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ABSTRACT

Explaining Variation in South Korean Attitudes toward

Bilateral Free Trade Agreements with the United States, China, and Japan

by

June Mi Elisha Kang

When first signed in 2007, the Korea—U.S. Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA) was
expected to obtain strong public support as many trade experts predicted economic gains
for both countries. Contrary to such expectations, however, South Koreans displayed
varying levels of support toward KORUS FTA when the official negotiations began in
2006. Therefore, the first part of this research is devoted to answering the following
question: "what explains the variation in trade policy preferences among South Koreans
to the 2007 KORUS FTA?" This paper identifies trade policy preferences of individuals
and empirically examines individual-level factors for either supporting or opposing the
agreement. The project then uses rational choice, value framing, and national security
frameworks to develop different hypotheses. These hypotheses are then tested using poll
data from the East Asia Institute, JoongAng Daily, and the Chicago Council on Global
Affairs. The second part of the research applies the same explanatory model to analyze
the varying levels of support for Korea's bilateral FTAs with China and Japan. The
national security framework is expanded further explain the variation in South Koreans'

attitudes toward Korea's bilateral FTAs with the US, China, and Japan.
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. The U.S.—Korea Free Trade Agreement

It came as no surprise to policy experts when the South Korean and American
governments signed a Free Trade Agreement (FTA) on June 30, 2007. Informal
discussions on the Korea—U.S. (KORUS) FTA began in each country as early as the
mid-1980s when former United States Trade Representative (USTR) William Brock
visited Korea and informally suggested the idea in April 1984. Former Assistant USTR
Peter Allgeier followed such efforts by holding a week of meetings between U.S. and
South Korean officials in June 1989. A report by the United States International Trade
Commission (USITC) identified Singapore, Korea, and Taiwan to be the most suitable
FTA partners in East Asia for the United States. Of these, Korea was considered to be
the most appropriate in economic terms (Cheong 2004). The United States has long been
Korea’s most important trading partner, and this trading relationship contributed
significantly to Korea’s success in developing an export-oriented economy. Conversely,
Korea is also one of the important trading partners of the United States, for both
economic and geopolitical reasons (Cooper and Manyin 2006). Despite such economic
dependence between the two countries, however, Korea—US trade volume prior to the
trade agreement steadily decreased since its peak in 1986 (Cheong 2004). Further, due to
the recent economic boom in China, Korea’s trade volume with China gradually
surpassed Korea-US the trade volume.

Many social scientists analyzed the potential implications of the KORUS FTA
and predicted positive economic outcomes for both countries (Cheong 2004). In simple

economic terms, a free trade agreement refers to an agreement involving a group of two
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or more countries to eliminate certain trade barriers like tariffs or import quotas on some
or most goods and services. Experts argue that free trade brings net gains to all parties
involved based on the economic principle of comparative advantage. For instance,
economic theory postulates that the gains from a country’s industry with comparative
advantage will be greater than the loss from the industry with comparative disadvantage
when engaging in international trade. Each country will gain efficiencies on an aggregate
level as it focuses more on the sector where it can produce goods and services more
efficiently than the other country, or the industry with lower opportunity cost. With the
hopeful optimism associated with such economic predictions, the talk of a free trade
agreement between the U.S. and South Korea was expected to gain strong public support
in each country. Contrary to the policy makers’ expectations, however, South Koreans
displayed varying levels of support toward the KORUS FTA when the official
negotiations first began on February 3, 2006.

Given this context, this research is devoted to answering the following research
question: “what explains the variation in trade policy preferences among South Koreans
to the 2007 U.S.—South Korea FTA?” This paper attempts to answer the critical
question by first identifying trade policy preferences of individuals and then empirically
examining each individual-level factors for either supporting or opposing the agreement.
The project isolates South Korean individuals as the primary unit of analysis and
examines their rationale behind the varying degrees of support. The project aims to

identify the factors that explain the different South Korean attitudes towards the KORUS
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FTA using public opinion polls conducted by East Asia Institute (EAI), JoongAng Daily,
and the Chicago Council on Global Affairs (CCGA).

Given the time-specific data from 2006, it is important to note the historical
background and consider what happened in South Korea during this period. While
identifying North Korea as one of the "axis of evil" nations in 2002, former U.S.
President George W. Bush pushed forward aggressive foreign policies in East Asia
(Christensen 2006). Such aggressive American foreign policy largely stirred up anti-
American sentiments among South Korean mainly for the following three reasons. First,
despite the history of conflicts between the two countries, many South Koreans
recognized that the two Koreas share similar heritage and national identity. On the other
hand, many South Koreans still regarded the U.S. as a third party when it came to an
issue pertaining to both Koreas. Thus, South Koreans did not appreciate it when the
Western superpower intervened and condemned North Korea. Such reaction was
surprising to many policy makers since there exists historical animosity between the two
Koreas since the Korean War. On this note, it helps to understand the South-North
Korean relationship under the former President Kim Dae-jung, who won the Nobel Peace
Prize in 2000 for bringing the two Koreas together. The Sunshine Policy under Kim
warmed the relationship between North and South Korea through efforts like a historic
summit meeting in 2000 in Pyoungyang with North Korean leader Kim Jong-il. The
summit began a direct contact with Pyoungyang that continues to exist. Given this
context, the anti-American sentiment is unsurprising as the peaceful relationship between

two Koreas was also embraced by Kim’s successor Roh Moo-hyun.
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The anti-American sentiment gained weight in 2006 due to the fear of America
declaring a war on North Korea and exercising its military force on the Korean peninsula.
As the U.S. declared war on Irag in 2003, many Koreans feared that the U.S. would also
declare a war on North Korea. Given the small landmass of the Korean peninsula, many
Koreans feared that the entire Korean peninsula, not just North Korea, could be destroyed
by the U.S. military.! The anti-American sentiment was embedded among Koreans as
many opposed to sending Korean troops to Iraq. As such military cooperation was a
diplomatic decision to strengthen the U.S.—Kaorea alliance, many Koreans began to
question whether the alliance was truly beneficial to Korea or merely an alternate form of
neo-colonialism.

Keeping such historical background in mind, the three frameworks of rational
choice, value framing, and national security can be used to explain individual-level
attitudes toward the FTA. The U.S. and South Korea signed KORUS FTA on June 30,
2007 and concluded new agreements on December 3, 2010. South Korea ranks as the
world’s 12th largest economy and 6th main trading partner for the U.S., while the U.S. is
the third largest trading partner for South Korea. Under the FTA, almost 80% of U.S.
exports to Korea became duty free on March 15, 2010; nearly 95% will become duty free
within 5 years of that date; and most remaining tariffs would be eliminated within 10
years. For agricultural products, the FTA will immediately eliminated or phased out
tariffs and quotas—almost 2/3 of Korea’s agricultural imports from the U.S. become duty

free upon entry into force. The study of individual-level attitudes toward the 2007

The total area of the Korean peninsula is 84,610 square miles, about the same size as the state of
Minnesota (86,939 square miles).
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KORUS FTA carries significant policy implications given the fact that the ratification of
the agreement actually stalled due to concerns over bilateral trade in automobiles and U.S.
beef exports. Even when the deal was finally ratified under Presidents Barack Obama

and Lee Myung-bak on December 4, 2010, subsequent meetings sought to resolve
remaining disputes over the KORUS FTA.

Although South Korea also engaged in a separate free trade agreement with the
European Union (E.U.), this study focuses on the KORUS FTA for several reasons. First,
the U.S. outranks the E.U. on the list of South Korean main trade partners. According to
2012 trade volume indicators compiled for the Directorate-General (DG) for Trade under
European Commission (2013), the U.S. ranks third directly after China and Japan in
terms of South Korean trade volume, while the EU-27 ranks fourth. U.S.—Kaorea trade
volume surpasses E.U.-Korea volume both in euro figures and Korean import and export
market share. Moreover, South Korea ranks as the sixth main trading partner for the U.S
while it ranks as the 10" major trading partner for the EU-27 (DG Trade 2013b).

In addition, the U.S. and Korea share a strong historical alliance, especially dating
to the U.S. involvement during the Korean War. As Katharine H.S. Moon (2005, 233)
notes, many Koreans since the civil war “shared ties of blood through the loss of Korean
and American lives in the Korean War, a common enemy, and a moral and military
commitment to the defense and prosperity of South Korea.” For more than half a century,
Koreans have “been known to ‘love’ Americans, welcoming them with open hearts in
gratitude and friendship for American military and economic aid during their struggling

years and admiring many aspects of American political and cultural life” (Moon 2005,
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233). Such sense of alliance and affection naturally translated to a longer history of free
trade talk between the U.S. and Korea that began as early as the 1980s. In comparison,
the first step towards the bilateral free trade agreement between the E.U. and Korea did
not take place until the 1997 Agreement on Co-operation and Mutual Administrative
Assistance in Customs Matters.
1. THEORY

This paper uses three specific frameworks to develop and test hypotheses to
explain the varying levels of preference among South Koreans towards KORUS FTA.
The explanations are based on rational choice calculations, value framing considerations,
and national security concerns. The first explanation focuses on individual-level
economic factors that aid in making a rationally calculated decision. Similarly, although
measured at the individual level, the second and third explanations, respectively, examine
group-level and state-level influences on an individual’s perception towards KORUS
FTA.
11 RATIONAL CHOICE CALCULATION

Also known as rational calculation theory, Rational Choice (RC) Theory guides in
understanding why individuals make the decisions they do. Simply put, the theory
asserts that individuals try to maximize their utility given the choices available to them.
The idea of utility is similar to the notion of well-being and is an abstract concept that
often cannot be measured or observed directly. For instance, individuals derive utility
from activities like engaging in social interactions, consuming a high-quality diet, and

acquiring financial capital. While individuals seek to maximize utility both in the short
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and the long runs, each person may derive different utilities from the same kinds of
behavior or things due to his or her unique set of preferences. In other words, these
preferences help to explain individual behavior since individual likes and dislikes are
central to governing their behavior.

Scholars Amos Tversky and Daniel Kahneman (1986) explain how rational
choice theory is used to predict and explain actor behavior. First, Tversky and
Kahneman argue it seems reasonable to describe choice as “a maximization process”
because people are generally assumed to be effective in pursuing their goals. Second,
optimal decisions of individuals increase the chances of survival in a competitive
environment because competition favors rational actors. While Tversky and Kahneman
write about the need for further studies to capture the deviations from the rational choice
model for long-run considerations, they agree that the logic of rational choice provides a
foundation for a descriptive theory of individual decision making.

According to Hall and Taylor, rational choice adopts a set of behavioral
assumptions in that the actors have a fixed set of preferences and tastes. For instance,
actors are assumed to behave instrumentally to maximize attainment of their preferences.
Actors in this context behave in a highly strategic manner and calculated approach.
Applying the rational choice model to explain individual’s political behavior, Aie-rie Lee
and Yong Glasure (2012) describe a pocketbook voting model and a sociotropic model to
explain how economic evaluation of voters influences their voting behavior. The rational
choice models help to identify factors that have short-term as well as long-term influence

on individual's voting behavior. The pocketbook voting model assumes that voters are
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self-interested agents and that their behaviors are rational in terms of politics. Within the
context of the relationship between economy and voting, a voter consider several factors
that involve the scope of economic evaluations such as personal economic grievances
and/or the broader national economy. Often called the pocketbook voting, the first model
assumes that individuals are concerned with personal economic experiences as opposed
to giving priority to evaluation of government’s management of the national economy in
a voting decision. Given the context of political behavior, the pocketbook voting model
asserts that people make a calculation based on personal costs and benefits. In other
words, individuals evaluate their past, current, and future circumstances to calculate what
maximizes their interests. As a result, individuals may prefer and support a certain type
of government, candidate, or party because it satisfies their best interests.

Alternatively, Donald Kinder and Roderick Kiewiet (1981) explain that a
sociotropic voter is influenced most of all by the nation's economic condition. In the
sociotropic model, citizens vote according to the country's pocketbook—the state of the
national economy and the incumbent party's performance in that area—not so much to
their own economic circumstances. Voters who make their decision by sociotropic
information support candidates that appear to have improved the nation's economic well-
being and oppose candidates and parties that seem to threaten it. Given the context, the
model explains how the party in power suffers at the polls during the country's struggling
times because voters act on their negative assessments of national economic conditions,

which is distinct from the assessment of their own economic well-being.
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The distinction between pocketbook and sociotropic politics is more than the
distinction between a self-interested and an altruistic politics, however. While the
motives behind the sociotropic voting may be out of altruistic concerns for the well-being
of all citizens, they may also be self-interested. For instance, a sociotropic voter may
view the incumbent administration's handling of the economy as a public good, and thus
use information about the national economic condition as an indicator of the incumbent's
ability to promote economic welfare of the country as well as its citizens. In essence,
pocketbook voting reflects the circumstances and preferences of personal economic life;
sociotropic voting reflects the circumstances and preferences of national economic life.
Therefore, the differences between the two approaches should be regarded not as one of
motivation, but as one of information.

Paul Whiteley (1995) further evaluates the relationship between the rational
choice framework and political participation by focusing on the work of Mancur Olson
(1971) and the paradox of participation regarding why and how rational actors decide to
participate or not in order to achieve common goals. Whiteley examines threshold
arguments in which rational actors calculate the costs and benefits of collective action to
make the decision of participation. For instance, the “folk” theorem addresses the
collective action problem as an “N-person prisoner’s dilemma game” and explains the
problem of cooperation in the game. This approach suggests that cooperation can be
achieved to obtain the collective good if 1) actors do not discount the future too much; 2)
the game is repeated over time; 3) there exists uncertainty about when the game ends; and

4) the cooperators are able to punish defectors (Whiteley 1995).
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Dennis Mueller (1989) suggests that individuals take into account the utility of
other actors in deciding if they should participate in a collective action like an election.
Mueller (1989, 362) describes such a concept as a “Jekyll and Hyde” view of human
nature with part of the motivation for collective action being self-interest and part being
altruistic. The logic is that taking into account the welfare of other people provides an
additional incentive for rational actors to participate in a collective action. Howard
Margolis (1982)provides a similar rationale behind the arguments for participation based
on altruism. A “fair shares” principle, Margolis argues, impacts an individual’s decision
of collective action participation. A mixture of selfish and altruistic goals motivates
participation as these are traded off at the margin in decision making.

According to the rational calculation logic, several expectations regarding the
trade policy preferences of South Koreans can be deduced. Generally speaking,
observers should expect that individuals involved with import-sensitive sectors like
agriculture in South Korea are less likely to support for KORUS FTA based on their pure
economic interest. In this case, Korea has comparative disadvantage in labor-intensive
sectors due to its material and physical limitations such as a far smaller landmass and
population relative to the United States. Thus, those involved in labor-intensive sectors
in Korea risk losing their business when competing with same industries from a relatively
more labor-abundant country like the United States.

