Addressing Strategic
Mistrust Toward the DPRK
in the US Policy Community
BY RORRY DANIELS

MAY 2019

ABSTRACT
The US policy community has pervasive mistrust of the DRPK's strategic
intentions, embedded and reinforced in the assumptions the policy experts
use to react to DPRK statements and actions. This paper maps the US policy
community’s assumptions of DPRK strategic intentions to identify areas of
mistrust and potential steps the DPRK could take to evidence strategic
change, through a process of interviews and a follow-up survey. The paper
concludes that the US policy community is largely skeptical of the DPRK’s
strategic intent and is looking for evidence of a near wholesale change in
behavior to reassess these assumptions. Still, the policy community is also
largely aware of their strategic assumptions and hopeful that the DPRK will
take actions to change their mind, suggesting a large degree of openness to
the possibilities of a transformed relationship.
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Introduction
The United States and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) have a long
history of conflict dating back to the onset of the Korean War, which divided the Korean
peninsula into two parts—North and South. Given the circumstances specific to the
Korean peninsula—the state of ongoing war, paused by an armistice but never formally
resolved; the alliance between the Republic of Korea (ROK) and the US; the differences
between the political systems of the DPRK on one side, and the ROK and US on the other;
the differences in levels of economic development between North and South; and the
isolation of the North, both because of its preference for political insularity and its
decision to pursue both a nuclear weapons and a ballistic missiles program in spite of an
international consensus that such a program is a significant threat to global peace and
stability—there has been no reconciliation of the competing interests and priorities in
the triangular relationship between the US, the ROK and the DPRK.

One significant impediment to realizing common objectives on the Korean peninsula is
the history of strategic mistrust between the United States and the DPRK. While there
have been several rounds of negotiations to resolve the long-standing issues that prevent
the normalization of relations between the US and the DPRK, both sides have pervasive
strategic mistrust of each other’s intentions. Many in the US policy community view the
DPRK as a permanent bad actor, and view the DPRK’s ruling Kim dynasty as a predatory
entity that seeks to extract wealth and security concessions from the international
community through extortion.
The year of 2018 may be seen in the future as a turning point in the DPRK’s relations with
the ROK and the US, but many policy analysts in the United States do not believe that
North Korea has made a strategic choice to denuclearize. Instead, they see Kim Jong Un’s
recent diplomatic outreach as a tactic to buy time in normalizing the DPRK as a nuclear
weapons state and to weaken—with the ultimate goal of dissolving—US regional security
alliance architecture. At worst, US analysts fear the DPRK will eventually use its nuclear
program to reunite the Korean peninsula by force under Pyongyang’s power.

There is little support in the US policy community for the argument that North Korea’s
declared needs for economic development and thus sanctions relief necessarily mean it
is willing to take steps on denuclearization. Many fear that North Korea wants to have its
cake and eat it, too, meaning it wants to develop its economy and keep its nuclear
program intact. With these assumptions in mind, many in the policy community believe
that the DPRK is continuing a “charm offensive” to reduce the threat it is perceived to
project in order to pursue sanctions relief while maintaining a nuclear program. And
many in the policy community simultaneously believe that Kim Jong Un is different from
his father or grandfather, but are unsure whether those differences are meaningful to
achieving peace and stability on the Korean peninsula.

The DPRK, for its part, has justified the development of its nuclear and missile programs
as a reaction to the “hostile policy” propagated by the United States, the world’s largest
economy and military power. It has emphasized these programs as a deterrent, even as
it conducts provocative demonstrations of its ability to strike the US and its allies with
nuclear-armed missiles. It has used the program at home to justify the legitimacy of its
party-state as the ultimate protector of the North Korean system in spite of the
population’s significant sacrifices of health and welfare due to the international sanctions
imposed on North Korea for its nuclear noncompliance. And it has cited US interventions
in Libya and Iraq as justification for developing a nuclear deterrent.

The two sides are at an impasse in negotiations and cannot break through the chicken
and egg problem of who makes a leap of faith to move first toward the other’s goal,
especially since doing so contains the risk of miscalculation. Despite the trust that US
President Donald Trump seems to place in his personal relationship with DPRK leader
Kim Jong Un, US foreign policy is embedded in a bureaucratic and consultative process
that assesses policy options based not only on the executive branch’s assessment of
national interest but also on organizational norms as well as expert and public opinion. 1
Expert opinion in the US about the DPRK’s strategic intentions, while not monolithic,
skews toward mistrust and seems to be hardening over time as diplomatic overtures fail
to produce results beneficial to the ultimate goal of denuclearization of North Korea.
What is needed at this point is to map the US policy community’s assumptions about
North Korean intentions and behavior in the face of new evidence presented by the
ongoing process of negotiations between the ROK, the US and the DPRK, to identify steps
the DPRK could take to prove to the policy community that it is willing to make strategic
changes. This project and paper will outline the US policy community’s assessment of the
DPRK’s sincerity in the negotiation process—an assessment that is underpinned by the
policy analysts’ assumptions about North Korean capabilities, intentions and national
interests. In doing so, the policy community will have made a list of self-identified
evidence of strategic change that is explicit, if not predictive. Sharing this list among
experts may be helpful in spotting and interpreting changes in the future, toward the goal
of building strategic trust.
This paper will briefly and selectively cover the theory and literature that supports this
project, explain the methodology of interaction with policy experts to generate and
reality test a list of potential evidence that the DPRK is embarking on a process of
strategic change or attempting to build strategic trust, review existing quantitative data
against the experts’ assumptions, and conclude with policy recommendations based on
the information collected.
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I.

Literature Review and Methodology

This project is designed to map the US policy community’s assessment of the DPRK’s
strategic intentions in order to reveal the sets of assumptions that underpin analysis of
the DPRK’s actions and proposals in the negotiation process. Understanding the
assumptions of the policy community will not only help explain the differences of
approach to these issues between the Moon and Trump administrations, but also identify
actions that the DPRK can take to build strategic trust.

Assumptions about another state’s strategic intentions can be built through modeling, but
modeling alone is often insufficient to understanding policy decisions of a closed state.
For example, one could use Allison and Zelikow’s models of state behavior to analyze
North Korea’s decision to pursue a diplomatic path after years of pouring resources into
the DPRK’s nuclear weapon and missiles programs. Perhaps the DPRK is behaving
according to a “rational actor model” 2 which seeks to use the diplomatic process to
maximize the value of its program relative to national interests, be those interests in
preserving regime stability, economic development or near-absolute security. Perhaps
the DPRK is behaving according to Allison and Zelikow’s second model of “organizational
behavior” and Kim Jong Un is constrained in his ability to trust the United States because
of significant bureaucratic “programs” which undercut the control of a unitary actor. 3 Or
perhaps the DPRK is managing between these two paradigms, in a “governmental
politics” model of bargaining among elite actors. 4

Even in an open data environment, it is difficult if not impossible to definitively judge
which model produces the best analyses; Allison and Zelikow end their exhaustive study
of the Cuban Missile Crisis by concluding that “Multiple, overlapping, competing
conceptual models are the best that current understanding of foreign policy provides.” 5
Rather than sorting experts in this study into theoretical typologies (realist, neo-realist,
liberal, constructivist, etc.) or modeling preferences (rational actor, organizational, etc.)
this paper will attempt to explain the experts’ framing assumptions through their analysis
of North Korea’s intentions and behavior.

All policies and policy analyses are built on assumptions formed by evidence and
experience and there is simply no way to know with perfect certainty that one’s
assumptions are correct. However, the lack of data on North Korea’s decision making
process and how its political system is perceived internally makes analysis on its strategic
intentions highly subject to personal interpretation of events, statements and actions. In
other words, assumptions fill in the gaps in the data environment. These assumptions are
often not subject to critical assessment because they are so embedded in personal
experience that they are taken for granted by policy analysis as truths. This project seeks
to bring those assumptions to light in order to illuminate a path forward for the DPRK
that would contradict deeply held beliefs in the US policy community about North Korea’s
strategic intentions.
2
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The design of this project relies heavily on Robert Jervis’ work on perceptions and
misperceptions, which puts forth hypotheses about how decision makers and policy
analysts process information. 6 Jervis notes that decision makers find it difficult to process
information which does not fit their existing theories and images, 7 such as, if one sees the
DPRK as having a malicious intent in negotiations, it is difficult to imagine a sincere intent,
and vice versa.

Jervis also notes that both scholars and decision makers are apt to make mistakes and
miscalculations by not changing their worldview in the face of conflicting information, 8
e.g. not seeing the DPRK’s unilateral steps toward dismantlement of nuclear program
sites as of any value to US policy goals or a trust-building process. And Jervis cautions that
an action may convey an unintended message if it does not go according to plan, 9 for
example, the record of two US-DPRK summits, the first of which drew the policy
community’s skepticism because it did not follow a familiar summitry script of ironing
out all details in advance of the meeting; and the second summit’s complete breakdown.
The image of the DPRK among policy specialists and experts needs also to be examined
through Jervis’ 9th hypothesis, the tendency “to see the behavior of others as more
centralized, disciplined, and coordinated than it is.” 10 For this reason, a question about
the policy experts’ assessment of spoilers within the North Korean system was added to
the interview list.

And this project seeks to explore Jervis’ 11th hypothesis, which suggests that decision
makers tend to take credit for the behavior of states that is in accordance with their
national interests, but place blame on internal forces for behavior that is not in
accordance with their wishes. 11 For example, the US maximum pressure campaign has
been cited in the project interviews as a decisive factor in Kim Jong Un’s diplomatic
overtures of early 2018; however, his decision to personally brief Chinese leadership in
and around the summits was seen as evidence of malfeasance or proxy control.

