Second Paper:  The North Korean Nuclear Question

It’s not easy to get a handle on a new topic.  You might be able to identify a whole series of books and articles that have been written on a particular issue, but it’s often hard to know what to make of all the different things that are said.  You sometimes feel that you’re drowning in a mass of words.  So many points are made, so much dust is kicked up, that it’s often very hard to keep track of what the basic issues are and of how arguments stack up against each other.  You’ll see this when you do the readings on the North Korean nuclear question assigned for the week of February 12.  But there’s a method for dealing with this problem and the real goal of this exercise is to help you see what that method is.  The basic principle here is simple:  you just keep your eye on the ball—you focus narrowly on the core issue (in this case, the question of whether North Korea cheated or not), reading those passages that directly relate to it with great care, but without spending spend much time with parts of those texts that do not bear directly on the issue at hand.  The idea, in other words, is to not let yourself be distracted by ancillary points, but instead to concentrate on the key questions that lie at the heart of the issue you’re concerned with.
So your job in this paper is to analyze arguments about whether North Korea cheated on the agreement it made about its nuclear program in 1994.  You should begin by talking briefly about why this question is important—that is, what role it plays in the discussion of what U.S. policy on the North Korean nuclear issue should be.  To that end, look at the Carpenter and Morris articles assigned for this week:
Ted Galen Carpenter, “Living with the Unthinkable: How to Coexist with a Nuclear North Korea,”  The National Interest (Winter 2003-2004) (text)

Steven Morris, “Averting the Unthinkable,” The National Interest (Winter 2003-2004) (text)

You don’t have to read these articles in their entirety too closely.  Just read enough to see what each author’s basic thesis is (about what U.S. policy should be), and then focus on what each says about North Korean cheating and how that relates to each article’s basic argument about U.S. policy.  You’ll use your findings here as examples to support what you say at the beginning of your paper, so if you’ve printed out those texts, mark them up to indicate the passages you might want to cite or quote from;  if you don’t have hard copies, you might want to print out extracts you can quote from in your paper.
But did North Korea actually cheat?  Some scholars say no, so to get at the issue it makes sense to examine their arguments.  Note, for example, an article published in one of America’s leading foreign policy journals, a reply to that article, and the author’s rejoinder (also in the readings for this week):  

Selig Harrison, “Did North Korea Cheat?” Foreign Affairs (January-February 2005) (text)

Mitchell Reiss and Robert Gallucci, “Red-Handed:  The Truth About North Korea’s Nuclear Program” (and also Harrison’s rejoinder here—but don’t worry about the Garwin comment), Foreign Affairs (March-April 2005)  (text) 
What does Harrison claim about whether North Korea cheated—that is, how does he answer the question posed in his title?  And how does he go about supporting that claim?  These are the questions that you’ll go on to consider in the next part of your paper.

Harrison’s basic contention, it turns out, rests in large part on the argument developed by a particular scholar—and the specific article he refers to is also part of the reading for this week:
Jonathan Pollack, “The United States, North Korea, and the End of the Agreed Framework,” Naval War College Review (Summer 2003) (text)
According to Harrison, Pollack had suggested that the charge that “secretly developing a program to enrich uranium to weapons grade” was “not justified by U.S. intelligence.”  But did Pollack ever suggest that that particular charge—that North Korea had a program to enrich uranium—was “not justified”?  If so, where?  
Pollack, Harrison says, had claimed that the U.S. intelligence community believed that North Korea would confront “daunting obstacles” if it tried to build a bomb or even to develop a “meaningful enrichment capability.”  Pollack’s source for that, Harrison pointed out, was a CIA report submitted to Congress in November 2002.  That document is included in the reading for this week: CIA Estimate on North Korean Nuclear Program  Does that document support the view (to quote a sentence from the Pollack article that Harrison cites) that a meaningful North Korean “enrichment capability remained a distant and very uncertain possibility”?   What sort of evidence, in the final analysis, does Harrison really give you to support his basic claim?
Now, in your conclusion, try to pull everything together, including the points made by Gallucci and Reiss in their exchange with Harrison.  What’s the bottom line here?  What do you take away from this exercise?  

This paper should be about 5-7 pages long.  You should, as in the first paper, support what you have to say with references to (and quotations from) precise passages in these texts, cited in footnotes.  Make sure that you comply with the standard rules about footnoting.  The paper will be due in section on Thursday or Friday, February 7 or 8. 
