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Abstract 

There are very few examples in the world in which diplomatic 

relations have been consistently problematic than that of the 

U.S and North Korea. Series of negotiation sessions between 

both the states end fruitlessly and still, the relations are strain. 

This research analyzes the issues and challenges which both 

the states are facing in normalizing their relations. The 

research encircles the primary roots and causes that describe 

why Pyongyang had initiated and developed its nuclear 

weapons strategy. This study also analyzes the intentions of 

Pyongyang to pursue the nuclear weapons, the response of the 

U.S Administrations towards the Pyongyang nuclear program 

and lastly suggests a viable option and propositions to make 

the Korean Peninsula free from nuclear weapons. Despite the 

intermittent channel of negotiation, both the sides could not 

come to an agreement to resolve the issue of Pyongyang 

nuclear strategy. The feasible option to freeze the North 

Korea’s nuclear program is to operationalize multilateral 

approach and the U.S with the assistance of other regional 

players should provide North Korea some constructive 

assurance of its sovereignty, defense and economic stability. 
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1. Introduction 

 There are very few examples in the world in which 

diplomatic relations have been consistently problematic than 

that of the U.S and North Korea. After the end of Cold War 

both the states have no diplomatic relations.1 Since the last six 

decades North Korean nuclear posture posed a great challenge 

for the U.S policy-makers. Although multiple states involve in 

solving the issue, the U.S has predominated among all of them 

to resolve the issue through diplomatically. As a superpower, 

the U.S policy-makers try to make effective policies to isolate 

and pressurize Pyongyang to dismantle its nuclear program. 

The chief end of the U.S foreign policy towards Korean 

Peninsula is to freeze North Korean nuclear program. Both the 

countries have involved in periodic nuclear talks but all these 

end fruillessly to stop North Korea from the development of its 

small nuclear arsenal.  

 For its part, North Korea sought to provide the security 

to the Kim regime; secondly, deter an expected attack from the 

U.S; thirdly, reunited the two Koreas under its terms and 

fourthly, the economic prosperity of the country.2 Despite the 

on-and-off nuclear talks U.S and North Korea has not came to 

an agreement to settle the issue of North Korean nuclear 

strategy.3 It can also be said that the steps that are taken by the 

U.S to address the nuclear issue with North Korea through the 

combination of pressure and diplomacy have many times 

slowed or for a time being halted North Korea’s nuclear 

progress, but it has succeeded to resolve the issue of North 

Korean nuclear crisis.  

2. Research Questions  

  This research work explores the answers of the 

following questions: 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Journal of Historical Studies  

Vol. VI. No. II (Jul-Dec 2020) PP 358-381 
 

 

360 

• What are the reasons of the hostile relations between 

Washington and Pyongyang over the matter of the 

North Korea nuclear program since 2011? 

• What were the efforts of Obama and Trump 

administrations to freeze the North Korea’s nuclear 

weapons program? 

3. Research Methodology 

The current study is explanatory and based on the 

available secondary material. Qualitative research techniques 

are used to answer the specified questions. Literature related to 

the topic is first collected and then contextually analyzed to 

answer the questions. Majority of the data is collected from 

books, journals, editorials and online material. 

4. U.S-North Korea relations: Independence to Cold War 

 It is said that antagonistic relations between Washington 

and Pyongyang are the outcome of cold war politics. Japan 

occupation upon Korea ended after the Second World War 

1945. As Japan was defeated, the USSR occupied the North 

part of the Korea and South part was remained under the 

occupation of the U.S. The U.S suggested a temporary dividing 

line along the 38 parallel between their occupied territories on 

the Korean Peninsula which was immediately accepted by the 

USSR. This temporary division became permanent when South 

part established a democratic government named as Republic of 

Korea (ROK) under the control of the U.S in August 1948. In 

the same month, the North part established a Democratic 

People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK). Both the Newly 

independent states rejected to accept the supremacy of any 

other state and specified an interest to reunify the divided 

Korean Peninsula under their own constitution.4 

 The conflict of the great powers resulted into a civil war 

on the Korean Peninsula between the two rival states, ROK and 

DPRK. North Korean forces invaded South Korea and full-

scale conflict sparked on 25 June 1950. In the first phase, North 

Korea occupied the 90 percent area of South Korea. But the 

victory was not always in favor of it as the U.S harshly 
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responded under the banner of UN Command, Korean People’s 

