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This thesis examines how corporations use North Korea’s media portrayal to profit. By
gaining government contracts to develop weapons and missile defense systems,
companies such as Lockheed Martin make billions of dollars. The thesis will examine
how this is accomplished in three stages: first, by examining how soft power is generated
and used to build a consensus. Then, government usage of soft power to rationalize North
Korea as a threat is discussed. Finally, how corporations profit from governmentauthorized weapons programs will be detailed. The thesis will incorporate theory based
off of the ideas of Joseph Nye, as well as geopolitical concepts promulgated by Michael
Hardt.
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Chapter 1
Introduction, Theory, and Structure
The goal of the thesis will be to demonstrate how North Korea’s portrayal in media is
used by corporations to advance profits via government spending. Government reactions
to concern over North Korea means that companies frequently are given large weapons
contracts. The process is contained within three different aspects: First, media generates
soft power and builds a consensus among the population. Governments use this
consensus to legitimize weapons development programs. Corporations are then handed
the task of realizing these programs, and as a result profit massively.
The ability of media to influence the public and thus public policy has been
demonstrated constantly throughout history. William Randolph Hearst’s papers are
frequently cited as a contributing factor to America’s willingness to fight the SpanishAmerican War in 1898.1 North Korea is no exception. Nearly all of the public’s
information on North Korea originates from media sources. As a result, North Korea,
perhaps more than any other nation, is entirely understood by the American public
through media portrayals. Such portrayals are almost universally negative.
The US government has used these negative portrayals, and the resulting public
concern, to legitimize weapons development. The threat of North Korea is frequently
cited as a rationale for developing missile defense systems. Missile threat analyses have
consistently included North Korea as a main emerging threat to American national
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security and were instrumental in securing funding for several missile defense programs
such as THAAD.
The government’s programs then require assistance to turn an idea into a finished
product. Corporations are thus contracted to ensure that programs take a physical form.
Weapons contracts are frequently in the billions, as equipment, research, and testing for
complex weapons systems often requires a large amount of overhead, and companies still
expect to turn a profit from business.
The force allowing such a process to occur is known as “soft power”. With soft
power, governments can convince others to take an action, rather than forcing him.
People will naturally follow a course of action because they believe it to be desirable. But
what exactly is soft power? To best understand the concept, one must examine the work
of Joseph Nye.

Theoretical Background: Human Rights as Soft Power
Published in 2004, Joseph Nye’s Soft Power was written with special attention
paid towards the Bush administration and US policy in Iraq. Nye believed that while the
war had been a good demonstration of American military power, the US had damaged its
international standing and thus its ability to “win the peace” compared to “winning the
war”.2 Instead of hurting the international position of the US, Nye wanted the Bush
administration to focus on soft power to improve its image.
The politics of image is a large component of the modern world, with much based
on “competition for attractiveness, legitimacy and credibility. The ability to share
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information – and be believed – becomes an important source of attraction and power.”

3

Soft power is the key to the competition. Nye firsts contrasts soft power with “hard
power”, which can be defined as military strength and economic strength, and “[resting]
on inducements (‘carrots’) or threats (‘sticks’)”.4 Soft power instead relies on image and
perception:
But sometimes you can get the outcomes you want without tangible threats or
payoffs. The indirect way to get what you want has sometimes been called ‘the
second face of power.’ A country may obtain the outcomes it wants in world
politics because other countries - admiring its values, emulating its example,
aspiring to its level of prosperity and openness - want to follow it. In this sense, it
is also important to set the agenda and attract others in world politics, and not only
to force them to change by threatening military force or economic sanctions. This
soft power - getting others to want the outcomes that you want - co-opts people
rather than coerces them.5
Nye further outlines the specifics of these aspects of power in a table.6
Table 1

Military Power

Economic Power

Soft Power

Behaviors
Coercion
Deterrence
Protection
Inducement
Coercion

Primary Currencies
Threats
Force

Attraction
Agenda Setting

Values
Culture
Policies
Institutions

Payments
Sanctions

Government Policies
Coercive Diplomacy
War
Alliance
Aid
Bribes
Sanctions
Public Diplomacy
Bilateral and Multilateral
Diplomacy

Nye also believes that soft power will become more important given how drastically the
information revolution has changed communications: while military and economic power
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will remain important, technology is still improving and spreading. For instance, the US
makes up a twentieth of the world population, but over half the world’s internet users.7
Nye believes that this dominant role could easily be displaced by the Asian cybercommunity. At the same time, new virtual networks/communities will spread across
national borders, forming coalitions of citizens. Thanks to changes in the political game,
soft power will become more important than ever.
Three primary resources advance soft power: culture (when it attracts citizens),
government policies (when perceived as having legitimate/moral authority), and political
values (when a nation lives up to them).8 The first, culture, makes up the set of values and
practices creating meaning within society (what is beautiful, what is repugnant, what is
exciting, etc.), represented in various forms such as literature, education, and mass
entertainment. Culture such as the one surrounding America promotes universal values
and interests that others share, hence, it gains more adherents than narrower ones do.
Government policy also affects perceptions abroad in a multitude of ways. The
most obvious is foreign policy. The Carter administration, for example, promoted
democratic and human rights ideals during the 1970s, and when supporters of these ideals
came to power in Argentina in the 1990s, they often supported American foreign policy
while American policy was eroded when the US did not support the Argentinian
government during an economic crisis and allowed it to financially collapse.9 Domestic
policy also influences this. For example, South Africa and Rhodesia’s apartheid
governments isolated themselves on the international scene for several decades.
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Following government policy is the third point, political values. When a nation is
perceived as failing to live up to the standards it claims to hold, it loses the respect of
citizens and thus soft power. Conversely, when it is viewed as upholding what it stands
for, a government is more respected, and thus gains soft power. Legitimacy through
political values is not without historical precedent. In China, for example, the passing of
one imperial dynasty to the next was said by Confucian beliefs to coincide with the
passing of the “mandate of heaven,” where the rulers had strayed from proper Confucian
thought and thus lost the right to govern. Later, the USSR would paint themselves as
having superior values compared to capitalist nations during the Cold War, giving rise to
notable tu quoque arguments such as, “Well, in your country, you lynch blacks.”10
The combination of all three (culture, government policies, political values) as
soft power serves to coopt people into supporting the policies of governments. For North
Korea, soft power (mainly through the appeal of universal and American values)
becomes a form of pressure in an attempt to force change.11 NGOs and governments are
the primary wielders, utilizing human rights/ethics predicated on the conception of
universality to condemn or single out governments. Where do these ideas of human
rights originate from? More importantly, are they truly what they claim to be?
While one can show human rights as a concept descending from documents such
as the Code of Hammurabi, the Bible, and other religious documents, the human rights
advocated in the modern era are frequently traced to Europe during The Enlightenment:
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It is important to note that the ultimate goal of the thesis is not to claim that conceptions of human rights are
“wrong”, or a form of imposition by stronger nations on weaker ones, but that government use of human
rights ultimately plays into the hands of the military-industrial complex.

6
writers like John Locke, Jean Jacques Rousseau, and Montesquieu all formulated ideas on
the rights of man and the social contract, which in turn influenced the American and
French revolutions and their concepts of freedoms.12 Such concepts include the right to
representation, the right to property, right to trade, etc. While the explicit linking of all
human rights to European ideals (the right to exist, or the right to food are found across
the globe throughout history13) is impossible, many significant ones trace themselves
back to Europe.
Charles Beitz goes further and suggests that human rights in their current form are
not best understood through naturalistic or agreement theories, but instead posits what he
terms a “practical” conception (based off of examining human rights in practice and then
theorizing from it) where human rights exist to protect “urgent individual interests
against certain predictable dangers to which they are vulnerable under typical
circumstances of life in a modern world order composed of states.”14 Beitz’s concept
explains why states are expected to uphold rights within their territory. If states fail to
do so, the international community and other states pressure those in violation.
Intervention may also be attempted, but only if it is beneficial to the intervening states,
and only in the realm of human rights. Such a structure first emerged with the League of
Nations and its successor, the United Nations.
Special attention should be paid to the fact that human rights were frequently a
rationale for colonialism: by bringing civilization to non-European nations, it was
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believed that the world and humanity in general would be improved. Writing critically in
1926, observer Charles Sherrill noted:
“Much has been said and written of the White Man’s Burden - of our race’s duty
to extend our civilization over territory belonging to the yellow or red or black
men so as to better the condition of these aborigines. But is that true? Who shall
decide whether such a change really benefits those peoples - they or we? Has not
the time come to make frank admission that the “White Man’s Burden” is after all
only a smug phrase coined to cover exploitation of weaker races for the benefit of
the white one?”15
Sherrill’s words still seem relevant today in the context of NGOs worldwide: they adapt
the role of moral arbiters, and pressure those who do not follow these morals.
Thanks to the historic link between human rights and property rights16, NGOs are
also in position to advocate for a market economy and can place pressure on nations that
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The first concerns ideas of property rights. The conception of property has been critical in the development
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property rights:
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been previously and equitably indemnified.”16 Property was then included as a universal right in the UN’s
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War: English merchants had been importing opium into China, and during efforts to stifle trade and use of
the product, Chinese officials seized 2 million pounds’ worth of opium. The British declared war shortly
afterwards due to the assault on their subjects as well as for what they felt were violations of freedom of
trade. In the resulting Treaty of Nanking, it was declared that British subjects would be allowed to reside
“without molestation or restraint” in five cities specifically for the purpose of commercial activities. At the
same time, these five cities were opened to foreign trade and Hong Kong was transferred over to British
control completely in order to aid trading and shipping.
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do not conform to these viewpoints while conferring legitimacy on those that do. In
summation, property rights have an inextricable link to human rights, and when
organizations advance human rights they also (whether intentionally or unintentionally)
advance the idea of market economy and the property rights that go alongside that.
The UN asserting that human rights are “universal” (e.g. the UN Universal
Declaration of Human Rights17) is also misleading. Beitz critiques the conception of
universality himself, noting that:
…human rights are supposed to be “universal” but it is not clear that this can be
true of the human rights of international practice in any non-vacuous way.
Sometimes the concern about “universality” is a worry about whether all of the
values embodied in human rights doctrine can be seen as important for
everyone, regardless of their associational and cultural ties. At the same time,
outside agents who act to protect or advance human rights in a society where
they are violated will almost certainly bear costs they would not bear otherwise.
The concern about “universality” might arise as a worry about whether there is
an adequate justification for imposing these costs. So an account of the
“universality” of human rights must work from two perspectives—that of the
supposed beneficiaries of political action justified by human rights and that of
those who are called upon to act. In view of the beneficiary-centeredness of so
much popular discourse about human rights, it is particularly important not to
lose sight of the second perspective. The broader the normative scope of human
rights doctrine becomes, the more puzzling it seems what such an account would
be like.18
Non-Western nations also challenge the term “universal”, primarily because much of
human rights comes from the European and American experience. Some documents such
as the Cairo Declaration on Human Rights in Islam are eloquent on this point. The
Organization of Islamic Cooperation signed the document into force in 1990, with
member states at the time including African nations such as Uganda and Morocco, and
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Asian nations including Brunei and Indonesia. Although the document in question is
modeled after the UN Declaration of Human Rights, the significant difference between
the two is that the Cairo Declaration heavily utilizes Islamic conceptions of rights. For
example, the document states in its first article: “All human beings form one family
whose members are united by their subordination to Allah and descent from Adam.”20
Other specific examples include defining marriage as between a man and a woman as
stated in Article 5, and that all rights and freedoms in the declaration are subject to
Shariah law as stated in Article 24. Although similar to the UN’s declaration, Islamic
nations felt they needed to make a declaration that codified cultural differences. It
demonstrates that, while the UN’s definition of human rights may be widespread, it is not
applicable as a universal standard.

Theoretical Background: Empire and “Power to the Edge”
Human rights have gained their massive role within soft power in today’s global
politics as a result of the emergence of a new world order. Here, non-governmental
actors play bigger roles by virtue of what Nye calls an “information revolution”. This
“revolution”, primarily in the telecommunications world, has created a world in which
the speed of information transmission is faster and easier than ever before. More people
than ever have access to communications networks, which allows for information
replication at little to no cost. Because of this massive but still growing network, it
becomes harder to control information, but much easier to spread it. NGOs and other

19
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10
non-government actors have stepped in as the primary interpreters and propagators of
information in an increasingly accessible globe.
NGOs are only one part of the world system in the information age. Michael Hardt
& Antonio Negri expand on Nye’s concepts to outline their view of the current world
system, which they call the empire.21 Hardt and Negri believe that Nye himself best
describes the structure of the empire best in Soft Power. In an excerpt, Nye outlines the
full structure as a multi-level pyramid:

On the top board of classical interstate military issues, the United States is likely
to remain the only superpower for years to come, and it makes sense to speak in
traditional terms of unipolarity or hegemony. However, on the middle board of
interstate economic issues, the distribution of power is already multipolar. The
United States cannot obtain the outcomes it wants on trade, antitrust, or financial
regulation issues without the agreement of the European Union (EU), Japan, and
others. It makes little sense to call this distribution “American hegemony.” And on
the bottom board of transnational issues, power is widely distributed and
chaotically organized among state and nonstate actors. It makes no sense at all to
call this a “unipolar world” or an “American empire”.22
At the top of this pyramid (the first tier) is the United States. With the largest
military in the world, as well as a massive source of culture (via music and film, among
other areas), no other nation can reliably be said to have the same impact on the world.
Below the main powers are multinational corporations and nation-states existing
in “local, territorialized organizations” such as ASEAN, in part due to their bargaining
with corporations and redistribution of income according to the needs within their
territory.23 The primary benefactors of the pressure applied to North Korea are

21
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corporations which profit off of defense industry, such as Boeing, Lockheed Martin, and
Hyundai Rotem, who all have large government contracts to develop various weapon
systems. Other companies then benefit from the various requirements necessary to help
complete a working model, such as Raytheon, who build the radar units necessary for
Lockheed Martin’s THAAD missile defense systems.
The third and bottom tier of the pyramid consists of popular interest groups in the
global power scheme. Although nation-states have a hand in this area, an equally
important role is played by media, religion, and non-governmental organizations
(NGOs).24 Such groups serve to organize citizens into political units, expressing their
wills and desires while serving as a counterweight to interests of nations and corporate
groups.
The most important of these NGOs to the tier are those that seek to represent
universal values such as peace, human rights, etc., such as Amnesty International and
Human Rights Watch. The bottom line for such organizations is protecting “life”,
whether it be from war, starvation, disaster, so on. It is no accident that basing
fundamentals on such an all-encompassing ideal has led to their position of primacy
among other NGOs.
The third tier is where soft power comes into effect, as civil society is much better
at advancing ideology than government, a problem Nye himself explores in the paper
“The Information Revolution and Soft Power”. In this, Nye notes that governments such
as China cannot compete with the United States due to their limited development of civil
society:

