Inevitable Fate
   The present Obama administration of the United States is in its second year after it took office advocating “change.”
   How much has the US, then, been changed in the two years?
   Its foreign policy, the policy toward the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea in particular, is a good litmus test.
Change or Transfiguration?
   It was entirely thanks to the slogan “change” that Barack Obama, almost a neophyte in politics, was elected the President of the United States. His flamboyant eloquence championing “change” was suggestive of a new image the United States would have before the world.
But Obama showed what his “change” meant from the very first moment of his presidency, in his inaugural address. He said that the United States would hold out its hand even to “hostile nations,” but also strike them with “iron fist,” if necessary. It meant that the US would adopt a “carrot-and-stick” approach.
   It is not so new to the world. Successive US presidents, including Nixon, Reagan, and Clinton, held “carrot” and “stick” at the same time. “Carrot” was cast aside during Bush administration.
   What is important is that the “carrot” and “stick” are merely ostensible features, whose true nature is concealed. That is, either “carrot” or “stick” is necessary only in the interests of the United States itself―to maintain its hegemonic position in the political, economic and military fields of the world. There can be no real change in the foreign policy of the US unless it renounces its hegemonic policy.
   In effect, it has never changed its diplomatic policy. It still remains hostile to Iran, and renewed its “sanctions” against Syria though there were signs of rapprochement between them.
   The plan of deploying missile defence system in East Europe, once withdrawn purportedly to better its relation with Russia, was restored; the present administration had a US missile unit deployed in Poland, and even shamed its predecessors by scheming to deploy the state-of-the-art interceptor missiles in Romania.
   In conclusion Obama’s “change” is nothing but strategic ones from the “stick” approach pursued by Bush administration to a “carrot-and-stick” approach - not a change in its nature, but a fine-veiled camouflage for its hegemonic ambition of the US, its physiology.
Sincerity, Not Trickery, Is Needed
   Obama is gravely mistaken if he thinks his slogan of “change” can make his “enemy states” slacken their alertness.
   After declaring his “change-to-be” in the relations with the countries the US recognizes as recalcitrant, Obama resorted to a vile trick in his policy toward the DPRK. It was the policy of “benign neglect.” In accordance with it, Obama administration noted at its early days that it would hold dialogue with the DPRK, but few practical measures have so far been taken.
   On the contrary, it became more undisguised in its pursuit of anti-DPRK policy. In April last year the United States stirred up a trouble by bringing the DPRK’s peaceful satellite launch to the United Nations Security Council and instigating it to “denounce” the launch that complied with all formalities of the international law. The incident led to a second nuclear test conducted in the DPRK. Former president Bush, whose IQ is 91, had made the DPRK possess its own nukes in his sixth year of tenure. However, Obama, IQ of 148, much higher than that of Bush, has provided a chance to the DPRK for its nuke buildup in less than a few months after taking office.
   The things could have developed in different ways. The Brookings Institute in the United States carried an article on its Internet homepage when Obama administration emerged. It pointed out that the failure to reach an agreement on the methods of any kind for settlement of the Korean issue was attributable to the shunning by the US and some other countries recognition of the legitimacy and position of the DPRK. Some Korea experts in the US jointly contributed an article to International Herald Tribune, in which they wrote that the new Obama administration should be bold enough to take the initiative in proposing to the DPRK concluding of a peace treaty, instead of demanding nuclear disarmament.
   Had Obama administration followed their advice and approached the DPRK with sincerity, the DPRK would never have conducted the second nuclear test, and the six-party talks and the consequent denuclearization in the Korean peninsula would have progressed pretty good. It is because the DPRK has never changed its stand to make the peninsula nuclear-free through improvement of its relations with US.
President Obama’s Fate
   The DPRK prizes its national sovereignty like life itself, and possesses inexhaustible strength powerful enough to defend it without the slightest concession.
   Successive US presidents had to taste their bitter drinks in confrontation with the country.
   Truman, who had started the Korean war (1950-1953) and hurled into it huge US troops and those of its 15 vassal states and south Korea, suffered one defeat after another in the war; the cost was the loss of his popularity and abandonment of the hope for re-election. Eisenhower, successor to Truman, was destined to acknowledge American defeat in the war. In January 1968 the US armed spy ship Pueblo, which had intruded into the territorial waters of the DPRK, was captured by the KPA navy. The then US President Johnson dispatched even a carrier strike group to the region, behaving as if he would declare a new war in Korea at once. In the long run, he could not but had a letter of apology, the first of its kind in the US history, signed. The same were the cases with Presidents Nixon and Ford who dealt with the US large spy plane EC-121 incident in April 1969 and the Panmunjom incident in August 1976, respectively. President Clinton, who kicked the first nuclear fuss in the Korean peninsula, ended up in officially committing himself to a peaceful settlement of the “nuclear issue” and sending to the Korean supreme leader, Kim Jong Il, a letter of assurance, in which he pledged that the US would faithfully perform its duty. Bush, the most hawkish president with regard to the DPRK, had to take the measure of striking the DPRK off the list of “state sponsors of terrorism” at the end of his term.
   It seems Obama could not escape the fate of his predecessors. His administration, though now hell-bent on forcibly linking the sinking of the south Korean naval ship, Cheonan, with the DPRK and imposing “sanctions” against it, will sooner or later either make an apology to the DPRK or shrink back by itself as Johnson administration did during the Pueblo, incident, Nixon administration did during the EC-121 incident, and Ford administration did during the Panmunjom incident.
   Commentators with the British Financial Times once predicted the world political situation in 2012; according to them, emaciated Obama will appear on a veranda of the Hilton Hotel in Chicago on November 7 that year and admit his defeat in front of his supporters in tears. The most decisive factor in his defeat may be the US defeat in its showdown with the DPRK.
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