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ABSTRACT
Ten years have passed since the human rights conditions in North Korea has drawn international concerns and criticisms, resulting in a string of resolutions adopted by the United Nations human rights mechanisms. Despite such collective efforts, North Korean human rights issue still remains prevalent and pervasive. But why? One can point the finger to North Korea's negative attitude or position on human rights to be one reason, but is that all? Couldn’t it also be possible that the past approaches taken by the international community were problematic? In particular, South Korea's policy toward North Korea shifted back and forth between radical and gradual approaches, at the mercy of the administration in power at the time. With the experience of democratization and rich information base on North Korea under its belt, South Korea is capable of playing a more active role in influencing and improving the North Korean human rights situation. The unique relation between the North and South is unlike any other country, and South Korea can easily utilize such relations to serve the function as the strategic leverage in the future.

This article suggests the concept of "Korean human rights" as an alternative approach for South Korea, to constructively contribute in improving the situation of human rights in North Korea. In addition, the notion of "Korean human rights" will be discussed as a method to overcome the limitations that both South Korea and the international community have faced in the past, and propose a framework that will be applicable to the Korean peninsula for a more effective application of the international human rights conventions at the regional level. Following the introduction, in the next two sections, strategic dynamics of South Korea and the international community will be evaluated and the method of implementation for "Korean human rights" will be discussed in detail. In closing, the article will summarize the main points of the discussion above and raise its limit for further study.
Key words: Korean human rights, North Korean human rights, international human rights regime, inter-Korean relationship, Helsinki process

Ⅰ. Introduction
The modern international relations up to the twentieth century may be identified as "international politics" for focusing mainly on the issues of national sovereignty, while after the Cold War, it is closer to the term, "world politics" for increase in transnational activities through globalization. The rise in transnational activities encompassed development of transnational interests and code of conduct, moving from hard issues such as non-proliferation, to soft issues, including human rights. At the level of discourse, world politics seems to stand above international politics in today's global affairs, and it is often criticized for prioritizing “high politics,” creating issue hierarchy. Development of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and human rights violation of a nation has now become the object of international concern and intervention, and such acts are considered as safeguarding of universal values, rather than being perceived as foreign interference on domestic affairs. The claim for the need for intervention by the international community in North Korea's nuclear programs and human rights infringement is an example of such position. North Korea often expressed its disapproval and condemned the adoption of the UN Security Council's resolutions on North Korea's nuclear tests as well as the UN Human Rights Council's resolution on its human rights situation, to be interference in domestic affairs, despite the public opinion of the world that frequently express disapproval of North Korea on these matters.

Currently, the discourse of prevalent universal values and reality is polarized. The issue of North Korea human rights also lies in this context. Since the mid-1990s, the UN and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) demanded the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK or North Korea) to amend its human rights situation. This is an example of expansion of universalistic discourse. But the outcome fell short of expectation, despite such efforts, perhaps due to the realistic responses of the involved nations, including North Korea. This may be attributed to each involved parties acting only on matters that best served the interests of their nations. 
Then, does this mean the role of the external actor has no influence, in explaining the unsatisfactory progress in North Korea human rights from the macroscopic perspective? Or, should the disappointing outcom be solely held responsible by the North Korean government, who stands unaffected by the towering interests and pressures of the outside world? How can the approaches taken both by South Korea and the international community be evaluated in actual contribution towards the improvements in human rights situation? This paper departs from these very questions. For a practical improvement, we must first review the role of various actors, and focus especially on their strategies. For this purpose, we need to evaluate the previous approaches, especially on the international human rights norms. This paper will focus main on the role of South Korea in this context.

Among other involved nations, South Korea has the most interest and capacity to influence the current human rights situation of North Korea. Nonetheless, the South Korean government has been criticized for being passive in its involvement by many domestic and foreign human rights activists, when the international community was actively partaking in this issue including adoption of resolutions to amend human rights situations of North Korea for the past ten years. South Korea supports the universal discourse on North Korea while at the same time is in a special relationship with the North. In reflection of this fact, South is faced with high social cost relevant to the human rights issues of North Korea. Particularly, there are clear differences in the strategies taken, divided into a soft approach of improving inter-Korean relations and a hard approach taken with international pressure. Neither strategies are perfect, where as in the soft approach; policy takes a rather low priority, while the hard approach may exacerbate the inter-Korean relations during the process, weakening the role of South Korea. However, the bigger problem lies with the fact that these two approaches dominate the discussion of North Korea human rights in South Korea, thereby limiting any other potential alternatives.