Protectionist tariffs act as a balancing mechanism to give the country’s domestic
actors an advantage in the import-competing sectors. However, a FTA neutralizes the

protectionist system and the actors employed in the given sector with comparative
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disadvantage may rationally perceive it as a threat to their standard of living. From this
strategic thinking, Koreans working in import-competing sectors can be assumed to
rationally oppose agreements such as KORUS FTA. For instance, almost 80% of the U.S.
exports to Korea became duty free on March 15, 2012 under KORUS FTA. In addition,
nearly 95% will become duty free within 5 years of that date, and most remaining tariffs
will be eliminated within 10 years. Upon signing the agreement, the FTA was expected
to eliminate immediately or phase out tariffs and quotas for agricultural products—almost
2/3 of Korea’s agricultural imports from the U.S. were expected to become duty free
upon entry into force. In short, this explanation posits that trade policy preferences are
the result of rational calculations. Since trade essentially produces winners and losers,
Koreans involved in import-sensitive sectors that would likely be threatened by increased
competition from American producers are less likely to support the FTA since it its
perceived to threaten their economic livelihood. Conversely, those not directly involved
in import-sensitive sectors have less reason to oppose the FTA based on purely rational
calculations. Using this same logic, it can also be hypothesized that lower income
individuals are less likely to support KORUS FTA since they are less able to successfully
compete in the global marketplace relative to those individuals with greater financial
resources. Thos with greater economic resources, for instance, are more easily able to
recover from market downturns and have greater opportunities to thrive during favorable

market conditions.
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Rational Choice Logic: Concerns for the South Korean economy and the socioeconomic
statuses of Korean consumers decrease support for KORUS FTA.
e RC-H1: Involvement with import-sensitive sectors decreases support for KORUS
FTA.

e RC-H2: Low-income individuals are less likely to support KORUS FTA.
12  VALUE FRAMING CONSIDERATION

While rational choice theory proposes that individual calculation drives political
behavior, an alternative explanation suggests that value framing done by other actors is
influential in determining trade policy preferences. Value framing refers to describing an
issue in multiple dimensions and explains how citizens make sense of an issue. Framing
IS a process by which a communication source constructs or defines a political issue for
its audience. Essentially, framing stresses certain aspects of reality in people’s minds and
pushes other aspects into background. Thus, framing refers to “the process by which
people develop a particular conceptualization of an issue or reorient their thinking about
an issue” (Chong and Druckman 2007, 104). In essence, frames highlight some bits of
information about a specific issue, thereby making some pieces of information more
noticeable, meaningful, or memorable to audiences. Thus, a framing effect refers to how
small changes in the presentation of an issue may produce changes of opinion (Chong
and Druckman 2007). Such alteration occurs when different individuals arrive at
different positions of an issue depending on priority given to various conditions or frames.

In essence, framing theory posits that an issue can be interpreted in multiple

dimensions and have implications for certain values or considerations. Framing of an
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issue generally has four steps in the process: First, frames define problems where cost
and benefit for a causal agent are measured, usually in terms of common cultural values.
Frames then diagnose causes and identify the forces creating the problem, followed by
making moral judgments where responsible agents and their impacts are evaluated.
Lastly, frames suggest remedies and justify the solutions and their consequences.

Entman (1993) further suggests that frames have at least four locations in the
communication process: the communicator, the text, the receiver, and the culture.
Guided by frames, communicators make framing judgments in deciding the message they
deliver. The text contains frames in forms of presence and absence of certain words,
phrases, and sources of information that are aimed to reinforce clusters of facts or
judgments. In return, the frames in the receiver’s thinking may or may not reflect the
messages in the text or the intention of the communicator. Finally, the culture represents
an accumulation of commonly invoked frames and may be defined as “the empirically
demonstrable set of common frames exhibited in the discourse and thinking of most
people in a social grouping” (Entman 1993). As all four locations share similar functions
of selection and highlighting, these functions are used to construct an argument about
issues and their causation, evaluation, and some potential solutions.

In order to explain why individual actors make a certain political decision, Chong
and Druckman survey the importance of frames in communication. Conceptualizing an
attitude towards an issue as a series of evaluative beliefs using a conventional expectancy
value model, politicians attempt to mobilize voters behind a certain policy by

encouraging the voters to perceive those policies along particular interests. Also known



Kang 14

as invoking a “frame in communication,” the following steps offer a measurement
standard in identifying trends in issue definitions, comparing coverage across media
outlets, and examining variations across types of media (Chong and Druckman 2007).
The first step is identifying an issue or event, such as a free trade agreement issue, with
which the politicians plan to frame the issue and to appeal to the public. A frame in
communication can only be defined in relation to a certain issue, event, or political actor.
The next step is to isolate a specific attitude in order to critically analyze how frames in
communication influence public opinion. For instance, politicians decide whether to
support or to oppose a certain event like signing a free trade agreement and organize the
ways to appeal their beliefs to the public. The third step is to identify an initial set of
frames for an issue and to categorize behavior, so that observations are made in terms of
how often a type of behavior appears. In essence, recognizing such process of frames in
communication helps understanding the process behind which the politicians organize
conceptualization of an issue and ultimately recognizing frames within communication.
Three main mechanisms illustrate how framing effects work. First, mediational
processes begin with an assumption that people draw their opinions from the set of
available beliefs stored in memory. The consideration not only needs to be available but
also be accessible, and the accessibility increases through regular or recent exposure to a
communication frame emphasizing a certain message. Thus, the likelihood of a frame in
communication having an influence on an individual’s opinion depends on the strength or
relevance of the consideration. Framing can work by making new beliefs available about

an issue, making certain available beliefs accessible or making beliefs more relevant in
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people’s minds. The second mechanism that conditions framing effects are moderators,
which serve to either amplify or dampen the impact of a particular frame. For instance,
moderators suggest that framing effects are reduced through an individual’s resistance or
strong predisposition against a certain consideration. On the other hand, knowledge
enhances framing effects because it increases the availability of an individual’s level of
comprehension in a frame. The third mechanism deals with the effects of competition in
which citizens choose the alternative that is consistent with their existing values or
principles when exposed to different views of an issue. In case of a confrontation
between competitive considerations, the strength of the opposition frame determines how
much a citizen changes his or her values or perception.

In returning to trade policy preferences, KORUS FTA has been a polarizing
public policy issue that has drawn resistance from individual actors such as laborers in
industries of agriculture, fishery, and forestry. Many individuals have perceived the
potential social, economic, and political losses that could result from the FTA. In this
regard, the main opposition party—the Grand National Party, now known as the Hannara
Party—made efforts to mobilize key public resistance and garner public opposition and
protests against the policy before the FTA was first signed in 2007. By persuading
individuals with strategically managed communication messages, the party aimed to
impeach President Roh Moo-hyun from the Yeollin Uri Party, which later changed its
name to the Democratic Party upon its collapse. In short, this explanation posits that
decreases in support for KORUS FTA among Koreans were mobilized by political elites

from the opposition party through value framing of the issue. In an issue such as trade,
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perceptions and messages matter greatly. Since gains and losses are said to be a matter of

perception than of objective facts, the perception of gains and losses depends on how

messages on social problems are framed and presented to the public by the political elites
or the organization involved. People commonly experience conflict between perceived
values and actual values, which suggests the importance of how messages are framed and
presented as they may significantly influence the response of the recipient.

Value Framing Logic: Exposure to opposition-party-framed news media emphasizing the

negative impacts of the trade liberalization decreases support for KORUS FTA.

e VF-H3: A negative view of the influence of economic liberalization on the Korean
economy decreases support for the KORUS FTA.

e VF-H4: Exposure to news media concerning Korean foreign relations decreases
support for KORUS FTA.

e VF-H5: Perception that the main opposition party, rather than the President and
leading party, is working on behalf of the Korean interest decreases support for
KORUS FTA.

e VF-H6: A negative view of the influence of the Korean President in foreign policy
making decreases support for the KORUS FTA.

1.3 NATIONAL SECURITY CONCERNS

In addition to explaining trade policy preferences in terms of purely rational
calculations or framing factors, an alternative explanation suggests that such preferences
are determined by national security considerations. Initially focusing on military

capabilities, national security explanations address ensuring the survival of a state.
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Despite the fact that national security has been a core concept in the study of international
relations, the main focus of traditionalists has been almost exclusively on the “military
and state-centered view” of security (Buzan, et al. 1998, 1). The main units of “old”
forms of security analysis focus on the political and military sectors. Yet, a broadened
concept of national security also encompasses a wide range of non-military
considerations, including economic, environmental, and human security. Such
approaches also emphasize preserving state sovereignty as the most important aspect of
security. Others have further raised security questions from societal, feminist,
environmental, and international political economy perspectives by incorporating
nonmilitary sources of threat into their security analysis.

State sovereignty and independence are key concepts in the discussion of the trade
policy preferences. For instance, David Lake (2003) argues that sovereignty as a type of
authority relationship possesses both an internal and an external face. Internal
sovereignty entails the ultimate or the highest authority within a state, implying a
hierarchic relationship between the sovereign and subordinates. Stephen Krasner (1999)
refers to this as domestic sovereignty and emphasizes the effective control over the
territory claimed by the state as a prerequisite. Such a precondition of effective control is
important as there is no sovereign where there can be no ultimate authority in the absence
of such control. On the other hand, external sovereignty entails a social concept in which
an entity or a state is recognized by other similarly recognized states as “one of them”
(Bull 1977). Kenneth Waltz voices the external notion of sovereignty because “none is

entitled to command; none is required to obey” between sovereign states (1979, 88).
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Such scholarly interpretations of sovereignty imply a relationship of formal equality,
constituting the anarchic characteristic of relations between states. Robert Jackson (1990)
and Krasner (1999) further reinforce such notions, referring to the concept as juridical
sovereignty and as international legal sovereignty, respectively.

Critiquing Waltz’s work, John Ruggie (1986) conceptualizes sovereignty as an
institution that gives states an exclusive political authority over their territorial spaces.
Crucial in the construction of state identity, sovereignty determines what the basic
political units of the system are by constituting only states with territorial rights. In
addition to defining political identities, the institution of sovereignty also regulates state
behavior through norms and practices of mutual recognition, nonintervention, and state
self-determination (Jepperson, et al. 1996). These norms, in turn, help reproduce state
identities while being articulated in public international law. The concepts of state
sovereignty and independence play a key role in the discussion of the trade policy
preferences in that trade liberalization exposes the state to the broader forces of
globalization. As signing an international agreement with at least another state inherently
involves forging some level of state sovereignty, trade liberalization may be perceived as
a threat to national security as it makes the state sensitive — and possibly vulnerable —to
the dynamics of global market.

Some proponents of national security explanations believe that issues at the heart
of societal security are conversions and political decisions that will ultimately influence
identity (Huysmans 2000). For instance, security issues involved in migration rise from

the mindset that we are being diluted by the presence of them and we won’t be the same
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as we used to be because we are being changed due to a shift in the population caused by
them. Such notion of national security within the context of migration can also be
extended to trade liberalization, as new ideas and beliefs are introduced by the trading
partners. Reactions to these new values associated with trade liberalization tend to be
more visible in culturally and/or ethnically homogeneous societies, as in-group and out-
group distinctions are easier to formulate.

As a result of these social effects, three major forms of conflicts rise and impose
security threats that are different from traditionalist concepts of security. Best explained
by general structural theories like the realist paradigm and the easiest of the three to
resolve, the first is simple scarcity conflicts in which rational actors calculate their
interests in zero-sum situation in situations like resource scarcity on an international level.
Meanwhile, group identity conflicts focus on both the international and domestic levels
and looks at ethnic and cultural conflicts as a result of we versus them mentality. It
asserts that increasing population and environmental stresses in developing countries will
lead to conflict over resources and between migrating populations. Finally, relative-
deprivation conflict is the hardest of the three forms of conflict to resolve. It asserts that
citizens will become discontented by widening economic gap, as developing societies
produce less wealth due to environmental problems. Environmental issues may not only
cause anger and frustration, but also disrupt social and institutional relations.

Security is a concept that comes in multiple dimensions. For instance, food
security can be analyzed at the global, national, regional, household, and individual levels

in simplest form. Simon Maxwell (1996) argues that since the World Food Conference
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of 1974, the history of food security definitions shows that the focus has moved from the
global and national perspectives to the household and individual levels. Moreover,
Amartya Sen (1981) recognizes that the main obstacle to access food was poverty and
lack of income opportunity rather than food supply. Maxwell (1990) points out that there
has been increasing attention given to the issue of variability around the trend of both
food and supply, and access and their suitability over time. Maxwell and Frankenberger
(1992) argue that food intakes must go beyond what was needed for simple survival to
support an active and healthy life. Such need was also recognized in the 1996 World
Food Summit as it included several components of food security by asserting that “food
security exists when all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to
sufficient, safe, and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for
an active and healthy life” (FAO 1996). The Food and Agricultural Organization (1999)
also addresses the state of food insecurity in the world, distinguishing between
malnourishment linked to food intake and malnutrition. As there is a long literature and a
variety of perspectives on the relationship between different trade policies, growth,
income distribution, and poverty, many argue that trade and trade policies may also have
an impact on the rate and variability of growth as well as its quality (Winters 2000a and
2000b; World Bank 2000; Morley 2000; and Dollar and Kraay 2000).

According to the logic of the national security framework, several expectations
regarding the trade policy preferences of South Koreans can be deduced. In general,
observers should expect that individuals with the perception that signing the free trade

agreement with the U.S. makes the South Korean national security vulnerable are less
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likely to support KORUS FTA. More specifically, South Koreans who oppose to the
Korea—U.S. alliance and believe that the alliance has negative impact on Korean
national security are less likely to support the agreement. Also considering the ethnically
and culturally homogenous nature of Korean society, a number of South Koreans may be
hesitant in supporting KORUS FTA as they perceive potential threats to the country’s
sovereignty, democratic process, and support for the government. Likewise, how
comfortable Korean individuals feel in accepting Western cultures may impact their
attitudes toward the agreement. Such hypotheses are supported by the fact that Korea
portrays the characteristic of being a late importer of labor from neighboring Asian
countries due to cultural opposition (Pang 1994). Lastly, some Koreans are concerned
that opening up Korea’s small agricultural market to a competition with a bigger
producer like the U.S. may force South Korea to become too dependent on foreign
agricultural products. Given this, the perception that KORUS FTA could ultimately
threaten Korean food security may negatively impact South Koreans’ support for the
trade liberalization.
National Security Logic: The perception that opening up Korean economy to outside
forces threatens national security decreases support for KORUS FTA.

e NS-H7: A negative view of the Korea-U.S. alliance on Korean national security

decreases support for KORUS FTA.
e NS-H8: The perception that Korea should not forego its national sovereignty when

working with intergovernmental organizations like the WTO decreases support for

KORUS FTA.
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e NS-H9: A negative view of the influence of foreign culture on Korean national
security decreases support for the KORUS FTA.

e NS-H10: Wariness of opening up Korean agricultural markets decreases support for
KORUS FTA.

2. EVIDENCE

2.1 DEPENDENT VARIABLE

The dependent variable in this analysis is the attitude of South Korean individuals

towards KORUS FTA. To measure this outlook, survey data from the East Asia Institute

(EATI), JoongAng Daily, and the Chicago Council on Global Affairs (CCGA) are used.

Specifically, the following survey question was used: “What is your view regarding

whether South Korea should or should not sign a free trade agreement with the U.S. to

lower trade barriers like tariffs?” Respondents were asked to express their level of

preferences for signing a free trade agreement on a dichotomous scale, with 0 meaning

“oppose” and 1 meaning “support.” Those responding with “don’t know” or those not

answering were coded as “missing” and are excluded from the analysis.?

