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The president of South Korea Moon Jae-in is currently in Vladivostok for the East Asian
Economic Summit (EEF), chaired by Russia’s president Vladimir Putin. September 6-7.

A high level North Korean delegation has also been sent to Vladivostok.  

President Moon Jae-in was slated to meet Vladimir Putin shortly after his arrival on
September 5 (local time).

The holding of  the Moon-Putin  talks  had been requested by Moscow following a  prior
meeting  at  the  Blue  House  in  Seoul  between  president  Moon  Jae-un  and  Nikolai
Patrushev, Secretary of the Security Council of the Russian Federation (SCRF). .

The Republic of Korea’s presidential office confirmed that Patrushev also held talks with his
counterpart  Chung  Eui-yong,  director  of  the  Blue  House  (Cheongwadae)  National
Security Office for President Moon Jae-in. 

While the Moon-Putin Vladivostok talks have been officially confirmed, in all  likelihood, the
two delegations (North and South Korea) will also meet behind closed doors, with president
Vladimir  Putin  potentially  playing  a  historic  role  in  promoting  a  bilateral  DPRK-ROK
understanding, with a view to averting a US led war.  

UPDATE, September 7, 2017

There are no official  reports of  a meeting between the North and South Korea delegations
and no firm evidence as to whether a meeting took place.

The head of the DPRK delegation to the EEF Minister of External Economic Relations Kim
Yong-jae, said that the North Korea “will introduce strong countermeasures against the
United States’ attempts to exert pressure through strong sanctions.”

President Xi Jinping had a telephone conversation with Donald Trump on September 6,
urging the need for a peaceful solution through talks. (See Shanghai Daily, September 7,
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2017)

At the meeting between ROK President Moon and Russia’s President Putin, the Russian head
of State expressed his opposition to sanctions and an oil embargo, which had been put forth
by Moon. Putin nonetheless pointed to an economic cooperation with both North and South
Korea: “the two leaders devoted considerable time to bilateral economic relations and joint
projects, noting that North Korea could be involved in the transit of energy resources from
Russia to South Korea.” ( Russia Rossiya 1 TV “Vesti” news 1700 gmt 6 Sep 17)

It is important to note that president Putin had previously warned the Trump administration
that “continuing hostility between the US and North Korea was close to deteriorating into a
“large-scale  conflict”  and  said  the  only  way  to  de-escalate  tensions  was  through  talks”.
(Daily  Express,  September  5,  2017)  

Also of significance, Japan’s Prime Minister Abe and President Putin will also be meeting in
Vladivostok on September 6, on the sidelines of the Eastern Economic Forum.

 *   *   *
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Towards a Bilateral North-South Peace Treaty 

What should be envisaged is the eventual signing of a bilateral Entente between the DPRK
and the ROK, with a view to establishing Peace on the Korean Peninsula. In other words, the
“state  of  war”  between  the  US  and  the  DPRK  (which  prevails  under  the  armistice
agreement) should in a sense be “side-tracked” and annulled by the signing of a
comprehensive bilateral North-South peace agreement,  coupled with cooperation,
trade and interchange.

In this regard, what underlies the 1953 Armistice Agreement is that one of the warring
parties, namely the US has consistently threatened to wage war on the DPRK for the last 64
years.

The US has on countless occasions violated the Armistice Agreement. It has remained on a
war footing. Casually ignored by the Western media and the international community, the
US has actively deployed nuclear weapons targeted at North Korea for more than half a
century in violation of article 13b) of the Armistice agreement. More recently it has deployed
the so-called THAAD missiles, which are also directed against China and Russia.

The US is still at war with North Korea. The armistice agreement signed in July 1953 –which
legally  constitutes  a  “temporary  ceasefire”  between  the  warring  parties  (US,  North  Korea
and China’s Volunteer Army)– must be rescinded through the signing of a long-lasting peace
agreement.

The US has not only violated the armistice agreement, it has consistently refused to enter
into peace negotiations with Pyongyang, with a view to maintaining its military presence in
South Korea as well as shunting a process of normalization and cooperation between the
ROK and the DPRK.

The fundamental question to be addressed is the following: How can the 1953 Armistice
agreement be replaced by a Long-lasting Peace Agreement given Washington’s persistent
refusal to enter into negotiations?

If  one of the signatories of the Armistice refuses to sign a Peace Agreement, what should be
contemplated  is  the  formulation   of  a  comprehensive  Bilateral  North-South  Peace
Agreement, which would de facto lead to rescinding the 1953 armistice.

This proposed far-reaching agreement between Seoul and Pyongyang would assert peace on
the Korean peninsula –failing the signing of a peace agreement between the signatories of
the 1953 Armistice agreement.

The legal formulation of this bilateral entente is crucial. The bilateral arrangement would in
effect  bypass  Washington’s  refusal.  It  would  establish  the  basis  of  peace  on  the  Korean
peninsula, without foreign intervention, namely without Washington dictating its conditions.
It would require the concurrent withdrawal of US troops from the ROK and the repeal of the
OPCON agreement.

