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SUMMARY

In January 2021, USIP convened a three- day virtual workshop for youth from the United States, 

North  Korea, and South  Korea to share perspectives on envisioning peace on the Korean Peninsula. 

Twenty-fiveuniversitystudentsandrecentgraduates(ages18to30;ninefromtheUnitedStates,

eight each from North and South  Korea) engaged in vari ous activities that allowed them to share 

theirperspectivesregardingpeaceandsecurityontheKoreanPeninsula,exploretheconflictdy-

namics involved, and generate ideas for potential solutions for each country. The interactive exer-

cises encouraged participants to think creatively and critically about how to meet each country’s 

needs and interests peacefully.

The participants’ assessments of the historical events that  shaped peace and security on the 

Korean Peninsula underscored the dif fer ent socie ties and educational systems in which they  were 

raised. At the same time, their perspectives, as a  whole, generally revealed a bias  toward the central-

ity of their own governments’ actions,  toward recent events rather than  earlier ones, and  toward the 

significanceofhigh-levelpoliticalengagementsratherthanculturalorcivilsocietyexchanges.

The participants’ views diverged when addressing each country’s needs and visions for peace. 

Participantsexchangeddifferentperspectivesonthechallengeofdefining“peace”ontheKorean

Peninsula, the trade- offs between encouraging regime change in Pyongyang and maintaining re-

gional security and stability, and the sequencing of promoting  human rights, achieving denuclear-

ization, and improving diplomatic relations. In addition, participants found it impor tant to distinguish 

the needs and interests of a country’s government from  those of its  people, and cautioned against 

viewinganygroup—whether“NorthKorea”or“youngpeople”—asmonolithicandunified.Recogniz-

ing the discrepancy between the perspectives of the youth participants and  those of their governments 

regarding the core needs for achieving peace on the Korean Peninsula may be key to understanding 

this generation.

On the other hand,  there was near- consensus from all three groups on a desire for better diplo-

maticrelationsbetweenWashington,Seoul,andPyongyang;morestable,consistentcommunication
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andexchangeamongtheofficialsandcitizensofthethreecountries;andgreateraccesstoinforma-

tionandunderstandingoftheconflictforthepeople.

Beyond  these policy- level insights, this workshop also provided an example of engaging youth 

through virtual interactive peacebuilding workshops with an emphasis on trust building and story-

telling. The workshop revealed that given the lack of opportunities for young  people from the three 

countries to hear and learn directly from each other,  there remains  great potential to continue and 

expand this kind of programming, through both virtual and nonvirtual platforms.
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INTRODUCTION

As relations between the United States, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, or

NorthKorea),andtheRepublicofKorea(ROK,orSouthKorea)remaindeadlockedandtheunre-

solvedconflictontheKoreanPeninsulapersistsafterseventyyearsofwar,creativeandmorelong-

term approaches to fostering trust and building peace are more necessary than ever. Young  people 

in par tic u lar, who often provide fresh energy and perspectives and  will bear the long- term impact of 

 today’s policy decisions, can play an impor tant and positive role in promoting and sustaining the 

peacebuilding pro cess. However, their voices and roles have often been missing at the negotiating 

 table or in policy circles related to the Korean Peninsula.

To capture, underscore, and amplify the voices of youth on the  future of peace and security on 

theKoreanPeninsula,theUnitedStatesInstituteofPeace(USIP)convened25US,SouthKorean,

and North Korean– born young leaders for a three- day virtual workshop from January 11 to 13, 

2021. Jointly designed and implemented by the USIP Youth Program and Northeast Asia Program, 

the workshop aimed to provide a space for youth to share their perspectives on the core needs for 

each country related to peacebuilding and facilitate their critical thinking on creative strategies to 

reduce tensions, foster trust, and reconcile seemingly incompatible differences among the three 

countries in achieving sustainable peace.

Rather than focusing on technical and policy  matters related to security negotiations like de-

nuclearization steps or sanctions relief mea sures, facilitators encouraged participants to explore 

morebroadlythesourcesofconflict,eachcountry’sinterestsandconcerns,andavisionforharmo-

nious US- DPRK and inter- Korean relations in 2050. This workshop not only sought to provide a 

forum for young leaders to discuss each country’s perspectives on peace and generate ideas to 

change the status quo on the Korean Peninsula, but also to set a foundation for capacity and relation-

ship building that could continue in the long term.

This discussion paper summarizes the methodology and content of the three- day workshop and 

discusses key observations and takeaways from the workshop’s three sessions. The paper also de-

scribes  major themes that emerged regarding peace on the Korean Peninsula that may be useful for 
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peacebuilding prac ti tion ers,  Korea policy researchers, and governmental and international organ-

izationsseekingtounderstandtheperspectivesofUS,NorthKorean,andSouthKoreanyouth.Fi-

nally,althoughthisparticularconfigurationofcountriesandparticipantshasauniquesetofconflict

dynamics that are relevant to the Korean Peninsula, the frameworks, exercises, and takeaways from 

this workshop can be applied to youth engagement and intergroup peacebuilding workshops in other 

conflictsettings,particularlythroughvirtualplatforms.

The primary goals of the workshop  were to:

1. Recognize, understand, and elevate the perspectives of youth on peace and security issues on 

theKoreanPeninsula;

2. FosteradeeperlevelofintergroupunderstandingbetweenyouthfromtheUnitedStates,South

Korea,andNorthKorea;and

3. Strengthen the leadership and peacebuilding capacities of young  people from the three 

countries.

BACKGROUND

UNSCR 2250: The Youth, Peace, and Security Agenda

Young  people can play a key role as  drivers of sustainable peace across the world.1 Whereas the im-

age of young  people has often been that of vulnerable victims, potential perpetrators of vio lence, or 

activists in grassroots sociopo liti cal movements, the landmark United Nations Security Council 

Resolution(UNSCR)2250recognizesthat“youngpeopleplayanimportantandpositiveroleinthe

maintenanceandpromotionofinternationalpeaceandsecurity.”2A2018progressstudyfromthe

resolutionaffirmedthepositivecontributionsthatyouthcanplayinsupportingpeaceprocessesand

1TheUnitedNationsdefines“youth”asthosepersonsbetweentheagesof15and24years.However,forthe
purposesofthisworkshopandpaper,USIPdefinedyouthasthosepersonsbetweentheagesof18and30.
UnitedNations,“Youth,”www.un.org/en/global-issues/youth.
2UNSecurityCouncil,SecurityCouncilResolution2250(2015)(onyouth,peace,andsecurity),March18,
2016,S/RES/2250(2015),availableat:www.refworld.org/docid/56ebfd654.html(accessedMarch17,2022).

http://www.un.org/en/global-issues/youth
http://www.refworld.org/docid/56ebfd654.html
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conflictresolution,suchasmonitoringtheimplementationofceasefireagreements,mediatingintra-

ethnic disputes, supplying  legal and logistical support for peace negotiations, providing psychoso-

cial support for former combatants, and using mass media and online social platforms to promote 

peace messages to the broader public constituencies.3 The same study also described the widespread 

tendencyofeldersandpolicymakerstorefertoyouthas“thefuture”ratherthanashavingakeyrole

and stake in the pre sent.4Furthermore,areportcommissionedbytheUnitedNationsOfficeofthe

Secretary- General’s Envoy on Youth noted that the inclusion of young  people during all phases of 

peaceprocesses“likelyincreasesthesustainabilityoftheagreement,”andalsothatyouthcontinue

tobe“politicallymarginalized,excluded,andundervalued”inpeaceprocesses.5

Young  people have played active roles in shaping peace pro cesses across the world, including 

recentlyinColombiaandSouthSudan.InSouthKorea,youthengagementhasplayedasignificant

part in peaceful po liti cal transformations, though often with a complicated and controversial history 

andindirectconflictwiththegovernment inpower.Studentactivismhelpedleadthedemocracy

movementagainstautocraticandmilitarydictatorshipsfromthecountry’sfoundingin1948until

democratization in1988 and, later, against remnantsofmilitaristicgovernments. Inmanycases,

studentmovementshaveintertwinedwithinter-Koreanreconciliationandunificationefforts,which

some perceived as pro– North  Korea and undermining South Korean national security as well as 

campaigns against US military forces in South  Korea, with some viewing the US military as con-

doning or abetting violence against pro-democracy protesters.6 Youth support for peacebuilding 

with North  Korea continues to this day, though it has been attenuated by a growing economic crisis 

3GraemeSimpson,“TheMissingPeace:IndependentProgressStudyonYouthandPeaceandSecurity,”
March2018,www.unfpa.org/resources/missing-peace-independent-progress-study-youth-and-peace-and
- security.
4Simpson,“TheMissingPeace.”
5AliAltiokandIrenaGrizelj,“WeAreHere:AnIntegratedApproachtoYouth-InclusivePeaceProcesses,”
UnitedNationsOfficeoftheSecretary-General’sEnvoyonYouth,April2019,www.youth4peace.info/node/348.
6Forexample,then-studentactivistandformerNationalAssemblywomanLimSu-kyungvisitedPyongyangon
behalfofSouthKoreanstudentorganizationsinJuly1989toattendthe13thWorldFestivalofYouthand
Students in Pyongyang, despite not receiving permission from the Roh Tae- woo government. Upon her return 
across the border, she was arrested for violating South  Korea’s National Security Act and ultimately served 
three years. Another student, Im Jong- seok, who as the head of the National Council of Student Representa-
tives helped Lim travel to North  Korea, was also arrested and served three and a half years. He  later became a 
National Assemblyman for the Demo cratic Party of  Korea and the chief of staff for Moon Jae-in during the 
2017 presidential elections.

http://www.unfpa.org/resources/missing-peace-independent-progress-study-youth-and-peace-and-security
http://www.unfpa.org/resources/missing-peace-independent-progress-study-youth-and-peace-and-security
http://www.youth4peace.info/node/348
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foryoungergenerationsandarelatedandincreasingdisinterestamongyouthforunification.7 Nev-

ertheless, formal peacebuilding on the Korean Peninsula has largely been  limited to se nior govern-

mentofficialsintraditionalrolesofleadershipinSeoul,Pyongyang,andWashington.8

A contributing  factor to the exclusion of youth on the Korean Peninsula may be what the 

March 2020 report from the United Nations Secretary- General on Youth, Peace, and Security describes 

as the“structuralbarriers limiting theparticipationofyoung peopleand theircapacity to influence

decision-making.”9Theseimpedimentsincludenotonlylimitingyouthparticipationinofficialdiplo-

macyandhigh-leveldecision-makingbutalsohinderingunofficialpeacemakingchannelsthathave

lowerbarrierstoentry(e.g.,nongovernmentalorgrassrootsengagement).Thechallengesareexacer-

batedbythesporadicandhalf-heartedattemptsatpursuinganofficialandcomprehensivepeace.”10

