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Abstract 

The United States' enemy image of North Korea has been on its political 
agenda since the Korean war. Weapons of mass destruction has, since the 
Cold War, shown the complexity  it  brings on conflictual interests and 
decision-makers persuading efforts. Enemy image, per se, brings difficulties 
in achieving cooperation, substantially when both parties contempt high 
levels of enmity. However, the newly established U.S.-DPRK relationship 
brings hope for cooperative possibilities regarding denuclearization on the 
Korean peninsula. The relationship  between Donald Trump and Kim Jong-
Un is not based on trust, instead, it is dependent on the concrete steps taken 
by the other. The enemy image of North Korea has been settled on the U.S. 
political agenda firmly because of the principles regarding denuclearization 
and security. The enemy image is also an important factor to consider when 
examining political agendas, since the changing dynamics are dependent on 
how state A interpret  state B and vice versa. What has articulated the 
dynamics of the U.S. enemy image against North Korea? and how has its 
enemy image changed? To answer the question at issue, a theory 
consumption of Eriksson and Noreen’s explanatory model is necessary. 
Which consists of context-dependent external and informal factors that will 
contribute different but coherent hypotheses.

Key words: Denuclearization, Donald Trump, Enemy Image, Kim Jong-Un, 
North Korea, Political Agenda, United States

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   2 (42)



Table of Contents 

Abstract 

1. A Diplomatic Rollercoaster............................................................................4
 1.1 Problem...................................................................................................5
 1.2 Previous Research....................................................................................6
 1.2.1 Enemy Images, Political Agenda-setting & Agenda-Removal Processes............6
 1.2.2 Enemy Images & Peace Processes..............................................................8
 1.3 Purpose.................................................................................................10
2. Theoretical Framework................................................................................11
 2.1 Theory...................................................................................................11
 2.1.1 Events..................................................................................................12
 2.1.2 Framing...............................................................................................12
 2.1.3 Cognition.............................................................................................13
 2.1.4 Identity................................................................................................13
 2.1.5 Political Context...................................................................................14
 2.1.6 Opinion & Institutional Context..............................................................14
 2.2 Validity & Reliability............................................................................14
 2.3 Operationalization................................................................................15
3. Research Design..........................................................................................16
 3.1 Case Study............................................................................................16
 3.2 Demarcations........................................................................................17
 3.3 Material and Criticism of Source Selections...........................................18
4. Analysis.......................................................................................................19
 4.1 Events..................................................................................................19
 4.1.1 Otto Warmbier.....................................................................................19
 4.1.2 The Sixth Nuclear Test...........................................................................20
 4.1.3 The Singapore Summit-Meeting..............................................................20
 4.1.4 The Hanoi Summit-Meeting....................................................................21
 4.2 Framing................................................................................................21
 4.2.1 “The War on Words”.............................................................................22
 4.5 Cognition..............................................................................................23
 4.5 Identity.................................................................................................24
 4.5.1 National Identity and Sovereignty............................................................25
 4.5.2 “The Hegemon and the Demon”.............................................................26
 4.3 Political Context...................................................................................28
 4.3.1 “A New Chapter of American Greatness”.................................................28
 4.3.2 “Everybody wants to Rule the World”......................................................28
5. Conclusion...................................................................................................32
6. References....................................................................................................36

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   3 (42)



1. A Diplomatic Rollercoaster 
 

The historical legacies and the disparate interests of key actors involved 
bring much complexity to the North Korean conflict (Hilpert & Meier, 
2018:8). The totalitarian regime and posed communist threat has been on the 
U.S. political agenda since the outbreak of the Korean War in 1950. The 
divided Korean peninsula has been an important security matter for the 
whole international community. Ever since the sudden collapse of the North 
Korean allied Soviet Union, the foundational principle North Korea’s 
survival has been based on the ideology of self-reliance [juche] and 
[songun] which refers to ‘military first’ (Campbell, 2012:12). The Kim 
dynasty has preserved the security  of the state as top-priority, above all else 
considerations. This reflects the regime’s worldview (Lankov, 2017:36). 
Whereas, the regime’s foreign policy authorize a realpolitik view of the 
world states (Ballbach, 2018:17) on the basis that  North Korea has no 
ideological attachment to any foreign state (Moon, et al, 2017:36).

During the outcomes of the Iraq War in 2003, North Korea learned that the 
acquisition of nuclear weapons is paramount regarding the retainment of 
state sovereignty, as the possession of such arms enables North Korea the 
ability  to command respect from the world which Kim desires (Economist, 
2018) and also as a deterrent for foreign intervention (Ballbach, 
2018:13). However, developing nuclear weapons has been parable with a 
double-edged sword because it can either authorize or jeopardize its 
regime’s survival (Kim, 2014:99). Eminently because of President Donald J. 
Trump’s new rhetorics concerning the U.S. role in global affairs. The North 
Korean nuclear issue was highly present throughout the presidency of 
Barack Obama, but no literal solutions were enforced. Since Trump took 
office, no presidential administration has so openly threatened North Korea 
with preventative nuclear strikes since Bill Clinton, and no other president 
has attended a summit meeting with a North Korean leader (Overhaus, 
2018:24). Ahead, the U.S. foreign policies will be based on its interests and 
the shared interests of its allies. Consequently, this policy  strays from the 
post-World War II consensus of extending U.S globalism (Trump, 2016). 
For Trump, considering earlier administrations, nation-building and the 
spread of universal values is a recipe for disaster.
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1.1 Problem
 
Portraying a foreign state as an enemy on the basis of cognitive realities or 
memory functions, automatically devote negative attributes and prejudices 
against the people, culture and leader/s. Overcoming an enemy image is, 
metaphorically, similar to the process of curing a disease. To overcome a 
disease, there needs to be an understanding of the explanatory factors and an 
insight into the existence of it (PsySR, 2002:48). An international consensus 
of an enemy  image justifies state A acts towards the enemy, state B (PsySR 
2002:59). This international consensus can be structured from Weaver’s 
(1989) conceptualization of intersubjective [agreed] meaning. Regarding the 
association between North Korea and a ‘rogue regime’ (Trump 2017), the 
international community has an intersubjective meaning of what 
characteristics a rogue regime are associated with. On the basis of this, the 
U.S. policies towards North Korea can, therefore, be justified because,
  
  “Something [North Korea] is designated as an 
  international security issue because it can be argued that 
  this issue is more important than other issues and should 
  take absolutely priority” 

    (Waever, 1998:24) (Hough et al 2015, s. 80)

This international enmity  towards a leader/s or nation, as a whole, is a 
“relatively  permanent fixture” (PsySR, 2002:47). However, since the world 
is socially structured it also has the ability to change because of an 
upbringing of new intersubjective meanings contrasting to the existing ones.

The steady consensus among the U.S. presidential administrations has been 
the maintaining of a robust non-proliferation policy in the northern half on 
the Korean peninsula, even though different strategies has been 
implemented (Gavin, 2012). According to realist logic, the international 
non-proliferation regime will not be able to eliminate, instead only slower 
the development of nuclear weapons (Scott, 1997:62; Waltz, 1993). The 
North Korean threat to international peace and security  has been present 
during a long period, but are notable present today  which provides new 
challenges for decision-makers. Holsti (1982) discovered that when change 
in foreign policy occur successfully, the decision-maker’s personal qualities 
and shifts in approaches are important  to examine. Further, one could 
likewise believe that regime shifts are essentially the only contributor to the 
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supervention of profound shifts in the perception towards a enemy 
(Hermann, 1990:4). Whereas Trump has strong incentives for making “the 
United States foreign policy  great again”. Trump paraphrased the famous 
pledge of John Quincy Adams “[the U.S. shall not go] abroad in search of 
monsters to destroy”, in his own words “[the U.S. shall not go] abroad in 
search of enemies” (Edwards, 2018:183; Trump, 2016). The incentives on 
how to counter with the North Korean issue has moved between extremes 
since Trump took office 2017 (Overhaus, 2018:22). His speech at  ‘the State 
of the Union’ in 2017, did not infiltrate North Korea at any moment. One 
year later, Trump framed the regime as a “cruel dictatorship” and Kim-Jong 
Un as a “rocket  man”. While at the beginning of 2019, he labeled the 
relationship  with Kim as a “good one” (Trump, 2017;2018;2019). Johnson 
(2019), on the other hand, believes that  the ‘bromance’ between Trump and 
Kim might soon be over.

The complexity of the North Korea conflict has difficult consequences on 
the evolving relationship between Kim and Trump. Hilpert  and Meier 
(2018) addressed that it is important not to reduce the conflict by only 
concerning its nuclear weapons and missile programs. However, the 
centrality in the conflict between the U.S. and North Korea is the unresolved 
tensed relationship  and issue regarding nuclear weapons (Hilpert & Meier, 
2018:2). Pilisuk and Rowen (2005:9) concluded that major nuclear power 
states, as U.S. leadership, is essential in the efforts of maintaining 
multilateral relationships that have the ability  to reduce the extent of threats. 
However, the denuclearization on the Korean peninsula will not be enforced 
unilaterally. The efforts of reducing North Korea’s nuclear arsenal are 
essentially  based on a cost-benefit calculation. Whereas, Kim Jong-Un 
emphasize the significance of bilateral cooperation. Which considers both 
the withdrawal of the U.S. defense systems in South Korea and the 
dismantling of nuclear capabilities in the North (Moon, et al, 2017). 

1.2 Previous Research 

1.2.1 Enemy Images, Political Agenda-Setting & Agenda-
Removal Processes
 
Perceptions and cognition are effective when dividing the international 
world, this division characterize states in the political sphere as 
hegemonists, enemies, allies, neutrals and dependents (Herrmann, 1986). By 
analyzing President Ronald Reagan’s cognitive images of international 
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states, Blanton seeks explanations of conflicts through elite decision-making 
based on the preemptive cognitive images. Also, what the response would 
be in case of leaked information if it would contradict with Reagan’s 
cognitive images of the world (Blanton, 1996). The cognitive system of 
others deliberately reflects the self-image (Smith, 1984). Whereas, Blanton 
recognized the positive self-image of America based on the enemy image of 
the Soviet Union.

Larson (1985) presumed that policymakers typically attributed the behavior 
of the ‘enemy’ as its fundamental character on the basis of the policymakers 
cognitive reality. While the behavior of its own state is forced by  the 
circumstances. Lyndon B. Johnson’s congressional support for placing 
American troops in Vietnam 1965 was justified due to the communist threat 
posed by northern Vietnam. Which the historical analogy of the Korean War 
viewed similarities and the U.S. “anti-communist agenda” did firmly 
recognize the ideological threat (Garrison, 2001:783). The preconceived 
notions by  Johnson made him rely on heuristics when viewing the content 
of northern Vietnam and the interpretation process towards it. Historical 
events, such as the Korean War, influenced how the American policymakers 
perceived cognitive reality. The policies Johnson administration advocated 
were preconceived notions about the past tensed enemy, North Korea 
(Cowden & Murray, 1999:457). Due to the common historical analogies, the 
U.S. military  presence in Vietnam could be recognized as being forced by 
circumstances, rather than displaying the character of the U.S. 

