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Abstract 

This research aims to explain the abnormal case of coercive diplomacy by 
focusing on the role of individual decision maker’s memory in foreign policy 
decision making process. The puzzle penetrating this research lies in the 
asymmetry between President Obama’s strong positive signal (coercer’s carrots) 
and Kim Jong-il’s strong negative response (target’s concession) in 2009. In 
order to answer the puzzle of asymmetry, I conduct a case study of Kim Jong-
il’s nuclear policy decision made in 2009 introducing the role of individual 
decision maker, Kim Jong-il, and his memory. Rather than a single variable 
analysis, I undertake a multi-variable analysis considering both the ‘memory’ 
and ‘domestic political need’ as independent variables. I trace the process of 
how these two variables interact to produce the policy outcome in 2009. First, I 
look at the formation (encoding) and strengthening (priming) of memory during 
the U.S.-DPRK negotiation history. Second, I delineate how the domestic 
political need triggered by Kim Jong-il’s stroke and succession process 
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mandated a long term nuclear policy. Third, I analyze if the nuclear policy 
decision made in 2009 is congruent with the type of memory (schema) that was 
available to Kim Jong-il during his decision making period (October 2008 – 
January 2009). The findings of this research not only confirm the role of 
memory in Kim Jong-il’s nuclear policy decision but also provide explanation 
for the decision’s perseverance in the face of contradictory signal. It implies 
that because the nuclear policy decision made in 2009 was a result of Memory-
Based Judgment, it lead to the decision outcome in accordance with the 
memory formed and strengthened during the nuclear negotiation history, and 
persisted throughout 2009 even when President Obama’s signals suggested 
otherwise. The findings also provide explanation for the continuity of North 
Korea’s nuclear policy which lasts until today through institutionalization of 
Kim Jong-il’s 2009 decision.
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

 

1. Puzzle: The Asymmetry 

 

The essence of ‘coercion’ lies in the ability to alter target’s behavior by 

employing the threat to use power without resorting to the actual use of power 

(Shelling 1977). This warfare strategy has evolved into ‘coercive diplomacy’ 

where combinations of positive inducements (carrots) and threats (sticks) are 

used to influence the adversary’s actions (George 2004). In the use of coercive 

diplomacy, ‘reciprocity’ between the coercer’s carrots and the target’s 

concessions is one of the critical elements of success (Jentleson 2005). This has 

been one of the most frequently deployed strategies for the U.S. diplomacy in 

dealing with the so-called rogue states1 and proliferation issue, among which 

North Korea sits on top of the list. 

In the past 20 years of U.S.-DPRK nuclear negotiation history, 

different types of coercive diplomacy have been tried and reaped success in 

many aspects. Two milestone agreements have been reached (1994 Agreed 

Framework and 2005 Sep 19 Joint Statement), significant denuclearization 

                                          
1 The term ‘rogue state’ often refers to states that violate or attempt to violate the rules of 
international society especially in terms of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 
For North Korea, it was first officially labeled as a ‘rogue state’ when National Security 
Advisor Anthony Lake called North Korea a rogue state along with Cuba, Iraq, Iran and 
Libya on Foreign Affairs (Lake 1994).  
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steps have been taken (Freeze, declaration, demolishing cooling tower) and 

multiple high-level exchanges were made. As the rules of coercive diplomacy 

dictates, positive inducements were generally met with concessions. On the 

other hand, turning away from (coercive) diplomacy to heavier reliance on 

deterrence has not been well received. During the first nuclear crisis, President 

Clinton’s ‘dove’ approach of employing active diplomacy (vicariously through 

former President Jimmy Carter and Secretary of State Madeline Albright) was 

reciprocated with substantial negotiation effort from the North and resulted in 

the 1994 Agreed Framework. When President Bush came into the office and 

turned his North Korea policy around to a ‘hawkish’ 2  one, Pyongyang 

reciprocated with hostility. During the second term of President Bush’s 

presidency (2006-2008), he returned to engagement-oriented policy and 

negotiated with Pyongyang on a multilateral platform (Six-Party Talks). 

President Bush’s efforts were subsequently reciprocated culminating in multiple 

breakthroughs in negotiations, agreements (Sep 19 Joint Statement and Feb 13 

Action Plan) and substantial denuclearization efforts.3 Table 1 summarizes the 

tit-for-tat principle of past nuclear negotiation history.  

                                          
2 President Bush’s hawkish policy towards North Korea was also called the ‘ABC policy 
(Anything-but-Clinton). During the first term of his presidency, Bush refused to pick up 
where President Clinton left off in terms of North Korea policy, rejected any bilateral talk 
with North Korea and toughened the verification standard for denuclearization. This hard 
line policy was especially strong after 9/11 when President Bush labeled North Korea as the 
‘axis of evil’ state along with Iraq and Iran.  
3 Following the Sep 19th Joint Statement (2005) and the February 13th Action Plan (2007), 
North Korea shut down Yongbyon 50 MW reactor, allowed IAEA inspection (09/11/2007), 
submitted 300 page declaration report to IAEA listing all of its past/present nuclear 
activities (05/08/2008) and demolished the cooling tower of Yongbyon reactor (06/27/2008) 
in public spectacle. 
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Table 1. Summary of U.S.-DPRK Nuclear Negotiation History (1991-2008) 

Negotiation Approach (1991-2000) President Clinton Kim Il-sung (1991-1993), Kim Jong-il (1994-2000) 
Agreements 

U.S. action 
- Former President Jimmy Carter travels to Pyongyang (June 1994) 
- Secretary of State Madeline Albright travels to Pyongyang (Oct 2000) 
- Ease trade sanctions (Jan 1995) 
- Provision of heavy fuel oil (Jan, Sep 1995) 1994 Agreed Framework North Korea’s denuclearization effort 
- Jo Myong Rok (vice Marshal) visits Washington (Oct 2000) 
- Freeze Yongbyon reactor (Nov 1994) 
- Allow IAEA inspection (Nov 1994) 

Deterrence Approach (2001-2005) President Bush’s first term Kim Jong-il Agreements 
U.S. action - ABC policy (revisit 1994 agreement) (March 2001) 

- Call North Korea ‘axis of evil’ (Jan 2002) 
- Mention possibility of ‘preemptive use of nuclear weapon’ (2002 Nuclear Posture Review) 
- North Korea Human Rights Act (Oct 2004) No agreement North Korea’s denuclearization effort - None 

Negotiation Approach (2006-2008) President Bush’s second term Kim Jong-il Agreements 
U.S. action 

- Engage in bilateral dialogue (multilateral)4 
- Unfreeze $25M North Korea’s asset in BDA (April 2007) 
- Terminate application of ‘Trading with Enemy Act’ to DPRK (June 2008) 
- De-list North Korea from the list of ‘state-sponsoring-terrorism’ (Oct 2008) 

September 19th Joint Statement (2005), February 13th Action Plan (2007) 
                                          
4 Former CNN Reporter Mike Chinoy describes that since 2006, the U.S. delegation to the 
Six-Party Talks (SPT) began exhibiting more willingness to engage with bilateral talk on 
the sidelines during the SPT meetings. And this was something that the American 
delegation was strongly against during the past rounds of negotiation. For more detail see 
(Chinoy 2009). 



 

4 

North Korea’s denuclearization effort 
- Freeze Yongbyon reactor (July 2007) 
- Allow IAEA inspection (Sep 2007) 
- Submit declaration report to IAEA (May 2008) 
- Demolish Yongbyon reactor cooling tower (June 2008) 

 

In 2008, Obama-Biden Transition Team very carefully reviewed this history in 

devising the new administration’s North Korea policy.5 The Transition Team’s 

National Security Policy Working Group met in multiple occasions with key 

officials from previous governments who worked on nuclear negotiation with 

North Korea. The two major signals that Obama sent out to North Korea in the 

first few months of his term clearly show that he chose the best possible 

incentives to get North Korea to denuclearize; bilateral talk and 

political/economic compensations.  

U.S.-DPRK bilateral talk was something that North Korea had 

continuously demanded for multiple reasons. Bilateral meeting with the U.S. 

can be used as an instant propaganda for the regime. The isolate regime has 

always shown much fervor for American high level officials’ visit to 

Pyongyang. Also, it is a much easier platform for Pyongyang to assert its 

demands compared to 5+1 structured multilateral approach like the Six-Party 

Talks. And for the same reasons, the U.S., especially President G. W. Bush, has 

considered engaging in bilateral talk to be an incentive. During his first term, 

                                          
5 The National Security Policy Working Group was headed up by Susan E. Rice who was a 
member of National Security Council(NSC) for the Clinton Administration. Members of 
the group and President-elect Obama met with Former Secretary Madeline Albright 
(Clinton Administration) and President Bush on multiple occasions to discuss issues 
pertaining to Obama administration’s foreign policy. Information obtained from interview 
with Victor D. Cha, NSC Asian director during Bush Administration.  
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President Bush refused to engage in dialogue with North Korea before a 

substantial denuclearization effort was made. And during this time, North 

Korea strongly demanded bilateral dialogue as a sole mechanism to address the 

denuclearization issue. The quote below is a recurrent phrase present in DPRK 

Foreign Ministry’s statement demanding bilateral talks with the U.S. 

The nuclear issue can be settled only through the DPRK-U.S. direct 
negotiations strictly based on the principle of  impartiality, equality and 
confidence.6 

Statements containing similar phrases were frequently issued until President 

Bush finally allowed U.S. chief negotiator Christopher Hill to engage in a 

bilateral side-line talks with the North Koreans in late 2005. Table 2 lists the 

number of DPRK’s official statements demanding bilateral talk with the U.S. 

Table 2. Number of DPRK’s Official Statements calling for US.-DPRK Bilateral Talk 

Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 Number of Statements 11 7 10 6 * For dates that each statement was released, see Appendix 1 
 

President Obama’s gestures clearly addressed such needs. During his campaign 

in 2007 and 2008, then-senator Obama repeatedly expressed his willingness to 

engage in a dialogue with leaders of rogue regimes. In July 2007 during the 4th 

Democratic Debate on CNN, Obama openly criticized Bush’s North Korea 

policy by saying “the notion that somehow not talking to countries is 

punishment to them – which has been the guiding principle of [the Bush] 

                                          
6 March 18, 2003 DPRK Foreign Ministry Spokesperson. 
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administration – is ridiculous.”7 Also during the same debate, he asserted his 

willingness to have summit meetings during his first year without preconditions 

with the leaders of North Korea, Iran, Syria, Venezuela, and Cuba. In January 

20, 2009 during his Inaugural Address, President Obama didn’t forget to 

reiterate his message to rogue states by saying “we will extend a hand if you are 

willing to unclench your fist.”8 Within a month of assuming the office, Obama 

appointed Steve Bosworth, dean of the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy 

as the U.S. special envoy for North Korea. Immediately after assuming the 

position, Special Envoy Bosworth communicated his willingness to visit 

Pyongyang to North Korea. 

President Obama’s second signal to Pyongyang was to show 

willingness to address North’s political and economic insecurities. Being an 

isolated regime branded as ‘rogue state’, North Korea experiences a high level 

of insecurity evident by the fact that 20-30% of its GDP is funneled into 

defense expenditure9 which in turn strains its already desolate economy. Over 

the last two decades, Pyongyang has attempted to utilize the denuclearization 

agenda in order to resolve this two-pronged crisis. Table 3 summarizes North 

Korea’s demands in return for giving up nuclear weapons program iterated in 

                                          
7 Transcript: Fourth Democratic Debate. New York Times July 24, 2007  
(http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/24/us/politics/24transcript.html?pagewanted=print&_r=
0) 
8 Obama Inaugural Address January 20, 2009  
(https://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/President_Barack_Obamas_Inaugural_Addr
ess) 
9  The estimate comes from SIPRI 2013 Report (http://www.sipri.org/yearbook/2013). 
Since North Korea does not publish defense white papers, there is no accurate assessment 
of the percentage of North Korea’s military expenditure to its GDP available but estimates 
range between 20% (SIPRI Report) and 30% (CIA World Factbook 2013).  
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the past two major denuclearization agreements.  

Table 3. Summary of North Korea’s demands in Past Nuclear Agreements 

 Agreed Framework (1994) Sep 19 Joint Statement (2005) 
Feb 13 Action Plan (2007) 

North 
Korea’s 

Demand 

 Economic Compensation 
- Provide heavy fuel oil 
- Provide light-water reactor(LWR)   

 Political Compensation 
- Provide formal security assurance 
- Normalize diplomatic relations 

 Economic Compensation 
- Terminate Trading with the Enemy Act 
- Provide heavy fuel oil 
- Initiate energy cooperation plan  

 Political Compensation 
- Remove from state-sponsoring terrorism list 
- Normalize diplomatic relations 
- Negotiate permanent peace regime on Korean Peninsula 

 

Obama administration did not forget to address this need as well. Secretary 

Clinton, during her first major foreign policy speech at the Asia Society on 

February 13th announced that “the Obama administration will be willing to 

normalize bilateral relations, replace armistice with a permanent peace treaty 

and assist in meeting the energy and other economic needs of the North Korean 

people.” 10  Array of propositions that Secretary Clinton laid out were 

essentially everything that North Korea has demanded during the last twenty 

years of nuclear negotiations.  

Obama administration’s signal to North Korea was quick, clear, and strong. 

It produced a lot of optimistic forecast in the policy and academic community. 

There were prospects of resuming the Six-Party Talks, summit meetings and 

                                          
10 Secretary Clinton, Feb 13, 2009, Speech at the Asia Society  
(http://www.state.gov/secretary/20092013clinton/rm/2009a/02/117333.htm) 
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even denuclearization.11  However, North Korea’s course of action in the 

following months completely threw off such expectations and took the Obama 

administration by surprise. On April 5, North Korea launched a three-stage 

rocket Eunha-2, despite the U.S. and international community’s warnings 

against it.12 Next month, North Korea conducted the second nuclear test (May 

25) further crushing the hopes of rapprochement. Later that year, North Korea’s 

Foreign Ministry began producing statements calling for ‘arms control’ 

negotiations with the U.S. self-claiming its status as a nuclear weapon state.  

Breaking out of the principle of reciprocity, Washington’s strong positive 

signal in 2009 was met with Pyongyang’s strong negative response and 

plummet the relationship to an even worse state than before Obama came in. 

The puzzle penetrating this thesis lies in this asymmetry. Was it in Pyongyang’s 

interest to sabotage its relationship with the U.S.? What made Kim Jong-il risk 

the cost of rejecting U.S. offer for dialogue and isolate the regime even further? 

The research question for this thesis is as follows.  

Q: Why was President Obama’s strong positive signal met with Kim Jong-il’s 

                                          
11 Insook Kim said that Obama’s dual track approach of combining multilateral framework 
of negotiation and bilateral talk provides a “rare opportunity to provide a fresh impetus to 
the denuclearization process” (Kim 2009). (http://www.nti.org/analysis/articles/obamas-
north-korea-policy/) 
12 On Feb 24th, North Korea’s state-run news agency Korea Central News Agency (KCNA) 
announced its plans to launch the three-stage rocket in April. Since the development of 
long-range missile technology was banned according to the previously enforced UNSC 
Resolution 1874, members of the International Community such as the U.S., ROK and 
South Korea expressed strong concern and advised Pyongyang not to conduct the launch. 
Secretary Clinton said during a press conference in Japan that “the missile launch would be 
very unhelpful in moving our relationship forward.” (Feb 17 2009,  
http://www.state.gov/secretary/20092013clinton/rm/2009a/02/117465.htm) 
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strong negative response in 2009? 

This research aims to answer this question by focusing on the individual 

decision-maker, Kim Jong-il and the role of his ‘memory’ in foreign policy 

decision making.  
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

1. Literature on North Korea’s General Nuclear Motivation 

 

There are three large schools in terms of providing general explanation for 

North Korea’s nuclear motivation which is believed to have begun as early as 

1980s.13 The first group of scholars echoes the underlying assumption of 

‘Defensive Neo-realism’14 and argues that North Korea’s nuclear motivation is 

defensive in nature (Kang 2005; Harrison 2007; Pritchard 2007; Sigal 1998). 