While direct youth participation in formal inter- Korean or US- DPRK negotiations is very 

 limited, strengthening youth engagement on  these issues can enhance peace and security in vari ous 

ways. Young  people serve as the backbone of impor tant governmental and civil society institutions 

thatimpactandinfluencesecurityontheKoreanPeninsula,includingUSandROKforeignpolicy

anddefenseagencies,legislativeoffices,nonprofitandnongovernmentalorganizations,academia,

businesses and corporations, and media and entertainment.11 Even  those youth who have left North 

Koreaandareunable todirectly influenceNorthKoreangovernmentandsocietycanstillplaya

vital bridging and influential role on theKoreanPeninsula throughmany of the aforementioned

JamesFretwell,“TheFlowerofUnification:HowaGirlfromtheSouthBecameanIconintheNorth,”NK 
News,January29,2020,www.nknews.org/2020/01/the-flower-of-unification-how-a-girl-from-the-south-became
-an-icon-in-the-north/.
7ChungMinLee,“APeninsulaofParadoxes:SouthKoreanPublicOpiniononUnificationandOutside
Powers,”CarnegieEndowmentforInternationalPeace,May13,2020,carnegieendowment.org/2020/05/13
/peninsula-of-paradoxes-south-korean-public-opinion-on-unification-and-outside-powers-pub-81737.
8AlecForss,“ ‘APeople’sPeace’:InclusivePeacebuildingandtheRoleofCivilSocietyinKorea,”Institutefor
SecurityandDevelopmentPolicy,September2020,isdp.eu/publication/peoples-peace-inclusive-peacebuilding-
role-civil-society-korea/;JonLetman,“TakingtheLongView:WhySouthKorea’sPeaceMovementRefusesto
GiveUp,”Truthout,August4,2017,truthout.org/articles/taking-the-long-view-why-south-korea-s-peace
-movement-refuses-to-give-up/.
9UnitedNations,SecurityCouncil,“YouthandPeaceandSecurity,ReportoftheSecretary-General,”
S/2020/167(March2020),www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3
-CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/s_2020_167_e.pdf.
10FrankAumetal.,“APeaceRegimefortheKoreanPeninsula,”UnitedStatesInstituteofPeace,February3,
2020,www.usip.org/publications/2020/02/peace-regime-korean-peninsula.
11OECDiLibrary,“1.YouthEmploymentandEducationinKorea,”2019,www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites
/63797b4a-en/index.html?itemId=/content/component/63797b4a-en.

http://www.nknews.org/2020/01/the-flower-of-unification-how-a-girl-from-the-south-became-an-icon-in-the-north/
http://www.nknews.org/2020/01/the-flower-of-unification-how-a-girl-from-the-south-became-an-icon-in-the-north/
http://carnegieendowment.org/2020/05/13/peninsula-of-paradoxes-south-korean-public-opinion-on-unification-and-outside-powers-pub-81737
http://carnegieendowment.org/2020/05/13/peninsula-of-paradoxes-south-korean-public-opinion-on-unification-and-outside-powers-pub-81737
http://truthout.org/articles/taking-the-long-view-why-south-korea-s-peace-movement-refuses-to-give-up/
http://truthout.org/articles/taking-the-long-view-why-south-korea-s-peace-movement-refuses-to-give-up/
http://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3-CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/s_2020_167_e.pdf
http://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3-CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/s_2020_167_e.pdf
http://www.usip.org/publications/2020/02/peace-regime-korean-peninsula
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/63797b4a-en/index.html?itemId=/content/component/63797b4a-en
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/63797b4a-en/index.html?itemId=/content/component/63797b4a-en
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channelsinSouthKoreaandtheUnitedStates,includingelectedoffice(e.g.,aselectedmembersof

the South Korean National Assembly) and nongovernmental and po liti cal advocacy organ izations 

that support the North Korean escapee community in South  Korea and the United States. Investing 

in, listening to, and encouraging mutual understanding among youth from the three countries  today 

can help establish a foundation for sustainable peace in the long term, and pay dividends in numer-

ous ways,  whether the youth end up crafting deals at the negotiating  table, setting narratives in the 

newsroom and media, or promoting new approaches in journal articles.12

Motivation for the Workshop

Even at the people- to- people level,  there are few instances of sustained US- North  Korea youth en-

gagement. The lack of engagement is attributable to vari ous reasons, including poor relations and 

 limited engagement between the United States and North  Korea in general, security concerns on 

bothsides,andinsufficientresources.WhendirectengagementswithactualNorthKoreancitizens

did occur, such as the academic exchange on computer science between Syracuse University and 

Kim Chaek University of Technology and the Pyongyang Proj ect, which aimed to provide foreign-

ers with educational tours of North  Korea, they have been strictly apo liti cal. However,  there have 

been a number of exchange programs between North Korean– born students from South  Korea and 

theUnitedStates,suchastheKoreanAmericanSharingMovement’s(KASM)WashingtonLeader-

ship Program.13  There are also spaces for US students to engage informally with North Korean– born 

studentsinSouthKorea,suchastheUSembassyinSeoul’sFulbrightEnglishteachingassistantship

program for North Korean defectors.14

PerhapsthemostrelevantexampleofaUS-NorthKorea-SouthKoreayouthprogramisthe“Uni-

ficationoftheMind”workshop,whichwashostedbytheChicago-basedorganizationEmpowerNorth

Koreans (ENoK) in 2013 and2015 in theWashington,DC, areawith participants from theUnited

12Simpson,“TheMissingPeace”;UnitedNationsandFolkeBernadotteAcademy,“Youth,PeaceandSecurity:A
ProgrammingHandbook,”2021,www.unfpa.org/sites/default/files/pub-pdf/YPS_Programming_Handbook.pdf.
13“Korea-AmericaStudentConference,”InternationalStudentConferences,iscdc.org/kasc/;“KoreanAmeri-
canSharingMovement,”www.kasm.org/what-we-do#programs.
14AlexandraLangford,“ADefector’sJourney,”State Magazine,September2019,statemag.state.gov/2019/09
/feat03/.

http://www.unfpa.org/sites/default/files/pub-pdf/YPS_Programming_Handbook.pdf
http://iscdc.org/kasc/
http://www.kasm.org/what-we-do#programs
http://statemag.state.gov/2019/09/feat03/
http://statemag.state.gov/2019/09/feat03/
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States,NorthKorea,andSouthKoreatohelpenvisionthefutureofunificationoftheKoreanPeninsu-

la.15Thisin-personworkshopincludeddiscussionsoncasestudiesfromGermanandVietnamesereuni-

fication,aswellasscenario-basedproblem-solvingactivitiesontopicsrangingfromhistoryeducation

andthefutureofaunifiedKorea’sconstitutiontowomen’srightsandenvironmentalissues.

Over the past de cade,  there have also been a number of youth peace education initiatives led by 

South  Korea– based nongovernmental organ izations such as the  Korea Peacebuilding Institute’s 

NortheastAsianRegionalPeacebuildingInstitute(NARPI)andPeacemomo’sYouthPeacebuilders

Social Dialogue Program that convene young  people across the region for training on peace and 

conflictissues.16 On a regional level, the United Nations Department of Po liti cal and Peacebuilding 

Affairs(UNDPPA)hasconvenedin-personandvirtualworkshopsforyouthfromNortheastAsiaon

disarmament and nonproliferation as well as envisioning  future peace in the region to promote the 

UNSCR 2250 agenda on Youth, Peace, and Security.17

However,  there has been a noticeable lack of programming that brings together youth from the 

United States, North  Korea, and South  Korea not only for dialogue to enable trust and relationship 

building, but also for strengthening peacebuilding capacity through discussions on the broader is-

sues of peace and security.18 USIP sought to address the dearth of lit er a ture and programming in-

volving youth and peace on the Korean Peninsula by organ izing this workshop and amplifying the 

youth’s perspectives and ideas.

15“AboutEmpowerHouse,”EmpowerNorthKoreanRefugees,enok.org/about/empower-house/;www
.facebook.com/events/200633263418173/;www.facebook.com/events/667229493422771/.TheNorthKorean
participants in this workshop  were also  those who  were born in North  Korea but had since left the country and 
resettled in South  Korea or the United States.
16“NortheastAsiaRegionalPeacebuildingInstitute,”MennoniteMissionNetwork,Partners,www
.mennonitemission.net/partners/Northeast%20Asia%20Regional%20Peacebuilding%20Institute;“Peac-
emomo,”peacemomo.org/english.
17UnitedNationsDepartmentofPoliticalandPeacebuildingAffairs,“NortheastAsia,”dppa.un.org/en
/northeast-asia;“FuturingPeaceinNortheastAsia:VirtualDialogueSerieswithNortheastAsianYouth,”
futuringpeace.org/NEA/.
18OneofthewaysUSIP’sIntroductiontoPeacebuildingOnlineCoursedefinespeacebuildingis“asetof
specificeffortsdesignedtoaddresstherootcauses,thedriversofconflict,orthemitigatorsofconflictinaway
thataimstoreduceviolence.”TheInternationalAssociationforHumanitarianPolicyandConflictResearch
definescapacitybuildinginpeacebuildingas“effortstostrengthengovernments,institutions,systemsand
individualstomeetthechallengesofsustainablepeace.”“IntroductiontoPeacebuilding,”UnitedStatesInstitute
ofPeace,www.usip.org/academy/catalog/introduction-to-peacebuilding;“CapacityBuilding,”International
AssociationforHumanitarianPolicyandConflictResearch,www.peacebuildinginitiative.org/index5f21.html.

http://enok.org/about/empower-house/
http://www.facebook.com/events/200633263418173/
http://www.facebook.com/events/200633263418173/
https://www.facebook.com/events/667229493422771/
http://www.mennonitemission.net/partners/Northeast%20Asia%20Regional%20Peacebuilding%20Institute
http://www.mennonitemission.net/partners/Northeast%20Asia%20Regional%20Peacebuilding%20Institute
http://peacemomo.org/english
http://dppa.un.org/en/northeast-asia
http://dppa.un.org/en/northeast-asia
http://futuringpeace.org/NEA/
http://www.usip.org/academy/catalog/introduction-to-peacebuilding
http://www.peacebuildinginitiative.org/index5f21.html
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USIP served as an appropriate forum for convening young  people from the three countries for 

aworkshoponpeaceandconflict.Inadditiontoitsdistinctconveningpowerasatrustedintermedi-

ary and its staff’s regional and functional expertise on the Korean Peninsula, USIP was able to draw 

on its experience designing and implementing capacity- strengthening workshops for youth, includ-

ing organ izing similar programs in recent years. USIP has or ga nized several Track 1.5 and Track 2 

dialogues between government officials and policy analysts from the United States and South

 Korea.19However,thepresentworkshopwassignificantinthatitwasa“Track3”grassroots-level

workshophostedbyaUSorganizationwithafocusonstrengtheningtheconflictanalysisandpeace-

building skills of young  people from the three countries.