The previous selective attention means that negative aspects of ‘enemies’ 
have a greater impact on individual memory  (PsySR 2002:17). Baldwin 
(1997:15) argued that the communist threat to national security during the 
Cold War had vague references to impose what specifications the rational 
debates referred to. Whether it  was an ideological, economical or military 
threat. The concerns regarding North Korea’s nuclear threat to international 
security, however, might be based on the preconceived notions of the 
character of its communist  regime. However, Waltz (2012) stressed out of 
concern of the North Korea nuclear threat, that  the character of such a 
regime does not prevail certain undesired outcomes as a nuclear attack on 
the U.S. soil. Hence the authoritarian regime’s hard-power lens (Hilpert & 
Merier, 2018:10), the Kim-regime has greater incentives for keeping them 
as a deterrent (Gavin, 2012). On the other hand, Donald Trump himself 
stated in his ‘State of the Union’ speech in 2018 that “We [only need] to 
look at the depraved character of the North Korean regime to understand the 
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nature of the nuclear threat it could pose to America and our allies” (Trump, 
2018). 

Traditional security  policy  research often contends that threats in the world 
are directly reflected in national or international security policy  planning. 
Neorealism argues that security is the most important goal of a state and 
metaphorically draws similarities with the concept ‘championship’. While 
Wolfers (1952: Baldwin, 1997:10-11) contended that international politics is 
not a ‘game’ constituted by  similar rules where each ‘player’ compete for 
the same goal. He further distinguished between the objective and subjective 
dimensions of security threats. As he refers to policy-makers either 
overestimating or underestimating the threat they possess (Wolfers, 1952: 
Baldwin, 1997:14). To understand the settlement of certain issues on the 
political agenda, one can define if the issue is ‘important’ or ‘unimportant’ 
by the level of threat it poses. Further, one can draw disparity  between an 
issue that is measured as ‘important’ or ‘unimportant’, by constituting that 
any challenging threats towards ‘core values’ or ‘the rules of the game’ are 
considered as ‘important’, all else ‘unimportant’ (Bachrach & Baratz, 
1962:950). Bachrach and Baratz further addressed that the values within the 
international and national political systems are important to consider in 
order to understand why certain issues enter the political agenda (Bachrach 
& Baratz, 1962:950). 

Enemy images are a definite reaction of new information and events, 
whether it contradicts the current image or not. Blanton (1996:25) 
recognized that  enemy images can either be modified, revised or unaffected. 
Accordingly, Eriksson and Noreen (2002) further acknowledged two terms 
that are important to consider when examining the determination of an 
issue’s political salience; the individual’s capability to avoid risks or/and the 
unwillingness to compromise on core values. Since they believe that there is 
no “natural conformity between the substance of a threat [enemy image] and 
wether has an impact on the political agenda” (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:1). 
Because an agenda-setting process, as Bachrach and Bazart’s also argued, 
may be dependent on contributing explanatory factors. 

1.2.2 Enemy Images & Peace Processes 
  
  “It is difficult to overcome enemy  images and be open by 
  peace gestures by a nation if they are unaware of earlier 
  gestures of peace made by the nation”              
      (PsySR 2002:20) 
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Psychologists for Social Responsibility (PsySR) conducted a report to the 
United Nations (UN) in 1988. The report exemplified three ways of how an 
enemy image affect  the attributions of motivation by the ‘enemy’; (i) 
Overanalyzing the actions made the enemy as a hostile mean, (ii) Peaceful 
actions are forced by circumstances, rather than by their own intention, and 
(iii) Peaceful actions/proposals by the enemy might be disguised with 
indirect hostile motives (PsySR 2002:18). Burn and Oskamp (1989) 
demonstrated that all three factors above affected the U.S. interpretations of 
the Soviet Union’s actions (PsySR 2002:19). This exemplifies that  actors 
peace proposals may  when enemy images are strong enough, be regarded as 
propaganda (PsySR 2002:50). During the détente period, in the 1970s, 
between North and South Korea, the inter-Korean dialogue was regarded as 
a means towards national reconciliation and reintegration (Woo, 2009:18). 
However, South Korea’s president Park Chung-hee saw the peaceful inter-
Korean dialogue as a temporary measure to buy peace until the national 
capabilities of its militarism would overshadow North Korea (Woo, 
2009:18). 

The concept of mirror imaging deems to explain that the enemy image is 
held by  all parties involved. Mirror imaging describes that all parties 
involved in the conflict expect the worst from each other and attributes all 
biases, even peaceful ones, as hostile (PsySR, 2002:23; Bronfenbrenner, 
1961). Due to perceived hostile historical notions with certain states, actors 
did more likely  implement conflictual foreign policies towards them based 
on experiences (PsySR 2002:23; Schafer, 1997). Since these policies often 
were recognized as aggressive rather than defensive, parties took protective 
steps in order to deter any aggression. In Trump’s speech at the United 
Nations General Assembly debate (UNGA) in 2017, he pledged that the 
U.S. will have no choice then to totally  destroy North Korea if it  does not 
seize its hostile behavior (Trump, 2017). Accordingly, White (1998) argued 
that this interpretation of national security policies could be based on 
exaggerated images of the enemy and a lack of realistic empathy (PsySR, 
2002:28). Realistic empathy does not mean sympathy. White (1998) 
addressed that  it is important to identify the “realistic image” and 
“understand what  is in the minds of others” to understand the reasons for 
certain actions. The Cuban Missile Crisis is given as an example of how the 
U.S. realistic empathy deconstructed the exaggerated enemy image of the 
Soviet Union. President Kennedy  acknowledged that the placement of 
missiles in Turkey was the underlying reason for Soviet’s fear and the 
installment missiles in Cuba (PsySR, 2002:29; White, 1998) and could, 
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therefore, resolve the situation by removing the U.S. missiles in Turkey, for 
Soviet to do the same in Cuba. Similar, Trump’s hostile interpretations of 
North Korea’s nuclear arsenal in 2017 made a drastic shift in 2018, where 
both parties recognized that the common goal was to denuclearize the whole 
Korean peninsula (Trump, 2018).

The cooperative behavior between two opposing states, according to 
Harnisch (2001), are often based on a cost-benefit calculation. Based on 
rational institutionalism, states behave accordingly with norms and rules of 
international regimes due to the benefits a state might receive, that it  would 
not be able to gain without the institutions. However, the cost-benefit 
calculation is based on the compliance with regime and institutional rules 
(Harnisch, 2001). In opposition to this, Morgenthau (1993) considered that 
the state’s actions are driven by  the ambition to dominate, which can derive 
from man’s need for power. Woven with realistic empathy, a deeper 
understanding of actors' actual motives, making direct person-to-person 
connections are therefore also very  effective when overcoming enemy 
images (PsySR, 2002:54). 

1.3 Purpose 
 
This thesis aims to provide a perception, through an explanatory 
model, how the United States' enemy  image towards North Korea has 
changed during the presidency of Donald J. Trump and how this has 
affected the U.S. North Korean policies concerning the peace process with 
the northern regime. By  the reflection of Donald Trump’s presidency, I will 
attempt to reveal cases in which he initiated one course and later recognized 
that significant changes had to be undertaken (Hermann, 1990:4). It is 
usually  easier to explain causality and justifications of state policies after an 
ending conflict. However, the relevance of this research is decided upon its 
current pressure. My appeal for this subject developed from the interests of 
understanding how enemy image affects a state’s foreign policies. Whereas 
the relationship between North Korea and the U.S. in the modern era are 
highly  interesting due to the dynamics of it. The precise question at issue 
will be; 

How has the U.S ‘enemy image’ against North Korea changed during the 
presidency of Donald J. Trump, 2017-2019? 
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2. Theoretical Framework 

2.1 Theory 

Enemy images and political agendas, according to Eriksson and Noreen 
(2002:8), would not be a object of analysis if human consciousness  were 
not a considered factor. Political agendas consist of two approaches; one 
that is more centered on elitism and the other is more pluralist  which takes 
other levels of society into account. This thesis will be directed towards the 
decision-making at the elite-level. Based on this, Eriksson and Noreen’s 
explanatory  model will be used, which has inputs from earlier agenda-
setting theories and previous research that try  to explain foreign policy 
change. The model displays similarities with Holsti’s (1982) and Hermann’s 
(1990) so-called “checklist models” which consist of factors that seek to 
explain four effects an enemy image can have on the political agenda. 
Eriksson and Noreen’s model are inspired by Tallberg’s (2001) typology of 
how an enemy  image can influence the agenda-setting process; “Agenda 
setting”, “agenda obstruction/blocking”, and “agenda structuring”. Eriksson 
and Noreen added a fourth effect; “Agenda removal”. These four agenda-
setting processes demonstrate the importance of the distinction between the 
subject (what is threatening) and object (what is perceived as threatened) of 
the enemy image. Since this explains the process of agenda-setting and the 
level of appearance an enemy image has on the political agenda (Baldwin, 
1997: Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:5). 

The model consists of explanatory  factors that aim to provide “multi-causal 
explanations” (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:20) and are influenced by social 
constructivism. In this thesis, it is required to use a model that seeks to 
explain both appearances and removal from the political agenda, since there 
exist notable differences of strategies by Trump during his presidency 
(Esaisson, et al, 2017:37). Due to the complexity  of the North Korea conflict 
and the new incentives by Trump it is necessary to adapt a model that 
regards both actor and structure-based factors. The model is divided into 
seven external and internal influenceable factors. Whereas, Eriksson and 
Noreen stress that these factors can be applied either in its entirety or 
whatever can be more suitable according to the contextual framework. Each 
of the factors can suggest one or more hypothesis that are complementary  
to each other (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:7). The external context-dependent 
factors are; Events, Identity, Political Context, Institutional Context, 
and Opinion. The internal factors are; Cognition and Framing. The 
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importance of the internal factors in the research differs accordingly with 
the context, however, they are always present  in agenda-setting processes 
(Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:18). In the theoretical synthesis below the 
combination of components and how they influence the political agenda is 
viewed. 

2.1.1 Events
 
Events have a fundamental role when explaining why certain enemy images 
receive political salience or not. It  is often the dramatic kind of events that 
are interpreted as crises or external shocks, which have more direct 
consequences on the political agenda, as an example; the terror attacks in 
the U.S. on September 11th, 2001 (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:12). Events 
can either contribute to the downplaying or upbringing of an enemy  image, 
which is similar to the factor Framing; how a decision-maker perceives a 
threat. 