This paper will evaluate the previous discussions on the improvement of North Korea human rights to find an alternative that will contribute in the actual improvements, paying particular attention to the role of South Korea. The evaluation criteria for the following discussions will be the universality of human rights and its application under the international human rights regime. The international human rights regime here refers to both implicit and explicit rules, norms, decision-making procedures, and organizations, which include the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the UN Charter, and the UN Human Rights Council.

In Section II, the limitations will be revealed and examined on the past and existing approaches to North Korea human rights including the current South Korea’s government. Meanwhile, misunderstandings surrounding the universality of human rights will be explained into five areas of selectivistic, fundamentalistic, relativistic, instrumental, and discriminative approach. In Section III, the concept of "Korea human rights" will be suggested and the need and the direction that South Korea need to head towards based on this concept will be proposed to improve the North Korea human rights. Lastly in the conclusion, the main arguments of this paper will be summarized and benefits and limitations of Korea human rights will be also discussed for further study.

Ⅱ. The Past and Existing Approaches to North Korea Human Rights
The Limitations of the Past Approaches

Since the Cold War, both South and North were engaged in a human rights battle, and South Korea began educating its people on the poor human rights situation of North Korea. But by the end of the Cold War with the collapse of socialist bloc, transnational interests such as human rights issue began to surface and catch the attention of the international community. What facilitated this further were extreme food shortages that occurred since the mid-1990s and as its consequence, large number of North Koreans began defecting their homeland. In response to this phenomenon, international community began to provide food aid and refugee protection program to North Korea. In South Korea, various humanitarian organizations such as Korea Sharing Movement and South-North Sharing Campaign began to take active roles. At the same time, domestic and international NGOs began to release various North Korea human rights reports, drawing more international attention to this issue. Consequently, in 1997 and 1998, resolutions on North Korea human rights were adopted in the 49th-50th Sessions of the UN Human Rights Committee, followed by the 59th-61st Sessions of Human Rights Commission in 2003 to 2005, marking the beginning of the UN intervention. Ever since, the General Assembly and the UN Human Rights Council are continuously adopting relevant resolutions. Through such process, the realities of the human rights infringements in North Korea became widely known, and the efforts urging monitoring and other activities pressing the North Korean government to improve its human rights conditions continued to take place.

Despite these efforts, international community including South Korea was faced with various limitations. First limitation was the selectivist method of including or excluding one particular area of human rights. Instead of reflecting human rights holistically, only partial ideologies and interests of certain groups were protected. With the emergence of modern civil society, human rights were narrowly perceived to be the rights of the “white” race, the privileged class, and males. Even at the end of the Second World War, developed nations did not acknowledge the rights of the weaker states for self-determination and preserve the cultural traditions of minority races. Into the Cold War period, the democratic and communist camps with its own interpretation of human rights with differing civil and social liberties used such differences in ideology to disparage one other.

For the United States, protection of civil liberties is considered to be the most important section of human rights, and this is also prevalent in South Korea. The mainstream belief in the U.S. does not consider social rights as a part of human rights. Human Rights Watch is one of those organizations with a heavy focus on civil liberties, insisting human rights of North Korea should be handled by the UN Security Council.
 In South Korea, the National Human Rights Commission (NHRC) recommended to its government, the National Action Plan for the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights in January 2006, in which advising on such issues of temporary employment and labor-management disputes. In response to the recommendation, the Federation of Korean Industries and five other representatives from business and industrial organizations argued “the NHRC is interfering even in irrelevant domains,” and “the NHRC must no longer interfere in the labor-management issues,”
 refuting that human rights do not include social rights. Likewise, similar case may be applied to the case of public execution and freedom of religion to which North Korea human rights organizations in South Korea and the U.S. are equally and actively involved with. There is also other examples of selectivist approach, of viewing North Korea human rights solely based on the right to survival. Such selective perception of North Korea human rights is not only an error in the basic understanding of human rights principles but could be an impediment during the process of improving the human rights situations.