[Insert Figure 1.1 Here]

? While ruling out the “don’t know / no answer” reduces the sample size, this paper ruled out the option of
recoding the choice as a value in between the other two values for the following reasons. First, the
respondents who chose “don’t know / no answer” option is about 3.5% of the entire respondent pool,
which is insignificant in relative to the other two choices. More importantly, the survey questions attempt

to measure the respondents’ attitudes rather than their factual knowledge. For instance, “don’t know / no
answer” choice within a factual question may account for every possibility of the respondent simply not
knowing the answer. On the other hand, the option on attitudinal survey leaves room for interpretation as
to why the respondent chose this option. In general, respondents may chose “don’t know / no answer” if 1)
they did not fully understand the meaning of the question; 2) they are merely trying to avoid thinking or
committing themselves; or 3) the survey question exceeds their motivation or ability (Feick 1989;
Oppenheim 1992; and Kroshick 1991).
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Figure 1.1 summarizes the frequency of respondent attitude towards KORUS
FTA and shows that the majority of respondents (54.4%) support KORUS FTA,
indicating an overall level of favorability. Figure 1.1 also demonstrates that a significant
number of South Koreans (42.1%) oppose the FTA, suggesting that there are a number of
South Koreans who want to keep trade barriers in place rather than eliminate or weaken
protectionist tariffs. Factors that may be responsible for the discrepancy are analyzed in
the following section.
2.2 INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Table 1.1 provides a summary of the hypotheses with regard to attitude towards KORUS
FTA. In addition to the explanatory factors described above, the three variables of
gender, age, and educ are inserted as controls for this specific model.® In other words,
while these three variables are likely to have an impact on South Korean attitudes toward
KORUS FTA, this model does not make any predictions regarding such relationships.
The model estimated for this analysis is specified as:
KORUS FTA Preference (fta) =
f (Import-Sensitive Occupation + Income Trend) +
(Economic Globalization + U.S. Trade Fairness + Foreign Relation Interest +

Candidate Voted in 2006 + Ideological Orientation +Roh Performance + President’s

Influence in Foreign Policy Making) +

®A correlation matrix for all variables included in this model is detailed in the appendix. None of the results
represent correlations at statistically significant level except the three controlled variables at the bottom

(gender, age, and educ), indicating no relationship for the purpose of avoiding multicollinearity.
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(Korea—U.S. Alliance + American Culture + U.S National Security + WTO Unfavorable
Conditions + Foreign Culture Acceptance + National Identity + Prohibiting an Open
Rice Market) +
gender + age + education
2.3 ESTIMATION TOOL - PROBIT MODEL
Due to the binary outcome of the dependent variable, a probit regression analysis is used
rather than a standard regression model. By using the cumulative distribution function,
the probit model calculates a predicted probability of supporting the agreement based on
individual predictors. Table 1.2 summarizes the specification of independent variables
used in the model, providing number of observations, mean, standard deviation,
minimum, and maximum for each independent variable.

[Insert Table 1.1, Table 1.2, and Table 1.3 Here]

RATIONAL CHOICE MODEL

The regression analysis reveals that several factors have significant impact on an
individual’s trade policy preference towards KORUS FTA. Table 1.3 presents the full
model results. Revealing that certain factors are unrelated to respondents’ attitude
towards the free trade agreement, it shows that the hypothesis regarding the involvement
with import-sensitive sector is not supported (RC-H1). The variable importoccup
represents a dummy variable that separates respondents involved in import-sensitive
sectors of agriculture/forestry/fishery from individuals involved with other occupations.
This result indicates that respondents from such import-sensitive sectors may vary in their

attitudes toward KORUS FTA as much as those from other sectors. While this result
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does not mean the hypothesis is rejected, it means that there is not enough evidence to
either affirm or reject the hypothesis.

In addition, Table 1.3 further shows that the hypothesis about the influence of
household income is not supported statistically (RC-H2). The predictor (income)
measuring this indicator does not have a significant effect on the preferences for KORUS
FTA. Consequently, respondents experiencing below average trend in household income
may vary in their preferences toward South Korean trade policy as much as those
experiencing above average household income trend. In sum, there is not enough
evidence to support either of the rational choice explanations.

VALUE FRAMING CONSIDERATIONS

When observing the influence of value-framing factors on individuals, the
regression analysis reveals that a number of factors have a significant impact in
explaining the variation among South Koreans’ attitudes toward KORUS FTA. Two
indicators of econglo and tradefair associated with VF-H3 are statistically significant.
Both variables conceptualize the views on the influence of economic liberalization on
Korean economy, and the perception of fairness of the U.S. as Korea’s trading partner
(tradefair) has the strongest effect of all explanatory variables. A negative coefficient
means that an increase in the belief that the U.S. is engaging in a fair trade with the South
Korea leads to a decrease in the predicted probability of supporting KORUS FTA
(Reread the previous sentence carefully — should it read “unfair”?). Statistically speaking,
for each one-unit increase in the belief that the U.S. is unfair in its trade practices with

Korea, there is a .605 decrease in the probability of supporting KORUS FTA. And
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individuals who perceive the influence of economic globalization unfavorably (econglo)
show .310 decrease in their probability of support for the free trade agreement.

Table 1.3 also shows that the variable forint measuring respondents’ level of
interest in recent news regarding foreign relations of South Korea does not have a
significant impact on the level of support for the free trade agreement (VF-H4). For
example, respondents who pay more attention to news media—such as newspapers,
magazines, TV advertising, and televised debates—dealing with foreign relations topics
such as KORUS FTA vary in their attitude towards the South Korean trade policy as
much as those who do not pay as much attention to the news media.

In a similar fashion, the hypothesis related to the level of support for the main
opposition party is not statistically supported (VF-H5). None of the three indicators
(conserv, ideolo, and rohper) measuring ideological and party support has a significant
effect on the level of preferences for KORUS FTA. For instance, respondents who voted
for the conservative or the main opposition—Hannara Party—in 2006 local election
(conserv) vary in their preference towards South Korean trade policy as much as those
voted for other parties. Likewise, individuals who describe themselves as liberal (ideolo)
vary in their attitude towards the free trade agreement as much as those who identify
themselves conservative in terms of political orientation. Finally, respondents who
perceive the performance of President Roh poor (rohper) vary in their trade policy
preferences as much as those who rate Roh’s performance excellent. Thus, it appears
that individuals assess the value of the agreement on other terms, as the variation in

levels of preference towards KORUS FTA among South Koreans is unrelated to
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respondents’ support for the main opposition party, their ideological orientation, or their
negative perception of President Roh.

A final value framing consideration refers to individuals’ perception on how
much influence the Korean President has in foreign policy making (prefor, VF-H6).
Specifically, the indicator conceptualizes whether the South Korean attitudes toward
KORUS FTA are influenced by their perception of President Roh’s influence in crafting
a foreign policy, such as signing a free trade agreement with the U.S. A positive
coefficient means that an increase in the belief that the President has upmost influence in
foreign policy making leads to an increase in their probability of support for the FTA.
Statistically speaking, for each one-unit increase in the belief that the Korean President
has the utmost power in crafting a foreign policy, there is a .076 increase in their
probability of support for KORUS FTA.

In sum, these findings indicate that the more convinced Koreans are of the unfair
practices of the U.S. when engaging in a trade with Korea, of negative impacts of
economic liberalization on Korea, and of the power of their president in foreign policy
making, the lower their probability of support for KORUS FTA. Such findings largely
reject the several preconceived notions. First, these findings largely reject the
assumption that the issue linkage between President Roh and his influence in foreign
policy crafting leads to a decrease in support for KORUS FTA, as the evidence actually
supports the opposite relationship. Lastly, the empirical results reject the idea that

individuals who supported the main opposition party during the time period oppose to the
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free trade agreement more than those who supported other parties, including Roh’s
Yeollin Uri Party.

Moreover, the findings in the second section of Table 1.3 do not provide enough
evidence to support indicators associated with VF-H4 and VVF-H5 while empirically
supporting indicators associated with VF-H3 and VVF-H6 as value framing explanations.
When observing the influence of value framing factors on individuals’ trade policy
preferences, the results rather indicate that it is the belief of Koreans in their President’s
influence in foreign policy making, impacts of economic globalization, and fairness of
the trading partner that explain why Koreans either support or oppose to KORUS FTA.*

NATIONAL SECURITY CONCERNS

The empirical model also demonstrates support forthe national security
explanations. Table 1.3 shows that the hypothesis conceptualizing respondents’
perception of the U.S.—Korea alliance is statistically significant (NS-H7). Each one of
three indicators (allian, amcul, and natsec) measuring this variable has a significant
effect on the level of preferences for KORUS FTA. The negative coefficients of the
three predictors reveal that an increase in the indicator leads to a decrease in their
probability of support for the FTA. Statistically speaking, for each one-unit increase in
the belief that strengthening Korea—U.S. alliance is not an important foreign policy goal,

there is a .221 decrease in their probability of support for KORUS FTA. In other words,

* Thinking about prefor as the only significant variable within the framework, it may seem puzzling that
the rohper variable (measuring how Koreans perceived President Roh’s performance) was not statistically

significant. However, the correlation value between rohper and prefor is only -.209 as recorded in
appendix, indicating a minimal correlation between the respondents’ answers.
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support for the U.S.—Kaorea alliance is positively related to KORUS FTA. The same
result is found in other indicators. For each one-unit increase in perception that the
global spread of American culture is mostly unfavorable, there is a .312 decrease in their
probability of support for the free trade agreement. Likewise, for each additional unit in
the belief that the U.S. has negative influence on Korean national security, there is a .174
decrease in their probability of support for KORUS FTA.

In contrast, the probit analysis also reveals that certain factors are unrelated to
predicting respondents’ attitude towards the free trade agreement. Table 1.3 shows that
the hypothesis about national sovereignty and its impact on Koreans’ trade policy
preference is not supported statistically (NS-H8). The variable wto—measuring the
perception of forgoing some level of national sovereignty when working with
intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) like the WTO—does not have a significant effect
on the level of preferences for KORUS FTA. For example, respondents who believe
Korea should not follow the unfair decisions made by the WTO vary in their attitude
towards the KORUS FTA as much as those willing to forgo some of national sovereignty
when working with 1GOs.

In a similar fashion, the hypothesis related to the influence of xenophobia and
national identity is not statistically supported as well (NS-H9). Neither one of the
indicators (forcul and identity) measuring this variable has a significant effect on the level
of preferences for KORUS FTA. For example, individuals who disagree that South

Korea should be aggressive in accepting foreign culture (forcul) vary in their preference

towards South Korean trade policy as much as those who agree that Korea should be
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more acceptable of foreign culture. Similarly, respondents who closely identify
themselves as a Korean citizen (identity) vary in their attitude towards the free trade
agreement as much as those who do not closely identify themselves as Korean. Thus, for
those individuals who oppose the free trade agreement, their reason for this opposition is
unrelated to either their fear of disrupting a culturally homogenous society or their close
identification with Korean nationality. Rather, the empirical study suggests that
individuals assess the value of the agreement on other terms.

Finally, the hypothesis related to wariness of opening up the Korean agricultural
market turns out to be significant in explaining the variation among South Koreans’
attitude towards KORUS FTA (NS-H10). The positive coefficient means that an increase
in the belief that Korea should open up its rice market leads to an increase in the
predicted probability of support for the FTA. Statistically speaking, for each one-unit
increase in the belief that opening up the Korean rice market should be allowed, there is
a .172 increase in their probability of support for KORUS FTA. In other words, support
for opening up the Korean rice market is positively related to KORUS FTA.

These findings indicate that the more convinced South Koreans are of the positive
impacts of the U.S.—Kaorea alliance and opening up the agricultural market, the greater
their support for the free trade agreement between two countries. The more negative
perceptions Koreans have towards the U.S.—Korea alliance and opening up their
agricultural market, the stronger they oppose KORUS FTA. In sum, the findings do not
provide enough evidence for NS-H8 and NS-H9 while empirically supporting NS-H7 and

NS-H10 under the national security framework. In essence, these findings largely reject
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the preconceived notion that individuals who closely identify themselves as a Korean
citizen are less likely to support the free trade agreement more than those who feel distant
from Korean national identity. Rather, the results suggest that it is the perceptions of
Koreans on the U.S.—Kaorea alliance and the wariness of opening up agricultural market
that explain varying levels of preference towards KORUS FTA.

In sum, these findings under the national security framework help explain varying
levels of trade policy preferences towards KORUS FTA among South Koreans. Some
individuals perceive increasing imports of foreign agricultural products as a potential
threat to Korea’s sovereignty and national security, and are less likely to support for
KORUS FTA. The logic is that free trade agreements expose the state to the broader
forces of globalization and the power of markets. Such exposure inherently weakens
state or national control. In doing so, national forces such as sovereignty and
independence become either sensitive at minimum—or vulnerable at most—to the
dynamics of global trade. For instance, former President Lee Myung-bak faced months
of protests when his administration went back to the negotiation table with the United
States to resume American beef imports. Protesters argued that reopening American beef
imports would threaten Korea’s national security by exposing its citizens to a higher
chance of getting mad cow disease. This is a classic illustration of jeopardizing state
security as a result of exposure to international forces.

Moreover, these individuals argue that increasing dependency on American
agricultural imports would threaten national security as the American firms would first

drive the Korean agricultural actors out of business and raise price to maximize profits
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when there is almost no competition. Korean economic autonomy would then be highly
constrained and Koreans would be forced to pay a significant structural price because the
FTA would produce costly economic allocation disruptions. In short, there was concern
that it would be too costly to redevelop Korean agricultural business interests, especially
during potentially food-scarce times like a war. Such concern was exacerbated when
food prices increased during the FTA negotiations.

3. CONCLUSION

A few important observations can deduced from these empirical results. First, a
few indicators in the value framing and national security explanations provide significant
explanations. Such a finding reveals that it is not just simply value framing or national
security that has an impact on South Korean attitudes toward KORUS FTA, but rather a
combination of factors to explain the variation among the South Korean trade policy
preferences. Moreover, the fact that neither one of the indicators under the rational
choice framework turn out to be significant does not necessarily mean that the framework
cannot be used to explain why South Koreans vary in their attitudes toward KORUS FTA.
Rather, it suggests future research should include more indicators under the rational
choice framework, as only two indicators are used to test the hypotheses.

As the results are based on public poll results from 2006, limitations associated
with the time-specific nature of the data must be acknowledged. First, the research is
limited in investigating what explains the South Korean attitudes toward the KORUS
FTA in 2006. Although the results from this research can be adopted to explain the
Korean trade policy preferences in the future, there is a limitation as to seeing which

indicators would actually have impact in predicting the South Korean attitudes after 2006.
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Such limitations may be exacerbated by the fact that there was a regime change in 2007
where the leader of the opposition party in 2006, Lee Myung-bak, became the President
of South Korea. Moreover, there are more layers of complication associated with
KORUS FTA since its signing in 2007, such as the investor-state dispute settlement
(ISDS) and mad cow disease, and such factors likely influence trade policy preferences.

