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Abstract. The article attempts to analyze new developments in the situation on the Korean Peninsula. In recent
years, significant changes have occurred in inter-Korean relations. The leadership of the DPRK has abandoned
the goal of unification of Korea, stating that it will proceed from the realities of the existence of “two warring
states” on the peninsula. The administration of Yun Sok-Yeol, for its part, continued to raise the issue of
unification, promoting plans to increase influence for these purposes directly on the population of North Korea,
bypassing the official authorities. The new Cold War that has gripped the Korean Peninsula after a brief period
of détente in 2018—2019, and the subsequent move by the two Koreas to mutual nuclear deterrence, has long
buried hopes for inter-Korean reconciliation, dialogue and cooperation. Instead of gradual rapprochement
with subsequent integration into one state entity, the opposite process is now gaining momentum — dismantling
and destruction of all the acquisitions and developments of past years: the contractual and legal framework,
cooperation mechanisms, communication channels. It has been shown that the idea of Korean unification, a goal
that was considered quite realistic in the past, is now turning into an utopia, an abstract slogan behind which there
is no real program of action. Despite the obviousness of the task to establish relations of peaceful coexistence,
including, of course, the resolution of the consequences of the Korean War, the DPRK and the ROK are still far
from finding a reasonable formula for settlement that would allow the contradictions existing between them to
be removed. In the current conditions, the general dynamics of the development of the situation will most likely
remain quite high and saturated with conflict events. This is fraught with the emergence of new complications on
the Korean Peninsula, making peace and security in this region vulnerable to challenges of a military, political
and other nature.
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AnHotamus. CTaThs TTOCBSIICHA aHAJIM3Y HOBBIX MOMEHTOB B Pa3BUTUU cUTyalluu Ha KopeiickoM 1o-
JiyocTpoBe. B mocienHue roabl B MEXKOPEHCKUX OTHOIIEHUSIX MPOUCXOASAT 3HAYUTEIbHbBIE U3MEHEHUS.
PyxkoBoactBo KHJIP oTkazanoch oT ueau oobeauHeHus Kopeu, 3asBUB, 4TO OyneT UCXOAUTh U3 pea-
Jnii CyIIeCTBOBAaHMS HA MOJYOCTPOBE “IBYX BPaXIyIOLIMX rocynapcTs”. AnmuHuctpanus Ou Cok Ens
CO CBOEH CTOPOHBI TPOOJIKAJIA CTABUTH BOMPOC 00 O0BEAUHEHU Y, TPOJBUTAS TIJIAHbI YCUJICHUS BO3ICH -
CTBHSI B 3THX IIEJISIX HEITOCPEACTBEHHO Ha HaceneHne CeBepHoil Kopen B 00xom o(hUIIMaTbHBIX BIACTEH.
Hexenmanne nim HECITOCOOHOCTD ABYX KOPEHCKUX CTOPOH TTepeopMaTUPOBaTh CBOU OTHOIICHUS, UTO-
OBI HaliTH HOBYIO (POPMYITy B3aMOOTHOIIICHU, YCYTYOIISTIOTCSI 000CTpEHNEM BOCHHO-TIOIUTUICCKOTO
IIPOTUBOCTOSTHUSI MEXXIY HUMU C YIIOPOM Ha B3aMMHOE SIICPHOE CACPXKUBAHNC.

Kuouesbie cosa: Kopeiickuit monyoctpos, KH/P, PK, o6benunenne Kopen, Mexkopeiickuii auanor, 9koHOMUYe-
ckue nipoekThl, Kum Yen blx, FOH Coxk Enb.
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INTRODUCTION

Today, the so-called “Korean problem” en-
compasses a complex set of unresolved issues.
These include a persistent military-political con-
frontation between the two Koreas, an ongo-
ing nuclear arms race, the unresolved legacy of
the Korean War (1950—1953), and the failure to
convert the long-standing armistice into a formal
peace agreement. At the core of these challenges
lies the ambiguous status of inter-Korean relations
and the inability — or unwillingness — of the Dem-
ocratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) and
the Republic of Korea (ROK) to establish normal-
ized bilateral relations. The absence of sustained
dialogue and mutual efforts toward reconciliation
and cooperation continues to hinder progress.

The first official contact between the North and
the South commenced with the signing of the Joint
Statement of July 4, 1972, which was an attempt
to agree on the tasks and principles for achieving
the reunification of Korea. At that time, the parties
affirmed their intentions to move towards this goal
peacefully, independently, and through national
unity.

More than half a century has passed since then
during which the external geopolitical environment
and the internal political systems of both North
and South Korea have undergone significant trans-
formations. Despite these changes, the two sides
have made little tangible progress toward achiev-
ing their declared goals. Inter-Korean relations
have followed a complex pattern of cyclical fluc-
tuations. Periods of rapprochement and increased
cooperation have occasionally emerged, enabling
the development of limited interaction. However,
these phases have consistently been followed by
setbacks, during which previous agreements were
either dismantled or rendered ineffective, and aspi-
rations for reconciliation were replaced by renewed
hostility and heightened military tensions.

At present, not only does unification remain
unattainable, but the parties have still not been
able to establish a modus vivendi that would enable
peaceful coexistence and good-neighborly rela-
tions. Paradoxically, rather than diminishing over
time, historical contradictions have deepened, fur-
ther entrenching mutual hostility and reinforcing
a sense of alienation between the two states.

The unification strategy, the need for which
has traditionally been declared by both Pyongyang
and Seoul, has never been formalized as a specif-
ic mutually acceptable plan of action or road map.
Instead, it has remained a point of ideological con-
tention, with each side insisting on the legitimacy of
its own approach. In recent years, however, the sit-
uation has become significantly more complex.
The crisis on the Korean Peninsula — intensified
sharply at the beginning of the current decade —
has impacted the core dimensions of inter-Korean
relations. Consequently, fundamental goals such
as reunification, once considered inviolable, are
now subject to serious reconsideration. The dis-
course has shifted from pursuing inter-Korean
consolidation and eventual unification, to contem-
plating a complete disengagement and the formal
recognition of two separate states on the peninsu-
la. This dilemma is currently perceived in mark-
edly different ways by the leadership in Seoul
and Pyongyang.