Army (KPA). Pyongyang regime was only protected by the 

Chinese People's Volunteers Army from utter disaster. An 

Armistice Agreement was signed between the UN Command, 

KPA and Chinese People’s Volunteers Army in 1953 to 

terminate the conflict.5 

As the Korean War ended in July 1953, Pyongyang 

remained busy in the military activities on the Peninsula. In 

1960, North Korea mounted numerous border skirmishes along 

the DMZ to counter the U.S-South Korean forces deployed at 

this place. In 1965, two North Korean MIG-17 fighters attacked 

at a “U.S Air Force RB-47 reconnaissance aircraft” in the Sea 

of Japan. However, the aircraft was saved from the attack and 

safely landed in Japan. Three years later, a “U.S Navy 

Intelligence Gathering Ship Pueblo” and its crew was captured 

by North Korea in the Sea of Japan. In lieu of the safe return of 

its squad, the U.S agreed for initiation of bilateral talk with 

North Korea in Panmunjom. The crew was returned to the U.S 

in December but the ship was not given to it. In 1969, a “U.S 

Navy EC-121 reconnaissance aircraft” targeted by North 

Korea’s MIG-17 fighters in the Sea of Japan and killed all its 

crew.6 

4.1 Post Cold War Period and Agreed Framework: 

In the early 1980s, the U.S spy satellite detected the 

construction of Pyongyang’s nuclear program. The Kim regime 

purely rejected to have such nuclear weapons program. In view 

of this, the USSR pressurized North Korean regime to attain the 

membership of the NPT in December 1985; however, it did not 

ready to sign a safeguards agreement with IAEA.7 In February 

1993, the IAEA Board of Governors appealed to the Director 

General of IAEA, Hans Blix, to report on Pyongyang’s nuclear 

fulfillment within a month. In response to it, North Korea 

revealed its intention to withdraw from the NPT in March 

1993, however, changed its decision as bilateral negotiation 

was started with the U.S.8 When North Korea rejected the 

demand of IAEA for the inspection of its two waste nuclear 

sites and announced its intent to withdraw from the NPT, the 
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Clinton Administration had adopted two pronged approaches: 

(1) Working diplomatically through the U.S imposed economic 

sanctions on Pyongyang and (2) at the same preparing for war 

against it. However, the crisis resolved literally in the 11th 

hours when the U.S ex-president Jimmy Carter visited North 

Korea in mid of June 1994. As a result of Carter intervention, 

the Clinton Administration was contrived into bilateral 

negotiation with Pyongyang at Geneva, which resulted in the 

Agreed Framework. 

 The Agreed Framework was believed to be a treaty 

because it enforced binding obligations on the two parties; but 

President Clinton was concerned to the senate's reactions and 

termed it a “Framework” instead. The crucial features of the 

framework were that North Korea guaranteed that it will 

dismantle its nuclear activities as soon as possible and also 

postponed the inspection and verification of its nuclear arsenal 

for an unspecified time. It created a body termed as Korean 

Economic Development Organization (KEDO). It was 

established to construct and fund the two LWRs so as to 

replace the Pyongyang’s aging graphite reactors.9 The Clinton 

Administration was agreed to annually provide 500,000 tons of 

heavy heating oil to Pyongyang to pay off the loss of energy 

until the supplies of heavy oil and completion of the LWRs. 

Verification would start “When a significant portion of the 

LWRs project was completed, but before the delivery of key 

nuclear components.” Other provisions were made to normalize 

the political and diplomatic relations between both the states10. 

The U.S would also provide the formal assurances to North 

Korea that it would not intimidate it with nuclear weapons. 

  Implementation of the provisions of the Framework did 

not occur smoothly. Washington and Pyongyang did not 

develop interest sections between each other as sketched by the 

Framework. Additionally, in 1998, the Agreed Framework 

came out on the edge of collapse when North Korea restarted 

the suspected nuclear activities at Kumchangri, about 90 

Kilometers far away to Pyongyang.11 After a prolonged 

negotiation process, inspections over Kumchangri turned up 

nothing, but distrust was very high in both sides and doubt 
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about Pyongyang’s intentions to act in accordance with the 

Agreed Framework were clear in Washington.  