Given the context, the second limitation associated with value framing
considerations offers some suggestions for future study. The fact that Lee was a strong
opponent of KORUS FTA as the head of the leading opposition party in 2006 and
became a strong supporter of the same agreement as the president indicates that the
framing of the issue may have changed greatly since 2006. Therefore, it would be
interesting to conduct more research under value framing considerations. More
specifically, future research could conduct a panel study using public polls from 2002—
four years prior to 2006—and 2010—four years from 2006. Aside from the fact that
these time periods are equal lengths of four years apart, the time selection is unique as it
capture three different regimes under the presidents Kim (2002), Roh (2006), and Lee
(2010).> While the time-specific nature limits this study to the extent of simply
identifying which variables have impact on value framing, such time-series research
would develop and test hypotheses to see how much impact each indicator has in
explaining South Korean attitudes toward KORUS FTA.
4. An Extension of the Analysis to FTAs with China and Japan

The first part of this research focused on analyzing the variation in South Korean

trade policy preferences toward the 2007 U.S.—Kaorea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS

>List of South Korean Presidents and their respective terms of office are listed in Appendix A.
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FTA). Probit analysis empirically tested individual-level explanations for either
supporting or opposing the agreement using rational choice, value framing and national
security frameworks. Preliminary results showed that some indicators in value framing
and national security frameworks influence citizen trade policy preferences toward
KORUS FTA.

The second part of the research focuses on extending the analysis to consider
South Korean attitudes toward additional bilateral trade agreements between Korea and,
China and Japan, respectively. Specifically, this research aims to answer the following
question: “what explains the variation in trade policy preferences among South Koreans
to the Korea—China and Korea—Japan FTA negotiations, respectively?”While the
official agreements have not been signed, trade talks are ongoing as a series of
consultations continue. The research question is largely motivated by the fact that there
has been increasing attention to the economic competition between the U.S. and China.
For instance, the Korea International Trade Association reports that imports from the U.S.
to South Korea decreased by 4.2% in 2013 from the previous year. Conversely, imports
from China to Korea increased by 2.8% in the same period.

Given this context, it is easy to see why both the U.S. and China rushed to sign a
free trade agreement with Korea in order to provide their goods at a cheaper price. The
history of the Korea—China free trade talk dates back to September 2004, when both
countries agreed to launch a joint feasibility study on a possible FTA. After a series of
Joint Study Meetings, the official negotiations began in May, 2012. Unlike 2007

KORUS FTA, however, an agreement between South Korea and China has yet to be
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reached as negotiations continue. Like KORUS FTA, South Koreans had varying views
toward the Korea—China FTA in 2006. .

South Korea and Japan share strong, complicated historical and economic ties.
For instance, according to the Korea International Trade Association, Japan had the
second largest import trade volumes to South Korea after China. While its import
volume to South Korea surpasses that of the U.S., it significantly decreased in 2013 by
6.7% from 2012.Therefore, Japan rushed its FTA negotiation process with South Korea
as the decreasing trade trends could be a potential threat to its export-oriented economy.
Both countries contemplated the idea of easing tariffs bilaterally as early as late 1998
when study group meetings were held. Then the process expedited in 2004 when six
rounds of negotiations were held.

This part of the study proceeds as follows. After carefully re-examining literature
on the non-traditional forms of national security and the concept of identity, two
additional hypotheses are developed. The analysis then offers a modified regression
model and explains the differences between the new and the previous models. Using the
same public polls conducted by EAI, JoongAng Daily, and the CCGA in 2006, a probit
model is again used to explain variation in citizen preferences. The second part of the
research utilizes a modified version of the regression model used in the previous section.
Since some of the variables need to be studied in a country-specific manner, there are
some constraints when conducting the empirical study using the same public poll data.
For instance, the modified model contains eight variables specific to the U.S., China, or

Japan. The cases of China and Japan contain most of the answers to the country-specific
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questions except the variable allian, which measured the South Korean perceptions
toward the Korea—U.S. alliance. Moreover, China and Japan were both engaged in
active FTA negotiations with South Korea when the poll occurred in 2006. Furthermore,
both China and Japan cases are unique in that South Korea has been negotiating a
trilateral FTA with these countries in addition to the bilateral agreements with each
respective country.
5. THEORY

The first part of this research offers rational choice, value framing, and national
security explanations for the varying degrees of trade policy preferences among South
Koreans toward KORUS FTA. In analyzing the case studies of China and Japan, some
modifications are made to the national security framework. The scope of national
security is further broadened to include non-traditional forms of security. Specifically,
two additional hypotheses are developed to study why South Korean individuals either
support or oppose to bilateral FTAs with the U.S., China, and Japan.

FOREIGN RELATION EXPLANATION

In essence, individuals behave or make a decision based on a perceived group
status or identity. Simply put, identities are “relatively stable, role-specific
understandings and expectations about one’s self that are acquired by interacting with or
defining the self in relation to an ‘other’—in constructivist terms a structure composed of
social relationships, shared meanings, rules, norms, and practices” (Viotti and Kauppi
2009, 287). At the individual level, human consciousness plays a key role in

distinguishing self that interprets and other outside the self. For instance, respective
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identities of local and foreigner make sense within the context and interaction of a travel
setting, with the local as self and the traveler as other from the local’s perspective. Based
on such mutually constituted identities, an individual constructs an idea of us versus them
analogy and uses it as a guideline in making decisions. In other words, these identities
help to explain individual behavior since individual identities are central in governing
their behavior.

Michael Hogg describes the rationale behind how individuals develop the us
versus them mentality by asserting that individuals thrive to improve their self-image. In
order to accomplish such a goal, individuals discriminate against other groups and create
us versus them mentality (Hogg et al. 2000). In this sense, identity is perceived “as that
part of an individual’s self-concept which derives from his knowledge of his membership
of a social group together with the value and emotional significance attached to that
membership” (Hogg et al.2000, 251). Individuals pursue such a construction process
because a sense of belonging to a group not only helps the individuals to distinguish self
from other, but the identification process also boosts the individual’s self-enhancement.
Specifically, an individual builds confidence by using the us versus them mentality as a
guideline to discriminate against others.

Given this context, it is important to note that individuals construct the us versus
them mentality through a process of self-categorization. Hogg (1995, 260) asserts that
“the nature of relations between own group and relevant out groups” represent the
relationship between in-group and out-group. In essence, the process of self-

categorization occurs when an individual identifies with a social group, often on the basis
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of gender, race, ethnicity, and/or socioeconomic status. Upon completing the
categorization process, an individual will adopt his or her group identity. Fully adopting
the identity of the group further strengthens the individual’s sense of belonging to the
group and allows individuals to make comparison between themselves to one another. If
the individuals feel that their identities are aligned with one another, they perceive
themselves as in-group and discriminate against those who do not share similar identities.
Specifically, in-group members highlight the negative characteristics of the out-group
while reinforcing the positive aspects of the in-group. In doing so, individuals are able to
fully embrace their in-group identity or identities and make certain decisions and
behaviors based on them.

Consequently, individuals adopt the notion of in-group bias and out-group
discrimination and focus on highlighting the similarities and differences between the two.
Such decision-making processes are central in understanding why individuals make the
decisions they do. Specifically, in-group bias is a result of individual desires to
strengthen self-esteem by concentrating on positive aspects. Leonie Huddy (2001, 956)
asserts that in-group identity tends to “emerge among members of a high-status group
because membership positively distinguishes group members from outsides.” With an
enlarged sense of self-esteem, the in-group individuals perceive themselves as the
dominant and superior figure and characterize those in the out-group as inferior and
subordinate figures by highlighting their negative aspects. Rupert Brown (2000, 289)
further explains the rationale behind such discrimination process in that in-group

individuals “show intergroup differentiation partly to feel good about their group and
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themselves.” In essence, in-group bias is largely a product of the efforts through which
individuals thrive to enhance their self-esteem by highlighting the similarities and
differences between us and them.

Given this logic, the concept of identity can explain how individuals’ perceptions
of their position as a dominant or subordinate figure impact their attitudes and behavior.
While some argue that in-group and out-group identities are socially constructed, the
influence of ethnic and cultural identities is most evident in a homogeneous society in
which group members share a language, religion, and culture. Due to non-excludible
nature of such characteristics, however, individuals in the neighboring countries in the
same region may also share the deeply-rooted sense of identity. In other words, the
members of the in-group are not necessarily bound by the socially-constructed border
between countries; rather, the membership is extended to anyone who shares similar
values, such as Confucian beliefs and norms. Given this, individuals from neighboring
countries are likely to be included in the group boundaries as they likely demonstrate the
same identities while sharing similar language, ethnic traditions, family values, and
ideology. Ultimately, such extension of group boundaries can impact how individuals
feel toward having diplomatic and economic ties with a certain country. Based on the us
versus them mentality, an individual is likely to support any diplomatic and economic ties
with a country if he or she finds the foreign country sharing similar values and
characteristics. Alternatively, the individual is likely to oppose having any international
ties with the foreign country if he or she recognizes the differences between the group

identities and feels threatened by the other.
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According to both the logic of identity and its impact on non-traditional forms of
security, several expectations regarding the trade policy preferences of South Koreans
can be deduced. Generally speaking, observers should expect that individuals who feel
that the other country shares similar group identities with Korea are likely to have higher
probability of supporting the bilateral FTA with the country. Thus, belonging to an
ethnically and culturally homogenous society like South Korea creates a certain group
identity. Using the South Korean identity as a guideline, the individual then constructs us
versus them mentality which becomes central in governing his or her attitudes and
behavior.

In this case, the favorable view of a South Korean individual toward the spread of
the foreign culture impacts positively on their likelihood of supporting trade liberalization
with the country. The rationale behind this is the fact that the individual feels
comfortable with the spread of a specific foreign culture if he or she identifies with the
country and perceives it within the group boundaries of us. Specifically, the variables
within the this line of logic include how friendly a South Korean individual feels toward
a specific country and how the individual evaluates the relations between Korea and the
foreign country. Alternatively, if a South Korean individual feels threatened by the
presence of a foreign country, it can decrease the probability of the individual supporting
a bilateral free trade agreement with the country. Feeling threatened either by presence
of the country itself or the country’s firm within South Korea indicates that the individual
identifies the country as other. Such mentality may negatively impact the individual’s

trade policy preferences toward a FTA with the foreign country.



Kang 41

Foreign Relations Logic: Construction of us versus them mentality through self-
categorization process affects an individual attitude toward trade liberalization between
South Korea and a foreign country.

e NS-H6 (revised): Favorable views toward a foreign country and South Korean

alliance with the country increase the probability of support for a bilateral FTA with
the country.

e NS-H10: Perception that the presence of a foreign country and its firms threaten
South Korean interests decreases the probability of support for a bilateral FTA with
the country.

6. EVIDENCE

To measure South Korean trade policy preferences, survey data by East Asia

Institute (EAI), JoongAng Daily, and the Chicago Council on Global Affairs (CCGA) are

re-estimated. The differences between the previous regression model and the probit

model used in this section are as follow. First, the variable allian measuring South

Korean perceptions on the importance of strengthening the Korea—U.S. alliance is

eliminated since the same question was not asked with respect to the other two case

studies of China and Japan. In addition, the new variables to measure Foreign Relations
and External Threats lead to a revised hypothesis (NS-H6) and an additional hypothesis,

NS-H10.

From the earlier model, VF-H6 is eliminated to avoid multicollinearity. Further,
some indicators are specified by three different variables. For instance, the variable

measuring South Koreans’ perception on trade fairness of a country carries three different
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indicators of tradefair measuring the perceptions towards the U.S. trade practices;
ctradefair measuring that toward the Chinese trade practices; and jtradefair measuring
the attitudes toward the Japanese trade practices. The labels of the variables that have
country-specific indicators include Trade Fairness of the Country, Foreign Country’s
Influence on National Security, and Spread of the Foreign Culture. The labels of the
variables that are newly added to the model and carry case-specific indicators include
Foreign Country’s Influence on Korean Foreign Policy Making, Level of Friendship with
the Country, South Korean Relation with the Country, Potential Threat from the Country,
and the Country’s firm M&A.

While respondents were asked a country-specific question asking their trade
policy preferences, they were asked to express their level of preferences for signing a free
trade agreement on a dichotomous scale for all three case studies.

6.1 DEPENDENT VARIABLE

The dependent variable is the preference of South Koreans toward FTAs with the
U.S., China, and Japan, respectively. This is measured based on the following survey
question: “What is your view regarding whether South Korea should or should not sign a
bilateral free trade agreement with the U.S., China, or Japan to lower trade barriers like
tariffs?”

[Insert Figure 2.1 Here]
Figure 2.1 summarizes the frequency of respondents’ attitudes toward each FTA and
shows that the majority of the respondents (54.4%) support KORUS FTA. Once again, a

significant number of South Koreans (42.1%) oppose the FTA and 3.5% responded
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“don’t know / no answer.”Figure 2.1 also demonstrates that Koreans show the greatest
support toward the Korea—China FTA at 65.5%, while 31.0% responded “oppose” and
3.5% answered “don’t know / no answer.” Alternatively, South Koreans displayed the
least amount of support for the Korea—Japan FTA at 49.3%, with 46.3% of respondents
indicating opposition and 4.4% either did not know or refused to answer.
6.2 INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Table 2.1summarizes the hypotheses and the following model is estimated:
FTA Preference (fta) =
f(Import-Sensitive Occupation + Income Trend) +
(Economic Globalization + Trade Fairness + Foreign Relation Interest +
Candidate Voted in 2006 + Ideological Orientation +Roh Performance) +
(Foreign Country’s Influence on National Security + Level of Friendship with the
Country + South Korean Relation with the Country + WTO Unfavorable
Conditions + Level of Foreign Country’s Influence on Korean Foreign Policy
Making + National Identity + Foreign Culture Acceptance + Spread of the
Foreign Culture + Prohibiting an Open Rice Market + Potential Threat from the
Country + The Country’s Firm M & A) +

gender + age + education + regionalism
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The four variables of gender, age, education, and regionalism are inserted as controls.®
Table 2.2 summarizes the specification of independent variables used in the model and
Table 2.3 presents the full model results.

[Insert Table 2.1, Table 2.2, and Table 2.3 Here]

RATIONAL CHOICE

Table 2.3 shows that the hypothesis regarding the involvement with import-
sensitive sector and the hypothesis about the influence of household income (income)are
once again not supported statistically (RC-H1 and RC-H2)Once again, there is not
enough evidence to support either of the rational choice explanations.

Similarly, the regression analysis shows that certain rational choice-based factors
do not have significant impact on an individual’s trade policy preference towards the
Korea—China FTA. As was the case in response to KORUS FTA, the two rational
choice indicators pertaining to a potential China-Korean FTA are unsupported. A similar
empirical result is found regarding the prospective Japan-Korea FTA. In sum, there is
not enough evidence to support either of the rational choice explanations for both the
Korea—China FTA and the Korea-Japan case studies.

VALUE FRAMING CONSIDERATIONS

When observing the influence of value-framing factors on individuals, two
indicators of econglo and tradefair associated with \VF-H3 are statistically significant in

the case of KORUS FTA. Both variables conceptualize the views on the influence of

®A correlation matrix for all variables included in this model is detailed in the appendix. None of the results
represent correlations at statistically significant level except the four controlled variables at the bottom

(gender, age, educ, and region), indicating no relationship for the purpose of avoiding multicollinearity.
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economic liberalization on Korean economy, and the perception of fairness of the U.S. as
Korea’s trading partner (tradefair) has the strongest effect of all explanatory variables. A
positive coefficient means that an increase in the belief that the U.S. is engaging in a fair
trade with the South Korea leads to an increase in the predicted probability of supporting
KORUS FTA. Statistically speaking, for each one-unit increase in the belief that the U.S.
is fair in its trade practices with Korea, there is a .483increase in the probability of
supporting KORUS FTA. And individuals who perceive the influence of economic
globalization favorably (econglo) show.395 increase in their probability of support for

the free trade agreement.