WORKSHOP PREPARATION

This section describes the preparation leading up to the workshop, including the participant se-

lection pro cess, pre- workshop resources, and the framing of the workshop.

Participant Se lection

USIP, inpartnershipwith the KoreaAmericanStudentConference (KASC),a summeracademic

and cultural exchange between students from the United States and South  Korea, and Liberty in 

NorthKorea(LiNK),aNorthKoreanhumanrightsadvocacyandrefugeeresettlementorganization,

convened and facilitated a virtual three- day workshop.20 Participants included 25 university stu-

dentsandrecentgraduates(ages18–30)fromtheUnitedStates,SouthKorea,andNorthKorea(9

fromtheUS,8eachfromNorthandSouthKorea).

19“Track1.5dialoguesareconversationsthatincludeamixofgovernmentofficials—whoparticipateinan
unofficialcapacity—andnon-governmentalexperts,allsittingaroundthesametable.Ontheotherhand,track2
diplomacybringstogetherunofficialrepresentativesonbothsides,withnogovernmentparticipation.”

Foraprimeronmultitrackdiplomacy,seeJenniferStaats,JohnnyWalsh,andRosarieTucci,“APrimeron
Multi-TrackDiplomacy:HowDoesItWork?,”UnitedStatesInstituteofPeace,July31,2019,www.usip.org
/publications/2019/07/primer-multi-track-diplomacy-how-does-it-work.
20 In addition to USIP staff, Dr. Jieun Baek from the Harvard Kennedy School’s Belfer Center for Science and 
International Affairs served as co- facilitator of the workshop.

http://www.usip.org/publications/2019/07/primer-multi-track-diplomacy-how-does-it-work
http://www.usip.org/publications/2019/07/primer-multi-track-diplomacy-how-does-it-work
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Given the  limited time and resources available to launch a formal application pro cess, USIP 

selected workshop participants based primarily on recommendations from KASC and LiNK for 

candidates who would feel comfortable sharing in En glish their perspectives regarding peace on the 

KoreanPeninsula.MostoftheUSandSouthKoreanstudentsparticipatedthroughtheiraffiliation

with KASC, suggesting that they shared at minimum an interest in peace and security issues related 

to the Korean Peninsula. Nevertheless, participants had dif fer ent levels of familiarity with the Ko-

rean Peninsula. Some  were very knowledgeable and already invested in the topic,  whether through 

their jobs or  family connections, while  others had learned about Korean history and culture primar-

ily through their participation in KASC.

Thelimitedscopeoftheparticipantselectionprocessmayhaveinfluencedtheviewsofsome

of the participants. The North Korean participants, as defectors who have become South Korean or 

UScitizens,acknowledgedthedifficultyofrepresentingNorthKoreanviews,particularlygiventhe

opaqueflowofinformationinandoutofthecountry.21AsoneNorthKoreanparticipantnoted,“You

 don’t even know what is happening elsewhere in North  Korea [when  you’re in the country], so how 

canyouknowwhatishappeningfromtheoutside?”ItisalsoimportanttonotethattheNorthKo-

rean participants all maintained a strong aversion to the Kim Jong Un regime and a predisposition 

towardregimechange,whichlikelyreflectsaselectionbiasfromhavingtochoose“representatives”

of North  Korea from among a group of individuals who chose or had to leave the country due to 

negative circumstances.

Pre- Workshop Resources

To help establish a degree of shared baseline understanding about the Korean Peninsula, facilitators 

providedpre-workshopresourcestotheparticipantsthatpresentedconciseoverviewsoftheconflict

dynamics,includinganexcerptofUSIP’sreport“APeaceRegimefortheKoreanPeninsula.”22 In 

addition to the reading materials, USIP provided participants with short prerecorded video remarks 

21 Most North Korean citizens are not able to travel outside the country, access the Internet, or legally access 
information that may not be aligned with the government’s ideology.
22FrankAum,JacobStokes,PatriciaM.Kim,AtmanM.Trivedi,RachelVandenbrink,JenniferStaats,and
JosephYun,“APeaceRegimefortheKoreanPeninsula,”UnitedStatesInstituteofPeace,February3,2020,
usip.org/publications/2020/02/peace-regime-korean-peninsula.

https://www.usip.org/publications/2020/02/peace-regime-korean-peninsula
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from three policy experts who offered their thoughts on the North Korean, US, and South Korean 

perspectives on peace.23Thethreeexpertsalsojoinedthefirstsessionoftheworkshoptoprovide

their takeaways from an exercise with youth participants on identifying each side’s perceptions of 

history(elaboratedlaterinthereport).

Setting the Stage

FortheDay3exercise,theworkshoporganizerschose2050asthetargetyearforenvisioningfuture

peacegivenitssignificanceasthe100thanniversaryoftheoutbreakoftheKoreanWar.Thedate

was also far enough into the  future that participants could think beyond the current roadblocks to 

peace and  toward a  future in which some of them may be in a position to impact peace and security 

on the Korean Peninsula.

TheCOVID-19pandemicrequiredtheworkshopactivitiestobeadaptedtovirtualplatforms

that would still allow participants to engage deeply around sensitive, and sometimes personal, top-

ics. The facilitators used Zoom as the main online platform to conduct the workshop, and other vir-

tual platforms, including Google Jamboard and Mentimeter, to facilitate exercises and discussions. 

Google Jamboard servedasan interactive“whiteboard” tobrainstormandarticulate ideas in the

second and third sessions, and Mentimeter captured participant thinking through creative visual 

pre sen ta tions.

SUMMARY AND KEY TAKEAWAYS

A description of the methodology of each of the three sessions is followed by the key takeaways that 

emerged from the workshop discussions between the youth participants.  These takeaways may be 

most relevant and applicable for peacebuilding prac ti tion ers and scholars who are working on issues 

related to Youth, Peace, and Security on the Korean Peninsula.

23TheguestspeakerswereJeanLee(WilsonCenter),JessicaLee(QuincyInstituteforResponsibleStatecraft),
andYonhoKim(GeorgeWashingtonUniversity).
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Day 1: Building Relationships and Mutual Understanding of the Past

Methodology: Self- Introductions and Trust- Building Through Creative Envisioning

The workshop began with self- introductions by participants and a creative thinking and envisioning ex-

ercise. The facilitator asked the participants to share a symbol, image, or object that represents their vi-

sion for peace on the Korean Peninsula in 2050. Examples included the Statue of Liberty, the popu lar 

South Korean drama Crash Landing on You(aromanticcomedyaboutarelationshipbetweenaSouth

KoreanwomanandaNorthKoreansoldier),andtheDemilitarizedZone(DMZ).Thisframingwasin-

tended to allow participants to express their thoughts more creatively and in personal terms to help estab-

lish a degree of trust and shared humanity beyond policy positions as well as set a foundation for 

relationships that participants could build upon  later in the workshop. Additionally, this exercise provided 

an opportunity for participants to see how their visions  were similar to and dif fer ent from each other.

Methodology: Walk Through History Exercise

Afterintroductions,theparticipantsbegananexercisecalledthe“WalkThroughHistory”thatsoughtto

highlight differences and similarities in the participants’ perceptions of history.24 The facilitators prompted 

participantsaheadoftimetoreflectindividuallyonwhattheybelievetobethesevenmostsignificantand

definingeventsinhistorythatshapedpeaceandsecurityontheKoreanPeninsula.Then,duringtheses-

sion,participantsworkedinbreakoutroomsdividedbythethreecountriestodiscussandfindconsensuson

one seven- event time line for each country that represented each group’s perspective on the history of peace 

andconflictontheKoreanPeninsula.25 By the end of the breakout room discussions,  there  were three 

timelinesforeachofthethreecountriesthatwerejuxtaposedinatableonashareddocument(seeTable1).

24 The exercise was pioneered by former US diplomat Joseph Montville and adapted by Dr. Tatsushi Arai for a 
civil society workshop for Taiwanese, Chinese, and US youth held annually at Brown University since 2005. 
JosephV.Montville,“TheHealingFunctioninPoliticalConflictResolution,”inConflict Resolution Theory 
and Practice Integration and Application, edited by Dennis J. D. Sandole and Hugo van der Merwe, 112–27 
(Manchester:ManchesterUniversityPress,1993),citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.458
.5378&rep=rep1&type=pdf;TatsushiArai,“ConflictHistory:AnIntegratedMethodofDialogueandTrain-
ing,”Conflict Resolution Quarterly32(3)(Spring2015),doi:10.1002/crq.21113.

USIP had or ga nized the activity in January 2020 for an in- person workshop on historical reconciliation with 
Japa nese, South Korean, and US students in collaboration with International Student Conferences.
25Forexample,BreakoutRoom1:NorthKorea;BreakoutRoom2:SouthKorea;BreakoutRoom3:USA.

https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.458.5378&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.458.5378&rep=rep1&type=pdf
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Date/Year North  Korea Team South  Korea Team US Team

1950 Start and end of  
Korean War

Start of the Korean War

1953 Armistice Treaty US- ROK Mutual Defense Treaty

1985 North/Southculturalexchange
and start of inter- Korean 
 family reunions

1994 Kim Il Sung death US- DPRK Agreed  
Frameworkdeal

1998 ROK Sunshine Policy

1999 Perry Peace Pro cess

2000 NK- SK Summit Firstinter-Koreansummit

2003 Six Party Talks— multilateral 
engagement

2005 NorthKorea’sfirst 
nuclear test

2006 NKfirstnucleartest

2011 KimJongIldeath/rise 
of Kim Jong Un

2017 NK long- range missiles 
tests

2018 Pyeongchang Olympics Pyeongchang Winter Olympics— 
ROK- DPRK engagement

2018 US- DPRK Singapore Summit  
and Statement

2019 
June 30

KJU— Trump meeting at 
Panmunjom

2020 Anti-leafletlaw

2020 2020SKofficialkilled 
and burned by NK via 
“shoot-to-kill”policyto
preventCOVID-19

Table 1. “WalkThroughHistory”TimeLines
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Theprimaryobjectivesoftheexercisewereto(1)clarifyeachcountry’sviews(asrepresented

bytheparticipants)aboutdefininghistoricalevents,revealhowtheseviewswereinstilledbythe

societiesinwhichtheparticipantswereraised,andidentifythesourcesoftensions;(2)buildmutual

understandingandempathythroughunderstandingeachother’shistoricalnarratives;and(3)reflect

onhowsocialidentitiesareformedandinfluenceourviewofconflict.