David Kang argues that the security vacuum after the fall of Soviet Union in the 

late 1980s caused North Korea to resort to nuclear capabilities for regime 

security in the absence of patron and ally (Kang 2005). Selig Harrison asserts 

that North Kore viewed the U.S.-ROK military alliance, especially the 

                                          
13 The origin of North Korea’s nuclear ambition is has been under debate. Some argue that 
it began in the 1950’s when it was still under the nuclear umbrella of USSR (Bolton 2012) 
while others argue that it the nuclear weapons program didn’t begin until the late 1980s 
when the Soviet Union collapsed creating as security vacuum for North Korea (Kang 2005). 
14 Defensive Neo-realism is a strand of Realism mainly championed by Kenneth Waltz. 
Sharing the three major assumptions (state as actors seeking power in anarchy) of Neo-
Realism, defensive neo-realists argue that states, as players are ‘security’ maximizers. As 
‘security’ maximizers, states will balance (internally or externally) until their security is 
guaranteed in an anarchical system. See (Waltz 1979) for more detailed description of the 
theory. On the other end of the Realism spectrum are Offensive Neo-realists like John 
Mearsheimer who assume that states are ‘power’ maximizers. They argue that states, as 
‘power’ maximizers, will seek to increase their power even after their security is guaranteed 
until they achieve an unmatched- hegemonic status (Mearsheimer 2001).  
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deployment of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons15 in the Korean peninsula, as a 

threat and decided to acquire nuclear capabilities for defensive purposes 

(Harrison 2007). Charles Pritchard contends that hawkish policy measures by 

the ‘neo-conservative16’ politicians drove North Korea to respond with nuclear 

deterrence for its own security (Pritchard 2007). This line of thinking often 

leads to the conclusion that North Korea would be willing to give up its nuclear 

capability when the external driving forces (whether that is U.S.-ROK alliance, 

security vacuum, or U.S. hostile policy) are eliminated.  

Second group of pundits share the assumptions of ‘Offensive Neo-

realism’ and argue that North Korea’s nuclear motivation is offensive rather 

than defensive (Cha 2005; 2009; 2013; Lee 2013; Yoon 2003; Seo 2007). 

Scholars such as Victor Cha argue that North Korea develops nuclear 

capabilities to maintain upper hand in negotiation with the U.S. and use as a 

bargaining chip as well (Cha 2005; 2009). This line of approach led policy-

makers to take a military-oriented approach in deterring Pyongyang’s nuclear 

capabilities since North Korea could use its nuclear weapons preemptively 

(Eberstadt 2004; 2005; Kristol & Schmitt 2001; Scowcroft 2005). 

                                          
15 Tactical nuclear weapons were introduced on the Korean peninsula by President Dwight 
D. Eisenhower in 1958 as a part of the New Look Policy and they were completely 
withdrawn by 1991 in President George H. Bush’s term. 
16  Neo-conservative politicians or ‘neo-cons’ refer to republican politicians taking a 
military-oriented policy vis-à-vis rogue states. Neo-cons peaked after 9/11, during the G. W. 
Bush administration culminating in Department of Defense 2002 Nuclear Posture Review. 
The review included possibilities of preemptive nuclear strike against North Korea should 
Pyongyang continue to develop its nuclear weapons program. For more detailed account of 
the hawkish neo-con players within the Bush administration and the internal dynamics of 
pro-engagement and anti-engagement policy makers, see (Chinoy 2009).  
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The last group of scholars rejects the structure-dominating assumption 

of Realism and look to North Korea’s domestic idiosyncrasies as the central 

driving force of its actions. Jonathan Pollack argues that North Korea clings to 

nuclear capabilities for its use as a regime strengthening tool and conducts tests 

in order to consolidate power domestically (Pollack 2010). Scott Snyder asserts 

that North’s behaviors can be attributed to the unique combination of anti-

Japanese nationalism, Confucianism, and Soviet-oriented Communism (Snyder 

1999).  

Between the two levels of analysis lies neo-classical realism approach 

to explain North Korea’s nuclear motivation. Victor Cha utilizes the framework 

of Prospect Theory17 to explain Pyongyang’s seemingly irrational behavior. 

Cha argues that because North Korea’s reference point is so low in terms of 

resources, they tend to behave in a risk accepting manner (Cha 2002). Figure 1 

illustrates the positions and theory-orientation of current literature regarding 

North Korea’s nuclear motive.  

                                          
17 Prospect theory is a behavioral economic theory that describes the way people choose 
between probabilistic alternatives that involve risk, where the probabilities of outcomes are 
known. The theory states that people make decisions based on the potential value of losses 
and gains rather than the final outcome, and that people evaluate these losses and gains 
using certain heuristics (Kahneman & Tversky 1979). The theory was proposed by Daniel 
Kahneman and Amos Tversky in 1979 and has applications to International Relations 
studies as well.  
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Figure 1. Summary of Literature on North Korea’s General Nuclear Motivation 

 

 

2. Literature on North Korea’s Behaviors in 2009 

 

In contrast to the abundance of research analyzing North Korea’s general 

nuclear motivation, there is dearth of literature tackling the motivation behind 

North Korea’s 2009 nuclear policy shift. 18  Currently, there are two 

explanations providing for North Korea’s behavior in 2009. The first 

explanation is oriented from a structural analysis (offensive neo-realism) and 

                                          
18 Majority of scholars who attempted to explain North Korea’s behavior in 2009 belong in 
the ‘offensive neo-realism’ group and scholars in the ‘defensive neo-realism’ group 
remained largely silent during this time. This is because Obama administration’s North 
Korea policy was anything but ‘hostile’ and yet was still met with provocative responses 
from Pyongyang which challenged the core of defensive school’s argument. 

Level of Analysis Theoretical Assumption 

Defensive (neo)Realism 

Structure-
oriented 

Agent-
oriente

d

 William Kristol &  Gray Schmitt 2001 
 Nicholas Eberstadt 2004 
 Brent Scowcroft 2005 
 Victor Cha 2005; 2009 

Offensive  
(neo)Realism 

 Leon Sigal 1998 
 David Kang 2005 
 Jack Pritchard 2007 
 Selig Harrison 2007

 Scott Snyder 1999 
 Jonathan Pollack 2010; 2012 

Neo-classical 
Realism 

 Victor Cha 2002 
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argues that North Korea’s behaviors in 2009 were negotiation tactic aimed at 

the U.S. (Hong 2010; Cha 2009). Hong assesses the level of North Korea’s 

nuclear technology to argue that since the level of technology in 2009 was too 

low for North Korea to push for becoming a full-fledged nuclear weapons state, 

cost-benefit analysis dictates that North Korea must be bluffing to get the upper 

hand in negotiation with the U.S. Also, Hong argues that it is very unlikely that 

neighboring states will acknowledge North Korea as a nuclear weapons state 

given the security environment of East Asia rendering the cost of pushing for 

‘nuclear weapons state’ extremely high. This is another reason why North 

Korea’s strong nuclear posture is most likely a strategic bluff. Victor Cha 

disagrees with Hong on the strategic bluff point and asserts that North’s 

intention to becoming a nuclear weapon state is genuine. He also asserts that 

North Korea rejecting Obama’s offer for negotiation proves that North’s policy 

shift is not a bluff. Rather, Pyongyang intentions are to negotiate with the U.S. 

not on the terms that Obama laid out but on its own terms (as a nuclear weapon 

state) (Cha 2009).  

The second line of explanation is rooted in state level of analysis and 

points to North Korea’s domestic situation in 2009 to account for the 

asymmetry (Pollack 2009; 2012). Pollack argues that internal political and 

economic situation compelled Pyongyang to conduct the second nuclear test. 

Politically, Kim Jong-il’s deteriorating health19 pressed the need to accelerate 

the succession process and consolidate power internally. Economically, newly 

                                          
19 It was reported that Kim Jong-il had suffered a stroke in August 2008. Kim disappeared 
from public on-site guidance activities for 51 days from August 14, 2008 until he 
reappeared at a soccer game on October 4, 2008 (Frank 2009).  
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imposed punitive actions20 after the April missile-launch were straining North 

Korean economy so the regime needed an outlet to divert the public attention 

from worsening economic situation. Pollack argues that the combination of 

these two domestic elements lead to the decision to conduct the second nuclear 

test on May 25th 2009 despite Obama’s peace offering. 

Between the two levels lies scholars oriented with neo-classical realism 

and opts for the role of perception to explaining North Korea’s behavior in 

2009. Kim Geun-sik argues that the spiral of distrust between the U.S. and 

DPRK created in the past seven years of nuclear negotiation led North Korea to 

execute a provocation that was excessively strong in degree. Kim uses ‘mirror-

image effect’ framework21 to demonstrate how the process of implementing the 

agreements fraught with breaking promise and threats cultivated the growth of 

distrust between the U.S. and DPRK. Kim’s conclusion is that the asymmetry 

between U.S. signal and North’s response is a result of miscalculation due to 

heightened level of distrust (Kim 2011). Hwang Jihwan expands on Victor 

Cha’s application of Prospect Theory to North Korea and adds the element of 

face-saving. Hwang contends that Pyongyang’s behaviors are a result of 

balancing act between saving face and retaining interest (Hwang 2009).  

 

                                          
20 As a response to April 5th missile launch, the UN Security Council placed financial 
restrictions on North Korean firms and called for member states to strengthen the 
previously enforced sanction (UNSC Resolution 1817). 
21 “Mirror-image effect’ framework is an information processing mechanism which leads 
individuals or group to see the opponent as being the opposite of one’s self. Opponent is 
often viewed as hostile and uncompromising while self is perceived as friendly and 
compromising (Mingst 2004, 140). For more description of ‘mirror-image effect’ and its 
application to International Relations, see (Mingst 2004). 
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3. Limitations 

 

The argument that Pyongyang’s change of policy is a negotiation strategy to 

test the new administration is unwarranted for two reasons. First, North Korea 

never returned to the negotiations. In the 20 years of nuclear negotiation history, 

Pyongyang has utilized the strategy of making extremely unacceptable 

demands to test the counterpart’s bottom line in negotiation. Chuck Downs 

provides ample historical evidence for Pyongyang employing this strategy that 

he calls ‘re-negotiating on a higher grounds’ (Downs 1999). So it is quite 

natural to assume that North Korea’s declaration to abandon denuclearization 

talk in 2009 is another negotiation strategy to test the incoming Obama 

administration. However this time, the pattern didn’t hold. Since the end of the 

fifth round of Six-Party Talks in December 2008, Pyongyang has not come 

back to the table for more than 6 years now. North Korea has disavowed the 

Six-Party Talks several times before but they always came back to the table 

once the U.S. yields and offers considerable reward. In 1994, North Korea 

retracted their withdrawal from the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons (NPT) after former President Jimmy Carter traveled to Pyongyang 

and promised provision of two Light Water Reactors. In 2006, North Korea 

disavowed the Six-Party Talks indefinitely and conducted an underground 

nuclear test. But the following year, North Korea returned to the Six-Party 

Talks table after U.S. chief negotiator Christopher Hill promised to unfreeze 

North Korea’s funds in the sanctioned Macao bank, Banco Delta Asia. It is 

undeniably true that Pyongyang has utilized provocative actions and threat of 

nuclearization to extort concessions from the U.S.  
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However in 2009, no amount of Americans’ coaxing including a 

personal letter from President Obama to Kim Jong-il managed to do the job.22 

End of President Obama’s second term is nearing but Pyongyang has yet to 

come back to the negotiation table and has not made any specific demands in 

exchange for denuclearization. It is very difficult to concede that North Korea 

is still ‘testing’ the Obama administration. Clearly, the pattern is broken and 

Pyongyang’s move in 2009 was certainly not a negotiation tactic or a way to 

test the new administration.  

Second, North Korea’s abandonment of denuclearization talk in 2009 

constitutes a policy shift, not a change in strategy. Military strategist Hew 

Strachan argues that war consists of three elements in descending scope; policy, 

strategy, and tactic. Tactic and strategy, compared to policy are more 

susceptible to change and adjustment pending outcome, whereas policy (also 

known as ‘grand strategy’) refers to political maneuvers on a higher level with 

much more weight (Strachan 2005). Pyongyang’s decision to abandon 

denuclearization talk in 2009 not only persisted throughout Kim Jong-il’s reign 

but was also inherited by his son Kim Jong-un. When Kim Jong-un officially 

came into power in 2012, he oversaw a constitutional amendment that 

                                          
22 On December 9, 2009, U.S. Special Envoy Steven Bosworth delivered a personal letter 
from President Obama to Kim Jong-il when he visited Pyongyang for a long overdue 
bilateral meeting. It was considered a leap gesture on the Americans’ account for two 
reasons. First, in the past, presidential letters were only delivered at the final stage of 
negotiation after a substantial concession has been made. President Clinton and Bush both 
sent personal letters to North Korean leader after the signing of nuclear agreements. 
However, President Obama’s letter was delivered at the first encounter. Second, it was 
customary that the contents of the presidential letters be open to the public but the contents 
of Obama’s letter remain concealed until today.  
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enumerated North Korea as a ‘nuclear weapons state’. 23  To this day, 

Pyongyang has not bounced back from the self-claimed status of a nuclear 

weapons state. This confirms that the decision made in 2009 constitutes a 

policy shift not a change in strategy. North Korea has exhibited various 

strategies regarding nuclear issue but none of them carried as much weight and 

longevity as the 2009 decision. 2009 marks a shift in grand strategy (policy) 

comparable to the one made in 1980s when North Korea decided to resort to 

nuclear development in the face of thinning patrons brought on by the fall of 

Soviet Union.  

Domestic argument championed by Pollack provides useful insight but 

not the whole picture. Political succession does not automatically lead to a shift 

in policy. In fact, continuity in policy is one of the strengths of DPRK’s 

authoritarian system that Pyongyang likes to take pride in. On July 8th 1994, 

Kim Il-sung had died suddenly on the day that negotiation for the 1994 Agreed 

Framework began. When Kim Jong-il succeeded his father during the first 

nuclear crisis, there was a lot of pessimism that the ongoing nuclear negotiation 

process with the Clinton administration would be derailed. Contrary to such 

concerns, the successor Kim Jong-il carried on the negotiation process and the 

underlying nuclear policy put forth by his father. Domestic need might explain 

the regime strengthening behaviors such as the April 5th Satellite launch24 but 

                                          
23 This was the first time that North Korea officially enumerated in its constitution of its 
‘nuclear weapon state’ status. The added phrase praised late-Kim Jong-il to have 
“developed and strengthened the nation into a prosperous, strong and nuclear weapon state.” 
DPRK constitution was first established in 1948 and amended 6 times including the latest 
amendment in 2012. 
24 In fact, satellite launch (or long-range missile launch) has been utilized in the past for 
various regime strengthening purposes. On October 31, 1998, North Korea fired a long-
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domestic need alone cannot explain the shift in nuclear policy that lasts until 

today. Nuclear policy shift in 2009 carries too much gravity to be simply 

explained as a regime-strengthening behavior. This is not to undermine the 

presence and significance of domestic political need during Kim Jong-il’s 

decision making process in 2009. The years 2009-2012 were critical times for 

Kim Jong-il in terms of domestic politics because he had to conclude as much 

of the regime succession process as he could in the years that was left for him. 

Considering that Kim Jong-il himself underwent a two decade long process of 

training, practicing and transitioning, it was certainly a time of crisis for Kim. 

However, it is less than satisfactory to say that the domestic political need was 

the sole driving force for all the key policy decisions that took place in 2009. 

