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ABSTRACT 

 This thesis aims to understand the dynamics behind the European Union (EU) policy 

decision toward North Korea. Since the first North Korean nuclear crisis in 1994, the EU has 

attempted to build peace on the Korean Peninsula despite the geographical distance. Its initial 

approach to North Korea was conciliatory; it addressed the North Korean nuclear issue with 

dialogue and economic and technical assistance. However, in 2003, it decided to halt all 

assistance (except for humanitarian aid). The Union also adopted economic sanctions and 

suspended political dialogue in 2009. It abandoned the engagement policy and took a tougher 

approach. These changes in the EU policy are examined as a qualitative case study based on 

the concepts of the Normative Power Europe and liberal intergovernmentalism.  

This thesis argues that the tendency of member states to pursue their national interests 

and preferences led to the shift in the EU’s approach to the country from active engagement to 

active pressure. The EU wanted to become a normative power in addressing the North Korean 

nuclear issue. It published statements and strategic reports regarding North Korea, highlighting 

normative objectives, such as WMD non-proliferation and peace. However, in the 

implementation process, the EU policy measures became coercive, following the national 

interests of some member states. Their pro-sanction attitudes were related to their commitment 

to the transatlantic relationship in addressing global and European security issues. To maintain 

a good relationship, they chose to be in concordance with the United States in terms of policy 

toward North Korean nuclear development. Europe’s low political and economic relations with 

North Korea also enabled it to abandon the engagement. Hence, the EU’s policy change 

reflected the national preferences of member states and caused the discrepancy between the 

EU’s ideals and reality. 
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CHAPTER 1                                            

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

At the end of the 1980s and into the early 1990s, Europe was forced to face and adapt 

to dramatic transformations in international politics that the end of the Cold War introduced. 

The end of the Cold War raised questions about the role of the United States (US) and the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in European security issues. As White (2001: 95) notes, 

“[i]t became apparent that Europeans would have to be prepared to take much greater 

responsibility for their own security rather than rely on the United States.” In addition, the 

political changes in the region, triggered by the German reunification and the emergence of 

factors destabilizing European security occurring in the neighboring regions (such as the Gulf 

War and the ethnic war in the region of former Yugoslavia), became new political and security 

challenges for Europe. Those significant changes in the international political environment 

served to emphasize the necessity of political integration beyond mere economic integration. 

Accordingly, the European Community, to become the European Union (EU), decided to create 

a new structure of foreign and security policymaking that would address global issues 

commonly in 1993. Eventually, the Union established the Common Foreign and Security Policy 

(CFSP) through the Treaty on European Union, also known as the Maastricht Treaty, in 1993. 

With the creation of the CFSP, the EU was now ready to move forward from internal integration 

to common global approaches (Kim, 2007; Millard and Yi, 2018). 

Although it exposed multiple problems at the beginning of implementing the CFSP,1 

the EU is currently one of the major global actors who actively participates in peacemaking and 

peacekeeping actions and contributes to forming and maintaining global governance in security. 

The EU actively operates the United Nations (UN) peacekeeping missions in Europe and Africa, 

especially in its southern and eastern neighboring countries that directly influence security 

threats to Europe to prove its power as an effective international actor (Forti, 2018; Kim, 2007; 

Kim and Choi, 2019). In terms of global security, the EU also has actively formed and led the 

discourse against the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), especially nuclear 

                                           
1 For example, the European response to the Bosnian war that took place from 1992 to 1995 clearly showed the 

ineffectiveness of the capabilities and expectation gap of the CFSP. Hill (1993) argued that a significant gap 
between high expectation and its actual capacities, as well as the questions of competence between the EU 
institutions and member states, brought in the immaturity and limits of the common policy. 
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weapons. It has promoted the non-proliferation regime in the framework of multilateral 

cooperation with other powerful states and international organizations such as the UN and the 

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). Its efforts and engagement in non-proliferation 

came to a visible outcome in 2015. The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) was 

regarded as a successful diplomatic case of Brussels. Based on the CFSP, the EU finally proved 

that European foreign governance had the ability to achieve internally and externally effective 

outcomes (Blockmans and Viaud, 2017; Cronberg, 2017a). 

Europe’s involvement in international security issues so far seems to focus on the 

neighboring regions and to restrict its ability as a regional actor. Its activities have been mainly 

displayed in nearby places. However, the EU has tried to expand its influence beyond Europe 

and neighboring regions, such as Africa and the Middle East, where it traditionally exercises 

political leverage. Its concerns on distant threats were clearly stated in the European Security 

Strategy (ESS). In the document (European Council, 2003b: 6–8), the Council addressed the 

EU’s interests were influenced by regional wars and nuclear risks in Asia, as well as crises 

closer to home. It also expressed the willingness to make a contribution to a better and more 

secure world. The conflicts in the Korean Peninsula and nuclear activities in North Korea were 

mentioned in the paper as examples about which the EU was concerned. In the Global Strategy 

for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy (2016) replacing and updating the ESS, 

the European Council also expresses its concerns in dealing with Asian security and non-

proliferation in the Korean Peninsula (EEAS, 2016b: 38). As declared in its foreign and security 

strategy documents, the EU has been continually developing policies directed at the Korean 

Peninsula and expanded its scope of actions in terms of politics and security (Esteban, 2019; 

Lee, 2009; Kim and Choi, 2019).  

From the view of globalization, the EU’s concerns over North Korea’s nuclear issue 

are not surprising. The North Korean nuclear program has been a global topic to which the 

major powerful states— the United States, Russia, Japan, and China — have already paid 

enormous attention, and lots of international actors participated actively in the process to 

resolve it. Also, the nuclear development program of North Korea, as well as that of Iran, has 

been regarded as the most severe nuclear proliferation crisis to global security. For such reasons, 

the EU has paid great attention to North Korea’s nuclear problems.  

 The Union firstly took a conciliatory approach in the mid-1990s. By operating various 

programs and participating in the Korea Peninsula Energy Development Organization (KEDO), 

it attempted to induce North Korea to freeze its nuclear program and open itself to the world. 

In addition, the EU and its member countries provided humanitarian and economic 
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development assistance and the medical health program to North Korea despite the Bush 

administration’s rigorous policy toward the country (Park, 2007). Brussels and Pyongyang held 

annual political dialogues to discuss issues in various issues such as humanitarian and technical 

assistance beginning in December 1998. However, their relationship began a new phase in the 

early 2000s, right after the EU and North Korea established a formal diplomatic relation in May 

2001. The second nuclear crisis caused by North Korea’s operation of its highly enriched 

uranium program in 2002 led to the transformation of the EU’s active engagement policy 

toward the country. In 2003, the Union gradually shifted its stance to the critical engagement 

policy that emphasized its core principles of non-proliferation: it publicly condemned North 

Korea for WMD-related activities. However, Brussels did not give up a diplomatic way to 

address the nuclear problem: it continued political dialogue with Pyongyang during this period. 

More changes in the EU policy occurred in the late 2000s. After the second nuclear test of the 

DPRK in 2009, the EU started to abandon engagement in North Korean affairs and press the 

Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) to freeze its nuclear program by adopting 

sanctions. The EU not only transposed the sanctions adopted by the UN Security Council 

against North Korea into the EU legal framework but also adopted its first autonomous 

restrictive measures. Its reaction to North Korea’s nuclear activities in this period became 

tougher than in the previous two periods. The Union officially cites its policy toward the country 

as the critical engagement policy (EEAS, 2018). However, it is clearly shown that the Union 

has reduced the approach of engagement in North Korean affairs, such as talks and aid programs, 

and tightened sanctions against the country (Alexandrova, 2019). It seems that the EU has taken 

a strict policy to halt the nuclear weapons development of North Korea (Esteban, 2019; Ko, 

2019). 

This turn to a hardline policy raises some questions: why did the EU decide to increase 

pressure and take a firm stance on the issue? Why did the EU abandon the engagement approach 

to the country? Has its foreign policy objective changed, which eventually introduced the 

changes in the policy? Or, was there another reason that played an essential role in the evolution 

of the policy? This thesis focuses on revealing the reasons behind the change in the EU’s policy 

courses. The theories of European integration and the concepts of the EU’s international identity 

are used to find answers to these questions.  

1.2. RESEARCH QUESTION AND HYPOTHESES 

The aim of this master’s dissertation is to reveal reasons and dynamics behind the shifts 
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in the EU’s North Korea policy, especially its policy to deter the North Korean nuclear program. 

Concerns over North Korea’s nuclear program led to the EU’s accession to KEDO in 1997, 

which was its first direct involvement in North Korea’s nuclear issue. Its policy approach 

changed alongside its involvement from the late 1990s until the early 2020s. In 1999, the 

European Council announced a policy framework to build bilateral relations in line with its 

engagement policy (European Council, 1999c). However, by 2018 the European External 

Action Service (EEAS) suggested that it would pursue the critical engagement policy, 

combining both pressure and communications (EEAS, 2018). Many scholars considered that 

the EU’s policy course for North Korea gradually changed again in the period between 2009 

and 2015 because the EU no longer maintained communication channels with the North 

(Bondaz, 2020; Esteban, 2019; Ko, 2019; Vandenhaute, 2017).  

This thesis focuses on changes in the EU’s approach to North Korea, especially its 

motives for a change in policy course; in other words, the reasons for the EU’s abandonment 

of engagement and reinforcement of pressure. Accordingly, the following research question is 

presented: how can the changes in the EU’s policy from active engagement to active pressure 

be explained? 

The EU’s retraction of its engagement policy was unexpected for two reasons. First, 

the engagement approach to North Korea was considered a fairly effective measure to address 

the nuclear issue at the time (Choi and Kim, 2016). Pyongyang welcomed political dialogue 

with Brussels (Berkofsky, 2003). Bilateral talks were held annually (except in 2005 and 2006) 

and addressed delicate issues such as nuclear development and human rights. Diplomatic 

relations between Europe and the DPRK, starting in 2001, ensured that communications 

between both sides were maintained. With such dialogue and communication channels, the EU 

was able to urge North Korea to fulfill its international obligations (Jung, 2018; Yonhap News 

Agency, 2003). In addition, the policy helped highlight the EU’s role in the broader matter of 

the Korean Peninsula (Choi and Kim, 2016). By keeping communication with the North open, 

the EU came to be regarded as a desirable partner for North Korea and an influential actor for 

other stakeholders and the international community during the late 1990s and the 2000s. 

However, the EU gradually adopted a rugged stance, expressing unwillingness to maintain 

dialogue and engagement with the country. This would not help it stand out in its role in the 

non-nuclear process on the Korean Peninsula. Despite the effectiveness and benefits of the 

engagement approach, the EU became alienated. Accordingly, accounting for Brussel’s 

unexpected changes in attitude requires further consideration?  

The first factor that could have led to the change in policy course is the EU’s foreign 
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policy objective. It is clear that the policy course can be changed when the EU sets a new policy 

objective. However, how can the EU’s policy objectives toward North Korea be defined? Three 

concepts are commonly used to analyze the EU’s international presence: Military Power Europe 

(MPE), Civilian Power Europe (CPE), and Normative Power Europe (NPE). When regarding 

the EU as a unilateral international actor, these concepts suggest what type of actor the EU is 

on the international scene based on its main priorities for external policy and the means used to 

achieve its goals (Kim and Choi, 2019). First, CPE refers to the EU’s pursuit of European 

economic interest and the international community’s interest through the implementation of the 

CFSP (Duchêne, 1994). Second, the concept MPE argues that the Union seeks to expand its 

influence on regional and global security issues with military force (Smith, 2000). Third, NPE 

refers to the EU acting to spread European and universal norms (Manners, 2002). These 

concepts help analyze what kinds of objectives—military, civilian, or normative—the EU has 

pursued over the last three decades to determine whether there were any changes in terms of its 

primary policy goals (such as a policy that gradually increased in severity). 

The second factor to be considered is the awareness of and attitudes toward the issue 

by member states. This can be explained from an intergovernmental perspective. While the 

concepts of the EU’s external identity focus on its objectives for the CFSP as a unitary actor, 

the intergovernmental perspective concentrates on how the common foreign policy is 

formulated (Ko, 2019). Despite the existence of institutions that deal with the EU’s foreign 

affairs at the European level (notably the EEAS, which is the diplomatic service and combined 

foreign and defense ministry of the EU), its decision-making processes are not free from 

member states’ positions and interests. The EU’s external policy is made based upon the 

principle of unanimity, and the European Commission and European Parliament’s roles in 

making policy decisions are largely limited (Publications Office of the EU, 2016). It could be 

said that the intergovernmental nature remains in the area of external relations. The Council of 

Ministers, representing the interests of member governments, leads the entire foreign policy 

decision-making process and delivers final decisions to the European Commission for 

implementation (Publications Office of the EU, n.d.). Due to a decision-making process that 

does not allow the EU sole competence in the foreign and security area, member states can play 

significant roles in formulating and implementing the EU’s external policy in accordance with 

its domestically-generated interests. Thus, member states’ newly established attitudes and 

interests regarding North Korea’s nuclear issues resulted in the EU’s change of policy course 

from engagement to pressure.  

Accordingly, the hypotheses proposed in this thesis are as follows: 
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Hypothesis 1: The EU’s primary policy objective toward North Korea changed, which 

eventually led to the engage policy being abandoned while the pressure policy was reinforced. 

Hypothesis 2: The changes in member states’ attitudes and perceptions toward the North 

Korean nuclear program incited the evolution of the EU’s approach to North Korea. 

The research question presented in this thesis (“how can the changes in the EU’s policy from 

active engagement to active pressure policy be explained?”) is answered by verifying these two 

hypotheses. To address and answer this question, this thesis first examines the three concepts 

of the EU’s external presence and theories of EU integration. Then, the EU’s policy toward 

North Korea during three different periods will be assessed to confirm that each policy period 

had distinctive features that separated one from the others. Then, the two hypotheses will be 

examined. At this stage, the policy objectives pursued by the EU during each policy period will 

be identified. This will contribute to clarifying the correlation between the EU’s North Korea 

primary policy objective and the policy changes. Member states’ attitudes toward North Korea 

will also be analyzed to verify that their interests were responsible for the changes in the EU’s 

attitude toward the Korean Peninsula. 

1.3. RESEARCH METHOD AND DATA SELECTION 

1.3.1. Qualitative Case Study 

 Social sciences attempt to accumulate scientific and theoretical knowledge of political 

phenomena. In the pursuit of academically meaningful achievements, researchers should bear 

in mind that “any theoretical approach must be judged by how well it holds up empirically” 

(Huber and Dion, 2002: 5–6). In other words, a theory can be acknowledged by the scientific 

community when it has been successfully tested and found to have the strong support of 

evidence verified and collected through the application of scientific methods. Hence, at the 

early stage of a research process, it is vital to select the right research method for the given type 

of data and brings validity and rationality to the outcome.  

The study of EU foreign policy lies between European studies and international 

relations: it can be regarded as European studies in that it addresses EU common policy, while 

it deals with EU relations with a third country as a study of international relations. Researchers 

in both fields use various scientific research methods that can be traditionally categorized into 

quantitative and qualitative methods. While it is not easy to make an obvious distinction 

between qualitative and quantitative approaches due to the frequent application of both methods 
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or a mixed-methods approach within a single research study (Read and Marsh, 2002; Johnson 

et al., 2008; Patton, 2001), some distinguishing features are embedded in the two methods. The 

quantitative method, on the one hand, involves a process of analyzing numerical data or large 

sets of quantified data. The qualitative approach, on the other hand, is concerned with 

understanding and interpreting the behaviors and attitudes of actors. It uses non-numerical data, 

such as discourse, texts, or comments, and produces descriptive explanations (Minchiello et al., 

1990: 5; Harrison, 2001: 74; Johnson et al., 2008). This research aims to examine changes in 

the EU’s policy toward North Korea. The motives for the policy shift can be well understood 

through the reviews of past and present data reflecting the EU’s (or its member states’) 

behaviors toward and perceptions of North Korea. Thus, it can be said that this study can be 

more successfully carried out through an interpretative and descriptive approach that will offer 

more in-depth explanations than statistical or numerical data could. Thus, a qualitative research 

approach is chosen in this thesis for analyzing the context in which the EU changed its policy.  

This thesis uses a case study as the structural and procedural framework for various 

qualitative research approaches. Case studies have been one of the first-used research 

methodologies in the realm of qualitative research. In the term “case study,” a case signifies “a 

spatially delimited phenomenon (a unit) observed at a single point in time or over some period 

of time” (Gerring, 2007: 19–20). In other words, a case study is an in-depth examination 

focusing on a particular case or a few cases. Case studies aim to understand complex social 

phenomena as the methodology enables researchers to comprehend meaningful characteristics 

of real-life events (Yin, 2003: 2). It currently accounts for a significant proportion of research 

methodologies employed in social sciences research, including in international politics and 

European studies (Starman, 2013; Pahre, 2005). Accordingly, research on EU foreign policy—

lying between European studies and international relations—also has largely depended on this 

methodology. A substantial portion of the European studies literature is dominated by either 

regional or thematic case studies (Tonra and Christiansen, 2004). According to Tonra and 

Christiansen (2004: 3), the popularity of this methodology in the study of EU foreign policy 

lies in the fact that it provides the “empirical meat of substantive analysis.” In order to fully 

comprehend the Union as an international actor, it is essential to pay close attention to what it 

has done (or not) and where it has failed (empirical data). Case studies enable researchers to 

retain significant and meaningful features of EU foreign policy.  

In spite of the significant use and importance of the case study in both international 

relations and European studies, scientists have long regarded case studies to be weak in testing 

hypotheses, pointing out the absence of a well-structured testing process and the difficulty of 
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generalizing research results. However, case studies are effective for explaining outcomes in an 

individual case because they focus on a single case or small-N cases rather than large-N data. 

The case study is helpful to infer and test arguments that define how the independent variable 

causes the dependent one (Evera, 1997). This thesis aims to reveal causal relations between the 

EU’s behavioral changes, on the one side, and its external identity and member states’ 

preferences, on the other side. Accordingly, a case study can be a useful methodology in this 

research.  

 As the case study is an intensive investigation of a specific phenomenon at a single 

moment in time or over some periods of time, it is necessary to define the temporal scope of 

this research. This thesis is a single case study split into three time periods that match with the 

EU’s different policy approaches toward North Korea. The three timespans of this research are: 

Active Engagement (1993–2003), Critical Engagement (2003–2009), and Active Pressure 

(2009–present). The first stage covers the EU’s and its member states’ active approaches to 

North Korea, including the normalization of relations with the DPRK, as well as financial and 

technical assistance. The second period addresses the policy of the two-track approach—an 

approach not only using economic and diplomatic restrictive measures but also maintaining 

communication channels—lasting from 2003 until 2009 (EEAS, 2018). The final time scope 

reflects the turn to an unfriendly approach, abandoning dialogue and trade starting from 2009 

to the present day.  

1.3.2. Document Analysis 

 The selection and interpretation of data are at the core of this research. This thesis 

chooses document analysis as its method because “document analysis is particularly applicable 

to qualitative case studies” (Bowen, 2009:29). Bowen (2009: 27) stated that “document analysis 

is a systematic procedure for reviewing or evaluating documents.” Similar to other qualitative 

methods, this method entails the examination and interpretation of data in order to elicit 

meaning, understand the phenomenon, and build empirical knowledge; it relies on the analysis 

and inference of documents (Corbin and Strauss, 2008). However, documents used with this 

method do not entail records of information; they are “potential sources of empirical data for 

case studies” (ibid.). Prior (2003) asserted that social products are generated and interchanged 

in socially organized ways. In sum, documents are a useful source of information since they 

provide a record of EU activities because “[d]ocuments of all types can help the researcher 

uncover meaning, develop understanding, and discover insights relevant to the research 

problem,” as Merriam explained (1988: 118).  
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Document analysis merges the features of content analysis and thematic analysis in that 

it analyzes documents (one of the types of data frequently used in content analysis), but the 

documents are carefully selected based on the understanding of the phenomenon (the way that 

thematic analysis collects data). Accordingly, document analysis involves “a first-pass 

document review, in which meaningful and relevant passages of text or other data are identified” 

(Bowen, 2009: 32). Thus, the researcher is required to exhibit the ability to distinguish 

significant and pertinent information from irrelevant data for data selection. 

 This form of data analysis has been frequently chosen by researchers due to several 

reasons. First, it is a time-saving and efficient qualitative method because it involves data 

selection rather than data collection (Bowen, 2009). Hodder (2000: 704) asserted the 

importance of documents in qualitative research given that “the information provided may 

differ and may not be available in spoken form” while “texts endure and thus give historical 

insight.” This means that documents are less influenced by the researcher’s intervention in the 

research process, which guarantees the stability of the research. However, selected documents 

are inevitably biased as the selection process involves the researcher’s subjectivity (Yin, 1994). 

Accordingly, if a researcher is more careful in data selection, acknowledging the disadvantages, 

this method will bring benefits to answering the research questions.  

1.3.3. Data Selection 

 As document analysis is chosen as the research method, data selection is of importance 

in the research design. The criteria that this thesis sets forth for the data selection are the time 

frame and the relevance to the research questions. In terms of time frame, this thesis will heavily 

rely on documents published from 1993 to the mid-2010s. Although this thesis covers the period 

to the present day, the research questions deal with the changes in the EU policy toward North 

Korea that occurred around 2003 and 2009. Thus, documents from the periods of transition will 

be studied most intensively. Some documents published either before 1993 or after the mid-

2010s will also be reviewed, but their roles will be limited to providing background information, 

especially historical insights.  

Documents used in this thesis will also be selected in consideration of their relevance 

to the purpose of the research. This thesis aims to examine the dynamics behind changes in EU 

policy toward North Korea. Accordingly, EU documents reflecting the CFSP—especially the 

policy toward North Korea—will be primarily selected. Conclusions of the European Council 

meetings and General Affairs Council meetings, past and present EU treaties and regulations, 

papers and official statements published by the European Commissions (including the European 
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Union External Action Service (EEAS), the Council, and the Parliament) will be used to track 

policy changes. Especially, EU strategic reports toward Asia and non-proliferation—“Toward 

a New Asia Strategy” in 1994, “the European Union Lines of Action Towards North Korea” in 

2000, “the EC-DPRK Country Strategy Paper 2001-2004” in 2001, “European Security 

Strategy” in 2003, and “the European Union Global Strategy” in 2016—will help in analyzing 

the EU’s attitude and position toward North Korea’s nuclear program and in testing Hypothesis 

1.  

Documents issued by member states will also be dealt with in this research, especially 

in the examination of Hypothesis 2. With intergovernmental accounts, national governments 

and their interests are major actors in building and reformulating EU common policy. 

Accordingly, this thesis will refer to documents that reflect member states’ attitudes toward 

North Korea’s nuclear program and nuclear non-proliferation. Among the twenty-eight-

member states, France and the United Kingdom will be focused on.2 They are the countries 

that actively participated in addressing nuclear non-proliferation issues, e.g., the Iranian nuclear 

deal and UK negotiations with Libya. In addition, as European permanent member states of the 

United Nations Security Council (UNSC), these two countries took the lead in adopting UN 

sanctions against North Korea. Due to their noticeable presence in non-proliferation and 

sanctioning activities, the two countries are assumed to have influenced the evolvement of the 

EU’s policy course relating to the North Korean nuclear program. Thus, documents reflecting 

the position and national interests of France and the United Kingdom, including politicians’ 

memoirs, will be used.  

In addition, documents covering non-EU member states that have influenced the EU’s 

policy toward North Korea (North Korea and the United States) will help attain the research 

goal. Documents published by North Korea’s government regarding the EU and its nuclear 

program are largely limited in terms of access because the North Korean regime has barely 

revealed its government documents publicly. However, Rodong Sinmun, an official newspaper 

of the Communist Party of North Korea, delivers the regime’s intention and position on certain 

international topics. Reviewing Rodong Sinmun will help in analyzing the North Korean 

government’s position on EU-DPRK relations and provide background knowledge to 

understand its nuclear program better. This thesis will also cover documents reflecting the US-

Europe relations and the United States’ reactions to North Korea’s nuclear program. The US—

one of the major actors in North Korean nuclear issues and an old ally of Europe with shared 

                                           
2 The UK is not currently a member of the EU, but as it was a major member during the period where the policies 

were changed, British activities and policy will be taken into account in this paper. 
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security interests—has led the international community’s discussion on North Korea and 

influenced the EU’s policy toward the country. Official documents and statements published by 

the US government, as well as American politicians’ memoirs, revealing interstate negotiations, 

will allow me to conduct an in-depth analysis on the issue.  

Finally, the thesis draws extensively on documents of international organizations, 

notably the UN (UNSC), the IAEA, and KEDO. Their documents are not directly related to the 

EU CFSP but include information about nuclear non-proliferation activities and reactions to 

North Korea’s nuclear developments of the EU, its member states, and the international 

community. Accordingly, by examining these documents, the thesis will provide a 

comprehensive understanding of the EU’s non-nuclear activities and its role in addressing the 

issue at the international level.  

However, the data selection for this thesis has an intrinsic limitation. This thesis will 

highly depend on documents of external communication, especially official documents and 

statements that the EU has published. Informal documents, such as letters, proposals, and drafts, 

would reveal the internal perspective of the EU and its member states toward North Korea and 

its nuclear program (Kutsyuruba, 2017). They would shed light on the EU’s or its member states’ 

internal decision-making processes and real intentions. However, such informal documents will 

not be included in the selected data due to limited access. The reliance on formal documents 

may be considered a drawback of the data collection 

1.4. ACADEMIC LITERATURE REVIEW 

Prior to identifying the research questions of this thesis, it is crucial to understand the 

ideas and arguments of existing knowledge in research areas relevant to the topic. The relevant 

research areas of the topic can be largely divided into three parts: 1) the European policy in 

nuclear non-proliferation, 2) the international nuclear non-proliferation regime toward the 

DPRK, and 3) the European foreign and security policy toward the Korean Peninsula. This 

thesis reviews academic literature related to these three parts. 