24
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China does not yet have global cultural industries on the scale of Hollywood, and
its universities are not yet the equal of America’s, but more important, it lacks the
many non-governmental organizations that generate much of America’s soft
power. Chinese officials seem to think that soft power is generated primarily by
government policies and public diplomacy, but much of America’s soft power is
generated by its civil society rather than its government… Great powers try to use
culture and narrative to create soft power that promotes their advantage, but it is
not an easy sell when it is inconsistent with their domestic realities.”25
As such, civil society’s place as the tier of this world order is made all the more important
as it often creates and advances ideology in ways that governments are either ineffective
or incapable of generating themselves.
Special mention must be given to the United Nations, as it takes a unique place as
an organization that represents national interests and the interests of the dispossessed at
the same time. The UN is one of the most powerful humanitarian organizations, in no
small part due to its funding and widespread influence. In the 2012-2013 budget, the UN
was allocated 5.152 billion dollars to be divided between the various programs and
missions it was undertaking.26 For comparison, Amnesty International raised 61 million
dollars in 2014.27 As such, the UN has considerable influence at its disposal.
The UN and North Korea have had a contentious relationship since the formation
of the UN; one of the first major actions the UN undertook was to condemn, and then
vote to intervene in, the Korean war. Neither North nor South Korea, however, were even
a member state in the UN until 1991, when the Security Council finally recommended
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both states gain membership of the general assembly. Since that point, a litany of issues
has constantly pushed North Korea to the front of the UN agenda. Ranging from the
widespread famines of the 1990s to the constant attempts to first prevent, and now limit,
the nuclear ambitions of the Kim Jong-Il and Kim Jong-Un regimes, the United Nations
has frequently had its hands full dealing with North Korea. The UN has published five
major Security Council resolutions aimed at restricting North Korea’s capacity for
nuclear proliferation along with other economic penalties in and after 2006.29
All of these resolutions generally deal with the same principle: condemning North
Korea for testing a nuclear device, telling them to abandon their program, and then
putting a variety of restrictions in place. For example, in Resolution 1718, all UN
member states were ordered to prevent the “sale, supply, or transfer” of three separate
types of items: general military weaponry (such as tanks, helicopters, or missile
systems)30, technology related to nuclear proliferation, and luxury goods.
The UN also uses extremely specific language within these same resolutions.
Generally, UN resolutions involve statements beginning with an operative clause, e.g.
“Calls for the immediate cessation of hostilities” or “Endorses the solution proposed by
Angola.” In the North Korean sanction resolutions, the UN uses a large number of verbs
that convey the failure of North Korea to maintain the expected standards of
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morals/ethics: the most frequent of these are “deplores”, “condemns”, “demands” as well
as “demands further”, and “decides”, e.g. “Demands that the DPRK not conduct any
further nuclear test or launch of a ballistic missile.”31 The usage of these verbs suggests
that the UN is positioning itself as a greater moral authority, and thus has the capacity to
make such judgements.
Taken together, these three levels constitute the world system in the information
age, regulating each other and contributing to the overall stability of “empire” as outlined
by Hardt and Negri. Some may note that their theory sounds similar to the Wallerstein
“world-systems” theory, which also prominently features a world interconnected by
ideology and trade. What separates the two?
Hardt and Negri address the supposed similarity themselves in the book Empire.
While admitting that on the surface level both may appear to come to the same
conclusion, they cite two primary differences between the two: historical significance of
the current situation, and structural interpretations. While world-systems theory views the
current global linkage as simply another in a series of cyclic phases of economic
expansion across territory32, Hardt and Negri believe that the current order represents a
shift from the previous logic of organization. Instead of globalization being merely a fact
of life, it has legal ramifications that help solidify a single overarching political power.
The differences in structural interpretations refer to world-system theory’s view that, in
global economic connections, there is a center (the main source of power and
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information/trade flow, dominates the others), a semi-periphery (a mix of frontier and
core organization, mediating both and generating change)33, and a periphery (the least
powerful in the system, can be compared to “the third world”.)34 Hardt and Negri
disagree with this interpretation because of the geographical divisions that the worldsystem theory uses: they claim that such a conception can no longer truly grasp global
distributions of production, accumulation, and so forth. Nations such as Brazil can have
high levels of technological production existing alongside sweatshop labor. As stated in
Empire:
This is not to say that the United States and Brazil, Britain and India are now
identical territories in terms of capitalist production and circulation, but rather that
between them are no differences of nature, only differences of degree. The
various nations and regions contain different proportions of what was thought of
as First World and Third, center and periphery, North and South. The geography
of uneven development and the lines of division and hierarchy will no longer be
found along stable national or international boundaries, but in fluid infra- and
supranational borders.35

Apart from world-systems theory, the authors also distance themselves from other
theorists who view the current global order as a continuation of the previous systems of
imperialism and colonialism. Hardt and Negri argue that the problem with this idea is that
in these systems, different nations were often in competition with each other. The
German Empire, for example, had several clashes with France over who would control
Morocco in the lead up to the First World War. Empire instead posits that in the current
system, instead of competition between several powers, there is simply one general
power that “overdetermines” all others and structures them under a single “notion of
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right”, where morality and ethics are the primary rationale or justification for action. As
the authors put it: “This is really the point of departure for our study of Empire: a new
notion of right, or rather, a new inscription of authority and a new design of the
production of norms and legal instruments of coercion that guarantee contracts and
resolve conflicts.”36
How, then, does North Korea fit into this pyramid? What relevance does the
country have to the problem at hand? In the case of North Korea, exceptionality. North
Korea, by virtue of its status outside of the global hegemony, will always be a possible
threat or new market for the global hegemon. It presents a conundrum and an opportunity
for all three tiers: an ethical code contrary to that of North American and European civil
society due to a basis in communism, and an opportunity for citizens to rally around an
issue and “save” a disenfranchised group, bringing them the benefits of Western
ideology. A persistent security and thus existential threat to Empire due to possession of
missiles and nuclear weapons, but a possibility to legitimize military expansion
(especially in troop placement and missile defense) and justification as a protector of
moral values by standing opposed to the North Korean threat. A destabilizing effect on
global market mechanism, but an encouragement to spending and financial movement in
order to resolve the problem and add new consumers, as well as profiting in the interim
on military programs. North Korea thus finds itself an unwitting agent of the new order.
Additionally, the work of Bruce Cumings is an influence on the thesis. In his
work North Korea: Another Country, Cumings discusses the regime’s origins and its
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relationships with the United States. Frequently, the subject of media and North Korea’s
presentation is brought forth. In his preface, Cumings notes:
Judging from our media, North Korea is the country every American loves to hate
– beginning with President George W. Bush, who made it a charter member of his
“axis of evil” and hoped to “topple” it. CNN never fails to introduce a story of the
North using film clips of soldiers goose-stepping through Pyongyang. It is led by
Kim Jong Il [dictator at the time], diagnosed by the well-known expert Greta van
Sustern to be “insane or diabolical.” The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) says
it possesses one or two nuclear weapons, along with chemical and biological
“weapons of mass destruction” (WMD) and long-range missiles capable of
delivering anything from atomic bombs to the smallpox virus along the American
West Coast. “What we don’t know is even worse,” or so we are told. A mimetic
American commentary unites diverse opinion on one point: this place is a rogueterrorist-communist-Stalinist-totalitarian-Oriental nightmare, America’s most
loathed and feared “Other.” The real mark of our continuous crises with the
North, however, is the deafening absence of any contrary argument; the one
remaining self-proclaimed top-to-bottom alternative to neoliberalism and
globalization is anathema to everyone, progressives as well.37
Cumings not only discusses the same problem of blanket media representation as the
thesis, but he notes, similar to Hardt and Negri, how North Korea is positioned as the
“other”, outside of the monolithic neoliberal system that dominates public discourse in
the United States and its allies today. This thesis will take the same critical look at how
media has influenced Western interaction with North Korea towards one of constant fear
and concerns of warfare.
Given the focus on civil society, government policy, and business interests, the
content examined will differ in each chapter. With regards to civil society, there are two
primary areas of focus: NGOs, such as Amnesty International, the Center for Strategic
and International Studies, etc., and media organizations, such as Fox News or NBC.
Organizations such as these produce writings on North Korea that serve as examples of
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American culture, and thus soft power. Such documents also serve as a means to
reinforce or spread soft power and are thus useful in demonstrating how political
consensus on North Korea comes about, especially since almost all information on North
Korea available to the general public originates from news media or NGOs.
Since the US government is the initiator behind missile defense programs,
examining government-published information on missile defense and North Korea is
necessary. The documents examined primarily consist of government reports on missile
threats to the USA, and yearly budgetary or fiscal reports. The former is important as it
demonstrates how governments tie North Korea to missile defense justification, and the
latter shows where governments invest in missile defense. Budget documents often
include small explanations or references for spending, so they are also useful in this
capacity as well.
Finally, a large amount of government contract information will be used to show
which companies benefit from government programs. These contracts are sourced
primarily through the Department of Defense Contracts website section, or the
Department of Defense archival website if they are older. Press releases from
corporations are also used if they include financial information or contract requirements
not given in the Department of Defense releases.

Chapter Information
Chapters two, three, and four will all focus on a major aspect of the links between
soft power and the missile defense. These chapters have three focuses: outlining the
major facets of how soft power is generated and used to build a consensus, examining
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government usage of that soft power to rationalize North Korea as a threat, and then
discussing how corporations profit from government development of missile defense.
In chapter two, the primary focus will be upon human rights, and how the UN and
NGOs utilize them to isolate North Korea and build a consensus around a form of action.
Some of the main focuses in the chapter will be the UN report on human rights in North
Korea, due to its extensive grounding in conceptions of human rights, and media reports,
which serve to illustrate how the ideals of American soft power are spread. The Center
for Strategic and International Studies and their ideas for creating a “free North Korea”
are noted, as well as the similarity with which the UN and the media have acted in
accordance with their objectives: informing the public of the atrocities of North Korea,
and mobilizing the public to support action against North Korea.
The collective support of the public in favor of action against North Korea is then
utilized by the government to help legitimize defense programs. The government’s citing
of North Korea to help advance weapons and missile defense programs is thus the subject
of the third chapter. Here, missile defense will be the primary focus of analysis, as North
Korea appears much more frequently and directly than justifications for conventional
weapons. Missile defense will be examined chronologically, starting from the beginnings
in the Reagan administration through the Clinton, Bush, Obama, and Trump presidencies.
Important milestones with regard to North Korea are discussed in depth, such as the
Rumsfeld commission, which helped missile defense maintain relevance after the fall of
the Soviet Union, and which specifically cited North Korea as a reason to develop missile
defense. Budget documents are also examined, as they not only provide further
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explanations/justifications with regards to missile defense, but also give some financial
insight into development.
The theme of finances is continued in chapter four, where the focus is turned to
corporations that benefit from government military programs. Again, the primary
discussion revolves around missile defense, but conventional weapons programs, such as
the South Korean military’s weapon acquisitions, are examined in brief. Missile defense
is divided into two sections: primary benefactors and secondary benefactors. Primary
benefactors are corporations responsible for developing missile systems overall, while
secondary benefactors contribute a part to the system. Companies such as Lockheed
Martin, Raytheon, Boeing, and Northrop Grumman are examined. Financial details of
their work with the government are the primary focus of discussion, with contract
information from the Department of Defense forming the bulk of the sources.
Finally, the fifth and last chapter will serve as a short conclusion, reiterating
important points and ensuring the reader understands how all the information is tied
together as a whole.

Final Remarks
The lack of knowledge on North Korea has created a situation where North Korea
appears to the average citizen as the “bogeyman” of the world: inscrutable, alien, and
most importantly, a threat. The work within this thesis is important as it discusses the
effects of this perception: mobilization of resources to further military industry. The
influence of the military-industrial complex on the lives of everyday people touches areas
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not commonly understood as influencing military production, as evidenced by issues of
North Korean human rights being turned into billion-dollar missile defense contracts.
News media, and the appeal of culture, are critical in shaping the thoughts and
opinion of people around the world. American values of freedom, democracy, and
equality are concepts most people would consider positive, but these same values are
being utilized to isolate competing ones, and ultimately help reinforce the militaryindustrial complex by justifying protecting nations sharing similar values, such as South
Korea and Japan.
Ultimately, North Korea has been deemed a threat and an outsider to the
ideological norm in the world. Whether or not it truly represents a threat is irrelevant,
both in the scope of this research and to the companies that earn money from it. The
thesis ultimately simply hopes to demonstrate that human rights, as understood and
accepted by individuals in North America, can still be utilized to justify the production of
weapons of war, and allow massive profit to those who produce such weapons.
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Chapter 2
“Civilization” versus “Barbarism”: Selling the North Korean
Narrative

Introduction
This chapter will examine how human rights are utilized by the United States and
its allies (in the form of “empire”) to isolate and contain North Korea. The various
elements that make up empire (states, multinational corporations, and NGOs/civil
society) all are attempting to bring North Korea under their control. The methods and
rationale behind their attempts to interfere vary, but their usage of human rights as a
justification to do so is a common link between them. These methods only work,
however, due to two factors: the first, that the majority of individuals internationally
believe in a specific definition of human rights, and the second, that North Korea is in
violation of these principles. The manner in which this consensus is built will be
demonstrated in the chapter.
A consensus is impossible without successful exportation of similar viewpoints.
To do so, NGOs, think tanks, and media all help to synthesize these beliefs and then
make them widely consumed. These groups constitute the third tier of Empire. While
they may not always be in agreement with states (first tier) or multinational corporations
(second tier), they ultimately help justify said states/corporations’ actions. In the case of
North Korea, they accomplish this through creating and then disseminating knowledge on
genocide, forced labor, and other human rights violations. The result is the bottom-tier
serving as the foundation for Empire, especially significant considering the speed of
information due to modern communications technology.
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One such organization within the third tier is the Center for Strategic and
International Studies, or CSIS, which describes itself as a “bipartisan, nonprofit policy
research organization dedicated to providing strategic insights and policy solutions to
help decision-makers chart a course toward a better world” while focusing on “defense
and security; regional study; and transnational challenges ranging from energy and trade
to global development and economic integration.”1 Notable figures such as Joseph Nye
Jr. and Henry Kissinger have an affiliation with CSIS.2 As a result of this extensive
staffing by former high-ranking government employees, CSIS is an organization that has
closer ties with the US government than many others of similar function can claim.
Due to their broad scope and focus on security and a “better world”, North Korea
frequently appears in their research. One report is simply titled “A Free North Korea”.
Written in 2012 and discussing the succession of Kim Jong-un to the post of Supreme
Leader, the document argues that the US and South Korea must re-examine their policy
towards North Korea, as otherwise they “...will continue the past patterns of unrelenting
development and proliferation of nuclear weapons and technology, improvement of
ballistic missile and SOF capabilities, deterioration of human rights conditions for the
general North Korean public, and a failed economy.”3 It then suggests that the primary
goal of the US should be creating a “free Korea”. A three-point plan outlines the goal:
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● International organizations such as the UN must make it clear that the
regime will be held accountable for human rights violations and Security Council
violations.
● Strengthening the US-South Korean alliance through “every possible
avenue”. This includes increasing the number of stationed, rotational, and
exercise troops, as well as the creation of a military free trade agreement to allow
for easier exchange and procurement of equipment.
● South Korea, the US, and ideally China must begin discussions on what a
“free North Korea would look like”. This would include the shape of the
government, US troop positionings, population rights, and refugee control.4
The report concludes by saying that North Korea “will not change on its own” and that
the US and South Korea must help “force and support the change that is needed.”5
These points all touch on the previously mentioned military and international
corporation tiers, but the most pertinent to the discussion here are the aspects relating to
moral/ideological pressure on North Korea. As discussed in the previous chapter, human
rights and accusations of violations thereof are the main vehicle through which to apply
said pressure. “A Free North Korea” serves as a demonstration of an organization
utilizing human rights to mobilize people and apply pressure. CSIS is, of course, not the
only group to do so: the North Korea Strategy Center, a defector led Korean organization
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that “[envisions] a free, open, and unified Korea” lists “Raising Awareness” as the first
6

of its strategies for promoting action on North Korea.7
Returning to the realm of “A Free North Korea”, CSIS also notes that
international organizations such as the UN must get involved, which makes sense given
the UN’s anointed position as the final arbiter on the international scene and a protector
of human rights. Support from the UN thus legitimizes these concerns as well as putting
more resources towards the goal of pressure. The UN’s intergovernmental makeup then
connects states to this goal, allowing them to further their own ends. Hence, this chapter
will begin with the discussion on the UN.