2.1.3 Framing 
 
Framing deals with, through rhetorical art, how relevant  an enemy image is 
for the political agenda. Eriksson and Noreen (2002) address the concepts 
‘securitization’ and ‘desecuritization’. Whereas, securitization considers 
something like a “security policy” threat, which is the most common 
framing of an enemy image. Desecuritization, however, refers to when 
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normal democratic means and negotiations are implemented as policies 
instead of using unprocessed measures in panic, however, this does not 
mean that the issue, per se, is removed from the political agenda (Eriksson 
& Noreen, 2002:11; Wæver, 1995). The time-framing is another important 
consideration when discussing why certain enemy images appear/not appear 
or get removed from the political agenda. Hinnfors (1995) identifies the 
rhetorical methods decision-makers generally adapt when preventing issues 
appearing from the agenda; (i) “it is not our responsibility”, (ii) “it is bad 
timing”, and (iii) “it is the wrong content” (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002; 
Hinnfors, 1995).

2.1.2 Cognition
 
Cognition refers to the individual beliefs of cause and effect, and how they 
perceive and interpret events. The interpretation of an event can be 
determined by the individual's cognitive reality and memory, in other words, 
preconceived notions (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:8). Cognition constitutes as 
one of the necessary factors of the explanatory model, however, the factor 
alone is an insufficient explanatory factor. Eriksson and Noreen (2002:8) 
argue that an individual’s cognitive and memory functions always have a 
role when viewing the content of enemy images. The cognitive factors that 
are important to consider are “risk aversion” and “preservation of core 
values” (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:9)  

2.1.4 Identity 
 
Identity can explain why certain threat images are accentuated while others 
does receive political salience on the political agenda (Eriksson & Noreen, 
2002:13). It is difficult to compose an identification of national identity  due 
to its commonly fragmented nature. However, national identity is an 
essential value when examining security policy research. Whereas, national 
identity  and sovereignty are often regarded as more important than other 
values (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:6). How threatening or not the so-called 
“core values” are, will depend on how much attention it will obtain by the 
advocator. It is also argued that the level of attention an enemy image has on 
the political agenda may be depended upon actors' prioritization of values. 
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2.1.5 Political Context 
 
The political context refers to the creation of an enemy image that is firmly 
based on the national and international political sphere. Diverse leaders 
prioritize different enemy images, whereas changing dynamics in the 
political sphere can create a ‘policy  window’. Policy windows often appear 
frequently, during repetitive events. However, large-scale [dramatic] events, 
can result in the upbringing of unpredictable ‘policy windows’. The 
changing conditions can create opportunities for decision-makers to avert 
certain policies or direct the spotlight to other issues. How advocators 
address the ‘policy window’ is strongly based on his/hers willingness to 
seize the moment (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:21). To seize the moment, 
Eriksson and Noreen stress that the use of bargaining and compromise are 
effective for persuasion, where power-based arguments and interests are the 
required conditions. 

2.1.6 Opinions & Institutional Context 

Eriksson and Noreen (2002:7) propose that context-dependent factors are 
neither necessary nor sufficient, which is important to consider when 
d e c i d i n g w h i c h f a c t o r s t h a t w i l l b e a n a l y z e d i n t h e 
research. Opinions and Institutional Context, both context-dependent 
factors, will not be employed in this thesis. Even though, Pilisuk and Rowen 
(2005:11) argue that one can make a distinction between the U.S. as a 
people which embodies certain principles, while its presidential 
administration reflects others. Eriksson and Noreen (2002:17) consider that 
‘opinion’ is not self-evident, regarding its effects on the political agenda. 
‘Opinions’ has been proven less central when examining its effects on the 
political agenda, which is why  it is not considered in this case. The core 
within the institutional context is that persuasion is based on knowledge-
arguments, and takes account of the role of academics in the agenda-setting 
processes, which makes it irrelevant for this research.

2.2 Validity & Reliability 

Theoretical concepts and empirical indicators must be compatible to 
conduct adequate research and increase its validity  (Esaisson et al., 
2017:59). To further increase the study’s validity, the consistency must be 
eminent, equally prominent must the reliability  be. Reliability refers to the 
importance of being accurate when examining the empirical indicators 
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chosen. Also, the results provided through the analysis must be coherent 
with future research if similar analyze units would be used, (”test-retest”) 
(Esaisson et al., 2017:64-65). 

2.3 Operationalization 

To answer the question at issue, and operationalization by the theoretical 
definitions is vital. The operational indicators will be used as a guideline for 
how the empirical observations will be conducted in the research (Esaiasson 
et al., 2017:55). A theoretical concept can generate many theoretical 
definitions, therefore, it is important to do define one's own and motivate the 
reason behind them (Esaisson et  al., 2017:56). However, there is no obvious 
approach on how to measure or collect empirical material, which is why  the 
operational indicators often are subjects to critique. As Eriksson and Noreen 
also address, are the theoretical factors in the model concatenated, which 
underlines its co-variation validity (Esaisson et al., 2017:63). 

The explanatory factor events are not associated with a specific line of 
research (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:7). Events may  shed light on both 
structural and actor-related enemy images, it might also have a central 
contribution to the desecuritization, downplaying of an enemy  image 
(Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:13). Therefore I intend to use events that have, 
according to me, provided a stronger enemy image or downplayed it. The 
events that will be taken into account are provided from the content of 
Donald Trump’s presidential speeches, which is considered to have either a 
positive or negative designation to it. Framing is intended to examine why 
certain enemy images are framed or not on the political agenda through 
rhetorical art, Trump’s presidential speeches will be issued by referring to 
words and sentences that pin-points towards North Korea or Kim Jong-Un 
in particular. Identity will be dependent on what Trump perceives as a 
fundamental societal value, the core values that will be recognized in this 
thesis are influenced by Eriksson and Noreen, sovereignty and national 
identity. Likewise, how Trump wants America to be perceived as 
internationally, (”self-image”). Which, according to Eriksson and Noreen 
(2002:13) are central within social and security studies. The political 
context is dependent on the international and national political sphere, and 
how it  affects the persuading process towards decision-makers. 
While cognition refers to how and if the interpretation of events is based on 
preconceived notions and if the attempt to avoid risks is developed through 
the means of historical examples. 
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3. Research Design 

Enemy images do not only define the ‘other’ and the self-image, but also the 
conflictual environment. When identifying the threat, traditional security 
policy researchers usually refer to “conscious threats” by a hostile state. 
Others acknowledge structural conditions to be an important explanatory 
factor when deciding what the perceived threat may  be (Eriksson & Noreen, 
2002). The theoretical explanatory factors allow us to regard both structural 
conditions and the state’s preconceived notions. The analysis will be 
performed accordingly with the explanatory factors, where Eriksson and 
Noreen’s own explanations of each factor will be included. Thus, how 
empirical observations will be analyzed depends on my interpretation of 
how the theory  associates with this particular case. The key concept in this 
thesis is ‘enemy image’ but it is also important to elaborate the meaning of 
the political agenda. Similar with Eriksson and Noreen (2002:2), this thesis 
has focused on the political agenda within the context of threat  politics. 
Therefore, arguments made from previous scholars research are needed, to 
generate distinctions and similarities with this case. To reveal if findings of 
the case are either coherent or contradictory with Eriksson’s and Noreen’s 
model. 

3.1 Case study 

Since this research requires a detailed consideration of contextual factors, a 
qualitative case study will be adapted as it is the favorable methodological 
way of research (George & Bennet, 2005:19). When using the theoretical 
model, qualitative case studies and comparative analyses are necessary 
(Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:22). Case studies have the ability  to considerate 
the detail in cases, but  also accommodate complicated causal relations such 
as “equifinality”, “complex interactions effects”, and “path 
dependency” (George & Bennet, 2005:22). However, one of the limitations 
with case studies is that it can not define any  broader conclusions on how 
much gradation independent variables has on the outcome in a particular 
case (George & Bennet 2005:25). On the other hand, the answers will not be 
definitive, since the research question can provide endless conclusions. Case 
studies can provide high levels of conceptual validity since variables 
provide different definitions in separate contexts. This is why a qualitative 
case study is useful since a contextualized comparison is needed (George & 
Bennet 2005:19). Due to the explanatory nature of the theory, it  does not 
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aim to generate explicit conclusions, instead, the model provides hypotheses 
that contributes to each other. The theoretical framework does neither grant 
nor accumulates definitive outcomes when using it for analyzing. Therefore, 
the case will be centralized in this research, which also implies the 
characteristics of a theory consuming method. Where the ambition lies in 
using, instead of testing, the theory  to explain the U.S. enemy image of 
North Korea from three different times within the same contexts (Esaisson 
et al, 2017:42). The thesis uses a qualitative methodology with an abductive 
reasoning. This reasoning regards the theoretical framework as a lens for the 
data. The data will be analysed through this lens which will yield plausible 
conclusions and hopefully find legitimate explanations for them. (Lowndes, 
Marsh & Stoker, 2017).

The research will consist of three analyze units, considering that case studies 
researches nowadays often involves at least two analyze units (Esaiasson et 
al., 2017:109). The analyze units will be framed within the time perspective; 
2017, 2018, and 2019. The analyze units will be examined with a mixture of 
an (i) comparative case study and an (ii) traditional case study (Esaiasson et 
al., 2017:109). Since a comparison of the analyze units under each factor of 
the theoretical model are necessary. At the same time, the focus will be on 
the changing discourse of the U.S. enemy image against North Korea during 
the presidency of Donald Trump and how this has been framed on its 
political agenda. 