Jervis posits several safeguards for decision makers, accepting that paradigms—or
collections of policy assumptions and theories—are useful and necessary mechanisms
for policy makers. This project focuses on the third safeguard, namely, to be as explicit
about those assumptions as possible in order to continuously test them against new
realities. As Jervis writes, “an actor should try to determine, before events occur, what
evidence would count for and against his theories. By knowing what to expect he would
know what to be surprised by, and surprise could indicate to that actor that his beliefs
needed reevaluation.” 12
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Ibid, 455.
8
Ibid, 459.
9
Ibid, 474.
10
Ibid, 475
11
Ibid, 476
12
Ibid, 463.
6
7

3

This project seeks to draw out the framing mechanisms by which the US policy
community processes new information about the DPRK’s actions and intent. One goal is
simply to complete the exercise of each policy expert discussing their framing mechanism
for DPRK analysis in order to make explicit the assumptions used to process information;
another goal is to put together a list of expert-identified steps the DPRK could take to
change or subvert these frames. As Jervis says in the 2017 preface to his 1976 book, “the
failure to understand the influence of our preexisting beliefs leads us to become more
confident in them because we see information as less ambiguous than it is and think that
the new information provides independent confirmation of our beliefs.” 13
If the essential element of trust is matching assumptions to actions, then trust can be both
negatively and positively enforced; i.e. one may assume that a parolee will again commit
a crime and then harden that assumption should it come true; one may assume that a
parolee will again commit a crime and then abandon that assumption after observing the
parolee change his/her behavior. This project is focused on the latter—how the DPRK
could subvert assumptions in a positive cycle of change—without ignoring the former by
considering that a pattern of behavior will reinforce existing assumptions, even if it does
so unintentionally. The point of this project is to break apart and question perceptions
about the DPRK’s strategic intent in order to imagine possible futures in which both the
US and the DPRK get what they want—a positive-sum outcome to the negotiation
process.
Methodology
Because trust is subjective, this project emphasizes qualitative data collection. The
collection was divided into three stages: first, background information was collected on
how scholars and officials in Beijing, Seoul and Tokyo assessed the DPRK’s strategic
intentions. This information was used as a starting point to develop a list of open-ended
questions that would cover topics identified as strategically significant, broadly: the
DPRK’s declared commitment to denuclearization of the Korean peninsula, warming
inter-Korean relations, the changing international environment as China rises and
President Trump rethinks the strategic value of alliance relationships in Northeast Asia,
and the Kim regime’s need for economic development to survive in the long term.
Then, 25 American or US-based experts 14 on policy related to North Korea 15 were
enlisted to complete two steps—first, to sit for a 30 – 60 minute interview on their
assessment of the DPRK’s intentions, and to brainstorm steps the DPRK could take to
build strategic trust; and second, to complete a follow-up survey that would assess the
impact and probability of the DPRK completing the most commonly identified steps. The
point of splitting this into two steps was to, as best as possible, focus the interviews on
speculative description without automatically rejecting potential steps as improbable or

Jervis, Robert. Perception and Misperception in International Politics: New Edition. REV - Revised ed.,
Princeton University Press, 1976. xlv
14
The word ‘expert’ was rejected by several interview subjects, who felt that the US policy community knew
too little about North Korea to be called experts on this topic; however, it will be used as a convenient
shorthand for the remainder of this paper only acknowledging the interviewees’ expertise in North Korea
policy.
15
The list of experts is included as Appendix A. Every effort was made to select for diversity of political
affiliation, expertise, and experience.
13
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as having insufficient impact. In this way, the experts were free to separate likelihood and
impact from their analysis of DPRK intentions.

The interviews were conducted under the Chatham House rule, in which no comments
would be attributed to a source. To ensure complete confidentiality, a digital security plan
was developed and communicated to the experts that included collecting all notes
without names and keeping all notes offline, storing aggregate data only on an encrypted
USB, and going completely off-the-record at the expert’s request at times during some of
the interviews. The goal of the digital security plan was to protect as best as possible the
confidentiality of the interview data so that the subjects could feel free to speak frankly
about sensitive issues.

The interview questions asked the subjects to self-identify steps the DPRK could take to
demonstrate sincerity in coming to a negotiated solution with the US that would, by
necessity, take into account the US’ concerns about the DPRK nuclear program and the
DPRK’s concerns about survival and prosperity. Care was taken not to define for the
interview subjects the specific goals of the negotiation, because of the different views on
US priorities and interests on the Korean peninsula, but to ask them to proceed with
framing their answers in the way that made most sense to their perception of DPRK
strategic trust.

After analyzing the interview data, the follow-on survey was constructed to rate a series
of indicators, or actions that the DPRK could take, to demonstrate sincerity of intent. The
survey first asked the experts to assess the likelihood of the DPRK adopting each step as
a percentage chance broken into quintiles: 0 – 20 percent indicating extremely unlikely;
20 – 40 percent indicating somewhat unlikely; 40 – 60 percent indicating that the expert
felt it could go either way; 60 – 80 percent indicating somewhat likely; and 80 – 100
percent indicating very likely. Within the question, experts were asked to assess
likelihood according to three periods: agreeing to the step by January 2020 (the end of
President Trump’s first term); implementing the step by 2024 (the end of the next
presidential cycle in the US); and implementing the step by 2040.

The next part of the survey asked the respondents to rate the impact of the same steps on
a five-part scale: extremely negative impact; somewhat negative impact; no impact;
somewhat positive impact; and very positive impact. Within the question, experts were
asked to assess the impact on three perceptions: that of Kim Jong Un as a transformative
leader 16; for peace and security on the Korean peninsula; and on US policy goals.

Because the official negotiation process remained ongoing during the project period,
special care was taken to time the interviews and survey results during relatively inactive
intervals. The interviews were conducted from March 6 – March 22, 2019, shortly after
the US-DPRK leadership summit in Hanoi; the survey results were collected from April
15 – May 1, just prior to the DPRK’s launch of several low-altitude projectiles that seem
to have violated the spirit of the unofficial provocation moratorium.

16

“Transformative leader” was defined in the survey text as: A transformative leader would seek to change
governance patterns and state behavior of the past to reform relationships with the international community.
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II.

Interview Results

The interviews revealed a broad range of opinions on the priority North Korea (and the
interview subjects themselves) place on denuclearization as an end state for the US
negotiations with the DPRK. This section will begin with the broad framing models and
assumptions about North Korea’s strategic intentions that were revealed through the
interview process, discuss points of conclusion in relation to several specific topics
relevant to assessments of DPRK intentions, and outline the policy community’s
perception of DPRK internal politics and the question of Kim Jong Un as a transformative
leader.
A. What are the framing models and assumptions that can be drawn from these
interviews?
There was a high, if not absolute, degree of continuity among the experts that Kim Jong
Un is setting up a strategy for long-term rule of the DPRK, i.e. he is focused first and
foremost on regime survival. In order to grow old and die peacefully, there was consensus
among the experts that he needs to generate wealth and improve foreign relations.
However, the experts were split into roughly two camps on whether or not Kim Jong Un
needs significant change internally or externally to achieve this goal. Several experts who
thought Kim Jong Un was sincere in his intention to negotiate the nuclear program
believed that some combination of internal and external change was necessary for regime
longevity. This suggests a relationship between the experts’ assessment of the best
strategy for regime survival and their assessment of what Kim Jong Un is doing.

Likewise, several experts who thought Kim Jong Un has not demonstrated a sincere intent
to give up his nuclear program believe regime security can be maintained by repeating
patterns of behavior that were contiguous to the Kim dynasty, namely to generate illegal
wealth through networks of organized crime and to generate concessions from the
international community through cycles of provocation and reconciliation. So, the
perceived necessity (or lack thereof) for change seemed to play a large role in how the
experts framed Kim Jong Un’s sincerity.

Another general framing area of contention emerged over whether or not the DPRK’s
developmental status influenced its attitudes and practices of diplomacy and/or foreign
policy decision making. Those experts who were more inclined to see Kim Jong Un’s
sincere intention from his public statements and actions thus far were also more inclined
to emphasize the asymmetry of economic development and military power between the
US and DPRK. A few of these experts also saw asymmetry in diplomatic capacity that
could excuse or downplay a lack of regular working-level meetings. And although many
experts did not trust Kim Jong Un’s sincerity to denuclearize, most who cited the power
differential felt it put the onus on the US to change its position in order to resume talks.

6

Experts who expressed cynicism about Kim Jong Un’s intentions toward both the US and
ROK were also dismissive of the DPRK’s complaints about a so-called US ‘hostile policy.’
These experts felt that the DPRK uses this concept to excuse its own abhorrent behavior.
These experts emphasized that development status had little to do with diplomatic
capacity or the responsibility of a state to abide by international rules and standards. This
group of experts tended to propose indicators that would be evidence of the DPRK
engaging in state behavior consistent with international rules and norms.

An aspect of strategic mistrust has to do with the different political systems of the US and
the DPRK. Beyond the issue of values, the need to base policy assumptions on verifiable
facts complicates the American experts’ framing of DPRK intentions. Many experts were
explicit about what is not known and not knowable about the DPRK’s internal political
system, but the lack of access to data, people and places creates ambiguity about all of the
experts’ framing assumptions. It was noted that the US policy community could use more
sources of information about what is happening inside the country than the two extremes
we have—defectors and KCNA. At the same time, challenging the state’s ability to
propagate its preferred narrative cuts to the heart of a Leninist political system and is
thus an ask for regime change or evolution. Many of the indicators proposed for building
strategic trust had to do with access to information, which would serve the dual purposes
of solidifying the data aspect of expert analysis and assumptions and signaling regime
evolution.