The collapse of joint inter-Korean projects and
the disintegration of established dialogue mecha-
nisms over the past two to three years have trig-
gered an unprecedented escalation in tensions and
mutual animosity between Pyongyang and Seoul —
surpassing even the most volatile periods since
the Korean War. This deterioration has been fur-
ther intensified by the evolution of the conflict into
a nuclear confrontation. The Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea’s (DPRK) continued develop-
ment of its nuclear arsenal, alongside the Republic
of Korea’s (ROK) engagement in joint nuclear de-
terrence strategies with the United States, has sig-
nificantly exacerbated the severity and complexity
of the current situation.

DPRK ABANDONS
AIM OF UNIFICATION

The period spanning late 2023 to the first half
of 2024 marked a turning point in inter-Korean
relations, as profound disagreements between
Pyongyang and Seoul over the future of the Ko-
rean Peninsula and the broader bilateral agenda
came sharply into focus. While these divergences
had been gradually intensifying beneath the sur-
face in preceding years, they suddenly manifested
in an overt and confrontational manner.
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This shift began with a dramatic policy dec-
laration by North Korea, whose leadership — un-
expectedly, and seemingly even to its own popu-
lation — announced an official abandonment of
the long-standing goal of Korean reunification.
In a series of public addresses delivered in De-
cember 2023 and early 2024, North Korean leader
Kim Jong Un justified this reversal by arguing that
the pursuit of reunification had lost its relevance
amid escalating inter-Korean hostilities. He assert-
ed that the Democratic People’s Republic of Ko-
rea (DPRK) now shares nothing in common with
the Republic of Korea (ROK), which he described
as a hostile state seeking to “destabilize and change
the regime” in the North, with the ultimate aim of
absorption. Under these circumstances, Pyong-
yang declared its intention to pursue a policy on
the premise that “two warring states” now exist on
the Korean Peninsula [source 1].

Pyongyang’s abrupt reversal in policy appears
particularly striking in light of its previous com-
mitments. As recently as April 2018, during a land-
mark meeting with then-President of the Republic
of Korea, Moon Jae-in, at Panmunjom, Kim Jong
Un declared that North and South Koreans were
“not warring peoples but one family, a people of
the same blood,” and should live together in har-
mony and unity [1]. At that time, the North Ko-
rean leader relied entirely on the strategic guide-
lines and rich theoretical heritage of inter-Korean
relations left by his predecessors, Kim Il Sung and
Kim Jong Il, which had been deeply ingrained in
the consciousness of the people of the DPRK over
the decades. This included the 10-point unifica-
tion program announced in 1980, which envisaged
the creation of a confederative Korean state, as
well as the proposal of Kim 11 Sung (1993), which
substantiated the need for gradual integration
based on recognition and respect for each other’s
ideology and political systems. Despite the pro-
paganda nature of these initiatives, they, albeit
declaratively, emphasized Pyongyang’s intentions
and readiness to develop dialogue and contacts
with Seoul.

This approach was continued by Kim Jong II,
who, despite all the fluctuations in inter-Korean
relations, advocated continuing negotiations and
contacts with the South. At the same time, the in-
tention to seek agreement not only with like-mind-

ed people but also with the “ruling elite” and mil-
itary circles in the ROK was emphasized, if this
would advance the cause of unification [2, p. 17].

However, this time Kim Jong Un did not limit
himself'to a mere verbal statement of the qualitative
deterioration of inter-Korean relations. He insisted
on excluding all provisions concerning unification
and interaction with South Korea from the Con-
stitution and current legislation of the country and
also proposed the abolition of all state, party, and
public bodies and structures whose competence in-
cluded issues of inter-Korean relations and coop-
eration [source 2]. These steps were later supported
by military measures. In October 2024, the KPA
General Staff announced the decision to close all
roads and railways connecting to South Korea, im-
pose a complete blockade of the border, and rein-
force it through the construction of additional de-
fensive structures [source 3].

North Korea’srevised doctrine on inter-Korean
relations was articulated in concentrated form by
Kim Jong Un during his visit to the National De-
fense University in October 2024. The core tenets
of this new approach emphasize that Pyongyang
now views the South as an irreconcilable adver-
sary, whose enduring objective is the destruction of
the DPRK. Consequently, engagement or dialogue
with Seoul is deemed both futile and meaningless.
Despite this, North Korea’s leadership asserts that
it harbors no intention of launching an attack on
the ROK. In the past, according to Kim Jong Un,
Pyongyang did indeed set the goal of liberating
the South and achieving unification by force, but
he claimed such ambitions have since been aban-
doned. However, Pyongyang remains committed
to preventing any shift in the “strategic balance”
on the Korean Peninsula. In the face of perceived
external military threats, North Korea will con-
tinue to strengthen its armed forces and reserves
the right to fully employ its offensive capabilities in
the event of aggression [source 4].

Seoul, at least at the official level, rejected
North Korea’s newly articulated position as “an-
ti-national and contrary to historical realities.”
South Korean government officials reaffirmed that
Pyongyang’s “hostile rhetoric” would not alter
the Republic of Korea’s commitment to the goal of
unification, which remains enshrined in the coun-
try’s Constitution [3].
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Thus, in addition to longstanding disagree-
ments, a new and more profound dividing line
has emerged between the two Koreas. Whereas in
the past, the central debate focused on the terms
and mechanisms for achieving inter-Korean in-
tegration, the current question has shifted funda-
mentally: whether to continue upholding the goal
of reunification or to abandon it altogether, sever-
ing all remaining ties and channels of cooperation.
In this context, the fundamental incompatibility
of the two sides’ strategic interests and long-term
visions for the Korean Peninsula has become in-
creasingly stark and unmistakable.

EXPERIENCE
OF INTER-KOREAN INTERACTION

In the past, a period of warming relations, ac-
companied by a gradual rise in mutual ties, began
after the fall of the dictatorial regime and the es-
tablishment of democratic rule in South Korea in
the late 1980s. President Roh Tae-woo was the first
South Korean leader to publicly renounce the long-
standing policy of confrontation and to advocate for
dialogue and cooperation with the DPRK. During
his administration, restrictions on direct trade with
the North were lifted, and such exchanges were re-
classified as “intra-Korean” rather than interstate
activities. Reconciliation efforts accelerated under
the liberal administration of President Kim Dae-
Jung (1998—2003), who introduced the Sunshine
Policy. This approach emphasized the importance
of decoupling political considerations from eco-
nomic cooperation with the DPRK. North Korea
responded positively to these initiatives.

The period from 1998 to 2008, when progres-
sive administrations governed South Korea, is
often referred to as the “golden decade” of inter-
Korean engagement. During this time, key areas
and directions of cooperation were defined, and
the legal and institutional frameworks for bilater-
al interaction were established. From the outset,
the expansion of economic exchanges was priori-
tized, reflecting mutual interests — though the un-
derlying objectives of the two Koreas differed sig-
nificantly.