1.4.1. EU Non-Proliferation Policy 

Blavoukos et al. (2015) argued that research on the European role in nuclear weapon 

non-proliferation started in the late 1980s and early 1990s, preceding the actual role of the EU 

in the field. According to them, the pioneers, notably Harald Müller, explored policies and 

public attitudes among member states to the EU’s role in global WMD non-proliferation 
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governance and activities to reduce nuclear threats by the Soviet Union and Russia. These 

pioneered studies attracted some attention in the relevant academic field. The wider and in-

depth research on the EU and the international nuclear non-proliferation regime started 

booming in accordance with the release of “the EU Strategy against the proliferation of weapons 

of mass destruction” in December 2003. Portela (2003) pointed out the adoption of the strategy 

could be an opportunity for the EU to become a relevant non-proliferation actor on the 

international stage if appropriately implemented. Before this adoption, according to the author, 

the EU was an ineffective non-proliferation actor with two features. First, it preferred the 

multilateral framework and performed well at the multilateral level with international 

cooperation. In addition, the EU showed the tendency to take a broad approach to lower regional 

tensions and mostly to chase after the framework that the United States crafted. The author 

expected the changes induced by the strategy. Portela and Kienzle (2015b) explained how the 

adoption of the WMD strategy has brought in the development of non-proliferation policies of 

the EU. In fact, the strategy did not change the general direction of non-proliferation policies 

but enhanced the existing framework of the EU, such as multilateralism, technical cooperation 

among member states, and cooperation with the United States. However, Kienzle and Portela 

asserted that the EU enlarged its perspective from Russia to other regions, especially the Middle 

East. 

Many scholars revealed through their studies that the limits of the EU nuclear non-

proliferation would continue. Jasper and Portela (2010) explained the dilemmas that the EU 

faced within the context of non-proliferation. First of all, they pointed out there was an absence 

of serious conversations on nuclear weapons possessed by two European countries, France and 

the United Kingdom (UK), despite the increase in collaboration among member states in the 

domain and the importance of such discussions in terms of the further integration. In addition, 

according to them, the EU attempted to enhance its common policy toward non-proliferation, 

and there was an actual and evident progression. However, member states still displayed a 

tendency to handle nuclear issues by themselves outside of the EU framework. The authors 

were concerned that this dilemma could deteriorate the cohesion and coherence of policies in 

the domain at the European level. Van Ham (2011) asserted that member states were still 

unconvinced of the EU’s ability to implement non-proliferation policies successfully and to 

bring effective results. This attitude of member countries led to the continuance of applying 

intergovernmentalism to WMD policies. Van Ham (2011; p. 4) considered that the efforts made 

by the EU were “insufficient to meet some of the specific objectives set out in 2003.” Grip 

(2011) believed that there was a gap between the EU’s external and internal policies in the field 

of non-proliferation. The incoherency between them became a major limit to generate synergy 
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in European efforts on non-proliferation. 

The EU’s prominent role in the Iranian nuclear deal process has given rise to numerous 

studies analyzing the features and implications of the EU’s non-proliferation policies within the 

context of the CFSP. Blockmans and Viaud (2017) focused on the EU’s role of facilitating and 

mediating the deal. They asserted that the EU took a role in convening discussions about the 

nuclear deal and in coordinating disputes among the participants. Cronberg (2017a) cited the 

EU’s effective multilateralism as a success factor of the Iranian nuclear deal. According to her, 

effective multilateralism encouraged the EU to overcome its deficiencies as a global actor and 

to lead discussions when the deal met with difficulties. Adebahr (2014), however, criticized the 

EU’s non-proliferation policy for lacking a strategic mindset going beyond the deal. Adebahr 

(ibid.) pointed out that the Union’s policy showed inefficiency in resolving issues such as Syria 

and Ukraine, although the successful approach to Iran highlighted the EU’s role as a conflict 

mediator or international diplomatic actor.  

Academic research on the EU’s policy toward North Korea’s nuclear weapons was, 

however, scarcely conducted until the occurrence of the second North Korean nuclear crisis in 

2002–2003. The European Council officially expressed concerns about the North’s nuclear 

development and the withdrawal from the IAEA of the DPRK and set its own security strategy 

for WMDs (European Council, 2003b; 2003d). Researchers started to pay attention to the EU’s 

role in North Korea’s nuclear development problems. Some scholars, such as Frank (2002), 

have discussed that the Korean Peninsula could be regarded as a test case for the EU’s active 

role in global politics. However, this view was refuted in that the European role in this matter 

was relatively limited and marginal. Berkofsky (2003), who is one of the pioneers in this study, 

claimed that the EU policies did not play any significant roles in a peacebuilding dialogue on 

the peninsula, although the nuclear issues of North Korea would inevitably influence the 

Brussels-Pyongyang relations, and the nuclear threats provoked by North Korea were one of 

the top global agenda items in terms of security. The author regarded its tendency to align with 

US policies toward North Korea’s nuclear issues and stay under the US’ shadow as a cause of 

these less-influential policies (Berkofsky, 2003). Lee (2005) examined the EU’s role in 

resolving the nuclear crisis on the peninsula, pointing out the fact that the EU’s role and abilities 

were overestimated despite the absence of military capacity. Also, he argued that the EU’s role 

was complicated and inconsistent with the Union’s two-track approach toward DPRK affairs; 

a hard stance in light of WMD and a tender approach in the humanitarian area. However, the 

Union’s role in nuclear non-proliferation of the Korean Peninsula has been widely researched. 

In later work, Berkofsky (2010) called on the EU’s more active role in the Korean Peninsula to 
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overcome its current position, perceived as uncertain by other actors. Bluth and Winn (2013) 

emphasized that using hard power such as military capabilities or economic sanctions led by 

the United States would not be helpful in reducing the nuclear tension on the peninsula, but 

rather it could result in undesirable results. They argued that the EU’s role in negotiating a peace 

process is important and necessary. As reviewed, existing academic research on the EU’s North 

Korea policy in terms of security attempted to account for the Union’s past and current role in 

stabilizing the peninsula, but the dynamics behind the policy decision-making were rarely 

researched.  

1.4.2. International Reactions to the DPRK Nuclear Program 

With the rise of international concerns about the North Korean nuclear crises and 

efforts to resolve the problems, assessing the bilateral and multilateral policies for the 

denuclearization of North Korea has become one of the popular security topics in the relevant 

academic field. A substantial number of existing studies on international responses to DPRK 

nuclear issues can be divided into two parts: bilateral and multilateral approaches (InterKorean-

related approaches are not considered in this thesis.) In terms of bilateral approaches, most 

works have attempted to reveal the effectiveness of the nuclear negotiation between the United 

States and the DPRK, as the United States has played a leading role in the international non-

nuclear regime. Husenicova (2018) reviewed the US policy toward North Korea after the end 

of the Cold War and diagnosed the reasons the policies have failed. She added that North Korean 

nuclear issues had influenced US policies toward major stakeholders of the issues such as South 

Korea, Japan, China, and Russia. Some scholars focused on the US policies of particular 

timeframes or administrations. Yoon (2003) analyzed the coercive diplomacy strategy of the 

Clinton administration in terms of the role of incentives (the carrot-and-stick approach). Kim 

and Hundt (2011) assessed the policy strategy of the Bush administration, while Snyder and 

Byun (2009) identified the challenges that the Obama administration’s policy toward North 

Korea was facing and assessed its preparations for North Korean instability. As the two US-

DPRK summits were held during the Trump administration in 2018 and 2019, many articles 

attempted to assess the administration’s strategy toward North Korea and its nuclear weapons 

from different points of view. For example, Cha and Katz (2018) regarded the changes in North 

Korea’s nuclear negotiation strategy with the United States as the successful result of the Trump 

administration’s madman strategy and sanctions against North Korea. Therefore, the United 

States should not withdraw sanctions against North Korea, and consistent pressure through 

economic sanctions was the only and appropriate way to resolve the North Korean nuclear issue 

without war. On the other hand, some scholars argued that the administration showed a confused 
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strategy: it resumed the bilateral dialogue with North Korea but at the same time stressed the 

feasibility of using the military forces against the country (Buszynski, 2009; Khoo, 2019; Kim, 

2019; Nah, 2020; Nakato, 2013; Narushige, 2009; Woo, 2018). Other countries’ policies or roles 

in denuclearizing the DPRK were also examined by scholars, but the scope of the countries was 

limited to Japan, China, and Russia. The EU policies toward North Korea in terms of nuclear 

weapons, reviewed in the previous part, make up only a marginal portion of all international 

policies. 

Of the research dealing with multilateral non-proliferation approaches, the framework 

of the Six-Party Talks is mainstreamed. The Six-Party Talks, which lasted from 2003–2007, 

emerged as a forum of multilateral dialogue to resolve the North Korean nuclear issues in a 

peaceful way. Many scholars, especially South Korean experts, examined the possibility of 

institutionalizing the Six-Party Talks. Kim (2005) examined necessary elements in order to 

switch the talks to a multilateral organization for cooperation. Interestingly, some also explored 

the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) as a successful case. Lim (2009) 

analyzed the institutionalizing process of the CSCE to find some implications which would be 

applied to the talks. Kim, M.−S. (2011) analyzed the decision-making process and structural 

features of the CSCE from the legal perspective for further development of the existing talks. 

However, after the declaration of North Korea’s pullout from the talk, research on the talk 

showed pessimistic views. Scholars analyzed the causes for its failure and sought to find an 

alternative multilateral forum to discuss North Korea’s nuclear issues. For example, Blank 

(2011) suggested a forum for five actors, excluding North Korea.  

Besides the four major countries surrounding the Korean Peninsula, the EU has 

recently attracted the attention of the academic field as an axis of multilateral parties. Some 

scholars have attempted to assess the possibility of the EU’s role as a mediator in the 

multilateral process, such as in the Six-Party Talks. Dehshiri and Shahmoradi (2019) asserted 

that Brussels’s role would be crucial whether or not a nuclear deal with Pyongyang went well, 

even though the Union was so far not at the center of the negotiation. If the process of a deal 

reaches a final stage, the EU will play the role of mediator by assuring North Korea that the 

promises signed would be kept, regardless of changes in the governments of the United States 

and South Korea. If the negotiations fail, Brussels would be a mediator who persuades 

Washington not to consider a military option. Schmidt (2006) indicated that the EU had some 

exclusive advantages over other major protagonists: the absence of strategic interests at stake, 

a firm stance against a regime change in North Korea, and the presence of European diplomatic 

missions in Pyongyang. He asserted that due to some serious hurdles that would hinder the EU 
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from playing an active role in this matter, the EU could contribute better in a multilateral 

framework. Lee (2017) examined the preconditions required in order to guarantee and enhance 

the EU’s role in multilateral dialogues. However, various research assessed that there was little 

prospect of the EU’s increased role. Berkofsky (2010) pointed out that Brussels’ role in the 

Korean peninsula security issue would remain very limited in the future. This was because not 

only the North Korean nuclear issue has not been a top priority of the CFSP, but also the Union 

had been excluded for a long time from any type of multilateral dialogue dealing with the 

Korean peninsula security issues. Kodama (2005) suggested that the complexity of the EU’s 

institutional structure and the slowness of its decision-making process in terms of external 

issues constrained the Union from promising active engagement in the matter.  

1.4.3 The EU’s Foreign Policy toward the Korean Peninsula  

The two previous parts of the literature review pointed out the lack of existing research 

about the EU’s current policy on North Korean nuclear issues. One may pose the following 

question: have political scientists not been interested in EU foreign policy toward the Korean 

peninsula? In fact, the EU’s policies towards the Korean Peninsula were barely researched until 

the mid-1990s. In the late 1990s, South Korea became an important country for the global 

economy, and the trading between the EU and South Korea increased. As the EU-Republic of 

Korea (ROK) trade increased, academia started to pay attention to this new level of the bilateral 

relationship: economic cooperation was always a main field of concern in terms of EU-ROK 

relations for researchers, but research on the security or political partnership was marginal 

(Chung and Lee, 2019). Soon, researchers broadened the scope of their research as bilateral 

economic cooperation led to the active political and security one: the EU-ROK relationship was 

officially elevated into a “Strategic Partnership,” and the Framework Agreement and the 

Framework Participation Agreement came into effect in 2014 and 2016 respectively, which 

contributed to the bilateral security and political cooperation. Choi (2010) and Kelly (2011) 

assessed the effectiveness of the Strategic Partnership and the Framework Agreement and 

discussed their impacts in the future. Both agreed that the enhanced bilateral relationship would 

contribute to the expansion of South Korea’s diplomatic influence on the global stage, but at 

the same time, they both doubted the profits that the EU would get and the possibility that they 

would form a real, meaningful bond in the future. Since then, studies on the political 

relationship between the two sides have continued to be published. However, such research 

focusing on the bilateral relationship between the EU and South Korea does not contain 

discourse about the EU’s role in the peacebuilding process on the peninsula.  
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In the early 2000s, research on the EU policy toward North Korea started in the realm 

of politics. As the EU established diplomatic relations with North Korea, many scholars began 

to make in-depth analyses of the relationship between the two sides. Scholars such as Frank 

(2002), Berkofsky (2003; 2010), and Park (2002; 2006), who studied this area early on, were 

interested in the impact of North Korea’s nuclear weapons development early on the EU-DPRK 

relationship and the EU’s role in dealing with it. However, their focuses were not the nuclear 

policy in particular but rather the EU’s overall policy, including humanitarian assistance and 

human rights. This line of in-depth analytical research into EU policies toward the country was 

continued by experts wondering why the EU, an influential international actor, punched below 

its weight in addressing issues related to the DPRK. Lee (2005; 2010) pointed out that the EU’s 

two-track approach combining a hardline position on North Korea’s weapons of mass 

destruction matters and a soft stance on humanitarian assistance lacked consistency and became 

a hurdle for the EU in taking an essential role in North Korean matters. Millard and Yi (2017) 

asserted that the EU should more actively participate in the process as it has the potential to 

become an effective mediator in resuming the stalled multilateral negotiation on 

denuclearization. Dehshiri and Shahmoradi (2019) saw the EU as a peripheral but essential 

player in the matter. Although its political leverage is limited compared to that of the United 

States, China, Japan, and Russia, Europe could still play an important role, especially if the 

denuclearization talks fail. Some scholars paid attention to the effectiveness of the current EU 

approach (Ballbach, 2019; Bondaz, 2020; Pardo, 2016; 2017). They all criticized the current 

critical engagement policy, arguing that this approach cannot bring the productive results that 

the EU expects. They asserted the need for the EU’s new approach involving proactive 

measures and more tangible contributions toward peace and stability in the region.  

Some scholars analyzed the EU’s international identity with regards to the Korean 

peninsula’s issues by using the concepts of CPE, MPE, and NPE. Pang and Ma (2014) asserted 

that the policy has both civilian power and normative power characteristics. However, most 

scholars argued the EU showed normative power when addressing the peninsula-related issues, 

notably the issues regarding North Korea, such as weapons of mass destruction, human rights, 

and humanitarian assistance. Lee (2012) assessed the EU’s role as a normative power in 

promoting human rights in the country. He pointed out that while most international actors were 

interested in only the hard politics field, such as security and economy, the EU approached 

North Korea with human rights concerns, which can be interpreted as normative access. Pardo 

(2014) examined how the EU currently acts as a normative power for issues surrounding North 

Korean nuclear weapons and missiles.  
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There were some attempts to analyze the EU’s policy shift. Alexandrova (2019) and 

Choi and Kim (2016) studied why the EU’s policy paradigm shifted from the Active 

Engagement policy to the Critical Engagement policy. They argued that EU-US relations 

induced the EU’s Pressure policy. Specifically, Alexandrova (2019: pp. 48–49) emphasized that 

the EU’s security policy could not be divergent from US policy. Thus, the EU inevitably took 

a similar policy stance as the United States. The authors attempted to answer why Brussel’s 

approach toward Pyongyang and presented reasonable explanations, but their studies only 

covered the EU’s policy change from 2002 to 2003, not what happened in the late 2000s and 

the early 2010s.  

So far, academic literature in the three domains related to the topic of this thesis has 

been reviewed. As seen above, the EU’s policy toward North Korea, especially its changed 

attitude in dealing with the North Korean nuclear issues, have been pretty neglected by 

academia, while academic research has been actively conducted in the fields of the EU nuclear 

non-proliferation policies and the international nuclear non-proliferation regime against the 

DPRK nuclear weapons. Not much research exists in the academic area of European foreign 

policy toward North Korea and its nuclear weapons, in particular. Moreover, most of the 

existing analyses are on the EU’s role in the Korean Peninsula peace process, the effectiveness 

of the Union’s current North Korea policy, or its lack of capacity in handling the issue. Through 

this academic literature review, it can be affirmed that the EU’s motivation for adopting the 

current Active Pressure Policy has been outside of most scholars’ attention. Thus, it is worth 

examining, for further academic development, factors that could have driven the EU’s policy 

changes. 
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CHAPTER 2                                            

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

With the expansion of EU activities in international politics since the 1990s, animated 

discussions have arisen over how to interpret its behaviors as an international actor on the global 

scene. However, traditional theoretical frameworks focusing on states as actors and their 

relations have not been appropriate for interpreting the EU’s sui generis characteristics. As 

Andreatta (2011: 22) pointed out, the Union is not like a state or an alliance, thus “it [...] 

represents a heterodox unit of analysis.” To fill the gaps between reality and traditional theories, 

many new theories emerged among European studies; however, no single concept offers a solid 

explanation of European foreign policy (Andreatta, 2011). To better analyze the dynamics of 

the EU’s policy change toward the Korean Peninsula more effectively, this thesis applies two 

different theoretical approaches to explain the EU’s external policy: 1) concepts to define the 

EU’s role in international relations and 2) intergovernmentalism. The former focuses on the 

global role and “actorness” of the EU’s CFSP, while the latter, emerging to explain the European 

integration process, pays attention to how the EU’s external policy has been decided. By 

examining various theoretical approaches, the EU’s North Korea policy can be understood from 

various angles and its policy change toward North Korea more clearly analyzed. 

2.1. CONCEPTS OF THE EU’S INTERNATIONAL IDENTITY 

Since the creation of the European Political Co-operation (EPC) —an informal 

consultation mechanism on foreign affairs between member states—in 1970, many scholars 

have paid attention to this new type of international actor and have tried to determine the EU’s 

position on the international scene (Bull, 1982; Duchêne, 1973; Manner, 2002). They all agreed 

that the EU is a unilateral international actor that has established its own external identity 

differently from traditional actors. This means it cannot be analyzed using traditional 

international relations theories. However, different approaches have been taken by scholars in 

interpreting how the EU achieves its main external policy objectives and goals (Kim and Choi, 

2019): Thus, MPE, CPE, and NPE are most frequently used to explain the EU’s foreign policy 

identity. This chapter introduces how each concept is used to interpret the primary objective 

and means of the EU’s external policy differently. 
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2.1.1. Civilian Power Europe 

 The concept of CPE was suggested as the first of various attempts to understand this 

new type of actor in international relations. Duchêne, an exponent of this idea, paid attention to 

the then European Community’s use (pre-1993) of non-coercive measures such as diplomacy 

and negotiation in dealing with international affairs. He pointed out that European countries 

accelerated the economic cooperation that formed the EU’s international influence. With 

significant economic power based on European cooperation, the EU could exercise its influence 

in international politics. In other words, the EU strengthened its external influence by applying 

economic and diplomatic policy rather than military force (Maull, 1990). 

 The concept of CPE emerged to explain such an approach. Duchêne (1973: 19) defined 

the CPE as a “civilian group of countries long on economic power and relatively short on armed 

force.” This concept explains features of the EU as an international actor. First, the Union, as a 

civilian power, pursues the economic interests of the EU and the wider international community. 

It also promotes normative values in its relations with other actors or uses military capacities, 

but “economic interests are in the driving seat” (Duchêne 1994: 388). Second, CPE requires the 

active use of non-military means (such as trade, negotiation, development programs, and aid 

policies) to pursue the EU’s interests and protect its values in external relations (Manners, 2002). 

In some cases, it uses “stick” policy measures such as suspending or cutting aid or imposing 

trade and economic sanctions to lead to behavioral changes of other actors in accordance with 

its interests. In sum, CPE believes economic measures based on a diplomatic approach are 

effective tools when dealing with international problems (Sjursen, 2006). Third, the EU prefers 

more diplomatic and multilateral cooperation based on legally binding international treaties to 

solve major international problems, rather than unilateral actions. It believes in multilateralism 

and international organizations’ role in resolving international issues (Maull, 1990; Kim and 

Choi, 2019). Therefore, from the perspective of CPE, the EU is an international actor that 

prefers to use non-military approaches with a third country to maximize its own economic 

interests and those of the international community.  

2.1.2. Military Power Europe 

The concept of MPE requires that the Union possess the military power sufficient to 

take strategic actions in the area where European security and interests are at risk (Mcdonagh, 

2015). This concept emerged to highlight the importance of European military power, refuting 

CPE in the early 1980s. Scholars of this perspective pointed out that in the international order 

(in which military capabilities were still essential), CPE would not be able to cope with an 
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international crisis effectively and could face limitations in its involvement in global politics 

(Bull, 1982). In other words, if the EU lacks the capacity to utilize sufficient military 

capabilities, its external influence will eventually be limited by the military capabilities of its 

major counterparts. MPE also stresses the importance of EU military capacities that enable the 

EU to implement the CFSP and respond to security threats effectively on the global stage (Smith, 

2000). This view emphsizes the importance to reinforce the EU’s military capabilities based on 

independent defense capabilities, not NATO, especially in the face of international crises, to 

address security threats (Pang and Ma, 2014).  

Against this backdrop, the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) was first 

suggested in 1998 and established in 1999, eventually leading to the creation of the Common 

Security and Defense Policy (CSDP) in 2009 when the Lisbon Treaty came into effect. The 

introduction of the CSDP resulted in a gradual development of military capabilities at the EU 

level. Thus, the EU experienced significant changes in terms of military capability, such as 

improving defense cooperation and participating in peacebuilding and peacekeeping operations 

following the inception of the CSDP at the EU level (Pang and Ma, 2014). Shepherd and Salmon 

(2003) also suggested that the EU created the CSDP to overcome the EU’s lack of military and 

crisis-management capabilities. The CSDP contributes to stability across Europe in cooperation 

with NATO and, more broadly, enables the EU to deploy military instruments to fight for 

European and international values, notably human rights (Trott, 2010). In sum, with 

strengthened military capabilities of MPE, the EU is able to exercise its influence effectively 

and further strengthen its external political and diplomatic clout in the international community. 

2.1.3. Normative Power Europe 

During the 1980s, political scientists began to pay attention to the way power is 

exercised through ideological or cultural intermediaries in the international political arena. 

Most notably, Nye (2004) introduced the concept of “soft power,” referring to a third way 

(besides military and economic power) in which a state exerts influence over other actors’ 

thoughts, preferences, and behavior. Soft power is exercised in a non-coercive way, while hard 

power is exercised through forcible means or economic incentives (Nye, 2004). This concept 

highlighting the ideological and cultural power in international politics helped European 

scholars to analyze European foreign policy: they started to explain the EU’s international role 

in terms of soft power (Kim, 2007). Thus, NPE focuses on the EU’s ideological power while 

CPE and MPE emphasize the importance of economic and military power. The introduction of 

soft power expanded discussion on the EU’s external identity. 
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NPE argues that the EU is an international actor that acts differently to others, as its 

policies have been driven not only by its own best interests but also by ethical and universal 

agendas that can be interpreted as what should be done (Sjursen, 2006). Manners (2002) 

criticized the concepts of CPE and MPE because they only indicated that the EU pursued 

European interests as the primary policy objectives. These anachronistic concepts were suitable 

for explaining “the frozen nature of international relations during the cold war period” and “the 

fixed nature of the nation-state, the importance of direct physical power, and the notion of 

national interest” (Manners, 2002: 238). He asserted that in the post-Cold War period, the EU 

sought to change other actors’ behaviors in accordance with universally accepted European 

norms, such as human rights and peace (Manners, 2008). In other words, it wanted to “shape 

conceptions of ‘normal’” and had the ability to do so (Manners, 2002: 239). In fact, since the 

early 1990s, the EU has attempted to spread democracy and human rights norms worldwide. It 

has put effort into abolishing the death penalty in third countries (although this is not closely 

linked to its interests or profits). It established the European Initiative for Democracy and 

Human Rights to promote these issues in other countries and regions (European Commission, 

2001b). When establishing political and economic partnerships with a third country, it takes 

into consideration the country’s domestic situation in terms of European norms. This approach 

was demonstrated in the process of signing the economic and political agreement between the 

EU and Mexico in December 1997. During the negotiation process, the EU demanded that three 

clauses should be inserted into the agreement: the democratic clause, the conditionality clause, 

and the clause of cooperation on human rights and democracy.3  The Mexican government 

strongly opposed the EU’s demands, arguing that these clauses would constitute intervention 

in Mexico’s domestic affairs. The bilateral agreement was on the brink of collapse without 

result, but the Mexican government eventually agreed to insert the clauses in the agreement. 

This case demonstrated the EU’s intention and will to spread its norms despite the possibility 

of losing political and economic interests (Szymanski and Smith, 2005).  