Followingthebreakoutroomsandcompilationofthethreetimelines,theparticipants,facilita-

tors, and expert speakers shared observations from the activity, including clarifying any events that 

 were unfamiliar or unclear. Rather than encouraging positive or negative normative judgments on 

events,theactivitywasmeanttofostercriticalreflectiononthenatureofeventsthathaveinfluenced

the history of peace on the Korean Peninsula and give participants an opportunity to articulate their 

own understanding of history to a broader audience.

The debrief discussion also encouraged the sharing of any events that resonated with participants 

onapersonal leveland reflectiononsystemsandstructures thatcontributed to theconstructionof

 these time lines, including narratives espoused by governments, the media, school textbooks, and 

familymembers.Oneoftheexpertspeakerssharedapersonalstoryof“Tongil[unification]kimchi,”

which her  mother in South  Korea had made for her to take on a work trip to North  Korea via China.

Intheclosingreflectionforthefirstsession,thefacilitatorsinvitedeachparticipanttoshare

words to describe peace on the Korean Peninsula based on the three history time lines, which 

were thengenerated intoawordcloudonMentimeter. “Humility,”“confidence,”“complicated,”

and“principles”appearedthemostfrequently,whileotherresponsesincluded“fragile,”“harmoni-

zation,”“achievable,”“dream,”“impossible,”“fantasy,”and“long-term.”

Key Takeaways from Day 1

The participants’ perspectives generally revealed a bias  toward the centrality of their own govern-

ments’actions,towardrecenteventsratherthanearlierones,andtowardthesignificanceofhigh-

level po liti cal engagements rather than cultural or civil society exchanges.

Se lection Bias of Each Del e ga tion  Toward Their Own Governments’ Roles in History. 

Unsurprisingly, thedelegationstendedtohighlighteventsthatreflectedtheirrespectivecountry’s
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perspectives and narrative on history. One US student added that each country’s time line tended to 

includeeventsinwhich“therespectivecountryplayedalargerole.”TheNorthKoreangroupse-

lected events that emphasized the importance of its leaders and the role of leader- driven efforts, in-

cluding the deaths of Kim Il Sung and Kim Jong Il as well as the 2000 inter- Korean summit and the 

2018US-DPRKSingaporeSummit.Theothereventsincludedmajorweaponstestsconductedby

NorthKorea,includingitsfirstnucleartestin2006anditssuccessfulintercontinentalballisticmis-

sile tests in 2017.

North Korean Participants’ Skepticism of Events That Genuinely Contributed to “Peace.” 

SeveralNorthKoreanparticipantsasked forclarificationabout thedefinitionofpeace, including

 whether it meant the absence of war or nuclear weapons or  actual peaceful coexistence among the 

countries. One North Korean questioned  whether any of the events on their time line actually con-

tributedtowardbuilding“real”peace.26 Another North Korean participant, commenting on the US 

timeline,statedthat“Idon’tviewanyoftheseeventsascreatingrealpeaceexcepttheUS-ROK

Mutual Defense Treaty  because I strongly believe that the presence of US troops in South  Korea 

preventsNorthKoreafrominvadingSouthKorea.”Thefacilitatorsexplainedthattheydidnotwant

todefinepeacetoonarrowlysincetheparticipantsmayholddifferentinterpretations,butnotedthat

peace could involve, among other things, the absence of conflict, harmonious relations between

countries, an environment in which  people feel  there is justice and re spect for  human rights, or some 

combination of  these conditions.

South Korean Participants’ Inclination for Inter- Korean, People- to- People Events. The 

South Korean group focused their time line mostly on inter- Korean events rather than regional, in-

ternational,orUS-NorthKoreaevents.ThisemphasiscouldreflectaviewthatunderscoresSouth

KoreanagencyininfluencingpeaceandsecurityontheKoreanPeninsula.Severalevents,suchas

26“GlossaryofTermsforConflictManagementandPeacebuilding,”2nded.,UnitedStatesInstituteofPeace,
www.usip.org/publications/usip-peace-terms-glossary.TheUSIP“GlossaryofTermsforConflictManagement
andPeacebuilding”recognizesthattherearemultipledefinitionsofpeace,butdistinguishes“negativepeace”
(theabsenceofviolence)from“positivepeace,”whichaddressestherootcausesanddriversofconflict,
including structural, po liti cal, sociocultural, and social well- being, as well as economic and environmental 
 factors.

JohanGaltung,apioneeringscholarofpeaceandconflictstudies,hasreferredtopeaceasthe“capacityto
transformconflictswithempathyandcreativity,withoutviolence;anever-endingprocess.”www.galtung
-institut.de/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Peace-Practice-Professionalizing-Peace-Practice.pdf.

http://www.usip.org/publications/usip-peace-terms-glossary
http://www.galtung-institut.de/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Peace-Practice-Professionalizing-Peace-Practice.pdf
http://www.galtung-institut.de/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Peace-Practice-Professionalizing-Peace-Practice.pdf
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thestartofinter-Koreanfamilyreunionsin1985,thePyeongchangOlympicsin2018,andtheanti-

leafletlawin2020,highlightactionsinitiatedbytheSouthKoreangovernmenttoadvancepeace

and stronger inter- Korean relations.  These events  were notable  because they are not security- related 

in the traditional sense but instead demonstrate the role of people- to- people engagement and non– 

security- related efforts in enhancing stability and relations. It is also noteworthy that the one event 

on the South Korean time line that did not originate from the Korean Peninsula— the pro cess led by 

former US secretary of defense William Perry in the late 1990s to review US policy  toward North 

 Korea27—waswellreceivedatthetime,specificallybecauseitdeliberatelysoughttosolicitandin-

corporate the views of relevant parties, including the ROK and DPRK. One South Korean partici-

pant described the “PerryProcess” as significant because “it represent[ed] thefirst time that the

UnitedStatesrecognizedNorthKoreaasapartner,not[as]anenemy.”

US Participants’ Tendency for Cooperation, Multilateralism, and Peacebuilding. Unlike 

the DPRK and ROK groups, the US group crafted a time line that seemed to give equal weight to the 

roles of the United States, South  Korea, and North  Korea. The group selected both US- DPRK and 

multilateralefforts (i.e.,1994AgreedFramework,2003–08SixPartyTalks,and2018Singapore

SummitandStatement)aswellasinter-Koreanengagements(i.e.,1998SunshinePolicy,2000inter-

Koreansummit,and2018PyeongchangOlympics).Inaddition,theUSparticipantsseemedtopri-

oritizeonlypeacebuildingeffortsratherthaneventsassociatedwithsecuritythreatsorrisks(e.g.,

nuclear tests) and even focused on the 1953 US- ROK mutual defense treaty as an event from that 

period rather than the start of the Korean War, which the other groups chose. The US students ap-

peared to have a perspective that emphasized cooperation, multilateralism, and peacebuilding more 

than the policies of pressure and isolation that US administrations have tended to use over the past 

de cade.

Common Themes Across Time Lines.  There  were several themes that extended across the 

three time lines.

27“ReviewofUnitedStatesPolicyTowardNorthKorea:FindingsandRecommendations,”UnclassifiedReport
by Dr. William J. Perry, US North  Korea Policy Coordinator and Special Adviser to the President and the 
SecretaryofState,Washington,DC,October12,1999,1997-2001.state.gov/regions/eap/991012_northkorea_rpt
. html.

http://1997-2001.state.gov/regions/eap/991012_northkorea_rpt.html
http://1997-2001.state.gov/regions/eap/991012_northkorea_rpt.html
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First,noneofthegroupsselectedeventspriorto1950,suchasJapanesecolonizationin1910

orthedivisionoftheKoreanPeninsulain1945,orbetween1953and1985,suchasthe1954Ge-

nevaConferenceor the1972 inter-Korean joint communique. Theseomissionsmay reflect a re-

cency bias by the young participants that attributes greater importance to more recent events or a 

lack of awareness of the  earlier events and their roles in shaping peace on the Korean Peninsula, 

both of which could also be ascribed to the historical narratives taught by the respective countries’ 

societiesandeducationalsystems.Theabsenceofanytimelineeventsbetween1953and1994(ex-

ceptfortheinter-Koreanreunionsin1985)couldalsoreflectthefactthatseriouspeacebuildingef-

fortsandsignificantUS-DPRKengagement weresparseduringthisfour-decadeperiod.It isalso

noteworthythatnogroupsidentifiedarelativelyrecentUS-ROKeffortthatexplicitlyfocusedon

peace— the April 1996 proposal by Presidents Bill Clinton and Kim Young- sam for peace talks with 

North  Korea.

Second, the three time lines exhibited a prevalence of high- level summitry and po liti cal events 

rather than cultural or civil society exchanges. Only the South Korean group listed an event related 

topeople-to-peopleties(i.e.,North-Southculturalexchangesandthestartoffamilyreunions)in

its time line. This pattern reveals the perception among most youth, correct or not, that peace and 

security are typically advanced through high-level Track 1 (official government) engagements

ratherthanTrack2(nongovernmental)orTrack3(people-to-people)exchanges.Oneopportunity

for continued discussion from this observation may have been to delve deeper into the perspectives 

of participants on the potential for non– Track 1 diplomacy to impact peace on the Korean 

Peninsula.

Third, although  there  were a few events that two groups had in common, such as the Py-

eongchang Olympics or the 2000 inter- Korean summit,  there  were no events that all three groups 

had in common. The three time lines did all begin with events during the 1950–53 Korean War, 

suggestingtheconflict’sperceivedsignificanceindeterminingthecourseoftheKoreanPeninsula,

buttheydivergedinwhichaspectswereemphasized(“StartandendoftheKoreanWar/Armistice

Agreement”vs.“StartoftheKoreanWar”vs.“US-ROKMutualDefenseTreaty”).Explainingthat

amutualunderstandingofthepastisnecessarytoresolvetheconflictsofthepresent,facilitators
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prompted participants to consider  factors that  shaped the construction of their time lines on a per-

sonal level, from history textbooks to social media and  family stories. The facilitators also encour-

aged the group to think of  these events as part of a pro cess of shaping peace on the Korean 

Peninsula, rather than one treaty or summit single- handedly determining the presence or absence 

of peace.