 In October 2002, the Agreed Framework collapsed due 

to the violation from both sides. President Bush added North 

Korea in a list state sponsors the terrorism known as “axis of 

evil”. James Kelly, Assistant Secretary of state, in a bilateral 

meeting claimed that Pyongyang had possessed a uranium-

enrichment program that was first rejected by North Korea. In 

response to it, the U.S also gave up the delivery of energy aid 

promised under the Agreed Framework. But the construction of 

the two LWRs ware not completed in time. The first reactor 

would be completed in 2003 but was not possible to be 

operational until 2008. Due to the above circumstances, Kim 

Jong Il declared the withdraw of North Korea from the NPT in 

January 2003.12  

4.2 Six Party Talks: 

The countries concerned stressed on the solution of the 

problem of the North Korean nuclear program through peaceful 

means. With the assistance of China, the three-party talks held 

in Beijing among the three nations China, U.S and North 

Korea. While the negotiation was continuing, Ri Kun, the head 

of North Korean delegation, told his U.S counterpart, James 

Kelly that Pyongyang had nuclear weapons that it would sell or 

demonstrate them13. In Aril 2003, immediately after the 

collapse of the Three Party Talks the Chinese government had 

taken steps to revive and restore the formula of Three Party 

Talks. To take advantage of it, the U.S cleared that Japan and 

South Korea also took part in the next round of any talk with 

North Korea. At Russia's insistence, the U.S quickly included 

Russia in any future multilateral talks with Kim regime14. The 

trilateral talks which began among China, U.S and North Korea 

changed into Six-Party Talks which was incorporating the three 

more states Japan, Russia and South Korea. 

The First Round of Talks held in Beijing on 27 August 

2003. The First Round lasted for thirty minutes but unable to 

reach a joint statement. Instead, a Chinese vice Foreign 

Minister Wang Yi drafted the six points of compromise that 

had been accomplished after the end of the first round. These 

consisted on a commitment to make the Korean Peninsula free 

from nuclear weapons, provide security assurance to 
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Pyongyang, peacefully resolved the North Korean nuclear crisis 

and avoiding acts that would further complicate the situation. 

All the parties agreed on the continuation of talks and approved 

that the venue and date for the second round should be 

determined through diplomatic ways as soon as possible15. 

North Korea was not agreed to meet in December and 

also not convinced the U.S for took into account its security 

concern at this stage. The Chinese paid the North Korea $50 

million to ensure its attendance in the talks. The second round 

initiated on 25-28 February 2004. In the Talks, North Korea 

refused to have a HEU program. Kim Kye-Kwan, North 

Korean vice Foreign Minister, stated that Kim Jong Il had sold 

missiles to Pakistan to get foreign currency but also revealed 

that “I want to make clear that we do not have enriched 

uranium, that we do not have the facilities, scientist or experts 

related to HEU.” The U.S had not supplied enough evidence at 

the talks so that the doubts about this program remained. China 

drafted a Chairman's statement at the end of the talks because 

what Wang Yi expressed as an “extreme lack of trust” between 

the two sides. The Chairman's statement described that the talks 

were positive and beneficial but differences remained16. 

  On 23 June 2004, the third round of talks was begun 

from critical to further progress17. In the process of talks, James 

Kelly circulated a formal proposal in which the U.S 

government giving North Korea a short period of three months 

to step-by-step dismantling its nuclear program. James Kelly 

stated that in the initial period North Korea was to provide 

complete detail of its nuclear activities and dismantled all 

nuclear operations and uranium enrichment program; allowed 

the inspection of its all fissile material and fuel rods. The 

troubling thing for North Korea was that the U.S was not added 

the provision for providing heavy fuel oil to Pyongyang even if 

it was agreed to freeze its nuclear weapons program.18 A 

Chairman's statement was again issued due to the lack of a 

commitment required for joint statement. 

From August to September 2005, the fourth round of 

Six-Party Talks took place but did not meet with progress. As, 

the U.S Treasury Department froze approximately $24 million 

assets of North Korea in the Banco Delta Asia due to a 

“primary money laundering concern”. On 5 July 2006, North 
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Korea conducted the tests of seven ballistic missiles containing 

a long-range missile Taepodong-2 and a successful 

underground nuclear test on October 2006.19 In response to 

Pyongyang’s twin affronts, the UNSC passed the Resolution 

1695 and Resolution 1718. The Security Council Resolution 

1695 required suspension of missile testing; demanded all 

member states to stop trade with North Korea in missiles and 

insisted North Korea to come back to the table of Talks. The 

Security Council Resolution 1718 demanded further, removal 

of all nuclear weapons and CVID20  On 1st November, North 

Korea showed its consent to attend the next round of the Talks. 

The fifth round also came to an end without making any serious 

consideration.  

 The sixth round whether started on time but did not 

come to any agreement. North Korean delegates expressed that 

they did not take a further step until the BDA problem was 

resolved. On 25th June 2007, it was eventually resolved and 

Pyongyang had taken initial steps for the fulfillment of 13 

February Joint Document.21 North Korea allowed the IAEA 

inspection team to return to country to inspect, check and 

approve the shutdown of Yongbyon nuclear complex, in return 

all member of talks offered energy assistance to Pyongyang. In 

July, the IAEA inspectors confirmed the cessation of North 

Korean 5 megawatt Yongbyon nuclear reactor22. 

In October 2008, Washington and Pyongyang agreed on 

a verbal agreement which consisted on a verification protocol. 