The EU’s normative behaviors and its ability to shape “conceptions of normal” were 

rooted in its strategic approach to promoting the CFSP. The CFSP has been a field where 

member states continue to play an essential role in shaping policy directions, potentially causing 

friction and ineffectiveness in decision-making. Thus, the EU started to rely on common 

ideological values that all member states were willing to support to convene member states’ 

                                           
3 The all three clauses aimed to force Mexico to follow European and universal values in its domestic politics. 

The democratic clause states that both parties are obligated to respect human rights and democratic principles, 
and two other clauses indicate incentive and restrictive measures that encourage both parties to comply with the 
democratic clause (The EU-Mexican Economic and political agreement, 2000). 
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ideas and actions. Manners (2002: 242–243; 2008: 46) defined five core norms that the EU 

pursued in its policies: peace, freedom, democracy, human rights, and the rule of law. These 

common values embedded in EU governance were stipulated in the Maastricht Treaty of 1993 

and highlighted at the Cologne European Council Summit in 1999. At that summit, the 

European Council declared that “protection of fundamental rights is a founding principle of the 

Union and an indispensable prerequisite for her legitimacy” (European Council, 1999a). 

Accordingly, European norms and principles embodied in legal documents have shaped the 

EU’s identity and role as a global normative actor (Bogdandy, 2000; Smith, 2001). 

The EU spreads its norms in six ways (Manners, 2002: 244–245). First, it can 

unintentionally diffuse ideas to other international actors (contagion). For example, its 

experiment in regional integration has been exported as a virtuous example to other regions or 

countries, although the EU had no intention to do so—as shown by the case of the regional 

integration of the Southern Common market (Mercosur). European norms also can be diffused 

through strategic and declaratory communications, such as new policy initiatives, official 

statements, and publication of reports (informational diffusion). The process of 

institutionalizing a relationship between the EU and third parties also contributes to the spread 

of the EU’s norms through procedural diffusion, such as regional or interregional cooperation 

agreements and enlargement of the EU. The fourth measure is transference. This refers to the 

EU’s financial or economic means to encourage other actors to comply with European norms. 

Financial aid or compensation, economic sanctions, trade exchanges, and conditionality are 

examples of transference. It is also possible to diffuse norms through direct dialogue and 

physical contact between the EU and third parties, which involves the activities of European 

missions in third states and international organizations and visits of high-ranking foreign policy 

officials of the EU to these states (overt diffusion). Finally, cultural filter refers to the effects on 

the formations of norms in third countries. It has an effect on the influence of international 

norms and political learning in a third country, resulting in norm learning, adaption, or rejection 

(Manners, 2002: 245). It is evident from the view of NPE that the EU can be considered a 

normative power when it projects its ethical values and promotes its norms through its foreign 

policy governance (Bretherton and Vogler, 2006). 

This notion of normative power, however, has been criticized. First, with its 

intervention in Cyprus and the Israel–Palestine conflict, the EU pursued its own self-interest 

rather than universal good. In doing so, it exposed the limits of the ethical representation of 

Europe and a lack of consistency in normative activities (Diez and Pace, 2011; Tocci, 2008). 

Some have suggested that its methods have not always been non-coercive. In its efforts to 
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strengthen security cooperation in Europe and globally (including actual military activities in 

Operation Artemis and Operation Atlanta), the EU’s actions have been incompatible with the 

notion of normative power (Kim, 2007; Manners, 2006; Trott, 2010). Finally, as Manners 

acknowledged, the concept of normative power is likely to be understood as “cultural 

imperialism” or a form of “mission civilisatrice” (2002:253) based on a belief in the superiority 

of Western civilization. Criticisms emerged that suggested the EU did not fully comply with the 

norms and values highlighted in its own official documents (Diez, 2005; Hurd, 2006). Currently, 

Europe is struggling with the rise of the extreme right, issues with Islamic immigrants, and 

tangible and intangible discrimination. Despite these criticisms, the concept of NPE is still 

frequently used to analyze the EU’s international role and identity because the concept of 

normative power is a helpful tool for understanding its behavior patterns that cannot be 

explained through power politics analysis.  

Table 1. The EU’s foreign and security identity theories  

(source: Kim and Choi, 2019; Manners, 2002) 

So far, three concepts for analyzing the EU’s foreign and security identity have been 

examined. These explain the EU’s external identity differently based on objectives and methods 

of its foreign policy. However, these powers are not mutually exclusive, and the EU may 

exercise two or three powers simultaneously in its policy toward a country because it may have 

various policy goals. For example, in its relations with South Korea, the EU showed both 

civilian and normative policy goals. Whilst pressing the South Korean government to abolish 

the death penalty that was foremost a normative power, at the same time, the Union concluded 

the EU–South Korea Free Trade Agreement to maximize its economic interests: a civilian 

power (Pang and Ma, 2014). Thus, to accurately analyze the EU’s actions in a specific foreign 

policy, it is essential to verify the primary policy objectives (Table 1). If the EU places more 

 Military Power Europe Civilian Power Europe Normative Power Europe 

Main policy 

objective  

To expand its influences 

in European and global 

security issues 

To seek its economic 

interests and global 

interests 

To promote and spread 

European and universal 

norms 

Main policy 

methods  
Use of military force 

Diplomacy, negotiation, 

economic assistance,  

Contagion, informational 

diffusion, procedural 

diffusion, transference, 

overt diffusion, cultural 

filter 
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importance on its economic benefits in its relations with a third country, it acts as CPE. However, 

if promoting human rights is the main policy toward a country, it can be said that the EU’s 

policy is normative. Identifying the EU’s role in relation to the North Korean nuclear issue 

should start with the verification of the primary objectives of the EU’s North Korea policy.  

2.2. THEORIES OF EUROPEAN INTEGRATION 

While theories of the EU’s international identity explain how to identify its role and 

external policy in international politics, theories of European integration clarify how and why 

the EU was created and how it works today, which helps us understand the background and 

dynamics behind its policy-making processes. In other words, European integration theories 

can contribute to explaining how the current CFSP has been shaped (and why). According to 

Hix and Høyland (2011), to explain EU governance following the Maastricht Treaty, two broad 

theoretical frameworks have mainly been used: intergovernmentalism and supranationalism. 

The two approaches present contradicting positions in terms of the debate about who 

leads EU governance. First, intergovernmentalism recognizes leading actors in EU integration 

as member states with different national interests, while supranationalism emphasizes that EU 

institutions drive the process via spillover effects (Schmidt, 2016). Many scholars argue that 

the former is more widely applied to explain EU external policy because these policies 

traditionally adopt the principle of unanimity (Bickenrton et al., 2015; Des Courières, 2017; 

Helwig and Stroß, 2011; Johansseon-Noues, 2014). Where members can use their veto to 

interrupt the adoption of undesirable proposals by other actors, EU institutions only play an 

insignificant role in the decision-making process. In fact, by concluding the Treaty of Lisbon, 

the Union attempted to strengthen its external representation as a unitary actor on the global 

scene. Nevertheless, it is still asserted that intergovernmentalism is the most prominent 

characteristic of the CFSP (Johansseon-Noues, 2014). Accordingly, an intergovernmental 

framework is adopted in this thesis to examine the EU’s policy-making process toward the 

North Koran nuclear program. For a better understanding of intergovernmentalism, 

supranationalism is also introduced in this chapter.  

2.2.1. Supranationalism 

By emphasizing the crucial role of supranational actors and the limited role of states in 

EU common policy design and implementation, supranationalism is supported by two factors. 

First, neofunctionalists argued that integration occurred when states agreed to expand common 
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policy areas to handle transnational issues in already integrated policy areas that could not be 

addressed at the national level. Accordingly, once competencies are transferred to supranational 

institutions, members are pressured to delegate more power to ensure the continued operation 

of the already interconnected areas (Helwig and Stroß, 2011). The second factor has been 

supported by rational choice institutionalists. As member states negotiate within the scheme 

that EU institutions have shaped, decision-making processes may be guided and restrained by 

existing supranational institutions (Pollack, 2000). The introduction of qualified majority 

voting in a policy field could help with the adoption of a set of policies that could not have been 

passed under the unanimous voting system, according to Pollack (2000: 6).  

 Taken together, the reasons supporting supranationalism explain the proposition that 

some EU policies adopted following decision-making processes might vary from the initial 

aims of member states’ governments (Hix and Høyland, 2011). Accordingly, while member 

states still retain some power, it is easily constrained. As supranational decision-making 

procedures require majority voting, a member state may be forced to accept and implement an 

agreement against its national preferences (Leal-Arcas, 2007).  

2.2.2 Intergovernmentalism 

 Intergovernmentalism sprang from neorealism as a way of explaining European 

integration. Realists saw the EU as a group of independent states where member states transfer 

some of their power to the EU and its institutions to pursue benefits, but at the same time, the 

transferred power can be retrieved at any time. Therefore, the EU can exist only while member 

states agree that the EU satisfies their interests (Katzenstein, 1997)  

Intergovernmentalism emerged in the mid-1960s when Hoffmann criticized the 

approach in which the spillover effect constituted neo-functionalism and supranationalism over 

European integration (Hoffmann, 1966; Keohane and Hoffman, 1991; 1993). Hoffmann, an 

exponent of the realist tradition, separated political and economic integration: economic 

integration could not advance political integration because the economy remained in the area 

of low politics, not high politics (Hoffmann, 1966: 882). He asserted that while member states 

could advance integration in the area of low politics (where positive-sum games occur), the 

realm of high politics (strongly connected with national sovereignty and survival) forced states 

to play only zero-sum games (Hoffmann, 1966). Thus, from this perspective, the progressive 

diffusion of integration from the economic field to both political and military sectors would 

likely not happen.  

Intergovernmentalism means that integration in high politics could occur when the 
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interests of large states coincide, although it would halt when the national interests of more than 

one member conflict with wider policy agreement. Accordingly, member states had the power 

to decide the pace of integration and determine supranational institutions’ competencies: 

institutions could lose their competencies if member states felt the institutions contravened their 

national interests. In this regard, intergovernmentalists argued that the EU’s policy-making 

process was led by member governments, not by supranational organizations. Thus, progress in 

European integration was a result of interactions between states pursuing their own interests 

(Keohane and Hoffman, 1991). This intergovernmental notion explains France’s veto of 

Britain’s accession to the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1967 and the UK’s opt-

out from the Economic and Monetary Union of the European Union in 1992. 

 Intergovernmental theory was reformulated by Moravcsik (2018) to solve the problem 

inherent in the existing intergovernmental approach: intergovernmentalism reached the 

limitations of explaining deepening integration across Europe in the 1990s. 4  Liberal 

intergovernmentalism explains EU policy evolvement with a three-stage process (Moravcsik, 

2018). First, states form preferences motivated by domestic situations. Liberal 

intergovernmentalism sets the domestic political dimension as a crucial variable in defining 

national interests and state preferences, while the traditional realist view considers member 

states’ domestic politics as a “black box” (Bulmer et al., 2020: 15; Cini, 2010: 92). Social 

pressures, such as social groups’ interests and domestic political and economic environments, 

contribute to forming a state’s policy and strategy on a specific issue. The second stage involves 

bargaining among EU member states. States with different national interests engage in 

negotiation to reach a positive-sum agreement, although they do not have equal bargaining 

power. The relative power of members has influence on reaching an agreement (Bulmer et al., 

2020: 15–16). From the realist view, it might be assumed that some countries, such as France 

and Germany (the so-called hegemonic powers in European politics), have more influence than 

others. However, it is not necessarily argued through this theory that only powerful countries 

have more bargaining power (Jakobsen, 2009; Nasra, 2011; Pastore, 2013).5 As bargaining 

power can vary with asymmetrical interdependence, small countries may influence the process 

of reaching an agreement. The third stage is institutionalization. Once an agreement is reached 

                                           
4 Hoffmann, a leading advocate of intergovernmentalism, admitted in his book that supranational organization, 

the European Commission in this case, played a crucial role in planning and negotiating common European 
policies (Keohane and Hoffmann, 1993: 385) 

5 Jakobsen (2009), Nasra (2011), and Pastore (2013) refute the widely accepted view that small governments only 
play marginal roles in European common foreign policy. They argue that small states have been also able to 
reflect their national preferences in the CFSP with the examples of the Nordic countries, Belgium, and six new 
member states (Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, and Slovenia). 
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through bargaining, supranational institutions with enough competencies transferred by 

member states start to engage in the process to ensure the commitment of national governments 

in respecting the negotiation outcome (Hooghe and Marks, 2019; Moravcsik and 

Schimmelfennig, 2019). This approach enriches and broadens intergovernmental discussions 

by evolving domestic politics otherwise regarded as a black box into a crucial variable for 

defining national interests and state preferences. However, liberal intergovernmentalists also 

fundamentally agree that EU common policy is a negotiation outcome of member states with 

different national preferences.  

 Accordingly, this broad intergovernmental framework is based on two essential 

assumptions (Hix and Høyland, 2011; Moravcsik, 1993; Nugent, 1999: 509). First, member 

states think and act reasonably. Member states with clear national preferences choose the most 

appropriate actions to maximize their national interests. Second, bargaining processes are aimed 

at positive-sum outcomes. The negotiation does not guarantee an equal distribution of gains, 

but member states attempt to reach agreement that can benefit all members involved (Moravcsik, 

2018).  

The EU has a special characteristic that distinguishes it from other regional cooperation 

organizations: a single European economic market encourages European countries to pursue 

mutual interests. Accordingly, in terms of European politics, member states are highly and 

complicatedly interdependent of one another through enhanced cooperation and expanded 

integration into various policy fields. An EU member state, according to intergovernmentalism, 

is a rational actor that establishes national preferences and strategy to not only maximize its 

national interests but also pursue mutual benefits from the process of European integration. In 

this regard, where further integration is expected to help attain priority interests, a state may 

choose to engage in the integration process at the expense of other non-crucial interests or some 

of its sovereignty.  
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CHAPTER 3 

Policy of Active Engagement 1993–2003 

Chapter 3–5 focuses on examining the EU policy toward North Korea in terms of 

nuclear non-proliferation from 1993, when the CFSP was established, until the present. Chapter 

3 covers the EU’s policy toward North Korea from 1993 to 2003, a period when the EU took a 

conciliatory approach to the country. During this period, Brussels’ focus was active engagement: 

it sought to resolve North Korean-related issues, such as nuclear programs and human rights, 

through dialogue and economic incentives. The EU and most member states individually 

established official diplomatic relations with North Korea,6 and EU–DPRK bilateral political 

dialogue was held annually (Ballbach, 2019; Berkofsky, 2003).  

3.1. BACKGROUND 

3.1.1. Birth of the Common Foreign and Security Policy 

 European diplomatic and security integration began to develop relatively late in 

comparison to other policy areas. In the 1990s, security issues emerged as intractable problems 

at the national level. Facing the end of the Cold War, the collapse of the communist regime in 

Central and Eastern Europe, and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, European countries started 

to believe that further integration would help member states address security issues better. In 

particular, the outbreak of the Gulf War in August 1990 and the Yugoslav Civil War in June 

1991 served as momentum: Europe felt the limits of EPC to properly cope with international 

and European security issues (Dehousse, 1998). The unstable and challenging global security 

situation finally forced the European Community to strengthen its European cooperation in 

political and diplomatic fields. Meetings of the European Council and the Intergovernmental 

Conference were held throughout the early 1990s to discuss how to promote political 

integration among member states of the European Community (European Council, 1991). As a 

result, the CFSP was established under the Treaty on European Union (TEU), also known as 

the Maastricht Treaty, signed in 1992 and effective in 1993. The Maastricht Treaty stipulated in 

Article B that establishing its identity in international politics was one of the EU’s objectives, 

                                           
6 All member states except France and Estonia were done with the establishment of a diplomatic tie with the 

DPRK in the early 2000s, but Portugal broke a diplomatic relationship with the country in 2017 following its 
continuous nuclear provocations. Currently, twenty four out of 27-member states maintain a diplomatic 
relationship with the country (North Korea in the World, 2021) 
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which could be achieved through the implementation of the CFSP (TEU, 1992: 7). The CFSP 

has become the second of the three pillars forming the European Union, and security and 

defense issues have been more clearly placed on the EU’s common agenda. The TEU formed 

the basis of the legal and systematic political integration among member states (ibid.: 123–129). 

Establishing and promoting the CFSP was considered essentially significant for the EU, which 

would allow member states to speak with one voice and to have a strong presence as an 

international actor in international politics (Kim, G. 2011).  

However, the establishment of the CFSP made no significant change to the EU’s 

international presence: the EU remained passive and defensive in international conflicts. The 

EU intervened in the ethnic crises in Yugoslavia only by contributing to US-led NATO forces, 

while failing to respond to the crises and showing its presence as an international actor. Hill 

(1993) argued that while dealing with real problems, the CFSP exposed immaturity and a lack 

of ability stemming from a significant gap between high expectations and actual capacities as 

well as questions of competence in terms of EU institutions and member states. The lessons 

learned from the crises in the Balkan states enabled European countries to realize that the EU 

lacked the capacity to control and address regional conflicts in Europe, despite establishing the 

CFSP. To obtain a strong capability and presence, the Union needed to behave proactively, not 

reactively, and improve the CFSP’s ineffectiveness resulting from uncoordinated responses 

between member states. As a result, the EU made the decision to strengthen its CFSP scheme 

further by amending the TEU, and the Treaty of Amsterdam was signed in 1997 (Publications 

Office of the EU, n.d.; Lee, S., 2007).  

 The amended treaty improved the efficiency of the CFSP’s decision-making processes. 

It prescribed the specific circumstances to which qualified majority voting could be applied in 

Article J.13, despite the principle of unanimity in foreign policy decision-making; the Council 

could act by qualified majority “when adopting joint actions, common positions or taking any 

other decision on the basis of a common strategy… [and] any decision implementing a joint 

action or a common position” (Amsterdam treaty, 1997: 14).7 It is evident that this institutional 

improvement enabled external policy decisions to be made faster and more efficiently. In 

addition, the Treaty (1997) stipulated the need to develop a common defense policy as an 

essential component of the CFSP (Article J.7), which provided the basis for developing and 

retaining the autonomous military capabilities of the EU. Furthermore, the position of High 

                                           
7 The treaty of Maastricht also mentioned a qualified majority in Title V (Article J.3) that composed the CFSP but 

stated obscurely as follows: “the Council shall … define those matters on which decisions are to be taken by a 
qualified majority” (TEU, 1992). 



42 

 

Representative/Vice President (HR/VP) of the CFSP was created following Article J.8, and 

Javier Solana became the first HR/VP (German Federal Foreign Office, n.d.). The changes 

brought by the Treaty of Amsterdam helped the CFSP to bring about more progress toward 

further political integration (Lee, S., 2007).  

3.1.2. Birth of the EU Common Policy on Nuclear Disarmament 

 Europe’s efforts to play an essential role in the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 

were not a crucial political agenda at the European level for a long time—until the Maastricht 

Treaty. However, the European Commission enhanced its involvement in non-proliferation in 

the early 1990s with the birth of the CFSP. The strengthened common policy mechanisms 

helped the EU establish a more robust framework for addressing global nuclear proliferation 

issues. In accordance with France’s enrollment in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 

in 1992, non-proliferation became one of the EU’s top priorities, and the EU started to increase 

its role and activities in this area (European Parliament, 2020; Portela, 2021; Portela and 

Kienzle, 2015b).  

 As the Treaty of Maastricht entered into force and the CFSP was established in 1993, 

the EU was able to build a ground for a common non-proliferation policy. Although the words 

“non-proliferation” or “arms control” were not directly mentioned in the first version of the 

TEU, the treaty implicitly covered non-proliferation activities in its sphere of competence 

(Wessel, 2016).8 Furthermore, at the European Council meeting held after the conclusion of 

the Maastricht Treaty, member states agreed that non-proliferation was one of the issues 

requiring joint action (European Council, 1992). At the meeting in Corfu in June 1994, the 

European Council decided to take joint action to support the extension of the NPT and promote 

the system indefinitely and unconditionally (European Council, 1994b). However, despite the 

announcement of its ambitions, the EU’s non-proliferation policy did not develop in detail until 

the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, in the United States. This led to concern among 

European countries about the possibility of terrorists acquiring WMD and the possible 

consequences for European and global security (Murauskaite, 2015). These unstable security 

situations surrounding Europe prompted the Union to engage more in the global efforts to 

prevent the proliferation of WMD. 9  The Union clearly declared its further efforts and 

                                           
8  In the Preamble, it is state that “implement[ing] a common foreign and security policy […] to promote peace, 

security and progress in Europe and in the world (TEU, 1992: 4).  

9 Beyond the 9/11 attack, a series of terrorist attacks in member states (Spain, the UK, and France) also intensified 
the fear in Europe, and made European regard Islamist terrorism as a real and actual threat to Europe (Friesen, 
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participation in global non-proliferation and disarmament in the CFSP Annual Report of 2002 

(UNSPECIFIED, 2002).10 However, although the Union was aware of the necessity to address 

emerging threats proactively, it did not build an appropriate strategy for the threat until 2003.  

3.1.3. The DPRK’s Nuclear Programs and International Responses  

 North Korea’s nuclear development dates back to the 1950s, when—unknown at the 

time—it began a nuclear weapon program with the assistance of its former ally, the Soviet 

Union (Carrel-billiard and Wing, 2010; Moon, 2016). The first nuclear crisis occurred in 1993, 

when North Korea announced its withdrawal from the NPT. In 1992, the IAEA conducted an 

inspection of nuclear facilities in Yongbyon, North Korea. This inspection was a routine step 

following North Korea’s first submission of a report on its nuclear activities under the IAEA–

DPRK safeguard agreement. In this report, the country argued that no actions had violated the 

agreement with the agency; however, inspectors finally confirmed significant discrepancies 

between data collected during the inspection and the actual report. For example, while the 

country had reported the position of approximately 90 grams of plutonium reprocessed from its 

seven nuclear facilities to the IAEA, the inspectors found several kilograms of plutonium 

extracted from nuclear fuel rods during the verification process. Believing that a further and 

deeper investigation would help in resolving these significant discrepancies, the IAEA 

requested a further visit on December 12, 1992, to two sites that were suspected of storing 

nuclear waste to collect samples, but the request was declined. North Korea only allowed visual 

inspections at the one site. In response, the IAEA demanded a special inspection of some 

nuclear waste sites in North Korea, but this request was also rejected. On March 12, 1993, North 

Korea finally announced its withdrawal from the NPT11 , which accelerated tensions on the 

Korean Peninsula (IAEA, n.d.; Sigal, 2018). 

The international community was worried that the same situation could be repeated in 

other countries and that the IAEA’s inspection system would no be longer valid (Carrel-Billiard 

and Wing, 2010). On May 11, the UN Security Council adopted a resolution to urge North 

                                           
2007; Kobia, 2008)  

10  In this paper (UNSPECIFIED, 2002: 56), it is stated that “[s]upport for the reinforcement of global non-
proliferation and disarmament will continue to be at the core of the external action of the Union. The Union 
will contribute actively to the work in this area within the various international conferences and other fora 
aimed at these objectives”. 

11  Announcing its withdrawal from the NPT, North Korea made reference to Article X(1) of the NPT that 
guarantees the right to withdraw from the treaty to protect the national sovereignty of member states (Carrel-
billiard and Wing, 2010; IAEA, n.d.) 
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Korea to accept the IAEA’s special inspections and to reverse its withdrawal from the NPT; 

however, North Korea argued that it would not change its position because its nuclear program 

development was an appropriate reaction to the perceived threat to its regime’s survival by the 

United States (IAEA, 1993; UNSC, 1993). Therefore, the first US–DPRK bilateral high-level 

talks were held in New York in June 1993 to negotiate the issue. After the talks, North Korea 

temporarily suspended its withdrawal from the NPT. Negotiation resulted in an agreed 

framework in Geneva, Switzerland in October 1994. According to this framework, the United 

States promised to build two light-water reactors in North Korea and provide 500,000 tons of 

heavy oil annually under the condition of North Korea’s nuclear freeze (Carrel-billiard and 

Wing, 2010; Sigal, 2018).  

It seemed outwardly that North Korea had ceased its nuclear activities when the first 

nuclear crisis was settled by the Geneva bilateral agreement of 1994. However, the country 

secretly continued to develop its nuclear program, and the second nuclear crisis did not emerge 

until 2003. After the Geneva Agreed Framework was signed between the United States and 

North Korea, follow-up measures were at first implemented smoothly. Following the 

framework, US–DPRK talks were held in January 1995 to discuss how to implement the 

framework, and KEDO was established in New York. North Korea's Yongbyon nuclear facilities 

were also frozen. However, implementing the framework would soon face difficulties. As the 

disagreement over the inspection of the IAEA could not be resolved, the United States delayed 

the construction of the light-water reactors promised under the agreement. Meanwhile, 

following the inauguration of the Bush administration in January 2001, the American policy 

toward North Korea—including the Geneva Agreed Framework—was fully reviewed. In 

particular, after the September 11 attacks, the United States began to deal with the North Korean 

nuclear issue under its anti-terrorism and anti-proliferation policy. The tension between the two 

countries increased as the Bush administration's tough stance against North Korea became 

official: the classified Nuclear Posture Review of the United States revealed that the Bush 

administration named North Korea as one of its potential nuclear weapon targets (Bleek, n.d.; 

Richter, 2002).12 In response, the Korean Central News Agency, the Korean state news agency, 

released a statement by a foreign ministry spokesman condemning the Bush administration and 

saying that DPRK would reexamine all agreements with the United States and suspend the 

Geneva Agreed Framework (Tongilnews, 2002).  

