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Abstract 

This paper seeks to analyze the DPRK’s motivations with regards to its chance of warring, doing 

so through 3 primary theories: Stability-Instability Paradox, Juche, and Rubicon Theory, thusly 

debunking the myth held by the general public that the DPRK wishes to begin conflict now. This 

analysis is carried out by the synthesization of academic sources, on the facets of economic 

depression, nuclear practicality, diplomatic relations and war motivations. By applying said 

facets to the Korean Peninsula, we are able to suss that the DPRK’s motivations lie in other 

arrears such as self-survival, which are harmed by continued belligerence, thus proving a lack of 

motivation to war. This paper will also propose a plausible direction to eventual resolution. 

 

Chapter 1: Introductory Chapter 

 

1.1 - Background: 

 

With 73 years since the end of the last world war, international conflict has been at an all time 

low (Pinker & Mack, 2014). This is not to say that there is complete peace, but compared to the 
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turmoil that characterized the centuries before ours, the 21st century presents far less danger. 

Despite this, a rising and worryingly belligerent threat encircles the global stage, with their 

nuclear weapons and the danger of its use being a major source of concern. In contrast to the 

swords and shields of the past, the more pressing concern of what has been termed ‘the big red 

button’ eclipses it, especially considering its wielder’s apparent lack of fear to use it. Despite the 

Democratic People’s Republic of Korea’s (DPRK’s) apparent heightened aggression in recent 

time, this paper will show why there remains active disincentives for the DPRK to continue its 

assault. Moreover, by analysing historical precedents, this paper will posit that the DPRK’s 

geopolitical stance is gradually softening, while using the DPRK’s internal situation and psyche 

to further prove why the chance of a major conflict, such as a war arising from the DPRK is 

minimal. However, in order to present a balanced viewpoint, this paper will also show the other 

side of these factors, and discuss why the DPRK may go to war. In conclusion, though, this 

paper’s hypothesis and baseline remains that the DPRK is unlikely to wage war, or any other 

major conflict. This is backed up by the attempts at peace talks by the DPRK government in 

recent weeks (Chan, 2018).  

 

1.2 - Rationale:  

 

The problem now is that many people still have the belief that the DPRK poses an extremely 

large threat, with two-thirds of Americans believing in that fact (Drake, 2017). While it is true 

that the DPRK remains a global threat, due to the possibility of its missiles being used for 

warfare, this paper will show why the threat is not as serious as what others may think it to be. In 
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fact, the global efforts to combat the DPRK such as sanctions only exacerbate and worsen the 

problem, as they present an active threat to the DPRK’s survival and sovereignty. An 

overwhelming amount of sanctions, military action and general aggression has forced a 

defensive stance from the DPRK, which may very well turn into an offensive one if current 

threats are continued. Thus, this paper aims to present the viewpoint that the DPRK does not 

present such a large global threat as it is made out to, and hopes to convince political leaders to 

adopt a more practical stance of mutual benefit, instead of mutual destruction. A stand favouring 

peace and co-operation with the DPRK is thus what this paper will argue for. The inclusion of 

the views from those believing in imminent war is also crucial to achieving this goal, as it would 

thus make it easier for this paper to sway and convince said people. Despite the recent 

developments in negotiations, some still believe and have evidence that the DPRK is armed and 

ready for war (R., 2018). Hence, this paper will also attempt to answer these queries and 

hopefully change their minds. 

 

1.3 - Research Questions: 

 

1) Why do countries start war? 

2) How far do external factors influence the DPRK’s chance of going to war? 

3) How far do internal factors influence the DPRK’s chance of going to war? 

 

1.4 - Thesis Statement:  
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Taking into account the internal and external influences on the DPRK, the DPRK is unlikely to 

start a major conflict now. 

 

1.5 - Scope of Research / Delimitation(s): 

 

This paper’s research is limited to actions taken by and against the DPRK since the ceasefire 

between South Korea and the DPRK in 1953 to the current day, so as to allow the amount of 

information this paper can source to expand and span over the time period after the Korean War. 

Thus, this paper will also use current updates, such as improvement or deterioration in DPRK 

diplomacy, so as to keep the paper current and up-to-date. The research will also mainly cover a 

select amount of pertinent case studies relating to the identified factors, so as prevent the scope 

from becoming too broad and difficult to fulfil.  

 

1.6 - Significance of Research / Usefulness: 

 

This paper adds additional perspectives on the internal and external affairs of the DPRK, and use 

both in tandem to evaluate the DPRK threat at hand. Additionally, it adds on to the existing 

literature, and propose some solutions based on the paper’s evaluation. This paper also hopes to 

explore recent DPRK actions, to contribute a new lens to the DPRK issue.  