Second limitation is the attitude of some groups in the international community, who can be mistaken as human rights fundamentalists, upholding the international principles of human rights like the Bible and judging each case of human rights issues based strictly on it. The Western origin of fundamentalism can be found in the branch of Christian theology where the basis of faith depends on the strict following of the Scripture, word for word. In that sense, it is understandable why conservative Christians take fundamentalist position on the issues of human rights in North Korea. Most of South Korean churches also take similar stance, calling North Korea evil and insisting on the collapse of its regime using human rights as its basis of claim. Among the most extremist church groups, the belief that the evangelization of North Korea is the only way to improve its human rights conditions is prevalent; sending North Korean defectors back to the North or convincing them to defect. Likewise in the U.S. based on the same Christian fundamentalism, certain groups are known to be working actively demanding for a regime change and filing a lawsuit against the Chairman Kim Jong-il to be tried by the International Criminal Court. In fact, their extreme claims are in the same line with the stance of the former administration of George W. Bush desiring regime change in North Korea, which is not surprising since it has been widely known that Bush owed much of its political support to the Christian fundamentalists.


Human rights fundamentalism neglects the “process” in which the international human rights regime has developed over the years, justifying rather simplistic and dangerous approach based on the rigid textual understanding of human rights norms as its criteria of evaluation. In addition, fundamentalism does not acknowledge the interdependence of universal values—such as peace, development, democracy, and humanitarianism—and take the absolutist stance on human rights by claiming human rights to be the most fundamental value.
  Such position is straying from the current trend of international level discussions including the UN in which the topic of national and regional human rights issues are discussed in the context that increasingly value interdependency, taking other universal values into consideration as well. As a result, human rights fundamentalism may hinder for rational and realistic approach to take place, making it difficult to take into account of various backgrounds and contexts surrounding certain human rights issues.

Third limitation is the cultural relativism which sees human rights not as a universal value but as a flexible entity that varies with cultural and historical background. Cultural relativism is problematic not only by denying the universality of human rights but may even lead to justification of human rights violations using culture as its rationale. If one agrees with the statement, “human rights movements are always a struggle against those in power,”
 cultural relativism is nothing like the universality of human rights. In fact, North Korea’s position is the prime example of cultural relativism, expressing its national sovereignty as a right, and without it, there is also no human rights.
 The basis of its rejection against the international community’s involvement in the human rights conditions is that each nation has its own method of dealing with human rights protection.”

Fourth is instrumentalism, which speaks of improving human rights conditions but in actuality, it is serving another purpose with an ulterior motive. For example, South Korean government could bring up the topic of North Korea human rights to pressure North Korea, strengthen its alliance, or to elevate its national image. In terms of domestic politics, mentioning the issue of North Korea’s human rights violations can be used to criticize the opposing parties or to strengthen its public support. These cases may indirectly improve human rights situations in North Korea, but they do not contribute in actual improvements of human rights conditions. Using North Korea human rights in domestic politics clearly is displaying political pluralism. Such instrumentalist approach to human rights issues of North Korea would clearly create a division between public opinions and provoke confrontational reaction by North Korea, hampering any kind of pragmatic improvements in the human rights situation.

Last problem lies in the discriminatory approach by objectifying other nation’s human rights issues. Such an approach departs from the assumption that a superior-inferior relationship exists between the self and other. In the case of international human rights issues, the country mentioning the issue takes on the role of a model human rights country, while the other becomes stigmatized as a violator of human rights.
 In other words, the so-called separation between the civilized versus barbarian states is formed and such relationship leads to next stage requiring some sort of transformative or corrective action for the accused. Consequently the decision based on the evaluator’s judgments on the country being evaluated is justified.
 In this way, the accusing country experiences catharsis by hiding its own weaknesses (namely human rights violations) and at this moment, violations cannot be handled genuinely.


A number of countries are urging the signing and adoption of resolutions on North Korea’s human rights violations at the UN, but on the other side, psychological mechanisms are also operating.
 The intervention from the members of the UN in the human rights issue of North Korea is not caused by their disregard towards the unique situation of the North but their respect for universal human rights. However, objectifying attitude fails to allow for self-evaluation by North Korea by only taking the approach of discrimination or exclusion, which in result, may lead to distortion of universality of human rights. Particularly, countries with different political system from that of North Korea may deal with its human rights violations through objectification. As a result, in discussing certain nation’s human rights, the issues involving conflict of interests and double standards may also arise, leading to further astraying from the practical improvements.

