


lightning speed. So, as with Germany, it must have been some mix of ethnic,
linguistic, cultural, and geographical ties that in the end overcame the huge
existing asymmetries.



For a region such as the Korean peninsula to offer an appropriate home both for
its human inhabitants (with their necessary crops, livestock, and civil infrastruc-
ture) and for as many as possible of the remaining native plants and animals,
requires a combination of (1) the sensitive use of all those lands sequestered for
agriculture, industry, transportation, and so forth, and (2) the setting aside of some
fraction of the peninsula as protected areas for the native flora and fauna. The first
of those two requirements—the sensitive use of all lands—is now only inade-
quately met in both the North and South, and will thus require substantial edu-
cational efforts, legislation, and enforcement, but is not the subject of this
presentation. The second of those two concerns—the de jure protection of some
areas as nature reserves (bio-sanctuaries)—is even more seriously deficient in both
the North and South, and leads me to what is to follow.

The present paucity of protected habitats on the Korean peninsula has deprived
the peoples of the region of the many subtle continuing benefits deriving from
adequate expanses of natural areas, the so-called ecosystem services. Among those
often overlooked benefits of natural areas I might especially mention: purification
of water and air, amelioration of local climate, limiting of erosion and protection
of watersheds, making available wild medicinal plants, offering tranquility and
inspiration, providing opportunities both for scientific research and eco-tourism,
and offering somewhat of a counter-balance to the escalating environmental
adversities to be expected as global warming continues. This substantial Korean
paucity of bio-sanctuaries has also inexorably led to at least some extinctions and
to the likelihood that others will follow suit. Indeed, listed among the wildlife
currently known to be in danger of extinction on the Korean peninsular, primarily
for lack of adequate habitat, are at least 29 species of birds, 6 of mammals, and
even 1 each of a salamander and a dragonfly (cf. Appendix 7.1).

The 1953 Armistice Agreement that ended the North/South hostilities estab-
lished a Military Demarcation Line (MDL) between the two States (which, as it
happens, I helped to survey in 1952) flanked by a Demilitarized Zone—the



Thus the DMZ could become the centerpiece of any effort to work toward
environmental sustainability for the peninsula. If the DMZ (or at least substantial
portions of it; and perhaps together with some adjacent areas) were to be conserved
in perpetuity it would serve the crucial function of helping to conserve the Korean
peninsula’s environment, at the same time serving as an inspiring memorial tribute
to the many soldiers and civilians of both sides who had lost their lives during the
hostilities. And, as is to be developed next, it is my hope that it could additionally



thereafter by South Korea. The task was given over to the Executive Director of
the UN Environment Programme (Mostafa K. Tolba), a job that in turn was
assigned to me. However, in short order I was to discover that whereas South
Korea was maintaining its interest in this investigation, most regrettably North
Korea soon (in 1992) drew back from it. The next relevant official statement came
in December 1997 when the President of South Korea (Kim Young Sam), in
addressing the UN General Assembly, specifically expressed his hope that the two
Koreas would cooperate with each other to protect and preserve the DMZ in order
to turn it into a zone of peace and ecological integrity. By contrast, North Korea’s
response to that initiative came about a year later (in August 1999) with the abrupt
statement that existing political problems continued to prevent such a possibility.
Gentle nudges from time to time from the UN Environment Programme



Fortunately, a solid legal basis for cross-border environmental cooperation is
already in place for the two Koreas in that both are states parties especially to four
enabling multilateral treaties: the 1945 Charter of the United Nations (UNTS
unlisted); the 1972 World Heritage Convention (UNTS 15511); the 1977 Protocol
I on International Armed Conflicts (UNTS 17512); and the 1992 Biological
Diversity Convention (UNTS 30619). Details of the specific relevance of those
four universal legal instruments (as well as of two additional ones) are appended
(cf. Appendix 7.3.1). Additionally appended are specific details pertaining to a
number of further quite instructive universal, regional, and bilateral legal instru-
ments of indirect relevance to such cooperation (cf. Appendix 7.3.2), of which the
existing bilateral ones might well be of particular interest as models (cf. Appendix
7.3.2.3). And compilations are also provided of intergovernmental agencies and
nongovernmental organizations that could be turned to for assistance in this matter
(cf. Appendix 7.2



guidance for the establishment of transfrontier reserves for peace and nature
(cf. Appendix 7.4.2). And, as also noted earlier, they are additionally fortunate in
being able to turn to a number of international agencies and nongovernmental
organizations for guidance and support. On the one hand, these include especially
UNEP, UNESCO, UNDP, FAO, UN-REDD, and GEF; and on the other, IUCN,
WWF, the International Crane Foundation, the Peace Parks Foundation, and the





A partnership of UNDP, UNEP, and the International Bank for Reconstruction &
Development (World Bank), established in 1991 for the purpose of helping devel-
oping countries fund projects and programs that protect the global environment.
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IV. Noting our affinity with the 1982 World Charter for Nature (UNGA Res 37/7)
in providing an overall conceptual framework for our relationship with the
natural world; and in particular with the general guidelines for cooperation
offered by Article 21; and furthermore

V. Understanding the obligation of all nations not only to respect the whole of
nature within and beyond their national domains, but more specifically to also
protect in perpetuity some fraction of their own flora, fauna, and associated
habitats—doing so both on behalf of the biota per se and in order to ensure the





International Importance especially as Waterfowl Habitat (UNTS 14583); and (d)
a ‘Regional Sea’, as provided for by the UNEP Regional Seas Program.

Article 6. We express our intention of considering the possibility of acting
jointly in working toward any special-area designation described in Article 5.

Article 7. We express our intention to permanently demilitarize any protected
areas we establish within our half of the DMZ and its contiguous NBZ or SBZ,