While domestic political need mandated by the succession process may have 

provided the trigger to establish a long-term nuclear policy, it doesn’t provide 

the reason for why a certain type of nuclear policy had been selected. In fact, 

concluding the denuclearization deal to normalize U.S.-DPRK relations, and 

engage in trade would’ve been a better long-term survival choice because after 

all, “you can’t eat plutonium.”25 

Explanations rooted in neo-classical realism provide rich account of the 

events that took place in 2009 (Kim 2011; Hwang 2009). However, upon 

establishing that North Korea’s 2009 decision was made on a policy level after 

much deliberation, the argument that the Pyongyang’s actions in 2009 were 

simply a mistake seems unwarranted. Also, while Hwang’s argument provides 

                                                                                                          
range missile coinciding with the 50th anniversary of the regime’s establishment. In April 13, 
2012, Pyongyang launched a satellite Eunha-3 (Kwangmyongsong-3) as part of Kim Jun-
un’s official coming into power and opening of ‘Strong and Prosperous Nation’ event.   
25 The quote is from Victor Cha’s 2013 volume The Impossible State: North Korea, Past 
and Future (Cha 2013, 300). 
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ample evidence (documents) to support Pyongyang’s strategic decisions 

motivated by face-saving, there is no explanation for the reason why 

Pyongyang’s stance in terms of nuclear policy suddenly changed in 2009. 

Figure 2 summarizes the arguments explaining North Korea’s behavior in 2009. 

 

 

 

In order to take a closer look at the reason why Kim Jong-il decided on a policy 

shift to abandon denuclearization talk in 2009, I take a step down the ladder of 

analysis.26 In this paper, I focus on the individual decision maker, Kim Jong-il 

and the role of his memory in the decision making process.  

                                          
26 The ‘ladder of analysis’ alludes from Kenneth Waltz’s ‘level of analysis’ concept 
proposed in his foundational volume Theory of International Politics (Waltz 1979). Waltz 
laid out three levels of analysis in International Politics; structure level, state level, and 
individual level. For more details on the levels of analysis, see (Waltz 1979; Nye 2008). 

Level of 
Analysis

Argument 

Structure 
Level 

State 
Level 

 Negotiation Tactic (Cha 2013) - Testing out the new administration 
 Strategic Bluff (Hong ) - Strategy to gain upper hand in negotiation 

 Regime Strengthening (Pollack 2013) - Provocations for domestic political and public audience 

 Face-saving (Hwang 2009) - North Korea’s face-saving strategy and differing reference point 
 Mirror-image effect (Kim 2011) - Mistake caused by upward hostility spiral since early 2000s 

Neo-
classical 
Realism 

Individual 
Level  None 

Figure 2. Summary of Previous Literature on North Korea's Provocative Behaviors 
in 2009 
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Adopting the role of memory is particularly advantageous in answering 

the puzzle posed in this research for two reasons. First, focusing on the 

individual decision maker provides additional insight especially in the case of 

North Korea’s foreign policy. Majority of previous literature tackling the issue 

of North Korea’s 2009 nuclear behavior have focused on structure, and state 

level of analysis27 with less than successful results. The reason why such 

attempts left many questions unanswered is because an important element was 

neglected in the analysis; individual decision maker. Accounting for the 

idiosyncrasies of individual decision maker is crucial in analyzing states such 

as North Korea. As pointed out by many scholars, North Korea is a state of 

dictatorship where all political institutions and legislations are designed to keep 

the leadership in power which is succeeded hereditarily.28 This tremendously 

concentrated power enables the leader to make decisions unilaterally. This is 

not to suggest that domestic politics is absent in North Korea. Many have also 

pointed out that power competition within North Korean politics (particularly 

between the Party and the Military) have significant influence on Pyongyang’s 

domestic and even foreign policy decisions (Cassily 2013). However, it does 

not change the fact that the role of individual leader is exceptionally large in 

North Korea and has not been addressed enough. Second, analyzing the role of 

memory allows this research to account for historical context which is 

particularly important in the case of 2009 nuclear policy shift. Kim Jong-il 

alone had 17 years of experience negotiating with the U.S. The year when the 

                                          
27 The ‘level of analysis’ comes from Kenneth Waltz’s “Man, State and War.” where he 
proposes three different levels of analysis; individual, state and the structure (Waltz 1954).  
28 Victor Cha has argued in his latest volume that North Korea is particularly unpredictable 
because it is a ‘personality cult’ that goes beyond authoritarianism (Cha 2013).  
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nuclear policy shift decision was made (2009), was the 15th year into his 

experience. No other single political leader has had longer experience in 

engaging in unresolved negotiation with the U.S.29 Accounting for this unique 

historical context (history between Kim Jong-il and the American leaders) can 

greatly enhance the power of explanation.  

For these reasons, I conduct a case study of Kim Jong-il’s nuclear 

policy decision made in 2009 introducing the role of individual decision maker, 

Kim Jong-il, and his memory. Rather than a single variable analysis where 

‘memory’ is the only independent variable in Kim Jong-il’s nuclear decision 

outcome (dependent variable), I undertake a multi-variable analysis considering 

both the ‘memory’ and ‘domestic political need’ as independent variables. I 

trace the process of how these two variables interact to produce the policy 

outcome in 2009. First, I look at the formation and strengthening of memory 

during the U.S.-DPRK negotiation history. Second, I delineate how the 

domestic political need triggered by Kim Jong-il’s stroke and succession 

process mandated a long term nuclear policy. Third, I analyze whether the 

nuclear policy decision made in 2009 is congruent with the type of memory that 

was formed during the U.S.-DPRK negotiation history.  

 

 

 

                                          
29 Many rogue states such as Iran, and Libya have secret or public negotiation history but 
often negotiations are resolved within a certain leadership (Libya), or the leadership 
experiences change before the negotiation process is over (Iran). 
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III. METHODOLOGY 

 

 

1. Theoretical Background: Cognitive Psychology 

 

Political scientists have long attempted to enhance the power of explanation by 

benefiting from the field of psychology, particularly after the cognitive 

revolution.30 Applying cognitive psychological variables to foreign policy and 

international relations have tremendously widened the spectrum of explanation 

to tackle the questions that were left unanswered by the traditional ‘Rational 

Actor Model.’ 31  Scholarly efforts to marry the elements of cognitive 

psychology in International Relations have resulted in the creation of ‘neo-

classical realism’ where variables such as perception and misperception are 

                                          
30 ‘Cognitive revolution’ is an intellectual movement that began in 1950s and adopted by 
multiple discipline such as psychology, anthropology and linguistics. The field of 
psychology adopted cognitive science in the late-1950s and established a strain called 
‘cognitive psychology’. Until then, behaviorism dominated the field of psychology which 
maintained that only testable (and observable) human behaviors can be the object of study 
in determining motivation. Rejecting the fundamental assumptions of behaviorists, 
cognitive psychologists extended the realm of study to human mind that stretched beyond 
laboratory observation. Major works of cognitive psychology include those of George A. 
Miller, Noam Chomsky, Braodbent, and Ulric Neisser. For more detailed and thorough 
introduction and history of cognitive psychology, see (Miller 2003).  
31  ‘Rational Actor Model (RAM)’ is an analytical perspective in political science 
systemized by Graham Allison. RAM is grounded on the ‘economic man’ assumption that 
actors in international relations possess the rationality to make decisions that maximize 
national interest through cost-benefit analysis. See Chapter 2 by Andrew Hindmoor in 
Stoker and Marsh’s Theory and Methods in Political Science (Stoker and Marsh 1971) for 
more detailed explanation of its tenets and developments.  
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considered to affect International Relations along with the traditional neo-

realistic power variable. Because cognitive psychology does not provide a 

grand theory of human cognition, various sub-theories and theorems have been 

adopted by neo-classical realists to explain foreign policy and international 

relations. Psychological variables such as identity, emotion, operational code 

and personality (Katzenstein 1996; George and George 1956; Hermann 1980; 

Post 2003; Holsti 1961) are introduced to explain political leader’s behavior 

that deviate from ‘rationality’. Information processing theories such as 

cognitive consistency (Walker, Schafer, and Marfleet 2012), mirror image (Kim 

2004), and historical analogy (Khong 1992) are utilized to explain foreign 

policy decision making process.  

Among many theories of political psychology, ‘historical analogy’ pays 

particular attention to the role of memory in foreign policy decision making. 

This theory contends that political leaders ‘learn from history’ when making 

foreign policy decisions (May 1973; Jervis 1976; Snyder and Diesing 1977). 

When political leaders are faced with a task on a matter that they don’t have 

enough information or knowledge about, they resort to ‘history’ or ‘memory of 

history’. These scholars illustrate how political leaders chose a particular 

analogy from the past to make judgments about the likely outcome of a certain 

decision. Once an analogy is chosen, cognitive bias holds throughout the 

decision making process and new information that may suggest that the chosen 

analogy is wrong gets ignored. This theory has been employed to explain many 

crisis decisions such as the Vietnam War, Korean War32 and Cuban missile 

                                          
32 Khong illustrated how the Korea anaology associated with the lesson that appeasement 
leads to grave consequences such as a war was employed by decision-makers in their 
decision regarding the war in Vietnam (Khong 1992). 
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crisis.33 Yuen Foong Khong in particular proposed an elaborate analytical 

framework ‘Analogical Explanation (AE) framework’ to illustrate the process 

of how a certain historical analogy is chosen and utilized in decision making 

process (Khong 1992).34 

 

 

2. Analytical Framework: Memory-Based Judgment (MBJ) Framework 

 

This paper adopts the ‘Memory-Based judgment (MBJ)’ framework proposed 

by Reid Hastie and Bernadette Park in Psychological Review (Hastie & Park 

1986). The MBJ framework shares the same situational assumptions with 

theories of ‘historical analogy’ but provides more elaborate tool for analyzing 

the process of memory formation and selection. While Khong’s AE framework 

focuses on the process of how a certain analogy (memory), once chosen, affects 

the process of decision making, Hastie and Park’s MBJ framework focuses 

more on the process of how a certain memory is formed, primed and selected. 

Brief description of the MBJ framework is in order.  

                                          
33 James Blight and David Welch illustrate how President John F. Kennedy rejected the 
advice of his hawkish advisors to remove Soviet missiles in Cuba by an air strike because 
he was worried about repeating the mistakes of 1914 and reverse Pearl Harbor (Blight and 
Welch 1989).  
34 ‘AE Framework’ does this by answering the following six questions; how will analogy X 
define situation Y? What might analogy X say about the stakes in situation Y? Does 
analogy X provide an implicit prescription about what do to concerning situation Y? What 
does analogy X say about the chances of success, morality, risks of its implied prescription? 
(Khong 1992, 22). 
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Hastie and Park argue that the relationship between memory and 

judgment depends on whether the judgment task is Memory-Based or On-Line. 

In other words, the type of task determines how directly memory is utilized in 

solving the task. Their research is motivated from the problem that while it is a 

popular belief in the field of psychology that there is a relationship between 

memory and judgment, only a few empirical studies exhibit a direct 

relationship between memory and judgment (Tversky and Kahneman 1973; 

Beyth-Marom and Fischhoff 1977). Abundance of empirical studies designed to 

test the relationship between memory and judgment result in vague, indirect 

correlation rather than causation and some studies even show contradicting 

conclusion (Combs and Slovic 1979; Ross and Sicoly 1979; Anderson and 

Hubert 1963; Reyes, Thompson and Bower 1980). Hastie and Park contend that 

this is because the type of task used in the empirical studies varies between 

‘memory-based’ and ‘on-line’. Only ‘memory-based’ judgment task triggers a 

particular type of information processing mechanism that directly refers to 

memory for judgment. Among the five different types of information 

processing mechanisms35 only one, availability, produces a direct relationship 

between memory and judgment. Other four mechanisms show either loose 

correlation or negative relations between memory and judgment. Unlike the 

‘memory-based’ judgment task that utilizes availability processing mechanism, 

‘on-line’ judgment task uses one of the other four mechanisms which results in 

indirect, null, or unequivocal relationship between memory and judgment 

                                          
35 Hastie and Park categorized five information processing mechanisms proposed by many 
scholars in the field; independence, availability, biased retrieval, biased encoding and 
incongruity-biased encoding. While they did not propose any new concepts of information 
processing, their classification and categorization is concise and appropriate. For brief 
explanation and differences among each concept, see (Hastie and Park 1986). 
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(Hastie and Park 1986, 262).  

Then what causes ‘Memory-Based’ judgement? Hastie and Park lay down 

two conditions that produce memory-based judgment tasks. First, a ‘surprise’ 

judgment task produces memory-based judgment. When a subject is surprised 

with a judgment task, his/her judgment is more likely to be ‘memory-based’ 

than ‘on-line’. Second, when the subject is motivated to use evidence retrieved 

from memory as input at the time of judgment. For instance, when the subject 

is presented with a novel task (no previous relevant judgment had been made), 

reliance on memory becomes higher. Following is one of Hastie and Park’s four 

experiments in their study that clearly depicts the difference between ‘memory-

based’ judgment task and ‘on-line’ judgment task.  

In Experiment 1, subjects were asked to make a judgment of  a man’s 
suitability for a job as a computer programmer after hearing a 5-min 
conversation between two men. Half  of  the subjects were told of  the 
judgment task before hearing the conversation (on-line task condition), 
and half  learned of  the judgment only after the conversation was over 
(memory-based task condition).36 

This is the part in Hastie and Park’s study that is shared with ‘historical analogy’ 

theory. The situational conditions of MBJ proposed by Hastie and Park are very 

similar to what Khong refers to as ‘judgment under uncertainty’37 to trigger 

policymakers to refer to historical analogies. Hastie & Park and Khong 

recognize that ‘on-line’ judgments are more frequent and prevalent compared to 

‘memory-based’ judgments (Hastie and Park 1986, 267) and the two specific 

conditions that trigger ‘memory-based’ judgment are very rarely met. 
                                          
36 Hastie and Park 1986, 263. 
37 Khong argues that “when faced with a new situation, individuals turn to their repertoire 
of historical memories” (Khong 1992, 35).  
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Once the conditions are met to trigger memory-based judgment, a 

particular information processing mechanism is employed to connect memory 

and judgment; availability process. Availability process, put forth and 

systemized by Tversky and Kahneman (1973), assumes that memory 

availability causes judgment. In essence, it contends that when referring to 

memory for decision making, the most available memory gets selected. 

Availability process consists of three distinct steps of how memory is created 

and referred to when making decision. First is the encoding stage which refers 

to a process where information gets stored in the brain and forms a memory-

structure. Because human brain has limited capacity to process complex 

information especially under high tension, we tend to simplify the information 

during encoding. This simplified version of the memory is also called schema 

by some cognitive psychologists.38 Second is the priming stage. Once a schema 

is established, it dictates future information processing. Established schema 

serves as a guideline for registering or ignoring a certain type of information. 

This process is called ‘priming’. Through priming, existing schema is 

strengthened and becomes more available. Third is the retrieval stage. When 

subject is presented with a task that requires referring to memory, the most 

available (the most primed or the most recent) memory is utilized.  

Figure 3 illustrates the conditions triggering ‘memory-based’ judgment 

                                          
38 Social psychologists such as Rumelhart used the term schema to refer to almost all 
mental elements while others such as Mandler use the term in a highly restrictive sense 
(Rumelhart 1984; Mandler 1980; Hastie 1986). Presence of schema is also based on the 
assumption of human’s limited cognitive capacity. Because we cannot compute all the 
information presented to us, we build and employ schema in order to process information 
faster and more selectively. It is very difficult to distinguish the boundaries of schema and 
memory since they are frequently used interchangeably. 
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and ‘on-line’ judgment and the information processing mechanism that each 

judgment utilizes.  

 

 

Figure 3. Comparison of Memory-Based Judgment (MBJ) and On-line Judgment * Diagram is constructed based on Reid Hastie and Bernadette Park’s article “The Relationship Between Memory and Judgment Depends on Whether the Judgment Task is Memory-Based or On-Line” (Hastie & Park 1986). 
 