The question of data access did not reveal monolithic views, however. One expert
strongly dissented from this line of reasoning, and was more convinced than ever that the
DPRK has been completely upfront about its plans and intentions all along and the policy
community has twisted itself in knots trying to read secret intentions that are
nonexistent. This thread was picked up by another expert’s view that we do not listen
sufficiently to how North Korea describes US behavior, suggesting that much of the
information we need on how to improve relations and build trust is already available, but
not taken seriously.

While there was no specific correlation between expert’s individual experience with the
North Koreans (i.e. involvement in previous diplomatic processes or negotiations) and
the expert’s assessment of North Korea’s sincerity, there was a tendency for technical
experts and facilitators to see strategic trust or certainty of intentions as of less value than
did political operatives and analysts. Technical experts were split over the desired
outcome of this round of negotiations; though all were adamant that FFVD/CVID should
and must remain a US policy goal, the value placed on arms control talks as a means to
this end or an interim stopgap varied widely.
Among interviewees with diplomatic experience, several highlighted that diplomacy has
value beyond an eventual outcome, including gleaning clarity of the other side’s
intentions and motivations. In this case, particularly, a few experts cited the importance
of slowing the progress of the program (though others did not believe proliferation had
halted) and of the US following the lead of its ally, the ROK, whose leadership is focused
on transformational change on the Korean peninsula.
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Finally, experts framed mistrust in terms of major power relations and major power
competition, asking if the DPRK’s true intention was not toward any one specific goal but
either to a) diversify its international relations to avoid total dependence on China, or b)
to diversify its international relations in order to put itself back up for renegotiated
relationships to exploit tensions between the US and China (and possibly Japan, Russia
and the ROK as well). Whether or not one sees the former or the latter as a framework
for matching DPRK actions to intentions seems to be related to whether the expert frames
the DPRK as in a perpetual state of anxiety or as confident in its survival due to the nuclear
deterrent.
B. Does the policy community think North Korea has already made a strategic choice
to give up its nuclear program?
Overall, the answers to this question reflected a spectrum of views, but the majority of
experts did not think the DPRK has made a choice to give up its nuclear weapons. The
responses can be split into five broad categories—those who answered yes; those who
answered yes but with caveats; those who felt the question could not be answered; those
who answered not yet; and those who answered no.
Question: Do you think the DPRK has made a strategic choice to give up its nuclear
program?
Answer
Total # of Respondents
Yes
2
Yes with caveats
1
Evidence is insufficient or question is irrelevant 2
Not yet
6
No
14
Table 1.
The majority of experts assessed that the DPRK has not made a decision to give up its
nuclear program. In the follow-on question asking how the expert came to this
conclusion, the responses belied a low level of trust in the DPRK’s strategic intentions
and/or an assessment of mixed messages from the DPRK on this issue.

A few experts tied their answer to their appraisal of how the North Korean system works.
In this analysis, the experts believed that if the DPRK intended to give up its nuclear
program, it would be unambiguously working toward this goal by mobilizing all aspects
of the state toward denuclearization. The evidence cited by these experts includes that
the DPRK continues or has accelerated production after the start of negotiations; that
when pressed, the DPRK has not agreed that its definition of denuclearization includes
the North Korean program; that the nuclear state is enshrined in the DPRK Constitution;
or, for one expert, that stove piping and unhealthy competition inherent in the Leninist
political system makes the decision impossible.

Others believed that the DPRK’s linkage of the nuclear program to state survival would
make it irrational and impossible to have already made this choice. If the DPRK decides
to give up its weapons, it would be vulnerable to domination by China or absorption by
8

the ROK. The DPRK has no trust in any other state to guarantee its security, and it has
learned from the cases of Libya and Iraq that giving up WMD programs is the beginning
of the end to regime security. It has invested considerable blood and treasure into
creating this deterrent and is unlikely to give it up without sufficient returns. And, as long
as the peninsula is divided, the Kim regime needs the nuclear program to counter the
legitimacy narrative of a free, prosperous and democratic South Korea.
Several experts did not assess unilateral steps taken or proposals advanced by North
Korea as sufficient to support evidence of strategic change in North Korea. A few called
for concrete and significant actions, which would include the declaration and destruction
of previously unknown nuclear program sites or capabilities. Ambiguity for a nuclear
program can be assessed as part of a calculation to create uncertainty in the minds of
adversaries; therefore, defining the program is essential to removing uncertainty and to
creating trust. The inability of the North Koreans to provide a concise definition of even
just the Yongbyon complex that it had put up for negotiation was cited as evidence of
strategic ill intent or strategic incompetence.

Others felt that pessimism in the policy community was the result of learned (bad)
experience. There have been decades of failed negotiations. At least one felt that the
emphasis on broadening negotiations to include a peace regime or return of soldier
remains was a diversionary tactic designed to preserve the nuclear program. North Korea
has previously and often said in public and private that it will never give up its nuclear
program. One expert felt that DPRK rhetoric for its domestic audience regarding the
nuclear program is a tactical and not a strategic difference, as it holds the US (and others)
responsible for the outcome of the program.
Some who answered ‘no’ did so with caveats or qualifiers, arguing that the DPRK has not
yet made the choice but could do so under a set of circumstances—either in the long run;
if provided with sufficient security guarantees; or taking into account a change in
strategic relationships. A few felt that the process itself was intended to test the waters
on this issue and see how far the US was prepared to go before making the final decision.

Some who answered ‘yes’ did so with a similar list of caveats, also arguing that the
decision was made for the long term and should not be expected to manifest overnight,
and that coming to the negotiations at all was a signal that the DPRK expects to trade its
nuclear program for sanctions relief in order to base long-term regime legitimacy on an
improved domestic economy. The official setting aside of the ‘byungjin’ or double-line
policy was seen as significant evidence to support this conclusion. So too was a lightening
of state rhetoric about the US and the ROK as eternal enemies.
Some who answered ‘yes’ (with or without caveats) thought that the strategic landscape
is in flux and could change sufficiently to allow the DPRK to feel comfortable with a
security guarantee not linked to its domestic nuclear program.

A few experts thought that there was either insufficient evidence to answer the question
or that the question itself was irrelevant. One expert felt that countries simply do not
make decisions in this way; the nuclear program is a means to an end for North Korea
and could be given up if its strategic objectives change. Another felt that the answer to
the question can only be revealed through completing the process of negotiations.
9

C. How does the policy community assess North Korea’s intentions?
The most common answers to the question of why North Korea came to the negotiation
process in early 2018 were, in order of popularity: regime survival, lifting sanctions,
being recognized and normalized as a nuclear power, confidence in its deterrent
capabilities, wanting an end of war declaration, a favorable configuration of leadership
for transforming relations, a low barrier to entry or the lack of preconditions attached to
high-level summits, playing for time to further develop its program, to manage great
power competition for domestic goals including to leverage normalization of relations
with the US, and determining what security guarantees it could be offered in exchange
for giving up its nuclear program.

Sanctions relief
About half of the experts put sanctions relief (or economic development) at the top of the
DPRK’s intentions in the negotiation process. Many of those experts cited China’s active
enforcement of United Nations Security Council sanctions as a decisive factor in
compelling Kim Jong Un into a diplomatic process. Targeted sanctions that hurt North
Korean elites and the prospects of secondary sanctions on outside entities increased the
effectiveness of the pressure campaign. Private wealth was cited by one expert as being
between 50 – 70 percent of all DPRK wealth.
Many, if not all, experts believed that Kim Jong Un is facing domestic pressure to deliver
economic benefits. One described economic development as Kim Jong Un’s “Achilles
heel.”

However, experts were split on how the DPRK would or could adopt a sustainable
economic reform process. Several explicitly said that the DPRK’s version of economic
reform would not resemble previous Socialist state-market models, such as China or
Vietnam. North Korea’s economy is manufacturing and export-dependent. Loosening
sanctions would greatly help the DPRK gain wealth through exports, but is unlikely to
evolve into the foreign direct investment-driven model of growth touted by President
Trump. Several experts felt that the Kim regime would not allow the existence of a middle
class or a class of rising capitalists that could challenge the state’s hold on power and
create leverage tied to international economic systems or actors. Therefore, the opening
of the economy would only signal that the regime has confidence in its ability to survive
the implications and ramifications of more foreign ties and independent wealth.
In other words, there was substantial pessimism among some experts about the linkage
between economic development and the type of political reform that would create trust
through convergence. One expert cited the current policy debate over China as evidence
that trust cannot be forged through economic dependence alone. Economic development
says little about the moderation of security or foreign policy. If a rising middle or
entrepreneurial class cannot moderate the state’s external behavior, then there is no
substantive link between economic development and the threat posed by the DPRK’s
nuclear weapons.
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Other experts were more optimistic about the DPRK’s potential for political evolution as
a result of economic development. One expert described Kim Jong Un’s objectives as a
total societal transformation. This expert cited Kim Jong Un’s recent on-site guidance to
support this view, noting that Kim Jong Un had been imploring people to take personal
responsibility for their actions in achieving milestones, including berating workers for
delays in production or technological goals, which would be a necessary change of
mindset in a capitalist economy. This could signal a change in values that is
transformative.
Regime Survival
Regime survival was strongly linked to sanctions relief as there is a widespread
hypothesis that Kim Jong Un is under domestic pressure to develop the economy.
However, regime survival was also linked to the idea of a nuclear deterrent. In this
respect, experts broadly described two contrasting scenarios under which the DPRK
would give up its nuclear program: total vulnerability, or a choice between keeping the
nuclear program and regime survival; and complete reassurance, or absolute trust in
some other kind of regime security mechanism.