Day 2: Discussing Pre sent Challenges to Peace on the Korean Peninsula

Methodology: Caucus and “Fishbowl” Discussions

Theworkshopemphasizedtheprinciplethatconflictstemsfromunmetneedsandthatitisnecessary

to identify  these needs and assess  whether they are reconcilable before taking steps to resolve the 

conflict.Accordingly, thesecondsession focusedonadiscussionofeachcountry’score“needs”

that should be addressed to overcome challenges to peace on the Korean Peninsula, rather than strat-

egiesorpoliciesforfulfillingtheseneeds.Inathirty-minute“caucussession”ofbreakoutroomsby

country, participants addressed the question, “What do you believe are themain needs for your

country regarding peace and security on the Korean Peninsula?” while distinguishing levels of

priority.28

EachbreakoutroomhadafacilitatorandusedaGoogleJamboard(i.e.,virtualwhiteboard)to

allowparticipants tobrainstorm ideas andprioritize a list ofneeds for their country.Facilitators

encouraged participants to consider a wide variety of areas in formulating this list, including educa-

tion, health care/welfare, transportation, foreign affairs, culture, energy/environment, security,

economy, society, and government.

 After the caucus breakout session, the participants returned to the main plenary room and each 

facilitatorleda“fishbowl”debriefingdiscussionwiththeirbreakoutgroup.Fishbowlparticipants

formedan“innercircle”oftheZoomroom,leavingtheircamerason.Duringthistime,theother

twogroupsinthe“outercircle”wereinstructedtoturntheirvideosoff,mutethemselves,andfocus

28Whiletherewerecasesinwhichaparticipantidentifiedwithmultiplecountries(forexample,withboth
North and South  Korea), the facilitators encouraged participants to represent their del e ga tion for the sake of 
clearly distinguishing each country’s time line.
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onlisteningactivelytothevoicesintheinnercircle.Eachofthethreegroupsalternated,takingfif-

teenminutes tobe in thefishbowlor inner circlewith the facilitator from their caucusbreakout

room.

Thefishbowlconversationbeganwitha reflectionabout theformat itself, includingsharing

any feelings and concerns about being in the inner circle, then continued the discussion of needs 

from the caucus breakout room. The activity ended with a 20- minute debrief that allowed for an 

open and personal exchange of questions, particularly regarding how the lived experiences of the 

North Korean participants  shaped their perspectives on regime change and information access to 

the country.

Needs Analy sis

The following section describes and analyzes each group’s discussion of their country’s needs. 

While  there was no limit on the number of needs that participants could generate, facilitators en-

couraged each group to sort them by priority for their country.

South  Korea

TheSouthKoreanparticipants immediately identifiedsecurityas themost importantneed,espe-

cially with regard to provocations from North  Korea. Two participants noted that North Korean ag-

gressionhadcausedmanySouthKoreansto“losetheirwillingnesstothinkaboutreconciliation”

andreunification.SomeSouthKoreanparticipantsalsoraisedhumanrightsasessentialtoaninclu-

sive and sustainable peace.One participant explained that “without fully acknowledging human

rightsviolationsinNorthKorea,wearecreatingpeaceandsecurityfortheprivileged”ratherthan

thevictimsofhumanrightsabuses.AthirdneedthatSouthKoreanparticipantsidentifiedwascivic

engagement in a peace pro cess for the Korean Peninsula, agreeing that youth have largely been ex-

cluded from mainstream discussions on this issue. Participants argued that the South Korean  people 

“shouldbedirectlyinvolvedinbuildingandshapingpeaceontheKoreanPeninsulabecauseitdi-

rectly impactsus”andneed to“starthavinghonestdiscussionsaboutwhat the future is forus.”

Related to civic engagement was the need for more accurate information. One South Korean student 
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notedthat“growingupinSouthKorea,Ididn’treallyhearasmuchaboutNorthKorea,onlyhistori-

caleventsliketheKoreanWar,theseparationoffamilies.”

North  Korea

The North Korean participants’ needs diverged strongly from the needs of the North Korean govern-

ment. Although most North  Korea analysts believe the regime’s needs focus on its own security and 

thevalueofnuclearweaponstodeterforeigninterference,theNorthKoreanyouthidentifiedtheir

primary need to be the de- escalation of geopo liti cal tensions, which would be fostered by denucle-

arization.Tomeetthisneed,participantsidentifiedthreekeyfactors:incentivizingBeijingtopres-

suretheNorthKoreanregime,reciprocityfromPyongyanginnegotiations(i.e.,NorthKoreashould

follow through on its commitments), and trust- building mechanisms between Seoul, Pyongyang, 

and Washington.

 There was also consensus that regime change in North  Korea is absolutely necessary for peace 

on the Korean Peninsula, a recurring topic across all three sessions. The most vocal proponent of 

regime change insisted that “I don’t think [peace] is possible as long asKim JongUn stays in

power”and“Idon’tthinkit’spossibletolivewith[theNorthKorean]regime,”whileotherspre-

ferred to focus on piecemeal reforms, suggesting a range of opinions on the feasibility of regime 

change. However, given the current North Korean government’s track rec ord on  human rights viola-

tions and provocations, many in the group expressed their hope for bringing liberal democracy to 

North  Korea in the  future.

TheNorthKoreanparticipantsalso identified improvementof the humanrights situation in

North  Korea as an impor tant need. Several participants argued that  human rights could be improved 

by increasing access to information to all citizens in the country and opening North  Korea’s econ-

omy to foreign markets, though they recognized its feasibility hinged on sanctions relief.

United States

US participants agreed that the top US priority was North Korean denuclearization, but also 

suggested that other needs should be prioritized. One student clarified that the group listed
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denuclearizationasapriorityonlybecause“itisdifficulttoimagineapointwheretheUSpolicy-

makers would put denuclearization on the back burner and  wouldn’t see it as a primary point of ne-

gotiation.”SeveralparticipantsnotedthatwhiletheUSgovernmentprioritizesdenuclearizationdue

to legitimate security concerns and threat perceptions, this single- minded focus has not been suc-

cessful. They offered that the United States should instead prioritize improving its relationship with 

North  Korea through cultural exchanges and engagements that provide insight into understanding 

economic, po liti cal, and ideological differences.

Several participants added that having more stable, consistent communications with North 

 Korea could help improve relations and mitigate our fear of the unknown. One participant noticed 

that“whenthereisachangeinadministration[intheUnitedStates]orwhenproblemsarise,com-

munication suffers . . .  [so] we need to institutionalize and stabilize means of communication be-

tween theUnited States andNorth Korea.”Another participant reflected how theUnited States

“viewsNorthKoreaasthisunpredictable,rogueregimethatwedon’tunderstand,soweneedbetter

relations and communication to alleviate the fear of the unknown . . .  this way conversation can 

moveforwardandwecanhaveafoundationforthecontinuationofdialogue.”

Similarly, many US participants also expressed a need for stronger transparency about US 

policy  toward North  Korea as well as the situation in North  Korea and the strategic calculus of the 

regime. To this end, participants acknowledged the need for more education in the United States 

about the Korean Peninsula and the Korean War, which could dispel caricatures of the regime, en-

courage more civilian engagement, and put pressure on the US government to prioritize the North 

Koreaissue.OneparticipantstatedthatitisimportantfortheUSgovernmentandpeopleto“stop

thinkingaboutNorthKoreaasamonolith.”

Key Takeaways from Day 2

Stark Difference in Perspectives Between Participants and Their Governments. Both the North 

Korean and US del e ga tions recognized that their groups’ views on the requirements for peace dif-

fered from their respective governments’ views. The North Korean participants recognized that the 

Kim government prioritizes regime survival, but they still chose to emphasize their perception of 



USIP.ORG   |   Discussion Paper 22-001 - Lee and Aum   |   25

whatwasinthebestinterestsoftheircountry(i.e.,regimechange).Thefactthatallmembersofthe

North Korean del e ga tion had defected from the country and resettled in  either South  Korea or the 

United States may have contributed to their collective antipathy  toward the Kim regime.

The US participants’ views also appeared to diverge from their government. One US student 

explainedthat“UScitizensandtheUSgovernmenthaveverydifferentopinionsonapproachesto

peaceonthepeninsula,”notingthatthe“USgovernmenthashard-linepolicies”andportraysNorth

 Korea as an adversarial government rather than a  people. Likewise, the US del e ga tion noted that 

while its government has prioritized denuclearization as a prerequisite for peace and security, real 

pro gress would require improving relations with North  Korea, having a better understanding of 

ideological and cultural differences, strengthening communications, and having greater education 

and transparency concerning North  Korea and related policy. The question of how to bridge the gap 

between the US government’s position, for example, and the more optimistic views of youth partici-

pants, however, remained unresolved. However, participants suggested that more transparency, edu-

cation,andclarityonpolicycouldbeafirststeptowardaddressingthisissue.

Utility of Session Format in Facilitating Mutual Learning and Expression of Perspec-

tives.Severalparticipantsmentioned that the“fishbowl” formatwasconducive todeep listening

and understanding of the vari ous perspectives within a del e ga tion without the pressure of reacting or 

responding to a speaker. In addition to assisting the learning experience of the observers, the setup 

of thediscussion alsoprovided eachdelegation in the “spotlight” the space to share their views

freely without interjection from members of other del e ga tions.

Day 3: Generating Solutions for the  Future

Methodology: Mixed Breakout Rooms

Thethirdandfinalsessionoftheworkshopfocusedongeneratingsolutionsforthefutureinmixed-

country breakout rooms of US, South Korean, and North Korean participants.29 Each group 

29 Each of the breakout rooms of eight  people had two or three US, South Korean, and North Korean 
participants.
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discussedthefollowingquestions:Arethethreecountries’respectiveneedscompatible?Ifnot,what

needstobedonetoresolvethem?WhatdoespeaceontheKoreanPeninsulalooklikein2050?

Inthefinalplenarysession,spokespeoplefromeachbreakoutroomsummarizedthekeypoints

from the discussion, including the incompatible needs, ideas for reconciling them, and broader vi-

sions for peace on the Korean Peninsula in 2050. Participants discussed the possibility of achieving 

a consensus on common princi ples that could guide a peace pro cess on the Korean Peninsula, as 

well as issues that the current governments from the three countries are overlooking or not address-

ing in their policies. The mixed breakout rooms also served as an opportunity for intergroup discus-

sion,particularlyregardingportrayalsofpeaceandunificationinthemediaandtheenvironmentfor

North Korean defectors in South  Korea.

Key Takeaways from Day 3

The following two sections describe common themes that emerged regarding a vision for peace on 

the Korean Peninsula in 2050, as well as major challenges and opportunities that participants identi-

fiedasessentialtopeaceontheKoreanPeninsula.