By following it the U.S promised to exclude North Korea from 

“axis of evil” list. However, during the talks Pyongyang did not 

agree to sign a written document on a verification protocol 

under the conditions that acceptable to the all members of six-

party talks23. On 5th April 2009 with the coming of Obama 

administration in Washington, Pyongyang launched a satellite 

and in the next month conducted a second nuclear test. The 

UNSC passed the two resolutions 1874 and 1718, which 

seriously condemned the North Korea’s above two tests and 

banning the export and import of North Korea with other 

countries. North Korea subsequently rejected any verification 

measures and expelled the IAEA inspectors from its Yongbyon 

nuclear facilities that spelling the collapse for the six-party 

talk.24 
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5 Obama Administration’s Policy of “Strategic patience”: 

5.1 Leap Day Agreement and Tailored Deterrence Pact: 

In 2011, following a meeting between the two Koreas 

diplomats in a conference of ASEAN Regional Forum at Bali, 

the Obama administration tried to resume the process of 

bilateral negotiation with North Korea. The second round of 

negotiation held on October but postponed due to the sudden 

death of North Korean supreme leader Kim Jong Il on 

December 2011. Later talks recommenced on February 29, 

2012, during the talk Washington and Pyongyang reached an 

agreement, known as the Leap Day Agreement.25 Under this 

Agreement, North Korea’s new leader agreed to impose a 

moratorium on its missile and nuclear tests, promised to 

suspended its Yongbyon’s uranium enrichment program and 

permit the IAEA inspectors to check the suspension. In return, 

the Obama administration was agreed to provide “240,000 

metric tons of nutritional assistance” to North Korea under a 

targeted food aid program.26 Despite the Leap Day deal, on 16 

March, Kim Jong Un showed a willingness to launch a satellite 

into the space. This announcement from North Korea met a 

strong reaction from Washington as such activities violated the 

leap day agreement's moratorium and UNSC relevant 

resolution on the long-range missiles launches. North Korea 

replied that the launch of a satellite into the orbit was a problem 

that was totally different from the test of a long-range missile27 

and it did not a violation of the framework, but the U.S 

disagreed.  

In order to deter Pyongyang, the coordination between 

Seoul and Washington governments was particularly 

noticeable. A “tailored deterrence” strategic pact was signed by 

U.S-South Korea under which the U.S “granted South Korea an 

exemption under the Missile Control Technology Regime” to 

boost up its deterrence capabilities against North Korea. The 

essential part of this pact was a Kill Chain strategy under which 

the U.S satellites and drones detected the North Korean nuclear 

sides and South Korea warplanes and missiles take them out28. 

In response to it North Korea conducted a third nuclear test. 

The UNSC passed the Resolution 2094 that tightened economic 

sanctions against Pyongyang and further warned it against 

massive cash smuggling and illegal acts carried out by its 
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diplomats in the foreign countries. The Obama administration 

also unilaterally sanctioned against the North Korean Foreign 

Trade Bank; this bank served as its main conduit for foreign 

exchange.29 

5.2 Counter Provocation Plan 

With the failure of the Leap Day agreement, the Obama 

administration shifted its attention from Pyongyang to its 

regional allies by giving preference to promoting better 

coordination with all parties of six-party talks with a view to 

pressurize North Korea for not to conduct more nuclear tests. 30 

A counter-provocation plan was signed between the U.S and 

South Korea under which Seoul was bound to consult with the 

U.S before took any military action against North Korea. In 

case of South Korea’s first strike against North Korea the U.S 

forces also provided assistance to South Korea. The joint forces 

of the U.S and South Korea were mobilized to strike back at 

North Korean soil and waters.31 Although the frequency of 

provocation and threat cool down in a few months, but tensions 

between Washington and Pyongyang remained high through 

2013.32 

5.3 Sony Hack 

 Obama Administration followed the policy of strategic 

patience under which it imposed economic sanctions on North 

Korea to bring back Kim on the table of negotiation. The 

situation became more complicated when a group of hackers 

hacked a huge amount of data of Sony Pictures Entertainment 

in late 2014. The group called itself as “Guardians of Peace.” 