Several experts who did not believe the DPRK has already made a choice to give up its
nuclear program cited the inability to reach one or both of these scenarios, given the
current external environment and the easing of the pressure campaign, which had
ensured tighter sanctions enforcement. North Korea was described as a paranoid regime
by one expert, reflecting its domestic anxieties onto the international landscape. The level
of trust North Korea has with any state, including China, was described as zero or below
zero. So the conditions under which complete reassurance of survival could be created
and maintained were seen as far-fetched without transformative change of the DPRK’s
relationships with key states, and likely to require a change of geopolitical ideology from
juche—or self-reliance—to something new.

Likewise, a few experts lamented that the diplomatic process seems to have come at the
expense of a maximum pressure campaign that would compel the DPRK to choose
between maintaining the nuclear program and economic development. Though every
expert believed that a diplomatic solution was preferable to all-out conflict, many felt that
sanctions enforcement had been allowed to fall by the wayside, citing known ship-to-ship
transfers of oil and suspected goods trade or money laundering by Chinese entities. This
loosened enforcement may release domestic pressure sufficient to maintaining regime
legitimacy. None of the experts explicitly described in these interviews how much
maximum pressure would be sufficient to collapse the North Korean state (i.e. the tipping
point at which maximum pressure would assuredly cause a change in strategic direction
for regime survival).

One expert noted that the DPRK is seeking a transformed relationship with the US and
the ROK because it sees the pursuit of a containment, pressure and deterrence strategy
as one of “secret” regime change.
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Leadership in the US and ROK
Several experts described the configuration of current leadership in the US, ROK and
DPRK as the most promising in recent decades for DPRK strategic objectives. Objectives
that were mentioned in this regard include maintaining the DPRK’s political system,
prestige for the Kim regime, economic development and ending the US-ROK alliance. One
of the three experts who listed “ending the US-ROK alliance” as an objective for the DPRK
linked this to a plan for unification favorable to the Kim dynasty; two others mentioned
that the DPRK is seeking unification on its own terms but did not explicitly link that
objective to the end of the alliance.

Other experts were less explicit about the DPRK’s goal for negotiation, with a few
speculating that North Korea had come to the table without a clear objective, but to
explore the possibilities given the configuration and personality of leaders in the ROK and
the US. President Moon has been clear-eyed and absolute on transforming the
relationship between North and South Korea. He has a background in the ROK’s
progressive political camp under former President Kim Dae-Jung, and has brought on
many advisors who support a closer and friendlier relationship with the DPRK. One
expert described the Moon administration’s goal as managed integration with the North
and was concerned about the implications for US policy of a nationalistic, united
peninsula. Another thought that the DPRK would want to use this incentive to create
distance between Seoul and Washington.

Also, President Trump has been much more willing than past US presidents to pursue
top-level diplomacy. He is the first sitting US president to hold a summit with the DPRK
leader, and did so with no preconditions. A few experts cited President Trump’s
statement that he is in “no rush” to complete a deal as long as the DPRK refrains from
provocative missile and nuclear tests as a windfall for Kim Jong Un. One expert said that
the decision to end or postpone joint US-ROK military exercises was tangential to the
diplomatic process because President Trump would have wanted to do so anyway. A few
experts were concerned that the President himself saw the alliance in transactional terms
and was looking for excuses to downgrade or end alliance commitments in the diplomatic
process with the DPRK. North Korea would certainly be aware of President Trump’s
disdain for alliances and may be looking to exploit this tendency for its own objectives.

External relations.
Most of the experts recognized sincerity in both the Moon administration and the Kim
regime in attempting a reconciliation process, but differed over the value of the process
to US policy goals and the value of the process to the DPRK. Several experts felt the
warming of inter-Korean relations was not only helpful but absolutely necessary to USDPRK engagement for several reasons: good alliance management, or the need to follow
Seoul’s lead on how far to go with Pyongyang; an absence of provocations that tend to
spark security dilemmas; the need to moderate and incentivize North Korean behavior
through inducements of economic cooperation; and the elevation of priority this process
gives Washington to pay attention to the Korean peninsula at a time when the Trump
administration is fighting many policy battles globally. A few experts thought this process
should be linked to the denuclearization process in baskets or working groups that
operate simultaneously in close coordination. Many thought that as it stands today,
movement on inter-Korean relations does not bear relevance on denuclearization.
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Several experts wondered if a transformative change of the DPRK’s relationships with
interested parties was possible in this new era of major power competition. A few
questioned whether the status quo of a divided peninsula suits US and Chinese interests
better than a unified peninsula either with or without the US-ROK alliance. Several noted
Kim Jong Un’s meetings with Chinese leader Xi Jinping, and a planned meeting with
Russian leader Vladimir Putin 17, as signs of potential malfeasance or complications to the
US-DPRK and inter-Korean engagement process, suggesting that strategic mistrust
between major powers has spillover effects on the assessment of DPRK sincerity, even
though some of the same experts noted the DPRK’s strong dependency on China.
Following on this thought, several experts were convinced that China maintains outsized
leverage over the DPRK because of the economic relationship that is presumed to be
essential to the DPRK’s regime survival, even under the sanctions regime. A few experts
described an overlap in national interests between the DPRK and China that included
economic stability and driving a wedge into alliance relationships. One expert was
convinced that the DPRK’s shutdown of the Punggye-ri testing site was mandated by the
Chinese.

Another sign of low trust in the cooperation of major powers regarding the DPRK was a
complete dismissal of the Six-Party Talks as a mechanism for bringing about
transformative change. In many interviews, the Six-Party Talks was not mentioned at all;
when it was, it was usually described as an unproductive mechanism for resolution of the
nuclear issue. One expert did make a case for three or four party talks to include the US,
ROK, DPRK and potentially China, as a coordinating mechanism. There was little to no
optimism that Japan could be brought into the simultaneous bilateral negotiation
mechanism unless Tokyo changes its position on the need to resolve the abductee issue.
D. How does the policy community assess domestic political dynamics in the DPRK?
The experts were split on the question of whether Kim Jong Un himself is a transformative
leader and whether the system of political control within the DPRK is changing under his
regime. One expert stated that Kim Jong Un’s self-perception is transformational and that
he may consider himself as more accountable to common people under a Confucian
tradition than his father or grandfather. Another emphasized that Kim Jong Un wants to
base his leadership identity on economic prosperity and a heroic ability to manage
external conflict, but that the nuclear program clearly stands in the way of both goals.

A few others cited his youth in Europe and general exposure to the developed, Western
world as a positive foundation for change in North Korea. His ability to come out on the
international stage, to travel to summits, and to act normally in very high-stress
situations suggest that he is well-prepared to pursue a different type of diplomacy than
in the past.

17

This summit took place in Vladivostok in late April 2019 after the interviews were conducted.
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Several experts described signals or trends that are already changing in North Korea. The
younger generation has grown up with private markets and are concerned with different
priorities than total fealty to the state. Kim Jong Un seems to be updating a vision of
entrepreneurialism and encouraging farmers to plant and sell surplus food for profit.
There has been a de-emphasis of the Korean War in state propaganda, with one expert
further stating that the current top leadership of the DPRK has recognized that the war
was a huge mistake.

One expert thought that Kim Jong Un is beginning a process of de-Stalinization. He has
implicitly criticized his grandfather and father, seems unfixed to previous political
decisions or loyalties, and seems to be devolving decision-making and responsibility
(particularly on economic matters). This expert also questioned assumptions in Western
media and policy communities that the DPRK is still pursuing a three-generation
punishment for political infractions, citing a lack of evidence. On political prisons, this
expert felt that DPRK prisons were no worse than American maximum security or
blacklist sites, and should not be used as an excuse to criticize the DPRK political system.

A few experts cited the unilateral steps taken by North Korea—the missile and nuclear
testing moratorium, the demolition of the Punggye-ri nuclear testing site, and the release
of US detainees without financial or other inducements 18—as evidence of transformative
change. Still, others placed little value on these unilateral steps as trust-building
measures, with a few experts noting that trust is better built through agreeing on steps
in advance rather than ad-hoc measures.

Several experts did not agree that Kim Jong Un is a transformative leader. One expert
thought that the only credible evidence of transformation would be concrete and
verifiable steps to dismantle the nuclear program. A few said that as long as he
maintained absolute control of the state’s instruments of violence, he had the power to
be much more transformative than was apparent. While most experts felt they had
insufficient evidence to assess internal dynamics in the DPRK political system, they were
also relatively satisfied with the negotiating team of the DPRK in terms of their credibility
to deliver messages to and from top DPRK leadership. As one expert put it, you are always
talking to the right North Korean when you sit down at the negotiating table, because you
are talking to the one that is assigned to you by leadership. A dissenting view from a few
experts is that the DPRK would be seen as more serious about negotiating on the nuclear
issue if it brought technical experts into the discussion.

Several experts questioned the DPRK’s commitment to diplomacy, citing not only a lack
of technical expertise in the negotiation process but also the absence or near-absence of
regular working-level meetings. A major sign of trust, for one expert, was to engage in
reciprocal behavior, including reciprocal diplomatic efforts. Another expert questioned if
this seeming unwillingness for regular engagement was reflective of an internal lack of
consensus or a lack of capacity. Still another wondered if recent editorials on the fringe
of hardline policy were evidence that the old guard of Kim Jong Il was moderating the
overall approach.

18

In the intervening period between the interviews and the drafting of this report, American media have
reported that a USD 2 million payment was requested and authorized but purportedly unpaid for the release
of Otto Warmbier, though that would have happened before the period covered in the interviews from
January 2018 to now.
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III.