Common Themes Regarding Youth Participants’ Vision for Peace on the Korean Peninsula in 2050

Desire for Better Relations and a Change in the Status Quo. Despite the challenges apparent in 

the status quo, participants did not recognize that the three countries’ core needs— namely, security 

and denuclearization— were fundamentally incompatible in the long term. Rather, participants 

seemed forward- looking on the need for trust building, communication, and exchange, not just on a 

diplomatic level, but also on a people- to- people level. Though not stated by participants explic itly, 

their visions and suggestions for reconciling the three countries’ vari ous needs seemed to point to 

the appropriateness of the three countries negotiating their interests in an incremental, reciprocal, 

and proportional manner.

Overall, participants shared a mutual desire for a change in the status quo and better relations 

with Pyongyang. In par tic u lar, participants noted their desire for a Korean Peninsula that is  free and 

democratic,andinwhichfreedomofmovementandflowofcommunicationispossibleinandoutof
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NorthKorea.OneoftheNorthKoreanparticipantssharedaverypersonalhopethat“NorthKorea

canbeaplacewhereIandotherNorthKoreanscanfreelyvisitourhome”andthat“in2050,North

KoreanidentityisnotsomethingtobeembarrassedofontheKoreanPeninsula.”

Caution Against Conflating the Views of a Government and Its  People. Participants from 

all three countries underscored the need to separate the views and interests of the government from 

the  people. They noted that the US government and its  people should stop thinking about North 

 Korea as a monolith and consider how decisions would affect the North Korean government and its 

 people differently. Similarly, although the US government seems to focus more on broader and 

transactional interactions with the North Korean government, the participants emphasized more 

micro- level issues. North and South Korean participants agreed that opportunities for dialogue, like 

the workshop, are necessary to parse out the differences between the needs of the  people and the 

government for any of the three countries.

Unification as an Interest, Rather Than a Priority.Mostparticipantsbelievedthatunifica-

tion is not necessary for peace, nor is it a priority compared to better relations.30 A North Korean 

participantdescribedtheneedtoredefineandshifttheunderstandingofreunification,reflectingthat

“Many people think that reunification iswhatmakes peace, becausewe are one nation and one

people,butIthinkthisiswrong.”AnotherNorthKoreanalsoquestionedtheideaofequatingunifi-

cationwithpeace,suggestingthat“wehavebeenbrainwashedinNorthKoreaandSouthKoreato

think that unification is our goal, but this should be changed or replacedwith [an] alternative.”

“Peace in2050,”headded,“couldbe two independentcountriesbutwithnormalized relations.”

Even the SouthKorean participantswho described unification as “essential” seemed to prefer a

“phased”approachofafederalsystem,withonecountryundertwopoliticalmodels,movinggradu-

allytowarda“onecountry,onemodel”system.

Minimal Role for China. Notably, China, which has been at the forefront of the foreign policy 

calculus of Washington, Seoul, and Pyongyang, remained at the margins of the discussion in the 

30“Over60%ofS.KoreanYouthSayUnificationwithNKNecessary:Survey,” Korea Herald,February9,
2021,www.koreaherald.com/view.php?ud=20210209000799;ChungMinLee,“APeninsulaofParadoxes:
SouthKoreanPublicOpiniononUnificationandOutsidePowers,”CarnegieEndowmentforInternational
Peace,May13,2020,carnegieendowment.org/2020/05/13/peninsula-of-paradoxes-south-korean-public-opinion
-on-unification-and-outside-powers-pub-81737.

http://www.koreaherald.com/view.php?ud=20210209000799
http://carnegieendowment.org/2020/05/13/peninsula-of-paradoxes-south-korean-public-opinion-on-unification-and-outside-powers-pub-81737
http://carnegieendowment.org/2020/05/13/peninsula-of-paradoxes-south-korean-public-opinion-on-unification-and-outside-powers-pub-81737
https://carnegieendowment.org/2020/05/13/peninsula-of-paradoxes-south-korean-public-opinion-on-unification-and-outside-powers-pub-81737
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workshop.OnlyoneUSparticipantpointedoutWashington’s“balancingact”withBeijingandhow

this impacts US efforts on the Korean Peninsula. Rather, participants from all three countries clari-

fiedthattheKoreanpeopleshoulddrivepeaceontheKoreanPeninsula,notforeignactors.

Key Challenges and Opportunities Identified by Youth Regarding Envisioning Peace on the Korean Peninsula

How to Define Peace and for Whom? (For the  People vs. the Government). Participants ex-

pressedtheircleardesirefor“positive”peaceinwhichthereisfreeandopencommunicationand

humanrightsforpeopleontheKoreanPeninsula,asopposedtoa“negative”peace,orsimplyan

absenceofactiveviolentconflict.OneSouthKoreanparticipantnotedthatthe“absenceofwarand

hostilitiesisnotgenuinepeace.”However,multipleparticipantsnotedthedifficultyofreconciling

thevariousdefinitionsofpeace.Forexample,USparticipantsseemedtodescribepeaceas“diplo-

matic,top-level,andacademic,”whileforSouthKoreans,peacewasviewedprimarilythroughthe

lens of nationalism and inter- Korean relations. Corresponding with their perspectives from the Walk 

ThroughHistoryexercise inSession1,NorthKoreanparticipants wereskepticalof“peace” if it

meant that North Koreans had to live  under the current regime. One North Korean participant ques-

tionedthesincerityofpeaceunderthecurrentNorthKoreangovernment,asking“why,if[theNorth

Korean government] agreed to make peace, [do] they not provide freedom to the North Korean 

people?Whydon’ttheyallowthemtospeaktopeoplefromSouthKorea?”

How to Reconcile the Desire for Regime Change with the Desire to Strengthen Security 

and Relations Between the Three Countries?While the facilitators clarified that replacing the

current government in Pyongyang is unlikely to be an explicit policy goal for Washington or Seoul, 

and questioned  whether regime change could happen peacefully, the North Korean group strongly 

agreed that a change in the North Korean regime was necessary to achieve peace and security on the 

KoreanPeninsula.OneNorthKoreanparticipant said that “we should talk about regime change

first,and[only]thenwecantalkaboutpermanentpeaceandcoexistenceontheKoreanPeninsula.”

However, some South Korean and US participants pushed back, saying that information access and 

opening North  Korea’s economy would be more effective, realistic, and conducive to peace than 

pushing for direct regime change. One South Korean participant expressed surprise at the North 
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Korean group’s consensus on the need for regime change. He noted that South Koreans generally 

believethateither“theNorthKoreanpeopledon’tknowthattheircountryisdifferent,”orthat“they

wanttochangetheirregime[but]aretooafraidtodoanything,”andaskedtheNorthKoreangroup

 whether they developed this sentiment while in North  Korea or  after escaping the country. A US 

participant emphasized the impracticality of regime change, stating that though  human rights should 

beapriorityissue(fortheUnitedStates)andidealforallparties,regimechangeishighlyunlikely

and a variable over which we have  little control.

In general, participants did not address the lingering issue of how regime change could be 

achieved peacefully. However, both US and North Korean participants suggested that information 

access, including through opening up markets, enhancing economic exchange, and increasing inter-

national integration, could be an indirect way to change the regime’s provocative be hav ior and 

 human rights practices in the long term without harming the immediate security of the Korean Pen-

insula. Multiple North Korean participants shared their personal stories of how foreign media moti-

vated their decision to escape the country. A North Korean participant explained that:

One of the reasons why the North Korean regime can control its population is not just 

that it implements fear as a control mechanism, but also uses the art of persuasion, 

 whether through propaganda or other means. By providing outside information you can 

provoke curiosity, and once you have curiosity you  can’t  really get rid of it. . . .  Providing 

information therefore not only provides better information to North Korean citizens, but 

also weakens the North Korean regime’s control mechanism.

How to Improve and Ensure  Human Rights (Including Transitional Justice) in North 

 Korea While Strengthening Relations with Pyongyang? Participants from all three countries af-

firmedtheimportanceofhumanrightsfor“true”peaceontheKoreanPeninsula.OneSouthKorean

participantcalledforamoreactiveandinclusiveapproachtohumanrights,statingthat“wealso

need to create peace and security for the North Korean population who are experiencing  these  human 

rightsviolations.”AnotherSouthKoreanparticipantsoughtclarificationontheexactinterpretation
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ofhumanrightsinNorthKorea,asking,“Arehumanrightsmaterialandfinancial,ordowewantto

changeNorthKoreaintoademocracy?”However,someSouthKoreanandUSparticipantsnoted

that raising  human rights could threaten pro gress in building relationships with the North Korean 

government. One concrete example that demonstrated the tension related to  human rights was be-

tween transitional justice and security. Multiple South Korean participants noted that transitional 

justiceinNorthKoreaisnecessaryfortheretobeasustainablepeacein2050,“evenifthereisa

conflictofinterestwithsecurityissues.”31

How to Achieve North Korean Denuclearization While Forging Peaceful Relations? The 

prioritization of the goal of denuclearization emerged as a fundamental point of incompatibility 

among the needs voiced by the South Korean, North Korean, and US groups.  There was broad rec-

ognition that denuclearization was a core ele ment of achieving peace, but also that Pyongyang 

would not pursue this path without acceptable trust- building mechanisms and security guarantees. 

OneNorthKoreanparticipantdescribedNorthKoreaasa“hedgehog,”sayingthat“unlessitpulls

off its quills, it is hard to have any conversation. Our task is to convince the regime to open North 

 Korea up to the global community. This is the dilemma we are confronting, how to make the regime 

openitselfuptotheinternationalcommunity.”

Recognizing the sequencing dilemma that perpetuates the status quo— for Pyongyang, peace 

leads to denuclearization, but for Washington, only denuclearization can lead to peace— most par-

ticipants  were doubtful of North  Korea’s denuclearization in the short term. Instead, they focused on 

short- term alternatives to improving the security situation, including a need for regular and stable 

communications between all three countries, as well as transparency from all sides to reduce mis-

trustandavoidescalationduringcrises.AUSparticipant reflectedhow“immediatesteps toward

denuclearization are not feasible, especially if there is still distrust between theparties,” instead

31TheInternationalCenterforTransitionalJustice(ICTJ)definestransitionaljusticeasreferringto“theways
countriesemergingfromperiodsofconflictandrepressionaddresslarge-scaleorsystematichumanrights
violations so numerous and so serious that the normal justice system  will not be able to provide an adequate 
response.”Transitionaljusticetypicallyreferstopostconflictprocessesoftruthseeking,criminalprosecutions,
andreparationsforhumanrightsviolations.“WhatIsTransitionalJustice?,”InternationalCenterforTransi-
tionalJustice,www.ictj.org/what-transitional-justice.

http://www.ictj.org/what-transitional-justice
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callingforregulargovernmentandciviliandialoguessothat“whenconflictarises...allthreestates

willbeabletoworkmoreproductivelytowardsolutions.”