3.2 Demarcations  

Demarcations are needed especially when the question at issue can generate 
endless answers. Many of the explanatory external and internal factors can 
contribute important perspectives and provide different conclusions. For 
example the current nature and structure in East Asia, alliances and enemies 
of the U.S. and North Korea, deterrent theory, security dilemma, rational 
actor model, cost and benefit calculations, etc. However, the main focus will 
contain the U.S. enemy image against North Korea, with awareness of 
North Korea’s enemy  image against the U.S. This thesis does not seek to 
take a stand in the North Korea conflict nor to provide a view on non-
relevant points at issue. Due to a lack of space, a longer historical 
perspective has not been provided to this study. However, limited use of 
historical inputs here and there is necessary to explain the current situation. 
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3.3 Material and Criticism of Source Selections 

The source selection should be originally  chosen from Curt and Lauritz 
Weibull applied rules on source criticism. The four necessary rules are 
authenticity, independence, simultaneity, and tendency (Esaiasson, et al., 
2017, p. 288). To answer the research question, first-hand material will be 
considered as the primary source for conducting research. The main focus 
will lie on the official agenda in political decision-making. Hidden agendas 
might consist  of unseen enemy images policies, however, these are difficult 
to examine methodologically  (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:3). The considered 
first-hand material will be public speeches. Primarily speeches as the “State 
of the Union” (A), and the “UNGA debate” (B). These presidential speeches 
are well reflecting the changing dynamics concerning the U.S. enemy image 
against North Korea. Since the “State of the Union” appears at the 
beginning of each year, while the “UNGA debate” occurs nearly three 
months away from the year-end. These are not provided from any  other 
perspective than the provider’s intentions. Kingdon (1984:188) refers to the 
“State of the Union” speeches as a classic ‘garbage can’. Whereas, Kingdon 
(1984:85) conceptualizes it as a can filled with mixes of garbages; 
“problems, solutions, participants, and resources”. Trump’s active tweeting 
will also be considered. Only tweets uploaded around specific events and 
the speeches mentioned above will be reaffirmed. 

The research will further rely on second-hand material. Due to the diffuse 
character of the concept ‘enemy image’, the use of earlier scientific research 
is necessary  to explain key components an enemy image holds, in order to 
make the research cumulative (Esaisson et al., 2017:61). The 
conceptualizations will be based on the paper Resource Manual on the 
Psychology of Enemy Images and Using Psychology to Help Abolish 
Nuclear Weapons: A Handbook. written by Psychologists for Social 
Responsibility (PsySR). In order to describe the external context-dependent 
factors described in the explanatory  model, the anticipation of news articles 
consisting of relevant facts of events is needed, to receive circumstantial 
evidence.
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4. Analysis

The following sections will consist  of the collected empirical material. It 
will be divided between the five selected theoretical factors, where each will 
complement the other. 

4.1 Events
The events described below have had an important effect on how the enemy 
image of North Korea has been conceived on the U.S. political agenda but 
has also influenced the downplaying of it. The events will first  be shortly 
described but further analyzed within the next sections, where the separate 
factors will hopefully exaggerate different but complementary hypotheses.

4.1.1 Otto Warmbier

 

  “The dictatorship sentenced Otto to 15 years of hard 
  labour, before returning him to America last June, horribly 
  injured and on the verge of death. He passed away just 
  days after his return [...] you are powerful witnesses to  
  menace that threatens our world”

       (Trump ’B’, 2018)

Otto Warmbier was an American student who was released after 17 months 
of detention in North Korea, which was originally  supposed to be a five-day 
visit. This dramatic event, in 2017, had a triggering effect since this in 
correlation with the death of Kim Jong-Un’s brother, made Trump  declare 
North Korea as a state sponsor of terrorism. However, it was drawn 
specifically to North Korea’s human rights violations. As a consequence of 
its specification towards Human Rights, it was acknowledged during a 
shorter period of time when the U.S. enemy image and enmity towards 
North Korea gained much attention on the U.S. political agenda (Eriksson & 
Noreen, 2002:21). Since the focus was primarily headed towards the nuclear 
issue (Albert, 2019).
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4.1.2 The Sixth Nuclear Test

  

  “North Korea just stated that it is in the final stages of 
  developing a nuclear weapon capable of reaching parts of 
  the U.S. It won't happen!”

      (@realDonaldTrump, 2017)

The nuclear test conducted by North Korea in September 2017, was the 
sixth and largest test-launched by North Korea, which took place one year 
after their previous test. There is no doubt that this nuclear test  moved the 
question of denuclearization on the Korean peninsula at  higher stakes and 
brought more difficulties in the process towards it. However, this type of 
far-reaching, dramatic event also created the need for new policies and 
solutions. Since then, it has opened up  a window of opportunity to shed 
more light on the enemy image of North Korea and Kim Jong-Un which 
would address the need for more cooperative efforts between the U.S. and 
other key-actors (Albert, 2019). 

  “North Korea’s reckless pursuit of nuclear weapons and  
  ballistic missiles threatens the entire world with 
  unthinkable loss of human life!

       (Trump ’B’, 2017)

4.1.3 The Singapore Summit-Meeting

 

  “I am on my way  to Singapore where we have a chance 
  to achieve a truly wonderful result for North Korea and 
  the World. It will certainly be an exciting day and I know 
  that Kim Jong-un will work very hard to do something 
  that has rarely been done before. Create peace and great 
  prosperity  for his land. I look forward to meeting him and 
  have a feeling that  this one-time opportunity will not be 
  wasted!”

      (@realDonaldTrump, 2018).
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The first summit-meeting between the historically opposing parties took 
place in Singapore. For these two states, this summit was the first step on 
the path of denuclearization. The summit did not directly  address North 
Korea’s violation of human rights even though this had been recognized 
many times in earlier statements and tweets by Trump. The summit ended 
with vague agreements considering North Korea’s commitment to take steps 
towards denuclearization, however, without any  concrete means to achieve 
it (Arms Control Association, 2018).

4.1.4 The Hanoi Summit-Meeting

  

  “Great meeting and dinner with Kim Jong Un in Hanoi, 
  Vietnam tonight. Looking forward to continuing our 
  discussions tomorrow!”

      (@realDonald Trump, 2019)

The Hanoi summit showed the irreconcilable demands each state had. The 
U.S. expected North Korea to unilaterally denuclearize, without removing 
the imposed sanctions that would continue devastating the North Korean 
economy. While North Korea condemns the U.S. for not taking concrete 
steps, uni- or bilaterally (Arms Control Association, 2019). 

  “Kim Jong-un is too smart  and has far too much to lose, 
  everything actually, if he acts in a hostile way. He signed 
  a strong Denuclearization Agreement with me in 
  Singapore, he does not want to void his special 
  relationship with the President of the United States”

      (@realDonaldTrump, 2019)

4.2 Framing
The continuous use of rhetorical tactics has been a consistently  used strategy 
by President Trump  in social media. The fulfillment of denuclearization on 
the Korean peninsula are depended on the reciprocal steps taken by the 
parties. Since the relationship  between the opposing states are not built on 
trust; each step, either positive or negative, will bring huge consequences. 
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Framing the relationship with the other is based on existing belief systems 
and the use of well-known metaphors that provides a context of a message 
(Pilisuk & Rowen, 2005:33). The rhetoric used when formulating problems 
or coming up with solutions can either have a negative or positive effect on 
the current order by either framing it as a ‘security  policy’ threat or reducing 
the conflictual framing of the enemy  on the political agenda (Eriksson & 
Noreen, 2002:11).

4.2.1 The War on Words

Trump has not only made depicted portrayals of the issue of North Korea 
during his presidency, but also changed his interpretation through events. 
The enemy image against  North Korea has been consistently present on the 
U.S. political agenda. But the latter half of 2017, was characterized by a 
rhetorical escalation against North Korea and Kim personally  as a 
consequence of increasing threats towards the ‘rule of the games’. Heated 
rhetoric infiltrated Twitter and the content of the UNGA in 2017. Which 
exemplifies how ‘securitization’ or ‘desecuritization’ of the established 
enemy image can be facilitated through events. On August 8, Trump warned 
that nuclear threats deployed by North Korea would be met “with fire, fury, 
and frankly power, the likes of which the world has never seen 
before” (CNBC, 2017). 

Trump’s UNGA speech in 2017 was filled with threatening remarks, insults, 
and criticizing comments. Trump expressed the concept ‘Rogue Regimes’ 
which he referred to as being “[supporters to] terrorist [and threatens] other 
nations and their own people with the most destructive weapons known to 
humanity” (Trump ’B’, 2017). He issued that “if we do not confront  the 
wicked few, then evil will triumph”. He condemned the “depraved regime” 
of North Korea for being the nation in the world that shows the most 
“contempt for other nations and for the well-being of their own 
people” (Trump ’B’, 2017). He threatened to “totally destroy North Korea”, 
and, regarding North Korea’s “reckless pursuit of nuclear weapons”, Trump 
expresses that “rocket man is on a suicide mission for himself and for his 
regime” (Trump ’B’, 2017). All these framings are a direct expression of 
North Korea’s political acts as the sixth test  of its nuclear weapons and the 
death of Otto Warmbier, which was constructed as a realization of North 
Korea’s existential threats to international security. Trump’s rhetorical 
framings can be recognized as a strategy for enabling other key political 
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actors and to make conscious effort  to influence how others will perceive 
particular interests in the political agendas which would normally be met 
negatively, such as modernization of the U.S. nuclear arsenals (Eriksson & 
Noreen, 2002:10). His statements, at the UNGA 2017, were countered by 
the North Korean Foreign Minister Ri Yong-ho, who regarded them as a 
declaration of war (Washington Post, 2017). The securitization framing of 
North Korea’s threats continued on the State of the Union speech in 2018. 
Where Trump once again spoke of rogue regimes, demanding a 
modernization of the U.S. nuclear arsenals, and introduced a new campaign 
designed to put ‘maximum pressure’ to prevent North Korea to reach the 
U.S. homeland with its nuclear weapons (Trump ’A’, 2018).

During the speech at UNGA of 2018, Trump portrayed the issue through the 
process of desecuritization, by reflecting the willingness of solving the 
North Korean issue through “normal democratic processes” (Eriksson 
&Noreen, 2002:11). As Trump stated, “we have engaged with North Korea 
to replace the specter of conflict with a bold and new push for peace”, and 
further thanking Kim for his steps in the right direction (Trump ’B’, 2018). 
Harnisch (2001) concluded that the ‘cooperative behavior’ are based on the 
‘cost-benefit calculations’, and discussed how this affects on negotiation 
processes. According to this calculation, it has reluctant  affects on the 
negotiation efforts between Trump and Kim. Since the cooperative behavior 
is firmly  based on the reciprocal steps, while the steps are dependent on the 
cost-benefit calculation. Ri Thae Song vice foreign minister in North Korea 
openly  stated that the negotiations efforts made by the U.S. are only means 
to keep  North Korea at the negotiation table rather than finding solutions to 
the nuclear issue. Further, he threatened the U.S. by  promising a ‘Christmas 
gift’ and that it is up to Trump to decide what this gift will contain (Song, 
2019). This also has similarities with the report conducted by Psychologists 
for Social Responsibility  (PsySR) to the UN, which exemplified how an 
actor can attribute the peaceful motivations of the ‘enemy’ as hostile ones. 