In recent decades, the economy of the DPRK
has experienced sustained stagnation, with repeat-
ed attempts to accelerate growth through admin-

istrative measures proving largely ineffective. Kim
Jong Un’s rise to power in December 2011 was ac-
companied by cautious economic reforms, includ-
ing limited experimentation with market-oriented
practices. However, significant obstacles quick-
ly emerged. These included a lack of managerial
competence and commercial experience, a chronic
shortage of modern technology, and, most critical-
ly, the absence of sufficient investment needed to
modernize the country’s industrial base.

In the subsequent period, Pyongyang began
promoting the development of special econom-
ic zones. The “Law on Economic Development
Zones,” adopted in May 2013, outlined plans for
the establishment of ten zones under central gov-
ernment control and an additional nineteen at
the provincial level. These zones were designed
to attract foreign investment and incorporate
best practices from abroad, including potential-
ly from South Korea. The obvious goal was to lay
the foundations of a “two-tier” economy: main-
taining the traditional state-controlled economy in
the country’s interior, while simultaneously foster-
ing a network of market-oriented enclaves in coast-
al and border regions. These zones were intended
to act as engines of growth capable of “feeding”
the inefficient state sector [source 5, pp. 242-250].

South Korea, for its part, pursued its own
strategic objectives. The ideological foundation
of the Sunshine Policy — advanced by successive
left-liberal administrations, including those of
Kim Dae-Jung, Roh Moo-hyun, and later Moon
Jae-in — centered on the belief that sustained en-
gagement could encourage gradual transforma-
tion within the DPRK. These governments sought
to demonstrate the benefits of the South Korean
economic model and private-sector management
practices, with the hope that economic coopera-
tion would catalyze broader reform in the North.
In particular, there was an expectation that,
through deepening economic interaction, North
Korea might embark on a path of modernization
akin to South Korea’s experience in the 1970s and
1980s — eventually leading to fundamental chang-
es not only in the socio-economic sphere but also
within the political system [4].

Joint economic projects were considered in
Seoul a necessary condition for the economic inte-
gration of the two Koreas with the aim of forming
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an “economic community” — envisioned as a tran-
sitional phase toward the eventual full political uni-
fication. At the same time, large-scale assistance
from the ROK, both on a governmental and pri-
vate basis, was intended to help overcome structur-
al and institutional barriers and lead to the peaceful
“digestion” of the North Korean socialist econo-
my in a market-oriented framework. The notion of
economic synergy — integrating the economic po-
tentials of both North and South Korea — gained
significant traction in South Korea, with the belief
that such cooperation could produce a positive
“explosive effect” that would elevate a unified Ko-
rea into the ranks of the world’s leading industrial
powers.

These considerations were most comprehen-
sively articulated in the proposals of South Ko-
rean President Moon Jae-in (2017—2022), called
the “Economic Map of the Korean Peninsula”,
which were formed by the momentum generat-
ed during the successful inter-Korean summit of
April 2018. The leader of the ROK proposed cre-
ating three powerful cooperation belts — extend-
ed areas of joint entrepreneurship on the east and
west coasts of Korea and running from west to east,
along the demilitarized zone. The plan envisioned
the implementation of large-scale infrastructure
projects in North Korea, including the establish-
ment of enterprises focused on the extraction of
mineral resources. Ultimately, it aimed to devel-
op a “single inter-Korean market” with extend-
ed connectivity to Russia and China, including
the construction of a gas pipeline reaching the Ko-
rean Peninsula. However, these and similar proj-
ects were often criticized for insufficient attention
to the complex political realities and a lack of thor-
ough economic and financial planning. According
to estimates by South Korean experts, the reali-
zation of this ambitious vision could require up
to 306 trillion KRW (approximately 250 billion
USD) over a ten-year period — an amount far ex-
ceeding the financial capacity of both the state and
private sectors in the ROK. Consequently, even at
the conceptual stage, analysts highlighted the ne-
cessity of forming an international consortium to
mobilize resources from third-party countries —
an objective many considered highly unrealistic
[source 6, pp. 166-169; 5; 6].

In practice, the only truly functioning “test
site” for inter-Korean economic cooperation
was the Kaesong Industrial Complex, established
in 2004 just north of the demilitarized zone. At
its peak, the complex employed approximately
54,000 North Korean workers alongside around
800 South Korean personnel. While the project
yielded some positive outcomes — such as the pro-
duction of goods for the South Korean market and
the exposure of North Korean workers to modern
management practices and collaborative work en-
vironments — it ultimately remained a relatively
small “market enclave,” largely disconnected from
the broader economy of the DPRK. Despite its ini-
tial ambition to evolve into a “world-class indus-
trial hub” integrating the North and South Kore-
an economies, these plans were never realized for
a number of reasons [7].

Following the nuclear test conducted by
the DPRK in 2006, Seoul suspended many of its
long-term cooperative initiatives Tensions fur-
ther escalated after a series of military incidents in
2010, prompting ROK President Lee Myung-bak
(2008—2013) to terminate trade and investment
relations with the North. Ultimately, the Kaesong
Industrial Complex was shut down in 2016 as a di-
rect response to North Korea’s continued nuclear
tests and ballistic missile launches.

Seoul grew increasingly disillusioned with
the outcomes of economic cooperation and
the broader Sunshine Policy, as they failed to gen-
erate the anticipated momentum toward market
reforms in the North, despite South Korea’s sus-
tained engagement and support. Contrary to ex-
pectations, the DPRK did not pursue meaningful
reforms or adopt a policy of openness. According
to official South Korean sources, revenue gener-
ated from joint ventures was instead diverted to
support the development of military programs and
to reinforce the centralized structure of the North
Korean state economy [8].

Externally, there was no significant improve-
ment in the security environment on the Korean
Peninsula, nor was there a strengthening of mutual
trust between the two Koreas. The arms race per-
sisted, and Pyongyang not only refused to pursue
denuclearization but also continued to advance its
nuclear capabilities. As a result, a growing con-
sensus emerged in Seoul that future aid and in-
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vestment cooperation with the DPRK should be
strictly conditional—"tied” to tangible progress on
denuclearization and the implementation of gen-
uine market reforms. These conditions were in-
creasingly viewed as essential prerequisites for any
meaningful economic integration between the two
Koreas [9].