Regardingtrust-andrelationship-buildingmechanisms,oneUSparticipantnoted,“oncewebe-

come more secure and know that the Kim regime can be allies, or at least not adversaries, then we can 

work  toward denuclearization. The Kim regime  won’t denuclearize if they feel threatened by the US or 

seeusastheiradversary.”Thesameparticipantalsoarguedthat“toimproveoureffortsforpeaceon

the peninsula, we need to prioritize improving our relationship with North  Korea through other meth-

odssuchasculturalexchangeorunderstandingpolitical,economic,andideologicaldifferences.”Ulti-

mately, participants recognized denuclearization as a common need to which all three countries should 

aspire, but did not come up with any suggestions on how to resolve the current deadlock.

How to Encourage Greater Information, Education, Transparency, and Communication 

Among  People Given the North Korean Government’s Need for Regime Security and the Col-

lective Desire for Better Diplomatic Relations? Nearly all participants agreed on the need for bet-

ter access to information, education, and a more conducive environment for discussing and 

understanding  these issues in all three countries, including greater transparency about US policy 

 toward North  Korea. In par tic u lar, despite differences in perspectives on the feasibility of regime 

change, all of the participants consistently raised the importance of increasing access to information 

for North Koreans as a critical and nonviolent way to strengthen peace and security on the Korean 

Peninsula. Many North Korean participants emphasized that better integration between North 

Korea–bornandSouthKorea–bornpeopleinSouthKoreansocietyneedstohappenfirstbeforeany

broaderpeacecanbepossibleacrossthe38thparallel.

Participants  were split, however, on  whether increased information access would actually pro-

videtheNorthKoreanpeoplegreateragency.WhileaUSparticipantnotedthat“providinginforma-

tion and establishing exchange can be a way to . . .  make self- determination in North  Korea more 

possible,”aNorthKoreanparticipantconcludedthat“self-determinationcanonlybepossibleifthe

NorthKoreanregimeisgone.”Someparticipantsalsomentionedthat,becauseoutsideinformation

posed a threat to the North Korean government, efforts to increase information access could under-

mine better relations between Pyongyang and Washington or Seoul.
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This tactic was particularly salient in the wake of the South Korean National Assembly’s passage 

ofacontroversiallawinDecember2020thatcriminalizedtheflyingofleafletsattachedtoballoonsinto

North  Korea.32OneUSparticipantnotedhow“somearguethat[thelaw]makesSouthKoreaanunsafe

spaceforNorthKoreandefectorstoadvocateforhumanrightsinNorthKorea”andexpressedinterestin

learningabouthowtonavigatethisnewpoliticallandscape.Facilitatorselaboratedontheconundrum

that the law poses, from the apparent risk of South Korean civil society clamping down on  human rights 

advocacyinSouthKorea,toanobservationthattheseinformationdisseminationactivitiesconflictwith

the North Korean government’s need for security and legitimacy. Conversely, South Korean citizens still 

face a  legal barrier to understanding North  Korea directly through primary sources, given that Article 7 

ofSouthKorea’s1948NationalSecurityLawstillrestrictscitizensfromdistributingorpossessingdocu-

ments, media, or other information from North  Korea on the grounds of subversion.33 Nevertheless, 

most participants viewed greater information access as part of a  viable long- term strategy for peace and 

security rather than as a potential immediate threat to the security of the Korean Peninsula.

CONCLUSION

Given the relatively small sample size and the condensed length of the workshop, the workshop 

aimedtoreflectsomeoftherangeofperspectivesonpeaceandsecurityamongyoungpeopleonthe

Korean Peninsula and capture some of their broad princi ples for peace.

1. The Need to Understand the Perspectives of Youth for Peace on the Korean Peninsula

Thefirstsessionprovidedasnapshotofhowsomeyouthviewthehistoryofpeaceandconflicton

the Korean Peninsula, with tendencies distinct to each del e ga tion. While the differences between 

32“FullText:SouthKorea’sNew‘Anti-Leaflet’Law,inEnglish,”NK Pro, December 13, 2020, www . nknews 
.org/pro/full-text-south-koreas-new-anti-leaflet-law-in-english;JieunBaek,“Don’tLeaveNorthKoreansinthe
Dark,”Foreign Affairs,December21,2020,www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/asia/2020-12-21/dont-leave-north
- koreans - dark.
33“NationalSecurityAct,”RepublicofKorea,ActNo.11042,September15,2011,elaw.klri.re.kr/eng_service
/lawView.do?hseq=26692&lang=ENG.

http://www.nknews.org/pro/full-text-south-koreas-new-anti-leaflet-law-in-english
http://www.nknews.org/pro/full-text-south-koreas-new-anti-leaflet-law-in-english
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/asia/2020-12-21/dont-leave-north-koreans-dark
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/asia/2020-12-21/dont-leave-north-koreans-dark
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del e ga tions  were somewhat expected, the needs analy sis in the second session revealed major dis-

crepanciesbetweentheyouthparticipantsandtheirgovernments(namely,inPyongyangandWash-

ington). This tension between the perspectives of the youth del e ga tions, as well as between the 

positionsofthedelegationsandtheirgovernments,becameapparentinthefinalsession,asseveral

components of the mixed groups’ visions for peace clashed with each other. Recognizing, under-

standing, and eventually resolving this dissonance  will be crucial for successful government en-

gagement with this generation of youth on the Korean Peninsula, as well as for peacebuilding 

practitionersseekingtodesignandimplementinteractiveconflictmanagementworkshopsforyoung

 people from dif fer ent countries, particularly through virtual platforms.

2. The Need for Greater Education and People- to- People Exchange in All Three Countries 

Regarding Peace on the Korean Peninsula

The three sessions revealed that  there is not only  limited education about the perspectives and histo-

ries of other countries on the Korean Peninsula, but also a lack of opportunities for young  people 

from the three countries to hear and learn directly from each other. The feedback from participants 

demonstrated how workshops like this one can help clarify the perspectives of youth on the Korean 

Peninsula, improve intergroup understanding, and strengthen their peacebuilding capacity. A US 

participantreflectedthattheworkshop“providedanexcellentplatformforparticipantstonotonly

learn about other, often contrasting, perspectives, but it allowed us to deepen our understanding of 

our own perspectives. With the experts and other participants, we  were  gently challenged to con-

sider  things from a dif fer ent  angle, and to think about the  human ele ment that should be at the core 

of this issue, but is not. The diversity of the participants allowed interdisciplinary discussion and a 

platformtocontinuetoengagewithlike-mindedindividualsaftertheconclusionoftheworkshop.”

AnotherUSparticipantnotedhowtheworkshop“wassuchaninterestinganduniqueopportu-

nity and way to experience new perspectives. Even in three days, I feel that I have become so much 

more aware of the issues discussed, which was my general goal in participating in the workshop. It 

was very refreshing and touching how candid the discussions  were. I  can’t exactly explain, but I feel 
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much more grounded having participated. I think  these types of discussion are  really imperative to 

shapingthefuturewaysindividualsthinkaboutandapproachissuesofNorthKorea.”ASouthKo-

reanparticipantclosedwithareflectionthathefeelstheneedtofightstereotypesaboutNorthKorea

inSouthKorea,“evenifIjustmakealittledifference,”andhishopeforhavingthesekindsofwork-

shopsinKorean.Finally,aNorthKoreanparticipantexpressedhisappreciationforallparticipants

fortheirinterestandpassionontheissueofpeaceontheKoreanPeninsula,andreflectedhishope

toavoid“gettingusedtonotmakinganyprogress,”despitethefact that theseproblemsarevery

difficult.

Most of the participants gave a positive assessment about the workshop experience. In a post- 

workshopsurvey,84.7percentofparticipantsreportedthattheywere“satisfied”or“verysatisfied”

withtheirexperienceintheworkshop,and84.6percentreportedthattheywouldbewillingtorec-

ommend the workshop to other youth participants.34Despiteinitialconcernsregarding“Zoomburn-

out,”mostparticipantsexpressedadesiretoextendthedurationoftheworkshopandincludemore

time for relationship building, particularly with  those from dif fer ent del e ga tions. Participants noted 

that the variety of virtual tools, including Zoom, Jamboard, and Mentimeter, allowed them to stay 

engaged, collaborate more effectively, and visualize their ideas.

3. Areas for Improvement/Potential Next Steps for  Future Programming

 There remains  great potential to continue and expand this kind of programming, through both vir-

tual and nonvirtual platforms, including public webinars to amplify the perspectives and experi-

ences of youth, working groups to draft memos from the themes that emerged, and a wider net of 

participants, even  those from other countries.

One key area that USIP can address in  future online programming is to be aware of the poten-

tial asymmetrical power dynamics in virtual spaces, from cultural differences in communication 

stylestoafocusontopicsconcerningthehostcountry(inthiscase,theUnitedStates).Languageis

34Theremainingrespondentsindicateda“neutral”assessmentof3(outof5),perhapsduetothelengthofthe
sessions or the room for improvement in intergroup conversations.
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anothermajorarea thatshouldbeconsideredforany future iterationsof theprogram; thoughall

participants  were able to engage in En glish, allowing accessibility for Korean, such as through si-

multaneous interpretation, could allow some South Korean and North Korean participants to ex-

press themselves more freely.

In a similar vein, the participant se lection pro cess could include a formal application pro cess to 

attract a wider pool of participants with diverse perspectives and backgrounds. The application pro-

cess for future programs could include essay questions that prompt candidates to reflect on and

identify their own biases, as well as an interview pro cess to assess language skills and willingness to 

engage actively in discussions on the workshop topics.

Furthermore,futureworkshopscouldinvestmoretimeinbuildingtrustandcohesiontonur-

turesustainedrelationships,ratherthanaone-offworkshop.Forexample,theworkshopcouldtake

place over multiple weeks instead of a few days. Spreading out the sessions could also help provide 

more time for facilitators to analyze the discussions and plan accordingly, while allowing partici-

pantsmoretimetocollecttheirthoughts,suchasthroughwrittenjournalreflectionsororalpresen-

ta tions. USIP could also increase the scope and impact of the program by providing platforms, 

 whether private roundtables with policy prac ti tion ers or public forums, for the youth to pre sent their 

perspectives and ideas from the workshop.

Finally,USIPcouldbuildontheasynchronousresourcesthat itprovided,suchasanoffline

channel of communication that could serve as a discussion forum between sessions. One observer 

noted that for potential  future workshops, it would be helpful to mea sure the participants’ views 

before and  after the workshop to determine the impact of the workshop on intergroup understanding 

and perspectives on peace.