MBJ framework shares much similarities and differences with Khong’s AE 

framework. Figure 4 compares the two frameworks in detail. 
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Figure 4. Comparison of Memory Based-Judgement (MBJ) Framework and Analogical 
Explanation (AE) Framework 

 

As illustrated in Figure 4, MBJ framework is a stronger tool in analyzing the 

process of memory formation compared to AE framework. Khong’s AE 

framework pays little attention to how a certain memory (analogy) came to be 

formed in the decision maker’s mind. Instead, AE framework focuses more 

closely on the process of how the chosen analogy plays into the decision 

making process itself. Precisely because of this difference, I chose to adopt the 

MBJ framework rather than the AE framework to better capture the process of 
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how memory played a role in Kim Jong-il’s decision making process in 2009. 

MBJ framework’s strength in the memory-formation stage better serves the 

purpose of this research considering the idiosyncrasies of the North Korean 

regime.  

To begin with, Khong’s AE framework focuses more on analyzing 

competing analogies and how they are inserted in the decision making 

discussions. This tool is a better fit for dealing with cases of democratic states 

with contending political voices than analyzing authoritarian countries like 

North Korea. Unlike the decision making process in democratic countries 

where the system is designed to encourage competition among domestic 

political powers, totalitarian countries such as North Korea rarely allow for 

such competition. I have pointed out in Chapter II that this does not mean that 

domestic power dynamics is completely absent in North Korea. However, it is a 

fair argument to make that Kim Jong-il asserts the most amount of influence in 

decision making process, especially on major foreign policy decisions such as a 

new nuclear policy. Therefore, AE framework’s strength to account for diverse 

analogies within the policy discussion is not very helpful to this study. MBJ 

framework is not designed to analyze several different memory-structures and 

their competition. Instead, MBJ framework has its strength on providing a tool 

for extensive analysis on how an individual’s memory is formed and 

strengthened so that it would be available for retrieval during decision making 

process. Khong argued that the question of why a certain policymaker came to 

champion such analogy can be answered by conducting a mental experiment 

which would “begin by asking about the main foreign policy events during the 

lifetime of the key decision-makers” (Khong 1992, 213). MBJ framework does 

exactly that. In order to re-capture the memory-structure of Kim Jong-il as the 
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decision-maker, MBJ framework traces the origin of the memory back to its 

formation.  

The second reason is much less academic and much more practical. AE 

framework provides comprehensive and detailed tool for analyzing the process 

of decision-making in a set of six questions. While Khong’s analysis and read 

of primary documents including The Pentagon Papers during the decision 

making process is comprehensive and insightful, I have not been gratified with 

such an opportunity. During his entire rule of 18 years (37 years including 

transition period) as an authoritarian leader, Kim Jong-il made only one public 

speech. His written publication began to be produced when his succession 

process launched in 1982 but most were written by professional ghostwriters to 

praise Kim Jong-il’s capabilities to the public. This poses a great difficulty in 

trying to analyze the process of decision making from mid-October 2008 to 

January 2009. In the absence of evidence to account for the details of 

discussion during decision making process, AE framework cannot provide 

enough insight in terms of explaining North Korea’s policy decision in 2009. In 

order to compensate for the lack of evidence during decision making process, I 

focus on analyzing the available evidence which spreads through 2003 and 

2008 (previous years leading up to the decision making period). Considering 

the idiosyncrasies of the evidence available for the case, this research pays 

much more attention to the process of how a memory structure was formed and 

strengthened, than how the memory structure was discussed during decision 

making process. I employ MBJ framework in order to make use of the 

extensive evidence during memory formation and strengthening period of Kim 

Jong-il 
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3. Reliability and Validity 

 

In the field of cognitive psychology, laboratory conditioned experiments are 

used to confirm or disconfirm a theory as Hastie and Park did in their paper. 

However, in applying such theories to international relations, experiments are 

no longer an option. Therefore, I rely on primary documents to capture the 

structure of Kim Jong-il’s memory vis-à-vis nuclear policy. 

 

a. Reliability: DPRK Foreign Ministry’s Statements and Declarations 

North Korea produces largely two types of documents; official documents and 

news articles. Official documents are produced by various organizations within 

the Korean Worker’s Party (KWP; administrative branch), the Korean People’s 

Army (KPA), and the Supreme People’s Assembly (SPA; legislative branch).39 

Official documents are normally written by second-level official within the 

organization, approved by the first-level official and sometimes screened by 

Kim Jong-il himself. They represent the views of the organization and 

occasionally include direct quotes of high level officials. News articles are 

produced mainly by two major newspapers in North Korea; Nodong Sinmun 

and Minju Joson. Opinions produced by Nodong Sinmun leans more toward the 

                                          
39 The number of sub-department organizations is not clearly known as organizational re-
structuring takes place quite often. However among the countless sub-department 
organizations, only a handful of them regularly produce official documents including 
statements and declarations. Such organizations include KPA Commander-in-Chief’s Office, 
KPA Panmunjom Mission, DPRK Foreign Ministry, Korean Peace Advocacy National 
Committee, Committee for Peaceful Reunification of Fatherland, Union of KWP workers.  
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views taken by Korean Worker’s Party and Minju Joson more closely 

represents the perspective of the Supreme People’s Assembly. Articles and 

columns published in these two newspapers are not written or edited by 

government officials.  

For this research, DPRK Foreign Ministry produced ‘statements’ and 

‘declarations’ serve as the most reliable documents containing Kim Jong-il’s 

views in terms of nuclear policy. First, Kim Jong-il directly supervises the 

context of DPRK Foreign Ministry’s statements and declarations. As 

centralized as North Korea is, a lot of written documents provided by the 

DPRK state media ‘Korea Central News Agency (KCNA)’ are produced at the 

author’s own capacity without Kim Jong-il’s knowledge. Most news articles 

published by Rodong Sinmun and Minju Joson are done without Kim Jong-il 

ever setting eyes on them unless they feature or quote official statements. Even 

among the official documents, very few types of written materials are 

personally screened by Kim Jong-il himself and Foreign Ministry statement is 

one of them. According to Kim Dong-su, a former North Korean career 

diplomat who defected to South Korea, major documents such as Foreign 

Ministry’s statements and declarations are drafted by the Ministry’s advisory 

board members, and reported to the vice-Minister. Once the vice-Minister 

approves the document, he sends it to the Foreign Minister who takes it to Kim 

Jong-il for a final confirmation before releasing it to the state media (Choi 2003, 

13). Although Kim Jong-il does not write the statements himself, he reads and 

approves them before public release unlike many other written materials 

published by KCNA. In an ideal world, analyzing Kim Jong-il’s first-hand 

written documents such as a personal memoir or a diary would be the next best 

way. However, in a real world, where the his first-hand written documents (if 
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they ever existed) are not available, analyzing sets of documents that he 

oversaw or edited is the closet method to ensure reliability.  

Second, among various organizations within North Korea that handles 

foreign policy, Foreign Ministry served as the major platform to deal with 

nuclear policy vis-à-vis U.S. In North Korea, foreign affairs are managed by 

three major organizations; Supreme People’s Assembly (legislative branch), 

International Department of the Central Committee of the Korean Worker’s 

Party (administrative branch), and the Foreign Ministry. In theory, DPRK 

constitution dictates that Supreme People’s Assembly provides general 

guidelines, International Department devises foreign policies accordingly and 

Foreign Ministry carries out such policies. 40  However, Kim Jong-il 

significantly elevated Foreign Ministry’s status since he officially assumed 

power in 1994. Following several constitutional amendments, Foreign Ministry 

was positioned directly under Kim Jong-il’s supervision not subjected to any 

inter-agency competition. Foreign Minister was granted the right to report 

directly to Kim Jong-il and get directions from him in person. KWP’s 

International Department was relegated to only managing the Party-to-Party 

relationship with other socialist countries which has become an obsolete task 

since the fall of the Soviet Union. For the most part during Kim Jong-il’s reign, 

Foreign Ministry served as the main avenue for carrying out his foreign policies 

especially toward Western countries. Therefore, it is a logical conclusion to say 

that Foreign Ministry represents Kim Jong-il’s view on foreign policy vis-à-vis 

U.S. the best among all political organizations within the DPRK.  

                                          
40  DPRK Socialist Constitution, Chapter 6, Paragraph I, Article 91, Section 4. 
http://www1.korea-np.co.jp/pk/061st_issue/98091708.htm 
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For these two reasons, this paper analyzes DPRK Foreign Ministry’s 

statements and declarations in order to capture Kim Jong-il’s views on nuclear 

policy vis-à-vis the U.S.  

 

b. Validity: Attribute List 

Then how to analyze Foreign Ministry’s statements and declarations? Text 

comprehension is the most common and effective method used by cognitive 

psychologists to map an individual’s cognition (Pennington & Hastie 1986). 

Because most common stimuli are registered as words, combing through an 

individual’s writing or written speech helps re-create a memory structure. In 

order to capture the memory structure from a text, I construct an ‘attribute list’. 

Attribute list is a list of concept and the attributes associated with such concept. 

Figure 5 illustrates a simple attribute list built from the concept ‘fighter jet’. 

Attributes chosen for a concept can range from simple properties such as ‘large’ 

to value-laden descriptions such as ‘dangerous’.  

 

Figure 5. Attribute List of the Concept 'fighter jet' 
 

Because of the limited capacity of human cognition to compute large amount of 



 

37 

information, we tend to associate a certain concept with a phrase in order to 

remember it easily. Attribute list delineates the relationship between a concept 

(stimuli) and the phrases (attributes) used to describe the concept (Rumelhart & 

Norman 1984) which helps understand how information is processed in the 

minds. This research attempts to re-construct Kim Jong-il’s memory structure 

by building attribute lists from DPRK Foreign Ministry’s statements and 

declarations.  
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IV. CASE STUDY: NORTH KOREA’S 2009 NUCLEAR POLICY SHIFT 

 

 

1. The Trigger 

 

As illustrated in the previous chapter, there are two preconditions that trigger a 
memory-based judgment (MBJ) task.  

a. Surprise Task: when a decision-making task was presented to the 
subject suddenly without warning. 

b. Novel Task: when a decision-making task relates to a matter that the 
subject has minimal knowledge or experience about. 

This chapter assess whether these two situational conditions were present when 

Kim Jong-il made the nuclear policy decision in 2009. 

 

a. Surprise Task 

In order to assess whether Kim’s nuclear policy shift decision in 2009 was a 

result of ‘surprise task’ or not, it is critical to investigate what triggered the 

decision making task. In Kim Jong-il’s case, the decision making task was 

definitely presented in a surprising manner; a cerebrovascular accident. In 

August 2008, Kim Jong-il disappeared from the public for the total of 51 days. 

Public disappearance itself was not abnormal but this time, Kim’s 

disappearance was longer than usual. And when he didn’t make presence for 

one of North Korea’s most important political events - 60th anniversary 
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celebration of the North Korean government - speculations arose regarding his 

health condition. It was later confirmed by Dr. Francois-Xavier Roux that Kim 

Jong-il had suffered a stroke in early August. Dr. Roux was urgently flown to 

Pyongyang to treat the leader in August and saw through his recovery until 

September.41 Kim’s health had been deteriorating slowly since 2001 and he 

was occasionally captured in public with a cane for support but the stroke in 

August 2008 was the first time his health condition impacted his political 

activity. He reappeared in public on October 4th at the soccer game held to 

mark the 62nd anniversary of Kim Il-sung University where he exhibited 

symptoms related with recovery from stroke.42 This event triggered a sense of 

urgency for Kim Jong-il to accelerate the succession process and prevent a 

power vacuum should another unexpected stroke lead to his demise (which it 

did).  

Observations gathered from memoirs and interviews of U.S. officials 

involved in the Six-Party Talks negotiation suggest that Kim’s stroke in 2008 

triggered the need to reassess the current nuclear policy and establish a long-

                                          
41 Dr. Roux originally told the French daily Le Figaro in December 2008 that “Kim Jong-il 
suffered a stroke but did not undergo an operation.” And that “He is now better.” 
(December 11, 2008. New York Times “Doctor Confirms Kim Jong=il Stroke.” 
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/12/world/asia/12kim.html?_r=0). However, immediately 
after the report came out in the French press Dr.Roux denied the information and said he 
was misquoted. Three years later, and two days after North Korean state media reported 
that Kim Jong-il had died, Dr.Roux finally confirmed that he had treated Kim personally in 
August 2008 after a stroke during an interview with the Associated Press (December 19, 
2011. Associated Press. “French Doctor now confirms Kim had stroke in 2008.” 
http://cnsnews.com/news/article/french-doctor-now-confirms-kim-had-stroke-2008) 
42 From the video released by North Korean state media of Kim Jong-il at a soccer game 
on October 5th, Kim appeared to not have full control of his left arm and hand, lost a lot of 
weight and left side of his lips were droopy.  
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term nuclear policy. Negotiations for the Sixth round of the Six-Party Talks 

were moving forward at a relatively smooth pace through the end of July. In 

accordance with the Second-Phase Actions agreed on October 2007, North 

Korea submitted a declaration report (May 8, 2008) and demolished the cooling 

tower of its Yongbyon 5MW reactor in public (June 27, 2008). The parties were 

moving on to the next issue at point; verification. On July 12, the heads of 

delegation agreed that a verification mechanism should be established.43 Six 

Parties carried on with the discussion for the verification protocol in the 

following months but North Korea’s responsiveness decreased significantly 

after August and their interest in continuing negotiation faded out through 

October and November (Cha 2013; Hill 2014).44 U.S. and DPRK managed to 

reach an agreement on a verification protocol on October 11 but it was never to 

be implemented as the issue of ‘sampling’ became the point of contention 

between Washington and Pyongyang which ultimately led to the end of Six-

Party Talks. It is often argued that the verification protocol’s ambiguity of 

language is what led to the ‘death’ of Six-Party Talks (Lanfried 2009, 170). 

However, domestic events that took place in late 2008 and early 2009 suggest 

that the ‘timing’ of the issue rather than the ‘nature’ of it led to the eventual 

                                          
43 On July 12, Press Communique was released after the Heads of Delegation Meeting. 
44 The drastic decline in North Korea’s interest for the Six-Party Talks has been confirmed 
by Victor Cha and Christopher Hill. In his memoir, The Impossible State, Cha recorded that 
“after Kim Jong-il’s stroke in August 2008, negotiation responsiveness on the DPRK side 
precipitously declined” (Cha 2013, 271). Christopher Hill also recalls in his memoir, 
Outpost, “I made one more trip to Pyongyang in October 2008 […] We had dinner with a 
very somber Kim Gye Gwan, and I could tell that North Korean interest in the give-and-
take of negotiation was coming to an end” (Hill 2014, 289). A few weeks later, in 
November, the Six Parties met once more, but it was over. The North Koreans were not 
serious about verification protocol, and we could not go forward with what we had in hand 
from them (Hill 2014, 290).  
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demise of the Six-Party Talks. In either case, multiple accounts from U.S. 

delegation and the behaviors that North Korea exhibited during the latter half of 

2008 confirm that their interest in negotiation began to cease in mid-2008.  

 

b. Novel Task 

Another condition to trigger a MBJ task is when the decision-maker does not 

have enough knowledge related to the task so that he/she relies on memory for 

judgment. In order to evaluate whether the task of devising a new nuclear 

policy was a ‘novel task’ or not, it is important to pinpoint when the decision 

was made. While drafting an exact timeline of Kim Jong-il’s decision making 

process triggered by his stroke is impossible, evidence suggest that the nuclear 

policy decision was made sometime between October 2008 and January 2009. 

Kim Jong-il recovered from his stroke on October 4th 45 and the new nuclear 

policy was announced in January 13th 2009. Therefore, it is a logical 

assumption to conclude that the decision making process for the new nuclear 

policy took place between the two dates (October 4th, 2009 – January 13th, 

2009) along with many other key political decisions.  