Allomorphism of South Korean Government’s Policy

To briefly evaluate the South Korean government’s human rights policy towards North Korea, there are preconditions that must be considered. The foremost condition is despite the differences in North Korea policy in each administration, evaluation of human rights situation and the origin of violations has been fairly consistent, that its human rights situation is deplorable and the cause is its political system and human rights ideology. However, specific direction and approaches of North Korea human rights policy differed and was influenced by the degree of general attitude and direction of North Korea policy

The former Kim Dae-Jung and Roh Moo-Hyun administrations that put forth engagement policy toward North Korea can be described as such: 1) For the improvement in North Korea human rights, universal human rights, normalization of the inter-Korean relations, as well as establishment of peace on the Korean peninsula must be considered jointly, also, 2) improvements must be pursued with mutual and complementary relationship with the international community and human rights NGOs; 3) with a position that prioritize humanitarian issues such as the promotion of social rights, especially the right to survival, and dilemma of separated families; and lastly 4) exchange and humanitarian assistance should be the main mode of implementation of the policy.
 As a result, the two former administrations succeeded in partly resolving humanitarian issues such as separated families, defectors, food shortages and etc. based on improvements on inter-Korean relations, but their approach was limited under selectivism and instrumentalism.
 
On the contrary, the current Lee Myung-Bak administration’s stance is that “human rights is a universal value and therefore should be dealt separately from other agendas.” Subsequently, standing apart from the stances of the two previous administrations, Lee administration has coherently voted in favor of the UN resolutions on North Korea’s human rights violations.
 Thus the policies of the Lee administration worked well cooperatively with the international community, but in result lead to deterioration of inter-Korean relations. The Lee administration emphasizes universality of human rights, while hardly proposing any practical strategies for improving human rights in North Korea. As a consequence, current administration is criticized for exacerbating the situation without any tangible achievements.


As thus discussed, what is common between the two different policies of South Korean government is that the inter-Korean relations is the key to the effectiveness of North Korea human rights policy. The inter-Korean relations is an exclusive to only two Koreas incorporated with packages of diverse policy measures. South Korea’s effective implementation of policy toward North Korea human rights is dependent on how well the variable called inter-Korean relations is handled and managed. The high level of expectation from South Korea for the improvement of human rights situations in North Korea is yet to be realized, while the activities on both domestic and international levels are still taking place dispersedly, amidst both small and large controversies. Nevertheless, considering South Korea has the most information, resources, interest and approach methods, is the one country with the strongest potential and capacity to influence in advancing human rights in North Korea. It is time for South Korea to explore new strategies.

Ⅲ. The Direction and Method of Korea Human Rights
Background on Developing of Korea Human Rights
North and South Korea are in hostile relations with opposing human rights perspectives. North Korea is promoting human rights in its own way, through its constitution. However, human rights situation in South Korea is much better than that of its northern counter part. Korea human rights take off from this foundation where South Korea assertively takes the role of leading the advancement of human rights on the entire Korean peninsula. In other words, Korea human rights refers to “cooperative effort from both Koreas in a joint attempt to improve human rights through mutual respect and cooperation based on the international human rights regime.”
The aforementioned problems in South Korea’s approaches can simply be avoided in the process of practical improvement of human rights in North Korea. However considering the complex and dire nature of the problems, it is better to actively attempt changing the approaches in positive way. In this context, suggesting Korea human rights which assumes active role of South Korea has several justifiable reasons and a detailed background.
 

First is the need to channel what we have learned from the past criticism between the two Koreas of each other’s human rights situation in an institutional clash in the Cold War period into a constructive future. Such mutual condemnation has justified the two divided leaderships to promote anti-reunification and non-democratic governance. This shows the difficulty in using the inter-Korean relationship constructively to resolve either Korea’s human rights problems. However, this does not mean human rights improvement through mutual cooperation is entirely impossible. The direction Korea human rights are heading signify how the two Koreas can cooperate under the umbrella of international human rights regime.

Second, one aspect surrounding the North Korea human rights controversy is difference in perspectives that may not be narrowed. This issue, deeply related with the perception of North Korea, involves the conflicts between sides that argue unconditional application of the international human rights norms for the improvement of North Korea human rights and those that support contextual application focusing on the need to consider security threat, underdevelopment, politico-economic system, peninsular division, etc. Korea human rights conciliate the two dissenting arguments based on mutual cooperation under the international human rights regime.