USIP was able to design and implement this workshop effectively at minimal cost due to the 

virtual format and the support of partner organ izations. However, the limitation to two hours a day 

in a virtual setting impeded the ability of the workshop organizers and participants to develop deeper 

relationshipsandtrust,engageinin-depthdiscussionsaboutvarioussubjectmatter,andbenefitfrom

the nuanced interactions that only an in- person setting can provide.35 In the debrief discussion and 

35Five(outof13)participantswhocompletedthepost-workshopsurveystatedthattheywisheditwerelonger.
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in a post- workshop survey on areas for improvement, several participants from the pi lot expressed 

interest in participating in an in- person workshop that allows for deeper engagement. In addition to 

improved quality of engagement, an in- person program could also allow for organic relationship 

and trust building outside the workshop that are less feasible in virtual platforms.

Depending on the level of engagement from participants in an initial in- person workshop and the 

ability to secure necessary funding, USIP may build out this initiative to expand the scope and impact 

of the proj ect. Despite the many areas for improvement and optimization of the agenda, from provid-

ingmorespaceforintergroupconversationstomorein-depthdiscussionsonspecificthematicareas,

the workshop set a pre ce dent for bringing together young  people from North  Korea, South  Korea, and 

theUnitedStatestodiscussavisionforpeaceontheKoreanPeninsula.Furthermore,theworkshop

demonstrated that  doing so can help articulate the challenges and opportunities that lie ahead for this 

generation, who are already taking steps  toward building peace on the Korean Peninsula.
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APPENDIX: WORKSHOP AGENDA

Time Activity Notes

8:05–8:10pm
(10min)

Opening and welcome FrankintroducesUSIPandNorthKoreaprogram

Paulintroducesyouthteam,Zoomguidelines(muteasdefault,
videosonifpossible,names,howtoraisehand)(makeitclear
that it’s Chatham House rules, recording), and goals of work-
shop(deepenintergroupunderstanding,capacitybuildingfor
peacebuilding for you, leaders of Korean Peninsula in next 
30 years)

“Groundrules”/Guidelinestohelpfosterlearningenvironment
1. Seektobeopenminded;challengeassumptions—accept

andunderstandothers;useactivelisteningskills
2. Speakfromthe“I”andaskotherstospeakforthemselves

(selfandlivedexperiencesvs.governmentandreality)
3. Makespace/takespace(equityofvoices):acknowledge 

age/experience/powerdynamics—notethatsomesenior
 people may want to teach, younger  people may be afraid  
to speak out and pay attention to dif fer ent levels of  
En glish skills

4. Fullparticipationandfocus
5. Bodilyautonomy(bathroom,waterbreaksok)
6. Respectful language— dialogue vs. debate, right vs. wrong
7. Maintain Chatham House rules— reminder about recording

8:10–8:30pm
(~20min)

Introductions Eachpersonwillhave~1minutetointroducethemselves:
• Name
• Country representing
• Currentschool/institution
• Sharesymbol/image/objecttodescribeavisionforpeace

the Korean Peninsula in 2050

US- North Korea- South  Korea Youth Workshop:  
Envisioning Peace on the Korean Peninsula in 2050 January 11–13, 2021  

US Institute of Peace Virtual Workshop

Draft Agenda

Session 1: Building Relationships and Mutual Understanding of the Past
Monday,January11from8:00–10:00pmEST

(Tuesday,January12from10:00am–12:00pmKST)

(continued )
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Time Activity Notes

8:30–8:50pm
(~20minutes)

Walk Through History 
exercise

Each country group  will be invited to discuss and select what they 
believetobethesevenmostsignificant/definingeventsinhistory
for shaping peace and security on the Korean Peninsula

• Clarify the sources of tensions and each country’s views, 
and how  these views  were instilled by the society in which 
you  were raised

• Buildmutualunderstanding/empathythroughunderstanding
each other’s historical narratives

• Reflectonhowoursocialidentitiesareformedandinflu-
enceourviewofconflict

8:55–9:00pm
(5min)

Break

9:00–9:20pm 
(~20min)

Debrief in main room • First,clarifyanyevents/historythatisunfamiliar/unclear
• Howdiditfeelcompilingyourtimeline?Wouldanyonelike

toshareanyimmediateobservations?
• Whatfactorsshapedyourconstructionofyourtimeline/

historicalnarrative?(family,school,media,government,etc.)
• Whatledyoutochoosecertaineventsoverothers?
• Howdotheeventsresonate/connectwithyouonapersonal

level?Wereyoudirectlypartof/aliveinanyofthese?

Encourage sharing of personal stories
• Whattrends/differencesdoyounoticebetweentimelines?

° Recognize alternative perspectives, which of  these are 
antagonistic/conflict-basedvs.cooperative/mediative?
Politicalvs.cultural/regional/economic—howdoyou
personallyrelatetoNorth/SouthKoreaorUS-Korea
relations?

° What do you think is missing that you think should be 
included?

• Howisthisdifferentfrom(orsimilarto)howyourfamiliesor
peerswouldrespond?

• Whatwouldafuturetimelinelooklike?(ideally)

9:30–9:50pm Discussion with guests 3gueststocommentontimelinesandengageinQ&A

YonhoKim(SouthKorea);
JessicaLee(UnitedStates);
JeanLee(NorthKorea)

Session 1: Building Relationships and Mutual Understanding of the Past (continued)
Monday,January11from8:00–10:00pmEST

(Tuesday,January12from10:00am–12:00pmKST)

(continued )
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Session 1: Building Relationships and Mutual Understanding of the Past (continued)
Monday,January11from8:00–10:00pmEST

(Tuesday,January12from10:00am–12:00pmKST)

Time Activity Notes

9:50–10:00pm 
(~10min)

Closing activity Closingreflection
• Share 1 word to describe peace on the Korean Peninsula based 

on  these time lines
° Paul to put in word cloud in Mentimeter 

• Preview agenda for Day 2

Time Activity Notes

8:00–8:10pm Opening and check-in Paulrecapoflastsession/takeawaysfromWalkThroughHistory,
inviteanyquestions/comments

8:10–8:40pm
(30min)

Discussion in breakout 
rooms(caucusby
country)

Questionsforeachcaucustodiscussinbreakoutroom:
• What do you believe are the main needs for your country 

vis-à-vispeaceandsecurityontheKoreanPeninsula?
° (asopposedtojust“interests”or“policies,”negotiable

vs. nonnegotiable, means vs. ends)
° give examples

• Considervariousissues,includingeducation,healthcare/
welfare,transportation,foreignaffairs,culture,energy/
environment, security, economy, society, government

• Try to prioritize needs to some extent
• Emphasize that participants are primarily representing 

themselves, not necessarily the government

Session 2: Discussing Pre sent Challenges to Peace on the Korean Peninsula
Tuesday,January12from8:00–10:00pmEST

(Wednesday,January13from10:00am–12:00pmKST)

(continued )

https://www.menti.com/byw8f4vsfq
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Time Activity Notes

8:40–8:55pm
(15min)

Fishbowldiscussionin
main room

Thefishbowldialogue
format consists of  
two concentric circles:  
1 group comprises the 
inner circle, and the 
other two groups  will 
make up the outer circle. 
 There is a facilitator in 
theinnercircle.For 
10minutes(time
flexible),onlythe
participants in the inner 
circle can speak, while 
the participants in the 
outer circle listen.

15mininFishbowlSouthKorea 
(USandNKhavecamerasoff)

Discussion questions:
• As we are sitting  here in concentric circles with the other 

groupobserving,howdoyoufeelrightnow?Whatcon-
cernsdoyouhave?

• Would anyone like to share what we brought forward in the 
caucus?

• What is one  thing you would like to know more about the 
othergroups?

• What is one  thing you wish the other group would under-
standor“hear”aboutus?

8:55–9:00pm Break

9:00–9:15pm 
(15min)

Fishbowldiscussionin
main room

15mininFishbowlNorthKorea 
(SKandUShavecamerasoff)

Discussion questions:
• As we are sitting  here in concentric circles with the other 

groupobserving,howdoyoufeelrightnow?Whatconcerns
doyouhave?

• Would anyone like to share what we brought forward in the 
caucus?

• What is one  thing you would like to know more about the 
othergroups?

• What is one  thing you wish the other group would understand 
or“hear”aboutus?

Session 2: Discussing Pre sent Challenges to Peace on the Korean Peninsula (continued)
Tuesday,January12from8:00–10:00pmEST

(Wednesday,January13from10:00am–12:00pmKST)

(continued )
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Session 2: Discussing Pre sent Challenges to Peace on the Korean Peninsula (continued)
Tuesday,January12from8:00–10:00pmEST

(Wednesday,January13from10:00am–12:00pmKST)

Time Activity Notes

9:15–9:30pm 
(15min)

Fishbowldiscussionin
main room

15mininFishbowlUS 
(NKandSKhavecamerasoff)

Discussion questions:
• As we are sitting  here in concentric circles with the other 

groupobserving,howdoyoufeelrightnow?Whatconcerns
doyouhave?

• Would anyone like to share what we brought forward in the 
caucus?

• What is one  thing you would like to know more about the 
othergroups?

• What is one  thing you wish the other group would understand 
or“hear”aboutus?

9:30–9:50pm 
(20min)

Group debrief Questions:
• Howdoesitfeeltobebackinasinglegroup?
• How was this kind of communication dif fer ent from other 

dialogues?
• Whatdidyoulearnthatyouhadn’texpectedto?
• Whatquestiondoyouhaveforothergroup?Whatisone

“takeaway”foryou?
° AllowQ&Abetweengroups

9:55–10:00pm 
(5min)

Closing check- in +  
preview of Day 3

One word to describe how you are feeling in the chat
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Time Activity Notes

8:00–8:10pm
(10min)

Opening RecapofDay2—whataresometakeaways/remaining 
questionsfortoday?

8:10–8:50pm
(40min)

Brainstorming in 3 mixed 
breakout rooms about a 
collective vision and 
strategies for peace on the 
Korean Peninsula

1. Aretheseneedscompatible?Ifnot,whatneedstobedone 
toresolvethem?

2. What does peace on the Korean Peninsula look like  
in2050?

8:55–9:00pm Break

9:00–9:50pm 
(50min)

Group discussion in main 
room

Pos si ble to achieve consensus or common princi ples that 
everyoneshares?
Anyissuesthatthreegovernmentsarenotaddressing?

9:50–10:00pm 
(10min)

Closing/nextsteps Group photo

Session 3: Generating Solutions for the  Future
Wednesday,January13from8:00–10:00pmEST

(Thursday,January14from10:00am–12:00pmKST)

IfinterestedintheJamboardand/orMentimeterartworkfromtheworkshop,contactFrankAum(faum@usip.org).