Survey Results

The surveys asked the respondents to rank 16 identified steps in terms of probability in
the short, medium and long term; as well as rank the impact of those steps on their
perception of Kim Jong Un as a transformative leader, for peace and stability on the
Korean peninsula, and on US policy goals. 23 out of 25 experts responded to the
probability questions; 21 out of 25 experts responded to the impact questions. Because
of the small sample size and the inability of the survey mechanism to capture the nuances
of individual respondents, I caution that this data is meant to show only general trends
and outliers and should not be taken as a definitive summary of US policy views.
The indicators ranked in the survey were listed as follows:

1. Allowing verification of a full declaration of the nuclear program (facilities,
materials, capabilities)
2. Allowing verification of a partial declaration of the nuclear program (facilities,
capabilities, and/or materials)
3. Shutting down known existing nuclear facilities
4. Signing onto the Chemical Weapons Convention (with international verification of
the destruction of the program)
5. Bringing DPRK technical experts into the negotiating process
6. Establishing regular working-level discussions with the United States
7. Establishing formal diplomatic relations with the United States
8. Ending state-sponsored cyber-attacks
9. Declaring to domestic audiences that the US-ROK alliance is not a threat
10. Closing labor camps for political prisoners
11. Authorizing and normalizing a full foreign media presence inside the DPRK
12. Providing a clear, comprehensive, and unchanging definition of ‘hostile intent’
13. Formally renouncing sovereignty over territory administered by the ROK
14. Stopping major winter military exercises
15. Allowing US or ROK observers at military exercises
16. Positively promoting the image of the US and ROK in state media
17. Signing a peace treaty to end the Korean war

The charts providing the absolute value and the weighted average for each indicator are
attached as Appendix B, following a 1 – 5 scale per the quintile formula listed in the
methodology section above.
In the impact section, two steps were removed 19 and the following two steps were added:
18. Creating rule of law protections for the private sector
19. Mass demobilization (more than one-third) of the Korean People’s Army

19

The two steps removed are and (5) technical experts and (17) peace treaty. These were removed from this
analysis due to data integrity issues related to the format of the impact question of the survey, for which the
author takes full responsibility.
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These steps were identified in the interview process as potentially significant, but not
likely to arise from a process of negotiated agreement in contrast to the steps assessed
for probability above. Therefore, a choice was made to exclude these questions from the
probability assessment but include their impact in this analysis.
General trends
The surveys showed a few general trends: first, there was a positive correlation between
the likelihood of the indicator and the length of the time period assessed; the indicators
all became more likely (by weighted average) over time (Table 1). This trend could
indicate that the policy community is relatively more positive about the DPRK’s future
choices than they are about choices made in the present environment. However, as noted
below, the experts were roundly skeptical about the probability of any steps coming to
pass, particularly in the short range; the data should not be taken as a sign of optimism
on the part of the US policy community with the exception of one or two outliers detailed
below. A medium probability of three (3) on this scale signifies a roughly equal chance of
the indicator coming to pass or not.

Second, there were only three instances in which respondents assessed any negative
impact from the implementation of the indicators, twice with regard to Kim Jong Un as a
transformative leader and once with regard to peace and stability on the Korean
peninsula. This should be no surprise; as the indicators were self-identified by the policy
community as having a positive impact on their assessment of the DPRK’s sincerity in the
negotiation process, it follows that their implementation would have a positive impact on
their assessment of specific factors related to the North Korean nuclear issue. The
instances of negative impact are discussed in the outliers section below.
Third, the correlation between probability and impact was tightest when assessing the
steps with regard to peace and stability on the Korean peninsula, with the highest cluster
of steps within a medium likelihood and medium impact. The correlation was widest
when assessing steps with regard to Kim Jong Un as a transformative leader. And the
correlation with regard to US policy goals was tight on probability (low-medium) but
wide on impact.

However, because 3 on the scale corresponds to the category “could go either way/don’t
know” (40 – 60% likelihood), Figure 2 also shows that by weighted average, the policy
community is deeply skeptical of any movement on these particular steps, even in the
long term. In the short term, the data shows that by weighted average, the policy
community finds less than 50 percent likelihood that the indicator steps will happen. At
best, experts are uncertain of the likelihood and at worst, they are deeply skeptical or
quite convinced that there is no possibility for these indicators to occur.
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Figure 2. Comparison of probabilities (1=little to no likelihood; 4=somewhat likely) across
the short, medium and long term (to January 2021, 2024, and 2040 respectively).
In the medium term, to 2024, there were rising expectations that the DPRK would
establish regular working-level discussions with the United States and complete
verification of a partial declaration of their nuclear program.

Four steps fell slightly above the 50% probability range in the period to 2040; in order
from most probable to least probable, these steps are: (6) establishing regular workinglevel diplomacy with the United States; (7) establishing formal diplomatic relations with
the United States; (2) verification of a partial declaration of the nuclear program; and (3)
shutting down know existing nuclear facilities. This may suggest that as a whole,
members of the policy community are uncertain about whether CVID or FFVD will remain
an absolute precondition to the establishment of formal diplomatic relations between the
US and the DPRK.

Another analysis can be made about the probabilistic rate of change (Figure 3), by
calculating the difference in the weighted average of probability in the short term and the
long term.
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Figure 3. Rate of change for each indicator by the weighted average, comparing short to
long term.
Two indicators fell above 0.9 in difference, showing the most variability in expectations
of probability over the short to long term: (7) establishing formal diplomatic relations
with the US; and (9) declaring to domestic audiences that the US-ROK alliance is not a
threat. Two indicators fell below 0.65 in difference, demonstrating that the policy
community expects these indicators to have a more stable likelihood over time: (8)
ending state-sponsored cyber-attacks; and (5) bringing technical experts into the
negotiations.
Impact
In terms of impact, the experts assessed the steps as listed in the tables below, from
highest impact to lowest impact on each indicator. In general, steps related to the verified
dismantlement of the nuclear program were at or near the top of the lists. This is likely a
reflection of the homogeneity of the expert pool; American policy experts are likely to be
highly positive toward US policy priorities. Providing a definition of ‘hostile intent’ was
near the bottom of each list. This may indicate, as revealed in some interviews, that the
US policy community simply places less value on the DPRK’s assertion of a US hostile
intent than it does on other DPRK priorities or positions.
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Kim Jong Un as a transformative leader
Weighted Step
Average
1
4.86
Closing labor camps for political prisoners
2
4.57
Creating rule of law protections for the private sector
3
4.52
Mass demobilization (more than one-third) of the Korean People’s
Army
4a
4.38
International verification of the shutdown of known existing nuclear
facilities
4b 4.38
Allowing international verification of a full declaration of nuclear
facilities (facilities, capabilities and materials)
5a
4.24
Signing onto the Chemical Weapons Convention (with international
verification of the destruction of the program)
5b 4.24
Declaring to domestic audiences that the US-ROK alliance is not a
threat
5c
4.24
Authorizing and normalizing a full foreign media presence in the
DPRK
6
4.19
Establishing formal diplomatic relations with the US
7
4.05
Positively promoting the image of the US and the ROK in state media
8a
3.95
Ending state-sponsored cyber-attacks
8b 3.95
Formally renouncing sovereignty over the territory administered by
the ROK
9a
3.9
Allowing international verification of a partial declaration of nuclear
program (facilities, capabilities and/or materials)
9b 3.9
Stopping major winter military exercises
10 3.76
Allowing US or ROK observers at military training exercises
11a 3.62
Providing a clear, comprehensive and unchanging definition of
‘hostile intent’
11b 3.62
Establishing regular working-level discussions with the US
Table 4. High to low impact by weighted average on Kim Jong Un as a transformative leader.
Table 4 shows that the indicators or steps with the most positive impact on the experts’
assessments of Kim Jong Un as a transformative leader were those that deal with internal
politics or regime evolution—getting rid of elements of a Leninist system such as forced
labor camps and over mobilization, as well as moving from a Marxist economy to one of
managed capitalism by establishing rule of law standards for the private sector.

The next grouping of steps concerned the verified dismantlement of WMD capabilities.
However, a partial declaration was ranked lower on the list, suggesting that a partial
declaration is seen by some in the policy community as business as usual—maintaining
ambiguity about the scale and scope of the nuclear program can be read as furtherance
of an extortionist model of international relations that would confirm confidence in Kim
Jong Un as a status quo DPRK dynastic leader.
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A middle grouping of steps that would have a slightly positive impact deal with DPRK
state rhetoric and the ability of the international community to question and verify
rhetorical intent through a spectrum of in-country journalists.