Sunshine 2.0. and the Candlelight Movement. The Demilitarization of the Korean
Peninsula

Supported by the Candle Light movement, Moon Jae-in’s presidency potentially constitutes a
watershed, a political as well as geopolitical landmark.
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President Moon Jae-in had worked closely with president Roh Moo-hyun (who pursued the
Sunshine Policy). Moon was his chef de cabinet.

President  Moon  has  confirmed  his  unbending  commitment  in  favor  of  dialogue  and
cooperation with Pyongyang, under what is being dubbed Sunshine 2.0 Policy, while also
maintaining the ROK’s relationship with the US.

President  Moon’s  commitment  to  cooperation
with  North  Korea  coupled  with  demilitarization,  will  require  redefining  the  ROK-US
relationship  in  military  affairs.  This  is  the  crucial  issue.

Moreover,  there  are  signs  of  internal  disagreement  (and  conflict)  within  the  ROK
government  with  South  Korea’s  Defence  Minister,  Song Young-moo,  openly  blaming
president Moon of leaning in “a direction that strengthens the military standoff,  rather than
… dialogue.”

In the present context, Washington controls the ROK Ministry of Defense and has de facto
control over ROK foreign policy as well as North South Korea relations. Under the OPCON
(“Operational Control”) agreement, the Pentagon controls the command structure of the
ROK armed forces.

Ultimately this is what has to be addressed with a view to establishing a lasting peace on
the Korean peninsula and the broader East Asian region.

The Repeal of “Operational Control” (OPCON) and the ROK-US Combined Forces
Command (CFC)

In  2014,  the  government  of   President  Park  Geun-hye  postponed  the  repeal  of  the
OPCON (Operations Command) agreement “until the mid-2020s”. What this signified is that
“in  the  event  of  conflict”  all  ROK  forces  are  under  the  command  of  a  US  General
appointed  by  the  Pentagon,  rather  than  under  that  of  the  ROK  President  and
Commander in Chief.

It goes without saying that national sovereignty cannot reasonably be achieved without the
annulment of the OPCON agreement as well as the ROK – US Combined Forces Command
(CFC) structure.

http://www.globalresearch.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/moon-jae-in.jpg
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As we recall, in 1978 a binational Republic of Korea – United States Combined Forces
Command (CFC), was created under the presidency of General Park (military dictator and
father of impeached president Park Guen-hye). In substance, this was a change in labels in
relation to the so-called UN Command.

“Ever since the Korean War, the allies have agreed that the American four-star
would be in “Operational Control” (OPCON) of both ROK and US military forces
in wartime …. Before 1978, this was accomplished through the United Nations
Command. Since then it has been the CFC [US Combined Forces Command
(CFC) structure]. (Brookings Institute)

Moreover, the Command of the US General under the renegotiated OPCON (2014) remains
fully operational inasmuch as the 1953 Armistice (which legally constitutes a temporary
ceasefire) is not replaced by a peace treaty.

Concluding Remarks

It should be understood that a US led war as formulated by Defense Secretary Mad Dog
James Mattis against North Korea would engulf the entire Korean nation.

Given the geography of the Korean peninsula, the use of nuclear weapons against North
Korea would inevitably also engulf South Korea. This fact is known and understood by US
military planners.

The US sponsored state of war de facto is directed against both North and South Korea. It is
characterised by persistent military threats (including the use of nuclear weapons) against
the DPRK. It also threatens the ROK which has been under US military occupation since
September 1945.

http://www.globalresearch.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/korecfcwithprespark.jpg
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/change-of-u-s-rok-wartime-operational-command/
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Currently there are 28,500 US troops in South Korea. Yet under the US-ROK OPCON (joint
defense agreement) discussed earlier, all ROK forces are  under US command.

What has to be emphasized in relation to Sunshine 2.0 Policy is that the US and the ROK
cannot be “Allies” inasmuch as the US threatens to wage war on North Korea as well as
South Korea.

The  “real  alliance”  is  that  which  unifies  and  reunites  North  and  South  Korea
through  dialogue  against  foreign  intrusion  and  aggression.

The US is in a state of war against the entire Korean Nation.

And what this requires is the holding of bilateral talks between the ROK and the
DPRK with a view to signing an agreement which nullifies the Armistice and sets
the term of a bilateral “Peace Treaty”.

In turn this agreement would set the stage for the exclusion of US military presence and the
withdrawal of the 28,500 US forces.

Moreover, pursuant to bilateral Peace negotiations, the ROK-US OPCON agreement which
places ROK forces under US command should be rescinded.  All ROK troops would thereafter
be brought under national ROK command.

Bilateral  consultations  should  also  be  undertaken  with  a  view  to  further  developing
economic, technological, cultural and educational cooperation between the ROK and the
DPRK.

Without the US in the background pulling the strings under OPCON, the threat of war would
be replaced by dialogue. The first priority, therefore would be to rescind OPCON.

What is presented above is a summary of a  longer text prepared in the context of  Prof.
Michel Chossudovsky’s presentation at the Korea International Peace Forum’s June 10th
commemoration conference, marking  the 30th anniversary of the 1987 June Democratic
Uprising (6월 민주항쟁), ROK National Assembly, Seoul, June 10, 2017.
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