Kim made a series of key political decisions in early 2009 that 

governed the succession process and a new nuclear policy was one of them. In 

early-January, Kim Jong-il disseminated his decision of choosing Kim Jong-un 

as his successor to the regime’s political elites.46 Throughout January and 

February, Kim surfaced key members of the advisory team to help in the 

                                          
45 Kim Jong-il’s public reappearance on October 4th and Dr.Roux’s accounts of his 
recovery prove that Kim regained enough strength make political decisions by mid-October.  
46 The information was confirmed by South Korea’s National Intelligence Service (NIS) 
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succession process. On the military’s side, Lee Young-ho was chosen as he was 

appointed the Commander in Chief of Korea People’s Army on February 11th, 

2009.47 On the Party’s side, Jang Sung-taek was chosen to aid the succession 

process. Jang accompanied almost all of Kim Jong-il’s on-site guidance 

activities from November 2008 and he served as a key figure to oversee the 

succession process. These two figures were chosen and given the rank 

specifically for the purpose of aiding the regime succession process. This is 

evident by the fact that both figures were abandoned once the succession 

process was finished for the young Kim Jung-un to take control.48 Lee Young-

ho was stripped of all rank in 2012 and Jang Sung-taek was purged and 

allegedly executed in 2013. 

Also, analysis of DPRK Foreign Ministry’s statements shows that the new 

nuclear policy was already decided and delivered by January 13, 2009. 

Throughout the twenty years of negotiation history, DPRK’s official stance has 

been two-fold. First, Pyongyang’s nuclear ambition is defensive in nature 

driven by U.S. hostile policy against the regime. Therefore, denuclearization 

and cessation of U.S. hostile policy should go hand in hand. The phrase below 

summarizes DPRK foreign ministry statement regarding North Korea’s basic 

stance vis-à-vis denuclearization. 

                                          
47 This appointment gained a lot of attention within and outside of North Korea since Lee’s 
jump from Commander of Pyongyang Defense Command to Commander in Chief of the 
entire Korean People’s Army was a huge rank leap. Lee had not been a key elite member 
prior to 2009.  
48 On July 16, 2012, North Korea state news agency KCNA announced that Lee Young-ho 
was dismissed from all posts on account of ill health. On December 8, 2013, KCNA 
reported that Jang Sung-taek was to stand trial for being a counter-revolutionary and was 
expelled from the Workers Party of Korea. On December 13, KCNA announced that he had 
been trialed and executed as found guilty.  
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A master key to the solution of  nuclear issue between the DPRK and the 
U.S. is for the latter to make a fundamental switchover in its hostile policy 
toward the former. The U.S. switchover in its hostile policy towards the 
DPRK comes as a precondition for the solution to the nuclear issue.49 

According to Pyongyang, a broad range of actions fall in the category of ‘U.S. 

hostile policy.’ The most prominent testament of hostility is President Bush’s 

‘axis of evil’ speech and U.S. Nuclear Posture Review in 2002.50 Many other 

unfavorable U.S. foreign policies such as economic sanctions, U.S.-ROK Joint 

Military Exercises, and North Korean human rights addresses have been 

categorized as ‘hostile’ by North Korea. Although the scope of the term ‘U.S. 

hostile policy’ evolved over time, the same term has always been used as a key 

condition for denuclearization, until 2009.  

On January 13th 2009, DPRK foreign ministry issued a statement 

reiterating its stance vis-à-vis denuclearization. In this statement, the term ‘U.S. 

hostile policy’ has transformed to ‘U.S. hostile policy and its nuclear threat.’  

The nuclear issue surfaced on the Korean Peninsula because of  the U.S. 
hostile policy toward the DPRK and its nuclear threat resulting from it, 
and the hostile relations are not attributable to the nuclear issue.51 

North Korea’s stance has changed. From that point on, ‘U.S. hostile policy and 

its nuclear threat’ were driving Pyongyang to acquire nuclear weapons. Table 4 

illustrates the frequencies of both phrases since 2003.  

                                          
49 August 13th 2003, DPRK Foreign Ministry Declaration. 
50 On January 29, 2002 during his State of the Union Address, President Bush isolated 
three states ‘Iran, Iraq and North Korea’ as ‘axis of evil’ states. In 2002 Nuclear Posture 
Review (NPR), Department of Defense listed North Korea as a country against which the 
United States should be prepared to use nuclear weapons (Department of Defense 2002). 
51 January 13th 2009, DPRK Foreign Ministry Statement. 
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Table 4. Number of Statements Reflecting North Korea’s Nuclear Policy Shift in 2009 

Phrases 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Hostile policy 9 16 9 5 1 1 1 Hostile policy and 
nuclear threat 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 * For dates that each statement was released, see Appendix 2 

 

By adding the phrase ‘and its nuclear threat,’ Kim Jong-il made it impossible 

for the U.S. to achieve denuclearization of Korea. The January 13 statement 

alludes that now there are two conditions for denuclearization; eliminating ‘U.S. 

hostile policy’ and ‘its nuclear threat’. Even if Washington got rid of all ‘U.S. 

hostile policies’ such as sanctions, harsh rhetoric, military drills, and etc, 

Pyongyang will still not provide denuclearization until the second condition is 

met; to eliminate U.S. nuclear threat. The term ‘U.S. nuclear threat’ has been 

used to refer to two different types of U.S. nuclear capabilities in the past. First 

it has referred to U.S. nuclear umbrella extended to South Korea. Since North 

and South Korea are still at war by the armistice, U.S. nuclear umbrella 

provided by the U.S.-ROK Mutual Defense Treaty (1953) is perceived as a 

nuclear threat against the Kim regime. Second, it has referred to general U.S. 

nuclear capability represented by 4,804 nuclear warheads in mainland.52 Since 

the U.S. has attempted to use military options vis-à-vis North Korea in the 

past,53 U.S. nuclear stockpile is perceived as a direct threat to North Korea. It 

is not clear which type of ‘U.S. nuclear threat’ is being referred to in January 13 

                                          
52 Number is from the latest U.S. Department of State Factsheet. ‘Transparency in the U.S. 
Nuclear Weapons Stockpile.’ April 29, 2014. Department of State.  
53 In 1994, when diplomatic efforts for denuclearizing North Korea did not reach any 
conclusion, President Clinton considered a military option of a surgical strike against North 
Korea’s Yongbyon nuclear facility (Wit, Gallucci and Poneman 2004).  
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statement but it is clear that North Korea has changed the game of 

denuclearization by raising the bar.  

DPRK Foreign Ministry’s statement released four days after the January 13 

statement hammered the fact that Pyongyang has up the nuclear game. The 

statement released on January 17 said that diplomatic normalization and 

denuclearization are not related.  

The issue of  normalizing the relations and the nuclear issue are the two 
separate matters from A to Z. The DPRK made nuclear weapons to 
defend itself  from the U.S. nuclear threat, not in the anticipation of  such 
things as the normalization of  the relations with the U.S. or economic 
assistance.54  

This confirms the definitive policy shift stated in January 13th statement that 

the condition of eliminating ‘nuclear threat’ has been added to the 

denuclearization table. No amount of ‘policy’ change (highest being diplomatic 

normalization) will be enough for denuclearization as long as ‘U.S. nuclear 

threat’ lingers. These two statements released on January 13th and 17th contain 

phrases and expressions that deviates significantly from the typical DPRK 

Foreign Ministry’s stance vis-à-vis denuclearization. The fact that such 

unprecedented statements were issued at a time when major political decisions 

regarding the future of regime were made signify that these statements manifest 

a definitive shift in Kim Jong-il’s nuclear policy. Figure 6 illustrates the 

timeline of Kim Jong-il’s decision making process triggered by his stroke in 

August 2008.  

 

                                          
54 January 17th, 2009, DPRK Foreign Ministry Spokesperson.  
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Figure 6. Timeline of Kim Jong-il's Decision Making Process for the Nuclear Policy 
Shift 

 

Establishing the timeline helps assess how much relevant information was 

available to Kim Jong-il at the time of decision making. The timeline suggests 

that the new nuclear policy decision was made between mid-October 2008 and 

January 13th 2009 which is after the presidential election but before the 

inauguration of President Obama. According to MBJ framework, if sufficient 

information regarding Obama administration’s North Korea policy had been 

available to Kim Jong-il during the decision making process, he wouldn’t have 

had to rely on his memory for reference. However, most of Obama’s signals to 

North Korea came after the nuclear policy shift had already been made. As 

mentioned in Chapter I, Obama administration’s signals were clear and quick 

but not quick enough. Special Envoy Steven Bosworth’s willingness to visit 

Pyongyang was expressed on February 20th (immediately after his appointment) 

August 14  Kim suffers a stroke 
October 4  Kim reappears in public 

January 8  Kim appoints Kim Jung-un as successor 
January 13  Foreign Ministry Declaration alluding new nuclear policy 
January 17  Foreign Ministry Statement confirming new nuclear policy 
February 11  Kim Jong-il promote Lee Yong-ho as Commander in Chief 

December  Jang Sung-taek makes frequent public appearance 

2008 

2009 
 

Decision 
making 
process 
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and Secretary Clinton’s unprecedented offer for economic, political 

compensation was made on February 13th which is after Kim Jong-il’s nuclear 

policy decision had been made. In the absence of the new Obama 

administration’s specific North Korea policies to respond to, Kim was left to 

rely on memory during decision making process between mid-October 2008 

and January 2009. This constitutes a ‘novel task’ and the conditions were ripe 

for a Memory-Based Judgement. 

 

 

2. The Memory: Encoding and Priming 

 

Then what kind of memory was employed in making the nuclear policy 

decision and how did that memory came to be employed? As mentioned in the 

previous chapter, the process of using memory in decision making consists of 

three steps; encoding, priming, and retrieval. This section illustrates the 

encoding and priming process of Kim Jong-il’s memory by creating ‘attribute 

list’ from DPRK Foreign Ministry’s statements and declarations. 

As illustrated in Chapter II, mapping an attribute list enables us to grasp 

how Kim Jong-il processed information and stored it in memory. And once 

formed, attribute list serves as guidance mechanism for future information 

processing. In order to illustrate the two stages of memory formation (encoding) 

and priming, I blocked the U.S.-DPRK nuclear negotiation history into two 

periods; negotiation period, and implementation period. Years from 2003 to 

2005 constitute a negotiation period when Pyongyang and Washington engaged 
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in negotiation within the Six-Party-Talks frame and concluded a monumental 

agreement; September 19 Joint Statement (2005). Implementation period began 

from 2006 to 2008 when North Korea and the U.S. engaged in bilateral 

negotiations to implement the Joint Statement according to action-to-action 

principle. February 13th Action Plan (2007) was concluded to guide the process 

of implementation and the specificities of tit-for-tat principle. First, I analyze 

Foreign Ministry’s statements and declarations released during the negotiation 

period and produce attribute lists of key concepts in order to see how 

information was processed and stored in memory. Then, I analyze the 

statements released during the implementation period (2006-2008) to see how 

the formed memory structure (schema) affected the information processing 

during this time (priming). 

 

a. Negotiation Period: Encoding 

Attribute lists deduced from DPRK Foreign Ministry’s statements during the 

negotiation period (2003-2005) reveal two observations regarding the way Kim 

Jong-il perceived and understood U.S. policies. First, not many U.S. policies 

have a lasting impact on Kim Jong-il. In the 6 years of nuclear negotiation 

history between Washington and Pyongyang, innumerable incidents took place 

and made headlines. Whenever an unfavorable U.S. policy is executed, 

Pyongyang rarely fails to issue a statement of condemnation and criticism. No 

American high-level official’s hawkish remark, no passage of United Nations 

Security Council resolution, or a North Korea’s human rights conference went 

un-noticed by North Korea’s state media. Secretary Rice calling North Korea a 

‘terrible regime’, Secretary Rumsfeld calling the DPRK a ‘terrorist regime’, 
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International conferences on North Korean human rights, or even U.S. decision 

to impose sanctions against Syria and Cuba were all targets of DPRK Foreign 

Ministry’s criticisms. However, none of these events were mentioned more than 

once, which implies that the criticisms were not much more than routine 

reaction. In the span of 3 years, only four policies were mentioned more than 

ten times. Table 5 summarizes the top five U.S. policies that appear most 

frequently in DPRK Foreign Ministry’s statements. 

Table 5. Number of Foreign Ministry Statements Referring to U.S. Policies  
(2003-2005)*** 

U.S. Policy 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total President Bush ‘axis of evil’ speech 10 3 3 2 16 (18)** 2002 Nuclear Posture Review 7 3 3 1 13 (14)** Lessons of Iraq* 7 5 - 1 12 (13)** North Korea Human Rights Act - 7 5 - 12 Bush’s ‘outposts of tyranny’ speech - - 8 - 8 * In terms of pure frequency, ‘Iraq’ was mentioned the most (30 statements) but in this table, only the statements that directly refer to the case of Iraq as a lesson for Pyongyang’s own nuclear policy are included. The rest were dropped. ** Numbers in the parenthesis are total numbers including the year 2006. Year 2006 was included in the table to show the total number of statements since reference to these policies ceased after 2006.  *** For dates that each statement was released, see Appendix 3 
 

As illustrated in Table 5, only four events made an impact that is significant 

enough to be stored in Kim Jong-il’s long-term memory and repeatedly 

mentioned. Also, it is notable that the frequently mentioned U.S. policies in the 

list reflect a grand strategy of ‘deterrence.’ President Bush’s State of the Union 

address that called North Korea an ‘axis of evil’ along with Iran and Iraq, and 
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the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review by the Department of Defense came in the 

aftermath of 9/11. As a result of a devastating attack on the mainland, President 

Bush bolstered strong deterrence polities and active retaliation during the first 

few years of his term. These policies were targeted less towards North Korea 

than the culprits of 9/11 which is why President Bush subsequently altered his 

North Korea policy to a pro-negotiation approach. But the early deterrence-

oriented policies were the ones that managed to make the strongest impression 

on North Korea and were logged in Kim Jong-il’s long-term memory.  

Second, unfavorable U.S. policies, when they are repeatedly 

mentioned over time, are associated with particular phrases that are extremely 

threatening and alerting to the security and survival of the regime. Table 6 

provides attribute lists of the top three frequently mentioned U.S. policies from 

Table 5. 

Table 6. Attribute Lists of U.S. Policies during Negotiation Period  
(2003-2005)* 

 

 

            
* For dates of each statement containing the phrases, see Appendix 4 ** Top section lists the associated phrases used to describe the concept and bottom section lists alternative phrases used to describe the concept. Associated phrases appear with the highest frequencies and alternative phrases appear less frequently.  
 

**
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As illustrated in Table 6, once a certain phrase is attached to a specific U.S. 

policy, it is used repeatedly over time. And the phrases used to describe the 

policies are extremely similar in nature in that they are highly alerting to the 

security of the Kim regime. From this analysis, I conclude that during the 

negotiation period (2003-2005), Kim Jong-il’s memory structure was 

dominated by U.S. deterrence policies and their detrimental consequences for 

the survival of Kim regime.  

 

b. Implementation Period (Priming) 

At the wake of his second term, President Bush switched his North Korea 

policy and began active negotiation with North Korea. Abandoning his well-

known aversion to ‘talking to the bad guys,’ President Bush showed incredible 

amount of willingness to engage in bilateral negotiations with North Korea. To 

carry out his new approach, career-diplomat and former ambassador to ROK 

Christopher Hill was brought on as the head of delegation to Six-Party Talks 

(February 14, 2005). The new team was given much more flexibility in terms of 

interacting and negotiating with the North Koreans compared to their 

predecessors. 55  Ambassador Hill’s team conducted series of bilateral and 

multilateral discussions with North Korea within and outside of the Six-Party 

                                          
55 Christopher Hill’s predecessor James Kelly (U.S. Envoy to North Korea and Assistant 
Secretary of State for East Asia and Pacific Affairs) was instructed to handle North Korea 
nuclear issue with tremendous amount of constraints. Hill’s memoir professes that Kelly 
was told to read from the prepared statement at the Six-Party Talks and avoid any form of 
bilateral interaction with the North Koreans (Hill 2014, 183). Cha also commented in his 
memoir that the amount of time Christopher Hill spent in his first bilateral negotiation with 
North Korea was more than all the time that Kelly was allowed to engage North Korea 
during his entire post (Cha 2013, 307). 
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Talks framework from late-2005 to mid-2008. While the September 19th Joint 

Statement contains a broad language of willingness and intention towards 

denuclearization, subsequent discussions during 2006-2008 consisted of how to 

actualize denuclearization. Similar to the negotiation period, implementation 

period was also fraught with many incidences and exchanges but of a totally 

different nature. Table 7 summarizes the most frequently mentioned U.S. 

policies during implementation period.  