4.3 Cognition
  “It is difficult to overcome enemy images and be 
  open to peace gestures by  a nation if they are 
  unaware of earlier  gestures of peace made by the nation”

       (PsySR 2002:20)
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How we interpret events are “filtered through our prism of preconceived 
notions” (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:8). Donald Trump’s attempt to avoid the 
North Korean nuclear threat may be influenced by the historical analogy of 
the Cold War and the Korean War. However, the amount of influence the 
Korean War have on Trump’s interpreting of events regarding the North 
Korean Crisis might be limited. Because the ideology of communism has 
since the Korean War always been present in the North. The U.S. policy of 
containment throughout the Cold War was aimed to hinder the spread of 
communism, by containing and isolating the state at issue. Morgenthau 
(1949:207) claimed that bipartisan policies are often defended in terms of 
containment of communism. Which displays that communism alone, can 
preserve and justify certain attributions towards an communist state. 
Trump’s policy “strategic accountability” contains similarities with the 
policy of containment, since it also preserves to isolate North Korea, 
however, through maximum pressure by economic and diplomatic 
sanctions. The sixth nuclear test reminded the world of the disastrous threats 
a nuclear weapon enhance on a colossal scale, and how present the threat is. 
Johnson (1997:14-15; Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:8) argued that “terror is the 
greatest when you suspect something, but you do not know for certain what 
it is”, this can be exemplified in two-ways. (i) Neither Trump nor Kim 
knows for certain what the other is capable of; unpredictability, (ii) the 
mirror-imaging can disrupt the peace gestures and develop uncertainty  of 
the enemy’s actual motives. North Korea’s distrustfulness actions and the 
U.S. ongoing presence in South Korea can be the main stumbling blocks to 
achieve denuclearization on the Korean peninsula.

4.4 Identity 
National identity  is difficult to define, due to its possible multi-dimensional 
nature. However, one can make distinctions and generalize certain patterns 
to emphasize different perspectives. Identity  is an indispensable theme 
within security  studies, thus, the concept is hard to define and equally 
ambiguous (Huntington, 2004:21). As identities are defined by the self, the 
definition of others also perceives the self-image (Huntington, 2004:23). 
Identity refers to the believing sense of self which also shapes the behavior 
of people. Avoidance or interaction with political authorities or the 
immediate political sphere which opposes the self-image are, how 
Huntington (2003:23) conceptualizes it, external sources of identity. Which 

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   24 (42)



according to the theory, might be an explanation of why  certain enemy 
images receive political salience or not (Eriksson & Noreen,2002:13).

4.4.1 National Identity and Sovereignty

 

  “America was founded on liberty and independence, and 
  not government coercion, domination, and control. We are 
  born free and we will stay free”

       (Trump ’A’, 2018).

The statement above coincides with the typical expression of the “American 
dream” which infiltrates the key  denominators ‘independence’ and ‘liberty’. 
‘Independence’ and ’liberty’ can be conceived as the so-called ‘core values’ 
which has been perceived as the fundamental cornerstones of American 
identity  throughout its history. According to Geert Hofstede’s cultural 
dimensional theory1, does the U.S. has one of the highest ranks of 
individualism in the world (Lovén, 2006). While the described dimensions 
are the core of American identity, it does not underly the dispute between 
the U.S. and North Korea. Rather, North Korea poses a greater threat 
towards the U.S. fundamental societal value and universal principle of 
sovereignty. In Trump’s speech at the UNGA, he delivered a clear message 
in favor of national sovereignty as an important mean towards peace and the 
preserving of security. He rejected the ideology of globalism and instead 
embraced the doctrine of patriotism (Trump ’B’, 2017). He further stated 
that the U.S. would not disclose how other states would live or work or 
worship. The only demand he had was for them to honor the interests of 
their own people and the respect for other sovereign nations. 

Morgenthau (1949:212) addressed the fact that in a world of sovereign 
nations you can compromise interests but not  principles. Trump stated that 
rogue regimes pose an enormous threat to international peace and security 
with their weapons of mass destruction. These authoritarian regime seeks to 
collapse the values and the alliances that have hindered war since World 
War II (Trump ’A’, 2017). Trump saw great importance in the respect of 
every  sovereign nation and demanded that the only acceptable option for 
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North Korea’s survival would be to denuclearize, or else, destruction of 
North Korea would be considered, if not necessary. When the death of Otto 
Warmbier occurred, the American people and the decision-makers 
recognized a new dimension of threat from the North Korean regime. It got 
more tangible for the American people and Donald Trump, who already 
knew the depraved character of the regime and its violations of human rights 
on its people. However, this did not affect the ‘core values’ of the U.S, since 
it did not have a deep internal effect on the American people. Neither did the 
Human Rights violation receive any  consideration during the summit-
meetings. 

4.4.2 “The Hegemon & the Demon”

 

  “Enemy images a negative stereotype through which the  
  opposing side is viewed as evil in contrast to one's own  
  side which is viewed as good”

      (Pilsuk & Rowen, 2005:34)

  “To respect  the interests of their own people and the rights 
  of other sovereign nations [...] Strong, sovereign nations 
  let their people take ownership of the future and control 
  their own destiny”

      (Trump ’B’, 2017)

The settlement of North Korea on the U.S. political agenda is not a 
recognition of its threat on the U.S. ‘core values’, rather it is regarded as a 
threat to the societal value of sovereignty and the international commitments 
towards peace and security. Trump’s recognition of North Korea in both his 
‘State of the Union’ and the ‘UNGA’ statements, can be viewed as a means 
towards acknowledging a positive self-image of the U.S. By strengthening 
the American values of sovereignty and democracy, and the attempt of 
enhancing a more cooperative solution to the North Korean nuclear issue. 
The essential role of the U.S. in the multilateral efforts towards non-
proliferation (Pilisuk & Rowen, 2005:10), is strengthening its universal 
identity  as a superpower, which symbolizes its important normative role. 
This identity formation, the consent beliefs of North Korea’s threat  and the 
U.S. enemy image against North Korea exemplifies what actions made by 
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the U.S. are legitimate and justified in international relations. Whereas 
Trump stated:

  “Around the world, we face rogue regimes [...] We know 
  that weakness is surest  path to conflict, an unmatched 
  power is the surest means to our true and great defense 
  [...] We must modernize and rebuild our nuclear arsenal”

       (Trump ’A’, 2018)

  “As part of our military  build-up, the United States is 
  developing a state-of-the-art missile defense system [...] 
  We will never apologize for advancing America’s  
  interests”

       (Trump ’A’, 2019)

The promises of developing modern nuclear facilities and new missile 
defense systems, while discussing North Korea’s “reckless pursuit  of 
nuclear weapons” (Trump ’A’, 2018) can signal an indication of other 
intentions rather than to reach for denuclearization bilaterally. The U.S. 
universal identity  as a ‘nuclear State’ perpetuates the belief that only a few 
nations in the world have the ‘right’ to maintain nuclear arsenals, which to 
some extent legitimizes their means of deterring threats. While framing the 
U.S. denuclearization processes as “bad timing” due to the posed threats in 
the world, but settling the North Korean disarmament as “prioritized”, 
reflected quite well the U.S. universal identity and its effects on which 
policies are settled on the political agenda. Since North Korea’s possession 
of nuclear weapons are seen as aggressive rather than defensive. Larson 
(1985) presumed, that decision-makers often attribute the behavior of the 
‘enemy’ to the fundamental character is has based on the cognitive system. 
However, as Pilisuk and Rowen (2005:8) describe it; “any actions by  a 
nuclear power to build new weapons [...] reduces the incentives for other 
nations to accept nuclear non-proliferation”. This could be an explanation 
for why the summit meetings in Hanoi, soon after the ‘State of the Union’ 
speech in 2019, did not bring any successful agreements. 
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Kim (2009:54) argues that both an unequal and equal distribution of power 
can either bring peace “(cooperation)” or war “(conflict)”. The unequal 
distribution between the two opposing states is also reflected in Trump’s 
incentives of keeping the sanctions on North Korea until denuclearization 
occurs (Trump  ’B’, 2019) while thanking Kim for the steps taken, but also 
reaffirms that  much work remains to be done which can be seen as a 
provocative statement only referring to Kim Jong-Un’s requirements. Both 
the conflictual and cooperative aspects have been present during the 
presidency of Trump, however, to further reach consensus on cooperation, 
the Kim-regime stresses that the outcome and consequences will depend on 
the U.S (Foreign Policy, 2019). The development of identity can also 
explain why certain enemy images are settled on the political agenda 
(Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:13). Therefore, it is equally important to also 
acknowledge the upbringing of North Korea’s identity of being recognized 
as a ‘nuclear state’ in which enhance symbolic functions. Whereas even 
though, the U.S. continues its “historical push for peace on the Korean 
peninsula” (Trump ’B’, 2018), the challenges and threats remain as long as 
North Korea possesses nuclear weapons. This is a pragmatic aspect since the 
Kim-regime gradually seeks recognition by the international community and 
has strong incentives for keeping its nuclear weapons to protect their 
national security. This can harm the U.S. universal identity and foreign 
interests in many different aspects, as Sagan (2014:57) argued that when one 
state develops nuclear weapons to balance against any rival state, it also 
begets proliferation in another state.

4.5 Political Context
4.5.1 “A new Chapter of American Greatness”

In Trump’s ‘State of the Union’ speech 2017, Trump wanted to deliver a 
message of unity and strength, for its allies to understand that the U.S. once 
again is ready to lead and to “find peace wherever peace can be found”. His 
ambitions were to “replace randomness with purpose, ideology with 
strategy, and chaos with peace” by  learning from the mistakes of the past 
(Trump ’A’, 2017). The speech was infiltrated by how to rebuild its national 
politics and new opportunity-seeking foreign policies. However, North 
Korea, per se, was not  noteworthy  during the speech since the highest 
international priority was firmly headed towards Islamic terrorism, Iran, and 
the regaining of trust  with America’s allies. Even though North Korea had 
received attention in Trump’s twitter posts beforehand, the issue was not 
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settled on its official political agenda. Accordingly, Kingdon (1995) argued 
that the political agenda reflects those issues that key decision-makers wish 
to focus on at that particular moment. In opposition, Eriksson and Noreen 
(2002) contend that it is important to be aware of hidden and official 
agendas when examining security policy issues. Enemy images can be 
hidden within the unofficial agenda hence its substantiality, however, the 
issue concerned might be protected by  rules of confidentiality (Eriksson & 
Noreen, 2002:3). Trump stated that the “American leadership shall be based 
on vital security interests”, it is therefore important to account the 
international political sphere as an important circumstance for why  the 
enemy image of North Korea was not perceived on the political agenda at 
the beginning of 2017. Below I have examined three circumstances that 
might be important to consider:

(i) The North Korean nuclear issue was only perceived (objectified enemy 
image) as a threat towards the U.S. soil, however, it was threatening 
(subjective enemy image) for the U.S. regional allies and the international 
non-proliferation regime (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:5).