North Korea also harbored its own grievanc-
es and sources of dissatisfaction. The volume of
preferential aid received — whether through offi-
cial state channels, international organizations, or
private business initiatives (a total of $3.05 billion
from 1995 to 2018), clearly did not meet Pyong-
yang’s needs [source 7].

At the same time, Seoul’s unwillingness to de-
couple political issues from economic cooperation,
along with its efforts to impose its own agenda and
terms, was perceived by Pyongyang as a threat to
the ideological and social foundations of the re-
gime. Against the backdrop of increasingly stringent
international sanctions on the DPRK — particu-
larly following the collapse of U.S. — North Ko-
rea denuclearization negotiations — inter-Korean
economic engagement lost much of its relevance.
Notably, key agreements on economic coopera-
tion reached at the inter-Korean summits of April
and September 2018, including those concerning
the reconnection and modernization of railways
and roads, remained unimplemented, as these ini-
tiatives could not be exempted from the restrictive
measures.

Equally unproductive were the attempts
to launch a political “peace process” between
the South and the North, which the Moon Jae-in
administration advocated. One of the difficulties
was that the DPRK leadership considered only
Washington as its partner in negotiations on peace
and security on the Korean Peninsula. In contrast,
Seoul was assigned a secondary role, as Pyongyang
perceived it to have limited influence. As a result,
when the DPRK did engage with the South on
issues such as confidence-building measures or
the reduction of military and political tensions, it
was often with the aim of securing short-term, tac-
tical agreements intended to prompt further coop-
eration in areas deemed more strategically benefi-
cial to the DPRK.

This approach prompted Pyongyang to en-
gage in complex maneuvering with respect to
Seoul’s numerous peace initiatives during the ten-
ure of the liberal South Korean administration. At
the height of inter-Korean détente in September
2018, both sides signed a significant military agree-
ment aimed at reducing the risk of armed clashes
along the land and maritime borders. During their
summits, the leaders of the two countries reaf-
firmed their commitment to transforming the ex-
isting armistice into a permanent peace regime.
However, North Korea subsequently rejected
Moon Jae-in’s proposal to adopt a political dec-
laration to end the Korean War, citing the fact that
this would lead to “upsetting the strategic balance
in the region” [source §].

The aforementioned military agreement was
proved to be short-lived. The consultative and co-
ordination mechanisms it envisaged were never
fully established, and the subsequent aggravation
of inter-Korean contradictions particularly under
the administration of Yoon Suk-yeol ultimate-
ly led to the agreement’s collapse and its de facto
annulment.

Inter-Korean reconciliation and cooperation
had effectively reached a dead end by the beginning
of the current decade. As neither side succeeded in
achieving its strategic objectives, dialogue was sus-
pended, contacts were severed, and both Pyong-
yang and Seoul gradually reverted to a state of
confrontation and mutual hostility. In early 2021,
the DPRK leadership announced a comprehensive
program for the development and deployment of
nuclear and missile capabilities. Following the in-
auguration of the conservative administration of
President Yoon Suk-yeol in May 2022, South Ko-
rea adopted a more assertive stance, intensifying
military tensions with the North and aligning more
closely with the United States in pursuing a nucle-
ar deterrence policy.

NEW PRIORITIES FOR SEOUL

Over the three and a half decades since the col-
lapse of the military dictatorship and the begin-
ning of democratic rule, the ROK state strategy in
the field of inter-Korean relations and the reunifi-
cation of Korea has not undergone any fundamental
changes. The framework introduced by President
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Kim Young-sam in 1994 outlined a three-stage
process: beginning with reconciliation, advancing
inter-Korean dialogue and cooperation, and pro-
gressing through an intermediate stage of a “Kore-
an Commonwealth” toward eventual full political
and state unification [source 9]. This foundational
concept has served as a strategic reference point for
successive South Korean administrations — both
conservative and “progressive” —and has generally
maintained broad societal support across the polit-
ical spectrum.

Naturally, each successive administration
sought to contribute to the realization of the reuni-
fication strategy, though with varying emphases.
Left-liberal governments generally favored the un-
conditional engagement of the DPRK, advocating
for the implementation of large-scale economic
projects under the belief that sustained cooper-
ation and assistance would gradually encourage
Pyongyang to embrace change and greater open-
ness. In contrast, center-right administrations ad-
opted a more cautious stance, favoring a strategy
of “measured” engagement in which aid and coop-
eration were contingent upon DPRK’s reciprocal
actions — particularly progress on denuclearization
and the reduction of military threats. A factor that
seriously complicated cooperation was the conser-
vatives’ pursuit of “principles diplomacy,” within
the framework of which demands were made for
the observance of human rights. These internal
policy divergences within the South Korean polit-
ical elite contributed to the inconsistency of inter-
Korean relations, characterized by alternating pe-
riods of engagement and confrontation.

Yoon Suk-yeol, elected President in May 2022,
became the first South Korean leader to respond to
the prevailing disillusionment within the political
establishment regarding the outcomes of previous
inter-Korean engagement by proposing an alterna-
tive ideological approach to reunification. Central
to this new orientation was a categorical rejection
of the North Korean political system, a strate-
gy of increased military pressure, and a focus on
achieving unification through encouraging regime
change in the North and promoting the adoption
of the “liberal democratic values” established in
the South. This ideological “reassessment of val-
ues” emerged amid an unprecedented intensifica-
tion of hostilities between Seoul and Pyongyang,

characterized by increasingly aggressive rhetoric
and large-scale military demonstrations on both
sides — developments that now extend well beyond
the conventional parameters of inter- Korean rela-
tions.

In matters of war and peace, Yoon’s policy
marked a sharp departure from that of his prede-
cessor. The previous administration’s military doc-
trine was primarily focused on fostering conditions
for lasting peace and establishing a stable security
regime on the Korean Peninsula. The Ministry of
Defense’s strategic plans, adopted in 2020, empha-
sized a prompt but restrained response to enemy
“provocations.” The objective was to localize any
potential military incident at an early stage and
to prevent its escalation into a broader conflict
[source 10, pp. 48-51].

In contrast, President Yoon Suk-yeol adopted
a markedly more assertive stance, publicly asserting
that any “provocation” by the DPRK would trigger
a military response strong enough to “bring an end
to the North Korean regime” [10]. The newly artic-
ulated defense strategy placed a strong emphasis on
preemptive military action, including the advance
elimination of “sources of threat” in the event of
a suspected or imminent attack by North Korea
involving nuclear weapons or missiles [source 11,
p. 57, 59]. This posture has prompted a recipro-
cal, or “mirror-like,” reaction from Pyongyang. In
response to the rhetoric of the ROK leader, Kim
Jong Un stated that any violation of the DPRK’s
sovereignty by South Korean forces would be met
with the full use of the North’s offensive capabili-
ties, including nuclear weapons [source 12].