Table 2.3also shows that the variable forint measuring respondents’ level of
interest in recent news regarding foreign relations of South Korea does not have a
significant impact on the level of support for the free trade agreement (VF-H4). For
example, respondents who pay more attention to news media—such as newspapers,
magazines, TV advertising, and televised debates—dealing with foreign relations topics
such as KORUS FTA vary in their attitude towards the South Korean trade policy as
much as those who do not. In a similar fashion, the hypothesis related to the level of
support for the main opposition party is not statistically supported as well (VF-H5). None
of the three indicators (conserv, ideolo, and rohper) measuring this variable has a
significant effect on the level of preferences for KORUS FTA. Thus, it appears that
individuals assess the value of the agreement on other terms, as the variation in levels of

preference towards KORUS FTA among South Koreans is unrelated to respondents’
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support for the main opposition party, their ideological orientation, or their negative
perception of President Roh.

In addition, the regression analysis reveals that certain factors have significant
impact in explaining the variation among South Koreans’ attitudes toward the Korea—
China FTA, when observing the influence of value-framing factors on individuals. Two
indicators of econglo and ctradefair associated with VF-H3 are statistically significant.
Notably, the perception toward evaluating whether China is a fair or unfair trade partner
to South Korea (ctradefair) has the strongest effect of all explanatory variables. A
positive coefficient means that an increase in the belief that China is practicing fair trade
with Korea leads to an increase in the predicted probability of supporting the Korea—
China FTA. Statistically speaking, for each one-unit increase in the belief that China is a
fair trading partner, there is .357increases in their probability of support for the free trade
agreement. And for one-unit increase in individual perceptions that view economic
globalization favorably (econglo), there is .441lincrease in the probability of supporting
the Korea—China FTA.

The variable forint measuring respondents’ level of interest in recent news
regarding foreign relations of South Korea does not have a significant impact on the level
of support for the free trade agreement (VF-H4). Similarly, the hypothesis related to the
level of support for the main opposition party is not statistically supported as well (VF-
H5). None of the three indicators (conserv, ideolo, and rohper) measuring this variable
has a significant effect on the level of preferences for the Korea—China FTA. For

instance, respondents who voted for the conservative or the main opposition—Hannara
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Party—in 2006 local election (conserv) vary in their preference towards South Korean
trade policy as much as those voted for other parties. The same result is found in the
other two value framing indicators. Thus, it appears that individuals assess the value of
the agreement on other terms, as the variation in levels of preference towards the
Korea—China FTA among South Koreans is unrelated to respondents’ support for the
main opposition party, their ideological orientation, or their negative perception of
President Roh.

In sum, these findings indicate that the more convinced Koreans are of the fair
practices of the China when engaging in a trade with Korea and of positive impacts of
economic liberalization on Korea, the higher their probability of support for the free trade
agreement between two countries. Moreover, the findings in the second section of Table
2.3 do not provide enough evidence to support indicators associated with VF-H4 and VF-
H5 while empirically supporting indicators associated with VF-H3 as value framing
explanations. When observing the influence of value framing factors on individuals’
trade policy preferences, the results rather indicate that it is the impacts of economic
globalization and fairness of the trading partner that largely explain Korean preferences
toward a proposed Korea—China FTA.

Finally, two indicators of econglo and jtradefair associated with VF-H3 are
statistically significant in explaining the variation among South Koreans’ attitudes toward
the Korea—Japan FTA. A positive coefficient means that an increase in the belief that
economic globalization has favorable influence on Korea leads to an increase in the

predicted probability of supporting the Korea—Japan FTA. Statistically speaking, for
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each one-unit increase in the belief that economic globalization impacts Korea favorably,
there is .519 increase in the probability of support. And for one-unit increase in
individual perceptions that Japan is fair in its trade practices with Korea (jtradefair), there
is .350increase in the probability of supporting the Korea—Japan FTA.

On the other hand, the variable forint measuring respondents’ level of interest in
recent news regarding foreign relations of South Korea does not have a significant impact
on the level of support for the free trade agreement (VF-H4). Likewise, the hypothesis
related to the level of support for the main opposition party is not statistically supported
(VF-H5). None of the three indicators (conserv, ideolo, and rohper) measuring this
variable has a significant effect on the level of preferences for the Korea—Japan FTA.

In sum, these findings indicate that the more convinced Koreans are of the fair
practices of the Japan when engaging in a trade with Korea and of positive impacts of
economic liberalization on Korea, the higher their probability of support for the free trade
agreement between two countries. Furthermore, the findings do not provide enough
evidence to support indicators associated with VF-H4 and VF-H5, while empirically
supporting indicators associated with VF-H3 as value framing explanations. When
observing the influence of value framing factors on individuals’ trade policy preferences,
the results rather indicate that it is the South Korean perceptions toward the impacts of
economic globalization and the fairness of the trading partner that explain why Koreans

either support or oppose to the Korea—Japan FTA.
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FOREIGN RELATION EXPLANATION

Regarding the foreign relation and external threat explanations, two of the
variables measuring the hypothesis conceptualizing respondents’ perception of the
U.S.—Kaorea relations and alliance have significant impacts on South Korean trade policy
preferences (NS-H6). Out of the three indicators (natsec, friendship, and skrelation), the
variables natsec and skrelation have a significant effect on the level of preferences for
KORUS FTA. Statistically speaking, for each one-unit increase in the belief that the U.S.
has positive influence on Korean national security, there is a .143increase in the
probability of support for KORUS FTA. Similarly, an additional unit in the belief that
the U.S. is a good friend of South Korea, there is a small (.009) increase in the
individual’s probability of support for KORUS FTA. In other words, the views that the
U.S. positively influences Korean national security and the U.S. is a good friend of South
Korea are positively correlated to the probability of support for KORUS FTA. On the
other hand, the variable skrelation conceptualizes whether the South Korean attitudes
toward KORUS FTA are influenced by their assessment of the Korea—U.S. relations.
The variable, however, does not have a statistically significant impact on the South
Korean trade policy preferences.

Similarly, the hypothesis about national sovereignty and its impact on Koreans’
trade policy preference is not supported statistically (NS-H7). The variable wto—
measuring the perception of forgoing some level of national sovereignty when working
with intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) like the WTO—does not have a significant
effect on the level of preferences for KORUS FTA. Likewise, the variable influence

(which measures whether the South Korean attitudes toward KORUS FTA are influenced
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by their perception of American influence in Korean foreign policy making) does not
have a statistically significant impact on the South Korean trade policy preferences.

Two of the variables measuring the hypothesis related to the influence of
xenophobia and national identity have significant impact on South Korean trade policy
preferences (NS-H8). Out of the three indicators (identity, forcul, and amcul), the
variables forcul and amcul have a significant effect on the level of preferences toward
KORUS FTA. Statistically speaking, for each one-unit increase in the belief that South
Korea should be aggressive in accepting foreign culture, there is a .138increase in their
probability of support for KORUS FTA. Similarly, an additional unit in the view that
American culture has mostly favorable impacts in Korea leads to a .253 increase in the
probability of support for the FTA. On the other hand, the variable identity does not have
a significant effect on the level of preferences for KORUS FTA. Thus, for those
individuals who oppose the free trade agreement, their reason for this opposition is
unrelated to either their fear of disrupting a culturally homogenous society or their close
identification with Korean nationality. Rather, the results suggest that individuals assess
the value of the agreement on other terms such as how comfortable an individual feels
toward the global spread of foreign cultures like the American culture.

In contrast, the hypothesis related to wariness of opening up the Korean
agricultural market turns out to be significant in explaining the variation among South
Koreans’ attitude towards KORUS FTA (NS-H9). For each one-unit increase in the
belief that opening up the Korean rice market should be prohibited, there is

a .180decrease in the individual’s probability of support for KORUS FTA.



Kang 51

Finally, only a part of the hypothesis related to whether South Korean individuals
perceive the U.S. as a potential threat or not turns out to be statistically supported (NS-
H10). Only one of the indicators (threat) measuring if South Koreans feel threatened by
American unilateralism turns out to be significant. Statistically, for every unit increase in
the belief that American unilateralism does not pose any threat to South Korean interests,
there is a .184 increase in the probability of support for KORUS FTA. In sum, the results
show that this particular explanation is only partially supported.

These findings indicate that the more convinced South Koreans are of the positive
impacts of the U.S. influence on Korean national security, U.S. as a friend of South
Korea, positive impacts of foreign cultures, the spread of American culture, opening up
the agricultural market, and harmlessness of American unilateralism, the greater their
probability of supporting the free trade agreement between two countries. In essence,
these findings largely reject the preconceived notion that individuals who closely identify
themselves as a Korean citizen are less likely to support the free trade agreement more
than those who feel distant from Korean national identity. Rather, the results suggest that
it is factors like the wariness of opening up agricultural markets and how friendly an
individual feels towards the U.S. that explain varying levels of preference towards
KORUS FTA.

Results indicate that the foreign relations and external threat explanations are
influential in understanding trade policy preferences towards KORUS FTA among South
Koreans. Some individuals perceive increasing imports of foreign agricultural products
as a potential threat to Korea’s sovereignty and national security, and are less likely to

support for KORUS FTA. The logic is that free trade agreements expose the state to the
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broader forces of globalization and the power of markets. Such exposure inherently
weakens state or national control. In doing so, national forces such as sovereignty and
independence become either sensitive at minimum—or vulnerable at most—to the
dynamics of global trade. For instance, former President Roh faced months of protests
when his administration were at the negotiation table with the U.S. to reduce tariffs in
Korean agricultural markets. Protesters argued that opening up Korean agricultural
market, specifically in beef and rice industries, would threaten Korea’s national security
by exposing its citizens for higher chance of getting mad cow disease.

Moreover, these individuals argue that increasing dependency on American
agricultural imports would threaten national security as the American firms would first
drive the Korean farmers out of business and raise price to maximize profits when there
is almost no competition. Korean economic autonomy would then be quite limited and
Koreans would be forced to pay a significant structural price because the FTA would
produce costly economic allocation disruptions. In short, there was concern that it would
be too costly to redevelop Korean agricultural business interests, especially during
potentially food-scarce times like a war. Such concern was exacerbated when food prices
increased during the FTA negotiations.

In the case of the Korea—China FTA, results indicate that respondents’
perception of the Korea—China alliance and friendship do not have significant impact on
South Korean trade policy preferences (NS-H6). None of the three indicators (cnatsec,
cfriends, and cskrelation) measuring this variable turns out to have a statistically
significant effect on the level of preferences for the Korea—China FTA. Thus, for those

individuals who oppose the free trade agreement, their reason for this opposition is
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unrelated to how they perceive China’s influence on Korean national security, Sino-
Korean relations, and friendship between two countries. Rather, the empirical study
suggests that individuals assess the value of the agreement on other terms.

In contrast, the one of the variables under the hypothesis about national
sovereignty and its impact on Koreans’ trade policy preference is statistically supported
(NS-H7). The variable wto has a significant effect on the level of preferences for the
Korea—China FTA, indicating that for each one-unit increase in the perception that
Korea should accept the decision made by IGOs like the WTO when the results are unfair,
there is a .156increase in the probability of support for the Korea—China FTA. On the
other hand, another variable under the hypothesis (cinfluence) measuring how Koreans
rate the amount of influence Chinese government has in Korean foreign policy making
turns out to be not supported.

Only one of the variables measuring the hypothesis related to the influence of
xenophobia and national identity has significant impact on South Korean trade policy
preferences (NS-H8). Out of the three indicators (identity, forcul, and ccul) measuring
this variable, only ccul measuring the South Korean perceptions on the spread of Chinese
culture has a significant effect on the level of preferences for the Korea—China FTA.
For each one-unit increase in the perception that views the global spread of Chinese
culture as favorable, there is a .228increase in the probability of support for the Korea—
China FTA. On the other hand, neither one of the other two variables (identity and forcul)
has a significant effect on the level of preferences for the Korea—China FTA. These

results suggest that individuals assess the value of the agreement on other terms such as
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how comfortable an individual feels toward the global spread of foreign cultures like the
Chinese culture.

Similarly, the hypothesis related to wariness of opening up the Korean
agricultural market turns out to be insignificant in explaining the variation among South
Koreans’ attitude towards the Korea—China FTA (NS-H9). The variable rice—
measuring the perception of opening up the Korean rice market to outside forces—does
not have a significant effect on the level of preferences for the Korea—China FTA. This
is a surprising result, as many openly-held protests against the Korea—China FTA were
concerning how the Chinese agricultural projects could dominate the Korean market by
driving Korean farmers out of business with its relatively cheaper costs.

Finally, results show that Koreans consider whether they perceive the presence of
China in Korea as a threat or not when deciding their trade policy preferences. Two
indicators of cthreat and cstocks associated with NS-H10 are statistically significant.
Both variables conceptualize how if South Koreans feel threatened by the presence of
China and Chinese firms, and how such sentiment impacts their probability of supporting
the FTA. In the case of the former indicator, for each one-unit increase in the belief that
China’s growth does not pose potential threat to South Korean interests (cthreat), there is
a .158increase in the probability of supporting the Korea—China FTA. Likewise, for an
each-unit increase in individuals who believe that South Korea should allow the Chinese
firms from buying Korean stocks (cstocks), there is a .362increase in their probability of
support for the free trade agreement.

These findings indicate that the more convinced South Koreans are of accepting

to forego national sovereignty when working with 1GOs like the WTO, positive impacts
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on the spread of Chinese culture, China development not posing any threats pose to South
Korean interests, and allowing Chinese firms in buying Korean stocks, the greater their
probability of supporting the free trade agreement between two countries. In essence,
these findings largely reject the preconceived notion that individuals who closely identify
themselves as a Korean citizen are less likely to support the free trade agreement more
than those who feel distant from Korean national identity. Also, it also rejects the
assumption that Koreans are sensitive to the negative influence of Chinese agricultural
market and are less likely to support the FTA. Rather, the results suggest that it is factors
like refusing to forego national sovereignty when working with the WTO and how much
they feel threatened by the presence of China and Chinese firms that explain varying
levels of preference towards the Korea—China FTA.

Finally, only one of the variables measuring the hypothesis conceptualizing
respondents’ perception of the Korea—Japanese alliance and friendship has significant
impact on South Korean trade policy preferences (NS-H6). Out of the three variables
(jnatsec, jfriends, and jskrelation) measuring this explanation, only jnatsec (measuring
the South Korean perceptions on the Japanese influence on Korean national security) has
a significant effect on the level of preferences for the Korea—Japan FTA. For each one-
unit increase in the belief that the Japan has positive influence on Korean national
security, there is a .220increase in the probability of support for the Korea—Japan FTA.
Unlike KORUS FTA and the proposed FTA with China where the perceptions toward
economic globalization mattered the most, it is worth noting that this variable has the
most significant impact on the individual trade policy preferences for the free trade

agreement with Japan. On the other hand, the variables jfriends and jskrelation indicate
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whether the South Korean attitudes toward the Korea—Japan FTA are influenced by their
perception on the level of friendship between Korea and Japan and the relations between
two countries. These variables, however, do not have any statistically significant impact
on the South Korean trade policy preferences.