(ii) Trump explicated that “America is willing to find new friends and new 
partnerships where shared interests are” (Trump ’A’, 2017). Political 
contexts refer to the right conditions to persuade decision-makers. Not 
framing the enmity  on the political agenda could headed towards diplomatic 
solutions, since Trump saw the importance of entering cooperations with 
key actors beforehand. This, to create more “power-based arguments” and 
create an unfavorable structural condition that would persuade North Korea 
towards the interest of denuclearization (Eriksson & Noreen, 2002:15).

(iii) Trump did not want to handle the North Korean issue in panic and use 
unprocessed measures.

 4.5.1 “Everybody wants to Rule the World”

Trump headed towards a new North Korean policy during 2017; “Strategic 
Accountability” which replaced the earlier “Strategic Patience”. The policy 
would advocate ‘maximum pressure’ in the form of harsh economic and 
diplomatic sanctions. To the point, which North Korea would only see 
denuclearization as the best option for its regime stability (Pompeo, 2018). 
However, military preparedness would be like wised important for the U.S. 
Trump tweeted that “military solutions are now fully in place, should North 
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K o r e a a c t u n w i s e l y , h o p e f u l l y , h e w i l l f i n d a n o t h e r 
path” (@realDonaldTrump, 2017). Trump aims to enforce sanctions both 
unilaterally  and multilaterally  and will continue “to consolidate international 
unity  on the North Korean issue through increased engagement at the U.N., 
at regional diplomatic forums, and in capitals around the world” (Mattis & 
Tillerson, 2017). The United Nations Security  Council (UNSC, 2017) 
unanimously imposed Resolution 2371 on August 5. The resolutions 
initiated a complete ban of all exports from North Korea of coal, iron ore, 
lead ore, lead, and seafood. This unanimous Resolution demonstrated the 
equal attributions members in the UN Security  Council had towards the 
North Korean nuclear issue. Which Eriksson and Noreen addressed, that the 
majority’s position in assemblies, negotiations, and also preferences of 
leading decision-makers have an enforcement mechanism on the “power-
based arguments” directed towards Kim Jong-Un (Eriksson & Noreen, 
2002:15).

The announcement made by  North Korea in November 2017, regarding its 
capability of striking the U.S. mainland with its nuclear weapons changed 
the limited scope and objectified enemy image of North Korea, whereas the 
conception of threat cannot be an object for the political agenda. The sudden 
possibilities of North Korea’s capabilities to reach U.S. soil subjected the 
enemy image since it now possessed an immediate threat to U.S. security. In 
the U.S. defense, Trump stated “that weakness is the surest path to conflict. 
An un-match power is the surest means to our true and great defense”. He 
further articulated that “we only need to look at the depraved character of 
the North Korean regime to understand the nature of the nuclear threat it 
could pose to America and our allies” (Trump ’B’, 2017). During the year of 
2018, however, the U.S. stance towards North Korea changed dramatically. 
The war of insults and the hard gesture were no longer inadequate towards 
the ends of profound denuclearization on the Korean peninsula. 

The underlying causes for this change might have been present during a 
long period since the goals on the Korean peninsula has always been 
reflected by different denuclearization efforts in both the democratic and 
republican parties. This can be associated with Kingdon’s (1995) concept of 
‘policy windows’ which refers to the opportunity  to address new solutions 
but to affect  the agenda there is a need of an actor who is willing to seize the 
moment. Since one of the fundamental changes in a country’s international 
orientation is firmly based on leader-driven initiatives, by both Trump and 
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Kim (Hermann, 1990). The new cooperative nature of the common interests 
of denuclearization on the Korean peninsula, could be based, according to 
Harnisch (2001), on a cost-benefit calculation. Whereas both parties can, 
with the help of, persuasion influence and lead the other immensely. 

The normalization of Kim by  Trump could be referring to the concept  of 
‘realistic empathy’ which acknowledged the realization of what is in the 
mind of the other by understanding its acts, which can ease the efforts of 
establishing new U.S-DPRK relations. The first glint of cooperative talks, 
the Singapore-Summit, was seen as a beginning of new possibilities and 
creating a platform for gaining trust, however, it  did not create any  direct 
substances. The second summit in Hanoi, however, ended without reaching 
an agreement. Instead, it showed the parties different postures which has 
once again decreased the hope of reaching an bilateral solution. Panda and 
Narang from Foreign Affairs (2019) suggested that the Trump 
administration believed that it was its ‘maximum pressure’ campaign that 
brought North Korea to the negotiation table. If the U.S. would repeal its 
sanctions on North Korea before agreeing on a fair deal would be a great 
concession for the Trump administration. According to the article “Neither a 
friend nor big brother; China’s role in North Korea” (2018), Zhang explains 
that during his stay in North Korea, he met with civilians who believed that 
the continuing development of nuclear weapon would sooner or later lift all 
the sanctions. North Korea has also used sanctions to their advantage 
through propaganda, to exemplify western aggression and therefore blamed 
them for the existing social problems, which legitimize the government's 
strict control. However, as Trump stated at the UNGA in 2018; “I would like 
to thank Chairman Kim for his courage and for the steps he has taken, 
though much work remains to be done. The sanctions will stay in place until 
denuclearization occurs”.
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5. Conclusion

How has the U.S ‘enemy image’ of North Korea changed during the period 
of Donald J. Trump presidency, 2017-2019? 

The extensive concept of ‘enemy image’ has been analyzed by  using an 
already developed model which consists of necessary  but not always 
s u f f i c i e n t e x p l a n a t o r y f a c t o r s . T h e i n t e r n a l 
factors cognition and framing have been important  to conduct in this 
research. The [memory functions] and actors' interpretation of its 
[cognitive reality] is important to include. Because the North Korean threat 
has been on the U.S. political agenda since the Korean War. The restoring 
memory of the posed communist threat  may have had limited effects on the 
actual policies regarding North Korea’s nuclear issue. But been proven 
effective when persuading external actors to cooperate with the U.S. 
regarding the denuclearization processes, since bipartisan policies are often 
defended in terms of containment of communism (Morgenthau, 1949:212). 
The changing discourse of strategics concerning ‘normal democratic’ 
negotiations [desecuritization] can be disrupted by the existing cognitive 
reality  of North Korea as ‘enemy’ and the positive [self-image] of the U.S., 
which determines what policies are legitimate or not. This has similarities 
with the report conducted by PsySR (2002:18), how a cognitive reality of 
the enemy image towards a state can affect the attributions of the enemy’s 
motivation behind its peace or negotiation efforts. Trump’s overestimation 
or underestimation of the North Korean nuclear threats also showed 
significance when analyzing the upbringing or downplaying of the enemy 
image on the political agenda.

The reduction of North Korea’s nuclear arsenals is identified as highly 
important, while the dismantling of the U.S. own nuclear weapons is 
considered as ‘bad timing’ due to external threats. This strengthens North 
Korea’s enemy image of the U.S. which will also increase the U.S. enmity 
towards North Korea [mirror-imaging]. This also raises the negative 
attributions towards the enemy’s biases. The construction of an enemy 
image and the perception of the self has had a parallel development 
regarding North Korea and the U.S. As the nature of both parties sees its 
national interests as the sole criteria when making decisions in foreign 
affairs. There is also a lack of interest to understand the policies behind the 
decision-makers' interests and the absence of realistic empathy. The U.S. 
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policies against North Korea are firmly based on the principles regarding 
denuclearization and security, where the cooperative nature between the 
opposing states requires bilateral incentives to continue. Without one policy 
undermining another, the established U.S-North Korean relationship seems 
to be blocked by their conflictual demands. By this, I wanna address that 
Trump’s enemy image of North Korea and Kim Jong-Un increases when his 
persuading efforts do not generate the expected outcomes. 

The previous factors concentrated on the advocators’ perceptions and 
approach, on the basis of the extant enemy image, towards the changing 
dynamics in the international political sphere. The external 
factors events, identity and the political context has explained the contextual 
impact on the U.S. enemy image of North Korea. The [core values] of the 
U.S, independence, and liberty, had a limited impact on the enemy image 
towards North Korea since North Korea has not posed a direct threat 
towards them. However, the societal value of [sovereignty] and the [rules of 
the game] considering possession of nuclear weapons increased the 
recognition of threat and heightened the enemy image of North Korea both 
in terms of its settlement on the official political-agenda and its expanded 
centrality in the U.S. foreign policy. This also showed obvious distinctions 
between North Korea, as the demon, and the U.S. as a hegemon. This also 
affected the political context, and Trump’s persuading efforts towards Kim 
Jong-Un. Because the universal inter-subjectiveness of a rogue regime, 
North Korea, pursued the cooperation efforts regarding denuclearization. 
Since, according to constructivism, this intersubjective meaning exemplifies 
the parties' relationships towards the object. 

The meeting between the two leaders could be referred with the concept of 
[realistic empathy], since both parties acknowledged the other, which 
decreased the [cognitive reality] and preconceived notions, due to the 
received insights of what is in the mind of the other. However, the political 
context is dependent on the national and international political sphere. 
Therefore, events of the dramatic kind are important to consider, since 
events will either have a negative or positive effect  on the current sphere. 
Due to a lack of time and space, every event that might have had a triggered 
effect on the changing discourses and dynamics of the U.S. enemy image 
against North Korea has not been accountable. The U.S. enemy image 
against North Korea has shifted, but always in some way  or another been 
present. Events related to the issue of nuclear weapons and the new 
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possibilities with Kim Jong-Un has infiltrated Trump’s presidency and 
defined his policies regarding security. Equally, this has had an important 
impact on the [downplaying] or [upbringing] of the U.S. enemy image. The 
political context and Trump’s framing of the North Korean threat have been 
difficult to draw concrete conclusions from, due to their dramatic 
alterations. However, they have contributed to important inputs and 
displayed the nature of U.S. enmity towards North Korea. Whereas, the 
mirror-imaging between the U.S. and North Korea [political context], play a 
considerable role in perpetuating the enemy image hold by the U.S. 

The explanatory model has contributed to analyzing instruments to various 
elements that explain the complexity of the concept ‘enemy image’ and its 
interpretation of the official political agendas. The theory is explanatory 
which generates abductive reasoning with different but  contemporary 
hypotheses that  cumulate each other together with previous scholarly 
findings. Abductive reasoning starts with observation/s which seeks to find 
the simplest and most likely  explanation for it. However, it has been difficult 
to distinguish between what is relevant and non-relevant since the 
observations are based on one's perspectives and perceptions. The material 
used has been partially  analyzed but no further than recognizing its 
relevance to this case and pertinence to the different hypotheses. The 
material has not in any  way  been interpreted by my interpretation ability and 
assessments. Now, when this research is conducted, I have distinguished 
another important external event, for future scholars to include; the Nobel 
Peace Prize that could be awarded to Trump based on the summit-meetings 
with Kim Jong-Un. 