                                           
12 This secret document was originally submitted to the US Congress in January 2002 but leaked to American 

newspapers. This report claimed that the US should make provision for the use of its nuclear weapons against 
seven countries: China, Iran, Iraq, Libya, North Korea Russia, and Syria (Bleek, n.d.; Richter, 2002). 
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3.2. THE EU’S ACTIVE ENGAGEMENT  

3.2.1. EU–DPRK diplomatic relations 

 EU relations with the DPRK began with the EU’s humanitarian aid when the country 

suffered severe food shortages caused by floods in 1995. However, North Korea’s WMD 

program was a significant barrier to enhancing bilateral relations further (Jung, 2018). The EU 

expressed concerns over North Korean issues, especially its nuclear development and the 

tension that it caused on the Korean Peninsula. Adopting “Toward a New Asia Strategy” in 

1994 after the first NorInth Korean nuclear crisis occurred, the EU specifically mentioned North 

Korea’s refusal of the IAEA nuclear inspections as an Asian problem with which it needed to 

engage (European Commission, 1994). In line with this strategy, the EU joined KEDO in 1997 

with the aim of addressing the North Korean nuclear crisis. It pledged to contribute 75 million 

US dollars to the organization for five years for its smooth operation and nuclear non-

proliferation on the Korean Peninsula, which was carried out as scheduled (European 

Commission, 2001b). Furthermore, the European Council announced an EU policy framework 

in 1999 for its policy toward the Korean Peninsula. This framework—announced as a result of 

the 2198th General Affairs Council meeting—made the policy objectives of the EU’s North 

Korea policy clear; according to the policy framework, the EU’s North Korea policy had to 

contribute to securing peace and security on the Korean Peninsula, strengthening economic 

cooperation with South Korea, and pressing North Korea to adopt more responsible behavior 

on security and human rights issues (European Council, 1999c). 

In 1999, following a moratorium between the DPRK and the United States on testing 

any long-range missiles, European countries were quick to approach North Korea. In January 

2000, North Korea established diplomatic relations with Italy, which led to further expansion 

of bilateral relations with other member states of the EU. As diplomatic relations between the 

country and member states expanded, the foreign ministers of EU member states adopted “the 

European Union Lines of Action Towards North Korea” in November 2000. This was motivated 

by a need to coordinate member states’ policy toward North Korea at the EU level as relations 

between the DPRK and member states expanded (European Council, 2000). The EU made its 

policy direction clear, which was to be taken into account by member governments when they 

developed policies or took action against the North: it supported the approach of dialogue and 

incentives toward North Korea but also continued to evaluate its commitment to international 

non–proliferation and human rights (ibid.). On March 4, 2001, the EU released “the EC-DPRK 

Country Strategy Paper 2001–2004”, comprising detailed plans in line with the “Line of Action.” 
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The strategy paper (which allowed the EU and member states to systemize policy toward North 

Korea with one voice) contained detailed financing and technical supports plans to effectively 

address North Korean issues such as human rights, famine, and its nuclear program (European 

Commission, 2001b). After the EU troika visit to Pyongyang in 2001, Brussels eventually 

announced the establishment of diplomatic relations with Pyongyang on May 14, 2001. As a 

result, in 2002, the EU and all member states (except France) had forged diplomatic ties with 

North Korea (Jung, 2018; Wertz et al., 2016). 

A series of actions by European countries contributing to the improvements in EU–

DPRK relations allowed Pyongyang to recognize Brussels as a potential key partner that could 

help North Korea out of the political and economic problems it faced on the global scene (Lee, 

2005; Park, 2002; Park, 2017). After the end of the Cold War, North Korea experienced a 

difficult time until the early 1990s. First, its communist allies either disappeared from the world 

map or made a transition to capitalism. Its remaining former allies normalized their relations 

with South Korea and the United States (major enemies of North Korea), which eventually led 

to estranged relations between North Korea and its former allies. In addition, severe drought 

and flooding affected the country in the 1990s, destroying its economy and pushing millions of 

people to the brink of starvation. As a result, it was estimated that around 3 to 5 percent of its 

population—more than 2 million people—died from hunger between 1995 and 1999 (Crossette, 

1999; Seth, 2011). The international community offered humanitarian assistance to help North 

Korea recover from this dreadful domestic situation, although the amount of humanitarian aid 

soon decreased as its ambition to develop nuclear programs was revealed in the late 1990s 

(Manyin and Nikitin, 2014). However, the Union continued to provide humanitarian aid of 

around 250 million euros between 1995 and 2001 despite international disputes over North 

Korea’s nuclear program. Moreover, Brussels expanded the scope of its aid program: it not only 

organized long-term humanitarian projects, such as agriculture reconstruction and cooperation 

projects with NGOs but also provided financial and technical assistance by joining KEDO 

(Song, 2009). Furthermore, the EU and European countries established diplomatic relations and 

built communication channels with North Korea, which helped the country out of international 

isolation (Park, 2017). As a result, the EU became an important international actor for the North 

Korean government.  

Since the establishment of the CFSP through the Maastricht Treaty and the adoption of 

“Toward a New Asia Strategy” in 1994, the EU and its member states continued to develop 

relations with North Korea. From 1993 to 2003, the EU actively communicated with the country 

to address the nuclear issue, as Table 2 shows. As stated in “the European Union Lines of Action 
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Towards North Korea,” during this period, the EU approached the North Korean nuclear issue 

with economic incentives and dialogue to persuade the country to abandon its nuclear program. 

To reveal the EU’s active engagement policy, the rest of this chapter will review in more detail 

how the EU engaged in the nuclear issue by examining the EU–DRPK political dialogue (a key 

bilateral dialogue channel) and the EU’s activities as part of KEDO, through which it provided 

economic and technical aid to North Korea.  

Table 2. EU-DRPK Relations from 1993 to 2002 

1995 Commencement of the EU’s humanitarian aid to the DPRK 

September 19, 1997 Accession of the EU to KEDO  

December 2, 1998 The first session of political dialogue (Brussels) 

November 24, 1999 The second session of political dialogue (Brussels) 

November 25–28, 2000 The third session of political dialogue (Pyongyang) 

May 2–4, 2001 
High-level EU delegation’s visit to Kim Jong Il, North Korea 
leader  

May 14, 2001 Establishment of the EU-DPRK diplomatic relations 

June 13, 2001 The first session of talks on human rights (Brussels) 

October 27–30, 2001 The fourth session of political dialogue (Pyongyang) 

June 2002 The first session of talks on human rights (Pyongyang) 

June 15–18, 2002 The fifth session of political dialogue (Pyongyang) 

 (source: Arms Control Association, 2020) 

3.2.2. Political Dialogue 

 European countries started to communicate with North Korea before establishing 

diplomatic relations in the early 2000s. Exchanges with North Korea at member state level 

began in 1995, mainly for economic purposes. For example, in January and November 1995, a 

North Korean ruling Workers’ Party delegation visited Western European countries, including 

France and Britain, to promote economic cooperation between Europe and the DPRK. Such 

active efforts encouraged and activated Europe–DPRK economic trade: this increased from 

1996, and the EU became North Korea’s third-largest trade partner after China and Japan (Frank, 

2002). North Korea also successfully arranged investment from European companies; it agreed 

with ING Bank, a Dutch multinational banking corporation, to establish a joint bank within its 

territory and signed an agreement with DCCG, a German barter trade company, to undertake 

barter trade of 100 million US dollars each year for the following three years (Flake, 1995; 

Jung, 2018). 

North Korea put effort into expanding economic cooperation in other areas and 
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established communication channels that allowed regular and sustained interactions with the 

EU to break away from diplomatic isolation and promote European humanitarian aid (Jung, 

1999: 283). In this context, they suggested a bilateral meeting with the EU in Brussels in 1998 

to strengthen its bilateral political and diplomatic relations, and the EU accepted. The Brussels 

dialogue was held on November 26, 1998. The two sides agreed to have annual bilateral 

meetings to discuss political issues such as nuclear development, human rights, and 

humanitarian aid. The EU’s consent to engage in annual political dialogue was in line with the 

“Toward a New Asia Strategy” (Jung, 2018: 23–25; Yonhap News Agency, 2003: 604–607). 

The first political dialogue session at the working level was held in Brussels on 

December 2, 1998. Talks covered North Korea's nuclear and missile program, economic 

development, human rights, and humanitarian assistance. Of these topics, both sides 

concentrated on the nuclear weapons program as a top priority because the international 

community was paying close attention to North Korea’s implementation of the Geneva 

Agreement at that time. The EU stressed the importance of complying with the NPT regime 

and called on Pyongyang to fully cooperate with the IAEA’s inspection of its nuclear sites. 

However, North Korea reaffirmed its stance. The North Korean delegation asserted that the 

nuclear sites the IAEA wanted to inspect were secret military facilities that would not be 

disclosed to foreigners, even though the country well understood the need to fulfill international 

obligations. The first session was closed without progress on the nuclear issue, although it 

contributed to developing their bilateral relations and establishing momentum to continue 

bilateral communication. After the first round, the EU sent delegations to North Korea. A 

delegation of the European Parliament and of the European Commission visited the country in 

December 1998 and January 1999, respectively. On March 23, 1999, the European Parliament 

adopted an EU resolution to support the country with more economic and humanitarian 

assistance and constructive engagement. It also decided to establish an EU–DPRK liaison office 

in Brussels and a joint liaison office for the EU member states in Pyongyang (European Council, 

1999b; Yonhap News Agency, 2003). 

On November 24, 1999, the second session of political dialogue was held in Brussels 

in an amicable atmosphere between the two sides. During the dialogue, North Korea placed 

emphasis on the need to develop further relations between the two, while the EU claimed that 

changes in North Korea’s attitude towards international norms such as human rights and non-

proliferation should come before further assistance. The EU delegation argued it could only 

take more concrete and constructive steps demanded by North Korea when the latter acted 

responsibly as a member of the international community (Lee, 2002). The EU and North Korea 
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failed to reach an agreement on major issues, but relations continued to become closer. In 2000, 

many member states, including France, Italy, Sweden, and the United Kingdom, sent 

delegations to North Korea or invited North Korean delegations to hold high-level talks.13 In 

addition, EU member states rushed to establish diplomatic ties with North Korea after the 

official launch of Italy–North Korea relations in 2000. 

The third session of political dialogue was held in Pyongyang in November 2000, but 

the change of venue failed to bring productive results from the dialogue, where both sides 

repeated the same arguments. The EU demonstrated a passive attitude toward North Korea. 

However, in a situation where most member states had already either established diplomatic 

relations with North Korea or announced plans to do so, the EU had no choice but to show a 

more flexible and softened attitude toward the country (Jung, 1999; Yonhap News Agency, 2003: 

606). The visit of the European Council and Commission Mission to North Korea in May 2001 

made a breakthrough in EU–DPRK relations. The mission unprecedentedly comprised of high-

ranking officials of the EU, led by Swedish Prime Minister Göran Persson. The delegation 

included Javier Solana, High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy, and 

Chris Patten, European Commissioner for External Relations.14 During its two-day visit to 

Pyongyang, the European delegation held an EU–North Korea high-level meeting and had a 

meeting with Kim Jong Il, the North Korean supreme leader. It was the first time in history that 

Westerns leaders officially met the North Korean supreme leader. At that meeting, Kim 

promised to realize his visit to Seoul for trust-building between North and South Korea.15 He 

also pledged a moratorium on missile testing until 2003. In addition, the two sides discussed 

                                           
13 The list of member states’ delegations visiting North Korea in 2000 is as follows: a French delegation of foreign 

affairs officials and an Italian delegation of lawmakers in February; the Swedish State Secretary for Foreign 
Affairs and the Italian minister for Foreign Affairs in March; a delegation of UK foreign affairs officials in May; 
the German Vice Foreign Minister and a delegation of the European Parliament in October; a delegation of 
German federal parliament in November. Also, France, Germany, Italy, and the EU invited North Korean 
delegations and had high-level and working-level meetings during the year of 2000 (Yonhap News Agency, 
2001). 

14 As Sweden chaired the EU Council presidency from January to June of 2001, Göran Persson led the mission of 
the European Council and Commission to North Korea. This mission also had an EU–South Korea Summit 
right after the two-day visit to Pyongyang. At the EU-ROK summit, Prime Minister Persson explained the 
results of its talks with the North Korea leader, Kim Jong Il, to the South Korean president (European Parliament, 
2001b). 

15 The first inter-Korean summit was held in Pyongyang on June 13-15, 2000 where the two leaders announced 
the June 15th joint declaration for building peace on the Korean Peninsula. This joint declaration led the 
international community to expect that North Korea would soon give up its nuclear program and actively 
participate in building peace in the region. At the meeting, Kim Jong Il promised to visit Seoul at an appropriate 
opportunity. Many countries and international actors looked forward to the realization of the visit because they 
believed that his visit to Seoul would greatly contribute to achieving peace in the region. However, it was not 
realized (Foster-Carter, 2021; Kim, 2018) 
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bilateral relations. As a result, North Korea and the EU agreed to initiate annual bilateral talks 

on human rights,16 strengthen economic cooperation, and educate North Korean government 

officials in Europe on European economic policies in support of North Korea’s economic 

reform (European Parliament, 2001a; Mo and Choi, 2018; Struck, 2001; Vestkusten, 2001). On 

May 14, 2001, ten days after the EU’s troika visit, the EU officially announced the 

establishment of diplomatic relations with North Korea. 

 Although the two sides finally reached certain important agreements at the high-level 

meeting in May 2001, they were motivated by different intentions. On May 3, 2001, North 

Korea’s Rodong Sinmun, an official newspaper of the Communist Party, reported that the visit 

of the EU’s high-level delegation to the North Korean leader provided an opportunity to build 

trust between the two sides and accelerate their relationship, which eventually would lead to 

the development of peace and security in the world (Rodong Sinmun, 2001a). On the same day, 

the newspaper also published an article introducing the EU as an important international actor 

that would accelerate the multipolarity of the international system (Rodong Sinmun, 2001b). 

These official articles of the ruling party about the visit helped to shed light on Pyongyang’s 

ulterior motive. It wanted to expand its narrowed foreign policy—focusing on the United States 

and China—in a situation where US–DPRK relations were deteriorating, to use its relationship 

with the EU to create a favorable atmosphere for negotiating its nuclear program (Jung, 2018). 

Conversely, Brussels intended to produce changes in Pyongyang’s actions and attitude. It was 

believed that regular bilateral talks, humanitarian aid, and economic cooperation would 

contribute to building peace and stability in the region (European Commission, 2001b). Thus, 

Brussels constantly asked, or sometimes pressed, its counterpart to take responsible actions in 

the fields of international security and human rights at the political talks and the summit in 2001. 

Thus, the two sides held the fourth and fifth sessions of political dialogue in the capital of North 

Korea in October 2001 and June 2002, respectively. However, their divergent ulterior motives 

hindered dialogue lasting for five years after initially producing constructive and meaningful 

results (Park, 2017).  

3.2.3. KEDO 

 The first nuclear crisis emerged in 1993, when North Korea refused inspections on its 

nuclear facilities by the IAEA and eventually announced its withdrawal from the agency. The 

                                           
16 Under the agreement reached at the meeting between North Korean leader Kim Jong Il and Prime Minister 

Persson, the first round of bilateral talks on human rights was held in Brussels in June 2001 where two parties 
exchanged their views on basic principles of human rights, but the talks were suspended after the second round 
held in Pyongyang in June 2002 (Mo and Choi, 2018).  
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crisis, which had been accelerating for a while, ended with the US-North Korea bilateral 

meeting in Geneva in 1994 and the signing of the Agreed Framework at the meeting. As the 

Framework included a clause that the US would establish an international consortium to 

financially support the project of constructing light-water reactor (LWR) power plants in North 

Korea, the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization was formed in March 1995 

(Agreed Framework Between the US and the DPRK, 1994). Although KEDO was established 

as part of the bilateral agreement between the United States and North Korea, the United States 

needed more participants to reduce the financial burden. It first targeted countries in Northeast 

Asia that shared the same strategic interests as the United States because the North Korean 

nuclear program threatened peace and stability in the region. In response, South Korea and 

Japan participated in the process of establishing KEDO and provided financial support for the 

LWR construction project (Doh, 2012).17 The United States wanted to expand the scope of 

participants, and it targeted international actors, especially the EU. While preparing for the 

establishment of KEDO, the US federal agencies asked the German government whether 

German companies, notably Siemens, could make a contribution to implementing the Agreed 

Framework. The government answered that “(b)efore Siemens could get involved in supplying 

reactor equipment, third party liability and export control problems must be addressed” (Hibbs, 

1994: 9–10). In December 1994, the European Council adopted a new regulation for the control 

of exports for dual-use goods that permitted exports related to nuclear activities (European 

Council, 1994a). Soon, the EU announced the plan to participate in KEDO at the European 

Council meeting in Madrid in 1995 and joined in KEDO on September 19, 1997, by signing an 

agreement between Euratom and KEDO.18 In the agreement, the EU promised to fund a total 

of 75 million euros—15 million euros per year for five years (Doh, 2012). Joining KEDO was 

the first time the Union politically intervened in security issues plaguing the Korean Peninsula. 

This accession of the EU to KEDO was meaningful as it sent a clear message to the world that 

the EU cared about security issues in Asia and was willing to engage with them to enhance 

political and security relations with Asian countries. The Union considered joining KEDO to 

be an opportunity to get involved in political and economic issues affecting the peninsula 

                                           
17 The US failed to encourage China and Russia to participate in KEDO although they were ones of the major 

stakeholders of the North Korean nuclear crisis. Russia declared that it would not take part in the organization 
unless the organization chose the country as a main participant in the LWR construction project (Doh, 2012). 

18 The Council of Ministers and the Commission knew the reality that the accession would not be approved if the 
agenda was treated as the CFSP issue because one third of member states representing anti-nuclear would not 
welcome the accession. They decided to join KEDO via Euratom, based on Article 101(2) of the Euratom Treaty 
that adopts a qualified majority and does not require consultation of the Parliament (Tindemans, 1999; 
Hautecouverture, 2020). 
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(European Commission, 1997).  

The Union undertook a large part of KEDO financing after its membership. It provided 

75 million euros (about 82 million US dollars) for five years, from 1996 to 2000 (KEDO, 

2001).19 At the end of the first agreement, the Union’s active engagement in the North Korean 

nuclear issue led to the EU renewing its agreement with KEDO in 2001, pledging to contribute 

20 million euros every year by the end of 2005 (Park, 2017). As European contributions 

increased, KEDO expanded the role of the EU in its system. The renewal agreement ensured 

the EU’s participation in the executive board’s activities and allocated more places within the 

Secretariat to Europeans (Agreement Between Euratom and KEDO, 2001). In total, 

contributions from the EU from 1995 to 2002 reached approximately 120 million US dollars 

(KEDO, 2002). 

As a member of the organization, the EU benefitted in several ways. First, it expanded 

its political presence into Northeast Asia. The EU’s financial support was the fourth most 

significant funding for the KEDO project after South Korea, Japan, and the United States. By 

providing such a considerable amount of financial assistance, Europe expressed its will to 

participate in the security issue of East Asia. The EU was also able to exert influence not only 

on decision-making within KEDO but also on security issues of the Korean Peninsula outside 

the KEDO scheme (Doh, 2012). For example, it played an important role in adopting two joint 

declarations to promote peace-building on the peninsula at the Asia–Europe meetings held in 

2000 and 2002 (Park, 2020). It also established communication channels with KEDO member 

states by participating in KEDO decision-making processes. Through cooperation amassed as 

part of the KEDO activities, the EU and South Korea concluded the EU–ROK Framework 

Agreement on Trade and Cooperation to build a future-oriented partnership (Doh, 2012).20 

Accordingly, the EU assessed that its involvement in KEDO helped increase its influence in 

dealing with East Asian issues (European Commission, 2001b). In addition, by joining the 

organization, the EU was able to show that the CFSP could work in accordance with the EU’s 

external policy principle of dealing with security issues (Kim, 2006).21 However, although it 

                                           
19 The amount did not include the contributions to KEDO at member states level. The UK, Finland, Germany, 

Greece, Norway, Switzerland and Netherlands made contributions to the organization before the EU’s accession 
(KEDO, 2001).  

20 This Framework Agreement that came into effect in 2001 contained the bilateral accord on the establishment of 
political dialogues (Pardo et al., 2018) 

21 The EU’s approach to nuclear proliferation was to support multilateral systems against nuclear proliferation 
and encourage non-European countries to comply with the international non-proliferation regime by diplomatic 
means, since the mid-1990s (Grip, 2011). 
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gained political leverage in East Asia, such benefits failed to reserve a place for the EU in the 

North Korean nuclear deal process, the Six-Party Talks. Despite its considerable financing and 

will to join the process, the EU was excluded.  
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CHAPTER 4  

Policy of Critical Engagement 2003–2009 

Beginning with humanitarian aid in 1995, the EU continued to strengthen its relations 

with North Korea by funding KEDO and holding annual political dialogue, which eventually 

led to the establishment of the EU–DPRK diplomatic relations. While enhancing relations, the 

EU economically and politically engaged in North Korean issues to encourage the country to 

comply with the NPT system. However, the EU changed its approach to North Korea in 2003 

from unconditional engagement to a two-track approach—the so-called a carrot and stick 

scheme—after North Korea’s second announcement of the withdrawal from the NPT following 

the disclosure of North Korea’s uranium-enrichment program for nuclear weapons by the 

United States in 2002.22 The EU significantly reduced aid assistance to North Korea, including 

the suspension of technical and financial aid, which was designed to encourage the country to 

halt the development of its nuclear program. Nevertheless, the EU did not give up one of the 

crucial parts of its engagement policy toward North Korea: its political dialogue (Park, 2017).  

4.1. BACKGROUND 

4.1.1. Changes in the Common Foreign and Security Policy 

 The Maastricht Treaty established the institutional framework for the CFSP, and the 

Amsterdam Treaty further developed the supranational aspect of the CFSP by creating the 

position of the HR/VP, who took charge of the CFSP at large. This guaranteed the use of 

qualified majority voting in some areas (although quite limited) and the laying of groundwork 

for EU autonomous military capabilities. After the Amsterdam Treaty, the CFSP continued to 

strengthen: it constructed EU’s autonomous defense structures with crucial agreements, such 

as the Franco-British St. Malo Summit in 1998 and the Treaty of Nice effective in 2003. It was 

estimated that the CFSP, which began with the Maastricht Treaty, was institutionalized to 

promote a common military policy at the Nice European Council and the following conclusion 

of the Treaty of Nice (MOFA, 2003).  

 However, until the early 2000s, the EU was not considered as a major actor on the 

                                           
22  The US disclosed that North Korea was secretly developing the highly uranium enrichment programs for 

nuclear weapons while the US delegation represented by James Kelly visited Pyongyang in October 2002. This 
case is referred as the second North Korea nuclear crisis (Council on Foreign Relations, 2021; Snyder, 2007) 
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international scene, despite the progress of European political integration. The EU's influence 

in international relations remained low because its presence in international issues was invisible, 

as too many actors in the process of the CFSP resulted in ineffectiveness and inefficiency 

(Chaban et al., 2009). The communication report written by the European Commission (2006) 

also pointed out that the common policy lacked coherence, effectiveness, and visibility. The 

Commission suggested that the EU urgently needed to reform its systems to eliminate such 

weaknesses responsible for dismissing its political visibility and presence in international 

relations (European Commission, 2006a). In other words, despite the EU's continuous efforts, 

the CFSP could not free itself from its intergovernmental characteristics, which became an 

obstacle to the EU’s better performance as a single international actor in international politics.   

4.1.2. Evolutions of the EU Non-Proliferation Policy 

 After witnessing the September 11 terrorist attacks on ally territory, the EU recognized 

the necessity to reflect on new security challenges in its external policy. As a result, adopting 

the “European Security Strategy: A Secure Europe in a Better World” (ESS) at the European 

Council meeting in 2003, the EU reaffirmed the five significant security challenges that it faced 

while clarifying European strategic objectives and policy implications to counter threats 

regionally and globally. In the document (European Council, 2003b: 2–3), the European 

Committee addressed the proliferation of WMD as a threat that would become the greatest 

danger to global peace and security. The document also revealed its strategic objectives in being 

active in standing against such a threat, putting effort into keeping the Union safe and being 

dedicated to promoting a multilateral framework to measure up to global threats (ibid.: 8–12). 

Adopting the ESS, the Union announced its active and effective participation in the matters that 

would threaten the global and European security document.  

 On the same day that the ESS was officially approved, the European Council also 

adopted “The EU Strategy against the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction” 

(European Council, 2003a: 21–22). As Álvarez-Verdugo (2006) and Portela and Kienzle (2015b) 

asserted, the strategy did not represent a sea change in the EU’s WMD policy. However, it 

reaffirmed the EU’s willingness to use all instruments at its disposal: the rule of law, 

multilateralism, political and diplomatic measures, and economic sanctions would be mobilized 

to deal with international WMD issues (European Council, 2003c). Moreover, the EU also 

brought institutional reforms to address non-proliferation issues more effectively. For example, 

the position of personal representative on non-proliferation was created in October 2003, which 

was designed to coordinate and assist in implementing and developing WMD policy (Cottey, 
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2014). Adopting the two strategy documents, the Union and member states were fully 

committed to activities against WMD at the EU level. Since then, the EU has reinforced a 

prominent and active presence on the global scene in supporting the NPT regime and enhanced 

cooperation with international organizations, especially the UN and the IAEA (European 

Council, 2007). In 2008, the European Council reviewed its strategy on non-proliferation and 

adopted a new WMD strategic report, “the New Lines for Action in Combating the Proliferation 

of WMD” in 2008 to enhance the effectiveness (Cottey, 2014).  

4.1.3. The DPRK’s Nuclear Programs and International Responses 

 After the first North Korean nuclear crisis in 1993, the international community put 

great effort into solving it but failed; the second nuclear crisis emerged in 2003 when North 

Korea announced its withdrawal from the NPT. This crisis began with the announcement of the 

Bush administration in October 2002 that North Korea was secretly developing a highly 

enriched uranium program for nuclear weapons and declared that the US government would 

stop supplying them heavy oil and building LWRs (Arms Control Association, 2020; Council 

on Foreign Relations, 2021; Snyder, 2007). In response, North Korea announced its withdrawal 

from the NPT on January 10, 2003 (IAEA, n.d).  