Paradoxically, at the height of heightened ten-
sions with the DPRK, President Yoon Suk Yeol-
yeol brought the issue of Korean reunification back
into the spotlight by publicly articulating his ad-
ministration’s new vision. The August 15 Doctrine
(2024) categorically rejected the North Korean
assertion that unification is unfeasible under con-
ditions of continued confrontation between “two
warring states.” In contrast, President Yoon pro-
posed accelerating the process of Korean integra-
tion based on the framework of the South Korean
Constitution, aiming to break the long-standing
inertia surrounding reunification efforts. It is rel-
evant to recall that Article 3 of the ROK Consti-
tution stipulates that “the territory of the Repub-
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lic of Korea shall consist of the Korean Peninsula
and its adjacent islands.” On this basis, residents
of the northern part of the peninsula — that is,
the DPRK — are considered de jure citizens of
the ROK. Thus, this vision implies not reunifica-
tion through mutual agreement, but rather the an-
nexation of the North and the formation of a “uni-
fied Republic of Korea” [sources 13, 14].

The current doctrine, unlike previous South
Korean strategies, aims not so much to have a di-
alogue with the DPRK authorities but to work
with North Korean citizens, who are regarded as
the primary agents of reunification. Central to this
approach is the promotion of “the values of free-
dom and human rights” within the North through
a comprehensive campaign of information dissem-
ination, propaganda, and cultural influence aimed
at reshaping public consciousness. This is intended
to help change the consciousness of the people in
order to encourage them to fight for the transfor-
mation of the internal order and rapprochement
with the South. To this end, the presidential initia-
tive envisaged the creation of a “fund for freedoms
and human rights” to coordinate NGO activities
in the North Korean direction, intensifying work
with defectors from the DPRK, and appealing for
help to the international community, primarily to
Korea’s neighbors [source 15].

From a formal standpoint, Seoul does not en-
tirely rule out the possibility of engaging in dia-
logue with Pyongyang through official channels.
However, the importance of such dialogue has
notably diminished, and the scope of the potential
agenda has been significantly narrowed to a limited
number of issues deemed of practical relevance to
the current government of the ROK. These include,
foremost, denuclearization — a subject that North
Korea now categorically refuses to discuss with any
party — as well as humanitarian concerns, such as
human rights and the repatriation of South Kore-
an citizens allegedly abducted by the DPRK. Ad-
ditional topics include environmental cooperation
and the prevention of natural disasters. In this
framework, economic cooperation has been rele-
gated to a secondary position, with any progress in
this area strictly conditioned on concrete actions
by Pyongyang to reduce its nuclear capabilities
[source 16, p. 15].

The unification concept advanced by the cur-
rent South Korean administration has sparked in-
tense domestic debate over the appropriate frame-
work for relations with the DPRK and the broader
prospects for Korean reunification. The adminis-
tration has adopted a notably assertive posture. In
support of its strategy of “shaking the foundations”
of the North Korean regime, the Ministry of Uni-
fication and other relevant agencies have initiated
propaganda campaigns and organized international
conferences. These events often center around sev-
eral core claims: that the socio-economic situation
in the DPRK is rapidly deteriorating; the regime is
increasingly losing its grip on internal affairs; dis-
satisfaction is spreading among both the general
population and the elite; and that North Koreans
long for freedom and view South Korea as a bea-
con of hope. Based on these assumptions, offi-
cials have drawn highly questionable conclusions
suggesting that unification may occur in the near
future, thereby justifying the urgent need for accel-
erated preparatory measures [11, 12]. This emerg-
ing “unification mythology” is further supported
by anecdotal evidence derived from interviews
and conversations with North Korean defectors —
whose numbers now exceed 30,000 in South Ko-
rea. However, the reliability of such data, collect-
ed under the specific socio-political conditions of
the South, raises serious methodological concerns
and questions about representativeness [source 17].

The political opposition, along with a sig-
nificant segment of the expert community, has
responded to the new unification doctrine and
the related research activities with considerable
skepticism. Critics argue that the strategy not only
lacks feasibility but also risks further escalating
tensions on the Korean Peninsula. A central point
of contention remains the fundamental question
of how to perceive the North Korean leadership:
whether it should be regarded as an “illegitimate
regime” that must ultimately be dismantled, or as
a necessary counterpart in peace negotiations, with
whom dialogue and compromise are essential for
long-term stability.

Supporters of this more pragmatic approach
emphasize that all previous attempts to “reform”
North Korea through external pressure or induce-
ment have ultimately failed. Concurrently, pub-
lic fatigue with the repeated but fruitless efforts
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of successive South Korean administrations to
achieve reunification has grown, accompanied by
deepening pessimism regarding the feasibility of
this long-standing national objective. As a result,
a recurring theme in many expert assessments is
the recommendation to accept North Korea “as it
is,” avoiding risky attempts to change it or “trans-
plant” other values onto North Korean soil with-
out due regard for the complex realities that prevail
within the country [13].

Complex underlying processes are taking place
in South Korean society, which also affect the per-
ception of the external environment, including
relations with the closest neighbor. The first dem-
ocratically elected president of the ROK, Kim
Young-sam, in his inauguration speech in Feb-
ruary 1993, stressed the importance of the goals
of unification, stating that “no ally is better than
the nation”, and “no ideology or political belief
can bring greater happiness than blood kinship.”
At that time, this emotional appeal consolidated
South Koreans, becoming the embodiment of their
collective aspirations [14]. Much has changed in
the ROK over the past decades: interest in devel-
oping dialogue and interaction with the North, as
well as the desire for unification, are fading as gen-
erations change and attempts to “build bridges” are
systematically failing. In the past, popular support
for contact and reunification was significantly fu-
eled by the enthusiasm of millions of members of
separated families who had close relatives or roots
in the North. However, according to official data,
as of mid-2024, there are no more than 38,000
such citizens remaining, most of whom are aged 80
or older [source 18].

Opinion polls show a steady decline in the num-
ber of citizens who consider unification to be rele-
vant. A survey published by the research center at
Seoul National University showed that the number
of supporters and opponents of unification was di-
vided approximately equally: 36.9% of respondents
believed that it was “to some extent necessary,”
while 35% did not see the point in this.

