideology and systems,” developing a 

cooperative economic system is written with much more specificity. Some of the agreements 

include: creating a special maritime zone where both sides will have access to their ports, 

constructing the Kaesong Industrial Complex, and establishing the Joint Committee for Inter-

Korean Economic Cooperation. Although agreements were met with great optimism, these 

agreements failed in 2016 when North Korea shut down the Kaesong Industrial Complex 

after South Korean retaliation of North Korea’s fourth nuclear test. In the 2018 Inter-Korean 

summit, economic cooperation was mentioned again and both sides agreed to “implement 

the projects agreed in the 2007 October 4 Declaration.” When considering the pattern 

of economic cooperation and failure, one must ask “why is it in South Korea’s interest to 

cooperate economically with North Korea?”

         It is in South Korea’s interest to cooperate economically with North Korea because 

of the benefits of consensual reconciliation. Currently, the economies of North and South 

Korea are pointing in the opposite directions, with the former experiencing extreme economic 

stagnation while the latter experiencing a boom. According to Warwick J McKibbin, “the 

aggregate economy of North Korea shrank at an annual rate of -0.5% over the period of 

1990-2014.” This growing economic inequality between the two nations makes the hopes 

of reunification bleaker as, according to Professor Leonid Petrov of the Australian National 
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University, reunification in 2017 costs around $3 trillion USD, three times higher than that 

of East-West Germany. Furthermore, according to the Bank of the Korea, “North Korean 

per capita income, at 1,200 USD, is less than 5% of South Korea in 2015.” Although these 

outrageous costs cannot be prevented, as the North Korean GDP growth rate is continually 

shrinking by -1.1% while the South Korean GDP growth rate is increasing by 3%, these costs 

can be significantly mitigated depending on the type of reunification.

         In the article “Modeling the Economic Impacts of Korean Unification,” McKibbin 

describes the varying economic impact of different unification scenarios. First, McKibbin 

describes collapse. In the possibility that the Kim regime collapses and unification occurs, 

South Korea will have to dedicate 2% of its GDP, which will boost North Korean catch 

up rates to 2% by 2026. Although this may seem like a small portion, dedicating 2% of 

the South Korean GDP not only means that the state will have to dedicate 28 billion USD 

annually to help catch up the North Korean population but also is comparable to how much 

the South Korean government spends on the military. Compared to the collapse model, 

McKibbin projects that economic liberalization in North Korea, similar to China, and gradual 

convergence, may speed up the North Korean catch up process to 2% by 2055 and South 

Korea, in response, will have to dedicate only 1.5% of its GDP, or 21 billion USD, to help 

catch up the North Korean population. The third possibility that McKibbin also notes is when 

North Korea delays its reform by 5 years and the South Korean public lose self-confidence in 

the unification process. In this situation, it will hurt the South Korean economy much more 

than the North, with the South Korean economy creating capital outflow, increasing real 

interest rates, depreciating the Won by 14%, and eventually creating a recession. With these 

scenarios in mind, it is in South Korea’s interest to bolster economic reform in North Korea 

and move towards some way of unification.

Dialogue / Establishing Peace
         In the 2018 Inter-Korean summit, continuation of dialogue and establishment of peace 

in the Korean peninsula were key terms of negotiations. Under this declaration, both North 

and South Korea “agreed to hold dialogue negotiations in various fields”, encourage active 

participation between the two states by “staging various joint events on the dates that hold 
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special meaning for both South and North Korea, such as June 15th, in which participants 

from all levels, including central and local governments, parliaments, political parties, and 

civil organizations, will be involved,” and ultimately “transform the demilitarized zone into a 

peace zone in a genuine sense by ceasing as of May 1 this year hostile acts and elimination 

their means.” But when considering these agreements, one must wonder why South 

Korea, a much larger economic, cultural, and international power, simply wait until the Kim 

regime, which, according Tara O, face economic stagnation and an unwillingness to reform, 

collapses?

 In international framework, it is in South Korea’s interest to strive for dialogue and 

establish peace because of its position and goals in the global community. For South Korea, 

the results of the Korean War were devastating. With little to no natural resources and a lack 

of a proper institutions, South Korea, from the 1950s to the 60s, faced economic disasters, 

“with over 40% of the nation’s population suffering from absolute poverty.” However, 

with skillful planning and effective implementation by Park Chung Hee’s controversial 

regime, South Korea was transformed in to a global economic power. With this history in 

mind, South Korea’s story contends as a possible model for other developing countries 

to adopt in their own development pathways. This  places South Korea as a hegemonic 

leader in the global community, as further shown by its active leadership in the G-20 

conferences and concentrated efforts in aide provisions. However, the thorn on South 

Korea’s hegemonic leadership is North Korea. According to a 2003 brief conducted by 