As the US–DPRK bilateral approach to solving the nuclear problem was wearing thin, 

China held a tripartite meeting inviting the United States and North Korea in 2003, which 

eventually developed into the Six-Party Talks in August 2003, including South Korea, Japan, 

and Russia. However, the first three rounds of the Talks failed to reach an agreement because 

the United States and the DPRK adhered to their original positions. The United States repeated 

the principle of refusing to offer rewards for bad behavior, demanding North Korea give up its 

nuclear weapons program without offering any compensation. Conversely, North Korea was 

only interested in rewards when it started the process of giving up its nuclear weapons program 

(Joo and Kwak, 2007). While the Talks stagnated, Pyongyang officially declared its possession 

of nuclear weapons in February 2005. After long negotiations, the six countries finally reached 

a constructive and fruitful result on the nuclear issue at the fourth round of the Six-Party Talks: 

the Joint Statement of September 19 was announced in 2005, containing North Korea’s promise 

to end its nuclear program and return to the NPT (US Department of State, 2005). 

It seemed that denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula could be possible. However, 

the decision that the US Treasury Department made four days before signing the statement 

halted its implementation: the Department froze 25 million US dollars held in North Korea’s 
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Banco Delta Asia account.23 In response, North Korea refused to carry out its promise in the 

Joint Statement. The situation surrounding the North Korean nuclear program worsened. On 

February 2, 2006, John Negroponte, the Director of National Intelligence, stated at the hearing 

of the US Senate Committee on Intelligence that the intelligence communities believed the 

DPRK’s claim to possess nuclear weapons (US Senate Committee on Intelligence, 2006). Three 

months later, KEDO decided to hold an executive board meeting in New York to terminate the 

light-water reactor project for North Korea. In this aggravated situation, North Korea conducted 

its first underground nuclear test on October 9, 2006, following long-range missile tests in July. 

In response, on October 14, the UN Security Council adopted Resolution 1718 that demanded 

the country suspend further WMD tests and return to the negotiating table with its first 

imposition of economic sanctions against North Korea. However, at the same time, the 

international community did not give up on resolving the nuclear problem peacefully through 

the multilateral talks: there was still hope that the multilateral talks would pave the way to build 

peace on the peninsula. In this context, in 2007, the six countries reached a new agreement, the 

Joint Statement released on February 13 as a result of the fifth round of the talks, and North 

Korea pledged full implementation of the Joint Statement at the inter-Korean summit in October 

2007—that they eventually broke (Declaration on the Advancement of South-North Korean 

Relations, Peace and Prosperity, 2007).   

4.2. THE EU’S CRITICAL ENGAGEMENT  

4.2.1. EU-DPRK Relations  

 In the early 2000s, EU–DPRK relations were further reinforced, although the second 

nuclear crisis put a damper on the relationship. The European Union's policy took a sharp turn 

to a critical engagement policy. In the early days of the crisis, when the United States disclosed 

North Korea’s nuclear activities, the Union focused on the possibility of resolving the North 

Korean nuclear issue through diplomatic means by calling on the country to comply with the 

NPT and accept the IAEA’s demand for inspections (Park, 2017: 169). However, North Korea 

refused to accept the IAEA’s nuclear verification procedure and freeze its nuclear facilities. 

Consequently, EU policy was set to bring in a reduction in assistance (Park, 2006). At the EU 

                                           
23 Banco Delta Asia is a small bank located in Macao. It has handled North Korea funds since 1970s. The US 

Department of the Treasury accused it for serving for North Korea as a “primary money laundering concern” 
and froze North Korea funds that the bank managed under the USA Patriot Act, which was around 25 million 
US dollars. (Arms Control Association, 2020) 
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Council meeting of General Affairs and External Relations on November 19, 2002, the 

European Commission and member countries adopted a new basic direction in policy toward 

North Korea, with a separation of security issues from humanitarian ones. The European 

Commission and member states’ foreign ministers announced a full review of all EU and 

member states’ support, such as technical assistance and trade measures, although humanitarian 

aid was not included (European Commission, 2002).  

After North Korea’s withdrawal from the NPT in January 2003, the EU’s policy toward 

North Korea shifted toward critical engagement (EEAS, 2018; Gaertner, 2014: 340).24 At the 

European Council in June 2003, European leaders adopted a conclusion urging the country to 

fully comply with the IAEA agreement and rejoin the NPT (European Council, 2003d). They 

also released the Presidency Conclusions after the Brussels European Council in December 

2003, stating that the EU would enhance its cooperation with North Korea only when the North 

fully fulfilled its international obligations (European Council, 2004b). Eventually, it annulled 

all policies stated in the EC–DPRK Country Strategy Paper 2001–2004 that offered financial 

and technical support for the country and decided to stop financial contributions to KEDO’s 

LWR construction projects whilst cancelling all technical cooperation plans for the country’s 

economic development (Ballbach, 2019). Accordingly, the EU’s policy toward North Korea 

shifted to critical engagement (Gaertner, 2014: 340). Furthermore, in 2003, the EU started to 

participate in Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) activities, a multilateral system created by 

the United States to halt the flow of WMD around the world (Bolton, 2003). The PSI’s initial 

activities focused on DPRK–Iranian WMD trade, especially transactions from North Korea to 

Iran. Although the EU was not a member of this multilateral system, it cooperated with and 

made contributions to its activities. However, at that time, the EU did not think it necessary to 

impose sanctions against the country, doubting its effectiveness (The Guardian, 2003).  

The first North Korean nuclear test in October 2006 changed the quality of the Union’s 

policy toward the country. After the nuclear test, the EU released statements from the EU’s 

highest diplomat, the European Parliament, the president of the European Parliament, and 

European foreign ministers. They strongly condemned the nuclear test as unacceptable and 

argued that the EU would take urgent action against North Korea’s nuclear activities (European 

Council, 2006; European Commission, 2006b; European Parliament, 2006). As it signaled, the 

Union intensified its pressure. The Union expressed its willingness to faithfully implement 

UNSCR 1718 that imposed the first sanctions against North Korea at the supranational level on 

                                           
24 EEAS (2018) defined the EU’s Critical Engagement policy as the approach combining dialogues and assistance 

programs on the one hand and pressure and restrictive measures on the other hand. 
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October 14, 2006, to condemn the first nuclear test. The European Council adopted the common 

position 2006/795/CFSP in November 2006 and regulation 329/2007 in March 2007, 

transposing UN sanctions into laws at the EU level (European Council, n.d.). 25  

Nonetheless, Brussels continued to maintain dialogue channels with Pyongyang during 

this period. The bilateral political dialogue at this time, that began in 1998 continued to be held 

annually. Brussels and Pyongyang actively exchanged high-level delegations. For example, the 

European Parliament sent high-level delegations in 2005, 2007 (twice), and 2008, and received 

their counterparts in 2006 and 2007. In addition, the EU troika visited Pyongyang in 2003, 2007, 

and 2009. The 2007 visit aimed to encourage Pyongyang to rapidly fulfill the agreement of the 

Six-Party talks in February 2007 (Hindustan Times, 2007).  

Figure 1. EU institutions’ aid to North Korea, 2002–2009 (USD, Million) 

 

Source: OECD.Statistics 

 Moreover, Brussels continued to support aid activities for North Koreans. Being aware 

of the importance of sustainable assistance at the regional level, the EU began to fund regional 

community assistance programs operated by six European NGOs in 2003: these programs were 

focused on improving food security and building basic capacity for sustainable agriculture 

(MOFA, 2020: 117). However, the unstable political situation affected its humanitarian aid. 

Due to the aftermath of the North Korean nuclear test, the North Korean office of the European 

Commission Humanitarian Aid Office eventually closed in 2008 (Jeffries, 2009) and the 

amount of assistance steadily decreased, as Figure 1 shows (MOFA, 2020: 117).  

                                           
25 While the US started to impose sanctions on the country in 1992, and Japan and Australia adopted their own 

restrictive measures even before the adoption of UNSCR 1718, the EU firstly imposed on North Korea in 2006. 
However, it was an obligation with which every country joining the UN had to comply (Arms Control 
Association, 2020) 
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4.2.2. Political Dialogue 

 The EU–DPRK dialogue was one of the most important means for both the EU and 

North Korea to enhance bilateral cooperation. Although its policy line became tougher after the 

second nuclear crisis, the EU was still willing to talk because it regarded dialogue as an avenue 

for close discussions on non-proliferation and human rights. For North Korea, dialogue was 

one of few channels left to the country to engage with Western countries, as its continued 

nuclear development saw the United States refuse to resume bilateral talks (Go, 2018). 

Accordingly, the political dialogue that had begun in 1998 continued through 2003 and 2004 

despite the second nuclear crisis of 2003 and the EU’s decision to cut off KEDO funds and 

technical support. During the sixth and seventh political dialogue held in Pyongyang in 2003 

and 2004, the Brussels delegation called on Pyongyang to rejoin the NPT and cooperate with 

smooth discussions in the Six-Party Talks (Go, 2018; Park, 2017). 

 However, the political dialogue was suspended in 2005 as North Korea refused 

dialogue with the EU to remonstrate against the EU’s efforts in promoting North Korea’s human 

rights (Ministry of Unification, 2018). From the early stage of their relations, the EU showed 

interest in North Korea’s human rights situation, having it as one of the main agendas of 

bilateral meetings. However, the issue was never raised at the international level until the second 

nuclear crisis. As the country accelerated its nuclear program in the early 2000s, the EU and 

member states took the lead in discussions on North Korea’s human rights at the UN, which 

resulted in the first resolution on North Korea by the UN Commission on Human Rights in 

2003. North Korea was furious at the leading role of European countries in adopting the 

resolution and refused political dialogue with the EU in 2005. This situation remained until 

2007, when North Korea reached the Joint Statement on February 13 at the fifth round of the 

Six-Party Talks. The EU wanted to resume the bilateral political dialogue, seeing North Korea 

return to the Six-Party table and cooperate in reaching the agreement (Institute for Unification 

Education, 2016). The EU–DPRK dialogue was held in a somewhat thawed atmosphere in 2007 

and 2008 (Go, 2018) 

4.2.3. KEDO 

 Before the end of 2002, KEDO was an effective diplomatic means for the EU to deal 

with the North Korean security issue. However, the second nuclear crisis meant that KEDO’s 

activities were at risk of being terminated, which negatively influenced the EU’s role in the 

process of denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula. The United States argued that as North Korea 

had violated the Agreed Framework signed between Washington and Pyongyang in 1994, the 
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construction of LWRs had to be suspended; the US government was concerned that North Korea 

might use the reactors to generate uranium for nuclear weapons (Alexandrova, 2019). On 

November 14, 2002, KEDO halted heavy fuel oil supplies to North Korea, following the US’s 

claim (Arms Control Association, 2020). At the same time, the EU strongly insisted on 

maintaining KEDO’s activities. Javier Solana, High Representative, argued during his visit to 

Seoul in February 2003 that KEDO should continue, although it might need to be reviewed (AP 

Archive, 2015). Glyn Ford, a member of the European Parliament, also asserted the importance 

of the organization’s existence to deal with the North Korean nuclear program (Ford and Kwon, 

2005). However, the Bush administration constantly commented on the lack of effectiveness of 

KEDO.26 On November 21, 2003, the Executive Board of the organization announced it would 

halt its nuclear reactor construction project and review the future of the program (Arms Control 

Association, 2020). As the program’s uselessness and inefficiency became a topic at KEDO, 

the EU also ended its financial support for the construction project (one million US dollars in 

2003) (Hautecouverture, 2020). Ultimately, KEDO’s nuclear reactor construction project was 

officially terminated in May 2006 following an announcement by the Executive Board (KEDO, 

n.d.).  

The European Union's intervention in the North Korean nuclear issue through KEDO 

can be evaluated as half success and half failure. Despite its significant financial contributions 

and efforts with KEDO activities, the EU was not invited to the Six-Party Talks. After the 

dissolution of KEDO, it was difficult for the EU to directly participate in the North Korean 

nuclear deal as there was no room for the Union to sit at the table of multilateral negotiations 

replacing KEDO. However, by participating in KEDO, the Union was able to express its interest 

in the security issue in Northeast Asia, enabling political solidarity with the United States, South 

Korea, and Japan. North Korea could also pay keen attention to the political presence of the 

Union as an international actor that might supplant the United States (Park, 2017). Since then, 

the Union has operated channels of political dialogue with related countries, especially South 

Korea, and has been given a strong voice at the Asia–Europe Meeting (ASEM) meetings. 

Ultimately, in accessing KEDO, the Union was able to establish its presence in relation to 

security issues on the Korean Peninsula (Doh, 2012). 

 

                                           
26 Adam Ereli, the US Department of State spokesperson, argued that KEDO had no future on November 5, 2003 

(Kerr, n.d.). 
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CHAPTER 5 

Policy of Active Pressure 2009–Present 

Since 2009, the EU has taken a more critical stance toward North Korea, which has 

widened the political and economic chasm between them. This period is referred to as the active 

pressure period by many scholars because it clearly focused on sanctions rather than dialogue 

as the nuclear program of North Korea continued to advance (Bondaz, 2020; Esteban, 2019; 

Esteban, 2019; Ko, 2019; Vandenhaute, 2017). Although the EU stated in an official document 

(EEAS, 2016a) that its policy toward the North was a policy of critical engagement, this clearly 

changed: it abandoned its efforts to engage the North Korean issues politically and 

economically and adopted more restrictive measures, more so than the UN. The EU’s policy 

toward North Korea eventually evolved into a sanction-based path in 2009. 

5.1. BACKGROUND 

5.1.1. Development of the Common Foreign and Security Policy 

 On December 18, 2007, a momentous step was taken; member states signed the Treaty 

of Lisbon amending the two treaties that had served as the EU’s constitutional foundation (the 

Treaty on European Union and the Treaty establishing the European Community). The Lisbon 

Treaty contained reform measures intended to strengthen the EU's external representation, 

decision-making efficiency, and policy cohesion and consistency. First, the Lisbon Treaty 

granted the EU legal personality (Article 47, TEU). Before the Treaty, the EU was considerably 

limited on exercising consistent and unitary influence in international politics because it had no 

legal basis to act as a single international actor representing member states; it was not able to 

sign an agreement under the name of the EU. However, when the Lisbon Treaty came into force, 

this enabled the EU to sign international agreements and treaties, as well as to join international 

organizations under the name of the EU on behalf of member states. The Treaty of Lisbon also 

created the posts of long-term President of the European Council and the HR/VP and 

established the European External Action Service. The president of the Council is responsible 

for chairing Council meetings, reporting the outcomes of meetings to the European Parliament, 

and representing the Union externally at the level of Heads of State or Government, which has 

further strengthened the EU’s external representation (Article 15, TEU). The creation of the 

HR/VP’s duty enables the EU to strengthen its policy coherence and external representation in 

the CFSP. Article 18 of TEU enables the HR/VP to propose policy development to the Council, 
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implement the policy decided by the Council, and represent the Union externally at the 

ministerial level on foreign and security policy. The post of the HR/VP merged the functions of 

the Commissioner for External Relations with those of the High Representative of the Common 

Foreign and Security Policy (a post introduced by the Treaty of Amsterdam); however, these 

missions overlapped with those of the Commissioner for External Relations, which led to 

increased inefficiency in implementing the CFSP. The Treaty of Lisbon was an attempt to 

improve this inefficiency by merging the functions of the two different posts and giving them 

to the HR/VP. As a result, the EU enhanced its policy consistency, simplified policy processes, 

ameliorated the efficiency of policy decisions, and strengthened external representation (House 

of Commons, 2008). The EEAS was established to support the missions of the HR/VP. It has 

coordinated opinions and promoted external cooperation between European institutions and 

member states’ foreign ministries (Duke, 2009). The EEAS has further enhanced the EU’s 

international status and influence by coordinating policies, minimizing duplication within tasks, 

and enhancing foreign policy consistency (Pang, 2011). 

 Despite these reforms, the CFSP still displays inter-governmental characteristics. It 

cannot be denied that the CFSP exhibits institutional features different from other EU policies. 

According to Nugent (2017), this unique feature—allowing member states to reflect their 

interest in making the CFSP—is attributed to the tight connection between the foreign and 

security policy and national sovereignty. As defined sui generis in Article 2(4) TFEU, the CFSP 

is established and coordinated by the European Council consisting of member states’ leaders;  

the roles of the European Commission and the European Parliament are limited within CFSP 

policy-making while other policies are made across EU institutions (Cremona, 2015, The Royal 

Society, 2016). The HR/VP, who leads European foreign and security policy as Vice-President 

of the Commission, is also appointed by the Council and carries out his duties as directed by 

the Council (Article 18, TEU). Accordingly, member states’ interests and intentions inevitably 

influence the CFSP’s policy and implementation. Furthermore, the EU emphasized in its 

declarations annexed the Treaty of Lisbon that the Treaty, as well as newly established posts 

and organizations, did not provide additional authority to formulate the CFSP or affect member 

states’ foreign policy to the Commission and the Parliament, which guaranteed the Council’s 

competence in making the policy (European Union, 2007). The Treaty also exempts the CFSP 

from qualified majority voting. The Treaty expanded the areas where the Council could act 

using qualified majority voting: only the Economic and Social Committee acted by qualified 

majority in the 2000s, but after the Treaty of Lisbon, the committees able to use qualified 

majority voting increased to 45 (European Commission, 2003, TEU, 2008). However, Article 

24 of the Consolidated Version of the Treaty on European Union that clarified that the CFSP 
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was in principle enacted by unanimity. The use of this voting system is further constrained in 

the area of foreign and security policy by Article 31 of the Treaty that grants member states a 

veto “for vital and stated reasons of national policy” (TEU, 2008: 34) As is evident here, the 

EU has sought to overcome the institutional limits of the CFSP and strengthen its external 

representation and policy consistency by adopting the Lisbon Treaty. However, ironically, the 

Treaty reaffirmed that the European foreign and security area would remain intergovernmental.   

5.1.2. Evolution of the EU Non-Proliferation Policy 

 There has been considerable evolution in the EU’s non-proliferation policy, motivated 

by the Lisbon Treaty and following changes in the Union’s foreign policy decision-making 

process (Portela, 2021; Portela and Kienzle, 2015a). Notably, the treaty contributed coherence 

and consistency in establishing and implementing non-proliferation policies under the single 

control of the HR/VP and the EEAS. Within the new EU’s external policy institution, the 

Division for WMD, Conventional Weapons and Space was created with the aim of formulating 

and implementing its policy against the expansion of nuclear weapons. The Treaty also allowed 

the HR/VP to chair meetings and coordinate tasks of different working groups of the European 

Council. For example, the European Council had three working groups related to the non-

proliferation of WMD: Non-Proliferation (CONOP), Working Party on Global Disarmament 

and Arms Control (CODUN), and Working Party on Conventional Arms Exports (COARM). 

Before the Treaty of Lisbon, there was no person or organization coordinating the three working 

groups at a higher level. Now, the HR/VP and the EEAS took charge. Consequently, the Lisbon 

Treaty improved the coherence of the policy, although the decision-making process in the CFSP 

still has some intergovernmental features (Cottey, 2014). 

 In 2015, the JCPOA–a remarkable event in the history of European foreign policy—

was launched. As stated in the ESS, the EU and the E3 (France, Germany, and the United 

Kingdom) attempted to resolve Iranian issues within a multilateral and rule-based framework. 

While the United States addressed the Iranian nuclear problem with a bilateral approach, the 

EU preferred to include multiple states and international organizations, such as the IAEA 

(Cronberg, 2017a; 2017b; McCloskey-Gholikhany, 2019). The EU encouraged the United 

States and Iran to return to the negotiating table, playing a mediating role. It also built a 

multilateral framework in which major parties could negotiate and exchange their opinions. At 

the same time, the EU complied with the UN security council resolutions against Iranian nuclear 

programs and even agreed to impose more strict sanctions on the country (Portela, 2015a). This 

dual approach of sanctions with diplomacy was successful in encouraging Iran and the United 
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States to resume the nuclear deal. As Helga Schmid (former Secretary-General of the EEAS) 

stated in her speech in 2017, the EU’s policy direction in the JCPOA negotiation played a 

crucial role in concluding the JCPOA.27  

The EU adopted the European Union Global Strategy (EUGS) replacing the ESS in 

2016.28  However, while WMD was considered the biggest menace to European and global 

security in the ESS (European Council, 2003b: 5), the EUGS addressed non-proliferation as the 

fifth priority stating that WMD proliferation “remains a growing threat to Europe and the wider 

world” (EEAS, 2016b: 41–42). However, the EU still placed significant effort into dealing with 

these issues. As Figure 2 shows, the EU budget committed to non-proliferation activities had 

gradually increased from 2014 to 2019 (European Parliament, 2020). In addition, the EU has 

enhanced cooperation with the IAEA beyond just funding: it actively supported the IAEA’s 

activities to tackle the proliferation of WMD at the global level. Thus, although the non-

proliferation of WMD became a lower priority in the EU’s security agenda, it continued to be 

one of Europe’s primary security concerns.  

Figure 2 EU’s annual budgets allocated for non-proliferation

 
(Source: European Parliament, 2020) 

5.1.3. The DPRK’s Nuclear Programs and International Responses 

 North Korea reached agreements with five countries participating in the Six-Party 

Talks to abandon its nuclear program in February 2007 and pledged to faithfully carry out the 

agreement at the inter-Korean summit in October 2007 (Declaration on the Advancement of 

                                           
27 At the event held in May 2017, Schmid assessed the EU’s role in the negotiation as following: “[i]t was only 

the EU that was accepted because the EU was perceived by both sides as a neutral actor, as a moderator, a 
facilitator. We were bridge builders in the context between Iran and the US, which continues to be difficult.” 

28 The full name of document is “Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy for the 
European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy” (EEAS, 2016b). 
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South-North Korean Relations, Peace and Prosperity, 2007). Nonetheless, its promise was never 

fulfilled, as it refused to sign the verification agreement at the sixth round of the Six-Party Talks 

in December 2008. On April 14, 2009, the North Korean government eventually announced 

through the Korean Central News Agency that it would stop taking part in the Six-Party Talks 

and that none of its previous international agreements would bind the country any longer (Arms 

Control Association, 2020; Kim and Herskovitz, 2009). Following the announcement, the Six-

Party Talks were suspended, and the country continued to conduct additional intercontinental 

ballistic missile and nuclear tests. In sum, the country gave the impression it had the will to end 

its nuclear programs by participating in bilateral and multilateral dialogue; however, in reality 

it never stopped developing its nuclear program behind closed doors. 

Table 3. Timeline of North Korea’s nuclear tests  

 (Source: Arms Control Association, 2020; Freidman, 2017; Reuters, 2021) 

The international community ultimately admitted failure in its international attempts to 

resolve the nuclear issues of the Korean Peninsula through dialogue and diplomatic approaches 

(Moon, 2016). The UNSC has since adopted a series of sanctions against North Korea.29 

However, these sanctions have also failed to produce effective results because the UNSC 

permanent member states with a veto have expressed different positions on the scope and level 

of sanctions due to their own interests. For example, Russia and China, two permanent members, 

                                           
29 Since the breakdown in the Six-Party Talks in 2008, the UNSC adopted seven resolution against the country. 

July 5, 2006 Ballistic missiles test (including a long-range missile) 

October 9. 2006 The 1st nuclear test 

April 5, 2009 Launch of a three-stage rocket, which Washington claims failed 

May 25, 2009 The 2nd nuclear test 

April 13, 2012 
Launch of a three-stage liquid-fuelled rocket, which Pyongyang 
conceded failed 

December 12, 2012 Relaunch of a three-stage liquid-fuelled rocket 

February 12, 2013 The 3rd nuclear test 

January 6, 2016 The 4th nuclear test 

February–September 2016 A series of long-range ballistic missile tests 

September 9, 2016 The 5th nuclear test 

September 3, 2017 The 6th nuclear test 

November 29, 2017 KNCA’s announcement that it completed its nuclear program 
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opposed adopting strict measures (Park, 2017). Only in 2016 did all UNSC member states agree 

to adopt the toughest and most effective sanctions against the country: Resolutions 2270 and 

2321. These were unanimously adopted to condemn North Korea’s fifth nuclear test. This was 

possible because China (previously reluctant to impose sanctions) accepted the proposal led by 

the three Western permanent member states of the UNSD: France, the United Kingdom, and 

the United States. China agreed that the resolution included measures to restrict the quality of 

Chinese imports from North Korea (Snyder, 2016).30  In response to the sixth nuclear test 

conducted in 2017, the international community attempted to tighten sanctions against the 

country further: the United States sought to include an export ban on refined petroleum products 

to North Korea to tighten the screw. However, due to objections from Russia and China, the 

UNSC was only able to impose parts of the original draft designed by the three Western 

permanent member states (UNSC, 2017). While the international community failed to speak 

with one voice in addressing the North Korean nuclear issue, North Korea declared itself a 

nuclear state again in 2018.31 North Korea is currently estimated to possess more than sixty 

nuclear weapons according to US intelligence officials (Albert, 2020). 

5.2. EU PRESSURE AND SANCTIONS 

5.2.1. EU-DPRK Relations  

 North Korea announced its refusal to return to the Six-Party Talks and tested its long-

range missile in April 2009. A month later, the country conducted the second nuclear test. This 

series of events forced the EU to change policy course toward the country (Institute for 

Unification Education, 2016). Since the end of 2009, the Union has adopted autonomous 

sanctions and gradually reduced its effort to continue dialogue and communications. This 

changed attitude has encouraged scholars to consider its current policy course having evolved 

into active pressure policy, although in 2016 the Union claimed to have maintained critical 

engagement policy (Ballbach, 2019; Bondaz, 2020; EEAS, 2016a; Esteban, 2019; Ko, 2017, 

2019; Vandenhaute, 2017). 