“The Only True Ideals”
North Korea is itself present at the UN, even though the majority of the time it
finds itself at odds with other members and the international public at large. Its presence
opens itself up to direct criticism, as well as the expectation that it will follow various UN
treaties on human rights and security. Why, then, would a government willingly
participate in an organization at its apparent detriment? This is because non-membership
is a worse alternative.
There are previous instances historically of non-membership or non-participation
backfiring on a UN member. Perhaps the most notable example involves the Soviet
Union’s role in the UN intervention in the Korean War. During voting on Security
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Council Resolution 83 and 84 in 1950, resolutions that affirmed the UN’s commitment to
South Korea and created a US led military coalition force which would fight in Korea8,
the USSR was absent from voting due to a protest over the recognition of the People’s
Republic of China.9 Their absence resulted in both resolutions passing and eventually
forced the Chinese army to intervene after the coalition force nearly completely occupied
North Korea. By refusing to participate in voting, the USSR missed an opportunity to
stop an intervention in the Korean War, ultimately sabotaging not only their interests but
those of their allies as well. While North Korea may not itself be a Security Council
member, the ability to be able to attempt to manipulate policy from within the UN is
worth more than the possibility of having a decision made without input.
Of course, with membership comes the previously mentioned criticisms and other
miscellaneous pressures, applying to any nation supporting North Korea in a type of
“guilt by association”. China, and less so Russia since the dissolution of the USSR, have
supported the North Korean government historically due to the common link of
communism in their governments. Both these nations have experienced similar pariah
status in previous years due to the political aspect of the Cold War, where a binary
between Western democracy and communist dictatorship meant that China and the USSR
were frequently politically isolated from NATO nations and their allies. Preventing
communist influence from spreading at all costs became US policy during the Truman
administration, and proxy wars such as the conflict in Vietnam originated as a result.10
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On top of these combative ideological differences with members, the language in
the UN’s founding documents itself allows the application of pressure. In the UN
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, it is stated in article 17 that “(1) Everyone has
the right to own property alone as well as in association with others. (2) No one shall be
arbitrarily deprived of his property.”11 The declaration’s wording, specifically dealing
with owning property “alone”, is a de facto endorsement of free market economics and
thus builds a rationale to oppose communism into the foundation of the UN.
Language such as that in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and other
various documents created by the UN have been used in the past against China and the
USSR and are now used against North Korea. Having only gained membership in 199112,
North Korea was not privy to the creation of many treaties or declarations, and the UN
has used this absence to its advantage when critiquing the policies of North Korea. In the
Commission of Inquiry on Human Rights in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea,
North Korea was found failing to uphold binding legal obligations that were “voluntarily
assumed” as a UN member, including the International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. Both
covenants were ratified in 1966 by the general assembly, and entered into force in 1976, a
decade and a half before North Korea was allowed entry. In addition, both have the same
type of language previously used against China and the USSR, mainly from wording in
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the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural rights, which again de
facto endorses a style of market economics.
While the various UN covenants serve one purpose of pressuring communist
states, they also form a part of a broader framework of documents and structuring that
give the UN the perception of ultimate arbiter of moral behavior, superseding all others.
Previous attempts were made to create a similar organization, most notable being the
League of Nations following the First World War. The creation of the UN in the
immediate aftermath of the Second World War by the victorious powers (the US, the UK,
and the USSR) also contributed to the appearance of power. By establishing legitimacy,
documents that claim to represent a totality, such as the previously mentioned covenants
and the UN Declaration of Human Rights, become accepted as fact. But creating similar
documents is futile if the UN cannot maintain this position of supremacy. As a result, the
UN also must ensure that individuals believe and accept this role, and education and
pressure are utilized.
The UN itself has stated its intentions to use these methods to help tighten the
pressure on North Korea. In the Report of the Commission of Inquiry on Human Rights
in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, John Sifton, the Asia Advocacy Director
for Human Rights Watch, stated:

“However, the UN Security Council has many rotating members. They have new
members since the last debate happened. Educating not just the elite diplomats at
the UN mission in New York, but the people of those countries, is an important
task.
For example, Malaysia is on the UN Security Council this year. It also happens to
be hosting the East Asia Summit and ASEAN summit later this year. While its
leader is quite embattled right now, the fact of the matter is this is a country which
is on the world stage this year and will be on the Security Council for the next few
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years. It is very important that they are in favor of these debates [surrounding
North Korea]. A certain amount of education of the Malaysian people or
politicians in Kuala Lumpur is important.
Spain and New Zealand are on the Security Council now. We lost Australia,
which was a huge champion on these issues last year. It would be great if New
Zealand could somehow be shamed into matching its neighbor’s zeal for this
issue. Angola is now on. That is a problematic situation. Angola’s human rights
situation is quite bad. Its diplomats can perhaps be brought along. Jordan is still
there. All these countries on the Security Council need to be convinced.”13
The writer’s advocacy for bringing nations around presupposes the idea that the UN is the
ultimate moral organization, and that for the UN to be successful, members must share its
values. The idea of reproducing beliefs through education and pressuring nations to adapt
are also on display regarding the member states they want to target. Malaysia is presented
as a nation that is ignorant of what “proper ideas” are and can be taught to believe in
them if they are exposed to the ideas and convinced of them. Spain and New Zealand, on
the other hand, are thought of as nations already educated. Their populace already
supports many of the ideals the UN represents. The aspect of pressure demonstrated:
shame. By shaming nations on the international scene, pressure is applied for them to
change and improve their image. Pressure through guilt is how nations already
reproducing these ideals are brought in line on issues such as North Korea, as politicians
feel pressure from their citizens to uphold these beliefs.
Thanks to this continuing positioning as a morally supreme organization, the UN
is thus able to pass moral judgement on North Korea and its allies. As is the case
previously, these come forth in UN documents: in this instance, North Korea is
condemned in the aforementioned Commission of Inquiry on Human Rights through
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moral characterization of witnesses, stated as having come forward and provided
information “in ways that often required a significant degree of courage.”14 Witnesses
continue to be characterized positively throughout the report, while the North Korean and
Chinese states are immediately described as having refused invitations to participate. By
immediately contrasting the witnesses with the states, the report creates a binary and
implicates them as immoral, allowing the policies pursued against these nations to appear
more acceptable and further pressuring them to accept the UN’s decision. While
demonizing North Korea for their intimidation of witnesses and failure to adhere to
standards, the UN hopes to go further by characterizing the situation in North Korea as
genocide.

Too Heinous Not to Act
Since the end of the Second World War, genocide has been viewed as one of the most
heinous crimes possible. As a result, the UN created its own definition of genocide in
1948, and deeming a conflict genocide is one of the most dramatic ways to draw attention
to it. The conflict in Darfur, for example, gained widespread media attention thanks to
campaigns from organizations such as Save Darfur, with one observer calling it
“arguably the largest international social movement since anti-apartheid.” Save Darfur’s
activities were a contributing factor in the US government’s decision in 2004 to deem the
conflict a genocide and refer the case to the International Criminal Court.15 Similarly,
accusations of genocide in the Yugoslav Wars prompted NATO bombing of Serbia in the
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1990s. The relationship of genocide to media attention has not gone unnoticed by those
NGOs who are concerned with North Korea.
CSIS has raised the issue of genocide in an attempt to raise the level of urgency
around North Korea, most notably in a conference paper entitled “North Korean Human
Rights: The Road Ahead”. Hosted in May 2015, the conference was convened a year
after the release of the UN report on Human Rights in North Korea to discuss the goal of
the international community “...to carry forward the momentum created by the
commission report and subsequent UN actions”.16 Attendees believed that it was
important to “keep the public eye on the human rights issue… evaporation of attention
might then allow policy to fall into that traditional trap of trading off progress on highpolitics issues (e.g., denuclearization) for low-politics ones like human rights.”17 Two
panels bear special significance due to their commentary on previous NGO literature and
future possibilities dealing with North Korea: Victor Cha’s panel entitled “UN COI
Report in Perspective”; and, Greg Scarlatoiu’s “What is the Road Ahead?”
In Cha’s panel, Michael Kirby, the chair of the UN commission on North Korea,
speaks in some depth about the process undergone by the UN report in researching its
findings and what he felt went well and what did not in assembling the report. Kirby
makes several statements that highlight both the nature of Empire and demonstrates
attempts to pressure North Korea. One that hearkens back to Hardt/Negri is his assertion
that the report “...was done with a very large part from civil society. They appointed three
people who happened to be from different parts of the world and from different cultures.
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We got on well and we worked hard together.” Kirby’s comments show the flattening
18

of culture: it no longer matters where individuals originate from since they all tend to
share the same values. The report’s praise, as well as its ability to operate after
assembling with people of such diverse backgrounds, helps to demonstrate such claims
made in Empire in a practical manner.
Following Kirby’s praise of the multicultural composition of the commission, he
proceeds to discuss some of the problems that he felt had arisen with the report. One of
the more interesting complaints made by Kirby was that of the definition of genocide:

“The definition of genocide came up in our report. A disappointment was that it is
a very narrow definition. It is a 1948 definition. It was not wide enough for us to
find genocide, and we did not. If we were ever in doubt on this report, we did not
make a finding. This is a prudent, conservative, cautious report, but there was
plenty of material on which to make strong findings.”19
There is an implication that the UN would prefer the changing of the definition of
genocide as to make it applicable to North Korea. Mentioning the age of the definition of
genocide by the speaker implies that the report’s writers believe that the definition is
outdated and needs updating, but no solution is offered on this point. This implies that,
while not officially deeming the situation in North Korea as genocide, the UN wanted to
define it as such. Due to the heavy connotations of the term, doing so would grant the UN
more support for intervention from the global sphere. The same tactic was successful in
prior cases, such as the previously mentioned Darfur conflict and the Yugoslav wars.
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Kirby concludes his discussion by highlighting the moral necessity of affecting
change in North Korea:

“The bottom line is we have not an assurance that what we have done in our
report has even gotten to the people of North Korea. How do we get it to them?
How do we get change on the ground? That is what we should be concentrating
on for the road ahead.
My teacher of international law, when I was at law school, was Professor Julius
Stone. He would often remind us of what the Talmud scholars would teach. They
taught: It is not given to any generation to achieve the righting of all the wrongs
of this world. But it is not our privilege to fail to try. We must try to right the
wrongs. The wrongs of North Korea demand our attention, and they have to be
changed. We know it. They know it. The obligation of us today is to chart the
road ahead.”20
Again, it is worth highlighting the fact that North Korea is referred to as being “wrong”,
painting the situation as black and white. North Korea is breaking standards, and the US
and the rest of the international community postured against North Korea is upholding
them. This is a neocolonialist attitude: forcing North Korea to adopt the UN’s definition
of human rights. Claiming that it is an “obligation” to help change North Korea is also
another manner of attempting to rally support to the cause via guilt, with the implication
that if one fails to meet an obligation they have failed the international community.
Slavery is another criticism leveled by NGOs in an attempt to raise awareness and
increase pressure on North Korea. This charge brought forth by the Asan Institute, who
self-describe as an independent think tank focused on “...policy-relevant research to
foster domestic, regional, and international environments conducive to peace and stability
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on the Korean Peninsula, as well as Korean reunification.” Its existence is relatively
21

recent, only founded in 2008 in Seoul by a member of the Korean parliament.
Similar to CSIS, the Asan Institute has released their own analysis of the UN
report on human rights within North Korea. In a 2015 seminar entitled “Beyond the UN
COI Report on Human RIghts in North Korea”, they argue that the UN’s focus on human
rights did not cover the entirety of individuals who were suffering from abuses at the
hands of the North Korean state. The Asan Institute’s report mainly focuses on the usage
of North Korean citizens as forced labor in North Korean nuclear facilities, as well as by
other nations overseas for construction, actions equated to slavery by the analysts. They
note among other things that work is not voluntary in character, debt bondage occurs, and
there is no monitoring of work conditions by authorities.22 North Korea is not the only
nation critiqued in this report, however, as the analysts found that other countries were
utilizing the forced laborers from North Korea for their own economic benefit. The report
implicates Russia, China, and Kuwait as the nations which employ the highest number of
laborers; others listed include Angola, Poland, and Malaysia, who are all criticized in part
for using forced labor, and in part for association with North Korea and thus human rights
violations.
While North Korea and others earn criticism for forced labor, the report also
considers the application of forced labor for nuclear purposes. Since North Korea is
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utilizing this forced labor to enhance their nuclear program, the report claims a different
response is necessary:

The international community can no longer focus on North Korea’s nuclear
program while ignoring its human rights abuses. The United States, European
Union, and United Nations have long sought to separate human rights from North
Korea’s illicit activities and its nuclear weapons program. However, the defector
testimonies included in this report demonstrate that North Korea itself does not
make such a distinction. In conjunction with the UN COI Report, this report
clearly demonstrates that human rights abuses go hand in hand with North
Korea’s nuclear activities.23

They conclude that what has been a security issue until now should be reconstituted as
a human rights issue for moral reasons, with the expectation that this will help to create
more movement towards pressuring North Korea. What, then, is the next logical step?
The report concludes that since engagement has failed, forcible regime change is too
risky, and maintaining the status quo is unlikely to make change, a new sanctions
program must be put into place. They cite the Iran Threat Reduction and Syria Human
Rights Act of 2012, a document passed in the midst of fears of Iranian nuclear
development and terrorism sponsorship in the Syrian conflict by the US Congress, as a
good example to follow due to its targeting of specific individuals and institutions for
travel bans and asset freezing.
At the same time as targeting what amounts to the entire North Korean
government, the report also recommends ensuring that North Korea cannot profit from
their labor force. Accomplishing this goal would involve ensuring payment goes to
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workers rather than the North Korean government and implementing good working
standards. Otherwise:

If the concerned countries fail to observe these conditions, the proposed
international sanctions regime should draft a list of individuals and entities that
make use of North Korean workers and penalize them accordingly. The purpose
of this proposal is not to hinder North Korea’s economic development, but rather
to ensure that the gains of labor are given to the rightful owners, and that workers
are given basic international standards of safety and dignity.24
By the conclusion of the report, slavery has gone from a human rights violation to a
rationale to shut off the North Korean government from operating effectively outside of
its borders, pressure anyone who might use their resources (mostly their main allies,
China and Russia) and turn a security issue into a moral issue.
While slavery and genocide are particularly headline-grabbing accusations, such
accusations are also used to indict the North Korean government’s treatment of its
populace as a whole. Such tactics appear in Amnesty International publications, which
garner attention with experiences of individuals within North Korea. Amnesty
International is a well-known NGO to many, thanks to its popular status (the group refers
to its webpage as “Everything you need to know about human rights”) as well as its
ability to market itself. Many US high schools have official student clubs associated with
the group. The organization also attempts to engage individuals by asking them to write
letters to the nations in question that are involved with specific human rights abuses.
Jeong San-Un in 2010 is one such individual that Amnesty has tried to bring
attention to. San-Un was an elderly man whom the organization believed had been
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detained in a prison camp after being forcibly returned to North Korea by Chinese
officials. The organization requested that individuals write to the North Korean
government to call on them to release San-Un immediately, and also urge that he have
access to all medical treatment and food that he needed.25 Other times multiple specific
persons will be included in a document, such as the 58 prisoners detailed in “North
Korea: New Information About Political Prisoners.” The report focused specifically on a
Japanese couple who were suspected of having been detained by the government
following their move to North Korea, and a North Korean engineer who was believed to
have disappeared following cessation of contact with his Russian wife. All others listed
were those believed to have been held at a detention center in Sungho township.26 In all
these cases Amnesty demanded the North Korean government to provide confirmation of
the whereabouts of the missing individuals as well as explain the rationale for their
detention.
Of course, Amnesty has also published documents similar to those of CSIS and
the Asan Institute, where more general problems are discussed in relation to the North
Korean government. They differ, however, in that Amnesty rarely offers solutions to the
problems they identify, but instead look to other governments or organizations to solve
them. For instance, in “North Korea: Torture, Death Penalty, and Abductions”, the
organization discusses the three topics listed in the document’s title, giving specific
mention to various abduction victims from the past. At the end of the document, there is a
section of recommendations for North Korea to enact, which include improving
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conditions in prisons and labor camps, stopping ill-treatment of prisoners, ending
public/secret executions and taking steps towards ending the death penalty, and making
public condemnations against abductions of foreign nationals while releasing information
and allowing those detained to leave North Korea if they wish.27 No methods of
implementing their suggestions are given. Amnesty’s style of simply demanding change
is also found in their response to the UN commission on human rights in North Korea28 as
well as their discussion on the implementation of recommendations29.
Amnesty actually offer solutions sometimes but, when they do so, it often mirrors
the recommendations that national (the US) or supranational (the UN) interests put
forward. All solutions recommended are either previous actions that the US/UN have
taken or suggested, or a statement saying that a national government or international
organization must address the problem. The implication is that, while structured to be
more accessible than other NGOs and involving the general populace more, Amnesty
International is, in actuality, reaffirming the conclusions of other organizations that have
vested interests in a specific interpretation of rights and their methods of implementation.