Establishing formal diplomatic relations with the US is roughly in the middle of the impact
spectrum, suggesting that not all experts believe that the willingness or ability to do so is
contingent on regime evolution or a changed leadership mindset. This may be related to
framing brought out in the interview process that positioned the Korean peninsula in
terms of major power competition. In other words, Kim Jong Un might have incentives to
establish diplomatic relations with the US that are not related to changing the strategic
behavior of North Korea but are related to diversifying relationships with major powers.
Peace and stability on the Korean peninsula
Weighted Step
Average
1
4.48
International verification of the shutdown of known existing nuclear
facilities
2
4.38
Mass demobilization (more than one-third) of the Korean People's
Army
3
4.24
Allowing international verification of a full declaration of nuclear
facilities (facilities, capabilities and materials)
4
4.14
Closing labor camps for political prisoners
5
4.1
Formally renouncing sovereignty over the territory administered by
the ROK
6a
4.05
Establishing formal diplomatic relations with the US
6b 4.05
Signing onto the Chemical Weapons Convention (with international
verification of the destruction of the program)
7a
4
Declaring to domestic audiences that the US-ROK alliance is not a
threat
7b 4
Positively promoting the image of the US and the ROK in state media
8a
3.95
Allowing international verification of a partial declaration of nuclear
program (facilities, capabilities and/or materials)
8b 3.95
Stopping major winter military exercises
9
3.9
Ending state-sponsored cyber-attacks
10a 3.86
Establishing regular working-level discussions with the US
10b 3.86
Allowing US or ROK observers at military training exercises
11a 3.76
Authorizing and normalizing a full foreign media presence in the
DPRK
11b 3.76
Creating rule of law protections for the private sector
12 3.67
Providing a clear, comprehensive and unchanging definition of
'hostile intent'
Table 5. High to low impact by weighted average with regard to peace and stability on the
Korean Peninsula.
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Conventional force stabilization mechanisms and clarity about ‘hostile intent’ were seen
as having a fairly low impact on the experts’ assessment of Kim Jong Un as a
transformative leader, perhaps because these relate to tactical regime security and
rhetorical continuity, and thus are seen as less indicative of generational differences
between DPRK leaders.

The assessment of impact with regard to peace and stability on the Korean peninsula is
weighted most positively toward dealing with the DPRK’s military capabilities, as well as
resolving differences with the ROK and US—partially the resolution of normative
differences (i.e. closing political camps, softening rhetoric) and partially the resolution of
structural differences (i.e. establishing formal diplomatic relations, and renouncing
sovereignty over the territory administered by the ROK).

A group of steps in the middle of the impact spectrum (slightly positive impact) would
include other conventional force stabilization mechanisms and pulling the DPRK toward
state behavior in compliance with international standards, such as on cybercrime and
with regard to regular working-level meetings with a negotiating partner.

The steps with a lower or more neutral impact in terms of peace and stability are related
to DPRK internal politics. It is essential to note, however, that these steps are still seen as
roundly positive for peace and stability, if not as decisively positive as other steps.

Table 6 is an interesting mix of the previous tables. On the one hand, it shows a clear
positivity preference for steps related to FFVD or CVID; but also, it ranks as roundly
positive a series of behavioral irritants in which the US has vested interests. Ranked
nearly evenly are steps related to DPRK domestic political change or regime evolution
such as mass demobilization and closing labor camps for political prisoners; coming into
compliance with international rules and standards on cyber behavior and international
agreements like the CBT; and irritants specific to DPRK-US relations, such as resolving
the DPRK’s position toward the US-ROK alliance as well as establishing regular workinglevel discussions. As noted above in the interview section, the experts placed great value
on the continuance of sustained diplomatic contact regardless of the outcome of those
discussions; diplomacy in general is an informational tool with which to test assumptions
and reassess intentions.

Still positive but less impactful were issues related to the Kim regime’s openness to
foreign media or its domestic audience about a changing relationship with the US and the
ROK. There was a split among the experts on whether the media issue correlated to US
policy goals; one expert explicitly noted that within the DPRK is the worst place to gather
information about it, given the tight control over access to people, places and
independent opinions.
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US policy goals
Weighted Step
Average
1a
4.48
International verification of the shutdown of known existing
nuclear facilities
1b
4.48
Allowing international verification of a full declaration of nuclear
facilities (facilities, capabilities and materials)
2a
4.19
Closing labor camps for political prisoners
2b
4.19
Mass demobilization (more than one-third) of the Korean People's
Army
3
4.1
Ending state-sponsored cyber-attacks
4a
4.05
Signing onto the Chemical Weapons Convention (with
international verification of the destruction of the program)
4b
4.05
Declaring to domestic audiences that the US-ROK alliance is not a
threat
4c
4.05
Establishing regular working-level discussions with the US
5
3.95
Allowing international verification of a partial declaration of
nuclear program (facilities, capabilities and/or materials)
6a
3.9
Stopping major winter military exercises
6b
3.9
Creating rule of law protections for the private sector
7a
3.86
Formally renouncing sovereignty over the territory administered
by the ROK
7b
3.86
Establishing formal diplomatic relations with the US
8
3.81
Positively promoting the image of the US and the ROK in state
media
9
3.76
Allowing US or ROK observers at military training exercises
10
3.7
Authorizing and normalizing a full foreign media presence in the
DPRK
11
3.57
Providing a clear, comprehensive and unchanging definition of
'hostile intent'
Table 6. High to low impact by weighted average on US policy goals
Outliers
Because the methodology of consolidating and presenting these survey results is not
rigorously scientific, it is important to point out noticeable outliers among the answers in
order to make explicit any potential data disruption due to human error or wildly
unconventional views.
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On probability, most of the answers conformed to general trends. However, one expert
assessed the probability of the DPRK agreeing to verification of its full nuclear program
as ‘very likely’ in the short term; the same expert assessed implementation of that
agreement as ‘very likely’ in the medium and long term (Table A1 in Appendix A). Another
expert assessed the probability of the DPRK agreeing to regular working level discussions
as ‘extremely unlikely’ in the short term, while all other respondents were more
optimistic about this prospect (Table A7). Experts were most split on the likelihood of the
DPRK establishing formal diplomatic relations with the US across all periods (Table A8).

Outliers on the impact question were defined as any respondent with a uniquely
dissenting opinion; i.e. any respondent who assessed the step as a negative impact rather
than a positive impact. One expert assessed a somewhat negative impact on the
perception of Kim Jong Un as a transformative leader of completing a mass
demobilization of the Korean People’s Army and of positively promoting the image of the
US and ROK in state media. Another expert assessed a somewhat negative impact on
perception of Kim Jong Un as a transformative leader of renouncing sovereignty of the
territory administered by the ROK.
On peace and stability, one expert assessed the verification of a full declaration of the
nuclear program as somewhat negative for peace and stability on the Korean peninsula,
noting in the optional comments section “a truly full declaration would make a Kim-led
North Korea more insecure.”

On the question of establishing formal diplomatic relations with the US, one expert
assessed that there would be somewhat negative impact on both peace and stability on
the Korean peninsula and US policy goals. In the optional comments section, this expert
wrote, “It's negative for the US if we establish formal diplomatic relations with North
Korea when the North has not denuclearized. If the North gives up nuclear weapons and
we establish diplomatic relations with N. Korea, it's positive for the U.S.”
Reconciling probability and impact.
The following scatter graphs plot the policy steps based on weighted average impact and
medium-term probability (to 2024). 20 This analysis will position the indicators along a
spectrum of feasibility and importance, in order to make policy recommendations.
It is again important to note the scale at which these policy steps are ranked. The median
weighted average for probability is set at 2.5, but this still falls slightly below a 40 percent
probability average, therefore relatively low in absolute probability.

20

Because this could only be done with data collected in both categories, it omits the four steps that were only
listed in one category or the other.
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Figure 7a.
Perception of Kim Jong Un as a transformative leader
Lower probability/Higher impact
•
•
•
•
•

Closing labor camps for political prisoners
Allowing verification of a full declaration of the
nuclear program (facilities, materials, capabilities)
Declaring to domestic audiences that the US-ROK
alliance is not a threat
Signing onto the Chemical Weapons Convention
(with international verification of the destruction
of the program)
Authorizing and normalizing a full foreign media
presence inside the DPRK

Lower probability/lower impact
•
•
•
•
•

Ending state-sponsored cyber-attacks
Formally renouncing sovereignty over territory
administered by the ROK
Stopping major winter military exercises
Allowing US or ROK observers at military exercises
Providing a clear, comprehensive, and unchanging
definition of ‘hostile intent’

Table 7b.

Higher probability/Higher impact
•
•
•

Shutting down known existing
nuclear facilities
Establishing
formal
diplomatic
relations with the United States
Positively promoting the image of the
US and ROK in state media

Higher probability/Lower impact
•

•

Allowing verification of a partial
declaration of the nuclear program
(facilities,
capabilities,
and/or
materials)
Establishing regular working-level
discussions with the United States
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Peace and Stability on the Korean Peninsula
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renouncing sovereignty of ROK
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a
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regular diplomacy
foreign media
defining hostile intent
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Figure 8a.
Peace and Stability on the Korean Peninsula
Lower probability/Higher impact
•
•
•
•
•

Allowing verification of a full declaration of the
nuclear program (facilities, materials, capabilities)
Closing labor camps for political prisoners
Formally renouncing sovereignty over territory
administered by the ROK
Signing onto the Chemical Weapons Convention
(with international verification of the destruction
of the program)
Declaring to domestic audiences that the US-ROK
alliance is not a threat

Lower probability/lower impact
•
•
•
•
•

Stopping major winter military exercises
Ending state-sponsored cyber-attacks
Allowing US or ROK observers at military exercises
Authorizing and normalizing a full foreign media
presence inside the DPRK
Providing a clear, comprehensive, and unchanging
definition of ‘hostile intent’

Higher probability/Higher impact
•
•
•

Shutting down known existing
nuclear facilities
Establishing
formal
diplomatic
relations with the United States
Positively promoting the image of the
US and ROK in state media

Higher probability/Lower impact
•

•

Allowing verification of a partial
declaration of the nuclear program
(facilities,
capabilities,
and/or
materials)
Establishing regular working-level
discussions with the United States

Table 8b.
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US policy goals
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Figure 9a.
US Policy Goals
Lower probability/Higher impact
•
•
•
•
•

Allowing verification of a full declaration of the nuclear
program (facilities, materials, capabilities)
Closing labor camps for political prisoners
Ending state-sponsored cyber-attacks
Signing onto the Chemical Weapons Convention (with
international verification of the destruction of the
program)
Declaring to domestic audiences that the US-ROK
alliance is not a threat

Lower probability/lower impact
•
•
•
•
•

Stopping major winter military exercises
Formally renouncing sovereignty over territory
administered by the ROK
Allowing US or ROK observers at military exercises
Authorizing and normalizing a full foreign media
presence inside the DPRK
Providing a clear, comprehensive, and unchanging
definition of ‘hostile intent’

Higher probability/Higher impact
•
•
•

Shutting down known existing
nuclear facilities
Positively promoting the image
of the US and ROK in state media
Establishing regular workinglevel discussions with the
United States

Higher probability/Lower impact
•

•

Allowing verification of a partial
declaration of the nuclear
program (facilities, capabilities,
and/or materials)
Establishing formal diplomatic
relations with the United States

Table 9b.