                                           
30 Resolution 2321 contained the limit of $400 million or 7.5 million tons/year of North Korea’s mineral exports 

to China from 2017. As China have been the biggest destination of North Korea’s export, the imposition of 
Resolution 2321 was expected to reduce North Korea’s annual export earnings by 100 million US dollars, which 
could deal a fatal blow to the North Korean regime (Snyder, 2016).  

31 Kim Jong Un, North Korean leader, announced that the country accomplished “the great, historic cause of 
perfecting the national nuclear forces” in his New Year's Address (Kim, 2018) 
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The EU–DPRK relationship since 2009 can be characterized by three key issues: a 

large volume of restrictive measures, a decline in trade, and reduced communications. First, the 

EU has regarded sanctions as an effective policy means for dealing with the North Korean issue 

since 2009. It has stated several times the necessity to use sanctions for denuclearizing the 

peninsula. In the document “East Asia Policy Guidelines,” the Union declared that the EU had 

to continue to urge North Korea to uphold the non-proliferation regime by fully implementing 

UN Resolutions 1718 and 1874 that imposed sanctions on North Korea (European Council, 

2012). “The European Union Global Strategy” adopted in 2016 asserted that the EU’s activities 

had to respond to security crises through humanitarian aid, CSDP, sanctions, and diplomacy, 

mentioning that promoting non-proliferation in the Korean Peninsula is one of its important 

tasks (EEAS, 2016b). Contradicting what the EU former top diplomat stated in 2003 (that the 

EU had not considered imposing sanctions against North Korea), sanctions became an often-

applied measure in the North Korean case by the end of 2009 (The Guardian, 2003). 

With this policy strategy, the EU transposed all sanctions adopted by the UN Security 

Council into the EU laws, which covered an arms embargo, freezing of assets, and a travel ban 

on persons linked to North Korean nuclear activities (European Council, n.d.). In addition, the 

Union enhanced the sanction regime by adopting additional autonomous sanctions. Whenever 

Pyongyang carried out nuclear tests and armed provocations, Brussels upgraded its sanction list 

(Go, 2018). Restrictive measures continue to serve as a focal point of North Korean policy. 

During trips to Europe in October 2018, South Korean President Moon requested that European 

leaders support the current peaceful atmosphere by relaxing sanctions against the North.32 He 

tried to convince leaders that easing sanctions was one of the most effective ways to encourage 

North Korea to abandon its nuclear weapons. However, his call for European support received 

little response. The E3 leaders repeated that pressure would not be eased without the complete, 

verifiable, and irreversible dismantlement (CVID) of its nuclear program (Ryall, 2018). This 

contradicted what the EU had shown in early 2000: in “the European Union Lines of Action 

Towards North Korea,” the EU and member states declared their support for South Korea’s 

endeavors to bring peace to the Korean peninsula (European Council, 2000). Donald Tusk, 

President of the European Council, underlined that the EU’s North Korea policy goal was the 

CVID of the peninsula, as well as the fulfillment of all UNSC resolutions in his opening remarks 

at the EU–ROK summit in 2018 (Tusk, 2018). Throughout his speech, the President clearly 

                                           
32 The inter-Korean and the US-DPRK summits were successfully held in 2018. At the meetings, North Korea 

showed its willingness to build peace on the Korean peninsula in the cooperation with the US and the South. 
However, the summits were over without mentioning North Korea’s CVID (Kuo, 2018). 
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sent the message that the EU would not reduce sanctions until North Korea fully carried out the 

CVID of its nuclear program. Recently, on September 9, 2021, HR/VP Josep Borrell reaffirmed 

the Union’s effort to achieve the CVID of the North’s nuclear weapons (Yonhap News Agency, 

2021). Brussels has clearly shown its position in supporting non-proliferation on the peninsula 

by transposing UN sanctions and adopting autonomous measures until Pyongyang fully accepts 

the CVID. European policymakers doubt that North Korea will complete nuclear disarmament 

when they relax sanctions because Pyongyang has already violated international agreements 

(Esteban, 2019). As declared, the Union’s primary goal is to get Pyongyang to return to the 

NPT regime renouncing its nuclear weapons. To achieve this goal, it continues to place pressure 

on the country with sanctions.  

Figure 3 EU-DPRK trade, 2000–2017 (USD million) 

    Source: KOTRA and OECD Statistics, cited in Burghart et al.(2019) 

Second, the volume of trade flowing between the EU and North Korea has continuously 

declined, driven by the sanction regime. As much as 348 million US dollars in 2002 failed to 

be sustained with only 11.5 million in 2017 (Burghart et al., 2019). As Figure 3 shows, after 

the outbreak of the second nuclear crisis in 2003, exports and imports started to decline (OECD, 

2019). Since 2006 when the UN introduced its first sanctions regime toward the country, the 

EU has significantly reduced the volume of trade with the country. The consistent decline in 

imports and exports from 2009 indicates Brussels’ strong commitment to UN sanctions in order 

to increase pressure on Pyongyang (Ko, 2019). In addition, the European Council adopted a 

series of measures restricting trade with North Korea in 2017: banning imports of certain 

minerals and exports of refined petroleum products and oil. These measures hugely impacted 

North Korea because mineral products were its largest export to Europe, worth 240 million 

euros between 2011 and 2014, while chemical products were one of its major import items from 
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Europe (Burghart et al., 2019). As a result, trade volume between European member countries 

and North Korea has declined again since 2016 (KOTRA, 2021). In sum, the Union has 

reinforced its sanctions regime against North Korea, leading to the deterioration of EU–North 

economic relations. 

Figure 4 EU-DPRK total trade volume, 2016–2020 (USD thousand) 

Source: KOTRA (2021) 

Finally, the EU’s active pressure policy brought about a significant downturn in EU–

DPRK communication channels. The halt of bilateral political dialogue is the clearest example 

of this trend. After the European Council adopted the first autonomous sanctions in 2009, only 

two sessions of political dialogue were held, and no dialogue has been held since 2016. This 

suspension reflects the Union’s attitude to increased disengagement with the country. In 

addition, member states started to weaken diplomatic relations with North Korea to condemn 

its nuclear development program and force it to renounce the program. Spain expelled North 

Korean ambassadors from its territory, allowing only one North Korean diplomat to stay in the 

delegation in 2017. The Italian Foreign Minister announced in October 2017 that Italy had 

decided to exile the North Korean ambassador and refused to accredit any ambassador 

appointed by the North Korean government (The Italian Insider, 2017). Impressively, Portugal 

broke off diplomatic relations with the country, arguing that it would not reverse the decision 

until the North made meaningful progress toward denuclearization (Yonhap News Agency, 

2017b). European aid for North Korea has also declined. Although not all funding was 

suspended, the amount gradually decreased, with EU aid that had reached around 18 million 

US dollars in 2008 falling to approximately 4.2 million US dollars in 2019. This can be 
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interpreted as one of the EU’s disengagement approaches (Figure 5). Since 2009, EU–DPRK 

relations have been tense up to the current time. 

Figure 5 EU institutions’ aid to North Korea, 2008–2019 (USD, Million) 

                                                    Source: OECD.Statistics 
 

5.2.2. Political Dialogue 

 As mentioned in the previous section, political dialogue only took place twice from 

2009 to 2015 and has been suspended since 2016. The dialogue had been suspended before 

2016. North Korea refused to engage with bilateral meetings in 2005 and 2006, accusing the 

EU of actively trying to promote human rights in North Korea on the international stage. 

Political talks were again canceled between 2012 and 2014 following the death of North Korean 

supreme leader Kim Jong Il in December 2011. As both sides agreed to resume the dialogue in 

2014 when a delegation of the Workers’ Party visited Europe, the 14th session of political 

dialogue was held in Pyongyang in 2015 (EEAS, 2015; Richards, 2014). This particular 

dialogue—held after North Korea’s third nuclear test—demonstrated that the EU had not totally 

given up on maintaining the momentum of dialogue despite its tough response to Pyongyang’s 

continued armed provocations (Park, 2017).   

However, Brussels’ efforts failed to bring any meaningful results. The 14th session 

failed to reach an agreement or a concrete promise for the future, although the EU brought up 

various issues related to North Korea that the international community had concern about. 

During the meeting held in Pyongyang, both Brussels and Pyongyang had in-depth discussions 

on Korea’s WMD and ballistic missile programs, regional security and stability, and human 

rights. At the meeting, the delegation urged its counterpart to reestablish meaningful relations 

with the international community on these issues, reaffirming its stance that bilateral 
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cooperation could be strengthened only when the North made substantial progress with the 

CVID of its nuclear program (EEAS, 2015).  

Nonetheless, this clear demonstration of the EU’s firm stance did not put a halt to North 

Korea’s nuclear development. Two further nuclear tests and long-range ballistic missile 

launches were conducted the following year after the 14th session of talks. Eventually, the EU 

reinforced its sanctions against the country and suspended dialogue and communications. In an 

interview conducted by Free Asia Broadcasting in June 2016 (four months after North Korea’s 

fourth nuclear test), an EU official, who requested anonymity, mentioned that the Union was 

unlikely to conduct any bilateral discussion or diplomatic visits with North Korea for some time 

(Yang, 2016). Although the EU’s top diplomat Federica Mogherini asserted that economic 

restrictive measures would not be enough to achieve the EU’s goals, the European ministers’ 

decisions in September 2017 showed the EU’s position in placing sanctions ahead of dialogue 

(EEAS, 2017). Its position remained firm, even in 2018 when Seoul and Washington began 

bilateral summits with Pyongyang. The Union reiterated that it had no plan to hold political 

dialogue for the time being until North Korea resumed political exchanges with the country in 

a peacemaking atmosphere (Yang, 2018). 

 Since the 2010s, the EU began to evaluate the effectiveness of dialogue with North 

Korea with some skepticism and disengaged from political communication. This demonstrates 

a change in policy course change critical engagement policy, where the EU used both pressure 

and dialogue, to the active pressure policy, where sanctions take precedent over diplomatic 

channels and dialogue. 

5.2.3. The EU’s Restrictive Measures against North Korea 

 One of the important aspects of the EU’s active pressure policy is the imposition of 

sanctions on North Korea. The adoption of sanctions started in 2006 following the UN system, 

but sanctions have become the EU’s major measures toward North Korea since the latter 

conducted its second nuclear test in 2009. In December 2009, the European Council announced 

the adoption of EU autonomous sanctions against North Korea to supplement UNSC Resolution 

1874. This adoption inhibited member states from exporting all dual-use goods and 

technologies to North Korea. In addition, the Council added 13 North Korean individuals and 

4 companies to its sanctions list, in addition to the 5 North Koreans and 8 companies already 

agreed upon by UNSC Resolution 1874 (European Council, 2009a).  

After North Korea conducted long-range missile tests and the third nuclear test at the 

end of 2012 and early 2013, the EU imposed wide-ranging sanctions against the country, 
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including financial and trade restrictions and a freeze on North Korea’s financial assets in EU 

member states. Transposing UN Resolution 2087 and 2094 and adopting autonomous sanctions, 

the European Council froze 33 North Korean assets in Europe and restricted financial 

transactions in Europe operated by companies or individuals suspected of being linked with 

North Korea’s WMD program. The number of North Koreans whose travel to Europe was 

restricted increased to 26. The Council also declared the reinforcement of financial and trade 

restrictions, expanding the UN sanction list by banning the export of aluminum (which could 

be used for the WMD development), trade in precious metals and diamonds, and the prohibition 

of North Korea’s and Koreans’ banking transactions in Europe, such as remittances to the 

country and opening European bank accounts by North Korean companies and individuals 

(European Council, 2013). 

Following North Korea’s fourth nuclear test in January and ballistic missile launches 

in February of 2016, the UNSC adopted resolution 2270, including its toughest ever sanctions. 

The EU, transposing the resolution, added 18 persons and one entity to its sanction list as 

autonomous measures (European Council, 2016a). The Council also decided to adopt additional 

measures on May 27, 2016, emphasizing that North Korea’s nuclear tests posed a serious threat 

to international and regional peace and security. This decision, being made separately from 

UNSC resolutions and complementing the existing sanction regime, imposed a wider range of 

sanctions, including in the investment and transport sectors (European Council, 2016b).33 

The UNSC adopted Resolution 2321 in September 2016 and Resolution 2375 in 

September 2017 following the fifth and sixth nuclear tests, respectively, which were all 

transposed into the EU legal framework (European Council, n.d.). In October 2017, the EU 

raised the level of sanctions to the maximum. Member states’ Defense and Foreign ministers 

agreed on autonomous sanctions to block capital influx from Europe to North Korea that would 

contribute to the development of nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles. This decision 

prohibited all EU investments in the country and exports of refined petroleum products and 

crude oil (European Council, 2017). The ministers also announced that North Korean workers 

would not be allowed to renew their work permits in the territory of member states. In 2018, 

the EU also transposed UNSC resolution 2397 and added 17 persons to the list as part of its 

autonomous sanctions (European Council, 2018).  

As North Korea has continued to upgrade its WMD programs and conduct nuclear tests, 

                                           
33 Adopting new restrictions on 27 May 2016, the Council prohibited all investment by North Korea in Europe 

and by Europeans in certain sectors of North Korean industry. The new restrictions contained bans on landing 
in, taking off or overflying EU territory of airplanes operated by North Korea (European Council, 2016b).  
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the EU has upgraded its sanctions against the country. As of October 2021, a wide range of 

sanctions has been imposed on activities related to North Korea, and 137 persons and 84 entities 

are currently subject to EU’s restrictive measures, of which 80 persons and 75 entities are also 

on the sanctions list made by the UNSC. The EU has actively participated in pressing North 

Korea by fully complying with the UNSC resolutions. As figure 6 shows, the EU’s list is longer 

than that of the UN. It indicates that the EU has focused on the approach of pressure and 

sanctions to resolve the North Korean nuclear issue.  

Figure 6 Accumulated number of persons and entities restricted by the EU and the UN 

  

 Source: European Council  
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CHAPTER 6                                         

ANALYSIS 

This master’s dissertation examines how EU policy toward North Korea regarding 

nuclear non-proliferation changed from a conciliatory approach to a pressure strategy over 

recent decades. At the beginning of its involvement in North Korea-related issues, the EU 

applied an engagement policy, but its policy course gradually turned into a pressure approach 

as North Korea intensified arms provocations. However, this hardline policy approach 

contradicts its overall external policy focusing on dialogue. For example, the EU and E3 built 

a bridge between Iran and the international community, especially the United States to bring 

about continuous negotiations and peaceful settlement in the Iranian nuclear deal (Schmid, 

2017). Why did the EU decide to take a more rigid stance, abandoning its traditional strategy? 

In Chapter 6, the dynamics behind these policy changes will be explored based on the previous 

examination of each policy period and the theories of the EU’s international identity and 

European integration. 

6.1. THE EU’S POLICY OBJECTIVES TOWARD NORTH KOREA 

 According to EU international identity theories, the EU’s external policy objectives 

can be seen categorized into the following three domains: military, civilian, and normative 

objectives. The goal of the CFSP toward North Korea can be explained least convincingly 

through the perspective of MPE: the EU has followed this approach to ensure stability and its 

political clout in the region but has never used or considered military means. In the international 

realm, the EU has mainly sought a civilian or normative policy, as Ko (2019) argued. Of the 

two policy objectives, what has the EU pursued the most in dealing with the North Korean 

nuclear issue? This part will consider whether the acceleration of North Korea's nuclear 

program led to the changes in the EU’s primary policy objectives toward the country.  

6.1.1. Active Engagement 1993–2003 

 The EU publicly announced its will to promote peace in the world and set a WMD non-

proliferation agenda on one of its top priorities in the early 1990s. At the meeting held in Dublin 

in June 1990, the European Council announced its full commitment to the objective of nuclear 

non-proliferation and the NPT for global security (European Council, 1990). The European 

Council affirmed its will again in 1994 to support the NPT indefinitely and unconditionally, and 
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to aim for universality of the NPT, which was one of the first joint actions in terms of the CFSP 

(European council, 1994b; Grand, 2000). The diffusion of the norm of WMD non-proliferation 

was one of the key components of the CFSP (European Commission, 1994). As demonstrated 

in Chapter 3, this approach by the EU was consistent with its policy toward North Korea. The 

EU expressed concern over the existing tension caused by North Korea’s nuclear development 

and emphasized the importance of the EU’s role in peacebuilding on the Korean Peninsula, 

adopting three reports regarding North Korea from 1994 to 2001 (European Commission, 1994; 

European Council, 2000; European Commission, 2001b).34 

The diffusion of the norm of non-proliferation was not the only reason that motived the 

EU to engage in this issue. Kim (2001) and Schmidt (2006) pointed out that the EU had another 

intention in participating in the Korean issues: the Union wanted to expand its influence as an 

international actor in a remote region. European countries believed that improving relations 

with North Korea and joining in the peace process of the Korean Peninsula could provide an 

opportunity to strengthen their presence and protect interests in East Asia, where they were 

relatively marginalized (Kim, 2001; Schmidt, 2006). The strategic report adopted in 1994 

supported this argument, stating that the maintenance of peace and security in Asia was crucial 

for the EU’s interests in the region (European Commission, 1994: 7). However, the EU placed 

the norm of non-proliferation ahead of its interests. In the 1994 Asian strategy report, the EU 

clarified that its engagement in Asian security issues was to promote international obligation, 

notably non-proliferation (European Commission, 1994). In addition, in 1999, the European 

Council agreed that urging North Korea to uphold the international non-proliferation regime 

was the main objective of the EU’s North Korea policy (European Council, 1999c). In the 

second political dialogue of 1999, the North Korean delegation expressed its intention to 

enhance the bilateral relationship; however, the EU declined the proposal saying the 

constructive relationship must be preceded by North Korea’s fulfillment of international 

responsibilities (Lee, 2002).  

Internal disputes over the EU’s accession to KEDO also showed the EU’s position in 

prioritizing norm diffusion. The Union faced member states’ opposition to joining KEDO in the 

initial stage. The United Kingdom and Finland (already members of the organization) were 

against it because of the double financial burden it would bestow, while neutral countries such 

as Sweden, Austria, and Denmark opposed the idea due to domestic anti-nuclearism (Cho, 1999, 

cited in Kim, 2006). The EU, realizing that its accession to KEDO could not be passed at the 

                                           
34 The three reports are following: “Toward a New Asia Strategy” in 1994 and “the European Union Lines of 

Action Towards North Korea” in 2000, and “the EC-DPRK Country Strategy Paper 2001-2004” in 2001.  
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European Council due to the CFSP’s principle of unanimity, decided to join the organization 

under the name of Euratom. One of the primary reasons the EU pursued accession—despite 

member states’ objections—was the diffusion of non-proliferation into North Korea: European 

leaders believed that the EU’s participation in KEDO would show North Korea that the whole 

world actively supported the initiative, which could help to strengthen the organization’s 

credibility (Berkofsky, 2003). Accordingly, the main objective of the CFSP during this period 

was considered normative. The EU pursued its own interests, but the motive of common good 

was the primary goal of its policy. The Union wanted to promote the non-proliferation of WMD 

in the region and ultimately achieve peace at regional and international levels, which was one 

of the essential norms and values desired by both the EU and the international community.  

The measures taken by the EU to achieve its goals also correspond with the NPE 

approach. During this period, the Union approached North Korea through economic assistance 

and physical contact, which align with procedural diffusion, overt diffusion and transference, 

respectively.35 The EU’s first step regarding non-proliferation was to join KEDO to dispel the 

first North Korean nuclear crisis in 1997. The Union provided 75 million euros from 1996 to 

2000, which was the fourth-largest financial support after Japan, South Korea, and the United 

States (KEDO, 2001). Immediately after, Brussels established its own dialogue channels with 

Pyongyang to increase physical contact. Brussels and Pyongyang held annual political dialogue 

from 1998 and exchanged political delegations. During sessions of annual political dialogue 

and occasional high-level meetings, non-proliferation was always an important agenda item: 

Brussels called on Pyongyang to stop developing its nuclear program and comply with the NPT 

regime, sometimes turning down its counterpart’s proposal to strengthen the bilateral 

relationship (Yonhap News Agency, 2003). Finally, in 2001, Brussels established the official 

relations with Pyongyang.  

 During the period of active engagement, the EU pursued a normative objective in the 

matter of the North Korean nuclear program. It attempted to persuade North Korean authorities 

to accept the universal norm of WMD non-proliferation. Increasing economic incentives and 

contact with North Korea was the approach chosen by the EU to achieve its goal.  

                                           
35 Manners (2002: 244–245) described that the EU as a normative actor diffuses its principles through six ways. 

Of them, Transference refers to financial and economic means, including financial aids, economic sanctions, 
and conditionality, while Over Diffusion means the norm spread through dialogues and physical contacts. These 
means of norm diffusion are detailly described in Chapter 2.1.3.  
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6.1.2. Critical Engagement 2003–2009 

 From 2002 to 2009, non-proliferation remained a crucial goal of the EU’s policy toward 

North Korea. In 2003, the European Council adopted the first security strategy, the ESS, that 

defined principles objectives of the EU’s security policy. In the ESS (European Council, 2003b: 

5–6; 8), the EU stated that the Union recognized WMD proliferation, including North Korea’s 

nuclear activities, as a key threat to Europe and the whole world and dedicated itself to 

mobilizing all possible instruments to remove nuclear programs from any region of the world. 

It was also coded in the ESS that non-proliferation and regional stability on the peninsula was 

one of the mainstays of its North Korea policy. In addition, the EU described itself as a power 

pursuing righteousness or non-proliferation (Kim and Choi, 2019). The ESS stated that “[...] 

the European Union [...] can be a formidable force for good in the world” (ibid.: 15).36 Through 

the publication of its strategic paper, the EU revealed its goal of being a normative actor in 

dealing with international security threats. As noted in the ESS, the EU set a policy goal of 

acting as a normative power in its non-proliferation policy. The Union also revealed its will to 

deal with North Korean nuclear development in this context, considering the country’s nuclear 

activities (and their damaging ramifications for regional security) as a real threat to the world 

(ibid.: 6; 8). This position was consistently engraved in the CFSP. At the Council meeting in 

December 2003, the European Council reiterated its commitment to a peaceful resolution to the 

tension on the Korean Peninsula, urging the North to fully comply with the international non-

proliferation regime (European Council, 2004b). The Union did not just urge North Korea to 

rejoin the NPT, it wanted to increase its value by taking part in the peace process. Accordingly, 

during the period of critical engagement, the objective of the EU’s policy toward North Korea—

especially its nuclear program—remained normative. 

The policy approach during this time can also be explained by the concept of NPE as 

the EU used the same approaches as it had used from 1995 to 2002. It mainly applied the 

approaches of dialogue (overt diffusion) and economic means (transference), although some 

changes were applied through its use of economic means. In terms of overt diffusion, Brussels 

maintained dialogue lines with North Korea to actively spread its norms. Political dialogue still 

took place almost annually, and Brussels and Pyongyang actively exchanged high-level 

delegations. For example, the EU troika visited Pyongyang three times during this policy period, 

and non-proliferation was one of the top agenda items for the EU (Hindustan Times, 2007). It 

                                           
36 The 2009 version of the European Security Strategy upgrading and replacing the 2003 version also stated that 

“the ESS set out a vision of how the EU would be a force for a fairer, safer and more united world” in 2003 
(European Council, 2009b) 
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was clear that Brussels actively attempted to coax Pyongyang into giving up its nuclear program 

through physical contact. In addition, the EU actively supported the Six-Party Talks, although 

it was not a member. When North Korea attended and fully cooperated with the Six-Party Talks, 

the EU encouraged the country to continue to maintain this approach by sending and welcoming 

high-level delegations. However, when the country committed WMD provocations or refused 

to return to the Six-Party Talks table in 2006, it also called off political dialogue37. By doing so, 

the EU sent a clear message to North Korean authorities wanting to maintain a good relationship 

with Europe that EU–DPRK cooperation could be enhanced when the country complied with 

international obligations (Jung, 2018).  

Transference was an essential tool used by the EU in its policy objective during this 

period, but it changed its approach from economic incentives to conditionality. The Union 

publicly announced this change of policy course at the 2464th General Affairs Council meeting 

in 2002 when it asked EU institutions and member states to review their actions, including all 

technical and economic assistance (except for humanitarian aid) in the light of North Korean 

nuclear development (European Council, 2002). The European Council, witnessing North 

Korea’s withdrawal from the NPT, announced that enhancing cooperation between both sides 

could only be possible when North Korean leaders decided to rejoin the NPT (European Council, 

2004). As a part of this approach, the EU stopped its financial and technical support that was 

counted as a part of non-humanitarian aid. It also cut the budget of KEDO projects and 

suspended the whole technical support plan (Ballbach, 2019).  

 It can be concluded that the EU’s policy objective was normative during this period. 

Its goal was to spread peace, specifically WMD non-proliferation, in North Korea, which was 

accepted as a European and universal norm. The policy tools also did not change. Overt 

diffusion and transference were the major tools that Brussels considered using. The EU’s 

decision to work closely with the United States to address WMD proliferation more effectively 

made its approach to North Korea more critical, but its approach of conditionality was still a 

type of economic means. Thus, it can be said that the EU’s external identity toward North Korea 

during this period was described as normative power pursuing normative objectives (Go, 2018).   