Media as the Third Tier of Empire
All the assertions and information from NGOs are ineffectual without informed
citizens. Here, the media play a critical role in educating the general populace and
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bringing them to the side of NGOs, and thus the side of empire. After all, without
approval from the majority of citizens, containment of fringe states such as North Korea
cannot go forward and the global order cannot continue to self-perpetuate. NGOs, of
course, are aware of this and have taken steps to accomplish just that.
The previously mentioned “A Free North Korea” report published by CSIS
incorporates aspects of the media as an important part of their plan to pressure North
Korea. They advocate two specific needs for this to be successful:

● Creation of a “Strategic Communications Plan” in order to increase access
to information in North Korea and inform the populace. A variety of stratagems
are proposed, including conditioning donations to North Korea to get information
in, supporting propaganda operations in South Korea, and increasing distribution
of TVs and radios. Spreading information is characterized as the most important
of the goals, as it helps to get “the truth” into North Korea and is characterized as
having a more lasting impact than a nuclear agreement.
● Holding North Korea accountable “in the eyes of the world”, achieved
through reporting the rhetoric and actions of North Korea in international news
outlets, noting that human rights violations and weapons capabilities “must be
widely publicized, creating outrage and demand for change from all corners of the
world.”
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A significant aspect of this report highlights the necessity of the media in raising
awareness of North Korea via the American and South Korean presidential elections.30
But how is the media going about this?
The main focus of the media currently is the weapons capabilities of North Korea.
Consider the news agency Thomson Reuters and the headlines that it has run previously
regarding North Korea. One, running in 2012, is “Isolated North Korea says its rockets
can hit U.S. mainland.”31 This sentence has two key aspects. The first, that North Korea
is “isolated”. The reader is conveyed images of North Korea as rogue, acting alone,
cornered, and against majority opinion. The other, more critical one, is that North Korea
is capable of striking at the continental United States. The implication behind this is that
North Korea could, if it chose to, attack the US, but this is driven home by the descriptor
of “isolated”, as it makes North Korea seem irrational and thus more likely to make
illogical decisions such as attacking the US. It boils down to the politics of fear: by
creating a fear that North Korea could do something with their weapons, it motivates the
populace to support action against North Korea.
This article is far from the only one that Reuters has published that utilizes the
same tactics of fear. Others in this vein include “Japanese demand for nuclear shelters,
purifiers surges as North Korea tension mounts”32, and “North Korea puts army on alert,
warns U.S. of ‘horrible disaster’”33 Similar news agencies such as CNN and Fox News
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pursue the same line of headline writing: “North Korea’s diplomacy: does the rouge state
have any friends left?”34, “North Korea unleashing new threats against US”35, and “North
Korea propaganda video shows missile attack destroying US city.”36
It goes without saying that titles are only a preliminary way of conditioning the
reader. The content of articles is naturally more important in getting a message across.
One such article that bears mention is one published by CNN, entitled “Could tensions
turn into war in North Korea?”37 The title already creates a sense of fear. In the article
itself, North Korea is portrayed as dangerous and war is made out to be an event that
could easily happen:

Analysts fear the situation is a tinderbox that could be set off by a small spark. “The real
question now is somebody going to make a stupid mistake, because some kind of minor
escalation could get out of hand," said Bruce Bennett, a senior defense analyst at the
RAND Corporation. "It's not so dangerous that I'm not going to go to (South) Korea in
three weeks. But it is a dangerous situation that could get out of hand," said Bennett.38
Characterizing the tensions as such is noteworthy, as, while it assures the reader that a
war is not imminent, it still informs them that the situation is dangerous and needs to be
dealt with. The phrase “stupid mistake” is also important, as coupled with the previous
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characterizations of North Korea as an irrational party: the idea is already ingrained in the
reader that North Korea would be more likely to make such a mistake.
Aside from the descriptions of North Korea as illogical, the article also highlights
the concern of citizens more immediately affected by the threat:

The ongoing spat has left North Korea's neighbors preparing for the worst. Japan held
their first evacuation drills last month and has put out guidance on what to do in the event
of an attack. Americans in South Korea practiced evacuating the country in case of an
attack last year.39

The revelation that citizens are actually preparing for a possible attack helps increase the
perceived urgency of the problem.
Another conservative publication, the National Review, has also played up similar
concerns to its readers in its articles. One such article is “Nukes + Nuttiness =
Neanderthal Deterrence.”40 The article opens with the line “Acting crazy has worked for
rogue regimes, but Western appeasement is not a long-term solution,” setting the tone for
the rest of the article to argue for more intervention and what form it will take. The author
compares North Korea to other states that have pursued nuclear weapons, such as Iraq,
Libya, Iran, and Pakistan, but puts North Korea in a different frame because:

…no one has played the game better than the two Kim Jongs of North Korea. The
result is that Pyongyang has gained billions in bribe money, international attention
and concern, and free publicity, despite starving its own people and becoming the
hated pariah of Asia.
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Certainly, comparably sized Asian countries such as Sri Lanka or Malaysia do not
warrant the world’s focus or largesse by quietly tending to their own business.
Under the rules of nuttiness and nuclearized blackmail, quiet non-nuclear states
who play by the rules are ignored, and rogues who don’t are courted and bribed.
Outlaw leaders see such brinkmanship as the pathway to family enrichment and
prolonged tenure.
There are still a few ways to break this dangerous cycle, but they all are
predicated on two assumptions: the immediate remedies are quite dangerous, and
yet the status quo is not sustainable and even more existentially dangerous in the
long term.41

Again, descriptors such as “outlaw state” create the image of a government in violation of
norms and alone against the world. The article also makes it clear that, while a solution is
difficult and risky, it is still necessary compared to the alternative of doing nothing. Six
aspects of this are detailed:

•

Third Parties – appealing to China’s self-interest and negotiating with them to
increase pressure on North Korea

•

Sanctions – argues that while sanctions may seem ineffective, they take a long
time to work well, and thus can never be lifted until North Korea is incapable of
wielding nuclear weapons

•

Deterrence – since offensive deterrence is not very effective (North Korea is more
concerned with causing as much damage as possible if attacked) then defensive
deterrence needs to be focused, primarily on anti-missile defense.

•

Degrees of Madness – having war hawks in government can help to apply
pressure, as long as they have individuals who can mitigate some of their views
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surrounding them. Curtis Lemay, the architect of strategic bombing campaigns in
the Second World War, is cited as an example.
•

Allied Cohesion – ensure that all allies in the region (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan,
and Australia) are all on the same page and form a united front against North
Korea.

•

Brinkmanship – pressuring China to act by saying that since China did not act
decisively to stop nuclearization in North Korea, the US will not act or possibly
aid Japan, South Korea, or Taiwan if they sought to gain access to nuclear arms.

The effect is twofold: the measures that have already been taken are defended (sanctions),
and the adoption of further military and diplomatic methods of pressure are advocated,
while still shying away from arguing for outright military intervention. The final sentence
aptly wraps up this idea:

In sum, when a nutty nuclear or would-be nuclear state goes too far in its various
extortions and is seen as an immediate existential threat, then long-term dangers
become short-term crises and override short-term appeasement.42

The Huffington Post, on the opposite end of the political spectrum as a leftleaning publication, has also written to convince its readers of the threat from North
Korea. One such article is “Why North Korea’s Nuclear Threat Must Be Taken More
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Seriously Than Ever”. The article labels the situation in North Korea an approaching
catastrophe, noting:

North Korea may already have as many 20 nuclear warheads that are small
enough to be carried on its Nodong (or Rodong-1) medium-range missiles that
can reach these bases. And the Trump administration seems to not want to risk the
lives of American soldiers by assuming that North Korea doesn’t already have
this nuclear capability.
The cost of that mistake would be the lives of not just 80,000 American military
personnel but also countless South Korean and Japanese lives as well. In fact, a
North Korean nuclear attack, which will likely develop into war, can be expected
to create a humanitarian, environmental and economic catastrophe that will set
back the international community.43

The military aspect is played up much more in the vein of humanitarian concern in
contrast to the previously discussed articles; a larger appeal to emotions (if a mistake is
made, countless will die) and the environment and humanitarian ideals are presented as
being more important than economic. The article also uses this humanitarian threat to
justify American presence in North Korea:

As such, the American military personnel and the superior equipment, aircraft and
ships that they operate provide the South with a better chance of avoiding defeat
should war break out.
Pyongyang’s intention in using nuclear weapons would be to destroy these
American bases to remove the advantage they give to South Korea’s national
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defense. This is why the threat of nuclear use, especially by a more brazen regime
under Kim Jong-Un, needs to be taken very seriously.44

America is characterized as the only thing standing between South Korea and
annihilation from North Korea, implying they must maintain a military presence. As a
result, the military alliance is shifted from a strategic issue to a humanitarian one via the
logic of preventing North Korea from being able to threaten innocents. This allows for
the portrayal of opponents to the military alliance as betraying humanitarian ideals.
A similar sentiment is expressed by the Canadian branch of the Huffington Post.
In an article entitled “North Korea: A Humanitarian Crisis Decades in the Making”, the
author again plays on the emotions of the reader. This article makes specific detailed
references to the United Nations report on North Korea awhile discussing the
assassination of Kim Jong-nam, the brother of Kim Jong-un:

This assassination does achieve something though, it draws attention to North
Korea and how brutal its regime is. If this is the regard with which the leader's
own family is treated, how must its regular citizens be treated?
The answer is heartbreaking albeit unsurprising. In February 2014 the UN Human
Rights Council presented the report on its investigation on human rights in North
Korea. The findings are not for the fainthearted or weak stomached. Conclusions
include that the North Korean regime has systematically violated human rights
including freedom of thought, expression and religion; freedom from
discrimination; freedom of movement and residence; and the right to food. The
State was also found to have committed crimes against humanity including
"extermination, murder, enslavement, torture, imprisonment, rape, forced
abortions and other sexual violence, persecution on political, religious, racial and
gender grounds, the forcible transfer of populations, the enforced disappearance
of persons and the inhumane act of knowingly causing prolonged starvation."
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There is no system of law or legal recourse, individuals have no right to the basic
freedoms which we take for granted, there are no protections for women, children,
or minorities. The DPRK uses the control of food and the threat of violence,
indefinite imprisonment (including three generations of families for "crimes"
committed by one individual), and death (often in the form of public executions)
as a means of control. Children are brainwashed from an early age to never
question the regime. Defectors from North Korea tell of how they would try to
suppress questions or thoughts about their conditions as they believed that the
Supreme Leader would be able to tell what was in their minds.45

The portrayal of the assassination as useful directly mirrors the opinion of CSIS, who, as
stated earlier, believe a main focal point should be “holding North Korea accountable in
the eyes of the world.”
Similar to mirroring the ideas of CSIS, the article repeats the conclusions the UN
reached. Lines like “individuals have no right to the basic freedoms we take for granted”
create an “us vs them” mentality, as well as emphasizing how these individuals deserve
to be given these freedoms. A call to action is the final verdict:

But these must not be obstacles to freeing the Korean people from one of the most
repressive regimes in the world. Through inaction we are implicated. Through
apathy we are condemned. History will not judge the DPRK regime kindly, but
what of us who allowed it to stay in power for so long? 46

In conclusion, civil society, ostensibly working for the general populace,
frequently plays into the hands of national and transnational governments’ interests in the
name of moral concern. While often advocating for causes that may not be in government
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interests, in the case of North Korea, civil society frequently supports ideas that require
the participation of military and business. As a result, military and business interests
become accepted as necessary for the protection and advancement of human rights.
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Chapter 3
North Korea and Government Weapons Development
This chapter will examine how governments use North Korea as a rationale for
expanding military programs. While historically these were tied to conventional weapons
such as troop deployments, missile defense programs have recently become the primary
beneficiaries, repeatedly using North Korea to push development since the 1990s. With
the approval of the public thanks to media and NGO narratives, these programs face less
scrutiny, and gain acceptance much more easily. Irrespective of North Korea’s status as a
threat, its status as a primary motivator for program expansion is clear.
American troops have been stationed in South Korea for over 70 years following
Japan’s surrender to the Allies in 1945. From that point on, the United States has
continued to base troops and supply South Korea with weapons technology both to
contain communism and protect a valuable market. The justification for such
deployments is politically based in a historical alliance, but is publicly couched in moral
language. The primary rationale comes from the concept of “responsibility to protect”,
referred to by the acronym R2P. This is a UN principle involving the prevention of
genocide, and can be summed up in three parts:
● The State carries the primary responsibility for protecting populations
from genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity and ethnic cleansing, and
their incitement;
● The international community has a responsibility to encourage and assist
States in fulfilling this responsibility;
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● The international community has a responsibility to use appropriate
diplomatic, humanitarian and other means to protect populations from these
crimes. If a State is manifestly failing to protect its populations, the international
community must be prepared to take collective action to protect populations, in
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations.1
The first point serves as a blanket justification for army spending and deployments: since
North Korea has been found by the UN as committing crimes against humanity, the US
and South Korea can defend their spending as protecting their population.
The third point is also critical, as it gives the green light for intervention based on
moral responsibility alone if a state is found to be failing to protect its citizens. The UN
Office of the Special Advisor on the Prevention of Genocide states that “The duty to
prevent and halt genocide and mass atrocities lies first and foremost with the State, but
the international community has a role that cannot be blocked by the invocation of
sovereignty. Sovereignty no longer exclusively protects States from foreign
interference…”2 Thus, in the CSIS report, Jung-Hyun Cho raises the point that since the
UN report on North Korea had clearly indicated failure to protect its citizens from crimes
against humanity, actions beyond sanctions or referral to the International Criminal Court
could be taken (with specific mention of the intervention in Libya). Cho also claims that
since the North Koreans had failed in their obligations, civil society had to mobilize and
intervene in some capacity. The mention of military intervention in Libya and the notion
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that nations had an obligation to intervene implies that members of NGOs and the third
tier of “empire” hope to pressure governments into intervention; in the context of the
military, increased spending on equipment and munitions results.