Third is the need to overcome the ineffectiveness of the debates on the source of problems, ways to resolve them, the role of North Korea as well as perception of North Korea and policies toward North Korea. The idea of Korea human rights prevents the negative transformation of these debates into political conflicts and pursues the practical goal for all the debates and ways to contribute to actual human rights improvement.


Fourth, Korea human rights can be broadly understood not only as the human rights within North Korea itself but also those of North Korean refugees, separated families, people kidnapped by North Korea, prisoners of war, etc., those derived from the division and war in the peninsula. An integrative approach does not objectify North Korea human rights while providing the perspective of human rights in terms of the entire Korean peninsula. In other words, South Korea can preempt North Korea’s resistance by discussing human rights of both sides, creating a way for active and constructive intervention in the discussion on North Korea human rights. Taking into account these issues aforementioned, Korea human rights is an alternative attempt that avoids various errors we have discussed so far in approaching North Korea human rights and applies the universality of human rights to the issue of North Korea human rights.


Nevertheless, before discussing the concept of Korea human rights in more detail, it is possible to question the extent to which North Korea may accept human rights improvement once North Korea acknowledges universality of human rights. North Korea’s perception of human rights is a complex mix of socialist nature centering hierarchy, collectivism, ESCR, connection with sovereignty, and the concepts under duty.
 Despite this perception, North Korea does acknowledge the universality of human rights. For example, North Korea legislated and revised human rights related statutes under criminal law, codes of criminal procedure, labor law and law on the protection of the disabled, and became a member of four international human rights conventions. Eventually in 2009, the constitution of North Korea has come to stipulate “respect and protection of human rights” (Article 8). In fact, the constitution did guarantee “rights of citizenship” in the past, except criticisms have continued on the discrepant reality.

The Direction of Korea Human Rights


Korea human rights initiative is contingent on the two Korea perceiving each other’s human rights issues as a mutual project for the entire peninsula without the indifferent instrumentalizing or objectifying the issues of the other. As respected values of the UN, peaceful coexistence and international cooperation are the background to which Korea human rights’ strategic pursuit of human rights improvement. Also, as is the case for rule of law and the process of conflict resolution, the self-will and ability of the party directly involved is most critical in its improvement of human rights. If we consider humanitarian intervention an exception, external parties play the role of a speculator, facilitator and a helper.
 If this relational setup becomes reversed, intervention with a humanitarian excuse can result in another kind of human rights violation and development of the subject party will be at risk.


For South Korea, Korea human rights renders two distinct implications: first is inducing practical improvement of North Korea human rights through South Korea’s active role, and second is intervening in the process of improvement thereby contributing to pro-human rights reunification and the Asian human rights regime. Then the discussion on Korea human rights focuses on the first, standpoint of South Korea. It seems inevitable to play the role as North Korea’s general improvement of human rights is a necessary condition for Korea human rights to be realized.


Specific methodological approaches may not be suggested here, but this section will discuss the three directions of Korea human rights—contextual universalism, historical structuralism and comprehensive approach. Amongst these, contextual universalism applies universality of human rights to specific problems of human rights while making full use of the internal, external background and conditions of those problems for practical improvement. As universality of human rights is a result of a chronic human rights movements, to apply such a historical concept to the resolution of a particular human rights issue requires contextual consideration. Contextual understanding differentiates universality of human rights from the abstract and transcendental cognition as well as insensitivity to historical background, and prevents possible errors as a result thereof.


Contextual universalism is a fundamental perspective of the strategies for human rights improvement. Regarding North Korea human rights, or more broadly Korea human rights, contextual universalism can be specified as several principles of approach: universality, indivisibility, interdependence and interconnectedness, all of which are the basic nature of human rights. Such principles distinguish contextual universalism from relativism, and admit the development of human rights concepts and the relationship between human rights and other universal norms. Considering the increasing complication of interdependence at global level and subsequent trend of international human rights discussions as well as the complexity of issues concerning North Korea human rights violations, the interrelation between human rights and other universal norms has a significant implication. Issues pertinent to North Korea human rights such as development, peace, humanitarianism, reconciliation and the divided system of the Korean peninsula that restrains these universal values can provide an integrative and sustainable frame for Korea human rights to pursue.