26

The three tables display a fairly high degree of conformity. Areas that change category
between the three assessments of impact are as follows:
•

•

•

Authorizing and normalizing a full foreign media presence inside the DPRK was
assessed by experts as having a higher impact on the perception of Kim Jong Un as
a transformative leader than on peace and stability on the Korean peninsula or US
policy goals.
Formally renouncing sovereignty over territory administered by the ROK had a
higher impact on peace and stability on the Korean peninsula than on US policy
goals or the perception of Kim Jong Un as a transformative leader.
Ending state-sponsored cyber-attacks had a higher impact on US policy goals than
on peace and stability on the Korean peninsula or the perception of Kim Jong Un
as a transformative leader.

These category changes are not definitive—assessments of impact will also change based
on the circumstances of implementation, as eluded to in the comments from the outliers
section above. But the changes do suggest that some indicators can be prioritized to
produce impacts on different aspects of the policy community’s analysis.
IV.

Existing Data Review & Areas for Future Study

There is very little existing quantitative data in English about the questions raised in this
paper, perhaps because the nature of assessing intentions does not lend itself to
quantitative reasoning but is often speculative.

The most relevant report to this treatment of the DPRK’s intentions as assessed by the
policy community is the Bertelsmann Stiftung’s Transformation Index (BTI) 2018
country report on the DPRK, which ranks transformation of the structural political
economy along many indicators, noting that the DPRK went through a significant
liberalization period from approximately 2012 – 2014, 21 but one which seems to have
receded from 2015 onward. Most significant to the above expert assessments may be the
introduction of a “management responsibility system for socialist firms,” in May 2014,
characterized in the report as “a state controlled market economy based on commercially
operated state firms.” 22 This may suggest the movement toward a social economy with
DPRK characteristics that could begin to form the basis of an economic model both
acceptable to the international community (i.e. composed of lawful activities), and
supportive of the Kim dynasty’s need to maintain political control. This report covers only
the period to January 31, 2017. A forthcoming 2019 country report could serve as some
comparative analysis for the period covered by expert interviews (from roughly January
2018 onward).

21
22

Bertelsmann Stiftung, “BTI 2018 Country Report — North Korea.” Gütersloh: Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2018. 4
“BTI 2018 Country Report — North Korea.” 17
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The quantitative data available studies the effects of international sanctions on the
DPRK’s economic indicators or the measurement of compliance with international
sanctions. These studies may provide additional evidence to support policy experts’
assumptions that the sanctions are an important factor in the DPRK’s diplomatic outreach
since January 2018.

The United Nations Panel of Experts reports on DPRK activity provide some background
on the efficacy of the sanctions regime as well as outline some of the bad behavior noted
in expert interviews above that relates to the generation of wealth through crime. The
most recent UN panel of experts report on sanctions compliance states strongly that the
DPRK’s ability to continue ship-to-ship transfers of oil and coal “render the latest United
Nations sanctions ineffective,” and note that “global banks and insurance companies
continue to unwittingly facilitate payments and provide coverage” for these increasing
incidents of illicit transfer. It also details other evidence of DPRK bad behavior, such as
cyber-attacks described as “sophisticated,” and basic identity theft or obfuscation in
relation to sanctions evasion. 23 However, the panel of experts report stops short of
assessing the impact of the sanctions regime’s efficacy on the North Korean economy
beyond describing the unintended impact of the sanctions regime on humanitarian aid
and relief. 24

William Brown of Georgetown University and the Korea Economic Institute of America
has provided a counterpoint. In a blog post on using sanctions as tools to compel the
DPRK to make political or security concessions, Professor Brown points to UN trade data
that shows a noticeable drop-off of exports to the DPRK, including a severe drop-off of
exports from China. However, while he submits a plausible argument that the DPRK can
manage fiscal policy so as to lessen the effects of the sanctions on the market pricing of
goods, the DPRK can only do so with the side effect of increasing dollar denominated
private savings rates. 25
However, given the low level of trust in Chinese official statistics of trade with any
country, much less with North Korea, and the unavailability of data (at least in English)
on the DPRK’s domestic economy, there is no definitive answer to the impact of sanctions
on the DPRK’s decision making process. This would only change with greater openness,
risking the image of the DPRK leadership (if the economy is in worse shape than
expected) or strengthening the DPRK’s hand in negotiations (if the economy is in better
shape than expected).

23

UN Secretary General. “Report of the Panel of Experts established pursuant to resolution 1874 (2009),” 1
February 2019. Available: https://projectalpha.eu/wp-content/uploads/sites/21/2019/03/S_2019_171_E.pdf
24
Ibid. See Annex 85 on page 360.
25
Brown, William. “Sanctions, Useful Tools for Changing North Korea—Lets Work Them, Carefully.” Korea
Economic Institute in America. Blog. 21 March 2019. Available: http://blog.keia.org/2019/03/sanctions-usefultools-changing-north-korea-lets-work-carefully/
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Instead of doing a poor job of finding proxy data to stand in for unavailable data, here are
several additional areas of study, for qualitative or quantitative analysis:

1. When does the absence of bad behavior become evidence of good behavior? While
many experts during the interview process noted that the DPRK’s unofficial
moratorium on nuclear and missile testing was essential to the continuation of a
diplomatic process, 26 they noted that a moratorium had been oversold as evidence
of North Korea’s good behavior. In fact, some experts believe that testing is no
longer a prerequisite for mass production and proliferation. One expert said it was
unfortunate that such a step is being touted as a final step instead of what it is—a
first step in a difficult and long process. In any case, there is a need to clarify
thinking on this question.

2. What are the circumstances in which a nuclear declaration (full or partial) can be
challenged without fissuring the diplomatic process? There was a high degree of
realism among even the experts most skeptical of the DPRK’s intentions that it is
nearly impossible for any state to provide a full and accurate accounting of its
nuclear materials, weapons and capabilities. Things, though hopefully not the kind
that go ‘boom,’ will be lost or forgotten along the way, or may have moved without
prior notice or approval. Reassurance that highlights past cases of resolved
challenges of a declaration may be instructive to revise in the context of a DPRK
nuclear deal.
3. A quantitative analysis of KCNA and other DPRK state media that tracks the
hardening or softening of rhetoric over time, and includes rhetorical analysis
about other major powers (not just the US and the ROK). A study by Whang et al.
which correlates KCNA keywords to North Korean provocations through machine
learning is a promising model, but needs to be continuously updated and
expanded to correlate with rhetorical changes during periods of active diplomacy,
not just provocation. 27 Tools like NK Pro’s KNCA watch seem to be on the verge of
providing keyword alerts. Changes in the keywords used leading up to and after
diplomatic events might tell us more about how the Kim regime is framing the
negotiating process at home.

4. The idea of Kim Jong Un changing rhetoric and expectations with regard to
personal, rather than collective, responsibility, is intriguing and deserves further
study. This would again have to be conducted through an analysis of state media.

26

A theory which has become slightly tainted by the low-key response to a North Korean missile launch after
the conclusion of data collection for this project.
27
Whang, Taehee & Lammbrau, Michael & Joo, Hyung-min. “Detecting patterns in North Korean military
provocations: what machine-learning tells us.” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, 18: 2 (May 2018)
193–220. See also a comparative analysis of this model between the Kim Jong Il and Kim Jong Un periods:
Whang, Taehee & Lammbrau, Michael & Joo, Hyung-min. “Talking to Whom? The Changing Audience of North
Korea Nuclear Tests.” Social Science Quarterly, 98:3 (September 2017). 976-992.
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V.

Policy Recommendations and Conclusion

Most, if not all of the experts gave either specific recommendations for policy or criticisms
from which policy recommendations could be inferred. First, expert recommendations
and conclusions will summarized, then recommendations and conclusions will be drawn
from the collected data both for foreign policy and for the utility and process of examining
expert assumptions.
Expert Recommendations
The experts’ recommendations were heavily influenced by the outcome of the Hanoi
summit that had occurred just prior to the interview period. Many of the experts were
frustrated by the Trump administration’s decision to walk away from the table; even so,
some of these experts—as well as ones who did not express frustration with the US side—
did not see a huge strategic value in the offer of dismantling the Yongbyon complex, which
had been shuttered under the Agreed Framework in 1994 in its pre-nuclear configuration
and again under IAEA inspections as part of the Six-Party Talks in 2007. Still, some
thought that the Trump administration exited too quickly and was not prepared to settle
for anything less than a grand bargain without detailing a roadmap by which to reach an
end state.
There were three general recommendations for US policy makers resulting from this
frustration, all dealing with the need for a roadmap to reaching two overarching goals:
denuclearization (or arms control, which would be partial denuclearization) and a peace
regime:

1. It is time for both sides to abandon maximalist policies and to delve into the
details. For the US, this means outlining the preferences for a step-by-step process
at the working level—coming to the table with a roadmap instead of an end state.
For the DPRK, this means resolving ambiguities about the size and scale of its
program, and its commitment to working-level talks. Both sides are pursuing
opportunism and hoping to extract the highest possible price from the other, but
maximalist approaches—while leaving room for different interpretations—also
magnify the risks of miscalculation and misperception.
2. To serve this end, both sides need to devolve some decision-making authority and
remove ideologues from the process. It is a stabilizing factor for the two leaders to
respect each other and get along, but this relationship in and of itself is neither
sufficient for sustaining the momentum in negotiations nor efficient for
developing a roadmap that could build strategic trust incrementally.