The hackers demanded the Sony to cancel its plan of release to 

“The Interview”, a comedy movie in which two protagonists 

send to North Korea on an operation to kill its supreme leader 

Kim Jong Un. Hackers announced that they were performed 

such an aggressive act in response to the film. Pyongyang 

rejected its assistance with the “Guardians of Peace.” After a 

few days of the attack, the FBI clearly explained the 

involvement of North Korea in the Sony Hacks incident. FBI 

mentioning that this cyber-attack was similar to many previous 

North Korea cyber-attacks.33 

On 19 December, President Barack Obama discussed 

this cyber-attack at a press conference. He expressed that Sony 

did not cancel the release of this movie. "If somebody is able to 
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intimidate folks out of releasing a satirical movie, imagine what 

they start doing when they see a documentary that doesn't like 

or news reports they don't like."  In early January, as a response 

to Sony attack the U.S tightened the economic sanctions on the 

Kim regime. The White House issued an executive order under 

which the U.S Treasury Department had given full power to 

imposed sanction against any institution of North Korean 

government.34 

5.4 Operation Plan (OPLAN) 

In early 2015, North Korean delegates proposed that if 

the U.S and South Korea cancelled the military exercises 

against North Korea then it ready to dismantle its nuclear 

activities by itself. But a freeze to freeze proposal was not 

accepted by the U.S. In spite of it, the U.S and South Korea 

made a new agreement termed as “Operation Plan (OPLAN) 

2015” to started a preventive military strikes against missile 

and nuclear activities of North Korea. The new plan basically 

focused on carrying out the latest operational concept of the 

“4Ds” to “detect, disturb, destroy and defend” against nuclear 

threat of Pyongyang. In 2016, both the states also jointly 

expanded the tailored deterrence strategy which was planned to 

give military assistance to Seoul against North Korea. In order 

to make the plan effective, they established the Deterrence 

Strategy Committee (DSC) to integrate the existing Counter-

Missile Capability Committee and Extended Deterrence Policy 

Committee. The Committee conducted annually joint exercise 

to extended deterrence measure.35 

5.5 North Korea’s Twin Affronts 

 In early 2016, President Obama privately offered Kim 

to commence the process of talks to make the Korean Peninsula 

free from nuclear weapons and he also agreed to leave the 

previous preconditions for negotiation. Kim Jong Un 

apparently denied to accept the demand and conducted the 

fourth nuclear test on 6 January 2016.36 Right after the eight 

months, Pyongyang conducted another nuclear test. The Obama 

administration sharply noticed the intensity of nuclear testing, 

“follows an unprecedented campaign of ballistic missile 

launches, which North Korea claims are intended to serve as 

delivery vehicles intended to target the United States and our 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

         Nabila, Mian Muhammad Azhar & Omar Farooq Zain 

 

 

369 

allies” and reiterated: “to be clear, the United States does not 

and never will, accept North Korea as a nuclear.”37 

The fourth and fifth nuclear tests marked as a revolving 

point and initiated an international operation to increase 

economic pressure on Kim regime. On February 2016 Park 

Geun-hye, South Korean President, shut down the working of 

the Kaesong Industrial Complex in North Korea and further 

broke up the last channels of coordination with Kim regime. 

For the first time, China and Russia supported the UNSC 

Resolutions that targeted Pyongyang's export of lucrative 

foreign coal.38 Washington deployed their strategic assets, such 

as the USS nuclear submarine, B-52 and B-1B bombers and F-

22 stealth fighter jets over South Korea to provoke the further 

North Korean provocations.39 White House and Congress 

worked together to increase the level of the U.S sanctions 

containing the implementation of secondary sanctions that 

targeted Kim’s regime for human rights abasement and gave up 

its relations with Pyongyang for the remaining term of the 

Obama Administration.40 

5.6 Reasons of the Failure of Obama Administration 

 Obama's administration finally failed to compel 

Pyongyang for further nuclear and missile tests. During 

Obama's presidency, North Korea successfully conducted four 

nuclear tests, 50 ballistic missiles and rocket launches.41 A 

basic reason of the failure of “strategic patience” policy was 

due to a strong desire of Pyongyang to attain more ballistic 

missiles and nuclear warheads to assure regime survival. North 

Korea has no intentions to shut down its nuclear program in 

lieu of economic aid and diplomatic recognition. To legitimate 

his intentions, Kim amended country’s constitution in April 

2012 to declared North Korea as a nuclear-armed nation. At 

that time, Kim expressed that the nuclear program of the 

country was not “a bargaining chip” and declared that "nuclear 

weapons serve as an all-powerful treasured sword for 

protecting the sovereignty and security of the country." The 

U.S Intelligence Community reported that there were several 

purposes of North Korea’s nuclear strategy such as coercive 

diplomacy, deterrence, and international prestige. It was also 

believed that the Kim regime has a desire to become a nuclear 
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weapons state as a way to protect domestic legitimacy.42 

Hence, from the first day to his succession, Kim Jong Un had 

showed a very little interest to negotiate with other states to 

make the Korean Peninsula free from nuclear weapons. 

 The policy of “strategic patience” was also failed 

because the Obama administration made some miscalculation 

about Kim Jong Un’s regime. Some experts argued that the U.S 

policymakers stressed the strategic patience policy, given North 

Korea enough time to develop its small nuclear arsenal. 