The breakdown by age group is particularly
noteworthy, as there is a significant divide: 47.4%
of citizens under 30 believe that unification is an
unrealistic goal, while only 22.4% think otherwise.
Few people seem to feel outright hostility towards
North Korea, but it is perceived as an incompre-

hensible, alien environment — a country isolat-
ed from the world with an authoritarian order,
a stagnant economy, food shortages, and a poor
and disenfranchised population. Young people are
also concerned about the potentially high econom-
ic cost of unification, which will be a burden for
the South. The deep social, political, and other
differences between the two countries and the in-
compatibility of their economic systems are also
seen as obstacles to integration [15]. Therefore, an
increasing number of South Koreans believe that
a model of relations in which the two Koreas con-
tinue to coexist separately, without interfering in
each other’s affairs, but at the same time remain
good neighbors, maintaining contacts across open
borders, is preferable.

In other words, the feelings of national unity
with North Korea that existed in the past, based
on the awareness of ethnic and cultural homoge-
neity, common history, culture, and language, are
gradually weakening in the South, losing their at-
tractive force. Although for Koreans belonging
to older age groups, the significance of ethnocul-
tural motives is still great, the younger generation
is inclined to identify their country as a separate
nation, the “specialness” of which is associated
with the values and achievements accumulated in
the post-war period on the path of development
and modernization. The academic community in
South Korea is also trying to understand the new
realities. Some researchers, albeit in a debatable
manner, argue that the long separate existence of
the two Koreas has already in fact led to the split
of a single national field and the formation of two
Korean nations, the differences between which are
much greater than the similarities [16, 17, 18].

The new moods are being picked up by rep-
resentatives of the political class. Thus, the for-
mer head of the Moon Jae-in administration, Im
Jong-seok, known in the past as one of the archi-
tects of the inter-Korean integration strategy, now
calls for postponing the task of unification “until
better times” and focusing on building a system
of peaceful coexistence between the two Korean
states, taking into account the realities on the pen-
insula. The current government categorically re-
jects the acceptability of such a prospect, based on
the well-known thesis about “only one legitimate
state” on the Korean Peninsula — the ROK. An-
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other argument of conservatives is that the earliest
possible unification is the shortest path to remov-
ing military threats and denuclearizing Korea [19].
In a broader conceptual sense, official Seoul has
long been trapped in the South’s ingrained dual at-
titude toward Pyongyang, within which the DPRK
is viewed, on the one hand, as a dialogue part-
ner, but on the other, as an “anti-state organiza-
tion” opposing the ROK [20]. All this, along with
the extreme polarization of society in its approach
to the problems of inter-Korean relations, blocks
the possibility of searching for and finding con-
structive solutions to these issues.

WHAT NEXT?

The emergence of a new “cold war” on the Ko-
rean Peninsula — following the brief period of
détente between 2018 and 2019-and the subsequent
shift by both Koreas toward mutual nuclear deter-
rence have effectively extinguished prospects for
reconciliation, dialogue, and sustained interaction
for the foreseeable future. Rather than progressing
toward gradual rapprochement and eventual inte-
gration into a unified state, the current trajectory
points in the opposite direction: the systematic
dismantling and erosion of achievements made
in previous decades. This includes the collapse of
the legal frameworks, cooperation mechanisms,
and communication channels.

The idea of the unification of Korea, a goal
that was considered quite realistic in the past, is
now turning into a utopia, an abstract slogan,
behind which there is no real program of action.
The DPRK and the ROK, which are following
different civilization paths in their development,
are now too different not only to raise the ques-
tion of reunification but even to simply coexist in
the world as good neighbors.

The main question — are Pyongyang and Seoul
ready to radically reformat their relations in order
to find a new meaningful formula for peace and
cooperation — has no answer today. This uncer-
tainty largely stems from the Korean War of 1950—
1953, essentially a civil war which, in the absence
of a formal peace treaty, remains unresolved not
only in terms of international law but also in po-
litical and, crucially, psychological terms. This is
expressed in the decisive rejection of each other’s

ideology, state foundations, political systems, so-
cial practices, and way of life. Such differences
were reinforced by a latent but fierce struggle for
the right to be the sole legitimate representative of
the entire Korean people that had been going on
for decades. As a result, economic and humani-
tarian cooperation has followed a cyclical pattern
of expansion and contraction, ultimately failing to
produce lasting outcomes. Even promising initia-
tives, after brief periods of progress, have stalled or
collapsed, leading to material losses and growing
disillusionment on both sides.

The DPRK was the first to seek a definitive res-
olution to the longstanding inter-Korean impasse,
doing so in line with its own unique interpretation
of the situation. In a surprising shift, Pyongyang
adjusted its inter-Korean policy by formally ac-
knowledging the reality of two separate states on
the Korean Peninsula. This strategic turn appeared
to be driven in part by profound disillusionment
with the outcomes of economic cooperation — an
area in which Pyongyang had initially placed con-
siderable hope. In practice, however, the tangible
benefits were minimal, particularly as Seoul in-
creasingly conditioned bilateral cooperation on
political and commercial terms. Amid tightening
international sanctions and the ROK’s insistence
on the abandonment of the North’s nuclear pro-
grams as a prerequisite for further engagement,
Pyongyang concluded that continued cooperation
with the South was neither viable nor advantageous.
Consequently, the DPRK resolved to address its
internal economic challenges independently, with-
out relying on external assistance from its south-
ern neighbor. Against the backdrop of entrenched
antagonism and ideological divergence, the North
made the strategic decision not only to sever all
inter-Korean ties and isolate itself from the South
but also to formally abandon the long-standing ob-
jective of national unification as a strategic goal.

Since the early 2020s, the institutional prereq-
uisites for inter-Korean interaction have steadily
eroded. At the VIII Congress of the Workers’ Party
of Korea (January 2021), a course was set for accel-
erated development of the defense complex, which
required the maximum mobilization of all state re-
sources. The time for economic experiments was
over. Accordingly, the national economy was tasked
with strengthening the foundations of a “national
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self-sufficient economy” and reducing dependence
on foreign equipment and technology.

Seoul, in contrast, has chosen a different path —
one focused on stimulating change in the North
and continuing the pursuit of unification, but in-
creasingly by bypassing the DPRK’s official lead-
ership and appealing directly to the sentiments of
the North Korean population. However, this strat-
egy appears to be less a viable solution to the crisis
in inter-Korean relations and more a potential cat-
alyst for a new, and possibly more dangerous, crisis.
The available options are limited: the radicalism of
Seoul’s current approach may remain largely rhe-
torical, or it may provoke consequences beyond
the administration’s capacity to manage. The Yoon
Suk-yeol administration’s ability to sustain its de-
clared course is highly uncertain — not only due
to the bold and arguably adventurist nature of its
strategy but also because of significant divisions
within South Korean society over the country’s
policy toward the North and over the broader vi-
sion of Korean unification.