3. The ROK should tread lightly in this process. Playing the role of a mediator is both
an opportunity and a challenge. It may increase trust at times when the US and
DPRK positions are already aligning, but it may also damage trust if one side or
the other reneges on previous commitments. The contrast on this opportunity30

challenge spectrum will only continue to grow as the US and DPRK increase
contact (should such a situation come to pass).

Some experts offered specific policy recommendations, listed by country in no particular
order:
•

•

•

•

•

There is a strong need to give China a stake in the successful denuclearization of
North Korea, and to develop mechanisms in which China pays the cost of North
Korean non-compliance.

The US and DPRK need to appoint credible mediators who do not have a stake in
the outcome of the process or a body politic to whom they must answer, perhaps
one from each side or one who has the trust of both leaders.

There needs to be strong international pushback against efforts of the DPRK to
extract concessions for halting provocations. North Korea should not be rewarded
for the absence of visible bad behavior (a moratorium on already banned
activities) when it is still likely to be mass producing nuclear materials and
weapons.

The goal of the US-DPRK engagement process should be to align verbal
expressions of intent, symbolic or reversible steps, and irreversible and
substantial dismantlement of the nuclear program. These steps need to be
coordinated in advance and not ad hoc or unilaterally, because both sides need to
understand the value of each action to each other. Without bilateral agreement on
the value of the steps in advance, both sides are likely to see the reaction of the
other as ungrateful or insufficient to the value they have assigned.
There should be a linkage of progress on denuclearization and progress on the
peace regime. Significantly, lifting sanctions should be connected to substantive
and verifiable steps on the denuclearization process, while still taking into account
that progress on the peace regime can signal a sincerity of intention to the overall
process of rapprochement.
Conclusions from the collected data

The data suggests that given the relative pessimism of this community of policy experts
about seeing the realization of any of the steps, the DPRK’s choice to implement any of
them would be valuable. Most valuable are the steps related to the US policy goal of
denuclearization; however, this should not be taken as an all-or-nothing proposition—
small steps along the way would still build momentum and support for sustaining a
diplomatic process.
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The relative stability of the steps along a probability/impact matrix implies that the steps
have near equal bearing on the three dimensions of impact, with the exceptions listed
above. Therefore, the sequencing of the steps should be considered (if at all) with regard
to the DPRK’s assessment of cost to impact. Steps that are low cost and high impact should
obviously be prioritized as low-hanging fruit. However, it is worth cautioning the US
policy community against assigning costs to each step, even as a speculative exercise; it
is likely that the US familiarity with a free and open press, for example, may cause experts
to downplay the cost of changing state rhetoric if in fact doing so creates myriad problems
in the DPRK’s domestic political dynamics.

Altering the policy community’s assumptions about DPRK strategic intentions will
require a wholesale change in behavior by Pyongyang that seems implausible in the
current political environment. Mistrust can be pervasive, particularly so because of the
number of actors invested in this diplomatic process. However, the experts in this study
were remarkably transparent about their assumptions and highly willing to engage in a
speculative exercise about the steps or indicators that would change their assessment of
the DPRK’s sincerity about reaching a compromise deal. This suggests that there is no
need to assume US policy experts have prejudged the outcomes of this process or dismiss
their analysis as biased; most experts are still open to and hopeful for change.
In conclusion, the US policy community contains a very wide range of views about which
factors are important for assessing DPRK intentions, how the US should use the process
of negotiation to frame the DPRK’s policy choices, whether strategic change is possible in
the DPRK, and whether or not it would be recognized if it were happening. However,
there was general consensus among most of the experts that the exercise was valuable to
drawing out their strategic assumptions and to thinking about what would constitute
positive change rather than reacting critically to events and statements. It is unfortunate
that a study of equivalent nature cannot be conducted in the DPRK to map their officials’
and experts’ perceptions of US policy, but perhaps irrelevant, given the DPRK’s closed
political system.
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Appendix A – Policy Experts Who Participated in the Project
(in alphabetic order by last name)
•

David Albright, President, Institute of Science and International Security

•

Robert L. Carlin, Visiting Scholar, Stanford University’s Center for International
Security and Cooperation

•

Victor Cha, Senior Advisor and Korea Chair, Center for Strategic and International
Studies

•

Bridget L. Coggins, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of
California, Santa Barbara

•

Ralph A. Cossa, Chair and President Emeritus, Pacific Forum

•

Abraham M. Denmark, Director of the Asia Program, Woodrow Wilson International
Center for Scholars

•

Suzanne DiMaggio, Senior Fellow, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace

•

Bonnie Glaser, Senior Advisor for Asia; Director, China Power Project, Center for
Strategic and International Studies

•

Ryan Hass, David M. Rubenstein Fellow for Foreign Policy, Center for East Asia Policy
Studies, Brookings Institution

•

Frank Jannuzi, President and CEO, the Maureen and Mike Mansfield Foundation

•

Harry J. Kazainis, Director of Korea Studies, Center for the National Interest

•

Bruce Klingner, Senior Research Fellow, Northeast Asia, Heritage Foundation

•

Keith Luse, Executive Director, National Committee on North Korea

•

Adam Mount, Senior Fellow and Director of the Defense Posture Project, Federation of
American Scientists

•

Stephen Noerper, Senior Director for Policy and Education, Korea Society

•

Ankit Panda, Adjunct Senior Fellow, Defense Posture Project, Federation for American
Scientists

•

Evans J.R. Revere, Senior Advisor, Albright Stonebridge Group

•

Daniel R. Russel, Vice President for International Security and Diplomacy, Asia Society
Policy Institute

•

David Santoro, Director and Senior Fellow for Nuclear Policy Programs, Pacific Forum

•

David B. Shear, Senior Advisor, McLarty Associates

•

Scott A. Snyder, Senior Fellow for Korea Studies & Director, US-Korea Policy program,
Council on Foreign Relations

•

Sue Mi Terry, Senior Fellow, Korea Chair, Center for Strategic and International Studies

•

Susan A. Thornton, Senior Fellow, Paul Tsai China Center at Yale Law School

•

Jenny Town, Fellow & Managing Editor and Producer of “38 North”, Stimson Center

•

Donald S. Zagoria, Project Director of the Forum on Asia Pacific Security, National
Committee on American Foreign Policy

Appendix B: Full Data Set on Survey Probability Questions
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Extremely
unlikely

Fairly
unlikely

Fairly
likely

4

Either
way/Don't
know
32% 7

45%

10

18%

27%

6

18%

4

Extremely
likely

Weighted
Average

5%

1

0%

0

1.95

18%

4

41%

9

9%

2

5%

1

2.45

14%

3

45%

10

14%

3

9%

2

2.82

Table B14

Agreeing to
by end of
Trump's first
term
Implementing
by 2024
Implementing
by 2040

Extremely
unlikely

Fairly
unlikely

Fairly
likely

2

Either
way/Don't
know
9%
2

77%

17

9%

41%

9

23%

5

Extremely
likely

Weighted
Average

5%

1

0%

0

1.41

41%

9

14%

3

5%

1

0%

0

1.82

27%

6

41%

9

9%

2

0%

0

2.36

Table B15

Agreeing to
by end of
Trump's first
term
Implementing
by 2024
Implementing
by 2040

Extremely
unlikely

Fairly
unlikely

Fairly
likely

7

Either
way/Don't
know
14% 3

50%

11

32%

27%

6

18%

4

Extremely
likely

Weighted
Average

5%

1

0%

0

1.73

27%

6

36%

8

9%

2

0%

0

2.27

14%

3

59%

13

9%

2

0%

0

2.59

Table B16

Agreeing to
by end of
Trump's first
term
Implementing
by 2024
Implementing
by 2040

Extremely
unlikely

Fairly
unlikely

Fairly
likely

9

Either
way/Don't
know
17% 4

39%

9

39%

22%

5

4%

1

Extremely
likely

Weighted
Average

4%

1

0%

0

1.87

35%

8

30%

7

9%

2

4%

1

2.39

35%

8

48%

11

9%

2

4%

1

2.74

Table B17

Agreeing to
by end of
Trump's first
term
Implementing
by 2024
Implementing
by 2040

Extremely
unlikely

Fairly
unlikely

Fairly
likely

5

Either
way/Don't
know
36% 8

27%

6

23%

9%

2

9%

2

Extremely
likely

Weighted
Average

14%

3

0%

0

2.36

18%

4

55%

12

14%

3

5%

1

2.86

5%

1

45%

10

23%

5

18%

4

3.36

Table B18

Agreeing to
by end of
Trump's first
term
Implementing
by 2024
Implementing
by 2040

Extremely
unlikely

Fairly
unlikely

Fairly
likely

10

Either
way/Don't
know
26% 6

26%

6

43%

13%

3

13%

3

Extremely
likely

Weighted
Average

0%

0

4%

1

2.13

30%

7

48%

11

4%

1

4%

1

2.57

9%

2

65%

15

9%

2

4%

1

2.83