Additionally, the analysis reveals that considerations about national sovereignty
are unrelated to predicting respondents’ attitudes toward the free trade agreement, as
none of the variables in this category are statistically supported.

Moreover, Table 2.3 shows that only one of the variables related to the influence of
xenophobia and national identity has significant impact on South Korean trade policy
preferences (NS-H8). Out of the three indicators (identity, forcul, and jcul) measuring
this variable, only jcul measuring the South Korean perceptions on the spread of Japanese
culture has a significant effect on the level of preferences for the Korea—Japan FTA.

For each one-unit increase in the perception that views the global spread of Japanese
culture favorably, there is a .226increase in the individual’s probability of support for the
Korea—Japan FTA. Thus, for those individuals who oppose the free trade agreement,
their reason for this opposition is unrelated to either their fear of disrupting a culturally
homogenous society or their close identification with Korean nationality. Rather, the
empirical study suggests that individuals assess the value of the agreement on other terms
such as how comfortable an individual feels toward the global spread of foreign cultures
like the Japanese culture.

In contrast, the hypothesis concerning how Koreans think about opening up the
agricultural market turns out to be significant in explaining the variation among South

Koreans’ attitude towards the Korea—Japan FTA (NS-H9). For each one-unit increase
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in the belief that opening up the Korean rice market should be prohibited at all costs,
there is a .153 decrease in the probability of support for the Korea—Japan FTA. In other
words, support for opening up the Korean rice market is negatively related to the
Korea—Japan FTA.

Finally, the regression results demonstrate that only one of the variables
measuring the external threats hypothesis has significant impact on South Korean trade
policy preferences (NS-H10). Out of the two indicators (jthreat and jstocks) measuring
this variable, only jstocks measuring how much South Koreans feel threatened by the
presence of Japanese firms has a significant effect on the level of preferences for the
Korea—Japan FTA. For each one-unit increase in the belief that the Japanese firms
should be allowed in purchasing Korean stocks, there is a .279increase in their
probability of support for the Korea—Japan FTA. On the other hand, the variable jthreat
conceptualizes whether the South Korean attitudes toward the Korea—Japan FTA are
influenced by their sense of feeling threatened by the Japanese militarization. The
variable, however, does not have a statistically significant impact on the South Korean
trade policy preferences.

These findings indicate that the more convinced South Koreans are of positive
influence of Japan on Korean national security, positive impacts on the spread of
Japanese culture, benefits from an open agricultural market, and allowing Japanese firms
in buying Korean stocks, the greater their probability of supporting the free trade
agreement between two countries. Alternatively, the more negative perceptions Koreans
have toward the influence of Japan on Korean national security, impacts on the spread of

Japanese culture, opening up its agricultural market, and allowing Japanese firms in
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buying Korean stocks, the less likely that they support the Korea—Japan FTA. In
essence, it is worth noting that Koreans’ concerns for the Japan’s impacts on Korean
national security has the greatest explanatory power when thinking about the variation
among South Korean attitudes toward the Korea—Japan FTA. Also, these findings
largely reject the preconceived notion that individuals who closely identify themselves as
a Korean citizen are less likely to support the free trade agreement more than those who
feel distant from Korean national identity. Rather, the results suggest that it is factors
like wariness of opening up the Korean agricultural markets to outside forces that explain
varying levels of preference towards the Korea—Japan FTA.

7. CONCLUSION

The results from the above analysis lead to several important observations. First,
using three case studies allows observers to rank the South Korean favorability toward
the bilateral free trade agreements in the descending order of China, the U.S. and Japan.
In order to examine why South Koreans displayed the greatest support toward the
Korea—China FTA, it helps to note the historical background and consider what
happened between China and South Korea during this period, especially given same
time-specific data from 2006.

China and South Korea have been traditional allies to one another since their
normalization of relationship in 1992 when South Korea recognized the PRC as the only
legitimate government of China. Korea and China agreed to launch a joint feasibility
study on the Korea—China FTA in November 2006, “involving governments, businesses,
and academic scholars from both sides” (“FTA Status of ROK,” 2012). The alliance

between Korea and China strengthened since their relations normalized in 1992 (“South
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Korea, China Forge Official Ties,” 1992). A noteworthy event is 2006 North Korean
nuclear test, in which North Korea fired a nuclear device after giving warning of its first
nuclear test six days prior to the denotation. The facts that China has long been a
traditional ally of North Korea and that North Korea gave China a 20-minute advance
warning before the actual test could have increased the tension between China and the
rest of the world, especially South Korea. However, unlike the expectation that it would
stand by North Korea given their historical alliance, the Chinese Foreign Ministry
released an official televised statement, and also through a report in the official news
agency Xinhua, that “the DPRK [North Korea] ignored universal opposition of the
international community and flagrantly conducted the nuclear test. The Chinese
government is resolutely opposed to it” (“China Resolutely Opposes DPRK’s Nuclear
Test,” 2006). In addition, China also sent an emergency alert to Washington D.C. through
the U.S. embassy in Beijing, warning that a nuclear test by North Korea was imminent.
Given these instances in which China proved to be a cooperative, international actor,
South Koreans started to have increasingly positive views toward Korea’s foreign
relations with China around 2006.

On the other hand, the fact that South Koreans displayed the lowest level of
support toward the Korea—Japan FTA may be explained by the historical animosity
between the two countries. Specifically, South Korea has demanded an official apology
from the Japanese governments over the war crimes the country committed during the
Second World War. These issues include the efforts made by some of the Japanese

textbooks in describing their dominance in Korea as the foundation for Korea’s economic
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development, existence and the nature of comfort women, and territorial disputes over
Tokdo island.

As there are on-going negotiations between Korea—China and Korea—Japan not
only about the bilateral free trade agreements but also about the creation of free trade
zone among three countries, this research carries the following policy implications. First,
the policy makers of both South Korea and the trading partner country may study the
factors that impact Korean attitudes toward a free trade agreement. By doing so, policy
makers are able to better respond to the demands of the citizens of their respective
countries. As much of the dissatisfaction from the free trade agreement talks result from
the information gap between the government and the people, this study may aid in
closing the information gap and arriving at a term that better fulfills the expectations of
all parties involved through more targeted negotiation process. On a similar note, this
study carries critical implications for the future even when KORUS FTA was ratified in
2012, as Korea and the U.S. began to engage in a new free trade talk through the Trans-
Pacific Partnership.’

Most importantly, this public opinion research on trade agreements carries
another significant policy implication in that trade policy is politically divisive. As
discussed, trade inherently creates winners and losers. Therefore, in democratic societies,
it is important that policy makers understand the mood of citizens when they negotiate

trade policy agreements.

"As an expansion of the 2005 Trans-Pacific Strategic Economic Partnership Agreement, the Trans-Pacific
Partnership is a proposed trade agreement under negotiation by Australia, Brunei, Chile, Canada, Japan,

Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore, the United States, and Vietnam. In April 2014,
President Obama had a meeting with South Korean President Park Geun-hye in effort to add South Korea

as a member of negotiating countries. While expected to cover 40% or two-fifths of global trade when
negotiations are successful, it is recognized to be the world’s biggest ever free trade deal.
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Figure 1.1:

View on the U.S.—Korea Free Trade Agreement

What is your view regarding whether South Korea should or should not

sign a free trade agreement with the U.S. to lower trade barriers like tariffs?

EO0- 54.4%

42.1%

Frequency

1100

4.5%

| I

o T

Don't Know/No Answer Oppose Support
(N=36) (N=431) (N=557)

Source: Korea Social Science Data Archive (KOSSDA). 2000. DV 0=0ppose; 1=Support.
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Hypotheses on Attitudes toward the U.S.-Korea
Free Trade Agreement

FRAMEWORK INDEPENDENT VARIABLES LABELS INDICATOR | PREDICTION
ional
Opcupatlona Inuc.al?rement Import-Sensitive ;
with Import-Sensitive Sector = importoccup | —
RC-H1 Occupation
Rational Choice | (REHL)
Calculation
Role of Household Income e i
(RC-H2) come Tre ncome
Views of Impacts of Economic | Economic Globalization | econgio —
Liberalization on Korean
Economy (VF-H3} U.5. Trade Fairness tradefair L
Level of Interest in News
Media Regarding Korean Foreign Relation Interest | forint +
Value Framing | Foreign Relations (VF-H4)
Conssieration Candidate Voted in 2006 | conserv -
Level of support for the Main PEERRT : e
Opposition Party (VF-H5) Ideological Orientation | ideolo o
Roh Performance rohper e
D :
ercgpho:*; ofI(o.rean . President & Foreign
President’s Role in Foreign Polic prefor —
Policy Making [(VF-HE) '
Korea—U.5. Alliance allian =
Pe_rceptlorn oo th ones—15. American Culture amcuf -
Alliance (NS-H7)
U.S. National Security natsec —
Perception of National
; g WTO Unfavorable
National Sovereignty When Working conditions wio —=
Concerns Foreign Culture forcul -
Roles of National Security and | Acceptance
Cultural Toadyism [NS-H9) . ) . )
Mational Identity identity —
Wariness of Opening Up Prohibiting an Open Rice P e
Agricultural Market (NS-H10) | Market

Source: Korea Social Science Data Archive (K3S5DA). 2009. DV 0=0Oppose; 1=Support.
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Table 1.2:

Summary of Variables on Attitudes toward
the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement

Variahle Chs= Mean S5td. Dew. Min Max
fca 988 LB63Te52 LA961685 o 1
imporcoccup 1022 .01365986 1162536 O 1
income 1020 3.396078 .5108588 1 i
econglo 1006 1.127237 . 3334036
tradefair 1014 1.753452 LA312141
forint 1024 Z2.075195 LG6611T7T73 1 4
CcConsSerwv 1003 L43170459 LAG9REEDD o 1
ideolo 1015 2.9350961 .9714045 1 L
rohper 1001 3.034965 . T508503 1 4
prefor 541 5.470776 2.25T75952 O 10
allian 1016 1.840551 631028 1 3
amcul 1010 1.458416 LAS9E5146 1 b
natzec 1015 2.218842 1.032002 1 5
wto 1010 2.155446 . 9342058 1 3
forcul 1020 2.345098 .TARG2BT 1 4
identity 1023 1.746823 L65T2099 1 4
rice 1018 2.194495 .BBOORTT 1 4
gender 1024 1.50293 .B002357 1 2
age 1024 2.632813 1.137617 1 4
educ 1023 2.380254 .B524687 1 3

Source: Korea Social Science Data Archive (KOS3SDA). 2000, DV 0=0ppose; 1=Support.
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Table 1.3:

Effects of Independent Variables on Attitudes
toward the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement

Iteration log likelihood = —-560.86661

g Number of cbs = 518
Iteration 1: log likelihood = —485.52246 LR chi2 (19) oe 151.07
Iteration 2: log likelihood = -485.3256 Erob > chiz - 0.o0oo
Iteration -3: log likelihood = —485.32953 Eseudn B2 R 0.1347
Iteration 4: log likelihood = —-485.32953
Probit regression
[95% Cont.
fra Coef. Std. Err. Z Bxlz| Intervall
Rational importoccup —-. 6596271 _4587725 -1.44 0.150 —1.55 .239
Choscg income | -.06247 .0621958 -1.00 0.315 -.184 .059
econglo —-.3103179 .1436088 -2.16 0.031 =881 -.028
tradefair —-.6051458 .1171582 -5.17 0.000 -.834 — 3T
Value forint -.028300% .0750741 -0.38 0.706 -.175 118
Framing
COnsServ 1186759 .1016066 1.137 0.243 -.080 s 3 bt
ideolo . 029847 .0515708 0.58 0.563 -.071 .130
rohper -.1126203 .070232 -1.60 0.10G -.250 025
prefor 0756254 .02155597 3.44 0.0D01 032 .118
allian -.2205116 .0786162 -2.80 0.005 -.374 -.0D66
amcul -.3117452 .09885 -3.16 0.002 —-.505 -.118
natsec -.1738171 .0496621 -3.50 0.000 -.27 -.076
National wtao -.0327045 .0517564 -0.63 0.527 -.134 068
Security
forecul —. 0763616 .0647675 -1.18 0.238 -.203 .050
identity . 008471 .0758264 0.11 0.511 -.14 o o)
rice 171524 .056968T7 3.01 0.003 . 059 283
gender -.1476516 .0968445 -1.52 0.127 -.337 .04z
Control age 0232116 .0527031 0O.44 0.6680 -.080 126
educ -.06e459919 .0875786 -0.74 0.458 -.2368 .10
_cons 3.05563% . 60559213 5.11 0.000 1.50 4.28

Source: Korea Social Science Data Archive (KOSSDA). 2009. DV o=0Oppose; 1=Support.



Figure 2.1:

View on South Korea’s Bilateral Free Trade Agreements
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Table 2.1:

Hypotheses on Attitudes toward South Korea’s Bilateral
Trade Agreements with the U.S., China, and Japan

FRAMEWORK INDEPENDENT VARIABLES LABELS INDICATOR | PREDICTION
Occ tional Invol twith Import-
Raﬂ[inal Sen;Ez;E;r;T:t;‘:?R:-EH”;.E]m s Import-Sensitive Occupation impartoccup | —
Choice
Calculation Role of Household Income (RC-H2) Income Trend income -
Economic Globalization econglo -
views of Impacts of Economic Liberalization Seadifiie

o ke e iy 1) 1) Trade Fairnessof the Country ctradefair +

jtradefair
Value F i
[au:;d;?a':l.:f Level of Interest in News Media Regarding Sl O - s
Korean Foreign Relations (VF-H4) g I
Candidate Vioted in 2006 consenv —
Level of support for the Main Opposition n i S -
Party (VF-H5) Ideological Orientation idealo +
Roh Performance rohper =
5 " natsec
Foreign Country’s Influence on i &
Mational Security -
jnatsec
riendshi]
Perception of the Alliance between Korea Level of Friendship with the j[;rﬁendshf N
and the Foreign Country (N5-HE) Country = _ﬂ
ifriendship
i . skrelotion
South Korean Relation with the -
cskrelation +
Country = z
jskrelation
WTO Unfavorable Conditions wto -
Perception of National Sovereignty When . i influence
Working with WTO (N5-H7) Foreign Country’s Influence on caflaeiice —
Korean Foreign Policy Making =
Foreign Jjinfluence
Relations National identity identity —
and
External Roles of Nationazl Security and Cultural Foreign Culture Acceptance farcul +
Threat - i e
NEaLs Toadyism [NS-HE) amcul
Spread of the Foreign Culture ccul -
jeul

Wariness of Opening Up Agricultural Market
P BT 23 Prohibiting an Open Rice Market | rice —

[N5-HT)
n threat
Potential Threat from the TR P!
Potential Threat to South Korean Interest Country o
[N5-H10) stocks
The Country’s Firm MEA cstocks -

Jstocks
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Table 2.2:
Summary of Variables on Attitudes toward South Korea’s Bilateral Free Trade Agreements