General Defense: Arms and Deployment
American deployment within South Korea is itself only possible due to the threat
of North Korea. While originally based in containment theory, the rationale for American
presence has changed to one of ensuring peace, as evidenced by the United States Forces
Korea’s (USFK) proclaimed mission:
Our mission is to deter aggression and if necessary, defend the Republic of Korea
(ROK) to maintain stability in Northeast Asia. The Service Members of the
United States and the Republic of Korea have stood together for more than 60
years maintaining the Armistice and setting the conditions for stability and
prosperity in the Republic of Korea. As a result, the Republic of Korea has
flourished since the end of the Korean War and is now a respected, successful,
and thriving democracy.3
A presence to “maintain stability” and to create a “thriving democracy” fits in with the
moral justifications discussed in the previous chapter and the UN’s responsibility to
protect doctrine, although USFK’s statement omits the fact that South Korea was under
military rule until 1992. Regardless, the longstanding alliance (based on upholding
democratic principles) between the US and South Korea means that the 8th US Army and
the 7th US Air Force are both stationed as component commands within Korea.4 To
maintain the fighting capability of these units, they must constantly be supplied with
equipment. Ranging from clothes and fuel to weapons and ammunition, large quantities
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of material need to be requisitioned in order to ensure the military forces are at fighting
capacity.
US and South Korean forces face an army built more for quantity than quality and
what the North Koreans term “two-front war”, where “unconventional [guerrilla]
warfare” and special operations are utilized in concert with conventional warfare.5 In
2000, the North Korean army was estimated to have one million active soldiers, 4000
tanks/assault guns, and 1700 aircraft.6 While these numbers may appear impressive, they
conceal the fact that a vast majority of North Korean equipment is extremely outdated by
modern standards. Most of the tanks in active service are T-54s or T-59s (the Chinese
variant), originally introduced into the Soviet armed forces in 1949.7 The USSR ceased
using T-54s in armored units in the 1970s. Rearguard units also use T-34s and SU-100
assault guns, vehicles which were phased out shortly after the Second World War ended
in 1945. The North Korean Navy has no vessel any larger than a destroyer8, cannot guard
North Korean waters beyond 12 nautical miles9, and has limited ability to operate at night
and in rough weather.10 90% of the aircraft in the Korean People’s Air Force are dated
from the 1950s and 1960s, with the newest aircraft (the Mig-29) imported in 1992. Even
then, only 16 in total are available.
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Meanwhile, the United States utilizes the M1 Abrams, a tank that has been
upgraded as recently as 2011, as the main tank. Congress allocated $114 million for 12
new tanks in 2013, meaning each of the upgraded units costs approximately $9.5
million.11 The 7th Air Force utilizes F-16C fighter jets originally procured in 1988, giving
American air forces the ability to use precision targeting equipment for low altitude and
nighttime missions.12 The US 7th fleet, based in Japan13, includes the USS Ronald
Reagan, a nuclear-powered carrier, as a component of their strike force.14 In every area of
conventional arms, the North Korean military is completely outmatched. As a result of
tensions with North Korea, South Korea (and more recently Japan) invest heavily into
defense. South Korea ranked 10th in global arms importers in 201615, and both South
Korea and Japan spend a comparable amount on defense to nations such as Germany,
Italy, and the United Kingdom.16
Considering the near-antique state of North Korean equipment, the decision to
continue to invest in either new equipment (by South Korea) or continued procurement
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(by the United States) is done by taking advantage of public opinion against North Korea.
The South Korean main battle tank, the K2, has a litany of high tech capabilities (such as
being able to launch a parachute bomb, an autoloading main gun capable of 15 rounds a
minute, and a massive sensor package) that bring it to a cost of 8.8 million USD.17
Compared to the T-55, the tank overmatches its opponent in every conceivable way other
than cost. The funding for equipment such as the K2 is justified in no small part due to
the media attention surrounding North Korea. Concurrently, it is unlikely that the copious
spending on arms will help to resolve the situation on the Korean peninsula. Steve
Bannon, the former chief strategist of the Trump administration, stated in an interview on
the subject:
There’s no military solution [to North Korea’s nuclear threats], forget it. Until
somebody solves the part of the equation that shows me that ten million people in
Seoul don’t die in the first 30 minutes from conventional weapons, I don’t know
what you’re talking about, there’s no military solution here, they got us. 18
With an estimated 8000 guns pointed at South Korea’s capital19, it is extremely unlikely
that any military solution to North Korea is achievable without significant human and
material cost, raising the implication that the military spending is ultimately
inconsequential.
While conventional arms are still produced with North Korea in mind, American
military concerns have shifted from ground forces to missile capabilities. As a result,
missile defense platforms were justified and funding was set aside to ensure their
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development and procurement. While North Korea is not the only nation targeted by the
reports and intelligence advocating missile defense, it has been one central to the
development justifications.
Missile Defense: Beginnings and Events of the Clinton Administration
The newest and most frequently discussed technological advance linked to North
Korea is missile defense systems. With constant attention being drawn to North Korean
missile capabilities, the military has advanced several missile defense systems,
proclaiming them necessary to defend against any possible North Korean strike. As a
result, North Korea has become a central aspect in government publications which
advocate missile defense.
The concept of missile defense first broke into the American mainstream with the
Strategic Defense Initiative, formed after Reagan’s challenge in 1983 to “give us the
means of rendering nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete.”20 Quickly christened “Star
Wars” by the media due to several proposals utilizing directed-energy weapons such as
X-rays or particle beams21, the program would eventually be reformed under the Clinton
administration as the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO).22 Under the
BMDO, missile defense would come back into the mainstream thanks to the publication
of three studies.
Two of these studies were conducted by the CIA in the early-mid 90s to assess
missile threats to the US. One, published in 1993, considered North Korea capable of
developing an ICBM within 10-15 years, but unlikely to do so as low resources and
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competing demands in the military meant little attention was paid to missile
development.23 The other, published in 1996, noted that nations such as China and India
had taken 20 and 15 years respectively to develop ICBMs and both had much larger
resources at their disposal. The report concluded that at least 15 years would pass before
countries such as North Korea and Iran constituted a missile threat to the United States.24
Both CIA reports were superseded in relevance by the third . “The Commission to
Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States”, henceforth referred to as the
“Rumsfeld Commission” after its chair Donald Rumsfeld, was mandated in 1997 by
Congress to “assess the nature and magnitude of the existing and emerging ballistic
missile threat to the United States.”25 Released in 1999, the commission discussed
advances made in missile technology and accumulation among states that could pose a
threat to American interests, and explored how these advancements were possible.
Assessing multiple nations (including North Korea), four main conclusions were brought
forth:
•

Efforts to develop ballistic missiles with biological or nuclear payloads are a
growing threat to the mainland US as well as its forces and those of its allies.
While they would not be as accurate or reliable as US-based systems, they could
still cause major destruction. A nation deciding it wished to attain missile
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capability could do so within five years, with a possibility the US would be
unaware of such a decision.
•

The threat to the US is “broader, more mature and evolving more rapidly than has
been reported in estimates and reports.”

•

The ability of American intelligence services to provide accurate assessments of
missile threats has deteriorated, and needs to be improved.

•

Warning times of new missile deployments which pose a threat are shrinking to
the point that the US may have little to no warning beforehand of a program
reaching operational capacity.

Based on the findings, the commission recommended that the US review and revise its
“analyses, practices and policies that depend on expectations of extended warning of
deployment” to reflect an environment where there may be little to no warning.26
While Russia and China, the two historical missile threats to the US, are detailed
in the commission, primary concern was directed towards nations with emerging
programs nations, such as North Korea, Iran, and Iraq. North Korea is made out to be the
principal threat of these three, as their missile development program is viewed as the
closest to producing an operational missile capable of striking at American cities.
Additionally, North Korea’s nuclear weapons program, and their ability to develop
missiles with a high amount of secrecy, is said to increase the urgency of the problem.
Proliferation, where nations assist one another in acquiring technology, is another issue
where North Korea arises: Iran, for example, is noted as heavily reliant on foreign missile
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technology from Russia and North Korea. A warning is given on the dangers of
collaboration, and the central role North Korea plays:
…there are other countries--some of which are themselves parties to various nonproliferation agreements and treaties--that either have acquired ballistic missile or
WMD capabilities or are working hard to do so. North Korea, Iran and Iraq, as
well as India and Pakistan, are at the forefront of this group. They now have
increased incentives to cooperate with one another. They have extensive access to
technology, information and expertise from developed countries such as Russia
and China. They also have access through commercial and other channels in the
West, including the United States. Through this trade and their own indigenous
efforts, these second-tier powers are on the verge of being able to provide to one
another, if they have not already done so, the capabilities needed to develop longrange ballistic missiles.27

The commission frames North Korea as a prime threat, but only proposes a vague
solution calling for an update of protocols and practices. The real impact of the
commission comes from its de facto advocacy for missile defense programs.
A year prior to the unclassified release of the Rumsfeld Commission’s findings
(the classified version was made available to congressmen in 1998), the head of the
House of Representative’s National Security Committee, Floyd Spence, released a
National Security Report to serve as a brief for the commission. In it, the ramifications of
the commission’s findings are laid out, both in the main text and a personal note from
Spence himself. Within the primary text, the first point of discussion is the status of
ballistic missile defense (BMD) and the incorporation of it within national missile
defense (NMD). At the time of writing, the Soviet Union had dissolved and the concern
of nuclear missile attack had diminished, acknowledged in the report itself as having
changed the direction for NMD to “defending against a limited strike resulting from an
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accidental or unauthorized launch, or from the actions of a rogue state.” The Clinton
28

administration’s belief that a missile threat is not likely is noted, and the refusal to fund
NMD or procure items necessary for a nationwide deployment is attributed to this belief.
The Rumsfeld commissions’ findings are immediately put in counterpoint to the Clinton
administration’s stance, with the section detailing said findings even titled “Enter the
Rumsfeld Commission.”
Similarly, the personal note finds the same conclusions and goes further in its
call for action:
I believe it is safe to say that the unanimous and bipartisan conclusions reached by
the Commission indicate that the intelligence community and, therefore,
policymakers may be seriously underestimating and miscalculating the threat to
all Americans posed by ballistic missiles.
Consistent with its mandate, the Commission assessed the ballistic missile
threat, and reported the most serious national security warning the American
people have received since the end of the Cold War. Indeed, the conclusions
reached by the Commission suggest that the ballistic missile threat to the United
States is a serious one today, not somewhere in the future, and is rapidly growing.
In addition, the report contains an especially disturbing conclusion that ballistic
missile threats will likely manifest themselves sooner than we think, leaving little
time or ability for the Nation to respond…
The Commission members have performed an invaluable service by speaking
forcefully and with one voice about the seriousness of the ballistic missile threats
facing America. I continue to believe that the American people have been lulled
into a false sense of security since the end of the Cold War and hope that the
Commission’s report will serve as a wakeup call for all Americans, who must
realize that the world remains a dangerous place.29
The Rumsfeld Commission thus served as a de facto justification for the expansion of the
NMD program, with North Korea serving as the main impetus. Other intelligence
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analyses published around the same time, such as the National Intelligence Council’s
“Foreign Missile Developments and the Ballistic Missile Threat Through 2015”, released
in 200130, are less in depth but reach similar conclusions. In all three of these reports,
North Korea played a critical role in justifying development and deployment.
It is important to note that the authors of the Rumsfeld commission were not
neutral parties. Rumsfeld had served as national chair of Republican Bob Dole’s 1996
presidential campaign.31 Missile defense was a key policy point, and Dole pledged to
“deploy an effective national missile defense system which will keep Americans free
from nuclear intimidation and reduce the incentive of rogue regimes to acquire weapons
of mass destruction.”32
Similarly, Rumsfeld was a signatory on an open letter published in 1998 by the
Project for the New American Century, which called on the Clinton administration to
oust Saddam Hussein and implement regime change in Iraq.33 Two others involved with
the commission, Newt Gingrich and Trent Lott, had ties to defense industries: Gingrich
had a major Lockheed facility located near his district, and Lott had a Star Wars laser
program move to his state.34 When the Rumsfeld Commission released its final report, it
argued that missile defense was not only necessary, but that Iraq posed a threat to
American interests through missile based weapons.
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The various connections by advocates and authors of the commission are
important to note, as it demonstrates the political nature of the commission and its results.
The corporations linked to the commission were able to directly profit from the results
published, and the nature of the conclusions meant that North Korea was elevated not
only as a threat, but one that could grow larger without warning, and one that could assist
other enemies.
Despite the various conflicts of interests, the commission’s findings were
accepted, almost single-handedly reversing the political trend in missile defense during
the 90s. Before its publication, missile defense funding was an extremely divisive topic,
with the Reagan SDI program itself only passing after heavy debate. In 1997, the Senate
introduced a National Missile Defense Act, which never passed and barely cleared a vote
by the Committee on Armed Services.35 However, in 1999, after the Rumsfeld
Commission’s findings were published, a National Missile Defense Act passed the Senate
by a 97-3 vote.36 The act itself is only about half of a page long, but served as an official
confirmation of a missile program, stating:
It is the policy of the United States to deploy as soon as is technologically
possible an effective National Missile Defense system capable of defending the
territory of the United States against limited ballistic missile attack (whether
accidental, unauthorized, or deliberate) with funding subject to the annual
authorization of appropriations and the annual appropriation of funds for National
Missile Defense.37
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While the system was officially announced, the Clinton administration chose to defer the
decision to deploy such a system to the upcoming Bush administration. A year previous,
Boeing was given a contract to develop a National Missile Defense program (what would
later become GMD)38, and in 2000, the Terminal High Altitude Area Defense program
(THAAD) received official program initiation. These programs would become the main
defense systems funded by the US government.39

Events of the Bush Administration
As the dust settled from the Rumsfeld Commission and its after-effects, President
Clinton’s term ran out and George W. Bush was elected to the presidency. Clinton’s
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Three programs make up the core of American missile defense: the aforementioned THAAD and GMD
programs, and the Aegis defense system. All three are designed to target missiles in different stages of
flight: THAAD is designed to destroy missiles in the terminal phase, where missiles re-enter the
atmosphere and are in the final stages of approaching their target. The GMD system targets missiles that
are in the midcourse phase. Here, missiles are outside of the atmosphere and coasting towards their target.
Aegis focuses more on short and medium range missiles, but also targets them within the terminal phase.
THAAD, the US Army’s program, had already been in development for nearly a decade by the time of the
Rumsfeld Commission and its first tests had been undertaken in 1995. Having failed every test before the
commission gave its final report, concerns about the future viability of THAAD were raised, but the
program was able to continue and as of 2016 five batteries were deployed, with a sixth waiting for the
delivery of the system radar. The THAAD system is designed to be mobile, effective against all types of
ballistic missile, and able to hit targets in and outside the atmosphere, in contrast to the Patriot missile
system, which can only function within.
The GMD system, on the other hand, has only recently broken into the mainstream news cycle, with the
first successful test of the program involving a physical intercept coming on May 30 th, 2017. GMD differs
from THAAD in the threat counter: while THAAD is capable of countering shorter range missiles, GMD is
only effective against targets outside of the Earth’s atmosphere, meaning the primary threat countered are
long range or intercontinental ballistic missiles. The US military has deployed 36 interceptors in Alaska
and California. The Aegis BMD system is backed by the US Navy, and is designed primarily to operate as
a ship-based defense system (although it has been adapted for land use as Aegis Ashore). The system
primarily engages short and medium range missiles, but is also capable of tracking long range missiles in
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indecision on national missile defense was replaced by the Bush administration’s
determination to expand military programs. Several moves were made to further this
agenda. One of the most significant was the United States withdrawing from the AntiBallistic Missile Treaty (ABM) with Russia. Originally signed in 1972 with the USSR,
the ABM put an agreement to limit anti-ballistic missile systems, with the rationale that
“effective measures to limit anti-ballistic missile systems would be a substantial factor in
curbing the race in strategic offensive arms and would lead to a decrease in the risk of
outbreak of war involving nuclear weapons.”40 But as the Bush administration entered
office, it was made clear that removing the constraints of the ABM was a top priority. In
May 2001, President Bush gave a speech discussing the need to move on:

We need a new framework that allows us to build missile defenses to counter the
different threats of today’s world. To do so, we must move beyond the constraints
of the 30-year-old ABM Treaty. This treaty does not recognize the present, or point
us to the future. It enshrines the past. No treaty that prevents us from addressing
today’s threats, that prohibits us from pursuing promising technology to defend
ourselves, our friends and our allies is in our interests or in the interests of world
peace. This new framework must encourage still further cuts in nuclear weapons.
Nuclear weapons still have a vital role to play in our security and that of our allies.
We can, and will, change the size, the composition, the character of our nuclear
forces in a way that reflects the reality that the Cold War is over.41
The September 11th attacks created the atmosphere needed for the Bush administration to
follow through on such rhetoric. Two months following the attacks, Bush announced to
the world that the US would withdraw from the ABM, citing terrorism and rogue nations:
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I have concluded the ABM treaty hinders our government's ability to develop
ways to protect our people from future terrorist or rogue state missile attacks.
The 1972 ABM treaty was signed by the United States and the Soviet Union at a
much different time, in a vastly different world. One of the signatories, the Soviet
Union, no longer exists. And neither does the hostility that once led both our
countries to keep thousands of nuclear weapons on hair-trigger alert, pointed at
each other. The grim theory was that neither side would launch a nuclear attack
because it knew the other would respond, thereby destroying both.
Today, as the events of September the 11th made all too clear, the greatest threats
to both our countries come not from each other, or other big powers in the world,
but from terrorists who strike without warning, or rogue states who seek weapons
of mass destruction.
We know that the terrorists, and some of those who support them, seek the ability
to deliver death and destruction to our doorstep via missile. And we must have
the freedom and the flexibility to develop effective defenses against those
attacks. Defending the American people is my highest priority as Commander in
Chief, and I cannot and will not allow the United States to remain in a treaty that
prevents us from developing effective defenses. 42
The “rogue states” that Bush referred to were clear references to the ones named within
the Rumsfeld Commission, including North Korea. The implicit would be made explicit
in the 2002 State of the Union Address, when Bush first coined the term “axis of evil” for
a group of states including North Korea:
Our second goal is to prevent regimes that sponsor terror from threatening
America or our friends and allies with weapons of mass destruction. Some of
these regimes have been pretty quiet since September the 11th. But we know
their true nature. North Korea is a regime arming with missiles and weapons of
mass destruction, while starving its citizens…
States like these, and their terrorist allies, constitute an axis of evil, arming to
threaten the peace of the world. By seeking weapons of mass destruction, these
regimes pose a grave and growing danger. They could provide these arms to
terrorists, giving them the means to match their hatred. They could attack our
allies or attempt to blackmail the United States. In any of these cases, the price of
indifference would be catastrophic.
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We will work closely with our coalition to deny terrorists and their state sponsors
the materials, technology, and expertise to make and deliver weapons of mass
destruction. We will develop and deploy effective missile defenses to protect
America and our allies from sudden attack. (Applause.) And all nations should
know: America will do what is necessary to ensure our nation's security.
We'll be deliberate, yet time is not on our side. I will not wait on events, while
dangers gather. I will not stand by, as peril draws closer and closer. The United
States of America will not permit the world's most dangerous regimes to threaten
us with the world's most destructive weapons.43
Bush then went on to announce “the largest increase in defense spending in two decades”
for the upcoming fiscal year.44 The final budget saw overall an increase in the
Department of Defense’s funding by nearly 38.3 billion dollars.
The 2003 budget also had more language on the expansion of missile defense. In
the 2002 fiscal year budget, only one line mentioned missile defense: “In addition to
offensive forces, the President has established the deployment of effective missile
defenses as a top Administration policy.”45 Meanwhile, in the 2003 budget, there are
multiple references throughout the section on Department of Defense that either
specifically mention missile defense or related programs. A separate box notes that
successful flight tests of missile defense systems had occurred, and that the Department
of Defense had plans to aggressively pursue “exploration and testing” of missile
technologies and deploy them as soon as they were “proven ready”.46 Several pages later,
the section “Transforming Our Armed Forces” includes various areas marked for
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investment and improvement. One of these is missile defense: “In addition, DoD will
invest $7.8 billion in ballistic missile defense with the objective of developing the
capability to defend the forces and territories of the United States, its allies, and friends
against ballistic missile threats.” The budget also announced plans to invest in “spacebased radar and space control systems, which enhance our surveillance capabilities and
our capabilities to collect and utilize information from space.”47 Expansion in spacebased radar and other surveillance platforms is crucial for missile defense: space
surveillance is the fastest way through which missile launches can be detected. Without
proper advance knowledge, the system is rendered useless. Thus, while the technologies
contained within the category of space may not be indicated as missile defense, they are a
core component.48
The Bush administration would maintain its stance on missile defense up until the
end of the second term, publishing various factsheets advocating missile defense. One in
2003 reiterated the same rationales given by the Bush administration previously,
discussing the changing face of the world as a result of the September 11th attacks and
terrorist states.49 Interestingly, a 2007 factsheet made no mention of North Korea, instead
primarily focusing on missile defense within Europe from Iranian threats,50 most likely
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resulting from controversy over revelations involving the Iranian nuclear program at the
time.51
North Korea was integral in all the expansions that the Bush administration put
forward. While it was not always directly mentioned by name (“rogue states” being a
blanket term including North Korea and others), North Korea was always directly related
to developments in missile defense. While the terrorist attacks of September 11th may
have been the initial context for budget expansion, the inclusion of programs such as
space-based radar and other missile defense technologies makes it clear that North Korea
was the impetus for the final proposals.