According to Joel Wit, a senior researcher at the U.S-Korea 

Institute at SAIS, the U.S government's policymakers made 

flawed assumptions about North Korea's circumstances and 

intentions: 

• Pyongyang was a weak state and need to improve 

relations with Washington. 

• Since Kim Jong Un regime remained isolate, it would 

be collapsed. 

• In the case of North Korea's continued aggravation, 

China would modify its reluctant position and firmly 

implement the UN sanctions against North Korea.43  

On the other hand, some experts argued that this policy 

was considered as a failure but it also presented some potential 

benefit. President Obama, instead of taking action to Kim's 

provocation, focused on international institutions and made the 

Pyongyang's nuclear program a global issue. In the same way, 

if Kim Jong Un adopted the policy of isolation from the 

international community, the process would have been started 

by himself, not by the U.S. If North Korea strictly insisted on 

its commitment, the U.S could not have been blamed of being 

soft on it.44 

At the end, it can be said that the strategic patience 

policy failed to achieve its goal to dismantle Pyongyang’s 

nuclear strategy because it has an end to become a nuclear 

weapon state, the U.S miscalculation about North Korea and 

reluctant behavior of China in pressing the North Korean 

regime to dismantle its nuclear and missile programs. 
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6. Trump Administration’s Policy of “Strategic 

Accountability”: 

 Shortly before Donald Trump officially became the 

president of the U.S, President Obama warned him that 

Pyongyang's missile and the nuclear program posed a great 

challenge for his administration. However, Trump did not pay 

much attention to the Korean Peninsula in his election 

campaign; despite highlighting a need that ROK and Japan 

developed their own nuclear weapon programs. Since Donald 

Trump elected as the president of the U.S, Kim expressed his 

willingness to conduct a test of ICBM, however, Donald Trump 

tweet that a Pyongyang would never be succeeded in getting 

said technology as “won’t happen.”45 

6.1 Strategic Accountability: 

Trump administration adopted a new policy of “strategic 

accountability” towards North Korea, which would stress on 

“maximum pressure and engagement” in order to freeze 

Pyongyang nuclear facilities. The U.S policy-makers made it 

clear that the ultimate aim of the country’s policy towards 

North Korea was to attain the CVID of the Koran Peninsula. 

The main features of the “strategic accountability” policy were 

as under: 

• Increasing pressure on North Korea through unilateral 

and multilateral financial sanctions; 

• Not following the policy of regime change through 

armed forces; 

• Promoting bilateral relations with China in order to 

increase the pressure on Pyongyang to change its 

behavior; 

• Strengthening South Korea and Japan military posture 

against North Korean aggression and provocation and; 

• Seeking conditional bilateral engagement with 

communist regimes.46 

Donald Trump’s aggressive and malicious expression 

toward North Korea marked with his policy-makers serious 

considerations to opt the military options which were clearly 

showed the break of his predecessor’s policy of engagement 

towards North Korea. 
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6.2 North Korea’s Nuclear and Missile Tests: 

Kim Jong Un tested ICBM Hwasong-14 on July 2017. 

These two tests were condemned by the UNSC by passing the 

resolution 2371. The new sanctions banned the North Korean 

iron, coal, ore and lead exports with other countries. In August, 

President Trump used harsh words before the media that 

Pyongyang give up its deterrence strategy otherwise it would 

"be me with fire and fury like would have never seen." After 

President Trump’s remarks, the Strategic Force of KPA 

threatened to conduct a test of a long-range missile that had an 

ability to reach the U.S occupied territory Guam.47  

North Korea conducted the sixth nuclear test On 3 

September 2017 which considered the first most powerful 

hydrogen bomb. In response to it, the UNSC adopted the 

resolution 2375 to condemned North Korea’s sixth nuclear test 

under which ending oil exports with Pyongyang, banning its 

seafood and textile exports and issuing no work allowed for 

North Korea labors abroad, among other measures. North 

Korean officials criticized the UNSC resolution as unjust and 

illegal and North Korean foreign minister Ri Yong justified 

Pyongyang’s withdrawal from the NPT due to the U.S hostile 

policy towards it. On 6 November at a joint summit with Japan, 

President Trump declared that an era of “strategic patience” to 

be finish and it was a time to apply “maximum pressure” on 

North Korea. The following month, President Trump addressed 

before the UN General Assembly, if North Korean nuclear 

weapons posed a threat to the U.S and its allies then it has no 

choice to destroy it. In order to showed an argent response to 

Trump speech in UN, Kim further threatened to “tame a 

mentally deranged the U.S dotard with fire.” On November 28, 

North Korea conducted an ICBM test of its Hwasong-15 

missile, which claimed to be delivering a nuclear warhead to 

the mainland of the U.S.48  

6.3 Kim Jong Un’s New Year Speech: 

After Pyongyang’s Hwansong-15 test, when 

Washington thought about to launch a military strike against 

North Korea, Kim Jong Un in his 2018 New Year speech 
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announced that Pyongyang’s nuclear program has completed 