 

1.7 - Limitation(s): 
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This paper is limited in terms of how much information it can gather on the actual state of the 

DPRK itself, as said information would be both difficult to access and heavily biased. This paper 

relies mainly on existing information and case studies to propose a set of disincentives for the 

DPRK to war. This paper is also lacking in terms of the time available to research and write the 

paper itself, as there are barely 9 months of time available to finish the paper. Other demands, 

such as schoolwork and extra-curricular activities also present adverse effects on the author. 

These factors may cause the paper to lose precision in terms of its postulation, language use and 

examples, while losing depth in its analysis due to the time constraint. Furthermore, the situation 

is current and ongoing, thus there is a lack of sources or academic papers available on the issue 

now. This also results in information and news possibly being inaccurate, as the full chain of 

events has not unfolded, which can limit the usefulness and accuracy of this paper in turn.  

 

 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 

2.1 - Diplomacy 

 

Much research has been conducted in search of the DPRK’s true motives and 

intentions.In evaluating this possibility of war, external and internal factors must be considered. 

One such example of an external factor is the diplomatic relations the DPRK is working towards. 

This is discussed at length in ‘Some Perspectives on Recent D.P.R.K Policy towards Japan’ 

(Suzuki, 1991). It states the evolution of DPRK approaches towards Japan, dating back from the 

1980s, with reference to Japan’s ‘hostile policy’, which included restrictive measures on DPRK 
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personnel and sanctions, resulting in a worsening of diplomatic ties between the two. The journal 

goes on to show the DPRK’s desire to improve diplomatic ties since 1984, with various 

examples of foreign policy plans laid out by the DPRK. This however is contradicted by views 

such as, “The adoption of a sanctions resolution is not the end of the story, but rather the 

beginning,” (Asada, 2011) in opposition to said concept. In response to Suzuki, recent efforts by 

the DPRK also seemingly disprove his belief, with the testing of missiles that flew over Japan, as 

well as the DPRK threatening a ‘tough’ response in the face of Japanese evacuation drills. Many 

diplomatic efforts have also occurred between the journal’s publication and the present, such as 

the joint hockey team at the Winter Olympics (Brown, 2018), which offers a recent and new 

dimension to the aspect of diplomatic ties. This journal also fails to convincingly prove why 

these actions show a diplomatic side of the DPRK, given that it could be a ploy to curry 

international favour. This point also links back to the previously mentioned concepts on the 

DPRK’s psyche and decision making calculus, seeing as diplomatic relations is one of the 

DPRK’s way of maintaining self-survival or juche (Park, 1987). 

 

2.2 - Economy 

 

DPRK’s economic besiegement also plays a crucial role in determining its chance of war. 

Satterwhite (1997) wrote on how the DPRK’s economy is a limiting factor in terms of its 

international aggression, stating that the DPRK “must follow one of two paths”, where 

belligerence only causes more economic downfall. Its standpoint on how belligerence comes at 

the cost of trade and diplomatic relationships, which are crucial to maintaining the economical 
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situation in the country, is agreeable. Mansourov (2006) shares Satterwhite’s views, but goes into 

greater detail on the DPRK’s economic policies, specifically its July 1st reforms in 2006. 

However, there is no internal evidence that backs up either article. We have not seen evidence of 

the DPRK’s economy falling, and there are countries such as Russia and China who actively 

support and fund the DPRK in spite of sanctions directed towards the DPRK (Lockie, 2018). 

Thus, it would be unfair to assume that an economic downfall is directly caused by the 

belligerence of the DPRK. Mansourov also contradicts himself when he states how the DPRK 

would achieve benefits ‘including better and more stable relations with the United States, 

without abandoning its...fundamental regime objectives.’ The US is one of the DPRK’s main 

enemies, especially with the recent threats directed towards the DPRK made by President 

Trump, thus the statement is inherently untrue (Tisdall, 2017). Furthermore, the article does not 

present an incentive for the DPRK to follow these benefits, since they can achieve economic 

survivability through other means, such as winning nuclear wars against the US. This will be 

answered this with its next point, on going nuclear.  