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
US China Japan| US  China Japan US China Japan | US China Japan | US China Japan
fta | 988 988 982 0.56 0.68 0.51 0.50 0.47 0.50 0 0 0 1 1 1
importocccup | 1022 1022 1022 | 1.76 1.76 1.76 0.79 0.79 0.79 1 1 1 3 3 3
income | 1020 1020 1020 | 2.60 2.60 2.60 0.81 0.81 0.81 1 1 1 5 5 5
econglo ] 1006 1006 1006 | 1.87 1.87 1.87 0.33 0.33 0.33 1 1 1 2 2 2
tradefair | 1014 1001 1001 | 1.25 1.45 1.28 0.43 0.50 0.45 1 1 1 2 2 2
forint | 1024 1024 1024 | 2.92 2.92 2.92 0.66 0.66 0.66 1 1 1 4 4 4
conserv] 1003 1003 1003 | 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.50 0.50 0.50 0 0 0 1 1 1
ideolo | 1015 1015 1015 | 3.06 3.06 3.06 0.97 0.97 0.97 1 1 1 5 5 5
rohper | 1001 1001 1001 | 1.97 1.97 1.97 0.75 0.75 0.75 1 1 1 4 4 4
natsec | 1019 1020 1015 | 3.78 3.21 2.66 1.03 0.94 1.08 1 1 1 5 5 5
friendship | 1024 1024 1024 | 57.97 56.87 38.92| 2211 1732 23.11| 0 0 0 100 100 100
skrelation | 1022 1017 1019 | 1.76 2.23 1.44 0.62 0.69 0.61 1 1 1 3 3 3
wto | 1010 1010 1010 | 1.84 1.84 1.84 0.93 0.93 0.93 1 1 1 3 3 3
influence | 1024 996 1000 | 6.87 5.58 5.32 2.06 1.65 1.90 0 0 0 10 10 10
identity | 1023 1023 1023 | 3.25 3.25 3.25 0.66 0.66 0.66 1 1 1 4 4 4
forcul | 1020 1020 1020 | 2.65 2.65 2.65 0.75 0.75 0.75 1 1 1 4 4 4
amcul/ccul/jcul | 1010 1002 1005 | 1.54 148 132 | 050 050 047 | 1 1 1 2 2 2
rice ] 1018 1018 1018 | 2.81 2.59 2.81 0.89 0.94 0.89 1 1 1 4 4 4
threat | 1016 1018 1015 | 1.81 1.58 1.67 0.64 0.63 0.68 1 1 1 3 3 3
stocks | 1006 1003 1006 | 1.31 1.31 1.24 0.46 0.46 0.43 1 1 1 2 2 2
gender | 1024 1024 1024 | 1.50 1.50 1.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 1 1 1 2 2 2
age | 1024 1024 1024 | 2.63 2.63 2.63 1.14 1.14 1.14 1 1 1 4 4 4
educ | 1023 1023 1023 | 2.38 2.38 2.38 0.65 0.65 0.65 1 1 1 3 3 3
region | 1024 1024 1024 | 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.23 0.23 0.23 0 0 0 1 1 1

Source: Korea Social Sceicne Data Archive (KOSSDA). 2009. DV 0=0Oppose; 1=Support
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Table 2.3:

Effects of Independent Variables on Attitudes toward South
Korean Bilateral Free Trade Agreements

FRAMEWORK VARIABLES Us CHINA JAPAN
Rational Import-Sensitive Occupation -.041 - 112* -.099*=
Choice Income Trend 044 015 022
Calculation
Economic Globalization 395%* A41¥== 519+
Trade Fairness of the Country 483% 57 350+
Value
= : Foreign Relation Interest 018 113 087
i Candidate Voted in 2006 -.088 -.130 -.105
Ideological Orientation -.022 012 -.033
Roh Performance 108 016 d17*
Foreign Country's Influence on Jd43%= 022 . | apand
Korean National Security
Level of Friendship with the JDogFE 004 004~
Country
South Korean Relation with the 013 A01 -.066
Country
Foreign WTO Unfavorable Conditions 033 A56%# 037
Relations Foreign Country's Influence on 005 006 .015
and Korean Foreign Policy Making
External
Threats National Identity 019 -.032 -.0004
Foreign Culture Acceptance A38% -022 066
Spread of the Foreign Country's 253 228%= 226%F
Culture
Prohibiting an Open Rice Market -.180%= -.098 -153*
Potential Threat from the Country 184+ J158% -111
The Country’s Firm M&A A16 J62¥ P
Gender -.066 031 -.047
Age 029 028 .014
Control 024 129 072
Regionalism A39%= d44 J382*
Constant -3.29 -2.34 -2.43
Number of Cases 887 544 840
Pseudo R= 140 096 A14

*#¥p<.001, **p<.01, *p.05; significance tests are two-tailed.

z-score of 2 or higher are in bold face.
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APPENDIX A: List of Presidents of South Korea

The following is a list of Presidents of Republic of Korea (South Korea) since
independence. The presidential term has been set at five years since 1988. It was
previously set at four years from 1948 to 1972, six years from 1972 to 1981, and seven
years from 1981 to 1988. Since 1981, the president has been barred from reelection.

1" —Rhee Syng-man (served: 1948-1960)
o 1% 2" & 3%terms

2"_Yun Bo-seon (served: 1960-1962)
o 4"term

3"_park Chung-hee (served: 1963-1979)
e 5,6,7,8 &9"terms

4"__Choi Kyu-hah (served: 1979-1980)
e 10™term

5"__Chun Doo-hwan (served: 1980-1988)
o 11&12"terms

6" —Roh Tae-woo (served: 1988-1993)
e 13"term

7" _Kim Young-sam (served: 1993-1998)
e 14™term

8"_Kim Dae-jung (served: 1998-2003)
e 15" term

9"__Roh Moo-hyun (served: 2003-2008)
e 16™term

10" —L ee Myung-bak (served: 2008-2013)
e 17"term

11" —Park Geun-hye (incumbent)

e 18" term
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APPENDIX B: Independent Variable Descriptions—1% Part of the Research
(The U.S.—Korea Free Trade Agreement)

Involvement with Import-Sensitive Sector (RC-H1)

e importoccup: What is your occupation? (0=Other;
1=Agriculture/Forestry/Fishery)

Influence of Household Income (RC-H2)

e income: How would you describe your household income compared to a year ago?
(1=Excellent; 5=Poor)

View of Impacts of Economic Liberalization on Korean Economy (VF-H3)

e econglo: How would you evaluate the influence of economic globalization on
Korea? (1=Favorable; 2=Unfavorable)

e tradefair: Isthe U.S. fair or unfair in its trading practices with South Korea?
(1=Fair; 2=Unfair)

Level of Interest in News Media Regarding Korean Foreign Relations (VF-H4)

e forint: How would you rate your interest in recent news regarding foreign
relations of South Korea? (1=Very Interested; 4=Very Uninterested)

Level of support for the Main Opposition Party (VF-H5)

e conserv: Which political party did you vote for in the 2006 local election?
(0=Other; 1=Hannara Party)

e ideolo: How would you describe your ideological orientation? (1=Very Liberal;
5=Very Conservative)

e rohper: How would you rate your feeling towards the performance of President
Roh? (1=Excellent; 4=Poor)

Perception of Korean President’s Influence in Foreign Policy Making (VF-H6)

e prefor: How would you rate the influence of Korean President with regard to
Korean foreign policy making? (0=Minimal; 10=Utmost)
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Perception of the Korea—U.S. Alliance (NS-H7)

e allian: How would you rate the importance of strengthening Korea—U.S.
alliance as a foreign policy goal? (1=Very Important; 3=Not at all)

e amcul: How would you evaluate the global spread of American culture?
(1=Mostly Favorable; 2=Mostly Unfavorable)

e natsec: How would you rate the influence of the U.S. on Korean national security?
(1=Very Positive; 5=Very Negative)

Perception of National Sovereignty When Working with WTO (NS-H8)

e wto: World Trade Organization (WTO) was created to mitigate international
trade conflicts. If a country reports Korea to WTO and the results turn out to be
unfair to South Korea, should South Korea accept the decision? (1=Yes; No=3)

Influence of National Security and Xenophobia (NS-H9)

e forcul: Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the statement: “South
Korea should be aggressive in accepting foreign culture” (1=Strongly Agree;
4=Strongly Disagree).

e identity: How closely do you identify yourself as a Korean citizen? (1=Very
Close; 4=Very Distant)

Wariness of Opening Up Agricultural Market (NS-H10)

e rice: Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the statement:
“Opening up the Korean rice market must be prohibited at all cost” (1=Strongly
Agree; 4=Strongly Disagree)
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APPENDIX C: Independent Variable Descriptions—2" Part of the Research
(South Korean Bilateral FTAs with the U.S., China, and Japan)

Involvement with Import-Sensitive Sector (RC-H1)

e importoccup: What is your occupation? (1=Export-Benefiting Sectors; 3=Import-
Sensitive Sectors)

Influence of Household Income (RC-H2)

e income: How would you describe your household income compared to a year ago?
(1=Poor; 5=Excellent)

View of Impacts of Economic Liberalization on Korean Economy (VE-H3)

e econglo: How would you evaluate the influence of economic globalization on
Korea? (1=Unfavorable; 2=Favorable)

e tradefair: Isthe U.S. fair or unfair in its trading practices with South Korea? (1=
Unfair; 2=Fair)

Level of Interest in News Media Regarding Korean Foreign Relations (VF-H4)

e forint: How would you rate your interest in recent news regarding foreign
relations of South Korea? (1=Very Uninterested; 4=Very Interested)

Level of support for the Main Opposition Party (VF-H5)

e conserv: Which political party did you vote for in the 2006 local election?
(0=Cther; 1=Hannara Party)

e ideolo: How would you describe your ideological orientation? (1= Very
Conservative; 5=Very Liberal)

e rohper: How would you rate your feeling towards the performance of President
Roh? (1=Poor; 4=Excellent)

Perception of the Korea—U.S. Alliance (NS-H6)

e natsec: How would you rate the influence of the U.S. on Korean national security?
(1=Very Negative; 5=Very Positive)

e friendship: What is your level of friendship toward the U.S.? Enter a number
between 0 and 100 (0=Very Hostile; 100=Very Friendly)

e skrelation: In your opinion, is South Korean relation with the U.S. getting better
or worse? (1=Worse; 3=Better)
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Perception of National Sovereignty When Working with WTO (NS-H7)

e wto: World Trade Organization (WTO) was created to mitigate international
trade conflicts. If a country reports Korea to WTO and the results turn out to be
unfair to South Korea, should South Korea accept the decision? (1=No; 3=Yes)

e influence: How would you rate the influence of the U.S. government in Korean
foreign policy making? (0=Minimal; 10=Utmost)

Influence of National Security and Xenophobia (NS-H8)

e identity: How closely do you identify yourself as a Korean citizen? (1=Very
Distant; 4=Very Close)

e forcul: Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the statement: “South
Korea should be aggressive in accepting foreign culture” (1=Strongly Disagree;
4=Strongly Agree)

e amcul: How would you evaluate the global spread of American culture?
(1=Mostly Unfavorable; 2=Mostly Favorable)

Wariness of Opening Up Agricultural Market (NS-H9)

e rice: Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the statement:
“Opening up the Korean rice market must be prohibited at all cost” (1= Strongly
Disagree; 4=Strongly Agree)

Potential Threat to South Korean Interest (NS-H10)

e threat: What is the level of potential threat that American unilateralism pose to
South Korean interest in the next ten years? (1= Not at all; 3=Very High)

e stocks: What do you think about American firms buying Korean stocks? Do you
think it should be allowed or not? (1= Should be Prohibited; 2=Should be
Allowed)
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APPENDIX D: Pearson Correlation Matrix for Variables Included in 1% Part of the Research
(The U.S.—Korea Free Trade Agreement)

fta inport~p income econglo tradef-~r forint conserwv ideolo rohper
fta 1.0000
importoccup -0.0765 1.0000
income -0.0688 0.0375 1.0000
econglso -0.1502 0.0135 0.0116 1.0000
tradefair -0.2416 0.0460 0.0222 0.0849 1.0000
forint -0.0422 0.045%4 -0D.0383 0.04%6 -0.D0117 1.0000
COnserv 0.0613 -D.D224 0.1522 -0.0513 -0.0215 -D.0558 1.0000
idenlo 0.0474 0.0370 0.1445 -D.D220 -D0.0219 0.0143 0.2180 1.0000
rohper -0.0617 0.0044 0.2888 -0D.D240D 0.0238 -D.0815 0.2420 0.2704 1.0000
prefor 0.1444 0.0088 -0.1210 -0.0427 -0.0319 0.037% -D.0665 -D.0575 -0.2094
allian -0.1796 0.0462 -D.DO5A 0.0608 0.0921 0.1183 -D0.1434 -D.D650C -0.0355
amcul -0.1556 0.0532 0.0571 0.19558 0.2022 -D.D1sD 0.0243 -D.DD11 0.0566
natsec -0.2181 0.0621 0.0121 0.1091 0.1228 0.1025 -D0.1252 -0.1181 -0.0BE9
Wto -0.0685 0.0639 0.0215 0.0320 0.0202 0.0108 0.0013 -D.06D1 -0.0160
foreul -0.0760 0.0233 0.0282 0.0497 0.0%980 0.0903 0.0313 0.0856 0.0877
identity -0:.0381 -D.D315 0.0305 0:012% -D.D125 0.1373 -D.D0716 0.0311 0.0310
rice 0.1154 -D.0702 -0.0666 -0.0475 -0.0175 -0.0318 0.0390 0.0929 0.0803
gender -0.0296 0.0024 -D.0217 -0.0361 -0.0481 0.2020 0.0292 0.0028 -0D.0246
age 0.0704 0.1185 0.1763 -D0.0250 -0.0727 -D.0980 0.2283 0.2531 0.1487
educ -0.0301 -D.2082 -D0.16591 -0.0236 0.04%5 -D.0OS03 -D0.1414 -D.1%44 -0.0358
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prefor allian amcul natsec wto forcul identity rice gender
prefor 1.0000
allian -0.0095 1.0000
amcul -0.0138 0.1109 1.0000
natsec -0.0264 0.2520 0.1885 1.0000
WEtOo -0.1075 0.1131 -0.0269 0.0393 1.0000
forcul -0.0182 0.0858 0.0850 0.0604 0.0788 1.0000
identity -0.0551 0.1279 -0.0214 0.1276 0.0180 0.1098 1.0000
rice 0.0639 0.0085 0.0632 -0.0147 -0.0966 0.1123 0.0326 1.0000
gender 0.0619 0.0222 -0.0610 0.0188 0.0941 -0.0054 -0.0243 -0.0488 1.0000
age -0.0155 -0.1302 0.0262 -0.1687 0.0252 0.0758 -0.1790 0.0562 0.0180
educ 0.0728 0.0688 0.0138 0.0571 -0.0971 -0.1007 0.0947 0.0275 -0.0951
age educ
age 1.0000
educ -0.5270 1.0000
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APPENDIX E-1: Pearson Correlation Matrix for Variables Included in 2" Part of the Research
(The U.S.—Korea Free Trade Agreement)