The Obama Administration
The primary difference in missile defense policy between the Obama
administration and the Bush administration was the shift from production justification to
deployment justification. While the immediate emphasis continued to be on Iran, as per
several Obama administration speeches and announcements52, North Korea was still
viewed as a high priority threat, and slowly came back as the central focus. In 2009, the
National Air and Space Intelligence Center released an analysis titled “Ballistic and
Cruise Missile Threat”. The report discussed types of missiles, and examined different
developments that each nation had made regarding the various types. North Korea is one
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of the nations mentioned in the various sections, starting from the key findings, where it
is stated:
North Korea is continuing to develop the TD-2 that could reach the United States
with a nuclear payload if developed as an ICBM. An intermediate-range ballistic
missile (IRBM) and a new short-range, solid-propellant ballistic missile are also
being developed.53

North Korean progress is detailed in much more depth in the Medium and International
Range Ballistic Missile sections, where the report notes that North Korea had attempted
to place a satellite into orbit with a rocket that could be converted for military purposes,
as well as developing a missile which could be used to target the United States proper.
North Korea is also listed as an exporter of ballistic missile systems. The report
concludes that:
Ballistic and cruise missiles, with their relatively low operating costs, their
potential to penetrate defense systems, and their value as a symbol of national
power, will continue to be the offensive weapons of choice for many nations. As
such, they are threats that must be carefully considered in future military planning
and operations.54
A year later, the Department of Defense missile defense review in 2010 noted that
North Korea was attempting to develop the Taepodong II, an intercontinental ballistic
missile, while still constituting a short-range missile threat to US forces. A positive
assessment of US missile defense capacities is given, but is counterbalanced with the
report’s assertion that “the threat is inherently unpredictable and requires that the U.S.
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be well hedged against future developments.” The conclusion is that continued
investment in missile technology is necessary as the US only has limited protection.
American policy and priorities going forward are also outlined in five points.
Only three of these are truly important to understanding Obama administration decisions:
•

Defend the Homeland against limited ballistic missile attack

•

Defend against regional threats to US forces, allies, partners

•

Develop flexible capabilities that can adapt as threats change56

The third point is related to the simultaneous development of multiple systems, which
had been ongoing for more than a decade prior to the report, such as THAAD and GMD.
However, the first two have formed the majority of missile defense discussion, as
development reached a point where deployment was possible. North Korea was central to
advancing all three of these policy points, as most media attention involving missile
defense focused on North Korea.
Missile battery deployment has the most obvious connections to North Korea,
with most deployments coming directly after media attention involving missile tests.
THAAD missile defense batteries, activated during the Obama administration, are the
primary beneficiaries of the attention. The first unit was activated in 2008, to allow for
training on the equipment for full field usage.57 Hawaii had begun receiving equipment in
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2006 , but it was not until 2009 that then Secretary of Defense Robert Gates ordered
activation of the Hawaii battery. The activation came on the heels of a series of North
Korean tests. First, a nuclear device was tested in early 2009.59 Following that, rumors
emerged that North Korea was planning on conducting a missile test. The THAAD
battery in Hawaii was thus activated in response to the missile test rumors. Two years
later in 2011, the battery was moved closer to the Asian mainland when a transfer to
Guam was announced. Within the Department of Defense press release, North Korea was
specifically cited as the motivation behind the decision, alongside protecting US forces
stationed in Guam.60 A year later, more units were ordered from Lockheed Martin.61
North Korea was also central to Obama-era expansion of the missile defense
program, as evidenced by a statement given in 2013 by then-Director of the Missile
Defense Agency Vice Admiral James D. Syring. Speaking to the Senate Armed Services
Committee, Syring stated:

The threat continues to grow as our potential adversaries are acquiring a greater
number of ballistic missiles, increasing their range and making them more
complex, survivable, reliable, and accurate. The missile defense mission is
becoming more challenging as potential adversaries incorporate BMD
countermeasures. Space-launch activities in Iran and North Korea involve
multistage systems that serve to further the development of ballistic missile
technology for longer-range systems including intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM) technologies and systems. As the Director for National Intelligence
recently stated, “Iran has demonstrated an ability to launch small 3 satellites, and
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we grow increasingly concerned that these technical steps . . . provide Tehran
with the means and motivation to develop larger space-launch vehicles and
longer-range missiles, including an ICBM.” In addition to the Taepo Dong 2
SLV/ICBM, North Korea is developing a road-mobile ICBM and an intermediaterange ballistic missile (IRBM) capable of reaching Guam, the Aleutian Islands,
and potentially Hawaii.62
North Korea colored the objectives of the Missile Defense Agency, shifting them towards
“support for the warfighter”, meaning improving performance of existing equipment and
systems, but also delivering more interceptors for the various systems in field use. An
investment in new technologies such as solid-state lasers was also requested. North Korea
thus again found itself a central component of the military’s rationales for missile defense
expansion.

Trump Administration
In the Trump Presidency, missile defense remains a priority (one of Trump’s
campaign promises was to make the military be “so big and so strong and so great” that
“nobody's going to mess with us.”63), and North Korea remains the primary motivator for
development and procurement. The Missile Defense Agency (MDA), which operates
under the authority of the Department of Defense, features on its website a section
entitled “The Threat”. Here, the importance of North Korea as a possible enemy to the
US is outlined:
North Korea has expanded the size and sophistication of its ballistic missile forces
— from close-range ballistic missiles to ICBMs — and has conducted an
unprecedented level of nuclear tests and ballistic missile launches since 2016,
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including its fourth and fifth nuclear tests, as well as its short-range, mediumrange, intermediate-range, long-range, and submarine-launched ballistic missile
(SLBM) launches. In February 2016, Pyongyang launched a TD-2 SLV from a
west coast testing facility. The technology involved in a satellite launch would be
applicable to North Korea's other long-range missile programs. In addition to the
Taepo Dong 2 SLV/ICBM, North Korea is developing and has paraded the two
road-mobile ICBMs which, if successfully developed, would likely be capable of
reaching much of the continental United States.
Over the past year, North Korea conducted an aggressive testing campaign,
launching at least seven Musudan intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs),
with a range greater than 3,000 kilometers. North Korea tested a new SLBM
capability in 2015 and again in 2016. In February 2017 North Korea publicized
the launch of a new solid-propellant missile that appeared to be a land-based
variant of its SLBM. The missile was launched from a canister carried on a
previously unseen tracked launcher.
Today, North Korea fields hundreds of Scud and No Dong missiles that can reach
U.S. forces forward deployed to the Republic of Korea and Japan. Over the past
months the regime conducted a multitude no-notice Scud and No Dong missile
tests from a variety of locations throughout North Korea. This included a
simultaneous, salvo launch of MRBMs.64
The threat assessment makes it clear that the North Korean threat is not only persistent
but current. The emphasis on the number of missiles possessed by North Korea also
heightens the urgency of addressing the issue.
Similarly, a new threat assessment was released in 2017 examining the ballistic
and cruise missile threat. While the report primarily focuses on detailing several types of
missiles rather than discussing specific nations, each missile type discussed (SRBM,
ICBM, etc.) is linked to countries pursuing them. North Korea is the first nation
mentioned in the key findings section of the report:
North Korea has been developing the road-mobile Hwasong-13 intercontinental
ballistic missile (ICBM) for several years and in October 2015 unveiled the
Hwasong-14, a new road-mobile ICBM. The Taepo Dong-2 (TD-2), which placed
a satellite in orbit for the first time in December 2012, placed a second satellite in
orbit in February 2016. Flight testing of the Hwasong-10 (Musudan) intermediate64
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range ballistic missile (IRBM) began in April 2016 with multiple failures. Several
new solid-propellant missiles including a short-range ballistic missile (SRBM), a
submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) and medium-range ballistic missile
(MRBM) are also being developed. In April 2017, North Korea also commenced
flight testing of a new liquid-propellant IRBM, the Hwasong-12.65

The report details North Korean developments for each type of missile, from creating a
native version of the SCUD, to developing ICBMs capable of reaching the US and
missiles capable of being launched from a submarine. While North Korea is not the only
nation mentioned in the report (Russia, China, and Iran also feature) it is still discussed as
a threat to US forces and thus becomes a reason to develop missile defense platforms.
The MDA has revealed its budget requests for the upcoming 2018 fiscal year,
discussing procurement and additional research that are believed necessary. $379 million
USD in additional funding was requested in order to increase the scope of missile defense
in the US, bringing the total funding to just under $8 billion USD.66 The funds are split
into different areas, including National Defense, Regional Defense, Space, and New
Developments, justified as necessary to “preserve homeland and regional missile defense
priorities and [invest] in advanced technology development and future capabilities to
counter the proliferation of increasingly complex threats.”67 The THAAD and GMD
programs are the primary benefactors, with THAAD receiving $451.6 million alone for
procurement of additional equipment, additional development, testing, and maintenance
add around $350 million more. GMD would receive $828.1 million for development and
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expansion, with $465.5 million requested for development of better interceptors, and
nearly $500 million requested for development of radars necessary to utilize the system.
The budget proposal also declares intentions to develop UAV-borne laser defense, high
power lasers, and a multi-object kill vehicle.68

Conclusion
Since the fall of the Soviet Union, North Korea, among other nations, has been
frequently cited as a missile threat to the United States, lending credence to the
government’s decision to invest in missile defense. As a result, several programs, such as
THAAD and GMD, have received authorization and been developed over the previous
decades. In every intelligence analysis of threats to the US, North Korea was mentioned,
often as a threat more imminent than other nations. As a result, American government
administrations have continuously invested into new technology, while at the same time
strategically deploying resources to contain North Korea. Such investments and
deployments are achievable because of the media pressure described in the previous
chapter. These investments are also maintained over governments of different political
leanings, rather than being significantly altered when a different President is elected.
It is also important to restate the impact that the Rumsfeld Commission had on
missile defense development within the US. Not only did it contradict previous reports
that downplayed the threat posed by North Korea, but it helped ensure that all three of the
major US missile defense programs were given official activation. All reports following
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the Rumsfeld Commission have followed the same format of organization, as well as
reaffirming its conclusions.
The issue for government then becomes: how are missile defense programs
realized? This is where corporate interests step in. With the government providing
capital, corporations develop missile defense systems to the required specifications. They
are the ultimate beneficiaries of the media attention and government programs, and
billions of dollars in profits come from missile defense.
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Chapter 4
Weapons Developers and Profits
In his final speech as President, Eisenhower noted the vast role the military had
come to play in society:

We have been compelled to create a permanent armaments industry of vast
proportions. Added to this, three and a half million men and women are directly
engaged in the defense establishment. We annually spend on military security
alone more than the net income of all United States corporations.
Now this conjunction of an immense military establishment and a large arms
industry is new in the American experience. The total influence—economic,
political, even spiritual—is felt in every city, every Statehouse, every office of the
Federal government. We recognize the imperative need for this development. Yet,
we must not fail to comprehend its grave implications. Our toil, resources, and
livelihood are all involved. So is the very structure of our society.1
Although Eisenhower was speaking more than 50 years ago, his words still hold weight,
as American corporations (and corporations within other nations) command vast sums of
money for their services. The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute
estimated that in 2014, the global arms trade was worth nearly $100 billion USD total2,
and likely to be higher. With North Korea demanding attention on the geopolitical scene,
defense corporations are ready to profit from government reactions to North Korea.
The military’s successful use of North Korea to help justify programs means that
corporations are tasked with developing weapon systems, and then paid for their services.
This chapter will examine the various corporations that have extensive ties to the
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conventional arms and the missile defense industry. Ranging from Lockheed Martin and
their development of the THAAD and Aegis systems to General Electric supplying
turboshaft engines for aircraft, a litany of corporations all have connections and
investments to the arms industry surrounding the North Korean threat, and all have
profited handsomely. The Government Accountability Office estimated in 2004 that from
1985 to that point, the US had spent $85 billion USD on ballistic missile defense, and
would spend $66.5 billion more just through 2011. The corporations examined will be
divided into two categories: primary beneficiaries, those who directly profit from
government contracts, and secondary beneficiaries, those who supply materials needed to
ensure the primary beneficiaries can deliver their product, i.e. a subcontractor. Some
corporations qualify as both primary and secondary because of work on multiple systems.