 

2.3 - Practicality of going nuclear 

 

Next, it is impossible to consider the query of nuclear armageddon without first 

examining the practicality of going nuclear in the first place, best done through the Journal of 

East Asian studies (Hymans, 2008). It details why the DPRK has an incentive to not go nuclear 

at the present moment, as nuclearizing is an impractical outcome against the already-developed 

weapons of the West. He goes on to state that the self-preservational mindset of the DPRK, that 
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this paper will establish, disincentivizes the DPRK from nuclearizing, as there is a high chance 

they will lose a nuclear war with other countries, even factoring in the first-strike advantage that 

the DPRK would have by attacking first. However, Hymans fails to address the tension in his 

argument, which is that if the DPRK values self-preservation and other values he talks about so 

much so that they are willing to sacrifice their bargaining chip of nuclear warfare, why would 

they even bother starting on the path of nuclearization if they know they cannot succeed? The 

importance of the interplay between economic and nuclear factors is thus shown, as the DPRK is 

concerned by direct economic harms, which affect their ability to make and develop nuclear 

technology. Additionally, the DPRK must maintain the facade of possessing this bargaining chip, 

as they require some form of leverage on the diplomatic stage. Despite this critique, the rest of 

what Hymans says on the DPRK’s inability to construct and fire these missiles is seconded, and 

will be discussed later on in this paper. Fitting warheads onto the tested ICBMs is a resource and 

technologically-intense project, and without adequate economic and human resources, the DPRK 

would require a large amount of time in order to reach that stage of technological advancement. 

Hence, the DPRK is unlikely to even have the capacity to possess such nuclear weapons, even 

with the support of China and Russia. On this, there is a possibility that the DPRK may be 

engaging in negotiations just because they wish to gain more advancements into the nuclear 

field, such as the recent advancement it made towards negotiations with the USA (Sang-hun & 

Landler, 2018). Thus, negotiations with the DPRK as stressed earlier must be conducted 

carefully with reasonable trade-offs, and they should be conducted when the DPRK has reached 

a more trustable state. 
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2.4 - Will DPRK pursue conflict? 

 

Hence, the conclusionary concern of the aforementioned factors is the DPRK’s 

willingness to go to war, and there are many that relate to this paper’s general topic of why the 

DPRK is unlikely to go to war. Of these papers, few are written recently. Thus, this paper 

already brings an extra perspective to the table, which is one that utilizes recent actions by the 

DPRK, such as the 2018 Winter Olympics diplomatic effort (Brown, 2018) and the recent 

seeming partnership between South Korea and the DPRK (Chan, 2018), to prove its hypothesis. 

When discussing this possibility of war, it is important to first establish that this section on war 

motivations will mainly use the Rubicon Theory, of which Johnson and Tierney (2011), 

Rondholz (2009), and Gary-Bobo (2009) have written academic papers on. Political Science 

Quarterly commented upon the issue of the DPRK’s nuclear weapons, likening them to badges, 

swords or shields (Cha, 2002). It proposes three solutions for each of the possible outcomes: 

pride-centric, offensive or defensive, respectively. The detailed description of the issue, and the 

shifting of the DPRK’s end goal “from one of hegemonic unification to basic survival” is 

logically sound. However, despite the comprehensiveness of the article, there are multiple 

sections that are flawed. Firstly, the “empirically premature and conceptually ill-conceived” 

characterization of belief that the DPRK is adopting a defensive stance can be easily disproved. 

The author has not given individual comparisons between the three outcomes, thus making it 

difficult to identify which is more likely and how each weighs against the other through reading, 

although it is worth noting that he presents varying views of individual policies, such as 

economic and diplomatic discussions and engagements. A lack of analysis in the article is 
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notable too, as it is mostly a deposit of facts and past occurrences, without providing new 

analysis and/or insights, despite it claiming to add ‘a fourth circle of security debate’ in the 

DPRK. Cha (2002) has not only linked the situation to a defensive ‘shield’, but also to a sword, 

which is also one of the main focuses of his journal. In this, he states that the sword, as an 

offensive tool, can be weaponized by the DPRK in the form of nuclear offenses. This is 

evidenced by previous uses of this ‘sword’; The DPRK have used diplomatic relations to their 

own advantage before, and the recent attempt at the Winter Olympics was theorized to be no 

different (Kim Sengupta Tokyo 2018). This clashes directly with the above point believing 

against war. This ultimately serves as the final query when considering the possibility of war, 

and there are viewpoints for and against in the literary sphere. However, these viewpoints lack 

recency, and remain mostly one-sided and specific, focusing on one issue without discussing the 

rest. The interplay of factors, specifically the previously mentioned link between economic and 

nuclear practicality factors are also missing as such from mainstream journals, given their 

hyperfocus on one aspect rather than many. Using the above factors, the discussion section of 

this paper will go on to validate its original hypothesis. 