The above-mentioned contradictions became
one of the reasons for the acute political crisis in

South Korea towards the end of 2024. The attempt
to introduce martial law, unexpectedly undertak-
en by the president on December 3, was motivated
by the intention to repel the “pro-North Korean
anti-state forces” in parliament — a characteri-
zation he applied to his political adversaries who
opposed his North Korean policies. The failure of
this insurrection may lead, in all likelihood, not
only to a change in the balance of power in the do-
mestic arena but also to a profound rethinking of
the country’s entire course in the field of inter-
Korean dialogue.

Despite the clear and pressing need to establish
a framework for peaceful coexistence — including
a definitive resolution to the lingering consequenc-
es of the Korean War — the DPRK and the ROK
remain far from reaching a viable formula for rec-
onciliation. Under current conditions, the overall
trajectory of inter-Korean relations is expected to
remain highly volatile and prone to conflict. This
persistent tension poses a significant risk of further
complications on the Korean Peninsula, rendering
peace and security in the region increasingly vul-
nerable to military, political, and other destabiliz-
ing challenges.

REFERENCES
1. Lim Jeong-yeo. Kim Jong-un’s Speech in Panmunjeom. The Korea Herald, 30.05.2018. Available at: https://www.
koreaherald.com/view.php?ud=20180430000950 (accessed 24.09.2024).

2. Kum Yen Up. Ocywecmeum camocmosmenvroe u mupHoe goccoedurerue PoouHsl Ha 0cHo6e 8eauKoll HAUUOHANbHOU
xoncoaudayuu. MockBa, OOI1IeCTBO APYKObI M pa3BUTHSI COTPYIHUYECTBA ¢ 3apyOexkHbIMU cTpaHamu, 2005. 23 c.

Kim Jong I1. Let’s achieve the Independent and Peaceful Reunification of the Motherland on the Basis of Great National
Consolidation. Moscow, Obshchestvo druzhby i razvitiya sotrudnichestva s zarubezhnymi stranami, 2005. 23 p.

(In Russ.)

3. Lee Minji. S. Korea Says N. Korean Leader Kim’s Hostile Rhetoric Will Not Affect Gov’t Blueprint on Unification.
Yonhap News Agency, 23.01.2024. Available at: https://en.yna.co.kr/view/AEN20240123004600315 (accessed

26.09.2024).

4. Babson B.O. The Kaeson Opportunity. 38 North, 23.08.2013. Available at: https://www.38north.org/2013/08/

bbabson082313/ (accessed 02.10.2024).

5. Shin Ji-hye. How Profitable Will inter-Korean Business Be? The Korea Herald, 13.06.2018. Available at: https://www.
koreaherald.com/view.php?ud=20180613000173 (accessed 01.10.2024).

International Cooperation for
Global North Korea,

6. Junghwan Lee.
Japan Relations.

North Korea’s Infrastructure Development and ROK-
31.08.2021.

Available at: https://globalnk.org/publication/view.

php?cd=COMO000057&ctype=1&s_keyword=&start=100 (accessed 02.10.2024).

7. Green C., Yongseok Shin. The Kaesong Industrial Complex: Setting the Stage for a Successful Second Act. 3§ North,
27.06.2019. Available at: https://www.38north.org/2019/06/cgreenyshin062719/ (accessed 02.10.2024).

8. Choe Sang-Hun. South Korea to Shut Joint Factory Park, Kaesong, Over Nuclear Test and Rocket. The New York
Times, 10.02.2016. Available at: https://www.nytimes.com/2016/02/11 /world/asia/north-south-korea-kaesong.html

(accessed 04.10.2024).

9. Stangarone T. Rethinking Economic Engagement with North Korea. The Korea Times, 25.10.2018. Available at:
https://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/nation/2024/06/638 254332.html (accessed 04.10.2024).

MUPOBASI DKOHOMUKA U MEXAYHAPOAHBIE OTHOIIEHUWA 2025 tom 69 Ne 3
WORLD ECONOMY AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 2025 vol.69 no.3



10.

11.

12.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18

19.

20.

INTER-KOREAN RELATIONS 61

Kim S. South Korea Flexes Military Muscle on Armed Forces Day as Yoon warns North Faces ‘End of Regime’.
Korea JoongAng Daily, 04.10.2024. Available at: https://koreajoongangdaily.joins.com/news/2024-10-01/national/
politics/Yoon-warns-North-Korea-could-face-end-of-regime-in-Armed- Forces- Day-address/2145674  (accessed
05.10.2024).

Lee Hyo-jin. North Koreans Increasingly Unhappy with Their Leadership: Heritage Foundation Founder. The Korea
Times, 28.09.2024. Available at: https://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/nation/2024/10/103_383281.html (accessed
06.10.2024).

Kim Han-joo, Kim Soo-yeon. More N. Korean Elites Disillusioned with Kim Jong-un Regime: ex-N.K. Diplomat.
Yonhap News Agency, 03.09.2024. Available at: https://en.yna.co.kr/view/AEN20240903004252315 (accessed
06.10.2024).

. Lee Jong-eun. President Yoon’s Unification Doctrine: Maybe Too Audacious? The Korea Times, 03.09.2024.

Available at: https://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/opinion/2024/09/164 381308.html (accessed 06.10.2024).

Young Whan Kihl. Unification Policiesand Strategies of North and South Korea. International Journal of Korean Studies,
1997, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 237-239. Available at: https://ciaotest.cc.columbia.edu/journals/ijoks/v1il /f 0013378 10875.
pdf (accessed 06.10.2024).

Lee Jung-joo. 35% of S. Koreans View Unification ‘Unnecessary’. The Korea Herald, 03.10.2024. Available at: https://
www.koreaherald.com/view.php?ud=20241003050101 (accessed 07.10.2024).

Cheng J. In South Korea, Reunification Call Misses the Jackpot. The Wall Street Journal, 26.01.2015. Available at:
https://www.wsj.com/articles/BL-KRTB-7333 (accessed 08.10.2024).

Song J. In the Making of a New South Korean Nationalism. S/N Korean Humanities, 2021, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 17-48.
Available at: https://www.snkh.org/Journal/Article/114 (accessed 08.10.2024).