Primary Beneficiaries
Primary benefactors here are defined, as previously stated, as corporations that
directly provide a finished product, whether it be a firearm, airplane, or other complete
system. Companies such as Boeing, Lockheed Martin, or Hyundai Rotem, all make final
deliveries on products and can fit this definition. Primary focus is given to missile
defense, but traditional arms (weapons utilized by the Army, Navy, and Air Force to
destroy ground or air targets other than missiles) should also be considered. Weapons
under the scope of the definition include guns, munitions, explosives, tanks, aircraft, etc.
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For a military to be effective, the average soldier requires clothing, food, shelter,
training, and military equipment such as the standard issue M4 Carbine3 and M9 pistol as
sidearm4, and grenades, or other possible mission equipment such as body armor or antitank equipment. An NBC investigation in 2002 estimated the cost of just equipping a new
soldier to be $4700. When recruitment, training, pay, moving expenses, ammo, and
support staff were included, the cost ballooned to nearly $45,000. The article further
estimated that training an officer was $340,000.5
NBC also estimates that 37,500 soldiers are on the front line as a part of USFK.6
If every single one of the 37,500 were basic GIs, the cost of equipping and training the
force would be approximately 1.69 billion dollars. If 10% of these soldiers are assumed
to be officers, the cost increases to 2.962 billion dollars. The sum is only to train and
equip the soldier once – equipment such as aircraft, naval vessels, tanks, etc. bring
additional costs.
Given the extreme costs behind training and supply, arms manufacturers rake in
profits. For instance, Colt Defense is the primary manufacturer of the M4 carbine
standard issue to US soldiers stationed in South Korea. At an estimated $1500 per gun,
and assuming all 37,500 soldiers are given an M4, the total comes out to $56.25 million
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USD. While this may appear to be a large amount, it pales in comparison to other income
received for conventional weapons. The K2 Black Panther, a main battle tank of the
South Korean army, is estimated to cost $6.9 million USD a unit. With a total of 206
tanks either produced or in the process of delivery by 2016, an estimated $1.4 billion
USD would have been spent by the government purchasing them from Hyundai Rotem.
On top of these expenditures, the South Korean government is believed to have spent
nearly $2 billion USD in development costs before orders were submitted.7
The South Korean Air Force, like many other national branches, utilizes
American-produced aircraft as the core of its equipment. As a result, corporations such as
Boeing and Lockheed Martin have made tremendous profits from sales to South Korea.
Between 1990 and 2016, South Korea purchased 140 F-16s, 61 F-15Es, and 4 Boeing
733 AEW&C surveillance craft. In total, these purchases cost the Korean government
nearly 10 billion USD. Additionally, 57 UH-60 Black Hawk helicopters were purchased
from Sikorsky with an estimated price of 1.25 billion USD.8 Japan made similar
purchases of aircraft through this period, with delivery of 213 F-15Cs being completed in
1999, and 42 F-35 aircraft ordered in 2012 at a total estimated cost of 16.37 billion USD.
Similarly, the South Korean Army uses equipment based on American designs.
The K1 tank is based on the M1 Abrams, and the M48 Patton is only now being phased
out of service by the previously mentioned K2 Black Panther. The K1, like the K2, is
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manufactured by Hyundai Rotem, who have constructed at least 1000 tanks for South
Korea since its introduction into the armed forces.9 Each tank carries an estimated price
tag of 3.48 million USD per unit10. Additionally, South Korea has conducted arms deals
with Turkey to help develop a semi-indigenous tank based on technology developed for
the K2 tank, totaling out to 400 million USD11.
The South Korean Navy, while less prestigious than the other branches of the
armed forces due to the limited nature of the North Korean Navy, still has invested large
sums of money into equipment. One of the newer purchases is the Chang Bogo class
attack submarine. Originally built in Germany as the Type 209, South Korea purchased
nine of the submarines for its navy.12 It has also agreed to build and sell two of the type to
Indonesia (with a third being constructed by Indonesia itself) for a total of 1.1 billion
USD.13 Based on these figures, the total cost for the Chang Bogo class can be estimated
at around 3.3 billion. Another submarine project, the KSS-2, gave a contract to produce
six submarines to Hyundai Heavy Industries, with three others being produced by
Daewoo Shipbuilding and Marine Engineering. The estimated cost for the project is 5.25
billion USD.14 A further project, the KSS-3, has resulted in another contract for Daewoo
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Shipbuilding, valued at 1.56 billion USD for two submarines, with up to nine to be
constructed in the future.15
It is worth noting that the conventional weapons trade surrounding the Korean
peninsula is not unique from other regions. Several of the weapons, such as the F-35, or
the basis for the K1 tank, the M1 Abrams, were designed as weapons for the US military
to be able to use in a general capacity, rather than with a specific eye towards North
Korea. Many countries produce or purchase military equipment without having an
obvious military threat in the region or bordering them, such as South Africa, Italy, and
Brazil. The difference in the case of North Korea is that South Korea’s entire arms
industry (South Korea, as mentioned in the previous chapter, ranks 10th in the world in
terms of arms exporters) is justified vis a vis the threat of North Korean aggression. Were
North Korea not a threat, it is highly unlikely that South Korea would invest as heavily
into defense.
However, missile defense is unique in that North Korea has always been a major
component of justifying development and purchase of equipment, not just in South
Korea, but in the United States. Corporations who manage to secure a deal in missile
defense have thus profited massively from fear of a North Korean strike. Two American
companies stand out for their massive government contracts to develop missile defense
platforms: Boeing and Lockheed Martin. Combined with their contracts to produce
aircraft, it is no coincidence that both aerospace giants are listed by the Stockholm
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International Peace Research Institute as the two most profitable defense companies in
the world.16

Lockheed Martin, THAAD, and Aegis

Aerospace firm Lockheed Martin produces aircraft, electronics, and other defense
systems for the US government. Slightly over 9% of the government’s total contract
payments in 2016 were made to Lockheed Martin, over $43 billion USD.17 Part of the
reason for such a large comparative percentage is Lockheed’s status as the primary
missile defense contractor for the US military, producing both the THAAD system for
land use and the Aegis system for naval use (although it has been adapted for land use as
Aegis Ashore). Both have reached the stage where they are combat ready, and South
Korea deployed THAAD systems midway through 2017.18 Japan, on the other hand, has
installed the Aegis system on four Kongo-class destroyers, while internal reports have
recommended adoption of THAAD.19 Both acquisitions were made primarily with an eye
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for North Korea. The US government has plans to expand its THAAD launcher count to
44 by the end of 2017.21
As is custom with military programs, both THAAD and Aegis have had a long
development process, spanning multiple decades before reaching their current state.
THAAD has been in development since the late 1980s, after the beginning of US
investigation into a “hit-to-kill” projectile capable of replacing blast and fragmentation
type warheads, due to advances in target guidance systems.22 Initially developed by the
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, Lockheed Martin was the primary contractor
during the initial phase, as part of a four-year demonstration and value contract running
from 1992 to 1996.23 Cost estimates for the program in 1996 totaled 16.7 billion USD to
develop and acquire THAAD.24
Lockheed would continue to be the primary beneficiary of THAAD when an
engineering and manufacturing development (EMD) contract worth 4 billion was
awarded in the year 2000.25 A proposal to move THAAD to the EMD stage had actually
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been tabled and rejected in 1999 due to various issues with tests and management within
Lockheed, but pressure and management changes by the company resulted in the
Department of Defense acquiescing and granting the contract.26 Around the same time,
cost estimates began to grow for THAAD. The Bush administration increased estimates
for funds needed by 68% for each year when it first proposed its budgets27, and total
program cost estimates increased to 23 billion.28
When THAAD finally entered production in 2007, Lockheed was again given the
reins to produce the system, and was given a 619 million USD contract to produce the
first units for the US Army. A total of six batteries have been produced for the US
government, with a seventh under contract.29 At an estimated 800 million USD per
battery, Lockheed stands to make a total of 5.6 billion USD simply off production deals
with the US.30 Additionally, a 528 million USD deal was also made in 2015 to produce
further interceptors by the Missile Defense Agency, as the number of active units fielded
by the United States increased.31
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However, Lockheed’s involvement is not limited simply to producing the
equipment needed. The United States has also signed Lockheed to various contracts
involving field support and further development of the THAAD system. In 2010,
Lockheed signed a field support contract worth an initial 25.7 million USD, but with
yearly extension options through 2019 that give the contract a maximum value of 435
million USD.32 This ceiling was raised in 2017 to 561 million USD by the Missile
Defense Agency.33 A follow-on development contract for five years, made in 2012 and
worth 66 million USD, has also been awarded.
Lockheed has also reached deals with other nations to supply THAAD equipment.
In 2011, the United Arab Emirates reached an agreement on a production contract with
Lockheed. Confirmed in 2012 as a total of 138 launchers34, the contract was worth 1.96
billion USD.35 Saudi Arabi has also recently emerged as a potential buyer for the system.
In October 2017, the US State Department announced it had approved the sale of
THAAD launchers, interceptors, radars, and fire control systems to Saudi Arabia. The
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contract also includes electrical and maintenance units, trailers, and other miscellaneous
items needed to operate the system. The contract is estimated at 15 billion USD.36
THAAD has proven itself to be one of the most profitable of Lockheed’s weapons
ventures. With long term investments in the program by the United States government,
and foreign buyers now taking interest in the system, Lockheed stands to make at least 20
billion dollars, and likely billions more. North Korea’s role in ensuring that the program
reached production status was paramount, and now Lockheed gains profit from regions
that face minimal to no threat from North Korea, as well as maintain income from the US
as it strives to keep THAAD maintained and operational.
Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (Aegis BMD), unlike THAAD, was not designed
as a standalone missile defense system, but is instead part of the Aegis Combat System,
an integrated weapons defense system used on naval vessels since 1983.37 The system is
the US Navy’s version of THAAD, and has also been developed and produced primarily
by Lockheed Martin. Following testing of the Lightweight Exoatmospheric Projectile in
the 1990s, the Navy began exploring options to expand the Aegis Combat System to
“utilize kinetic kill vehicles” similar to those that were being developed for THAAD. The
program was initiated in 1996 as the Navy Theater Wide program, but appears to have
changed its name to Aegis BMD at some point before the year 2003.38 It was in the year
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2003 that Lockheed would get its first production contract: Block 2004. Designed to
upgrade ships to enable detection of ballistic missiles, the contract was worth
approximately 813 million USD.39 A year later, it was estimated the program had cost a
total of 3.67 billion USD since its inception.40 Additional contracts to continue
development of the Aegis system through “Block” upgrades (Block 2006/08 and
2010/12/14) would be given in 2007 and 2009, for 979 million USD41 and an initial 1.034
billion USD.42 However, the latter contract, due to modifications and extensions by the
US government, has risen in total value to 2.5 billion USD.43
In terms of foreign buyers, Japan is the only active user of Aegis BMD, although
South Korea has made plans to acquire the system. Lockheed first signed a contract with
Japan to upgrade a ship in 2005, where a Kongo-class destroyer was equipped with BMD
capabilities for 124 million USD. Two further contracts were reached in 2007, worth 33
million44 and 40 million45, respectively. Japan also upgraded several Atago-class ships,
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utilizing the Aegis Combat System infrastructure.
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with two contracts signed in 2013

46,47

48

and another in 2014 , for a total investment of

approximately 148 million USD. The most recent deal made is one involving the US,
Japanese, and South Korean governments to produce Aegis BMD sets for ships, worth a
total of 490 million USD, that will give South Korea Aegis BMD capabilities.49 Support
contracts for Japan signed during this period amount to approximately 210 million
USD.50
Alongside the naval system, Lockheed has also adapted Aegis into a land based
platform, called “Aegis Ashore”. A system has already been deployed in Romania, and
plans are underway for a second system to come online in Poland by 2018. Due to the
lower scale of the program compared to the naval elements, comparatively little has been
invested by the US government into acquiring the system. There are only a few contracts
made with Lockheed, one in 201151, and one in 201652, and together both are worth about
172 million USD.
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While Aegis may not be as lucrative of a program as THAAD has proven to be,
Lockheed has still utilized North Korea to produce an additional weapons system. The
$2.5 billion contract for Aegis is one of the largest single government contracts running,
and with the sales to South Korea and Japan, Lockheed will make at least another billion
dollars. Both foreign buyers are primarily concerned with utilizing the system to defend
against North Korea. The large amount of funding also comes at a time when North
Korea has moved their missile production focus to intercontinental missiles, meaning that
the Aegis program’s focus on short and medium range missiles, mounted on a naval
platform, becomes less and less pertinent to the interests of the US. Aegis, more than any
other program, benefits from political pressure and the appearance of countering a threat.

Boeing and the Ground Based Midcourse Defense

Boeing, like Lockheed, is a major American aerospace company, and is one of the
most dominant civilian airliner manufacturers. Also similar to Lockheed, Boeing has
done extensive defense work for the American government throughout its history, such as
designing bomber aircraft during the Second World War. With Lockheed being the first
in terms of total contract value with the US government, Boeing is the second, with 5.6%
or nearly 26.5 billion USD obligated to be paid to Boeing in 2016.53 Part of this income is
derived from the third major US missile defense program, the Ground-Based Midcourse
Defense, or GMD. GMD’s role differs from that of Aegis and THAAD in that it is
expected to destroy missiles while they are still in space (the midcourse phase). As a
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result, it is not capable of dealing with shorter range missiles, and focuses exclusively on
long and intercontinental ballistic missiles.54
GMD’s origins lie in the Clinton administration’s National Missile Defense
program. The first exploration into a missile defense architecture similar to the form
GMD has taken on can be found in an exploratory paper done by the RAND Corporation,
investigating the feasibility of using modified Minutemen ICBMs as a missile
interceptor.55 That same year, National Missile Defense was upgraded to a
development/deployment stage, with tests taking place by 1999 and deployment as early
as 2003. Funding at the time was initially around 250-275 million USD a year, but
Congress approved increasing this amount by 100 million to ensure program success and
timeliness.56 Official government paperwork on initial contract awards are unclear57, but
December of 2000 Boeing is listed as having signed contract HQ0006-01-C-0001 with
the Missile Defense Agency for 383 million USD.58 Since 2000, Boeing’s contract has
continuously been modified for additional spending, with announced Block programs
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coming in 2003 and 2008 , each worth 823 million and 398 million USD, respectively.
Continuous modifications to the initial contract means that Boeing has collected an
estimated 18.7 billion USD in total.61
Additionally, Boeing signed a Development and Sustainment contract with the
Missile Defense Agency in 2011 for additional development, testing, training,
refurbishment, and other duties, worth a total of 3.48 billion USD.62 The contract was
originally supposed to only last through December 2018. However, given recent failures
of the original kill vehicle in testing63, the Missile Defense Agency has given Boeing an
additional 1 billion to develop a new kill vehicle, with an expected completion date of
June 2022.64 A recent Los Angeles Times article also brought to light bonuses paid by the
government to Boeing involving GMD contracts. Initially blocked by Boeing and the
Missile Defense Agency on the grounds it would expose valuable technical information,
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a lawsuit eventually forced the government to disclose that it had paid Boeing 1.959
billion in award fees, incentive cost fees, and performance fees.65
Like Lockheed Martin, Boeing has profited immensely from its missile defense
projects. GMD is interesting in that it has received less attention compared to THAAD
and Aegis. In contrast to GMD, both have lined up foreign buyers and are deployed
elsewhere besides the United States. That aside, the necessity of redevelopment of
various components of GMD means that Boeing stands to profit handsomely from the
program for the foreseeable future.

Secondary Beneficiaries
Although Lockheed and Boeing are both making tens of billions of dollars from
missile defense, they both require assistance to fulfill their contracts. Supplies must be
requisitioned, certain areas need to be subcontracted out, or the system requires an
element necessitating the expertise of another company. Companies involved in missile
defense under these conditions are thus classified here as secondary beneficiaries of
missile defense. Some companies, such as Raytheon, are not the major contractor with
the government for missile defense, but are significantly involved with the programs.
Others, such as Northrop Grumman, do not play as major a role as other subcontractors
but still provide a vital component to the entire system. Finally, there are companies that
fulfill secondary aspects in programs while being the primary contractor for others.
Lockheed Martin fits this description. All these companies, while not appearing as much
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in media due to their secondary status, are still involved and thus profit from missile
defense spending.
Due to the frequent status of these companies as subcontractors, there will be
points where costs incurred by a corporation purchasing or outsourcing are impossible to
measure. Generally, discussing situations such as these is avoided but when the element
represents a significant aspect of the system (Raytheon’s Exoatmospheric Kill Vehicle,
for example), a brief overview is unavoidable.