Table 7. Number of Foreign Ministry Statements Referring to U.S. Policies  
(2006-2008)* 

* For dates that each statement was released, see Appendix 5 
 

As illustrated in Table 7, most frequently mentioned incidents during the 

implementation period are related to the process of negotiation. During the 

course of negotiations to implement the Joint Statement, Washington made 

several adjustments in order to satisfy the North Koreans, the Congress, and the 

public which was a procedure that Kim Jong-il was certainly not familiar with. 

The two incidents that received the most amount of frustration from North 

Korea during the implementation process were U.S. Treasury’s sanction on 

U.S. Policy 2005 2006 2007 2008 Total Sanction on Banco Delta Asia 4 7 2 - 13 ‘international standard’ of verification prior to de-listing DPRK from state sponsoring terrorism list - - - 5 5 State Department’s 2005 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices  (released March 8, 2006) - 1 - - 1 The National Security Strategy  (released March 16, 2006) - 1 - - 1 Abu Kamal Raid (October 26, 2008) - - - 1 1 
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Macao’s Banco Delta Asia in 2005 and President’s Bush’s call for an 

‘international standard’ of verification prior to delisting North Korea from the 

list of ‘States sponsoring terrorism’ in 2008. The first case, U.S. Department of 

the Treasury’s sanction on Banco Delta Asia, is often used by critics as a case in 

point showing the lack of coordination within American bureaucracy (Chinoy 

2008). On September 15th 2005, the U.S. Treasury Department ordered all U.S. 

banks and companies to sever ties with Banco Delta Asia, a Macao-based bank 

owned by the Delta Asia Financial Group. The bank was accused of engaging 

in money laundering and distribution of supernotes for the government of North 

Korea. This decision by the Treasury Department immediately froze $25 

million of North Korean government’s fund in the bank. Within the Department 

of the Treasury, the decision came as a result of years of investigation and 

deliberation. However, for the Department of State, it came as a surprise and 

the timing could not have been worse. When the Treasury’s decision was 

released, Department of State was engaged head to toe in the second phase of 

the fourth round of the Six-Party Talks (Sep 13th – Sep 19th 2005). Not only 

did the fourth round of talks come after an extended effort for resumption since 

the aggravated U.S.-DPRK relations had halted the talks for more than a year, 

the second phase of the talk was getting very close to concluding a monumental 

agreement (Sep 19th Joint Statement). The Joint Statement was signed as 

scheduled but for an entire year after the sanction on BDA, the Six-Party Talks 

was used as a venue for North Korea to demand lifting the sanction. The 

sanction on BDA was clearly a result of inter-agency dis-coordination and 

miscommunication and the Department of State was just as frustrated as North 

Korea was. According to CNN reporter Mike Chinoy, U.S. chief negotiator 

Christopher Hill was furious about the timing of the sanction (Chinoy 2008, 
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262).56 Clearly, the sanction was not a part of U.S. negotiation strategy in term 

of denuclearization. This is evident by the fact that after a year of protest by the 

North Koreans, Washington unfroze North Korea’s $25 million so that it can be 

transferred to a North Korean account in the Bank of China in Beijing.57 After 

all of North Korea’s funds were transferred, sanctions were recapped and to this 

day, BDA remains blacklisted by the U.S. Treasury Department and is not 

authorized to conduct transactions in U.S. dollars.  

The second frequently mentioned incident by the DPRK’s Foreign 

Ministry is the issue of de-listing North Korea from the ‘state sponsoring 

terrorism list’. North Korea had made it into the list in 1988 after the bombing 

of Korea Air Flight 858 which killed 115 people on board. The prohibitions 

imposed on countries on the list include a ban on arms-related exports and sales, 

prohibitions on economic assistance and financial restrictions such as the 

requirement that the U.S. oppose loans to the country from the World Bank and 

other international financial institutions. De-listing North Korea from the list 

was included in the February 13th 2007 Action Plan. Under the principle of 

action for action, de-listing was matched the “eventual abandonment of the 

Yongbyon nuclear facility including inviting IAEA personnel to conduct all 

                                          
56 Mike Chinoy provides a detailed description of the situation shining light on the discord 
and underlying tension between the State Department, Treasury Department and NSC 
(Chinoy 2008). 
57 On March 19 2007, Treasury Department Deputy Assistant Secretary for Terrorist 
Financing and Financial Crimes Daniel Glaser announced that the two countries had 
‘reached an understanding’ regarding the frozen funds. April 10, U.S. and Macao 
Government announce to unfreeze $25 million of North Korea’s funds, June 25, return of 
the funds were confirmed by North Korea’s Foreign Ministry and the Yongbyon reactor was 
halted on June 26, confirmed by IAEA on July 16.  
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necessary monitoring and verifications.” 58  On June 24th, North Korea 

delivered a 300-page declaration report of its nuclear programs to China, the 

Six-Party Talks chair. The declaration included formal accounting of North 

Korea’s plutonium and plutonium-related nuclear facilities and side-documents 

regarding nuclear proliferation and uranium enrichment. Two days later, on 

June 26th 2008, President Bush issued a statement expressing his willingness to 

move forward with the agreement. 

First, I’m issuing a proclamation that lifts the provisions of  the Trading 
with the Enemy Act with respect to North Korea. And secondly, I am 
notifying the Congress of  my intent to rescind North Korea’s designation 
as a state sponsor of  terror in 45 days.59  

As phenomenal as this statement was to the U.S. domestic public, ‘notifying the 

Congress of the intent to rescind North Korea’s designation’ is certainly not the 

same as ‘rescinding North Korea’s designation’. Once notified, the Congress 

has 45 days to stop such process as it deems necessary which is why President 

Bush added the next sentence.  

The next 45 days will be an important period for North Korea to show 
its seriousness of  its cooperation.60 

President Bush exerted his maximum capacity to move forward with the 

agreements but the Congress still had to be satisfied. And such administration-

Congress dynamic was one North Korea was definitely not familiar with. In 

                                          
58 February 13th 2007 Denuclearization Action Plan: Initial Actions for the Implementation 
of the Joint Statement, Article II, Section 1 and 3. (http://2001-
2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2007/february/80479.htm) 
59  June 26th 2008. President Bush Discusses North Korea. (President Bush 
http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2008/06/20080626-9.html) 
60 Same speech 
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North Korea, it is unimaginable that the Party or the Cabinet should move 

against a decision that Kim Jong-il had formally declared. This difference in the 

fundamental understanding of political decision making paved way for further 

conflicts that ultimately led to the failure of the Six-Party Talks. 

According to the Feb 13th Action Plan, terminating the Trading with 

the Enemy Act, de-listing from state-sponsoring terrorism list should to parallel 

with the steps of nuclear abandonment (monitoring and verification). On 

Pyongyang’s side, monitoring step was completed by submitting the declaration 

report. On Washington’s side, terminating the Trading with the Enemy Act was 

completed by President Bush signing the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 

2008. It was Pyongyang’s move to conclude the verification step of 

denuclearization which is why both sides began negotiating for the need to 

establish a verification protocol.  

For President Bush, concluding the issue of verification was critical to 

seeing through the process of de-listing North Korea from the state-sponsoring 

terrorism list. The hawkish members of the Congress were already unhappy 

about the series of concessions he had made (lifting BDA sanction, terminating 

the Trading with Enemy Act) and now they had 45 days to derail the de-listing 

process if they judge North Korea’s denuclearization effort to be less than 

satisfactory. Several bilateral meeting were held from July to September to 

discuss the issue of verification during which the U.S. demanded on-site 

inspection fulfilling international standard. Pyongyang took issue with this type 

of inspection and on August 26th, immediately halted the process of Yongbyon 

reactor dismantlement. In the next few months, North Korea continued to rattle 

the negotiation process demanding the U.S. to complete de-listing and refusing 
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on-site inspection for verification. In an attempt to salvage the process of 

implementation, U.S. chief negotiator Christopher Hill flew to Pyongyang. 

After three days of high-level bilateral negotiation, both sides reached an 

agreement. On October 11th, with the announcement that U.S. and DPRK had 

reached an agreement on a verification protocol, President Bush announced the 

removal of North Korea from the list of states sponsoring terrorism.61 This 

move raised a lot of eyebrows from the domestic audience as well as the 

Japanese as being too much of a concession when “North Korea has yet to 

demonstrate that it was serious about adhering to its commitment to 

denuclearize.”62 To this day, even within the Democratic Party, President 

Bush’s decision to de-list North Korea is considered an unprecedented gesture 

considering his track-record of dealing with rogue states.  

Both cases represent a strong American willingness to move the 

denuclearization forward. The actions taken by President Bush and the special 

envoy Christopher Hill were a dramatic turn-around from the U.S. stance 

during the first term of the Bush administration. However, attribute list 

constructed from DPRK Foreign Ministry statements and declarations during 

this period tells a very different story. Table 8 provides the attribute lists of the 

two most frequently mentioned U.S. policies from 2006 to 2008.  

                                          
61 October 11th 2008. Briefing on North Korea with Special Envoy for the Six-Party Talks 
Ambassador Sung Kim, Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs Sean McCormack, 
Assistant Secretary of State for Verification, Compliance, and Implementation Paula 
DeSutter, and Acting Assistant Secretary of State for International Security and 
Nonproliferation Patricia McNerney. (http://2001-
2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2008/oct/110926.htm) 
62 Find Source 
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Table 8. Attribute List of U.S. Policies during Implementation Period (2006-2008)* 

* For dates of each statement containing the phrases, see Appendix 6 
 

Table 7 and Table 8 provide three major findings regarding Kim Jong-il’s 

memory structure formed during the implementation period. First, the two 

events that managed to make it on top of North Korea’s ‘frequently mentioned 

list’ are events associated with ‘negotiation’ not ‘deterrence’. The other two 

events listed in Table 7 are associated with ‘deterrence’ strategy but were hardly 

mentioned. On March 16th, 2006, U.S. National Security Strategy once again 

listed North Korea as a country of tyranny and WMD proliferator and 

reaffirmed the U.S. resolution to end both with “offensive strike systems (both 

nuclear and improved conventional capabilities) and active and passive 

defenses.” 63  On October 26th 2008, U.S. Special Operations Command 

executed a raid near Abu Kamal in Eastern Syria near the Iraqi border city of 

Al-Qa’im. The area was regarded by the U.S. as the main hub of foreign 

fighters traveling through Syria to join the Iraqi insurgency. The raid resulted in 

the death of seven including Iraqi al-Qaeda leader Abu Ghadiyah.64 Both of 

these cases resemble the two most famous U.S. policies during the negotiation 

                                          
63 http://nssarchive.us/national-security-strategy-2006/ 
64 Conflicting reports of casualties were made regarding the raid and the number is yet to 
be confirmed. U.S. officials are quoted to have said that Abu Ghadiyah is one of the 
militants that were killed but never provided the exact number of casualties. Syrian 
authorities claimed that eight unarmed civilians were killed and the American reporters 
have said that they only saw seven bodies.  
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period (2003-2005) that Pyongyang likes to invoke; 2001 NPR and the War on 

Iraq. Despite the similarities, first two incidents during the negotiation period 

(2003-2005) made the top of ‘frequently mentioned list’ as a ‘grave threat to 

DPRK’s national security’ but the other two incidents during the 

implementation period (2006-2008) were mentioned only once.  

Second, observations conclude that the memory structure formed 

during negotiation period (2003-2005) affected information processing during 

implementation period (2006-2008). As pointed out in the attribute lists on 

Table 8, similar phrases were used to describe two sets of incidents that are 

very different in nature. The phrases associated with the major events during 

implementation period show striking resemblance with the phrases used to 

describe major events during negotiation period. Table 9 provides a 

juxtaposition of attribute lists constructed during negotiation and 

implementation period.  

Table 9. Comparison of Attribute Lists from Negotiation and Implementation Period 

Attribute List from Negotiation Period (2003-2005) 
 

 

          
Attribute List from Implementation Period (2006-2008) 
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During the implementation period, events associated with ‘negotiation’ were 

encoded using the same tone of phrases used to describe events that were 

associated with ‘deterrence’ three years ago. In reality, the two events during 

implementation period were testaments American willingness to move 

negotiation forward but they were registered as the complete opposite by North 

Korea. This process of an existing memory-structure shaping the way 

information is processed and remembered is called priming. The memory-

structure formed during the negotiation period primed the information 

processing during implementation period and once primed, the memory 

structure gets strengthened and becomes more available for retrieval.  

 

c. Schema 

During the negotiation and implementation period, information was encoded, 

stored into memory structure and primed to form a schema. Schema refers to an 

abstract theory formed in the mind as a result of experience.65 In order to deal 

with the overflow of information, human cognition builds a simplified version 

of the stored information (schema). Because of its simplistic nature, schema is 

very easily re-called from the memory when needed. Figure 7 illustrates the 

process of schema formation in Kim Jong-il’s mind.  

                                          
65 Social psychologists such as Rumelhart used the term schema to refer to almost all 
mental elements while others such as Mandler use the term in a highly restrictive sense 
(Rumelhart 1984; Mandler 1980; Hastie 1986). Presence of schema is also based on the 
assumption of human’s limited cognitive capacity. Because we cannot compute all the 
information presented to us, we build and employ schema in order to process information 
faster and more selectively. It is very difficult to distinguish the boundaries of schema and 
memory since they are frequently used interchangeably.  
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Figure 7. Process of Schema Formation from Memory-Structure during 2003-2008 

 

The nature of President Bush’s North Korea policy was very different between 

negotiation period (2003-2005) and implementation period (2006-2008) but 

both were remembered as a grave threat on regime’s security in Kim Jong-il’s 

mind (Table 9). Especially, the events that demonstrated the most amount of 

U.S. willingness towards diplomatic approach gained the most threatening 

assessments by North Korea. Series of events between 2003 and 2008 led to the 

conclusion that ‘negotiation leads to a grave threat on regime’s security.’ This 

conclusion is not set in stone. As Hastie and Park argued, a certain memory (or 

schema) can be strengthened overtime but can also be weakened depending on 

SCHEMA “Negotiation leads to a threat on regime’s security” 

Negotiation Period (2003-2005) Implementation Period (2006-2008) Grand Strategy (policy) 
Sub-policy 

Associated phrase (attribute) 
Result 

BDA Sanction ‘international standard’ of verification 
Infringement upon sovereignty Attempt to disarm the DPRK  Violation of independence 

Negotiation 

Threat on regime’s 
security 

‘axis of evil’  Nuclear Posture Review War on Iraq NK Human Rights bring down the DPRK system disarm the DPRK Attempt at regime change Infringement upon sovereignty 

Deterrence 

Threat on regime’s 
security 
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the nature and amount of incoming information. Established schema is not 

easily swindled but when enough contradicting information is registered over a 

lengthened period of time, adjustments are made (Hastie and Park 1986). So 

when the schema regarding negative consequences of negotiation was formed 

in Kim Jong-il’s mind by the end of 2008, it was definitely not set in stone. 

However, before any adjustments could be made to the schema (following new 

information), memory-based decision making task was triggered which allowed 

the formed schema to be retrieved for decision.  