and indicated his plan to shift his intentions from development 

and testing of ballistic missiles and nuclear warheads towards 

the economic prosperity of the country. Kim Jong Un further 

declared that a “nuclear button” physically placed on the table 

of his office. This statement indicated that only Kim could 

launch nuclear weapons. In his New Year speech he also 

decided to extend an olive branch of sorts to South Korea, 

showing his at most desire to get participation in the Winter 

Olympics that held in Pyeongchang a County of South Korea. 

Kim’ new year speech marked as an open scheme through 

which he wanted to commence a new round of nuclear 

diplomacy and international engagement with international 

community.49 

Moon Jae-in administration is Seoul positively 

responded towards the Kim’s New Year speech. At the same 

time it was ultimately and immediately led to a turning point in 

the U.S policy direction towards Korean Peninsula as well. 

During the talks an agreement was made between North Korea 

and South Korea to form a joint women’s hockey team and a 

delegation from North Korea including Kim Jong Un's sister 

Kim Yo Jong attended the opening ceremony. Following this 

the diplomatic relations between the two Koreas begun warm 

and the U.S intelligence agencies also established secret 

channels to negotiate with North Korea. In 2018, a message 

was sent by Kim Jong Un to the South Korea’s high ranking 

officials that he wanted to held a summit with the President 

Trump to discuss the issue of denuclearization. Trump 

Administration immediately accepted this offer and appointed 

the CIA Director Mike Pompeo to decide the agenda of a secret 

meeting with North Korea’s supreme leader Kim Jong Un.50  

  With the start of new diplomatic talks with the 

international community, Kim Jong Un declared before the 

Central Committee of WPK that country's economic and 

nuclear development were on the victory levels and stated that 

his new strategy preferred the country’s “socialist economic 

construction.” He further expressed his opinion to temporally 

close down the country’s additional nuclear and missile 

development and may be shut down permanently if the U.S 

government would guarantee to provide full security assurance 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pyeongchang_County
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to Kim regime. In April, Kim met with Moon Jae-in, South 

Korean president, at Panmunjom, willing to improved relations 

with Seoul, worked for the denuclearization of the Korean 

Peninsula and reduced military tensions. Before the summit, 

Kim indicated that he would not make any demand to withdraw 

the U.S troops from South Korea in return of 

denuclearization.51  

6.4 Singapore Summit: 

The path from Panmunjom summit to Singapore 

summit was very short but at the same time filled with many 

turning points. In May 2018, Mike Pompeo visited North Korea 

and abled to release the three Americans those were detained 

by North Korea. However, Trump administration stressed on 

the policy of maximum pressure until North Korea ready for 

CVID. South Korea showed little interest in urging Pyongyang 

to sign a Libyan style disarmament deal, which was non-

acceptable by North Korea anyway. Amid to all this, Lt. Gen 

H.R McMaster succeeded by John Bolton as the Trump's 

National Security Advisor. Bolton, in an interview, said that he 

desired to urge North Korea to follow the ‘Libya model’ during 

the process of negotiation. Kim Jong Un strictly responded 

against Bolton speech and declared the cancellation of the 

upcoming summit with the President Trump, This started a 

round of combative and aggressive rhetoric from both the sides. 

However, a meeting between Moon Jae-in and Kim Jong Un at 

Panmunjom brought positive results. Both the leaders put a 

plan for the Kim-Trump summit backed on its track and the 

officials from the Washington and Pyongyang prepared the 

schedule of the meeting and decided to meet on 12 June in 

Singapore.52 

 On 12th June 2018, Kim-Trump bilateral summit held in 

Singapore. Both the leaders met for the improvement of 

diplomatic relations between them and also maintained long-

term prosperity and peace on the Korean Peninsula. Both the 

leaders announced their commitment, as Donald Trump 

committed that the U.S would provide security assurance to 

North Korea, while Kim Jong Un assured the full 

denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula. After the end of the 

Singapore summit, a joint statement was prepared by both the 
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leaders in which the four following points were considered to 

be the main action plan for the parties.   

• Kim and Trump decided to improve diplomatic 

relations in line with the hopes of the people of both the 

states for the establishment of security and peace. 

• Kim and Trump committed to take steps for the creation 

of a peace regime on the Korean Peninsula. 

• Kim Jong Un committed to work toward “complete 

denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula” and 

reaffirmed April 27, 2018, Panmunjom Declaration. 