 

Chapter 3: Methodology 

This paper will use the following theories to achieve its goal: 

- Stability-Instability Paradox 

- Rubicon Theory 

- Juche Theory 
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This paper will also be utilizing secondary sources, such as books, newspapers and journals as its 

primary method of data collection and analysis, given the relative lack and difficulty of acquiring 

primary sources regarding the internal situation of the DPRK.  

 

Starting off with the research questions mainly directed towards war motivations, the paper will 

analyse previous published literature on the internal and external factors affecting the DPRK’s 

chance of war, before using the theories of Stability-Instability Paradox (SIP), juche and Rubicon 

Theory, as well as case studies from the DPRK to discuss and evaluate the factors as 

aforementioned, such as diplomatic ties, economic situation and nuclear practicality, before tying 

the paper up with a conclusionary statement.  

 

 

Chapter 4: Discussion and Interpretation 

4.1 - Why do countries start war? 

 

In order to understand the motives of the DPRK with regards to beginning conflict, we 

must first understand the decision making that goes into waging war with the first research 

question: Why do countries start war? This section will mainly use the aforementioned three 

theories to explain its point, first starting with the Rubicon theory. Coined after Napoleon, the 

theory suggests that when countries begin war, there is no turning back, and the irreversibility of 

war begs countries to consider the starting of a war stringently. While seemingly simple, the 

theory explains why, for instance, the hesitation of Adolf Hitler to reclaim the Rhineland (H., 
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n.d.), given the immediate possibility of the Allies declaring war on an unprepared Germany. 

This theory also seems to suggest that war is inevitable, once the invader has sufficient time to 

prepare. However, as this chapter will expound on later, there is conclusive evidence to show 

that the DPRK is not prepared, and is improbable to be prepared in the future.  

The next theory to be employed is the Stability-Instability Paradox, also known as 

Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD). This theory states that given two bodies with a capacity 

to destroy each other, the chance of all-out war between the two is unlikely, while the chance of 

smaller conflicts between the two is more common. Perhaps the best example of this is the Cold 

War (A.A., n.d.), where the USSR and the US held off on nuclear armageddon given the threat 

of mutual destruction, which neither country wished for. This theory aptly applies to the standoff 

between the DPRK and the rest of the world, where the DPRK and US possess the threat of 

nuclear war, resulting in neither country wishing to make the first strike. The smaller conflicts, 

inter alia the incessant nuclear tests and sabre-rattling of 2016-2017, is also evidence of the 

paradox.  

However, MAD is irrelevant if the DPRK doesn’t care about its self-survival. This is 

where juche, or survivalism comes into play. One of the core principles that the DPRK is 

constructed by is survivalism, given that its size is small and its belligerence tempered with 

vulnerability makes it an easy target for international retribution. Thus, ever since the Korean 

War, the DPRK has been attempted valiantly to establish itself as an international powerhouse, 

so as to deter other countries from invading and destroying it. As such, this theory proves that 

survival is a core tenet of the DPRK’s psyche. However, survivalism can also be used, and will 

be referenced later as an explanation of the DPRK’s aggressive actions since 2016, as the DPRK 
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has been attempting to show its nuclear prowess in order to coerce regional powers into leaving 

it alone, with the heightened aggression coinciding with the sudden meeting in Singapore in 

2018 (S.T., 2018). Therefore, these three theories examine the DPRK’s motives behind starting a 

war, concluding that the DPRK’s actions and logical psyche point away from war. 

 

4.2 - Diplomatic Relations 

 

Hostile relations between the world and the DPRK is not unprecedented either, with 

Japan already employing them 3 decades ago, and the UN doing the same with sanctions today. 

The DPRK has also seemed to act in retaliation to the US, particularly Mr Trump’s attacks on the 

DPRK, with accusations of “sinister intent” from Washington (KNCA., 2018). Despite what 

seems to be a minefield in diplomacy, the foreign policy section of DPRK diplomacy is riddled 

with ambivalent welcome. Like the USSR during the Cold War, the DPRK has attempted to gain 

favour with the International Community, notably Japan in 1984 (Suzuki, 1991), confirming an 

existing intent to maintain relations with other hostilities. After the cancellation of the summit in 

2018 by Mr Trump, the DPRK still stated that they were “open to talks with the US” (Huang, 