 

 

3. The Decision: Retrieval 

 

This section confirms whether the schema structure formed during negotiation 

and implementation period had an effect on Kim Jong-il’s final decision 

making in 2009. In order to do that, I analyze if Kim Jong-il’s January 2009 

decision for a nuclear policy shift was congruent with the schema that had been 

formed. In October 2008 when MBJ was triggered, five major policy options 

were available to Kim as listed in Table 10. 
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Table 10. Kim Jong-il's Policy Options in Late-2008 

Approach Commit
ment Options 

Pro-negotiation 
High A: Continue Negotiation with the intent to denuclearize 

Medium B: Continue Negotiation without the intent to denuclearize - For economic reward Low C: Continue Negotiation without the intent to denuclearize - For political reward, symbolic gesture 
Anti-negotiation Low D: Abandon Negotiation without the intent to nuclearize 

High E: Abandon Negotiation with the intent to nuclearize 
 

 

It is important to note that as extreme as their actions may seem, North Korea’s 

policy options are not always a simple dichotomy between ‘nuclear’ or ‘no 

nuclear.’ Just like any other state making policy decisions based on national 

interest, Pyongyang also operates within a wide range of options in terms of 

foreign policy.  

Options A, B, and, C are all policies of continuing negotiation but with 

varying degree of commitment. Option A requires maximum level of 

commitment because it would mandate North Korea to continue negotiation 

and take the necessary steps for dismantlement leaving very little room or 

resources to focus on domestic affairs. Option B requires less commitment than 

Option A because Pyongyang would need to continue negotiation only as far as 

they can gain enough economic compensation. It would not require any 

substantial dismantlement efforts but it would still require Pyongyang to 

continue the talks and show some denuclearization efforts in order to gain 
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economic reward. Option C involves very little commitment in terms of 

negotiation and denuclearization. Continuing negotiation for symbolic gestures 

and political gains hardly mandates any dismantlement efforts nor prolonged 

negotiation process. The Leap Day agreement in 2012 between Pyongyang and 

Washington is a representative case of North Korea employing this option. 

Option C leaves the largest amount of resources available for North Korea to 

focus on domestic political affairs (succession process). By pretending to 

continue the negotiation, Pyongyang can evade from international pressure or 

additional sanction.  

Options D and E are both in the ‘anti-negotiation’ quadrant. Option D 

would give time and resources for Pyongyang to focus on domestic affairs 

without having to worry about denuclearization, but they would have to 

withstand the cost of abandoning on-going negotiation such as international 

pressure or even more sanctions. Option E, just like Option A, would also 

demand large amount of resources in developing nuclear weapons technology 

while withstanding international pressure for abandoning negotiation. This 

leaves very little resources available for domestic affair. Options B, C, and, D 

would’ve all allowed Kim to focus on pressing domestic political affairs 

(succession) since all three options have relatively little resource diversion. For 

better visualization of the layout of the options, Figure 8 illustrates Kim Jong-

il’s policy options in late-2008 in relation to the level of commitment and 

denuclearization. 
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Figure 8. Kim Jong-il's Policy Options in Late-2008 

 

As illustrated in Section 1, the final decision that Kim Jong-il made was to 

‘abandon negotiation.’ By manipulating the statement to add an extra condition 

for denuclearization negotiation that Washington could not possibly accept, 

Kim Jong-il chose to render any further talks impossible. Therefore the option 

that Kim Jong-il chose lies between Option D and E. From the information 

available, it is not clear whether at this point (January 2009) Kim Jong-il had 

decided to fully develop nuclear weapons or not. The decision could’ve 

gradually shifted from Option D to Option E throughout the succession process 

from 2009 to 2012 culminating in 2012 constitutional amendment where 

‘nuclear weapon state’ status was wrote in the DPRK constitution. Or Kim 

could’ve already opted for Option E in January 2009 but nuclear weapon 

development took time to execute. In either case, it is clear that ‘continuing 

negotiation’ was out of the option.  

Level of commitment 

Denuclearization -------- Continue Negotiation ----Nuclearization ------ Abandon Negotiation -------

E 
D C 

B 
A 
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The subtle rhetorical manipulation was designed to avoid two pitfalls 

of publically announcing policy change. First, officially admitting the policy 

change runs the risk of losing face to domestic and international audience. As 

mentioned in the previous section, DPRK takes great pride in the continuity of 

their foreign policy. Unlike democracies, dictatorship allows for its domestic 

and foreign policies to persist as long as the leader wishes. And North Korea 

has openly criticized democracies, especially the U.S. and South Korea for 

switching their policies with the turn of administrations. When President Bush 

assumed the Oval Office and announced to re-assess President Clinton’s North 

Korea policy, Pyongyang shot back with spiteful criticisms. Considering such 

history, suddenly proclaiming a shift in nuclear policy would be viewed as 

hypocritical by the U.S. as well as domestic audience. Second, publicizing a 

shift in nuclear policy would expose the regime’s vulnerability to the outside 

world as well as to the power elites within North Korea. Kim Jong-il’s stroke in 

August 2008 was never made public and North Korean media went through a 

great deal of effort to reassure the domestic and international audience that the 

great leader is well and strong. It wasn’t until October 2008 that Kim Jong-il 

regained enough strength to attend political events but the Foreign Ministry 

began producing official letters allegedly signed by Kim Jong-il to foreign 

leaders from early September. North Korea state media (KCNA) also began 

releasing multiple un-dated photos of Kim Jong-il’s at on-site guidance from 

September. It is very clear that North Korean regime did not want the outside 

world to know of the leader’s health condition and announcing a new nuclear 

policy would raise such suspicions. The bigger danger laid in exposing the 

regime’s vulnerability to the power elites within North Korea. When the 

January 13th statement was released, succession architecture was not yet 
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known to the power elites in North Korea. As illustrated in Section 2, new 

nuclear policy was part of the succession architecture along with the decision to 

choose Kim Jung Un as heir, personnel structure of the succession, and many 

others. Only the members of the Kim family including Kim Kyung-hee (Kim 

Jong-il’s sister) and Jang Sung-taek (Kim Kyung-hee’s husband) were involved 

in the decision making process to blueprint the succession architecture. It 

wasn’t until late March that Kim Jong-il began disseminating orders and details 

of the succession architecture. Therefore, openly declaring a policy change 

would raise suspicions of regime’s vulnerability and increase the risk of elite 

uprising.66 

These risks led Kim Jong-il to announce the new nuclear policy in a 

nuanced manner. By adding the phrase ‘nuclear threat’ and offering negotiation 

in the context of ‘arm control,’ Kim made it difficult for the Obama 

administration to continue their willingness for dialogue because it would 

predicate that Washington either denounce the U.S.-ROK defense treaty or sit 

down with Pyongyang at a ‘disarmament’ talk which would be legitimizing 

North Korea’s status as a nuclear weapon state. This is congruent with the 

schema that was available to Kim by late 2008. The schema dictated that 

‘negotiation leads to a threat on regime’s survival’ and the message contained in 

the January 13th Foreign Ministry Statement reflects the lesson.  

From the previous sections, it has been established that the situational 

conditions in August 2008 triggered a Memory-Based Judgment (MBJ). It was 

                                          
66 The timeline of the succession decision being made and disseminated to the power elites 
were confirmed during an interview with American scholar Ken Gause who specializes in 
North Korea’s political structure (Interview date: June 2, 2015). 
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also illustrated that a certain type of memory was formed during negotiation 

period and primed during implementation period eventually leading to schema 

formation by the end of 2008. It was also established that the final decision 

outcome in January 2009, to abandon denuclearization talks, is congruent with 

the schema.  

 

 

4. Perseverance: Defense Mechanism 

 

This section provides the final piece of evidence for the hypothesis that Kim 

Jong-il’s new nuclear policy decision made in 2009 was a result of MBJ. 

According to Hastie and Park, Memory-Based Judgement, unlike on-line 

judgment, persevere in the face of contradictory information (Hastie and Park 

1986).  

Even after Kim Jong-il declared a new nuclear policy (January 13th 

2009) to abandon denuclearization talks, conducted a missile launch (April 5th 

2009) and a nuclear test (May 25th 2009), the U.S. continued to express 

willingness to engage in negotiation. Few weeks after the nuclear test, 

Ambassador Bosworth testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 

on North Korea where he reiterated that “the central tenet of the Obama 

Administration’s foreign policy approach to date has been a willingness to 

engage in dialogue [with North Korea]” (June 11th 2009).67 Later that year, 

                                          
67 Ambassador Bosworth spoke at the Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearing on 
June 11th 2009 and gave a testimony.  
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State Department spokesperson Philip J. Crowley again remarked that “U.S. is 

prepared to enter into a bilateral discussion with North Korea.”68  

Pyongyang’s response to Washington’s persistent offer for dialogue 

and diplomatic resolution clearly shows that Kim Jong-il’s schema persevered 

in the face of contrasting information. Kim Jong-il stuck to the schema that 

‘denuclearization talks leads to a threat on regime’s survival’ and persistently 

rejected President Obama’s offer for negotiation throughout the latter half of 

2009. In August 2009, Kim Jong-il proposed a counter offer that Washington 

could not possibly accept in order to reject Obama’s offer and escape being 

blamed. President Obama’s catch phrase in dealing with the rogue regimes was 

to show willingness to talk with them ‘anywhere, anytime, without any 

preconditions.’ Turning this around, Pyongyang began countering Washington’s 

offer for negotiation with an offer for a disarmament talk. 

From mid-2009, North Korea transformed the agenda of nuclear 

negotiation from ‘denuclearization’ to ‘arms control.’ DPRK’s official 

statements and articles provide rhetorical evidence for the transition in two 

ways. First, the phrase ‘denuclearization of Korean Peninsula’ was slowly 

replaced by ‘denuclearization of Korean Peninsula and the World’. As ironic as 

it may sound, DPRK has reiterated the need for ‘denuclearization of the Korean 

Peninsula’ in their statements much more times than any American officials. 

Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula has been consistently claimed to be 

Pyongyang’s policy objective (which is shared by the Americans) while their 

strategy and means of achieving such objectives have varied (which have not 

                                                                                                          
(http://www.state.gov/p/eap/rls/rm/2009/06/124657.htm) 
68 http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2009/sept/129161.htm 
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been shared by the Americans). Typical statement calling for ‘denuclearization 

of the Korean Peninsula’ runs as follows.  

DPRK’s principled stand is to materialize the denuclearization of  the 
peninsula through dialogue and negotiation.69  

From late June of 2009, this policy objective began to show a slight alteration. 

Below is a phrase in DPRK Foreign Ministry’s statement that began recurrently 

showing up since mid-2009. 

We have never objected to the denuclearization of  the Korean Peninsula 
and of  the world itself. […] We will make efforts to denuclearize the 
peninsula in the context of  the building of  a world free from nuclear 
weapons.70 

By enlarging the scope of denuclearization, Pyongyang began to argue that any 

negotiation dealing with denuclearization of Korean Peninsula should also deal 

with denuclearization of the World. And statements containing such phrase 

appeared repeatedly and consistently throughout the latter half of 2009. Table 

11 lists the number of statements from 2006 to 2009 which include the 

replacement.  

Table 11. Perseverance of North Korea’s Nuclear Policy Shift (1) 

Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 Number of statements containing the phrase ‘denuclearization of Korean Peninsula’ 24 21 29 15 Number of statements containing the phrase ‘denuclearization of Korean Peninsula and 
the World’ 0 0 0 7 

 

                                          
69 October 3, 2006. DPRK Foreign Ministry Statement 
70 September 30, 2009. DPRK Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
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Once again, Kim Jong-il utilized a tactic of slightly altering official statements 

to signal a policy change. In the face of continued U.S. offer for dialogue, Kim 

Jong-il responded in a way that would avoid negotiation and blame it on the 

Americans. Taking President Obama’s offer for a ‘dialogue without 

preconditions,’ Kim Jong-il responded with a counter offer for a ‘dialogue for 

arms-control’ which is an offer that Washington would never accept. By 

framing the agenda in a way that President Obama cannot accept, North Korea 

can once again blame the U.S. for ‘refusing to talk.’ It is politically difficult for 

Kim Jong-il to abandon the objective of ‘denuclearization of the Korean 

Peninsula’ all together not only because he has pronounced it so much in the 

past but also because it was one of Kim Il-sung’s legacy.71 So instead of 

replacing ‘denuclearization’ with ‘arms control’, Kim decided to add a phrase 

‘denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula and the World’ in an attempt to save 

face domestically and internationally once again. 

Another sign of re-shaping the negotiation agenda is that North Korea 

starting to actively call for ‘Global Arms Control’ from mid-2009. Pyongyang 

has opted for ‘arms control’ in the past but it was mostly reactive in nature. 

Whenever there was U.S. arms increase (new development) or re-calibration 

(new deployment or replacement), Pyongyang issued a statement criticizing 

such actions to be against the ‘arms control’ movement. Typical statements 

including the term ‘arms control’ prior to mid-2009 runs as follows.  

The U.S. war-thirsty forces had better drop their foolish design to 

                                          
71 During a meeting with South Korean President Kim Dae-Jung, Kim Jong-il reassured 
President Kim that Pyongyang will move forward with denuclearization because 
“denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula is my father’s dying wish” (Chinoy 2008). 
DPRK’s official statements frequently quote this phrase.  
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dominate the world with the upper hand of  strength and swim with the 
trend of  times towards peace and disarmament.72  

In mid-2009 North Korea’s official statements and news media began 

advertising Pyongyang as the protagonist of global arms control movement. 

And the total amount of releases covering global arms control news greatly 

increased. Before 2009, the concept of ‘arms control’ was mainly used to 

criticize the U.S. but since mid-2009, the concept was on the frontline of North 

Korea’s nuclear policy.  

The DPRK will as ever make positive efforts for accelerating the 
worldwide process for disarmament and realizing the denuclearization of  
the world.73 

On October 12th, North Korea delivered a speech at the UN Conference on 

Disarmament in Geneva, pledging North Korea’s strong commitment towards 

arms control. Pyongyang has participated in the meeting annually but 2009 was 

the first year that they placed the issue of ‘denuclearization of the Korean 

peninsula’ in the realm of ‘Global Arms Control’ movement in the speech.74 

Also, on October 29th, North Korea held the first conference to commemorate 

‘United Nations Arms-control Week.’ By proclaiming their status as an active 

participant in ‘arms-control,’ North Korea shifts future negotiation agenda from 

denuclearization to arms control while elevating her status to a nuclear weapon 

state. Table 12 shows the number of statements from 2006 to 2009 that actively 

                                          
72 May 28, 2008. Rodong Sinmun.  
73 October 24, 2009. Minju Joson. 
74 After the meeting, ROK Ministry of Unification assessed North Korea’s speech to be 
‘linking the issue of Korean peninsula denuclearization with global arms control’ 
(http://nkinfo.unikorea.go.kr/nkp/trend/viewTrend.do?diaryId=12740&trendMenuId=MRY
FRISS)  
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calls for ‘arms control’. 

Table 12. Perseverance of North Korea’s Nuclear Policy Shift (2) 

Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 Number of statements mentioning ‘arms control’ in reactive context 12 10 14 11 Number of statements mentioning ‘arms control’ in active context 1 1 2 6 
 

Series of provocations in early 2009 followed by a definitive shift in nuclear 

policy extinguished most of the hope and zest of denuclearization within the 

Obama administration. U.S.-DPRK Summit that Obama aimed for during his 

first year is yet to take place. Bilateral high-level meeting didn’t take place until 

December 2009 which concluded unsuccessfully without leading to any further 

meetings or agreements until the death of Kim Jong-il in 2011.  
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V. CONCLUSION 

 

Previous chapters have demonstrated how the memory formed and primed 

builds up to a schema and ultimately affects the decision. The memory formed 

during negotiation period (2003-2005) and primed during the implementation 

period (2006-2008) led up to a schema, or an abstract theory of cause and effect 

in Kim Jong-il’s mind which was that negotiations lead to grave threat on 

regime survival. Even though the two major incidences during the 

implementation period (BDA sanction, de-listing) were viewed as indicators of 

a great amount of willingness for denuclearization through diplomacy for the 

Americans, Kim Jong-il did not share the same understanding. To the reclusive 

leader after having gone through a stage of tough U.S. deterrence policies 

posing great threat to the regime’s survival, negotiation efforts were registered 

in his mind to be just as threatening.  