• The U.S and North Korea committed to recovering 

American Prisoners of war and soldiers missing in 

action (POW/MIA) and immediate release of those 

already identified. 

Naturally, the Singapore summit supposed to be a major 

step in the peace-building process. As stated above, 

Washington and Pyongyang wanted to establish the process of 

conversation through a series of continued negotiations which 

was led by North Korean high-level officials and Mike Pompeo 

to implement the results of the Trump-Kim summit. The 

groundwork to developed mutual trust between both the states 

was prepared and accurate actions need to be taken. 53 During 

the summit, Trump agreed to sign a declaration to end the 

Korean War. After the summit president Trump announced in a 

press conference that he agreed to withdraw the U.S troops 

from South Korea and also declared that Kim Jong Un ready to 

destroy a missile testing site in return. Within few days, Trump 

further tweet that North Korea's nuclear issue to be “largely 

solved.”54   

 The nuclear crisis was not solved as no state agreed 

upon to take modest initial steps for denuclearization promised 

in Singapore summit. Pyongyang did not agree to freeze the 

production of ICBM and fissile material after the Singapore 

summit, the U.S Treasury Department also continuously 

imposed financial sanctions on Kim’s regime until North Korea 

would not take steps for denuclearization.55 Mike Pompeo from 

the U.S visited Pyongyang in the post-summit era; planned by 

Washington to prepare the U.S next policy towards North 

Korea. He viewed that “the final, fully-verified 
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denuclearization of North Korea, as agreed to by Chairman 

Kim Jong-un” in the summit failed to achieve remarkable 

outcome. A spokesman from the Pyongyang’s Foreign Ministry 

issued a statement after the visit in which he criticized Mike 

Pompeo’s “unilateral and gangster-like demand for 

denuclearization” and distrust in addressing North Korea’s 

preferences: to end the Korean War and the establishment of a 

peaceful and prosperous regime on the Korean Peninsula.56 

 Despite combative rhetoric against the U.S 

administration, North Korean officials had personally admired 

president Trump. While they blamed the oppositional factional 

forces and said the fighting between them was the main reason 

to the collapse of bilateral dialogue. At the same time, Trump 

expressed the soft words about Kim and also showed his 

willingness to meet again with him in a second summit.57  

6.5 Difficulties Faced by Trump Administration: 

Trump continuously blames China for not cooperate 

with the U.S in its hostile policies against the Kim regime. 

China is the biggest trading partner of North Korea. China does 

not cut off its trade with North Korea in order to impose 

economic sanctions and isolates it. In spite if this there is no 

evidence that Kim’s hesitation in nuclear dialogue has been 

directly formed by China. However, it is observed that Chinese 

diplomatic relations became warm when Kim met with Chinese 

leader Xi Jinping three times in spring 2018. Several dubious 

reports have recommended that Chinese acts to enforce the 

economic sanctions against Pyongyang have become impede 

with the start of these three meetings.58 

 According to a U.S-based think-tank report, Kim Jong 

Un is secretly developing a missile and nuclear program which 

identifies over several small undeclared bases. A report by 

“Centre for Strategic and International Studies” based on 

satellite images analysis illustrates that “13 of the suspected 20 

hidden sites, which are mostly scattered in the country's remote 

mountainous areas.” This report raised several questions over 

Donald Trump's proclamation that remarkable progress which 

has been made in the U.S talks with North Korea.59 
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Conclusion 

Throughout the Obama administration North Korea 

nuclear program was one of the main concerns of the U.S 

policy-makers and they failed to find out any solution to 

resolve the problem. The Obama administration adopted the 

policy of strategic patience to strategically remove the North 

Korea’s nuclear threat but it could not be affected due to the 

desire of its leadership to become a nuclear weapons state, 

some of the U.S misunderstanding of North Korea’s intentions 

and China’s reluctant attitude during the process of negotiation. 

When Donald Trump became the president of the U.S, to 

address with the North Korea for denuclearization became the 

main priority of his foreign policy because his policy-makers 

cleared the nuclear development of a communist country was a 

big threat for the U.S hegemonic status. The Trump 

administration adopted the policy of strategic accountability 

which stressed on to imposed more economic and diplomatic 

pressure on North Korea. Despite these two U.S policies, North 

Korea became successful in the development of ICBM. It is 

observed that the policy of strategic accountability to some 

extent similar to the policy of strategic patience. Both the 

policies are containing the main principles of realism. Their 

focus is to impose diplomatic pressure or sanctions inconsistent 

with the realistic views of taking remarkable results as an 

element of carrot and stick diplomacy due to provocation and 

non-cooperation attitude of any state. But there is also lied a 

difference between them. The Trump Administration 

recommenced the process of direct negotiation with North 

Korea which was stalled during the Obama administration.  
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