fta importoc income econglo tradefai forint conserv ideolo rohper
fta 1.0000
importoc -0.0197 1.0000
income 0.0596 -0.1223 1.0000
econglo 0.1587 -0.0081 0.0100 1.0000
tradefai 0.2380 -0.0130 0.0088 0.0893 1.0000
forint 0.0370 0.0188 -0.0270 0.0322 -0.0026 1.0000
conserv 0.0262 0.0663 -0.1270 0.0466 0.0352 0.0385 1.0000
ideolo -0.0557 -0.0222 0.1213 -0.0384 -0.0430 0.0369 -0.1996 1.0000
rohper 0.0490 -0.0543 0.2705 -0.0260 0.0106 -0.0581 -0.2405 0.2501 1.0000
natsec 0.2130 -0.0234 0.0096 0.0991 0.1406 0.1030 0.1338 -0.1044 -0.0746
friendsh 0.2712 0.0211 0.0895 0.0809 0.2051 0.0723 0.1765 -0.1007 0.0241
skrelati 0.0774 -0.0459 0.0978 0.0260 0.0922 -0.0361 -0.0126 0.0515 0.1264
wto 0.0576 0.0322 0.0015 0.0284 0.0104 0.0192 -0.0019 -0.0438 -0.0240
influenc 0.0300 0.0202 0.0144 0.0606 -0.0596 -0.0105 0.0189 0.0113 -0.0303
identity 0.0326 0.0389 0.0221 0.0061 -0.0122 0.1311 0.0698 0.0165 0.0284
forcul 0.0970 -0.0248 0.0303 0.0519 0.0793 0.0968 -0.0216 0.0743 0.0895
amcul 0.2063 -0.0200 0.0427 0.1941 0.2078 0.0046 -0.0143 -0.0114 0.0512
rice -0.1229 -0.0510 -0.0602 -0.0509 -0.0397 -0.0338 -0.0377 0.1047 0.0799
threat 0.1582 0.0785 -0.0447 0.0153 0.1575 -0.0414 0.1367 -0.0923 -0.0379
stocks 0.1163 0.0239 -0.0213 0.0229 0.1895 0.0446 -0.0466 -0.0284 -0.0736
gender -0.0153 0.0336 0.0511 0.0465 0.0332 -0.2172 0.0534 -0.0366 0.0321
age 0.0890 0.1359 -0.1763 0.0226 0.1039 0.1018 0.1931 -0.2289 -0.1442
educ -0.0382 -0.1356 0.1645 0.0386 -0.0612 0.0866 -0.1235 0.1945 0.0465
region 0.0643 0.0122 -0.0266 0.0094 -0.0290 -0.0398 0.1126 -0.0753 -0.0622
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natsec friendsh skrelati wto influenc identity forcul amcul rice
natsec 1.0000
friendsh 0.3221 1.0000
skrelati 0.1162 0.1479 1.0000
wto 0.0381 0.0527 -0.0583 1.0000
influenc 0.0489 0.1206 -0.0062 0.1093 1.0000
identity 0.1268 0.0687 0.0919 0.0175 0.0505 1.0000
forcul 0.0398 0.0310 0.0879 0.0783 0.0375 0.1204 1.0000
amcul 0.2040 0.2386 0.1092 =-0.0100 0.0073 -0.0255 0.0977 1.0000
rice 0.0109 -0.0740 0.0061 -0.0715 -0.0817 0.0245 0.0840 0.0598 1.0000
threat 0.1478 0.2598 0.1036 0.0280 -0.0503 -0.0318 =-0.0596 0.0939 -0.0615
stocks 0.1110 0.1067 0.0006 -0.0014 -0.0381 -0.0285 0.0652 0.1384 -0.0609
gender -0.0252 0.0085 0.0894 -0.1288 0.0316 0.0326 -0.0079 0.0456 0.0203
age 0.1644 0.2129 -0.0735 -0.0310 -0.0461 0.1677 -0.0808 0.0013 =-0.0644
educ -0.0328 -0.112¢6 0.0027 0.1074 0.1181 -0.0841 0.0950 -0.0008 -0.0098
region 0.0344 0.0227 -0.0209 0.1303 0.0363 -0.0060 -0.0034 -0.0017 0.0100
threat stocks gender age educ region
threat 1.0000
stocks 0.0674 1.0000
gender -0.0214 -0.0034 1.0000
age 0.1338 =-0.0067 0.0119 1.0000
educ -0.1028 0.0053 -0.1072 -0.5105 1.0000
region -0.0061 -0.0353 0.0041 0.0523 -0.0706 1.0000
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APPENDIX E-2: Pearson Correlation Matrix for Variables Included in 2" Part of the Research
(The Proposed Korea—China Free Trade Agreement)

ftac importoc income econglo ctradefa forint conserv ideolo rohper
ftac 1.0000
importoc -0.0483 1.0000
income 0.0314 -0.1238 1.0000
econglo 0.1561 -0.0011 0.0137 1.0000
ctradefa 0.1952 -0.0555 0.0379 0.0853 1.0000
forint 0.0411 0.0089 -0.0227 0.0437 -0.0071 1.0000
conserv -0.0373 0.0757 -0.1161 0.0562 -0.0965 0.0477 1.0000
ideolo -0.0110 -0.0135 0.1228 -0.0444 0.0189 0.0231 -0.2034 1.0000
rohper 0.0304 -0.0594 0.2544 -0.0299 0.0465 -0.0535 -0.2477 0.2524 1.0000
cnatsec 0.0510 0.0832 0.0342 0.0734 0.0023 0.0419 0.0542 -0.0471 -0.0095
cfriends 0.1208 0.0541 0.0534 0.0771 0.1706 0.0117 0.0243 0.0062 0.0674
cskrelat 0.0832 0.0388 0.0620 0.0267 0.1396 0.0766 -0.0068 0.0577 0.1456
wto 0.1073 0.0105 -0.0072 0.0297 0.0192 0.0248 0.0002 -0.0619 -0.0351
cinfluen 0.0153 0.0133 0.0355 0.0035 -0.0447 -0.0205 0.0159 -0.0149 -0.0365
identity -0.0039 0.0531 0.0257 0.0067 -0.0055 0.1415 0.0865 0.0167 0.0320
forcul 0.0154 -0.0271 0.0285 0.0522 0.0236 0.1015 -0.0196 0.0819 0.0970
ccul 0.1501 -0.0379 0.0295 0.1640 0.1247 0.0429 -0.0620 0.0082 0.0886
rice -0.0358 0.0334 -0.0378 =-0.0275 -0.0259 0.0084 -0.0334 -0.0069 -0.0214
cthreat 0.0995 0.0115 0.0869 0.0059 0.1180 -0.14950 -0.0180 0.0311 0.1443
cstocks 0.1446 0.0355 -0.0203 0.0494 0.0969 -0.0200 0.0266 -0.0148 -0.0340
gender -0.0064 0.0591 0.0434 0.0429 -0.0303 -0.2235 0.0494 -0.0251 0.0273
age 0.0322 0.1404 -0.1707 0.0187 -0.0298 0.1094 0.2037 -0.2287 -0.1303
educ -0.0420 -0.1441 0.1701 0.0284 0.0116 0.0812 -0.1235 0.1889 0.0453
region 0.0076 -0.0055 -0.0347 -0.0086 =-0.0737 -0.0411 0.0948 -0.0557 -0.0672
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region 0.0076 -0.0055 -0.0347 -0.0086 =-0.0737 -0.0411 0.0948 -0.0557 -0.0672
cnatsec cfriends cskrelat wto cinfluen identity forcul ccul rice
cnatsec 1.0000
cfriends 0.1578 1.0000
cskrelat 0.1018 0.1285 1.0000
wto 0.0081 -0.0062 0.0076 1.0000
cinfluen -0.0087 0.0510 0.0208 0.0528 1.0000
identity 0.1065 -0.0045 0.1047 0.0356 0.0044 1.0000
forcul -0.0030 0.0279 0.0252 0.0867 0.0792 0.1114 1.0000
ccul 0.0838 0.1576 0.0618 0.0157 0.0484 -0.0100 0.1211 1.0000
rice 0.0067 -0.0660 -0.0526 -0.0155 0.0037 0.0344 0.0889 -0.0227 1.0000
cthreat 0.0242 0.0955 0.0410 -0.0373 -0.0186 -0.0562 -0.0869 0.0862 -0.1085
cstocks 0.0200 0.0797 -0.0029 0.0110 0.0712 -0.0534 0.0647 0.1088 0.0299
gender -0.0004 0.0059 0.0060 -0.1050 0.0921 0.0328 -0.0050 -0.0028 0.0253
age 0.0867 0.0589 0.0292 -0.0141 -0.0541 0.1554 -0.0817 -0.0247 -0.0169
educ -0.0690 -0.0304 -0.0239 0.0954 0.0853 -0.0755 0.0939 0.0074 -0.0802
region 0.0604 -0.0659 -0.0720 0.1256 -0.0111 0.0000 0.0020 -0.0369 0.0975
cthreat c¢stocks gender age educ region
cthreat 1.0000
cstocks 0.0302 1.0000
gender 0.0328 -0.0100 1.0000
age -0.0479 -0.0192 0.0149 1.0000
educ -0.0737 0.0138 -0.0966 -0.5078 1.0000
region -0.0698 -0.0408 0.0161 0.0500 -0.0588 1.0000
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APPENDIX E-3: Pearson Correlation Matrix for Variables Included in 2" Part of the Research

(The Proposed Korea—Japan Free Trade Agreement)

ftaj importoc income econglo jtradefa forint conserv ideolo rohper
ftaj 1.0000
importoc -0.0550 1.0000
income 0.0407 -0.1240 1.0000
econglo 0.1649 -0.0019 0.0014 1.0000
jtradefa 0.1796 -0.0195 -0.0136 0.0875 1.0000
forint 0.0579 0.0094 -0.0227 0.0376 -0.0192 1.0000
conserv -0.0165 0.0604 -0.1259 0.0491 -0.0297 0.0422 1.0000
ideolo -0.0317 -0.0231 0.1285 =-0.0571 -0.0330 0.0265 =-0.2277 1.0000
rohper 0.0546 -0.0647 0.2648 -0.0346 0.0503 =-0.0585 -0.2381 0.2465 1.0000
jnatsec 0.2196 0.0327 0.0255 0.0114 0.0848 0.0510 0.0660 -0.0195 0.0070
jfriends 0.1549 0.0276 0.0892 0.0475 0.1185 -0.0017 0.0998 -0.0735 0.0278
jskrelat 0.0197 0.0344 0.0441 0.0207 0.1221 0.0117 0.0200 0.0964 0.0957
wto 0.0896 0.0285 -0.0143 0.0339 0.0965 0.0373 0.0183 -0.0470 -0.0378
Jjinfluen 0.0573 =-0.0022 0.0018 0.0067 0.0364 -0.0449 -0.0206 -0.0224 -0.0574
identity 0.0246 0.0522 0.0297 0.0164 0.0382 0.1271 0.0826 0.0050 0.0277
forcul 0.1051 -0.0331 0.0042 0.0484 0.0804 0.1109 -0.0264 0.0757 0.0881
jcul 0.1761 -0.0524 0.0131 0.1701 0.1438 -0.0095 -0.0704 0.0508 0.0651
rice -0.1081 -0.0333 -0.0677 =-0.0533 -0.1060 -0.0296 -0.0528 0.1028 0.1002
jthreat -0.0219 -0.0085 0.0497 -0.0080 0.0838 -0.0994 0.0427 -0.0496 -0.0246
jstocks 0.1670 0.0197 0.0545 0.0628 0.1776 0.0236 0.0068 0.0418 -0.0437
gender -0.0166 0.0459 0.0509 0.0360 0.0041 -0.2119 0.0304 -0.0327 0.0241
age 0.0133 0.1353 -0.1668 0.0240 -0.0717 0.0963 0.1907 -0.2362 -0.1334
educ 0.0023 -0.14e61 0.1603 0.0370 0.0236 0.0974 -0.1215 0.1914 0.0436
region 0.0564 0.0038 -0.0419 -0.0103 -0.0461 -0.0416 0.1007 -0.0657 -0.0820
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jnatsec jfriends jskrelat wto jinfluen identity forcul jcul rice
jnatsec 1.0000
jfriends 0.2828 1.0000
jskrelat 0.1727 0.1922 1.0000
wto 0.1200 0.0630 -0.0041 1.0000
jinfluen 0.0582 0.1456 0.0309 0.0597 1.0000
identity 0.0808 0.0065 0.0541 0.0373 0.0247 1.0000
forcul 0.0915 0.0741 0.0538 0.0907 0.0798 0.1150 1.0000
jcul 0.1781 0.1806 0.0483 0.0361 0.0647 -0.0408 0.1884 1.0000
rice 0.0292 -0.0550 0.0669 -0.0723 -0.0610 0.0227 0.0734 0.0576 1.0000
jthreat 0.0946 0.1302 0.1091 -0.0003 -0.0533 -0.0826 -0.0645 0.0683 -0.0277
jstocks 0.1307 0.1587 0.0322 0.0807 0.0650 -0.0599 0.1339 0.2059 -0.0689
gender 0.0376 0.0307 0.0151 -0.1141 0.1090 0.0423 -0.0256 0.0521 0.0104
age 0.0325 0.0254 -0.0672 -0.0225 -0.0588 0.1611 -0.0743 -0.0567 -0.0464
educ -0.0223 0.0372 0.0561 0.1028 0.0889 -0.0786 0.0891 0.0164 -0.0144
region 0.0427 -0.0153 -0.0731 0.1346 -0.0218 -0.0086 -0.0034 -0.0147 0.0179
jthreat Jstocks gender age educ region
jthreat 1.0000
Jjstocks -0.0052 1.0000
gender 0.0718 -0.0485 1.0000
age -0.0240 -0.0545 0.0181 1.0000
educ -0.0552 0.0874 -0.1062 -0.5089 1.0000
region 0.0125 -0.0132 0.0110 0.0451 -0.0431 1.0000
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Glossary

Comparative advantage: The ability of a firm or individual to produce goods and/or
services at a lower opportunity cost than other firms or individuals.

Interest Group: Any association of individuals or organizations, usually formally
organized, that, on the basis of one or more shared concerns, attempts to influence public
policy in its favor.

Import-Sensitive (Import-Competing) Products: A product that is particularly susceptible
to competition from imports from other country suppliers. Import sensitive products
generally receive longer phase-in periods for tariff reduction or elimination in trade
agreements.

KORUS FTA: As a shorthand for the U.S.—Kaorea Free Trade Agreement, it refers to a
trade agreement between the United States and the Republic of Korea (South Korea).
Negotiations were officially announced on February 2, 2006 and concluded on April 1,
2007. The treaty was first signed on June 30, 2007, with a renegotiation version later
signed in early December 2010.

Protectionist Tariff: One of the government actions and policies that restrict or restrain
international trade, often done with the intent of protecting local businesses and jobs from
foreign competition. Other methods of protectionism include quotas, subsidies or tax
cuts to domestic producers, and a direct state intervention.

Rational Choice Theory: An economic principle that assumes that individuals always
make prudent and logical decisions that provide them with the greatest benefit or
satisfaction and that are in their highest self-interest.

Sovereignty: A principle that establishes the nation-state as an independent actor within
the international system. Often associated with the signing of the Treaty of Westphalia in
1648, the principle is based on the doctrines of nonintervention and formal equality.
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