The narrative and evidence provided in Chapters II, III, and IV 

answers the puzzle posed in Chapter I. Factoring in the role of ‘memory’ 

requires me to trace the specificities of events back in time which ultimately 

provides explanation for the puzzle of asymmetry posed in the beginning of the 

paper. The seeming asymmetry between President Obama’s strong positive 

signal and Kim Jong-il’s strong negative response in 2009 was created as a 

result of persevering Memory-Based Judgment made in January 2009 triggered 

by events in August 2008. Figure 9 illustrates the new timeline of events 

factoring in the Memory-Based Decision and its trigger.  
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The timeline explains that Pyongyang’s responses may seem unnecessarily 

provocative towards the new Obama administration but in fact, it was not a 

response to President Obama’s signals at all. Series of provocations conducted 

in the first half of 2009 (April 5th satellite launch, and May 25th nuclear test) 

were merely execution of the new nuclear policy and political succession 

efforts that had been underway since January. Also, the perseverance of MBJ 

explains why Kim’s decisions stuck throughout the end of 2009 despite 

contradictory information (Obama’s positive signals). Due to the nature of MBJ 

decision, President Obama and Special Envoy Steve Bosworth’s continued 

effort for dialogue only caused Kim’s decision to persevere and opt for a 

defense mechanism ultimately proposing an ‘arms control’ talk. 

 

2008    August 

November 

2009   January 

February 

April 

May 

August 

2012     April 

Kim Jong-il suffers a stroke → Memory-Based Judgment triggered 

President Obama elected 

Nuclear Policy Shift Decision Made (January 13 Statement) 

President Obama’s Two Signals - Offer for Bilateral Talk and Political/Economic 
Compensation 

Long-range Missile Launch (Eunha-3) 

Second Nuclear Test 

DPRK Offer for ‘Arms Control Negotiation’  
(Nuclear Weapon State) 

Constitutional Amendment (Nuclear Weapon State) 

Figure 9. Timeline of Kim Jong-il's MBJ and Obama's Signals 
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1. Limitations 

 

This research provides multi-variable analysis looking at the play of two 

variables – domestic political need and memory – contributing to the 2009 

nuclear policy decision. Two variables play different roles in affecting the final 

decision outcome. Domestic political variable functions as a ‘trigger’ that 

initiates a Memory-Based type of decision making task for a long term nuclear 

policy. Memory plays the role of gearing the decision to a certain direction. 

Because the formed memory structure (schema) allured a potential threat of 

negotiation to regime’s survival, the horizon of policy options were set to avoid 

negotiation at any cost. While this type of analysis provides more detailed 

causality than a single variable explanation, it also has two major limitations. 

First, I have yet to unveil the mode of interaction between the two variables 

during the decision making process. Alexander George and Andrew Bennett 

proposed varying degrees of causalities that can be explained with the method 

of process-tracing (multi-variable analysis).75 The simplest causality being the 

linear causality, complexity of explanation increases as the decision outcome is 

explained to be the result of 1) convergence of several variables or causal 

chains, 2) interaction between causal variables and 3) sequence of events with 

path dependency (George and Bennett 2004, 210). It is beyond doubt that the 

two variables played a role in Kim Jong-il’s head during the decision making 

                                          
75 According to George and Bennett’s argument, the method of process tracing is a method 
attempting to identify the intervening causal process – the causal chain and causal 
mechanism – between an independent variable (s) and the outcome of the dependent 
variable. It forces the investigator to take equifinality into account and explore alternative 
paths to an outcome. This method, with multiple cases, can be used to develop a typological 
theory (George and Bennett 2004, 206-207).  
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period (mid-October 2008 – January 13th 2009) and delineating their 

interaction mechanism would offer an explanation in a higher level of causality. 

However until the documents relevant to the period is uncovered, my analysis 

remains at this stage of intricacy.  

Second, as long as the relationship between the two variables during the 

decision making process is unavailable, this case remains outside of crucial 

case. Crucial case is a case that tests a theory in the least favorable conditions, 

or a case that fits the theory perfectly. Confirmation through a crucial case 

study provides strong credibility to a theory (Eckstein 1975). If all the other 

conditions during Kim Jong-il’s decision making process were set up to 

‘continue’ negotiation and Kim Jong-il nonetheless made the decision to 

‘abandon’ negotiation, the theory of using memory for judgment would be 

strongly supported. Since the details of North Korea’s domestic situation during 

decision making process is unavailable, it is difficult to say that this case is a 

crucial case to test the role of memory in decision making process. Further 

studies can account for domestic situations such as economic situation, political 

situation and advancement of nuclear technology in order to design a case study 

that is closer to a crucial case. Variables such as relationship with China, 

increase/decrease of foreign aid (Russia, China), export, GNP, degree of nuclear 

technological development can all be utilized to test the domestic situation.  
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2. Implications 

 

The result of this research tells us that ‘memory sticks.’ Unlike short-term 

memory or impression, primed memory (or schema) employed in the Memory-

Based Judgment process prevails in the face of incoming contradictory 

information. While the introduction of ‘memory’ in foreign policy decision 

making is not new, the role of ‘memory that sticks’ provides novel perspective 

and adds to the existing crisis-instability literature in foreign policy. Current 

theories of ‘evoked set’ or ‘emotion’ in decision making process focuses on the 

memory’s instant impact on decision making. However, MBJ and schema 

theory introduces a variable with stronger impact and lasting influence.76 

Operating on the premise that crisis situations allows for non-logical variables 

to play in the decision making process which could lead to seemingly irrational 

judgments, MBJ and schema theory tells us that the decision made under crisis 

can not only be irrational but also persevere through countering information 

and negate incoming signals.  

This research also adds emphasis on role of individual decision maker. It is 

true that this research chose a case where the role of an individual leader is 

maximized. But even in democratic countries with properly functioning 

political institutions, crisis decisions tend to rely more on a certain personality 

or a character compared to routine decisions. Even in North Korea, routine 

political decisions such as the annual promotion of political elites and military 

                                          
76 The theory of ‘evoked set’ is proposed by Robert Jervis. Jervis argues in line with the 
Psychology’s ‘recency effect’ of memory employment where the latest image or concept 
that the decision maker was last exposed to affects the process of decision making (Jervis 
1976).  
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generals, or assigning elected-assemblymen to specific posts after the elections 

are made to address the power dynamics within the country. However, crisis 

decisions such as nuclear tests, new nuclear policy, and succession rely highly 

on the leadership of Kim Jong-il. Increased role of decision maker is not a 

phenomenon unique to certain political structure but unique to the type of 

political decision. It is unthinkable to explain the German Unification without 

the role of German Chancellor Helmut Kohl or Korean War without the role of 

General MacArthur. Crisis situations have heightened the role of individual 

decision maker throughout history. Considering that these abnormal decisions 

are the ones that require attention and explanation, the role of individual 

decision maker is doubly important.  

The findings of this research also provide relevant policy implications 

by explaining the continuity of North Korea’s nuclear policy. Kim Jong-il’s 

decision to shift nuclear policy was made in 2009 and the policy continues until 

today albeit changes on tactical level. The reason why Kim Jong-il’s decision in 

2009 persists throughout the regime’s fundamental internal re-structuring by the 

new leader Kim Jung Un can be explained in two aspects. First, as mentioned 

above, the nature of MBJ allows for the decision to last. Rationality or 

effectiveness aside, a decision made as a result of Memory-Based Judgment 

tends to endure contradictory input unlike a decision made as a result of On-

line Judgment. Second, because MBJ decision persists, Kim Jong-il 

institutionalized his decision to ensure that the decision would persist and be 

inherited by his successor even after he died. One of the first things Kim Jung 

Un did when he officially assumed the position of the ‘great leader’ was to 

amend the constitution to write in and promulgate the fact that DPRK is a 

‘nuclear weapon state.’ It is highly probable that the amendment decision was 
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made as a result of Kim Jong-il and the successor’s last conversations. This 

mounts to the reason behind Pyongyang’s seemingly disinterestedness in 

negotiation and suggests the need for a different approach in terms of dealing 

with North Korea.  
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VII. APPENDIX 

 

Appendix 1. Dates of statements from Table 2 

Year Number of 
Statements Sources 

2003 11 
 February 28, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 April 12, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 April 18, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 June 2, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 June 8, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 July 24, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 August 4, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 August 30, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 November 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 December 27, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

2004 7 
 February 29, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 May 15, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 August 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 September 11, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 September 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 November 13, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 December 4, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

2005 10 
 January 8, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 January 14, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 February 10, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 March 2, Foreign Ministry Memorandum 
 May 22, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 June 2, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 July 10, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 September 25, DPRK head of delegation Choi Su-hyun speech at UN General Assembly 
 October 24, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 December 2, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

2006 6 
 February 9, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 July 6, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 July 16, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 October 3, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 October 11, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 October 17, Foreign Ministry Statement 
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Appendix 2. Dates of statements from Table 4 

Year Hostile policy Hostile policy and nuclear threat 

2003 

 January 15, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 February 19, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 May 24, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 August 13, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 September 8, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 2, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 October 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 November 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

 October 18, Foreign Ministry Declaration 

2004 

 March 10, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 April 29, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 June 28, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 July 14, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 July 24, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 August 3, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 August 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 August 23, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 September 11, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 September 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 8, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 October 14, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 November 13, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 December 4, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
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 December 28, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
2005 

 January 8, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 February 10, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 March 2, Foreign Ministry Memorandum 
 March 31, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 December 19, Foreign Ministry Declaration 

 

2006 

 January 9, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 June 1, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 August 26, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 October 11, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 October 17, Foreign Ministry Statement 

 

2007  June 15, Foreign Ministry Declaration  
2008  June 27, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson  
2009 

 March 24, Foreign Ministry Declaration  January 13, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 June 13, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 July 23, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

 

 

Appendix 3. Dates of statements from Table 5 

Year U.S. Policy Source 

2003 President Bush ‘axis of evil’ speech 
 January 28, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 January 30, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 February 5, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 April 6, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 April 30, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 June 18, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 August 13, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 October 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
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 October 18, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 November 11, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

2001 Nuclear Posture Review 
 January 28, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 January 30, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 April 30, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 August 13, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 October 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 18, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 November 11, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

Lessons of Iraq 
 March 21, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 April 6, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 April 18, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 August 13, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 September 29, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

2004 

President Bush ‘axis of evil’ speech  January 12, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 8, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 December 13, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

2001 Nuclear Posture Review  January 12, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 8, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 December 13, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

Lessons of Iraq 
 February 5, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 February 10, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 March 10, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 June 13, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 8, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 December 13, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 December 20, Foreign Ministry Declaration 

North Korea Human Rights Act 
 July 27, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 August 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 4, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 8, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 October 22, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 December 13, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 December 20, Foreign Ministry Declaration 

2005 
President Bush ‘axis of evil’ speech  March 2, Foreign Ministry Memorandum 

 May 14, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 18, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 2001 Nuclear Posture Review  March 2, Foreign Ministry Memorandum 
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 March 31, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 May 14, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

North Korea Human Rights Act  January 8, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 March 2, Foreign Ministry Memorandum 
 April 20, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 November 20, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 December 19, Foreign Ministry Declaration 

Bush’s ‘outposts of tyranny’ speech 
 February 10, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 March 2, Foreign Ministry Memorandum 
 March 16, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 April 25, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 May 8, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 June 2, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 June 3, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 July 10, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

2006 

President Bush ‘axis of evil’ speech  March 21, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 July 6, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 2001 Nuclear Posture Review  July 6, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Lessons of Iraq  July 6, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

 

 

Appendix 4. Dates of statements from Table 6 

U.S. Policy Source 

President Bush ‘axis of evil’ speech 
 January 28, 2003, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 April 30, 2003, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 June 18, 2003, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 October 18, 2003, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 December 13, 2004, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 March 2, 2005, Foreign Ministry Memorandum 

2002 Nuclear Posture Review 
 January 28, 2003, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 April 30, 2003, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 October 18, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 December 13, 2004, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 March 2, 2005, Foreign Ministry Memorandum 
 March 31, 2005, Foreign Ministry Declaration Lessons of Iraq  March 21, 2003, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 March 29, 2003, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 April 28, 2004, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson North Korea Human Rights Act  July 27, 2004, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 August 16, 2004, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 4, 2004, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 8, 2004, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
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 December 20, 2004, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 March 2, 2005, Foreign Ministry Memorandum 
 November 21, 2005, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 December 19, 2005, Foreign Ministry Declaration 

 

 

Appendix 5. Dates of statements from Table 7 

Year U.S. Policy Source 

2005 Sanction on BDA  October 18, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 November 12, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 December 2, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 December 10, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

2006 

Sanction on BDA 
 January 9, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 February 9, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 February 28, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 June 1, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 July 6, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 August 26, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 September 29, Speech at the UN General Assembly 
 October 3, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 October 11, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 November 1, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 December 22, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 2005 Country Report on Human Rights Practices  March 13, Foreign Ministry Declaration The National Security Strategy  March 21, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

2007 Sanction on BDA  April 13, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 May 15, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 

2008 

‘international standard’ of verification for de-listing 
 July 4, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 August 26, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 September 19, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 October 12, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 November 12, Foreign Ministry Declaration Abu Kamal Raid  October 30, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
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Appendix 6. Dates of statements from Table 8 

U.S. Policy Source 

Sanction on BDA  December 2, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 January 9, 2006, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 February 28, 2006, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 August 26, 2006, Foreign Ministry Declaration 
 October 3, 2006, Foreign Ministry Statement ‘international standard’ of verification for de-listing  August 26, 2008, Foreign Ministry Statement 
 September 19, 2008, Foreign Ministry Spokesperson 
 November 12, 2008, Foreign Ministry Declaration 

 


	I  INTRODUCTION                                                                                   
	1  Puzzle: The Asymmetry                                                                              

	II  LITERATURE REVIEW                                                                       
	1  Literature on North Korea’s General Nuclear Motivation                        
	2  Literature on North Korea’s Behaviors in 2009                                       
	3  Limitations                                                                                                

	III  METHODOLOGY                                                                                
	1  Theoretical Background: Cognitive Psychology                                      
	2  Analytical Framework: Memory-Based Judgment (MBJ) Framework    
	3  Reliability and Validity                                                                             

	IV  CASE STUDY: NORTH KOREA’S 2009 NUCLEAR POLICY SHIFT 
	1  The Trigger                                                                                               
	2  The Memory: Encoding and Priming                                                       
	3  The Decision: Retrieval                                                                            
	4  Perseverance: Defense Mechanism                                                          

	V  CONCLUSION                                                                                      
	1  Limitations                                                                                                
	2  Implications                                                                                              

	VI  BIBLIOGRAPHY                                                                                  
	VII APPENDIX                                                                                            


<startpage>10
I  INTRODUCTION                                                                                    1
 1  Puzzle: The Asymmetry                                                                               1
II  LITERATURE REVIEW                                                                        10
 1  Literature on North Korea¡¯s General Nuclear Motivation                         10
 2  Literature on North Korea¡¯s Behaviors in 2009                                        13
 3  Limitations                                                                                                 16
III  METHODOLOGY                                                                                 23
 1  Theoretical Background: Cognitive Psychology                                       23
 2  Analytical Framework: Memory-Based Judgment (MBJ) Framework     25
 3  Reliability and Validity                                                                              33
IV  CASE STUDY: NORTH KOREA¡¯S 2009 NUCLEAR POLICY SHIFT  38
 1  The Trigger                                                                                                38
 2  The Memory: Encoding and Priming                                                        47
 3  The Decision: Retrieval                                                                             62
 4  Perseverance: Defense Mechanism                                                           68
V  CONCLUSION                                                                                       74
 1  Limitations                                                                                                 76
 2  Implications                                                                                               78
VI  BIBLIOGRAPHY                                                                                   81
VII APPENDIX                                                                                             87
</body>