2018), highlighting their intent to pursue friendly diplomatic relations. However, the two bipolar 

sides of the DPRK, namely its willingness to pursue diplomatic relations, yet its apparent 

burning of bridges with nuclear missile tests, seem difficult to reconcile. In actuality, this results 

from a delicate balance the DPRK must maintain, between presenting a friendly facade and a 

menacing one. It must appear dangerous enough to prevent invasion, yet friendly enough to 

encourage international friendships and diplomacy, which ultimately links back to the 
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all-important end goal of self-survival which the DPRK strives to attain. The DPRK contains 24 

embassies of other countries, while its allies have expanded from just communist states to many 

others across the world. Some may argue that these allies are mostly autocracies that seek similar 

systems of the DPRK, but countries such as Pakistan, Thailand, the Philippines and even 

Singapore have trade relations with Pyongyang (Jazeera, A., n.d.). The DPRK is thus in need of 

allies not just for diplomatic immunity, but also for self-survival, given its lack of domestic 

production and economy, which will be expounded on later.  

The DPRK also faces diplomatic tension from the UN, which has imposed a multitude of 

embargoes and sanctions upon the country, such as S/RES/2397, which restricted oil imports and 

exports of the DPRK (UN., 2006). Many have viewed this to be a deal-breaker in the eyes of the 

DPRK, where international aggression is a sure-fire way to destroy any semblance of diplomacy. 

This could not be further from the truth, as sanctions have caused the DPRK to be placed in a 

state of economic peril, where they lack resources and ability to survive, as evidenced by their 

desperation to pursue talks in 2018, which is a sudden reversion from unfiltered assault in 2017. 

However, continued sanctions should not be pursued, given that an avenue of diplomacy has 

been opened, as this would make the DPRK believe that the International Community only 

wished for a militaristic assault, causing the DPRK to follow a last-resort path of nuclear war, 

almost certainly resulting in dire outcomes for the world. Hence, although sanctions have forced 

better diplomatic relations, the sustainable diplomatic path forward remains with bilateral talks 

and communication. 

 

4.3 - Economic situations 
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It is economically unviable and impossible for the DPRK to continue a hardline 

aggressive stance now. The belligerence displayed by the DPRK is proportional to its famine 

levels; the country itself suffers given more aggression (Satterwhite, 1997). This is linked to 3 

main reasons. The first has already been previously mentioned, it being a harm to diplomacy that 

results from a foreign policy directed and fraught with threat of war, where countries are less 

willing to engage with the DPRK on friendly terms given hyper aggression. 

The second involves the sanctions and tariffs placed upon the DPRK. These have been 

exacted on the DPRK a multitude of times over the past few years, and critics of the sanction 

system have stated that the DPRK is not affected by sanctions, given that sanctions mainly affect 

the working class which does not directly concern Pyongyang. This however does not make 

legitimate sense when examining the state of the DPRK currently. The DPRK is a small state 

with little production output (Wong, 2017) and sanctions have forced the DPRK to rely more and 

more on local production and sales to stock supermarkets, and even though said supermarkets 

appear to contain a large amount of local products, it is not sustainable for the DPRK to continue 

relying on domestic output, considering that it lacks land size, development, foreign direct 

investment and industrial experience. This situation is largely similar to the sanction of Malawi 

by the US in 1992 (Taylor, 2014), which resulted in Malawi ceasing human rights violations in 

light of economic disparity. Similarly, sanctions that have crippled North Korean economies can 

lead to a more lenient global stance, which directly causes a reduction in violence and 

belligerence, considering that heightened aggression only begets a greater amount of economic 

restriction and damage (Mansourov, 2006).  
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Thirdly, the construction and development of nuclear weapons itself is harmful to 

the economy, as this directly takes away resources and manpower from economically 

contributing jobs and activities. Researching and building said weapons brings no direct 

economic benefit to the DPRK, while the skilled manpower required to operate and execute 

research on the weapons is wasted in an economically irrelevant occupation. A large amount of 

money and other resources, such as uranium is also required in the manufacturing of such 

weapons, and the factories or plants where the testing is situated takes up land space, including 

the possible unusability of the surrounding land due to radiation. This is exacerbated by the fact 

that these tests and research often do not have satisfactory outcomes, and millions are sunk into 

an uncertain process with an uncertain outcome. Hence, land, money, metals and manpower is 

used in operations that bring about no economic benefit, resulting in a deficit in the economy 

which the DPRK, given its size and proven economic downfall, would find difficult to reconcile. 

Hence, logically, a survivalist mentality would be for the DPRK to pursue alternative methods of 

survival other than an economically challenging and ultimately inefficient one.  