Australia, the nuclear missile crisis had a negative impact in the South Korean economy, 

not only reducing consumer and investor confidence to an “all time 14-month low” (APH) 

but also “downgrading the nation’s long term credit rating from positive to negative” 

(APH). A drop in consumer confidence is something that South Korea cannot afford to lose, 

as current trends show an erosion of the nation’s competitive edge in the manufacturing 

sector. In fact, compared to China, where the market share of shipbuilding doubled, South 

Korea’s shares have fallen from 35 percent to 24 percent. As South Korea is determined 

to assume hegemonic leadership in the international community, a declining economy will 

have significant impact on South Korea’s ability to do so. Therefore, by making peace and 

preventing the possibility of regional crisis, South Korea can stabilize its own economy, attain 
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hegemony in both economy and diplomacy, and tap in to North Korea’s abundant natural 

resources.

 In the domestic framework, it is in South Korea’s interest to strive for dialogue and 

establish peace because of the state’s intergenerational loss of advocacy. As stated before, 

McKibbin projects that if South Korea lost its self-confidence in the unification process, 

then the state would experience a spike in national interest rates and lead to a recession. 

Although dialogue has been more open, as shown by the more common occurrences of 

Inter-Korean dialogue, a significant portion of the South Korean public, especially younger 

ones, has shown either an indifference or opposition to the prospects of Korean peace and 

unification. For example, in response to the Inter-Korean march in the 2018 Pyeongchang 

Olympics, South Korean protesters took the street in opposition to the shared march, burning 

the North Korean flag and photos of Kim Jong Un. Furthermore, during this period of time, 

President Moon Jae In’s “approval rating dropped to 67 percent and, in the 20-30s, [fell] to 75 

percent and 82 percent respectively.” NPR theorizes that this trend may be a situation where 

“as time wears on under two separate Koreas, younger generations don’t feel the same 

connection to North Koreans as their grandparents, who remember a time where they all 

were part of the same country.” Similarly, qualitative studies of students in Sogang University 

found that students felt no less a threat from North Korea:

“There is a threat from there,” says Ko Young sil, a 30-year old psychology 

student enjoying a leisurely cafeteria lunch with two of her classmates “But 

I have been hearing about the threat for a long time, and nothing ever 

happens. It’s just threats”... talked with an engineering student Un Hyo-jun, in 

a designated smoking area. When I ask about his top concerns for the future, 

Un says it’s not North Korea. “How to make a living,” says 25-year-old, “how 

to get a job.” Un sats South Korea’s economy is so competitive that he is far 

more concerned about his own individual success than he is about the nation’s 

security.”

These two testimonies from the young Korean students may seem like a small representative 

from the overall population, but it shows the gradual negative effect of stagnanting Korean 

dialogue. This gradual disillusionment, the possible economic effects, and the residual 
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negative impact on the Moon administration pushes South Korea to strive for further 

dialogue and establishing peace.

Nuclear Nonproliferation / Military Tension
 Although establishing peace within the peninsula would be a great accomplishment, it 

will face many difficulties, one of which is to have all the parties involved in the Korean War: 

North and South Korea, the United States, and the People’s Republic of China, to agree on a 

single comprehensive deal, which may include compromises on issues where parties on either 

side may hold stubborn beliefs on.

 One such issue is nuclear nonproliferation. One of the main agreements in the 2018 

Inter-Korean dialogue was the goal to “realize, through complete denuclearization, a 

nuclear-free Korean peninsula,... South and North Korea shared the view that the measures 

being initiated by North Korea are very meaningful and crucial for the denuclearization of 

the Korean peninsula and agreed to carry out their respective roles and responsibilities in 

this regard.” Although, both parties have agreed to a nuclear-free peninsula, there have 

been speculation about North Korea’s cooperation in this agreement, with recent United 

Nations Security Council stating that “North Korea has not stopped its nuclear and missiles 

programmes… through massive increases in illicit ship-to-ship transfers of petroleum 

products.” Furthermore, in the light of the second 2018 Korean-dialogue and the 73rd session 

of the United Nations General Assembly, North Korean Foreign Minister, Ri Young Ho stated 

that “Without any trust in the United States there will be no confidence in our national 

security and under such circumstances there is no way we will unilaterally disarm ourselves 

first.” Therefore, North Korea believes that denuclearization is not just denuclearization in 

the North Korean side, but of the entire Korean peninsula. Furthermore, North Korea not 

only considers the joint-military exercises by South Korea and the US as a pre-text war, as 

the Korean war has not ended yet, but also want, alongside with South Korea, a gradual 

disarmament for a nuclear-free Korean peninsula.