Raytheon and Radar Components

Raytheon has been one of the most significant companies in the American defense
industry thanks to its extensive design and production of radar and missiles, as well as the
Patriot missile system. Their previous experience with other missile defense systems as
well as their production of radar and missile elements has resulted in Raytheon’s
continued involvement as a subcontractor for development and production. All three
systems previously discussed feature elements that are designed and produced by
Raytheon.
With regards to THAAD, Raytheon’s primary contribution is the Army
Navy/Transportable Radar Surveillance system, or AN/TPY-2. The system forms the
tracking element of THAAD, enabling it to classify targets as well as guide interceptor
missiles to destroy the target.66 The first contract that Raytheon received for the
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AN/TPY-2 was in 2003, when the Missile Defense Agency contracted the company to
develop a radar for a ballistic missile defense system, to “begin fielding an initial missile
defense capacity.” The total value of the contract including options was 800 million
dollars.67 Based on delivery totals by 2010, an estimated six radars were covered under
this contact. In 2007, an additional 212 million was given to provide a single radar unit.68
Later that same year, a contract for developing the AN/TPY-2’s capabilities further and
performing maintenance was signed, which had a value of 304 million.69
Three years would pass before Raytheon signed a contract to deliver an eighth
radar, valued at 190 million.70 The next year, 2011, Raytheon would make around 1.235
billion dollars from the AN/TPY-2 alone. First, an indefinite delivery/indefinite quality
contract was signed to maintain software on X-band radars, as well as testing and
development.71 Two more radars were also purchased for a value of 363.9 million.72
Finally, with the sale of THAAD equipment to the UAE, Raytheon received 582.5
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th

million USD to supply radars and support. The last radar bought, the 12 total, was
purchased in 2013, for 172.68 million.74
Raytheon has also been contracted several times to maintain and support the
AN/TPY-2. Such contracts are usually valued between 20 and 50 million dollars. Starting
from 2010, he cumulative value of Raytheon’s support contracts (including those
involving the UAE) totals approximately 286.4 million dollars.75, However, this total
does not include the most recent support contract, dated October 31st, 2017, which
provides support both for the AN/TPY-2 and other radars. Running through 2020, the
contract has an initial value of 1.252 billion USD, but may run as high as 1.5 billion.76
In terms of the Aegis BMD system, Raytheon is responsible for the missiles used
to intercept and destroy targets, classified as Standard Missiles, or SMs. Three are
utilized currently by Aegis, SM-2, SM-3, and SM-6, with the newer missiles bearing the
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higher numeric designation. Of the three missiles, SM-3 is designed specifically to
counter ballistic missiles in the system, while the other two are intended for use against
air targets, including anti-ship cruise missiles, but mainly focusing on targets such aircraft
and drones.78 Development of the SM-3 is currently moving towards the block II
modification being deployed by 2018.79
Raytheon had already made at least 881 million USD from the SM-3’s
development and testing before deployment was even achieved, when the Missile
Defense Agency awarded a contract to “continue development and flight test of
STANDARD Missile-3 (SM-3) Block I and IA”.80 The first missiles would be delivered
to the Navy slightly over a year later.81 In 2006, Raytheon was given an additional
development contract for the SM-3 with an estimated value of 424 million.82 Several
months later, they were then contracted to build 29 missiles of the Block IA type for
approximately 266 million USD.83
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In the last few years alone, Raytheon has made several billion dollars from the
SM-3 and its variants. The first of these contracts was awarded in December of 2015,
when the Department of Defense announced that Raytheon would be given a contract
not-to-exceed 543 million USD to produce 17 SM-3 Block IIA missiles.84 Ten days after
the announcement, another was released, modifying an April 2015 undefinitized85
contract for 540 million and increasing it to 2.35 billion dollars, in exchange for 52 Block
IB missiles.86 Two more contracts have been signed since 2015, one valued at 523
million in 201687 and the other at 614 million in 2017.88
Finally, Raytheon has also contributed to the GMD program with development of
the Sea-Based X-band Radar (SBX) and the Exoatmospheric Kill Vehicle (EKV) utilized
in the interceptors (GBI) for GMD. AN-TPY2 radars are also utilized in the system. SBX
is intended to be an advanced and extremely powerful form of X-based radar. In
testimony to Congress, SBX was described as “so capable that, if it were sitting in
Chesapeake Bay, it could detect a baseball-sized object over San Francisco.”89 The radar
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is emplaced on a modified oil drilling platform, allowing it to remain in place at sea and
housing crew.90
SBX is different from other elements that Raytheon has produced since the effort
has generally been regarded as a failure. SBX has been downgraded from operational
status to limited test support and operational standby as of 2012 by the Missile Defense
Agency.91 The radar has performed sub-optimally in tests of the GMD system.
Additionally, while the SBX was intended to be stationed at a specially prepared area in
Alaska, it has never been based there. Instead, it has usually been based at Hawaii, or out
at sea for testing. The Los Angeles Times estimates that nearly 2.2 billion USD has been
spent on SBX, despite its numerous failures and limited status. Despite the lack of
success, however, the MDA is reportedly seeking to construct a similar radar in Alaska,
at a cost of 1 billion.92
The Exoatmospheric Kill Vehicle’s cost to the taxpayer and benefit to Raytheon is
difficult to estimate, due to lack of data available pinpointing the specific cost of the EKV
component. However, at least a billion dollars has been spent by the government simply
to redesign the EKV due to failures within the system. In May of 2017, a contract was
awarded to Boeing, Lockheed Martin, and Raytheon to work together to develop a
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Redesigned Kill Vehicle for the GMD system. Considering that this was a modification
to a previous contract which brought the total value of the contract over 5 billion, it is
likely that Raytheon stands to make, as is the case with their other programs, a fair
amount of money.
Raytheon’s status as the largest radar and missile producer in the US means that it
will almost certainly continue to be a major player in missile defense.

Northrop Grumman

Similar to Raytheon, Northrop Grumman’s contribution to missile defense
programs involves surveillance aspects. Instead of radar systems, however, Northrop
Grumman contributes to satellite based systems used for early warning of missile
launches. Two programs fall into this category: the Defense Support Program, and the
Space Tracking and Surveillance System. The former has been in place for several
decades (the first satellite was launched in the 1970s94), while the latter is intended to
replace older systems (including the former). Northrup Grumman has also developed the
Joint Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System (J-STARS)
Not all the DSP satellites were constructed and launched under Northrop
Grumman’s tenure, as before 2002 TRW Inc. was responsible for the program. However,
following a takeover of TRW, Northrop Grumman assumed control of TRW’s aerospace
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holdings, including the construction of DSP satellites. For instance, in 2006, two
contract modifications for a contract originally signed by TRW96 were given, totaling
approximately 81 million. 97 Additional support contracts to the present have netted
Northrop Grumman a total of 173.6 million.98
The Space Tracking and Surveillance System has only just begun to be deployed,
Northrop having launched only two satellites in the system so far.99 However, billions of
dollars have already been received with regards to development and maintenance. Only
one main contract has been modified and updated by the government, with the most
recent modification coming in February 2017. 19 million dollars were added to a
previous contract for support for the STSS, but total funds committed on that one contract
are nearly 1.9 billion dollars.100 The current contract modification runs through March
2018, so the contract will more than likely increase in value at a future date.
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Northrop’s J-STARS is designed to operate on an aircraft (designated the E-8),
and uses a multi-mode radar to track and classify ground targets.101 These functions, apart
from providing close air support against conventional armed forces such as vehicles, can
also be utilized to locate ground-based missile launchers.102 The Air Force estimates that
each unit has cost 244.4 million dollars, and states that 26 units are in service.103 In total,
the J-STARS program acquisition alone has cost 6.35 billion dollars. Other sources have
estimated the total cost of the program to be as high as 11 billion dollars.104
Northrop Grumman’s contributions to missile defense may seem limited, but
thanks to their technical specificity, several billions of dollars have been earned in the last
two decades from projects that most Americans would not recognize. Although upgrades
of the J-STARS aircraft have been put on hold, and the DSP is slowly being phased out,
profits are essentially guaranteed given that DSP’s replacement, the STSS, has only
launched two satellites so far while the DSP had nearly 30.

Other Secondary Beneficiaries

It is difficult to ascertain the exact monetary benefit of companies that provide
raw materials or minutia, as, unlike government contracts, corporations do not usually
make public the financial aspects of deals or purchases. Some companies involved with
missile defense in a minor or roundabout capacity have made their involvement and
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profit known. Ranging from construction to testing assistance, these companies do not
make the substantial profits that the previously discussed ones do, but are still profiting
from the field.
KBR, Inc. (formerly Kellogg Brown & Root) were awarded a construction
contract in 2013 to help construct Aegis Ashore facilities in Romania. Worth 134.1
million USD105, KBR assisted in building foundations for SM-3 launchers, a
communications equipment pad, and storage tanks, among other duties. Other companies
involved in the Romania site include SC Glacial PROD SRL, from Romania, and Exelis
Systems Corporation, from the US.106
Orbital ATK has produced ballistic missiles for the purposes of testing American
missile defense systems. In 2016, the Missile Defense Agency awarded Orbital a contract
with a firm value of 182 million and options worth up to 400 million to construct
medium-range ballistic missiles for testing purposes. 107 The company also provides the
thruster component of the Standard Missile – 3.108
In August of 2010, five companies were given contracts by the Missile Defense
Agency to assist with and provide advisory to Engineering and Test directories in the
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Missile Defense Agency. These five companies, one small business and four “large”
businesses as defined by the MDA, were ERC, Inc., Madison Research Corporation,
Computer Sciences Corporation, General Dynamics Information Technologies, and
Sparta, Inc. All contracts were given a “not to exceed” ceiling of 1.6 billion dollars.109
Other miscellaneous companies that have been contracted to work with the
Missile Defense Agency include Booz Allen Hamilton, ALATEC Inc., ManTech
International Corporation, EMC Inc., MacAulay-Brown Inc., and MEI Corporation. All
of these companies were contracted either in “full and open” status or as a “small
business set-aside” by the Engineering and Support Services office of the MDA,
MiDAESS.110 These companies were hired for various duties including “management
support”, “engineering and technical advisory”, and “security and program protection”.
Given the inherent complex nature of missile defense, from procurement of raw
materials to coding of technologies used in guidance and monitoring systems, it is natural
that a plethora of contractors would be involved throughout the process. Although there
are obviously many other companies that have made millions from the Missile Defense
Agency alone, exploring the specifics of each one would be a time-consuming endeavor
and simply add more examples into an already weighty list.
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Closing Thoughts
Missile defense (and conventional arms) have been, and undoubtedly will
continue to be, an extremely profitable business because of the emergence of North
Korea as a possible threat. So much so that, in fact, shares have risen in defense stocks
and major defense contractors have examined acquiring smaller companies to increase
profits.111 The majority of material discussed here is simply financial and contractual
nature. While this may appear dry, it is important to note the sheer amount of money
surrounding missile defense and conventional arms. Given the Trump administration’s
campaign promises to strengthen the military, it is not a matter of if, but when, more
funding is allocated to missile defense and programs in order to either update, develop
and produce them, while, some will never reach production. In all events, someone will
be there to profit.
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Conclusion
On December 22 , 2017, Foreign Policy posed a question to readers: “Will North
nd

Korea Blow Up the Winter Olympics?” Authors Tom Z. Collina and Catherine Killough
argued that the timing of military exercises and growing tensions on the Korean
peninsula could result in an attack on the Winter Olympics by missile or other means.1
Earlier in the month, Newsweek published an article noting that US Senator Lindsey
Graham had expressed his desire for the Pentagon to move US dependents outside of
South Korea in case of conflict.2
Meanwhile, on December 19th, 2017, news media across the world broke the story
that Saudi Arabia had intercepted a ballistic missile fired at its capital by Houthis forces.
Utilizing missile defense equipment supplied by the United States, Saudi Arabia was able
to bring down a Scud missile intended to strike at a royal palace in Riyadh.3 Saudi Arabia
may wish to thank North Korea for ensuring the shootdown, as headlines such as the one
run by Foreign Policy have directly contributed to the US putting a massive amount of
funding into missile defense development. This interplay between media concern/ethical
values, military development, and the resulting profits has been what this thesis’ research
has sought to illustrate in depth.
Unless a dramatic shift occurs regarding North Korea and the rest of the world, it
is fair to assume that the general trend of media attention and military spending will
1
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continue. The majority do not have access to intelligence reports or high-level diplomatic
writings; their only source of information is from NGOs and news media. As a result, the
reports of human rights violations and threats against the US are the only information that
the majority will reliably see, coloring their opinion towards the views expressed by the
authors of such reports. These citizens then express their concern to government, whether
it be for more humanitarian concern, or more military security.
Governments respond to this concern primarily through military means. This does
not mean direct military action against North Korea. Instead, using public support,
governments legitimize military weapons programs. North Korea is frequently cited in
missile defense reports as a nation that could not only strike the United States, but could
assist other nations in gaining the capability to launch ballistic missiles as well. The
American government has developed several missile defense programs, all of which
received new contracts after major government studies into the North Korean ballistic
missile threat.
Lockheed Martin and Boeing were the primary beneficiaries of the government’s
new contracts. Working to develop three systems (THAAD, Aegis, and GMD), both
companies were able to secure billions of dollars in profits by developing the systems for
the government. Lockheed Martin and Boeing were far from the only benefactors of
government spending. Other companies, ranging from Raytheon and Northrop Grumman
to less known ones such as Orbital ATK all profit by supplying secondary aspects of
missile defense systems, such as radar, satellites, or missiles for testing.
The government thus serves as the crucial link between public ethics and
corporate income. By agitating for action against North Korea, the public has induced
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governments to spend money on rendering North Korean power impotent. Since North
Korea’s primary mechanism for gaining attention and legitimacy on the world stage is
through hard power in the form of the military and ballistic missiles, missile defense was
developed, both to protect the US from North Korea (among other nations) and to help
neutralize the leverage of North Korea.
The usage of human rights to back military spending is not a new phenomenon.
Nations have intervened on ethical grounds in conflicts many times in the past, from the
USA sending troops to Korea and Vietnam to prevent the spread of communism, to the
colonial systems mentioned in the first chapter. North Korea is also not the only nation in
modern times to be used in this fashion: Iran, Iraq, and China are all mentioned in reports
which discuss the North Korean missile threat. The Soviet Union was used to justify
massive spending during the Cold War
Even if, someday, North Korea is no longer viewed as a threat (whether by
unification, invasion, or other means), it is likely that another nation will emerge as a new
threat. The thesis could have examined the dialogue surrounding the US invasion of Iraq,
or fears over Iran gaining nuclear capacity. North Korea is one of many nations that could
fit the role of a threat. Its significance lies in the frequency with which it is cited as a
threat, and the length of time with which it has been used. The fact that North Korea has
also achieved nuclear capabilities, unlike Iraq or Libya, also sets them apart from
comparable situations.
For all the bluster and fear about war, the fact hidden at the center is that no
parties surrounding North Korea want large-scale conflict. North Korea no doubt
understands that were it to try to fight the US and its allies, the regime would end. The
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US, on the other hand, faces the reality that a war would devastate South Korea, and that
given the outcome of the invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan, the public would not support
military action on a large scale. Both, instead, benefit from the current situation. The
North Korean government is able to legitimize itself by saying the US presents an
existential threat to the North Korean people, while US government and corporations can
authorize funding, bringing economic benefits without being heavily scrutinized as they
would be if there was less tension.
The research contained is not meant to discredit the ideas of human rights, nor to
claim that they are simply a tool utilized by governments to expand the military. Instead,
what it tries to demonstrate is that there are various forces in government and business
that utilize human rights to advance their own interests. Exploitation of human rights for
self-interest is simply an unintended consequence of these beliefs.
The world we live in currently is by no means unipolar. Ethnic and religious
divisions have risen over the last 20 years with events such as the European migrant crisis
or the emergence of the Islamic State in the former Levant. The current situation is not
what US-led global civil society strives for. The ultimate goal of the US may be found in
Francis Fukuyama’s speculation on the meaning of the fall of the Soviet Union:
The triumph of the West, of the Western idea, is evident first of all in the total
exhaustion of viable systematic alternatives to Western liberalism. In the past
decade, there have been unmistakable changes in the intellectual climate of the
world’s two largest communist countries, and the beginnings of significant reform
movements in both. But this phenomenon extends beyond high politics and it can
be seen also in the ineluctable spread of consumerist Western culture in such
diverse contexts as the peasants’ markets and color television sets now
omnipresent throughout China, the cooperative restaurants and clothing stores
opened in the past year in Moscow, the Beethoven piped into Japanese
department stores, and the rock music enjoyed alike in Prague, Rangoon, and
Tehran.
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What we may be witnessing is not just the end of the Cold War, or the passing of
a particular period of postwar history, but the end of history as such: that is, the
end point of mankind’s ideological evolution and the universalization of Western
liberal democracy as the final form of human government.4
American values still hold the dominant position in the hearts and minds of citizens
across the globe. North Korea is one of the few remaining areas where American values
are not admired, but shunned (at least by the government). North Korea’s outcast status
means it will continue to be the focus of media attention and military development,
taking place in the nexus described in these past pages. A different “bogeyman” will arise
when North Korea is gone. Activists will find different issues to raise, governments will
create different programs. But for now, North Korea is, paradoxically, needed by
America.
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