6.1.3. Active pressure 2009–2021 

 Article 2 of the TEU revised in 2008 clarified that the EU aimed to promote peace and 

                                           
37 For example, in 2005 and 2007 when the Six-Party Talks reached agreements, the EU sent the Parliament high-

level delegations to North Korea. In 2007, the EU troika visited the country to welcome its counterpart’s full 
cooperation in attaining the meaningful result at the talks (Hindustan Times, 2007). 
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security in the region and around the world (Treaty of Lisbon, 2007). This article showed the 

EU’s willingness to actively engage in global peace and security issues as one of its primary 

external policy objectives (Chung, 2016). This principle was also well represented in the EU’s 

policy toward North Korea. The direction of the CFSP toward North Korea was identified in 

the Council’s 2012 “Guidelines on the EU’s Foreign and Security Policy in East Asia.” It was 

stated that the EU had to react to North Korea’s policies that were causing regional and global 

instability in terms of peace (European Council, 2012). The EEAS also clarified its policy goals 

toward North Korea in the fact sheet about EU–DRPK relations released in 2016. According to 

the fact sheet, the EU policy objectives were “to support a lasting reduction of tensions on the 

Korean Peninsula and in the region, the upholding of the international non-proliferation regime, 

and the improvement of the situation of human rights in the DPRK” (EEAS, 2016a: 1). The 

EEAS reaffirmed these objectives in the “2016 the Global Strategy for the European Union’s 

Foreign and Security Policy” replacing and upgrading the existing ESS. In terms of security, 

the EU pointed out that denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula was one of its missions in terms 

of Asian security (EEAS, 2016b). As it clearly declared in different EU papers, the EU has 

determined, from 2009 to the present, to reduce tension in the region provoked by North 

Korea’s WMD provocations and to press Pyongyang to comply with international non-

proliferation regimes, notably the NPT (Esteban, 2019). The EU prioritized non-proliferation—

one of the norms pursued by the EU—in the security matter of the peninsula, which leads to the 

conclusion that the EU still maintained a normative objective.  

During this period, the methods of EU policy tended to be firmer, as reviewed in 

Chapter 5. It suspended the use of overt diffusion. North Korea’s consistent nuclear tests and 

WMD provocations caused the EU to reject direct discussions or physical contact with North 

Korea (Yang, 2016). Thus, unconditional and regular bilateral political dialogue during the two 

previous policy periods became conditional: the EU clarified that it would not have bilateral 

talks with North Korea until its nuclear program was dismantled completely (EEAS, 2017; 

Yang, 2018).  

 At the same time, the Union reinforced the means of transference. Its conditionality 

approach changed to economic sanctions. Using sanctions as a foreign policy tool was not 

entirely new in the CFSP. Before the creation of the CFSP, member states used restrictive 

measures against certain countries either collectively or autonomously. Following its 

establishment, the EU actively applied such measures as an essential policy tool (European 

Council, 2020; Portela, 2005). According to Portela (2014), this practice consists of three 

different categories. First, the EU decided to impose restrictive measures against the country 
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without pre-existing UNSC resolutions. The EU sanctions against Syria and Russia are 

examples of the first category. Second, the EU implemented sanctions adopted by the UNSC, 

which UN member states must follow. The adoption of sanctions on North Korea by the EU in 

2006 was a case of this second category. Finally, the EU applied additional measures to the 

mandatory UNSC resolutions. This third approach was often taken when the EU did not think 

that an agreement at the UN level was not sufficiently severe to induce behavioral changes in 

target countries (Ko, 2019). The EU’s sanctions policy toward North Korea after 2009 belonged 

to the third category (Portela, 2005). Dissatisfied with the level of UN sanctions, the EU adopted 

additional and tougher measures to press the North Korean regime. But why does the EU choose 

to use sanctions? The European Council stated that the aim of sanctions was to alter policies 

and behaviors of targets in order that the objectives of the CFSP could be efficiently achieved 

(European Council, 2020). Accordingly, the EU’s changed attitude of active sanction policy 

resulted from the EU’s further efforts to achieve its goal more effectively. 

6.1.4. Assessment of Hypothesis 1 

 Brussels prioritized Pyongyang’s renouncement of its nuclear program and the 

shutdown of its nuclear weapons production during all policy periods. The EU attempted to 

spread the norm of WMD non-proliferation in the country as its main policy objective. At the 

2198th General Affairs Council meeting held during the active engagement policy, EU member 

states agreed to establish a policy goal of encouraging North Korea to uphold the NPT for peace 

on the peninsula (European Council, 1999c). However, as North Korea accelerated its 

provocations and upgraded its nuclear programs, the EU clarified its policy goal in its official 

documents. In the ESS published in 2003, the EU clearly stated that the Union considered the 

North Korean nuclear program as an urgent global and European security issue that the EU 

must actively address (European Council, 2003b: 5–6; 8). During the policy period of critical 

engagement, the Union pursued the dispersion of WMD non-proliferation in the country, which 

has remained until the EU’s current policy. The EU–DPRK relations fact sheet paper issued by 

the EEAS in 2016 stated that peace and the upholding of the NPT took precedence over other 

issues in the North Korea policy. Thus, it is concluded that Brussels’ policy principles have been 

normative without change since the inception of the CFSP. 

This conclusion is followed by one question. If the policy objective was not responsible 

for the EU policy change, then what caused the change? The answer lies in its policy measures. 

The policy measures that the EU has taken can be categorized by Manners’ explanations of 

norm diffusions. Specifically, the EU has adopted four channels in the case of North Korea, as 
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Table 4 shows. While informational diffusion and procedural diffusion were used intermittently, 

major norms transmitters have been overt diffusion and transference. During the period of 

active engagement, the EU established bilateral dialogue with North Korea and offered 

financial incentives. However, during the last policy course, it suspended talks with North 

Korea and shifted its financial approach to economic sanctions. Thus, the EU’s policy course 

changed from active engagement to active pressure, following shifts in the preferred diffusion 

channels by the EU to achieve its policy objectives effectively. Given that the interruption of 

diplomatic relations and talks is recognized as a type of sanction in a broad sense (European 

Council, 2019), sanctions were chosen in recent years as major tools to bring about change in 

the North Korean authorities’ minds regarding nuclear development. Manners (2002) asserted 

that sanctions might be used as a policy measure corresponding to the NPE. Actions may be 

deemed normative if they serve the objectives of promoting norms. This account corresponds 

to the EU’s argument. In the paper “Basic Principles on the Use of Restrictive Measures,” the 

European Council (2004a: 2) stated that EU sanctions aimed “to maintain and restore 

international peace and security.” Through the paper, the Council emphasized the normativity 

of its sanction policy. 

Table 4. Changes in EU policy measures toward North Korea  

Years 
Policy 

Period 

Norm diffusions 

Informational 

Diffusion 

Procedural 

Diffusion 
Overt Diffusion Transference 

1993–

2003 

Active 

Engagement 

- Toward a New 

Asia Strategy 

(1994) 

- European Union 

Lines of Action 

Towards North 

Korea (2000) 

- EC-DPRK 

Country Strategy 

Paper 2001-2004 

(2001) 

- Establishment 

of official 

diplomatic 

relation (2001) 

- Join KEDO 

(1997) 

- Annual bilateral 

political 

dialogue (1998–

2003) 

- EU troika visit 

(2001) 

- Economic 

incentive 

through KEDO 

(75 million 

euros from 

1996–2000) 

- Trade 

- Humanitarian 

assistance 
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However, some scholars disputed Manners’ view and the Council’s argument, stating 

that sanctions were incompatible with norm diffusions (Checkel, 2005; Diez, 2005; Lenz, 2013; 

Whitman, 2013). According to them, the promotion of norms has to be normative: ways of 

persuading and teaching a third country to accept norms or processes in which the country 

adopts norms spontaneously fitted into the NPE framework. In this regard, the EU’s recent 

practices, which are highly reliant on sanctions, are not normative, which means that the EU is 

not a normative actor in the case of North Korea’s nuclear activities.  

Sanction models proposed by Crawford and Klotz can be helpful in addressing the 

normativity of the EU sanctions. Crawford and Klotz (1999: 26–29) defied this rigid stance to 

sanctions by subdividing sanctions into four models in accordance with their purposes. 

According to the compellance model, sanctions are intended to affect the cost-benefit analysis 

to induce behavioral changes. The resource denial model prevents a targeted country from 

obtaining certain resources necessary for activities that sanctions imposers want to halt. The 

political fracture model implies that sanctions aim to produce internal political upsets and 

legitimation crises, which could lead to a policy change. Finally, the normative communication 

model is deeply related to moral arguments. Sanction imposers use sanctions to punish a state 

that breaks internationally accepted norms. By imposing sanctions, the imposers send the target 

a clear signal that implies its actions are considered wrong and hope that the target’s norm will 

be replaced by the norms shared by the imposers but also adopted worldwide. The normative 

communication model is the only model regarded as normative, whilst the other three include 

2003–

2009 

Critical 

Engagement 

- European 

Security      

Strategy (2003) 

- Presidency 

Conclusions of 

Brussels 

European Council 

(2004) 

 

- Annual bilateral 

political 

dialogue (2003-

2004; 2007-

2009) 

- EU troika visits 

(2003; 2007; 

2009) 

- Suspension of 

technical and 

economic aids  

- Implementation 

of UN sanctions 

2009–

2021 

Active 

Pressure 

- Guidelines on the 

EU’s Foreign and 

Security Policy in 

East Asia (2012) 

- European Union 

Global Strategy 

(2016) 

 

- Suspension of 

political 

dialogue (2016) 

- Adoption of EU 

autonomous 

sanctions (since 

2009) 

- Adoption of 

measures 

restricting trade 

(2017) 
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a form of coercion that is not compatible with the normativity (Crawford and Klotz, 1999).  

The EU’s sanctions on North Korea can be analyzed as comprised of multiple sanction 

forms. First, the EU’s diplomatic sanctions (suspension of talks) were used as symbolic and 

non-material measures. Although the EU constantly argued against halting its nuclear 

development during bilateral policy dialogue with North Korea, North Korea did not stop. 

Witnessing the country’s continued development, the EU eventually decided to express 

displeasure at North Korea’s nuclear activities and missile provocations. Since 2016 when the 

dialogue was suspended, the Union reiterated that it would not resume dialogue until the CVID 

of North Korea’s nuclear program. The EU used diplomatic sanctions to point out that North 

Korea’s nuclear activities were wrong and should be abandoned as soon as possible. This may 

well be fit to the normative communication model. Its economic sanctions have a more 

complicated nature than the diplomatic ones. The European Council officially declared that EU 

sanctions are aimed at behavioral and political changes of a target in accordance with 

international norms, such as preserving peace (European Council, 2020). In this regard, the 

EU’s economic sanctions on North Korea can be seen as normative. However, in reality, it also 

adopted the resource denial model. The sanctions targeting North Korea included asset freezes 

and export bans on certain materials, technologies, and remittances (European Council, 2009a; 

2013; 2016a; 2016b; 2017; 2018). This aimed to impede North Korea’s nuclear and WMD 

development by blocking the influx of resources, funds, and technologies required for nuclear 

development. The compellance model can also be applied to this case. It seems that travel 

restrictions placed on individuals and export bans on luxury goods aimed to shift policy and 

behaviors by changing the cost-benefit calculations of the North Korean authorities. Thus, the 

EU sanctions on North Korea had natures of both normative diffusion and material coercion. 

This analysis portrays that the EU sanction regime did not entirely contradict the NPE 

framework but still included coercive measures.   

The examination of the EU’s external identity at different policy stages offers insight 

into Hypothesis 1: “The EU’s primary policy objective toward North Korea changed, which 

eventually led to the engage policy being abandoned while the pressure policy was reinforced.” 

The EU’s primary policy objective did not change. By setting normative objectives, the EU 

wanted to remain a normative power in the matter of North Korea’s nuclear program. Thus, the 

EU’s abandonment of the engagement approach was not a consequence of a change in its 

objective toward North Korea. Instead, its policy measures brought about changes in the policy 

course. The EU policy toward North Korea transformed from active engagement to active 

pressure as the Union took unfriendly approaches and eventually adopted sanctions. However, 
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these sanctions do not seem normative because coercive measures in discord with normative 

accounts were applied in the process of implementing sanctions. In the process of solving the 

problem, the EU adopted coercive means that were incompatible with the normative approach. 

This shows discrepancies in the EU’s North Korea policy between normative objectives and 

reality. 

6.2. MEMBER STATES’ INTERESTS AND PREFERENCES 

 Intergovernmentalism emphasizes the importance of member states’ national interests 

in formulating EU policies. EU foreign policy is made by reflecting member states’ pursuits to 

maximize their respective national interests (Moravcsik, 2018). This theory helps correlate the 

EU’s abandonment of engagement policy with the national interests and preferences of member 

states: did member states’ changed interests facilitate the onset of the EU’s coercive approach 

to North Korea? This chapter analyzes member states’ interests and attitudes regarding North 

Korea, focusing on France and the United Kingdom and their ramifications for the EU’s policy 

toward the DPRK.  

6.2.1. Initial Attitudes toward the DPRK  

 From the beginning, EU member states played a significant role in setting the EU’s 

policy direction toward North Korea. When the first North Korean nuclear crisis broke in 1993, 

member states disputed how to react to the crisis. France argued that the EU had to adopt a 

hawkish stance accompanying restrictive measures, while others, especially the United 

Kingdom and Germany, preferred to solve the issue with a more appeasing line (Ko, 2008). As 

the US–DPRK Agreed Framework in 1994 settled the nuclear issue, the United Kingdom and 

Germany’s conciliatory stance—having a similar approach as the Framework—was supported 

by member states. Furthermore, until 2003, European countries did not recognize the North 

Korean nuclear program as a real threat to Europe. The “Toward a New Asia Strategy” 

published in 1994 and the 2198th General Affairs meeting in 1999 saw the EU express its will 

to address the nuclear issue to guarantee peace on the Korean Peninsula, but not peace in Europe 

or the world. This contradicted its view in the ESS that regarded the North Korean nuclear 

program as a major European security concern (European Commission, 1994; European 

Council, 1999c; European Council, 2003a). In the international circumstance where the United 

States attempted to solve the issue in a conciliatory approach (for example, through KEDO), 

member states did not perceive that North Korea’s nuclear development could be a real threat 

to Europe.  
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 European countries clung to this stance until the early 2000s. The Netherlands, the 

United Kingdom, and Finland had joined KEDO with financial assistance before Euratom 

signed a treaty with the intergovernmental organization (Esteban, 2019). German Prime 

Minister Schröder compared the EU’s North Korea policy to Germany’s Ostpolitik, arguing 

that only dialogue and contact can bring about changes in North Korea (the Korea Times, 2000, 

cited in Onderco and Wagner, 2017). Many European countries sought to establish diplomatic 

relations with North Korea to promote bilateral dialogue. Although the EU had asserted a 

coordinated move toward the country in two Council Conclusions of October and November 

2000, Italy acted alone for its national interest (European Commission, 2001a). Italy, motivated 

by national interest, became the first EU member state to establish official diplomatic ties with 

North Korea in January 2001 38 , followed by establishing a series of diplomatic relations 

between the DPRK and other European countries. This active attitude toward the DPRK 

eventually led to official EU–DPRK diplomatic relations. Brussels could not delay the decision 

as most members had already reinforced bilateral relations with the North (European Parliament, 

2001b). France consented to the EU undertaking them, acknowledging a cordial atmosphere 

between Europe and North Korea while refusing to establish its own bilateral diplomatic 

relations. Thus, the EU’s active engagement policy was not led by EU supranational decisions 

but by some member states, such as Italy, the United Kingdom, and Germany. 

6.2.2. Critical Attitudes toward the DPRK 

 The most important and notable feature of the EU’s policy evolvement toward North 

Korea around 2003 was that it started to converge with the United States, as the EU abandoned 

its unconditional approach and adopted a conditional and critical view, as also taken by the 

United States following the September 11 terrorist attacks (Quinones, 2003: 2). The EU’s 

tendency to converge with US policy did not only emerge in its approach to North Korea. The 

EU’s overall security policy tended to follow the US foreign and security policy line. For 

example, the EU showed a weak response to the Indian and Pakistani nuclear tests, as did the 

United States; it also supported US unilateral sanctions in the Iranian nuclear negotiation 

process (Portela, 2015b). In addition, the EU asserted the importance of EU–US cooperation in 

terms of security policy: the EU’s first strategy report stated that the transatlantic partnership 

was an “irreplaceable” basis for addressing international threats (European Council, 2003b: 18). 

                                           
38 Italy was worried that North African countries, especially Libya, would obtain missile technology from North 

Korea. The Italian government thought that missile transmissions from the North to Africa could be prevented 
by establishing diplomatic channels with the DPRK (Sigal, 2000: 4). 
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Why did the EU start to emphasize transatlantic cooperation in international security matters 

and maintain the same course with the United States? The answer can be found in the desire of 

member states to be of like mind with the United States.  

The United Kingdom 

 The United Kingdom has long been a close and trusted ally of the United States. Since 

forging a “special partnership” during the Second World War, the bilateral relationship has 

continued to address their shared interests in politics, economics, and security (Mix, 2018; Paek, 

2020). Leaders have emphasized the importance of this bilateral relationship. For example, 

Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher stated in her remarks arriving at the White House in 1981, 

that “[...] we, in Britain, stand with you. America’s successes will be our successes. Your 

problems will be our problems, and when you look for friends, we will be there” (Thatcher, 

1981). In 2003, President Bush said that “[t]he United States has no truer friend than Great 

Britain” (Hewitt, 2016).  

This relationship has been “special” and exceptional rather than close because it has 

included the field of intelligence and nuclear and military cooperation, including NATO 

(Foreign Affairs Committee, 2009: 19).39 Although the two periodically faced disagreements 

and tension between them, the United Kingdom has aligned its foreign and security policy with 

the US and accelerated its cooperation with the US. The motivation for this policy alignment 

was clear. Given the political influence of the US in the world as a preeminent power, “its 

engagement and decisions are vital to nearly all priorities for British foreign policy” (Foreign 

Affairs Committee, 2009: 14). The country desired to become one of the leading international 

actors and chose to engage in US policy to enjoy the fruits of the partnership. Accordingly, it 

was in the British interest to maintain a strong relationship with their US partners and 

understand and influence American policy decisions. In particular, the UK paid special attention 

to the US policy on terrorism and nuclear proliferation, such as the War on Terror and the Axis 

of Evil since the September 11 terrorist attacks (ibid.: Ev 88). The British government was 

reluctant to raise concerns about these policies publicly, but it did support them. For example, 

the US’s decision to invade Iraq faced fierce opposition from European countries—most 

notably, France and Germany—and even the British public opinion opposed military activities 

in Iraq.40 However, the UK decided to send troops to the US-led coalition force for the Iraq 

                                           
39 No other nation shares security intelligence with the United States in the same way as the United Kingdom does, 

followed by Canada and Australia (Foreign Affairs Committee, 2009: EV 85).  

40 Throughout the year 2002, the British were not favourable to the Iraq War: most respondents to the poll opposed 
British military action in Iraq (Strong, 2017). Strong (2017) asserted that Tony Blair, Prime Minister at the time, 
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War (Kershaw, 2019; Strong, 2017).  

The UK’s attitude toward North Korea was also not immune from the US policy toward 

the country. Until 2001, the US addressed the North Korean nuclear program in an intensive 

diplomatic approach, such as establishing KEDO and providing technical and financial supports. 

In alignment with the American approach, the British government preferred to address the issue 

in an appeasing approach (Ko, 2018). However, as North Korea’s WMD issue became one of 

Washington’s top security agenda items after the September 11 terrorist attacks, the British 

changed its attitude (Quinones, 2003). Washington’s North Korea strategy significantly shifted 

from the traditional stance of “diplomacy backed by deterrence” to an “assertive and unilateral 

approach” that included the possible use of nuclear weapons (Quinones, 2003: 3; Richter, 2002). 

Furthermore, the Bush administration stressed close cooperation with its allies to fight those 

counties constituting the “Axis of Evil” that threatened global security, and North Korea was 

named on this list alongside Iran and Iraq (Bush, 2002).41 Many European leaders criticized 

the remarks regarding the “Axis of Evil,” arguing it could harm the EU’s efforts to engage with 

the North Korean regime (BBC News, 2002b). However, during the US-UK summit in April 

2002, Prime Minister Tony Blair showed some support for Bush’s remarks. He said:  

[W]here countries are engaged in the terror or WMD business, we should not shirk 

from confronting them. Some can be offered a way out, a route to respectability. I hope 

in time that Syria, Iran and even North Korea can accept the need to change their 

relations dramatically with the outside world. [...] But they must know that sponsoring 

terrorism or WMD is not acceptable (Blair, 2002) 

 These different views on Bush’s remarks showed that the UK decided to be aligned 

with the US attitude toward North Korea rather than attached to the EU’s engagement policy. 

This signaled the critical attitude of the UK toward the country. Thus, when North Korea 

announced its withdrawal from the NPT in 2003, the British government postponed the arrival 

date of its first ambassador to condemn this action (Ko, 2019). Also, it joined the PSI led by the 

US to halt the flow of WMD items on the global scene at the beginning stages (Bolton, 2003). 

                                           
did not follow public opinion when deciding the British position on the Iraq War. Blair thought people would 
support the government’s decision when it approached: as he predicted, support for the war rose from 38% to 
54% (Strong, 2017). 

41 At the 2002 State of the Union Address, US President Bush designated North Korea, along with Iraq and Iran, 
as the “Axis of Evil” that referred to those states threatening the US and its allies by sponsoring terrorist groups 
and proliferating weapons of mass destruction and described North Korea as “a regime arming with missiles 
and weapons of mass destruction, while starving its citizens” (Bush, 2002). Washington even considered the 
use of nuclear weapons against the DPRK (Richter, 2002). 
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The United Kingdom actively engaged in the activities to strengthen the WMD non-

proliferation regime in tandem with the United States (Pardo, 2014; 2016). In accordance with 

US policy, the policy of the United Kingdom moved away from the engagement approach.  

France 

 France and the US have been traditional allies, sharing political, economic, and military 

interests, but have sometimes collided over certain international and European issues. France 

has had no intentions to become a pole in the international society on its own, but it has opposed 

American unilateralism, emphasizing the autonomy of policy decision-making for European 

countries (Acharya, 2004). The Iraq War was one of the issues where discrepancies arose. While 

the UK supported the Iraq War, France, alongside Germany, fiercely opposed the US invasion. 

From the very beginning, France was one of the most vocal opponents to the US actions in Iraq 

in Europe. France argued that the use of force in Iraq could only be justified when more 

extensive arms inspections were carried out (Lee, J.-S., 2007). French President Jacques Chirac 

publicly criticized the war, saying that “[w]ar is always a last resort, always an admission of 

failure, always the worst of solutions” (France 24, 2019). The French objections to American 

unilateralism played a certain role in arousing the opposition to the Iraq War in France. However, 

at the same time, its opposition was the result of reflecting domestic politics and economic 

interests.42  Iraqi oil, economic ties with Iraq, traditional pro-Arab foreign policy, and anti-

American sentiment significantly contributed to forming national preferences in the French 

government. (Lee, J.-S., 2006). To protect its national interests, France inevitably took the 

opposite stance to the US invasion to Iraq. In addition, the country formed a coalition with 

Germany that was on the same page on the war.  

However, these strong oppositions led by the Franco-German coalition placed the 

traditional transatlantic alliance at risk. They forged US skepticism toward pursuing common 

transatlantic interests based on NATO, which ultimately resulted in strained transatlantic 

relations (Gordon, 2003). The transatlantic tensions that erupted over the war in Iraq caused 

concern among European politicians, who expressed concern about the negative consequences 

of pursuing divergent policies with the US (BBC News, 2003c). France also acknowledged the 

importance of transatlantic relations to not only Europe but also France for certain reasons. First, 

                                           
42  The French respond to the Afghanistan War was different from that to the Iraq War. In fact, the French 

government supported the US policy on terrorism toward Afghanistan by deploying 5,000 France military 
personnel for war (Lee, J.-S., 2006). Lee, J.-S. (2006) pointed out that the Afghanistan War did not threat the 
major interests of France. 
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for the time being, Europe relied on the American military to protect its interests. France 

understood that its nuclear weapons and well-trained soldiers might protect its own interests 

but were not enough to address common European security challenges. The NATO, heavily 

dependent on US contributions, was the main alliance for France and Europe to defend French 

and European interests worldwide (Flournoy et al., 2005). Thus, cooperation with the US in 

terms of security was a rational decision for the French and European interests. The second 

reason was that the economy was a vital aspect of the US-Franco relationship. In the early 2000s, 

the US was one of France’s biggest trade partners. During 2000–2002, the US was its top trade 

partner outside of Europe. In 2002, trade in goods and services between France and the US 

reached a volume of 48 billion US dollars, which was the fifth largest globally and the top 

volume outside of Europe (WITS, 2002). In total, 7.99% of its imports and 8.09% of its exports 

relied on the US (ibid.). Lastly, France and the US shared similar outlooks on global challenges. 

They regarded nuclear proliferation and global terrorism as security concerns that should be 

addressed urgently but require collaborative efforts at the international level (Lewis and Tertrais, 

2015). As permanent members of both the UNSC and NATO, they were close partners on the 

NPT regime and counterterrorism efforts. From the early 1990s, formal dialogue on nuclear 

policy was held between the Pentagon and the French Ministry of Defence, and non-

proliferation and disarmament of nuclear weapons and missiles were one of the main agenda 

items (ibid.). However, the disputes over the Iraq War between Washington and Paris halted 

dialogue. This gave the French government a clear signal of aggravating bilateral relations.  

 The French government eventually sought ways to repair the bilateral and transatlantic 

relations. At the Franco-American Summit in 2002, French President Chirac stressed the 

importance of the EU-US relationship. He said: 

Relations between Europe and the United States are not only a very old, not only 

essential to the world equilibrium, but I would say, in reality, becoming more and more 

important (BBC News, 2002a).  