  The United States sees this matter much differently, with the current US Secretary 

of State Mike Pompeo emphasizing that “enforcement of Security Council sanctions must 

continue vigorously and without fail until we realize the fully, final, verified denuclearization.” 
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With this in mind, the United States believes in a unilateral and complete denuclearization 

of the peninsula, with negotiations focusing on dismantling both future and current nuclear 

capabilities of North Korea. The time table for the United States also differ with North Korea, 

with the US wanting CVID effectively immediately. With both sides continuing to emphasize 

the “dealbreaking” nature on denuclearization, it has hindered any significant progress 

towards creating peace in the peninsula. However, one may want to observe the outcome 

of the 2018 Inter-Korean summit, where both sides committed to “stop military drills aimed 

at each other along the Military Demarcation Line, which divides the two countries, by 

November 1… [and] remove 11 guard posts in the demilitarized zone by the end of the year.” 

If North and South Korea cooperation in this joint military seizure, it may create a much 

more cooperative environment to further extend willingness to act on the agreement of 

denuclearization.

Ally Case Study: United States
 The history of the United States involvement with South Korea starts with the end 

of World War Two. After forcing the Japanese to surrender with the nuclear bombing of 

Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the former Japanese colony, Korea was divided into two zones of 

influence, South Korea being under the United States’ zone of influence. The US would side 

with the SOuth Koreans in the Korean war and although the end result was a stalemate, the 

US’s aid was vital for the Korean War effort. In the years after the war the United States was 

fearful of Communist expansions and was willing to do whatever it took to prevent it. To 

achieve this end in East Asia, the United States was willing to support military dictatorships, 

both the Rhee regime and the Park regime. To forge this relationship, the United States 

has developed multiple free trade agreements with the Korean people. Starting in the 60’s, 

the Korean economy started taking off. This was beneficial to the United States and the US 

quickly became the largest trading partner of the Republic of Korea which remains true to 

this day (South Korea is the United States 6th biggest trading partner).

 The current state of the US’s relationship to the Republic of Korea is complicated. On 

the economic front, In September of 2018, they signed a revised version of the Korean United 

States Free Trade Agreement known as KORUS. The recent version made a few tweaks 
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to make trade a little more regulated to reduce the trade deficit between South Korea 

and the United States. However, according to the congressional report on South Korean 

relations, most economists believe the increase in the trade deficit under KORUS could 

not be attributed to the conditions of the agreement, but rather other economic factors. 

Nevertheless, Trump attempted to reduce the deficit by making it easier for the United States 

to sell American cars in South Korea and put a quota on the amount of steel Korea could 

export to America. Overall the changes made by the Trump administration were relatively 

small. What makes this complicated is that in April of 2017, Trump referred to KORUS as 

a “horrible deal” that “destroyed” America. This reflected a common theme in the Trump 

administration’s relation to the Koreas. He would strike a hardline tone in public, but when 

negotiations would actually occur he would come up with a moderate agreement that was in 

line with previous administrations. 

 Trump’s relationship with KORUS demonstrates the two reasons it is hard to predict 

what he will do on the economic front for two reasons. Firstly, striking a hardline tone 

and then not following through with that reflects a strategy that is purposely trying to be 

unpredictable. Secondly, Trump has a different understanding of trade deficits than the 

average economist. He believes them to be bad, which isn’t necessarily true, and he believes 

that revising the trade agreement can fix the trade agreement, which, as stated before, isn’t 

necessarily true. If the trade deficit continues to increase, he may mistakenly attribute it to 

KORUS and once again attempt to revise an agreement he just made. 

 According to the congressional report on south korean relations, the primary goal 

of the ROK and US’ relationship is to deal with the North Korean problem. Trump has also 

stated that South Korea should have a”leading role” in “fostering an environment for 

peaceful unification of the Korean Peninsula”(NYTimes).  However, there have been difficulties 

to unification and South Korean relations presented by the Trump administration. In August 

of 2017, when North Korea launched ICBMs capable of reaching the United States, Trump 

promised to rain “fire and fury” on the North Korean state, if they provoked him (NYTimes). 

This threat made the South Korean government nervous, since war would be disastrous. This 

rhetoric continued when Trump mocked Un, calling him “rocket man”. The two would spend 

the next several days exchanging insults. However, a switch in rhetoric happened by June of 
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2018. Trump went to the table without getting much concessions from Kim in advance. At a 

summit in Singapore, Trump forged a new deal with Kim Jong Un. The agreement entailed the 

complete denuclearization of the Korean peninsula and for new relations with the DPRK and 

the United States. The agreement was described as vague with few specific details, but was 

an achievement for diplomacy, being the first meeting between Un and a US president(CFR). 

Since the summit, Trump’s rhetoric towards Un has largely been rosy. He joked last 

September that the he and Un had “fallen in love”(Reuters). 

 Yet Trump has shown with the Iran nuclear deal that he is willing to abandon deals if 

he feels like the terms are not good enough for the United States, or if they are too lenient. 

Trump has shown that he is willing to use unpredictably as a tool to deal with the North 

Korean regime, which makes him a difficult ally for the Republic of Korea.
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