This research has been conducted in association with the case current 
ongoing development, it has provided a perception of the changing 
dynamics of the U.S. enemy image against North Korea. For future 
research, the scholars could oversee the changing dynamics of the U.S. 
enemy image against North Korea, or another case, by analyzing the 
material with profound descriptiveness. By using dimensions through 
ideological perspectives the scholars can enhance a more analytical 
framework if the research will be complemented by a limited 
operationalization of dimensions. However, this method is too narrowed for 
Eriksson and Noreen’s theoretical framework since it contains and requires 
context-given methods. The theory, per se, has been useful due to its broad 
nature. However, it  would be interesting to further examine the 

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   34 (42)



characteristics of the advocators' personality; how this has infiltrated 
Trump’s agenda-setting processes and enemy image of North Korea. Since 
Trump has always been a businessman. But also the role of, how Trump 
conceptualizes it, ‘fake news’ and how it possibly  have impinged Trump’s 
true motives and enemy imaging of North Korea. One could also, as 
Blanton (1996) did, analyze president Trump’s cognitive reality and how 
contradicting information towards this reality changed Trump’s preemptive 
policies. 

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   35 (42)



6. References

Articles 
 
 Bachrach, P., & Baratz, S., M. (1962). “Two Faces of Power”, American 
Political Science Association. Vol. 54, No. 4, pp. 947-952.

 Bachrach, P, & Baratz, S., M. (1963). “Decisions and Nondecisions: An 
Analytical Framework”, American Political Science Association. Vol. 57, No. 3, pp. 
632-642.

 Baldwin, A., D. (1997). “The Concept of Security”, Review of International 
Studies. Vol. 23, No. 1, pp. 5-26. 

 Blanton, L., J. (1996). “Images in Conflict; The Case of Ronald Reagan and 
El Salvador”, Blackwell Publishers, International Studies Quarterly. Vol. 40, No. 1, 
pp. 23-44.  

 Bronfenbrenner, U. (1961). “The mirror image in Soviet – American 
relations: A social psychologist’s report”, Journal of Social Issues. Vol. 17, pp. 45-56. 

 Burn, S.M. & Oskamp, S. (1989). “In-group biases and the U.S. – Soviet 
conflict”, Journal of Social Issues. Vol. 45, No. 2, pp. 73-89. 

 Campbell, R., J. (2012). “U.S Foreign Policy towards Northeast Asia”, 
Journal of International Affairs. Vol. 17, No. 4, pp. 3-26.

 Edwards, A., J. (2018). “Make America Great Again: Donald Trump and 
Redefining the U.S. Role in the World”, Communication Quarterly. Vol. 66, No. 2, 
pp. 176-195.

 Eriksson, J, & Noreen, E. (2002). “Setting the agenda of threats: An 
Explanatory Model”, Uppsala University, Dept. of Peace and Conflict Research. pp. 
1-26. 

 Garrison, J., A. (2001). “Framing Foreign Policy Alternatives in the Inner 
Circle: President Carter, His Advisors, and the Struggle for Arms Control Agenda”, 
Political Psychology. Vol. 22, No. 4, pp. 775-807.

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   36 (42)



 Gavin, J., F. (2012). “Politics, History, and the Ivory Tower-Policy Gap in 
the Nuclear Proliferation Debate”, Journal of Strategic Studies. Vol. 35, No. 4, pp. 
573-600.

 Harnisch, S. (2001). “The Hegemon and the Demon: US Nuclear Learning 
vis-à-vis North Korea”, Universitätsverlag WINTER Gmbh. Vol. 46, No. 4, pp. 
609-627. 

 Hermann, F., C. (1990). “Changing Course: When Governments Choose to 
Redirect Foreign Policy”, The International Studies Association, Vol. 34, No. 1, pp. 
3-21. 

 Herrmann, R. (1986). “The Power of Perceptions in Foreign Policy 
Decision Making: Do Views of the Soviet Union Determine the Political Choices of 
American Leaders?”, American Journal of Political Science. Vol. 30, No. 4, pp. 
831-875. 

 Hilpert, G., H., Meier, O. (2018). “Facets of the North Korea Conflict. 
Actors, Problems and Europe’s Interests: Interests, Interdependenies and a Gordian 
Knot”, SWP Research Paper. pp. 7-10. 

 Hilpert, G., H., Meier, O., & Ballbach, J., E. (2018). “Facets of the North 
Korea Conflict. Actors, Problems and Europe’s Interests: North Korea: Between 
Autonomy-Seeking and the Pursuit of Influence”, SWP Research Paper, pp. 11-16. 

 Hilpert, G., H., Meier, O., & Overhaus, M. (2018). “Facets of the North 
Korea Conflict. Actors, Problems and Europe’s Interests: USA: Between the 
Extremes”, SWP Research Paper, pp. 22-26. 

 Kim, H. (2017) “Comparing North Korea Policies of the Obama and Trump 
Administrations”, Nanzan Review of American Studies. Vol. 39, No. 1, pp. 45-69. 

 Johnson, R. H. (1997) “Improbable Dangers: U.S. Conceptions of Threat in 
the Cold War and After”, Houndmills, Basingstoke, London: Macmillian. 

 Lovén, L. (2006) “Diplomati till varje Pris”, Statsvetenskapliga 
Institutionen; Lunds Universitet. Kandidatuppsats. pp. 1-29. 

 Moon, C., Xiao, R., Izumikawa, Y., Jackson, V., & Lankov, A. (2017) “The 
North Korean Nuclear Threat: Regional Perspectives on a Nuclear-Free Peninsula”, 

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   37 (42)



The National Bureau of Asian Research, Seattle, Washington. Vol. 1, No. 23, pp. 
71-110. 

 Morgenthau, J., H. (1949). “The Primacy of the National Interests”, The Phi 
Beta Kappa Society. Vol. 18, No. 2, pp. 207-212.  

 Murray, K., S, & Cowden, A., J. (1999). “The Role of The ‘Enemy Image’ 
and Ideology in Elite Belief Systems”, The International Studies Association. Vol. 
43, No. 3, pp. 455-481.

 Pilisuk, M, & Rowen, J. (2005). “Using Psychology to Help Abolish Nuclear 
Weapons: A Handbook”, Psychologists for Social Responsibility (PsySR). pp. 1-46. 

 Psychologists for Social Responsibility (PsySR). (2003). “Enemy Images: A 
Resource Manual on Reducing Enmity”. pp. 1-75.

! ! Scott, D., S. (1997) “Why do States Build Nuclear Weapons?: Three Models 
in Search of a Bomb”, The MIT Press. Vol. 21, No. 3, pp. 54-86. 

 Scott, D., S, & Waltz, K. (2012). “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: An 
Enduring Debate”, New York: W.W Norton. 

 United Nations Security Council (UNSC). (2017). “Resolution 2371”. 

 Smith, E. (1984). “Attributions and Other Inferences: Processing 
Information About Self versus Others”, Journal of Experimental Social Psychology. 
Vol. 20, No. 2, pp. 97-115. 

 Waltz, N., K. (1993) “The Emerging Structure of International Politics”, 
International Security. Vol. 18, No. 2, pp. 44-79. 

 Wæver, Ole. (2011). “Politics, Security, Theory”. Sage Publications, Ltd. 
Vol. 42, No. 4-5, pp. 465-480. 

	
 White, R.K. (1998). “American Acts of Force”, Journal of Peace 
Psychology. Vol. 4, No. 2, pp. 93-128. 

 Woo, S. (2009). “The Park Chung-hee Administration amid Inter-Koren 
Reconciliation in the Détente Period”, Korea Journal. Vol. 49, No. 2, pp. 37-58. 

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   38 (42)



Literature 
 
 Esaiasson, P., Gilljam, M., Towns, A., & Wängnerud, L. (2017-01-17), 
“Metodpraktikan, Konsten att Studera Samhälle, Individ och Marknad”, ed. 5. 
Wolters Kluwer Sverige AB.

 George, L, A., & Bennett, A. (2005) “Case Studies and Theory 
Development in the Social Sciences”, United States of America; The MIT Press.

 Hough, P., Malik, S., Moran, A., & Pilbeam, B. (2015-02-19). “International 
Security Studies, Theory and Practice: Constructing Security”, Chpt, 6, London; 
Routledge. 

 Holsti, K., J. (1982) “Why Nations Realign. Foreign Policy Restructuring in 
the Postwar World”, Great Britain: George Allen and Unwin. 

 Huntington, P., S. (2004). “Who are we? The Challenges to America’s 
National Identity”, New York: Simon and Schuster Paperbacks. 

  Lowndes, V., Marsh, D. & Stoker, G. (2017). “Theory and Methods in Political 
 Science”, ed. 4. Macmillan Education UK. 

 Kim, Jina. (2014). “The North Korean Nuclear Weapons Crisis - the 
Nuclear Taboo Revisited?”, Palgrave Macmillan UK.

 Kingdon, W., J. (1984). “Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies”, ed. 2. 
New York: HarperCollins College Publisher. 

Electronic Sources 
 
 Albert, E. (2019-07-16). “What to Know About Sanctions on North Korea”, 
Council on Foreign Affairs. URL: https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/what-know-
about-sanctions-north-korea [Accessed: 2019-12-25] 

 Albert, E. (2019-12-20). “North Korea’s Nuclear Capabilities”, Council on 
Foreign Affairs. URL: https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/north-koreas-military-
capabilities [Accessed: 2019-12-18] 

 Arms Control Association. (2019). “Chronology of U.S.-North Korean 
Nuclear and Missile Diplomacy”, URL: https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/
dprkchron [Accessed: 2019-12-04]

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   39 (42)

https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/what-know-about-sanctions-north-korea
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/what-know-about-sanctions-north-korea
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/what-know-about-sanctions-north-korea
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/what-know-about-sanctions-north-korea
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/north-koreas-military-capabilities
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/north-koreas-military-capabilities
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/north-koreas-military-capabilities
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/north-koreas-military-capabilities
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/dprkchron
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/dprkchron
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/dprkchron
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/dprkchron


 BBC. (2017-09-03). “North Korea nuclear tests: What did they achieve”, 
URL: https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-17823706 [Accessed: 2019-12-03]

 Economist. (2018-08-05). “How a nuclear war in Korea could start, and 
how it might end - red lines and bad choices”, URL: https://www.economist.com/
briefing/2017/08/05/how-a-nuclear-war-in-korea- could-start-and-how-it-might-end 
[Accessed: 2019-11-19]

 Hofstede, G. “Compare Countries”, Hofstede Insights. URL: https://
www.hofstede-insights.com/product/compare-countries/ [Accessed: 2019-12-17]