Second, contextual universalism is useful for defining source of problems and understanding the general reality of human rights, while the concept of Korea human rights takes on a rather macroscopic perspective. Of course, responding to specific cases of human rights violation demands protection measures along with separation of violators. However, this kind of approach cannot be a fundamental solution to end human rights violations and improve human rights. Especially in the standpoint of Korea human rights, microscopic approach to human rights issues in both Koreas clearly poses problems as well as political opportunity costs, as the approach may shortly end as an allopathic response.
 

For instance, in the treatment of North Korean refugees it is possible to protect individual refugees or condemn North Korean and Chinese governments, but doing so will not prevent or propose an integrative solution to the bigger problem of human rights violations against North Korean refugees. Resolving this issue requires international cooperation, particularly of the two Koreas, and multilevel variables including the source of problems, historical background, probable solutions as well as the peninsular division. This is clearly different from the approach including case-by-case response, condemnation of North Korean government or inducing escape from North Korea. Such an approach, called historical structuralism, prohibits the reductive transformation of realistic and practical methods into particular variable or actor and considers historical background in pursuing structural solution. What is necessary is that Korea human rights’ primary focus is to provide a springboard for overcoming structural constraint that has deprived human rights in both Koreas through division, war and competition.

Third, with contextual universalism and historical structuralism as the two axes for the improvement of Korea human rights, the basic strategy would have to be an integrative approach. An integrative approach in this context assumes the candid understanding of the complexity in relevant variables under the category of human rights. The category of human rights for Korea human rights includes domestic human rights, inter-Korean rights, refugee rights, etc. for the two Koreas independently. This broad categorization, moreover, may include the principle of human rights reflecting North and South Korea’s politico-economic systems as well as the divided system and inter-Korean relations along with affairs surrounding the Korean peninsula (in particular military tension originated from the armistice of Korean War since 1953). Based on the indivisibility of human rights and the interdependence between human rights and other universal norms, the integrative approach proposes cooperation amongst parties involved, especially that between the Koreas, as a fundamental strategy of action.

Inter-Korea Human Rights Cooperation and Its Premises
Then what is South Korea’s role on the path to the improvement of Korea human rights? Here we diverge into the two standpoints of Korea human rights in accordance to roles in the improvement of North Korea human rights and human rights tasks within South Korea.

In relation to North Korea human rights improvement, South Korea’s role can be sub-divided into the mutual cooperation among the government and human rights groups and national human rights institutions. South Korean government can (1) cooperate with the North Korean government and the UNHCHR(UN High Commissioner for Human Rights) in the negotiation and implementation of “Technical Cooperation for Human Rights and Consulting Service”; (2) arrange “Plan for Inter-Korean Cooperation in Human Rights Education”; and (3) co-submit UN resolutions related to “Technical Cooperation for Human Rights and Consulting Service”. On another side, human rights groups can (1) draft “Guidelines for Inter-Korea human rights Cooperation-Dialogue” which will then be delivered to North Korea via South Korean government; (2) promote human rights dialogues and academic seminars with North Korean delegates; (3) cooperate with the UNHCHR in devising “Technical Cooperation for Human Rights and Consulting Service” to be recommended to the South Korean government; and (4) monitor inter-Korean agreement and implementation process. Furthermore, South Korea human rights institution can (1) draft plans for human rights education, human rights norms and policy consulting service to recommend to the South Korean government; and (2) together with the UNHCHR, sponsor technical cooperation and establishment of national human rights institutions in North Korea.

For these roles of South Korea to induce positive response and subsequently be effective, some conditions must be met. One of them is establishing friendly inter-Korean relationship through mutual confidence building measures (CBMs). Facilitating cooperation and exchange based on respect for mutual systems is needed in order to build trust. This suggests the implementation of previous inter-Korean agreements such as the Inter-Korean Basic Agreement in 1991 based on the principles--independence, peace, and national solidarity--laid out in the July 4 Joint Communique in 1972. Here we notice the key to the improvement of North Korea human rights and the inter-Korean relationship is not a relationship based on a hierarchy of comparative importance but that of mutual complement and harmony. Another condition is the amelioration of North Korea’s external environments. As international cooperation is one among the aforementioned roles South Korea can play, an overall betterment of North Korea’s external environments including the fields of security and economy is crucial for North Korea to positively react to the human rights interventions by South Korea and the international community. An exemplary case is the lifting of economic sanctions toward North Korea and the normalization of the DPRK-US and the DPRK-Japan relationship. Of course these two conditions are closely related to North Korea’s denuclearization.