. Kim Jiyoon. Special Forum: National Identity under Transformation: New Challenges to South Korea. The Asan Institute

for Policy Studies, 27.01.2014. Available at: http://en.asaninst.org/contents/special-forum-national-identity-under-
transformation-new-challenges-to-south-korea/ (accessed 08.10.2024).

Kim S. Yoon Slams Call to Abandon Korean Reunification as ‘Unconstitutional’. Korea JoongAng Daily, 24.09.2024.
Available at: https://koreajoongangdaily.joins.com/news/2024-09-24/national/politics/Yoon-calls-two-separate-
Koreas-claims-unconstitutional /2140435 (accessed 08.10.2024).

Park Jung-won. Fighting for a Just Clause. The Korea Times, 10.10.2024. Available at: https://www.koreatimes.co.kr/
www/opinion/2024/10/807_383901.html (accessed 13.10.2024).

SOURCES

Report on 9th Enlarged Plenum of 8th WPK Central Committee. KCNA Watch, 31.12.2023. Available at: https://
kcnawatch.org/newstream/1704014527-622062548 /report-on9th-enlarged-plenum-of-8th-wpk-central-
committee/ (accessed 24.09.2024).

Bl H S ERNAA 2 UFFE AN FS = H Qv 5] 2] A147] A10RF3] 0] oA ZE H el Al YA
& A AT KCNA, 16.01.2024.

Respected Comrade Kim Jong Un Makes Policy Speech at 10th Session of 14th SPA. KCNA, 16.01.2024. (In Kor.)
Available at: http://kcna.kp/kp/article/q/f4bf631617198851f067bd66d7f48d18.kemsf (accessed 26.09.2024).

FAQIv T FREF B ¥R KCNA, 09.10.2024.

Report of KPA General Staff. KCNA, 09.10.2024. (In Kor.) Available at: http://www.kcna.kp/kp/article/
q/68f3714edccb963c6f60963a2aa78d90.kemsf (accessed 11.10.2024).

Gk A SEAANA H ST EE I 8E SR o] 314 ¢4 KCNA, 08.10. 2024.

Speech at Congratulatory Visit to Kim Jong Un University of National Defence. KCNA, 08.10.2024. (In Kor.) Available
at: http://www.kcna.kp/kp/article/q/aa579c643101bb7ebla0e7¢21f43d9al.kemsf (accessed 11.10.2024).

2023 Understanding Korean Unification. Seoul, The National Institute for Unification Education (NIU), March 2023.
291 p. Available at: https://www.uniedu.go.kr/uniedu/home/pds/pdsatcl/view.do?id=21032&mid=SM00001150
(accessed 29.09.2024).

2019 Unification White Paper. Seoul, Ministry of Unification, 2019. 441 p.

Humanitarian Cooperation. Total Amount of Humanitarian Assistance to North Korea: KRW 3.2948 trillion (USD 3.05393
billion). Ministry of Unification. Statistics. Available at: https://www.unikorea.go.kr/eng unikorea/relations/
statistics/humanitarian/ (accessed 04.10.2024).

Press Statement of Vice Foreign Minister Ri Thae Song. KCNA Watch,24.09.2021. Available at: https://kcnawatch.org/
newstream/1632435419-60067610/press-statement-of-vice-foreign-minister-ri-thae-song (accessed 04.10.2024).

MUPOBASI DKOHOMUKA U MEXAYHAPOAHBIE OTHOILIEHUWA 2025 Tom 69 Ne 3
WORLD ECONOMY AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 2025 vol.69 no.3



62

9.

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

18.

DAVYDOV

vl = 375 A& 9 B2k Ministry of Unification.
Korean National Community Unification Formula. Ministry of Unification. (In Kor.) Available at: https://www.
unikorea.go.kr/unikorea/policy/Mplan/Pabout/ (accessed 04.10.2024).

2020 Defense White Paper. Seoul, Ministry of National Defense, Republic of Korea, 2020. 319 p. Available at: https://
www.mnd.go.kr/user/mndEN /upload/pblictn/PBLICTNEBOOK 202301171101058130.pdf (accessed 05.10.2024).

2022 Defense White Paper. Seoul, Ministry of National Defense, Republic of Korea. 2023. 400 p.

Yool HYSEANAA ARA T AT EFEAERY FHZRE XA EFA S KCNA,
04.10.2024.

Respected Comrade Kim Jong Un Inspects Training Base of Special Operation Units of KPA in Western Area. KCNA,
04.10.2024. (In Kor.) Available at: http://www.kcna.kp/kp/article/q/825a062311e88dc438b46941947f0c36.kemsf
(accessed 05.10.2024).

Constitution of the Republic of Korea. Available at: https://blog.southofseoul.net/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/
Korean-Constitution-in-English.pdf (accessed 06.10.2024).

Unification Minister Praises Germany as ‘Great Example’ on Day of German Unity. KBS World, 04.10.2024.
Auvailable at: https://world.kbs.co.kr/service/news_view.htm?lang=e&Seq Code=188268 (accessed 06.10.2024).
Address by President Yoon Suk Yeol on the 79th Liberation Day. Office of the President Republic of Korea, 15.08.2024.
Available at: https://eng.president.go.kr/speeches/YhZsGrfN (accessed 06.10.2024).

August 15 Unification Doctrine. A Unified Korea Based on Freedom, Peace, and Prosperity. Ministry of Unification
Republic of Korea, 11.09.2024. 18 p. Available at: https://unikorea.go.kr/eng_unikorea/news/Publications/Related
Documents/?boardld=bbs_0000000000000179& mode=view&cntld=5&category=&pageldx (accessed 06.10.2024).

. Report on North Korea’s Economy and Society as Perceived by 6,351 Defectors. Ministry of Unification Republic of

Korea, 15.03.2024. 376 p. Available at: https://unikorea.go.kr/eng_unikorea/news/Publications/Related Documents/
?boardld=bbs_0000000000000179& mode=view&cntld=4&category=&pageldx (accessed 06.10.2024).

No Civilian-Level Exchanges between Koreas’ Separated Families for Over 1 Year: Data. The Korea Times, 30.07.2024.
Auvailable at: https://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/nation/2024,/07/103 _379590.html (accessed 07.10.2024).

MUPOBASI DKOHOMUKA U MEXAYHAPOAHBIE OTHOIIEHUWA 2025 tom 69 Ne 3
WORLD ECONOMY AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 2025 vol.69 no.3