 

4.4 - Practicality of going nuclear 

 

Finally, the fundamental question must be explored - is it practical for the DPRK to 

nuclearize now, and will they be nuclearized in the conceivable future? To answer the first, we 

must first examine the complexity of nuclearization in the first place. As mentioned in the 

previous subsection, nuclearization is highly cost and resource intensive, demanding skilled 

manpower, money and rare minerals amongst many. Hence, the development phase of 
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nuclearization is challenging, and ultimately is costly to the country’s economy. Effective 

nuclearization is also highly difficult, with technology for warhead development remaining 

extremely far away from possibility, considering the sheer size of the ICBM needed for the 

DPRK to destroy the USA. At this point, many may argue that given the lack of resources the 

DPRK has as a result of sanctions and economic damage, the trade deals and negotiations the 

DPRK has suddenly made may be a means to an end in order to achieve full nuclearization, thus 

becoming a nuclear powerhouse in the world. However, this is unlikely and unfeasible, 

considering that the DPRK is already being treated as a dangerous nuclear threat, despite them 

still being unable to manufacture working and operational ICBMs with fitting warheads. Hence, 

the DPRK does not need to risk their last chance of a diplomatic conclusion when the possible 

benefit is minimal.  

With that, we must answer the second question: will nuclearization occur any time soon? 

Once again, the answer is no. In the near future, although the DPRK has been able to fit 

miniature warheads onto its ICBMs (Buncombe, 2017), full-sized warheads that can strike the 

US is highly unlikely. Hymans discusses the possibility of nuclearization by the DPRK in his 

academic journal (2008), concluding that in the vein of self-protection and preservation, the 

DPRK would be unwise to continue developing its missiles. This is due to the technological 

underdevelopment of the country. No other country involved in conflict standoff has ever been 

as protected and restricted as the DPRK, with its restrictions preventing Western technology 

from improving technology in the DPRK, ultimately leading to North Korean scientists being 

less able to develop warheads for the ICBMs. The DPRK is hence both lacking in skilled 

manpower, given the prevention of citizens from going overseas to study, as well as skilled 
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equipment, given the closed-door nature of the country that prevented the spread of necessary 

technological discourse. With the earlier mentioned point on the dire state of the DPRK’s 

economy, a lack of resources is the nail in the coffin regarding nuclear development. As such, in 

its current state, the DPRK does not have the stage of development necessary to safely and 

efficiently develop nuclearly.  

Finally, going nuclear requires a long term war strategy, given that nuclear first-strikes 

rarely win the battle outright. The DPRK possesses a comparatively smaller military compared to 

other global superpowers like the US and the UK, given its small size and lack of military 

expertise. The DPRK would also be immeasurably affected by any nuclear attack, given its small 

size. As such, in addition to previous infeasibilities, the DPRK is unlikely to begin a major 

conflict now. 

 

Chapter 5: Conclusion 

As a result of the above analysis, the clear resolutionary step here is to engage the DPRK on 

favourable grounds, while not antagonizing them in unnecessary offensive measures. This would 

include the ceasing of any direct antagonization from the US to the DPRK, through diplomatic 

meetings or otherwise, that is not essential for achieving said peace. To achieve this peace, the 

solution is not simply to hold a bilateral talk to make certain promises, as the Trump-Kim 

Summit this year has already begun to falter (Dilanian, K., & Kube, C. 2018), as the bargaining 

chip of nuclear armament is key to DPRK survival, especially given the fates of other dictators 

who surrendered their nuclear weapons, such as Gaddafi, amongst others. The direction forward 

should be a gradual wean off the necessity of nuclear weapons on the part of the DPRK, by 
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gaining the trust of the DPRK, either through extended peace talks, binding promises or through 

other efficacious means. The usage of binding legislature and actions, for instance, would 

definitely cultivate this sense of trust over prolonged periods of time, given the supposed safety 

that the country is given, though this safety cannot extend to complete immunity, as that would 

allow the DPRK to carry out belligerence unharmed. The next priority from them on is to 

integrate and assimilate the DPRK society and country into the global workplace and economy, 

through a gradual opening up of the DPRK, with the aid of the International Community, so it is 

able to trade and interact with the rest of the world without worrying about ostracization or 

poorly skilled workforces. This would allow the DPRK to function as part of the world, rather 

than an opponent, with adequate connections to prevent them from needing to rely on 

self-preservation and belligerence in order to survive. When we make the first step for the DPRK 

easy, the rest will naturally follow.  
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