The two conditions so far discussed may be facilitator of North Korea’s earnest reform, in which case efforts to improve North Korea human rights will consequently be effective. This coincides with the historical experience of the tangible improvement of human rights in the ex-Soviet Eastern European states. It is true that even before the liberalization of the Eastern Front Western countries including West Germany did mention problems of human rights in socialist states at the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE); however this was only possible due to the promise of mutual respect between the two fronts, of conflicting interests--recognizing national sovereignty, territorial integration, economic and technical cooperation, etc. for the Eastern Front. After the conclusion of the Helsinki Final Act in the August of 1975, inter-Front trust building and the amelioration of the Eastern Front’s external environment did occur through human contact and support for a series of dialogues on human rights.
 In this process, protection of refugees and escapees and monitoring human rights violations in the socialist front by human rights groups in the Western Front corresponds with today’s rights groups that work for North Korea human rights. For the justification of improving deprived North Korea human rights based on universality of human rights to be realistic, such strategies as general perception of the agenda related to North Korea human rights, plans to induce positive reaction of North Korea, and division of roles between actors are necessary.


Now, as confidence building measures and external environment are necessary conditions to specifically convey Korea human rights, the two conditions previously mentioned can be considered in actually conducting inter-Korea human rights cooperation discussed in the last paragraphs. For example, the South Korean government and NGOs can arrange for the “Inter-Korea human rights Cooperation-Dialogue”, meeting with the UNHCHR, “Technical Cooperation for Human Rights and Consulting Service” together with the National Human Rights Commission, and try contacting North Korean delegates, all in order for confidence building. Other measures such as inter-Korea human rights dialogue can be promoted after certain trust has been built between the two Koreas and North Korea’s external environments improve.

Ⅳ. Conclusion
This paper departs from the reality in the absence of any practical improvement of North Korea human rights despite the persistent effort by the international community. It is possible to attribute this problem to North Korea’s passive response, but here we focused on the international community’s role and probable shortcomings in its application of universality of human rights. While human rights itself is universal, perceptions or approaches towards it may differ. Such a phenomenon was clearly displayed in South Korea’s discussion on North Korea’s human rights. Here too, the complex inter-Korean relations is apparently at work. Nevertheless, South Korea along with other actors in the international community, or even more proactively, can lead the efforts to improve human rights in North Korea. It was for this purpose this paper depicted the problems that have surfaced in the international community’s approaches to North Korea human rights and suggested possible measures with an emphasis on the role of South Korea.


Korea human rights refers to both Koreas’ attempt to improve human rights through mutual respect and cooperation based on the international human rights regime. It is directed at contextual universalism, historical structuralism and comprehensive approach, and proposes measures to build inter-Korean mutual trust while improving North Korea’s external environments. Korea human rights above all, demands an active role of South Korea. Specifically, we refer to constructive intervention, international cooperation and South Korea’s efforts to improve its domestic human rights. Particularly, South Korean introspective response to its own domestic human rights problems could lead to the improvement of both North and South Korea human rights simultaneously. Korea human rights guarantees South Korea’s constructive role as well as the possibility for parallel growth in the inter-Korean relations. In light of the development of the international human rights regime, Korea human rights is in itself a promotion of “domestic implementation of international human rights conventions” as a peninsula, facilitating an Asian international human rights regime.


The Korea human rights described in this paper is a notion suggested by the author and may be premature to prove its effectiveness in reality. There also could be criticism for its ideal and somewhat naïve approach towards the country abusive of human rights. However, this concept was formulated based on observing and evaluating the limitations on the past approaches of the international community on North Korea human rights. It places particular emphasis on the active role of South Korea to bring about actual changes in North Korea. If advancement of human rights involves transforming the ideological universality to concrete reality, the role of South Korea becomes even more evident and relevant. To sum up, the direction of Korea human rights is for South Korea with most rich and accurate understanding of North Korea, to take the vanguard role in improving North Korea human rights by utilizing its experiences of international human rights regime and advancement of human rights.
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