At the talks with President Bush in September 2002, President Chirac explained that the French 

government only opposed the use of force prior to a diplomatic settlement (Chirac, 2012: 403–

404). French Foreign Secretary Dominique De Villepin also asserted that the dispute over the 

Iraqi crisis was not a problem between the US and neither France nor the EU: he emphasized 

that France was still a friend of the US, and that the existing dispute was merely a disagreement 

in dealing with the issue (BBC News, 2003a). Thus, although its national interests concerning 

Iraq led to a confrontation with the US, France had no intention of deteriorating the relationship 

with the country that shared common interests in the realms of economy and security and 
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perspectives on the global agenda, such as terrorism and nuclear proliferation. Accordingly, 

France started to show support for US foreign policy on other issues. In the following years, 

France backed the US Iran policy and deployed more troops to Afghanistan (Alexandrova, 2019). 

 The North Korean WMD issue was a topic that allowed France to promote transatlantic 

relations by supporting US policy on security. First, unlike in the case of Iraq, North Korea was 

not a country in which France’s national interests remained or to which domestic politics 

sensitively reacted. Trade between the two only reached 13 million US dollars in 2002, which 

was an insignificant volume for the French economy (WITS, 2002). It was also the only 

European state that had not established diplomatic relations with North Korea. Thus, it was 

expected that the French government would face little resistance from domestic interest groups, 

despite adopting a notion in line with the United States (Choi and Kim, 2016). Furthermore, 

France could not tolerate North Korea’s nuclear and missile activities as much as those of Iran. 

Despite the engagement of the international community, North Korea did not abandon its desire 

to become a nuclear state and attempted to sell Scud missiles and technology for WMD weapons 

to third countries (Portela, 2014). This contradicted France’s commitment to the international 

non-proliferation regime. When North Korea withdrew from the NPT in January 2003, French 

Foreign Minister Dominique de Villepin released a statement condemning the withdrawal. In 

the statement, he asserted: 

It is a serious decision heavy with consequences, that has to be dealt with by the 

United Nations Security Council. This major development underscores the 

necessity and the urgency of international mobilisation (BBC News, 2003b). 

Accordingly, the French government halted any discussion on the establishment of diplomatic 

relations (Ko, 2019). In becoming one of the core member states, France also actively 

participated in military activities halting the WMD flow from North Korea to third countries. 

These activities gave France opportunities to not only commit to the NPT regime but also 

cooperate closely with the US. Its policy toward North Korea started showing tendencies of 

moving closer to the American approach.  

Changes in the EU policy toward the DPRK 

 Through the Iraq Crisis, member states witnessed strained transatlantic relations. 

Acknowledging the danger of being divergent with the US in the matter of security, European 

states led by the UK and even including France—the toughest opponent to US policy—put in 

efforts to bring about a rapprochement with the US, which also created the mood for acting 

together with the US to address security affairs (Alexandrova, 2019). Accordingly, at the end 
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of 2003, European member states unanimously agreed to adopt the ESS (the EU’s first security 

strategy report), emphasizing transatlantic cooperation that defined the relationship as 

“irreplaceable” (European Council, 2003b: 15). This was intended to restore strained 

transatlantic relations by addressing global security issues with shared common interests among 

all parties (Portela, 2015).  

This tendency also was continued in the matter of North Korea, one of the global 

security issues. An attitude toward North Korea that aligned with the US was apparent in the 

UK and France. They formed national preferences of acting in line with the US in dealing with 

North Korea’s nuclear activities. The United Kingdom prioritized its special partnership with 

the US that brought benefits while France wanted to restore its strained relationship with the 

US by cooperating in addressing an issue that was not very relevant to its domestic interests. 

Accordingly, their stance became tougher. They stalled further engagement with North Korea 

and participated in US activities, including military actions (PSI).  

The two countries were not the only states that joined the US’s coercive approach. Six 

more European countries (Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, and Spain) 

actively joined the US’s critical approach to North Korea: they became the core members of 

the PSI. This participation was motivated by each member state’s will to enhance cooperation 

with the United States, especially in the field of WMD. For example, Spain even cooperated 

with US counter-WMD shipping activities before the creation of the PSI. In December 2002, 

the Spanish Naval swooped on the North Korean freighter So San en route to Yemen with 15 

Scud missiles, warheads, and fuel, based on information provided by the United States (Dunne, 

2013).43 Poland was also a strong supporter of the US-led initiative when the first discussion 

on the PSI started. It fully shared the importance of this proactive counter-proliferation activity. 

However, above all, Poland wanted to establish itself as an essential regional ally of the United 

States (Kulesa, 2010). During the American–Polish summit in Kraków, Poland, in May 2003, 

US President Bush announced the PSI initiative (Bolton, 2003). North Korea’s WMD 

connection to the Middle East was also the reason that European countries wanted to join in the 

PSI. North Korea did not hide its intention to sell its nuclear weapons and technology to a third 

country. Rather, in 2003, North Korean authorities announced their readiness to sell to “the 

                                           
43 The US and Spain were unable to seize them due to the lack of an international legal basis supporting such 

counter-WMD proliferation actions. The two countries allowed the vessel to resume its journey to Yemen after 
receiving guarantee from the Yemenite government that the items from North Korea would not be transferred 
to any third party. Although the US-Spain cooperation failed to have an effective outcome, the So San incident 
served as a momentum for the creation of the PSI. The US saw the clear gap in international law and sought to 
design a multilateral scheme to counter the WMD proliferation activities globally (Davenport, 2020; Dunne, 
2013; Meier, 2013).  
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highest bidder” (Kittrie, 2007: 343). It was well-known that Pyongyang sold Scud missiles and 

technology for WMD weapons to countries of concern, especially Iran (Portela, 2014). The 

eight European states were concerned about the possibility of WMD proliferation by North 

Korea and joined in the PSI because they perceived the system as a more effective means than 

dialogue to stop North Korean arms transfers to the Middle East. 

 Member states agreed on the importance of cooperation with the US in dealing with 

security issues (including the North Korean issue), which led to the recognition of the 

transatlantic relationship in the EES. In addition, they recognized that the US’s approach was 

more effective in interrupting North Korea’s WMD proliferation, given the possibility of North 

Korea’s WMD proliferation to the Middle East (Pardo, 2014a; 2016). The EU’s active 

engagement policy did not correspond to either the ESS or the member states’ preferences—it 

needed to be changed. Eventually, the EU abandoned an unconditional approach and adopted a 

critical policy similar to the US. Its financial contribution to KEDO’s LWR construction 

projects and the technical cooperation plans with North Korea were all canceled in 2003 

(Ballbach, 2019). The Union maintained an engagement approach (including humanitarian 

assistance and communication), but it was no more unconditional: the US’s principle of refusal 

to offer rewards for bad behavior became the basis of its engagement (Gaertner, 2014: 340). 

The convergence of some European countries with the US’s approach led to a reshaping of the 

EU’s North Korea policy in a hardline approach. 

6.2.3. Sanctions 

 In the early 2000s, member states’ concerns over the deteriorated transatlantic 

relationship and the DPRK–Iranian nuclear cooperation encouraged the EU to reshape its 

approach toward North Korea in a less conciliatory and more oppressive way. However, the 

EU was still reluctant to use UN sanctions to pressure North Korea, despite its close stance with 

America’s foreign approach.44 In 2003, Javier Solana, a top EU diplomat, stated that it was not 

the moment to impose sanctions on North Korea because restrictive measures could not help 

solve the North Korean nuclear issue (The Guardian, 2003). However, in December 2009, the 

Council adopted restrictive measures by not only transposing UNSC Resolution 187445 but 

                                           
44 The US adopted sanctions on North Korea in the 1950s and strengthened them further following North Korea’s 

worldwide bombings targeting South Korea in the 1980s. The US imposed a series of sanctions on many North 
Korean entities accused of being involved with WMD proliferation from 1992 to 2006 (The National 
Committee on North Korea, 2009). 

45 The first EU sanctions against North Korea were adopted following North Korea’s first nuclear test in 2006, 
but it was only UNSC Resolution 1718 that all UN member states were obliged to follow.  
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also imposing EU autonomous measures. The EU began using restrictive measures actively to 

pressure the country. This changed attitude was attributed to two member states—France and 

the United Kingdom—as permanent members of the UN Security Council.  

Two European UNSC permanent member states 

 Before examining the roles of the two countries in adopting additional European 

sanctions, it is necessary to understand why they supported restrictive measures against North 

Korea. Until 2006, France and the United Kingdom were not in favor of sanctions, although 

they adopted a critical approach toward North Korea, convergent with the US. In 2003, the 

British Foreign Office made it clear that the UK government opposed the imposition of 

economic sanctions on the country (Traynor et al., 2003).  

In July 2006, the US and Japanese governments pushed to impose new sanctions on 

North Korea to condemn its long-range ballistic missiles test.46 They sought close cooperation 

with two European permanent members of the UNSC to guarantee the adaptation of sanctions 

at the UNSC meetings (Benard and Leaf, 2010). However, France and the United Kingdom 

were reluctant to act in concert with their traditional allies because supporting sanctions could 

cause unnecessary confrontations with China and Russia (ibid.).  

At the time, France and the United Kingdom were waiting for Iran’s reply to a 

framework agreement designed to halt the Iranian enrichment program proposed by themselves 

alongside China, Germany, Russia, and the United States (Arms Control Association, 2021). 

Despite a good understanding of the necessity of adopting more oppressive measures to stop 

North Korea’s nuclear activities, they also acknowledged that China and Russia did not want 

to impose oppressive measures against North Korea.47 They were afraid that disputes over 

sanctions might negatively affect their long-time efforts to address Iran’s nuclear program 

(Bolton, 2007: 295). For them, addressing the Iranian nuclear issue was of importance due to 

their national interests closely linked to Iran. Instability in the Middle East (driven by the Iranian 

nuclear program) would inevitably harm the European security environment owing to the EU’s 

                                           
46 On July 5, 2006, North Korea launched seven ballistic missiles. These missile launches alarmed the international 

community—especially the United States—because the missiles were not only able to deliver nuclear warheads 
but were also designed to reach Japan and even Hawaii (Benard and Leaf, 2010). Although the long-range 
missile tests failed, they indicated North Korea’s intention to extend the scope of its striking distance to US 
territory. The next day, President Bush stressed the necessity to adopt a UNSC resolution condemning North 
Korea’s missile tests (Stout, 2006). 

47 Especially China did not want to impose sanctions on North Korea because it believed that this could damage 
the stability of the existing pro-China regime (The International Crisis Group, 2006). 
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geographic proximity (McCloskey-Gholikhany, 2019; Yoon, 2020). European countries, 

including France and the United Kingdom, also had economic interests in Iran. In 2004, the EU 

was the main trading partner of Iran, gaining 35.1% of its total market share (Iran Watch, 2004). 

Iran was also one of the EU’s main oil suppliers: as the sixth-largest supplier, Iran took up 3.9% 

of the EU’s energy imports (ibid.). This strategic importance of Iran encouraged the two 

European countries to be reluctant to support the UK and Japan’s initiative. Neither country 

wanted to risk their diplomatic efforts in the Iranian nuclear negotiation program. At a closed 

meeting of the ambassadors to the UN of four countries (France, Japan, the United Kingdom, 

and the United States) held on July 6, 2006, the French and British ambassadors expressed their 

concerns about the ramification of a resolution with sanctions (Bolton, 2007: 295).  

 Their position was faced with displeasure by the United States (Benard and Leaf, 2010). 

After acknowledging their stance and reasons, US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice directly 

called British Foreign Secretary Margaret Beckett and French Foreign Minister Douste-Blazy 

to persuade them to support the US-led resolution against North Korea, stating that the 

reluctance to support their ally in a time of need could influence future US–UK and US–France 

cooperation in any coming Iranian crisis (Bolton, 2007: 295). Eventually, the two countries had 

no choice but to shift their attitudes. This changed stance was motivated by relations with the 

United States and a hope for the smooth settlement of the Iranian problem. Since then, they 

have supported imposing sanctions on North Korea in consideration of benefits from the 

strengthened transatlantic relationship and North Korea’s continuous provocations.  

Internal negotiations within the EU  

 As permanent members of the UNSC, France and the United Kingdom began to 

maintain a stance positive toward the use of sanctions against North Korea, convergent to the 

US, and actively participated in drafting severe sanctions against North Korea. However, China 

and Russia often objected to the level of drafts designed by the three Western UNSC permanent 

members (France, the United Kingdom, and the United States) and toned down them. Thus, 

from the perspectives of France and the United Kingdom, the sanctions adopted at the UNSC 

were not sufficient to halt North Korea’s nuclear activities (Ko, 2019). The two European 

countries bridged the gap with the EU’s additional restrictive measures.48  

                                           
48 The EU’s supplementary sanctions in addition to the UN notion were not a rare occurrence. The EU often 

decided to supplement UNSC resolutions by adopting autonomous restrictive measures, which were usually led 
by the two European member states of the UNSC (Portela, 2014) 
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The first EU autonomous sanctions were adopted in 2009, following UNSC Resolution 

1874. In 2009, the UNSC unanimously adopted a resolution to condemn North Korea for its 

second nuclear test. However, these sanctions were still less tough than the three Western 

UNSC permanent members had originally intended due to the objections from Russia and China 

(Nikitin et al., 2010). The two European permanent member states of the UNSC continued to 

attempt to impose strong sanctions on North Korea at the EU level: they attempted to adopt 

autonomous sanctions at the European Council that included targets excluded from the sanction 

list and more severe measures than those adopted by the UNSC (Portela, 2014). As a result, the 

Council imposed tougher sanctions than the UN in 2009: its sanctions had a longer list of 

targeted individuals and entities and included export bans on all dual-use goods and 

technologies (European Council, 2009a). 49  Since then, the EU has adopted autonomous 

sanctions, upgrading UN resolutions, a process in which France and the United Kingdom played 

a significant role. They encouraged the EU to take an aggressive pressure approach and abandon 

engagement (Esteban, 2019).  

The internal negotiation processes of adopting the EU autonomous sanctions against 

North Korea went smoothly without any internal confrontation. Since sanctions need to be 

unanimously adopted by all EU member states, it can sometimes take a long time to adopt EU 

autonomous sanctions in cases where the geopolitical, security, economic, and political interests 

of member states lead to conflict. For example, the EU attempted to impose sanctions on Russia 

to condemn its annexation of Crimea in 2014 but faced serious disputes within the EU (Portela 

et al., 2021). Some member states that wanted to maintain interactions with Russia due to 

increasing economic connections and high energy dependence (such as Bulgaria, Cyprus, 

Greece, and Italy), showed strong opposition to adopting and renewing any strong, restrictive 

measures against Russia (ibid.). The sanctions were eventually passed unanimously, but the 

Council faced delays.  

 In contrast, additional sanctions were unanimously passed without delay and any 

dispute between EU member states in North Korean cases because national interests in terms 

of security and economy did not arise and member states recognized that North Korea’s nuclear 

tests were an apparent violation of the NPT regime (Choi and Kim, 2016). After transposing 

sanctions imposed by Resolution 2770, condemning North Korea’s fourth nuclear test at the 

end of March 2016, the EU attempted to expand restrictive measures against the county by 

adopting two autonomous measures. Accordingly, the Council added 18 persons and one entity 

                                           
49 Export bans on dual-use goods and technologies were first mentioned in UNSC Resolution 2321, adopted in 

2016 (UNSC, 2016).  
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to its sanction list on May 19 and announced that it had adopted the legal basis to prohibit any 

European investment activities with and by North Korea, as well as the landing in, taking off, 

or overflying of EU territory of any airplanes operated by North Korea (European Council, 

2016b). These decisions were made through the written procedure, which usually helps 

facilitate the decision-making process. 50  As a result, it was evaluated that the European 

sanctions against North Korea had been adopted faster than the EU’s usual decision-making 

processes on sanctions (Jun, 2016). Thus, it can be concluded that the EU’s active adoption of 

autonomous sanctions against North Korea in link with its active pressure policy was led by 

France and the United Kingdom in favor of pressuring North Korea to enhance cooperation 

with the United States in the Iranian nuclear matter. Moreover, their suggestions could be passed 

rapidly at the European Council level without delay or dispute due to the lack of national 

interests and the agreement on the severity of North Korea’s NPT violation among member 

states. 

6.2.4. Assessment of Hypothesis 2 

 Until the second North Korean nuclear crisis broke out in October 2002, most EU 

member states did not recognize that it could be a real threat to European security. Accordingly, 

they preferred to handle the North Korean nuclear program with a conciliatory approach. They 

supported KEDO activities, provided financial and technical assistance, and established 

diplomatic relations with the DPRK. Their mild attitudes were not formed by the EU institutions. 

Rather, they chose to engage in North Korean affairs following their own interests. Accordingly, 

this amicable approach contributed to the EU’s active engagement approach toward North 

Korea.  

The situation changed in late 2002 and early 2003. When North Korea’s secret nuclear 

program was disclosed by the United States, who wanted to handle this nuclear crisis in a 

hawkish way, European countries were willing to be in line with it. The relationship with the 

US was the key motivation for their action: they understood that the policy alignment with the 

US could bring greater benefit. The United Kingdom maintained a special relationship with the 

US in global security matters by supporting the US’s approach to North Korea. On the other 

hand, France used the policy alignment to restore the bilateral relationships strained by the 

dispute over the Iraq War. Paris assumed that cooperating on other security issues could help 

                                           
50 Article 7 of the “Rules of Procedure of the European Council” prescribes the written procedure as follows: 

“Decisions of the European Council on an urgent matter may be adopted by a written vote where the President 
of the European Council proposes to use that procedure. Written votes may be used where all members of the 
European Council having the right to vote agree to that procedure” (European Council, 2009c). 
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reach out to Washington—the North Korean nuclear issue was chosen as one feasible way for 

achieving this goal due to its low relevance to France’s national interests. The French 

government recognized the issue as a breakthrough in repairing strained transatlantic relations. 

Other European countries also expressed their willingness to join a US-led coercive system 

(PSI) to enhance their relationship with the United States and to interrupt North Korea’s WMD 

proliferation effectively. As more member states supported the US approach and were in line 

with it, the EU, accordingly, shifted its unconditional assistance to conditionality, following its 

member states’ approaches.  

The EU’s shift in policy to active pressure, based on sanctions, was also driven by 

certain member states. Prior to 2006, the EU and its member states did not think restrictive 

measures would effectively resolve North Korean nuclear issues. Even after witnessing North 

Korea launch long-range ballistic missiles in 2006, France and the United Kingdom did not 

support the US-led draft, which contained sanctions. However, they soon changed their position 

to cooperate with the United States in adopting sanctions against North Korea; they realized 

they could expect US cooperation on the Iranian issue when supporting US-led sanctions 

against North Korea. Accordingly, the two countries reformed their positive attitudes toward 

the use of sanctions on North Korea. This shift in the attitudes of the United Kingdom and 

France influenced the EU’s decision of choosing measures toward the DPRK. The two UNSC 

permanent members led the adoption process of EU autonomous restrictive measures. Other 

member states with no national interests at stake approved the suggestions presented by the two 

countries. As a result, EU autonomous sanctions were adopted as a major policy tool at the 

European Council without delay or dispute.  

The attitudes of EU member states toward North Korean nuclear development were 

analyzed to test Hypothesis 2: “The changes in member states’ attitudes and perceptions toward 

the North Korean nuclear program incited the evolvement of the EU’s approach to the country.” 

As the preceding analysis demonstrates, from 2003 onward, member states changed their 

attitudes regarding North Korean nuclear weapons following their own necessities, which did 

not correspond to the EU’s active engagement policy. Accordingly, the EU started to abandon 

the active engagement approach, gradually adopted a critical stance, and finally pressured North 

Korea. Such changes in the EU policy were not directed by EU supranational decisions. Some 

member states (especially France and the United Kingdom) that needed the policy shift 

abandoned a conciliatory approach first, given their security and economic interests. Other 

member states that either agreed on the approach or had concerns also followed them. Based 

on the nature of the CFSP that allows member states’ policies significant roles in formulating 
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and implementing common policies, the EU adopted measures that the member states preferred 

and, as a result, demonstrated its hard-line approach in addressing the North Korean nuclear 

issue.  
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CHAPTER 7                                                     

Conclusion 

As the preceding chapters affirmed, the EU policy toward North Korea evolved in three 

different phases during the past three decades: active engagement, critical engagement, and 

active pressure. The EU engaged in the nuclear negotiation process with a conciliatory approach 

before the second nuclear crisis. However, in 2003, the EU’s attitude toward North Korea 

changed: it cut financial and other types of assistance to the country (except for humanitarian 

aid) and pressured the country by participating in activities that interrupted North Korea’s 

shipment of WMD-related items. In 2009, the EU accelerated its pressure on the country by 

transposing UN sanctions into its legal system and adopting its autonomous restrictive measures. 

During this active pressure period, its will to continue political dialogue with the DPRK reduced. 

The Union only held two political meetings with North Korea and suspended them entirely in 

2016.  

The aim of this thesis was to examine the EU’s motivations for these policy changes. 

Based on the analysis of possible factors that might facilitate policy changes according to two 

theories (the NPE and intergovernmentalism), the research question can be answered as follows: 

First, the policy shifts were the result of the adoption of coercive measures discrepant 

from its normative objectives. The EU’s policy objectives in the matter have remained 

normative since 1995. Since joining KEDO, Brussels prioritized the norm of WMD non-

proliferation in its policy toward Pyongyang. In its official documents, the EU constantly 

asserted that its policy toward North Korea was mainly focused on North Korea’s return to the 

NPT and renouncement of its nuclear program, and, ultimately, on peace on the Korean 

Peninsula (European Council, 1999c, 2003b; EEAS, 2016a). However, EU policy measures 

changed, which was related to the shift in the EU policy course from active engagement to 

active pressure. Its suspension of technical and economic assistance introduced the period of 

critical engagement policy, and the adoption of EU autonomous restrictive measures and 

diplomatic sanctions led to the EU’s hardline policy. However, its policy measures, especially 

economic sanctions, were coercive, which did not correspond to normative accounts. Thus, it 

can be concluded that the EU wanted to define itself as a normative power in addressing the 

North Korean nuclear development by setting normative objectives, but in the policy 

implementation, it failed to remain normative—it adopted coercive measures. The EU faced a 

discrepancy between the ideal and the reality in its policy. 
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Second, member states’ national preferences led to the adoption of coercive measures 

at the EU level. Prior to 2003, member states attempted to solve the nuclear problem in a 

conciliatory way. In this mood, the EU held annual political talks with North Korea and 

established a diplomatic tie in 2001. However, in late 2002 and early 2003, some member states 

moved into alignment with the US in terms of their attitudes toward North Korea. Accordingly, 

the UK postponed the arrival of its first ambassador to North Korea, and France stopped 

discussing the possibility of diplomatic relations. Eight member states decided to join the US-

led military joint activities to halt WMD proliferation by North Korea. Maintaining a good 

relationship with the US, as well as the effectiveness of the coercive measures, were key 

motivations for changing their attitude. EU institutions could not hold an active engagement 

approach that did not correspond to the member states’ approaches. As a result, the EU started 

to be in line with the US—it halted economic and technical assistance. A similar situation 

occurred in the late 2000s: the UK and France had a positive stance on the use of sanctions 

toward North Korea due to the relationship with the United States and its political clout in the 

Iranian nuclear deal. As a result, both France and the United Kingdom supported the imposition 

of sanctions on North Korea at the EU level, which contributed to forging the EU’s active 

pressure policy.   

Given all of these points, the thesis reaches the following conclusions. First, although 

norms are of importance in the EU policy toward North Korea, they are overshadowed by the 

security and economic interests of its member states. When it comes to North Korea’s nuclear 

issue, EU institutions wanted to act as a normative actor. It repeatedly assessed the importance 

of the NPT regime and urged North Korea to return to the negotiation table. However, member 

states preferred to address the issue in coercive measures, notably sanctions, which were formed 

by their national interests related to security and the economy. Given the features of the CFSP, 

by which member states play a major role in formulating policies, EU institutions could not act 

differently than adopt coercive approaches. The divergent interests on North Korea’s nuclear 

issue between EU institutions and the member states caused the discrepancy between objectives 

and measures of the EU policy toward North Korea. Second, the NPE theory is useful in 

addressing the EU’s role in the international community but has limitations in explaining the 

EU policy toward North Korea. This is mostly due to the fact that member states that had 

divergent interests with EU institutions were key players in the decision-making process. Thus, 

intergovernmentalism, focusing on member states’ interests and preferences, can offer more 

profound and comprehensive explanations. It can be said that the theory of 

intergovernmentalism is more appropriate for analyzing the EU policy toward North Korea than 

the NPE.  
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However, this thesis has several limitations. First, the research heavily relied on official 

documents. Official documents contained the official positions and strategies of the EU and its 

member states, but policy negotiation processes within the EU and the UNSC were not revealed. 

Two politicians’ memoirs were used in the research, but they were not sufficient to fully identify 

the decision-making processes and the positions of each state. Second, in the process of 

analyzing EU member states’ national interests, this research simplified actors, focusing on 

France and the United Kingdom. This was due to the limitation of data access and the language 

barrier. However, this simplicity failed to generate a more comprehensive understanding of 

member states’ national preferences. Lastly, the time frame became an obstacle. As this research 

covered almost three decades, it was almost impossible to cover all events with regards to North 

Korea’s nuclear activities. Thus, this thesis focused only on major events and activities that 

significantly impacted the EU and the international community, which could lessen the 

comprehensiveness of this work. Future research should consider these limitations for a more 

comprehensive analysis. Gathering data in different ways, such as interviews with officers of 

the EU and its member states, will help better understand the national interests of member states 

and the inter-state negotiation processes within the EU. Also, it is suggested to analyze this time 

frame with different research methodologies and address more member states specifically, 

which will contribute to in-depth analyses. 
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