 Jung, H., P. (2019-11-08). “Trump is More Vulnerable than Ever to Kim 
Jong-Un’s Nuclear Extortion”, Foreign Policy. URL: https://foreignpolicy.com/
2019/11/08/trump-north-korea-nuclear-extortion/ [Accessed: 2019-12-18] 

 Johnson, J. (2019-11-18). “North Korea throws cold water on Trump’s hint 
of third summit with Kim”, The Japan Times. URL: https://www.japantimes.co.jp/
news/2019/11/18/asia-pacific/politics-diplomacy-asia-pacific/north-korea-trump-
third-summit-kim-jong-un/  [Accessed: 2019-11-30]

 Mattis, J., & Tillerson, R. (2017-08-14). “Mattis and Tillerson: ‘We’re 
Holding Pyongyang to Account’” URL: https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-
statements/mattis-tillerson-holding-pyongyang-account/ [Accessed: 2019-12-06]

 Song, T., R. (2019-12-03). “DPRK Vice Foreign Minister for U.S. Affairs 
Issues Statements”, Korean Central News Agency. URL: http://
www.kcna.kpkcna.user.article.retrieveNewsViewInfoList.kcmsf [Accessed: 
2019-12-03] 

 Panda, A., & Narang, V. (2019-03-05). “The Hanoi Summit was Doomed 
from the Start”, Foreign Affairs. URL: https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/north-
korea/2019-03-05/hanoi-summit-was-doomed-start [Accessed: 2019-12-19]

 Pramuk, J. (2017-08-08). “Trump Warns North Korea Threats ‘will be mest 
by fire and fury”, CNBC. URL: https://www.cnbc.com/2017/08/08/trump-warns-
north-korea-threats-will-be-met-with-fire-and-fury.html Accessed [2019-12-17] 

 Pompeo, M. (2018-06-07). “Press Briefing by Secretary of State Mike 
Pompeo”, The White House. URL: https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/
press-briefing-secretary-state-mike-pompeo-060718/ [Accessed: 2019-12-05] 

 The Washington Post. (2017-09-25). “North Korea Threatens to Shoot 
Down U.S. Warplanes”. URL: https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   40 (42)

https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-17823706
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-17823706
https://www.economist.com/briefing/2017/08/05/how-a-nuclear-war-in-korea-
https://www.economist.com/briefing/2017/08/05/how-a-nuclear-war-in-korea-
https://www.economist.com/briefing/2017/08/05/how-a-nuclear-war-in-korea-
https://www.economist.com/briefing/2017/08/05/how-a-nuclear-war-in-korea-
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/product/compare-countries/
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/product/compare-countries/
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/product/compare-countries/
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/product/compare-countries/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/11/08/trump-north-korea-nuclear-extortion/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/11/08/trump-north-korea-nuclear-extortion/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/11/08/trump-north-korea-nuclear-extortion/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/11/08/trump-north-korea-nuclear-extortion/
https://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2019/11/18/asia-pacific/politics-diplomacy-asia-pacific/north-korea-trump-third-summit-kim-jong-un/
https://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2019/11/18/asia-pacific/politics-diplomacy-asia-pacific/north-korea-trump-third-summit-kim-jong-un/
https://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2019/11/18/asia-pacific/politics-diplomacy-asia-pacific/north-korea-trump-third-summit-kim-jong-un/
https://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2019/11/18/asia-pacific/politics-diplomacy-asia-pacific/north-korea-trump-third-summit-kim-jong-un/
https://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2019/11/18/asia-pacific/politics-diplomacy-asia-pacific/north-korea-trump-third-summit-kim-jong-un/
https://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2019/11/18/asia-pacific/politics-diplomacy-asia-pacific/north-korea-trump-third-summit-kim-jong-un/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/mattis-tillerson-holding-pyongyang-account/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/mattis-tillerson-holding-pyongyang-account/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/mattis-tillerson-holding-pyongyang-account/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/mattis-tillerson-holding-pyongyang-account/
http://www.kcna.kpkcna.user.article.retrieveNewsViewInfoList.kcmsf
http://www.kcna.kpkcna.user.article.retrieveNewsViewInfoList.kcmsf
http://www.kcna.kpkcna.user.article.retrieveNewsViewInfoList.kcmsf
http://www.kcna.kpkcna.user.article.retrieveNewsViewInfoList.kcmsf
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/north-korea/2019-03-05/hanoi-summit-was-doomed-start
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/north-korea/2019-03-05/hanoi-summit-was-doomed-start
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/north-korea/2019-03-05/hanoi-summit-was-doomed-start
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/north-korea/2019-03-05/hanoi-summit-was-doomed-start
https://www.cnbc.com/2017/08/08/trump-warns-north-korea-threats-will-be-met-with-fire-and-fury.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2017/08/08/trump-warns-north-korea-threats-will-be-met-with-fire-and-fury.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2017/08/08/trump-warns-north-korea-threats-will-be-met-with-fire-and-fury.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2017/08/08/trump-warns-north-korea-threats-will-be-met-with-fire-and-fury.html
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/press-briefing-secretary-state-mike-pompeo-060718/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/press-briefing-secretary-state-mike-pompeo-060718/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/press-briefing-secretary-state-mike-pompeo-060718/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/press-briefing-secretary-state-mike-pompeo-060718/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/north-korea-asserts-its-right-to-shoot-down-us-bombers/2017/09/25/74da66c4-a204-11e7-8cfe-d5b912fabc99_story.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/north-korea-asserts-its-right-to-shoot-down-us-bombers/2017/09/25/74da66c4-a204-11e7-8cfe-d5b912fabc99_story.html


security/north-korea-asserts-its-right-to-shoot-down-us-bombers/
2017/09/25/74da66c4-a204-11e7-8cfe-d5b912fabc99_story.html [Accessed: 
2019-12-06]

Speeches 
 
 Trump, J., D. (2019). State of the Union. URL: https://www.whitehouse.gov/
briefings-statements/president-donald-j-trumps-state-union-address-2/ 

 Trump, J., D. (2018). State of the Union. URL: https://www.whitehouse.gov/
briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-state-union-address/ 

 Trump, J., D. (2017). State of the Union. URL: https://www.whitehouse.gov/
briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-joint-address-congress/ 

 Trump, J., D. (2019). 74th Session of the UN General Assembly (UNGA). 
URL: https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-
trump-74th-session-united-nations-general-assembly/ 

 Trump, J., D. (2018). 73rd Session of the UN General Assembly (UNGA). 
URL: https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-
trump-73rd-session-united-nations-general-assembly-new-york-ny/ 

 Trump, J., D. (2017). 72nd Session of the UN General Assembly (UNGA). 
URL: https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-
trump-72nd-session-united-nations-general-assembly/ 

Twitter

 @realDonaldTrump. (2019-12-08). “Kim Jong-un is too smart and has far 
too much to lose, everything actually, if he acts in a hostile way. He signed a strong 
Denuclearization Agreement with me in Singapore, he does not want to void his 
special relationship with the President of the United States”. [Twitterpost]. [Online]. 
URL: https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1203695081376690177  
[Accessed: 2019-12-19] 

 @realDonaldTrump. (2019-02-27). “Great meeting and dinner with Kim 
Jong Un in Hanoi, Vietnam tonight. Looking forward to continuing our discussions 

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   41 (42)

https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/north-korea-asserts-its-right-to-shoot-down-us-bombers/2017/09/25/74da66c4-a204-11e7-8cfe-d5b912fabc99_story.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/north-korea-asserts-its-right-to-shoot-down-us-bombers/2017/09/25/74da66c4-a204-11e7-8cfe-d5b912fabc99_story.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/north-korea-asserts-its-right-to-shoot-down-us-bombers/2017/09/25/74da66c4-a204-11e7-8cfe-d5b912fabc99_story.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/north-korea-asserts-its-right-to-shoot-down-us-bombers/2017/09/25/74da66c4-a204-11e7-8cfe-d5b912fabc99_story.html
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/president-donald-j-trumps-state-union-address-2/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/president-donald-j-trumps-state-union-address-2/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/president-donald-j-trumps-state-union-address-2/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/president-donald-j-trumps-state-union-address-2/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-state-union-address/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-state-union-address/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-state-union-address/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-state-union-address/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-joint-address-congress/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-joint-address-congress/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-joint-address-congress/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-joint-address-congress/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-74th-session-united-nations-general-assembly/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-74th-session-united-nations-general-assembly/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-74th-session-united-nations-general-assembly/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-74th-session-united-nations-general-assembly/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-73rd-session-united-nations-general-assembly-new-york-ny/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-73rd-session-united-nations-general-assembly-new-york-ny/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-73rd-session-united-nations-general-assembly-new-york-ny/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-73rd-session-united-nations-general-assembly-new-york-ny/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-72nd-session-united-nations-general-assembly/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-72nd-session-united-nations-general-assembly/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-72nd-session-united-nations-general-assembly/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-72nd-session-united-nations-general-assembly/
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1203695081376690177
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1203695081376690177


tomorrow!”. [Twitterpost]. [Online]. URL: https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/
status/1100782208518946817  [Accessed: 2019-12-18] 

 @realDonaldTrump. (2018-06-09). “I am on my way to Singapore where 
we have a chance to achieve a truly wonderful result for North Korea and the World. 
It will certainly be an exciting day and I know that Kim Jong-un will work very hard 
to do something that has rarely been done before. Create peace and great prosperity 
for his land. I look forward to meeting him and have a feeling that this one-time 
opportunity will not be wasted!”. [Twitterpost]. [Online]. URL: https://twitter.com/
realdonaldtrump/status/1005554687678922752  [Accessed: 2019-12-18] 

 @realDonaldTrump. (2017-01-03). “North Korea just stated that it is in the 
final stages of developing a nuclear weapon capable of reaching parts of the U.S. It 
won't happen!”. [Twitterpost].  [Online]. URL: https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/
status/816057920223846400 [Accessed: 2019-12-17] 

 @realDonaldTrump. (2017-08-11). “Military solutions are now fully in 
place, should North Korea act unwisely, hopefully he will find another path”. 
[Twitterpost]. [Online]. URL: https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/
895970429734711298  [Accessed: 2019-12-16]

Felicia Schillström                                                                                                                                                   2SK31E                  

   42 (42)

https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/1100782208518946817
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/1100782208518946817
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/1100782208518946817
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/1100782208518946817
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/1005554687678922752
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/1005554687678922752
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/1005554687678922752
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/1005554687678922752
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/816057920223846400
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/816057920223846400
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/816057920223846400
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/816057920223846400
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/895970429734711298
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/895970429734711298
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/895970429734711298
https://twitter.com/realdonaldtrump/status/895970429734711298

